


J a n u a r y  16, 1990

Th e  H o n o r a b l e  B e t t y e  M. F a h r e n k a m p  
C h a i r m a n
S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  
A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  
P.O. B o x  V  
Juneau, A K  9 9811

De a r  S e n a t o r  Fahrenkamp:

Du r i n g  t h e  first s e ssion of t h e  S i x t e e n t h  Legislature, t h e  Senate 
R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of F i s h  and Game 
re p o r t  o n  t h e  c o m m e r c i a l  f i shing a c t i v i t y  w i t h i n  B r i s t o l  Bay. This 
re p o r t  w a s  to c o n t a i n  h a r v e s t  r e s u l t s  b y  f i s h e r y  and d e s c r i p t i o n s  
of a n y  a c t i o n s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  f i s h e r y  t a k e n  b y  the B o a r d  of 
F i s h e r i e s  or t h e  department.

E n c l o s e d  is a r e p o r t  t h a t  d e t a i l s  the 1989 s o c k e y e  s a l m o n  fishery 
m a n a g e m e n t  and 1989 c a tches b y  f i shi ng area, e s c a p e m e n t s  b y  s ystem  
and s t o c k  c o m p o s i t i o n  in s p e cific f i s hi ng areas, a n d  c o m p a r a b l e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  for p a s t  years. S o c k e y e  m a k e  up t h e  large m a j o r i t y  of 
t h e  s a l m o n  c a t c h  in the b a y  and are t h e  focus of the in terd i s t r i c t  
a l l o c a t i o n  issue w i t h i n  t h e  fishery.

D u r i n g  t h e  w i n t e r  of 1988/89, t h e  B o a r d  of F i s h e r i e s  was not 
s c h e d u l e d  t o  c o n s i d e r  r e g u l a t o r y  p r o p o s a l s  for t h e  Bris tol Bay 
Area. T h e  b o a r d  wi l l  be c o n s i d e r i n g  p r o p o s a l s  for the area d u r i n g  
a s p e c i f i c  m e e t i n g  for t h e  Bristol Bay A r e a  t h a t  w i l l  b e g i n  on 
F e b r u a r y  5 in Anchorage. As one m i g h t  expect, t h e  E g e g i k  sockeye 
i n t e r c e p t i o n  i s s u e  will b e  in the f o r e f r o n t  of t h e  to p i c s  t h a t  will 
b e  considered.

If y o u r  c o m m i t t e e  requi r e s  any a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  on the 
Bristol B a y  fishery, p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  me.

Sincerely,

Don W. C o l l i n s w o r t h  
C o m m i s s i o n e r

E n c l o s u r e

cc: Ken Parker
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Senator Br'tteyJ*^ Fahrenkamp 
Chair of Senate R e s o urces Committee 
Alaska State Legisl a t u r e  
Pouch V
Juneau, A laska 99518 

Dear S e n ator Fahrenkamp:

I wi sh to c onvey m y  strong suppor t for SCR 32 d e a l i n g  with the 
interception of i n t e r m i n g l e d  salmon stocks.

Until the state adopts a po licy p r o t e c t i n g  histo r i c a l  terminal 
fisheries aga inst ex panding interception, m a n y  local f i s h erm en as 
well as some municipalities, f inancially  d e p e n d e n t  upon those 
terminal fisheries in the past will be s e v e rely injured. This is 
p artic u l a r y  true of those fishermen p r i m a r i l y  c o n f i n e d  to the 
terminal fishing districts and for one r eason or a n other 
incapable of m o v i n g  elsewhere. L a s t  season for example, I k n o w  
of m a n y  fi shermen in the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and N u s h a g a k  who had 
their w o r s t  seas on ever despite record s almon prices. By 
contrast I t a l k e d  to m a n y  who fishe d Egegik, wher e i nterc e p t i o n  
of salmon bound for else where is now, at long last a c k n o w l e d g e d  
by Fish & Game t o  De about o n e - t h i r d  of the local harvest. M o s t  
of these were outf.ide drift fishermen who h a d  t heir be st year.-, 
ever.

It seems t o tally  inconsistent that Alaskans s h ould so u n i f o r m l y  
decry h i g h  seas salmon interception, about w h i c h  we can do little 
at state l e v e l , and yet turn our backs up on it w h e n  it occurs 
w ithin state waters.

In the former instance we p i o u s l y  a ssert that our m a i n  concern is 
that h i g h  seas inter c e p t i o n  t h r e a t e n s  our a b i l i t y  to manage the 
resource. Obviously, if indiscrete fishing on itermi n g l e d  salmon 
stocks occurs, it is entirely p o s sible to w i p e  out an entire 
river system's run.

The same probl em of course is p r esent w h ether interc e p t i o n  occurs 
on the h i g h  seas or w ithin state waters, yet in the latter case, 
we have no c o n s i s t e n t  policy. As a result, m a n a g e m e n t  appears to 
respond p r i m a r i l y  to those who p r o s p e r  from the interception. In 
the process, ignored seems to be the fact m a n y  fis hermen and 
communi ties h i s t o r i c a l l y  depen dent upon  terminal f i sher y harvest,
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are e c o n o m i c a l l y  devastated.

That thos e injured are m o s t l y  res id e n t  Alaskans, whil e those 
b e n e f i t t i n g  from interc e p t i o n  are increa s i n g l y  non-residents, 
doubles the d i s t r e s s  of those locked into terminal fishing 
districts.

State i n c o n s i s t e n c y  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  drama tized in cases like 
False Pass wher e in terc e p t e d  Bristol Bay b o u n d  red salmon is, I 
am told, const i t u t e  about 8% of the harvest. Yet there stringent 
q uotas are impose d despite the fact this is an h i s t o r i c  fishery 
from w h i c h  fisher men cannot t r a n s f e r  to Bristol Bay and in which 
local stocks c an not be h a r v e s t e d  w i t h o u t  some i n terception  taking 
p l a c e .

By contrast, in Egegik, w e r e  the p e r c e n t a g e  of interception is 
a bout 400% greater, no such c o n s t r a i n t s  have been imposed, even 
t h o u g h t  the d i s t r i c t  could be so r e d u c e d  as to assure almost 100% 
of local stock h a r v e s t  w i t h  no i n terce ption whatsoever, moreover 
any f ishermen who is s q u eezed  out can fr eely t r a n s f e r  to the 
terminal fishing district. This m a k e s  no sense whatsoever.

Regrettably, n e i t h e r  the State L e g i s l a t u r e  nor the B o a r d  of Fish 
& Game has a d o p ted a p o l i c y  r e g a r d i n g  the interception of 
i n t e r m i n g l e d  s a l m o n  stocks. SCR 32 w o u l d  supply the policy 
guidel i n e s  to th e Board of Fish and the De part m e n t  u n der whic h 
they then could o r c h e s t r a t e  a f i s hery to assure compliance'* 
U n les s this p o l i c y  v a cuum is f i lled to provide such direction to 
those b odies the c u r r e n t  s i t u ation is bound to d e g e n e r a t e  and in 
the process the b e s t  interest of A l a s k a n ' s  are sure to be eroded 
further.
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SETNETTERS’ ASSOCIATION OF BRISTOL BAY________________________________ A Non-Profit Corporation-------------------------------------
P . O .  B O X  1 $ gril 26, 1 9 8 9  NAKNEK, A L A S K A  9 9 6 3 3

S e n ator B e t t ey^^s  F a h r e n k a m p  
A laska State Senate 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99518 

Dear S e nator Zharoff:

You may recall that I spoke to y o u r  staff c o n c e r n i n g  the Egegik
I ntercept s i t u atio n on several occasions. We need to get SCR 32
passes this session. As you k n o w  t h e r e  has been m u c h  outcry in 
the terminal fishing di str i c t s  of the N ak nek/Kvichak , N u s h a g a k  
and to some extent the U g a s h i k  b e c a u s e  of the i n t e rdistri ct 
i n t ercepti on of m i x e d  s almon s tocks w i t h i n  Bristol Bay (Area T ) .

We b e lieve that once salmon a r rive in t h e i r  ter minal area that 
t h e y  aught to be a l lo wed to m i g r a t e  to their r e s p e c t i v e  "home 
ports" for p r o p e r  m a n a g e m e n t  and to a ssure the histor ical 
fisheries that are located in t h e s e  d i s t r i c t s  r e ceive their fair 
share of the com mer c i a l  harvest. You m a y  h a v e  read The Bristol 
Bay Salmon I n t e rception Crisis. A  Call For L e g i s l a t i v e  A c t i o n , 
p r e p ared for S e n a t o r  Rick Halford, S e nate M a j o r i t y  Leader, 
F e b ruary 1989 w h i c h  illus trates t h a t  the r e c e n t l y  e x p a n d e d  Egeg ik 
F i shing D i s trict (expanded by Board a c t i o n  in 1982, 1985, 1987) 
t o g e t h e r  w i t h  liberal m a n a g e m e n t  and o v e r s i z e d  fleet has 
essent i a l l y  b a n k r u p t e d  the o t h e r  t e r m i n a l  d i s t r i c t s  of the Bay. 
See for example page 27 of the report.

One of the reasons w h y  the p r e j u d i c i a l  m a n a g e m e n t  of the Egegik
is a l lowed to occur is b e c a u s e  t h e r e  is no Board regul a t i o n  or
m a ndate from the L e g i s l a t u r e  on i n t e r c e p t i o n  w i t h i n  a f i sh ing 
area to ensure h a r v e s t  of r e t u rn ing s a l m o n  in the d i s t r i c t  w h i c h  
e ncom passes t hei r rive r of o r i g i n  w i t h  the same care and 
d i l i gence  e x e r c i s e d  to ensure a d e q u a t e  e s c a p e m e n t  to terminal 
rivers. We have n e a r l y  250 m e m b e r s  in our A s s o c i a t i o n  m o s t  90% of 
w h i c h  are A l a s k a n  r e s i d e n t s  and t h e  m a j o r i t y  of those are 
v i l l a g e r s  from the Bristol Bay watershed. We urge your suppo rt of 
SCR 32. Please note several h u n d r e d  s i g n a t u r e s  to a p e t i t i o n  th at 
w e r e  c o l l e c t e d  w i t h i n  s e v e r a l  h o u r s  d u r i n g  the "Naknek 
F i s h t i v a l ."

Please support SCR 32. We t h a n k  y o u  for your v a l u a b l e  time and 
attent ion to this matter. I will be in J u n e a u  today to discuss  
this issue with y o u  at your convenience.

Sincerely,



STATE OF AL ASKA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

BILL ANALYSIS
D E P A R T M E N T  D I V I S I O N
Fish and Game Commercial Fisheries

B I L L  N U M B E R  S P O N S O R
SCR 32 Senate Resources Committee

S H O R T  T I T L E  OF o l U .

Policy on Mixed Salmon Stock Interception Fisheries

D E P A R T M E N T  P O S I T I O N

Neutral n

jfo P A R E D  B Y  D A T E
/;&bert C. Clasby 04/26/89 ,

C O M M I S S I O N E R ' S  S K W j I / U R E a  4  O A T  £

V  KhXuM ^jLH TC tL W'ZL • 5 * 7
S U M M A R Y

O T H E R  A G E N C I E S  A F F E C T E O  B Y  B I L L

None

C O N S T I T U E N T  G R O U P T S l  A F F E C T E D  B Y  B I L L

Commercial Fisheries

O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  S U P P O R T  F O R  B I L L

Unknown

O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  O P P O S I T I O N  T O  B I L L

Unknown

F I S C A L  I M P A C T :  El N O N E  □  F I S C A L  N O T E  A T T A C H E D

B A C K G R O U N O / L E G I S L A T I V E  I N T E N T

The intent of the resolution is to provide the Department of Fish and Game and the Board of 
Fisheries with policy guidelines to follow when adopting management systems affecting 

mixed stock salmon fisheries.

A N A L Y S I S  O F  B I L L P R O G R A M  E F F E C T S

Passage of the resolution would establish as legislative policy the preference for harvesting 

of salmon to take place in terminal fisheries. Implementation of this policy by the 
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salmon management systems to decrease interception rates.
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6 - 1 232E
U t e r m o h l e
4/26/89

O r i g inal sponsor: Resour ces Committee

IN THE SENATE

CS FOR SENATE CONC URRENT R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 32 ( )

IN THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF A L A S K A  

S I X T E E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N
I
j

R e l a t i n g  to a p o l i c y  on m i x e d  stock

salmon fisheries.

BE IT R E S O L V E D  BY THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS  a l t e r a t i o n  of certain comme r c i a l  f i s hing d i s trict bound a r i e s

and changing fishing p atterns in recent years have le I to an increas e in

the i n t e rcepti ons of salmon stocks; and

W H E R E A S  the h a r v e s t  of salmon stocks b e i n g  i nt ercepted in n o n t e r m i n a l  

districts w i t h i n  those s t o c k s 1 terminal m a n a g e m e n t  area could h a v e  o c c u r r­

ed, for the m o s t  part, in the stocks' districts of origin; and

WH E R E A S  the int erc e p t i o n  of a salmon stock out side of its terminal 

fishing dist rict complicates m a n a g e m e n t  of that salmon stock w i t h i n  its 

terminal m a n a g e m e n t  area and causes e c o n o m i c  disloc a t i o n  to c ommercial

fishe r m e n  and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  located in the stock's terminal fishin g d i s­

trict; and

WH E R E A S  studies by the A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Game v e r i f y  that 

some salmon stocks are i ntercept ed in m i x e d  stock fisheries outside  of the 

stocks' terminal fishing districts; and

W H ERE AS the A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Game contends that, in the

absence of a state p o l i c y  on m i x e d  salmon  stock fisheries e s t a b l i s h e d  in 

law, its only o b l i g a t i o n  is to ensure a d e quate spawning e s c a p e m e n t s  of 

salmon stocks; and

WH EREAS the Board of Fisheries should have legislative g u i d a n c e  when 

consid e r i n g  p r o p o s e d  r egulat ory policies on m i x e d  stock salmon fisheries; 

and

WH E R E A S  the state's policy on m i x e d  stock salmon fisheries should be

-1- C S S C R  32( )
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consisten t w i t h  the stat e's p o s i t i o n  on the h a rves t of salmon stocks on the 

hi g h  seas w h i c h  e m p h a s i z e s  the h a r v e s t  of s e g r e g a t e d  s a l m o n  stocks b y  the 

c o u n t r y  of origin;

BE IT R E S O L V E D  by the A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  that it is the policy 

of the State of A l a s k a  that w i t h i n  a salmon m a n a g e m e n t  area, salmon stocks 

o r i g i n a t i n g  in that area s h o u l d  be harvested, to the m a x i m u m  extent p o s s i­

ble, in the f i s h i n g  dis tr i c t s  that encompass the stocks' rivers of origin; 

w h e n  i m p l e m e n t i n g  this policy, care should be e x e r c i s e d  to e ns ure that full 

u t i l i z a t i o n  of local stocks and the l i v e l i h o o d  of c o m m e r c i a l  f ishermen who 

cannot transfer the l o c a t i o n  of their operations are not s e v e r e l y  j e o p a r d­

ized a n d  that i n c r e a s e s  in int erc e p t i o n  rates in n o n t e r m i n a l  fishing d i s­

tricts do not d i s r u p t  h i s t o r i c a l  harvest d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of salmon stocks 

among fishing districts; and be it

F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that the A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e­

quests the G o v e r n o r  to d i re ct the Bo ard of Fishe r i e s  and the A l a s k a  D e p a r t­

men t  of Fish and G a m e  to im ple m e n t  this p o l i c y  throug h a p pr opriate r e g u­

lations and m a n a g e m e n t  m e a s u r e s  w i t h  the same care and dili gence e x e r c ised 

to ensure adequate e s c a p e m e n t s  of salmon stocks to their rivers of origin.
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6-1232H

Original sponsor: R e s o urces C ommittee

IN THE SENATE BY THE R E S O U R C E S  COMMIT TEE

CS FOR SENATE C O N C U R P E N T  R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 32 (Resources)

IN THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  STATE OF A L A S K A  

SIXTE E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  SESS ION

R e l a t i n g  to a p olicy on m i x e d  stock

salmon fisheries.

BE IT R E S O L V E D  BY THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

W H E R E A S  alte ra t i o n  of cer ain commer c i a l  fishi ng d i s t r i c t  boundaries

and cha nging fishing p a t terns in recent years h a v e  led to an increase in

the interc eptions of salmon stocks; and

W H E R E A S  the h a r v e s t  of salmon stocks b e i n g  i n t e r c e p t e d  in nonterminal 

districts w i t h i n  those stocks' terminal m a n a g e m e n t  area c o u l d  h a v e  o c c u r r­

ed, for the m o s t  part, in the stocks' districts of origin; and

W H E R E A S  the i n t e r c e p t i o n  of a salmon stock o u t s i d e  of its terminal 

fishing distri ct c om plicates m a n a g e m e n t  of that salmon stock w i t h i n  its 

terminal m a n a g e m e n t  area and causes e c o nomic d i s l o c a t i o n  to commercial

fisherm en and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  located in the stock's termina l fishing  d i s­

trict; and

WH E R E A S  studies by the A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Game v e r i f y  that 

some salmon stocks are i nterc e p t e d  in m i x e d  stock fisheri es o u t s i d e  of the 

stocks' terminal fishing districts; and

WH E R E A S  the A l a s k a  Depart m e n t  of F i s h  and Game contends that, in the

absence of a state p o l i c y  on m i x e d  salmon stock f i s h eries e s t a b l i s h e d  in 

law, its only o b l i g a t i o n  is to ensure ade quate s p a w n i n g  escapements  of 

salmon stocks; and

W H ERE AS the Board of Fish eries should have l e g i s l a t i v e  guidance w h e n  

c o nsi dering pro posed r e g u l a t o r y  policies on m i x e d  stock salmon fisheries; 

and

W H E R E A S  the s^a^re’t~s~~poli.ey'^on~'m]L'Xxed stCck salmon ..fi'sherie'5— s&otild be

-l- CSSCR 3 2 (Res)
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BE IT R E S O L V E D  by the A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  that it is the p o l i c y  

of the State of A l a s k a  that w i t h i n  B r i s t o l  Bay (Area T) , salmon stocks 

o r i g i n a t i n g  in the Bristol Bay area s h o u l d  be harvested, to the m a x i m u m  

extent possible, in the fishing districts that encompass the stocks' rivers 

of origin; w h e n  implement ing this policy, care should be e x e r cis ed to 

ensure that full u t i l i z a t i o n  of local stocks and the l i v e l i h o o d  of c o m m e r­

cial f i s h e r m e n  w h o  cannot transfer the l o c a t i o n  of their operations are not 

s everely j e o p a r d i z e d  and that increases in i n t e r c e p t i o n  rates in n o n t e r m i­

nal f i shing  districts do not disrupt h i s t o r i c a l  harvest dis tributions of 

salmon stocks among fishing districts; and b e  it

F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that the A l ask a S tate L e g i s l a t u r e  r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e­

quests the G o v e r n o r  to direct the Board of Fishe r i e s  and the A l a s k a  D e p a r t­

ment  of Fish  and Game to implement this p o l i c y  t h rou gh a ppro p r i a t e  r e g u­

lations and m a n a g e m e n t  m e a s u r e s  with the same care and diligence exercised  

to ensure a d e quate escapements of salmon stocks to their rivers of origin.
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IN THE SENATE BY THE R E S O U R C E S  COMMITTEE

CS F O R  SE NATE C O N C U R R E N T  R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 32 (Resources)

IN THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF A L A S K A

S I X T E E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

R e l a t i n g  to a p o l i c y  on m i x e d  stock

s almon fisheries.

BE IT R E S O L V E D  BY THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

W H E R E A S  a l t e r a t i o n  of c e r t a i n  c o m m e r c i a l  fishing d i s trict b oundaries

and changin g f i shing p a t t e r n s  in recent ye ars have led to an increase in

the i n t e rcept ions of salmon stocks; and

W H E R E A S  the h a r v e s t  of s a l m o n  stocks b e i n g  i n t e r c e p t e d  in no nter m i n a l  

districts w i t h i n  those stocks' termi n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  area could have o c c u r r­

ed, for the most part, in the stocks' districts of origin; and

W H E R E A S  the i n t e r c e p t i o n  of a salmon stock o u t s i d e  o f  its terminal 

fishing district compli c a t e s  m a n a g e m e n t  of that s a l m o n  stock w i t h i n  its 

terminal m a n a g e m e n t  area and causes economic  d i s l o c a t i o n  to commercial

fishermen and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  l o c ated in the stock's ter minal f i shing d i s­

trict; and

W H E R E A S  studies by the A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  of F i s h  and Game v e r i f y  that 

some salmon stocks are i n t e r c e p t e d  in m i x e d  stock f i s h eries  outside of the 

stocks' terminal fishing districts; and

W H E R E A S  the A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Game contends  that, in the

a b sence of a state p o l i c y  on m i x e d  salmon stock f i s h eries e s t a b l i s h e d  in 

law, its only o b l i g a t i o n  is to ensure adequate s p a w n i n g  e s capeme nts of 

salmon stocks; and

W H E R E A S  the Board of Fis he r i e s  should have l e g i s l a t i v e  guida n c e  whe n

c o n s i d e r i n g  p r o pose d r e g u l a t o r y  p o l icies on m i x e d  stock s a lmon fisheries;

BE IT R E S O L V E D  b y  the A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  t h a t ^ T t  is the policy 

of the State of A l a s k a  that w i t h i n  Bris tol Bay (Area T) , salmon stocks
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o r i g i n a t i n g  in the Bristol Bay area s h o u l d  b e  harvested, to the m a x i m u m  

extent possible, in the f i s hing dir^tricts that encompass the stocks' rivers 

of origin; w h e n  implementing this policy, care shptfld be e x e r c i s e d  to 

ensure that full u t i l i s a t i o n  of local stocksdjand/the l i v e l i h o o d  of c o m m e r­

cial f i s h e r m e n  whd" cannot transfer the l o c a t i o n  of their ope rat i o n s  are not
yj.

s e v e r e l y  j-e6pardized/fand— th a tf tin creases in i n t e r c e p t i o n  rates in n o n t e r m i­

nal f i sh ing districts do not disrupt h i s t o r i c a l  h a r v e s t  distri b u t i o n s  of 

salmon stocks /among, fi_shirng-xli6-tr-i€4:-s-: I and be it

F U R T H E R  R E S OLVED that the A l as ka State L e g i s l a t u r e  r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e­

quests the G o v e r n o r  to direct the B o a r d  of F i s h e r j b e s ^ n d  the A l a s k a  D e p a r t­

m e n t  of F i s h  and Game to implement this poyi^cy/through appro p r i a t e  r e g u­

lations and m a n a g e m e n t  measures w i t h  the same care and d i l i gence exercis ed 

to ensure adequate escapements of s almo n stocks to t he ir rivers of origin.
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UNITED FISHERME

April 27, 1989

211 4th Street, Suite 106 
Juneau, AK 99801 
907-58S-2820

Dear Senator Halford:

I am enclosing for your information a copy of a policy of the 
Alaska Board of Fisheries on management of mixed stock salmon 

fisheries. This copy was made from the southeast Alaska commercial 
fisheries regulation book, but the policy applies statewide.

As I recall, you were considering rewording Senate Concurrent 

Resolution 32 to read that the Legislature requests the Board to 
adopt a policy on mixed stock fisheries. This was apparently 
based on a belief that Board members had such a policy before them 
but had not adopted it. This is not the case, as you can see.

Senator Rick Halford 

Alaska State Legislature 
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Board of Fisheries takes up proposals for changes to 
fisheries on a rotation basis, so that each fishery is examined 
every other year. The Bristol Bay fisheries will be before the 

Board at its regular fall meeting this year. It is my understanding 
that the reason a legislative solution is being sought to this issue 

is that the Board refused a request to consider the topic out of its 

normal cycle. Their policy is to interrupt their schedule only for 

resource conservation concerns, and they did not think this issue 
fell into that category. I feel certain there w’ill be proposals 

presented to the Board on this topic, and that the Board will make 
a decision regarding it.

UFA members include people and groups ranged on both sides of 

the question. No matter what their stand is on it, they are agreed 

in preferring to work it out through the normal Board process. 

Whether or not they will ultimately agree with the Board's decision, 
they are still united in not desiring legislative action.



As a suggestion, if you will be discussing this further, I 
urge you to obtain a navigational chart of Bristol Bay. These 

are large enough to hang on the wall so evexyone can more easily 

understand the situation.

If I can provide any further information, please don't 
hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

cc: Senate Resources Committee members

I



SELECTED POLICIES OF THE BOARD OF FISHERIES
i)c annually.

| ) F  F ISH E R IE S . 
I jd in g  the pow er 
p r  other uniform  
p e rm its  o r  en try  
I 'd  by the B oard

PO LICY  STATEM ENT ON M A N A G EM EN T O F  M IX ED  STOCK SALM ON 
FISHERIES

A  basic principle o f salmon fishery m anagement is that fishing o f any salmon stock should 
not occur until the spawning escapement fo r that stock is ensured. Run strength and 
resultant optimum harvest and escapement levels cannot be estimated until discrete stocks 
have separated themselves from mixed slocks and have arrived in areas near their natal 
streams. This type o f single stock management allows optim um  harvest rates on all stocks 
based on the productivity o f individual stocks.

W hen developing fisheries management policies, factors o ther than biological data must 
be considered. Alaska has historically allow ed fishing on certain mixed salm on stocks 
with the result that fishing fleets and related support activities have developed to  harvest 
those stocks. Thus management policies should also address social end econom ic fac­
tors and weigh them accordingly'.

In view of the above staled principles, it is the policy of the Board of Fisheries that:

1. In  the case o f  long standing fisheries w hich fish m ixed stocks and fo r which it may 
no t be feasible for participating fishermen to  relocate to  fisheries taking m ore discrete 
stocks, such fisheries may continue provided that fishing effort on the mixed stocks does 
not increase and that the harvest rate is n o t detrim ental to  the  individual stocks.

2. In the case o f long standing fisheries w hich fish m ixed stocks and fo r which it may 
be feasible for participating fishermen to  relocate to  fisheries taking m ore discrete stocks, 
preference should be given to the fishery th a t best serves th e  sta te 's interests.

3. T he development o r expansion o f m ixed stock fisheries should be discouraged when 
the  fish that comprise those stocks can be  harvested a fte r they have separated in to  more 
discrete stocks.

4. This policy does not prevent the board  o r the  departm ent from  allowing mixed stock 
fisheries, particularly when large returns a re  expected and the allowance o f  such fisheries 
w ould result in a  fuller utilization o f the  harvestable surplus.

In all decisions relating to the regulation and m anagem ent o f  mixed stock fisheries, it 
is the express intent o f the board that the conservation o f affected salmon stocks be given 
first priority over economic and social considerations.
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The Bristol Bay Salmon 
Interc e p t i o n  Crisis

E X E C UTIVE SUMMARY

This s t u d y  illustrates  that the E g e g i k  F i s hing District, w hic h 
is l o c ated  in Bristol Bay, is a r e c ently e x p anded intercept 
fishery w h i c h  t h r e atens to d e s t r o y  a histor ical fishery - 
n amel y the Naknek/Kvichak. In 1982, 1985, and 1987, the Board 
of F i s h e r i e s  e x p anded the E g e g i k  Di strict __bv— re g u lation  into 
the p a t h  of ^tHe great K v i c h a k  m i g r a t i o n ^ — a-nd— t h o _ Naknek. 
UgashiJ^__and__Nus h a g a k  runs7~~ Th e recipie nts of the benefits 
from t h i s  e n l ar ged d i s trict are the d r i f t  fishermen. The
E g e g i k  has, a c c o r d i n g  to the CFEC, the highest p e r c e n t a g e  of 
n o n - r e s i d e n t  fisher men o p e r atin g in Bristol Bay. By this
m a n a g e m e n t  the A D F & G  has allowed E g e g i k  fishermen t o  harvest 
m i l l i o n s  of s o c keye s a lmon b o u n d  for other districts. 
M e a n w h i l e  terminal f i s h er men must await ade quate e s c a p e m e n t  
b e f o r e  t h e y  are allowed a fishing period. When commerc ial 
f i s h e r m e n  in t h e  N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and N u s h a g a k  a re given 
o p e n i n g s  to fish the m a j o r i t y  of their  commercial c a t c h  has
a l r e a d y  been ta ken in Egegik.

The 1988 E g e g i k  District  h a rv est of 6,611,000 s o c keyes was 
388% o v e r  its 30 ye ar a v erage catch of 1,700,000 and 601% over 
its 20 y e a r  a v erage  ca tch of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1,100,000 p r e c edent  
to the e x p a n s i o n  of the d i s trict b e g i n n i n g  in 1982. While 
Egegi k ' s  catch w a s  n e a r l y  two m i l l i o n  fish above its inflated 
p r o j e c t e d  commercial  forecast, other districts like the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  ?• d N u s h a g a k  incurred poor returns. For 
example, the average c a t c h  for drift fi shermen in the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  was 3,100 s a lmon w i t h  averag e set n e t  catches 
a l l e g e d  by the Depart m e n t  to be 1,500 fish for the same 
district. M a n y  set net fisher men caught fewer than 250 
s o c k e y e s  in che N a k n e k  S e c t i o n  d u r i n g  the 1988 r e g u l a t o r y  
season! By comparison, d r i f t  boat  average catches in Egegik 
for 1988 could be e s t i mat ed in the $102,000 range. T h e  Egegik 
drift fleet has increased from 200 - 300 v e s sel s in 1980 to, 
at times, 900 in recent seasons. The E g e g i k  drift fleet was 
e s t i m a t e d  by the A D F & G  at 715 boats for the 1988 season.

The A '<G r e c e n t l y  released its scale sample a n a l y s i s  of 
1 2 , 0 0 C ;ish taken from E g e g i k  d u r i n g  the 1988 season. The 
i n t e rcept rate averag e was 37% and r anged upwards to 80% When 
the A D F & G 7s intercept figures of 37% for E g egik are m u l t i p l i e d  
by the catch, it indicates t h a t  2,446,070 s a l m o n  were 
i n t e r c e p t  fish b o u n d  for o t h e r  fishing districts. T h e  A D F & G 's 
catch figures s h o w  there w e r e  openings g iven E gegik w'hen the



d a i l y  c a t c h e s  were in t h e  1,000,0 00 fish range and the 
inter c e p t  rate was nearly 50%. It is estimated, based on the 
scale s ample analysis and b a s i c  mathematics, that the ter minal 
fisheries lost betwee n $33 and $60 million. A c c o r d i n g  to 
A D F & G  c a t c h  and esca pe m e n t  figures for E g e g i k  in 1988, o v e r
650,000 fish were  h a r v e s t e d  w i t h o u t  one fish up r i v e r  as 
escapement. By June 22, 1988, E g e g i k  fishermen landed
1,158,843 salmon with only 16,800 a c c o u n t e d  for as escapement. 
This i n d i cates that E g e g i k  fish h a d  not started to m o v e  
up s t r e a m  and that m a n y  o f  the fish  t a k e n  we re also m i x e d  
stocks h e a d i n g  for oth er Bristol B a y  districts. Th is is 
u n a c c e p t a b l e  b y  any b i o l o g i c a l  standards.

A c c e p t e d  biological p r i n c i p l e s  a n d  t h e  Bristol Bay
C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Manage m e n t  P l a n  d i c t a t e  s a l m o n  stocks s hould be 
m a n a g e d  as close to the r i v e r  of o r i g i n  as possible. The 
m a n a g e m e n t  for Egegik (and d u r i n g  c e r t a i n  years the Ugashik) 
is i l l u s t r a t e d  by c o m p a r i n g  the c a t c h  t o  e s c a p e m e n t  ratios of 
the E g e g i k  District w i t h  t h o s e  o f  the Naqknek/Kvichak,
N u s h a g a k  and, to a c e rtain  extent, t h e  U g a s h i k  District. For 
example, d u r i n g  p e a k  f i s h i n g  p e r i o d s  t h e  E g e g i k  caught e l even 
fish for ev ery one in e s c a p e m e n t  w h i l e  the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and 
Nu s h a g a k  c aught a p p r o x i m a t e l y  two fish for every one in 
escapement. Despite r e p e a t e d  d e m a n d s  b y  t e r m inal fishermen, 
bo t h  d r i f t  and set net, the A D F & G  a l l o w e d  Egegik d r i f t  
fisher men a n d  the f l o a t e r  p r o c e s s o r s  o p e r a t i n g  in that 
di s t r i c t  to reap a b o n a n z a  w h i l e  termi nal fishermen, 
processors, a n d  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  s u f f e r e d  i r r e p a r a b l e  harm.

Ken Parker, Director of Comme r c i a l  Fisheries, and C h u c k  
M e a c h a m  J r . , A D F & G  biologist, h a v e  s t a t e d  on the record that 
the p r e s e n t  intercept level in E g e g i k  not onl y poses a serious 
a l l o c a t i o n  and manag e m e n t  problem, b u t  also a conser v a t i o n  
problem. The A D F & G  has t h e  a u t h o r i t y  to pull in the E g e g i k  
Bounda r i e s  p u r s u a n t  to A.S. 1 6 . 0 5.060 and take other such 
remedial steps as n e c e s s a r y  u n d e r  its "emer g e n c y  order" p o w e r  
to curb the interception of m i x e d  s t o c k s  in Egegik. The m a j o r  
s t u m b l i n g  b l o c k  may be w h e t h e r  t h e  A D F & G  can take the 
po l i t i c a l  h e a t  from the d r i f t  f i s h e r m e n  and t h e i r  p r o c e s s o r s  
who o p erate  in Egegik. A d d i t i o n a l  m e a s u r e s  to be taken w o u l d  
require that a rational c a t c h - t o - e s c a p e m e n t  ratio be o b t a i n e d  
b e f o r e  a n y  d i s trict in B r istol Bay is a l l o w e d  an opening for 
commer c i a l  fishing. Also, the e l i m i n a t i o n  of "free week" by 
ad v a n c i n g  the regulatory p e r i o d  from J u n e  23 to June 15 w o u l d  
reduce interception. T h e  E g e g i k  D i s t r i c t  caught over I 
m i lli on s almon with n e g l i g i b l e  e s c a p e m e n t  d u r i n g  this period.

The Board of Fisheries h a s  f o r m u l a t e d  but never a d opted a 
p olicy on m i x e d  stock fishing. B e cause  these policies are not

The Bristol Bay Salmon Interception Crisis
Executive Summary
Page Two



r e g u l a t i o n s  the Board does not f o llow them. There has not 
b e e n  a set net fisherman on t h e  Board since 1982, while drift 
interes ts h a v e  been adequa t e l y  r e p r e s e n t e d  by Board membe rs 
w h o  own Bristol Bay drift permits. T h e  e x p a n d e d  E g egik 
D i s t r i c t  o n l y  benefits d r i f t  f i s h erme n b e c a u s e  set net 
fi s h e r m e n  can only  fish up t o  1,000 feet from the mean high 
tide line. The cities of Dillingham, N a k n e k  and Anchorage, 
the Bristol Bay Borough, the S o u t hw est M u n i c i p a l  Conference, 
and v a r i o u s  Local A d v i s o r y  Co mmit t e e s  h a v e  c a l l e d  for a "River 
of O r i g i n / T e r m i n a l  Fisheries Policy" a n d / o r  r e q u est ed that the 
Board of F i s h e ries follow its own s t ated p o l i c i e s  on salmon 
interception. The A n c h orage A s s e m b l y  and t h e  Anc horage 
C h a m b e r  of Commerce have p a s s e d  s i m i l a r  terminal harvest 
r e s o l u t i o n s  becau se the Susitna R i v e r  has not met its 
e s c a p e m e n t  g oals for sockeyes for the last four out of five 
seasons. A  terminal fisheries p o l i c y  w o u l d  mand ate that 
s a lmo n stock s bound  for t h e i r  river systems a r rive there as 
r e l a t i v e l y  u n m o l e s t e d  as p o s s i b l e  to e n s u r e  adequate 
e s c a p e m e n t  w h i l e  allowing terminal  fi shermen t o  p a rticipate 
m e a n i n g f u l l y  in the harvest.

If it is a s s e r t e d  t hat the S tate  of A l a s k a  has a p o licy on 
r e d u c i n g  t h e  h i g h  seas i n t erception of A l a s k a  salmon by 
foreign fleets, then that p o l i c y  s h o u l d  follow t h r o u g h  to the 
e xtent r e a s o n a b l y  possibl e to the t e r minal river systems. The 
A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e  has a lways set the p o l i c y  on the big 
a l l o c a t i v e  issues such as e l i m i n a t i n g  fish traps, establishing 
l i mited entry, and s ubsi s t e n c e  laws. Because the unit v alue 
for sa lmon remains h i g h  and t h e  c o m p e t i t i o n  for the resource 
is rising, this p r o b l e m  will only get worse. T h e  Legislature 
s h oul d adopt a b asi c terminal fis heries policy.

T h i s  p o l i c y  should take into c o n s i d e r a t i o n  the distinctions 
b e t w e e n  h i s t o r i c a l  fisheries where i n t e r c e p t i o n  of mixed 
s almon stocks cannot  be avoided in h a r v e s t i n g  local stocks. 
In m o s t  such instances, i n terce ption occurs w h i l e  fish are 
m i g r a t i n g  from one area to another, as in False Pass. Since 
f i s h ermen are c o n fined  to one area any curtai l m e n t  of 
i n t e r c e p t i o n  sever ely impacts thei r income. In the case of 
the Egegik, intercep tion p r e s e n t s  an e n t i r e l y  di fferent 
situation. Here the int erception occurs b e t w e e n  various 
d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  a single area. T h e r e  is n o t h i n g  to prevent 
f i s h ermen "squeezed out" o f  the E g e g i k  D i s tr ict from 
h a r v e s t i n g  fish els ewhere w i t h i n  Bristol Bay (Area T) as they 
h a v e  historically. This d i s t i n c t i o n  s h o u l d  be m a d e  clear to 
a v o i d  o p p o s i t i o n  from fishermen who are engage d in historical 
intercept fisheries such as False Pass.

Finally, t h i s  report indicates t h a t  Bristol Bay has been 
m a n a g e d  for the b e n e f i t  of the E gegik d r i f t  fleet. This has 
c aused m a n y  terminal fishermen, both  drif t and set net, to 
lose t h e i r  only source of livelihood. Also, community 
b u s i n e s s e s  and m u n i ci palities have lost milli o n s  in much 
needed revenues. There is alleg e d l y  a d i s p u t e  w i t h i n  Fish and
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Game as to w h a t  to do a bout this problem. Some p r e f e r  the 
status quo w h i c h  is illustrate d b y  the 1989 A D F & G  catch 
p r o j e c t i o n s  that h a v e  E g e g i k 7s c o m m e r c i a l  c a t c h  at 5,031,000 
w i t h  1,000,000 in escapement. T h e  Kvichak, the domina nt 
p r o d u c i n g  river, will have only 4,855 , 0 0 0  in c o m m e r c i a l  catch 
w h i l e  b e i n g  r e q u i r e d  to h a v e  8,000,000 up r i v e r  in escapement. 
The N a k n e k  is p r o j e c t e d  to have  a c o m m e r c i a l  c a t c h  of
2,344,000 w i t h  1,000,000 in escapement. W h y  is it t h a t  the 
E g e g i k  is so "productive"? Or is t h i s  a m a s s i v e  int erception 
alloc a t i o n ?  The A D F & G  should r e t h i n k  its p o s i t i o n  a n d  allow 
these fish to d i s p e r s e  to their h o m e  ports e s p e c i a l l y  in light 
of t h e i r  own e v i d e n c e  of interc e p t i o n  of m i x e d  s t ocks in 
Egegik. A c hange in A D F & G  m a n a g e m e n t  s t r a t e g y  of Bristol Bay 
is in order.
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DOES RECENTLY E X P A N D E D  INTERC EPTION OF INTERMINGLED SALMON STOCKS
IN B R ISTOL BAY A D V E R S E L Y  A FFECT T H E  STATE OF A L A S K A 'S ABILITY TO 
M A N A G E  THE FISHERY. R A I S E  REVENUES AND PROTECT I T S  RESIDENTS WHO 
C O M MERCIAL LY F I S H  FOR SALMON AT T H E  RIVER O F  ORIGIN? IF 
INTERCEPTION DOES FRUSTRATE STATE INTERESTS. S H O U L D  T H E  ALASKA 
L E G I S L A T U R E  INTERV E N E ?  IF SO WHAT APPROPRIATE M E A S U R E S  SHOULD BE 
TAKEN? SHOULD T H E  S TATE ADOPT A RIVER  OF ORIGIN/
T E R M I N A L  FISHERIES POLICY?

I. INTRODUCTION T O  T H E  PROBL EM

The issue of s a l m o n  interception, w h e ther it be o n  the high seas 
or w i t h i n  state w a t e r s ,  is one of the m o r e  important issues facing 
the Alaska L e g i s l a t u r e  this session. The more n a r r o w  issue of 
salmon interception w i t h i n  Bristol Bay has r e c e i v e d  m u c h  media 
a t t e n t i o n  lately, a n d  has raised the question of w h e t h e r  or not the 
legislature s h o u l d  become involved by a ddressing the issue of 
interception of m i x e d  salmon stocks by f ishermen w i t h i n  Alaska 
waters. A c c o r d i n g  to the Depart m e n t  of F i s h  & Game, over 
$179,000,000.00 w a s  p a i d  to Bristol Bay salmon f i s h e r m e n  for their 
c a tches during t h e  1988 regulat ory season. It is asserte d that 
b e t w e e n  $33, 726,203.00 and $60,000,000.00 of thi s figure was for 
fish t h a t  were i n t e r c e p t e d  by drift fishermen in t h e  Egegik fishing 
d i s t r i c t  that s h o u l d  have been h a r v e s t e d  in the t e r m i n a l  fisheries 
of the Naknek/Kvichak, Ugashik, and Nushagak D i s t r i c t s  of Bristol 
Bay.

Note, the A l a s k a  State Senate has r e c e n t l y  organized a 
c o m m i t t e e  within its own ranks to address the inte r c e p t i o n  of 
A l a s k a  salmon s t o c k s  by foreign fleets.

2
See news a r t i c l e s  attached in the appendix.

3 "Market R e p o r t , "  "Alaska Fishermen's J o u r n a l , "  Vol. 10, 
October, 1988 at p a g e  6. The r egula t o r y  season c u r r e n t l y  runs from 
§ Jun e  23 until § J u l y  20.

4
See letter f r o m  C o m m issioner Don C o l l m s w o r t h  of the ADF&G 

to U.S. Senator T e d  Stevens, and a news letter f r o m  one of the 
commer c i a l  user g r o u p  associations. Accordi ng to r e c e n t l y  released 
A D F & G  data a p p r o x i m a t e l y  37% of the scale samples o f  fish taken in 
Egegik were fish b o u n d  for other districts. The E g e g i k  District 
c a ugh t a p p r o x i m a t e l y  6,611,000 salmon and 37 % of that figure is 
2, 4 4 6,070 fish t h a t  were stocks bouna for other distric ts. Each 
fish w eighs a p p r o x i m a t e l y  6.13 (See H enry J. Yuen's M a s t e r ' s  Thesis 
e n t i t l e d  Bioeconomic A nalysis of a Mixe d Stock Fishery: Tradeoff
B e t ween Kvichak E s c a p e m e n t  and Naknek H a r v e s t s . (University of



There are three d i f f e r e n t  v arie t i e s  of s a l m o n  interception that 
n e g a t i v e l y  impact f i s h e r m e n  of Bristol Bay's term inal fisheries: 
l)the h i g h  seas i n t e r c e p t i o n  of s a lmon as p r a c t i c e d  by the 
Japanese, Taiwanese, S o u t h  Koreans etc,. 2) T h e  so called "cape 
fisheries," i.e., interm e d i a t e  i n t e r c e p t i o n  of Bristol Bay salmon 
that o ccurs within our d o m e s t i c  fishery from False Pass, to Sand 
Point along the Bering Sea side of the A l a s k a  Peninsula in wha t 
has been de sig n a t e d  by the De part m e n t  as the Area M  unit. 3) The 
i n t ercepti on of n o n d i s c r e t e  salmon stocks w i t h i n  Bristol Bay (Area 
T) itself. Bristol B a y  is divided into five districts  or 
subdis t r i c t s  which are: Naknek/Kvichak, Egegik, Ugashik, Nushagak, 
and Togiak. It is t h i s  th ird v a r i e t y  of interce ption that this 
study is d e s i g n e d  to address. (See chart of the Bristol Bay Region 
and A l a s k a  P e n i n s u l a ) .

Alaska, Anchorage) November, 198 6 at p a g e  45) p ounds and when 
m u l t i p l i e d  by the $2.25 g r o unds price, this equates to each red 
salmon bei ng worth nearly- $13.79 to the fishermen. T h e  p rice per 
fish m u l t i p l i e d  by t h e  number of intercept fish equals 
$33,731,305.00. However, this figure is m o r e  likely to be in the 
$ 60,00 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  range b a s e d  on i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  A D F & G ' s  own data 
i n f r a . (C a v e a t , the d o l l a r  figures in this r e p o r t  wil l be more of 
an a p p r o x i m a t i o n  or indicia of wh a t  could be the values i n v o l v e d ) .



There are two commerci al fishing gear types in Bristol Bay: one is 
the d r i f t  g i l lnet where a limited entry drift p ermit h o lder fishes 
a 32 foot vessel with 150 fathoms of gill net (900 f e e t ) . The other 
gear type is the set net which use 50 fathoms of gear (300 feet) 
from a runnin g line affixed to the shore r u nning up to 1,000 feet 
out into the Bay. (See 5 A A C  06 330 G e a r ) . In the past drifters and 
set net fisher men have been at odds with each other because they 
both c o m p e t e  for salmon. However, both gear types hav e agreed to 
w o r k  t o g e t h e r  in the terminal fisheries such as the Naknek/ICvichak 
and N u s h a g a k  to reduce interception of m i x e d  salmon stocks w i t h i n  
Bristol Bay.

The p r i c e  paid to the fishermen in Bristol Bay d u ring the 1988 
season was the highest on record. The "settled price" paid by the 
m ajor p r o c e s s o r s  was $2.25 per p o u n d  and $2.40 per p o u n d  p a i d  bv 
the cash buyers for sockeye, or red salmon, (O ncorh vncus n e r k a .) 
The red salmon is the most prolifi c salmon species prese nt in 
Bristol Bay and constitutes approximately 90 percent of the run.

Despite the collecti ve magnitude of the payday, most fishe r m e n  in 
the t e r minal fishing districts experienced one of the w o r s t  fishing 
p a yda ys ever. By co ntrast ma ny of those p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the 
i n t ercepti on of intermingled salmon stocks in the Egegik D i s tric t 
had t hei r best pay day ever, further a g g r a v a t i n g  many Alaska 
re s i d e n t  f i s h ermen in t heir perception that the m a j o r  b e n eficiaries 
of this r e c e n t l y  established salmon r e a l l o c a t i o n  h a v e  been n o n­
residents. ,

5 . . . .
Four other species of salmon are also found w i t h i n  Bristol

Bay waters. T h e y  are the king, Onc orh v n c u s  t s h a w v s t c h a ; chum, 
O n c o r h y n c h u s  k e t a ; silver, O ncorhvncus k i s u t c h : and pink,
O n c o r h v n c u s  q o r b u s c h a .

6 ADF&G, Alaska Fisheries A t l a s . 1978 at pages 20-21.

7 . . . .
See, for example J a y  Hammond, "Politics Prevails in Salmon

Interc e p t i o n  Non-Action," " B u s h r a t ' l i n g s , " "Anchorage Daily News," 
O c tober 2, 1988. See also letter from D o nald  F. Nielson, Senior 
V i c e  President, Bristol Bay N a tive Corporation, to Senator Rick 
Halford, p u b l ished in the "Borough Post," D e c emb er 16, 1988 page 
2; and letter a d d r es sed to Heather Flynn, from R i c h a r d  E. Deigh, 
P r e s i d e n t  Egegik I mprovement Corporation, complaining: "If you want 
to k n o w  who is r eally stealing vour profits, it is g o i n g  to Seattle 
or C alifornia in Outside Fishermen's pockets." I d . In trying to 
ascer t a i n  just h o w  much of the pay day out-of - s t a t e  r esidents took 
out of Bristol B ay during 1988 K u r t  Iverson of the CFEC reported 
that the re is a two year time lag in organ i z i n g  the fish ticket 
data into m anage a b l e  information because there are literally 
t h o u sands  of fish tickets to analyze.

g
R e v i e w  the table submitted by the CFEC whi ch indicates that 

Egegik has a higher percentage of n o n r e s i d e n t  fishermen



In 1988 the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  exp eri e n c e d  one of its p o o r e s t  catches 
in r e c e n t  h i s t o r y  even though the ADF &G forecast for the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and N u s h a g a k  fisheries was p r o j e c t e d  to be good. 
(See A D F & G  1988 Bristol Bay commercial salmon catch forecast which 
is a t t a c h e d  in the a p p e n d i x ) . M a n y  set net fishermen  operating in 
the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  D i s t rict caught less than 250 s o c keye salmon 
d u rin g the 1988 r e g u l a t o r y  season! A c c o r d i n g  to r e c e n t l y  released 
A D F & G  figures of the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  District, drift fishermen 
c aught on a v era ge only 3,128 sockeye  or 19,175 p ou nds while the 
average  set net p ermit  h o l d e r  d e l i v e r e d  1,515 salmon or 9,287 
pounds! A  b r e a k d o w n  of the set net catches in Nakne k / K v i c h a k  
indicated th e N o r t h  Naknek beach w h i c h  is t r a d i t i o n a l l y  one of the

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in that d i s tric t than in other B r ist ol B a y  fishing 
districts.

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  
CCHMERCIAL FISHERIES ENIXT CCKHISSICN

Project Number : 88334.01 
Service Req. # : 161518 
Produced : Derember 12, 1888

1388 Bristol Bay/Egegik Salmon Set & Drift c m  Nat Residency Report

A
R
p

Salmon Drift Gill Net Salman Set Gill Net Both Fisheries Combined

A
S Residents

Non-
Residents Residents

Hcn-
Residents Residents

Nan-
Residsnts

Egegik
542 481 109 90 650 571

53 % 47 ^ 55 % 45 % 53 % 47 %

Bristol Bay
Excluding
Egegik

937 731 622 134 1,603 865

57 % 43 % 82 % 18 % 65 % 35 %

All of 
Bristol Bay

1,061 818 717 222 1,772 1,040

56 % 44 % 76 % 24 « 63 % 37 %

Selection Criteria far this report is as follows:
1. S04T landings an S04T permits.
2. S03T landings on S03T permits.
3. Conran property catch.
4. Egegik ares is defined as statistical area 032200.

See user g r o u p  newsle tter in the appendix.
9



best areas to set net had an average catch of 849 fish per site or 
5,204 pounds! The report indicated there was no set off for chum 
salmon and this would thereby reduce the a v e rage set net catch 
figures. Some fishermen believe the A D F & G  m a y  h a v e  added in "fall 
fishing" catches to the catch figure whi ch inflates the averages. 
("Fall fishing" is the term d esignat ed to f i shing a later run of 
stocks (commencing on or about July 18) such as pinks, silvers, 
chum and occa sional sockeyes and k i n g s ) .

ADF&G catch breakdowns between the drift and set net g e a r  types 
for the 1988 season in Nushagak, Egegik, and U g a s h i k  are not out 
yet. V erbal communications with N u s hagak f i s h er men indicate they, 
like t h o s e  on the Naknek/Kvichak, had a g r i m  season, and some 
fishermen from the Ugashik compla in that they h a d  poor catch es as 
well. For example Marvin Ebnet, P r e s id ent of the U g a shik 
Setnetter's Assn. called the Governor's m o n t h l y  r a d i o  t a l k  show on 
July 5, 1988 to complain about decreas ing h a r v e s t s  for U g a s h i k  set 
net fishermen. Ebnet said the run at U g ashik p e a k s  about a week 
after the t r aditio nal July 4 date for most B r i s t o l  Bay districts, 
and this gives d rift net boats time to move in on U g a s h i k  and other 
areas. Steve Levinson, "Setnetter Quizzes Go ver n o r , "  "Bristol Bay 
Times,' Vol.I, Ed. 22 July 7, 1988 at page 1.

"The drifters m o v e  in and cork us off," Ebnet complained. Id. "We 
used to catch about 10 percent of the total. N o w  our share is down  
to three or four percent." I d .

Meanwhile, drift boat averages in the Egegik for 1988 could be 
estima ted in the $102,022.06 range.

In 1988 Egegik reported ly caught 6,611,000 salmon 
m u l t i p l i e d  by 6.13 the average weight of a red s a lmon equa tes to 
40,525,430 pounds. The settled price b e t ween the m a j o r  p r o c e s s o r s  
was $2.25, but because  a significant p o r t i o n  of the catch was m a d e  
p r e c e d e n t  to the price being settled $2.00 per p o u n d  wi ll be used 
to more a c c u r a t e l y  compute the value of the fi sh r e s u l t i n g  in 
$81,05 0,860.00 d e rived in Egegik. If the Egegik set net fish ermen 
c aught 9 %of the catch (which is down from t h e  gear types 14% 
average from 1965 -1988) whic h is i . e . ,$8,105,086.00, then the 
d rift fleet caught $72,945,774.00. A c c o r d i n g  to A D F & G  estimates 
t here w e r e  715 vessels p a r ticipating  in the d i s t r i c t  the n boat 
average m a y  well be in the $102,022.06. range. This figure will 
be h i gher  if some processors paid the settl ed g r ounds price of 
$2.25 retroactively. Also, an increase or d e c r e a s e  of the numb er 
of vessels actua l l y  m aking  deliver ies because of vessel transf ers 
in and out of the Egegik District, will alter t h e  boat average. 
Some E g egik  fishermen reportedly  earned over $250,0 0 0 . 0 0  d uring the 
1988 season. One interesting c alculat ion is if one takes the 
average Egegik catch for the past 30 years w h i c h  is 1,702,000 
salmon infra and multiply that by $13.79 then  the E geg ik would have 
had a p a y d a y  of §$23,470,580.00 if the season had been average. If 
one subtracts this figure from the 1988 e s t i m a t e d  value of the 
Egegik catch above, it results in a net increase of $57,580,280.00.
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II. Q U E S TIO NS TO BE A N S W E R E D

Should the E gegik Distr ict which is a r e c e n t l y  d e v e l o p e d  fishery 
be a l l o w e d  to d e s troy a h i storical fishery such as the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  b y  interc epting m a s s i v e  amounts of fish he a ding for 
its trib utaries? Do bi ologists g e n e r a l l y  agree that salmon should 
be m a n a g e d  to the g r e a test extent poss i b l e  at their  river terminus? 
A re p r e s e n t  levels of i n t erception signif i c a n t  enough to w a rrant 
c u rbi ng such inte rc e p t i o n  by such m e a s u r e s  as p u l l i n g  in the Egegik 
Distri c t ' s  bou nda r i e s ?  Does the A D F & G  have the r e q u isite au thority 
to pull in the E gegik Bou ndaries and r e g ulate open ings to assure 
adequat e e s c a p e m e n t  b efore openings are g i v e n  to fishing districts 
in Bristol Bay? What are the c r i teria n e c e s s a r y  to pull in the 
E gegik Boundary? Is the Board of Fisherie s the only entity with 
the r e q u isite  a u t h o r i t y  to pull in the E g e g i k  Boundary?

W h y  does the B oard of Fisheries ha ve "Selected Policies on M i x e d  
S tock S almon Fisheries" yet fails to implement same? Should these 
Board p o l i c i e s  be adopted in r e g u l a t i o n  form by the Board at the 
L e g i s l a t u r e ' s  requ est? H o w  have the Bristol Bay c ommun ities fared 
under the p r e s e n t  situation? S hould there be a p o l i c y  e stablished  
by the A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e  that m a n d a t e s  tha t i n t e rception be cu rbed 
as m u c h  as p o s s i b l e  e s p e c i a l l y  in cases w h e r e  a newly develope d 
fishery such as E g e g i k  threa tens to d e s t r o y  a histor i c a l  fishery 
such as the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k ?  Is it the p r o v i n c e  of the A l ask a 
L e g i s l a t u r e  to a d o p t  a r i v e r  of o r i g i n  h a r v e s t  p o l i c y  and then let 
the B oard t h r o u g h  regulation, and the ADF&G, t h r o u g h  m anage ment 
tools, carr y out such a policy?

III. T H E  INTERC E P T I O N  P R O B L E M  IN M O R E  D ETA IL

A. T H E  STATE OF A L A S K A  HAS NO POLICY ON INTERC E P T I O N  OF 
M IXED S A LMON STOCKS W I T H I N  STATE WATERS.

M a n y  find it curi ous that on one hand the State of Alaska joins

Also, p r e c e d e n t  to the e x p a nsion of the Egegik D i s t r i c t  by Board 
r e g u l a t i o n  (in 1982, 1985, and 1987) the 20 year a v e r a g e  catch was 
in the 1,100,000 fish range which w o u l d  have been a $15,169,0 00.00 
p a y  d a y  and in a c t u a l i t y  a a p p r o x i m a t e  net increase of 
$ 6 5 , 881,860.00 ov er an "average year."



the U.S. governmen t in p r o f u s e l y  conde m n i n g  i n t e r c e p t i o n  on the 
high seas, while on the other  hand t u rning its back on interception 
of salmon within state waters. For example, t h r o u g h  s u pport of the 
Pelley A m e n d ment of 1971, the State of A l a s k a  c o n t i n u e s  to denounce 
the high seas "squid fishery" e n g a g e d  in by f o reign nationals 
because it preys on interm ingled A l a s k a  salmon stocks. The reasons 
for so d o i n g  are obvious. N ot only does such i n t e r c e p t i o n  d e n y  U.S. 
citizens the opportunity to harv est U.S. s p awned sa l m o n  stocks, but 
a ppropriate  fisheries m a n a g e m e n t  p r o grams are also compromised. 
Until salmon have se gregated into individual t e r m i n a l  rivers of 
origin, it is u t te rly imposs ible to manage  the h a r v e s t  in such a 
way as to assure that adequate es cape m e n t  is o b t a i n e d  and fishermen 
in the terminal fishery can c o n t inue to reap t h e i r  h i s t o r i c  "fair 
share" of the harvest. But only recently, w h e n  pressed, has the 
ADF&G a c knowledged that i n t ercept ion has o c c u r r e d  in the expanded 
fishing districts such as E ge gik and Ugashik.

The Board of Fisheries has c o n s i d e r e d  a p o l i c y  on m i x e d  salmon 
stock fisheries that  e s s entially requires t h a t  the in terc e p t i o n  of 
mixed salmon stocks be c u r t a i l e d  w it hin state  waters. However, 
because the "Selected Policies" have not been f o r m a l l y  a d o pted in 
regula t i o n  form by the Board, it does not f o l l o w  t h e s e  policies. 
One of the "stated principl es" reads:

A basic principle of salmon fishery m a n a g e m e n t  is that 
fishing of any salmon stoc k should not o c c u r  u n t i l  the 
sp a wn ing escapement for that stock is ensured. R u n  strength 
and resultant optimum h a r v e s t s  and e s c a p e m e n t s  c a n n o t  be 
e s t i mated until d i s crete stocks have  s e p a r a t e d  themselves 
from m ixed stocks and a r rived in areas n e a r  t h e i r  natal 
streams. This type of single s t o c k  m a n a g e m e n t  allows optimum 
h a r v e s t  rates on all stocks b ased on the p r o d u c t i v i t y  of 
individual stocks.

For example, because the A D F & G  pr o n o u n c e d  in its 1988 forecast that 
there was going to be a s i g n i f i c a n t  run in B r i s t o l  B a y  the Board 
d e t e r m i n e d  that there was no p r oblem with o b t a i n i n g  "adequate 
escapement" in various fishing districts. Therefore, when 
commer cial fishermen and their user groups a r g u e  about allocatio n 
the Board simply states that escapements w i l l  be m e t  and the

See Jay Hammond's article " State's Fish A l l o c a t i o n  
Re g u l a t i o n s  A Tang led Knot of Lines," " B u s h r a t ' l i n g s , " "Anchorage 
Daily News," May 1, 1989 at F2. See also, draft of a tape of
Hammond's testimony c o n c e r n i n g  "fair share" a l l o c a t i o n  that the 
Board re fus ed to p l a y  during their the Board of Fisheries, December 
1987 h e a rings attached in the appendix, and a d d i t i o n a l  article 
"Legislature Must Get Involved In Business of Game Alloc a t i o n , "  
" B u s h r a t 'l i n g s , " "Anchorage Daily News," J a n u a r y  8, 1989 at G 3 .
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t e r m i n a l  fishermen suffer. The amount of fish b eing harvested in 
the E g egik District is h a rmful to the m a n a g e m e n t  of the resource 
a n d  n e c e s s i t a t e s  careful examination.

U nfortunately, Brist ol Bay terminal fishermen  m a n y  of whom are 
local villagers, suffer economic h a r m  because of salmon 
interception. They have  bee n ignored for politic al reasons by the 
m a n a g e m e n t  p olicy of the A D F & G  to accom m o d a t e  the drift fleet 
ra t h e r  than the fish. (See for example, J ay H a m m o nd's article, 
"Politics Prevails In Salmon In terc e p t i o n  Non-Action," 
" B u s h r a t ' l i n g s , " "Anchorage Daily News," O c tober 2, 1988 this
a r t i c l e  is attac hed in the a p p e ndix and letter of December  16, 1988 
from D o n a l d  F. Nielson, Senior Vice P r e s i d e n t  of the Bristol Bay 
N a t i v e  C o r p o r a t i o n  p u b l i s h e d  in the "Borough P o s t " ) .

T h e  c h arge is that c e rtai n lower fishing di str i c t s  on the Bering 
Sea side of the A l a s k a  Penins ula (also c o m m o n l y  ca l l e d  the Eastside 
Fisheries, p r i m a r i l y  the Egegik and Ugashik) are reaping enormous 
c a tches of salmon that are actually bou nd for u p p e r  river fishing 
d i s t r i c t s  (what some call the terminal fisheries or rivers of 
o r i g i n ) . It is asserted that  recent ex pansion of the Egegik 
D i s t r i c t ' s  b o u nd ary seaward in 1982, 1985, and southward in 1987 
h a s  e n h a n c e d  interception. (See h i story of 5 A A C  06.200(c)). (See 
also Bob King, "Looking Back at the Line, A  H i s t o r y  of the Egegik 
Boundary," "Alaska F i shermen's Journal," Vol. 10, 1988 page 18)
(hereinafter r e f erred  to as King, "History"). What we have here 
a c c o r d i n g  to former G o v e r n o r  Jay S. H a m m o n d  is a situation where 
the "E ge gik is a n e w l y  d e v e loped  fishery which threatens to destroy 
a h i s t o r i c a l  one" (referring to the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  R u n ) . Hammond, 
s u p r a .

A D F & G  p e r s o n n e l  wh o m a n a g e  the fishery h a v e  c l a imed  repeatedly that 
"we don 't care w he re the fish are c a ught or who catches them, so 
long as w e  get our escapement." I d . F i s h erm en in Bristol Bay's 
t e r m i n a l  fisheries (Naknek/Kvichak, Nushagak) c o m p l a i n  that most 
of these i n te rcepted sockeye salmon s houl d (as the y hav e in the 
past) be h a r v e s t e d  p r i m a r i l y  in the river of o rigin and that 
c u r r e n t  m a n a g e m e n t  p r a c t i c e s  are g i v i n g  their fish away to the 
E g e g i k  and U g a shik districts. Donald F. Nielsen, Senior Vice 
President, Bristol Bay N ative Corporation, a c c u r a t e l y  desc ribed the 
situation:

We are v e r y  sympat h e t i c  to the desire of the Naknek-Kvic hak

See attac h e d  "Selected Policies Of The Board of 
Fisher i e s , "  in the appendix.

13 • . . .
Note, Bob King also wrote a similar article entitled

"From 'Yachting R e g a t t a ' . . .to 'Combat Fishing," "Bristol Bay
Times," S e p t ember 16, 1988 at page 1. Both articles are included
in the appendix.
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fishermen to get other fishermen off their stocks since they 
have to sit on the beach until adequate e scape m e n t  passes 
their fishing dist rict to p erpetuate the species. You should 
realize that sitting on the beach while  others are getting 
rich on the same resource is very disturbing.

L e t t e r  p u b l ished in the "Borough Post" on Dece mber 16, 1988 at page 
2 .

B. T E R M I N A L  FISHERMEN AGREE SALMON SHOULD BE HA RVE S T E D  
AT T H E I R  R I V E R  OF ORIGIN.

Both set net and drift fishermen in the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and Nu shagak 
agree that salmon should be h a r v e sted to the extent r e a s o n a b l y  
possible, in the terminal fishery. Certain ly w h e n  tremen dous 
catches of n o n d i s c r e t e / c o m m i n g l e d  stocks are m a d e  outs ide the 
termina l fisheries, fishermen lose income. For residents who live 
in Bristol Bay, the commer cial salmon fishery is their major, if 
not only source of income. The members of the joint committee 
as s e r t e d  in a p u blic hearin g held at the Bristol Bay B o r o u g h  during 
J u l y  of 1988, that the m a g n i t u d e  of the E g egik  and Ugashik 
Intercept has more importantly c r e a t e d  a c o n s e r v a t i o n  problem. 
Thus, the issue is not solely one c onc erning allocation. Also, 
some fishing lodge owners on the Naknek, and K v i c h a k  b e lieve the 
interc ept p r o b l e m  reduces the numbers of k i n g  salmon that their 
c l ien ts s h ould have an o pportun ity to catch. B i o l o g i s t  Dic k Russel 
said: "[w]e d i d n ' t  need to hit t h e m  (the kings) as hard as we did 
this season." Bob King, "Fish Board Says W a i t  On Egegik Line 
Change," A l a s k a  Fishermen's Journal" Vol., 11, N o v e m b e r  1988 at 
page 20.

C. SOME A D F & G  B IOLOGIST A G R E E  THE I NTERC E P T I O N  OF STOCKS IN 
EGEGIK PRESENTS A SERIOUS M A N A G E M E N T / C O N S E R V A T I O N  PROBLEM.

Some A D F & G  biologis ts agree that the i n t e r c e p t i o n  of nondiscrete

"In the sout hwest region (Aleutian Islands. Bethel. 
Bristol Bay Borough. Dillingham, and the Wa de H a m p t o n  Census Area^ 
commer c i a l  fishing ge nerated 47% of the total regional  income and 
98% of the total personal income bv the p r i v a t e  bas ic sector 
a c t i v i t y . 11 Senate A d v i s o r y  Council, A l a s k a  Legislature, October 
1988 Draft, Commu n i t y  Fisheries Development. 1988 at page  2. Note, 
C o m m e r c i a l  fishing was 7% of the total state income g e n e r a t e d  in 
1984 and 27% for the pe rsonal sector. Kruse, G o r d o n  H. 1987. An 
O v e r v i e w  of Alaska's Fisheries: Catch and E c o nomi c Imp ort a n c e  of 
the Resources. Par ticipants in the Fisheries. R e v enues G e n e r a t e d . 
and E x p e n d i t u r e s  on Management. A laska Dept, of Fi sh & Game, J une au 
Alaska. Note, wit h the upsurge of the unit v a l u e  on seafoo d such 
as salmon, d u r i n g  the d o w nturn of other sectors of the Alaska 
e c o nomy w o u l d  indicate that the overall importance of Ala ska's 
fisheries has risen.
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stocks in these lower districts presents a serious cons ervation 
problem. For example:

Ken Parker, Di rector of Commercial F i s h eries was, q u o t e d  recently 
as saying: "Twle estimate 25 percent of all the fish taken in
Egegik were desti n e d  for other areas. It violates a Bristol Bay 
m a n a g e m e n t  policy that enables us to balance h a r vest and 
escapement. So. it's something the Depar t m e n t  is g o i n g  to have to 
look at this year because it's not only an al locative issue but a 
c o n s e r v a t i o n  issue, t o o . 11 "Alaska F ishermen 's Jour nal," Vol. 9, 
S e p t ember  1988, page 35. The p olicy that is v i o l a t e d  is outlined 
in the Bristol Bay Comprehensive Salmon Pan namely:

"Salmon Interception:

To m a i n t a i n  current levels of production, the team recommends 
that:

1. The terminal fishery conc ept be enforced, i.e.. stocks 
be ha rve s t e d  as close to their res pec t i v e  spawning 
grounds as possible:

2. Foreign offshore fishing be eliminated;

3. O p t i m u m  escapement goals for all segments of a return 
be achieve d through harvest management: and

4. M a n a g e m e n t  policies that will m a i n t a i n  g e netic  
d i v e r s i t y  and productivity  of the i ndividual stocks 
be followed."

As guoted from the Bristol Bay Com pr e h e n s i v e  Salmon P l a n , d e v e loped 
by the Bristol B a y  Regional Planning Team, for the ADF&G, November 
1988, at page 89. Here, goals 1, 3, and 4 are f r u s t r a t e d  or put at 
risk w h e n  levels of interception occu r as in the p r e s e n t  case. 
These w i l l  be set out by the facts i n f r a . Again, "fish politics" 
rather than sound biological m a n a g e m e n t  appears to d i ctate where 
fish are harvested.

Chuck M e a c h a m  Jr. of the ADF&G stated p u b l i c l y  at the Bristol Bay 
Fall Fisheries Me e t i n g  (held in Naknek, Septem ber 22-23, 1988) that 
"the m a g n i t u d e  of the Egegik Intercept has c o m p r o m i s e d  our ability 
to m a n a g e  the Bristol Bay fishery." See also Mr. Mea cham's 
m e m o r a n d u m  to K e n  Parker whers he stated: "[a]t this m e e t i n g  the 
D i r e c t o r  formally went on record as feeling that the p r ese nt 
m a n a g e m e n t  plan for Egegik District was u n a c c e p t a b l e  as it r e s ul ted 
in some degrees of excess escapeme nt in the Egegik River and 
p r e s e n t  inte rception rates of 25 p e r cent w i t h i n  the Egegik Distr ict
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c o m p r o m i s e d  our ability to manage adjacent fishi ng d i s t r i c t s . 1,15

C huck M e a c h a m  was also quoted as saying, "Tilt rthe Eaeaik 
Intercept) really compromises our abili ty to m anage some of the 
other eastside d i s t r i c t s . . .we take the m a t t e r  s e r i ously and think 
s o m e t h i n g  ought to be d o n e . 11 Bob King, "Fish Board Says Wait On 
Egegik Line Change," supra at 20. Chuck M e a c h a m  r e f e rring to the 
interception, 'Tilt just confuses manage m e n t . "  I d . More 
im p o r t a n t l y  M e a c h a m  said, "filt m a k e s  it d i f f i c u l t  to assess the 
s t r e ngth of individual runs to their river of origin, and that's 
what w e  need to do in order to attain our e s c a p e m e n t  goals and give 
fi s h ermen all the harves t a b l e  surplus." I d .

15
See c o p y  of a t t ached memorandum.

One of the A D F &G's positions of late is to down play the 
intercept issue and put more emphasis on the over e scapement  
p r o b l e m  in the Egegik. This season the Egegik was shut down after 
it had a p p a r e n t l y  intercepted almost all of the N a k nek's  commerci al 
catch and much of the Kvichak. At this point the E gegik run came 
in and t here w a s  an over escapement of 600,000 fish! These fish 
were w o r t h  a p p roxima tely $13.79 apiece ($2.25 x 6.13 (avg. wt. of 
a red salmon, s u p r a ) ) . This over escapement r e s u l t e d  in an economic 
waste of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $8.275.500.001

These fish, by r e g u l a t i o n  should have been h a r v e s t e d  p u r suant to 
5 A A C  06.320(f) which states:

If the dep art m e n t  determ i n e s  that one g e a r  type could be 
o p e r a t e d  in a d i s trict w i t h o u t  j e o p a r d i z i n g  e scapeme nt goals 
for that d i s t r i c t  or for another district, but allowing both 
g e a r  types to ope rate would j eopar dize a t t a i n m e n t  of those 
e s c a p e m e n t  goals, the d e p a r t m e n t  shall a l l o w  the one 
g e a r  type to operate." (In e f fect b efore 1985; am 
5/11/35, R e g i s t e r  94; am 4/2/88, R e g i s t e r  105) A u t h o r i t y  
AS 16.05.060, and AS 16.05.251

Here, some sources indicate the D e p a r t m e n t  felt it would be 
u n p o p u l a r  with t h e  drift fleet to allo w the set net fishermen to 
fish even thou gh many  of the latter had been s c r e e n e d  off by the 
Egegik fleet for most of the season. Note t h e  wo rd "shall" in the 
r e g u l a t i o n  is m a n d a t o r y  and it is d e s i g n e d  to apply t h r o u g h o u t  the 
Bay. T h i s  partic u l a r  regul a t i o n  was used s u c c e s s f u l l y  during 1987 
in the K v i c h a k  Section of the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  District. Note there 
are two d i f f e r e n t  biologis ts that m a n a g e  these areas. The A D F & G  had 
(and still has) the a u t h or ity to pull  in the b o u n d a r i e s  w hich will 
be d i s c u s s e d  i n f r a . but did not do so for reaso ns c o n s i d e r e d  by 
m a n y  to be political. Had the D e p a r t m e n t  c o m p l i e d  w i t h  the above 
regulation, d r i f t  fis hermen w o u l d  have e x p e r i e n c e d  no loss 
w h a t s o e v e r  to t h e  set-netters since they did not cat ch any of those
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IV. HISTORY OF THE B R I S T O L  BAY FISHERY AND T H E  EGEGIK FTSHTNfl 
DISTRI CT

A. THE K V ICHAK R I V E R  IS T HE D O M I N A N T  S O C K E Y E  P R O D U C I N G  
R IVER IN THE WORLD.

"Historicall y Bristol Bay has prou dced the largest s o cke ye samon 
runs in the world." A l a ska Fisheries Atlas, s u p r a . at 22. "The 
K v i c h a k  R i v e r  system is the largest p r o d u c e r  of sock eye s almo n in 
the Bristol Bay area." Id., at 23. The K v i c h a k  is fed by Lake 
Illiamn a and Lake Clark. Both the K v i c h a k  and N a k n e k  Rive r flow 
into w h a t  is termed the Naknek / K v i c h a k  District. O ften only one 
s e c tion of this d i s tri ct will be open to a l l o w  escape m e n t  into 
the river s ystem that is not opened.

As a general proposition, before 1980 it was e x t r e m e l y  rare for 
any of the other river systems to p r o d u c e  as m a n y  fish as the 
Kvichak, both in terms of cat ch or escapement. T he largest 
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  of fishing vessels and set net sites h a v e  been 
h i s t o r i c a l l y  located in the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  district. However, 
recent  trends in fishing allocations a t t r i b u t a b l e  to i n t erception  
have c o m p e l l e d  many drift fishermen to m o v e  s o u t h w a r d  in 
r e c o g n i t i o n  that much of the K v i c h a k  run is n o w  b e i n g  interc e p t e d  
in Egegik. In the process, of course, t h e  less m o b i l e  
Na k n e k / K v i c h a k  and N u s h a g a k  set net f i s h e r m e n  h a v e  seen their 
hi s t o r i c  pe rcen t a g e  of the Bay's h a r vest plummet. This is borne 
out by the number of actual fish caught w h e n  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  n u mbers 
of fish caught pre ce d e n t  to the expan sion of t h e  E gegik fishing 
district. M a n y  drift fishermen and some d i s e n f r a n c h i s e d  set net 
f i s h ermen from the K v i c h a k  have r e l o cated in E g e g i k  b e cause they 
r e ali ze that the K v i c h a k  run is being t r i m m e d  in Egegik.

Note, for several seasons the K v ichak F i s h i n g  D i s t r i c t  has been 
closed  a nd/or fishing time has been s e v e r e l y  r e d u c e d  b e caus e some 
assert  the ru n was being h a r v e s t e d  by E gegik and other fisheries 
d o w n  the peninsula. See eg., (Th iele et a l . . y. State of Alaska. 
D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish & G a m e . 3KN-86-626 Civ.). (See c h a r t  w h i c h
shows that the i ncreased nu mber of v e ssels r e g i s t e r e d  in Egegi k 
has increased from a p p r o x i m a t e l y  200 in 1980 to over 900 in the

over esc ape m e n t  fish anyway.

17 In T hiele et. al.. v. State of A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish 
& G a m e . 3KN-86-626 Civ. In Thiele the p l a i n t i f f s  (set net fish ermen 
w h o  fish the Kvichak) a t t e m p t e d  to enjoin s almon i n t e r c e p t i o n  in 
the lower fishing d i s t ricts but after a r e v i e w  of the r e c o r d  it 
w o u l d  a ppear not enough information p r o v i n g  an i n t e rcept p r o b l e m  
was a v a i lable in 1986 to w a rrant the C o ur t's f i n d i n g  for the 
p l a i n t i f f s .
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last several years! See also cha rt w h i c h  shows the increase in 
E gegik "production" w h i c h  comes w i t h  the increase in the size of 
the Egegik District, increased d r i f t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and liberal 
management)

B. M I D D L E  BLUFF N E A R  EGEGIK IS A M I L L I N G  AREA FOR BRISTOL 
BAY'S M I XED SALMON STOCKS.

In a r ece nt c onfe rence w i t h  H enry Yuen, a biologist working for 
the ADF&G, he said that basically salmon swim  against the currents 
and m i l l  in and above the E gegik D i s t r i c t  near Middle Bluff 
p r e c e d e n t  to t h e i r  final push to thei r home ports. (See c h a r t ) .

Olrtctlon of tiia f * l  or non-t1d*l current in Kvichak Bay (fro* Strady,
Bichard K. 1969. Tha Migration Pattern of Adult Sockaya Salaon (Oncor- 
oywcmn narta) in Bristo l Bay al related to too distribution of tneTr 
■>«**n»*r va u rs . Ph. 0. Thasli, Oregon S U U  University).

This p r e m i s e  has been e s t a b l i s h e d  by v a r ious r a g g i n g  studies and 
also is a fact that early commerci al fishermen  and bio logists knew 
and understood. For example, as long ago as 1919 C.H. Gilbert with 
the Federal B ureau of Fi sheries noted it wa s "impos sible to 
disent a n g l e "  returns to the K v i c h a k  and N a k n e k  Rivers, adding "this 
is equa lly true at both the U gaguk (sic) and U g a s h i k  Rivers, for 
the g r e a t  K v i c h a k  m i g r a t i o n  sweeps past the m o u t h s  of these 
rivers," as q u o t e d  in Bob King's a r ticle w r i t t e n  in the "Bristol 
Bay Times," "From 'Yachting R e g a t t a ' . . .to 'Combat Fishing,'" 
September, 16, 1988 at page 1. (Also, a v e r s i o n  of this article 
a p p e a r e d  in the Alaska F i shermen's Journal, Vol. 10, October 1988 
at page 20) . Mr. King's well r e c o g n i z e d  article on the Egegik 
Bo u n d a r y  was c o m p o s e d  by careful r e v i e w  of Fish & W i l d l i f e  reports
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and from various A D F & G  studies.

Mr. G i l b e r t  p o inted out the need to p r o t e c t  the s almon runs to the 
Bay, and that d i s t r i c t  b oundari es were  n e c e s s a r y  over sixty years 
ago. The first d i s t r i c t  boundarie s in B r istol  B a y  w e r e  implemented 
in 1927, and the commer c i a l  e ffort in E g e g i k  c o n s i s t e d  of between 
80 to 100 sailboats  w i t h  most of the f i s hing b e i n g  p e r f o r m e d  close 
to the river mouths. The c a p a c i t y  of the s a l m o n  holds in the 
sailboats was only about  Rl,500 to 2,000 fish and each had to be 
p e w e d  into a tally  scow.

18
Incidentally, today m o d e r n  d r i f t  boats have s i g n ificantly 

increas ed t heir "fishing power." For example, m a n y  of today's 
vessels  can hold over 3,500 fish or m o r e  than 25,000 pounds in 
their sterns alone, and the use of b r a i l e r s  has a l lowed them to 
u n loa d the ir c atch in less than 20 m i n u t e s  and s w iftl y r e t u r n  to 
fishing. A l o n g  w i t h  in creased fish h o l d i n g  c a p a c i t y  is their 
a b i lity to w i t h s t a n d  rougher w e a t h e r  b e c a u s e  of t h e  u se of a l u minum 
and fiberglass hulls. M a n y  also, have t w i n  s c r e w s  to increase 
speed, radar, radios, fish finders, lorans, h y d r a u l i c  r e e l s  to aid 
in p u lling the nets in, four m a n  crews, and the i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  of 
fish s p o tting a i r c r a f t  by some even t h o u g h  outlawed. Unfortunately, 
w i t h  Bristol Bay Drif t permit s s e lli ng for ove r $275,0 0 0 . 0 0  and new 
vessels c o s t i n g  from $100,000.00 to $200,000.00, insurance, crew 
shares, the cost of fuel and repairs, t h e  fact is that the fishery 
is no longer friendly. It is the m o s t  c o m p e t i t i v e  and d a n g e r o u s  
salmon fishe ry in the w orld today. T h e  d a n g e r  in the fishery, 
besides r o u g h  weather, is fighti ng for p o s i t i o n s  as close to the 
di s t r i c t  b o u n d a r y  lines as possible.

For example, the Egegik  line battles at the N o r t h  M a r k e r  for 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  fish c oming in on the ebb has r e s u l t e d  in d e l i b e r a t e  
rammings, shots being fired, injuries t o  c r e w  a n d  a l l e g e d l y  one 
d e a t h  d u r i n g  1988. Ironically, if one w e r e  to look o b j e c t i v e l y  at 
the Bristol Bay fishery, it is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  t h e  w h o l e  fishery 
c o u l d  h a v e  been fished by skiffs w h i c h  w o u l d  fish near the river 
mo u t h s  on di s c r e t e  stocks and w h i c h  p o l l u t e  far less t h a n  t h e  drift 
fleet. Also, the q u a l i t y  of the socke ye p r o d u c e d  in the Bay would 
be better. For example, set net fish t a k e n  by skiff on the North 
N a k n e k  Beac h are g r e a t e r  than 90% number ones, a c c o r d i n g  to one of 
the Nelbro plant managers, because t h e  m a j o r i t y  r e a c h  the 
p r o c e s s i n g  plants w i t h i n  an h o u r  of delivery. T h e  m a j o r i t y  of the 
d r i f t  fleet m akes delive r i e s  to t e n d e r s  m a n y  h ours a f t e r  being 
p i c k e d  out of the net. Also, m a n y  f i s h e r m e n  c o m p l a i n  d u r i n g  the 
latter pa rt of the season that they c a t c h  tons of g a r b a g e  left by 
the d rift  fleet. Also, a fleet of s kiffs w o u l d  h a v e  emplo y e d  more 
residents. For example, look at the f i s h e r y  on the Yukon. But 
b e c ause of exist ing regulations, p o l i t i c a l  pressure, and 
c o m p e t i t i o n  for fish, the fleet has "mode rnized" at the e x p ense of 
costing  m o r e  to catch a pound of salmon when c o m p a r e d  to the set 
net fishing or fishing o peration s on the Yukon (because of the
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C. LONG AGO BIOLOGISTS R E C O G N I Z E D  THE NEED FOR FTSHTNC
BOUNDARI ES TO PROTECT M I L L I N G  SALMON STOCKS TN BRISTOL 
BAY FROM THE DRIFT FLEET.

With the a dvent of p o w e r  boats biolog i s t s  recogn i z e d  the problems 
that a more m o b i l e  fleet would bring. Id. A c c o r d i n g  to Fish & 
Wi l d l i f e  in 1952 "it is general ly c o n ceded that M iddle Bluff is a 
sc h o o l i n g  g round for m i g r a t i n g  salmon." Id. For that reason in 
1952 the Fish & W i l d l i f e  Service d e c l a r e d  that an area between 
E gegik and the Naknek / K v i c h a k  became a "no man's land" and would 
be e x e m p t  from fishing. Id at 8. "To close a p o r t i o n  of this area 
to c o m m e r c i a l  fishing would provide a s e c tion wher e they could 
school u n m o l e s t e d  and, when ready, p r o c e e d  to their respective 
rivers. In ad dition it w o u l d  p r o v i d e  a distinct line of
d e m a r c a t i o n  between N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and Egegik fish and w o u l d  act, 
to a lesser degree, as a de terrent to fishing e ffort from m o ving 
from one d i s t r i c t  to another." Id. Note, today there is what  is 
c a l l e d  the "48 Hour T r a n s f e r  Rule" w h i c h  p r o h i b i t s  a drift or set 
net (primarily drift vessels transfer) from t r a v e l i n g  from one 
d i s t r i c t  to a n other w i t h o u t  formally r e g i s t e r i n g  their m o v e  with 
the ADF&G. This rule is designed to p r e v e n t  the drift fleet from 
d e s c e n d i n g  on one d i s t r i c t  and taking the m a j o r i t y  of the salmon 
that w o u l d  be h a r v ested by the drifters  and set net fishermen 
a l r e a d y  p r e s e n t  in the district. This r e g u l a t i o n  5 A A C  06.370 was 
u p h e l d  as c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  in Meier v. State. Board of F i s h e r i e s . 
739 P . 2d 172 (Alaska 1987). °~

investment) plus the "efficiency" of the fleet and political 
a lloca t i o n s  has caused m a ssive proble ms w i t h  the fishery itself.

19
This v i e w  p o i n t  or ma nag e m e n t  s t r a t e g y  is carr ied over 

into todays' m a n a g e m e n t  of Bristol Bay u nd er the M a n a g e m e n t  Plan 
but is not f o l lowed for political purposes, s u p r a .

20 . . .
One interesting question to pose to the A D F & G  is to ask

w h y  the D ep artment "waived" the "48 H o u r  T r a n s f e r  Rule" in 1987 
w h e n  t h e y  a l l o w e d  several hundred drift vessels to desc end on the 
drift and set net fi shermen in the K v i c h a k  w h e n  a signific ant 
p o r t i o n  of the run a r r i v e d  (due to n e a rly 100 mile winds that kept 
the E gegik Drift fleet in port and off N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  fish for a 
d a y  or so) . W h a t  could have been a p r o d u c t i v e  p e r i o d  for the 
a l r e a d y  p r e s e n t  fishermen was wiped out or r a the r severely d i luted  
by the hu ndreds of v e ssel s that d e s c e n d e d  on the district. Who 
a u t h o r i z e d  the waiver? Can the tapes of this A D F & G  a n n o u n c e m e n t  be 
o b t a i n e d  via KL DG '’adio archives? Was t h e r e  a w r i t t e n  order made 
by the D epart ment? The Department says t h a t  it does not get into 
a l l o c a t i o n  and that it's the Board's p r e r o g a t i v e  but h ere this 
action is p u r e l y  allocative.

C a v e a t . 5 A A C  06.370 (f) states: "The c o m m i s s i o n e r  shall 
waive or r educe the 48-hour transfer n o t i f i c a t i o n  period
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Apparently, as far b a c k  as 1953, "the m o b i l i t y  of the fleet was an 
immediate c o n c e r n  w i t h  the advent of p o w e r  boats." Id. D uring 1953 
the Egegik fleet s w el led to 274 vessels. At Ugashik, 174 boats took 
part in the season. It was enough to c a u s e  biologis ts to fear the 
worst: "To mo ve over 1,000 vessels into these areas might
jeopardiz e esc ap e m e n t s  as well as intercept a g o o d l y  p o rtion of the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  run even before they e n t e r e d  the district." Id at 
9. The follo w i n g  season the Egegik line was p u l l e d  back in and the

r e q u i r e d  by this s e ction when conti n u o u s  c o m m e r c i a l  f i shing is 
being a l l o w e d  in that district. The c o m m i s s i o n e r  m a y  r e i mpose 
the 48-hour n o t i f i c a t i o n  p e r i o d  at any time w h e n  n e e d e d  for
m a n a g e m e n t  purposes."

W h i l e  this r e g u l a t i o n  p e rhaps  m a k e s  the w a i v e r  "legal," the net 
result was that t e r min al fishermen were d e p r i v e d  of a decent payday 
when the "Egegik Fleet" was a l lowed to t r avel d i r e c t l y  from their 
d i s trict to the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and c o m m e n c e  fishing.
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Wi t h  statehood the AD F&G took over manage m e n t  of Bristol Bay and 
the Egegik line was an immediate concern. Id. The ADF&G, out of 
c o n c e r n  for interception, stated that increased E geg ik catches 
included a ''significant proportion of non-Eg e g i k  fish." Managers 
in 1961 b e l i e v e d  the "number of fish might be so g r e a t  as to 
se r i ously affec t management in other districts." Id. Compare this 
statement w i t h  that of Chuck M e a ch am of the A DF&G and other 
biologis ts infra. (All are in a c c o r d ) .

Based on t a g g i n g  studies co nsummated in 1961 the Egegik line was 
d r a s t i c a l l y  reduced and "Egegik was opened to set nets 9Q n l y  and 
fishing was re stri c t e d  to beaches inside the river."Id.

21 . . . . .
T h e  action taken m  1961 is similar to the "Naknek Salmon

Special H a r v e s t  Area M anagement  Plan" that was i mplement ed in 1986 
by essent i a l l y  m o v i n g  all drift vessels and set net f i s h ermen from 
t he K v i chak and Westsi de into the N aknek River  w hile leaving the 
South and N o r t h  Na k n e k  set net sites in place for a several fishing 
periods. However, all set net fishermen who could find site 
locations w e r e  moved  into the Naknek R iver w h e n  only 8% of their 
total ca tch had been com prised of Kvichak fish. (See 5 AAC 06.360) 
(The Depar t m e n t ' s  taped announcement is in the p o s s e s s i o n  of the 
K L D G  a r c hives according to Bob King, w h ere in Don Bill states 8% 
i nterc e p t i o n  of Kvichak fish by the set n e t  f i s h ermen is 
"intolerable.") By contrast, the A D F & G  a l l o w e d  the E gegik and 
U g a s h i k  Distric ts to fish relatively u n r e s t r i c t e d  and intercept 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  fish. During 1986 according to A D F & G  figures Eaeaik 
c aught 5.141.611 salmon while Ugashik caught 5.055.924 fish, the 
total b eing 10,197,535! How many of these fish belong ed to the 
Kvichak?

N u m e r i c a l l y ,a p p r oxi mately 3,190,313 salmon were h a r v e sted in the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  for 1986. Set net fishermen took 30% i.e., 957,093
of the catch  that season because of reduced drift effort. If the 
i ntercept level of the set net fishermen was 8% then they took 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  76.567 Kvichak salmon. By c o n tra st it is b elieved 
by some that the Ugashik and Egegik Drift fleet took p e rhaps over 
5.000.000 Naknek / K v i c h a k  Fishl Politics p r e v aile d then, and still
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In 1963, p r o j e c t i o n s  for the Egegik D i s t r i c t  w e r e  go od and a 
t r i a n g u l a r  line was d r a w n  increasing the size of the d i s tri ct with 
the poi nt exten d i n g  out to three miles and back to Big Creek." Id. 
In 1964, the d i s tri ct was reform u l a t e d  to its p r e s e n t  r ectangular  
shape a r o u n d  the river mouth and was a third larger than the 
p r e v i o u s  boundary. T he dri ft fleet also increa sed by a third. 
(Note, e v e r y  time the Egegik District has been in creased seaward 
as in 1982, 1985 and 1987, more drift v e s s e l s  d e p a r t  the Nushagak, 
and N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  to fish t h e r e ) .

T h e  forecast for the Bay in 1973 was a poor one and the total 
re t u r n  to the Bay was 2.4 m i l lion sockeye. This w a s  the w o r s t  run 
ever. B e c a u s e  of the forecast, the a m o u n t  of g i l l - n e t  fishermen 
c o u l d  use w a s  reduced. However, interestingly, the Egegik D istrict 
was again e n l a r g e d  seaward, "[pjrompted by n u m erou s c ompl aints from 
d r i f t  fishermen." Id. "The northern b o u n d a r y  was e x t ended one half 
m i l e  due w e s t  (seaward) to provide a d d i t i o n a l  area in the no r t hwest 
se ction of t he d i s t r i c t  to fish around e x i sting sandbars at low 
w a ter ." Id. It is evident that the f a r ther out to sea the Egegik 
b o u n d a r y  is extended, the greater the p r o p e n s i t y  for intercepti on 
of N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  bound salmon. This is a b a s i c  fact that all 
fishe r m e n  realize. The current ADF&G m a n a g e m e n t  r e c e n t l y  admit t e d  
a m a j o r  inte rcept p r o b l e m  exists and are d e l i b e r a t i n g  w h e r e  to 
pl a c e  the E g e g i k  D i s trict line based on t h e  scale samples t a k e n  in 
1988. M a n y  pray the A D F & G  will at long last stop m a n a g i n g  the 
E g e g i k  for the "fleet" and start m a n a g i n g  for t h e  fish.

D. E G E G I K  CATCHES SOAR IN THE EARLY 1 9 8 0 s .

D u r i n g  the 1970s and early 1980s, the s almon runs increased overall 
and E gegik c a t ches soared. (See chart t a k e n  from the Alaska 
F i s h e r m e n ' s  J o u r n a l ) .

does. (See A D F & G  catch figures attached in the a p p e n d i x ) .

IP
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Comparison of IMaknsk-Kvichak and Egegik 
Total Sockeye Salmon Catch 1965 -1988

H a r v e s t s  in Egegik increased from an a v e r a g e  of 1.1 m i l l i o n  
sockeyes to over 5 m i llion in this decade.Id. As Jay H a m m o n d
indicated in his article:

M o s t  fishermen h a v e  long a c k n o w l e d g e d  m a s s i v e  int erc e p t i o n  in 
the a l a r m i n g l y  expande d Egegik fishery. U n t i l  last year, 
however, the D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish & G a m e  d i s p u t e d  this, 
p r e f e r r i n g  to b e l ieve  the d r a m a t i c a l l y  i n c r e a s e d  Egegik 
h a rve st was a p r o duct  of wish m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  e n h anced 
productivity. Accordingly, the B oard of Fish ignored 
fisherm en's pleas that Egegik i n t ercept ion be curtailed.

• 22 
H a m m o n d  "Politics," supra.

E. T H E  N U M B E R  OF DR IFT VESSELS O P E R A T I N G  IN U G A S H I K  AND 
EGEGIK S K Y R OCKET BE GINNING IN T H E  EARLY 1980s.

Note, in 1978, the n u m b e r  of vessels a v e r a g e d  200-300 in Egegik. 
A f t e r  1980, the "Icicle Fleet" d epar t e d  from t h e  N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  to 
avert fishe rmen strikes and set up shop d i r e c t l y  in t h e  p a t h  of the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  m i g r a t i o n  in Egegik and Ugashik. Here, I cicle and 
c o m p anies like them had floater processors. T h e y  had in a sense, 
a c o m p e t i t i v e  a d v a ntage over shore based e n t i t i e s  b e c a u s e  t h e y  were 
able to move with thei r fleet to the E g e g i k  and U g a s h i k  w h i l e  other 
shore based entitles had to send their t e n d e r  v e s s e l s  s o u t h  to pick 
up and brine chill fish w h i l e  t r a n s p o r t i n g  t h e m  back to be 
proce s s e d  in N a knek and Dillingham. Since  1980, there  has been a
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bu i l d - u p  of vessels to ov er 900! W h i l e  at the same time, catches 
ha v e  increas ed n e a r l y  500% over the prev ious ten ye ar average 
(approximately 1,100,000 fish) p r e c e d e n t  to the Egegik District  
line e x p a n s i o n  of 1982, 1985 and 1987. Since 1982 the Egegik 
average y e a r l y  catch has b a l l o o n e d  too about 5.5 million fish. Id. 
(See c har ts usin g A D F & G  d a t a  w h i c h  shows the influx of vessels to 
U g a s h i k  and E g e g i k ) .
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T h e  E g e g i k  B o u n d a r y  w a s  increased in 1982 to allegedly aid 
e n f o r c e m e n t  of the g r o w i n g  fishery. King, " H i s tory of Egegik Line," 
s u p r a . at 20. It is m o s t  de b a t e a b l e  t h a t  e n l a r g i n g  the district 
w o u l d  "aid e n f o rceme nt." It w o u l d  seem to be m o r e  of an allocativ e 
device. In 1985, the Egegik D i s trict w a s  again enlarged to loran 
coordinates. D e s p i t e  the p o t e n t i a l i t y  of i n c r e a s i n g  interception, 
the lines w e r e  m o v e d  to outward loran c o o r d i n a t e s  rather than 
inward to the next set. (The B o ard's  d e l i b e r a t i o n s  need to r e v iewed 
on this p a r t i c u l a r  a s p e c t ) . T h e  s e award loran coord i n a t e  selec ted 
was 9990-Z-45140.

U S E R  GRO UP AND T E R M I N A L  F I S H E R M E N  WARN THE C O M MISSIONE R
OF FISH AND G A M E  AND BOARD OF F I S H E RIES OF A  SIGNIF ICANT
SA L M O N  INTERC E P T I O N  P R O B L E M  IN EGEGIK, YET THE E G E G T K
D I S T R I C T  B O U N D A R I E S  ARE AGAIN I N C R EASED BY BOARD
R E G U L A T I O N  A N D  I N T E R C E P T I O N  O F  M I X E D  STOCKS RISE.

On J u n e  23, 1987, (the N a k n e k  Setnetters' Assoc.) sent Commiss ioner 
Don C o l l i n s w o r t h  a letter r e q u e s t i n g  t h a t  t h e  A D F & G  p e r f o r m  scale 
sample a n a ly sis of U g a s h i k  a n d  E g e g i k  b e c a u s e  the A s s o c i a t i o n  
b e l i e v e d  that  s i g n i f i c a n t  numbers of N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  stock were 
being taken in the lower fisheries. L a t e r  on J u l y  6, 1987, the 
same g r o u p  se nt the C o m m i s s i o n e r  a letter w i t h  suppor ting 
d o c u m e n t a t i o n  that indicated an int ercept p r o b l e m  of some m a g n i t u d e

23 . •
Tapes from the Board of F i s h erie s h e a r i n g s  m  1982, 1985

and 1987 need to be o b t a i n e d  and r e v i e w e d  by the legislative audit
t e a m  as to w h y  the B oard -increased the E g e g i k  District. T a p e s  of
the 1\87 d e l i b e r a t i o n s  sh ould be c a r e f u l l y  s c r u t i n i z e d  in the face
of t e s t i m o n y  and ether information i n d i c a t i n g  m a ssive salmon
inter c e p t i o n  was taking place.
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in E g e g i k  a n d  U g a s h i k  based on the A D F & G ' s  own c a t c h  figures and 
r e q u e s t e d  h i m  to take "remedial action."

No r e m e d i a l  a ct ion w a s  taken. The 1987 s ea son was b e l o w  average in 
t e r m s  of c a t c h  for the set net fishermen in the Naknek. T h e  user 
g r o u p  did h o w e v e r  r e c eive a reply ba ck from the C o m m i s s i o n e r  after 
the f i shing s e a s o n  was over on July 16 of 1987, w h i c h  stated: 11 rwle 
h a v e  been m o n i t o r i n g  the catch and escap e m e n t  at Eaeaik and the acre 
cl a s s  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  in both are identical, thus indicating that 
t h e r e  is little to no interception of K v ichak sockeye salmon 
o c c u r r i n g  in that district."

In 1987, t h e  Egegik District was again expanded. This time 
southward, o v e r  p r o t e s t  from many terminal  fishermen including the 
N a k n e k  S e t n e t t e r ' s  Association. See for eg. P r o p o s a l  to the Board 
of F i s h e r i e s  No. 221. It is certain that fish politics, rather 
than sound b i o l o g i c a l  management played a part in e xpanding the 
d i s t r i c t  in the face of information w h i c h  in dicated interception.

Note, p r e s e n t  at the Dece mber 1987 Board of F i s h eries  H e a r i n g s  were 
two d r i f t  l i mited entry permit h o l d e r s  from B r i s t o l  Ba y (Val 
Angasan, and J e s s i e  Foster) and also a dr ift f i s h e r m e n  who fishes 
C o o k  Inlet (Mike Hagren) who was later fired f r o m  the Board by 
G o v e r n o r  Cowper. The set net fishermen b e l i e v e d  Mr. H a g r e n ' s  vote 
w as not n e e d e d  b e c a u s e  they had a quorum, nor w e r e  A n g a s a n  nor 
Fo s t e r ' s  vote, yet t h e s e  individuals failed to r e c u s e  themselves 
w h e n  t h e r e  w a s  an obvious conflict of interest (because they owned 
a c o m m e r c i a l  interest in the fishery they were r e g u l a t i n g  and there 
was a n  o n g o i n g  c o n f l i c t  between the o t h e r  c o m m e r c i a l  user group
i.e. the set net fishermen) and one was not q u a l i f i e d  because of 
his c r i m i n a l  fishing conviction i.e., fishing too close to a set 
net site. (Criminal Case. No. 3KNS871184) . (See A.S. 16.05.315)

N e a r l y  a y e a r  later the Department f i n a lly d e t e r m i n e d  that in 1987

24 See letter to Commissioner C o l l i n s w o r t h  a n d  figures cited 
w i t h i n  the letter.

2 5  •
See c o p y  of t h e  letter in the appendix.

2 6
See p r o p o s a l  #221 attached.

2  7
See eg. report from former Board of Fisheries M e m b e r  Harry 

S h a w b a c k  Sr. , and als o from one of t h e  user g r o u p s  in this 
appendix.

28 *
See for e x a mple news article w h e r e i n  C o w p e r  is demanding

H a g r e n ' s  r e s i g n a t i o n  b u t  in spite of his c r i m i n a l  fishing violation
he r e m a i n e d  on the B oard during the D e c e m b e r  1987 deliberations.



there w e r e  over 1.400.000 salmon interc e p t e d  in Ecrecrik that vprp 
bound for other districts! Ugashik r e p o r t e d l y  took over 4 0 0 . 0 0 0  

fish b o u n d  for other districts. This r e p o r t  was released ssvpra 1 
weeks p r e c e d e n t  to the 1988 season a n d  after the D e c ember 1987 
Board of Fishery deliberations, and was the s u b ject of m u c h  heated 
debate ov er ADF&G's  m a n a g e m e n t  practices.

Terminal f i s h e r m e n  who had argued that i n t e r c e p t i o n  was significant 
in E g e g i k  at the December, 1987 Board of Fisheries m e e tings had 
re q u ested that the Egegik District be r e d u c e d  as a reaso n a b l e  step 
to curb interception. Naively, terminal f i s h e rmen beli eved this 
"new inf orm a t i o n "  about the magnitude of the interceptio n warranted 
special c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by the Board of Fisheries. T h e  Board was 
p e t i t i o n e d  by one of the local user g r o u p  associations, but the 
petitio n was r e j ected and will be d i s c u s s e d  i n f r a . (Again refer to 
the g r a p h  supra which d r a maticall y i l l u s t r a t e s  the numbers of fish 
caught r i s i n g  in Egegik in the early 1980s w h i l e  the catches for 
the p r e d o m i n a n t  p r o d u c e r  the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  have gone d o w n ) . 
(Caveat, this is also the time when K e n  F l o r e y  began manag i n g  
Bristol Bay, s u p r a ) .
In sum, the E g e g i k  D i s tri ct sticks out into the Bay and provides 
an a v e n u e  for the drift fleet to intercept s almon bound for other 
districts, and impairs not only the set n e t  and drift f i s h erm en in 
the terminus, but also the communities s i t u a t e d  there. Furthermore, 
the n u m b e r  of boats, sometimes totaling m o r e  t h a n  900, screen off 
many of the set net sites in Egegik. So they c o n s e q u e n t l y  have 
poor catches. O n e  set net fishermen, w h o  fishes near Big Creek in 
the E g e g i k  District, commented," If t h e  f i s hing is so good in 
Egegik w h y  is it w e  ha v e  had a terrible s e a s o n ? "  T h e  an swer is that 
m a j ority of the catches m a d e  by the d r i f t  fleet are m a d e  at the 
North M a r k e r  on the m o s t  seawar d line w h e r e  t h e y  catch n on-Egegik

2 9
See r e p o r t  in the appendix.

3 0  .
For purposes of the legislative a u d i t  of Fish & G a m e  with

regards to Ken Florey, who is Regional M a n a g e r  for Bristol Bay (and 
also C o o k  I n l e t ) , m e m bers of the L e g i s l a t i v e  A u d i t  should quest i o n  
him as to w h y  the lower fishing d i s t r i c t s  were m a n a g e d  more 
a g g r e s s i v e l y  than the Naknek / K v i c h a k  and N u s h a g a k ?  Whos e alloca tion 
policy w a s  h e  following? Just why was the Egegik D i s t r i c t  was 
enlarged in 1982, 1985 and 1987? Also, k e y  as m e n t i o n e d  before, 
is that t h e r e  w e r e  openi ngs in these l o w e r  districts w here there 
were not e n o u g h  fish to w a r r a n t  an opening. It is extrem ely obvious 
that t h e  fleet that o p e rated in E g e g i k  and U g a s h i k  were  not 
catching fish that w e r e  truly d e s t i n e d  for those districts. 
Reports on the newly increased "productivity" of these districts 
should be reviewed. Perhaps the L e g i s l a t i v e  A u d i t  team  should 
consult w i t h  Dean 0. A. Mathisen, U n i v e r s i t y  of Alaska, School of 
Fisheries, J u n e a u  and find out what his perceptions of the 
p r o d u c t i v i t y  of the Egegik and Ugashik are.
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fish, m e a n w h i l e  screening off Egegik fish to m a n y  of the set net 
fishermen. C a v e a t , some Egegik set net fishermen had good seasons 
in 1988, but the maj or i t y  of those fish further up the Egegik River 
near Coffee Point. Some of these set net f i s h ermen report they 
catch most of t hei r fish in the first hour or two of an opening. 
By that time t h e  900 odd drift vessels have sopped up all the fish 
in the d i s trict and then race to the Egegik most seaward lines to 
c ommence "fishing the line." Also, the p r o c e s s o r s  enjoy a 
co mpetitive  advantage by the intercept and this m a y  be the 
overriding r eason  for many aspiring to keep the status quo.

V. ACCEPTED BI OLOGICAL P RINCIPLES DICTATE S A L M O N  STOCKS SHOULD 
BE M A N AGED A S  CLOSE TO T H E  RIVER TERMINUS AS POSSIBLE

What do the biologists say about a terminal fishe ries p o l i c y  in 
terms of m a n a g e m e n t  of salmon? Donald E. Bevan, P r o f e s s o r  Emeritus, 
School of Fisheries, Uni ver s i t y  of W a s h i n g t o n  d i s c u s s i n g  the 
objectives of m a n a g i n g  a mixed stock f i s h e r y  "The p r im ary 
objective s h ould be to control fishing effort to p r ovide suffi c i e n t  
escapement for each of the stocks so that r et urn for the s u m  of 
stocks is optimized. Clearly, the optimum cannot be the m a x i m u m  
yield for each stock, unless each stock is fished separately." 
Perhaps more important than Prof essor Bevan's p o s i t i o n  is that 
ADF&G Biologists  R, Eric M inard and Charles P. Meacham, Jr. stated 
in a recent art icle referring to management g oals and o bje ctives 
for Bristol Bay:

The p r i m a r y  manag e m e n t  strategy is to r e g u l a t e  commercial 
fishing by openings and closures in five f i shing d i s t r i c t s  to 
obtain optimal numbers of spawners in each of eight m a j o r  
river systems. Concurrent w i t h  this strategy, m a n a g e m e n t  is 
directe d by essentially three goals: m a n a g e  for m a x i m u m  
sustained y i e l d  (MSY), provide for an o r d e r l y  h a rves t of 
stock surpluses, and ensure product quality. M a n a g i n g  
stocks for MSY, of foremost importance to t he f i shery manager, 
is re ali z e d  through terminal fisheries e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of river 
specific escap e m e n t  goals, and p r e s e r v i n g  g e n e t i c  div ersity 
by  d i s t r i b u t i n g  catches and escapements over the entir e run.

Fundamental to the basic strategy is the c o n c e p t  of terminal 
or d i s crete stock fisheries management. Each of the river 
specific stocks returning to Bristol Bay is managed, to the 
extent possible, as an individual entity. C o m m e r c i a l  fishing

Donald E. Bevan, "Problems of M a n a g i n g  M i x e d  Stock 
Fisheries," Salmon Production, Management. and Allocation, 
Biological. Economic, and Policy Issues, E dited  by W i l l i a m  J. 
McNeil, Orego n State University Press, Corvallis, Oregon, 1988 at 
page 104.
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openings and closures are p r e d i c a t e d  on a t t a i n m e n t  of 
escape ment goals and are implemented by flexible rather 
than fixed fishing schedules. A u t h o r i t y  to open and close 
fishing distr icts by emergency order has been delegated to 
biologis ts located near the fishing grounds, allowing rapid 
m a n a g e m e n t  response time. Each of the five distric ts is 
managed ind ependently to c o n f o r m  to the individual stock 
charac t e r i s t i c s  of run timing and strength.

In research p e r f o r m e d  thus far there as been no scientific 
a u t h o r i t y  u n e a rthed  which denies that terminal fisheries management 
for salmon  is the incorrect game plan  for m a n a g i n g  the Bristol Bay 
Salmon fishery. A  pre valent theme in the m a n a g e m e n t  of the Bristol 
Bay fishery that will be borne out by this study is that the Bay's 
fishery is m a n a g e d  more on "politics" than on the biology of the 
fish or the ne eds of the terminal fishing communities. As a 
c onsequence  so far as Alaska state interests are concerned, 
A l a skans are bein g short changed in deriving benefits from their 
fishery resources. Addit ional data will be p r o vided to support that 
assertion.

VI. T H E  ADF&G'S 1988 CATCH AND ESCAPEMENT RATIOS FOR THE EGEGIK 
DISTRICT W H E N  COMPARED TO O T H E R  BRISTO L BAY FISHIN G DISTRICTS 
INDICATE S KE WED MANAGEM ENT AND I N T E R C E P T I O N .

A. FISHERM EN M I G R A T E  TO EGEGIK AND U G A S H I K  AS A  DIRECT 
RE S PO NSE TO MORE A GRESSIVE ADF&G M A N A G E M E N T  IN THESE 
DISTRICTS.

The m i g r a t i o n  of fishermen of both gear types m o v i n g  southward to 
Egegik and U g ashik is in direct response to the more aggressive 
ADF&G m a n a g e m e n t  o f  these lower districts at the expense of the 
u p r i v e r  districts. T h e  catch to e sca pement ratio tells how many

3 2
Eric M i n a r d  and Charles P. Meacham, "Sockeye Salmon 

CO n c orhvnchus n e r k a l Man age m e n t  in Bristol Bay, Alaska," 
R e p r i n t e d  from Canadia n Special P ubl ication of Fisheries and 
A q u a t i c  Sciences 96, Sockeve Salmon COncorhvnchus nerka) Population 
B i o logy and Future M a n a g e m e n t . 1987, page 338.

3 3 «
- Ken F lorey became the Regional Superv i s o r  for both Cook 

Inlet and Bristol Bay in 1982 or 1983. It is at this time that the 
Egegik and Ugashik. intercept p r oblem m a n i f e s t e d  itself. See for 
example, the A DF&G catch and escapement figures for that period of 
time. Biologist Dick Russel began m a n a ging the Egegik and Ugashik
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fish are allowed to return to spawn v e rsu s the number of fish 
allowed  to be c o m mercia lly harvested. Perhaps the most striking 
example of mis allocation is when the A D F & G  allows a district like 
Egegik to catch fish w h e n  there is little or no escape ment allowed 
up the rivers.

B. E G E G I K 'S CUMMULATIVE CATCHES VS C U M M U L A T I V E  ESCAPF MPNT 
RATIOS ILLUSTRATE THIS D I S TR ICT IS G I V E N  P R E FERENTIAL  
T R E A T M E N T  OVER  T H E  NAKNEK/KVICHAK. NUSHAGAK. AND TO SOME 
DEGREE T H E  U G A S H I K  IN 1988.

As a case in point carefully examin e the g r a p h  of the catch to 
escape m e n t  ratios that the Eg egik had for 1988 u s i n g  the A D F &G's 
daily tally of catches and e scapements  and c umul atives of same. 
For example, the Egegik was gi ven twelve ope ni n g s  during "free 
w e e k 11 wher ein the Egegik caught over 650.000 s a l m o n  w i t hout one 
fish ac counted for as escapement up the Eaeaik River 1 It is a k n o w n  
fact that the Naknek Run comes in earlier than the Egegik. It is 
a l leg ed by terminal fishermen that N a k n e k ' s  e scapemen t is b e i n g  
a l l o cated to t h e  drift fleet in Egegik* T h i s  assert ion is proved 
by the fact the set net fishermen in the N a k n e k  Section had o n e  of 
the p o o r e s t  catches in recent history.

T h e  g r a p h  for the catch and escapem ents for Eaeqik based on A D F & G  
figures show that in 1988, there was 1.158.843 fish taken in that 
d i s t r i c t  w i t h  16.800 as e scapement  up the Eg egik River!. The fact 
there is alarm ingly small amounts of fish c o u n t e d  as e s c a p e m e n t  up 
the E g e g i k  w o u l d  i ndicate that the fish c a u g h t  in the Egegik 
d i s t r i c t  are not Egegik stock. T he se fish nev er m a k e  it to the 
N aknek/Kvichak. Some "authorities" claim that fish "hold" in the 
Egegik Riv er before t r a v eling past the c o u n t i n g  tower. If t h a t  is 
the case, w h y  is this not true in the N a k n e k  River? Here, 
biolog i s t s  are allowing s i g n i f i c a n t  catch es of N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and 
N u s h a g a k  bound fish to o ccur in Egegik, e s p e c i a l l y  early in the 
season. (To illustrate this problem, p l e a s e  r e v i e w  the E gegik 
C u m u l a t i v e  C a t c h  & Escapement from June 18 to J u l y  4, 1988 w h i c h  
illustrates g ros s m i s m a n a g e m e n t  of the d i s t r i c t ) .

fishery at about the same time Mr. Florey came on the scene. Don 
Bill, the biologist for the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  who a l o n g  with Russel, 
is base d out of King Salmon, be gan m a n a g i n g  the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  in 
the 70s. Mr. Bill's position on the E g e g i k  intercept p r o b l e m  is 
that his only concern w i t h  his d i s t r i c t  is that it receive its 
escapement. Commercial fishermen in the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  have found 
Mr. Bill's s tance ext remely frustrating. Here, Mr. Bill should have 
reason to know or suspect that the drift fleets o p e r at ing in the 
lower Bay dis tricts are targeting o n  fish h e a d i n g  for his district. 
Yet he has apparently done  n o t h i n g  to e n s u r e  that N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  
stocks return as unmole sted as possible to their rivers of origin.
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Egegik District Cumulative Catch & Escapement

June 18-July 4, 1988
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An  e x a m i n a t i o n  of the a bove gr aph illustrates the catch gross ly is 
d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  to escapement. The liberal m ana gement of Egegik 
indicates the Egegik is b ankrupting  the Naknek / K v i c h a k  and other 
districts.

C o m p a r e  the catch and escapem ent figures for the Egegik, 
Naknek /Kvichak, Ugashik, and Nushagak Districts w h i c h  are displayed 
by g r a p h s  for the 1988 season. (It is recommended that the 
L e g i s l a t i v e  Budget and A u d i t  T e a m  r e v i e w  catch and escapements 
g o i n g  back to 1978 for the Ugashik, Egegik, N a k n ek/Kvi chak and 
Nushagak. It is believed that a pattern of systematic allocation 
to the U g a s h i k  and p r i m a r i l y  Egegik will be found begi nning during 
the e a r l y  1980s while the other districts are managed more 
conser vatively. The Egegik District's c atch dwar fs its escapement 
while the Nakr.ek/Kvichak has more escape ment than catch! Note also 
the m o r e  c o n s e r v a t i v e l y  m a naged  Nushagak D i s trict where catch and 
e s c a p e m e n t s  o c c u r  at a harm on i o u s  level. The p r o b l e m  is of course 
the E g e g i k  catches above its forecast while all other systems come
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in below forecast. (Please r e v i e w  c a t c h  to e s c a p m e n t  ratios for the 
Eastside Fisheries, and fo llowing c a t c h  and es c a p m e n t s  for the four 
d i s t r i c t s ) .

o v  ie  g o  i« js i  ^ o o w t  ir .' n  r*94

r o x u l a t i v a  M oa . c q a q jjc  7 g a a h lX.9 1 1C a t * c i t c a £ * c =/JT c a t c a ZBO c / 201 /1 1 1624 0 1624 12 0 1204/12 1624 0 1424 12 0 1204/13 14237 0 14297 81 0 1134/14 40041 0 40C41 194 0 *.9404/13 71691 0 71699 533 0 63304/16 114341 0 114348 1729 0 172904/17 147403 0 147403 4796 0 479604/11 147403 0 147403 4796 0 479404/19 147403 0 147403 4794 0 479604/30 439733 0 439733 11024 0 1102404/21 633344 0 633344 21144 0 2814404/32 914114 10032 9 1 .2 30722 0 3072304/23 1139032 16800 6 9 .0 64394 0 6439400/24 1139032 22764 3 0 .9 64394 0 6439404/23 1139032 23020 4 4 .3 64394 0 6439404/24 1135032 31634 3 6 .4 64336 0 6433434/27 1471237 46736 3 4 .4 64341 0 6444104/21 1474237 144644 1 1 .6 64341 0 6434104/29 2616374 236304 1 0 .2 64465 0 6464304/30 2614679 322396 8 .1 64143 0 6466607/01 3624307 341944 1 0 .0 63130 0 6313007/02 1624307 420106 6 .4 63130 0 4813007/03 3626324 329692 6 .6 101939 0 10193907/04 3770074 633660 3 .7 101939 3792 2 6 .907/03 3994947 814600 4 .9 101939 3760 1 7 .707/06 4327323 930016 4 .4 101939 7034 1 4 .407/07 4432010 1031642 4 .3 101939 7366 1 3 .807/04 4764911 1147374 4 .2 102984 7728 1 3 .307/01 3093147 1212064 4 .2 102984 10968 9 .407/10 3093449 1291002 3 .9 318203 11718 2 7 .307/11 3274143 1393130 3 .1 733370 12360 6 1 .107/12 3322642 1437194 3 .6 733370 12864 3 8 .707/13 3767347 1490994 3 .9 1 160111 24338 4 6 .107/14 3679796 1370372 3 .7 1376243 90924 1 3 .107/13 6044193 1380378 3 .8 1403214 117614 7 .307/11 6163738 1383842 3 .9 1304728 317622 4 .707/17 6216076 1394X70 3 .9 1304724 332942 4 .307/16 4294096 1603106 3 .9 1304728 403966 3 .707/19 6327346 1609770 3 .9 1304728 440722 3 .307 /2 0 6344743 1611734 3 .9 1304728 497146 3 .007/21 6366016 1612360 3 .9 1304728 326974 2 .907/22 1304728 332760 2 .707/23 1304728 373978 2 .407/24 1304728 384994 2 .607/23 1317191 399772 2 . J07/24 1 S 2 4 U 8 623732 2 .407/27 1327062 431878 2 .407/21 1328494 634212 2 .407/29 1329137 634432 2 .407/3007/310 6 /0 1 1329137 639130 2 .41329137 641220 2 .41329394 442276 2 .403/02 1329448 442972 2 .4

CV 13 98 141 C f O O W C  I ' j mr u a u i a c i v a  .Won. W a Jc n a x -ltv lc m Jc198 6 X v ic & a x .laXnaX mC-ICVI :r x -8 v tO a ea e a t e n Eac ESC l i e :/z04 /1 1 43 0 3 3 4306/12 43 0 0 0 4306/13 292 0 0 0 29206/14 :oso 3 a 0 206004/13 4134 3 3 3 413406/16 10933 3 0 3 1393304/17 18824 3 a 0 1182406/16 22794 3 a 0 2279406/19 22794 0 a 3 2279406/20 57463 a 0 a 3748306 /2 1 121423 0 3 0 12112306/22 221301 0 618 618 338 .106/23 243006 0 170 870 304.606/24 263008 0 1932 1932 1 3 7 .206/23 243006 1048 17424 18492 1 4 .304 /2 6 263008 4446 26988 31434 1 . 406/27 624069 74404 66328 142932 4 .406/28 626049 264474 75244 339720 1 .806/29 624049 312870 84774 397644 1 .606/30 626049 327600 132046 479646 1 .307/01 13 0 1291 343604 292602 654404 2 .007/02 1301291 778008 340116 1118194 1 .207/03 1378237 1192312 440786 1633300 0.107/04 L4331S3 1397770 317236 2113006 0 .707/03 1831163 1901208 342142 2443330 3 .707 /0 6 1631183 2079270 337130 2636400 3 .707/07 1831183 2169112 388934 2778048 3 .707/06 1831193 2231640 660198 2191138 3 .407/09 1831193 2271844 771810 3943674 0 .407/10 1910641 2284946 903834 3294604 0 .40 7 /1 1 2232923 277 4 3 30 929134 3703614 0 .407/12 2523004 3472830 930802 4423432 0 .407/13 2607234 3732392 978972 4731344 0 .407/14 2 982142 3840078 1000692 4140770 3 .607/13 3173062 3947934 1007388 4955392 ■ "0 • £07/16 3331334 3969440 1027620 3017260 3 .707/17 3401062 4020274 1032822 3033094 0 .707/18 3443403 4 04 3 3 00 1033108 3040408 0 .707/19 3474399 4037242 1036672 5094114 0 .70 7 /2 0 3469783 4041338 1037842 3099400 3 .70 7 /2 1 3303798 404 4 6 16 1037842 5102471 0 .707/22 3319237 4043214 1037842 3103078 0 .7
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Egegik District Cumulative Sockeye Salmon Catch & Escapement
June 18-July 18, 1988
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Naknek-Kvichak District Cumulative Sockeye Salmon
Catch & Escapement 
June 18-July 18, 1988
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Nushagak District Cumulative Sockeye Salmon Catch & Escapement
June 18-July 18, 1988

No. of Fish
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Ugashik District Cumulative Sockeye Salmon Catch & Escapement
June 18-July 18, 1988
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I Eoenk District 1988 Sockeye Salmon Catch and Escspemant

DAILY CUMULATIVE DAILY CUMULATIVE
DAY ESCAPEMENT ESCAPEMENT CATCH CATCH

6- Jun 1 89
7-Jun 3 63 363
8- Jun 345 708
9-Jun 4 96 1,204

10- Jun 233 1 .437
11 -Jun 0 1.437
12- Jun 0 1 ,437
13- Jun 12.631 14,068
14- Jun 26. 684 40. 752
15-Jun 30, 758 71, 510
1 6-Jun 42. 649 1 14.159
17-Jun 33, 055 147.214
1 8-Jun 0 147.214
19- Jun 0 147.214
20- Jun 2 92. 35 0 439. 564
21 -Jun 215,591 655,1 55
22- Jun 10.032 10,032 2 59, 47 2 9 14 . 62 7
23-Jun 6. 768 16.800 2 44. 21 6 1.1 58, 843
24- Jun 5,964 22, 764 0 1 .1 58, 843
2 5 - Jun 2, 256 25, 020 0 1.158.843
26- Jun 6.636 31, 656 0 1, 158, 843
27- Jun 17,100 48 ,7 56 5 19, 22 5 1, 678, 068
2 8- Ju n 96. 108 144.864 0 1, 678. 068
2 9- Jun 11 1.444 2 56 ,3 0 8 9 38, 32 2 2 , 6 16 , 3 90
30- Ju n 66, 288 3 22 ,5 9 6 0 2 . 6 16 . 3 90

1 - Jul 39 ,3 48 3 6 1, 94 4 1. 007, 728 3.624.1 1 8
2 - J u l 58, 164 4 2 0, 10 8 0 3.624.1 1 8
3 - J u l 109,584 5 2 9, 69 2 2. 017 3 , 6 2 6 , 1 35
4 - J u l 126, 168 6 55 ,8 6 0 1 43, 750 3, 7 59 . 88 5
5 - Jul 158, 940 8 14 ,8 0 0 2 29 .8 9 3 3. 99S .77 8
6 - J u 1 135,216 9 5 0, 01 6 3 2 7. 35 6 4. 32 7, 1 34
7 - Jul 81,666 1, 031, 682 104,687 4, 431, 821
8 - J u l 115, 896 1. 147. 578 354,901 4 , 7 8 6. 7 2 2
5 - J u l 64, 506 1,212,084 3 0 6. 27 6 5 , 0 9 2, 9 9 8

1O-Jul 78, 918 1,291,002 462 5 . 0 9 3, 4 6 0
11 -Jul 104, 148 1, 395. 150 1 82. 536 5 , 2 7 5. 9 9 6
1 2 - J u l 42, 048 1,437,198 2 4 6, 65 7 5 , 5 2 2 . 6 53
13 - J u l 53. 796 1.490,994 2 6 4, 72 5 5 . 7 8 7. 3 7 8
1 4 -J u l 79, 578 1, 570,572 92, 229 5 . 8 7 9 . 6 07
15 - J u l 9,804 1.580,376 164, 399 6 . 0 4 4, 0 0 6
1 6 -J u l 5. 466 1, 585, 842 1 19,563 6.1 63. 569
1 7 -J u l 8, 328 1, 594, 170 52, 318 6 . 2 1 5 . 8 8 7
1 8 - Jul 10,938 1,605,108 69, 980 6 . 2 8 5 . 8 6 7
1 9 -Jul 4, 662 1, 609,770 4 1, 5 3 2 6 , 3 2 7, 3 9 9

2 0 - Jul 1.986 1,611,756 19,157 6 . 3 4 6, 5 5 6
21 -Jul 924 1.612.680 21.271 6 , 3 6 7 . 8 2 7
2 2 - J uI 1.612,680 14, 536 6 . 3 8 2, 3 6 3
2 3 - J u l 1,612,680 0 6 . 3 8 2. 3 6 3
2 4 - J u l 1.612,680 0 6 . 3 8 2, 3 6 3
2 5 - J u l 1.612.680 4, 724 6 , 3 8 7 , 0 8 7
2 6 - J u l 1, 612,680 6. 430 6 . 3 9 3. 5 1 7
2 7 - J u l 1,612.680 1,873 6 . 3 9 5 . 3 90
2 8 - J u l 1, 612.680 871 6,396,261
2 9 - Jul 1.612.680 339 6 . 3 9 6. 6 0 0
3 0 - J u l 1,6 1 2.6 8'0 0 6 . 3 9 6, 6 0 0
31 -Jul 1.612.680 0 6. 39 6, 6 00

1-Aug 1,612.680 323 6, 39 6. 9 23
2-Aug 1,612,680 642 6. 39 7. 5 65

SENATOR RICK HALFORD-SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
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DAILY CUMULATIVE DAILY CUMULATIVE
DAY ESCAPEMENT ESCAPEMBVT CATCH CATCH

6-Jun 0 0
7-Jun 0 0
8-Jun 0 0
9-Jun 0 0

10-Jun 0 0
11 -Jun 43 43
12-Jun 0 43
13-Jun 249 2 92
14-Jun 1.788 2 . 0 80
15-Jun 2,054 4 , 1 34
1 6-Jun 6.801 10.935
1 7-Jun 7.889 18.824
1 8-Jun 3. 970 22 .7 94
19-Jun 0 0 22. 794
20-Jun 0 34, 609 57 .4 83
21 -Jun 0 64. 340 121. 823
22- Jun 0 98. 478 220. 301
23- Jun 16, 560 16.560 4 3 . 7 07 2 6 4. 00 8
24- Jun 12.942 29.502 0 2 64, 00 8
25- Jun 1 1 1.498 141.000 0 2 64 . 00 8
2 6 - Jun 196. 788 337,788 0 2 64 . 00 8
2 7- Jun 57 .9 24 395.712 361,061 6 25 . 06 9
28-Jun 82 .0 02 477.714 0 6 25 . 06 9
29- Jun 176. 76 0 654,474 0 6 25 . 06 9
30- Jun 4 6 1. 79 0 1.1 16,264 0 6 25 . 06 9

1 - Jul 5 35, 10 4 1.651.368 6 75 . 22 2 1.300,291
2 - J u l 4 61. 70 6 2.113,074 0 1.300.291
3 - J u l 328. 34 4 2,441,418 0 1.300.291
4 - J u l 193. 050 2.634.468 153. 892 1.454.1 83
5 - J u l 141. 648 2,776,1 16 3 76 .0 0 0 1.830,1 83
6 - Jul 113, 790 2.889.906 0 1,830,1 83
7 - J u l 151. 836 3.041,742 0 1,830,1 83
8 - J u l 2 51 . 13 0 3.292.872 0 1. 830. 183
9 - J u l 4 08 . 88 2 3.701,754 0 1.830,1 83

1 0 -J u l 7 19 , 94 6 4.421,700 149. 658 1,979,841
11 -Jul 30 7 , 9 3 2 4.729.632 0 1. 979.841
12 - J u l 109. 206 4.838,838 544,1 63 2 . 5 2 4. 0 0 4
13 - J u l 114, 552 4.953.390 82. 250 2. 60 6. 2 54
1 4- J ul 61, 93 8 5,015,328 3 7 4, 88 8 2 , 9 81 , 1 42
1 5 - Jul 3 5 , 83 8 5,051,166 190. 920 3 , 1 7 2 . 0 6 2
1 6 - Jul 2 7 , 51 0 5.078,676 158, 472 3. 3 30 . 53 4
1 7 - Jul 13. 506 5.092.182 69. 548 3 . 4 00 . 0 82
1 8 - J u l 5, 286 5,097,468 42.321 3 . 4 42 . 4 03
19- Ju l 3, 078 5,100.546 31 , 19 6 3 , 4 7 3. 5 9 9
2 0 - J u l 6 00 5.101.146 15. 184 3. 4 88 . 78 3
21 - Jul 0 5,101,146 16. 015 3. 504, 798
2 2 - Jul 0 5.101.146 13, 439 3. 5 18 . 23 7
2 3 - Jul 0 5,101.146 7 .545 3 .525, 782
2 4 - J u l 0 5,101.146 3, 525. 782
2 5 - JuI 0 5.101.146 3. 52 5. 7 82
2 6 - Jul 0 5.101.146 3. 525, 782
2 7 - Jul 0 5.101.148 3. 52 5. 7 82
2 8 - Jul 0 5.101.146 3 , 525. 782
2 9 - Jul 0 5.101,146 3 . 525. 782
3 0 - J u l 0 5.101.146 3 . 525. 782
31 -Jul 0 5.101.145 18. 709 3. 544.491

1-Aug 0 5.101.146 3.544.491
2-Aug 0 5.101.146 3.544.491

SENATOR RICK HALF0RD-S6NATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
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Uqashik District 1988 Sockeye Salmon Calch and Escaoement

DAILY CUMULATIVE DAILY CUMULATIVE
DAY ESCAPEMENT ESCAPEMENT CATCH CATCH

S-Jun
7-Jun 2 2
8-Jun 2 4

9-Jun 3 7

10-Jun 5 1 2
11 -Jun 1 2
12-Jun 1 2
13-Jun 69 3 1
14-Jun 1 1 3 194

1 5-Jun 461 655
16-Jun 1 .074 1 .729
1 7-Jun 3 . 0 6 7 4.796
18-Jun 4. 796
19-Jun 0 4.796
20-Jun 0 5 . 2 8 8 1 1.084

21 -Jun 0 1 7 . 1 2 0 28.204

22-Jun 0 2 2 . 5 7 3 50.782

23- Jun 0 1 3 . 5 7 2 64.454

24- Jun 0 0 64.4 54

25- Jun 0 0 64.454

26-Jun 0 1 4 4 64.598

27- Jun 0 3 64.601
28- Jun 0 0 64.601

29- Jun 0 3 2 4 64.925

30- Jun 0 0 64.925

1 -Jul 0 2 8 5 65. 210

2 - J u l 0 0 65. 210

3 - J u l 0 3 6 . 7 6 9 101.999

4 - J u l 3. 792 3.792 0 101.999

5 - J u l 1.968 5.760 0 101,999

6 - J u l 1.296 7.056 0 101.999

7 - Jul 312 7.368 0 101.999

8 - J u l 3 60 7.728 1 . 0 4 5 1 03.044

9 - Jul 3. 240 10.968 0 1 03.044

1O-Jul 750 11.718 2 15 . 2 2 1 318. 26 5

11 -Jul 642 12.360 4 3 7 . 1 6 5 755. 430

1 2 - J u l 504 12.864 0 755. 430

13 - J u l 1 1,694 24.558 4 24 . 7 4 1 1.1 80,1 71

14- J ul 66. 366 90.924 1 9 6 . 1 3 2 1. 376. 303

1 5 - Jul 96. 690 187.614 2 8 . 9 7 5 1,405.278

16- J ul 130. 008 317.622 9 9 . 5 1 0 1.504.788

1 7 -Jul 35. 340 352, 962 0 1.504.788

18- J ul 53, 004 405. 966 0 1.504.788

1 9 - Jul 54. 756 460.722 0 1.504.788

2 0 - Jul 36.426 497.148 0 1.504.788
21 - Jul 29,826 526.974 0 1. 504. 788
2 2 - J u l 25. 806 552. 780 0 1. 504, 788
2 3 - J u l 21.198 573.978 0 1. 504. 788
2 4 - Jul ' 1 . 0 1 6 584.994 0 1.504.788
2 5 - Jul ' 4 . 7 7 3 599.772 1 2. 4 6 3 1.517,251
2 6 -Jul 25.980 625.752 6 . 9 2 7 1.524.1 73
2 7 - Jul 5.126 631 .873 2 . 9 64 1 .527.142
28 - Jul 2.334 634.212 1 . 6 . 2 1. 528.754
2 9 - Jul 2.220 635.432 4 4 3 1.529.197
3 0 - Jul 2.718 639.150 0 1. 529.197
31 -Jul 2.070 641 .220 0 1.529.197

1 -Aug 1.056 642. 275 2 5 9 1. 529.456
2-Aug 696 642.972 5 2 1.529.508

SENATOR RICK HALFORD-SENATE FRANCE COMMITTEE

3  S



m '.

NuthaqaK District 1988 Soctceye Salmon Catch ana Escapement

DAILY CUMULATIVE DAILY CUMULATIVE
DAY SSCAPO/0R’ ESCAPGve^T CATCH CATCH

5 - Ju n!  0 0 0
7 - J u n 0 0 0
8 - J u n 0 0 0
9 - J u n 0 0 0

1 0 - J u n 0 0 0
11 - J u n 0 0 0
12 - J u n 0 0 0
13 - J u n 0 0 0
1 4 - J u n 0 0 0
1 S - J u n 0 0 0
1 6 - J u n 0 0 0
1 7 - J u n 0 0 0
1 8 - J u n 0 0 0
19 - J u n 0 0 0
2 0 - J u n 0 0 0
21 - J u n 0 0 0
2 2 - J u n 0 0 0
2 3 - J u n 618 618 0
2 4 - J u n 2. 550 3.168 0
2 5 - J u n 12.576 15,744 0
2 6 - J u n 3 2, 56 2 48.306 93.923 93. 923
2 7 - J u n 25, 680 73.986 0 93. 923
2 8 - J u n 30 .5 70 104,555 178.947 2 72 . 8 7 0
2 9 - J u n 20 .2 14 124. 770 0 2 72 .8 7 0
3 0 - J u n 6. 834 131. 604 0 2 72 .8 7 0

1 - J u l 13.482 1 45.086 0 2 72 .8 7 0
2 - J u l 34. 068 179.154 489.278 762. 14 8
3 - J u l 58. 524 237. 678 219.001 9 81 .1 4 9
4 - J u l 125. 784 3 63. 46 2 0 9 81 .1 4 9
5 - J u l 58. 404 421, 86 6 0 9 81 ,1 4 9
6 - J u l 27 ,8 34 4 4 9. 70 0 0 9 8 1. 14 9
7 - J u l 31 .4 64 481, 16 4 0 9 8 1, 14 9
8 - J u l 49 ,5 78 5 30. 74 2 0 9 81 .1 4 9
9 - J u l 103. 87 2 634. 614 0 9 81 .1 4 9

1 0 - J u l 118, 488 7 53, 10 2 0 9 81 , 14 9
1 1 - J u l 183. 828 936. 93 0 206.453 1 .187. 6 02
12 - J u l 179. 76 0 1. 116.690 162.609 1.350.211
13 - J u l 56. 466 1,173.156 92.887 1 ,443. 0 98
1 4 - J u l 45 ,9 30 1.219.086 74.456 1. 517. 554
15 - J u l 44. 664 1.263.750 60.611 1 .578. 1 65
16 - J u l 47 .7 24 1.311,474 30.608 1. 608. 773
1 7 - J u ! 26. 694 1.338.168 32.792 1. 641. 565
18 - J u l 9, 996 1. 348,164 21.971 1. 663. 536
19 - J u l 4.374 1. 352.538 13.112 1. 676. 648
2 0 - J ui 3 .894 1. 356. 432 5.325 1. 68 1, 9 73
2 1 - J u l 792 1,357,224 5.442 1. 68 7, 4 15
2 2 - J ul 0 1. 357.224 2,560 1 . 6B9.975
2 3 - J u 1 0 1. 357.224 2.291 1 . 692. 266
2 4 - J u l 0 1. 357.224 0 1. 69 2. 2 66
2 5 - J u l 0 1,357.224 1.637 1. 69 3. 9 03
2 6 - J u 1 0 1. 357.224 785 1. 69 4. 6 88
2 7 - J ul 0 1. 357.224 553 1.695.241
2 8 - J u l 0 1. 357.224 374 1 .695. 6 15
2 9 - Jul 0 1.357.224 0 1 .695. 6 15
3 0 - J u l 0 1. 357.224 0 1 .695. 615
3 1 - J u l 0 1.357.224 0 1. 695. 615

1-Aug 0 1, 357.224 0 1. 695. 615
2-Aug 0 1.357.224 173 1. 695. 788

SENATOR RICK HALfORD-SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE



C. F U R T H E R  C OMPARRISON OF INSEASON C U M U L A T I V E  C ATCH TO
E S C A P E M E N T  RATIOS INDICATE M A N A G E M E N T  BIAS AND 
INTERCEPTION.

Now r e v i e w  the catch to escapement r a t i o s  and a blow up of the 
compar ison of ratios as the season p r o g r e s s e s  indicating bias 
towards t h e  Egegik district and interception of mixed stocks. The 
Egegik r a t i o  ranged from over 11 fish c a u g h t  to one fish up river 
on June 28, w h i l e  on that date the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  caught 2 fish 
with one a c c o u n t e d  for as escapement. Note, on the next o p e ning 
for E g eg ik on June 29, the district c a u g h t  938,322 fish w h i l e  the 
Na k n e k / K v i c h a k  is shut down waiting for e s c a p e m e n t  to a l l o w  the 
next c o m m e r c i a l  opening. By J u r y  9, 1988, the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  is
0.6 fish c aught with one up the river as escape m e n t  w h i l e  the 
Egegik o n  that same date was catching 4.2 fish w i t h  one c o u n t e d  up 
river as escapement.

3 6



Bristol Bay Catch/Escapement  Ratios 
June 28 - July 9, 1988

Jun • Jul

D. EGEGIK'S 1988 CATCH IS S E VE RAL T I M E S  G R E A T E R  THAN ITS 
H I S T O R I C A L  A V E R A G E  CATCH.

A n o t h e r  set of facts that point towards i n t e r c e p t i o n  was g l eaned 
after r e v i e w i n g  the ADF&G's  co m p i l a t i o n  of co m m e r c i a l  catch figures 
for the Bay in 1988. (All other catches c o m bin ed equated to 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  7^ 681,000 fish being taken in all other districts 
except Egegik. Egegik's catch was a p p r o x i m a t e l y  6,611,000 which 
b r o ught the total baywi de commercial h a r v e s t  to 14,292,000 s a l m o n ) . 
Egegik  f i s h ermen caught over 46% of the Bay's 1988 catch. By 
comparison, this was 388% over its 30 y e a r  average catch of 
1,702,835 as c o m puted by Henry J. Yuen of the ADF&G. , This 
average catch is a r t i f i c i a l l y  high beca use Yuen indicated verbally 
there was no set-off for interception. Therefore, if one computes 
the "historic" Egegik average catch g o i n g  back to the pre-1982 
Egegik  line e x p a n s i o n  and skewed m a n a g e m e n t  practices, the average 
c atch was a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1,100,000. Bob King, "History," s u p r a . 
This w o u l d  indicate the 1988 season's catch was 601% more 
p r o d u c t i v e  than its twenty year average p r e c e d e n t  to the line move.

34 As per ADF& G figures the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  caught 3,669,000 
fish, Egegik 6,611,000, U g ashik 1,575,000 and the Nushaga k
2,008,000 t o t a l l i n g  13,863,000. (Egegik c a u g h t  47% of the run if 
one only looks at the eastside fisheries (the A D F & G  for example 
only took scale samples for east side fisheries) Egegik accounted 
for 55% of the commercia l catch.

35 See a t t ach ed average catch sheet t h a t  was computed by Henry 
J. Yuen of the ADF&G w h i c h  is attached to the appendix.
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This alloca t i o n  by the A D F &G's action has to be done knowingly 
because the Naknek run comes in before t hose of Egegik and Ugashik 
and the fish that are being caught in these lower districts are 
n o r t h b o u n d  fish. In looking at the raw ADF &G figures, it appears 
obvious that they are allocating other distr i c t ' s  fish to the drift 
fleet and their processors in Egegik. V a rious user groups such, as 
Alaska Independen t Fishermen's M a r k e t i n g  A s s o c i a t i o n  and the 
S etnet t e r ' s  Association  of Bristol Bay, have s u g g ested beginning 
the r e g u l a t o r y  period one week earlier tc help curtail the 
p r e s e a s o n  interception of salmon d uring w h a t  the industry calls 
"free week." "Free week" is the term given to the w e e k  prior to the 
b e g i nning  of the regulatory p er iod when s a lmon stocks are 
especi a l l y  m i xed before their push towards their natal rivers. 
C a v e a t , "free week" is a time when many p r o c e s s o r s  and cash buyers 
purch a s e  fish under the preceding years price (if it is fairly low) 
and in essence obtain cheaper fish. As a c o n s e q u e n c e  some of the 
proces s o r s  may well attempt to flex their p o l i t i c a l  muscle to keep 
"free week" in place. At least one of the d r i f t  organizations, 
whose m a j o r i t y  of members fish in Egegik and Ugashik, also w a n t  to 
keep "free week" intact because they are the ones c a t c hing these 
c o m m i n g l e d  stocks.

T he b o t t o m  line from ADF&G's own figures is t h a t  the fishery is 
being m i s m a n a g e d  because Egegik is catching s t o c k s  b o und for other 
districts. Egegik is given unwarr anted o p e nings w h e n  no fish are 
up the r i v e r  as escapement. M anage m e n t  is s k e w e d  in prefer e n c e  
towards Egegik.

VII. T H E  A D F &G'S 1988 SCALE SAMPLE ANAL YSIS IN DICATES THE EGEGIK 
F I S H E R Y  HAS TAKEN AN UNAC CEPTABLE N U M B E R  OF SALMON BOUND FOR 
O T H E R  DISTRICTS IN BRISTOL B A Y .

A. T H E  ADF&G KNEW PRIOR TO THE 1988 S A L M O N  S E ASON IN BRISTOL 
B AY THAT A  SIGNIFICANT INTERCEPT P R O B L E M  WAS OCCU RING IN 
EGEGIK.

The A D F & G  ann ounced several weeks prior to the 1988 season that 
the E gegik District caught a p p r ox imately 1,400,000 n on-Eg e g i k  fish 
a nd over 400,000 non-Ugashik fish were t a k e n  in the Ugashik 
District in 1987. Also, there was a claim t h a t  the N a k n e k/Kvichak 
i n tercepte d some Ugashik and Egegik fish. Some in the Department 
and dr ift fishermen participating in the E g e g i k  F i shery used this 
infor m a t i o n  to set-off or counte r b a l a n c e  the findings of the 
D epart m e n t ' s  1987 Scale Sample Analysis. A c c o r d i n g  to these 
i ndividuals there was a loss to the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  of only 500,000 
fish. However, there were a few b i o l og ist that indicated the

See ADF&G graphs in the appendix.
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D e p a r t m e n t  c o u l d  not a d e q u a t e l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  b e t w e e n  scale samples 
taken from N aknek and Ugashik fish in m a n y  cases. Notwithstanding, 
h e a t e d  c o n v e r s a t i o n  bet ween terminal fishermen and the ADF&G, they 
still gave p r e f e r e n c e  to the Egegik D i s tri ct rather than take 
r emedial a c t i o n  to c u r b  int erception d uring the 1988 season. (Again 
refer back to the A D F & G  openings for Egegik in p r e c e d i n g  cited 
m a t e r i a l ) .

A f t e r  the 1988 s eason  was over, many  termi n a l  fishermen faced 
econo m i c  ruin. The A D F & G  admitted an i n t e r c e p t i o n  of at least
1,600,000 n o n - E g e g i k  salmon d uring the 1988 salmon season in 
Egegik, i.e., 26% of the 6,610,000 catch (which is the most
r e c ently r e l e a s e d  figure by the D e p a r t m e n t ) . The intercept rate 
was based on "in season" scale samples taken by the Department in 
Egegik w h e r e  they c o m pared eastside fisheries scale samples with 
those of Egegik. Incidentally, the ADF&G did not perform scale 
sample analy s i s  of the Nushagak fish and m a n y  f i s h ermen from that 
d i s t r i c t  b e l i e v e  Egegi k intercepted fish bou nd for their waters as 
well.

P r e c e d e n t  to the r e c ently r e l eased findings of Decem ber 21, 1988 
U.S. S e n a t o r  T e d  Sevens sent a letter of inquiry to Comm issioner 
Don Collinsworth. C o m m i s s i o n e r  C o l linsworth r e p l i e d  in part in a 
letter b a c k  to Senator Stevens dated October  14, 1988:

Of g r e a t e s t  c o n c e r n  this year for both c o m m e r c i a l  fishermen and 
t he D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Game was the interception of sockeve 
salmon in the Egegik District. Our best e s t i m a t e  at this time 
is that as high as 25-35 p e rcent  of the 6.4 m i l l i o n  s o ckeve 
h a r v e s t e d  in Egegik were bound for other d i s t r i c t s  in Bristol 
Bav. T h e  m a j o r i t y  were N a k n e k-Kvichak  D i s t r i c t  fish.

. See letter from C o m missi oner Don C o l l i n s w o r t h  to U.S. 
S e n ator T e d  Stevens  dated O c t ober 14, 1988 in the appendix. See 
also letter of O c t o b e r  24, 1988 to Senate P r e s i d e n t  Jan Faiks from 
C o l l i n s w o r t h  on p a g e  2 which states:

All e x i s t i n g  terminal harvest fisheries o ccur to varying 
d e g r e e s  on m i x tures of stocks. The Egegik Distri ct is a prime 
e x ample of su ch a terminal harvest fishery. T h e  vast majority  
of the catches (80 percent) in the d i s t r i c t  a re bound to the 
Egegik River. A l t h o u g h  some fish bound for other river systems 
are i n t e r c e p t e d  in the district, m a n a g e m e n t  measures to reduce 
these i n t erc eptions must be evaluated w i t h  respect to 
d i s p l a c e m e n t  of an historic al fishery and a b i li ty to fully 
h a r v e s t  t he Egegik stock.

Here, the Commissioner's letter to Senate President Faiks may be
misleading because he already mentioned to Senator Stevens that
the intercept level was actually greater (in the 25 to 35% range)
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During  the 1988 season, the D epartment c o n d u c t e d  a test fishery 
taking scale samples of salmon caught w i t h i n  the Egegik District 
at various locations d u r i n g  various stages of the tide. The samples 
taken were c o m p ared wit h those of fish from the Naknek, Kvichak and 
Ugashik Districts. T h e  Depar t m e n t  then a t t e m p t e d  to ascribe an 
overall p e r c e n t a g e  of fish taken d u r i n g  those samp les to their 
respec t i v e  r i v e r  districts. At least one c a veat is in order because 
not only are the samples taken subject to v a r i o u s  interpretation 
as to which river s yst em they belong to but there are several other 
variables that come into play. One v a r i a b l e  is that the apparent 
intercept rate varies d u ring periods of the B r istol Bay season as 
di f f e r e n t  rive r spe cific runs m i grat e t h r o u g h  Egegik. Anoth er 
variable to take into consideratio n is w h e r e  th e samples were 
co l l ected and at w h a t  stage of the tide.

For example, the basic premise is that if the s c a l e  samples were 
taken on the m o s t  s e a ward boundary, such as the "North Marker" (an 
area of high intensity fishing where m a n y  d r i f t e r s  p r e y  on 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  salmon as they enter the E g e g i k  D i s t r i c t  on the ebb 
tide from M i d d l e  Bluff, a known schooling g r o u n d  above the North 
Marker) , the intercept rate w o u l d  be h i g h e r  t h a n  if the scale 
sample was t a k e n  from a salmon close to the m o u t h  of the Egegik 
River. The A D F & G  assumes that a salmon t a k e n  c l o s e  to the mouth 
of the Egeg ik River is more likely to be an E g e g i k  fish.

B. T H E  ADF&G'S 1988 SCALE SAMPLE STUDY INDICATES G R E A T E R  
INTERC E P T I O N  THAN WAS PREVIOUSLY A C K N O W L E D G E D  OR 
R E A L I Z E D  BY THE DEPART MENT IN EGEGIK.

On December 21, the A D F & G  in a letter to the t a s k  force rel eased 
part of its Egegik scale sample study that a n a l y z e d  approx i m a t e l y
12,000 scale samples taken d u ring the 1988 program. T e r minal
fishermen v;ere not s urprised that the s t udy indicates a more 
si gnificant  level of i n t erception than was p r e v i o u s l y  a c k n o w l e d g e d  
by the D e p a r t m e n t  du r i n g  the season. C a v e a t . b e c a u s e  the ADF &G u sed 
commer cial boats w hile test fishing, many s a m p l e s  were taken w h e n  
there was a c l osur e to c omm ercial fishing. So, one cannot p r e c i s e l y  
say what the in tercept rate was for a p a r t i c u l a r  commercia l

and "some fish" is in actualit y nearly 3,0 00,000 salmon. Here, it 
is the newly d evel o p e d  Egegik Fishery w h i c h  t h r e ate ns to destroy 
Na k n e k / K v i c h a k  District which is h i s t o r i c a l l y  the w o r l d ' s  greatest 
sockeye p r o d u c i n g  fishery. Also, a r a t ional "m angement measure" 
such as re ducing the Egegik District's boundaries, w o u l d  not impair 
the h a r vest of Egegik stocks and would o b v i o u s l y  aid in mi nimi z i n g  
interception of mixed stocks.

3 Q
Note a copy of the letter to the task force and intercept

figures and charts of where the samples were taken are attached.
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opening. One  can however, interpret the data as an approximation 
of the intercept level of the fishing p er iod p r e c e d e n t  and after 
the sampl ing was taken. See a copy of the A D F & G  table below:

1. jfea fMlUoa 01i Mtiwv 
tfVtJLM rut n*j»«ry. 1944 
Tn*A— «10HAM 32543).

<MacCA«UUUUI 32370 M

C l t a a i i i c a t i o a

OATS AJttA Laiia KVICHAK MAJUra tCKCir ocAxaxx TOTAL

4/23 Mocih
XM144

22370
22343

14.2
3 .3

14.0
1.2

71.4
7 4.0

0 .0
17.3

100.0
1C0.0

4/24 Ware*
iMlte

22370
22343

2 4 .A
14.2

12.2
10.3

31.1
93.1

7 .9
20.2

100.0
100.0

4/30 Mart*
X**l*~

22370
22343

4.0
19.3

2.1
3 .7

31.0
42.7

40.9
14.1

100.0
100.0

7/02 Marth 
X**44a

23370
22343

2.4
3 .9

10.1
2 .9

74.3
43.1

9 .0
24.3

100.0
100.0

7/03 Mart* 
1*414a

32370
32343

3 .0
32.4

7.4
4.7

42.9
14.9

44.7
43.0

100.0
100.0

7/07 Mart*
luite

32370
22343

4.3
0 .0

0.1
0 .0

43.4
41.2

27.4
14.4

100.0
100.0

7/04 March
1*4144

32370
32343

7 .4
2.21

A.3 
4 .4

73.4
74.9

10.3
12.2

100.0
100.0

7/11 Mart*
1*4144

32370
32343

4.2
il.l

4.4
4 .7

74.3
40.2

14.7
22.0

100.0
100.0

For example, there we re periods v/hen the intercep t rate was 4 8.9 
a nd 44.9 % d u r i n g  June 28, 1988; on July 7, 1988 t h e  intercept rate 
w as 57.1 to 85.1%! If one looks to the fishing peri ods close in 
time to w h e n  the sampling was taken one will n o t e  that the Egegik 
took s ub stantial amounts of fish bound for other rivers. It would 
d e f i n i t e l y  appear that the findings of the s t u d y  indicate a 
m a n a g e m e n t / c o n s e r v a t i o n  p r oblem existed during the 1988 season that 
was not ad e q u a t e l y  dealt with. (Please r e view t he s tatist ical chart 
w h i c h  aids in interpreting the intercept figures).

7 0  t .

F orme r Board of Fisheries Member Griff Q u i n t o n  and m em ber 
of the B r i stol  Bay I nterception Task Force has submitted the 
f ollowing five r ecomm endations to minimize interception:

1. To establish a m i n imum area necessary to e f f e c t i v e l y  harvest 
the Egegik run, I w o u l d  suggest that the North b o u n d a r y  to be 9990- 
Y-32570; the We st boundary to be 9 9 9 0 - Z - 4 5 1 1 0 ; t h e  South boundary 
to be 9 9 9 0 - Y - 3 2 6 2 5 . The stock I.D. test f i s h i n g  indicated a 
substa n t i a l  interception throu ghout the district. W i t h o u t  a 
c o n s i d e r a b l e  r eduction of district size, any o p e ning will be 
s u bje ct to su bstantial interception. Fishin g on the Flood or the 
Ebb does not appear to make much difference. (See att ached chart 
of Egegik and Loran Coordinates Mr. Quinton is refer i n g  t o ) .

2. A d v ance the E.O. period 7 to 10 days. By June 25th, T h e r e  were
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le u
r r Tide

Date
D aily
Catch

A .g , 1  
In te rc Interc

D a ily  
• Escane

Cum
Fs.-

Cum
C jtc n

• < Ebb 6/27 
519.225 

12 hrs

2 5 1 129.806 17.100 48.756
3 1

l.7 7 7 .” 2

Ebb 6/29 
938.322 

12 hrs

4 7 1 441.011 1 11.444 256.108
1 6 1

2.-31.42C

6 - 3 Ebb 7/1 
1.007.728 

11 hrs

4 3 1 433.323 39.348 361.944
2 2 .5 1

3.758.41-1

’ 12 Flood 7 /4 .5  
373 643 

11 hrs

2 8 1 104 620 126.168 655.860
4 1 1

a 140-42

7/5 Flood 7/6 
327.356 

10 hrs

7 1 1 232.423 135.216 450.016
5 9 1

4 .475 .25 :

Flood 7/7*8 
459.588 

10 hrs

2 7 1 124 089 115.896 1 U 7 .5 ’8 
7 1 1

4 9 4 4  3 4  1

7/8 H ig h
Tide

7/9-10 
306.738 

11 hrs

2 5 1 76.685 78.918 1.291.002
8 0 1

5.257.735

7/11 Ebb 7/11-12 
429.193 

16 hrs

3 3 1 141.634 42.048 1.437.198 
8 9 1

5 .’02.201

Avg
37.31 1.683.591

J day average = 37 3 1  of 5.702.Z03 = 2.M5.947 potential salmon mtercepiion

8 day avenge = 37 .31  « m ill catch of 6.701.738 = 2.499.748 fish interception

Kvichak rue of iniereepuon I IT , « 6.701.738 = 737.191 interception

Naknek rale of iniereepuon 8 1  « 6.701.738 = 536.139 fish interception

Cgashik rate of iniereepuon 2 2 1  s 6.701.738 = I 474 n y  f ,sh ,m ercepiion

2.747.712

These iniereepuon amounts represent ihe poicnual of interceptions using the 1  of 
■rdividual stocks taken during the stock I D. study

only 25,020 past the tower with a catch of 1.25 million. This wo uld 
indicate Egegik fish had not started to m o v e  upriver.

3. Esta blish a more c o n servative c a t c h - e s c a p e m e n t  ratio to ensure 
the fish were committed to the river instead of a l l o w i n g  the fish 
effort on mixed stocks. See r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  #2.

4. R educe the fishing effort in Egegik.

5. R e t u r n  gillnet spec ifications to those p rior to 1985. This would 
help r educe the "Blue Water" effici ency of the fleet. It was not 
a n e c e ssary change.
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Note also the following chart which  shows wh ere some of the scale 
samples were  taken in Egegik. Also, r eview the report in the 
appendix. Sa mplings indicated that intercepti on of 85.1% occurred 
near the 45120 line and that interception occurred d uring the flood 
a nd ebb.

N q c W  Txmo--. 3 o o n -  □ 2 0 0

X u ^ Q .  Y ^ 3 S " _________ __

T\ *. 13 S’  IV iW j-ii 1 S - r S E  |Q-3c
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C. THE DEPARTMENT HAS TROUBLE CLASSIFYING NON-EGEGIK
S A LMO N BUT THE BOTTOM LINE IS T H A T  AN U N W A R R A N T E D  
L E V E L  OF I N TERC EPTION OCCURS W I T H I N  T H E  EGEGIK 
DISTRICT.

One notew o r t h y  find ing of the study is that U g a s h i k  fish a p pear to 
be intercepte d at a g r eater level than the N a k n e k  or Kvichak. It 
is curi ous that the Dep art m e n t  labels "unknown" fish as U g ashik 
r a the r than the more likely N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  contribution.
It is more likely that the m i s c l a s s i f i e d  fish c a u g h t  in Egegik are 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  wh en the averages for dri ft a nd e s p e c i a l l y  set net 
fishermen in the N aknek / K v i c h a k  were so low and this is supposed 
to be the d o m i n a n t  p r o d ucing fishery. However, this factor m a y  be 
a t t r i b u t a b l e  to the fact that a c c o rding to B e v e r l y  Cross of the 
ADF&G, the De partment has had troubl e c l a s s i f y i n g  Uga-hik and 
N akne k fish. Cross stated in her report:

As in past years, scales of Egegik s o c k e y e  s a l m o n  were the 
m o s t  d i s t i n c t  due to large f reshwater  g r o w t h  zones. 
Consequently, estimates of Egegik  v ersus n o n - E g e g i k  River 
sockeye salmon are very accurate. H o w e v e r  stock specific 
estimates of n on-Egegi k portion are less a c c u r a t e  because of 
m i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of Naknek sockeye salmon. Of all stocks, we 
have the least confidence in estimates of N a k nek's
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c o n t r i b u t i o n  since N a k n e k  scales show a w i d e  variation in 
g rowth and tend to m i s c l a s s i f y  to K v i chak and Ugas hik 
R i v e r s .

(Beverly Cross, A D F & G  letter to Interception T a s k  Force Dated 
D e c e m b e r  21, 1988 at pages 1-2.)

One i n teresti ng bit of information p e rhaps rel evant to the 
L e g i s l a t i v e  Audit, was that Jay Hammond and G riff Quin ton asked 
B i o l o g i s t  Beverly- Cross on or about De cember 12, 1988 why the
D e p a r t m e n t ' s  scale sample analysis had not b e e n  released. Cross 
informed t h e m  that the E g e g ik/U gashik bio logist Dick  Russel wanted 
to del ay or r e t a r d  the output of the Egegik Int ercept Study so that 
other intercept  info rmation from other distr i c t s  (to allegedly 
c o u n t e r b a l a n c e  the signi f i c a n c e  of the Egegik findings) within Area 
T  could be compiled. T here was a task force set up with various 
u s e r  g r o u p s  and local advisory committee m e m b e r s  that had a 
D e c e m b e r  30, 1988, d e a d l i n e  to hand in r e c o m mendat ions on how to 
c u r b  the intercept problem. If the p r elimi nary study findings were 
n o t  released, they w o u l d  not have had the p r o p e r  opportunity  to 
send in their recomm e n d a t i o n s  to task force c h a i r m a n  Chuck Meacham 
a fter r e a d i n g  the D e pa rtment's findings. It seems odd that a 
b i o l o g i s t  w o u l d  w a n t  to control the information in this way because 
the e a rlier more information could be disseminated, the better off 
e v e ryone w o u l d  be. Note, one critic of p r e s e n t  A D F & G  managemen t 
style said that "if there is indeed some interception of Egegik and 
U g a s h i k  fish in the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  as Russel conten ds and the 
D e p a r t m e n t  is p r e d i s p o s e d  to managing the fishery for the 
f l eet...th e fleet could still catch Egegik and U g a s h i k  fish there" 
(referring to the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  District).
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O n e  v i e w p o i n t  in the industry is that the D e p a r t m e n t  has taken 
N a k n e k  fish in U g a s h i k  and used them for t h e i r  model w h i c h  may 
a c c o u n t  for the m i x  up in the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of N a k n e k  vs. Ugashi k 
fish. The p r e m i s e  that U g a s h i k  fish w e r e  t a k e n  in N a k n e k  has been 
o f t e n  a r g u e d  by fi she r m e n  w h o  intercept fish in E g e g i k  and Ugashik 
and also by some in the De part m e n t  to k e e p  the s tatus quo on dping 
s o m e t h i n g  about c u r bing i n tercep tion in E g e g i k  and Ugashik. It 
is also p r o b a b l e  that some of the " m i s c lass ified" fish are Nushagak 
s a l m o n  which, as m e n t i o n e d  earlier in this report, were not 
c o m p a r e d  in this p a r t i c u l a r  study. Some b e l i e v e  that at least 10% 
of the fish (660,000) taken  in Egegik w e r e  N u s h a g a k  fish. While the 
s c ien ce of c l a s s i f y i n g  scales taken in Egegik is not exact, it 
g i v e s  one the impression that a s i g n i f i c a n t  intercept proble m 
exists in Egegik b e c ause it is taking  u n j u s t i f i a b l e  amounts of 
m i x e d  s t o c k s .

For example, Ken S a d d l e r  wrote "they [the ADF&G] h a v e  been 
r e l u c t a n t  to heed some f i shermen's  r e q u e s t s  t h a t  they take steps 
to curtail interception at Egegik." "Fish B i o l o g i s t s  Ponder 
S l a p p i n g  E m e r g e n c y  R e s t r i c t i o n  on Egegik," "Anchorage Times," July 
8 at C - 6 . The article r e c ited some A D F & G  r e l e a s e d  intercept 
figures:

See for example letter from D e p u c y  D i r ecto r N o r m  Cohen to 
the B r istol  Bay B o r o u g h  in response to t h e i r  r e s o l u t i o n  condem n i n g  
the Egeg ik Inter cept and also the letter fro m an o u t - o f - s t a t e  drift 
fisherman who wants to keep ma king a p a y d a y  in Egegik.
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11 Sampling at Egegik du ring this season's o p e n i n g s  show there is 
an interception, M e a c h a m  said. On June 27, 16 p e rcent  of the 
Egegik catch was bou nd for other districts. One June 29, 29 
percent; on July 1, 30 percent; and on J u l y  4, 17 percent."Id.

T h e  aid of newly released scale sample data indicates that the 
inseason intercept estimates for fish taken in Egegik were 
c o n s e r v a t i v e  if not somewhat misleading  or erroneous. Here, the 
a v e rage intercept rate for June 27 was not listed in the report 
from Beverly Cross but the June 28 sampling was comprised of 47% 
intercept fish, June 30 was 43%, July 2 was 28% a nd July 5, 71%. 
A c c o r d i n g  to another  article "in 12 hours, the rADF&G] staffers 
can d e t e rmine rivers of origin of the p r e d o m i n a n t  age classes of 
fish with  up to 95% accuracy, said Barry Straton, a stock 
i dentificat ion lab technician." Ken Saddler, "Bristol Bay 
Biologists Roll With The Flow," "Anchorage D a i l y  News," Jul y 9, 
1988 C-5 at page C-8. The real question w o u l d  appear to be just 
what did the ADF&G know with the inseason data? Did the Department 
suspect or have reason to believe the Egegik Intercept rate was 
actuall y h ig her than what was released to the press?
A D F & G  m a n a g e m e n t  should have managed the E g e g i k  District more 
conservatively, but they did not.

D. F I S H ERMEN BELIEVE MILLIONS OF INTERC E P T E D  SALMON 
W E R E  T AKE N IN EGEGIK DURING 1988.

Some fishing organizations believe the Egegik D i s t r i c t  intercepted 
at least 3,000,000 to 4,000,000 salmon w h i c h  w ould equate to 
$41,370,000.00 to $55,160,000.00 in losses to the terminal 
fishermen. If one takes into conside ration fish taken in Ugashik 
that were b ound for the Naknek/Kv ichak and N u s h a g a k  the loss to 
these c o mmunities w o u l d  be close to $60,000,000,001 The Egegik 
c augh t n e a r l y  2,000,000 more fish than its proje cted commercial 
c atch as p r e d i c t e d  by the ADF&G for 1988. Some fishing
organizations, such as the Alaska I n de pendent Marketing 
Association, indicated that they believe the commercial catch 
forecast for the intercept fisheries, such as Egegik, are in a 
sense "padded" because Fish & Gam e has not r e c o g n i z e d  the intercept 
in the past. Accordingly, the Department has not taken intercept 
into account in its commercial catch p r o j e c t i o n s  and as a 
c onsequence  has attributed artifi cially h i g h  commerci al catch 
forecasts that are throwing the whole Bay out of "sync." This 
statement was made by AIFMA Manager Mitch Kink at the Interception

See for example a news letter from one of the user group 
associations and recent article from the Bristol Bay Times
attached in the appendix.

43. See, ADF&G 1988 commercial catch forecast for Bristol
Bay attached to the appendix.

47



W o r k s h o p  s p o n s o r e d  by the Bristol Bay B o r o u g h  on September 23, 
1988, in Naknek. Ironically, the A D F & G  p r e d i c t e d  commercial catch 
for Egegik in 1989, is 5,031,000 s a l m o n  and is forecasted to be 
g r e a t e r  than that of the Naknek/Kvichak.

E. THE EGEGIK INTERCEPT GIVES B I O L O G I S T S  A M I S L E A D I N G  
IMFRES S I O N  O F  G R E A T E R  EGEGIK R U N  STRENGTH.

This belief is also s u p p o rted by C hu ck M e a c h a m  who said the Egegik 
inter c e p t i o n  not only cuts into returns to the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and 
Ug a s h i k  Districts, but 11 it gives you a m i s l e a d i n g  o p in ion of Egegik 
s t r ength and m a y  cause you to fish stron ger than you really should 
for the n u m b e r  of fish that are r eally t h e r e . 11 Furthermore, Mr. 
M e a c h a m  st ated 11 it (the Egegik Intercept', iust confu ses management. 
... It mak es it d i f f i c u l t  to assess stre ngth of individual runs to 
their riv er of origin, and that is wh at we need to do in or der to 
attain our e s c a p e m e n t  goals and give the fishermen all the 
h a r v e s t a b l e  s u r p l u s . 11 ''Board Says Wait On E g e gik Line Change," Bob 
King, "Alaska F i s h e r m e n ' s  Journal," Vol. 11, November, 1988 at page 
2 0 .
On this same line of reasoning, noted b i o l o g i s t  Dr. D o u glas M. 
Eggers of the A D F & G  and Dr. D onald E. R o d g e r s  of the Fi sheries 
R e s e a r c h  Institute, School of Fisheries, U n i v e r s i t y  of W a s h i n g t o n  
r e c e n t l y  wrote:

Of m o r e  c o n c e r n  was the pot ential i n terce ption of sockeve 
bound for the K v i c h a k  in the Egegik and U g a s h i k  fishing 
districts, since K v i c h a k  fish caught in these rive r systems 
wo u l d  be a l l o c a t e d  to the respec t i v e  r i v e r  systems and wo uld 
not be included in the K v ichak p r o d u c t i o n . . . T h e r e  was a 
m u c h  p o o r e r  c o r r e l a t i o n  in r e t u r n  per s p a w n e r  b e t w e e n  the 
N a k n e k - K v i c h a k  and the Egeg ik - U g a s h i k  R i v e r  systems. This 
re d u c e d  s y n c h r o n y  in p r o d u c t i o n  was p r e s u m a b l y  due, in p a r t . 
to incorrect catch allocation. The r e t u r n  per spawner in the 
E g e g i k - U g a s h i k  R i v e r  systems has been m u c h  h i g h e r  than in the 
N a k n e k - K v i c h a k  River systems for r ecent b rood years. There 
has been an increase in fishing effort, b e g i n n i n g  in 1980, in 
the Egegik and U g a s h i k  districts, in r e s p o n s e  to recent large 
returns  to both  E gegik and U g a shik R i v e r  systems. Increased 
interc e p t i o n  of K v ic hak fish result ing f r o m  these changes in 
fishing p a t tern s may have con tri b u t e d  to the r ecent d i v e r g e n c e  
in a p p a r e n t  p r o d u c t i o n  betwe en the E g e g i k - U g a s h i k  and the 
N a k n e k - K v i c h a k  River  systems.

Douglas M. Eggers, and Donald E. Rodgers, "The Cycl e of Runs of 
Sockeye S al mon (O n c o r h v n c h u s  n e r k a ) to the K v i c h a k  River, Bristol 
Bay, Alaska: C y c l i c  Dominan ce or D e p e n s a t o r y  Fishing?" taken from

44 See copy of the 1989 ADF&G commercial catch projections
for Bristol Bay attached in the appendix.
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Sockeve Salmon fOncorhvnchus nerka) Popul ation Biology and Fnt-n^o 
Management, Edited by H.D. Smith and L. Margolis, and C.C. Wood, 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Ottawa, 1987, at pages 351-352.

T h e  Ugashik District c a u g h t  1,613,000 salmon in 1988 (more than 
the Nushagak) and a c e r tain pe rcen t a g e  of those salmon may well 
also be intercept fish. The A DF&G released a report (see same 
included in the appendix) indicating that in 1987 U g a s h i k  
intercepted over 400,000 n o n- Ugashik salmon. The exact percen t a g e  
of the fish taken in Ugashik has not been establis hed by the 
Department. Also, the intercept rate for U g ashik seems to have 
been forgotten or o v e r shadowed by the turmoil c a u s e d  by the I'gegik 
Intercept. As of yet, no figures indicating the level of last years 
interc ept in Ugashik  has been ascribed by the ADF&G.

T h e  conclu s i o n  based on the *.DF&G's scale s a mpl e analysis is that 
the m a g n i t u d e  of the inte rception of mixe d stocks by the Egegik 
d u r i n g  the season was undere s t i m a t e d  by the ADF&G. Current levels 
of inte rception in Egegik are u n a cceptabl e u n d e r  any criteria.

VIII. T H E  OVERR I D I N G  FACTOR FOR THE EGEGIK I N T E RCEPT A P P E A R S  TO 
P R OFI T FOR PROCESSORS AND THE DRIFT FLEET.

The ba sic reason why the Egegik and U g ashik F i s h e r y  has r i s e n  in 
importance to processor s is that in 1988 they w e r e  able to pur chase 
m u c h  of their pack at b e l o w  the settled grounds price of $2.25 (the 
p r i c e  per pound for sockeyes paid by the m a j o r  processors) and 
$2.40 per p o u n d  as the cash buyer grounds price. The price was 
settled m i d - w a y  through the season and proc es s o r s  w h o  did not pay 
r e t r o a c t i v e l y  to their fishermen realized h i g h e r  profits.

For example, if the price paid was $1.75 per p o u n d  they made or 
saved $.50 per pound. Also, important: floa ter processors  forced 
their s hore based com pet i t i o n  (such as Farwest Fisheries, Nelbro, 
R ed S almon Co., Ocean Beauty, and others) to send their fleet and 
t e n ders from N aknek  and D i l l i n g h a m  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in Egegik and 
Ugashik. The t e n d ering cost of t r a nsporting  s a l m o n  from the lower 
d i s t r i c t s  to facilities in N a k n e k  and D i l l i n g h a m  is believed to be 
b e t w e e n  $.25 to $.35 p e r  pound. This gives floater processor s an 
extra advantage over shore based facilities in the terminal 
districts. Processors in Egegik and U g a s h i k  e njoy  less governme ntal 
regulation. One of the spinoffs is that some process ors appare n t l y  
dump unpro c e s s e d  salmon, i.e., "in the round," off onto their 
J a p a n e s e  business partners where they are illeg a l l y  processed by

45 See a copy of wh at one Naknek shore based fishing company' s 
price sche dule that did not pay retro a c t i v e l y  in the appendix.
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f o r e i g n e r s  c i r c u m v e n t i n g  "Alaska Hire," state and federal law.46 
For example, John D urkin  wrote:

I n o t i c e d  that J a p a n e s e - o w n e d  p r o c e s s o r s  w e r e  picking up 
salmon in the round from tenders and ashore at Egegik and 
t r a n s p o r t i n g  them to the J a p anese f r ee zer ships where 
p r o c e s s i n g  is done by J a p anese crewmen. I asked the local 
b i o l o g i s t  Don Bill, t oday if what we are looking at is a clear 
v i o l a t i o n  of U.S. law? Naturally, none of the owners of these 
U.S. f l a gged  tenders are about to upset the apple cart so this 
p r a c t i c e  con tinues year after year.

"Politics In S almon Fisheries," "Bering Sea Fishermen," July 1988 
at  pag e 6.

One of the illegal practices in the industry is that some Amer ican 
p r o c e s s o r s  d e l i v e r  unpr o c e s s e d  salmon to J a p a n e s e  floaters who then 
r e c e i v e  g r o u n d s  price plus a set m a r g i n  a nd are also paid a 
p e r c e n t a g e  for the roe content. Some of the violators allegedly 
m a k e  such d e l i v e r i e s  when they are swamped w i t h  salmon and cannot 
p r o c e s s  it themselves.

B o b  Brophy, P r e s ident of Icicle Seafoods, (one of the entities 
ro c k e d  by the bust of 1979 and a m a j o r  p r o c e s s o r  that initially 
l o cat ed t h e i r  floater p r o c e ssor p r o g r a m  in E g e gik in 1981), says 
t h a t  t h e r e  are flagrant violation s by c o m p e t i n g  p r o c e s s o r s  who 
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  u n d e r  report fish that are p u r c h a s e d  in order to 
c h e a t  the state out of p r o c e s s i n g  taxes and the IRS out of taxes. 
Hr. B r o p h y  said: "We've been c o n c e r n e d  in g e neral that the
D e p a r t m e n t  of R e v e n u e  d o esn't  do a g r e a t  job of enfor cing their 
o w n  laws, w h e t h e r  its onshore (processors) or offshore." Hal 
Bernton, "Illegal Fish Sales Cost State: I n v estigat ors Find Lively 
Black M a r ket," "Anchorage D aily News," A u g u s t  6, 1988, Al at page 
A-10.

"There are a c ouple of people who are in b u s ine ss who blatantly 
d o n ' t  pay t h e i r  back taxes, file C h apt er 11, put t heir boat in 
s o m e b o d y ' s  else's name, and go right b a c k  in business. They are 
m a j o r  e n o u g h  to have an influence on w h a t  is g o i n g  on." I d .

D a v e  W o o d r u f f  Vice Presid ent of Alaska Fresh Seafoods, believes 
t h e  b l a c k  m arket on t ax-free fish "has been g o i n g  on for years." 
"People  are buying fish, p aying cash for it, and never making a 
fish t i c k e t  off of it." Id.

O n e  of the common p r a c tices in the Bay (and elsewhere) is to keep 
a s eco nd set of fish tickets or under report a set p e r c e n t a g e  of 
a catch d e l i v e r e d  by the fishermen all the w a y  through the season.

46 V i o l a t i o n  of Staee Law  A.S. 4 3.75.100 Fisheries Business 
Tax, F e deral V i o l a t i o n  of the M a g a n a s o n  and L acey Act.
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Jo h n  H anson  of the Department of Revenue has suspected that some 
pr o c e s s o r s  in Bristol Bay have d e v e lope d a "50-50 Plan." "Under 
this scheme fishermen are paid one p rice for 50 percent of their 
catch, w hich is tickete d and p r o perly r e p orted to state officials. 
Then they get a h ig her price for the second half of the catch, 
w h i c h  is not reported. Id. Thus, at the end of the season the 
c a l c u l a t i o n  for the "under-the-table" p a y m e n t  to the fishermen is 
easier (if p a y m e n t  is made by check) for settleme nt purposes. If 
the p u r c h a s e  is on a cash basis the unrep o r t e d  amount is paid upon 
delivery.

A n o t h e r  p r o b l e m  is that some proc essors d octor fish tickets so 
their f i s h ermen can circumvent the 48 hour transfer rule. This 
enables a boat to make an opening in Egegik, then travel to 
Ugashik, or N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  without suf fering a time penalty. Also, 
an inducement for the fishermen co fish in Egegik or Ugashik, in 
ad d it ion to interc epting fish is that they do not have to pay  the 
3% raw fish tax levied in the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  by the Bristol Bay 
B o r o u g h  s u p r a .

IX. THE A D F & G  HAS THE AUTHORITY TO PULL IN T H E  EGEGIK
FISHING  DISTRICT'S  BOUNDARIES AND USE A D D I T I O N A L  M A N A G E M E N T  
TOOLS AS NECESSA RY UNDER ITS "EMERGENCY ORDER" POWER 
TO CURB T H E  INTERCEPTION OF MIXED SALMON STOCKS IN EGEGIK.

Because a c o n s e r v a t i o n / m a n a g e m e n t  s i t u at ion has been created by 
the E g egik Intercept  problem, the ADF&G has the a u t h o r i t y  to pull 
in the E geg ik Boundaries, and also r e s t r i c t  opening s until there 
is adequate escape m e n t  to w a r r ant an o p e n i n g  a nd/or begin the 
r e g u l a t o r y  s e a s o n  a w e e k  earlier. Note, the Depart m e n t ' s  ability 
to make i n - s eason boundary adjustments for example, is derived from 
AS 16.05.060. This statute grants a u t h ority to the commissioner 
or his a u t h o r i z e d  d esignee (a biologist in the field) to open or 
close areas by emergen cy order when c i r c u m s t a n c e s  require. The 
refere n c e s  to areas has always been interp r e t e d  to allow the 
de p a r t m e n t  to set these boundaries.

The Board of Fisheries has been v ested w i t h  the authority 
to set the fishing boundaries of Bristol Bay by regulation. For 
example v a r i o u s  Bay fishing coordina tes in 5 A A C  06.200 pursuant 
to A.S. 16.05.251. C a v e a t . Board's a u t h o r i t y  to regulate does not 
preempt a c t i o n  to be taken by the D e p a r t m e n t  p ursuant to a 
m a n a g e m e n t  s i t u a tion such as in the p r e s e n t  case duri ng the season 
or afterward s based on newly disco v e r e d  e v i dence of a problem.
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In other words, the Department can create n e w  areas or adjust the 
b ound aries of areas describ ed in the regulations. The phrase 
"when circum s t a n c e s  require" has b e e n  i n t e r p r e t e d  by the Department 
of Law and the A la ska Supreme Court as set out in K enai Peninsula 
F i she rmen's Coop, v. State. 628 P. 2d 897 (Alaska 1981) to mean that 
an e m e r g e n c y  o r d e r  must be in accord with the pur pose of the Fish 
and Game Code under Title 16 of t h e  A las ka Statutes. Her?., because 
the r e g u l a t o r y  a ction is based on a c o n s e r v a t i o n  and development 
need (i.e., "a n e w l y  developed fishery  w h i c h  threatens to destroy 
a his torical fishery." A  quote from Jay H a m m ond's article s u p r a ) . 
the Departm ent h a d  then and has now (especially in light of the new 
evidence obta i n e d  from the 1988 E gegik Scale Sample Analysis) the 
a u t h ority to pull in the Egegik Boundary and take other such 
r emedial m e a s u r e s  to ensure the h a rvest  of d i s c r e t e  salmon stocks.

Furthermore, b e c a u s e  the interception of n o n - E g e g i k  fish in Egegik 
poses at the bare m i n i m u m  a m a n a g e m e n t  problem, the ADF&G has the 
requis ite a u t h o r i t y  to deal with the issue. This situation 
satisfies the needs of the Board Policy fo und at paragraph 3, page 
8, of the E merg e n c y  Order Standards of G e n eral A p p licability 
adopted  on J une 1, 1983 by C ommissioner Collinsworth. The bottom 
line here  is t h a t  reducing the Egegik D i s t r i c t  and eliminating 
"free week," a n d  e m p l oying more c o n s e r v a t i v e  c a t c h-to-e scapement 
ratios for all d i s t ricts will not d e prive the Eg egik District of 
fish a c t u a l l y  b o u n d  for its river for escape m e n t  or commercial 
catches, and s h o u l d  be therefore c o n s i d e r e d  nonallocat.ive.

A. B R I S T O L  BAY'S R E G IONAL M A N A G E R  AND N A K N E K / K V I C H A K  
B I O L O G I S T  A C K N O W L E D G E  THAT THE D E P A R T M E N T  HAS THE 
A U T H O R I T Y  TO PULL IN THE EGEGIK DISTRI C T ' S  BOUNDARIES 
DURING T H E  FISHING SEASON.

K en Florey, the current  Regional Manager, s tated  under sworn oath 
before Judge M a d s e n  in the Thiele case t h a t  he knows he has the 
requis ite a u t h ority  to change fishing b o u n d a r i e s  pursuant to A.S. 
16.05.060:

A t t o r n e y  Chuck Robinson: "Now, isn't it also true, *’ . Florey,
that the D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Ga me can change ar s open to 
c omme rcial fishing by emergency order?"

Ken Florey: "That's part of our EO power, yes."

'° For example, in Cook Inlet the A D F & G  biologist John 
H i l s inger p u l l e d  in "the Peninsula fleet of 600 drift boats to a 
narrow t h r e e - m i l e  coastal strip..." Hal Bernton, "New Salmon Plan 
Riles Sport Fishermen," "Anchorage Daily News." May 10, 1988 at A-
1. This m anage m e n t  strategy "would force the drift fishermen to 
c o ncentrat e on the Kenai-run sockeyes that fo rm the bulk of their 
fishery, and p e rhaps allow more Susitna d r a i n a g e - b o u n d  salmon to 
swim freely up the center of the Inlet, H i l s i n g e r  said." I d .
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At t o r n e y  Chuck Robinson: "Now by e m e r g e n c y  o rder you could, if
circum s t a n c e s  /arr nted it, c hange this line, c o u l d n ' t  you?" 
(Referring to th'. ^egik and U g ashi k Boundaries)

Ken Florey: "Yes, we can."

A t t o r n e y  Chuck Robinson: "And you could e ith er extend it outward
or bring it in, d e p e n d i n g  on the circumstances, for fishing?"

Ken Florey: "I'm not sure about e x t e n d i n g  it out."

A t t o r n e y  C huck Robinson: "But you coul d..."

Ken Florey: "Obviousl y you could go in."

T r a n s c r i p t  of H e a r i n g  on Plaintiff;s M o t i o n  for Preliminary 
Injunc tion (Excerpt) (Testimony of Kenneth Florey, ADF&G) Thiele 
et. a l . . v. State of Alaska Department of Fish a n d  Game. No. 3KN- 
86-626 Civ. at page 27 a copy of same is attached.

A l s o  on point, more recently Don Bill, b i o l o g i s t  for the
Na k n e k / K v i c h a k  Fishing District, t e s t i f i e d  b e f o r e  the Bristol Bay 
Borough A s s e m b l y  (regarding the Borough's a d o p t i o n  of a Univer s i t y  
of Alaska, S chool of Fisheries Proposal to p e r f o r m  an independent 
intercep tion study to "supplement" ADF&G figures, and funded by raw 
fish taxes to the Bristol Bay Borough) s t a t e d  the following:

Mr. Bill: "Well, it's very possib le if y o u ' r e  looking at the
Borough's p o i n t  of —  of interception, b e c a u s e  some years if there 
is interception and we can show there's i n t e r c e p t i o n  maybe on the 
outside line w i t h  in-season data, we c a n  m o v e  b a c k  the district, 
sure." (See t r a n s c r i p t  at page 11).

Mr. Bill: "Well, I think if —  if —  it is s h o w e d  every year that 
no m a t t e r  what w i n d  d i r e ction or —  whatever, there was a 
significant interception, say, on the o u tsi de E g e g i k  line, you know
—  might be able to move it in, you know, try t h a t  for a couple of 
years, and then we'l l look at it some m o r e  on t h a t  outside line, 
and then maybe mo ve it in again. I think in the long run if you -
- you have to have some —  some data to b a c k  y o u  up, but if y ou can
show it every y e a r  I t hink there's no p r o b l e m  in m o ving  it in."
(See tr ans c r i p t  at page 17).

T r a n s c r i p t  of R e gular  Meetin g of Bristol Bay Borough A s s e m b l y  
(Excerpt) O c t o b e r  5, 1987. Present Mayor Pike, M a n a g e r  Clark, Steve 
Angasan, Joan Shawback, George Tibbits, G a r y  Bradford, and Ed King.

B. DID T H E  ADF&G ACTUALLY PULL IN T H E  EGEGIK OUTER L I N E 
BUOYS SHOREWARD AND THEN RESET T H E M  BACK ON T H E  L . C . 
9990-Z- 45140 LINE DURING THE 1988 SEASON?
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On or about July  4, 1988, the ADF&G made an announ c e m e n t  via a 
p u b l i c  service m e s s a g e  on Dill ingham's KLDG Radio that the 
De p a r t m e n t  may well pull in the Egegik Boun d a r i e s  based on scale 
sample data that was taken.

Mr. Bill: " .... Fish & Game in King Salmon w i t h  an ann ouncement 
for fishe rmen in the Lgegik District. Fishing will be permitted 
in the Egegik d i s trict from three p.m. Monday, J u l y  4th until two 
a.m. Tuesday, July 5th. This is an 11-hour p e r i o d  in the Egegik 
D i s trict from three p.m. Monday, July  4th, until two a.m. Tuesday, 
July 5th. The d i s tric t lines will remain unchanged. However, it 
was a p p a r e n t  during the last fishing p e r i o d  that the catch of non- 
Egegik  fish in the d i s trict has increased. We very seriously 
c o n s i d e r e d  m o v i n g  some lines in today, but have d e cided not to. 
S hould a b iolog ical p r o b l e m  with the sockeye run occur in any of 
the other river systems, m o v i n g  the Egegik lines inward is a 
p o s s i b l e  solution. If we decide to do so, we will give as much 
lead time as possible."

A  c e r t i f i e d  copy of this transcr ipt is in the app endix a l o n g  with 
a copy of the r e c o r d i n g  as well.

Apparently, the facts are sketchy but the Egegik m a rke r b uoys were 
m o v e d  shore w a r d  on or about Ju l y  5, 1988 but then moved b a c k  to the 
loran coordi n a t e s  at 99 90-Z-45140 based on m a n a g e m e n t  in "Juneau," 
a c c o r d i n g  to a one source. One curious a s p e c t  of this above radio 
m e s s a g e  is w h y  does Depa r t m e n t  have to wait for a "biological 
problem" b e fore  some remedial action is taken? It woul d a p p e a r  the 
m o r e  c o n s e r v a t i v e  move would have been to p r e v e n t  a biological 
p r o b l e m  before  it occurred. Here, if one looks at the intercept 
tables s u p plied e a rlier in this report the intercept problem 
a c t u a l l y  b ecame worse as the season p r o g r e s s e d  and near in time to 
this radio m e s s a g e  there were substantial m i x e d  stock catches. One 
s ource w h o  spoke on the condition of anonymity, said that the 
D e p a r t m e n t  was b eing leaned on h e avi ly by certain p rocessors 
o p e r a t i n g  in Egegik to keep the line wh ere it was because their 
d r i f t  fleet would  h ave to suffer a loss of fishing time due to the 
48 h our transfer  rule. In essence, if the line was pulled in, the 
chances of intercepting mi xed stocks w o u l d  be reduced and the 
E g e g i k  fleet would d epar t pri marily to the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  and have 
to s uffer a time p e n a l t y  under the regulation.

Here again, the ADF&G had the authority to m o v e  the line, but did 
not do so because of politics. Perhaps, the L egisl a t i v e  A u d i t  of
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A D F & G  m a n a g e m e n t  o ught to look into this s i t u a t i o n . 1*9

X. THE I N T ER-BRIST OL BAY S ALMON I N T E R C E P T I O N ' S  IMPACT ON 
MUNICI PALITIES: N A K N E K . DILLINGHAM. AND T H E  BRISTOL RAY 
BOROUGH

It is a s s e r t e d  by the Bristol Bay B o r o u g h  and the M u n i c i p a l i t y  of 
D i l l i n g h a m  that they have lost c o n s i d e r a b l e  amounts of revenue 
b e cause of the Egegik Intercept. T h i s  is due to the loss of the 
B o r o u g h ' s  share of the state tax levied on the processors, as well 
as the 3 perce* *' raw fish tax (use tax) imposed by the Borough on 
t he fishermq' for all fish c a u g h t  w i t h i n  the Borough's 
jurisdiction. The Borough's j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  boundaries encompass 
the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  fishing district. On the o t h e r  hand currentl y 
there is no raw fish tax levied o i the f i s h e r m e n  who catch fish in 
the U g a s h i k  or Egegik District This m a k e s  i ntercepting ,-fish in 
these d i s t r i c t s  all the more popu lar for the d r i f t  fleet.

J a y  Hammond, speaking before tle Bristol Bay A s s e m b l y  July  18, 1988 
s tated that  "the intercept ha done g r e a t  v i o l e n c e  to the finances 
of the Borough." It appears the B o r o u g h  has lost h u n d r e d s  of

49
See m e m o r a n d u m  from t \e A D F & G / D O L  to G o v e r n o r  C o w p e r  which 

is s tyled to p o l i t i c a l l y  prote rt ADF&G nonaction. Who d r a f t e d  this 
memora n d u m ?

50
Note, the Bo rough's ra\ fish t a x  (Ordinance No. 32) was 

up h e l d  as cons ti t u t i o n a l  in L i b e -ati v. Brist ol Bay B o r o u g h . 584 
P . 2d 1115 (Alaska 1978). Here, the M a s k a  S u p r e m e  Court found that 
b e c a u s e  the ordin a n c e  t axed only the sale of fish  taken w i t h i n  the 
borough, the tax itself was found to be a "sales tax" rather than 
a "sever ance tax" w h i c h  under the a p p e l l a n t ' s  argum e n t  would have 
ma d e  the tax illegal. See eg. Const, art. 8, Section 1 et seg. 
Also, the t a x a t i o n  of the sale of the m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  had not been 
p r e c l u d e d  u n d e r  A.S. 43.75130, and A.S. 43.75.135.

51 A c c o r d i n g  to Chuck M e a c h a m  Jr. fishermen caught 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $ 1 , 5 00,000,000. 00 w o r t h  of fish w i t h i n  state waters 
d u r i n g  1989. John H a n s o n  of the D e p a r t m e n t  of R e v e n u e  believes this 
figure  to be closer to $2,100,000,000.00. T h e r e  is currently no raw 
fish tax imposed by the state on the fishermen. Another fact is 
that m u c h  of this income goes out of state in n onres ident 
fisher m e n ' s  h ands w i t h  out them  c o n t r i b u t i n g  anythi ng other than 
l i c e nsing fees for the p r i v ile ge of h a r v e s t i n g  A l aska resources. 
In t o u g h  eco nomic times, the L e g i s l a t u r e  o u g h t  to cont emplate 
imposin g a 3 p e rcent r aw fish tax on all fish c aught w ithin  state 
waters  and sever a p o r tio n of these funds from the general fund to 
pr o m o t e  Fish & Game research, enhancement, and protection.
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thousands, if not millions of dollars, in the pa st few seasons due 
to the interception of N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  salmon in the Egegik and 
U g a s h i k  fishing districts when one reviews the A D F & G  catch data for 
Bristol Bay in recent years. Addition ally, H a m m o n d  said:

... the Borough is the prime injured party, because even if 
you cut in half what is a c k n o w l e d g e d  by the Department as 
i n ter cepted (indiscernible) g o i n g  to these two river 
systems, you're talking about three to $400,000 in lost 
revenues to the Borough (in 1988).

See t r a n s c r i p t  of Regular M e e ting of the Bristol Bay Borough 
A s s e m b l y  (Excerpt) July 18, 1988 at page 12 located in the appendix 
and letter addres sed to the Borough by the Setnetters' A ssoci ation 
of B r is tol B a y ) .

T h e  City of Dilling ham does not implement a 3 p e r c e n t  raw fish tax, 
but a c c o r d i n g  to City M a na ger Lyle Larson, t h e r e  is curre n t l y  a 
m o v e m e n t  afoot to create a Borough e n c o m p a s s i n g  the Nushaga k 
D i s t r i c t  in the near future and impose a fish tax similar to that 
of the Bristol Bay Borough's. "A r e g i o n a l  b o r o u g h  stret cing from 
T o g i a k  to Levelock could reap nearly $1 m i l l i o n  annualy in fish 
tax, a c c o r d i n g  to a recently publi shed b o r o u g h  fea sib i l i t y  study." 
A n d r e w  de Valpine, "Borough Study Contain s F u n c i n g  Contradictions, " 
"Bristol Bay Times," September 23, 1988 at page  1. T h e  City
however, does lose its portion of the p r o c e s s o r ' s  taxes levied on 
fish p r o c e s s e d  w ithin Dillingham's c i t y  limits when fish are 
instead t a k e n  in Egegik and pr ocessed there. T h e  City of Dillingha m 
does implement a sales tax and a c c o r d i n g  to the City M a n a g e r  Lyle 
La r s o n  the p o o r  salmon season in the N u s h a g a k  has meant a decline 
in tax reven u e s  for the City because p e o p l e  have less disposable 
income to p u r cha se goods and services.

W h i l e  the price paid for red salmon and other species of salmon 
has ri sen in the last few seasons (which is p r i m a r i l y  due to the 
rise in the bu ying power of the Yen) the loss of needed revenue to 
the m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  is still felt. (See letter from Bristol Bay 
Borough M a n a g e r  J i m  Clark listing ^revenues from raw fish taxes 
levied for the last several years). T h e  b o t t o m  line is that the 
M u n i c i p a l i t y  of Dillingham and the B r i s t o l  Bay Borough are now 
c o n s i d e r i n g  various forms of increased p r o p e r t y  taxes, (such as a 
ne w  v essel tax) , much of w hich will i r o n i c a l l y  fall on the same 
local r e s i d e n t s  that are harmed by the intercept in the first 
place.

Cp • .
See letter from Bristol Bay B o r o u g h  M a n a g e r  J i m  Clark 
at t ac hed in the appendix.

. See attached p roposed vessel tax schedule.
5 3
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A. T E R M I N A L  FISHING COMMUNITIES PASS R E S O L U T I O N S  CONDEMNTNft 
S A LMON I N T E R C E P T I O N .

With local c i t i z e n s  losing their on ly real source of income and 
the m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  reduced tax revenues, they may well seek to make 
up the s hort fall from the State and federa l governments. The 
Bristol Bay B o r o u g h  adopted a resoluti on p r e c e d e n t  the 1988 salmon 
season: No. 88-10 "A Resolution R e q u e s t i n g  A ction to Reduce
I n t e r c e p t i o n  of Salmon" on June 20, 1988 c o n d e m n i n g  the Egegik
Intercept. T h e  Borough sent their r e s o l u t i o n  to Governor Steve 
Cowper, B o a r d  of F i s h e r i e ^  and A D F & G  who a p p a r e n t l y  gave it little 
a t t e n t i o n  or credence. , The City of D i l l i n g h a m  also adopted a

5 4 . Bristol Bay Resolution No. 88-10, A  RESOLUTION 
R E Q U E S T I N G  A C T I O N  TO R EDUCE INTERCEP TION OF SALMON.

WHEREAS, Interceptio n of salmon stocks bound for the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  R i v e r  systems is s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h i g h e r  than
first believed, and

WHEREAS, data indicated that as m u c h  as 25% of the Egegik fish 
h a r v e s t  m a y  be com promised by such interception, and

WHEREAS, m a n y  of these fish may be h a r v e s t e d  long before 
e s c a p e m e n t  in their rivers of o ri gin has b e e n  assured, 

and

WHEREAS, the s t ate d p olicy of the A l a s k a  Fish Board is, "fishing 
of any salmon s to ck should not o c c u r  until spawning 

e s c a p e m e n t  for that stock is insured," and

WHEREAS, interception pe rmitted before e s c a p e m e n t  is insured, 
v i o l a t e s  the board policy, isn't s o u n d  biologically, 

and takes from the livelihood of those f i s h e r m e n  in the 
N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  district, and

WHEREAS, such interception denies Brist ol B a y  Boroug h revenues 
w h i c h  w o u l d  accrue to it should the h a r v e s t  be in the 

r i v e r s  of orig in whic h lie w i t h i n  *he b o rough 
b o u n d a r i e s .

N O W  T H E R E F O R E  BE IT RESOLVED, that the B r i stol Bay Borough 
A s s e m b l y  reque s t s  the governor, the Fish B o a r d  of Alaska  and the 
A l ask a Dept, and Game to take w h a t e v e r  a c t i o n  r e q uired to reduce 
interceptions, a n d  bring m anagement p r a c tices m o r e  nearly in line 
w i t h  the a f o r e m e n t i o n e d  board p olicy d e s i g n e d  to assure spawning 
escapement.

Passed t h i s  20th day of June, 1988 by the A s s e m b l y  of Bristol Bay



resolu t i o n  condem n i n g  the intercept after the 1988 s e a s o n . 5 6 ,5 7 ,5 8 .

Borough.

See letter in response w r i t t e n  by Norm Cohen Deputy 
Co m m i s s i o n e r  of the ADF&G.

5b CITY OF DILLINGHAM, Dillingham, A l aska RESOL U T I O N  88-44 
A  R E S O L U T I O N  O F  THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DILLINGHAM, ALASK A 
PETIT I O N I N G  T H E  GOVERNOR, THE BOARD OF FISHERIES AND THE A LASKA 
DEPARTME NT OF FISH AND GAME TO TA KE A C T I O N  TO R E D U C E  THE INTERCEPT 
FISHERIES

WHEREAS, newly acquired data co mpelled the D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish & 
Game to acknowledg e that prema t u r e  interception of 

salmon stocks bound for the various r ive r systems is 
s u b s tantially higher than they first b e l i eved and

W H E R E A S , m a n y  fish are harvested long before escap ement in their
r iver s of origin has been assured, and

WHEREAS, the s tated  p olicy of the Alaska Fishe ries Board "... is 
that fishi ng of any salmon stock s hou ld not occur until 
s p a w n i n g  escapement for that stock is ensured," and

WHEREAS, for t h e  past few seasons, such interc e p t i o n  of salmon 
stocks has not only been permi tted but e x p a n d e d  upon

long before e s c a p e m e n t  into the rivers, "has been
ensured," t h e r e b y  not only flying in the face of the Board
policy, but as well do ing violence to s ound biological
precepts, to say nothing of the livelihood of fishermen
confined to a p a r t i c u l a r  district, and

W H E R E A S , such interc e p t i o n  as well denies the Ci ty of Dillingham 
r e v e n u e s  w h i c h  it generates by its sales t a x  v/hich would 
a c c r u e  to it w e r e  these salmon p r o p e r l y  harvested near 

t heir rivers of origin, and n e c e s s i t a t e s  the imposition 
of new forms of taxation to make up the shortfall in 

revenue such as a vessel tax, and fetters the City's 
ability to c o l lect property taxes because fishe rmen and 
businesses have fared poorly, and now

THEREFORE, BE IT R E S OLVED that the City Council of the City of 
Dillingham p e t i tions the governor', the B oard of Fisheries and the 
Alaska D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and Game to take w h a t e v e r  action required 
to reduce such interception and bring m a n a g e m e n t  practices more 
nearly into line with the aforementione d Board p o l i c y  d e s igned to 
assure s p a w n i n g  escapement by p r e v e n t i n g  the interception of 
nondiscrete stocks its thrust being: "In districts where
interception of salmon can be curbed w i t h o u t  u n d u l y  inhibiting the
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More recently, the Southwest A laska  M u n i c i p a l  C on ference passed a 
reslo u t i o n  on interception. Also, a t t a c h e d  are some resolutions

ha rvest c f  local stocks, it shall be the p o l i c y  to place as much 
emphasis on assu ring salmon stocks be h a r v e s t e d  in their terminal 
fisheries as is now accorded concern for a d e quate escapement" and

FURTHER BE IT RE SOLVED that the A l a s k a  M u n i c i p a l  League has 
r e q u ested to present this resolution to its g e neral membersh ip for 
c o n siderat ion d u ring its upcoming m e e t i n g  being held  in Fairbanks, 
Alaska on November 16-18, 1988.

A P P ROVED AN D A D O P T E D  this 11th day of November, 1988.

57
See article entitled "Terminal F i s h eries Is Goal of 
Council Resolution," November 18, 1988 "Bristol Bay 
T i m e s / D u t c h  Harbor Fisherman," page 3.

58 R E S O L U T I O N  OF T H E  BRIS TOL BAY BOROUGH, R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 88-
19
A  R E S O L U T I O N  SUPPO RTING SELECTED POLICIES OF T H E  BOARD OF FISHERIES 
ON THE M A N A G E M E N T  OF MIXED STOCK FISHERIES.

WHEREAS, the value of Alask a ' s  salmon is at an all time high; 
and

WHEREAS, care ful manage m e n t  of Alaska's s almon is necessary to 
insure a c o n t inued return of this r e n e w a b l e  resource; 
and

WHEREAS, the State of A laska  has e s t a b l i s h e d  m i x e d  stock 
m a n a g e m e n t  policies concerning s a l m o n  fisheries.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the G o v e r n o r  of Alaska and the 
A laska State L e g i s l a t u r e  urge the A l a s k a  B o a r d o f  Fisheries to 
follow these sele cted policies.

PASSED THIS 21st DAY of Novemberr, 1988.

59 So uthwest Alaska Munici ppal C o n f e r e n c e  Resolu t i o n  No. 89- 
02 states: A R ESOLUTI ON SUPPO RTING SEL ECTED P O L I CIEES OF THE BOARD 
OF FISHERIES ON T H E  M A N A G E M E N T  OF MIXED STOCK FISHERIES.

WHEREAS, the valule of Alaska's salmon is at an all time high; 
and

WHEREAS, careful  m anagemen t of Alaska's salmon is necessary to 
insure a c ontinued return of this ren ewable resource; 
and
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p asse d on a simil ar intercept s i t u ation  that is occurri ng in Cook 
Inlet w h e r e  the Susitna River has not r e c e i v e d  its sockeye 
escape m e n t  goal for four out of the last five seasons and the 
r esolu t i o n  No. AR. 88-323 p a ssed by the A n c h o r a g e  Municipal 
A s s e m b l y  on December 6, 1988 states "the A l a s k a  Consti t u t i o n  grants 
the legisl a t u r e  the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and a u t h o r i t y  to es tablish 
alloca t i o n  st andards and criteria..."
The A n c h o r a g e  Chamber of Commerce also p a s s e d  a r esolution 
c o m p l a i n i n g  of escapement  failures in the N o r t h e r n  Cook Inlet 
D istrict is also a ttached to the appendix.

XI. USER G R OUPS AND CITIZENS CALL FOR A "RIVER OF O R I G I N / T E R M I N A L  
H A R V E S T  P O L I C Y .

A  v a r i e t y  of u s e r  groups and local ci tizens b e l i e v e  in a d d ition to 
losing s i g n i f i c a n t  income to themselves, that the terminal river 
systems are not obtai n i n g  a dequate e s c a p e m e n t  because of the 
m a g n i t u d e  of the intercept. During an annual c o m m u n i t y  
c e l e b r a t i o n  called the "Bristol Bay Fall Fishtival" held in Naknek, 
several h u n d r e d  signatures were c o l l ect ed in a single a f t e r n o o n  
p e t i t i o n i n g  the A laska L eg islature to adopt a "River of O r igin 
Harvest  P o l i c y  for Bristol Bay." Signat u r e s  on this p e t i t i o n  
i ncluded drift and set net fishermen and va r i o u s  c o m m u n i t y  m e m b e r s

WHEREAS, the State of A l a s k a  has e s t a b l i s h e d  m i x e d  stock 
m a n a g e m e n t  polici es con cerning s a l m o n  fisheries.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT R E S OLV ED THAT the G o v e r n o r  of Alaska and 
A lask a State Legisl a t u r e  urge the A lask a B o a r d  of Fisheries to 
follow t hese se lected policies.

Passed J a n u r a y  22, 1989.

60 A p p a r e n t l y  some su bsistence users c l a i m  that thei r 
subsiste nce needs are not being met or at least a lack of fish in 
some areas are impairing their s ub sistence lifestyles. Apparently, 
there w e r e  some c ompl aints from v i l l a g e r s  in Kokanok, and Igigug 
on Lake I lliamna but the researche r has not h a d  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to 
check out such alleg ations at this time.
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Also several c o m m u n i t y  meetings w e r e  held at the Bristol Bay 
Borough Building d u r i n g  the season. The conse n s u s  made by both 
d rift and set net fishermen was that the legislature ought to adopt 
a "River of orig in Harvest Policy," w i t h  the thrust of its mandate 
being:

In districts where interception can  be c u r b e d  withou t unduly 
inhibiting harvest of local stocks, it shall be state policy 
to place as much emphasis on a s s ur ing salmon stocks be 
harves ted in their terminal fisheries as is now accorded 
c o nce rn for adeguate escapement. See H a m m o n d , " P o l i t i c s , " 
s u p r a .

who own businesses in the Naknek community.61

61 PETITION TO THE ALASKA LEGIS LATURE C A L L I N G  FOR A RIVER 
OF ORIGIN HARVEST POLICY

WHEREAS, the Board of Fisheries has promulgated, but not adopted, 
"Selected Policies of the Board of Fisheries, Policy 
S tatement on Management of M i x e d  S t o c k  Salmon 
Fisheries," and

WHEREAS, exis tence of and dissem i n a t i o n  of this u n a d opted  policy 
creates a void for standards of c o n d u c t  and p erforma nce 
for the Board and the Depart ment of Fish & Game, and

WHEREAS, the Board and the Department have d e v i a t e d  from widel y 
held princ i p l e s  and standards for escapement, 
interception, and allocation of the fisheries resources 
in d i rect and intentional v i o l a t i o n  of their own 
"Promul gated Policies," and

WHEREAS, these departures have resulted in w i d e s p r e a d
interception, mi sallocation  and j e o p a r d y  of the 
resource, and

WHEREAS, this d e v i a t i o n  has also r e s u l t e d  in extrem e jeopardy to 
the K v ichak River escapement as well as, economic and 
s ubsistence deprivation to the fishe rmen and residents 
of the K v i c h a k  and Naknek R i v e r  Districts,

N O W  T H E R E F O R E  BE IT, RESOLVED: that the L e g i s l a t u r e  is petitione d 
a nd b eseeched to promptly and e x p e d i t i o u s l y  enact 
l egislation  embodying essentially the p r i n c i p l e s  and 
d e c l a r i n g  as set forth in the "mislabeled" "Selected 
Policies of the Board."

(A copy of this petition with several h u n d r e d  signatures is 
attached to the a p p e n d i x ) .
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R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  m e m b e r s  of the drift and set net gear types and two 
me m b e r s  of the Bristol Bay B o rough A s s e m b l y  formed a joint 
c o m m i t t e e  to formulate a "River of O r i g i n  H a r v e s t  Policy" with 
p r o p o s e d  legislative findings.

XII. L O C A L  A D V I S O R Y  CO MMITTEES AND USER GROUP  P E T ITION T H E  Rnapn 
OF F I S H ERIE S FOR A S P E C I A L  H E A R I N G  C O N C E R N I N G  THE INTERCEPT 
PR O BLEM

The N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  A d v isory C ommittee (established p u r s u a n t  to 5 
AAC 96.010 see al so AS 16.05.260 as authority) p e t i t i o n e d  the Board 
of Fish on A u g u s t  18, 1988 "for special c o n s i d e r a t i o n  to meet in 
re s po nse to an important intercep tion issue in the Bristol Bay 
area." T h e  A d v i s o r y  Committee stated in its r e q u e s t  that:

"WHEREAS, the 1987 salmon scale sample data, and p r elimina ry 
sca le sample data from the 1988 season, shows a 
c risis c o n d i t i o n  exists, which w a r rants special 
action bv the board:

BE IT T H E R E F O R E  RESOLVED, that the N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  Fish & Game 
A d v i s o r y  C o m m ittee r e q uest a h e a r i n g  on this  issue d u r i n g  your 
midwinter, D e c ember m e e t i n g  to conside r c h a n g e s  to the Egegik 
D i s t r i c t  B o u n d a r y  lines, or give d i r e c t i o n  to the Alaska 
D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish & Game to reduce t he i nterception by 
w h a t e v e r  m e a n s  n e c e s s a r y  to r eme dy this crisis.

The N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  A d v i s o r y  Committee and the Lower Bristol Bay 
A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  are two of five advisory c o m m i t t e e s  (Nushagak, 
Illiamna, a.nd T o g a i k  are the others) that h a v e  been establ i s h e d  in 
the B r i stol Bay Region. T h e  N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  A d v i s o r y  Com mittee's 
p e t i t i o n  was r e j e c t e d  by the Board. A copy of the Board's response 
is not p r e s e n t l y  at hand nor is the Lower B r i s t o l  Bay's petition 
or Board response. But in the Board's r e j e c t i o n  to the Setnetters' 
A s s o c i a t i o n  of B r istol Bay's petition, t h e y  recite tha t they 
r e v i e w e d  p e t i t i o n s  by the L ower A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  and the N akn ek 
A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  stating that:

"Since e s capement s fell w i t h i n  a c c e p t a b l e  ranges in all 
systems, the board c ann ot find there is a c o n s e r v a t i o n  
emergency. Therefore, under the terms of the J o i n t  Board 
Pe t i t i o n  Policy, the board is bound to r e j e c t  the pe tit i o n

See " Tentative Draft of "River of O r i g i n  H a r v e s t  Policy," 
S u g g ested M a n a g e m e n t  Practices, and P r o pos ed L e g i s l a t i v e  Findings.

See N a k n e k / K v i c h a k  Advis o r y  C o m m i t t e e  Petiti on in the 
a p p e n d i x  to this report.
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just as it rejected the earlier r e q uest s from the Lower 
Bristol Bay and Naknek/Kvi chak A d v i s o r y  Committees."

Apparently, because the Board is p o l i t i c i z e d  and interpreted its 
w a y  out of conducting a hearing, it has not allowed a special 
m e e t i n g  to be scheduled. Instead of m e e t i n g  the issue head on, they 
m a y  w e l l  be relying on the ADF&G to d e v elop a plan to deal with 
interception. Note, if it is solely the Board's prerogative  to 
change the lines as some assert (albeit perhaps incorrectly) then 
the termi n a l  fisheries will be stuck w i t h  the same Egegik Boundary 
lines and perhaps a similar management style as has been practiced 
upon these, communities in the past several years until the fall of 
1989 wh en the next slated hearing on Bristol Bay are slated. Note, 
the issue of w h ether the ADF&G can c h ang e boundaries has been 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by opponents against an Egegik District boundary 
changes as one that can only be made by the Board. They, according 
to Dean Paddock of the Bristol Bay Drifters Assn. "like the status 
quo." Bob King, "Board Says Wait..." supra at 20. See however, 
ar t i c l e  by Jay Hammond where he states that many drifters who 
interc ept other districts fish in Egegik d o n ' t  want to give up 
their adv antage over the fishery. "Politics," s u p r a .

O p p o n e n t s  of reducing interception (more p a r t i c u l a r l y  r e d u c i n g  the 
size of the Egegik District and reducing early season openings to 
a llow for a more conservative ca t c h - t o-harv est ratio) say the ADF&G 
s h oul d not get into an allocation issue w h i c h  is a l l e g e d l y  the sole 
p r o v i n c e  of the Board. The people w h o  signed the legislative 
petition, and voted un animously for a River of Origin Harvest 
p o l i c y  at a public meeting at the Bristol Bay Borough Building, 
believe  that the state i.e., legislature ought to set out the basic 
R i v e r  of O r igin Harvest Policy and then let the Board of Fish pass 
such a r e g u l a t i o n  and the A DF&G implement m a n a g e m e n t  practices that 
w i l l  further that policy. (See also H a m m ond's  article "Legislature 
M u s t  Get Involved In Business Of Game Alloc a t i o n "  s u p r a .

A c c o r d i n g  t^ Hammond  and others the A laska  L e g i s l a t u r e  has clearly 
dealt w i t h  all the major allocation policies such as the 
e l i m i n a t i o n  of fish traps, subsistence, and limited entry. More 
than one writer has said that every time the A D F & G  has a fish 
opening  they are in a sense allocating the resource. (See former 
Board m e m b e r  Harry Shawback's letter to Senator Fred Zharoff 
p u b l i s h e d  in the "Alaska Fishermen Journal" Vol., 11 November, 1988 
at page 24). Jay Hammond stated:

"Meanwhile, politics prevails: The Depart m e n t  asserts that
alloca t i o n  is strictly a matter  for the board so they do 
n o thi ng Yet by permitting m i s a l l o c a t i o n  they are, of course,

The user groups petition and r e s p onse are attached to 
appendix.
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up to their hips in a llocat ion policies, but failed to adopt 
them and t h ereby subject t hemselves to the politics of those 
o ffended." Hammond, "Politics," s u p r a .

XIII. ARE T H E R E  ANY STATE OR FEDERAL A G E NCIES M O N I T O R I N G  A D F & G 7 S 
CLAIMS THA T THE RIVER SYSTEMS IN B R ISTOL BAY ARE ACTUALLY 
R E C E I V I N G  ADEQUATE ESCAPEMENTS?

M a n y  w o r r i e d  fishermen have asked the question, "Are there any 
state or federal agencies moni to r i n g  the A D F&G' s assertions that 
all Bristol Bay river systems are receiving a n d e q u a t e  escapments?" 
For example, a commercial pilot for King's Flying Service based out 
of N a k n e k  q u e s t i o n e d  Biologist Dick Russel about w h e t h e r  the A D F & G  
was in fact m o n i t o r i n g  the fish counting  t owers as they are 
s u p posed to. Here, the pilot said that he flew no less than six 
t imes over the K v ichak counting tower and there w a s  no one m a n n i n g  
the tower. Apparently, according to Russel, the A D F & G  only counts 
fish for short periods of time and then travels to another counting 
site. Still t here are perhaps legitimate q u e s t i o n s  here because 
one u n s u b s t a n t i a t e d  rumor was that one of the A D F & G  p e r s onnel in 
c h a r g e  of c o u n t i n g  fish was at a local " watering hole" d uring part 
of the peak of the run when that person should have been out in the 
field. B i o l ogist Russel stated before the p u b l i c  that he would 
look into the m atte r at the Bristol Bay Fall F i s h eries M e e t i n g  held 
on S e p t e m b e r  22, 1988.

J a y  H a m m o n d  wrote;" Having for over 20 years flown offical stream 
surveys, I r e a l i z e  m y  current limited o b s e r v a t i o n s  are not 
conclusive. But, in m o s t  key streams I find far fewer salmon than 
a n n o u c e d  e s c a p e m e n t  figures w ou ld s e e m ingly supply." "Politics 
Prevails In Salmon Interception Nonaction," s u p r a . Many people 
b e l i e v e  th at t her e were not the fish up the K v i c h a k  for example, 
as the ADF&G held out to the public.

A n o t h e r  noted fishe rmen of Bristol Bay, Sam Liberati, indicated 
that on his v i s i t  to Brooks Camp, situated in Katmai National Park,
4.e inquired of the he ad park service ranger w h e t h e r  Naknek Lake 
re c e i v e d  its escapement. The r eply  from the p a r k  ranger was that 
the run a p p eared to be below ADF&G pronouncements.

In invest i g a t i n g  whether there is iri fact a nyone checking the 
D e p a r t m e n t ' s  figures ("paper fish" as one c rit ic calls it) the Fish 
& W i l d l i f e  s e rvice stated that they do p e r f o r m  stream surveys in 
the national parks, monuments, and prese r v e s  in the Bristol Bay 
watershed. But these investigations are made only at the request 
of Fish & W i l d l i f e  managers for federal enclaves. At present, Fish 
& W i l d l i f e  is installing a sonar fish c o unter  in the T o giak River 
and they have not investigated any a l l e g a t i o n s  of inadequate 
e s c a p e m e n t  of rivers such as the Naknek, Ugashik, or Kvichak. 
O f f i c e r  Finn of Fish & Wildlife based out of King Salmon said that
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as far as the Illiamna and Lake Clark R e g i o n  only the ADF&G monitor 
those salmon runs in t hose watersheds.

XV. A L T E R N A T I V E S  FOR REMED Y I N G  THE B R I S T O L  BAY INTERCEPT 
PR O B L E M

Should the legislature fail to do a n y t h i n g  about the intercept 
situation, the net result will be a repeat of last season's 
perfor m a n c e  and a real blow to the fishery will occur yet again.
Notwithstanding, what the bureaucrats in the Depart ment will
attempt to sell the legislature is "that all escapement goals are 
being met and e ve rything is just fine." To illustrate the
Departm ent's thinking in spite of all the newly ac quired
information about the Egegik Intercept just r eview their catch 
p r oje ctions for 1989.

Forecasted production by maior age class ol socKeye salmon returning to BRISTOL BAY 
m 1989 based on results ol tne mooted AOF&G method. (Data from 1974-85 used lor 
East-side ana TogiaK forecasts ana aata from 1956-65 used lor Nushagak forecast.)

Distnct:
River

1 2 
4(2)

2.2
5(3)

Thousanas of Sockeye Salmon By Age Class

13 2.3 Spawning 
2-0 5(2) 6(3) 3-0 Total Goal Catch

Naknek-Kvichak
Kvichak 3.282 7.575 10.857 1.493 505 1.998 12,855 8,000 4.855
Branch 179 24 203 153 11 164 367 185 182
Naknek 680 792 1.472 1 261 611 1.872 3.344 1.000 2.344

subtotal 4,141 8.391 12.532 2.907 1,127 4.034 16.566 9.185 7.381

Egegik 514 3.292 3.806 1 071 1.154 2.225 6,031 1.000 5.031

Ugashik 848 1.659 2.507 890 431 1.321 3.828 700 3,128

Nushagak
Wood 894 92 986 949 52 1,001 1.987 1.000 987
tgushik 87 28 115 316 21 337 452 200 252
Nuyakuk 118 18 136 659 10 669 905 500 305

subtotal 1.099 138 1 237 1 924 83 2.007 3.244 1.700 1.544

" :giai< 166 26 192 483 19 502 694 150 544

TOTAL 
BRISTOL BAY 6.768 13.506 20.274 7 275 2.814 10.089 30.363 12.735 17.628
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W h y  is it that the Egegik and Nakn ek are r e q u i r e d  to have the same 
e s c a p m e n t  of 1,000,000 in 1989, yet the Egegik has a forecasted 
c atch of 5,031,000 while the Naknek's commercial  harvest is 
d e t e r m i n e d  to be only 2,344,000? I n terception is the answer or 
ra t h e r  d irect allocation by the D epart m e n t  to the Egegik drif t 
fleet. W h y  is it that Ugashik is slated to have a 3,128,000 catch 
w i t h  only 700,000 as escapment? b ->cause U g a s h i k  will be also 
i n t e r c e p t i n g  m i x e d  stocks. The dominat p r o d u c i n g  K v i c h a k  is 
s u p p o s e d  to obta \n 8,000,000 in esca p e m e n t  w h i l e  its pro je c t e d  
c atch of 4,855,000 is less than Egegik's. E g egik is not a super 
producer. It is a fishery that until skewed A D F & G  m a n a g e m e n t  that 
b e g a n  in the early 1980s only produced a one m i l l i o n  fish catch. 
It is obvious that the managers of the D e p a r t m e n t  have learned 
n o t h i n g  at all from the information g l e a n e d  in their own scale 
sample analysis and proves that even in light of this new 
i n f o r m a t i o n  of interception they will yet again drain the 
c o m m u n i t i e s  of N a k n e k  and D illingh am of their only cash crop.

If no a ction is taken, it will mean uhat fewer Alaskans will 
be n e f i t  from the state's fishery resources a nd more m o n e y  w i ] 1 flow 
out of the state as usual because fewer share equally in the pie 
w h e n  fish are intercepted before they reach the terminus.

One of m a n y  alternatives is to pursue a r e v i e w  of the ADF&G 
m a n a g e m e n t  practices and investigate the activi t i e s  of various 
D e p a r t m e n t  personnel. While they may o bject to being scrutinized, 
if they have n o t hing to hide or fear they s ho uld participate with 
the inquiry and be helpful.

A n o t h e r  a l ter native is to review the past p r a c t i c e s  of the Board 
of Fisheries. T h e r e  was a commission that r e v i e w e d  the Board's 
p r a c t i c e s  last y e a r  and published a report. T he m a j o r i t y ' s  findings 
w e r e  that they w a n t e d  to keep the present B o a r d  system or adopt a 
" s e m i - p r o f e s s i o n a l  board" if necessary. The m a j o r i t y  w a n t e d  to keep 
intact a lay Board composed of membe rs of the sport and commercial 
fishing industry. There was also a m i n o r i t y  v i e w  w r i tten by AFN 
a t t o r n e y  Don Mitchell. Mitchell's reco mm e n d a t i o n s  were that a full 
time p r o f e s s i o n a l  Board should be established. Mitchel concluded 
that "a p a r t -time Board composed of persons who p a rtic ipate in 
fisheries they regulate is unlawful." Board of Fisheries Re view
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Co mmittee's  Report To The G o v e r n o r  On the Boa rd of Fi.qhpripg 
Feburar y 23, 1988 at 32. A  r e v i e w  of the cas e law cited by Mr. 
M i t c h e l l ' s  v iewpoint while the m i n o r i t y  view appears  to be legally 
correct. There is a basic u n d e r c u r r e n t  of u n f a i r n e s s  or rather the 
appear a n c e  of impropriety at the very least when Board Members who 
are subject to "fish politics" in a d d i t i o n  to r e g u l a t i n g  fisheries 
that they have a commercial / f i n a n c i a l  interest in.

Note, there is a case presentl y p e n d i n g  before the Alaska Supreme 
Court, C a rne y et al. . v. State of Alaska. Board of Fisheries S.Ct. 
No. 2022. In Carnev four of seven of the Board members were 
Bristol Bay drift fishermen who e f f e c t i v e l y  "zoned out" a portion 
of the N u s h a g a k  Beach from set net fishing by regulation. Here, 
the Board un d e r  the guise of reducing c o n f l i c t s  b e tween set net and 
d r i f t  fishermen reduced the d i s tance from shore set net fishermen 
could fish. T h e  rule in the Bay was that a set net fisherman could 
fish out to 1,000 from the mean high tide mark. 5 A A C  06.333 
(n ) (3) Basically, under the r e g u l a t i o n  in q u e s t i o n  set net 
fishermen could only fish out to 500 or in o ther cases 700 feet 
from shore. The obvious conclusion was t h a t  d r i f t  fi shermen w anted 
the best access to a produ c t i v e  place to fish. Note, there were 
no set net fishermen on the Board when  it met and d e l i b e r a t e d  and 
adopted the regulation.

The C ourt m a y  not come down with an a d e q u a t e  d e c i s i o n  b e cause in 
this case a "quorum" of four was n e eded and u n d e r  the facts four 
out of seven were Bristol Bay drif t fishermen. However, one of 
the set net user gr oup associations p e t i t i o n e d  the Court to advise 
them that this conflict of interest s i t u a t i o n  is an "ongoing 
phenomenon." In the case of the N a k n e k  S e t n e t t e r ' s  Association's  
situat ion as m e n t ioned previously,
there were two Bristol Bay Drift fishermen  w h o  failed to recuse 
themse l v e s  and a third drift fisher man from C o o k  Inlet w h o  was 
found g ui lty of a criminal fishing  v i o l a t i o n  w h o  refused to step 
down off the Board during the D e c ember 1987 B o a r d  Hearings on 
Bristol Bay.

Under A.S. 16.05.320 a qu orum w o u l d  h a v e  been a c h i e v e d  because all 
seven Board m e m bers we re present. If the t h r e e  h a d  recused 
t hemselves then there still w o u l d  have b e e n  a q u o r u m  of four. But 
the d rift  fishermen did not. The t e r minal f i s h erm en testified 
before the Board that an intercept p r o b l e m  was p r esent and still 
they enlarge d the Egegik District Boundary. T h e  only gear type to 
benefit by the intercept is the d rift b e c a u s e  the outer/s eaward 
boundaries are in fact several miles out to sea. Board M e m b e r  Val

65 O b t a i n  a copy of the r e v i e w  of the B o a r d  of Fisheries 
r e p o r t  that was submitted  to the Governor.

66
See m otion  by the N a k n e k  Setnet t e r ' s  A s s o c i a t i o n  which 
is attache d to the appendix.
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A n g a s a n  voted to increase the distr i c t  size and did  in fact fish 
in Egegik this season. J e s s i e  Foster owned a Bristol Bay limited 
entry p e r m i t  at the time of the Decem ber 1987 Board Hearings on 
Bristol Bay voted to also expand the E gegik  District. One critic 
of H a g r e n ' s  prese n c e  d u r i n g  the 1987 h e a r i n g s  believed his only 
p r e s ence was to e s t a blish the use of m o n o f i l a m e n t  gill net that 
w ould increse the "blue w a t e r  efficiency" of drift fishermen w h i c h  
w ould give them a compei tive advantage over seiners, trollers and 
set net fishermen. M a n y  dirft fishermen in the N a k n ek/Kvichak 
oppose m o n o f i l a m e n t  net because of its p r o p e n s i t y  to intercept fish 
long b efore th ey reach that district.

In light of the Court's attitude toward "exclu sive guide districts" 
O w s i chek v. S t a t e . 67? P . 2d 488 (Alaska 1988) and questions asked 
in oral a r g ument in Carney it is likely that the court is going to 
s trike d o w n  the present structure of the Board of Fisheries beca use 
of its ongoing h i s t o r y  of conflicts of interest. However, if the 
C ourt does not r en der a decision that d i s s o l v e s  the present m a k e u p  
of the B o a r d  of bias ed members, perhaps t h e  legislature ought to 
d r a f t  a statute w h i c h  states something to the e f fect that "a Board 
m e m b e r  cannot vote on a measur e which w o u l d  affect a commercial  
fishery he or a family m e m b e r  has a commercial interest in." This 
m a y  w e l l  not occur because the dominant p o l i t i c a l  forces in the 
A l a s k a  fishing c o m m unity have  lobbied to put me m b e r s  onto the Board 
and t h e y  w o u l d  m o r e  likely than not kill such legislation.

A n o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  the legislature should look into is to r eview 
the v a r i o u s  r esoluti ons drafted by the B r istol Bay Borough, City 
of Dillingham, and A n c h o r a g e  that c o n demn intercept fisheries. 
Also, a r e v iew of a p r o p o s e d  law or joint r e s o l u t i o n  and p r o p o s e d  
l e g i s l a t i v e  findings made by a committee of Bristol Bay Drift, Set 
Net and Bristol Bay Borou gh Assemb ly w o u l d  be in order. Lastly, a 
r evie w of J a y  Hamm ond's propo sed joint resolution w h i c h  
i n corporat es e s s e n t i a l l y  all of the a f o r e m e n t i o n e d  resolutions 
into a simple p o l i c y  m a y  also be w a r r a n t e d  b e c a u s e  of the cur rent 
p o l i c y  vacuum. Hamm ond's terminal h a rve st p o l i c y  would not be a

6 7
A c c o r d i n g  to the CFEC Jessie Foster transf e r r e d  his drift 

p e r m i t  on J a n u a r y  2, 1987 to Terry H a r t n e l l  of Bellingham,
Washington.

68 SALMON INTERCEPTIO N RESOLU TION

WHEREAS, in recent years alter ation of some fishing district 
bounda r i e s  and m a n a g e m e n t  practices h a v e  led to an 

a l a rming i ncrease in interception of salmon stocks which 
could, and for the most part have been t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
ha r v e s t e d  in t h e i r  districts of origin; and

WHEREAS, such interception not only c o m p l i c a t e s  management and
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threat to False Pass or other tradition al m i x e d  stock fisheries. 
It is simply d r a fted to curb the rise of newly established 
intercept fisheries.

It is a d m i r a b l e  that G o v ernor C o w p e r  has recently written a 
"Compass Article" in the "Anchorage Daily Hews" condemning high 
seas i nterc e p t i o n  and hired A t t o r n e y  Doug Baily to help organize 
a t a s k  force to reduce high seas interception. However, 
intercep tion of salmon w i thin state waters such as the Egegik 
Intercept w o u l d  appear to be an issue the Gov er n o r  will have to 
address becaus e it is a crisis problem. In the wake of last year's 
season in Bristol Bay where the Board r e f u s e d  to implement 
selecte d policies  on "Mixed Stock Fisheries," and the fact that 
the A D F & G  a l l o cated away the life blood of the terminal fisheries 
to Egegik, it appears to be imminent that  the A l aska State 
L e g i s l a t u r e  ought to d ebate such a terminal fisheries bill and/or 
joint r e s o l u t i o n  on the floor du ring the u p c o m i n g  session.

d r a s t i c a l l y  increases e n forcem ent problems, but as well • 
has caused severe economic d i s l o c a t i o n  to fishermen and 

commu n i t i e s  located w i t h i n  the t e r minal fishery 
districts; and,

WHEREAS, recent ADF&G  studies v e r i f y  that s u c h  interception is 
far g r e a t e r  than previously believed; and

WHEREAS, AD F&G contends that a bsent state p o l i c y  their only 
o b l i g a t i o n  is to assure adequate escapement, and,

WHEREAS, the Board of Fish has adopted no p o l i c y  on allocation 
a bsent guidel i n e s  from the state legislature, and,

WHEREAS, such p o l i c y  should be in c o n f o r m a n c e  with our 
international p o s ture  on i n t ermingle d fishery interception
which emphas i z e s  har vest in districts of origin;

N OW T H E R E F O R E  BE IT R E S O L V E D  those d i s t ricts where it is p o s sible 
to s e v erel y c o n s train int erception of s a l m o n  bound for other 
d i s t ricts  without jeopardizin g full u t i l i z a t i o n  of local stocks 
w ithin the d i s t r i c t  where such interception now occurs, it shall 
be the p olicy of the State of Alaska to e n sure harvest of r e t u rning 
salmon in the d i s trict which e ncomp asses t h e i r  river's of origin 
w i t h  the same d i l i gence ex ercised to ensure adequat e escap ement to 
those t e r minal rivers; and,

Be it further resolved that this policy shall be implemented 
through a p p r o p r i a t e  regulations by the Board of Fish and managem ent 
practices of the ADF&G.

6 9
See G o v e r n o r  Cowper's "Compass Article" attacking high seas 

interception in the appendix.

6 9



XIV. CONCLUSION

The E g egik F i s h i n g  District as it is c u r r e n t l y  c onfig u r e d  and 
m a n a g e d  t h r e at ens to destroy the g r e a t  K v i c h a k  M i g r a t i o n  which 
has been t h e  d o m i n a n t  p r o d u c e r  of sockeye s a l m o n  for over 100 
years. The p r e s e n t  m a n a g e m e n t  of the A D F & G  is in error 
in allowing the E g e g i k  Dist rict to int ercept m i l l i o n s  of fish 
p r i o r  to t h e i r  arrival tc t h e i r  river terminus. The 
Depart ment has stated on r e cord that this has created a 
m a n a g e m e n t  and c o n servation problem. Sta tis t i c a l  catch 
figures and the ADF&G's scale sample a n a l y s i s  indicate 
intolerable interceptions of m i x e d  s t o c k  are o c c u r r i n g  in 
Egegik. Both drif t and set net fisherme n in the terminal 
fisheries b e l i e v e  the m a g n i t u d e  of the E g e g i k  Intercept has 
created b o t h  a m a n a g e m e n t  and a l l o c a t i o n  p r o b l e m  b e c ause their 
commerci al h a r v e s t  of salmon are b e i n g  s e v e r e l y  impacted by 
the drift fleet ope rating in the E g e g i k  D i s t r i c t  and ADF&G 
catch figure b e a r  this out. The m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and the 
residents of the Bristol Bay w a t e r s h e d  are left in poverty 
w h i l e  the cash is being t a k e n  out of not o n l y  the local 
commun i t i e s  but the state as well and quite o f t e n  tax free.

Because a m a n a g e m e n t / c o n s e r v a t i o n  p r o b l e m  exists the 
D epartment has the requis ite a u t h o r i t y  to r e d u c e  the size of 
the E g e g i k  D i s tr ict to curtail the i n t e r c e p t i o n  of mixed 
stocks w h i c h  w o u l d  confo rm to sound b i o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  and
follow the m a n d a t e  of the Bristol Bay C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Salmon
Plan. The A D F & G  can in a d d i t i o n  to r e d u c i n g  the Egegik
District, e l i m i n a t e  "free week" by b e g i n n i n g  the regulatory 
season on J u n e  15. Also, the A D F & G  should i m p l ement rational 
c a t c h - t o - e s c a p e m e n t  ratio b efo re any d i s t r i c t  has an 
o p p o r t u n i t y  to have a commercial opening. Unfortunately, for 
the terminal fishermen and their c o m m u n i t i e s  p r es ent ADF&G 
m a n a g e m e n t  has been s ke wed t o w a r d s  the drift fleet 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the Egegik and U g a s h i k  d i s t r i c t s  beca use some 
in the D e p a r t m e n t  allege they  "do not care w h e r e  the fish are 
caught as long as escapement goals are met."

Because the Board has not a d o pted a r e g u l a t i o n  on curbing
salmon inter c e p t i o n  and refuses to follow its "mixed stock 
policies" the b o t t o m  line is that outs i d e r s  leave with the 
payday. As b r i ef ly m e n t ioned the p r o c e s s i n g  s p e c t r u m  needs to 
be p o l i c e d  and taxes be enforced. Because of the complexity 
of Bristol Bay and other fisheries such as h e r r i n g  becoming 
more important it may well be that Bristol Bay de serves new 
m a n a g e m e n t  s e p arate from Cook Inlet. T h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  ought to 
c o n s i d e r  levying a 3% raw fish tax on all fish caught within 
state w a t e r s  b e cause we can no longer a f ford to give



ou r  r e s o u r c e s  away  to no nres i d e n t s  for free. Why not make 
n o n r e s i d e n t s  p a y  s o m e t h i n g  back for wh at t h e y  take out of 
A l a s k a  w a t e r s ?  Serious decisi ons on inter c e p t i o n  of mixed 
s a l m o n  s tock s w i t h i n  state w a t e r s  n e e d  to be m a d e  and the 
en t i t y  to m a k e  the b a s i c  policy d e c i s i o n s  is the l egislature 
b e c a u s e  n e i t h e r  the Board nor the D e p a r t m e n t  w a n t s  to take the 
p o l i t i c a l  heat. S e r i o u s  m a n a g e m e n t  q u e s t i o n s  concerning 
Bristol Bay have  b e e n  illustrated  and need to be d e a l t  with 
p r i o r  to t h e  1989 s eason or more A l a s k a n s  will  s u f f e r  economic 
disloca tion.
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STEVE COWPER, G O V E R N O R

333 RASPBERRY ROAO 
ANCHORAGE ALASKA 99518-1599 
P H O N E  (907) 344-0541

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES

October 18. 1988

Dear :

The purpose of this letter is to ask for your assistance in forming 
a task force to help the Department identify options for management 
of the Egegik District. Preliminary data indicates that during the 
1988 season (1) approximately 25% of the Egegik District sockeye 
salmon catch was composed of fish bound for river systems located 
in other fishing districts, and (2 ) that 600,000 sockeye salmon in 
excess of our point escapement goal went up the Egegik River.

We feel that a 25% interception level within the Egegik District 

can compromise our management of adjacent fishing districts. 

Additionally, we would have preferred to see an additional 600,000 
fish from the Egegik- River go into the commercial catch. While it 
will never be possible to eliminate all interception or to entirely 
eliminate over or under escapement, we do have a desire to reduce 

interceptions and' to do a better job in extracting the full 
harvestrble surplus of sockeye salmon bound for the Egegik River.

I am proposing a task force consisting of one set-net and one 
drift-net representative from each Bristol Bay advisory committee. 
If an advisory committee feels that one person can satisfactorily 

represent both gear types, one representative would be fine. 
Additionally, I am asking for one representative from each of the 

existing fishermen's organizations. Dick Russell, manager of the 
Egegik District, will also be on the task force.

Task force business will need to be conducted on a voluntary basis. 
I anticipate that activities will largely be conducted through 
correspondence and by telepnone. However, I also feel that one 
meeting of the task force at the conclusion of our work is a 
necessity and propose that this be accomplished by a local regional 
council meeting in Bristol Bay in mid February.



In m y  professional opinion, the Bristol Bay sockeye salmon fishery 
is the best managed salmon fishery in the World. And, I personally 
believe that your area management biologists and research staff are 
some of the very best and most dedicated in the fisheries business. 

The reason we  are initiating this task force is to extend our on 

going efforts do an even better job in managing your salmon 
resource during these times of changing biological patterns and 
technological changes to both the fishing fleet and the science of 
fishery management.

Attached is a form to identify your representative(s) and to 
provide your nomination for chairman. Please return this form to 
me by October 28. Feel free to give me a telephone call if you 

have any questions what-so-ever.

Sincerely,

Charles P. Meacham 

Regional Research Biologist

Distribution:

Bristol Bay Advisory Committee Chairmen
Alaska Independent Fishermen's Marketing Association
Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association
Bristol Bay Driftnetters' Association
Setnetters' Association of Bristol Bay

Egegik Setnetters Association
Beth Stewart-Board of Fish
Ken Parker
Ken Florey

Dennis Haanpaa
Bristol Bay staff



T A S K  F O R C E  P A R T I C I P A N T S

F i s h e r m e n  O r g a n i z a t i o n  N o m i n a t i o n s

C l a u d i a  A n d e r s o n
E g e g i k  S e t n e t t e r s 7 A s s o c i a t i o n
G e n e r a l  D e l i v e r y
L e v e l o c k ,  A k  9 9 6 2 5
( 9 0 7 )  2 8 7 - 3 0 1 5

M a r v i n  E b n e t / D o u g  F r e e m a n  
U g a s h i k  S e t n e t t e r s  A s s o c i a t i o n  
P . O .  B o x  7 9 5  
S t e r l i n g ,  A k  
( 9 0 7 )  2 6 2 - 6 3 9 8

M i t c h  K i n k  
A I F M A
7 0 0  1 4 t h  S t r e e t  
B e l l i n g h a m ,  Wa 9 8 2 2 5  
( 2 0 6 )  7 3 4 - 1 8 7 6

D e a n  P a d d o c k
B r i s t o l  B a y  D r i f t n e t t e r ' s  A s s o c .  
3 6 0 5  A r c t i c  B l v d ,  S u i t e  74 2  
A n c h o r a g e ,  A k  9 9 5 0 3  
( 9 0 7 )  4 6 3 - 4 9 7 0

G r i f f  Q u i n t o n
S e t n e t t e r s 7 A s s o c ,  o f  B r i s t o l  B a y  
1 5 1 4  P r i m r o s e  
A n c h o r a g e ,  A k  9 9 5 0 4  
( 9 0 7 )  2 7 9 - 4 1 3 7

H a r v e y  S a m u e l  s e n  
WACMA
P . O .  B o x  1 8  
D i l l i n g h a m ,  A k  9 9 5 7 6  
( 9 0 7 )  8 4 2 - 5 6 2 5

A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  N o m i n a t i o n s

S t o s h  A n d e r s o n  
N a k n e k - K v i c h a k  A d v .  Com m.  
G e n e r a l  D e l i v e r y  
L e v e l o c k ,  A k  9 9 6 2 5  
( 9 0 7 )  2 8 7 - 3 0 1 5

R i c h a r d  A r m s t r o n g  
N u s h a g a k  A d v i s o r y  C o m m .
P . O .  B o x  20 4  
D i l l i n g h a m ,  A k  9 9 5 7 6  
( 9 0 7 )  8 4 2 - 5 3 6 1

A l l a n  A s p e l u n d  
N a k n e k - K v i c h a k  A d v .  C om m.  
P . O .  B o x  84 
N a k n e k ,  A k  9 9 6 3 3  
( 9 0 7 )  2 4 6 - 4 2 7 0

R a n d y  B r i g g s
L o w e r  B r i s t o l  B a y  A d v .  Comm.  
G e n e r a l  D e l i v e r y  
U g a s h i k ,  A k  9 9 6 1 3  
( 9 0 7 )  7 9 7 - 2 2 3 7

R i c h a r d  D e i g h
L o w e r  B r i s t o l  B a y  A d v .  Comm.  
G e n e r a l  D e l i v e r y  
E g e g i k ,  Ak  
( 9 0 7 )  2 3 3 - 2 2 6 2

R o b e r t  H e y a n o
N u s h a g a k  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  
P . O .  B o x  1 4 0 9  
D i l l i n g h a m ,  A k  9 9 5 7 6  
( 9 0 7 )  8 4 2 - 1 0 5 3

R i c h a r d  R u s s e l l  
E g e g i k - U g a s h i k  A r e a  B i o l o g i s t  
A l a s k a  D e p t .  F i s h  a n d  Game  
P . O .  B o x  3 7
K i n g  S a l m o n ,  Ak 9 9 6 1 3  
( 9 0 7 )  2 4 6 - 3 3 4 1

R i c k  L a u b e r ,  e x - o f f i c i o  m e m b e r  
P a c i f i c  S e a f o o d  P r o c e s s o r s

* C h u c k  M e a c h a m ,  C h a i r m a n  
R e g i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  B i o l o g i s t  
A l a s k a  D e p t .  F i s h  a n d  Game  
3 3 3  R a s p b e r r y  R o a d  
A n c h o r a g e ,  A k  9 9 5 1 8  
( 9 0 7 )  3 4 4 - 0 5 4 1

D i c k  D y k e m a ,  e x - o f f i c i o  m e m b e r  
D e p t .  P u b l i c  S a f e t y ,  F . W . P .



TASK FORCE CONCENSUS
We, t h a  m em be rs  o f  t h e  E g e g ik  T a s k  F o r e s t ,  d u r i n g  o u r  m e e t in g  in  N a k n e k , A la s k a ,  o n  2 7  a n d  2 8  F e b r u a r y  1 9 8 9  recom m end  t o  t h e  
A la s k a  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  Gama a n d  t h a  A la s k a  B o a rd  o f  F i s h  
t h a t  t h a  f o l l o w i n g  i n t e r i m  m e a s u re s  be  a d o p t e d  f o r  m anagem en t o f  
t h a  s o c k e y e  a a lm o n  r e s o u r c e  i n  1 9 8 9 :
1 )  T h a  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  F i s h  an d  Game s h o u ld  b e g in  E .Q .  m anagem en t

on  1 6  J u n e  f o r  E g e g ik  D i s t r i c t  ( f o u r  d a y  p e r  w eak  f i s h i n g  by
r e g u l a t i o n  t o  b e  m a in t a in e d  1 - 1 3  J u n e ) . I t  i s  r e c o g n i s e d  
t h a t  c o n s e r v a t i o n  c o n c e r n s  f o r  c h in a o k  s a lm o n  may r e q u i r e  
a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s e r v a t i o n  m e a s u r e s .

23  T h e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  Game s h o u ld  c l o s e l y  m o n i t o r  and
c o n s i d e r  c a t c h  t o  e s c a p e m e n t  r a t i o s  i n  c o n ju n c t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  
a v a i l a b l a  i n f o r m a t i o n  when d e c i d i n g  f i s h e r y  o p e n in g s  a n d  
c l o s u r e s  i n  E g e g ik  D i s t r i c t .

3 )  T he  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  P u b l i c  S a f e t y  s h o u ld  c o n t i n u e  t o  im p ro v e
t h e i r  e n f o r c e m e n t  o f  4 8  h o u r  w a i t i n g  p e r i o d .

We a l s o  r e a c h e d  c o n c e n s u s  o n  m o d i f i c a t i o n  t o  E g e g ik  D i s t r i c t  
b o u n d a r i e s  a s  f o l l o w s :

W e s t  L i n e *  L o r a n  C 9 9 9 0 - 2 - 4 3 1 2 3  
S o u th  L i n e *  L o r a n  G 9 9 9 0 - Y - 3 2 S 2 3
N o r t h  L i n e *  l i n e  e x t e n d i n g  f r o m  e x i s t i n g  s h o r e  m a rk e r  
l o c a t e d  a t  L o r a n  C 9 9 9 0 - Y - 3 2 5 7 0  t o  L o r a n  C i n t e r s e c t  9 9 9 0 - 2 -  
4 3 1 2 3  a n d  9 9 9 0 - Y - 3 2 3 8 2 .

T h e  i n t e n t  o f  t h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n  i s  n o t  t o  d i s e n f r a n c h i s e  an y  
. e x i s t i n g  s e t  n e t  s i t e s .
We c o u ld  n o t  r e a c h  a  c o n c e n s u s  a s  t o  t h e  m e th o d  an d  m ean s by 
w h ic h  t h a  b o u n d a r y  c h a n g e  w o u ld  t a k e  p l a c e .  An I n f o r m a l  p a l l  
sh ow ed  a w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  m ove t o  t h i s  r e d u c e d  d i s t r i c t  when 
c e r t a i n  t r i g g e r  m e c h an ism s  w e re  r e a c h e d  by  7  o f  1 2  t a s k  f o r c e  
m em b e rs . T h e r e  w as an  e v e n  s p l i t  o n  im p le m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
r e d u c e d  d i s t r i c t  a t  t h e  b e g in n in g  o f  t h e  s e a s o n .

M itc h  K in k  
AIFMAN u sh a g a k  A dv . Comm

Comm
Dean  P a d d o c k
Bristol Bay Driftnetters Assoc

SatuflSttiars' A-asoc. of Bristol Bay WACMA





O G A S H I K  S E T N E T T E R S  A S S O C I A T I O N  
P.O. B O X  795 

S T E R L I N G ,  A L A S K A  9 9 6 7 2  
9 0 7 / 2 6 2 - 6 3 9 8

M A R C H  2, 1989

C H A R L E S  M E A C H A M  
R E G I O N A L  R E S E A R C H  B I O L O G I S T  
A L A S K A  DEPT. F I S H  A N D  G A M E  
333 R A S P B E R R Y  R O A D  
A N C H O R A G E ,  A K  9 9 5 1 8

D E A R  CHOCK,

ON B E H A L F  OF M Y S E L F  A N D  T H E  U G A S H I K  S E T N E T T E R S  A S S O C . ,  T H A N K S  TO 
Y O U  A N D  Y O U R  R E S E A R C H  TEAM; BEV, S T E V E  A N D  B E R R Y ,  F O R  A J O B  V E R Y  
W E L L  DONE.

I A M  H O W E V E R  S O R R Y  W E  A S  A T A S K  F O R C E  C O U L D  N O T  A G R E E  O N  SOME 
W O R D I N G  O R  H O W  T O  E X A C T L Y  I M P L E M E N T  W H A T  W E  D I D  A G R E E  UPON. BUT 
IN NO W A Y  W A S  T H I S  B E C A U S E  Y O U  O R  Y O U R  R E S E A R C H  T E A M  D I D N ' T  DO 
Y O U R  JOBS. I H O P E  T H A T  T H I S  D O E S  NOT D I S C O U R A G E  T H I S  T Y P E  OF
PROGRAM, F O R  M U C H  I N F O R M A T I O N  A N D  D A T A  H A S  B E E N  G A INED, WH ICH
W I L L  H E L P  Y O U  A S  B I O L O G I S T ,  P A R T I C U L A R L Y  D I C K  R U S S E L L  (OUR AREA 
B I O L O G I S T ) ,  A N D  W E  A S  F I S H E R M A N .  S O M E T H I N G  W I L L  H A V E  T O  BE DONE  
A N D  M U S T  B E  DONE. W E  AS. F I S H E R M A N  M U S T  G E T  O F F  O U R  W A L L E T S  AND 
L O O K  AHEAD, N O T  J U S T  THE. S E A S O N  AHEAD, B E F O R E  IT B E C O M E S  A MORE 
S E R I O U S  C O N S E R V A T I O N  P R O B L E M  T H A N  IT A L R E A D Y  IS. IF T H I S  H A P P E N S  
W E ' L L  ALL L OOSE, W H E T H E R  W E  A R E  S E T N E T T E R S  O R  D R I F T E R .

IF W E  AS AN O R G A N I Z A T I O N  OR A S  I N D I V I D U A L S  C A N  B E  OF S E R V I C E  TO 
Y O U  OR Y O U R  R E S E A R C H  T E A M  P L E A S E  L E T  US KNOW.

T H A N K S  A G A I N  T O  Y O U  A N D  Y O U R  T E A M  FOR T R Y I N G  T O  K E E P  O U R  'BAY
P R O S P E R O U S .

U G A S H I K  S E T N E T T E R S  A SS OC.

cc: R i c h a r d  R u s s e l l  
M a r v  E b n e t
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T a b l e  2 .  P r o j e c t e d  c o m m e r c i a l  h a r v e s t s  o f  s o c k e y e  s a l m o n  r e t u r n i n g  t o
B r i s t o l  B a y ,  A l a s k a ,  r i v e r  s y s t e m s  i n  1 9 8 9 ,  b a s e d  o n  r e s u l t s  o f  
t h e  m o d i f i e d  A D F & G  m e t h o d . a

N u m b e r s  o f  s o c k e y e  s a l m o n ( t h o u s a n d s )

F o r e c a s t e d
T o t a l

P r o d u c t i o n

S h u m a g i h  
I s l a n d s -  
S .  U n i m a k  

H a r v e s t 5

B r i s t o l  B a y

D i s t r i c t :
S y s t e m H a r v e s t

S p a w n i n g
G o a l

T o t a l
R e t u r n

N A K N E K - K V I C H A K :
K v i c h a k
B r a n c h
N a k n e k

1 2 , 8 5 5
3 6 7

3 , 3 4 4

6 1 9
1 8

1 6 1

4 , 2 3 6
1 6 4

2 , 1 8 3

8 , 0 0 0
1 8 5

1 , 0 0 0

1 2 , 2 3 6
3 4 9

3 , 1 8 3

T o t a l 1 6 , 5 6 6 7 9 8 6 , 5 8 3 9 , 1 8 5 1 5 , 7 6 8

E G E G I K 6 , 0 3 1 2 9 1 4 , 7 4 0 1 , 0 0 0 5 , 7 4 0

U G A S H I K 3 , 8 2 8 1 8 4 2 , 9 4 4 7 0 0 3 , 6 4 4

N U S H A G A K :
Woo d
I g u s h i k
N u y a k u k

1 , 9 8 7
4 5 2
8 0 5

9 6
2 2
3 9

8 9 1
2 3 0
2 6 6

1 , 0 0 0
2 0 0
5 0 0

1 , 8 9 1
4 3 0
7 6 6

T o t a l 3 , 2 4 4 1 5 7 1 , 3 8 7 1 , 7 0 0 3 , 0 8 7

T O G I A K 6 9 4 3 3 5 1 1 1 5 0 6 6 1

T O T A L  
B R I S T O L  BAY 3 0 , 3 6 3 1 , 4 6 3 1 6 , 1 6 5 1 2 , 7 3 5 2 8 , 9 0 0

T a b l e  r e v i s e d  8 F e b r u a r y  1 9 8 9

G u i d e l i n e  h a r v , e s t  c a l c u l a t e d  as 8 . 3 %  o f  p r o j e c t e d  B r i s t o l  8 a y  h a r v e s t .  

N u m b e r s  w e r e  a p p o r t i o n e d  a m o n g  r i v e r  s y s t e m s  b a s e d  on p r o p o r t i o n s  in t h e  

f o r e c a s t  o f  t o t a l  p r o d u c t i o n .



1986 Naknek/Kvichak District Catch

i
i

Kvichak 7.3% i
I

Ugashik 3.1% j
fgegik 6.9%

Total C atch  = 2,879,894

1987 Naknek/Kvichak District Catch

—  Naknek 27.5%

i
I

|

Kvichak 61.8%
l i

Total Catch = 4 ,949 ,015

1988 Naknek/Kvichak District Catch

Ugashik .7% 
Naknek 14.6%

Kvichak 82.1% \\
Egegik 2.7%

Tota l Catch = 3 ,549 ,422
I

F i g u r e  3. E s t i m a t e s  of stock c o m p o s i t i o n  for the total c a t c h  of  s oc k ey e

s al mo n in the N a k n e k - K v i c h a k  D i s t r i c t  fr om  1 98 6- 88 .

18
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1986 Egegik District Catch

Naknek 7.7% 
Kvichak 2.9%

Ugashik 6.3% 

Total C atch = 5,008,779

1987 Egegik D istrict Catch

Egegik 74.6%

N aknek 5% 

Kvichak 8.8%

Ugashik 11.7%

Total Catch = 5,386,845

1988 Egegik District Catch

Egegik 68.4%

Kvichak 15.2%

Ugashik 9.9%

N aknek 6.5%

Total Catch = 6,400,126

F i g u r e  5. E s t i m a t e s  o f  s t o c k  c o m p o s i t i o n  f o r  the total c a t c h  o f  s o c k e y e

sa l m o n  in the E g e g i k  D . s t r i c t  f r o m  1986-88.

20
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1986 Ugashik District Catch

Ugashik 63.8%

N aknek 16.4% 

Kvichak 2.7%

Egegik 17%

T ota l Catch = 4,928,502

1987 Ugashik District Catch

Ugashik 81%
Kvichak 2.4% 
Egegik 5.3%

Naknek 11.3%

T ota l Catch = 2,119,188

1988 Ugashik District Catch

Ugashik 77.9%

Naknek 9.8% 

Kvichak 3%

Egegik 9.3%

Total Catch = 1,531,615

F i g u r e  7. Estim at es  o f  s t o c k  c o m p o s i t i o n  f or  t he total c a t c h  of s o c k e y e

sa lmon in t h e  U g a s h i k  D i s t r i c t  f r o m  1986-88.
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F i g u r e  2 .

E e e s i k  District: a n d
n f  t e s t  E i s h i n g  r n  Eg g

L o c a t i o n s  oE c a s
E g e g i k  R i v e r  i n
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Figure 12. Percent by stock of sockeye salmon test fish catches f r o m  the 

North and Inside study areas in Egegik D istrict for all dates 

except 5 July.
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INFORMATIONAL LETTER STATE OF ALASKA - DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

To: Fishermen, Processors and From: Commercial Fisheries
Interested Persons ADFSG

Dillingham/King Salmon 
March 31, 1989

BRISTOL BAY 
1989 OUTLOOK FOR COMMERCIAL 
SALMON FISHING BY DISTRICT

INTRODUCTION

Ihis document is provided as a guide to fishermen, processors and the public 
as an informational letter describing the management outlook for each salmon 
district in Bristol Bay for the 1989 season. Included is a short narrative 
concerning the season's outlook, the general approach to management for each 
of the five major districts, and the most recent forecast. • District transfer 
regulations for 1989 remain the same as in 1988. Fishermen are reminded that 
a completed "Blue Card" must be submitted to the King Salmon or Dillingham 
office by each drift permit holder prior to fishing. After the initial 
registration, a 48-hour waiting period is required to change districts. For 
more detailed information, contact the Commercial Fisheries area offices in 
Dillingham or King Salmon. These offices will be open to record District 
Transfers between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., -seven days -per week during the 
peak of the run. The evening scheduled announcements for fishing periods and 
updates will be made at 8:00 p.m. to allow adequate time for transfers prior 
to the 9:00 p.m. office closing. Fishing announcements will be broadcast on 
VHF Channel 7A and .2509 on single sideband. *(NOTE CHANGES) J

NAKNEK-KVICHAK DISTRICT

The 1989 Naknek-Kvichak District forecasted sockeye salmon harvest is nearly 
6.6 million, of which 4.2 million is expected frcm the Kvichak River system. 
The total projected Kvichak River run of 12.2 million should contain a 
majority of four-year old, two-ocean fish. The Naknek River run of 3.2 
million should be well distributed amongst all four major age classes:"''"'The 
escapement goal for the Kvichak River will be 8 million with a range of 6-10 
million while the Naknek River escapement goal is 1.0 million with a range of
0.8-1.4 million. If the run develops as forecast, there will be early 
fishing periods in the entire district. As the runs progress in each system, 
openings and closures by section are likely. The 1987 smalt out-migration 
from the Kvichak River was over 340 million, which are expected to return in 
1989 as five-year old (two ocean fish). Because this is larger than any 
other outmigration recorded, there is a good possibility that this system 
will ocme in stronger than forecast. In the event of a run much larger than 
forecast, the upper end of the escapement range (6.0-10.0) will be targeted.

The fishing schedule prior to and after the emergency order period will 
remain the same as in past years - 9:00 a.m. Monday through 9:00 a.m.



Saturday. The emergency order period in the Naknek/Kvichak District also 
remains the same - 9:00 a.m., June 23, until 9:00 a.m., July 17. Chinook, 
chum, and coho salmon runs will be monitored throughout the season and if any 
species appears to be weak, additional closures may be anticipated to achieve 
desired escapements. No pink salmon are expected in 1989.

EGEGIK DISTRICT

The Egegik District sockeye salmon forecast indicates 5,7 million fish will 
return and 4.7 million of these will be available for harvest. The remaining
1.0 million are necessary for escapement. No forecasts are made for other 
salmon species in the Egegik District.

The 4.7 million sockeye harvest projection for the Egegik District is the 
second largest expected in Bristol Bay this season. Due to the potential 
harvest and fleet distribution patterns observed in recent years, sub­
stantial fishing effort is anticipated in the Egegik District.

Management of the district will be slightly different from last season. The 
season will begin Thursday, June 1 on a four-day-per-week fishing schedule 
(9:00 a.m. Monday through 9:00 a.m. Friday). This schedule vail be in effect 
until 9:00 a.m., Friday, June 16 unless conservation concerns for chinook 
salmon in the Egegik District require further adjustments. Beginning at 9:00
a.m., Friday, June 16, the Egegik District will be put under "Emergency 
Order" management (district will be closed unless opened for specific time 
periods by Emergency Order). The "Emergency Order" period will extend 
through 9:00 a.m., July 17. It is not possible-at this time-to establish the 
fishing schedule during the period from June 16 to June 23 but some fishing 
is anticipated during this interval, possibly 2-3 short fishing periods (10- 
12 hours each). Such openings would be timed to conform to tide stage 
parameters normally used during the Emergency Order period. Other factors 
such as catch and escapement indicators, enforcement presence, and weather 
forecasts will influence scheduling. This management philosophy will ensure 
that early arriving fish will have more opportunity to enter the Egegik 
escapement and those destined for adjacent districts will have more "windows" 
to pass by. Early season catch/escapement ratios should also return to more 
modest levels in Egegik than those of 1988.

Management during the remainder of the Emergency Order period in the Egegik 
District will stress "window11 closures, attainment of escapement from each 
major segment of the run, monitoring of stock composition of the harvest, 
awareness of current run performance characteristics in adjacent districts, 
and utilization of the harvestable portion of the Egegik District run.

In the event that a "conservation problem" becomes apparent in an adjacent 
district sockeye run, and stock separation analyses indicate Egegik District 
harvests are significantly contributing to that problem, fishermen and 
support personnel should be aware that district boundaries at Egegik will be 
moved inward in an attempt to lessen the Egegik fishery's impact on the 
problem. A  smaller district configuration suggested by the Egegik Task Force 
at their February, 1989 meeting will be used if boundaries need to be moved. 
Under circumstances requiring a boundary move, the Egegik Task Force 
recommended a Western boundary of 9990-Z-^5125, a Southern boundary of 9990-



9990-Z-45125



Y-32625, and a Northern boundary that runs from the existing Northern shore 
marker (at 9990-Y-32570) to the Loran C coordinates 45125 x 32582.

When the Egegik District sockeye escapement goal is reached, harvest measures 
will be taken to utilize fish excess to biological requirements. Such 
measures may include continuous fishing or alternating fishing periods 12 
hours on - 12 hours off, etc.

Research activities will be continued in the district during 1989. Stock 
separation work will address sockeye harvests and attempt to classify them by 
district of origin. Test transect sampling will be increased and include 
areas in the southern half of the Egegik District as well as areas sampled in 
1988.

Compliance with regulations will again be a concern to all involved in the 
Egegik fishery. Those who violate district boundaries and harvest fish from 
mixing areas outside the district jeopardize district management and harvest 
opportunities for everyone. Any help in apprehending such individuals would 
be greatly appreciated.

After 9:00 a.m., July 17, the Egegik District fishery will revert to its 
normal four-day-per-week fishing schedule.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries will 
be soliciting bids from fishermen to participate in the test fish program in 
Egegik District. The purpose of this program is to collect sockeye salmon 
scales for stock identification. Contracted fishermen will have to provide 
the following: drift boat, skipper and two-person crew, loran C/* fuel, and 
150 fathoms of drift gill net (5"-5-l/4"). An ADF&G employee will be on 
board to record data and take scale samples. Test fishing will occur during 
commercial fishing closures from 17 June through 15 July. Anyone interested 
in test fishing for the Stock Identification Project should contact Beverly 
Cross, ADF&G, Division of Commercial Fisheries, 333 Raspberry Road, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99518, phone (907) 267-2381.

UGASHIK DISTRICT

The Ugashik District forecast indicates 3.6 million sockeye salmon are 
expected to return and 2.9 million would be available for harvest. The 
district escapement goal is 700,000 sockeye. No forecasts of other' salmon 
species are made for the district.

Based cm the sockeye forecast and recent fleet distribution trends, a small 
to moderate fishing effort is expected in the Ugashik District early in the 
season. Prior to the beginning of the "Emergency Order" period (June 23) the 
four-day-per-week fishing schedule will be in effect (9:00 a.m. Monday 
through 9:00 a.m. Friday). If it becomes apparent that effort is con­
centrating in the Ugashik District prior to June 23 and is harvesting sodceye 
salmon at above average rates, fishing will likely be reduced in the 
district.

EXaring the "Emergency Order" period the Ugashik District fishery will be 
managed much like it has been the past two years. The main element of this



approach is to minimize fishing time until the main ugashik sockeye run 
begins to enter the lower portions of Ugashik River. If that movement occurs 
early in the season, it will lead to some early fishing. If timing is more 
normal (around July 7-12), early fishing will be fairly minimal. Once 
fishing begins, openings and closures will be alternated to obtain catch and 
escapement from each major portion of the run. District test fishing will 
again be extensively used to monitor fish abundance and distribution patterns 
in and near the Ugashik District.

After the Emergency Order period terminates, the fishing schedule will revert 
to the standard, four days per week.

Some people were confused during the 1988 season regarding the status of 
fishing in the lower end of Dago Creek. It has been and will remain closed 
to commercial fishing.

NUSHAGAK DISTRICT

•The 1989 Chinook salmon forecast for the Nushagak District is 128,600. An 
escapement goal of 75,000 leaves only 53,600 fish for the projected harvest. 
With an expected removal of approximately 10,000 by the subsistence fishery 
and a normal incidental catch of Chinook during sockeye season, very few fish 
may be available for a directed fishery. With little chance of a commercial 
harvest in the early part of June, an emergency order will be issued in late 
May allowing for a subsistence fishery in the commercial district. The 
actual times and dates of this fishery will be announced on public radio 
station KDLG.

Most of the chum salmon that return to the Nushagak District are four year 
old fish. The indicated optimum chum salmon escapement in the Nushagak River 
is 350,000, but only 288,000 passed the sonar site at Portage Creek in 1985, 
therefore, it is unlikely that a large number will return in 1989.

The forecasted sockeye return for the Nushagak District is approximately 3.1 
million in 1989, very similar to the 3.3 million that returned in 1988. The 
projected harvest of 1.4 million is 18% less than the 1.7 million larded in 
1988. All three major river systems in this district have an indicated 
harvestable surplus. However, projected returns to both Nuyakuk and Igushik 
are relatively low, which will necessitate a cautious approach to management.
Fishing periods of short duration on relatively short notice are likely. A
considerable amount of test fishing is anticipated to help managers gauge 
fish movement and run strength in the district and fishermen may anticipate 
daily status reports on KDLG, VHF Channel 7A, and on the Dillingham Fish and 
Game hotline 842-5226.

Coho salmon are predominantly four years old as returning adults in the 
Nushagak District. The 1985 escapement of 89,500 was only 60% of the goal of
150,000, therefore, a large return of that species is unlikely in 1989. With
the probability of a small coho run this season, fishermen should anticipate 
an emergency order in late July reducing the five -day-per-week fishing 
schedule.



TOGIAK DISTRICT

The 1989 sockeye salmon forecast for the Togiak River is 661,000. Sub­
tracting the spawning escapement goal of 150,000 leaves a projected harvest 
of 511,000. This harvest would be 13% greater than the most recent 10-year 
average and about 75% of last year's record harvest (675,000) in the Togiak 
River Section. In addition, the Kulukak, Osviak, and Matogak River systems 
can be expected to contribute another 109,000 sockeye salmon to the total 
Togiak District return. With the sockeye run expect 'd to be above average, a 
liberal fishing schedule during the peak of the run is again anticipated this 
season.

Management strategy will focus on simultaneously attempting to harvest 
surplus sockeye salmon while offering as much protection as possible for the 
weaker Chinook stocks during the early part of the season. Fishermen are 
reminded that the fishing schedule in the Kulukak Section was reduced to 
three days per week (Monday - Thursday) by the Board of Fisheries last year 
to help reduce interceptions of western-bound sockeye in that section.

No formal run projections are made for other salmon species in Togiak 
District. However, Chinook returns are expected to be below average 
(following a recent declining trend) while brood year escapements of chum and 
coho salmon indicate above average returns given typical survival conditions.




