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ECONOMIC INFORMATION ON THE PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND SALMON 
FISHERIES

Dan Hull, Prince William Sound drift gillnetter 
Chairman, Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation 
Vice President, United Fishermen of Alaska



E s t i m a t e d  A v e r a g e  P W S  Drift Gillnet R e v e n u e s  a n d  Costs, 1 9 7 7 - 1 9 9 3  (in 1 9 9 3  dollars)

L-. I AVG. FIXED COSTS 

■ ■ ■  AVG. CAPITAL COSTS

crew shares

I 1 AVG. VARIABLE COSTS 

 ■ AVG. REVENUE PER PERMIT
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E s t i m a t e d  A v e r a g e  P W S  Pu r s e  S e i n e  R e v e n u e s  a n d  Costs, 1 9 7 7 - 1 9 9 3  (in 1 9 9 3  dollars)

I Avg. fixed costs 

Avg. annual capital cost/permit 

II Crew shares per permit

] Avg. variable costs per permit 

- Avg. revenue per permit
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Loan payment 

Capital/maintenance 

Hatchery operations

] Administration 

- Revenues



P W S  Pink S a l m o n  Price, 1 9 7 7 - 1 9 9 3  (in 1 9 9 3  dollars)
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Im p ac t of Salm on Fisheries on  th e  E conom y Prince William Sound a n d  Sew ard , 1990

Impact of salmon 
enhancement program = 

$21,372,954

Total impact of salmon 
fisheries = $58,720,804

P a g e  5



Value-Added Salmon Production
* Because high production levels and record high salmon inventories 
are expected to continue, there is little  hope that prices w ill recover 
under current conditions even in regions o f the state like AY K that 
have seen chum  and king salmon harvests decline.

* One of the m ost im portant ways to increase the value of our 
salmon is by adding in the value ourselves. This will increase 
demand for salmon by m aking available to consum ers new, more 
convenient product form s. It will also increase local em ploym ent by 
expanding processing job  opportunities. This is particularly  
im portant in rural A laska where com m ercial fishing provides the 
only Cash econom y to the region.

* The lack of the an efficient, mechanical method of pin bone
rem oval from  the salmon is the single largest roadblock to value-
added production of new product form s.

* This past sum m er the Norton Sound CDQ group worked with their 
harvesting partner, G lacier Fish Com pany to produce 
boneless/skinless pink salm on blocks; the product form  used by the 
European and U.S. food industry to m anufacture many convenience- 
style frozen food products.

* This was an im portant developm ent for Norton Sound fisherm en 
who have been unable to secure buyers for their pink salmon for 
several years.

* In order to m eet product specifications, fisherm en were required 
to chill and bleed all their fish.

* G lacier Fish Company brought in one of their factory trawlers 
which has high speed pollock filleting equipm ent on board. Because 
pollock and pink salmon are sim ilar in size and weight, this 
m achinery was able to produce 200 fillets per m inute.

* This was an im portant technological step for the salmon industry 
except that the fillet m achine had to be turned off frequently so that 
several processing line workers could cut out the pin bones by hand. 
This increased labor and overhead costs significantly while reducing 
the yield taken for fillets.



* While the Norton Sound CDQ group and its partner had no trouble 
finding markets for our new salmon product form, making a profit 
was difficult. . While CDQ groups are able to subsidize these product 
development efforts for a short period, success of these product 
forms will never bw realized until salmon pin bones can be removed 
efficiently. Other value-added salmon product development efforts 
are being pursued by the CDQ groups representing communities on 
the Yukon Delta, Kuskokwim and Aleutian regions.
* The first table provided here shows that without a mechanical 
method of pin bone removal, a boneless/skinless salmon fillet 
product is not cost competitive against traditional canned salmon and 
headed and gutted salmon products even at current low ex-vessel 
prices.
* The second table shows that decreased labor costs and increased 
yield of a pin bone machine would make boneless/skinless salmon 
products more profitable to produce than canned and headed and 
gutted salmon products.
* Twenty years ago nearly all poultry products were sold as whole 
headed and gutted carcasses, just as our frozen salmon is today. It 
was an inconvenient product form for many consumers who 
increasingly have less time to produce meals. The third table shows 
that U.S. poultry consumption since that time has tripled. This is 
primarily due to increased boneless/skinless product options 
developed by poultry product producers.
* The production of convenience-style poultry products has greatly 
increased the demand and the value of the poultry resource. 
Unfortunately, most frozen salmon is still sold as a headed and 
gutted whole carcass. We as an industry need to work together in 
partnership with the state to forge the appropriate reasearch and 
development of the technolgy that will make possible expanded 
product forms to the consumer.
* The Emmonak Fishermen's Coop at the mouth of the Yukon River 
and the Kotzebue Fishermen's Coop are investing in value-added 
processing equipment. And Coastal Village Fisheries opened a new 
salmon plant in Bethel this summer. They have also used their CDQ 
factory trawler to produce boneless/skinless salmon products in 
PWS. The Unalakleet salmon plant in Norton Sound is also



upgrading its processing capacity. Plants with groundfish processing 
equipm ent in K odiak, Akutan, Dutch H arbor and Sand Point have 
begun experim enting with its use in producing salm on fillets.

* In order to be successful these plants need access to increased ice 
production and cold storage capacity. These im provem ents w ill 
increase the quality  needed for new product forms and allow the 
local plants to hold on to the fish so that it can be processed into 
value-added product forms locally instead o f being shipped to Seattle 
as soon as it is caught. These infrastructure developm ents are needed 
s ta te w id e .

* The Alaska salmon industry needs the support o f the state and its 
agencies in providing infrastructure support like increased ice, cold 
storage capacity  and value-added processing facilities so that 
industry participants can afford to m ake the investm ent risks 
necessary to move forward. The current m arket collapse does not 
perm it individual industry participants to take these risks alone.



Legislative Options to Address Alaska's S a l m o n  Crisis

T a b l e  9 :  C o m p a r i s o n  o f  M a r g i n s  R e m a i n i n g  A f t e r  D e d u c t i o n  o f  
P r o c e s s i n g  C o s t s  f o r  C a n n e d  P i n k  S a l m o n ,  H e a d e d  &  G u t t e d  F r o z e n  P i n k  S a l m o n ,  

a n d  B o n e l e s s / S k i n l e s s  P i n k  S a l m o n  F i l l e t s  a t  V a r y i n g  R e c o v e r y  R a t e s

Production Costs 

and A ssum ptions: Ginned

H&G
Frozen Boneless/Skinless

Ex-Vessel Price (per round lb) 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Raw fish tax S0.007 $0,005 $0,005 $0,005 $0,005 50.005
Tender cost/lb 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Assumed recovery rate for primary 65% 74% 18% 20% 26% 33%
Assumed recovery rate for secondary 0% 0% 4% 7% 10% 6%
Raw material cost (per processed lb) S0.47 $0.41 $1.68 $1.50 $1.14 $0.90
Labor and packaging costs $0.42 $0.46 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 50.50

Other variable costs $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 50.20
Total production cost $1.09 $1.07 $2.38 $2.20 $1.84 51.60

W holesale Values: 
Wholesale price primary 
Wholesale price secondary

$1.14
$0.00

$0.76
$0.00

52.25
$0.85

$2.25
50.85

$2.25
$0.85

S2.25
S0.85

Margin Per Pound After 
Deducting Production Costs $0.13 -$0.24 -S0.20 -S0.05 50.25 50.44

The computations show that the production of deepskin/tx neleu filletj is not cost competitive 
against canned salmon given current prices, until a recover y rate of at least 26% for the primary 
fillet product is achieved. At a recovery rate of 33% for the primary fillet product, the margin 
remaining to the processor after accounting for production costs is approximately $0.44 per 
pound. This is significantly higher than the margin remaining for canned pink salmon of $0.13 
pjr pound.

If 10% of the 1994 projected Southeast pink salmon harvest (1643 million pounds projected) 
were processed into deeps kin/boneless fillets at a recovery rate of 33%, the margin remaining 
after the deducion of production coats would be $7.2 million.  ̂ This is $2.1 million greater than 
the $2.1 million in value for an equivalent amount of pink salmon produced into a canned 
product. If the labor costs associated with this production wrre reduced from $030 per hour to 
$0.25 per hour, the value of the production would be $11.4 million, or $92 million greater in 
value than an equivalent amount of pink salmon produced into a canned product

^1643 million pounds times 10%, times a recovery rite of 33%, times $0.44 (see Table 9)
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Legislative Options to Address Alaska's S a l m o n  Crisis

T a b l e  1 0 :  C o m p a r i s o n  o f  M a r g i n s  R e m a i n i n g  A f t e r  D e d u c t i o n  o f  P r o c e s s i n g  C o s t s  
f o r  C a n n e d  P i n k  S a l m o n ,  H e a d e d  &  G u t t e d  F r o z e n  P i n k  S a l m o n ,  a n d  

B o n e l e s s / S k i n i e s s  P i n k  S a l m o n  F i l l e t s  a t  V a r y i n g  R e c o v e r y  R a t e s  
a n d  a  R e d u c e d  L a b o r  R a t e

H&G
Canned Frozen Boneless/Skinless

P roduction  Costs an d  A ssum ptions:
Ex-Vessel P rice (per round lb) 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Raw fish tax $0,007 $0,005 $0,005 $0,005 $0,005 $0,005
Tender cost/lb 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Assumed recovery rate for primary 65% 74% 18% 20% 26% 33%
Assumed recovery rate for secondary 0% 0% 4% 7% 1Q% 6%

Raw material cost (per processed lb) $0.40 $0.34 $1.40 $1.25 $0.95 $0.76

Labor and packaging costs $0.42 $0.46 $0.25 $025 $0.25 $0.25
Other variable costs $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $020 $0.20 50.20
Total production cost $1.02 $1.00 $1.85 $1.70 $1.40 51.21

W holesale V alues:
Wholesale price primary $1.14 $0.76 $225 $225 $225 S2.25

Wholesale price secondary $0.00 $0.00 $0.85 $0.85 $0.85 50.85

Margin Per Pound After
Deducting Production Costs $0.13 ($0.24) $0.05 $020 $0.50 $0.69

Table 10 ia a reproduction of Table 9, except that the labor coat for deepckin/boneleaa production 
haa been cut in half. This table demonacriitca the impact upon coats if a fillet machine ia 
developed that can remove the pin bone and increase the yield. Under these scenarios, the 
margin per pound remaining after production costa increases by the same amount as the reduction 
in labor costs and results in a high end margin of S0.69 per pound.

If labor costs are reduced with a mechanical pin bone removal device, margins would increase 
even at lower recovery rates. This would allow pink and chum value-added salmon products to 
more effectively meet price points currently set by poultry and whitefish in the frozen 
convcnience-style product market place.
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Practical Opportunities for Alaska

TABLE 1

Partial List of V alue-A dded P ro d u c ts  and  
O pportunity  R ating for A laska

Produc t Opportunity
Tvps Sc i c  I n I m R itlna

Consum er- Salm on Frozen/ Ongoing
Ready Dressed

Canned Ongoing
Fresh Ongoing
Roe Ongoing

• Steaks* High
Portioned*

RMiionlna/Commanla

Reasonable market demand, 
reduction in freight costs, 
lower value product Into 
higher value product Re­
quires Increased cold storage 
holding capacity, use of Puget 
Sound cold storage, and 
ability to take advantage of 
smaller market orders.

Smoked High Strong, increasing market 
demand. Can be shipped 
using air freight Equipment 
and capitalization costs are 
low.

Mince* High

•Requires infrastructure

Increasing market demand for 
variety of product forms, many 
of which are still evolving. 
Good use of dark-skinned. less 
visually pleasing fish. Re­
quires increased cold storage 
holding capacity, additional 
equipment and means to 
utilize or dispose of left over 
body frames.

.  32 -



Practical Opportunities for Alaska

Produc t
T lfl.1

C onsum er-
Ready

TABLE 1 (con tinued)

Partial List of Value-Added P ro d u c ts  and  
O pportunity  R ating for A laska

Opportunity 
Soac la a  IiS L l Hating Reason Ino/Commanta

Salm on Micro-Wave Medium Increasing market demand.
Pouches* Same Infrastructure require­

ments as stealcs and portion­
ing. Medium ranking because 
pink salmon fillets probably 
required for sizable market: 
pink fillets have pin bone and 
recovery rate problems, as 
well as cost variability uncer­
tainties. If these problems 
are resolved, raj iking is "high’.

Pickled Medium Low market demand, but pro-
Salted duct can easily be produced

in Alaska, For specialty 
producer, large cold storage 
capacity unnecessary.

Surimi Medium Absence of su rtn l production
facilities coupled with trans­
portation costa associated 
with tendering pink salmon 
and lower quality surimi make 
economics questionable. 
Kodiak probably only 
possibility.

Requires Infrastructure
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Value of the Salmon Industry to the State of Alaska
* The importance of the salmon industry to the state of Alaska is 
sometimes taken for granted. The salmon industry has existed as 
long as commerce has been practiced in Alaska. Salmon is such an 
integral part of Alaska that we assume it will always be healthy, 
despite cyclical swings in volume and price. Unfortunately, that is not 
the current situation. The conditions now facing the salmon industry 
are so severe that survival of the industry as we know it cannot be 
taken for granted.
* The importance of the seafood industry to the state of Alaska 
cannot be over estimated. If Alaska were a nation, it would rank 
among the top ten worldwide seafood producers... ahead of Norway, 
Canada, Iceland and other countries renowned as fishing nations.
* The commercial fishing and processing industry is Alaska's largest 
private employer, providing 35,000 jobs annually. Last year nearly 
6 billion pounds of seafood was harvested in waters off Alaska 
representing more than of all seafood harvested in the United States. 
The total value of Alaska seafood production exceeds $3 billion 
annually.
* After oil, it is the second largest contributor to the state's economy. 
It is self-supporting ; Despite depressed prices, the seafood industry 
generated $ 87 million in taxes and fees to the state in 1993. State 
operating expenditures to support fisheries management, 
enforcement and other seafood related activities totaled $85 million.
* Over 550 processing facilities of all sizes are located in Alaska, 
most of which are dedicated to salmon. Despite collapsed prices, 
contributions from the salmon industry to the state economy 
regularly exceed $1.2 billion annually and include:

* Salmon accounts for more than 40% of the volume of all 
commercial seafood produced in Alaska processing facilities; an 
average of 700 million pounds annually.

* Despite record low prices, salmon accounted for more than 
50% of the ex-vessel value of seafood landed at shorebased plants 
last year; or nearly $400 million.



* Approximately $135 million is spent in labor and related 
costs to process the salmon harvest.

* Approximately $45 million is expended to purchase goods 
and services directly related to the sa.mon harvest.

* Last year, despite record low prices, the salmon industry 
contributed nearly $18 million through raw fish taxes, local taxes, 
ASMI assessments, and aquaculture assessments.

* Just as the value of the salmon industry cannot be over stated, the 
impact of record low prices to the state cannot be over estimated.
* Each 1 cent per pound decline in the average statewide salmon 
price represents a loss of $7 million in ex-vessel payments to 
fishermen. Each dime reduction in prices represents a loss of $70 
million, and a $4.5 million loss in tax revenues and assessments to 
the state and municipalities.
* Between 1988 and 1993 the average fishermen has caught 64% 
more fish, yet made 67% less money. That means fishermen have to 
work two/thirds harder to make two/thirds less money.
* These economic losses are not restricted to coastal regions. More 
than 600 salmon permit holders reside in Anchorage. In 1988 they ' 
brought back to town $33 million in average gross revenues. By 
1991, they brought back only $12 million.
* Though statewide salmon harvests increased by 64% between 
1988 and 1993, salmon raw fish tax revenues generated by those ex­
vessel revenues declined by 55%; from $26.6 million to $14.6 million.
* The decline in salmon prices between 1992 and 1993, a single 

year, cost the state more than $8 million in lost taxes and 
assessments.
* While most other regions of the world watch their salmon runs 
named to the endangered species list, thanks to the excellent 
management of the resource by ADF&G, Alaska has a thriving wild 
salmon resource. We need to act wisely now to protect one of the 
state's most vital industries so it can be as healthy as the resource it 
depends on.



The Value of Permits to the Community

* The trend in downward prices for Alaskan salmon is reflected in 
salmon permit values which have decreased substantially. Bristol 
Bay driftnet permits have dropped from $250,000 in Nov. 1990 to 
$160,000 last month. Prince William Sound seine permits have 
plummeted from $360,000 to $52,000. Cook Inlet seine permits has 
dropped from $220,000 to $55,000. Other regions and gear types 
have suffered less substantial losses, but significant lost permit value 
has occurred in every salmon fishery in the state. Kodiak seine 
permits have dropped from $155,000 to $55,000. Other regions and 
gear types have suffered less substantial losses, but significant lost 
permit value has occurred in every salmon fishery in the state.
* The high cost of financing permits and vessels which were 
purchased when ex-vessel prices paid to fishermen and aquaculture 
associations were substantially higher, has created conditions that 
have caused widespread inability to repay loans to the state and 
commercial banks.
* In the past three years there more than 1,200 requests for loan 
extensions from the state's revolving loan fund have been processed 
by the Department of Commerce and Economic Development. At 
stake is over $130 million loaned to salmon fishermen and 
aquacultute associations.
* Despite the severe economic conditions faced by fishermen, the 
default rate on state ommerial fishing Ions is only 4% ; the lowest of 
any state loan program. This is indicative of the priority given to 
commercial fishing loans and the importance of this livelihood to 
participants in the fishing industry. Without permits and vessels, 
there are few other employment options in most of Alaska’s coastal 
regions.
* These economic conditions have also caused increased federal tax 
delinquency. The IRS has targeted 2,284 Alaska resident fishermen 
for action that could lead to the seizure of their vessels and permits. 
According to the IRS, these fishermen owe approximately $13.7 
million in back taxes. The vast majority owe less than $50,000 and 
are debts that have accrued during the recent years of poor pricing.



Approximate annual average 
pfflahlng employment, 1991

Salmon Grouhdffeh ShoBfish v.Halibut__
Herr ing .....

s t a a  ---------
Seafood processing 

' ' '"f\ iemploymerrt^199Z;v ;
Peak monthly employment (July) .,20,451$! 
AnnuaTaverage employment 11,245

Limited entry permits 
hefd by resktem , 1992

(mlfttan pounds)\ s $>j>

QuteftfHarbor/Unataska
Kodiak ..........^ ..1 .,.,Peterburg.........Ketchikan.................Kenah.,.,.....................
S itk a . . . .  .CordovaSeward|;:..;....................
Naknek...... .
Homer ...... .

The Seafood Industry in 

Alaska's E c o n o m y
The seafood industry is vitally important to Alaska's economy. It is Alaska's 
largest private-sector employer. More than 35 thousand Alaskans work in fish 
harvesting or processing, accounting for one-sixth of Alaska employment and 
payroll. Including jobs in support sectors such as transportation, more than one- 
fifth of Alaska employment is attributable to the seafood industry. The seafood 
industry is particularly important for coastal communities, where fish harvesting 
and fish processing are often the only significant private-sector activities, and 
fisheries taxes are the most important source of local government revenues. But 
thousands of residents of Alaska's largest cities also fish part of the year, or 
work in industries which provide support services to the seafood industry.
Alaska seafood industry pays its own way. The seafood industry contributed 
more than $87 million to state revenues in FY93, including $42 million in 
fisheries business taxes. State operating expenditures to support fisheries 
management, enforcement, and other seafood-related activities totaled $85 
million. The seafood industry is second only to the oil industry in its contributions 
to state government.
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Comparison of Salmon Harvests and Raw Fish Tax Paid 
during 1988 thru 1991

Note: Statewide salmon harvest increased by 33% while raw fish tax declined by 55 %
during same time period.
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Changes in Statewide Salmon Harvest and Average Ex-Vessel Price Per Pound
during 1988 thru 1991

Note: Salmon harvest increased by 33% during time period, while average ex-vessel price
decreased by 67%.
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Value an d  Poundage o f Salm on H arveted by Anchorage R esidents in Com m ercial Fisheries in Alaska
during  1988 th rough 1991

(Note: Value declined 61% during the time period, while volume increased 6%)
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Comparison o f Salmon Harvest and Raw Fish Tax Paid in the A-Y-K Region
during 1988 thru 1991
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Comparison o f Salmon Harvest and Raw Fish Tax Paid in Bristol Bay
during 1988 thru 1991
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Comparison o f Salmon Harvest and Raw Fish Tax Paid in Cook Inlet
during 1988 thru 1991
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Comparison o f Salmon Harvest and Raw Fish Tax Paid in Prince W illiam  Sound
during 1988 thru 1991
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Comparison o f Salmon Harvest and Raw Fish Tax Paid in Southeast Alaska
during 1988 thru 1991

I  1 Southeast Salmon Harvest — ■—  Salmon Raw Fish Tax
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Comparison o f Salmon Harvest and Raw Fish Tax Paid in the Westward Region
during 1988 thru 1991
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INTRODUCTION

On the in v ita tio n  of the B risto l Bay Native A ssociation (BBNA), the 
Alaska Commercial F isheries Entry Commission (CFEC) is  p a rtic ip a tin g  in 
BBNA's Blue Ribbon Commission on Limited Entry. At the  request of BBNA, the 
CFEC prepared th is  repo rt. Part I provides a b r ie f  h is to ry  of lim ited  entry  
in A laska's salmon f ish e r ie s . Part II focuses on lim ited  entry  permits held 
and tran s fe rred  in the local B risto l Bay area. Part I I I  provides data 
through the end of 1992 from which the discussion  in Part II is  drawn. 
A dditionally , Parts II and I I I  of th is  rep o rt respond to  a concurrent request 
from Senator George Jacko.

I .  License Lim itation in Alaskan Salmon F isheries Generally 

Background

A laska's lim ited  entry system is  the  product of years of e f fo r t  by the 
S ta te  beginning in 1961. Two previous attem pts by the le g is la tu re  to 
e s ta b lish  the means to lim it entry in to  A laska's f ish e r ie s  fa ile d  as the 
re s u l t  o f legal challenges.

The Alaska le g is la tu re  p e rs is ted , however, because A laska's salmon
f ish e r ie s  were experiencing a long and th rea ten ing  overall decline , which 
began in the 1930's and continued in to  the ea rly  1970's . Despite th is  
decline , the number of p a rtic ip a n ts  continued to  increase su b s ta n tia lly , 
which re su lted  in more and more fish ing  pressure on a diminishing resource. 
A lim ited  entry  system was the only means by which the  S ta te  could control a 
c r i t ic a l  variab le  in the management of i t s  fishery  resources: the number of 
fishermen p a rtic ip a tin g  in a given fish e ry .

Following action by the le g is la tu re , in 1972, Alaska voters approved an 
amendment to  A rtic le  VIII, Section 15 of the Alaska C onstitu tion , which
authorized:

the S ta te  to lim it entry  in to  any fish e ry  fo r
purposes of resource conservation, to  prevent



economic d is tre s s  among fishermen and those 
dependent upon them fo r a live lihood  and to promote 
the e f f ic ie n t  development of aquaculture in the 
S ta te .

Building upon th is  co n stitu tio n a l foundation, in 1973, the Alaska 
le g is la tu re  adopted the Limited Entry Act, which has resu lted  in the la rg e s t 
lim ited  en try  program of i t s  kind in the United S ta te s . L im itation of entry 
in to  a ll  tw en ty -six -o f A laska's salmon f ish e r ie s  followed sh o rtly . During 
1976, by referendum, the voters of Alaska again supported lim ited  entry  by a 
margin of almost two-to-one. Today, some fo r ty -s ix  o f A laska's f ish e r ie s  are 
under lim ita tio n . More than 78% (more than 10,000) of a ll lim ited  entry 
perm its are held by Alaskans. Of the permits held by Alaskans, more than 
h a lf  are held by Rural Alaskans.

As a food source important to  Alaskans and the world, A laska's 
f is h e r ie s  are without question one of i t s  most important renewable resources. 
A laska's f is h e r ie s  employ a substan tia l segment o f the S ta te 's  population, 
and many remote communities re ly  upon commercial fish ing  as th e ir  primary 
economic base. Therefore, sound management of i t s  f ish e r ie s  is  c rucial to 
the S ta te  of Alaska, and lim ited  entry  is  an important p a rt of the S ta te 's  
management system.

Extensive b io lo g ica l, economic, h is to r ic ,  and c u ltu ra l data and 
analyses have been generated to  aid the development, enactment, and review of 
en try  lim ita tio n  in Alaska. Thousands of hours of hearings throughout the 
S ta te  and before the le g is la tu re  have informed the choices made in shaping 
A laska's lim ited  entry  system. A laska's courts have c a re fu lly  sc ru tin ized  
the program and developed a body of law governing lim ited  entry  in Alaska 
th a t  is  both extensive and unique.

Under AS 16.43.140, no commercial fisherman may operate fish ing  gear in 
a lim ited  fish e ry  without an entry perm it. The Alaska Commercial F isheries 
Entry Commission (CFEC) issues entry permits and adm inisters the program. 
The entry  permit is  the c r i t ic a l  element of the system and, to  an Alaskan 
fisherman, an entry  permit is  a leg a lly  required tool of h is trad e . In 
e s tab lish in g  lim ited  entry  and considering the needs of the S ta te  and Alaska
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fishermen, the Alaska le g is la tu re  gave careful consideration  to  the nature of 
an entry  permit and the p riv ileges th a t a permit would extend to  i t s  holder.

In c rea ting  a lim ited  entry system, i f  the le g is la tu re  had been 
committed only to  sim p lic ity  and economy, i t  could have conducted a lo t te ry , 
or i t  could have authorized auctioning of a lim ited  number of property r ig h ts  
to  i t s  f is h e r ie s .  The le g is la tu re  re jec ted  these approaches, because they 
would not have been consisten t with the S ta te 's  most important ob jec tives in 
e s tab lish in g  a lim ited  entry  system. The le g is la tu re  believed th a t ,  in view 
of the su b s tan tia l re liance  on th e i r  f ish e rie s  by fishermen and those 
dependent upon them, p riv ileges should be i n i t i a l l y  extended only to 
q u a lif ie d , individual fishermen who could demonstrate th e i r  dependence. At 
the same tim e, the le g is la tu re  wished to  r e s tra in  the growth of S tate  
bureaucracy.

Although, under s ta te  law, entry permits do not c o n s titu te  property 
belonging to  th e i r  holders, the le g is la tu re , authorized holders to  tra n s fe r  
th e i r  perm its sub ject to  control and approval by CFEC. Doing so advanced 
several o f the S ta te 's  ob jec tives. Among o ther co n sid era tio n s, by not 
in te rru p tin g  a h o ld er 's  use of his en try  permit and fu r th e r  au thorizing  the 
fisherman to tra n s fe r  h is perm it, the fisherman and those dependent upon him 
held the means to  continue th e ir  access to  the fish e ry  and th e i r  live lihood . 
A dditionally , by not cu ttin g  o ff  the fisherm an's in te r e s t  (as would have been 
the case through a lo t te ry  or a system of reversion and re issu e) the holder 
was granted a s u f f ic ie n tly  long-term p riv ileg e  in the  f ish e ry  so as to  be 
encouraged to  both conserve and enhance the fishery  resource. F inally , to 
avoid generating additional S ta te  bureaucracy, the le g is la tu re  did not 
requ ire  the S ta te  to  se le c t who would be a subsequent rec ip ie n t of the 
p riv ile g e . (As discussed in the next subsection, the  task  o f i n i t i a l ly  
awarding perm its has been su ff ic ie n tly  burdensome in i t s e l f . )

G enerally, AS 16.43.150(g) p ro h ib its  involuntary t ra n s fe r  requiring 
th a t an entry  permit may not be "attached, d is tra in e d , or sold on execution 
of judgement or under any other process or order o f any co u rt."  
A dditionally , a fisherman may not pledge his entry permit as secu rity  fo r a 
debt. (The le g is la tu re  recognized th a t the absence of a property r ig h t might



impair a fisherm an's a b i l i ty  to obtain financing fo r  the purchase of a permit 
and h is f ish in g  operation, and, th e re fo re , estab lished  two S ta te  authorized 
loan programs: the S ta te  Fishery Loan Program and CFAB.) Ju st as a
fisherman could not, contrary to  S tate  law, c rea te  a secu rity  in te re s t  in his 
fish ing  p riv ile g e , n e ith e r can a c re d ito r .

The le g is la tu re  recognized th a t a fisherm an 's earnings were seasonal 
and sub ject to  many variab les from y ear-to -y ear beyond h is control (fo r 
example, weather, p redation, and in te rcep tio n ). I f  c red ito rs  with short term 
ob jectives were allowed to  t r e a t  an entry permit as a fungible item of 
property and to  seize and force i t s  sa le , a fisherman without other means of 
earning a liv in g , together with those dependent upon him, could well be l e f t  
d e s t i tu te .  In Alaska, where many communities in remote areas of the S ta te  
depend upon commercial fish ing  as the primary basis fo r th e ir  cash economy, 
th is  is  a very real p o s s ib il i ty . [The Social Security Adm inistration 
acknowledged the wisdom of A laska's approach by recognizing th a t an entry 
permit is  e ssen tia l to  se lf-su p p o rt, and, th e re fo re , by not considering the 
market value of a permit as an a lte rn a tiv e  resource in determining an 
in d iv id u a l's  e l ig ib i l i ty  fo r Supplemental Security  Income b e n e fits . 50 Fed. 
Reg. 42683, 42685 (1985).]

To avoid intemperate tra n s fe rs , a permit holder may permanently 
tra n s fe r  a permit only a f te r  a 60-day waiting period during which the holder 
can withdraw from any agreement to  tra n s fe r . Permits can be tran sfe rred  only 
to a liv in g  individual who can demonstrate h is or her present a b il i ty  to 
p a r tic ip a te  ac tive ly  in the f ish e ry . They may not be tran sfe rred  to  a 
corporation or a partnersh ip .

F in a lly , because only a lim ited  number of p riv ileg es would be extended, 
the le g is la tu re  wished to ensure th a t the S ta te  would be reasonably 
compensated by regu lar permit fees.

Adm inistration of the  Program as a Salmon Management Tool

The primary purpose of A laska's lim ita tio n  program is  to  e s tab lish  a 
form of moratorium which does more than simply block new en tra n ts . For each 
lim ited  f ish e ry , a q u a lif ic a tio n  date is  e stab lished . The highest number of
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u n its  of gear in the  fishery  in any one of the four years p rio r  to the 
q u a lif ic a tio n  date  becomes the maximum number of perm its to  be issued. In 
the years p rio r to  the q u a lif ic a tio n  date , large  numbers of fishermen have 
come and gone from the f ish e ry . Therefore, the number of individual 
app lican ts fo r permanent en try  permits who p a rtic ip a te d  p rio r  to  the 
q u a lif ic a tio n  date is  invariab ly  much g rea te r  than the  maximum number. The 
Commission's re sp o n s ib ili ty  is  to gradually  reduce the number of entry 
permits to  the maximum number through an e laborate  grandfathering system.

The Entry Commission ranks each applican t against a ll o ther applicants 
according to  the hardship the app lican t would su ffe r i f  he or she fa iled  to 
receive an entry perm it upon in i t i a l  issuance. To determine th is  ranking, 
the ex ten t of an a p p lic a n t 's  past p a rtic ip a tio n  in and economic dependence on 
the f ish e ry  are evaluated. The commission issues permanent entry permits to 
the app lican ts with the  h ighest ranking and continues to  issue permits moving 
down through the ranked app lican ts un til the  maximum number of permits is  
issued . Nonetheless, the Commission is  authorized to  exceed the maximum 
number in order to  issue permanent entry perm its to  those ind iv iduals who 
would otherwise su ffe r  " s ig n if ic a n t economic hardship."

Processing and ad jud icating  app lica tions fo r permanent entry permits is  
expensive and consumes extended periods of time. Each app lica tion  requires 
d e ta iled  fa c t fin d in g . Following the in i t i a l  denial of an app lica tion , a 
hearing o f f ic e r  must conduct an ev iden tiary  hearing on behalf of a denied 
app lican t who can demonstrate a genuine issue . Following a fin a l 
adm in istra tive  review by the commissioners, a denied app lican t can go to 
s ta te  court to challenge the decision by the commission. Applicants are 
often represented by attorneys and by law can continue to  p a rtic ip a te  in a 
lim ited  fish e ry  as long as they can keep a pending app lica tion  a liv e  before 
the commission or a cou rt.

While working toward each maximum number is  a long and expensive 
process, w ithin i t s  lim ited  ob jec tiv es, A laska's licen se  lim ita tio n  system 
has been e ffe c tiv e .
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The primary ob jective  o f A laska's license  lim ita tio n  system was to 
lim it the growth in the numbers of p a rtic ip a n ts  in i t s  salmon f is h e r ie s .  
P rio r to  l im ita tio n , the number of p a rtic ip a n ts  continued to  grow desp ite  the 
decline  of salmon harvests. Having observed more and more p a rtic ip a n ts  crowd 
in to  a declin ing  fish e ry , one can imagine the drawing power of A laska's more 
recen t record salmon harvests upon po ten tia l new participan ts; i f  lim ited  
entry  were not in place.

In addition  to the increase in Alaskan salmon harvests , there  would 
have been o ther lik e ly  sources of pressure . The construction  of the Alaska 
p ipeline  during the 1970's drew a large  work force in to  Alaska. Upon 
completion of the p ip e lin e , displaced former p ipeline  workers could well have 
sought to  en te r A laska's salmon f is h e r ie s .

Of more s ig n ifican ce , the troub les th a t have befa llen  west coast salmon 
f is h e r ie s  over the la s t  two decades could well have spawned additional 
in te re s t  by disappointed west coast salmon fishermen in A laska's salmon 
f is h e r ie s .  A laska's system of lim ita tio n  was barely in place when the Boldt 
decision  came down in 1974. Among other th ings, the Boldt decision  required 
th a t a su b s tan tia l portion of the salmon harvests in the  northwestern United 
S ta tes be reserved fo r c e rta in  Native American t r ib e s .  That decision 
d isloca ted  la rge  numbers of northwest salmon fishermen, who would l ik e ly  have 
looked to  Alaska to o ffse t th e i r  lo sse s . In sh o rt, had A laska's license  
lim ita tio n  system not stood as a bulwark, these various pressures lik e ly  
would have caused additional growth in the numbers o f p a rtic ip a n ts  in i t s  
f is h e r ie s  and ever, g rea te r pressure upon the resource.

A laska's lim ited  entry  system does more than simply lim it the number of 
p a rtic ip a n ts  because i t  does not operate by i t s e l f .  The S ta te  Board of 
F isheries has co n sis ten tly  provided gear and vessel r e s t r ic t io n s  applicable 
to commercial salmon fishermen. These r e s t r ic t io n s ,  when coupled with 
lic en se  l im ita tio n , re su lt  in a lim ita tio n  of overall f ish ing  capacity  and 
fu r th e r  allow fish e ry  managers to  ca lcu la te  with some assurance the  amount of 
f ish in g  power to  be managed.
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Controversy over transfer of entry permits

An en try  permits secures a fisherm en's access to  h is f ish e ry . Limited 
entry  empowers a fishermen by giving him control o f th a t access. The various 
p ro tec tions th a t apply to  an en try  permit help to  in su la te  a fishermen from 
control and ex p lo ita tio n  by o thers . In tu rn , a fishermen is  free  to  tra n s fe r  
h is en try  permit to a family member or to  any o ther individual with the 
a b i l i ty  to  p a rtic ip a te  in the f ish e ry .

At some times and in some places, what fishermen have done with th is  
power to  t ra n s fe r  en try  permits has become co n tro v e rs ia l. In some ru ral 
areas of the  s ta te ,  more permits have departed from the area by tra n s fe r  than 
have been received by tra n s fe r . This net ru ral drain  of entry perm its in 
areas where economic a lte rn a tiv e s  to  commercial fish ing  are very lim ited  is  
a very serious concern. The B risto l Bay area is  a case in po in t, where local 
permit holders have tran sfe rred  more permits away from the local area than 
they have received by tra n s fe r . There are o ther rural places in the s ta te  
which show a net gain in the number of lo ca lly  held entry  perm its. For 
example, in local comm;nities of the Chignik salmon purse seine fish e ry , 
there  has been a net lo ss of only th ree  permits due to  tra n s fe r . This net 
lo ss has been more than o ffse t  by a net increase of 15 perm its by m igration 
(th a t i s ,  movement of permit ho lders). Id .

Even in the B risto l Bay area, re su lts  vary. For example, in f iv e  of 
the l a s t  e ig h t years, more salmon se t net en try  permits have tran sfe rred  to  
local B risto l Bay res id en ts  than from them. See Part II  and Attachment D. 
The second p a rt of th is  repo rt looks in d e ta il a t entry  perm its held by and 
tra n s fe rre d  in the local B risto l Bay Area.

While the Limited Entry Act is  neutral with respect to residency, 
o v e ra ll, Alaskans hold a substan tia l portion of the perm its. More than 78% 
(more than 10,000) of A laska's lim ited  entry  permits are held by Alaskan 
re s id e n ts . More than one-half o f the Alaskans holding entry  permits are 
ru ral re s id en ts  liv in g  in areas where other sources of cash income are very 
lim ited . Among permits tran s fe rred  to  ru ral Alaskans liv in g  near th e i r  
f is h e r ie s ,  more than 50% of the tra n s fe rs  have been by g i f t  (since the 
Commission began to record types of tra n s fe rs  in 1980). When permits have
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tran sfe rred  from ru ra l areas of the s ta te ,  they have tended to  tra n s fe r  to 
other Alaskans (as opposed to  nonresidents).

F in a lly , as the re s u l t  of court decisions, ch ild  support claim ants and 
the In ternal Revenue Service may now seize and force the sa le  of en try  
permits to  c o lle c t th e i r  o b lig a tio n s . To da te , no permit has been 
tran s fe rred  as the re s u l t  of these newfound c re d ito rs ' r ig h ts ,  so the e ffe c t 
of these legal developments is  not ye t known.

I I .  Salmon Limited Entry Permits in the Local B risto l Bay Area

This section  provides a look a t salmon lim ited  en try  perm its issued and 
tran s fe rred  in the B risto l Bay area and is  ex tracted  from our tra n s fe r  data 
through the end of 1992. See Attachments. The reader should bear in mind 
th a t tra n s fe r  pa ttern s vary s ig n if ic a n tly  by region, p lace, and group. As 
noted below, cu rren t tra n s fe r  p a tte rn s fo r d r i f t  net and se t net are 
d if fe re n t in the B risto l Bay area. A dditionally , in co n tra s t to  the B risto l 
Bay area , local communities of the  Chignik purse seine fish e ry  show a net 
increase in lo ca lly  held en try  perm its. See Attachment E.

In the course of adm inistering the lim ited  entry  program, CFEC has had 
the opportunity to observe some ind iv idua ls , groups, and places have success 
in g e ttin g  and keeping lim ited  entry  perm its. We are eager to  share some of 
the sec re ts  of th a t success with any in te re s ted  ind iv iduals or groups. On a 
regu lar b a s is , we have p a rtic ip a ted  in meetings and workshops toward th a t 
end.

From 1975 through the end of 1992, the Commission issued 1,325 (670 
d r if t/6 5 5  se t)  salmon entry  permits to B risto l Bay re s id e n ts . See Attachment 
A. Over the same period of tim e, 1,048 (526 d rif t/5 2 2  se t)  salmon en try  
permits were tran sfe rred  to  local B risto l Bay re s id e n ts . See Attachment A. 
Of the perm its tran sfe rred  to  local B risto l Bay re s id e n ts , more than 60% have 
been tran s fe rred  by g i f t .  See Attachment B. Approximately 30% of the 
permits tran s fe rred  to local B risto l Bay residen ts  have been so ld . Id .
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Comparing the number of tra n s fe rs  to  and from local B risto l Bay 
re s id en ts , over time, more permits have tran sfe rred  from B risto l Bay 
res id en ts  ( la rg e ly  to  o ther Alaskans) than have tran sfe rred  to  local 
re s id en ts . In net terms, 313 (171 d rif t/1 4 2  se t)  more salmon en try  permits 
tran sfe rred  from local residen ts  than tran sfe rred  to local re s id e n ts . See 
Attachment A.

Attachment C to  th is  report shows the number of permits held in local 
B risto l Bay communities in each year from the inception of the program in 
1975 through 1992. Attachment C should be of value to  anyone wishing to  
trace  the h is to ry  of entry  permit holding in any p a r tic u la r  B risto l Bay 
community. Departures of permits from a community are the re s u lt  of 
tra n s fe r , movement of permit holders (m igration), and revocation of entry  
perm its. One can obtain a general idea of the e ffe c t of these, respec tive , 
forces by re fe rr in g  back to  Attachment A. Sim ilar information is  provided 
fo r local communities of the Chignik purse seine f ish e ry . See Attachment E.

Attachment C bears out the fa c t th a t lim ited  entry  is  a continuing 
process, and the Commission continues to  issue permits over tim e. Going back 
to the early  days of the program in 1975, CFEC issued perm its to those 
ind iv iduals with the strongest claim s. Those ind iv iduals had so lid  s ta te  
fish ing  records which made issuance of the entry permit a v ir tu a l c e r ta in ty . 
T hereafter, perm its issued by the Commission tended to  re s u l t  from claims 
taken to  ev iden tiary  hearings before hearing o ff ic e rs  and the Commission. 
A dditionally , in more recen t years, the Entry Commission s e tt le d  the 
W assil1ie  case which resu lted  in more perm its issued to  the local B risto l Bay 
re s id en ts .

One can take a snapshot in time and look a t the number of salmon 
permits issued to  local B risto l Bay res id en ts  in 1975: 935 (509 d rif t/4 2 6
s e t ) .  The curren t to ta l in salmon lim ited  entry perm its held by B risto l Bay 
res id en ts  is  952 (485 d rif t/4 6 7  spit). See Attachment C. This snapshot may 
be s ig n if ic a n t, because the permits issued by the Commission in 1975 were 
those most e a s ily  granted based on so lid , black-and-white f ish in g  records. 
Permits issued la t e r  tended to  be those re su ltin g  from ev iden tiary  hearings 
where the Commission was ca lled  upon to  adjudicate more questionable claim s.
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We have theorized th a t  the permits issued in 1975 represented a core group of 
the most serious and co n sis ten t fishermen. Even on th a t theory, however, the 
cu rren t lo ss  of d r i f t  permits from th a t core is  d is tu rb in g .

The h is to r ic  p a tte rn  of tra n s fe r  a c t iv i t ie s  is  worth noting. In the 
d r i f t  f ish e ry  the tendency of permits to t ra n s fe r  away from lo ca ls  began in 
1977. See Attachment D. I t  f e l l  o ff markedly a f te r  1984, but resurged in 
1986 and 1987. Id . Again, th is  tendency of d r i f t  tra n s fe rs  away from loca ls  
diminished a f te r  1987, but resurged again in 1991 and 1992. Id.

In c o n tra s t, a f te r  1984, the net tra n s fe rs  o f se t net perm its away from 
local B risto l Bay re s id en ts  began a f a i r ly  steady d ec lin e . In fa c t ,  more se t 
net perm its tra n s fe rre d  to  local residen ts in 1985, 1987, 1988, and again in 
1991 and 1992. Id . Thus, fo r the se t net f ish e ry , there  has been a p o sitiv e  
tra n s fe r  o f permits to  local B risto l Bay re s id en ts  in f iv e  of the la s t  e igh t 
reported years.

As noted, over the  h is to ry  of the lim ited  entry program, 1,048 local 
B risto l Bay re s id en ts  have received lim ited  entry  perm its by tra n s fe r . 
However, because the overall figu res present a net lo ss by tra n s fe r  of 313 
perm its, the Commission has co n sis ten tly  ra ised  the question , why not more 
tra n s fe rs  to  local ind iv iduals?

We believe th a t  we have some information to  share which could help turn 
the s itu a tio n  around. A dditionally , we are heartened by the fa c t th a t the 
net tra n s fe r  figu res have turned p o sitiv e  toward local B risto l Bay res id en ts  
in the B risto l Bay se t net f ish e ry  in recent years. At the same tim e, the 
d r i f t  f ish e ry  remains a serious problem. However, we are encouraged by 
BBNA's having formed th is  Blue Ribbon Commission and uy the  B risto l Bay 
Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC) having estab lished  a local permit 
brokerage serv ice  with the goal of d irec tin g  perm its in to  the hands of local 
B risto l Bay re s id e n ts . At a time of fa ll in g  permit p rice s , there  may be some 
opportun ities fo r the purchase of entry  permits th a t have not been ava ilab le  
in the p a s t. A dd itionally , with the support of two S ta te -au tho rized  loan 
programs, and the Entry Commission, we have every hope fo r the success of 
BBEDC's p ro jec t.

10
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PERMITS BY COMMUNITY: A Summary of Permanent Limited Entry Permits for the Fisheries and Communities Local toBRISTOL BAY, 1975-1992 By City, All Years Combined
Fishery = BRISTOL BAY DRIFT & SET COMBINED

City
Permanent Permits at YEAR END 1992 PermitsIssued

Net Change Transfers Transfers Due to to City from City Transfer
Net Change Due to Migrations PermitsForeclosed Permi ts Permi ts Forfeited Lapsed PermitsRevoked PeiRe'

ALEKNAGIK 32 66 29 -48 -19 -15 0 0 0 0 0
CLARKS POINT 17 34 15 -25 -10 -5 -1 0 0 -1 0
DILLINGHAM 261 321 275 -355 -80 25 -3 0 -1 -1 0
EGEGIK 46 72 40 -74 -34 8 0 0 0 0 0
EKUK 1 8 2 -1 1 -8 0 0 0 0 0
EKUOK 5 18 20 -30 -10 -3 0 0 0 ■ 0 0
IGIUGIG 6 5 5 -5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
I LIANNA 23 33 48 -66 -18 8 0 0 0 0 0
KING SALMON 30 43 57 -76 -19 6 0 0 0 0 0
KOKHANOK 9 17 13 -19 -6 -2 0 0 0 0 0
KOLIGANEK 17 31 26 -28 -2 -9 -1 -2 0 0 0
LEVELOCK 13 27 14 -20 -6 -8 0 0 0 0 0
HANOKOTAK 84 99 58 -74 -16 3 -2 0 0 0 0
NAKNEK 125 140 166 -181 -15 2 -2 0 0 0 0
NEW STUYAHOK 41 43 15 -19 -4 2 0 0 0 0 0
NEUHALEN 2 16 4 -8 -4 -10 0 0 0 0 0
NONDALTON 17 38 19 -37 -18 -3 0 0 0 0 0
PEDRO BAY 6 9 3 -6 -3 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILOT POINT 25 43 32 -43 -11 -5 -2 0 0 0 0
PORT ALSWORTH 4 2 2 -4 -2 4 0 0 0 0 0
PORT HEIDEN 19 14 22 -13 9 -2 -1 0 0 -1 0
PORTAGE CREEK 0 20 6 -14 -8 -12 0 0 0 0 0
SOUTH NAKNEK 43 61 50 -59 -9 -9 0 0 0 0 0
TOGIAK 118 141 117 -140 -23 0 0 0 0 0 0
TUIN HILLS 7 14 9 -12 -3 -4 0 0 0 0 0
UGASHIK 1 10 1 -4 -3 -6 0 0 0 0 0

1992 YEAR END TOTALS 952 1,325 1,048 -1,361 -313 -42 -12 -2 -1 -3 0

Notes:
1. Only permanent permits are included.

Permits Issued is the number of limited entry permits originally issued to residents of the community in question. 
Migrations occur when permit holders move from one community to another.
Permits Foreclosed refer to foreclosures by the Department of Commerce & Economic Development or by the Commercial Fishing 
& Agriculture Bank. These transactions are NOT included in the Change Due to Transfer column in this report.
They ARE included in the changes due to transfer in CFEC Report 93-7N.
Permits Forfeited refer to the retirement of permits due to nonpayment of renewal fees for two consecutive years.
Permits Lapsed refer to the retirement of Nontransferable permits whose owner has died.
Permits Revoked include the revocation of permits due to administrative errors in their issuance and also to permits
revoked due to criminal proceedings.

8 . Perm its R e in sta ted  in d ic a te s  the re in sta tem en t of perm its which had been ‘•rev io u sly  revoked.

2.
3.
4.

5.
6. 
7.
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Fishery = Bristol Bay Salmon Drift Gill Net

Changes in PERMANENT Permit Holdings in Communities Local to the B risto l Bay Salmon G ill Met Fisheries, 1975-1992
By C ity, A ll Years Combined

City
Permanent Permits at YEAR END 1992 PermitsIssued

Net Change Transfers Transfers Due to to City from City Transfer
Net Change Due to Migrations PermitsForeclosed Permits Permits Forfeited Lapsed Permi ts Revoked PeiRe'

ALEKNAGIK 21 38 21 -27 -6 -11 0 0 0 0 0
CLARKS POINT 9 17 9 -16 -7 0 -1 0 0 0 0
DILLINGHAM 149 169 163 -206 -43 27 -3 0 0 -1 0
EGEGIK 22 33 14 -32 -18 7 0 0 0 0 0
EKUK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EKUOK 5 17 20 -29 -9 -3 0 0 0 0 0
IGIUGIG 5 5 4 -5 -1 1 0 0 0 0 0
ILIAHNA 14 15 21 -26 -5 4 0 0 0 n 0
KING SALMON 11 13 21 -24 -3 1 0 0 0 0 0
KCKHANOK 3 13 7 -16 -9 -1 0 0 0 0 0
KOLIGANEK 12 20 18 -20 -2 -5 -1 0 0 0 0
LEVELOCK 9 15 8 -12 -4 -2 0 0 0 0 0
MANOKOTAK 34 42 28 -36 -8 2 -2 0 0 0 0
NAKNEK 45 49 67 -67 0 -3 -1 0 0 0 0
NEW STUYAHOK 35 39 14 -18 -4 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEUHALEN 2 11 3 -7 -4 -5 0 0 0 0 0
nONDALTON 4 14 5 -13 -8 -2 0 0 0 0 0
PEDRO BAY 2 5 3 -6 -3 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILOT POINT 11 21 10 -17 -7 -1 -2 0 0 0 0
PORT ALSWORTH 1 2 2 -4 -2 1 0 0 0 0 0
PORT HEIDEN 14 9 13 -6 7 -1 -1 0 0 0 0
PORTAGE CREEK 0 12 3 -10 -7 -5 0 0 0 0 0
SOUTH NAKNEK 11 14 19 -18 1 -4 0 0 0 0 0
TOGIAK 59 81 47 -71 -24 2 0 0 0 0 0
TUIN HILLS 7 12 6 -9 -3 -2 0 0 0 0 0
UGASHIK 0 4 0 -2 -2 -2 0 0 0 0 0

1992 YEAR END TOTALS 485 670 526 -697 -171 -2 -11 0 0 -1 0
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Fishery = Bristol Bay Salmon Set Net

Changes in PERMANENT Permit Holdings in Communities Local to the B ris to l Bay Salmon G ill Net Fisheries, 1975-1992
By City, A ll Years Combined

City
Permanent Net Change Net ChangePermits at Permits Transfers Transfers Due to Due to PermitsYEAR END 1992 Issued vo City from City Transfer Migrations Foreclosed Permits Permits Permits PermitsForfeited Lapsed Revoked Reinstated

ALEKNAGIK 11 28 8 -21 -13 -4 0 0 0
CLARKS POINT 8 17 6 -9 -3 -5 0 0 0
DILLINGHAM 112 152 112 -149 -37 -2 0 0 -1
EGEGIK 24 39 26 -42 -16 1 0 0 0
EKUK 1 8 2 -1 1 -8 0 0 0
EKWOK 0 1 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 0
IGIUGIG 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
ILIAMNA 9 18 27 -40 -13 4 0 0 0
KING SALMON 19 30 36 -52 -16 5 0 0 0
KOKHANOK 6 4 6 -3 3 -1 0 0 0
KOLIGANEK 5 11 8 -8 0 -4 0 -2 0
LEVELOCK 4 12 6 -8 -2 -6 0 0 0
MANOKOTAK 50 57 30 -38 -8 1 0 0 0
NAKNEK 80 91 99 -114 -15 5 -1 0 0
NEW STUYAHOK 6 4 1 -1 0 2 0 0 0
NEUHALEN 0 5 1 -1 0 -5 0 0 0
NONDALTON 13 24 14 -24 -10 -1 0 0 0
PEDRO BAY 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILOT POINT 14 22 22 -26 -4 -4 0 0 0
PORT ALSWORTH 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
PORT HEIDEN 5 5 9 -7 2 -1 0 0 0
PORTAGE CREEK 0 8 3 -4 -1 -7 0 0 0
SOUTH NAKNEK 32 47 31 -41 -10 -5 0 0 0
TOGIAK 59 60 70 -69 1 -2 0 0 0
TWIN HILLS 0 2 3 -3 0 -2 0 0 0
UGASHIK 1 6 1 -2 -1 -4 0 0 0

1992 YEAR END TOTALS 467 655 522 -664 -142 -40 -1 -2 -1

Notes:
1. Only permanent permits are included.
2. Permits Issued is the number of limited entry permits originally issued to residents of the community in question.
3. Migrations occur when permit holders move from one community to another.
4. Permits Foreclosed refer to foreclosures by the Department of Commerce & Economic Development or by the Commercial Fishing

& Agriculture Bank. These transactions are NOT included in the Change Due to Transfer column in this report.
They ARE included in the changes due to transfer in CFEC Report 93-7N.

5. Permits Forfeited refer to the retirement of permits due to nonpayment of renewal fees for two consecutive years.
6. Permits Lapsed refer to the retirement of Nontransferable permits whose owner has died.
7. Permits Revoked include the revocation of permits due to administrative errors in their issuance and also to permits

revoked due to criminal proceedings.
8 . Perm its R einsta ted  in d ic a te s  the  re in sta tem en t of perm its which had been prev iously  revoked.



Transfer Acquisition Methods, by Fishery and Year (From 1980-1992 Su **»* Transfers to Local Bristol Bay Persons Only ****

Fishery

Drift & Set Combined

Bristol Bay Drift

Bristol Bay Set Net

Year Gift Sale Trade Othe Total

1980 <2 (68.9%) 16 (26.2%) 2 3.3%) 1 1.6%) 61 100.0%)
1981 43 (68.3%) 14 (22.2%) 1 1.6%) 5 7.9%) 63 100.0%)
1982 30 (52.6%) 23 (40.4%) 3 5.3%) 1 1.8%) 57 100.0%)
1983 36 (6?..1%) 19 (32.8%) 1 1.7%) 2 3.4%) 58 100.0%)
1984 30 (66.7%) 14 (31.1%) 1 2.2%) 0 0.0%) 45 100.0%)
1985 35 (67.3%) 16 (30.8%) 1 1.9%) 0 0.0%) 52 100.0%)
1986 30 (61.2%) 18 (36.7%) 0 0.0%) 1 2.0%) 49 100.0%)
1987 26 (57.8%) 16 (35.6%) 1 2.2%) 2 4.4%) 45 100.0%)
1988 34 (65.4%) 14 (26.9%) 0 0.0%) 4 7.7%) 52 100.0%)
1989 43 (60.6%) 15 (21.1%) 0 0.0%) 13 18.3%) 71 100.0%)
1990 32 (59.3%) 13 (24.1%) 0 0.0%) 9 16.7%) 54 100.0%)
1991 20 (52.6%) 13 (34.2%) 1 2.6%) 4 10.5%) 38 100.0%)
1992 33 (67.3%) 11 (22.4%) 0 0.0%) 5 10.2%) 49 100.0%)

434 (62.5%) 202 (29.1%) 11 1.6%) 47 6.8%) 694 100.0%)

1980 21 (61.8%) 10 (29.4%) 2 5.9%) 1 2.9%) 34 100.0%)
1981 26 (72.2%) 5 (13.9%) 1 2.8%) 4 11.1%) 36 100.0%)
1982 16 (48.5%) 16 (48.5%) 1 3.0%) 0 0.0%) 33 100.0%)
1983 17 (51.5%) 13 (39.4%) 1 3.0%) 2 6.1%) 33 100.0%)
1984 21 (70.0%) 8 (26.7%) 1 3.3%) 0 0.0%) 30 100.0%)
1985 17 (65.4%) 8 (30.8%) 1 3.8%) 0 0.0%) 26 100.0%)
1986 12 (48.0%) 13 (52.0%) 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%) 25 100.0%)
1987 12 (66.7%) 5 (27.8%) 1 5.6%) 0 0.0%) 18 100.0%)
1988 12 (60.0%) 5 (25.0%) 0 0.0%) 3 15.0%) 20 100.0%)
1989 20 (58.8%) 7 (20.6%) 0 0.0%) 7 20.6%) 34 100.0%)
v;o 8 (50.0%) 5 (31.3%) 0 0.0%) 3 18.8%) 16 100.0%)
1991 5 (55.6%) 4 (44.4%) 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%) 9 100.0%)
1992 14 (70.0%) 3 (15.0%) 0 0.0%) 3 15.0%) 20 100.0%)

201 (60.2%) 102 (30.5%) 8 2.4%) 23 6.9%) 334 100.0%)

1980 21 (77.8%) 6 (22.2%) 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%) 27 100.0%)
1981 17 (63.0%) 9 (33.3%) 0 0.0%) 1 3.7%) 27 100.0%)
1982 14 (58.3%) 7 (29.2%) 2 8.3%) 1 4.2%) 24 100.0%)
1983 19 (76.0%) 6 (24.0%) 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%) 25 100.0%)
1984 9 (60.0%) 6 (40.0%) 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%) 15 100.0%)
1985 18 (69.2%) 8 (30.8%) 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%) 26 100.0%)
1986 18 (75.0%) 5 (20.8%) 0 0.0%) 1 4.2%) 24 100.0%)
1987 14 (51.9%) 11 (40.7%) 0 0.0%) ? 7.4%) 27 100.0%)
1988 22 (68.8%) 9 (28.1%) 0 0.0%) 1 3.1%) 32 100.0%)
1989 23 (62.2%) 8 (21.6%) 0 0.0%) 6 16.2%) 37 100.0%)
1990 24 (63.2%) 8 (21.1%) 0 0.0%) 6 15.8%) 38 100.0%)
1991 15 (51.7%) 9 (31.0%) 1 3.4%) 4 13.8%) 29 100.0%)
1992 19 (65.5%) 8 (27.6%) 0 0.0%) 2 6.9%) 29 100.0%)

vey Data)*

233 (64.7%) 100 (27.8%) 3 ( 0.8%) 24 ( 6.7%) 360 (100.0%)

* Transfers of permits from the Department of Conmerce or the Commercial Fisheries Agriculture 
Bank are included in the "other" category.
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Number of Bristol Bay Salmon Permits Held by Bristol Bay Locals, by City and Year, 1975-1992.
FISHERY = BRISTOL BAY DRIFT & SET COMBINED

Area/City 1975 1976 19 77 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
LAKES AREA: . . . . . . . . . . . . “  —

ALEKNAGIK 54 58 57 56 53 49 43 41 41 41 36 38 37 34 36 34 32 32
CLARKS POINT 22 23 31 27 26 26 25 22 22 22 22 22 21 22 22 19 17 17
DILLINGHAM 223 250 269 300 289 292 282 256 253 245 258 248 257 262 265 259 264 261
EKUK 7 10 13 10 13 8 7 8 6 7 7 5 5 5 * 4 3 1 1
EKUOK 16 17 16 13 10 9 8 8 7 8 5 7 7 7 7 7 5 5
KOLIGANEK 19 20 19 22 27 26 28 26 25 23 23 24 22 22 21 19 18 17
HANOKOTAK 64 68 75 90 93 99 97 97 95 95 91 85 83 85 90 91 83 84
NEW STUYAHOK 26 33 39 36 32 31 31 32 30 29 29 33 36 35 38 38 38 41
PORTAGE CREEK 15 13 11 11 13 13 11 11 12 10 10 6 3 3 2 2 1 0
TOGIAK 92 100 111 115 118 113 107 106 113 111 118 112 1C7 110 116 110 116 118
TWIN HILLS 11 11 12 12 12 11 10 8 8 9 8 9 11 10 10 8 7 7---- ---- ---- ------------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ------------ . . . . . . . . ------------ ---- . . . .

Subtotal 549 603 653 692 686 677 649 615 612 600 607 589 589 595 611 590 582 583
NUSHAGAK/TOGIAK:

n

EGEGIK 53 59 66 62 49 45 47 41 39 38 40 40 44 41 44 49 46 46
KING SALMON 35 35 36 35 30 29 29 30 30 30 30 25 24 24 24 26 26 30
LEVELOCK 20 20 19 21 19 18 18 16 18 20 21 20 18 19 21 14 14 13
NAKNEK 105 121 125 131 139 141 134 127 128 124 127 128 131 128 129 120 121 125
PILOT POINT 33 35 35 37 39 36 35 28 27 26 26 25 20 16 25 25 25 25
PORT HEIDEN 13 13 12 12 12 12 12 15 20 19 19 19 18 18 19 19 19 19
SOUTH NAKNEK 46 48 48 50 51 49 51 45 45 47 43 46 43 44 45 46 46 43
UGASHIK 10 9 9 6 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 4 1 3 1 1---- ---- ---- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ________

Subtotal 315 340 350 354 344 334 330 306 311 308 309 306 300 294 308 302 298 302
PENINSULA AREA:

IGIUGIG 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 8 6 5 5 3 4 5 6 6 6 6
ILIAMNA 24 34 36 43 44 41 44 35 32 30 30 29 28 25 30 30 25 23
KOKHANOK 11 13 13 14 14 14 11 8 8 11 10 9 9 10 10 10 10 9
NEUHALEN 12 11 9 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2
NONDALTON 14 24 28 29 30 26 25 25 26 23 23 16 16 11 15 14 14 17
PEDRO BAY 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 7 8 8 7 8 7 6 6 6 6 6
PORT ALSUOR 2 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 3 4 5 6 6 6 5 4 4 4---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- . . . . . . . .

Subtotal 71 92 96 98 103 97 96 86 85 83 82 73 72 65 74 73 68 67==== ==== ===== ===== ===== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== —= ==== ==== ==== ====
Grand Total 935 1035 1099 1144 1133 1108 1075 1007 1008 991 998 968 961 954 993 965 948 952
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Number of Bristol Bay Salmon Permits Held by Bristol Bay Locals, by City and Year, 1975-1992.
FISHERY = BRISTOL BAY DRIFT GILL NET

•ea/City 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
IKES AREA:

. . . . . . . . “ “ “ “ •••• ••••

ALEKNAGIK 33 38 36 34 32 31 29 27 27 27 25 26 26 24 24 22 21 21
CLARKS POINT 12 13 18 13 15 13 13 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 10 10 9
DILLINGHAM 121 144 154 172 167 169 165 157 156 149 153 146 146 151 148 144 149 149
EKUK 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EKUOK 15 16 15 13 10 9 8 8 7 8 5 7 7 7 7 7 5 5
KOLIGANEK 15 16 15 17 18 19 19 19 18 16 15 15 13 13 14 14 13 12
HANOKOTAK 37 40 38 38 40 45 46 47 44 44 43 38 38 37 38 40 36 34
NEW STUYAHOK 23 29 35 33 30 30 30 31 29 28 28 30 33 32 34 33 33 35
PORTAGE CREE 10 11 8 7 9 8 7 6 6 5 6 5 2 2 1 1 0 0
TOGIAK 67 73 76 75 74 71 67 66 67 66 69 64 62 63 64 60 63 59
TWIN HILLS 11 11 12 11 11 9 9 8 7 8 7 9 9 9 9 8 7 7--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- . . . . --- ---

Subtotal 344 393 409 415 406 404 393 380 372 362 362 351 347 349 350 339 337 331
NUSHAGAK/TOGIAK:

EGEGIK 24 26 29 30 26 25 25 22 21 20 22 22 23 21 21 23 21 22
KING SALMON 8 10 15 13 10 9 9 11 11 13 12 12 9 9 9 8 8 11
LEVELOCK 12 13 12 13 12 12 12 11 13 14 15 15 13 13 13 9 9 9
NAKNEK 38 50 51 50 56 57 52 48 54 50 53 55 57 54 51 48 45 45
PILOT POINT 18 20 18 20 20 19 18 16 15 14 14 14 12 8 10 14 12 11
PORT HEI0EN 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 12 14 15 15 15 13 13 14 14 14 14
SOUTH NAKNEK 14 14 10 11 12 14 16 15 17 20 18 15 13 13 13 13 14 11
UGASHIK 4 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Subtotal 127 145 147 147 145 145 142 135 145 147 150 149 141 132 132 129 123 123
PENINSULA AREA:

IGIUGIG 3 4 5 6 7 7 7 7 5 4 4 2 3 4 4 5 5 5
ILIAMNA 8 14 16 22 21 21 23 19 18 16 15 15 13 12 15 15 14 14
KOKHANOK 10 12 11 10 8 9 6 3 3 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
NEUHALEN 7 6 6 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2
NONDALTON 5 12 14 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 11 9 8 4 5 5 4 4
PEDRO BAY 3 3 1 0 1 1 1 3 4 4 3 4 3 2 2 2 2 2
PORT ALSUORTH 2 • 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- . . . .

Subtotal 38 52 53 52 52 52 51 47 44 42 41 37 34 29 33 34 32 31
=== II II II It IIIIIIII II II II II ==== === IIIIIIII ----- ==== ----- === ==== IIIIIIII ==== ===== IIIIIIII

Grand Total 509 590 609 614 603 601 586 562 561 551 553 537 522 510 515 502 492 485
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Nurber of Bristol Bay Salmon Permits Held by Bristol Bay Locals, by City and Year,
FISHERY = BRISTOL BAY SET GILL NET

•ea/City 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
IKES AREA:
ALEKNAGIK 21 20 21 22 21 18 14 14 14 14
CLARKS POINT 10 10 13 14 11 13 12 11 11 11
DILLINGHAM 102 106 115 128 122 123 117 99 97 96
EKUK 7 8 11 8 13 8 7 8 6 7
EKUOK 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
KOLIGANEK 4 4 4 5 9 7 9 7 7 7
MANOKOTAK 27 28 37 52 53 54 51 50 51 51
NEW STUYAHOK 3 4 4 3 2 1 1 1 1 1
PORTAGE CREEK 5 2 3 4 4 5 4 5 6 5
TOGIAK 25 27 35 40 44 42 40 40 46 45
TWIN KILLS 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 1

Subtotal 205 210 244 277 280 273 256 235 240 238

NUSHAGAK/TOGIAK:

EGEGIK 29 33 37 32 23 20 22 19 18 18
KING SALMON 27 25 21 22 20 20 20 19 19 17
LEVELOCK 8 7 7 8 7 6 6 5 5 6
NAKNEK 67 71 74 81 83 84 82 79 74 74
PILOT POINT 15 15 17 17 19 17 17 12 12 12
PORT HEI0EN 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 6 4
SOUTH NAKNEK 32 34 38 39 39 35 35 30 28 27
UGASHIK 6 6 6 5 5 4 4 4 4 3

Subtotal 188 195 203 207 199 189 188 171 166 161
PENINSULA AREA:

IGIUGIG 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
ILIAMNA 16 20 20 21 23 20 21 16 14 14
KOKHANOK 1 1 2 4 6 5 5 5 5 6
NEWHALEN 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NONDALTOH 9 12 14 17 18 14 13 13 14 13
PEDRO 8AY 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
PORT AlSWORTH 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 3

Subtotal 33 40 43 46 51 45 45 39 41 41

Grand Total 426 445 490 530 530 507 489 445 447 440

1975-1992.

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

11 12 11 10 12 12 11 11
11 11 10 11 11 9 7 8

105 102 111 111 117 115 115 112
7 5 5 5 ‘ 4 3 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 9 9 9 7 5 5 5

48 47 45 48 52 51 47 50
1 3 3 3 4 5 5 6
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

49 48 45 47 52 50 53 59
1 0 2 1 1 0 0 0

245 238 242 246 261 251 245 252

18 18 21 20 23 26 25 24
18 13 15 15 15 18 18 19
6 5 5 6 8 5 5 4

74 73 74 74 78 72 76 80
12 11 8 8 15 11 13 14
4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5

25 31 30 31 32 33 32 32
2 2 1 3 0 3 1 1

159 157 159 162 176 173 175 179

1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
15 14 15 13 15 15 11 9
5 6 6 7 7 7 7 6
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12 7 8 7 10 9 10 13
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3

41 36 38 36 41 39 36 36

445 431 439 444 478 463 456 467



TRANSFERS BETWEEN BRISTOL BAY LOCALS AND OTHER RESIDENT TYPES

B r is t o l  Bay D r i f t

Fishery

B r is t o l  Bay S e t Net

From
A la s k a
R ura l

To
A la s k a
R ura l

Net
A la s k a
Rura l
Lo ca l

N et S h i f t  in  R e s id e n t  Type 
Due to  T ra n s fe r  A c t iv i t i e s  
W ith  A la s k a  R ura l Lo c a ls  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ---------------

A la s k a  A la ska
Urban Non-R u ra l

Non-
  D e p t .
R e s i-  o f

O v e r a ll  T o ta l

Year Loca l Lo ca l S h i f t L o c a l Loca l d e n t Comm.

1975 1 3 2 0 1 -3 0
1976 5 5 0 - 1 O ' 1 0
19 7 7 18 10 -8 1 2 5 0
1978 22 9 - 13 - 1 1 1 3 0
1979 24 4 -20 3 1 1 6 0
1980 17 7 - 10 0 9 1 0
198 1 18 5 - 13 - 1 9 5 0
1982 25 5 -20 1 6 12 1
1983 18 8 - 10 3 7 1 - 1
1984 1 7 3 - 14 2 4 8 0
1985 10 8 -2 0 - 1 2 1
1986 26 7 - 19 2 10 6 1
1987 19 5 - 14 1 6 6 1
1988 9 2 -7 0 1 4 2
1989 7 3 -4 1 1 2 0
1990 10 2 -8 0 1 6 1
199 1 10 0 - 10 0 4 5 1
1992 1 7 5 - 12 3 1 8 0

273 91 - 18 2 1 14 83 78 7

1975 1 3 2 - 1 1 -2 0
1976 12 2 - 10 0 5 5 0
19 77 9 2 -7 - 1 4 4 0
1978 23 13 - 10 -2 6 6 0
1979 25 6 - 19 1 12 6 0
1980 28 8 -20 1 10 9 0
198 1 29 6 -23 1 12 10 0
1982 36 7 -29 - 1 22 8 0
1983 16 3 - 13 0 10 3 0
1984 15 4 - 1 1 - 1 3 8 1
1985 9 1 1 2 - 1 4 -5 0
1986 1 1 4 -7 3 2 2 0
1987 8 10 2 2 -4 0 0
1988 9 1 1 2 0 0 -2 0
1989 8 6 -2 0 3 - 1 0
1990 6 4 -2 0 2 0 c
199 1 10 1 1 1 0 0 - 1 0
1992 6 7 1 1 - 1 - 1 0

261 1 18 - 14 3 1 2 91 49 1

534 209 -325
2S3S

16 174 12 7 8

1 T h is  t o t a l  in c lu d e s  perm its  fo r e c lo s e d  (See Attachm ent A ) .

A T T A C H M E N T  D
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Changes i n  PERMANENT Perm it H o ld in g s  in  Com m unities Lo c a l to  the  C h ig n ik  Area Net F is h e r ie s , 1975 -19 92  
By C i t y ,  A l l  Years Combined

F is h e r y  = C h ig n ik  Salmon Purse S e ine

C i t y
Permanent Net Change Net Change
Perm its  a t  P erm its  T r a n s fe r s  T ra n s fers  Due to  Due to  P erm its
YEAR END 1992 Issu e d  to  C i t y  from C i t y  T ra n s fe r  M ig r a t io n s  Fo re c lo sed

Permi t s  Permi ts  
F o r fe it e d  Lapsed

Permi ts  
Revoked

Perm its
R e in s ta te d

CH IGN IK 14 7 8 -7 1 6 0
C H IG N IK  BAY 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
C H IG N IK  LAGOON 15 7 7 -6 1 7 0
C H IG N IK  LAKE 4 6 0 -2 -2 0 0
IVANOF BAY 0 1 0 0 0 - 1 0
PERRYVILLE 7 8 2 -5 -3 2 0

1992 YEAR END TOTALS 4 1 29 1 7 -20 -3 15 0

M O n ly  permanent pe rm its  are  in c lu d e d .
P erm its  Is su e d  is  the  number o f  l im it e d  e n tr y  pe rm its  o r ig i n a l l y  iss u ed  to  r e s id e n ts  o f  th e  community in  q u e s t io n . 
M ig r a t io n s  occur when pe rm it h o ld e r s  move from one community to  a n o th e r .
P erm its  Fo re c lo s e d  r e fe r  to  fo r e c lo s u r e s  by  th e  Department o f  Commerce & Econom ic Developm ent or by  the  Commercial F is h in g  
& A g r ic u lt u r e  B ank . These  tr a n s a c t io n s  are  NOT in c lu d e d  in  th e  Change Due to  T r a n s fe r  colum n in  t h is  r e p o r t .
They  ARE in c lu d e d  in  th e  changes due to  tr a n s fe r  in  CFEC Report 93-7N .
P erm its  F o r fe i t e d  r e fe r  to  th e  re tire m en t o f  pe rm its  due to  nonpayment o f  renewal fe e s  fo r  two c o n s e c u t iv e  y e a r s .
P erm its  Lapsed r e fe r  to  th e  re tire m en t o f  N o n tr a n s fe r a b le  perm its  whose owner has d ie d .
P erm its  Revoked in c lu d e  the  r e v o c a t io n  o f  pe rm its  due to  a d m in is tr a t iv e  errors  in  t h e ir  issuance  and a ls o  to  perm its
revoked due to  c r im in a l p r o c e e d in g s .
P erm its  R e in s ta te d  in d ic a te s  th e  re in s ta te m e n t o f  perm its  which had been p r e v io u s ly  re vo ke d .
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Nunber o f  C h ig n ik  Salmon P erm its  H e ld  by  C h ig n ik  Area L o c a ls , b y  C i t y  and Y e a r , 19 7 5 -19 9 2 .
FISHERY = C H IG N IK  PURSE SEINE

C i t y 1975 1976 19 7 7 1978 1979 1980 19 8 1 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 19 9 1 1992

C H IG N IK 5 7 6 9 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 12 13 13 13 1 1 12 13 14 14

C H IG N IK  BAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

C H IG N IK  LAGOON 7 9 10 10 9 9 9 10 10 10 12 14 15 14 13 14 14 15

C H IG N IK  LAKE 6 6 6 7 8 9 9 10 10 9 10 10 9 9 8 5 5 4

IVANOF BAY 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

PERRYVILLE 8 9 9 8 8 8 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- . . . .

S u b to ta l 27 3 1 3 1 34 34 35 34 38 39 39 43 45 45 42 4 1 39 40 4 1

Grand T o ta l 27 3 1 3 1 34 34 35 34 38 39 39 43 45 45 42 4 1 39 40 4 1



J M a s f e a  J s t e i e  ‘ j & e g x s l c x i i x r e

Representative Carl E. Moses

CHAIRMAN 
HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE FISHERIES

CHAIRMAN 
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE CAPITAL BUILOING. ROOM 204 

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-1182 
PHONE: (907)465-4451 
FAX: (907)455-3445

SESSION:

MEMBER FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEES ON: 
DEPT. OF FISH AND GAME 
DEPT. OF PUBLIC SAFETY

INTERIM
716W.4THAVE. 4630 
ANCHORAGE. AK 99501-2133 
PHONE: (907)258-8167 
FAX: (907) 258-8468

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator Drue Pearce, Co-Chuu, Senate Finance Committee
Senator Steve Frank, Co-Chair, Senate Finance Committee

Representative Eileen MacLean, Co-Chair, House Finance Committee 
Representative Ron Larson, Co-Chair, House Finance Committee

Chairman, House Special Cormmucc on F isheries 

WITH: Senator George Jacko, Vice-Chair, Senate Finance Committee 

DATE: February 28,1994 

RE: S tatew ide Salmon Forum

The House Specia l Committee on Fisheries would like to provide members of 
the salmon industry an opportunity to present a current s ta tu s report before the 
A laska legislature. With the remaining time in the se ss ion  and the bu sy  March 
schedu le  for everyone, a  two day Statewide Salmon Forum has been 
schedu led  in Juneau March 10 and 11.

A meeting before the Joint House and Senate Finance Committees has been 
schedu led  for March 11. A draft agenda has been attached. As the agenda 
formalizes, I will provide you with a  copy.

Many reasons exist for holding a  meeting before the legislature. The primary 
reason for th is meeting is to add re ss the current difficulties facing the fishing 
industry and the subsequen t financial impact on A laskans and A laska. 
Information regarding the statewide va lue of the commercial fishing industry will 
be provided to the committee members. Thank you for setting a s id e  this specia l 
time for the commercial fishing industry.

Attachments
ADAK • AKUTAN • AMCHITKA t  ATKA • ATTU • 8ELKOFSKI • CHERNOFSKI • CHIGNIK • CHIGNIK LAGOON • CHIGNIK LAKE 

COLO BAY • DUTCH HARBOR • EGEGIK • EKWOK • FALSE PASS • IVANOF BAY • KING COVE • KING SALMON • KOLIGANEK • LEVELOCK • NAKNEK 
NELSON LAGOON • NEW STUYAHOK • NIKOLSKI • PEDRO BAY • PERRYV1LLE • PILOT POINT • PORT HEIDEN • PORT MOLLER • SAND POINT 

SHEMYA • SQUAW HARBOR • SOUTH NAKNEK • ST. GEORGE ISLAND • ST. =AUL ISLAND • UGASHIK • UNALASKA • UNGA

FROM: Representative Carl E. Moses


