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IN THE HOUSE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 38 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Requesting the Pacific Salmon Commission
to increase Alaska®™s chinook salmon
quota.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the abundaiice of chinook salmon in southeast Alaska waters has
significantly exceeded the population-rebuilding projections of the United
States-Canada Salmon Treaty; and

WHEREAS the southeast Alaska chinook salmon quota 1is based on these
1984 projections, which do not reflect the current abundance of chinook
salmon; and

WHEREAS southeast Alaska has suffered substantial economic losses
under treaty harvest quotas; and

WHEREAS area closures for chinook salmon have had disastrous economic
effects on many southeast Alaska communities; and

WHEREAS each chinook salmon is worth $60 to $150 to a fisherman; and

WHEREAS staying within the quota 1imposes an unfair amount of social
and economic loss to Alaska not experienced by other parties 1involved 1in
the United States-Canada Salmon Treaty; and

WHEREAS the harvests of far-north migrating chinook salmon stocks 1in
some Washington and Oregon fisheries has increased substantially, many
above treaty levels; and

WHEREAS these Washington and Oregon stocks, which contribute to
Alaska®s salmon fisheries, are considerably above the treaty escapement
goals, some by as much as 300 percent; and

WHEREAS the southeast Alaska summer chinook salmon troll season has
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been reduced from 169 days in 1979 to only 23 days in 1987; and

WHEREAS reductions in the Southeast Alaska summer chinook salmon troll
season firstoccurred in 1980 as part of the chinook salmonrebuilding
program; and

WHEREAS treaty agreements have shortened the southeast Alaska troll
season so much that Alaskan hatchery fish cannot be harvested to the level
promised; and

WHEREAS 1longer seasons benefit the southeast Alaska fishing industry
by ensuring higher quality fish products and higher market prices; and

WHEREAS a fair increase in the southeast Alaska chinook salmon harvest
quota will not jeopardize the natural stock rebuilding program;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests
the United States section of the Northern Panel of the Pacific Salmon
Commission to work to substantially increasethe chxnook quota for Alaska.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Steve Cowper,
Governor of the State of Alaska; and to Don Collinsworth, Alaska Commis-

sioner, Pacific Salmon Commission.

CSHCR 38 (Res) -2-
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The equipment may be signed out for up to eight days and the
booklet may be retained by novice fishermen. Members of the
Herkimer Fishing Derby Committee will maintain equipment,
and local sports shops have committed themselves to reolace the
articles as needed. It is anticipated that senior citizens and other
groups will utilize this equipment for daily outings.

It is anticipated that the youth of the community will avail
themselves of this program and. hopefully, develop a lifelong
interest in fishing.

LAKE MEAD FERTILIZATION

According to an article “Fertilization Shows Signs of Success."
published in the October 1987 issue of the California Angler.
fertilization of the 20000 acre Overton Arm of Lake Mead with
20000 gallons of liquid fenilizerfamomum polyphosphate) this
past spnng shows promise of improving the sport fishery.

For many years. Lake Mead provided one of the most produc-
tive sport fisheries in the nation. However, productivity was
substantially reduced after completion of two upstream reser-
voirs. Lake Powell and Flaming Gorge on the Colorado Green
River watershed, which acted as nutrient traps. Nutrients in Lake
Mead were further reduced by the near total elimination in 1981
of phosphorous from effluents from the wastewater treatment
discharged in the Las Vegas Wash Atm of the Lake. The adverse
impact of the reduced nutrients on sport fishes was further
aggravated by the virtual explosion of striped bass, introduced
several years ago that had virtually decimated the already limited
plankton feeding forage fish base (primarily threadfin shad).

Dr. Larry Paulson, of the University of Nevada, Las Vegas,
who supervised the project, was quoted as saying “...there's no
question that fertilization brought about a tremendous response
in the threadfin shad population.”

The fertilizer application was accomplished May 30. 1987, by
over 1000volunteers in over 300hoats, and was timed to increase
peak plankton production levelsjust as the larval threadfin shad
were hatching. Trawl samples takenjust 18days after the applica-
tion showed a significant increase in the number of shad com-
pared to other, untreated areas of the lake. The number of larval
shad collected were also higher than historical numbers in the
same area. The project was working.

Then, as the shad grew, the striped bass began feeding on
them. By mid-summer, the skinny stripers had begun to put on
some weight, because they were feeding upon schools ot shad
throughout the upper pan of the Ovenon Arm. Anglers reponed
catching 20to 40stripers per day that Paulson says were begin-
ning to put a dent in the increased shad population.

The Lake Mead enrichment project is scheduled to he repeated
both next spnng (hopefully with two applications in 1983). and
again the following year to completely test 'he fertilization's
effectiveness.

According to Dr. Paulson, the road to restore that fishery has
been uphill from day one. The final permit to complete the May
D project was not received until the evening before the fertilizer
was applied. And the National Park Service and Environmental
Protection Agency continue to voice concerns over the experi-
ment. which could still stall it before the three-year test is
complete.

According to this experiment, large-scale lake fertilizations can
be done without having any adverse affects on water quality. The

SFI1 Bulletin Xo. 390. Xovember December 193?

Gregg Basin on Mead has been proposed for fertilization for next
year, and the lower portion of Lake Powell, which is also suffering
from a loss of nutrients, is another spot being targeted for an
enrichment boost. Fertilization may be a key to keeping the sport
fisheries of the Colorado River reservoirs productive in the future.

“YEAR OF THE CHINOOK"

As a current television ad says. *It just doesn't get any better
than this." That's the way the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife is talking about chinook salmon this year.

Record-breaking ocean harvests and strong chinook returns to
inland waters have biologists calling 1987 “The Year of the
Chinook.”

“I'mvery pleased and a little bit surprised about the tremendous
chinook production we have seen th's year." says Oregon
Department of Fisheries, Chief Harry Wagner. *Good things are
happerungjust about everywhere we look, and prospects for next
year appear excellent as well.”

Wagner has good reason to be happy. So do a lot of commer-
cial and sport fishermen. Some highlights include:

« Record chinook catches for ocean commercial salmon (rollers
off Oregon;

 Record chinook catches for ocean sport anglers;

« Outstanding recovery of fall chinook returns to th: Columbia

River,
 Record sport chinook catches at Buoy 10 on the lower

Columbia;

« Excellent fall, lower Columbia commercial salmon gilinet
fishery-,

 Good prospects for sport chinook fisheries in Oregon's coastal
bays, including fish weighing more than 60 pounds;

e Excellent in-river spnng chinook returns on the Willamette.

Rogue, and Umpqua rivers; and
e Strong fall chinook returns on the Rogue River.

Wagner attributes this strong showing to several factors. ‘It's a
combination of excellent ocean survival, reduced harvests oil
Alaska and Canada, hatchery production improvements and
ex%ansion, and impro’ed downstream smolt passage at dams." he
said.

The big fish that started showing in coastal bays last fall are
back again this year. * Credit for that belongs directly to the treaty
between the United States and Canada that reduced catches in the
Gulf of Alaska and off British Columbia." Wagner said.

OFF THE PRESS

STREAMBANK STABILIZATION AND MANAGE-
MENT GUIDE FOR PENNSYLVANIA LANDOWNERS,
prepared by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resource’s Division of Scenic Rivers. Although prepared vwuh
Pennsylvania landowners in mind, much of the information
contained in the guide is applicable everywhere.

The purpose ot this handbook is to help owners of streamside
property manage their streambanks in ways that result in
increased benefits and fewer erosion problems. Information is
presented which will allow the reader to more fully understand
the behavior of streams and w hy strcambank failure or erosion
occurs. A summary of the advantages, disadvantages, effective-
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VERNITA. Franklin County -
Fisheries technician Rich Pent,
draped over the stanchion in the
front of the work boat, was at a
loss to point out individual salmon
nests as he peered into three feet
of Columbia River water where
the fish had come to spawn.

"It"s all one big nest,"™ he said,
throwing up his hands.

Wild fall chinook salmon, at the
end of a 350-mile odyssey from the
Pacific Ocean, flashed back and
forth m front of the boat as it
floated over Vemita Bar on a cold,
clear day.

Since 1982, there has been a
steady increase in the salmon run,
and this year™s run of a lialf-million
fish is the biggest since dams were
built on the Columbia in the 1930s,
wnen record-keeping began.

"It"'s like being 1in an aquar—
ium."” marveled Tony Floor. 3
spokesman for the state Depait-
ment of Fisheries.

The department”s 16-foot boat
floated over a stretch of the SO-
mile-long, free-flowing Hanford
Reach, the last major spawning
grounds on the heavily dammed
Columbia. The reach, upstream
from Richland, flows through the
federal Hanford Nuclear Reserva—
tion.

Typically, says Joe Hymer, a
biological technician, a chinook
redd, or nest, is eight feel across
and round. The rock and gravel
are serubbed elean of silt and-

algae by the spawning salmon.

On Vernita Bar, there were few
round nests, just ridges of rocks
where redds overlapped each oth—
er. All the gravel was swept clean.

"The gravel is full of eggs,"”
Hymer said.

The scene was testimony to the
success of this year®s return of
“upriver bnghts." the largest run
of salmon returning to the Colum—
bia and the largest run in the
United States outside Alaska.

While 20 percent of the run is
hatchery-produced, fully 60 percent
remains wild - from the same
stocks that have migrated to Co—
lumbia River gravel for thousands
of years.

This year an estimated 540.000
chinook salmon returned to Wash —
ington waters. Nearly half of those
fell victim, as planned, tocommer —
cial fishermen. 13.000 were caught
in sports fisheries, and tens of
thousands were caught in ocean
fisheries. About 40,000 got past the
four dams upnver from the ocean
to spawn at hatcheries or in the
gravel.

But Hymer and Floor realize
salmon are more than just good
eating, more than a moneymaker
for fishermen and sports supply
stores. Indians revere the salmon.
The fish is not only food on their
table but perhaps their greatest
asset, since treaty rights entitle
them to one-half the harvest.

Salmon are also pan of the
entire region®s social fabric and
identity.

"They're almost pnceless in-

m NEWS CONTENT >NTW'S SECTION was PO==ABED 9V Thc sea

Morthwes
Salmon comeback: ‘big nest’ in river

This year's Columbia run is greatest since dam-building era began

that way," said Hymer. as he
guided the boat along the 600-foot-
wide river, bordered by waist-high

grasses and orchards, the dry
Saddle Mountains to the west.
“Genetically, they are unique.

They range so far, but still return
to spawn."

After 15 years of salmon runs
ranging from 130.000 to 220,000 fisn.
the number of wild fish dropped
below 100.000 in 1980 ar.d 1981. Only
a few thousand reached spawning
grounds.

"“Six years ago, our thinking
was that we were going to have a

funeral service for another wild
salmon run,” Floor said. "There
wasn®t a unified commitment to

rebuilding a nm that seemed to be
headed for some kind of limited
extinction."

Overfishing from Alaska to the

Columbia, and death at the dams,
also helped reduce the salmon
numbers.

Many factors helped tum the
fishery around, including the par—
ticipation by a small army of
fisheries biologists and favorable
ocean conditions after a disastrous
"El Nino" weather phenomenon.

Also:
m The Northwest Power Act.
passed by Congress, direcied a

rebuilding of fisheries damaged by
dam-building.

B A U.S.-Canada Silmon Trea—
ty cut back Canada 3 take of fish
along the British Columbia coast.

B A new spirit cf cooperation
has emerged in the r»gion, after
years of contention wnen a 1974

Sh-h-h: Mount st. Heiens may be taking

Associated Pres* .

LONGVIEW - Scientists are
wondenng if Mount St. Helens has
entered another century of dor—
mancy. now that it has slept
tnrough 1987.

Last year was the first time it
remained so quiet since it
life cataclysmically in

has
boomed to

t00. if St. Helens is dead or not."
tayd BHW CWaAsHm, SOTEHRNSE A
charge of the U.S. Geological

Survey"s Cascade Volcano Obser—
vatory in Vancouver, Wash.

The mountain rumbled to life
on March 20. 1960, wuh an earth—
quake measuring -tl on the Rich—
ter scale.

Two months Liipr. on Mav "4.

of timberfland. Ash fell over much
of the Northwest and a cloud of
ash circled the globe.

Other eruptions followed, but
the more recent ones have been
r.onvioient and merely increased
the size of a lava come in the
crater.

scien-
earth-

Since September 1957,
i-sis have lieiec'rd small

federal court ruling held th.ai
Indians had rights to half of the
salmon. -

Floor says the effect was thal
the state was committed to prg-
tecting the run. >-

The goal, under the Northwegt
Power Act. is to double the output
of the Columbia and its tributaries
by the year 2000 to a total of aoouz
5 million salmon and steeihead. j

Much of the money paying for
salmon conservation comes (rorti
electric utility customers. The ra—
tionale is that the dams producing

electricity caused much ol the
decline irisa.mon runs. .

Ten dams range along the
Columbia: Grand Coulee Dam, 550
miles from the sea. bars any
ocean-migrating fish.

Despite a growing conserva(--
tiomst ethic in the Northwest!.,

there are still projects threatening
the salmon run. One proposal is to
dredge the Hanford Reach for
shipping channel so barges caftv
carry cargo as far upnver as-
Wenatchee. 60 miles above thfeZ”
reach. .
"This is one of the moi
damaging projects to come along
in a long time," says Phil Peter—
son, regional habitat manager for
the Department of Fishenes. J
The Corps of Engineers had
wanted to build an artificial spawn —
ing channel on the reach this yeaj-.
to determine whether salmon

Please see SALMON on D 2 I

another nap

ten roek to the surfaee; is empdyv

and sagging. As this rock moves. 1

sends out shock waves that regis—
ter as earthquakes.

Under the other theory, me
conduit still contains molten rocx
that is blocked from reachine ine
surface "but is restless to get out,"
Swanson said.

"Peopie have to -enembe”
that we re lookine three [OUES -*



fiin hair Share. Washington
Grange). two ot thrt-? stale uti
regulators (Sharon Nelson anlJ

Dirk Casad) and (he state Depart—
ment o( Information Systems.

Independent pnone companies are

neutral.

m How can they be opposed to
competition? They say they
aren"t. Opponents say PNB want$§

Technician* Jox Hymw, I«fL end Rich Petit take scale sample* from a salmon that has spawned at Hanforti

fin- stale
ili-regulate ,:nv s»r-

in'. s, 11"
alr-hdv must
vn.es that rhone companies can

prove are truly competitive

D So u hat"s wrong with exist—
ing law? PNB says it needs the
flexibility its competitors have to
respond to rapidlv changing mar —
ket conditions. Undercurrent law,
the pnone company savs, it has to

for > oo Lif e r.ire «

SSI' ' ni mn Li<t veir Tins
eevs s.is. rx.ici¥ Ine wrong
time to scrap a md true

s"stem for one that allows auto-

mmv rate increases

B What isn"t covered by the
cap? Only basic residential and
business rates are covered, ac—

cording to the bill. So pay-phone
rates probaoiy are not limited by

I"e 1 jpm a . *e*
Ani.irmg happens. "Jgrs""~" % y*-*
S--ptIC.U. In the JI. vei-s ;
"in are.ik up of Vo Be . .
n P N B nas produced nos- ,
Cmillion in dividends
parent company. 15 We-: ?7_ 1
proponents say the statu:.: s -
pi. proves that existing re-jia- j
tuns do nothing more than “guar- |

a.

.-.tee profits.”
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Reach.

This year's Columbia run is greatest since dam-building era began

SALMON

continued trom 0 1

could be enticed to use it instead of
the river s gravel.

But the agency
preliminary work on

September.

delaved the
me pun in

Coips spokesman Ste—

ven Foster says the corps lacked
time to obuin permits, and ihat
several animal and plant species in
the area mignt he UC.tlgnated rare
or endangered.

The nutcrv against construction
of a Channel has come fronm
conservationists, Indian  tribes,
sportsmen and ihe state Fisheries
and \LinJlife departments Wash—
ington S 1 S se"i.ilnrs and Hep Xnl

whose distnct includes
have prepared

the reach a

Mornson,
the Hanford area,
legislation to mane
wild and scenic river.

North of 1ihe reach, above
Priest Rapids Dam. the Army
wants tn e"pand us Yakima Firing
Range ,md is prop wing a river-
crossing muling .e-a P"lerson

sivs Il'e  F"sIIT)"S  I'epai tinelll

also opposes that proi“t >N pa-
because it would me: USE
possibility of oil spnls -to
Columbia,

1 %

Pot he thinks ‘he fvda-¢ -+
protect is me biggest rtl .-
reluming cnmoi'K

"if wecan't bmjt'  e=*rn
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i n all the years Vic and
Tony fished the sturdy,

ed,, deep-drafted;
ery littlechanged in
the; Southeast troll; fishery*.*

They drug hooks through the
wateralong thecraggy oqtside
coast of- Baranot Island, year-.,
round* catchingkingK. Vlcaiufc:
Tony are gone now, both, the *
young Sitkanand the old Spai*--
tarddying inseparate incidental
back in *83r and. with them.



Victor > Iusr trip aboard the Donnamae. rail or %

seems to have gone the laid-back troll-
ing lifestyle which initially drew so
many to the fishery. One wonders if
they would've adapted to the change.

‘In the oid days,” says Alan Davis,

troll biologist for the Alaska Depart-

ment of Fish and Game, "we'd see
boats spread out all up and down the
beach. Now we just see these big
peaks of boats." The pack atmos-
phere. First seen with the ominously
efficient Seattle "clone fleet™ spread
out the entire length of Southeast
testing the waters of each bay, coded
calls would converge fiberglass clones
on one drag to mop up a bite. If you
can't beat ‘em. join 'em: Today a com-
plex of intertwining code groups fills
an empty horizon with a swarm of
boats thick as dies within just hours.

These increased rates of harvest
yield higher catches sooner—eating
the quota faster, compressing seasons
further. The derby mentality. During
the 'Sn5 trollers watched their tradi-
tional 180-clay summer king season
nearly evaporate to ;ust 113 fast and
furious days by 19S7. compelling
many to abandon yesterday's habits
and routine to go hardcore, grinding
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the drag from the first hint of dawn
till the last shard of light pierced the
Panhandle's western horizon.

etersburg trailer Gary Slaven,
P chairman of the Alaska Board of

be more availability M.

fact. Mian ever anticipated by popula
tion models for the coastwide. i.Vy-ar
chinook stock rebuilding program
undertaken with the 1984 signing of
the 1.".S./Canada Pacific Salmon Trea-
ty. ADF&G commissioner Don Col-
linsworth calls it a "flooding effect
here in Southeast Alaska." and Slaven
remarks that it "doesn't take a
mathematical genius to figure (the
season) might only be 15. 16 days next
year."

Locked into a set quota by interna-
tional treaty. Southeast Alaska's
chinook abundance brings its own set
of problems: short seasons and shak-
ing kings during a coho-only fishery.
Shaking kings, in turn, brings some
level of associated mortality—a
resource loss. Collinsworth points out.
that neither adds to escapement goals
nor accrues any kind of benefit to the
fishermen. "In the great scheme of
things," says the commissioner, "that
doesn't make a helluva lot of sense.”

As the National Marine Fisheries
Service Auke Bay Lab analyzes data
from its two-year study of chinook
hook-and-release mortality, prelimi-
nary results lend harder numbers to
indicate a lower mortality rate than
sometimes previously assumed. The
unique study involves sea pens—
holding fish to observe delayed
mortality—and seems to corroborate
findings from earlier tag recovery
studies, according to Alex Werth-

Fisheries and vice-chairman, northerpimer. task leader for the NMFS

panel. LS. section of the U.S./Canada
salmon treaty team, says negotiators
anticipated the Southeast fleet's
average daily king catch to be 5,500
fish, a figure ADF&G agreed was "in
the ball park." With about a 200,000-
fish quota, the 1987 season should've
stretched from its opening June 20 in-
to late July.

"Well, we went out there and it
never did drop that low." Slaven says.
The average catch per day of 9,000 to
11.000 fish closed kings in short order
at midnight July 12. With number of
boats and lines fixed by limited entry
and technological effort fairly stabil-
ized since about 1985. he continues,
fishermen, processors, and managers
alike attribute the higher catch rates
to a greater resource abundance.

"If there's not a new hootchie
around.” Davis surmises, "there must

Early-Ocean Salmon Research Prot-
ect. Results suggest an overall mortali-
ty rate of about 25.5"0 for sublegal
chinook hooked and released and
22.5% for legals.

ith shaking kings, Wertheimer
Wsays, it appears "‘nuances of

technique (are) not as important as

wound location.” If gill-hooked. "That
fish is going to die.” Post-mortem ex-
amination of larger fish dying from
apparently minor injuries usually
revealed hidden gill damage.

One of four LS. negotiators on the
Pacific Salmon Commission. Collins-
worth notes that some interests along
the coast would like to see cne Alaskan
troll quota reduced for this incidental
chinook mortality. Such a penalty, he
says, would only fuel the situation by



reducing quotas further-causing even
shorter king seasons, thus longer
periods of non-retention, and yet
higher incidental mortality: "A death
spiral for our troll fishery and some-
thing we cannot allow to happen.” Col-
linsworth calls such iish accounting a

"total mortality quota” rather than a
harvest quota.

This mana?ement problem doesn't
look like it'll just go away. Troll
biologist Davis expects good King
returns to continue (barring some
natural disaster that would severely
affect escapements on a coastwide
basis), especially since 1989 will be
the first year to see the direct results
in escapements from the treaty. Davis
adds that if we didn't see more kings

while continuing to increase produc-

tion from both hatcheries and wild
stock enhancement, then something's
wrong. And trailers saw more Kings,
caught more kings, then shook more
kings than they can remember.

"It was really neat to see 'em back."

says fisherman Eric Jordan, a repre-

sentative on the Sitka Fish and Game
Advisory Committee raised in the
Southeast troll fishery. Jordan re-
counts that each year of the last five
he's had a day when he caught more
kings than the biggest score his father.
"Skip." ever had before his death in
1965. "'So big, so many of ‘em,” Jordan
says, “it just made it all the harder to
release them."

<CT guess I'll never get used to

A shaking these kings." com-
ments longtime trailer Jake Phillips of
Pelican. Many Southeast trailers echo

his sentiment, often becoming frus-

trated and disillusioned with the poli-
tics of a treaty they see as rigid and
unresponsive to a changing situation.

"We're seeing a little faster turn-

around than everyone expected,” ad-

mits Davis. "'One of the problems with
the treaty is that it's fairly inflexible

to react to a sudden population in-

crease.” Although the treaty's 15-vear

rebuilding plan officially went into ef-

fect in 1985 land unofficially in 84
with a "gentlemen's agreement").
Alaskans had already enacted some
self-imposed restrictions back in 1980

to counteract coastwide environmen-

tal degradation and over-harvesting
trends of the 70s.

ARGUS

WATCHFUL GUARDIAN

STRATEGIC POINTS UNDER CONSTANT SURVEILLANCE

Customized lo meet your specific needs, mere is no .mi|] ;o me numoer ol
monitored points available. The ARGUS system nas a proven record ana will
eliminale worries and prabiems lor me sKioper ana c-ew so mey can carry on
with "getting the Job done."” Whether it is engine cer*c-nance :ank levels
dilge areas or the always present possibility ol a “-e me ARGUS aianm
system is the "watchful guardian.”
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e Fluid Film « Seal-0Once = Sperry « Switchooarcs < Murphy

e Barksdale « Honeywell < Gems <« Fenwai < <yroiector
« Riley-Beaird « Evaporator Par"s

2301 Dock St. /
Tacoma. j U
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Features
Tuna Update plus Directory

Along with many other Pacific fisheries, iuna > emioiimg a
resurgence. Tms timely leature explains wnat s osnmo tnis turnarouno
and how long we can expect it to last. Also induces a comoiete
directory of the U.S. high-seas tuna fleet.

Why Fish Goes Bad

Seafood quality is increasingly important to your orospenty In 1988
Technical Editor Dennis Lodge is writing a series on hsn Quality His
first article explains now a lish deteriorates once :s aooara a vessel

Alternate Gear In California

California gillnetters are beset by opponents wno want to gat no ot
their gear. Diane Pleschner explores tris controversy ana 'oo0oxs at
possible alternatives.

Also features on a possible new hagtlsh fishery and Oregon 's new marine
management plan.

Plus
Seafood Report New Vessels
Fish Tips Opinion _
Wno's Doing Whst ...and Classilleda
Japan ...and more Classifieds

Update
Tech TaIE by Dennis Lodge ..and more Classllleds
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"Just like R takes a Mug time to
rebuild.” Davis ccr.tinues. ™t took a
long time to knock 'em down." He con-
cedes lishermen's trustrations. but ex-
plains the intent ot rebuilding stocks
;s to let more :isn go to ultimately
spawn and die. He adds thatif fishing
had been halted altogether during the
process—admittedly an economically
unfavorable option—the same in-
cidence of seeing kings you couldn't
catch would occur: "As the rebuilding
schedule is in progress you're going to
have more fish around and the catch
limits will be low to maximize escape-
n s

But on the heels of this year%s
chinook abundance. Davis tempers
premature postulations that "the fish
are rebuilt” by suggesting population
increases might be short-lived, a "lit-
tle bump™ which might fall back down
again in a couple more years rather
than a trend. "There's a lot of fish
around, there's no doubt about that."

Commissioner Collinsworth agrees
when he says. "1 guess one year does

i not a trend make." Vet he points to the
j broad distribution of chinook and the

continued population highs through-
out the year as "empirical evidence"
that there's more fish than anticipated,
a situation in Alaska more durable
than just “fish on the bite™ or Kings
"taking the bait better.” as some
might suggest.

"If stocks are in fact in better con-
dition and are rebuilding more rapid-
ly, there s'nouid be an opportunity for
the present generation of fishermen to
harvest those fish." he says. But the
commissioner also cautions that the
15-year process is broken into threes,
a "3-year rebuildm™ program,” that
some experts s?  quires completing
‘he first cycle utter the 1988 season
oefore developing a trend analysis.

ifteen years is a long time for

fishermen tightening their belts to

conserve a resource—fishermen
derstandably disgruntled when those
same fish swim south to others' hooks
and profits down the line. Col-
linsworth maintains that "it seems a
reasonable and fair thing” to allow
some marginal increase in quota "as
long as we meet objectives of the pro-
gram by 1988." Conservative depart-

mental management  the

too, saw the 198*i soutneai’
season opening and closing like m
revolving door trying to prevent g-mg
over-quota, and kept the catch in 187
to within 17) of the quota although
granted a 7'ro margin by the commis-
sion.

"When they negotiated the treaty,"
Jordan says, "the emphasis was on
rebuilding depressed stocks. There
was so much political efrort into prov-
ing the stocks were so low and need-
ed so much help." he adds, most
negotiators from down south worried
about even meeting the rebuilding
schedule.

"So now (were! in a situation of an
unanticipated surplus and no plan to
allocate the surplus.” Jordan charges.
"So what's happening is the last peo-
ple downstream—Washington. Ore-
gon. the Indians—are having a bonan-
zawhile Alaska and Canada are hav-
ing a real difficult time living within
the quota.”

Indeed, early evidence of catch
returns indicates more chinook up-
river ‘orites harvested in the Columbia
this season than the whole of the
Alaskan troll quota. "I think that the
Columbia River is rebuilt." Slaven
says. Canadian trailers, too. faced the
problems inherent to single-species,
cono-oniy fisheries when the west
coast of Vancouver Island first closed
to kings last year, northern British
Columbia joining them this vyear.
Managers worry what this increased
effort in direced fishing for cohos will
do to those stocksi some runs already
troubled from poor escapements in
1983 suffered heavy pressure this
summer from a hungry fleet fishing
harder and ever farther offshore.

laska Board of Fisheries Chair-
A man Slaven stresses that Alaska

is serious about rebuilding chinook

stocks to the "viable runs" of the '60s.

unand says that any funner treaty nego-

tiations necessarily relate directly
back to the rebuilding schedule: the
"appropriateness of current harvest
ceilings;" inc.aental mortality coast-
wide and in all gear groups: trans-
boundary river disagreements; and
the definition of the so-caiied "Pass-
Through Provision™ which directs the
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bulk >u fish saved by conservation ef-
forts to escapement and not reallo-
cation.

"Riant now we re negotiating bow
we share the pain of rebuilding.” says
Slaven and he warns that post-treaty
negotiations determining how West
Coast fishermen "share the fruits"
promise to be equally controversial.

"I think we can meet our commit-
ment and catch more fish." he ven-

Maximum speed,

minimum
effort.

tures. a view he admits may yet be
peculiar to Alaska. "Were trying to
tope with an availability we've never
seen before."

"The whoie purpose.” Collinsworth
agrees. "wa= to rebuild the stocks on
a coastwide basis and then have a
management program to keep stocks
from being over-harvested." He calls
pre-treaty harvest levels <10 years ago
about twice today's) "not sustainable.”

Q

made for the
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resource abundance. Even
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the traditional lifestyle asp;.ts
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FOOD SAVER 1976 to '78. "'l just don't see any r.ew
innovative ways to turn the clock back
on trailing, anymore than we can on
ONLY black cod." He says he's listening
anyone's got any “creative ideas."
$180 "The best thing we can hope for."
he says, is to help rebuild stocks a..c
"get our fair share." Perhaps political
pressures will press harder to account
ORDER NOW - for undetermined chinook losses to
(206) 789-4600 Discount prices on bag supplies foreign nign-seas interception and the
unmonitored domestic trawl industry.
"We don't know whether it's 10 or 10
million fish that are bound for Alaska™
taken on the high seas, Jordan says,
with little more known about domes-
tic trawl bycatch in the absence of
observers.
Even so, the future of troll-caught
Southeast saimon may very well hinge
on the outcome of the state's finfish
mariculture debate, temporarily n
4020 23rd'Ave. West 'Seattle: 'S hoid for a year's moratorium of stucv
(206)282-8080. " before the legislature takes action on
the controversial issue. Jordan iiker.s
the bitterly divided battle to the "fenc-
ing of the open range sort of thing.'
TheSIMRAD FS3300TrawLSgnar’ NCIMOHI'[OHH% Ystem displays One wonders if the Western cowboy
crucial trawl information never before available to the commercial. and the Alaskan trailer might both
fishing.vessel operator. The FSttIBOdisplays dept]i. temperal itrtv suffer the same fate?
catcltindication, the entire net opening, panels find fish targets Regrettably, the good old days of the
completely around the net on a high resolution H- colorthres old Alaskan trailer are slipping away. It's
level  ‘monitor. Come in afid séc it! anew age, new rules, a new fishery—
what biologist Davis cails “a totally
different ball game ... also just the
nature of the beast of change.”

W

nce known as the gentlemen's

fishery, “It's getting to be a very,

very, very professional fishery now,"
Slaven says. The last bastion or a
lifestyle tuned to seasonal rhythms of
the sea may ’veil be the winter troli
fishery—short days, less pressure, and
long seasons :.till stretching the six-
month distance. One wonders, too, if
the locals will long enjoy it.

When tragedy twice struck the
double-ender Donnanuie that sad year.
Tony's ashes were scattered in her
wake off Biorka. Victor's down at
Snipe. Wherever those two Southeast
trailers are today—probably still
arguing—the slab king saimon are
surely on the bite, and the season
never doses. EL

' Photo bv Bob Watson "Sea JVnlf
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sizzling seafood market

| n a boiled over into ANUGA *S7. the

' . world's largest food show, and sent

W | e t e un |neS prices and sales of U.S. product to
record highs. American companies

sold over so million worth of searood

at the show itself and expect .o seil

3Y BETH MCcGINLEY nearly *70 million over the next year.
Colorful booths, shining display

cases, and crowds filled the

A red hot seafood market made this year's ANUGA
food show a bonanza for U.S. seafood companies. Salmon Seafood displayed at this
ii. particular fueled the frenzied buying and selling. year's ANUGA food show.

BSC."
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M EMORANDUM

Date: February 8, 1988
To: Nevette Bowen; Rep Sund®"s Office VAR
From: Laird A. , rses, Special Assistant "

Pacific Salmon Commission
Alaska Department of Fish & Game

Sub jec I:: Ffac i+ Lc Sal man Commission
I have updated the February oth Memorandum to provide clearer
appointment and decision making structure of the commission.

Enclosed are two documents for additional background.

(F".L. 99-5) [enclosed]

Pacific Salmon Commission - Commissioner Appointment:
[Established by: F".L. 99-5; Sec. 3; 1i1ai X (b) -3
- The Governor of Alaska submits at least si=< qualified

individual names to the President of the United States. The
appointed commissioner serves at the pleasure of the president.
The Alaskan commissioner was appointed for a four year term. The
term expires September 30, L989. Each commissioner 1is eligible
for reappointment.,

- The alternate commissioner 1is designated by the Secretary cf
Commerce and the Secretary of Interior from the above governor®s
list. The alternate serves the same time period as the member
and is also eligible for reappointment.

Representing Alaska on the Pacific Salmon Commission;
Don Collinsworth as the member and Ken Parker as ms alternate.

[VOTING REQUIREMENT NOTE (P.L. 99-5; Sec. 3; (g)vl) ): The United
States Section shall operate with the objective of attaint no
consensus decisions in the development and exercise of 1its sinuie
vote within the commission. A decision of the United Star.es
Section shall be taken when there is no dissenting vote.]

Pacific Salmon Commission - Northern Panel Appointments:
[Established by: P.L. 99-5; Sec. 3; 1id) (M1

- The governor appoints the State representative. The
appointment began on October 1, 1987 and the term 1is four -_ears.
- The fishing industry representatives are appointed bv rn?
Secretary of Commerce from a list provided by the governor,
These appointments expire on September 30, 1989. All aan-8

members shall be eligible for reappointment-

-The alternate members are selected in the same manner and o i-fs
same appointing authority as the member. Alternates also ae-e
the Some time period as the member and are also eligible -o-
reappoi fitment.



The U.S. Section of the Northern Panel members and al ternat.es are
listed on the end of the December 14, 1787 "Open Letter ™o
Southeast Alaska fishermen™ by Don Coilinsworth LenclosedJ.

[ADDITIONAL NOTES ON THE PACIFIC SALMON TREAT". TO 3UPPLEMEN ¥ THE
BRIEFING DOCUMENT ENCLOSURE]

The Northern Panel geographical area is for salmon orlqginar: nr 1f
rivers with mouths situated between Cape Caution (Central British
Columbia) and Cape Suckling (Southeast Alaska),

The Southern Panel®s geograpmcal areas ot for salmon originating
in rivers with mouths situated south of Cape Caution, except, for
the Fraser River Panel area.

EVOTING REQUIREMENT NOTE (P.L. 99-3: Sec. 3; (@) <2>Xx@) = nil
decisions and recommendations of the United States section of the
Northern and Southern Panels shall require the concurring vote of

the majority of the United States Panel members present anci
voting, except that decisions and recormpndations of the Southern
Panel shall require the concurring ate of the State of
Washington and Oregon members and one of the two treaty Indian
members. All decisions and recommendations of any joint panel
shall require the concurring votes of each panel under rules

specified iIn each sperate panel.]

The Fraser River Panel 1i1s established specifically for the Fraser
river sockeye and pink salmon harvested in the area speci-ied ir
the treaty. Only the Fraser River Panel has in—season management
authoritv.

PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION - TECHNICAL COMMITTEES
Reporting to the Northern Panel are the Northern Boundary and
fransboundary technical committees.

- For issues regarding coho salmon originating in the Northern
Panel geographical area, the Coho Technical Committee reports to
the Northern Panel.

- On chinook salmon, the Chinook Technical Committee reports to
the Joint Northern/Southern Panel. All members and alternates ;-

the Northern and Southern Panel comprise the joint panel.

[Membership on the technical committees are from the management
agencies of the panel region, 1d.e. the department, N.M_F_S. AT
Region and S.3.R.A_A_. have members on the technical eomnitteea
which report to the Northern Panel]

Other enclosures: - The U.S. ."Canada Pacific Salmon Treat- : =—Hac
It Means to Alaskan Fishermen
- 1937 Treaty Annex TV amendments
- 17786 Treaty Annex TV amendments
- Original Treaty, MGI1J and Letter ..r
Transmittsi

Enciosures



TREATY REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Annual Pop”-season Report
Required under Treaty Article 1V, paragraph 1.
"Each Party shall submit an annual report cn 1its
fishing activities in the previous year to the other
Party and to the Commission. The Commission shall
forward the reports to the appropriate Panels.
Panels review & provide comments to Commission.

Commission reviews & provides views to Parties.

NOTE: It is proposed that this report be prepared by
the joint technical committees.

Annual Pre-season Report
< Required under Treaty Article 1V, paragraph 3.
"Each year the State of origin shall sumbit preliminary

information for the ensuing year to the other Party and
to the Commission, including:"”

0 estimated run size
0 interrelationship between stocks
0 spawning escapements required

< estimated total allowable catch
< intentions re. management of its own fisheries
< relevant domestic allocation objectives

< Panels review & provide report to Commission.

0 Commission review & recommend fishery regimes (where
appropriate) to Parties.

Annual Enhancement Report
< Required under Treaty Article V.

"Each year each Party shall provide to the other Party
and to the Commission "

operations of & plans for existing projects
< plans for new projects

Page A



views concerning the other Party"s saimon
enhancement projects

Commission forwards to appropriate Panels.

Panels review and report views to the Commission in
light of obligations 1in Treaty.

Commission reviews, and may provide recommendations to
Parties.

OTHER TREATY ACTION REQUIREMENTS

Fraser Area Regulation and In-season Management
0 Required by Treaty Article VI.

Fraser Panel performs ~egulation & managemer
functions.

Fraser Area for Panel regulation described in Annex II.

Development of new fishing regimes

< To comply with Article 111

Research
General obligation of Parties to conduct research
relevant to migration and harvest patterns, stock
productivity, & extent of interceptions.

0 Authority in Treaty Article X.

Payment of Costs

0 Each Party pays the costs of its own national section

< Treaty Article 11, paragraph 11.

0 Parties equally contribute to pay the costs of the
Commission itself.

0 Treaty Article 11, paragraph 12.



PRINCIPLES OF THE PACIFIC SALMON TREATY

The principles ofthe Pacific Salmon Treaty are found in

Article . These principles are relatively broad and
susceptible of implementation by a wide variety of means,
measures and methods. The principles are, however, intended to

provide a general guide for iecision making 1in the Commission and
are restated below for reference.

ARTICLE 111
1. With respect to stocks subject to this Treaty, each
Party shall —conduct its fisheries and its salmon

enhancement programs so as to:

(a) prevent overfishing and provide for optimum
production; and

(b) provide for each Party to receive benefits
equivalent to the production of salmon originating
in its waters.

2. In fulfilling their obligations pursuant to paragraph
1, the Parties shall cooperate 1in management, research
and enhancement.

3. In fulfilling their obligations pursuant to paragraph
1, the Parties shall take into account:

(a)the desirability in most cases of reducing
interceptions;

(b) the desirability in most cases of avoiding undue
disruption of existing fisheries; and

(c)annual variations 1in abundance of the stocks.

Page 6
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DECISION STRUCTURE CHART

UNITED STAi”o CANADA
(and its domestic (and its domestic
managers) managers)

transmit/receive

PSC SECRETARIAT

\ \V4
funnel ror admiy*strative support

decide
Y,
PACIFIC _SALMON COMMISSION
N
v
decide \

issue instructions

\

report/recommend report/recommend

SOUTHERN PANEL * f
n COMMITTEES

FRASER PANEL

-H TECHNICAL COMMITTEES

NORTHERN PANEL

\>
report{recommend

\%
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GENERAL COMPARISON OF RESPONSIBILITIES
PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION
AND ITS

SUBSIDIARY BODIES

Commission Level:

Panel

-UU 1%C

Decision-makers
Primary place for negotiation
Final approval of all recommendations to Parties

Guidance & assignments to Panels, Committees, Joint
Technical Committees

Reconciles difference within and between Panels
Manage technical dispute resolution process
Recommendations to Parties

Administrative control

Liason with Party governments

Level, All Panels: Fraser Panel Only:

Work groups Proposes annual
) regulations
Review reports & relevant

proposals for fishing Conduct in-
regimes season manage —
ment

Provide views &
recommendations to
Ccommission
Identify problems

Minimize conflicts referred to
Commission

Monitoring

Carry out negotiations and other
duties as assigned by Commission

Page 8



Committees:

Technical

0

Carry out duties as assigned by Commission

Report and recommendations to Commission

Committees:

Work groups

Provide analytical support to Commission and Panels
Prepare post-season report (proposed joint report)
Prepare technical reports as assigned by Commission

Review management regimes and recommendations provided
by Commission or Panels

Prepare guidelines for Commission and Panel use 1in the
development of fishing regimes that comply with Annexes
and Article 111

Commission Secretariat:

Provide administrative support for Commission and its
subsidiary bodies

Manage finances consistent with Commission decisions
and Commission Bylaws

Manage staff consistent with Commission decisions and
Bylaws (Staff Regulations)

Receive and transmit reports and correspondence between
Parties and Commission

Page 9



NITED STATES-CANADA SALMON TREATY
GOTIATIONS: THE ALASKAN PERSPECTIVE

By

Ted Stfwens?™

U
NE

Uie ,ir.al ratification oj the IDSH United States-L'aiuica Pa-
tide dolman Treaty came as a result of Alaska's support for
the Treaty. The initial Treaty, while tentatively approved.
mas opposed by Alaskan fishermen m general and Senator
Stevens m particular. The Treaty as ultimately accepted 6V
Canada and the United States provides for Alaska's fishery
conservation practices and addresses the concerns of Alas-
kan fishermen regarding intercepting fisheries near the Ca-
nadiun-Alaskan transboundary ncers. Senator Stevens ex-
plains his opposition to the draft 1082 Treaty, his support
for the ID85 Treaty, and concludes that the final Treaty is a
fair, reasonable document that equitably spreads the bur-
dens of Pacific salmon restoration amongst Canada, the
Northwest, and Alaska.

In December 1982, both the Uniled Slates and Canada ini-
tialed a draft of the United States-Canada Pacilic Salmon Treaty
signifying their tentative approval of the Treaty." While the
Treaty negotiations were designed in large measure to revamp the
1980 Fraser River Convention,” the scope of the 1982 Treaty was
extended to include all intercepting salmon fisheries. Many Alas-
kans criticized the detailed chinook provisions in the Treaty be-
cause if enacted, they would have had a devastating impact on
southeast Alaska fishermen. Moreover, at the time of the 19S2
draft, there was no implementing legislation available to consider
in conjunction with the Treaty and Alaska fishermen faced the
threul of treaty fishing rights litigation from Pacific Northwest

*United Slates Senator, Stnto of Alaska. LL.U. 1957, Harvard Law .Schml
B.A. 19-S7, University <f California nl Los Angeles.

1. Treaty Between the Government of Canada and the Government of the
United Slates of America Concerning Pacific Solmon (Ncgotiotors Draft) (Dec. 22
1982) (hereinafter cited as 1982 Agreement).

2. Untied Stales-Canada Convention for the Protection, Preservation ami ex —
tension of the Snckove Saimon Fishery in the Fraser River System, .ignni Mnv
20. 19.70. 50 Slat. 1755 (1970), 8 U.S.T. 1058, T.l1.A.S. No. W [hereinafter cited

as Fraser River Convention!.



Indian tribes.1

When it became apparent that the concerns o' Alaskan iish-
ennen were not addressed in the Treaty, Alaska's congressional
delegation opposed linal approval ant’ raiilicalion." I.is delega-
tion wanted both the Canadian and United States (invernmecnls
to reconsider the Treaty's impact upon Alaska. The ultimate re-
sult was a modiited and improved Treaty, ratified in Marcn i'J.iV
in conjunction with the enactment of implementing legislation,’
and settlement of the pending treaty tithing rights litigation.’

The proposed 1982 Treaty provided some protection for
Washington and Oregon fishermen operating in the Fraser Fiver
System by including the waters outside of the Fraser River Con-
vention area in the management structure of the Treaty." But
there was no guarantee that United States fishermen could con-
tinue fishing at reasonable levels for an appreciable period of
time. The 1382 version of the Treaty also contained an acceler-
ated rebuilding cycle for Columbia River chinook salmon which
favored the fishermen of Canada and the [|acilic Northwest
United Slates.1 However, many of the concessions which formed
the basis of the initialed 1982 agreement were burdens on Alas-
kan fishermen. The 1985 Treaty, while not perfect, lias corrected
this imbalance. D

During the many long years of negotiations with Canada,
Alaskan fishermen made many unilateral sacrifices in conjunction

A The triiioi would have sued the Stole ‘if Alaska t r inet Alaska harvest
nf I"tirihe Northwest salmon, particularly chinook. .SVe I luiederntcd Tribes and

Sy

I. Mv eolleauui*S in the Alasku congressional delecati m nru Semina Frank
Murkowski and Representative linn Young.

a. Freely Between lhe Government of Lhe United States ol Aniericu and the
<i.iveriimciil of (Ymnila Coin erning I3&cilic Salmon. Trentv Mir. No MY 1 'rr.ttif'rf
Mar. 7, 1985) {cutinti inro [‘tree Mur. IS. 1987) Ilierem.ilter cited .is 1'J.-tT
Treaty |.

li. l3acihc Salmon Treaty Act of 1987. Pub. I.. Mo. 99-n. 99 Slat. 7 iltS)
IClulilied at 111 1"SC.A. A MG.MI-:IT.11 (West 19871)

7 Confederated Tribes and Hands of the Yakima Indian Nation v. Italdrgc,
on.) F. Supp. s.ttl iIPS:")).

S. See 1982 Agreement, suprn note 1. at Annex 1V, ch. I, pari. 1i.

9. Sec 1981! Agreement, supra note I. at Annex IV, ch. Il iciililled (" osi'rt'n-
turn A/ensures fur Chinnu/f Salmon)

I, Sec 198.7 Treaty, supra note a. ill Annex IV. ,h. L
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with the Siill* ul" Alaska’s ollort in reverse the decline mi the ctu-
nook salmnn.2L'I'his was exemplified by the Alaska Department of
Fish and (lame's actions in 1080-1984 to reduce catch cviling.i lor
southeast Alaska (rollers and the incidental catch rales lur other
lisheries.I During that period, however. Canadian fishermen ac-
tually increased their harvest of southbound cliinnoks. Lherehv
imeatinc Alaska's attempts to enhance escapement tor the henclit
| ail Racdic coast salmon lishermen.

"T'he 11182 agreement did not rolled the conservation eil'urt-
aiready heinj* carried out by Alaska. A two cycle rebuilding period
of ten years lor chinooks to enhance the Columbia River slocks
was contemplated by the 1982 agreement, L hut there was no rea-
sonable transition for southeast Alaska lishermen. Reductions m
catch levels for the southeast troil fishery necessary to sustain
such a short rebuilding period, in addition to the limits already
imposed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Cuime," would

It. Fur example, Cite Alaska Department ill”Fish and (lame uniiiiinented
many ihmm rvainm measures In protect Uiinnuk snlim.u in southeast Alaska, ilu r
measures miiudcd: closure ul waters west nf Capo Suckling In Uniting (10711; lim—
ited entry fur power Irutlvrs il"JTfil; restrictions on spurt lushing bag and pn.v-rs-
siuu limits iI1PTH; elimuiatinn uf directed net lisheries lur etiiiiiiuk tPJ7.ml9i71;
(-Insure uf lermin.il areas In Imilmu (1975-1t)771: (Insure:, uf insula ureas lu prnie. |
immature muii.ink 11075-19771; a Jo-inch miniimiin sire limit lur thiimuks i"Ui77i.
elusure nl uutside waters In hand trolling tlil.S-19801; establishment nl eegiit-.t.iv
.penin. >ix-day elusure lishing periuiis «11171)1. pruliihitmn of spurt, lishing from
i munereiiil -cssels 111)71)1; reduced Iiif tiuiils fur puwer and li nd trull lohcrivs
il'u tl), innraturiurn nn entry inin llic hand troll lisherv tPIKIi) and limited entry
lur iand Iruilers i1°JSl); establishment uf n guideline harvest level ul*TJO.buu ehi-
nunk (IPHtl) and then reduction of ilie guideline linr.r t lew I In 285,1101) li.m.-.K
11931); prohibited use uf any honks ullier than single Imuks 11°JSI); reputed ihn
nunk lishing seasons in euasinl and nlfshnre waters Irnm April Pi eDetuln-r M In
May 15 eSeptember JO (19811; eleserl entire troll fishery frum April 15 In Mat 1i

clnsed the Iroll lishcry in-seasnn lu prnteet eliinnuk mid enliu twice daring
10811 and three times during 19HI; and repu  1lishermen to repurl cate! ~s before
transporting lisii nut uf state t19811. Alaska Dep tuf Kish and Ilame. Commercial
Fisheries Div., Cunservntinn Measures Taken by Alaska to Protect ITmnnk
Salmon in Southeast Alaska (unpublished dulu) (Mar. 12. 19321.

12 stfe Alaska Dep t uf Fish and IlIntnc. Suutheast Itegmn Fisheries Div,
Stair. Dralt Preliminary Heporl un PJ85 Soulhcnsl Alaska Chinook Salmun Cjwh
mid Kscnp icnt lunpuhlished reiiurt prepared fur P 3 -Canada Purine Salmon
(IJnmmul i.Jan. PJ8G) Ilhereiimlter eiled as Aloska Salmnn t*ateh Itcpurtf

1 .See 1982 Agreement, supra note I, at Annex IV. eh. 1 (entitled (ietvn i-
‘out A, atorres for I'htiuixN .Su/ni.fi).
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have lorcuti almost nil southeast Alaska fishermen mit >1 re 1:-i-
ery, resulting in severe economic dislocations lur Alaskan i.u.mji
communities.l

The 1985 Treaty, in contrast. takes into account :,;j n
Alaskan commitment to conservation, it allows tor an vxtctnied
rebuilding period with protection against a sudden function
Alaskan harvests in order to achieve a gradual recnw-rv >i tin- C o
lumbin River chinook stock .vithoui destroying the “ a. asiierv

Although the 11)82 agreement would nave impose.i res-n.
(juolns on all facets of the United States intercepting
fisheries, it did not inciude comprehensive restriction*  lie 1
nadian lishery oil' of the west const of Vancouver Aland. As i
practical matter, this “loophole™ would have adoweii C.inaJi.ii:
lishermen to shift their elforts from restricted iisuenes «i :.;e
Vancouver Island fishery. The 1985 Treaty closed tms ioopnoie :y
imposing specific quotas on ail siginlicunt Canaui.m intercepting
chinook lisheries.*7

Alaska’s continuing elfurt to holster the declining ciuiioog
stocks was incorporated into tiie 1935 Treaty. Whiie t-e .,Ir_
agreement would not have credited Alaskan lishermen for any ;u-
cure gains derived from the State of Alassa's restoration pro-
grams. the Treaty os adopted takes into account * e ivincin
strated contributions of enhancement nctivitie* This
particularly relevant to Alaska, because the Stat- has s Cir-
barked on a comprehensive eniiancement program which win :
vide over 200,1)00 additional Chinooks iy 1990."

The establishment of a lishery regime in the northern butmu-
ary region between British Columbia and southeast Alaska

15. Almost ail communities in southeast Alaska roiv on ..i.ir.on iT efmi.T.i:
muslniuncc. See, eg ,C Itor.Eiis & P. Cooley, Alaska®s Pen la tun a-.I>r\ M.

itEcior.AL Growth, Development and Future Outlook Mar.

(salmon account for 50" of toml value of commercial Usher,vs. oke-1.-t \i_sj
generally produced the iargcst portion of the total commem o I.-hory values :r-
ing the dccaue . . .

i. See 1935 Treaty, supra note 5, nt Anne* IV. ,ii. c.m.ci .
Sahum I

17. .See 1985 Treaty, supra note a, at Annex IV, -v = ; hj limt .

13. /if. ut Annex 1V, para. d.

19 .sVc Alaska Dep‘'t nr Fisii and (lamk . I"rh-ska-i VNAT.C".ne<: - >*, v
1JS5 SnruiEA*r Alaska I"mnuiik WWilKittHS -~ \pr ..-V “mc j

.~ Him.ii talvli iti.poit, -upra note |d, dtmil
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also an integral dement of lhe ncgoliulions.2 The crilh.il issue
involved the need to limit lishing elTort in a way that would pre-
vent high incidental catches of each Nation's salmon stocks hy
the other Nation. lv 'v in the negotiations it was recognized 'hat
unreasonable liinital...ns on United Slates harvests ol Canadian
sockeye would significantly impede the ability of southeast Alaska
lishermen to harvest the Alaskan pink saimon resource. In spite
of these suncerns, the 1982 agreement imposed strict limitations
on the sockeve catch at Noyes Island and 1'reu Point.3l These
limitations would have forced United Slates lishermen to forego
harvesting millions of pink salmon of United Slates origin.

The 198a agreement moderated this adverse un-pact hy per-
mitting United Stales lishermen an incidental catcii of tSOUCO
sockeye at Noyes island for a four year period and HID,000 .sock-
eye per year at Tree Point.Z The principle is clearly established
that interception limits will not prevent the United Stales from
harvesting its own lish.2The agreement does permit a larger Ca-
nadian incidental harvest of pink salmon, but the Canadian troil
lishery will close down in Ihe northern part of the boundary area
upon reaching an incidental catch of 301),CUD pinks.2*

The key feature of the Treaty which resulted from the pro-
longed negotiations on the northern boundary area.5 is the recog-
nition by all parties that the lish stocks should be managed to
permit lishermen of each nation to continue "targeting" on stocks
originating in their own waters.3 The specific restrictions embod-
ied in the 1985 agreement rellect that understanding.

The transboundary river controversy was another issue of

20. Sec it f’ONi; iter s-nisi (daily td. Mar. 7, 1'3"i) (statement of Sen.
I=iz;or refcrrmi; to the 1985 Trenty, supra no e nt Annex 1V, ch. 2i.

21. .nt IPS"."Agreement, supra note I. at Annex IV. ch. 2 (entitled Sortnarn
flriti.Ji I'uiumbin-SuUt/ienxtcrn Alaska Iliiunjary .Iri.il, pzira. 2111 K "ill.

2. See 1t)S5 Treaty, Supra note 5. at Annex IV. Ch. 2 <entitled .Vnrcu-n
/fnijJdi (.'liimhia southeastern Alaska), paras 2 4 ,L

22 td. at para. | I"the Parlies sholl implement .ippri‘priote management
measures which will take into account the expected run-sizes and permit eacn
gouitlry to narvest i'3 own stocks").

21. /.1. ai para. Ilc).

25. I'iiis is the boundary between the United States and Canada in southeast
Alaska. See supra note IS mid nrcompaitvim: text.

28. ZJce 121 Conn ilizc H211S7 (dails* ed. Mar. 7, *°,"Sr,|] |statement oi .vm.
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concern lor Alaska during the negotiations. Canada s increasid
harvests on the Ir;m.simun(lury rivers iue.ilcd in southeast Alisi.u,
especially the Stikine and the Taku Rivers. appear to liave hten
promoted for the purpose ol'Canada’s obtaining additional lever-
age in the overall negotiations. There were no traditional or viable
commercial Canadian tishenes on these rivers before the negotia-
tions. In fact. the Canadian Government hud to subsidize mme
t'aku River lishery to maintain a claim for future Canadian -fi-
ery development there.

The R352 agreement called for an allocation regime ’ba:
might have established an economically vianle Canadian b.-itery
for sockeye and coho on the Stikine and Takti Rivers." For the
years 1983 and 1984, the Canadians wouid have been niluv.ui i
sockeye harvest approximating lifty percent of the total allow,mie
catch.” There was a dispute over wiielher Canada would be al-
lowed thirty-live percent of the catch or lifty percent of the eaten
after 1954. That coho harvest was included at ttie last minute m
the allocation scheme.”

Many southeast Alaskan lishermen have traditionally de-
pended on Stikine and the Taku River harvests, in Ihe '"-si
agreement, the benefits of the State of Alaska’s strict conserva-
tion regime designed to restore these runs wouid have passed on
to a previously non-existent Canadian lishery. The tinal Ticatv
moderates the impact of a transboundarv allocation scheme en
Alaskan fishermen. It expressly provides that the Canadians wul
be entitled to only thirty-live percent of the sockeye on ‘he
Stikine River,” and fifteen percent of the sockeve on the i.f-u
River.3 The Canadians are also limited to 2libO coho on t:e

Stikine and an incidental catch on the Taku.3

The 1S5 Treaty and agreed understandings largciv re-ob.cu
the questions presented by the "equity" principle.3The Cuiiaui-

17. See 1tsJ Agreement, SUPra r.nip 1 at Annex iV, i.t.is |
toumInrv iiucrsl.

18 Id. nt Annex IV, ch. 1 pitrn. .1

2J. 1. ol pira. .(b).

;W. See 19SS Trenlv, supra nine 5. .u Annex IV, eh. L pnr.i . .0.

31. 1d. .1 ;am. Kb).

32. 1d. nl pnru. 3.

13. See .Jensen. The United States-i‘anada ; ic In. leu !
Treatv An llistc-.eisl and lLeit'H Ih'erineie,  1vsvri. i. cni

Mmnnran®ian >1 I®nilerslonilinz, para, A, iccninp.iiwing ihe 1 It-.nv.
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ans were, and still urc demanding that they receive disproportion-
ate compensation lor Canadian lish caught hy United States fish-
ermen. It was contemplated that tins compensation wouid come
in the form ol increased lishery allocations to iie decided hy ihe
Commission, The 19S5 Treaty allows the United Stales to assert
its position i'urcetuiiy, although Canada will doubtless keep up
the pressure to obtain its claimed share.

The process ol implementing the Treaty into domestic ;u.
iias aiso served to protect United States interests. The Kcagnn
Administration recognized the need to restore the saimon slocks
by enhancement as soon as resources permitted in order to miti-
gate any economic dislocation resulting from the Treaty lishing
limits.X The United Stales Department of State ?pec:hcadv
stated that it wouid support funding for an enhancement program
in Alaska.® "The impier icnting legislation also mandates Commis-
sion positions&8 and provides veto authority for northern and
southern delegations is a safeguard against unjustiliabie tradeoifs
between the north an i the south.”

‘The implementin' process aiso put to rest the issue -f
whether the lishery ail ication regime, established by Judge Ewidt
in United Slates u. Washington** applies to chinook harvests oif
Alaska. The "Eoldt decision™ held that the Pacilic Northwest In-
dian Tribes, which are protected by the Stevens and Paimer
Treaties, are entitled to lifty percent of ail harvestable anadro-
inous lisli passing through their traditional lishing grounds.® Due

note 5

"Il see Heitrv.cs ile/ure ike Subeunm ON Fisheries rr. i Wildlife .r.-.enz-
din Itr.it the Fin: .nnrirnt nf [hr Hnn,e 1> mm on Merehnn: Mnrine ::ni Fisher-
ies, 90th Cans ™. 1st Sess. 102-03 11035) (collogquy h«tweon U.S. NogoUatur
Kronmilier, K»p. Lowry, and Slate L)cp ! Counselor IVrwmski).

15. See Letter from Secretary of State Oeors:c Shultz to Senator !™d Stevens
Mar. 7, 1933) (discussing the United Siatcs-Ciiiioiisi Salmon I"real)), -tinea .a
131 Com; llec. S2675 (daily ed. Mar. 7, i"."SS).

30. See IG I .SC.A. §311.12¢a)-liil.

17. 1d. 5 3d32i5). It should he noted that "north” means Al.isk.i anu "i jutn"
means everyone else except Canada

23. 231 W.Supp. 312 IW'.L). Wash 1X711, a;/*./. r,0'1 K 2.1 070 1"Uh dir 197.°L.
-r-t, denied. 123 U.S. 10.30 (1J70). See Washmeion v. Washington State Cummer
oiul Passenger Pisninc Vessel Ass n. 411 U.S. 053 (10701.

20. See, eg., Comment, Empty Tictnrnr*: Irniiun Trim tv F:<hinn Flight.; ri
the Paeiftc .Vorlfinest, 1(1 K.svri 1, 11 1d:*%l. Harrison, The & nnti < nl S.-r
Comiire/irn.wi UThr Alantimne 17 . == iz liner \niijir "inm ;. i In i--ci



ENVtiONMKM'AL LAW ni W,

to the ongoing, managerial nature ol United States ¢ Washing-
ton, the issue of the Irihnl right In prole rlion ol the lisherv re-
source throughout its range remained uiucsoived in 19HA [, ;)
elforl to promote their positions in the Salmon Treaty negoti.i.
tions, the Treaty tribes threatened to seek a court ruling width
would have included Alaskan harvests under the Boldt decision.

In the linal analysis, that tactic proved beneiieial for both
Alaska and the tribes. The tribes extracted a provision for equal
representation on the United States .'Section of the 1’acidc baintt.n
Commission.l) In exchange for supporting ratification of th-
Treaty and participation by the tribes, the State of Alaska on
tamed a legal commitment on the part of the Tribes not to seek
inclusion of Alaskan harvests of Pacific Northwest salmon in th?
United Slates » Washington aiiocatiuii scheme us long a- the
1935 Treaty remains intact.*1

The 190f) Pacific Snimnn Treaty imposes harsh burdens »m
many of southeast Alaska's fishermen. but there is a widespread
perception in Aiaska thn* sttcrilices must he made in order to o
build the salmon resources. Alaskans are willing to share part,;’
this burden; however, it was necessary to ensure that the burden
was spread fairly among ail parties The 1985 Treaty succeeded in
achieving this goai.

L 705 1t0Sti) (<tiscu3sion nf enunl sharel. See /(rnrrnity T UnlIKN iisviiut.iik
Amkiiican Indian La» .90-2u 1t3sJl. Che various bu-vens Triuln . ire ni,.
Hell, I'fin Indians Hunt in iViTfiniini Pnrh<- Ilftrrminahti’ Inilnn rVuury
and United Status v Hicks, Pi liNvrt, L. 21)7, J17 n."Hi il.iNi).

to Src IS USC.A. j ;Tlet:i).

]1 .see Cunl®udufatcii Trilits ami I°nmis of tire tuMmn Indian V.

Irieu. D5 P. 8%j|>P. s":t. .".7G-nT ir."A%.



RESOL UTION NO. 1118-R (<=)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF PETERSBURG URGING THE GOVERNOR TO
INSTRUCT THE TREATY COMMISSION TO PUT A HIGH PRIORITY ON
INCREASING THE CHINOOK QUOTA FOR ALASKA THIS WINTER.

WHEREAS, there is a high availability of Chinook salmon in
Southeast Alaska waters; and

WHEREAS, Southeast Alaska has suffered an economic loss due
to the U.S.-Canada Salmon Treaty quotas; and

WHEREAS, Alaska and Canada are presently on a maximum quota,
while Washington and Oregon have tremendously increased their
harvest of Chinook salmon; and

WHEREAS, Washington and Oregon indicator streams are 300"
above the treaty escapement goals; and

WHEREAS, in light of the above facts, there is no biological
reason not to increase the Southeast Alaska quota.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City
of Petersburg to request Governor Cowper to instruct the Treaty
Commission to put a high priority on increasing the Chinook quota
for Alaska for this winter.

PASSED and APPROVED h¥lthe City Council of the City of
Petersburg, Alaska this Y] day of 1387.

V- .

Mayor N

ATU§7?:
Lo e - i

City Clerk



THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 87-1519

N OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CIT
LASKA, URGING THE GOVERNOR TO INS

N TO PUT A HIGH PRIORI
G THE CHINOOK QUOTA FOR ALASKA
N HING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

Y
1
1

— <=0

WHER gh availability of Chinook salmon in
Southeast

WHEREAS, Southeast Alaska has suffered an economic loss due
to the U.S.-Canada Salmon Treaty quotas; and

WHEREAS, Alaska and Canada are presently on a_ maximum
ota, while Washington ar.d Oregon have tremendously increased
eir harvest of Chinook salmon; and

WHEREAS, Washington and Oregon indicator streams are 300
percent above the treaty escapement goals; and

WHEREAS, in light of the above facts, there is r.0

biological reason not to increase the Southeast Alaska
quota.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF KETCHIKAN, ALASKA AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City Council hereby requests Governor
Cowper to instruct tha Treaty Commission to put a high priority
on increasing the Chinook quota for Alaska this winter.

Section 2. This resolution is effective immediately upon
passage and approval

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 15th day of OCTOBER, 1987

Mayor
ATTEST:

Karen Miles, CMC
City Clerk



CITY OF WRANGELL, ALASKA

RESOLUTION NO. 10-87-285

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WRANGELL, ALASKA
URGING THE_ GOVERNOR TO_INSTRUCT THE ALASKAN REPRESENTATIVES
ON_THE_PACIFIC_SALMON TREATY COMMISSION TO PLACE THEIR
HIGHEST PRIORITY ON INCREASING THE CHINOOK SALMON QUOTA FOR
SOUTHEAST ALASKA DURING THE PENDING WINTER NEGOTIATIONS.

WHEREAS, there is a high availability of chinook salmon in Southeast
Alaska waters; and

WHEREAS, a majority of the chinook stock that populate our Southeast
Alaska fisheries are very healthy; and

~ WHEREAS, Southeast Alaska has suffered an economic loss due to the
United States-Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty quotas; and

. WHEREAS, Alaska and Canada are presently constrained by maximum auctas,
while Washington and Oregon experienced a large increase in”their harvest of
chincox salmon; and

WHEREAS, many Washington and Oregon indicator streams are as much as
scor above treaty escapement goals; and

~ \HEREAS, the Columbia river brig?,hts are so healthy (450,000 returned
in 1587) that they are flooding our Tisheries; and

WHEREAS, the facts set forth above indicate there is no hiological
reason to maintain the existing quota limitations in Southeast Alaska.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WRANGELL, ALASKA:

1. The council requests Governgr Cowper to instruct Aiaska's
representatives on the Pacific Salmon Treatyf Commission to place
their highest priority on increased quotas Tor chinook salmon

in Southeast Alaska waters during this winters Treaty negotiations.

PASSED AND APPROVED O0CTS5ER 11 , 1557




SPO**""'™™ «  Anderson

CITY AND BOROUGH OF SITKA

RESOLUTION NO. 87-358

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE
CITY AND BOROUGH OF SITKA
URGING THE GOVERNOR TO INSTRUCT THE TREATY
CCM-HSSION TO PUT A HIGH PRIORITY ON INCREASING
IHE CHINOOK QUOTA FOR ALASKA THIS WINTER

WHEREAS, there is a high availability of Chinook salmon in South—
east Alaska waters; and

WHEREAS, Southeast Alaska has suffered an economic loss due to the
U.S.-Canada Salmon Treaty quotas; and

WHEREAS, Alaska and Canada are presently on a maximum quota, while
Washington and Oregon have tremendously increased their harvest of Chinook
salmon; and

WHEREAS, Washington and Oregon indicator streams are 300% above
the treaty escapenent goals; and

WHEREAS, in light of the above facts, there is no biological rea—
son not to increase the Southeast Alaska quota,

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Assembly of the City and
Borough of Sitka requests Governor Ccwper to instruct the Treaty Commission
to put a high priority on increasing the Chinook quota for Alaska this
winter.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Assembly of the City and
Borough of Sitka, Alaska this tffk day of SEPTEMBER, 1987.

Dan Keck, Mayor

ATTEST:

Dolores Ingwersen,
Municipal Clerk
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ASTORIA. Ore. — Gil! netters
on the lower Columbia River this

year enioved their best fall chi-

nook salmon catch in nearly 30
years, and a state biologist said
thev fetched top prices tor both
chinook and coho.

A large share of this year's
chinook catch took place during
the first 12 hours of the 27-day
season, when an estimated 109,700
chinook were taken. Landings
dropped off considerably during
late October and early November,
said Jim Galbreath of the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Gill netters fishing the main
stem of the Columbia landed an
estimated 261,560 fall chinook in
the season that ended Nov. 12, by
far the best catch on the lower
river since 1960. In 1973, the next
best season, 165.300 chinook were
caught during a 56-day fall season.

The coho catch was down
drastically from *986, however.
Gill netters landed an estimated
121,580 coho — compared with
nearly a million last year — as
well as 1,080 chum salmon, 3,270
white sturgeon and 510 green
sturgeon.

Youngs Bay, south of Astoria,
also provided gill netters a record
chinook catch. An estimated
22,290 chinook were landed dunng
89 days of fishing.

“(That's) about four times
what we've ever gotten before."
said Galbreath, who said an abun-
dance of chinooK and the fish that
strayed into tie bay from the
main stem of thp Columbia proba-
b'y explained the big catch.

Treatv Indian fishermen above
Bonneville Dam landed an esti-
mated 128.040 fall chinook, 2.140
coho, 66.280 summer steelhead
and 4.400 white sturgeon during
46 days of fishing that ended Oct.
15, department figures showed.

Gill netters were paid 82.10 3
pound for both coho and upriver
bright chinook, an amount Gal-
breath called “unheard of." Last
fall, fishermen were paid rough]y
SI a pound for coho and between
SI and S1.50 for upriver chinook.

Galbreath said this year's
higher prices were the result of
reduced production of Atlantic
salmon reared in Norwegian net
pens and disappointing Alaskan
salmon catches.

Prices for lower river "tule"
fall chinook were also high, rang-
ing from 55 cents to 65 cents a
pound compared with the 30 cents
to 40 cents a pound paid last \ear.
Tules fetch a lower price for gill
netters because their meat quality
is generally poorer than other
salmon species when caught in the
river.

i
!
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!
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IN THE HOUSE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 38 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Requesting the Pacific Salmon Commission
to 1increase Alaska“s chinook salmon
quota.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the abundance of chinook salmon in southeast Alaska waters has
significantly exceeded the population-rebuilding projections of the United
States-Canada Salmon Treaty; and

WHEREAS the southeast Alaska chinook salmon quota 1is based on these
1984 projections, which do not reflect the <currentabundance of chinook
salmon; and

WHEREAS southeast Alaska has suffered substantial economic losses
under treaty harvest quotas; and

WHEREAS area closures for chinook salmon have had disastrous economic
effects on many southeast Alaska communities; and

WHEREAS each chinook salmon is worth $60 to $150toa fisherman; and

WHEREAS staying within the quota 1imposes an unfair amount of social
and economic loss to Alaska not experienced by other parties involved 1in
the United States-Canada Salmon Treaty; and

WHEREAS the harvests of far-north migrating chinook salmon stocks in
some Washington and Oregon fisheries has increased substantially, manv
above treaty levels; and

WHEREAS these Washington and Oregon stocks, which ~contribute to
Alaska"s salmon fisheries, are considerably above the treaty escapement
goals, some by as much as 300 percent; and

WHEREAS the southeast Alaska summer chinook salmon troll season has

1- CSHCR 38(Res)



been reduced from 169 days in 1979 to only 23 days in 1987; and

WHEREAS reductions in the Southeast Alaska summer chinook salmon troll
season first occurred in 1980 as part of the chinook salmon rebuilding
program; and

WHEREAS treaty agreements have shortened the southeast Alaska troll
season so much that Alaskan hatchery fish cannot be harvested to the level
promised; and

WHEREAS 1longer seasons benefit the southeast Alaska Tfishing industry
by ensuring higher quality fish products and higher market prices; and

WHEREAS a fair increase in the southeast Alaska chinook salmon harvest
guota will not jeopardize the natural stock rebuilding program;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legis ".ature respectfully requests
the United States section of the Northern Panel of the Pacific Salmon
Commission to work to substantially increase the chinook quota for Alaska.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Steve Cowper,
Governor of the State of Alaska; and to Don Collinsworth, Alaska Commis—

sioner, Pacific Salmon Commission.

CSHCR 38 (Res) -2-





