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"An Act relating to the assessment of discrete salmon stocks”

Although fishery management in Alaska has been very successful in
providing abundance of harvestable salmon on a statewide basis, record
catches alone do not ensure that we are fulfilling our constitutional mandate
for sustained yield. It is incumbent upon us all to pass along a healthy and
diverse resource to future generations of Alaskans. 1 introduced SB 40 to help
do just that.

CSSB 40(RES) is a great deal different than the original bill. Gone are the
mandates to the Board of Fisheries to adopt and implement discrete stock
management in prescribed areas along specified timelines. Instead, the bill
mandates discrete salmon stock assessment, leaving to the Board of Fisheries
the determination of stocks for which it is appropriate, applying criteria such
as the biological health of the stock and the magnitude of user conflicts.

Far too much of our fishery management is being driven by allocation battles
in our most contentious fisheries, instead of by sound science and pertinent
information. In reviewing proposals for particular fisheries, the Board is
often asked to address allocation disputes among various user groups or to
react to a sudden and unexpected conservation concern. With a great deal of
impassioned testimony on all sides of the issue and no better than anecdotal
information on which to base their decisions, it is nearly impossible to
resolve these issues. Lack of specific scientific information brings the same
issues back before the board year after year. CSSB 40(RES) will address those
circumstances by providing a mechanism to gain the stock composition data
and escapement information needed to equitably decide critical issues.

This bill mandates discrete salmon stock assessment that will allow the board
to target research on stocks and fisheries for which they most need the
information. Passage of CSSB 40(RES) will improve the management of our
diverse fishery resource by assisting the board in reaching decisions in the
most contentious fisheries. Decisions supported by sound science are much
more likely to be accepted by the user groups. | urge your support for this
measure.
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 407¥)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s):  SENATORS HALFORD AND GREEN, Donley
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act relating to assessment of discrete salmon stocks and to discrete salmon

stock assessment surcharges."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. PURPOSE AND INTENT, (a) This Act requires the Department of Fish and
Game and the Board of Fisheries to prepare and prioritize a list of discrete salmon stock
assessment projects that are consistent with the sustained yield of wild salmon stock:, This
Act also provides a means to offset die costs incurred by the state in conducting discrete
salmon stock assessment projects by incicasing the fees for commercial fishing licenses. The
additional revenue generated and appropriated for discrete sqimon stock assessment project
is supplemental to, and not intended to replace, funds appropriated for the operation of the
division of commercial fisheries management and development or the division of sport fish.

(b) It is the intent of the legislature that the cost of conducting discrete salmon stock

assessment projects be funded in part from revenue derived from the sale of sport fishing
licenses in an amount that annually approximates SI for each license sold.

_ *]- CSSB 40( )
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* Sec. 2. AS 16.05 is amended by adding a new section to article 5 to read:

Sec. 16.05.740. Discrete salmon stock assessment, (a) The Board of
Fisheries shall, in consultation with the department, identify those stocks of salmon for
which discrete salmon stock assessments are needed. The board shall rank the discrete
salmon stock assessment needs in accordance with the importance of the stock to
fisheries in the state, the magnitude of conflicts among users of the stock, the
biological health of the stock, and the need for information to ensure the sustained
yield of the stock. The department shad assist the board in the identification of needec
information and the ranking of the discrete salmon stock assessment needs.

(b) The department shall

(1) annually develop, with the assistance of the board, a list of, and
priority ranking for, proposed research projects to collect information necessary for the
assessment of discrete salmon stocks identified by the board under (a) of this section;
the projects must include research on the stock composition of salmon taken in
fisheries, development of escapement objectives for discrete salmon stocks, projection
of escapements for discrete salmon stocks, and other projects intended to obtain
information that the board determines necessary under this section;

(2) in conjunction with the board, solicit public comment on the list of
proposed projects developed under (1) of this subsection and, as appropriate, revise the
projects and the priority ranking assigned to the projects based on the information and
comments received during the public comment period;

(3) submit the revised list of proposed projects together with a proposed
budget for each project to the governor for inclusion in the proposed budget for the
department for the following fiscal year.

(c) The governor shall include a request for an appropriation to the department
to fund the discrete salmon stock assessment projects identified on the revised list
prepared by the department under (b) of this section as part of the budget and annual
appropriation bill submitted to the legislature. The individual projects contained on
the list shall be included as allocations under the appropriation for discrete salmon

stock assessment projects.

* Sec. 3. AS 16.05.480 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

:SSB 40( ) -2-
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(e) In addition to die license fee set under (a) of this section for a crewmember
fishing license, a stock assessment surcharge of $10 shall be collected at the time of
issuance of a crewmember fishing license. The amount of the surcharge collected
under this subsection shall be deposited into the general fund. The legislature may
appropriate money collected under this subsection to the Department of Fish and Game
for the discrete salmon stock assessment program under AS 16.05.740.

* Sec. 4. AS 16.43.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) In addition to the amounts collected under (a) - (d) of this section, the
commission shall collect, at the time of renewal of an entry permit or interim-use
permit for a salmon fishery, a stock assessment surcharge that shall reasonably reflect
the different rates of economic retun for different fisheries. The amount of the
surcharge imposed on the renewal of a permit by a person who is eligible for a
reduced permit fee under (c) of this section shall be reduced in the same proportion
that a renewal fee for a permit under (c) of this section bears to fhe renewal fee for
the permit under (a) of this section. The commission shall impose an additional
surcharge on the renewal of an entry permit or interim-use permit held by a
nonresident to the extent permitted by law. The total amount of revenue generated by
the stock assessment surcharge must approximate $500,000 annually. The amount of
the surcharge collected under this subsection shall be deposited into the general fund.
The legislature may appropriate money collected under this subsection to the
Department of Fish and Game for the discrete salmon stock assessment program under
AS 16.05.740.

* Sec. 5. APPLICABILITY, (a) The Department of Fish and Game, with the assistance
of the Board of Fisheries, shall develop the first annual list and priority ranking of proposed
projects under AS 16.05.740(b), added by sec. 2 of this Act, for submission to the governor
for inclusion in the proposed budget for the department for fiscal year 2000.

(b) AS 16.05.480(e), added by sec. 3 of this Act, and AS 16.43.160(e), added by sec.
4 of this Act, are applicable to crewmember licenses, entry permits, and interim-use permits
issued or renewed for 1999 or a subsequent year.

3 CSSB 40( )
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 40(RES)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA.

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s):  SENATORS HALFORD AND GREEN, Donley
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

WORK DRAFT

0-LS0296VL
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"An Act relating to assessment of discrete salmon stocks and to discrete salmon

stock assessment surcharges."”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. PURPOSE AND INTENT, (a) This Act requires the Department of Fish and
Game and the Board of Fisheries to prepare and prioritize a list of discrete salmon stock
assessment projects that are consistent with the sustained yield of wild salmon stocks. This
Act also provides a means to offset the costs incurred by the state in conducting discrete
salmon stock assessment projects by increasing the fees for sport and commercial Fishing
licenses. The additional revenue generated and appropriated for discrete salmon stock
assessment projects is supplemental to, and not intended to replace, funds appropriated for the
operation of the division of commercial fisheries management and development or the division

of sport fish.
(b) It is the intent of the legislature that the cost of conducting discrete salmon stock
assessment projects be funded in part from revenue derived from the sale of sport fishing

-1-
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licenses in an amount that annually approximates $1 for each license sold. The additional
revenue necessary to fund the assessment projects should be generated from a $1 surcharge
on sport fishing licenses or an increase in sport fishing license fees.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.05 is amended by adding a new section to article 5 to read:

Sec. 16.05.735. Discrete salmon stock assessment (a) The Board of
Fisheries shall, in consultation with the department identify those stocks of salmon for
which discrete salmon stock assessments are needed. The hoard shall rank the discrete
salmon stock assessment needs in accordance with the importance of the stock to
fisheries in the state, the magnitude of conflicts among users of the stock, the
biological health of the stock, and the need for information to ensure the sustained
yield of the stock. The department shall assist the board in the identification of needed
information and the ranking of the discrete salmon stock assessment needs.

(b) The department shall

(1) annually develop, with the assistance of the board, a list of, and
priority ranking for, proposed research projects to collect information necessary for the
assessment of discrete salmon stocks identified by the board under (a) of this section;
the projects must include research on the stock composition of salmon taken in
fisheries, development of escapement objectives for discrete salmon stocks, projection
of escapements for discrete salmon stocks, and other projects imended to obtain
information that the board determines necessary under this section;

(2) In conjuncMon with the board, solicit public comment on the list of
proposed projects developed under (1) of this subsection and, as appropriate, revise the
projects and the priority ranking assigned to the projects based on the information and
comments received during the public comment period;

(3) submit the revised list of proposed projects together with a proposed
budget for each project to the governor for inclusion in the proposed budget for the
department for the following fiscal year.

(c) The governor shall include a request for an appropriation to the department
to fund the discrete salmon stock assessment projects identified on the revised list
prepared by the department under (b) of this section as part of the budget and annual
appropriation bill submitted to the legislature. The individual projects contained on

40(RES) -2-
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the list shall be included as allocations under the appropriation for discrete salmon
stock assessment projects.
* Sec. 3. AS 16.05.340 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(9) In addition to the license fees set under (a) of this section, a stock
assessment surcharge of $1 shall be collected on each sport fishing license sold under
this section. The amount of the surcharge collected under this subsection shall be
deposited into the fish and game fund. The legislature may appropriate money
collected under this subsection to the Department of Fish and Game for the discrete
salmon stock assessment program under AS 16.05.735.

* Sec. 4. AS 16.05.480 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) In addition to the license fee set under (a) of this section for a crewmember
fishing license, a stock assessment surcharge of $10 shall be collected at the time of
issuance of a crewmember fishing license. The amount of the surcharge collected
under this subsection shall be deposited into the general fund. The legislature may
appropriate money collected under this subsection to the Department of Fish and Game
for the discrete salmon stock assessment program under AS 16.05.735.

* Sec. 5. AS 16.43.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) In addition to the amounts collected under (a) - (d) of this section, the
commission shall collect, at the time of renewal of an entry permit or interim-use
permit for a salmon fishery, a stock assessment surcharge that shall reasonably reflect
the different rates of economic return for different fisheries. The commission shall
impose an additional surcharge on the renewal of an entry permit or interim-use permit
held by a nonresident to the extent permitted by law. The total amount of revenue
generated by the stock assessment surcharge must equal $500,000. The amount of the
surcharge collected under this subsection shall be deposited into the general fund. The
legislature may appropriate money collected under this subsection to the Department
of Fish and Game for the discrete salmon stock assessment program under
AS 16.05.735.

* Sec. 6. APPLICABILITY, (a) The Department of Fish and Game, with the assistance
of the Board of Fisheries, shall develop the first annual list, and priority ranking of proposed
projects under AS 16.05.735(h), added by sec. 2 of this Act, for submission to the governor

-3 CSSB 40(RES)
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for inclusion in the proposed budget for the department for fiscal year 1999,

(b) AS 16.05.340(g), added by sec. 3 of this Act, AS 16.05.480(d), added by sec. 4
of this Act, and AS 16.43.160(e), added by sec. 5 of this Act, are applicable to sport fishing
licenses, crewmember licenses, entry permits, and interim-use permits issued for 1998 or a
subsequent year.

* Sec. 7. AS 16.05.340(g), added by sec. 3 of this Act, is repealed January 1, 1998, if a
version of SB 7 increasing certain sport fishing license fees is passed by the First Regular
Session of the Twentieth Alaska State Legislature and enacted into law.

CSSB 40(RES) 4
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CGSB4
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSSB 40(RES)
1997 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Dept. Affected: Fish and Gama
Title: Discrete Srin*.n Stock Assostment '‘BRU: Spots Fish CFMD,
_Component: Sport Fish and Fisheries Management
Sponsor: Senators Halford and Green
Requester: Senate Resouces Committee COMPONENT SER'AL NO. 464 end 1941
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03
PERSONAL SERVICES 338.0 1,150.0 1,150.0 1,150.0 1,150.0 1,150.0
TRAVEL 17.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
CONTRACTUAL 65.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0
SUPPLIES 50.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0
EQUIPMENT 50.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 520.0 1,400.0 1,400.0 1,400.0 1,400.0 1,400.0
| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0
ICHANGE IN REVENUES (1024) | 520.01 1,400.0 1,400.0 1,400.0| 1.400.01 1,400.0]
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts 300.0 300.0 300.0 300.0 300.0
1003 GF Match

1004 GF 520.0

1005 GF/Program Receipts 900.0 900.0 900.0 900.0 900.0
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Fish and Gama Fund - 1024) 200.0 200.0 200.0 200.0 200.0
TOTAL 520.0 1.400.0 1,400.0 1,400.0 1,400.0 1.400.01

Estimate of any current yeer (FY97) coat: 9

FULL-TIME 9 15 15 15 15 15
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY 5 5 5 5 5
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

See Attachment

Note: Position requirements may change after FY99 depending upon projects selected
selected for funding under the provisions of this bill.

Prepared by: Kevin Delaney and Bob Clasby Phone: 46S-4180 or 267-2224
Division: Sport Fish Date: 4/9/97
Approved by Commissioner: Frank Cotes o7
Agency: Fish and Game

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DESIRIBUTION GOPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE CFFICE
For further dutnbution information, call the Governor®s Legislative Office

(Rev 11/951 97fisno.xIs/DBR Pege 1 ot 2



FISCAL NOTE Cottarnuetion Page 2 of 2

Bill Number SB40
Titke: Disaete Salmon Stock Assessment

Projects funded during FY98 are:

Uppei Susitna Abundance through Mark/Recapture:

Inriver abundance of migrating adult sockeye, chinook ,and coho salmon will be estimated by

tagging a sample of migrating adults low in the river (most likely near Sunshine crossing) and

resampling these and untagged fish upstream. Past studies, notably those associated with

the Susitna Hydroelectric Assessment, have shown this to be a promising technology.
Sockeye, chinook, and coho salmon will be tagged for a postseason estimate of

escapement. This program is recommended for twelve years to provide assessment over

two sockeye salmon life cycles.

$270,000
$220,000

Project cost 1st year:
Project cost 2nd year and thereafter:

Upper Cook Inlet Genetic Stock Identification:

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council funded development of allozyme (extensive) and

DNA (limited) data sets for identification of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon in
Central District fisheries. Central District and in-river fisheries were monitor; d
during 1993-1996. This program is able to provide estimates of sockeye salmon
stock composition of commercial catch within 48 hours after samples have been
collected. Samples can be collected throughout the fishery with most being
worked-up after the season. The project is currently in its final year and no funds
are available for monitoring in 1997 or beyond. This program is recommended
annually to provide data necessary to evaluate timing of stocks through the

commercial fishery and to provide data inseason to fishery managers.

Annual project cost: $200,000

Genetic Stock ldentification of Indicator Stocks:

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council funded development of allozyme (extensive) and
DNA (limited) data sets for identification of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon in

One result of that project was the discovery of several
This project would fund

Central District fisheries.
stocks that were quite unique and discernible.
monitoring a unique stock to the Kenai Peninsula (Russian River) and Northern

District (most likely Susitna River population) and track their presence through
their marine and riverine migration. This project in addition to the one above adds
necessary additional baseline and inriver sampling. This program is recommended
over one life cycle of sockeye salmon to better understand sub-population timing.
Annual project cost: $50,000

Additional projects funded in future will depend upon decisions made by the department
and the Alaska Board of Fisheries based on the criteria described in this bill.
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Prepared in Response to SB 40
by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Program

Rgyect Regpest DesriDian

Kenal River Sorer 6.8 Contadsaplesdeesalmon ntekeal R

KesilofRinver Soar $H.7 Countand saplle scdeye salmn ntte KesilofR.

Yentra River Sorer 45 Cout trdsarple sddee salmn nte Yata R

Oescent River Sorer 51  Count ;nd sarplle sdee salmn ntteQesEatR

AshOresk\\eir 137 Couttand saple sodeye salnon nAsh Oresk

RussianRiver\\eir B0 Contadsaple sdeesalmon ntteRssianR.

UCI catchsapling @0 Olletap, 32, adsexapsitaaoftecomerci

cch

Offdore etficig B8 Assessmegnirtuce ofsodeye salmon nneterirg UCH

Total 40.6

Proposed Programs to be Funded with CIP Request:

Escapement Assessment

Upper Susitna Abundance through Mark/Recapture:

Inriver abundance of mi?rating adult sockeye salmon will be estimated by tagging a
sample of migrating adults low in the liver (most likely near Sunshine crossing) and
resampling these and untagged fish upstream. Past studies, notably those associated with
the Susitna Hydroelectric Assessment, have shown this to be a promising technology.
Sockeye, chinook, and coho salmon will be tagged for a postseason estimate of
escapement. This pro?ram is recommended for twelve years to provide assessment over

two sockeye salmon lite cycles.

Project cost 1Tyear: 5200,000
Project cost 2rdyear and thereafter: 5 150,000

Susitna Drainage Sub-population Abundance:

Weirs will be operated to count adult sockeye and coho saimon into selected tributaries of
the Susitna River. Important sub-populations will be chosen on the Yentna River and
Susitna mainstem tributaries This pro?ram Is recommended for twelve years to provide
assessment over two sockeye salmon lite cycles

Project cost 1" year. $250,000
Project cost 2rdyear and thereafter. $175,000
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VetiscbGridrt Aurd
Little is known of the magnitude of sockeye salmon spawning stocks in rivers draining
into the westside of Cook Inlet south of the Susitna (examples: McCarthur, Chillagan, Big
River). We propose to use an appropriate combination of fixed wing, hellcopter foot

surveys, and weirs to assess these populations. This program is recommended for Six years
to provide assessment over one sockeye salmon life cycle.

Project cost 1* year: $25,000
PrOJect cost 2rdyear and thereafter. $75,000

Knik Arm Assessment:

Weirs scheduled in 1997 to count coho salmon in Wasilla and Cottonwood Creeks will
begin operation early enough to count sockeye salmon. One additional sockeye sub-
'o Pulanon will also be chosen for assessment as will additional effo.t be funded to more
ully document sockeye salmon presence in Knik arm. Thisprogram is recommended for
twelve years to provide assessment over two sockeye salmon lifecycles.

Project cost 1 year: $70,000
PrOJect cost 2ndyear and thereafter. $75,000

Escapement Goal Analysis
Kenai Peninsula Juvenile Studies:

Monitor the rearing success of juvenile sockeye salmon in the lake systems of the Kena
and Kasilof Rivers. Lake hydroacoustic surveys, I|mnolog(¥ sampling, and smolt counts
where possible will be conducted. This project was funded from 1990-1996 with Exxon
Valdez oil spill settlement moneys. This program is recommended annually to provide data
necessary to evaluate escapement goals, monitor productivity and forecast future returns.

Annual project cost; $150,000
Susitna River Juvenile Studies:

Monitor the rearing success of juvenile sockeye salmon in selected lake systems of the
Susitna River. Lake hydroacoustic surveys, limnology sampling, and smolt weirs will be
conducted. This project was funded from 1993-1995 with Exxon Valdez oil spill moneys
from the state criminal settlement (CIP) This program is recommended annually to
Prowde data necessary to evaluate escapement goals, monitor productivity, and forecast

uture returns.

Annual project cost: $! 00,000
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Westside C | Juvenile Studies:

Monitor the rearing success ofJ'uveniIe sockeye salmon in the Crescent River lake system.
Lake hydroacoustic surveys and limnology samﬁling will be conducted. This project was
funded in 1996 with general fund research. This program is recommended annually to
provide data necessary to evaluate escapement goals, monitor productivity, and forecast

future returns.
Annual project cost: $50,000

Spawning Habitat Assessment:

A Detter understanding of fresh vater production of O{uvenile salmon is needed to set
spawning goals which result in high sustained yields and to better identify surplus
ﬁroducnon available for harvest. In order to do this we must identify and maintain critical
abitat.  This Pm]ect would include habitat baseline studies that would provide Federal,
State and local governments with information needed to formulate and enforce effective
watershed develo,oment plans. This program is recommended annually to provide data
necessary to evaluate escapement goals, forecast harvestable surpluses, and monitor

productivity.
Annual project cost: $125,000
Stock Composition and Run Reconstruction

Upper Cook Inlet Genetic Stock Identification:

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council funded development of allozyme (extensive) and
DNA (limited) data sets for identification of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon in Central
District fisheries. ~ Central District and in-river fisheries were monitored durinE
1993-1996. This program is able to provide estimates of sockeye salmon stoc
composition of commercial catch within 48 hour' after samples have been
collected.  Samples can be collected throughout the fisher%/ with most being
worked-up after the season. The project is currently in its final year and no funds
are available for monitoring in 1997 or beyond. This program is recommended
annually to provide data necessary to evaluate timing of stocks through the
commercial fishery and to provide data inseason to fishery managers.

Annual project cost; $200,000

Genetic Stock Identification of Indicator Stocks:

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council funded development of allozyme (extensive) "nd
DNA (limited) data sets for identification of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon in Central



District fisheries. One result of that Project was the discovery of several stocks
that were quite unique and discernible. - This project would fund monitoring a
unique stock to the Kenai Peninsula (Russian River) and Northern District (most
likely Susitna River population) and track their presence through their marine and
riverine migration. This project in addition to the one above adds necessary
additional baseline and inriver sampling. This program is recommended over one
life cycle of sockeye salmon to better understand sub-population timing.

Annual project cost; $50,000
UCI Marine Hydroacoustic Assessment:

The Upper Cook Inlet marine sonar survey was developed under the Exxon Valdez oil
spill restoration program as a tool to estimate salmon abundance within Upper Cook Inlet
marine waters. It was deveIoFed to provide information in years when sockeye salmon
runs were expected to be small, which would necessitate closure of a standard regulatory
Monday or Friday commercial opening. The sonar survey requires use of a chartered
vessel capable of towing the sonar array, and takes 36 to 48 hours to complete, with
preliminary results available at the time of completion. This program is recommended
annually to provide data necessary to evaluate timing of stocks through the commercial
fishery and to provide data inseason to fishery managers.

Annual project cost; $25,000
Chinook Salmon

During the late 1980's and throughout the 1990's, returns of chinook salmon to many
rivers around UFper Cook Inlet have been below expected levels given parent
escapements, resu tmg in restriction, and in some cases closures, ofinriver sport and near-
shore commercial and personal-use fisheries. Disappointing returns to west Cook Inlet
(notably to the Lewis and Theodore rivers), northern Cook Inlet (notably the Susitna
River tributaries Deshka River, Alexander Creek, and Peters Creek), and the Kenai
Peninsula (notably Deep Creek) have been of particular concern. Concurrent with these
reduced returns has been the growth of harvests in the northern Cook Inlet and lower
Kenai Peninsula in-river recreational fisheries and in the marine sport fisheries prosecuted
near Deep Creek and Homer. The harvest of chinook in the lower Cook Inlet commercial
net fisheries has remained constant at about 2,000 per Zear. The stock composition of
harvests in these marine fisheries is unknown. Without knowledge of the composition of
these harvests, the department can not assess the causes behind the observed declines in
production by stocks of chinook salmon returning to rivers around Upper Cook Inlet. A
summary of harvest and stock composition data for these marine fisheries was first
compiled by Clark et al. (1994)1and many of the recommendations in that report have

1Cark, JH., DN. MBrice, ad L. S Timons. 1984, Recant histaryofchinodk salnon lFenests n
marire vaters of sauth-antral . Jeda; aopillation ofrenest, S, and coded wiire teg catla by fidway,



been implemented by the department. Specifically, tagging has been expanded in Cook
Inlet and recovery programs have been initiated in Cook Inlet and Kodiak. The first
significant returns of tagged hatchery-produced chinook salmon are expected in 1997; the
marine sport fishery near Deep Creek will be sampled for the first time in 1997. The
marine sport fishery in Homer has been sampled in previous years with most tagged
chinook having originated at hatcheries in British Columbia.

Escapements of most major stocks of chinook salmon in rivers around Upper Cook Inlet
are indexed via aerial surveys. While these surveys have been adequate to implement
timely regulations to conserve stocks, the quality of information from these surveys is
insufficient to evaluate productivity of escapements necessary to conduct discrete-stock
management. The department is developing a technology based on sonar to estimate the
inriver return of chinook salmon in situations when chinook salmon are numerically the
most abundant species. Although some results from this project on the Kasilof River are
promising, the technology is not yet ready for export to other systems.

Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Programs

Kerai River Oreel Estimate and sarplle hervest imihear

Loner Cook Nkt Escapamant Incex escgpamants

Northerm Cook InlietEscgpament Incex escapamants

DeshiaRner\\eir Count and sarplle escgpanant

Total Escaeenitc: aL7

Taoparg:

Kerai RiverWild %7 Tag juaniles nKenail River

Loner Cook IetHatdery 6.6 Tag etdaryjuailes o e nLCl

Deep OreskWilld 83 Tag juanilles NDeep Oreek

Norttern Cook InketHatdhery 56 Tag hetdery juanilies lir relesse NNCI

Deshia RnverWild 077 Tag juaniles NDeshika Riner

WillovOresk Willd 192 Tag jueniles nWillovOresk

Cook NietMarine Tag Recovery 13r.7 Sarple marire gt ideess fartagsad
estirate hervest by stok

Total Teggirg: 8508

Grand Totl: 1625

Proposed Programs to be Funded with CIP Request:
Escapement Assessment:
KasilofLate Run Abundance through Mark'Recapture

1980-198 ad recomacatios o fulreassessiet. ADRSG, DivisinofSort ARshRdary
Management RgportNo. 349.
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Inriver abundance of migrating chinook salmon will be estimated by fitting a sample with
radio transmitters, then following these fish upstream where they are resampled along with
fish without transmitters. This technology has been successfully applied to stocks of
chinook throughout southeast Alaska. This program should continue for two years.

Annual project cost: $165.0

Upper Susitna Abundance through Mark/Recapture:

Inriver abundance of migrating adult chinook salmon will be estimated by tagging a
sample of migrating adults low in the river (most likely near Sunshine crossing) and
resampling these and untagged fish upstream. Past studies, notably those associated with
the Susitna Hydroelectric Assessment, have shown this to be a promising technology.
Estimates will include stocks migrating to the Chulitna, Talkeetna, and upper Susitna
rivers above Talkeetna. This program is also presented as an increment to the sockeye
program discussed in that section. As such, this program should continue fo» the life of

the sockeye project (10 years).

Annual project cost: $35,000

Sampling Indexed Escapements:

Age, sex, and size composition of chinook salmon spawning in several rivers will be
estimated with this project. Spawning populations of chinook salmon are comprised of
several age groups in anyone yearwith older fish:nore likelyfemale.  Because egg
production by an escapementof chinooksalmon will  varyaccording tothe age andsize
composition of the spawning fish, quality of chinook salmon escapement is an important
consideration when analyzing the productivity of stocks. This project provides funding for
sampling of selected indexed spawning escapements which are not currently sampled for
age, sex, and size composition. Project duration is recommended for 8 years to cover two

life cycles.

Annual project cost: 525,000

Stock Composition of Harvests in Marine Fisheries:
Tagging Wild Juveniles in the KasilofRiver:

A sample ofjuvenile chinook salmon in the Kasilof River will be tagged for later recovery
as adults in marine fisheries Most likely tagged smolts will be taken from the mainstem
Project should continue 3 years to cover year classes of chinook salmon.

Annual project cost; $55,000
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SamplingMarine Fisheries in Lower Cook Inlet:

Tags will be recovered to estimate harvest of chinook salmon by stock in commercial and
sport fisheries not currently sampled. This project provides funding for sampling both
sport and commercial fisheries. Project should continue for 3 years.

Annual project cost (sport): $15,000
Annual project cost (commercial): $15,000

Completion of Genetic Baselinefor Cook Inlet:

The department obtained a grant from the federal Saltonstall/Kennedy program (funds
expired January 1, 1996) to begin development of a baseline data set for Southcentral and
Western Alaskan chinook salmon stocks.  This effort was to provide information for
identification of trawl-caught chinook salmon from the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea.
The data have been merged into a Pacific Rim interagency baseline for chinook salmon
which includes extensive data from California through Western Alaska. Initial work
suggests that with continued refinement of the baseline for Southcentral Alaska some
broad regional identification of stocks can be precisely and accurately estimated. Potential
applications include separation of Kenai Peninsula populations from Susitna River

populations in Cook Inlet.

Annual project cost: $ 166,000

Coho Salmon

Harvests of coho salmon in and around Cook Inlet are second only to harvests of this
species in Southeastern Alaska. Mixed stocks of coho salmon are harvested in the Central
and Nonhem District commercial fisheries incidental to targeted fisheries for sockeye
salmon The state’s largest sport harvests occur throughout many of the freshwaters of
Upper Cook Inlet; most notably in the Kenai and Little Susitna rivers and in tributaries to
the Susitna River. In recent years, hatchery-produced coho salmon have been used to
develop sport fisheries in urban areas Of greatest concern is the lack of information on
escapements which precludes assessment of productivity and timely response to

downturns in production

Beginning in 1992, the department implemented a comprehensive plan to estimate stock-
specific harvests oi hatchery-produced and some wild coho salmon2 based on tagging
juveniles and recovering tagged adults from harvests. All releases of smolts from
hatcheries have carried tags and their harvest in marine fisheries estimated since 1993.
Several successful recreational fisheries for coho salmon were established with these
releases, even though commercial exploitation of hatchery-produced coho salmon has
been substantial. A tagging program for wild juveniles in the Kenai River has shown that

: Meyer, S.. Vincent-Lang, D., and D. McBndc 1991. Goal statement and study plan for the
development of a stock assessment program for upper Cook Inlet salmon stocks. ADFG unpublished.
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commercial harvests of this stock to be much smaller than anticipated, indicating that
commercial harvests of coho salmon in Upper Cook Inlet are comprised mostly of stocks
from northern Cook Inlet. Samples ofjuvenile coho salmon from the Deshka River and
Willow Creek in the Susitna River watershed will be tagged next year.

Inriver returns of coho salmon are estimated with weirs across the Little Susitna and
Deshka rivers; more weirs will be constructed next year across several streams around
Knik Arm including Wasilla, Cottonwood, and Fish creeks. Unfortunately, no feasible
technology has yet been developed to estimate inriver return of coho salmon to the Kenai
River. Fortunately, annual estimates ofjuvenile abundance have been calculated through
our tagging program on the Kenai River, estimates that can be used to develop
management objectives for fisheries exploiting this stock. Even with our current program,
sufficient information on escapements on the majority of stocks in Upper Cook Inlet is
preventing assessment their productivity.

Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Programs

Project Rcauest DescriDtion

Urban Area Fisheries 79.6 Sample sport harvests and estimate harvest
by stock

Northern District Tag Recovery 31.9 Sample commercial harvests and estimate
harvest by stock

Central District Tag Recovery’ 153.9 Sample commercial harvests for tags and
estimate harvest by stock

Kenai River Tagging 126.5 Tag juveniles in Kenai River

Hatchery Tagging 42.0 Tag hatchery-produced juveniles

Little Susitna Escapement 88.1 Count and sample coho escapement

Knik Arm Escapement and Tagging 103.0 Count and sample coho escapements and
tag juveniles

Susitna River Tagging 33.0 Tag juveniles in Deshka River and Willow
Creek

Total. 658 0

Proposed Programs to be Funded with CIP Request;
Escapement Assessment:

Upper Susitna Abundance through M ai’

Inriver abundance of migrating adult coho salmon will be estimated by tagging a sample of
migrating adults low in the river (most likely near Sunshine crossing) and resampling these
and untagged fish upstream. Past studies, notably those associated with the Susitna
Hydroelectric Assessment, have shown this to be a promising technology. Estimates will
include stocks migrating to the Chulitna, Talkeetna, and upper Susitna rivers above
Talkeetna. This program is also presented as an increment to the sockeye program
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discussed in that section. As such, this program should continue for the life of the sockeye
project (10 years).

Annual project cost: $35,000

Yentna River Hydroacoustic:

This project will evaluate whether hydroacoustic techniques can be used to estimate
inriver abundance of migrating adult coho salmon in the Yentna River. The program
should be considered developmental for three years and if successful run annually for an
inseason estimate of coho salmon escapement. Equipment will be purchased only if
successful techniques can be developed.

Project cost year 1-3: $50,000
Purchase of equipment: $75,000
Annual project cost: $50,000

Minor Stocks:

Escapement of coho salmon into two streams on the Kenai Peninsula (Deep and Crooked
creeks) will be estimated by extending the operation of weirs now used to estimate
escapement of chinook salmon. Escapement of coho salmon to the Kahiltna River will be
estimated with a tagging program Work at each site is recommended to continue for four
years to provide information over one life cycle (four years) with work on the Kenai
Peninsula preceding work at the Kahiltna River.

Annual cost for weirs on the Kenai Peninsula.  $33,000
Annual cost for tagging on the Kahiltna River:  $50,000

Stock Composition of Harvests in Marine Fisheries:
Upper Susitna River Tagging.

Technology will be developed to estimate exploitation of rates of coho salmon in the
marine fisheries of Upper Cook Inlet Juvenile coho salmon emigrating from Larson Lake
will be tagged. Tagged aduits will be recovered in current programs to sample marine
harvests to estimate harvest by stock Inriver return will be estimated in another project
under this CEP initiative. Ifjuveniles in Larson Lake are representative of all juveniles in
the watershed, exploitation rates estimated for adults tagged as juveniles leaving Larson
Lake will be the same as rates on al' adults returning to the watershed. Under these
circumstances, a return of coho salmon to the entire Susitna River can be estimated. We
recommend that this program continue for eight years to provide information for two life

cycles.

Project cost 14 year: $35,000
Project cost 2rd year: $ 140,000



Project cost 3"1year and thereafter: $100,000
Development o f Genetic Stock Identification Markers

Very few genetic markers, either protein or DNA, are currently available for
identification of discrete populations of coho salmon. This program would identify
and develop DNA markers to identify discrete stocks inhabiting Southcentral
Alaska. After marker development, databases will be developed for use in stock

identification studies.

Annual project cost: $97,000
Chum Salmon

Chum salmon stocks along the westside of Cook Inlet pose one of our most persisting
conservation problems. Even with complete closure of terminal commercial fisheries,
returns to McNeil River fail to rebuild. We need better escapement, migratory, timing,

and interception information.
Proposed Programs to be Funded with CIP Request:

Escapement Assessment:

McNeil River Escapement Assessment

Currently, aerial surveys are used to estimate escapement into this system, but estimates of
bear predation sometimes exceed the estimated number of chum salmon in the river. Since
McNeil River flows through a wildlife sanctuary internationally famous for brown bear
viewing, methods used to estimate chum salmon escapement must be unobtrusive. This
project will attempt to provide more accurate escapement estimates through
improvements in the aerial survey program (e.g. radio and ultrasonic tagging of adult
chum salmon captured in McNeil Lagoon to determine stream life and distribution) as well
as development of techniques for using unmanned video equipment.

Annual project cost: $50,000

Stock Composition of Harvests in Marine Fisheries:

Tagging Wild Juvenile Westside Cook Inlet Chum Salmon

The fate of chum salmon returning to spawn in westside Cook Inlet systems will be
examined through a juvenile tagging program. Juvenile chum salmon migrating to sea
from one or more westside systems (e.g. Big Kamishak, Little Kamishak, McNeil, Bruin,
and Iniskin Rivers and Cottonwood Creek) will be marked with half-length coded-wire
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tags and returning adults will be recovered from various commercial fisheries to obtain
information on run timing and migratory paths. If possible, a weir will be installed on one
of the streams where juvenile tagging was conducted to obtain estimates on returning
adult marked-to-unmarked ratios. This will allow estimates to be made of exploitation
rates within selected commercial fisheries.

Annual project cost: $150,000
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Gulfof Alaska: Chinook Salmon

During the late 1980°s and throughout the 1990’s, returns of chinook salmon to many
rivers around Upper Cook Inlet have been below expected levels given parent
escapements, resulting in restriction, and in some cases closures, of inriver sport and near-
shore commercial and personal-use fisheries. Disappointing returns to west Cook Inlet
(notably to the Lewis and Theodore rivers), northern Cook Inlet (notably the Susitna
River tributaries Deshka River, Alexander Creek, and Peters Creek), and the Kenai
Peninsula (notably Deep Creek) have been of particular concern. Concurrent with these
reduced returns has been the growth of directed and incidental harvests of chinook
salmon in marine sport fisheries near Kodiak, and in commercial net fisheries in the
Kodiak, Chignik, and Prince William Sound management areas. There are also concerns
about the bycatch of chinook salmon in the off-shore groundfish trawl fisheries.

A summary of available information on harvests and tag recoveries in these marine
fisheries was first compiled by Clark ei al. (1994)3 Fisheries in the Gulf that have or will
shortly have sampling programs to recover tagged adults are: Prince William Sound
commercial; Kodiak sport and commercial; and southeast Alaska commercial (troll)
fisheries.  Marine fisheries in the Gulf that are yet to be sampled include Chignik
commercial and federally managed trawl fisheries. Many stocks of chinook salmon from
Cook Inlet are now tagged; many more will tagged be under this CIP initiative. No stocks
of chinook salmon from Kodiak Island are tagged. Without knowledge of the
composition of now unsampled harvests in the Gulf, the department can not assess the
causes behind the observed declines in production by stocks of chinook salmon returning

to rivers around Upper Cook Inlet.
Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Programs

Proiccl Regucst Description

Count and sample escapement in

Kodiak Rivers Escapement 33.3
Karluk, Ayakulik, and Chignik

Kodiak Marine Tag Recovery 70.4 Sample commercial and sport harvest s
recover tags and estimate harvest
by slock

Total. 103.7

1Clark. J.H., D.N. McBride, and L. S. Timmons. 1994. Recent history ofchinook salmon harvests in
marine waters of south-central Alaska; compilation of harvest, size, and coded wire tag data by fishery,
1980-1993 and recommendations for future assessment. ADFG. Division of Sport Fish Fishery

Management Report No. 94-V
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Proposed Programs and Analyses to be funded with CEP Initiative;
Tagging Wild Juveniles in Kodiak Island:

Samples of juvenile chinook salmon from the Ayakulik and the Karluk rivers will be
tagged for later recovery as adults in marine fisheries. Projects should continue 3 yearsto

cover year classes of chinook salmon.

Annual project costs at Ayakulik River: $55,000
Annual project costs at Karluk River: $55,000

Chinook Salmon Bycatch in GulfofAlaska Trawl Fisheries:

Estimates of the incidental harvest of chinook salmon in trawl fisheries will be verified
following technologies as was done for salmon bycatch in the trawl fisheries of the Bering
Sea. Patterns of bycatch and CWT recoveries will be summarized by year, month, target
fishery, depth, gear type and reporting area. Spatial patterns will be analyzed using
geographic information system (GIS).

It is anticipated that completion of Cook Inlet GSI baseline data will provide a
comprehensive coastwide baseline for chinook salmon.  Analysis of this baseline will
demonstrate feasibility of using this technique to identify chinook salmon bycatch.
Project to identify stocks should continue for 3 years.

Trawl bycatch analysis, one time $30,000
Annual GSI stock identification of bycatch $50,000
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Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula/Chignik

Very limited information is available on stock composition of sockeye fisheries in the
outside vaters of Kodiak, Chignik, Shumagin Islands, Southeast mainland areas of the
Alaska Peninsula, and North Alaska Peninsula areas.  Issues of interceptions of Cook
Inlet sockeye in Kodiak, interception of Chignik sockeye salmon in the Cape Igvak,
Shumagin Islands, and Southeast Mainland districts, and Bristol Bay sockeye in the North
Alaska Peninsula fisheries are routinely addressed by the Board of Fisheries,  Stock
identification methods are currently not available to address these issues. Genetic stock
identification methods which have been demonstrated for identifying Cook Inlet stocks in
Cook Inlet catches offers promise. We propose to collect baseline samples for principal
sockeye stocks in Kodiak, Chignik, South Alaska Peninsula, North Alaska Peninsula and
Bristol Bay, and analyze to demonstrate feasibility to identify stocks in mixed stocks
fisheries in Kodiak, and North Alaska Peninsula areas.

Kodiak Area: Sockeye and Coho Salmon.

The Kodiak management area harvests local and migratory sockeye salmon. Regulatory
management plans guide inseason management of the various districts. Information on the
stock specific contribution of sockeye salmon to specific districts are not available. The stock
specific origin and local contribution of coho salmon harvested in the Kodiak Management
area is not well known. Full escapement enumeration of local coho stocks currently does

not occur.
Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Program

Project Reauest Descriotion
Major System Weirs 199.7 Count and sample sockeye in the Karluk, Ayakulik, Frazier,.
Dog Salmon, Upper Station Rivers, Akalura, Saltery, Buskin,

and Litnik Rivers

Minor System Weirs 29.1 Count and sample sockeye in the Paul’s Bay, Malina, and
Shuyak rivers
Kodiak Catch Sampling 43.7  Collect age. size, and sex composition of the commercial
catch
Kodiak Test Fishery 29.2  Assess magnitude of sockeye salmon run
Total 301.7

Proposed Programs to be Funded with CIP Request:

Escapement Assessment and Fishery Stock Identification.

Completion of Genetic Baselinefor Westward Region Sockeye stocks.

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council funded development of allozyme (extensive) and DNA

(limited) data sets for identification of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon in Central District
fisheries. Central District and in-river fisheries were monitored during 1993-1996, Many



genetic markers, both protein and DNA, are currently available for identification of
discrete stocks of sockeye salmon. Extensive data (protein and DNA) are available for
sockeye populations from Cook Inlet. Data from other areas are limited or nonexistent.
Expand data base beyond Cook Inlet to include stocks from Kodiak, Chignik, Alaska

Peninsula, and Bristol Bay Areas.

Annual Project Costs $200,000
Kodiak Area Sockeye Salmon Fishery Stock Identification.

Stocks in Kodiak area sockeye salmon fisheries will be identified using GSI methods.
Commercial fishery harvests will be sampled from June 9 until August 30. There are
seven areas where sampling will occur on a weekly basis: Mainland, Igvak, Afognak,
Northwest Kodiak, Southwest Kodiak, Alitak, and Eastside Districts.

Annual Project Costs $500,000
Kodiak Area Coho Salmon Escapement Enumeration.

Increase local escapement enumeration via coho weirs and aerial surveys. Establish 6
coho salmon counting weirs and extend existing aerial surveys.

Startup Costs $120,000
Annual Operational Costs $240,000

Escapement Goalsfor Kodiak Area Sockeye lakes.

Monitor the rearing success of juvenile sockeye salmon in selected lake systems of the
Kodiak Area. Lake hydroacoustic surveys and limnology sampling will be conducted.
This program is recommended annually to provide data necessary to evaluate escapement
goals, monitor productivity, and forecast fijture returns.

Annual Costs $82,000

Chignik Area. Sockeye and Coho Salmon.

The Chignik Lakes system is comprised of two sockeye runs that have overlapping run
timing. The early run returns to Black Lake and peaks in late June and a late run peaks in
late July to Chignik Lake. Scale pattern analysis is used to apportion the stocks inseason
and postseason, and although this is standardized methodology, it has flaws in its
application. Scale pattern analysis depends on differential growth between stocks and in
some years the classification accuracy’s are low for both major age classes, age 1.3 and
2.3 sockeye salmon. Another major problem is that inseason only age 2.3 sockeye salmon
can be analyzed directly by scale pattern analysis, and other less reliable methods are used
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to assess the age 1.3 component which reduces the accuracy of inseason escapement
estimates.

Stock composition of the commercial sockeye and coho salmon harvest taken outside
Chignik Lagoon is unknown. The harvest of coho salmon is bimodal with peaks in late
July and late August - early September. Sockeye salmon are also harvested in the Eastern,
Western, Perryville and Central Districts throughout the season, however the stock

composition is unknown.

Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Program

Project Request Description
Chignik Weir 100.1 Count and sample sockeye in the Chignik River
Chignik Catch Sampling 59.7 Collect age, size, and sex composition of the commercial

catch

Chignik Test Fisher} 60.0  Assess magnitude of sockeye salmon run

Total 219.8

Proposed Programs to be Funded with CEP Request:
Escapement Assessment and Fishery Stock Identification.

Black River Sonar Enumeration.

A sonar project on the Black River (to be located above Chiaktuak creek) will
complement the existing management weir which is situated on the Chignik River, below
Chignik and Black Lakes. The Chignik River weir is used for establishing fishing periods
and achieving overall sockeye salmon escapement goals. The Black River sonar project
will be used to enhance the accuracy and reliability of apportioning catch and escapement
to the appropriate run component, and assure that the escapement goals for each system
are met inseason. Actual counts could be compared to scale pattern analysis estimates to
check the accuracy of previous apportionment’s of the Chignik Lakes’ stocks post 1978
Once relationships in travel time are established scale pattern analysis could be

discontinued

Startup Costs $83,700
Annual Project Costs 545,000

Chignik Area Coho Salmon Escapement Enumeration.

Increase local escapement enumeration by extending operation of Chignik weir and
existing aerial surveys.

Annual Operational Costs $137,000



DRAFT 04/09/97

Alaska Peninsula Area: Sockeye and Chum Salmon

The Alaska Peninsula June fishery primarily harvests migrating sockeye and chum salmon. Pre-
season quotas for these fisheries are set based on a percentage of forecasted Bristol Bay
inshore sockeye catch. There is a regulatory management plan to guide inseason management.
The origin of the sockeye catches are almost entirely from Bristol Bay and North Alaska
Peninsula River systems.  Chum salmon originate primarily from the northwestern Alaska
River systems, including Bristol Bay, Kuskokwim, Lower Yukon, and Norton Sound River
systems. Information on the specific river system contribution of sockeye and chum salmon to
the June fishery harvest is currently not available.

The Alaska Peninsula Post June fishery is believed to harvest mainly local stocks of pink and
chum salmon. In 1991 the Board of Fisheries established the Post June Salmon Management
Plan for the Southern Alaska Peninsula (5 AAC 09.360) which delayed the opening of non
terminal areas until July 19. This plan has reduced the incidental catch of migrating coho and
chum salmon. There is potential for late run Yukon and Kotzebue Sound chum salmon
occur in this fishery. The magnitude of Western Alaska chum salmon in catches as well as the
stock composition of the incidental harvest of coho and sockeye salmon is unknown.

The Southeastern District Mainland Fishery (SEDM) is regulated under a management plan
approved by the Alaska Board of Fisheries. In the SEDM 80 percent of the sockeye harvest
from the season opening (approximately June 10) through July 25 (except in the Northwest
Stepovak section) are considered Chignik River origin and 20 percent of the harvest as local
Orzinski stock. The stock composition referenced in the management plan is based on a
limited tagging study conducted in 1961. The stock specific contribution of sockeye salmon

to the SEDM fishery.

The North Alaska Peninsula occurs in near terminal areas and harvest sockeye salmon
originating in the North Alaska Peninsula river systems. Bristol Bay fishermen claim significant
interception of Bristol Bay sockeye salmon occurs in the North A'aska Peninsula. Limited
stock identification studies using scale pattern analysis have demonstrated that at times,
substantial numbers of Bristol Bay sockeye have occurred in catches from the northern areas
of the North Alaska Peninsula districts The interception of Bristol Bay sockeye is a very
controversial allocation issue The department does not have stock specific harvest information
of the commercial harvest in the North Alaska Peninsula.

Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Program

Project Request Description

North Alaska P. Escapement 252 9 Count and sample sockeye in Bear, Nelson, and llnik
Risers Conduct aerial surveys

South Alaska P Escapement 103.2 Count and sample sockeye in Orzinski Lake sveir. Conduct
aerial surveys

Sandy Riser Weir 37.4 Count and sample sockeye in Sandy River

P/A Catch Sampling 107.2 Collect age, size, and sex composition of the commercial
catch

P/A Test Fishery 44.9  Assess magnitude of sockeye salmon run
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South Unimak Test Fishery 28.0  Assess relative magnitude of sockeye and chum salmon
abundance
June Fishery Stock Identification 131.5 Stock ldentification June Fishery Chum Salmon Catches

Total 705.1
Proposed Programs to be Funded with CLP Request:

Escapement Assessment and Fishery Stock Identification.

Identification ofStocks ofSockeye Salmon in North Alaska Peninsula Fishery

A GSI study is proposed to identify stocks in the North Alaska Peninsula fisheries. The study
will determine the extent Bristol Bay sockeye salmon are harvested in the North Alaska
Peninsula commercial salmon fisheries, as well as local stocks. Scale pattern analysis has
already been tried in the North Alaska Peninsula with poor results due to the myriad of stocks
potentially involved. To incorporate Bristol Bay run timing, sampling will be conducted, June
25 to July 20 from catches in the, Bear River, Three Hills, and IInik Sections.

Annual Project Costs $380,000

Identification ofStocks of Chum Salmonfrom Western Alaska

The current CEP-based program has funded the development of genetic stock
identification methods for chum salmon from the June and post-June South Alaska
Peninsula fisheries.  One additional year of sample collection (1997) for the post-June
fishery remains. When completed in FY98 or early FY99, data will be available for the
1993-1996 June fishery and the 1996-1997 post-June fishery. The current baseline
discriminates among major regional groupings of chum salmon including Japanese,
Russian, Northwest Alaska Summer, Fall Yukon River, Southeast Alaska/Prince William
Sound, British Columbia, and Washington. However, additional DNA-level markers are
needed to discriminate among Northwest Alaska summer chum complex (Bristol Bay,
Kuskokwim, Lower Yukon, and Norton Sound).

Annual Project Costs $126,000
Western Alaska Salmon

KUSKOKWIM AREA

The Kuskokwim Salmon Management Area includes all waters of the Kuskokwim River,
Kuskokwim Bay and waters that flow into Kuskokwim Bay. With a population of about
16,000 people, population centers include Bethel, Aniak and McGrath, plus about 35
smaller communities mostly clustered along the lower Kuskokwim River and coastal
areas. Both subsistence and commercial salmon fishing are vital to the economies of local
communities. Sport fishing is important in only a few discrete locations. Subsistence
fishing occurs throughout the Kuskokwim Area, but commercial fishing is limited to two
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districts in the lower Kuskokwim River and two districts in Kuskokwim Bay. The species
of greatest interest are chinook, sockeye, chum and coho salmon, with average annual
harvests of 130, 190, 650, and 730 thousand fish, respectively.

Management of Kuskokwim Area salmon fisheries is difficult due to the shortfalls in
fundamental stock information and basic assessment tools. Kuskokwim River fishers
harvest from a mixed aggregate of species and stocks whose run timings overlap. In nearly
all instances identification of discrete stocks or manageable stock aggregates is lacking,
even though such aggregates likely exist. Also lacking are projects for monitoring annual
spawning escapements to well distributed geographic stock aggregates. One of the
Kuskokwim Bay fishing districts has no current escapement assessment other than an
occasional aerial survey. Managers are also without a reliable means of assessing
abundance in the Kuskokwim River in a manner timely enough for in-season information
needs. Scheduled resumption of Kuskokwim River sonar by about 1999 should address
this need, but the expected funding level will exclude enumeration of coho salmon.
Assessment information for coho salmon is grossly inadequate in the Kuskokwim Area,
yet the Kuskokwim River drainage supports the largest coho salmon harvest in the state
and that harvest is increasing. During the past few years modest efforts have been made to
improve on some of these shortfalls through cooperative projects with local community
groups funded through federal grants, but annual funding is unstable and the modest
efforts are not sufficient. These cooperative ventures need to be expanded. It is not
possible to mange individual stocks or stock aggregates in the Kuskokwim Area based on

current knowledge and funding.

Existing Escapement and Catch Composition Programs

Project Request Description

Kuskokwim Bay Fishery Monitoring 25.3 Catches sampled for age, sex, and size

Kuskokwim Bay Escapement Surveys 5.4 Aerial surveys of Kanektok and Goodncws
Rivers

Goodncws River Weir 38.5 Monitor chinook, sockeye, churn, pink
and coho escapement

Kuskokwim River Fishery Monitoring 58 4 Catches sampled for age, sex, and size

Kuskokwim River Run Assessment 67 4 Test fishing to determine run size and
timing

Kuskokwim River Escapement Surveys 82 Acerial surveys of principle spawning areas

Kogrukluk River Weir 44 6 Monitor and sample escapement

Aniak River Sonar 57 2 Monitor and sample escapement

Kuskokwim River Sonar 165 Monitor and sample escapement

Kuskokwim Stock Biology 27.5 Sample catch and escapement for age, sex,
and size

Total 349 0

The following are projects proposed to improve discrete stock assessments for chinook,
chum, and coho salmon in the Kuskokwim Area. Although SB 40 does not specifically
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mention chinook and coho salmon, projects for those species have been added because of
their subsistence and economic importance.

Description Start-Up Annual
Costs Costs

Stock Identification Projects:
 Kuskokwim Bay tagging study (chinook, chum and coho)

to address potential interception of Kuskokwim River stocks 100.0 150.0

e Kuskokwim River tagging in the lower river for stock run
timing and distribution (chinook, chum and coho) 100,0 200.0
* Genetic stock identification baseline (sockeye and coho) 20.0 100.0
20.0

¢ Increase aerial survey time

Escapement Assessment Projects (many to be operated cooperatively):

¢« Extension of Middle Fork Goodnews weir through coho season 20.0
® Operation of Kuskokwim River sonar through coho season 50.0
¢ Development ofa new sonar project in the Kuskokwim River
near Stony River to assess contribution of upper Kuskokwim
tributaries to total run sizes(operated for all species) 200.0 200.0
420.0 750.0

Total
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LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA

FAX (907) 465-2029
Mail Stop 3101

130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105

MEMORANDUM April 10, 1997

SUBIJECT: Sectional Summary of draft CSSB 40(RES) (version L; dated 4/8/97);
An Act relating to assessment of discrete salmon stocks and to
discrete salmon stock assessment surcharges. (CSSB 40(RES))

TO: Senator Rick Halford
Attn: Brett Huber

FROM: George UtermohleJ
Legislative Coun™o

You have requested a sectional summary of a draft version of CSSB 40(RES)(version L;
dated 4/8/97); An Act relating to assessment of discrete salmon stocks and to discrete salmon

stock assessment surcharges.

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill is not an authoritative
interpretation of the bill. The bill itself is the best statement of its contents.

Section 1 ofthe bill sets out the purpose and intent of the bill.

Section 2 of the bill amends AS 16.05 by adding a new section relating to discrete salmon
stock assessment projects. The Board of Fisheries, in conjunction with the Department of
Fish and Game, shall identify those salmon stocks for which discrete salmon stock
assessments are needed. The department shall annually develop a list and priority ranking
of proposed research projects to collect information for assessment of salmon stocks
identified by the board. The department shall solicit public comments on the list of proposed
projects and revise the list as appropriate. The revised list of discrete salmon stock
assessment projects must be submitted to the governor. The governor shall request funding
for the projects included on the revised list as part of the budget and annual appropriation bill

submitted to the legislature.

Section 3 of the bill adds a new subsection to AS 16.05.340 to provide for imposition of a
one dollar stock assessment surcharge on resident and nonresident sport fishing licenses.
The revenue collected from the surcharge may be appropriated to fund expenditures for the
discrete stock assessment program.

Sectional Analysis



Senator Rick Halford
April 10, 1997
Page 2

Section 4 of the bill adds a new subsection to AS 16.05.480 to provide for imposition of a
$10 stock assessment surcharge on crew member fishing licenses. The revenue collected
from the surcharge may be appropriated to fund expenditures for the discrete stock

assessment program.

Section 5 of the bill adds a new subsection to AS 16.43.160 to authorize the Alaska
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission to collect a stock assessment surcharge at the time
of renewal of limited entry permits and interim-use permits for salmon fisheries. The total
amount of revenue collected from the surcharge must equal $500,000. The revenue collected
from the surcharge may be appropriated to fund expenditures for the discrete stock

assessment program.

Section 6 of the bill provides that (1) the Department of Fish and Game shall develop the
first annual list and priority ranking of proposed salmon stock assessment projects for
submission to the governor for inclusion in the proposed budget for the department for fiscal
year 1999; and (2) the stock assessment surcharges imposed on sport fishing licenses, crew
member licenses, entry permits, and interim-use permits under secs. 3 - 5 of the bill are
applicable to licenses and permits issued for 1998 anJ subsequent years.

Section 7 of the bill provides that AS 16.05.340(g), added by sec. 3 of the bill, is repealed
on January 1, 1998 if a version of SB 7, increasing certain sport fishing license fees, is
passed by the First Regular Session of the Twentieth Alaska State Legislature and is enacted

into law.

GU:jdr
97-254.jdr



Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Commercial Fisheries Management and Development Division

EVOS-CIP Status Report

Project: Susitna River Sockeye and Coho Salmon Escapement Studies

Principal Investigators: Stan Carlson. Biometrician Il. Project Leader; Patrick Shields,
Fishery Biologist Il. Project Biologist; Gary Todd. Fishery Biologist Il, Radio Tagging

Date: 1/16/98

This project is a cooperative venture between the Commercial Fisheries Management and
Development (CFMD) and Sport Fish (SF) Divisions initiated to develop and improve
estimation techniques of the escapement of sockeye and coho salmon in the Susitna River
drainage. Results from this project will be used by both divisions to better understand
salmon production in the Susitna River and to aid fishery management planning in Upper
Cook Inlet (UCI). The 1997 field season (begun FY98) consisted of a weir operated at
Larson Lake (upper Susitna River) to enumerate the escapement of sockeye salmon. In
addition, a study was conducted at Larson Lake to evaluate assumptions in
mark-recapture estimation. The Study planned for 1998 will take place primarily on the
Yentna River and will focus on evaluating the sonar counting program currently operated
by UCI/CFMD Division staff. Accurate and precise estimates of sockeye and coho
salmon in the Yentna River are crucial to developing escapement estimates for the entire
Susitna drainage. This study will require operation of weirs at Chelatna and Judd lakes
(Yentna River drainage). The Larson Lake weir will be operated again in 1998 to
continue monitoring sockeye salmon escapement in the upper Susitna River.

Larson Lake Project (J997)

Primary objectives of Larson Lake study were to (1) determine the escapement of
sockeye salmon into Larson Lake and compare the ratio to Yentna River escapement
(sonar estimate) with ratios observed in the mid-1980s, and (2) conduct a mark-recapture
(M-R) experiment to evaluate recovery sampling in spawning grounds. Inherent to the
second objective were analyses of tag retention and temporal effects on recovery rates.
Escapement counts and tagging operations were conducted at a weir placed just below
the outlet of Larson Lake. The principal findings given below should be considered

preliminary. The project report is due March 1, 1998.

Total escapement of sockeye salmon into Larson Lake was 40.2S2. Because of low
stream velocities and the large substrate (boulder) at Larson Creek, weir integrity was not
compromised and the counts were considered highly accurate. The estimated escapement
of sockeye salmon in the Yentna River in 1997 was 157,797. The Larson Lake



escapement was therefore 25.5% of the Yentna count. This ratio is similar to those
observed 10 years earlier during the Su-Hydro studies, which are as follows: 1984 =
24.6%; 1985 = 35.4%: 1986 = 35.1%; and 1987 = 25.4%.

The M-R study primarily consisted of tagging every tenth fish passing the weir with a
coded spaghetti tag. Of these, every fourth fish also received a jaw tag to estimate tag
loss. All tagged fish were measured for length, identified by sex, and scale sampled for
age determination. All tag recoveries were obtained from spawning grounds using a
beach seine! The lake was divided into 6 distinct geographical areas and sampled on a
5-day rotation. All captured fish were observed for marks: if none were observed, the
fish was measured for length, identified by sex, and marked with a fin punch prior to

re-release.

A total of 9,812 sockeye salmon were captured in the recovery surveys, S, 170 (83.3%) of
which were unique (first time) recoveries. Tag recovery rates declined over time and
could not be accounted for by tag loss. We hypothesize that this decline was induced by
tagging or handling which decreased the time available for recapture because of increased
mortality or faster ripening. After accounting for tag loss, the M-R estimate of 47,855
was 19% higher than the escapement through the weir. Spawning grounds are therefore
not recommended for tag recovery surveys because of the likelihood of an unknown

positive bias in the estimate.

Yentna River Project (1998)

The Yentna River sonar counting program was developed by the CFMD Division to
enumerate the escapement of sockeye salmon using fishwheel apportioned counts.
Proposed methods to estimate sockeye and coho salmon escapements in the Susitna
drainage depend on reliable sonar estimates in the Yentna River. Therefore, the 1998
project will focus on evaluating critical aspects of sonar counting. The project will be
conducted cooperatively with UCI/CFMD research staff who v/ill perform a sonar
calibration study. Primary objectives of the Yentna River project are to (1) investigate
migration patterns of coho salmon around the sonar counters and to their spawning areas,
and (2) assess error or bias in the current sonar counting technique (for sockeye and coho
sc .non). The following is a preliminary overview of the proposed project. A draft

operational plan is due March 31. 1998.

Objective 1will be undertaken using radio telemetry methods. Coho salmon will be
radio tagged at north and south bank fishwheels and released downstream. One
component of the study will examine spatial dispersion of the fish (nearshore/offshore
distribution) to determine availability to the sonar counters and fishwheels. A second
component will involve aerial radio tracking of the fish upstream to determine major
spawning areas. The percentage of fish that move downstream of the release site will
also be estimated. The radio tagging study may also be used provide an independent
M-R estimate of coho salmon escapement.



Objective 2 will involve the following components: (1) evaluation of species selectivity
of the sonar site fishwheels using M-R methods: (2) a M-R recapture experiment to
independently estimate sockeye salmon escapement; and (3) a comparison of estimates of
otolith marked returns (from hatchery releases of sockeye salmon fry in Chelatna Lake)
from apportioned sonar counts and sampling at the Chelatna Lake weir. Component 1
entails downstream releases and recoveries of marked fish in the fishwheels to evaluate
recapture consistency. Component 2 involves tagging sockeye salmon at the fishwheels
and recovery sampling at the Chelatna and Judd Lake weirs to compute a M-R estimate.
The third component requires otolith sampling at the two sites as well as sonar and weir
counts to calculate independent abundance estimates of otolith marked fish.

Budget Summary

A total of S500k was allocated to the Susitna River project, which covers FY98/99. Total
expenditures for the 1997 Larson Lake project (FY98) were approximately S91k. Total
projected expenditures for the 1998 field season, which includes the remainder of FY9S
and partial FY99 allocations, are 5329k. Approximately S80K is reserved for the
remainder of FY99 as startup funds for the 1999 field season.



BUDGET

The following budget summary is for the 199S field season, which includes the remainder
of FY98 and partial FY99 allocations. Total expenditures for the 1997 Larson Lake project
were approximately 591k. This budget leaves adequate startup funds (S80k) for the 1999

field season.

Line Position Amount (Sk)
100 - personnel Biom I, Range 19 (Stan Carlson) - 3 mo. 18
FB Il. Range 16 (Pat Shields) - 6 mo. 30

FB 11, Range 16 (Gary Todd) - 4 mo. 20

FB 1l, Range 16 (John Edmundson) - 3 mo. 15

FB I, Range 14-2x2 mo. 18

FWT Ill, Range 11-3x2 mo. 24

FWT Il, Range 9-4x2 no. 28

FWT I. Range 7 -4 x L5 mo. 20

Subtotal Ji3

200 - travel Field trips, meetings 4
Subtotal 4

300 - contractual Equipment repair 2
Freight 3

Vehicle lease 5

Air charters 16

Cabin rentals 3

Ldbtotal 29

400 - commodities  Structural/institutional supplies 12
Radio Tags - 250 x 0.18k 45

Dart tags - 26,000 x S.38 10
Fishwheel maintenance/repair 3
Weir materials (Judd Lake only) 5
Field structures (cabins, tents, platforms) 4
Field supplies (waders, life vests, gas, etc.) 5
Laptop computers - 2 x 2.5k 5

0

9

Food 1
Subtotal 9
500 - equipment Radio receiver/loggers - 4 x 6.0k 52

Subtotal

100-500 TOTAL 329
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TO: The Honorable Rick Halford DATE: April 1,1098
Chairman, Senate Resources
Alaska Senate PHONE: 907 7896160 VOICE
M/S:3100 907) 789-6170 FAX
from: Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission ~ SUBJECT; Permit Surcharges Under Proposed
Marlene Johnson, Commissioner CSSB 40 (Work Draft 0-LS0296\Q
Mary McDowell, Commissioner 2/23/98) on Discrete Salmon Stock
iice Twomley, Chairman Assessments.

Brett Huber, your legislative aide, requested that we provide the Senate Resources Committee with
an estimate ofthe magnitude of the management surcharges that would need to be imposed on salmon
permit and intcrira-use permit holders under the draft Committee Substitute for SB 40 (Work Draft 0-
LS0296XQ 2/23/98). Our rough estimates ore shown in the table below:

Fee Class Numbernf 1997  Estimated Management  Revenues Raised
Permits issued Surcharge

$15 684 54.28 $2,927.52
550/$150 0,045 $14.29 S43.421.70
$100/5300 1,095 328.52 S31,229.40
$150/$450 879 542.78 S37.603.62
$200/5600 1,799 $57.04 $102,614.96
$250/5750 3.958 571.30 $282,205.40
11.460 S500.002.60

CSSB 40 (Work Dntft 0-LS0296\Q 2/23/98) requires that the Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission (CFEC) apply an annual stock assessment surcharge to all salmon interim-use and entry
permits. The surcharge! are supposed to reasonably reflect the different rates of economic return for
different fisheries and are supposed to raise approximately 5500,000 annually.

CFEC currently sets annual permit renewal fees to reasonably reflect the different rates of economic
return for different fisheries in accordance with AS 10.43.160. CFEC annually places permits for different
fisheries into one of five fco classes in accordance with the methodology described in 20 AAC 05.240.
These fee classes are simple multiples of each other ranging from $50 to S250 for residents and from $150
to $750 for nonresidents as shown above. Permit holders who qualify under AS 16.43.160 (c) can pay a
“poverty” renewal fee irrespective of the fee class of the permit being renewed.



The Honorable Rick Halford April 1 1998

If CSSB 40 (Work Draft 0-LS0296\Q 2/23/98) is enacted into law, CFEC would attach the stock
assessment surcharge to permits by fee class. The surcharge would vary across fee classes in the same
proportion as the fee classes vary with each other. For example, the annual renewal fee in our highest fee
class is five times as great as the annual renewal fee in our lowest fee class. Therefore the stock
assessment surcharge for the highest fee class would be five times as great as the stock assessment

surcharge for the lowest fee class.

The estimates in the table on page one of this memorandum were based, upon active permits where
the 1997 renewal fees have been paid. The number of permits would have been slightly higher and the
stock assessment surcharges would have been slightly lower ifwe liad included both renewed and
unrenewed permit3 to moke the estimates.

Additionally, draft CSSB 40 (Work Draft 0-LS0296\Q 2/23/98) asks CFEC to impose an
additional surcharge on the renewal ofan entry permit or interim-use permit held by a nonresident to the
extent permitted bv law. Wc continue to litigate the Car/son challenge to all nonresident fee differentials.

Therefore, we do not yet have a final judgment as to what, ifany, differential can be defended.

Until the state has a final judgment in Carlson, it cannot be known whether any nonresident fee
differential can be defended. Any additional fee differential struck down by the court would generate even
greater damage claims by the plaintiffclass in Carlson. For these reasons, we have used the same annual
stock assessment surcharges for both residents and nonresidents for the estimates provided in the table on

page one of this memorandum.

CFEC stands ready to implement the bill as enacted. As soon as wc have a final judgment in
Carlson telling us the extent to which the law permits an additional surcharge on nonresidents, we will

impose the additional surcharge.

We hope that this information i3 useful to the Senate Resources Committee. 1fyou Imve any
questions about the estimates or this memorandum, please let us know.
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TO: The Honorable Rick Halford DATE: April 8, 1997
Chairman, Senate Resources
Alaska Senate FILE: memos\RHSB40.w61
M/S: 3100
PHONE: 789-6160/Voice
FROM: COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 789-6170/FAX
ENTRY COMMISSION
Dale Anderson SUBJECT: Permit Surcharges
Marlene Johnson Under SB 40
Bruce Twomley, Chair
M/S: 0302

1.i Introduction:

Brett Huber, your legislative aide, requested that we provide the Senate Resources Committee with
estimates of the magnitude of the management surcharges that would be imposed on Alaska interim-
use and limited entry permit holders if SB40 were enacted. We were asked to make the estimates

under two different assumptions about who would pay the surcharge:
1. Salmon interim-use and limited entry permit holders only.
2. All CFEC interim-use and limited entry permit holders.

This memorandum provides rough estimates and explains how CFEC would propose to establish the
management surcharge on an annual basis should SB 40 be enacted.

Il. Background:

SB40 (1/13/97) would require CFEC to collect an annual management surcharge on every salmon
entry permit and interim-use permit at the time of renewal. The surcharge is supposed to reasonably
reflect the different rates of economic return for different Fisheries. CFEC is also required to set
these surcharges each year to generate $500,000 in revenue.

Additionally, SB40 requires CFEC to impose a greater surcharge on the renewal of nonresident
permits to the extent permitted by law. We continue to litigate the Carlson challenge to all
nonresident fee differentials. Therefore we do not yet have clear direction from the Alaska Supreme
Court as to what, if any, differential can be defended.

Until the Alaska Supreme Court gives us clear direction, we believe that it would be unwise to
impose an additional management surcharge on nonresident permit holders. Among other things, an
additional surcharge would generate even greater damage claims by the plaintiffs in Carlson.
Therefore the estimates in the following sections assume that the annual management surcharge for a
permit for a particular fishery will be the same for a resident and a nonresident.



CFEC currently sets annual fees to reasonably reflect the different rates of economic return for
different Fisheries in accordance with AS 16.43.160. CFEC annually places permits for different
fisheries into one of five fee classes in accordance with the methodology described in 20 AAC
05.240. These fee classes are simple multiples of each other ranging from $50 to S250 for residents

and $150 to $750 for nonresidents.

If SB40 is enacted into law, CFEC would propose attaching the management surcharge to each fee
class. The management surcharge would vary across fee classes in the same proportion as the fee
classes vary with each other. For example, the annual fee in our highest fee class is five times as
great as the annual fee in our lowest fee class. Therefore the management surcharge for the highest
fee class would be five times as great as the management surcharge for the lowest fee class. The
estimates in the following sections demonstrate how this methodology might work in practice.

Ed. Management Surcharge On All Salmon Interim-Use Permit and Entry Permit Holders.
This section provides an estimate of the management surcharges that would be required to raise
$500,000 if surcharges were imposed on all salmon permit holders irrespective of the area in which

they fish. The estimate makes the following assumptions:

1 The number of salmon permits issued in each fishery will be exactly the same as the
number of permits issued in 1996.

2. Persons paying poverty fees will pay exactly the same management surcharge as other
permit holders in their fishery.

3. 1996 Fee Classes remain in effect.

ALL SALMON INTERIM-USE AND ENTRY PERMIT HOLDERS
Estimated Management Surcharge By Fee Class Required To Raise $500,000

Fee Class Number Of1996 Estimated Management Revenues Raised
Permits Issued Surcharge

$50 / $150 5,402 $16 $86,432
$100 / $300 1,959 $32 $62,688
$150 / $450 954 $48 $45,792
$200 / $600 1171 $64 $74,944
$250 / $750 3,257 $80 $260,560
Totals: 12,743 $530,416



As can be seen, the management surcharge required to achieve $500,000 in revenues would range
from about $16 to $80 (rounded to the nearest dollar) if the number of permits issued for each
salmon fishery were exactly the same as in 1996 and if the fee classes for these fisheries were
exactly the same as in 1996. Under these assumptions, examples of fisheries where permit holders
would pay the $16 management surcharge would be the SE Alaska hand troll fishery and the AYK
salmon fisheries. Examples of fisheries where permit holders would pay the $80 management
surcharge would be the Bristol Bay salmon drift gill net and the Alaska Peninsula salmon purse seine

fishery.

Under SB40, the management surcharges would be altered annually when fee classes for the
different fisheries were determined. So, the above estimate should be regarded as a rough “ballpark™

figure only.

IV. Management Surcharge On All Interim-Use Permit and Entry Permit Holders.

This section provides an estimate of the management surcharges that would be required to raise
$500,000 if surcharges were imposed on all types of permits irrespective of the species or area of the
permit. The estimate makes the following assumptions:

1. The number of permits issued in each fishery will be exactly the sameas the number
of permits issued in 1996.

2. Persons paying reduced poverty fees will pay exactly the same management surcharge
as other permit holders in their fishery.

3. 1996 Fee Classes remain in effect.

ALL INTEREVI-USE AND ENTRY PERMIT HOLDERS

Estimated Management Surcharge By Fee Class Required To Raise $500,000

Fee Class Number O 1996 Estimated Management Revenues Raised
Permits Issued Surcharge

$50 / $150 17,714 $9 $159,426

$100 / $300 2,304 $18 $41,472

$150 / $450 2.417 $27 $65,259

$200 / $600 1,355 $36 $48,780

$250 / $750 4,583 $45 $206,235

Totals: 28,373 $521,172



As can be seen, the management surcharge (rounded to the nearest dollar) requiied to achieve
$500,000 in revenues would range from about $9 to $45 if the permits issued for each fishery were
exactly the same as in 1996 and if the fee classes for these fisheries were exactly the same as in
1996.

Under these assumptions, exam' les of fisheries where permit holders would pay the $9 management
surcharge would be the AYK salmon fisheries and the Norton Sound Herring gill net fishery.
Examples of fisheries where permit holders would pay the $45 management surcharge would be the
Bristol Bay salmon drift gill net fishery and the Southeast Alaska roe herring purse seine fishery.

Under SB40, management surcharges would be altered annually when fee classes for the different
fisheries were determined. So, this particular estimate should be regarded as a rough “ballpark™
figure only.

V. Additional Considerations:

The legislature may want to consider the following points when discussing proposed revisions to SB
40:

A. It Is Not Possible To Set Management Surcharges Prior To The Season To
Obtain Exactly $500,000 Of Revenue.

SB40 requires that the “total amount of revenue generated by the management surcharge must equal
$500,000." In order to set management surcharges prior to the season to raise exactly $500,000,
CFEC would need to know exactly how many permits would be issued in each fishery prior to the
season. In practice we do not know that.

Many factors can alter the number of permits that are issued in a fishery in a particular year. This is
particularly true in unlimited fisheries where the number of participants can vary widely on an
annual basis. CFEC can estimate each year the management surcharges needed to raise
approximately $500,000, but we cannot guarantee that precisely $500,000 will be raised. Language
directing us to set surcharges to raise "approximately $500,000" or "at least $500,000" would be
more practicable.

B. Should Management Surcharges Be Applied To Permit Holders Qualifying For
Poverty Fees?

AS 16.43.160(c) allows holders of permits who have incomes below poverty guidelines to renew
permits for a reduced poverty fee irrespective of the permit’s fee class for the year. Reduced fees
are $15 for residents and $45 for nonresidents. Each year many permit holders take advantage of
this provision. Does the legislature want a management surcharge applied to permits renewed under
the poverty provision?

The numbers and types of permits that will be issued each year under the poverty provision is also
difficult to predict in advance. If permit holders who qualify for the reduced fee do not have to pay
the management surcharge, estimation of the appropriate surcharge will be less precise.



C. How Should Management Surcharges Be Handled If A Fishery Is Closed For The
Year?

When a fishery is closed for the year before any fishing has occurred, CFEC refunds the annual
permit fee or allows the fee to be applied toward the next year’s renewal. CFEC also waives the
annual renewal fees for persons who did not renew. Under such conditions, would the legislature
want CFEC to retain or refund the management surcharge? If CFEC is to retain the surcharge,
would the legislature want CFEC to collect the management surcharge from those whose annual
renewal fees were waived before they renewed their permits?
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Salmon-Fishery Management Concepts

While Pacific saimon fisheries developed rapidly during their early history, our abilirv to
manage them did not. Much of the basic biological understanding of Pacific saimon and
information that could be used to manage salmon .fisheries were being developed as the fisheries
developed, but their application to management developed much more slowiy. In his review of
saimon management during the first century of Pacific salmon fisheries, Larkin (1970) suggested
that almost from the beginnings of the industry two ideas were implicit in attempts at
management: that salmon returned to their home stream to spawn and that catches in each river
had to be limited. Those continue to be the biological bases for management, and we continue to
struggle with their incorporation into a sustainable management concept.

Papers by McHugh (1970) and Larkin (1970) provided historical perspectives on the
development of fishery science and management of Pacific salmon in North .America. Initially,
scientific investigations consisted largely of descriptive biology and examination of the "home-
stream concept.” The scientific basis of that concept was debated long after its acceptance in
management (see, for example, Jordan 1925. Moulton 1939). But acceptance, coupled with the
early recognition that salmon eggs were easily cultured, resulted in hatcheries' becoming the
major management activity during the first 50 years of the industry. By the late 1930s, however,
management of Pacific salmon was in transition. Larkin (1970:226) reported that “regulations
for controlling harvest were inadequate, but insufficient information existed on which to
construct better techniques; hatchery practices were fairly advanced but of dubious value:
inroads on salmon production as a consequence of the development of other resources were
beginning to cause concern." The 1930s began a period of more-quantitative assessment in
fishery management (Cushing 1988, McHugh 1970). The quantitative basis of salmon
management was provided by Ricker's 1954 seminal paper on stock and recruitment. Since then,
management of Pacific salmon fisheries has been premised on his stock-recruitment theory.

STOCK1AND RECRUITMENT

Salmon-fishery management assumes that there is surplus production below some upper
size of the spawning population. Surplus in the case of saimon means that a given number of
spawners in an adult generation produces, on average, more progeny than needed to replace the
parents and overcome all natural mortality sources from the tirae fertilized eggs are deposited in
the gravel of natal streams, through juvenile and immature life phases, to adulthood. The
number of surplus animals varies with the size of the population and the natural mortality rate.
Smaller populations tend to have higher productivity than larger populations (i.e., number of

1 The terminoloficil difficulties associated with the word Stock ire discussed in Chapter <L To permit comparison O( the discussion
in this chapter with much Of the published literature on fishenes. we use the term Stock here. ilthou|h we use the term population in most

of the rest of the report.
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progeny returning per adult spawner). ana 'heir total production is limited mostly by the number
of eggs deposited. In larger populations, production depends more on the interactions between
spawners and habitat required for sustaining survival and growth of progeny.

Ricker 11954) noted that factors that become more effective at high densities, called
"compensatory ’ factors by Neave (1952), control or regulate salmon populations. Compensatory
mortality factors place more pressure on high-densitv than on low-densitv populations. For
example, when large numbers of pink salmon reach their spawning grounds, some adults are
forced to use less-suitable gravels at stream margins: in crowded conditions, late spawners miaht
even dig out developing embryos deposited by earlier spawners. Those factors decrease the
number of progeny produced per female. When chinook or steelhead spawners are less
abundant, the resulting fry. fmgeriings. and pre-smolts have more access to feeding positions and
cover, so they may grow faster and be less vulnerable to predation.

Ricker (1954) termed the relationship between the number of spawners (stock or S) and
the production of progeny (recruitment or R), the stock-recruitment function. The term
recruitment refers to the potential availability of fish to a fishery or to form the next spawning
generation. The stock often is referred to as the escapement, because these fish escaped capture
by a fishery and rerum to spawn.

Fishery managers have attempted to maximize surplus production (i.e., animals available
for catch) by maintaining the number of spawners at an abundance at which, according to
Ricker's stock-recruitment theory, they are likely to produce the largest sustainable catch. Figure
11-1 is an example of a hypothetical Ricker stock-recruitment function. In reality, the function
would be fitted statistically through a scatter of data points collected over time. The function
represents the average response expected given an escapement under the environmental
conditions that existed when the data were collected. Ifescapements merely replaced themselves
in the next generation, those returns would fall along a "replacement line" where R =S (line A in
Figure 11-1). However, if the function value R, expected for a particular S, exceeds the
replacement value, then a surplus production (R, - S,) could be caught and the population
maintained in equilibrium at the same future S and R numbers. Salmon populations can
maintain themselves at several levels of abundance, and different salmon populations have
different stock-recruitment curves. In Figure 11-1, curve B describes a population with greater
productivity than curve C, but one with greater densirv-dependence at large spawning stocks.
Populations with greater productivity can sustain th-ir production at higher exploitation rates.

The s number that, on average, maximizes the catchable number of fish generation after
generation is referred to as the optimum escapement, and the associated catch is the maximum
surplus reproduction or maximum sustained yield (MSY). The escapement expected to provide
MSY is indicated as  Yin Figure 11-1. It occurs where the slope of the recruitment curve is
1.0, the tangent to the curve parallel to the replacement line. Once % determined, the rate
ofexploitation that can be sustained by the population to maintain MSY can also be determined,
i.e.,, (R"sy* SuSY)/RdSY- In this figure, the surplus production (R, - S,) is equal to MSY.

Other stock-recruitment models have been proposed. The Beverton-Holt model (1957)
predicts that the number of recruits increases with spawning stock ever more slowly and never
exceeds a particular value (asymptote). This model does not turn downward at high S, as with
Ricker's model.

Stock-recruitment functions, whether Ricker's or Beverton-Holt’s, share several serious
limitations for application to saimon management. The principal limitations are related to
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» The estimation of the biological production function in a highly variable natural
environment.

 Differences between populations and change over time within populations.

» The necessity for accurate data on total fishing mortality by age and population over
all fishenes, on number of spawners by age, and on future production.

An individual data point (i.e., the recruitment from a parental spawning stock) reflects
biological processes, effects of environmental variability, and random events. Determining an
appropriate production function in the presence of this variability requires a long series of data
on returns over ,» ./ute :ange of spawning-stock sizes. The uncertainty about a recruitment
function is usually high. For example, even in a sockeye population with 41 years of good
assessment information, a characteristic recruitment function is not evident (Figure 11-2a). The
relationship between spawners and juvenile production in freshwater is more evident (Figure 11-
2b), but variability in marine survival weakens both the relationship between spawners and adult
returns (Figure 11-2a) and between downstream migrants (smolts) and adult returns (Figure 11-
2c). The latter relationship would already account for variation in returns attributable to
variation in freshwater survival. Even in the population modeled in Figure 11-2, the estimate of
SMbYis uncertain; SMBY= 332,000 with a 90% confidence range between 203,000 and one million
spawners. This confidence range was estimated from 1,000 computer simulations of fhe
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Figure 11-2 Ricker stock-recruitment data and functions for Chilko Lake sockeye salmon from Fraser River. A,
adult spawners and adult recruitment; B. adult spawners and juvenile downstream migrants (age 1*

smolts); and C. migrants and adult returns.

relationship between adult spawners and adult recruitment. The distribution of the simulation
results (Figure 11-3) indicates the uncertainty associated with estimates of the optimal

escapement value for this population. Furthermore, the scatter plot of alpha versus beta values
(S/R parameters in the Ricker function) indicates that these parameters are correlated (the oval
shape of the 90% joint confidence limit indicates correlation). The wide variation in the alpha
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Figure 11-3 Results of 1,000 bootstrap simulations of Chtlko sockeye Ricker stock-recruitment function (top left).
Top-nght figure ts distribution of 90% confidence interval for optimal spawning-stock sizes determined by
simulations. Lower figure is bivariate scatter plot of Ricker stock-recruitment parameters determined from

each simulation.

value is associated with wide variation in beta; this results in a highly uncertain stock-
recruitment function for this population. In salmon populations in which recruitment and
spawning stock sizes have been monitored, annual variation in the ratio of returns to spawners
can vary by a factor of 10. Recently the marine survival rate of chinook salmon released from
Robertson Creek Hatchery (on the west coast of Vancouver Island, B.C.) iias been shown to vary
by a factor of more than 100 (0.1% -13.7% survival to the second year).

Many years of data would assist in accounting for that variability, but long-term data can
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involve another prublem. The function calculated reflects returns per spawner under past
environmental conditions. If the environment changes, the stock-recruitment function changes.
An obvious example is deterioration of freshwater environments, as evidenced in increased
deaths associated with dams, reduction in area available for spawning or rearing because of
water abstraction, or sedimentation in spawning gravels. Change in marine survival (see
Beamish and Boullion 1993) also can alter the stock-recruitment function. Environmental
variability makes questionable how representative any stock-recruitment function will be for
current and future environmental situations. Limiting data to periods considered to be more
"typical" of existing conditions might be possible, but the resulting decrease in data points would
increase uncertainty substantially.

The most common concern about managing for MSY in Salmon fisheries is that stock-
recruitment functions vary among populations. The MSY for a population is determined by its
productivity and sources and magnitudes of density-dependent mortality rates, which reflect the
life history of the species and the specific habitat in which the population lives. Stock-
recruitment functions are expected to vary, but the paucity of reliable data on population-specific
functions makes it hard to account for the differences. .Anobvious example is the comparison of
wild-spawned versus hatcherv-reared salmon. A hatchery population can sustain its maximum
catch at substantially greater exploitation rates than can a natural population because mortality
associated with spawning and freshwater rearing is much lower in a hatchery than in natural
systems. Assuming that after release marine mortality sources do not compensate, fewer parents
are needed to reproduce the recruitment from a hatchery population (see Chapter 12). Direct
comparisons of stock-recruitment functions for hatchery and wild populations (in the same
geographic area and period) are rare. One good comparison involves sockeye salmon in the
lower Fraser River (Figure 11-4), where an artificial spawning channel in Weaver Creek
enhances the fry productivity of that population but later rearing occurs in the natural
environment. Two other populations, from Birkenhead and Cultus lakes, are produced naturally
and have the same adult run timing as Weaver Creek; all three populations are fished
simultaneously. The catchable surplus from Weaver Creek is greater than that in the natural
populations. The exploitation rates to sustain these populations at MSY are 0.76 for Weaver
Creek. 0.70 for Birkenhead Lake, and 0.62 for Cultus Lake. The spawning channel has
increased the productivity of the Weaver Creek sockeye. but fishing to maximize the catch from
Weaver Creek would mean overfishing returns to both natural populations.

The hatchery-wild dichotomy presents an extreme example of the "mixed-stock™ fishing
problem. Iffishing responds to apparent abundance without consideration of the stock
composition (i.e., the mixture of portions of stock from source populations) or if fishing levels
are based on hatchery production, the natural population will be overfished and its production
will, on the average, decline. Alternatively, if the fishery is managed to sustain the natural
population, substantial surplus production will return to the hatchery or could be caught in a
single-population, terminal fishery.

The example of mixed-stock fishing represents a much more general problem.
Differences in productivity between natural populations cause the same problem, and by-catch of
other species in fisheries that are directed at a more productive species is an analogous problem.
When fishing occurs on a mixture of populations with different stock-recruitment functions and
fishing cannot be regulated at a rate appropriate for each component population, the stage is set
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Figure 11-4 Rjcker stock-recruitment curves for three rrascr Rjver sockeye salmon populations. Weaver Creek
population is ennancea but Cultus ana Birkenhead populations are both naturally spawning. Source: data
collected 1946-1990 by International Pacific Salmon Fishenes Commission and Canada’s Department of

Fishenes and Oceans.

for overfishing of the less-productive components (Ricker 1958. 1973; Hilbom 1985). For
example, extinction of wild coho salmon in the lower Columbia River has occurred as fishing
pressures at sea and in the lower Columbia increased to take hatchery returns; catch levels of 85-
95% were directed at the returning fish (Cramer et al. 1991). The less-productive stocks are
referred to as "weak stocks,” but that term leads to confusion. "Weak™ cannot be equated with
’small”, nor does it imply anything maladaptive, inferior, etc., about animals in the population.
The "mixed-stock” (or mixed-population) fishery problem is related to differences in production
rates, not the relative size of populations.

Apart from natural va. oility and variation among populations or over time, estimating
the SMBY for just one population raises a senous question. Larkin's (1977) discussion of MSY as
a management concept identifies the issue of the pooi quality of the data available for use in
stock-recruitment analysis, and recently the joint U.S.-Canada committee on chinook saimon

stated (PSC 1993b:87):

At present, complete information necessary to determine stock productivity is not
available for any individual chinook stock! For a few stocks, enough information
has been available to apply stock-recruitment type analyses to estimate
productivity parameters, but even these had to involve some major assumptions
about age structure in catch and/or escapement and about the error structure of
these data. And none include environmental factors, which are known to produce

variability in annual production—
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To determine stock-recruitment functions is data-intensive, expensive, and statistically
nontrivial. Data ar.d cost issues are related to accurate determination of a population's mortality
in each fishery and its spawning escapement by age so that production can be related to the
parental generation. Salmon tend to be caught in many sequential, mixed-stock fisheries, and
their escapement is not determined easily. There are few cases in which this challenge has been
met to study salmon population dynamics, and the sensitivity of stock-recruitment analyses to
errors in the data is poorly understood. Hilbom and Walters (1992) stated that stock-recruitment
analyses can provide "terribly misleading answers" and that (p. 2S7)

the types of misleading answers produced by stock and recruitment analysis are
almost always the same; the answers mistakenly lead you to believe that
recruitment will not decline very much with spawning stock. We think that bad
stock-recruitment analyses have been a significant factor leading to over-
exploitation and stock collapse for some major fisheries....

Hilbom and Walters reviewed the problems associated with stock-recruitment analyses in greater
detail than is appropriate here, but the committee has developed an example of the consequences
of such analyses (Box 11-1). The most common outcome of simple stock-recruitment analyses
is that the optimum exploitation rate is overestimated and the S * y underestimated. The
consequence of this outcome could be management advice that unintentionally would lead to
overfishing and contribute to declining production.

Although MSY concepts have provided the basic paradigm for salmon management since
the 1950s. the paradigm has been inadequate, given the fishing pressure and economic
development in the Pacific Northwest. Mixed-population fisheries, habitat change, and uncertain
assessment advice have all contributed to overfishing and loss of less-productive populations.
The committee reiterates Larkin's caution about the inadequacy of the MSY concept for salmon

management (Larkin, 1977:9):

The foregoing has demonstrated, | hope, that MSY is not attainable for single
species anu must be compromised: (1) to reduce the risk of catastrophic decline
and reduction of genetic variability; and (2) to accommodate the interactions
among the species of organisms that comprise aquatic communities.

Given that the limitations of stock-recruitment analyses have been known for many years, why
are management strategies based on those models? Pan of the answer is that technical
improvements in analyses has led to unjustified confidence in abilities to compensate for
deficiencies. Much of the answer, however, lies in the socioeconomics of fisheries and fishery
management. In the United States and Canada, marine fish are generally viewed as "common
property™ resources, owned by no one—or by the public—until they are caught. Such a situation
is well known to lead to excessive investments in capital and labor and to pressures to overfish
resources, particularly when there is open entry (i.e., no limit on the number of people who can
fish) (Gordon 1954, Scott 1955, Crutchfield and Pontecorvo 1969). However, salmon fishing in
the Pacific Northwest is not now (and has not been for a long while) an open-cntry fishery. The
states of Washington, Oregon, and Alaska and the province of British Columbia have limited
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Box 11-1 Stock-Recruitment Simulation

Stock-recruitment functions are usually nonlinear, wnicn means that natural environment fluctuations can produce
systemaucally skewed estimates of the long-term response of saimon poouiations to explouanon. The direction oftr.is
error appears to lead to overexploitation, even when stansucai procedures generally accepted by fisher.es biologists are
properiy applied. In this example, the committee develops ideas suggested by Hilbom and Walters U992) to show now

advice to management uughi produce serous errors.

*

salmon mu» .7~01V ..UViumwi, * -
Each brood year was fished at a 75% exploitation rote: this is common for many fall chinooK populations cut

exceeds the 60% rate sustainable at MSY for this stock-recruitment function.
Each simulation was run for 100 years, and data from the last TO years were collected for stocK-recruitment
analvsis. At the end of each simulation, stock-recruitment parameters (a. b. Sw ) were estimated from the 30 data tomts.

The effects ofthree known error sources were examined:

Type I: Environmental vananon in recruitment, normally distributed with mean zero ana standard
devianon a.. The value of ot was chosen so that production vaned by a factor of 2-t.

Tvpe 2: Environmental vananon plus observanon error in soawning-escapemcnt esnmatioo. The error
about S. was simulated as S, ¢ exp’/' where me lll(fnllnormai error has mean zero ano sunoard devianon
=0.57. This value of os was chosen to produce escapement-esdmanon error of = 50% about the true S..

Type 3: Environmental vananon, observanon error in spawners. and error in catch esnmanon. Catch
error was simply generated by smoothing the catch (three-point moving average) to simulate assumed age

structures or errors in catch allocanon between popuiauons.

One thousand simulanons of each type were conducted, and frequency distributions for parameter; a and b were
compared with values of the 'known’ funcuon. The solid verucai line in the figures represents the parameter vaiues of
the "known" funcuon. and the dashed lines encompass 95% of the esnmates.

Both aano b have been rescaled for clanty in presentation. The a values are expressed as the expeacd recruits per
spawn ice =exp'), and b as logarithms to spread out the distnl -uon.

The dismouuons of results for Type | :0 3 simulations are presented from top to bottom. In eacn distribution, the
most common result of the simulanons is represented by the tallest bar. In every cast the most common result :s tc me
right, of the value that we are trying to esumaie (i.e.. the values in the original, or "known*, stock-recuitmcnt fur.cnon).
Furthermore, for the productivity parameter (tt). the effects of the error types are compounded as the most common value
progressively deviates from the vertical line. Comparing the means o fthe simulanons demonstrates the tendency for
errors in stock-recnn mem analyses to overestimate productivity and underestimate the number of spawners needed to

sustain MSY.
Recruits/spawner Swn> Sustainable exploitation rate at MSY
"Known" function 4.95 3.43 0.60
Type 1results 5.51 1.44 0.63
Type 2 results 6.28 0.98 0.67
6.49 111 0.675

Type 3 results

These analyses are clearly very limited and were intended only to demonstrate, under realistic assumptions about
error, the potenual for misleading informauon (see Hilbom and Walters 1992). Advice based on these analyses would
recommend a sustainable exploitation rate, at MSY, 12.5% greater than could actually be sustained by the populxnon.

While we thought we were managing correctly, the populauon would continue to decline.
.. continued an nextpage
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Box 11-1 (continued)

Simulation results for Type | to 3 errors described inthis box. Solid vertical lires in each ngure are true
parameter values. Frequency histograms on leftshow distribution of estimated retums per spawner. and on rigtt,
natural logarithm of beta parameter (natural lags used to spreaa distribution). Results of 1,000 simulanons for

Type 1to 3 errors are presented from top to bottom.

LOG* 3
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entry into the salmon fishery since the 1960s; this has not prevented overcapacity in boats, gear,
and fishing technology, but it has raised greatly the costs of participating in the fishery and
reduced overall cumbers of people and boats in it. Higher costs of entry and higher investments
increase the needs of fishers to pressure regulatory agencies to allow higher catches at the
expense of spawning requirements.

The problem has long been recognized (e.g.. Wright 1981, Ludwig et al. 1993). Wright

stated (p. 38)

Fishermen make poor management allies due to their perpetual optimism
about strengths of the salmon runs and their understandable preoccupation with
short-term economic considerations.

There can be little doubt, however, that the salmon fishery lobbyists are currently
winning the battle against the spawning-escapemeni protectors. A team of fishery
scientists formed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council concluded that 40% more
chinook salmon and coho saimon were needed to meet spawning-escapement
requirements, under existing habitat conditions, for the combined areas of California.
Oregon, and Washington (PFMC 1978:39).

Similar appraisals can be found in Fraidenburg and Lincoln (1985), Walters and Riddell (1986),
and National Research Council (NRC 1994). The remedies suggested most commonly, besides
complete but preferably temporary closures of the fisheries (as occurred in 1994), include
restructuring managing bodies to remove apparent conflicts of interest ("NRC 1994) and
privatizing rights of access to salmon stocks through individual transferable quotas or similar
devices, perhaps combined with buyouts or other compensations for displaced fishers. A third
approach, paradoxically, is to strengthen the involvement of fishers in the management process
so that they are encouraged to take more responsibility as stakeholders in either a common
property or a privatized fishing situation (cf. Scon 1993). Hanna (1994) suggested that the
Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) has already moved a long way toward involving
fishers in the management process, at least for other species of fish.

The application of stock-recruitment theory and MSY as the basis of salmon management
is complex and of limited applicability. The multitude of populations and habitats, the extent of
enhancement programs, and the variability and uncertainty in the data make determining an
accurate optimal escapement goal elusive. However, where the necessary data are available,
stock-recruitment relations can be clear (see Box 11-2). The definition of the relationship
depends on the degree of environmental variability, the causes of density-dependent mortality,
and data quality. Given the poor quality ofthe data available on almost all Pacific salmon
populations, we cannot test the stock-recruitment theory rigorously. We have learned that the
theory is more applicable in freshwater phases of salmon life history and that environmental
variability in the marine habitat ultimately can determine the number of returning adults.
Principal lessons are that salmon stock-recruitment relationships are inherently uncertain, that
the determination of a specific escapement goal (SM) is seldom justified by available data, and
that the MSY concept has been inadequate for conserving population diversity or production.
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Box 11-2

A most striking example of stock-recruitment relations in a saimcmc s the detailed study of Elliot (1994) on
anadromous brown trout (Saima iruitcn. The figures below from ciliot's recent book show a clear curvilinear
relation between spawning (measured as egg density i and rccruirmcm to later life phases. Note that
recruitment is more strongiy associated with egg density at the lower ages (R. to RJ. The relation becomes
much more variabie when adult returns (R,. age 3- female returns) are rciatcd to egg density, The committee
readily acknowledges, however, mat this ooouiation inhabits a spring-fed stream not subjected to extremes of
climate or hioh water velocities.
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FISHERY MANAGEMENT IN THE FUTURE

The committee explored four general options for managing fisheries to help frame the
process of developing a new management paradigm: status quo. no fishing, limited entry, and
terminal fisheries.

The Status Quo

One management option is to continue to use the MSY concept whiie working to
improve its predictive powers. The committee has concluded, however, that the MSY concept
by itself is inadequate and impractical as a basis for salmon management because the model
implies the existence of a continued surplus production, which is fundamentally inconsistent
with historical data. In overfished populations, most stock-recruitment data will be from the
lower ranee of escapement numbers. We can adjust for biases in data, but we cannot correct for
the absence of data at larger escapements without actual observations. If we estimated SNMBY on
the basis of historical data and managed perfectly by annually achieving this value, we would
leam nothing about the productive potential or dynamics of a population: we would leam more
only about natural variability in recruitment because all the return data would be scattered
vertically above the SNVEY.

The prevailing social acrimony, particularly in connection with listings under the
Endangered Species Act, argues for change in management objectives and a fuller understanding
of the salmon problem. As the economic return from the salmon resource declines, debates have
become increasingly polarized because action would increase economic disruption in other
resource industries. The comminee heard considerable testimony lamenting the inability' :0
make the changes needed. No one is willing to accept responsibility: each interest feels that
another should do more. The status quo in this social environment will perpetuate further
decline and will not sustain salmon population diversity or production.

The No-Fishing Option

One solution is to stop fishing. In many situations, such as those of the Chesapeake Bay
striped bass and North Sea plaice, populations have rebounded after cessation of fishing.
Because of recent emergency measures taken by the PFMC, this option is in effect for most river
and most ocean fisheries in Oregon, California, and Washington waters and in federal waters off
those states. In other cases where fishing was stopped, such as the California anchovy fishery,
depressed populations have not rebounded. One common argument is that stopping catch
certainly cannot hurt and that fishing should not continue when threatened and endangered
species are mixed with salmon targeted for catch.

The major problem with the no-fishing option is that the social and economic hardships
caused by stopping are substantial, particularly to those who depend on salmon fishing for their
livelihood. Fishing cessation usually occurs only when the overall benefits from continued
fishing are so reduced that every party gets little from the population. Furthermore, people
always expect the factors causing the decline to go away soon and more favorable conditions to

return.
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Fishers argue that commercial and recreational uses of salmon constitute an important
value. They say that fishing is an excellent wav of keeping the status of the populations in the
public eye. Fishing is a livelihood for professional fishers. Catches are important for economic,
subsistence, and ceremonial purposes for .American Indians, and the expectation that catches are
possible dnves the recreational fishery. Eliminating fishing makes saimon less valuable
economically.

Eliminating fishing is not a simple issue. Salmon are caught from southern Alaska to the
central California coast by nerters. trollers, anglers, and charter boats and by both Indian and
non-Indian tishers. Should fishing be stopped for Alaska salmon fishers whose runs are
generally in much better shape than those returning to the Columbia River? The position of
Alaska saimon fishers is that saimon problems in the Pacific Northwest are due to choices made
by people of the Pacific Northwest and that Alaskans should not be penalized to fix the region's
problems (Pacific Saimon Commission 1993). Salmon from the Pacific Northwest are also
caught in Canadian fisheries, and U.S. treaty and nontrcaty fishers catch salmon from Canada.
The position of Alaskan salmon fishermen has prevented the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC)
from making progress in protecting threatened and endangered salmon runs.

When elimination or control of fishing is discussed, people often think only of
commercial fishing, but that is too restricted a view; all fishing Kills fish. Is it legally possible to
stop treaty fishing? .As long as any salmon are available, treaty fishing will continue. Thus, the
no-fishing option is complex; it does not imply just a simple decision to close a fishery. Closing
one pan of the fishery results in another group’s gening a larger catch. Treaties give tribes the
right to fish in their usual and accustomed places in common with non-Indians. And treaties
require the United States to maintain the health of salmon stocks. Ina legal sense, treaty fishing
would be difficult or impossible to step; and as long as there is fishing, other fishers wiil demand
fishing opportunities.

If fishing cannot be eliminated legally for some peoples, such as Canadians and treaty
fishers, which fishers can be restricted from fishing? Should recreational and charter fishing be
stopped? Recreational and charter fishers take relatively few fish and contribute substantially to
the economies of coastal communities. One variant of the no-fishing option could be for the
United States to stop all ocean recreational, charter, and commercial fishing for salmon in Alaska
and the Pacific Northwest. Such a ban would have favorable effects on negotiations with
Canada in the PSC. However, it would be fought by all those affected. Another variant ofthis
option would be to close all ocean fisheries in the Pacific Northwest. A complete ban of ocean
fishing is close to being realized. It was proposed in 1993 for coho by the PFMC. It was
proposed again in 1994 and implemented for coho, leaving only limited fishing periods for
chinook. That was not the first time a no-fishing opdon has been proposed. In 1904, J. P.
Babcock, the British Columbia fisheries commissioner, unsuccessfully proposed closing fishing
on the Fraser River during 1906 as a conservation measure to build up sockeye stocks. The
problem with any partial closure is that, although it might allow some increased escapement, it
also redistributes catch among different fishing interests.

Canada and the United States have many points of complementary and cooperative
interest that might be negotiated on a smaller, more-specific scale, rather than simple wide-scale
closures. One point of complementarity is the catches of Pacific Northwest coho and chinook
off the west coast of Vancouver Island and Puget Sound catches of Fraser River sockeye.
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Another point of complementarity is the possibiiicv of opening ocean fishing areas to ajoint
fishery of trailers from Alaska. Canada, and the Pacific Northwest.

The Limited-Emrv Option

If cessation of fishing is too strong an option, limiting the number of fishers might be
helpful. All West Coast commercial saimon fishenes have some form of iimit on the number of
gill-net and trail licenses. The underlying idea is that the number of fishers should be limited to
correspond to the size of catch that can be taken. The objective of the license- limitation
program is to restrict fishing capacity to a level closer to the effort that can be maintained. One
probiem with limited entry is that it has many of the same elements as the status quo. Limiting
entry to the degree necessary to produce the needed effect is perceived as a severe step.

A second problem that limited entry does not solve is the natural tendency of fishers to
become more effective. New technology, knowledge, and fishing methods make fishei more
efficient with the gear that they have. Thus, a limited-entry program must continually reduce the
number of fishers in accordance with both resource availability and the capacity of fishing
vesseis and fishers to catch salmon (Smith and Hanna 1990); a reliable way to do this has not
been perfected.

A third problem is that, as with open-access fisheries, successful application of limited
entry depends on the ability to calculate accurately the quantity available for fishing. People
want a consistent number, but fishenes are inherently variable; no stable number can be given.
A safe number wouid have to be conservative, and fishers would probably complain that it is too
low. Tne MSY mode of management has continually overestimated the amount available for
fishing. With management for genetic diversity, as we have been recommending throughout this
report, the focus is on achieving spawning escapements. That will mean highly variable catch
opportunities for a much smaller fleet of vessels.

The Terminal-Fishery Option

Catching salmon closer to the place where they spawn allows greater separation of
hatcher/ from wild and threatened from nonthreatened populations. A way to achieve that
separation is to allow only terminal fisheries. The separation can be even better achieved with
live traps. With live-trap, terminal fishing, salmon needing protection can be released if they are
identifiable with minimal potential for harm. Because natural mortality in the ocean, after early
transitions to ocean life, reduces biomass more slowly than body growth adds biomass to the
population, fishing closer to the spawning grounds would increase salmon yields.

Ocean fishers might question the quality of salmon taken in terminal fisheries; the meat
of fish caught nearer to their spawning grounds will tend to be less oily and the skin more
colored, and they will be less preferred by some consumers. Salmon do deteriorate in quality as
they get closer to spawning, but terminal fisheries in estuaries and river mainstems would not
necessarily decrease quality and the average size of the fish would be greater. Two advantages
of live-trap, terminal fisheries are the potential to separate populations from one another and the
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ability to set catch rates for what each population can sustain. For example, salmon from
threatened populations couid be released. The treaty fishery in the middle Columbia would be a
place to experiment with terminal fishing. Shifting to a live-trap fishery also has the potential to
increase employment. Recreational fishers view set nets as wasteful of the resource and as
yielding lower-aualicy fish. Live traps would improve the perception of Indian fishing on both
conservation and quaiitv grounds.

A major problem with the no-fishing option is at least partially solved by adopting
terminal fishenes. Alaskan fishers catch salmon destined for Alaska and British Columbia
streams, as weil as for the Columbia River and the north coastal area. Alaskan ocean fishers
question why their opportunity to fish for healthy Alaskan populations shouid be jeopardized by
habitat and hydropower problems in the Pacific Northwest. Canadian fishers who fish mixed
U.S.. Canadian, and Alaskan populations do not see a reason to limit themselves when the
problem is not theirs. They have not built dams on the Fraser River, and in British Columbia the
habitat is less altered.

Although the current catch situation—which is unbalanced between areas—will make it
politically difficult to restrict fishing to locations of origin, the committee concludes that it is
worthwhile and important. Saimon management—especially population-specific
management—is likely onfv practical if catch were allowed only near the point of origin, and in
the long run, the salmon and many fishers would benefit once production increased, although
which fishers benefit most would involve social factors.

Developing a New Management Paradigm

Given the complexity and scope of the salmon problem, developing a new management
concept will be difficult and contenuous. The committee starts by identifying several premises

based on its experience:

* In Pacific salmon, the presence of many diverse, spatially distributed spawning
populations is closely aligned with genetic diversity, maximal use of available habitat, and
potential for increasing production from natural spawners.

» The sustainable exploitation rate is a function of a population’s productivity determined
over all life phases. Catch is only one of numerous mortality sources and cannot be viewed as
independent or as an alternative to other sources over which we do not have control. The
fishable portion of a return is determined by the brood-vear survival to the time of the fishery
and the desired spawning-stock size.

» Salmon are a component of ecosystems and they exist in a dynamic evolutionary
process. Their production is variable and interconnected with the condition of their communities
and habitats.

» Catch is a function of the fishing rate exerted by a fishery and the abundance of salmon
recruited to the fishery. A low fishing rate and a high abundance can yield the same catch as

higher fishing rate and a lower abundance.
» Productivity varies among populations and over time. The projected return from any
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population and brood year is highly uncertain. Any management process must acknowledge and
account tor limitations and uncertainty in assessment information and management capabilities.

Those premises consider only bioiogical aspects of fishery management. But the sustainability
of salmon in the Pacific Northwest also is inextricabiy linked to economic development and
social values. Society in the Northwest has exchanged natural salmon populations for economic
development or argued about who was to blame as the resource declined. Figure 11-5. based on
data from Matthews and Waples (1991), demonstrates the decline in Snake River spring and
summer chinook saimon since the late 1950s. In spite of a progressive decline, major corrective
actions were not taken until 1992. when the chinook were listed 3S threatened under the
Endangered Species Act. The greater the decline in the resource, the greater the disruption will
have to be to correct the problem, fhe comminee believes that a stronger social commitment to
the bioiogical-resource base must be established if salmon are to be sustained. For the fishery-
management process to be effective, a strong commitment to the salmon must be an integral pan

of the process.
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Figure 11-5 Trend in spawning-escapement index for Snake River spring and summer chinook salmon. Trend in
annual redd counts and 5-year sum (for smoothing) are presented. Data from Matthews and Waples (1991)

for Snake system minus Grande Ronde returns.

A management cycle for fisheries involves four activities: stock assessment to provide
the biological advice, development of management plans, conducting the fisheries, and
evaluation. The critical elements are sound biological advice, explicit and assessable
management objectives (biological, social, economic, etc.), an institutional process for
developing management plans, control of fisheries, and accountability in achieving management
objectives. We consider those elements below, except for institutional processes and

accountability, which are discussed in Chapter 13.
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Stock Assessment and Biological Advice

Biological advice is only as sound as the information on which it is based. Advice must
recognize limitations and uncertainties in knowledge and in abilities to predict recruitment. For
example, the comminee suggests that the concept of "optimum escapement” be replaced with a
more conservative notion of a minimum sustainable escapement (MSE). An MSE concept
avoids a single target escapement value and acknowledges that estimates of SMbY are often biased
iow and relv on weak historical data. The comminee emphasizes that MSE is a minimum and
that acrual escapements would exceed it and not be scanered about it. The comminee's notion
was based on protecting against the continued decline in salmon production and on concern
about the use of an uninformative, possibly misleading, statistic.

The concept of MSE is analogous to minimum viable population size (Shaffer 1981,
Simberlofr 1988) and population viability analysis (Gilpin and Soule 1986, Shaffer 1990). It
acknowledges that the longer-term sustainability of salmon populations depends on reducing the
risk of extinction due to over-fishing and stochastic events (environmental and demographic
variability’). However, in assessing these risks, society must determine the level of security
desired for salmon populations over what time period (i.e., how confident do we want to be that
a population will exist in 100 or 200 years).

The MSE level could initially be determined from historical stock-recruitment data, when
available. Where the data are not available, initial escapement levels may be derived from
habitat assessments and/or historical escapement trends. This information may then be
incorporated in demographic or life history models to determine MSE at a particular level of
confidence. Uncertainty about the biological basis of this level must be allowed for when
assessing the risk of extinction, but in many cases, the appropriateness of the initial MSE will be
unknown. However, under the MSE concept, populations would generally be at less risk than
‘under the earlier MSY approach, because escapements should exceed the minimum value (unless
survival is so poor that the MSE is not achievable even under the absence of fishing mortality).

Estimates of MSE should ideally include information about the composition of spawning
populations, the maintenance of connections between salmon demes. the role of carcasses as
nutrient sources for freshwater ecosystems, intraspecific competition in reproduction, mate
selection, and gene flow, but relatively little attention has been given to these factors. The need
for levels of escapements that promote competition and fertilization or that maintain niches used
by saimon is not well demonstrated with direct research.

In summary, the committee recommends the establishment of minimum safe levels of
spawning escapements to reduce the risk of continued loss of salmon populations and
production. Actual escapements should always exceed this value, with allowances for
assessment error for abundances near this minimum level. Escapements would vary above the
minimum depending on the population abundance and sources of mortalities. Escapements
substantially above these minima will be needed to maintain salmon productivity (and therefore,
sustainable exploitation rates) in many more populations than are presently available. These
increased escapements arc also likely to have benefits in expanding the number of spawning
populations, increasing genetic diversity within populations, and enhancing natural ecological

processes.
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Management Objectives

The major change in objectives reiaied to the sustainability of salmon must be to broaden
the set of biological objectives. Thai does noc imply a priority of biological objectives over
socioeconomic objectives, but socioeconomic objectives should complement biological
objectives. The comminee concludes that the resource base necessary to sustain saimon
production consists of genetic diversity (both within and between natural breeding populations)
and the habitat used by all lire stages of the species. Genetic diversity provides for the
continuing evolutionary process and is the biological basis of future salmon production.
Therefore, the comminee recommends managing for the joint biological objectives of MSE and
increased diversity in local breeding populations, which will result in increased production in the
long run. Increasing the size and number of spawning populations will, on average, increase the
abundance of salmon. The comminee acknowledges that increasing diversity will require initial
reductions in catch because animals must survive to reproduce. However, catch in future years
should increase as salmon production increases, even though fisheries probably would be
managed at lower catch rates to maintain the diversity within local breeding populations and
promote the development of imerpopuiation diversity.

Figure 11-6 shows what is expected in accordance with MSE. Graphs A, B, and C
represent what has occurred commonly in the past. Natural or wild (N) and hatchery (H)
populations have been fished simultaneously, but the hatchery population has higher
productivity. As total population (N - H) increases, catch often increases to a maximum (Figure
11-6b), but the catch rate (i.e., the portion of the available salmon abundance that is caught) may
not be sustainable by N. Consequently, the catch of N - H begins to decrease because of the
declining production from N. Eventually, management responds to conservation concerns for N
and reduces the catch to conserve N. Ifthat situation is visualized over many natural
populations, loss of population diversity can be characterized by Figure 11-6¢. Diversity, if
measured simply by the existence of spawning populations, would be maintained for a longer
penod than the catch (N + H). But under increased fishing pressures, the less-productive N will
begin to be lost. Diversity would probably stabilize as catch is curtailed to conserve population
diversity. Under a management policy to increase interpopulation diversity and achieve
minimum escapement levels, the expected outcomes would be increased habitat use by spatially
and temporally more diversified salmon populations and an increased catch achieved at a lower,
sustainable rate of fishing (Figure 11-6d). The potential cost of this plan is an initially decreased
catch ofN while diversity is increased. The magnitude of initial loss depends on the specific
situation.

A useful analogy of this plan is the idea of salmon runs as a tree. Each stem, branch, and
twig on the tree is a potential home for a local breeding population, an isolated reproductive
group adapted to the conditions of that particular stem, branch, or twig. Some saimon climb
mighty trees like the Columbia and Sacramento with complex branching. Others climb much
smaller, less-complex trees like coastal streams. Cutting limbs from the dendritic structure of
these salmon ‘trees" or placing obstructions on major limbs prevents local breeding populations
from filling out the evolutionary potentials offered. That reduces the genetic diversity and
viability of the salmon population as a whole and reduces habitat use and the potential
production of salmon. A more holistic approach in salmon management would focus attention
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Figure 11-6 Schematic portrayal of observed historical trends in salmon populations, catch, and exploitation (plots 3
and C) and the expected outcome of managing for a minimum safe escapement (MSE) objective and
rehabilitation of interdemic diversity (plot D). Plot A is a stock-recruitment curve showing number of
recruits as a function of the number of spawners. In plots B - D, the vertical axes represent numbers of fish
ffor catch curves), numbers of populations (for diversity curves), and percentages (for exploitation rates).
The exploitation rate is the total mortality associated with fishing activities, including the landed catch,
incidental catch, discards, and hooking mortality. See text for further details.

on filling out the trees' foliage so that viable local breeding populations of salmon inhabit as
many branches as possible.

How could those joint biological and socioeconomic objectives be implemented in a
management plan? The committee has considered only a general process because details of
implementation would involve social values and decisions. For example, how quickly diversity
increases will be associated with how much social change is acceptable or with the array of
economic altt tatives in a specific area. A possible process would involve the following:

* Identification of natural populations with the quantitative information needed for a
credible population assessment and determination of an MSE and exploitation rate that, on
average, would be allowable at this level of spawning-population size. Currently there are few
of these "assessment” populations, but the application of a safe escapement level will reduce the
risk of misapplication to other populations and should provide reasonable starting points in the
plan development. Total fishing mortality would initially be limited to the exploitation rates at
the MSE.

* Predictions of available abundance to fisheries. The methods might vary between
regions, species, etc., but should account for spawmng-population sizes, environmental variation.
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and interceptions in fisheries outside the management zone:,. Abundance forecasting aiso might
prove to be highly uncertain, but methods to incorporate in-season information with pre-season

estimates (.see N'oakes 1989) could be useful in controlling fishing impacts.
* Establishment of survey designs for estimating diversity within local breeding

populations. The essential need is :0 measure diversity and how it changes over time. Surveys
would be designed to be repeatable annually and to measure quantitatively the spatial and
temporal diversity of local breeding populations.

» Conduct of annual evaluations involving quantitatively assessed indicator populations,
surveys of the spatial and temporal diversity of local breeding populations within geographic
areas, and fishery dynamics. The indicator populations would include natural populations on
which accurate stock-recruitment data can be collected and whose dynamics (e.g., freshwater
and marine survival rates, productivity, etc. [see Holtbv and Scrivener 1989]) can be studied,
natural populations that are conducive to repeatable annual estimates of spawning escapement,
and hatchery populations whose exploitation rates can be determined. Fisher/ dynamics are
assessed to understand umts of effort, relationships between catch and effort, and effort
responses to abundance and ultimately to estimate catch levels for a fishery.

e .Assessment of progress toward the biological objectives and incorporation of what is
learned from evaluations into future management plans. Given the limitations in our knowledge
and the inherent variability in the environment, the comminee strongly endorses adaptive
management (Waiters 1986) to achieve sustainability for salmon. For example, the response of
natural populations to management changes can be confounded by environmental variability.
Experimental designs can be useful in controlling this interaction (see Walters et al. 1988) and in
improving detection of changes in diversity over time and under different management plans or
fishenes. The use of adaptive management, however, emphasizes the need for effective
institutional processes for communication and participation in the development of longer-term

management plans.

Control of Fisheries

Meeting the joint management objectives of achieving the MSE and increasing diversity
of local breeding populations diversity will not resolve the mixed-population fishing problem or
settle allocation debates. Without greater control on fishing impacts, meeting the objectives
could even exacerbate these problems. Furthermore, the sequential alignment of fisheries in the
Pacific Northwest from ocean mixed-population fisheries to more terminal fisheries involving
fewer populations, could result in inequitable disruption of fisheries. But sequential fisheries
also present an opportunity to compensate for fishing impacts among fisheries. Given the
complex of fisheries, variations in population size, and the need for social decisions in
establishing a fishing plan, the committee felt that it was impractical to comment on any specific
fishing options. There are only two general kinds of strategies for meeting the objectives

through fishing controls:

» Reducing exploitation rates over all populations in a fishery— fishery-oriented

strategies.
* Increasing the specificity (in time, area, gear, species, etc.) of a fishery to avoid or

minimize impacts on particular populations—population-oriented strategies.
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There are many ways to implement each kind of strategy. Fishery strategies can vary from no
fishing through allowing exploitation only in specific fisheries to reducing exploitation rates in
ail fisheries. Population strategies can divert fishing effort to another time or area, develop a
selective fisher/ for only marked animals (i.e.. prohibit retention of unmarked fish), or develop
selective fishing gear, such as live traps and fishwheels. Strategies can also be combined to limit
exploitation of some populations while maintaining a fishery on others. For example, an ocean
troll or recreational fishery might be managed at low exploitation rates that are sustainable by
most populations. Terminal fisheries could then be managed to compensate for these ocean-
fishery mortalities by either increasing or decreasing further exploitation on a population.

In developing a fishing plan, managers have to balance fishing capacity (number of
vessels, effort, market prices, etc.), availability and quality of biological data (on abundance,
stock composition, previous fishing impacts, etc.), and social agreements (allocation
requirements, treaty vs. nontreaty, ocean recreational vs. ocean troll, etc.). Each balance has
problems. In the Northwest, more people would participate in fisheries if there were more fish.
The potential for additional fishing pressure is an important source of uncertainty in how a fleet
will respond to a particular fishing plan. The quality of biological data varies among fisheries,
but the catch rate is seldom known until after the fishing has ended for the season. Achievement
of allocation agreements is uncertain because population-specific fishing mortalities often are
unknown or a substantial portion of the allowable catch might be taken in fisheries outside the
management region, e.g.. in Canada or southeastern Alaska. The most common problem,
though, is our limited .ability to control in-season fishing impacts, especially on a population-
specific level. Inthe absence of reliable pre-season predictions of population and fishery
abundance, fishery managers have developed in-season estimation procedures to monitor
abundance and run timing. These procedures normally compare historical test-fishery catches or
catch-per-unit effort from specific fishenes. with run-size estimates to develop in-season
prediction models. These models frequently also have large uncertainties due to variation in run
timing, stock compositions, and environmental conditions; or simply due to measurement error
in histoncal data. In summary, the quality of biological data varies widely between fisheries,
and exploitation rates in fisheries are seldom known. This uncertainty piaces the objective of
increasing genetic diversity at risk and argues for the continued application of conservative
fishing plans, particularly in the mixed-population ocean fisheries. Fishers should recall,
however, that fishing at a lower rate on an increasing population will eventually restore catch
levels.

Developing fishing plans for each of the Pacific Northwest regions will necessitate
consideration of specific resource problems, distribution of fisheries, and social groups.
Choosing a strategy requires establishing priorities and making a number of difficult social
choices. But fishing is only one mortality factor. Fishers can enhance the spawning population
by forgoing catch, but salmon also require habitat for long-term sustainability. The control of
fishing as a means to approach sustainability in salmon will be only as successful as our ability
to address the freshwater-habitat issues. We would also expect greater support from fishers if
they could see a successful return on the spawners invested. Presumably, the same would be true

of Canada's participation in the Pacific Salmon Treaty
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CONCLUSIONS

Since the nineteenth century, in an effort to maximize catch, salmon fisheries of the
Pacific Northwest have exploited a mix of wild-spawning and hatchery-produced salmon.
Fishing moved fanner into the ocean to catch more and bener-qualiry salmon earlier in their life
cycle, but the stream origins of these fish were unknown. Social pressures pushed catch levels
toward those which only the most-productive populations could sustain, but they were often too
high for natural populations. Mixed-stock fisheries developed for human convenience, and
society watched as local breeding populations of saimon went to extinction or were depressed
severely. Fishing impacts and the promotion of regional economic growth combined to alter
salmons’environment to their detriment. The existing technocratic model for fishery'
management, productivity enhancement, and environmental modification has not been able to
sustain salmon catches or the diversity of salmon populations. The result has been a major
reduction in economic opportunity for fishers. All fishers have without doubt suffered possibly
irreparable injury from the status of salmon and the management prescriptions to deal with it.
The decline in income is much greater than that in any other major resource industry in the
Pacific Northwest, and catches by American Indian fishers are now smaller in numbers of fish
than before the Boldt decision.

The comminee concludes that fishery management objectives must explicitly recognize
the need to conserve and expand the genetic diversity of the salmon resource. To accomplish
this, emphasis must be given to minimum sustainable escapements and filling out the dendritic
structure of salmon habitats.

A more holistic management approach must recognize the connections between the
genetic resource base, habitat, and the resulting salmon production: it must also account for the
uncertainty in our scientific advice and for inherent environmental variability. The commi
has outlined a process intended to improve the potential sustainability of salmon in the Pac
Northwest. Furthermore, the comminee does not believe that the sustainability of Pacific
Northwest salmon can be achieved Wwithout limiting the interceptions of U.S. salmon in Canada
and obtaining the cooperation of Alaska. .An effective and cooperative Pacific Salmon Treaty is
necessary. The comminee does not provide specific recommendations about altering specific
fisheries, because there are numerous options and interactions between fisheries. Achieving
agreement on changes in fisheries will be difficult and necessitates an effective institutional

process.



Executive Summary

Pacific salmon have disappeared from about 40% o ftheir historical breeding ranges in
Washington. Oregon. Idaho, and California over the last century, and many remaining
populations are severely reduced. Most runs that appear plentiful today are largely composed of
fish pioduced in hatcheries. Recreational and commercial fishing for several salmon species has
been restricted or even prohibited from the coastal waters o fthe region to the headwaters of
many streams, and tribal fishing has been much reduced. Petitions have been filed to list several
populations as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act; a few have been
listed, and more could be soon.

Salmon have great cultural, economic, recreational, and symbolic importance in the
Pacific Northwest. As aresult, their declines— which have numerous interacting causes— have
resulted in much concern. The often expensive efforts to reverse the declines have been
controversial and unsuccessful in many cases. Faced with the possibility o fdozens or perhaps
even hundreds of listings of Pacific salmon under the Endangered Species Act, and faced with
controversies over the effectiveness o f proposed actions to slow, halt, or reverse the salmon
declines, Congress requested advice from the National Research Council (NRC). In response,
the NRC's Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology assembled the expert Committee on
Protection and Management o f Pacific Northwest Anadroraous Salmonids to review information
concerning the seven species o f anadromous salmonidslin the Pacific Northwest.

The committee was asked to "evaluate options for improving the prospects for long-term
sustainability of the stocks, and [to] consider economic and social implications ofsuch changes"
(statement o f task; see Preface). It was asked to perform the following tasks:

» Assess the status o fthe salmon stocks.
* Analyze the causes o fdeclines.
» Analyze options for intervention.

The committee was asked to consider all stages ofsalmon life histories, including the ocean
phase, and to consider the appropriate roles o f hatcheries. Congress did not request advice on
whether society shouldmake the investments needed to halt and reverse salmon declines.
However, the committee's analysis o foptions for intervention and their likely effectiveness

should help to inform that policy decision.

1 This report deals with anadromous forms of the seven species of the genus Oncorhynchus. They are chinook. chum,
coho, pink, and sockeye salmon and the anadromous forms of rainbow and cutthroat trout: steelhead and searun cutthroat.

In this report, the general term salmon refers to all seven species.

1
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STATUS OF SALMON POPULATIONS

The status o f many specific salmon populations in the Pacific Northwest is uncertain, and
there are exceptions to most generalizations with regard to overall status. Nevertheless, a
general examination ofthe evidence ofpopulation declines over broad areas is helpful for
understanding the cunent status o f species with different life cycle characteristics and
geographical distributions, and with some caution, the following generalizations are justified:

* Pacific salmon have disappearedfrom about 40% oftheir historical breeding ranges
in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California over the last century, and many remaining
populations are severely depressed in areas where they wereformerly abundant. If the areas in
which salmon are threatened or endangered are added to the areas where they arc now extinct,
the total area with losses is two-thirds oftheir previous range in the four states. Although the
overall situation is not as serious in southwestern British Columbia, some populations there also
are in a state ofdecline, and all populations have been completely cut o ff from access to the
upper Columbia River in eastern British Columbia. Even if the estimate of population losses of
about 40% is only arough approximation, the status o f naturally spawning salmon populations
gives cause for pessimism,

* Coastalpopulations tend to be somewhat better offthanpopulations inhabiting
interior drainages. Species with populations that occurred in inland subbasins of large river
systems (such as the Sacramento, Klamath, and Columbia rivers)— spring/summer chinook,
summer steelhead, and sockeye— are extinct over a greater percentage o f their range than species
limited primarily to coastal rivers. Salmon whose populations are stable over the greatest
percentages o ftheir range (fall chinook, chum, pink, and winter steelhead) chiefly inhabit rivers
and streams in coastal zones.

* Populations near the southern boundary o fspecies' ranges tend to be at greater risk
than northern populations. In general, proportionately fewer healthy populations exist in
California and Oregon than in Washington and British Columbia. The reasons for this trend are
complex and appear to be related to both ocean conditions and human activities.

» Species with extendedfreshwater rearing (up to ayear)—such as spring/summer
chinook, coho, sockeye, sea-run cutthroat, and steelhead—are generally extinct, endangered, or
threatened over a greaterpercentage oftheir ranges than species with abbreviatedfreshwater
residence, such asfall chinook, chum, andpinksalmon.

* In many cases, populations that are not smaller than they used to be are now composed
largely or entirely ofhatcheryfish. An overall estimate ofthe proportion o fhatchery fish is not
available, but several regional estimates make clear that many runs depend mainly or entirely on

hatcheries.

Chapter 4 discusses some o fthe difficulties in evaluating the status o fwild populations
and how the<s difficulties have been addressed in recently published status reports. Regional
trends are summarized, and the overall conditions o f the species are presented.

THE SALMON PROBLEM

The si Imon problem is the decline of wild salmon runs and the reductions in abundance
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of salmon even after massive investments in hatcheries. The declines— largely a result of human
impacts on the environment caused by activities such as forestry, agriculture, grazing, industrial
activities, urbanization, dams, hatcheries, and fishing—are widespread, although not universal.
They have a variety of causes, and they are exacerbated by the unusual life cycle of Pacific
anadromous salmon, which spawn in freshwater, migrate to sea to grow and mature, and return
to their natal streams to reproduce. Salmon thus require high-quality environments from
mountain streams, through major rivers, to the ocean. Economic development and population
growth have created widespread declines in anadromous salmon abundance in the Pacific
Northwest. Variations in ocean conditions— especially in water temperature and currents and
the associated biological communities—also contribute to the rise and fall of salmon abundance,
often thwarting the interpretation ofevents in freshwater and the surrounding terrestrial systems.

GENERAL CONCLUSION

To achieve long-term protection for a diversity and abundance of salmon in the Pacific
Northwest, two general goals must be achieved:

» The long-term survival of salmon depends crucially on a diverse and rich store of
genetic variation. Because of their homing behavior and the distribution of their populations and
their riverine habitats, salmon populations are unusually susceptible to local extinctions and are
dependent on diversity in their genetic make-up and population structure (Chapter 6). Therefore,
management must recognize and protect the genetic diversity within each salmon species, and it
must recognize and work with local breeding populations and their habitats. It is not enough to
focus only on the abundance of salmon.

» The social structures and institutions that have been operating in the Pacific Northwest
have proved incapable of ensuring a long-term future for salmon, in large part because they do
not operate at the right time and space scales. As described in Chapter 13, differences among
watersheds mean that different approaches are likely to be appropriate and effective in different
watersheds, even wh*re the goals are the same. This means that institutions must be able to
operate at the scale of watersheds; in addition, a coordinating function is needed to make sure

that larger perspectives are considered.

As a framework in which to approach its deliberations, the committee chose to focus on
rehabilitation—a pragmatic approach that relies on natural regenerative processes in the long
term and the selected use oftechnology and human effort in the short term—rather than on
attempts to restore the landscape to some pristine former state and rather than on a primary
reliance on substitution, i.e., the use of technologies and energy inputs, such as hatcheries,
artificial transportation, and modification of stream channels. Rehabilitation would protect what
remains in an ecosystem and encourage natural regenerative processes.

The solutions will not be easy or inexpensive to implement; even a holding action to
prevent further declines will require large commitments of time and money from many people in
many segments ofsociety in the Pacific Northwest. Therefore, broad-based societal decisions
are needed to successfully provide a long-term future for natural salmon populations.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Natural and human-caused environmental changes affect all aspects o f salmon life
histories. Although humans can do little in the short term to control or even predict large-scale
changes in environmental conditions, salmon-management programs must expect such changes
and rake them into account. Managers must also recognize that the natural variability in
environmental conditions and people's desires for large and stable catches of salmon are often
not compatible. Natural changes in environmental conditions in the ocean, in fresh water, and on
land occur continually; sometimes they can lead to increased salmon productivity in an area; at
other times they can lead to decreased productivity.

The emerging understanding o f interdecadal changes in the ocean climate and the related
mechanisms that affect salmon at sea have implications that are both exciting and disconcerting
to scientists thinking about resource management. Humans are beginning to understand what
happens to salmon during the majority oftheir lives— the portion spent at sea. Although we
know little ofthe details, the new insights already demonstrate that variations in salmon
abundance are linked to phenomena on spatial and temporal scales that humans and human
institutions do not ordinarily take into account Consider that the apparent effectiveness of
hatcheries might have resulted from favorable ocean and climatic conditions in the era when the
hatcheries were built; what looked like human manipulation o fthe total number of salmon might
have been only areapportionment among different populations. Or consider that the decline of
some populations might be a direct result o fintroducing new hatchery populations into an ocean
pasture of limited capacity.

The scale of human endeavor often has been incommensurate with the scale of salmon
ecology. Some ofour cuiTent policies are based on deep ignorance: it is not reasonable to
assume that ocean conditions vary in ways that are generally uniform and random in their
impacts on populations of salmon. Interdecadal variations and the importance o f the ocean phase
should be incorporated into human thought, planning, and actions in response to the effects o f
and attempts to repair damage that occurred during the freshwater phases o f the salmon lives.
The possible overriding effects o finterdecadal changes in ocean conditions on salmon, the
results of freshwater salmon management, and the overwhelming focus o fhuman attention on
the more-visible freshwater phases o f the salmon history combine to provide the key ingredients
for surprises in future.

Recently, natural environmental conditions in the Pacific Northwest appear to have been
unfavorable to salmon production. As changes continue to occur, environmental conditions w ill
probably favor salmon and lead to larger runs in some areas for atime, even without human
intervention. If such changes do occur, they should be regarded as providing time to develop
better strategies for rehabilitation o f salmon populations. They should Nnotbe used as reasons for
abandoning efforts to rehabilitate salmon, for they will surely be followed by other natural
changes. Inappropriate short-term responses to large-scale environmental changes at seaor on
land should be avoided, because there can be long lags between causes and effects.

LIMITS ON SALMON PRODUCTION

The salmon production cycle has three principal components that determine abundance:
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»
reproductive potential of adults returning from the sea to spawn, which is affected by their
arowth at sea; production of offspring from natural reproduction in streams and artificial
propagation in hatcheries; and sources of mortality (including natural mortality, fishing
mortality, dam-caused mortality, mortality from habitat alterations and changes in environmental
conditions, and so on). All three components are affected by changes in environmental
conditions as wel' as by human activities. Variation in the three components and their
interactions ultimately determine the ability to sustain salmon populations and their production.
These limitations cannot be easily overcome through technology. Although it has been widely
assumed that a loss of natural salmon production can be compensated by enhancement (e.g., by
increasing hatchery production), chapters 6, 11, and 12 show that such an assumption is
untenable by explaining the need to conserve sufficient genetic variation in natural populations
to support the evolutionary and ecological processes needed for sustained salmon production.
Compensating for salmon loss from any source over the long term therefore requires reducing
other losses. Furthermore, an increasing appreciation of the marine environment and its effects
on the above components is emerging as an essential consideration in salmon management.

VALUES

The salmon problem, like many other environmental issues, has been addressed through
choices made within economic, political, and individual ethical frameworks. Values and ethical
positions held by people involved in and affected by the salmon problem encompass a pluralistic,
pragmatic and evolutionary approach to natural resource management. Recognizing and
articulating that pluralism is important because problems in managing and protecting fish
populations are due in part to the failure to articulate divergent interests, goals, and values and to
address them explicitly. Chapter 5 describes how the widely varied ways that humans intervene
in salmon populations are linked to socially validated values.

From a policy perspective, the salmon problem is one of long-standing and serious
conflict in fact, interest, and values. People often invoke widely held values to protect particular
interests, but values are genuine sources of conflict in themselves. Value conflict stems from
different assessments of the desirable goals of public action. From a scientific perspective, wild
salmon populations are an example of an ecosystem's natural capital. Our greatest success has
been in designing ways to use human-food benefits from wild salmon. Our corresponding
failure has been in protecting indirect and nonhuman benefits.

One way to present the salmon problem is to say that the value of the Pacific Northwest's
salmon-capital asset has depreciated over time as its productivity has declined. A major problem
is that the market does not account for the full range of costs and benefits of salmon. That is
called a market distortion. When such market distortions exist, some resources are underpriced
and overused, and others overpriced and underused. Many nonmarket values of salmon arc
underrepresented and are not easy to measure or compare. Thus management decisions often do
not adequately reflect the importance of salmon to society and decisions about resource use may
not achieve societal goals. To correct the discrepancy between social values and resource use,
attempts can be made to design policies that reflect the full range of resource values.

Full value is a public, not a private, question. Consequently, public choices arc central to
the salmon problem. Public choices have to take into account many owners with multiple
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preferences, attributes that are not fully observable and sometimes unknown, and prices that
reflect only part of the resources' full value to society. The concept of full value points to the
problem of "externalities”— the problem that some costs and benefits are beyond the accounting
ofthe decision-making unit.

Environmental variability creates economic uncertainty, which causes people to discount
the future more heavily, and this leads to pressures to increase rates o fimmediate, direct use.
Environmental variability also creates scientific uncertainty about biological processes, which
can be perceived to call for a cautious approach and lead to pressures to lower rates of
immediate, direct use. The resulting tension between economic and scientific responses to
uncertainty adds complexity to decisions about appropriate rates o f resource use. That tension is
widespread in decisions concerning the salmon problem.

Problems like these emphasize the need to develop more appropriate interdisciplinary
approaches. The idea ofrebuilding the salmon runs ofan industrialized ecosystem is heroically
optimistic— a hope that might not have occurred to anyone except those who had rehabilitated
the Willamette River basin in Oregon or Lake Washington near Seattle. Those environmental
successes came through the disciplined execution o fthe planning paradigm that has been fitfully
applied to the much larger Columbia basin. The extension o fthose experiences to the
multijurisdictional, multifunctional situations o f the Pacific Northwest would require coordinated
action and learning on a new, larger scale— a scale on wliich planning and action have been tried
but have not been successful. A more explicit appreciation o fthe values, interests, and
institutions involved in this undertaking is required. Chapter 13 explores this further and urges
constructive change in institutions that include cooperative management, bioregional
governance, and adaptive management.

GENETICS AND CONSERVATION

Pacific salmon reproduce in freshwater streams. Their progeny migrate to the seato
grow and mature, and then return to freshwater streams to reproduce and (nearly always) die.
This pattern o f freshwater reproduction and growth at sea is called anedrary. Most o fthe adults
actually return to the streams where they hatched. This behavior— called homing- is an
essential part o f salrnon biology and makes their genetics and conservation unusual. There is a
great deal o f environmental variation among the various streams and lakes where salmon spawn
and in the rivers through which they migrate. Because o ftheir anadromous life cycles and
homing behaviors and the variety o fenvironments they occupy, each salmon species tends to
differentiate into local breeding populations— called dares- that are in general reproductively
isolated from other populations and .adapted to each stream. To sustain productive natural
populations o fsalmon, it is crucially important to maintain tliis genetic variation and local
adaptation. Chapter 6 describes examples o f such local adaptation.

However, more is involved than only local adaptation to various streams. Natural
environmental fluctuations, including major disruptions caused by geological activity, can cause
the extinction o flocal populations. Because homing is not perfect, fish that stray from nearby
streams can replenish those populations. Strays are more likely to re-establish a population if the
environment in the new stream is similar to that in the stream where they hatched. Thus, strays
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into tributaries in the same major river system or into nearby streams are more likely to succeed
than those that stray into very different environments. This network of local populations (known
asameiapopulation) provides a balance between local adaptation and the evolutionary
flexibility that results from exchange of genetic material among local populations (Chapter 6). It
Iiker also explains why artificial attempts to re-establish populations from a captive broodstock
have often failed— too often, the gene pool of the broodstock has had reduced variation or has
been derived from a population adapted to a different environment (Chapter 12). The
metapopulation structure provides a balance between local adaptation and evolutionary
flexibility; therefore, maintaining a metapopulation structure with good geogmphic distribution
should e a top management priority to sustain salmon populations over the long term. Many of
the committee's recommendations are based on this crucial conclusion.

There is no "correct” answer to the question of precisely how much biological diversity
and population structure should be maintained or can be lost to provide a long-term ~ture for
salmon. Scientific estimates— including uncertainties associated with them— arc only part of the
aigument. Society must decide what degree of biological security would be desirable and
affordable if it could be achieved, i.e., the desired probability of survival or extinction of natural
populations, over what time and what area, and at what cost. Nonetheless, biological diversity
and the structure of salmon populations are being lost at a substantial rate, and this loss threatens
the sustainability of naturally reproducing salmon populations in the Pacific Northwest

HABITAT LOSS AND REHABILITATION

The main habitat requirements of salmon in freshwater include a stream or lake, the
adjacent border of vegetation (riparian zone) that serves as the interface between aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems, and the quality and quantity of water (Chapter 7). The water must be
clean enough and cool enough to support returning adults, for eggs to hatch, and for young to
survive and grow until they migrate to sea. There must be enough water in the rivers at crucial
times to make migration possible, to allow fish to escape predators, and to allow fish to find
adequate food. Well-aerated streambed gravels are important for spawning. Streamiide
vegetation provides shade, which keeps the water cool; it provides a buffer against soil erosion,
which maintains water quality; it provides living space for various animals that provide food and
nutrients for streams; and it provides a source of large woody debris, which plays a key role in
the formation of physical habitat and storage of sediment and organic matter and provides habitat
complexity in stream channels, thus improving the stream environment for salmon. These
requirements for environmental conditions in streams and adjacent riparian zones depend on the
condition of the entire watershed in which they occur.

Many human activities— such as forestry; agriculture; grazing; industrial uses;
commercial, residential, and recreational development; and flood control— have a variety of
adverse effects on salmon habitats. For example, they can increase soil erosion, reduce the
amount of woody debris in streams, raise the water temperature, add contaminants to the water,
affect water flow, and reduce the amount of water available, with resultant loss or degradation of
riverine and adjacent riparian and near-river habitat. Therefore, protection and rehabilitation of
riverine and riparian habitats and associated watershed processes will be an integral part of
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rehabilitating salmon populations, although it is a major and difficult undertaking (Chapter 8).
In the past few years, genuine improvements in protecting forested streams have been initiated.
Nonetheless, for real progress to occur, habitat protection must be coordinated at landscape
scales appropriate to salmon life histories, and they must be more consistent across different
types of land use (chapters 8 and 13).

DAMS

Hundreds of dams have been built on rivers of the Pacific Northwest. They range from
small irrigation dams with a hydraulic head ofonly a few feet to massive dams at Grand Coulee,
Dworshak. and Hells Canyon on the Columbia and Snake rivers that are several hundred feet
high and completely block upstream and downstream passage of anadromous fish. Dams on
various rivers— some of them impassable— have greatly reduced wild runs. Even smaller dams
(e.g., those associated with many hatchery operations and irrigation-diversion dams) can block
salmon runs. In addition to their effects on migration, large storage dams affect the quantity and
timing of water flow in the river as well as flow velocities, water chemistry, and water
temperatures. Reservoirs behind dams can also inundate extensive areas of spawning and
rearing habitat, although in some cases the reservoirs provide new (but different) rearing habitat.
Many water diversions for irrigation lack protective fish screens of modem design; installing
such screens would reduce mortality of smolts as they migrate downstream.

Even when fish ladders provide passage for adult salmon, many young salmon (smolts)
migrating downriver die at dams. Although as many as 90% of young salmon might survive
passage over, around, and through any single major project on the Columbia-Snake mainstem,
the cumulative reduction in survival caused by passing many projects has adversely affected
salmon populations. To counteract these effects, it is essential to improve the survival of smolts
migrating through hydropower projects, especially in the Columbia and Snake rivers. Serious
consideration needs to be given to all available alternatives for doing so; even a small
improvement in survival would be helpful if it were repeated at several dams.

Controversy surround;: the effects of dams and how best to mitigate them. Alternatives
include removal of dams, modification of turbines and other structural aspects of dams to
improve fish survival during passage, drawdown of the water during the seaward migration of
smolts to restore the river's profile to its pre-dam (river-grade) configuration to increase the flow
rate and diminish the smolts’ travel time, drawdown of the river to some level above river grade,
augmentation of water flows during smolt migration to speed their passage downriver,
transportation of smolts around dams by truck or by barge, control of predators in reservoirs and
below dams, and spilling of water over dams instead of through the turbines. However, there is a
dearth of good scientific information on which to base evaluations of the alternatives, some of
which would be very expensive and would cause large losses of hydropower revenues.

Dam removal and drawdown of those rivers to river grade would be enormously
expensive, would take many years, and probably would have long-term adverse impacts on the
rivers. However, because the many dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries cumulatively
have large effects on salmon survival, the addition of any new major dams in undammed reaches
in the system (e.g., the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River) would make the situation worse;
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existing dams should have adequate fish-passage facilities where feasible and appropriate before
being relicensed. The committee is unaware of any scientific data that unequivocally support
drawdown to a level above river grade as the best available dam-raitigation option for the
Columbia River or the Snake River. Based on limited information, transportation appears to be
the most biologically effective and cost-effective approach for moving smolts downstream. It
should be continued on an adaptive basis (i.e., in such a way that additional information can be
obtained about its effectiveness). Additional information is needed on effects of transportation
on survival to the adult return stage, on homing, on success of natural spawning, and on genetic
diversity of returning adults. Because any action that could jeopardize all of the fish in a stream
must be avoided, not all the fish in any stream should be transported.

Research is needed on the effects of various options on the survival of both smolt and
adult migration through dam and reservoir systems. Any management option should be applied
on an adaptive (experimental) basis. The committee is not recommending that the salmon be
"studied to death," a criticism often leveled at those who urge further studies. Indeed, enough is
known now to take some actions. In recommending "adaptive" actions, the committee is
recommending that any mitigative actions be taken in a way that allows their effects and
effectiveness to be measured and assessed objectively. For example, if some fish in a stream are
transported downstream, the action should be designed so its effectiveness can be assessed and
compared with other alternatives. Despite the paucity of information, it is clear that no single
approach would eliminate the adverse effects of dams on salmon.

HATCHERIES

Hatcheries have been use”™ for more than 100 years in attempts to mitigate the effects of
human activities on salmon ani to replace declining and lost natural populations. As a result, a
major proportion of salmon populations in the Pacific Northwest now consist largely of hatchery
fish. These hatchery fish appear to have had substantial adverse effects on native fish
populations.

For many years, people did not recognize the potential for hatchery fish to affect wild
fish and did not believe that there was any limit to 'he ocean's capacity to provide food for
growing salmon. Ittherefore seemed that producing more juveniles would result in more
returning adults. The difficulties and shortcomings of hatchery production did not become
apparent until fishing pressure and habitat-related mortality increased and marking technologies
became available. As a result, hatcheries were not part of an adaptive-management program;
that is, they were not considered as scientific experiments— they were not even adequately
monitored— so many of their effects were not well known.

It is now clear from synthesis of experience and from consideration o f well-established
biological knowledge that hatcheries have bad demographic, ecological, and genetic impacts on
wild salmon populations and have caused problems related to the behavior, health, and
physiology of hatchery fish. They have resulted (among other effects) in reduced genetic
diversity within and b;tween salmon populations, increased the effects of mixed-population
fisheries on depleted natural populations, altered behavior of fish, caused ecological problems by
eliminating the nutritive contributions of carcasses of spawning salmon from streams, and
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probably displaced the remnants of wild runs (Chapter 12). Hatchery fish have at times
exceeded the capacity of streams and are increasingly being associated with reduced marine
growth and survival in wild salmon populations (Chapter 12).

Many of the problems stem from purposes to which hatcheries have been put— mainly to
provide substitutes for natural populations lost or displaced because of human development
activities. Because of their deleterious impacts, however, hatcheries should no longer be viewed
solely as factories for producing fish. Hatcheries should also be thought of as laboratories that
can provide controlled environments for studying juvenile fish and for testing treatments to
improve our understanding of what happens to juveniles after they leave spawning areas. Seen
in that light, hatcheries can be a powerful tool for learning about salmon.

Hatchery planning, management, and operations should be changed so that their goals are
to assist recovery of wild populations and to increase knowledge about salmon. As described
above and in many parts of this report, especially chapters 6,11, and 12, precautions must be
taken to protect the genetic diversity and ecological productivity of naturally spawning
populations of salmon. Those precautions will include an overall decrease in hatchery-fish
production and— over the short term— in fishing onportunities. The basic guideline is to ensure
that any hatchery production for fishing is not detrimental to natural populations. Because
adaptive-management experiments should be tailored to the circumstances in different
watersheds of the Pacific Northwest, decisions about use of hatcheries will differ across these
watersheds. Therefore, decisions about uses of hatcheries should include a focus on the whole
watershed and its linkage to the region and the ocean pasture, rather than only on the fish.

FISHING

Fishing for salmon is important in the Pacific Northwest It includes commercial,
recreational, and treaty fishing at sea and in rivers and is an important source of mortality,
especially for adults returning to spawn. Salmon mortality caused by other human activities and
structures such as dams, habitat loss or degradation, pollution, and water diversion and by
natural factors such as predators, disease, and environmental variability together usually exceed
fishing mortality. Those causes of mortality have a major effect on the production of adult fish
and thus influence the rate of fishing that can be sustained. However, fishing is the easiest
mortality factor to control. Control of fishing has rehabilitated marine and anadromous fish
populations in various parts of the United States.

Managing salmon fisheries is more difficult than managing many other fisheries because
of the geographic distribution of salmon, their metapopulation structure, and the fact that most
adult fish spawn only once and then die. Inthejargon of Pacific salmon fisheries, managers
refer to groups of salmon populations that are identifiable for management as stocks. Frequently,
stock refers to a geographic aggregate of populations that includes many local breeding
popule aons of varied size and productivity; this is too large a unit for conservation of genetic
diversity and rehabilitation of salmon production. Managing at the stock level obscures critical
biological complexity. But even managing such large units is difficult because ofthe complex
relationshinr - jponsibilities, and obligations among a large number of institutional entities in
the regior iding nations, states, provinces, federal agencies, tribes, interest groups, and
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other organizations), the mandates of the Endangered Species Act and other laws, and the
diverse array of interests and values in the region.

For rehabilitation of salmon populations, the aim for fishery management— as for other
management efforts— should be to achieve long-term sustainability based on maintaining
diversity of gene pools and population structures. Therefore, a successful fishery-management
component for protecting natural salmon runs in the Pacific Northwest should explicitly
recognize the need to maintain and rehabilitate the genetic diversity of salmon and recognize the
interdependence of genetic diversity, habitat, and salmon production. It must also account for
the uncertainty in scientific predictions and the inherent variability of biotic and abiotic
environmental factors.

In general, the aim should be to assure adequate escapements for depleted populations.
To achieve long-term sustainability, which requires sufficient genetic diversity, fishing should
occur only where the identity (i.e., the originating population) of the salmon is known, when
total fishing mortality is consistent with productivity of the fish, and when the catching
technology ensures minimal mortality in depleted demes. This will require fishing methods that
allow different degrees of fishing effort on various salmon populations and that allow
identification of fish taken from depleted demes so that they can be avoided or released alive.
Two methods of achieving these goals (but not the only ones) are terminal fisheries and live-
catch fisheries.

In general, the serious declines of wild salmon populations show that not enough fish are
being allowed to remm to spawn. The number of fish returning to spawn (escapements) must be
substantially increased to conserve genetic diversity within and between demes, use available
habitats, rehabilitate ecological processes (including the return of nutrients to aquatic
ecosystems), and increase the sustainable production of salmon. Increasing escapements will
disrupt fisheries, industry, and communities, but it is necessary for restoring production. As
salmon abundance increases and fisheries begin operating at lower, but sustainable, catch [a{eS.
actual catches will gradually increase, although probably not to the sizes of some historical
catches, because those were based on excessive catch rates. Implementing this recommendation
will initially require low fishing effort in many areas, especially in the ocean, and it will require
cooperation from British Columbia and Alaska, because many salmon that originate in the
Pacific Northwest are caught at sea in British Columbia and southeastern Alaska (chapters 10

and 11).

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE

The long and serious decline of salmon in the Pacific Northwest has been
promoted— often unwittingly— by human institutions; effective remedies, if they are to be found,
will have to involve changes in those institutions. Growth in human populations and economic
activity threatens the continued existence of salmon in the Pacific Northwest Institutions
developed in different times for diverse purposes have been asked to do things foreign to their
original objectives and capabilities. Political changes have hindered attempts to take a long-term
perspective. There has been fragmentation of effort and responsibility.

Changing institutional structures is notoriously difficult, but it is possible. Because the
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problems facing saimon have many aspects, a multidisciplinary approach to their solution is
essential. Indeed, if the money that has been spent to date on salmon research had been spent
with a more unified, regional vision, greater progress would have been made in maintaining
viable salmon populations (Chapter 14). Unless agencies cooperate more effectively, salmon
populations are unlikely to recover.

One problem is that current institutions and the boundaries of their jurisdictions usually
do not match the spatial, temporal, or functional scales of the salmon problem. In addition,
current institutional structures lack both a fine-grained aspect to respond to local concerns and
variations and a coarse-grained aspect to integrate across small regions and to make sure that the
interests of a few small areas do not jeopardize larger regional interests.

Because we often do not know what the effects o f a management option will be,
management must be undertaken with an experimental, adaptive point of view. Flexibility must
be built into institutional structures to allow for changes in management practices based on
experience. Institutions must allow and encourage refocusing the energies of salmon
management to recognize the importance of demes in maintaining genetic processes and to
maintain and expand their diversity. The goal of management should be to achieve a
biologically sound escapement (instead of focusing on a "sustainable” or permissible catch) for
each metapopulation and an explicit adoption of time scales for n'.*iagement and planning that
are commensurate with the multiyear scale of salmon life cycles.

Beyond those facilitating changes, the formal institutions that manage salmon need to be
restructured or refocused to reflect three important instituronal principles. First, decision-
leaking authority should be shared among all legitimate interests (cooperative management);
legitimate interests that are excluded from decision-making are likely to block desirable changes.
Second, the organizational structures and decision-making processes should allow for local
conditions and variations and the management strategies should vary accordingly. Third,
systematic learning using appropriate experimental designs (adaptive management) should be an
essential goal.

As a first step, the relevant agencies in the Pacific Northwest, including the National
Marine Fisheries Service,-should agree on a process to permit the formulation of salmon
recovery plans IN advance of listings under the Endangered Species Act, and the Pacific
Northwest states, acting individually and through the Northwest Power Planning Council, should
provide technical and financial assistance to watershed-level organizations to prepare and

implement these preemptive recovery plans.

ASCIENTIFIC ADVISORY BOARD
TO ADDRESS SALMON PROBLEMS

A great deal is known about salmon and their difficulties, but a great deal remains
unknown or controversial despite the expenditure of large amounts of money and time on
research. Part of the reason for the lack of knowledge is that people have not agreed on what
information is needed, have duplicated each other's work, and have been unwilling to fund
needed research. An independent, multidisciplinary, standing scientific advisory board should
be established to ensure that the limited money available for research is spent most productively
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to answer the most critical questions in a timely manner. A standing scientific advisory board
would also help to ensure that when urgently needed actions are taken, they are designed so that
their effects and effectiveness can be properly assessed. The board's reports should be public.

AN APPROACH TO SOLVING
THE SALMON PROBLEM

The salmon problem took many years to develop, and its solution will require the
commitment of considerable time, money, and effort. The committee's analyses of the problems
and potential solutions lead to the conclusion that there is no "magic bullet.” Therefore, like the
problem itself, solutions will be complex and often hard to agree on; to be successful, they will
need to be based on scientific information, including information provided by social and
economic sciences. Inaddition, to be successful, consensus will be needed about the size of the
investments to be made in solving the problem and how the costs should be allocated. This
means that solutions will have to be regionally based, just as the salmon problem has regional

variations (see Chapter 13). )
The committee recommends the following general approach. For each Major watershed

Of river basm, the following should be assessed.

« All causes of salmon mortality, including their estimated magnitude and the
uncertainties associated with the estimates. Factors known to decrease natural production should

also be listed.
» Ways of reducing those sources of mortality or compensating for them, their probable

effectiveness, and their drawbacks.

e The probable costs of each method of reducing mortality. To be most useful, the
estimates should include both market and nonmarket costs. To the degree possible, it is
important to identify what societal groups would bear the major portion of the costs of each
method and significant uncertainties in the estimates. (For example, reductions in catch rates
would primarily affect fishers and tourists; changes in water use could affect agricultural
interests or ratepayers; changes in riparian management could affect forest-products industries or

private landowners.)

All the estimates would include substantial uncertainties, due both to lack of knowledge
and to fundamental environmental, socioeconomic, and biological uncertainties. Nonetheless,
such a process of assessment and evaluation is essential for rational decision making. They will
provide a basis for evaluating options— for weighing benefits and costs— and for identifying
areas where research is critical. All the recommendations in this report should be viewed in this
context; they need to be considered on a regional basis (i.e., major watersheds) andina
comprehensiveframework that includes an analgsm oftheir costs, probable effectiveness, and
the abllltﬁ_and willingness ofvarious sectors to bear the costs.

TNIS will be challenging for several reasons. First, in many cases, the desired
information has not been collated or does not exist. Second, considerable time and resources
will be needed to perform such analyses even for one watershed. But the most important reason



14 UPSTREAM: Salmon and Society in the Pacific Northwest
t

is that estimates of costs and how they might be distributed will require intimate knowledge of

each watershed and of people’'s preferences and habits. These essential estimates should be made

with input from the people involved. The comminee believes this approach will lead to

improved effectiveness and— if not reduced costs— at least increased cost-effectiveness and

reduced controversy.

THE FUTURE

The best approach to establishing a sustainable future for salmon in the Pacific Northwest
is to use currently available information to develop workable, comprehensive programs rather
than reacting to crises. This report has analyzed many parts of the salmon problem and assessed
many options for intervention. However, if current trends continue, the Pacific Northwest will
continue to see the effects of more people, more resource consumption, changing economic
demands and technologies, and changing societal values. Because the success of programs to
improve the long-term prospects for salmon in the Pacific Northwest will depend on the societal
and environmental contexts, it is important to develop ways for improving our ability to identify
changing contexts and to respond to them. As long as human populations and economic
activities continue to increase, so will the challenge of successfully solving the salmon problem.
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andl to 1aentify oata gaps that make a pr(’)&osg ocation requ aéron Unteriad
Elne, I

Science Com Ittee 1S expected to Igent] teorate” and s tesrze
relevant Information. T)r(r%egtcrence Committee IS charggd to remarr)r"}ree of

voca?g rPosal of allocation actions, and debate ot allocation aptions, other
SClentific context






Specmcall the function of the CIFMS Science Committee is to develop a
list of data oaps Wwhich are ether relevant to conservatlon of tke salmon [SOUICES,

or which g foreclose options, for man mg all

resource. The list of cata |stobep cell In orcle o r|0r| 0 theextent
ossible. As the mediatiof process develo theComml ee s keytobeasked
0 a00ress the kinds of Information necessary to implement specific management
options, as Well & the feasibility of acquiring of such information. A further task
150 jdentify relevant bibliographic sources and data beses for the final report of

the Committee.

The hsic, ground rules for the committee are; 1) Committee work is
limited to scientific issues, Including harvest management. haloitat and land use:
Individuals contribute Professmnal axpertise without regard to institutiona
affiliation, 2) Comments mace within'the comnittee process are not for
attribution; contribitors remain anonymous in the work of the Commttee 3g
Members take the floor when recognized by the convener: everyone gets to Speak
In the ordler recognized

B. Networking information from the committee

1 QOther current committees working on comprehensive plans or repons of
relevance, committee contact In parentheses.

» - Economic study of marginal impacts of saimon allocation, U. Alaska
Anchoraqe Instifute for Social and Economic Research (Richargison)

» - Exxon Valdez Ol Spil Trustee CounC|I Research #I\/Iundy Fried)

* Kenal Peninsula Bo ou% a%nal River Working G ? é ears)

o Kenal Rlver Interagency Habitat Task Force, Board of Fisheries (Doug

Vmcent ang
»  Kenai River Special Management Area Plan Update (Richardson, Pres, of the

SMA boar
Kena| Area ?nd Use Plan, Alaska De artmentofNaturaI Resovrces (Trasky)
Intera enC){ anm& Teamonthe U é)dger enal R|ver (Sonnevil)

Mat-SU Vlley Forest Plan, Mat-Su

Public Use Plannlng|1u USFWF Kenal Natl naﬁ é\( 1e Refuge (Sonnevil)
Reqional Planning Team, Salmon Enhancement R( ears
State/fegeral Inte%gen%Summlt on the Kenai River, Nov. 1 1995, (Wenger.

ﬁalr Steve Zemke
ort F|sh|ng Gwde Task Force, Alaska Board of Fisheries,

oug Vincént-Lang)

_‘

WY



2. Past committees working on comprehensive plans or reports:

Kenai River Sockeye Salmon Task Force ('McBrid[e)

Kenai River Comprehensive Management Plan (ADNR; Trasky)
Comprehensive Summary of Actions. Glenn Siemans

Carrying Capacity Stuay; (ADNR: Trasky)

3. Reports of past committees

Recommengations for Protection of Fish Spawning and Rearing Habitat on

the Kenal River, Kenai Peninsula Borough Working Group

McBride and Hammarstrom (1995

Governor's (Cowper) Fisheries Task Force (I\/Ieacham? .

Sta(ge %ame efuge Management Plans g’almer Hay Flats, Training Bay,

Reaount Bay, Kustatan. MacArthur) (Trasky)

Board of Fisheries Reports .
KOdI;’;lk Interceptions Task Force. Ivan Vining Report (Swanton,

ADFG/CFMDD

4. Comprehensive data beses available, electronic copies

(%orﬁrtnelr(citasllalﬂaf},eri,etsg p Commifss iont tion data, commercial catch b
ish tic Imited entry perniit registrati |
gate, Ioca[lnty o ’ Y

SPECiEs,

Commercial Fisheries Management and Development Division
Reqistration of permits bP/ Subdistrict, since 1933; Annug Mana gment
Repqrts have summaries of commercial catch and effort, prices pa%J by

Zfer\ll\légslt\ﬁcNG%rgprA?BtF E?E:clpﬁ%éynueﬂ Reports (Fried; Ellen Simpson and
Commercial catches and escapements by year, system, and age

Sport Fish Division ADFG

Annual Harvest, Catch, and Participation

Kenai Sockeye Salmon Task Force, Summaries and Analysis of Catch,

apement _
Fish Transport Permit recoras, ADFG, Irv Brock (SFD)



Board of Fisheries
History of fishing regulations, the codifieds. (Laird Jones, ADFG)

Cook Inlet Ao'uaculture Association
Hatchery releases and rack retums, egos taken, (Mears)
Alaska DeFartment 0 Enwronmental nservation
List of impaired water boa

Habitat and Restorat|on ADFG

Anadromous Waters Catal o S Atlas

Alaska Habltat Gwde 19 afabundance dlstnbu on life hlstorx harvest)
Alaska partment 0 Natur Resources Geo |c Informat] stem
on the 29 areas of the Kenal Peninsula schedule or logging wathin next Ive

years

Cocled Wire Tag Recoverles 0 nger Cook Inlet hatche% reared salmon
Fishing Guide Data B ase for Kenai and Deep Creek
Kenai Area Land Use Plan (ADFG/HRD)
Public Access Data Base. ., ADNR
Susitna Area Plan (ADFG/HRD)

SubS|stence T onek Nanwalek Port Graham), educational (Kenaitze,
Ninilchik and utnaéan personal Use fisherles ata beses (Jeff Fox and
Linda Brannian, ADFG/CFMDD; see also Sport Fish Division Annual
Management Reparts)
*Rec eatlon Rivers Management Plan tSusnna) (ADFG/HRD)

Bt of current ang Pro 05ed loqaing sites

Library automated reference

5. Bibliographies, Bibliographic sources, electronic copies

ADFG/CFMDD lera{%/S Anchor%%e (Fried)

echnlcal Data R 3
Tec n|ca| Flsher))O Repo s (1987-1994) now

qlona Inf ormatlon
rmatlonal L%a Ietf E19 1- 198%}
g/ Resgarch B 198/-1 9%)
AIask Fishery Research Bulletin (19%4-present)

Ugr e g er Cook Inlet Management Reports (1974-1987) merged with Regional

tion Re E Rorts
Upper Cook Inlet Data Reports, (1961-1987) merged with Regional




In ormatlon Reports
' a{wal Informaﬂon Re(g)orts Unper Cook Inlet, 1988-present, including
Management Reports

ADFG/HR Library, Anchrage (Trasky%
ADFG/CEMDD [:ibrary, Jureaul (Paul DeSloover)
Special. Publlcat|ons
Professional Publications (journal manuscripts)
ADFG/CFMDD Punlications Juneau ([Bob 10Ur)
US Fish and Wildlife Publications List (Sonnevil
o US Forest Service - Forest Service Information (Wenger)
»  ADNR/Various information beses

1I. Data GEPS Information Necessary to Salmon Conservation or Allocation
Presently Unavailable

... The Science Committee haT not placed the da}F g S In ordler of
priority. The cata gaps are broadly organized into allogation an
conservation, althotigh there is sore overlap between the two.

II. A Data Gaps Relating Pimarily to Conservation of Fisheries Resources

II. A 1 Relative importance. of freshwater, nearshore marine and offshore marine
survivals to salmon productivities

A better understanding of freshvvater saJmon productivity, as measured by
survivals, and earl manne sFr\nvaIs is needed. This information s needed to &t
escapement o Jec Vs for salmon Species aC%Proprlate fo sustained vield
management, to 1dentify and maintain critical freshwater and nearshore marine
hahitats, and to forecast future adult saimon returms and harvest levels. Better
information is availale for Kena| IVer sockeye than other grainage-Species
comblnatlons Relativ Ig little information on surV|va| life hISt% e 1S
avallanle f é)rs Jes ot rthansckgx(ejsmn t|3|mp rtant to evelo
understan fsurvival for c? Inook salmon 80 ulations of

spemes be heavily exploited cue to strong public demand, particularly

among sports harvesters.

The u|| extent of freshwater reann 8/eas eegt been conf |rme by
direct observation for sts 16S, S0 this Informiation Is neeced to complete t
anadromous stream catalog. Under existing laws, state biologists can onle control



activities in streams where the presence of salmon has been physically confirmed.
Such Information IS therefore essential t0 managrn? tre effects 0f Urtianization and

oV opmeth 0[1 salmon, and it Is essential t understanding and pregicting the
effects of clevelopment on salmon productivities,

Partitioning freshwater effects from marine etfects IS essential to
understandrn? the effects ofhabrtat degracatron onsal mon procluction, Smolt 0
adult survivals, when measured close @ the estuary, érrovr e a composrte of
nearshore and offshore marine effects vrhrchcan e distinguished from eqg to
smolt, freshwater effects. Return per spawner analyses rntegrate the effects of all
life history stages, marine and freShwater, Conseduently, marine and freshvvater
hahitat effects are statrstrcaJIy confounded InTeturn pers vvner analyses. Ina
return Rgrs vrneran rs excellent marine condrtrons or salmon rearrngr
mask the effects of freshwater habitat degradation on salmon productivity for
extencied periodis of time, approximately en to fifteen years. This Is undesrrabe In
gsugttarnedfyrelg] samon’ management ¢ hQtedxt becausehab dWherd toor marrne
onditions for salmon rearing réturm, either die habitat degradation Is too far
acvanced for remeclies to begsocrally acceptable, or t gsses In reshvvater
contrnue to he ascribed to merine condlitions until salmon {Jopulatron levels reach
crrtrcay oW levels. Both crrcumstances are contrary to the rnterestso sustained
Yre mana%ementot salmon resources. Hence berng /e 0 qlistinguish
§shvvater ortalrtres rom marine mortalities IS essentia] to sustained’yield

salmon management.

Measurrn adult s 1S anh essential ano f sustained vield saimon
management. Upper Coolgaﬂeet (?tho saJmon nge eral and early ahc? late run

KenarRiver coho inparticular, ttentron I enuhertion 4
escapement goal form W tron“(?see Fried 1094, Tl

I1. A. 2. Impacts of resource extraction and land development on habitat

There are data %aas on the effects 0 Io road burldrneg residential and
commercral construction on rsh bean ch abrt t alteratio ooPS result In
erosion, Siitation, Introquction of cont rnan suc aspetroeum _
blocka%e of migratory fish movements, and alteration of flow and hermaJ req<

Althoudh information Is avajlable for other regions stich as south eastern
and Britjsh Columbra quantitative deta aren el on thestatuso 00K Inlet's

salmon bearrn haitat, and aogroaches or estrmatrngr rtat _
terations on aImon prog uc levant Informatio or rrﬁahgrn
Z0nes of the Kenal Rrver tzl more Wor rsn

Kenal and In otner vrraters There e not enough focal studies to keep up with
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the number of habitat alterations now occurring,

Some studlies are now In progress. For example, the Division of Forestry,
ADNR, hes a S500K study in rg gss andthe on§afs atrona? Foresthasary

history of studies, Assessmen odel) of |m oggrn}g and roading on the
salmon rductrvrtres ofa cted é;r Reter to orest Service's Moose

Pass Pla or an example o a study of proposed logging

II. A 3. Impacts of fishing activities on habrtat
There are data gaps on the effects of rshe activities on salmon bearing

habitat. Such actrvrtres asstream bank erosion ro stream K angling
disturbance of stream banks and spawnin V\%oun from walkin'* nd motorrng 0
fishing sites, results In increased srltatron ich {Jrobabs¥ OWerS prrmary
Ulies are neecid in the

procuiCtivity and renders spawning habitat unsLitaly
areas of the haitat impacts of fisheries management actions, and the role of boat

wakes in stream bank erosion. A mode| which refates horsepower and numper of
angler if stostream bank erosion would be useful. Follow-Up studies on the
effécts Bostr mediation efforts could provide useful mformation on how to

desrgn e efforts.

I.A 4 Im;racts ofexotic specreso fish on Productron of salmon and resrdent
natrve fish Species. hgresent our specres 0 rscrvorous fish eatrg ) fishes have
heen Introduced Into the Kenal River romso ot er locality (Arcti grayrnﬁ
Alaska blackfrsh Northern prkeandburbot (lush). Northemn re an éspécially

effective re dator s les, are now Known to occur N he Kenar Rrver

system |c su it rearing of cohojuveniles, a suitab pre S
ent fowh Introauictions ha er ced sa mon pro uctl |nthe Kenal

tohe understood Further introguct] mbers of the ublrc 1S a matter
serroos concern Inan areaasheavoﬂl Ul zec? %ﬁe ublic astrPe Kenal

Peninsula.
1. B. Data Gaps Relating Primarily to Allocation of Fisheries Resources
II. B. 1 Stock identification of catches
Sfock |dentification information Is essentia] to sustarned eld manage nt

ﬂnd to allocation arnong user grou(ﬁ< for any ngecres or stock o mon

ested e ensr I\// mIXed Stock Situat Resource %s need to now
ey e 10 ¢ e&.ve?“%%%? e
vvherg salmon orrgrnat gin Cook In%%sare Arvest |n |rectp8|r}|sherres and s
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bvcatch In the wa ters(o Cook Inlet, and elsewhere, such as In fisheries in Shelikof
tarjeand near Kodra Island V\fnenever hatche contnbutrons hecome a factor

mana%enentot (%opu lations, 1t is Important to be able to identify
fributions to and o be able o ickentify hatchery reared saimon

hatcheg
the spawning grounds.

Anté)resent the stock jdentification caBabrlrtres contributing to harvest
manaq nt gecisions are limited to Kenal ver S0C ea)r/]e salmon gglrenetrc stock
loentification), wild chinook salmon from Deep Creek dnd the Kendl River (coded
Wire ta%rged) and hatchery reared chinook and coho salmon, all of which are
Bresenty coded wire tagded Since 199 genetic stock identification of Kenai

Iver sockeYe has heen'available to mandgers during the harvest season, Coho
salmon smolt (juveniles) have been marked with coded wire tags and adipose fin
clips inthe Kenai River'since 1992, and in the Deep Creek since 19%, Chinook
and coho salmon juveniles have been similarly marked inthe Kenai River and in

Deep Creek since 1993,
II. B. 2 Migratory paths and relative timings of stocks and species

Understanc *igwhere and when, salmon species and stocks transit harvest
areas Is essential to Unaerstangling the impact of mixed-stock narvests on these
species. and stocks, Distinct differences Inmigratory paths and timings amon

StOcks In mixed stock han/est areas can serve purposes of stok identification
rnformatron At present the best un erstan Ingand rmplementatron ofstock
| entr Ication capabrlrty inU per Cook Inlet IS or Kenal River sockeye. Historical

Heormatron IS avajlable Jort e Central District of U erCookInIetasawhole for
tne four ma orsoce e arainages (I.e. Mundy etal. 93 ). Unfortunately the

Prograrns h produced the Tistorica sockeg/e salmon stock rdentrfrcatron
nformation had o 0e dliscontinued. These programs (see Marshall et al. and Cross
InMunay et al. 199 }vvere replaced %enetrc stock Identification, techniques
which presently icentify only heKen IVer Sockeye In commercial catc

The information on coded wire tags recovered f rom adult catches now
accumulatrng ?or hatchery ooy ced co and chingok holdis romr chesr

understandin ratory paths of these stocks. Recovenes of aquit wi
S e e e
Jstocks J |%dso ossible make cruder ere cgg on Wdj coho and C rgok

thsan tir 1050 it uhich resently tagged by analogy to the coded
it tag ecDiens fom lhose sl h‘h‘d Y DY oy




.. tock igentification capabilities and programs for chum and pink saimon
ongrnatr tg In Cook InIet are presently lacking, althougn genetic stock
Identificafion tools may be appropriate.

II. B. 3. Organization and accessibility of information

The public needs ready access to harvest and biological data, and analyses
of these data by the concerned A0ENCIES Inan understand le format. There are

blrca Jon serles enc there are electronic data bases from which
ﬁe ub |c may draw tt?% know%rddrv Yet there IS no one source which the

c an concerne sclentists can access In a common format and location for
ook Injet salmon cata. As item number 1.B.4 above attests, there are many
Sources located! across a large number of concened agencies.

|1|'9 9% Data gaps submitted by individual members after the meeting of October 16,

Il C. L Analysis of existing cata on Knik arm) drainages with respect to run sizes,
escapements, and factors lifiting production for each’salmon Species,

II. C. 2. Integration and analysis of present status of critical harvest management
rn ormatron rncludr ng genetic stock jdentf |on Central District maring sonay,
freshwater sonar es ment estrmatron An or Pornt otfshore test fishing, and
historical scale pattem anal ysrs ¥srs 1S neeced on the current stafus of the
apll ofthe chor Porntﬁ V\%retest sher¥ aoestrmatesoceecatc es and
abun ances in light of newt ! %e on tCen1r; Drstnct run )s(ttr ngth dteve'lé)\perrallor
romsonarsun/esan netic stock Identification. To what extey nC
Point Test f rshent/ now gcalrbratedvuﬁout using catches?rom tre%anft Jill net
fleet? To vvhat extentwrll It still be n fo Use arift catch datato lorate the
oftshore test fishery In order to make estimates oftotaJ abundance of soc eye
tr]nonrnteCentaaIagrst rjct? The report h d focus on t bw f the'test
|s ery to make total apun ance estrmates trme period, an 0 arty In orcler
0 provrde more precision In harvest management

II. C. 3. Analysis of sport harvest rates in the rivers on Northern Cook Inlet
chinook and Coho saf#r%n stocks and habitats,

1. C. 4. Timely reporting of harvest by sport fishing quices.

II. C. 5. Analysis of the socipeconomic effects of the Upper Cook Inlet
Management ﬁan onthe nat?ve Vi I?age of Tyonek. Has ptne hcr:stoncal pattemn of




relrance on commercial fishing by the village been sustained? What | rs the time
Serles o fthe numbero commercral frshenes entry rmits atT onek from 1974 to

e ons far the INcommerci rshm ctrvrtres
gndS rrrpactafte social omic factors In the community?
Il Questrons posed by the Strategy Group

The following are questrons raised by the participants at the meetin dgs of Oct 13
14, except that questio { the same generaJ ansvver are grouped under a single

questron IN Square Drackets

1 Are there harvest management methods éfor the set nets) which
promote delivery of kings rnto the Kenal"River? [Please identify size and
Species specific harvest methods as they may he applicable to Cook Inlet
salman.) [Please look into the easr(?rlr Irmrt on commercial bycatch of
Individual commercial harvesters annua

Yes. Time and area closures can promote delivery of chinook salmon into
the Kenar River, hovvever ||tt|e rnformatron exists whicti would permit the effects
from these R/pes of actions to be evaluated. A study now in progress Uncer the
ADFGS orts Fish Division Is des ned {0 roduce thrstypeo rnformatron Gear
modifications, Web material, redu lons rn en han e o net, may so
grovrde reduction of king saimon bycaton in socke eset rshenes
roort Fish Drvrsron rnrtrated astudy under Mike Bethe) on Ju ! 1995 to acdress
formation need to esr n such fequlations. The Eastsioe Sét Net Monitoring
Pro ram (ADFG/CFD ar h 1984) provicles some information relevant to
management measures The 1984 study noted a problem with catch reporting in
that hretamed or PersonaJ Use by commercial harvesters were nof required to
reporte Personal use fish are riow reguirec! by law to be reported. Data on the
amount of set net gear by harvest penod fished In'each period are als lacking.
Le%al counsel | neecedto determrner itwould (Possrble to oraw closure lines
tat would exclude harvest of individual permit holcers

a artition freshwater and marine mortality i orderto
determrne the ability of freshwater habitat to support spawning and rearing?

Yes, We can, hut so far We have not done 50 for most salmon stocks. This
constrtutesama or cata or sustarn re management of Cook Inlet salmon
\A}[t]td 850 thes ck ofthe K en | and Kasl JRrvers have proviged data

rc Infer dens| nden reshwater mortalr which could permit
differentiation of tr¥1ar and Freshvvater effects for some brood years. IDSeunrrval
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studlies of Bristol Bay sockeye salmon productron are availgble for comparrson
Smolt-to-adlult survrval mostl marrne ma come avarlable for chinook and
00N0 StCks to which vvrre 5\\0/% %op led. While thetechr}oloores
are availanle, each application en ssu antial expense to acapt the technology
to the stocks, species and localities of interest in Upper Cook Inlet.

3 Questions related to.the “ overescapement” issue. What are the
differences befween single stock or single species Maximum Sustained Yield
MSY) strate |es and multiple stock and multi role specles sustained yield

ana ement? How do these differ in terms of management obrectrves and
m ormatron re uirements?[Please describe means to maximize poro ductivity

of all Cook Inle salmon ow dovvemaxrmrze productivity?| ase contrast
mformatron needs orsm%estoc srngespecres versus infegrated
management of multiple Stocks and species, [Please develop 2 discussion
paper on the overescapement issue, and the implications and impacts of
overescapement, as an introduction o ajoint policy and science committee

briefing on the issue,

Salmon al%tron Isues in Cook Inlet often involve the concent of
overescapement. While there,is only one basic biological theory relevant to
-/erescagement the variability iri the quality and duantity of Gata avallable for a
salman Stock can case reason escrentrstst have dlifferent opinions on what
constitutes overes ment. The Fose of the text which ollows 15 t0 explain
how the concept of Overescapement IS defined, and how the fact of
overescapement for one saimon stock can mean underescapement for another stock

or species of salmon.,

The question of how best to divide any saimon resource between catch and
escapement Is complex, regardliess of how the caten Is allocated. In principle there
rsanannuaJ number of Spawners, an escapement goal, which allows each Spawner
rnasamon Stock to ﬁro Lice the most otf rrn rch survrve to aclults (reCruits).

aEpr rlate tc limit then beco étrse over after the escapement
1qoalr suptracted from the fotal number 0f adult salmon In the stock that ear,
hat much IS eas atleast in rrncr(gte With res cttot |s srn estor%gfsalmon
Znum er of spawners ine theesc%oe a% ter
overescapement; and any number of spawners less than the escapement goal may

be termed, Underescapement

The complexrty 1S Introduced because, | rn actrce escapement gods ae
often set for species of salmon rnrrversg/stems dnot or individual Salmon
stocks. The escapement goal for sockeye salmon Ina river systemsuch as the
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Kenal Is the average. of the escaperment goals of all the stocks in that drainage, so
that even when the river's escapement goal 1S achieved exactly, there will
necessarly be overescapements and Underescapements wath réspect fo the
Incivicual“salmon stocks This combination ot overescapements and
Unaerescapements also can ocour when mixtures of salmon Species, Suich &
sockeye.and coho, are managed to attain the escapement goal for one of the
SPECIES in one. or more, rve ef systes.

The foundation of escapement ?oals 1S the concept that mana IS Can
Influence the productrvr 0 ocks goups of spavvner usuall from the same
Watersned or river) bv arvest ich 15 widely accepted in all areas of natural
resource rranagernen Including erdln‘ frsherres and forest mana ement The
rcr earst tpoguatr%nssu as Doglas Tir trees, otssoc e[yeIe other
f plants and animaly grow fastest when they num
{naxrmum atmountt eenvrronmentcansup 1t the carryrrcrg ciapatcrty AtA/ [-ve)
here are not so many indlividuals s to create competition for limiting res™ /. .es
such gs food and surt/ lignt, but there are enou hrn%l?vrdua]s around tg make xull
use of the limiting resources {0 procluce wood or frsh The exact opuIatron level,
re es ment lBvel, a whi hhetotaI amount 0 Wood or fish rovvst astest S

t eve maxrmumsustar leld, MSY, or so the teo rou
edh ulatag scanbeke { a levels of u%rnedyre other

sh
ose a vrhsth tlhe h)o est esurplus S greatest If other constraints
compe

Each identif |ab|e vvners astock man%have adrﬁerent Ievel o
maximum sustarned |e| deto tferences in the nuber of egos per emae
average size 0 the roduced andthe gritical uathreso the'spawning an
rearrn envrronrnent re are obvrous drtference InMSY amon% specrs

salmo rgucemoreosrrn er emaet votes But within
there are differences In MSY & well evenr fall theb ological factors are't e

same. For example, sockeve salmon stocks coming fromwo lakes identical in

every vvay, except fhat oneyrs smm?er than the othe%1 wrll have different MSY

harvest [Evels. This IS true becalise popu lation | eve atv\hrch total productron

1S the f test 1S about one-halft car | crtlvot envrronment

genera hi envrronment means ol and co verseav all other actors berng
S0 eactu roopulatron Ieve or escapement qoal, wh rovr est

eatest rat]e of return on a mixture o] st 15 not the (c
%Avest e theoretical maximum sustal veI ton ahen t%[t(e)ck e mixeq stock

somewnat higher ock MSY which
Rermrts e mixtyre o gtoc ac* rWr?harveste 0 survrv produce at the
Ignest rate possible for he combrna lon of stocks. All salmon'escapement goals
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In Alaska are most likely to be based.on datacollected rom mrxtures ofstocks
aIthou h the mixture may bearbrtrarr% oesignated asin estoc For examﬂ
fhe manmgn pav\nrn \9 ates of the Kvichak Riv rsog %/eo f Bristol Bay have

deﬁ ClIVely as asingle stock, even thou o Its two major
rearing Iak lliamna, haS more stirface area than Puggét Sound

In @ mixed stock management context, & well & in an ecosystem
management context overescapement and underescapement for jndiividual stocks

CIES IS a 0Iven, no. matte what the nt coal may be, Even when
% e | ent;r led for rnd?r?r(r:tat?a? salmon stock)s When these stocks

ment go
are an/esteg In mrxed stock fisheries, some stocks experience *overescapement’
relative to their theoretical MSY escapement level, and some experience
* Uncerescapement,” even when the average escapement goal for the stock mixture
8\/ perfectly achrteve%lmln thrstcotr]retext OIorc/ereks m%r]rt 5 rtr?te vrnrasxtte -
erescapement Is the price to or keeping the entire mixtu

Producrcr?g%n asustarne%l yield basrpsalFurther \Rhegn the Importance of escapements
o the production of other'Species resident in the watershed! such as rainbow frout,
grayling, char, bald eagle, Dear, and others IS consiciered, overescapement of a
salmon'stock may be filly consistent with maximum sustained yield objectives for

these other Speciés.

So far, the approach of most fishery management agencies to sustained
yield is to harvest the most economically prominént ?rou 0f fish stocks af an
annual rate which produces the maximum average rate of return for that mixture of
stocks. The more Stocks and species vrhrch are managed simultaneously Ina
mixed stock scenario, the g?rea er the Information re urrements and the greater the
costs. The *economycal mportant stocks approac 1550 often taken
overnments reall provice on eno N funds to collect the rnformatron
ecess he economr rmportant stocks If for those, S?
previous ynot mana ementes ment qoal is not defined In terms ofthe
Vields or productivities of o her stocks 0f the same species, or of other Species.

V\/hﬁn It comes to the question of maximizin he roductivi o a aturaJ
resource, there are Sever. qu tions which policy maker must ans ore
screntrstscaneven Intof rameanansvver ch s cles? Which stocs
Within wh attrmer(a r//ea es or centurres at 0o you want to
maximize: present dollar Value to a oe future dlollar valu toa%ea\rAtmype
bromassp iation vrabrlrtres [eCréa tro opportunIties, or whateve

stock sors IS are you wr ling to sacrif rce tothrs maxrmrzatron How much are

uwilling to pay to have what you want? Each of these questions has already
heen ans redpg%phcrt?y In Boa%? of Fisheries actions, or urrngth




Implementation of the Board's intentions during the management season. In
framing proposals to the Board 1t Is important t 1) understand the present answers
F?e%%CQu uei%trllcs)n, and 2) the answers your own interests wouldl pose to each of

4. Please look at the feasibility of weak stock management.

Weak stock management may or may not be feasible de,pendin% on the

nature of Information avalliadle for the smallest. or most chronically under seeded,

gér“oup of spawners, A "weak stack” Is the smallest identifiable Spawning group of
mon for which 1? there IS sufficient information on which to bese fishin

requiations, and 2) for which the responsible parties have agreed to provide a

escaperment or harvest rate objective. In general, thewider the data %qos
the more terminal the harvest Imanagement regie must be in order to effect weak
stock management. Terminal fishing refers 0 fishing as near to the, spav\mln(_:i
grounds as proauct quality concems permit. For exarmple, the east sice Bristol Bay
sock%e salmon fisheries n the nearshore marine waters aéjéac,ent to the river
moutls of the Naknek, Kvichak, Egegllk and UgLashlk,are onsicered termingl
fisheries, whereas the west side Bristol Bay soc e)(e fisheries in Nushe’l\%ak Bay are
mixed stock, working on the salmon from at least three river systems, Mixed Stock
fisheries generally reQuire more information and are much mofe expensive to
manage o a sustained yield basis than are terminal fisheries. See also the answer

0 nu%ber three, |mme3(iate|y ahove,

b, Please look at the impacts of hatcher}é fish o0 the fishery
management and reproduction of wild stocks in Cook Inlet.

In %;eneral, roducti_?n of saimon from hatcheries, and the harvest of that
Productlo  may Impact wild salmon stocks ina number of dlifferent ways. Salmon
rom hatcheries may Interoreegl with wild salmon pro cmgkeéﬁgﬁ%% rWhlch appear

{0 cepend on the qgree to which the hatchery and wildl sto
Transmission of disgase among hatchery anawild stocks IS another concem.,

Mixed stock harvest ofwild and hatc 1er3/ stocks at rates apgro latetothe .
natcnery _?tock would result in loss of gr cg]uctlwp( and Incri as?d risk of extirpation
for tne Wild stock. Data gaps exist on all three ofthese areas of Impact

e SR O g i g
v Pt o . 0egs o il Woglfhgogvjﬁi \Biopu?at?on I th”e%ed(l;d. e

N
hatmerl)l/ cono cmook en gggged, In Instances where
spawning ground surveys allow collection of carcassés, if any, the: proportion of




hatchery fish in the escapement might ber h| estimated CoIIectron of
CAICASSES would not g{rve any Inaication of whether the hatchery fish spawned
SUC ess[%rl nor whether it may have spavrned vrrth awild salmon as opposed to

another hatchery fish
antnbutrons of hatche odérctron of o dchrnooks n to Cook
Inlet, anc other, Narvests can n be getermin recove ed Wire
Al such roductron IS being coded wire rror to re ease rom the

hcenesanter IS a program in place to er heries for the ta
which are recogniz %p?r%absege ?anaarrm rsn cre attrmgg
tagging, o by useo amet detector, eextent to v\hrch frshery managertr]eent

qecisions for these species are Inf uenced by the Aaresen of atc ery fish can
determrned In post season analysis of tag recoverie be nated that
anrest decisions for erd chrnoo samon In Crook Creek the Nrnrlchrerver
Fn F alt water south] Eu f Point are being criven by the real and perceived
evels of retuming hatchery rs

Harvest gecisions for wild stocks of sockeye salmon in Upper Cook Injet
ha\ not been oetermined by the level of returnrn? hatchery sockeye, but by the
tot numbers of wild and hatchery fish escaprng 0 the Kenai River, asmeasured

onay Site. Between 1976 and 19953 ge salmon ments to Hidgen
Cree atche rogram averaged 3.5% ot t )[Jtot he Kenai River.,
In onl tvvoo SE \/ears, 1?] and 1991, did hatche escapements xceed 10%

of the'Kenal Rrverto ~reachin themaxrmum% 17.5% in 1991, and 11.8% in
1990. Since the broo ¥]ears which produced the bulk of the 1990 andl 1991
escapements, levels of atchenf]productron of soc keye salmon have been
delrberateIY held at levels which produce retums farsmaller than the natura
refumn. Hatche caoements a5 apercent of total Kenaj river sockeye saimon
mentwe e 1.4%, 0.6%, and 12% In 1997 through 1995, resReectrvely

In the Deak year o atcherg escapements, 1991, the aifference between t
ment of 112,792 and the sonar countof645 000 sockeYevrras

hatchery es
abovet%e ower bound the Kenai River sockeye es 0cl, 8 Wes the
case Intne next Iargest?trztchery escapement ear 1% cainece tﬂ %atche

escanement had an effect on t ent ate of rn rease In Kenar River rrg/r:kee
o angaggar J and since fishery mana ement Jecision yrn

salmon escapement In

the comm(g,age | fishery ta?<e Into taccountt the ratﬂeﬁattthe rr:htne enal River ssoc e)id
amon 1 rs building, it Is fajr to sa atche cou
ave Inf ugage H?rs ery management eCISIONS. Asaconsequ N Ca?eheah
rentr hatm?%%?rs ction In the samnles atthe Keaar river rshvrhe§s atc ry

0 management decisions of 1990 and 1991, did! ot
hah)emanagers from prt%rdrn Kenal River with wild sockeyes mon




escapements within the optimum range.

Dunn fhe 1901 sockg%eshawest man ement $eas0N, escapements Were
sampled ron’ fish wheel catches 1n the lower Kenai River at the sonar,countin
sltes atche%sockeye o H|dden ake vvere laentified by examining Pro h
ngs on the s es Sockeye scales of the atcaery origin sockeye reflect the
Iarge amount of freshwater grovvth Which ty&cal Iy oocurs |n H|dden Lake relative
0 Other sockeye rearing LaKes In the Kenal |ves em c keye smolt
(emlgrants) from Hidogn Lake comman aysattamt engt of 120 mm, whereas
Smolf from the larger glacial lakes, such & Skilak. would be quite a bit shorter
usually less than 100 mm. AS it hap ned in 1991, socke es Imon from Hidden
Lake \\ere obV|ous In the escape ments rom inspetion of Scale samples
nsequent arvest mana ement Intentiondl thed {0 attam & ments foward
the] o}oe n of the Kena| Iver sockeye ment goal 0 700 00, In oraer to
ac |e seedlngo S |n9 areas hert those attendant to Hidgen Lake.
the op |n|on of management | ve exceeded thelr statutory authorities to

5 ntEPth%sy permit escapements 0 sockeye above the upper limit set by the Board

Concerns over the ability to manage the large hatchery related sockeye
refums to H|dden Lake have Iead {0 the current conseh/atlve stocking limit 0f two

million spring fry. Th soc |r§% limit also Serves toa (lress water quality. concerms
oftheU$ Fish and Wildlffe Service. T e Seryice also su ar\))portedt lirit In orcler
{0 contro hnanoal and |tat costs of managlngt est ofvery large soc Bye

returns to Hldden Lake. In orcler to narvest Hidden Lake surplus if IS estimated to
Hga/e cost the Service aﬁpﬁeﬁ% 1y$1 00ffish and the large number of harvesters
negative impacts on't

6. Do we need better detection of in season impacts in terms ofwho is
r- *:ngwhat?

Yes we do, especially at the leve| of stocks. At present it is only possible to
Uetermine the orlgm ?Ken%/u River socLeyes moncaB?tB commey cp
harvesters In mjxed stock areas, When harvests occur |nS| ema{or river systems,
such as the Susl Waor fhe Kenal, It IS ot US aly possble 0 Ientrfy the gpav\hmg
groun S t0 Wi the fish were returnmg The fiver of origin of coho and chinoo
almon cau gat Intre commeroal |sher|esofthe Central District Is a matter of

specyiation, althougn those cau% nt near the river mouths are presumed to be from
t £ river, Studlies of stra}/n hawor In chinook salmon usmﬁ raclio tags do not

|
necessarjly. support th esg tion. . Implementation of multiple spec)
sustained %eﬁ) |?nanagen'%ent ar{J Susnnapl\/lanagement Plan, 0 anyp(%gho




agement Plan will require Some assumptions the origins of the harvests
Maﬂe ntral District based on timing and geograp aﬂoutocatrong

s. Please identify methods to increase passage to Northern Cook Inlet
With mrnrmum rmpact on the [catches of non-Susitha sockeye in the| Central

District.

Corndor openrn which hold the drift gill net fleet relatively close to the
eastsr e heaches have Deen effective at regicing the efficiency of the. commercial
arift flest Mundg et al. 1993) with res to Sustina bound sackeve In the Central
Drstnct lle mrttrnr% han/esto Kenal bound fish. Kasilof special harvest

areas ave a owe targe Ing of commercial fishing effort on Kasilof bouna
socke parently sparin Kenar and Susifa bound sockeﬁe Impacts of

cornd%r openrn on rateo catc of other specres such as Kenai River King
salmon need tobe examined._ Possibilities other than corridor openings have been
dentr ied in é)ro 05lS {0 the Board of Fisheries which' involve time and area

closuires need to be evaluated

9, Describe harvest methods and regulations that promote the
avoidance of waste.

Time and area requlations which avoid rjods of gbundance, and
which even?y spaoe rela(llv&y snort openrngs gned \/\Re h control the amount of
gear which dn individug anresterrna e npsog/ aeal conducrve to controllin
vvaste In general Specrfrc ectrvesr terms 6f times, areas, and harvests, andor
meént o ectrves |esan allor stock needlto be supplied in order for the

SCI Cce commi ee 0 res d further.

0. Comment on the feasibility of developing a management plan for
the Suslr tna. y P J P

Specific. objectives interms of fimes, areas, and harvests, and/oi
mento ectrvesb s |es and/or stock need to be supplied n order or the

ce committee to re Ipo Data gaps and hasic salmon %atory behavior
define the de?ree of specificity vvhrch managerrent could achieve with respect
to {OCKS and Specles

11. Comment on the feasihility of developing a coho management plan
for Coo& Inlet, y P J P



See answer to pr eding qu on Susitna Plan.

12 Identrfy the effects on commercral harvesters of reducing the
commercial season from July 1- August 15 to July 7- August 9.

The impacts on comrnercral hayvesters can be estimated from avallable

historical for the cata of each |shery gear-locality combination), b Iookrn%atthe
roent oftheannual harvest which occurs durrn these time perros July 1- July
and August 10- 15, & an average over all ava) ab e Iy ars Of recor ch
IShery, may experience adrﬁerentr mpact from this option. Such |n ormatron may
be available from previous analyses, or |t may require requestrnga Ish trcket un
from Juneau. The Scrence Commrttee Neeas Clari |cat|on of whether the request
Incluces deletion of's [pecral openrrr%d or commercial fishin prror 0 Ju%& Uncer

crrcumstances Indlicating an early and or heavy sockeye ru |0, the
Sg roac mazaJ antr?u%?nsrder all commercial harvest prior to July 7 as an average

cent of to harvest

Miscellaneous issues, briefy adoressed due to lack of time

read sport fish Impact on Kenai River habitat by opening other areas to
fisheries ?grrness Data gap%rsts Impacts are not quantrYzf\ﬁ !

2. Allocation of current sport priority to other sectors (early run/late run)
S%ecr C objectives in ters of times, areas, and harvests need to oe supplied in
or the science committeg o respond

3. Non residents commercial hanrestrn vvrths ar Legal tools ma
?tbeavarlable to enforcement. Need a le afogrnro %re clfic ob ectives In terms
times, areas, and harvests need tobesu n orde rthes lence

committee to respond

4. Enforcement (limits). SIpeC| IC Objectives in terms of times, areas, and
harvests need to be supplred In order for the science committee to respond.
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Alaska Boating Association - P.O. Box 210430 mm Anchorage, Alaska 99521

Senator Rick Halford

Alaska State Senate
State Capitol, Interdepartmental Mail Stop: 3101

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Halford:

This letter is in response to your proposed SBO04O relating to the management of discrete salmon
stocks. At a regularly scheduled meeting of the Alaska Boating Association held on January 16,
1997, our organization voted unanimously to support this legislation. This letter communicates to

your our official position on the legislation

In addition, many o f our individual members will be corresponding with individual letters, POM’s,
testimony at teleconferences, etc. This bill is important to all of us as non-commercial
consumptive users, for the commercial sport-fishing industry, and the tourist industry to assure

ongoing yields of the resource.

Thank you for your efforts and continue to keep us informed of any and all related legislative
matters we can be effective in supporting.

Yours truly,

Roy J. Burkhart, Legislative Affairs Officer
Alaska Boating Association
Voice:(907)495-6337 FAX:(907J495-6338 E-Malil, ijburk@alaska.net

cc: Donald Shervood, President, Alaska Boating Association
Senator Lyda Green, Co-Sponsor SBO040, Alaska State Senate
Senator Dave Donley, Co-Sponsor SBO040, Alaska State Senate

e Dedicated to the rights ofAlaskan Boaters -

Support
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Eoaald ESfeom»ad
1640 Brink Dr
Anchorage), Alaska 99504
Fax 333-0211

Horn# Phone 333-6260

FAX COVER SHEET
DATE: 25\1111%7

TO: Stale Senate

ATTN: Sen R Halford
FAX NO: 1-907-465-3805
PAGE; 1 OF 1

SUBJECT: Act Relating to Management of Discrete Salmon Stocks
REF; SB-40

Sen Halford:

The Alaska Boating Assoc is supporting SB-40, Our time is running out for saving
our existing stocks- The Feds have said they will implement various methods to relieve
the overharvesl but you know how that will be. Our State must step in and stop the fish
board from making total biased regulations both now and in the future and the only
way to do it, is move this bill forward as soon as possible.

Wo do have one problem and that can be resolved and that is on page 1 line 14 “1} by
Jan 1, (304 shall adopt regulations”, we think this lime should be shorted to possibily
“2001”, due to the fad, the Upper Cook Inlet fishery is in rapid decline in some rivers
as have been seen by ADF&G studies. The record harvest are here every year but thats
hatchery fish not wild stock and this is harvested way below the Upper 00K 1nlet
rivers and streams.

If there is a way to help in getting this bill moved, do not hpijtnte to call and we will
try to help. Keep up the great job you all arc doing,

Alaska Boatlnfy'Assuc
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ALASKA COUNCIL OF TROUT UNLIMITED
P.0.Box 3055, Soldotna AK 99669
(907) 262-9494 Fax: 262-5920

DennisH. Randa

February 24, 1997

Senator Rick Halford
fax: 465-4928

Re: SB 40

The Alaska State Council of Trout Unlimited supports this bill. Discrete
stock management addresses several conservation issues of concern to T.U.
including: the Alaska Constitutional mandate for sustained yield of all
salmonid resources (not just commercially exploitable stocks), concerns
over loss of species diversity, ecosystem health, and last but not least the
burden of conservation, which the Alaska Board of Fisheries acknowledges

Is disproportionately shares among users.

The problems inherent to a discrete stock management approach are not
insignificant. 1) Data development for discrete stock management is
dependent upon both funding and expediency. While it is not possible to
have all of the information at once this is a significant management
direction change for both the Board of Fisheries and the Department of Fish
and Game and as such will require a constant data stream designed to
provide at least initially the minimum information necessary for discrete
stock management decision making.. 2) The funding necessary for
successful implementation is imperative and we believe that this bill’s
approach to funding shares that burden among all of the users of the
resource. 3) Finally, assurance for success in this effort will require a
commitment from ADF&G. Lower level management and field stal.” must
believe in the sincerity of that commitment as well.

Scientific data (both recent and historic) indicates that mixed stock
fisheries management does contributed to the decline of discrete salmonid
stocks. Most recently the National Research Council's Pacific Salmon study
(Upstream: Salmon and Society in the Pacific Northwest) recognizes mixed
stock management as conflicting with efforts to manage for healthy (or
restore to health depleted) discrete salmon stocks.

T.U. supports SB 40 as a necessary first step toward responsible
management of Alaska's renewable salmonid resource.

Dennis H. Randa, President
cc: Charles Gauvin, T.U. National President
Bill Robinson, T.U. Westcoast Rep.



MAR 03 199

February 28, 1997

Senate Resources Committee
State Capitol

Room 508

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re:  Senate Bill No. 40 - “An Act relating to management of discrete salmon stocks, to salmon
management assessments, and to the fishery business tax.”

Dear Committee Member;

For the past several years the Borough has been working diligently to improve the management of our fishery
resource. We have testified at Alaska Board of Fishery meetmﬂs as well as submitted written testimony
requesting changes to the Cook Inlet Salmon Management Plan. Many of the changes we have requested are
addressed by Senate Bill 40, such as:

) Require the Department of Fish and Gane to prioritize their management of salmon harvests for
escapement, thereby ensuring a sustained return ofall saimon species to all waters of Cook Inlet.,

2)Survey small streams in"Upper Cook Inlet for biological escapement of all stocks and species of
salmon to determine where a conservation emergency exists and take corrective measures to abate
the em_ergenc% o _

3) Require the Board of Fisheries to address management of salmon harvests throughout the entire
migration route of each salmon species and stock.

Current management policies of the Board of Fisheries and Department of Fish and Game have resulted in
the closure of'some of the Borough's most R_opular sport fishing areas. Senate Bill 40 is a major stride in
improving the management capabilities for this valuable resource. The Act requires the Board of Fisheries
to adopt and implement management policies that are consistent with the constitutional reguwement of
_managlmg the resource for a sustained yield. It also provides a means to offset the costs incurred by the state
in implementing the management policies.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough supports Senate Bill No. 40 and encourages adoption and implementation
of the management policies as proposed.

B' ougli Manager
cc.  Alaska Board of Fisheries

Matanuska-Susitna Borou?(h Assembly
Mayor's Blue Ribbon Task Force

pin/pmg/din/1287



H OUSTO N CHAMBER of COMMERTCE

RESOLUTION NO. HCC97-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE SUPPORTING SENATE BILL 40 "AN
ACT RELATING TO THE MANAGEMENT OF DISCRETE SALMON STOCKS"

. WHEREAS, The current salmon _management centers around heavy exploitation of mixed stock
fisheries and disregards the negative effects this policy has on discrete stocks of all salmon

species; and

WHEREAS, the salmon resources available to the Houston area are an integral part of our
community; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 40 would maintain genetic variation and local adaptation; and

WHEREAS, the long-term survival of salmon depends crucially on a diverse and rich store of
genetic variations; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 40 would redirect our attention from the past mistakes of allocation driven
management system toward a system which will fully meet our constitutional responsibility to

sustained yield:

NOW THEREFORE BE ITRESOLVED hy the Houston. Chamber of Commerce that it supB,orts Senate
Bill 40 and urges all governing bodies and communities to support and approve Senate Bill 40.

| certify that this resolution reflects the wishes of the Houston Chamber of Commerce.
APPROVED;

Robert Hall
ATTEST:

Nathan Dunn

HOUSTON: WHERE THE REAL ALASKA BEGINS
P.0. BOX 356, HOUSTON. ALASKA 99694



MmvL 3, 1997

ViaFax and First Class Mall
Senator Rick Halford
oom 121
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1181
Re: Senate Bill No. 40, “An Act relating to management of discrete salmon stocks

Dear Senator Halford:

Dennis Randa, Trout Unlimited's Alaska Council Chairman, has brought the above-referenced
bill to my attentjon and asked that | analyze it and provide you with the comments of Trout
Unlimited's national organization on the bill and the problém of mixed stock salmon fisheries
generally. Trout Unlimited is a 100,000 member organization whose mission is to conserve,
protect, and restore North America'3 coldwater fisheries. Major priorities in Trout Unlimitcd's
national conservation agenda arc protection of healthY Pacifi¢ salman stocks and restoration of
weak ones, and a principal goal in our conservation strategy for Pacific salmon is discrete stocks

management.

The scientific and management literature is virtually unanimous in decrying the negative |m§acts
of mixed stock managerent os a major factor in the weakening of discréte wild salmon stocks
and the extirpation ofweak stocks. (Sec, etg National Research Council, 1990. Upstream:
saimon ang society in the Pacific N rtr}]wes 3 AIthOéjgh fortﬁnate not to have expeneP ed the
widespread salmon stock declines that have occurred Tn Washington, Qre?on, and California,
Alaska has health}/ stocks that are at risk and weak stocks that arc failing To recover due
substantrally to mixed stock management

S. 40 isa solid first step toward ending mixed stock management in some of the, places where it
S currentlg doing the greatest damaege and In redirecting, Over the longer terr, fishery |
mana%em nt policy toward selectivé harvest measures in other places where there aré still
opportunities to prevent the dowo-spiroling of healthy stocks. The measres that it would direct
the Board of Fisheries to undertake are essential to the sustainability of Alaska's salmon and the
current and future well being of all resource users; commercial, subsistence and recreational. .

oreover, commercial and re?reatmnal users would share equitably the burdens of implementing
the new stock management policy.

America®s Leading Coldwater Fisheries Conservation Organization
Waslilngton, D.C. Headquarters: 1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 310, Arlington, VA 22209-2404
Main Number. 703-522-0200 FAX: 703-284-9400
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Senator Rick Halford
March 3,1997
Page 2

| urge that the Alaska Senate pass S.40 and begin the task o f managing discrete salmon stocks.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important legislation.
Sincerely yours,

mCharles F. Gauvlin
President and CEO

oc. DemisPaa
B1ll Robinson
Rick Applegate
Ron Holtcomp

P.03/03

TOTAL P.03
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Alaska Boating Association * PQBox 210430 * Anchorage Alaska 99521
E-Mailto  loneagle@alaska.net

1Q: To AU Legislatures U April 97
ARomt FranciscaM Sherwood

'My-name-w Margo snerwood | live at 1640 Prink Dr Anchorage 99504. As a
proud resident for over 31 years, and who lias raised and educated my family in (his
great state, | have come to testify in support of SJB40.

This is one bill that will actually pay for itself, by collecting money from those who
use the resource. What a change coming out of Juneau. It provides a funding
mechanism for the discrete stock assessment program through a surcharge on both
sport and commercial users. This funding proposal shares the burden of the cost of
increased information among these user groups in a fair and equitable way.

This bill requires the Department to prepare a list of projects and their costs that
will address the stocks identified by the Board. The Department will also prepare a
list of future and/or potential projects. This in itself coming from a mother and a
grandmother isjust like raising a family. List, Prioritize, and then Pay for it,not

charge it.

There arc many fine points in this bil! that will be disgust today, but as a User, wc
are in need of something that will guarantee me and my family a fair allocation of

fish on a continuing base,which is not happening now.

I want to thank you for listening to my comments and also say, Thanks for doing a
great job in determining the future ,and our renewable resources is and always will
be ,the future of our great State.

Margo Sherwood
Wife, Mother, »&Grandmother
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Blase A. Burkhart

1161 W, 79th

Anchorage, Alaska 99518
Secretary - Alaska Boating
Assoclation

Alaska State House and Senate
¢/o Senator Rick Halford
Twentieth Legislature - First Session

Re: Senate Bill No. 40

Dear Representatives and Senators,

I am a lifelong Alaska resident wilting in support of Senate Bill No. 40, referring to discreet
salmon stock management.

As you know, there has been a continual controversy regarding allocation offish resources between
the interests of sport and commercial fishing. | have always believed resolution of these concerns
would require some fair, honest, and “common sense” compromises. And it is imperative that we
always approach allocation and fishing regulations with the concern for the resource renewal above

all else.
I believe this bill heads in the right direction for my concerns.
I SUPPORT SENATE BILL NO. 40

Sincerely,
Blase Burkhart - Secretary, Alaska Boating Association



ALASKA SEAFOOD COUNCIL INC.
PO Box 91239 Anchorage, AK 99509-1239 Phone/Fax: 907/463-2628

April 1, 1998

Senator Rick Halford, Chairman

Members
Senate Resources Committee

Dear Senator Halford,

The Alaska Seafood Council is an umbrella organization representing the
Alaska seafood industry. It is comprised of almost 2,000 individual
members which include harvesters and processors, processing workers,
and Alaskans working in supporting businesses. We have members in the
banking, insurance, transportation, fuel, legal and manufacturing sector.

We are opposed to SB 40 for the following reasons:

1) SB 40 requires the Board of Fish to prioritize discrete salmon
stock assessment projects based on several new criteria including the
importance of the fishery to die state, and die magnitude of the
conflicts among users or a certain salmon stock.

We believe diis may lead to a situation where only the "squeaky wheel
gets the grease", so to speak. We can envision political allocation battles
determining research priorities rather than true management and
scientific needs getting the attention and research funds they deserve.
Good science, not emotion, needs to determine research priorities.

2)  The bill fails to define what a "discrete" stock is , and fails to
identify die problem it is trying to fix.

3) Commercial fishermen and the industry are already taxed in
Alaska in many ways-through the raw fish tax which goes to
shoreside communities, by the tax paid to the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute for marketing of Alaskan fish, and in many
cases, by tax for die continued production of salmon stocks
through aquaculture associations. This is in addition to other
taxes paid through property taxes, business taxes, and taxes on
fuel, permit fees, and every day operations. In addition,
fishermen tiiroughout the state will be taxed, but many will
never see any research done in tiieir areas.

Board of Jim Bacon  E.J. Cheshler ~ Ed Crane  Doug Oonegan Andy Golla Kris Noros*  John Sund
Directors Auko Bay  Cordova Anchorage  Anchorage Dillingham Petersburg  Seattle
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We are supportive of the ADF&G having adequate funding to provide for
good management and collection for Alaska's fishery resources. We believe
the present relationship between the ADF&G and the Board of Fisheries is

healthy.
We also support research and scientific data, and it's the feeling of the
Alaska Seafood Council that the authority to accomplish the intent of this

legislation, to gather information and assess the health of salmon stocks,
already exists in the state constitution, statute and in the ADF&G

regulations and policies.
Thank you for the opportunity to submitt this testimony for your review.

Sincerely,

Kris Norosz, President
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3. ftiIsIndicated that funds generated and appropriated in this manner are
"...not intended to replace, fund3 appropriated tor the operation of tho division or
commercial fisheries management and development or tho divicion of sport fish’. Tho
division of sport fish does not now receive general fund monies, however one would
not want to see assessment funds replace itsfederal and license fee expenditures. An
unrecognized division in this critical effort istho hobltat division. This division has one of

the most important roles Inaccomplishing the intent of this legislation.

4. This legislation @directed toward discrete stocks of salmon, however to fail to
take advantage of the program to assess other fish stocks will be a major mistake. For
too long management of specific salmon species as if they were discrete from not only
other salmon species but also other fish species present within the ecosystem has
occurred. Thishas resulted insome known problems and undoubtedly unknown
problems not Identified because of either their lack of economic value or lack of
importance to those persons who do not view thorn as their responsibility.

This legislation represents a first step long overdue Inthe management of Alaska's
fishery resource, lwould like to urge two additional steps for your consideration:

1, Encourage (mandate) the establishment of a Research Division within the
Department which will have the responsibility for conducting or coordinating all
research activities. Thisdepartment must be separate from the sportfish and
commercial fisheries divisions to assure maximum objectivity within tho highly charged
atmosphere which exists In these two divisions.

2. Establish an active and ongoing relationship with the University 0f Alaska In
both research and scientific studies. The benefits of this effort willbe at least twofold.
First, It may bring a degree at objectivity to both the studies and results which may
defuse problems which now often result, Secondly, given budget shortfalls of both the
Department and the University thismay be a means to accomplish joint objectives in a
meaningful and cost effective manner. Tho scientific iceources found within the
Universities general academic staff and its School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences
should represent a significant resource to ihe Department and to the state of Alaska In
programs such as are represented by this legislation.

lappreciate the opportunity to comment upon this legislation and hope that you will
not hesitate to call upon me flcan be of any further assistance . Two of Alaska's most
important renewable resources are lIts fish and its foresls. Both offer considerable
economic return through their harvest. We need their use, but must avoid fholr abuse.
Wise and responsible uae will assure their presence for years to come. Less than lhal
may soon find Alaska in the position of many of the states in the lower forty-eight.
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Bob Martinson CO-CHAIR GILLNET- DIVISION,
CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED.

Dear Honorable Members ofthe Senate:

| have seen politics interfere and underming fisheries’ health from California, to Oregon, to
Wellington and British Columbia. Living in the Mat-Su valley, and being a lifetime commercial
fisherman, it angers me that those who aré chosen to represent me ore the ones who are always
tryln? to take away my livelihood, one piece at a time, or sometimes all at once. This time it may

be all at once.

inanutshell, SB40 is essentially a sportfish-driven pIoY to fill the streams of Alaska with fish.
Sounds good doesn't it? It’s no good, Alaska’s Deportment ofFish and Game would tell you so.
All the ADF+G managers that | spoke with are against it. Is it a coincidence that sportfishing

guide Rick Halford sponsored this bill”? NO!

| this bill were to be stripped of its technical GBI, it would say: “We should Po outandtog
every fish from every stream and if one oftho3e fish comes up missing, then all'we liave to do is

closé down commercial fishing!”

Well, commercial ﬁshingI isthe State of Alaska’s ul employer and provides revenues for the
state while I%eneratmg millions in revenue sharing for coastal communities. For FY96 com-fish.
revenues ofthe State of Alaska exceeded expenditures for fish management by 9 million dollars.

In 1995, my vessel license renewal fee more than doubled and there was the 10stax for
mar_k_etln? Seafood. Then they increased our marine fuel lax last year also. The legislature’s
decision to cut the ADF+G’s budget is not ajustification for SB'O.

Why are we the fishing industry, being asked to pay again, and again, and again!”?

The Department hasn’t asked for any changes to the current policy. It would create another
whole hatch of state employees with another fish lab and on and onand on...

Keep in mind this is all because sportflsh quide Rick Halford says it’sa good idea.

Remember, this is a very misleading, allocative measure, and allocation is to be left to the
BOARD OF FISHERIES. This research would be prioritized by the BOF.- a budget
sugﬁ)lement controlled by the B.O.F. This amounts to a sei ;ous and radical disruption of the

public budget process.

Good fish management has heen underway in Alaska since the late 18005. Let the biolo%ists _
continue to do theirjohs which have created the most successful management in the world, anti
don’t befuddle it with more unneeded bureaucracy.



APHi-gy sat id m uu.p.u.

Cordova District Fishermen United
Celebrating 62 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska

P.O. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574/ Telephone (907) 424-3447 /Fax (907) 424-3430

April 11,1997
O VR I S T © Pt Sk Asesren

o B e e s S A st By

For convenience, my testimony with attachment were faxed directly to each of your offices earlier.

EEER R R e
as%sgsg syr’nrsrte on i vr% avernc UHBH my S rmonyel

earn rom ot erpeople es, nat our own.

nd mana nt sfro ood scren rchwealla uring sustainable

ggﬁeen %ﬁr”%n i rn e Ennq e e i
process ered ernﬁn ﬁ ol gr%#

pgﬁ”r}%rng(ﬁnoeo ¢ t resource sgrvr 0ard ot His erresan

ercon er CDFU theallocative nature of this bill. After revi n er{rscaJ note with atached
norf[?ue 00 sa%%uh Eﬁr&ommer% [)d r(ttﬁ] rs arAefa ﬁqe &eqe eﬁ O”SF{?%‘“O%Q

our elves w Ithrsbrll Hecbetpecorenera%agl ﬂeeg Into hete aé%arvestareaarsv Dt%rrr the aImon
% n ra?(ml 'Re gan%rnc g

|n rre gﬁﬁp % M, creas rrnscrrz% Ode commercra
hanres salmon WI onyrncrease msvve ace rn WOr ay.

e
i @ Inerpr

2 (s Contaned uating asnot conuse e,
B P ORI et e oo A g coocor e
Sincerely,

S e

/attachment

e
U OI’IZEl I0
erest




Bob Martinson CO-CHAIR GILLNET - DIVISION,
CORDOVADISTRICT HSHERMEN UNITED.

Testimony te3gmjgrircr
fedt&r(3adh/en

| haye seen politics. interfere and un ermlnefl hertes health from California, to Oregon.to
}N e|n tonpané BH'[PS arﬁa qw%n &tﬁeMat SuvaUIe %eo ah% s

etime commercial
sherman, It an ersmeI 053 0Sen {0 represen meare\\w onesw;ﬂﬂe are always
tsré/e n%to akeﬁ\ Cghvelhoo one plece at a time, Or sometimesaall at once. Thistime It

Inanutshell. SB40 is.essentially a sportfi hd n ploy to fill the streams of Alaska with fi

Sounds good goesnnt’m ﬁ\ajtg oo an Aas %e artmentg?msh amevvou?g tell

you 0. All the ADF+G ganagers th(a | Spo eWI'[Q |nst |t IS It a coincidence that Jict
rsporttishing guice Rick Halford sponsore '[IS

LD et o S”#%’Qﬁ I %e%%v%'}% s
close down commepéla\

II commermal flshln s the State of Alaska's over and provides rev
staewh|e neratln rpA\mns Inrevenu Ehar % comn%nltles orHJ
revenueso eStateo aska ex expen ures |sh management by9 mi |on ars

1k95 my v ssej license renewal fee more than doubled (ﬂwd there ehl%t
e|n eaoo enour e Joe! raxvvasmcrease ast year also. The legisiatures
ecision o cut the ADF+G's buaget is not ajustification Tor SBAQ,

Why are we the fishing industry, being asked to pay again, and agam and again!?

The artment hasn' t asked foran es.t0 the current policy. It would create another
fch o state emp oyeesvvl %ﬂ%rﬁs%% aban on%nd nandon....

Keep in mindl this is all because sportfish uide Rick Halford says its a good icka.

\ﬁ/r%g |Sts a poor way to disquise the Fish Initiative while trying to ram it down the resicents

Goo |sh ement undena nAIaskasmcet e late 1800's. Let the hioligjsts
d elrpeb hva\%bﬁave the most sucessQoI n‘enagement?n the worfd, and

ont efud e|tW| more unneede ueracracy
téges {8 ﬁtm%tt ét rl% gH SWSPM\“?%%W cloaking ofthe truth. The public will know;i_

Q.)

flobeff Ha



APR-18-97 SAT 11:10 M CDFU FAX M) Q074243430
April 18, 1997
he Il-loQorabIe Ri aIf rd, Chairman
ae a 09 ;81), Room 121
neau 1
Dear Senator Halford:

} ould like to gon record in opposition to SB 40 (Discreet Stock Assessment) for the
owm Ba0n

1T Il creates another tax on an already over-taxed in
oy s L
B Ot 0 elrpoc[<ef)v¥8/ goverp mgﬁ o}

slatlon IS un Pro the he It f Alaska's Salmon fetums
&szg]%; |ng| |[itolgan() |or| gomm ee an?%%arg1 pro%:ess IS WOrki ng ﬁ/ﬁyz
mgg}g%& A R

liev |I Ior rr ing Implicat]
un ersto é e ethag% S%qlﬁ% dggg armo e%ﬁt o%ﬁarcmtdea%d

WOU res Er INCreases |n es 0N USers or adraln on

gn C8Qé3 SlogSslabg“ e Hl](at g&I grl%su P%B*h%‘l” oy and poorly written and strongly

Sincerely,

éheﬁ*?e EBFBI%%?JE Division

P.

1



AR-2197 TE T4 M CDPR( FAX N0 9074243430

Oordova District Fishermen United
Celebrating 62 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska

P.O. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574/Telephone (907) 424-3447 /Fax (907) 424-3430

April 21,1997

£ Y O AR B 9 0 Dbt Stk s

T e T g%,&a%ﬂgsgnwehaﬂwa%ﬁ&%um
nt ood suencev\/nl vveaIIa | ur| |

Fﬁﬁg{%ﬁgﬂ'ﬂ W

renovined. Hotts ISHer sw 010

o) g o une [%mmaﬂ Ly u%%é(i- OGS }&anr%meru ermen feadly pay H1e|r

%%Fn |sa therco ce nvvnl mallo%%at\f ICtureo Eh(;s |I|eAft?here r|ae|vv| #%megssfat@ (\)le et
{&a fure ﬁw Fiae éjzﬁscto [ESOIVE 4 ocatlon con| | §1ermen inthe
subJe 0fundin

|I| this bIU H%?a\;e comm Ieet mto the ter t areas? Dun

mon Strat Fo um
S %éf aren% W%Ss%er.es m%?g% i
§8H%r”&e F&% Ysﬁwesﬁ%ﬁg Imon W' ncre rce ﬁﬁsﬂx d ﬁ%gé[w 0CS
s’ure H%%e anarea Ustl rcconged its

ei% emsanaisin

b
o mJjconc elﬁé Pfcpmgrehegss%er %e |n|t{%1s fo(g| etpeg dlscaeeer sfaﬁalfhe Sl %%}g%

ermscont’am HAIR S0 5 MO0 GO mter reter,
s B R s e
Sincerely,

hreémslgﬁvétnc ?-Utheerr%ﬁ Pﬁted

D.

O




RPR-21-1997 15=27 PETERSBURG LIO 907 772 3779 P.02

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate resources committee, my name Is Liz
Cabrera and | am testifying on behalf of the Petersburg Vessel Owners Association
(PVOA). For the record, we are opposed to the [orovmons of Senate hill 40, which
Create a tax and spend mechanism for the development of a discrete salmon stock
assessment program.

The sponsor statement for Senate hill 40 states that *far too much of our fishery
management is being driven by allocation battles..., Instead cf by sound science and
pertinént information.” Jn our opinion, SB 40 is a perfect examplé of management of
our resources bem% driven by allocation, not sound science. Currently, thé authon&y to
manage and allocate our fishery resources is divided between the Départment of Rsh
a id Game and the Alaska Board of Fisheries. The Department is charged with
conservation, i.e. the biology and the Board, allocates our resources amonP competing
users. This system of checks and balances is one of the strengths of the Alaska =
management system and has resulted In record saimon returns, generated substantial
revenue to our State in the form of commercial fisheries tax and in‘the form of tens of
thousands of jobs inthe commercial and charter/guide industries.

Senate hill 40 jeopardizes the division of authority by allowing the Board of Rsh to
cross into an area under the purview of the Departnient of Fish and Game. While
Board members are knowledgeable about our fisheries, theY are not stack assessment
biologists. The real danger with this legislation is it would alfow the Board to_develop
the sCience. The Board Could substantiate their allocation decjsions with their science.
Given this p055|b|||tY, the state will run the risk of erodmﬁ public confidence in the
Board process and further polanzmg? the user groups. The Department of Fish and
Game Is more than capable of developing stock assessments to assist the Board in
making Informed decisions, the only real problem is getting the Legislature to fund the

request.

Despite our industries contribution to the state's general fund, the legislature continues
to cut fundm[q for management of our fisheries resources. Now, we are bem? asked to
p,aY for devefopment ofa new tool, which isn't necessary to manage for sustained
yield, biological health or genetic diversity. While we aré not opposed to mprovmq our
management techniques 0r gathering new information, we fail to see why we would
want to “improve” by using management tools which failed in the Lower 48, SB 40
does not mandate a discrete stock policy, but it does the next best thm(t; and allows the
Board to make decisions hased on discrete stock assessments, Discrefe stock
management has never proven asuccessful method of _mana?mg salmon and
contributed to the destruction of salmon runs in the Pacific Northwest. In other words,
why should we pay for something which could _ulUmateIY compromise the health of our
slocks and why would we want t0 repeat the mistakes ot the Pacific Northwest ?

In short, allocation battles are sufficiently contentious is some areas of the state without
addin fh? %owsmns of sb 40 and politicizing our science. We urge you to vote no on

Senate hill 40.

TQTAL P.02
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Senators,
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Dale Kelley, Executive Director
Alaska Trollers Association
Before the Alaska Senate Resources Committee
on SB 40
April 11, 1937

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name is
Dale Kelley, I'm the executive director of the Alaska Trollers Association
(ATA). ATA opposes SB 40, which seeks to establish an industry funded
discrete salmon stock assessment program. Qur opposition to this bil
stems from the following issues:

SB 40 is a bill of dubious intent and definitely alopears to be an allocation bill
and a funding mechanism dressed up in a cloak of conservation. Such
‘cross-dressing’ should never be permitted in the world of salmon
management and is the very reason the legislature should steer clear of
such Initiatives, so to speak. What does the magnitude of user conflicts
have to do with sustained vyield and genetic diversity? What "problem”

does SB 40 seek to correct?

The sponsor statement speaks more clearly to user conflict than science. If
the point is to analyze who is taking what and then fairly apportion the
conservation burden, and the sponsor wants fishermen to pay for it, why
not just say that? But why ask fishermen to pay when they already
contribute so heavily to the general fund? And why ask fishermen to pay

who aren't even involved in the dispute?

If ADF&G and the Board of Fisheries are missinP critical data, they should
identify those needs and request the necessary unde. On this point, we
urge the Ieﬂ!slature to take a hard look at the state of the ADF&G budget.
Over one third of the entire FY97 ADF&G budget relied on federal funds.
That's a precarious position for a state with more fish and game than entire
regions of this country. ~ The state has an obligation to manage its
resources and adequate research is the cornerstone of good management.
ADF&G simply must have more money to do their very large job.

SB 40 politicizes the state's salmon stock assessment lp_rogram, by blurring
the line that has so plainly divided authorities between Fish & Game and the
Board of Fisheries. The state currently holds ADF&G responsible for
conservation and gives the Board of Fisheries authority to allocate
harvestable surﬁluses. Fish and Game said it best themselves in a recent
publication: "The clear separation of management authority from allocation
authority is one of the strengths of the Alaska management system."



As drafted, ADF&G becomes nearly subservient to the Board of Fisherigs,
since the Board shall identify the stocks in need of analli/sis i consultation
with the Department. Hopefully, the agency experts will always be at the
helm when identifying and settmﬁ research priorities intended to address
conservation concerns. Through the years |'ve been privileged to work with
some of the finest stock assessment biologists on the coast, most of whom
work for ADF&G. As a former member of the Northern Panel and a
Commissioner on the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, I'm
familiar with ker fisheries professionals in the Pacific Northwest. Alaska
can be proud of its talented research and management staff, a? there are
none better on the west coast. The health of our resource and fisheries are
a testament to that fact. Surely they are capable of identifging research
priorities.  Which begs the question, what problem does SB 40 seek to

correct?

SB 40 provides an increased opportunity for public comment about stock
selections, but the purpose of this P_rovmon Isn't clear - unless it's about
the criteria in Section 2 about "conflict among users". While ATA strongly
supports the public process, research programs built around user conflict
seem destined to be driven by political whim instead of good science.

This isn't to say the Board of Fisheries or constituents shouldn't have input
into fisheries research. If the Board lacks sufficient data to make sound
decisions, it's perfectly reasonable to make recommendations to the
Department and work to secure the necessary funding.

SB 40 calls for a series of long term, costly research programs, many of
which aren't necessary to secure sustained yield. To establish meaningful
escapement goals will mean the development of many years of data, which
varies greatly by species. A sPawner/recrun an &vsw will require a mInImU{B
of 16 years escapement data for chinook, and 1Z years for pink salmon;

Eears_of harvest data; and, 10-13 years of age c_omf)osmon estimates for all
ut pink salmon. River size and quality of available spawning and rearing

habitat are also important factors to assess.

To estimate who's catching what/where, will require an exploitation rate
analysis complete with years of extensive in-stream tagging, followed by

even more years of tag recovery and analysis.

Similar catch and escapement programs in Southeast, even where some
data existed and programs where in place, have cost from $150,000 to well

over a quarter of a million dollars a year.



If core data is currentlg lacking, it could be years before enough data is
gathered to be useful for Eollcy makers. lronically, if "user conflict" is a
criteria for selecting stock analysis programs, some of these unhappy
fishermen may retire before the answers are in hand. For instance, although
the Columbia River drainage has been studied since the mid-1800s, when
the Pacific Salmon Treaty was signed in 1985, only 4 stocks formed the
basis of the chinook model due to the lack of good data.

More information is always good, but isn't always necessary to manage for
sustained yield or genetic diversity. Given there are 15,000 salmon streams
in Alaska, it's unlikely we'll ever know it all. ADF&G utilizes information
from key indicator stocks and area biologists manage intensively in-season.
Our biologists are on the ground, in the air and on their computers
monitoring fisheries activity and analyzing data. Fisheries are opened and
closed on a daily basis, to ensure the continued health of salmon. Alaska's
program is more rigorous than any on the west coast and overall ADF&G is
meetm% the sustained yield mandate. So, what problem does SB 40 seek to

correct:

SB 40's emphasis on discrete stocks is contrary to the state's management
Program and positions In federal arenas.  The sponsor tabled a similar bil
ast session In an attempt to manage for discrete stocks, ostensibly to
protect sustained yield and genetic diversity. While this bill doesn't spemf?]/
a chanck]e in management philosophy, it's definitely walking down the Pat
of weak stock management - the very form of management that has helped
to annihilate fish stocks, fisheries and communities in the Pacific Northwest.

Abundance based management is working in Alaska, as exhibited by vibrant
production in most rivers statewide. The current Board of Fisheries process
and emergency order authority vested in ADF&G provides maximum
flexibility to manage stocks. This includes the option of conducting more
selective fisheries when appropriate. However, one prescription definitely
does rot fit all in salmon management.

Weak stock management is contrary to Alaska's positions in key national
and international forums, like the Pacific Salmon Treaty and the Endangered
Species Act. Under the ESA, Alaska fishermen have lost fishing time and
over 56,000 salmon since 1993, to save a handful of Snake River fall
chinook. This is weak stock management at its finest!

SB 40 IS punitive when added to the taxes and fees already paid by the
commercial salmon industry. Deckhands will have to pay nearly as much as
permit holders in some fisheries. To add insult to injury, this bill mandates
sport and commercial fishermen foot the bill for stock analysis regardless of

whether they harvest the stock in question.



Commercial fishing pays it's way, far beyond that of most state industries.
The commercial fIShIn% industry is made up of thousands of small family
businesses, which are being placed at risk by the same elected officials that
talk about AObS and families. Despite the seafood mdustrr's substantial
general fund contributions, some legislators continue to ask for more while
reducing services. ‘'User pay' has been amped up to ‘user pay more"
When will it end?

Oh, and what is the problem SB 40 seeks to correct?

ATA urges you to vote no on SB 40. Thank You,
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Testimony before the
Senate Resources Committee
on SB 40
By Ron Rainey
Member of theBoard ofdirectors
Kenai River Sportfishing Association
AprS 11,1997

The Board of Directors of the Kenai River Sportfishing Association support the
concept that the AlaskaBoard ofFisheries and Department ofFish ScGame will gather
needed information tomore scientificallymanage discrete salmon stocks.

We also supporta fundingmechanism forsuch a program through a surchargeon
sport and commercial crewmembers licenses and commercial entry permits. We are not
sure in the Commercial Fish Division, but paying for stock identification work is not
new or unusual forthe SportFishDivision. Currently, theyhave atleastS1-S3 million in
sock ID programs in the field. I  sure Sport Fish Director Kevin Delaney, who | be—
lieve is in the Anchorage L10, can explain specifically what they are doing and how
much the division isspending for this type of information ifanyone is interested.

We would stress funding must be shared equally between commercial and sport
users. Placing the entire or even the majority of the financial burden on the sport angler
would be improper and, insome cases, illegal.

An important aspect of thisassessment concept isthat itinvolves the AlaskaBoard
of Fisheries. They would be required to annually identify salmon stocks forwhich dis—
crete stock assessment isneeded. What btrier board todo this than the one set in statute
to address fisheries issues. W e have also heard from many legislators for many years to
keep Fisheries issues under theBoard ofFisheriespurview. We agree. This conceptwould
support those beliefs.

The Board would also be required to prioritize the projects with the assistance of
the Department and involving the public. This should allay any fears that this assess—
ment will circumvent the public process.

Itwould also require the Department to submit a prioritized listof projects to the
Governor to be included as a separate item in the Governor 3 operating budget for the
following fiscal year. This could provide for more credibility in the legislative budget

process.
And thisconceptwould elevate discrete stock salmon assessment by establishing

such a section in the Fishand Gome statutes.

We believe such assessments will create new information which will lead to a
more scientificmanagement paradigm. That, in tum, should provide for healthier more
sustainability salmon populations. It is a concept supported in the National Research
Council®s publication U pstream Salmon and Society in the Facific Northwest. Itis a
concept thatwe hope you support.

Such amodel will benefitcommercial and sportusersand, more importantly, will

help preserve diverse salmon populations for generations to come.
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Wiltliam & Nancy Pace
HC 31, Box 5079P
Waailla, Alaska 99654
(907) 376-2286

April 21, 1997

Re:  SB40
Dear Members of the legislative committee:

Onee ar like the annual returnrn ofsalmo ?ommercral fisherma m.rston? agarn
tode end’andjustify our existence. thearet e largest employer in the State of Aléska

the second?grdest rgvenue generator In the State.

In pre arrn my statement to SBA0, Lrealized that over theyear Merous attempts
Foundercupt 8“2 ahsarlr ﬁ? f<ea vVin rtrs otta[hol (aresr entspg
%erman orntrﬁ LCes sar sponsor P/bq Ides and 1o ge OWNErs an

ther artre ave a nancr rnter S that restr] ﬁcommergra
er an sanﬁ a resh estr att s not Alaska Fg it fisher or
an e Ie at ast arrn el rn he Mat- Su onS ot one A asPort erman
et Guid san Ovr(rp r?] Testified. Sos it any surprise that SB 40

rntr uce ‘Senator Halford, are stered fishing quice.

IS nothing, more that another. FISH initiative dis ursedasascrentr IC roach 0
save al t%e ? slh rnamne [1Vers, a?rtho time, Honggr by estrrc rn COF rcral sherman

? é)ut mges(almon In the Ivers, It qives guid err In
i o
Drscrete stoc 06S not ev ave a thnrt? 3/et gartrrento FQSIh an %%re ISto car
out kn vvrng what they arc to accomplis

out the unstated purpose of SB 40, wit
In addition, th a m tofFrs eansvverrn ters O
legis i tures r[ epro er dt Be néh” anﬁaé
rh% Bar Frs eries, rch IS Wlh gﬁall drrv o B% contr ndr

bein Cfhe

eco
SS screte toc Depart ent uired to any tune eBoar
sherles |ctates whether 1t is doo ort e OVera mon popuatronor ot

or
|¥ B 40 is passed, | would like to see tho cost of the program shift from commercral
rshjarman oarcpassrn helr way, 10 t(he arties hzro wrm%gne? H] Ire F drs
g es and o eo oarebpaydr}? rteornﬁ hqe era(s é {

re commerclal entrtres T e one bigditference 1S that they get paid whether t eyca

not.



APR-1. Rl 18(8 h uj
Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to tho

committee name

committee on ~ <o(kz&\ , dated —  HJ
bill/subject
rvx =Uu A A ptyisU .2
ol 'tU «2xo i e=l"y yhU - 'a
i -E»js *&
XJpd o> O£ <
~ilooeeClierH  *2 - o 2&-*m P
VA R Arit ]« pibtLh-e grrmr, |y VA<
Q@ %E&EV * * 't % ~ ,
/ 2 *M vysei T ‘d usct- e
i U CAr p-*m~—
. A-C~0 & A
"WYXL sec< cl>a-? A |
SO AEONSee ha 14 4G CeSTZEp
£-] hyU e
r? *nJy U i/ YU fAU "
JA> . 'I'*m . — <w
Signed: — e
Testifier

rlv - f2MAr«itc.*,n . £50-O\X~
Representing (Opt|ona|§l

/£« al horff-P _ a)a*ofa_nins
Address

cy-c~ M1,- XU-KU
pnone No.

9/US LegsJaliie Infonrjilcn OlOot



AR-11-97 FRI 1807 r. Ut

Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the _
committee name

committee on dated
y e LxLs -=7 PO <w V oftfe)
fun*- - M [t~ 7 ¢
<ty /TOP-*-, ah P6-
P-AF, e - ranra AP>P6~ 12af
BPHOKCALZS p /rj iAMS AxLp Axx\Jt — dlo— -t=i~<____~ £
Autio v TP ]2*r><n£f~ 1A]Ad %\M VAWIZ<, I VI<*-y(-c-p /
'J\XXO fl lﬂ)m‘w % -C E%A¢-*Ut S~5AV»
FEI80Ck v - 0AMISYcy xzAMxppp-foup” 9 JfL“QA&J@o—qp‘J‘M{"

fijL A>* /PP G- AAc pA’cxi- ﬁc _
y* o xEs e TAkxy HrC\I Creierc” A% 1o 0%). WZAXY A ~oSprdp

AZANUX- /cj— -"L+pZﬁ/Pp

- ft*
*=hT A0 Aa-CIA" AATIS rvrot
oC=V-ie«r»” AZX ‘AOA\'|A O§>Q-
70af <n0 AM2-f o< ACA-iiy -

6p AV*rre--pfr-pxr?ts-TudxAo -

Signed: o nSv2.»1

TestiHel

E"] . .. ENAEN>-
hepresentmg (Optional)

llg- s/ J<N>w %09k
Address

(Va?) 3% -a~gfo
Phone No.

9H6 UgizI3liy« Injoimilien C(fc)



April 22, 1997

Senator Rick Halford

Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Halford.

Thank you for your efforts to emphasize Alaska’s constitutional mandate for sustained yield. Alaskans
should unanimously agree with your position that it is our responsibility to pass along a healthy and
diverse resource to future generations. CSSB 40 (RES) has evolved to help focus the crucial need to
gather information on stocks which present both biological and user complexities, and for which little
information is available to aid the Board of Fisheries and fishery managers in their decisions. Decisions
based on good information will help Alaska achieve its constitutional mandate and provide for a rich and

diverse resource for our children.

The Copper River sockeye and chinook fisheries are very real examples for which CSSB 40 can provide
direction. A great deal of ADFG and Board of Fisheries time and resources have been devoted to Copper
River stock and user conflict issues. Not only has the Copper River sustained a significant gillnet fishery
for almost 100 yeats, but the growing participation of personal use dip net fishermen, subsistence users
and sport fishermen has focused the need for careful fishery management and re-allocations as the
fisheries expand. The most unfortunate aspect of this situation is that so little is currently known of the
up river stocks. This w is clearly evidenced at the 1997 Board of Fisheries meeting held in Cordova. In
addition, with increased harvest pressure up river during the early wild stock sockeye return, stocks may
suffer while hatchery produced sockeye entering the system later in the season may not be subject to the
same harvest pressure yet provide a more ample and less critical harvestable component. Conversely
managing for the Copper River delta sockeye stocks presents managers with complexities due to run
timing similarity with that of the up river hatchery stocks. It was also pointed out at the Board of
Fisheries that della stock escapement has recently suffered.

To help address these issues Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation recently put forward
(March, 1997) a proposal to otolith mark Gulkana Hatchery sockeye salmon. The fish enter the Copper
River system after over-wintering in several lakes in the Copper Basin area after release from the
Gulkana Hatchery. Almost 30 million sockeye fry are released into these lake systems. The program
began in 1974 and has been quite successful. In 1996 it is estimated the program contributed more than
S3.5S million dollars to the commercial fishery and more than 28.0C0 sockeye valued at $300,000 to the
personal use, subsistence and sport fisheries. With better baseline and inseason information we believe
the upriver contribution can be significantly increased and lessen the harvest rate on wild stocks. We
believe that through information gained by the otolith mark and recovery program, ADFG and the Board
of Fisheries will have substantial new insights to manage the Copper River fisheries while addressing the
complex mixed stock issues and fulfilling user needs as they increase and shift.

With passage of CSSB 40(RES) Alaska will be given a significant opportunity to gain information, to
develop a belter understanding of our salmon stocks, and to fulfill both sustained yield and conservation
of our wild stocks. We can help in this effort and therefore ask you to consider our proposal for funding

Page 1
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the otolith marking program for Gulkana Hatchery sockeye salmon under authorization of the proposed
statute to assess discrete salmon stocks.

Sincerely,

Bob Roys
CEO

cc: Senate Resource Committee
House Resource Committee
Senate Finance Committee
House Finance Committee
Senator Georgianna Lincoln
Representative Gene Kubina
Governor Tony Knowles
Members, Alaska Board of Fisheries
Advisory Committees: Cordova. Glennallen, Fairbanks
Frank Rue. Commissioner, ADFG
Bob Clasby, Director, CFMDD. ADFG
Kevin Delaney, Director, Sport Fish Division, ADFG
John Hilsinger, CFMDD Area Supervisor Central Region, ADFG

(i)
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Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation
Proposal to Otolith Mark Gulkana Hatchery Sockeye Salmon

March 1997

Contents
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Methods
Technical Support
Budget
Figures and Tables

Proposal:

Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation (PWSAC) seeks funding to purchase, install and operate
a thermal marking system to identify sockeye salmon produced by the Gulkana Hatchery. To achieve full
scale marking, a three phase ramp-up program will be carried out. Thermally induced otolith marks will
be first applied to pre-hatch alevins beginning in the Fall of 1997 at a feasibility scale. Full scale
marking will take place in 1999. Assessment of thermally marked fish will contribute significantly in the
future to more accurate identification of hatchery stock contributions and migration routes in the mixed
stock Copper River fisheries. Such information will give resource managers an edge in managing for
both conservation of wild stocks under the maximum sustained yield principle, and maximum utilization
of hatchery produced fish. The three year project will cost $427,214. Thereafter annual operating
costs ($69,000 year 2000 and beyond) and annual otolith recovery and analysis ($62,500 year 2003 and
beyond) will be incorporated into PWSAC’s annual budget.

Significance:

The 1996 enhanced sockeye salmon return to the Copper River was worth over S3.58 million to
commercial fishermen, and an additional 28,000 sockeye salmon (valued at $300,000 using commercial
fisheries prices) were caught in the personal use, subsistence and sport fisheries. Hatchery contribution
to the resource users of the region is significant. However, to manage the complexity of the mixed stock
fishery to maintain wild stock escapement for sustained yield and to maximize harvest of hatchery
salmon, a comprehensive mark and recovery program is vital. Current hatchery operations, coded wire
lagging and adult enumeration studies are paid for by PWSAC through a 2% assessment paid by Copper

River commercial fishermen on the value of their catch. Other user groups contribute nothing to the

enhancement program.

Background:

The Gulkana Hatchery is located on the Gulkana River, a head water tributary of the Copper River. The
first Gulkana facility was built in 1973 and operated by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game until
1992 when the program was transferred to PWSAC; complete operational takeover occurred in 1993.
The Gulkana program is actual y comprised of two facilities (Gil land I1). Gulkana | is permitted to take



35.5 million sockeye eggs. Gulkana Il is permitted to take 2.5 million sockeye eggs. It is estimated the
Gulkana Hatchery annually contributes approximately 250,000 sockeye to the Copper River. Adults are
harvested primarily by the commercial fleet, but Chitina personal use dipnetters, subsistence fish wheel
operators and sports fishermen also harvest large numbers. Unharvested fish return to the hatchery site
and lakes where released as fry. Brood stock are taken at the hatchery site. Although many adults go
unharvested, they cannot be exploited more intensively in the delta and river fisheries without accurate
and timely assessment information. To do so could jeopardize wild stock escapement.

Adult Gulkana Hatchery sockeye return with large components of upper Copper River and Copper River
Delta wild stocks. As a result, management of the fishery is complex and resource managers are
challenged to achieve wild stock escapement goals, particularly in the delta. As Gulkana Hatchery
returns increased, harvest strategies and harvest pressure increased during mid and late stages of the
season to target returning hatchery fish. This pressure particularly coincides with delta stock migration.
A review of historic Copper River sockeye commercial harvests (Figure 1) clearly indicates a shifting
cumulative harvest as the season progresses. Itis also notable that delta stock spawning escapement has
not been achieved in recent years coinciding with hatchery increases. As a result of this concern the

Board of Fisheries (12/96) mandated delta escapement goals be met.

Recognizing potential complexities with wild stock management, in 1990 ADF&G published the
“Gulkana Hatchery Policy Paper” (RIR No. 2C90-06). Expressing concerns for large and overlapping
hatchery contributions to Copper River wild stock sockeye production, the Department articulated the
policy that “hatchery production at the current level or at an increased level must occur in conjunction
with evaluation programs that ensure maintenance of wild stock escapements.”

Copper River management tools include escapement goals for up river and della stocks, a sonar
enumeration program on the Copper River at Miles Lake, delta stock escapement aerial estimates,
commercial harvest enumeration and forecast methods. Additionally, hatchery fry and smolt survival
studies have been conducted as have coded wire tag (CVVT) recovery programs to assess hatchery stock
adult survival and estimations of hatchery contributions to overall Copper River production. Annual
adjustments to the hatchery component contributed to total Copper River production is required to avoid
over exploitation of wild stocks. The adjustment factor is based on projected hatchery return. However,
should the forecast not be accurate, potential exists for increases in overexploitation. As hatchery fry
production and adult returns increased (Table 1). the fishery became more complex and increased
potential for both assumption error and overexploitation. Although stocks have been coded wire tagged,
validity of CWT programs has been questioned. Differential mortality between tagged and untagged fish
can result in statistical expansion errors; CWT tag shedding rate is unknown; adult fish often o”-ur with
naturally missing adipose fins (adipose fins are clipped by hatchery staff to visually mark CWT fish); 10
million fry released into Paxson Lake do not get represented by tagged lots, all of which can result in
erroneous assumptions and inaccurate assessments.

Due to numerous weaknesses with coded wire lagging and resultant analyses, thermal marking otolith
programs have gained significant support. Results of multi year otolith mark, recovery and analysis
programs in Southeast Alaska and more recent but preliminary otolith marking in Prince William Sound
underscore the significance of the technology and procedures. ADF&G supports implementation of
otolith marking programs and is preparing to establish an otolith analysis lab at its Coidova field office to
manage the otolith program in PWS. With financial support of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee
Council, ADF&G and local PNP hatchery programs, all hatchery produced pink salmon were
successfully and differentially marked beginning 1995. Otolith recovery and inseason analysis beginning
1997 will provide resource managers a now, highly accurate and very rapid tool to discriminate hatchery



contribution in the mixed stock pink salmon fisheries.

An otolith program appears to be the most effective tool currently available to mark and recover sockeye
in the Copper River in order to provide managers the tools necessary to manage the resource.
Advantages of such a program include:
all hatchery fish can be marked (Gulkana I site);
thermal marking is the mosi cost effective, least risky and environmentally sound method to mark
hatchery incubated fish;
sampling costs will decline because all returning hatchery fish are marked;
no assumptions regarding marked to unmarked ratios will be required for in season or post
season estimations;
differential marks can readily be applied to fish released at different locations;
more comprehensive, accurate and timely assessments can be made;
accurate and timely stock assessment provides resource managers with information to adjust
strategies to assure wild stock escapement and maximum utilization of the hatchery resource.

Objectives:

Construct and evaluate small scale prototype gravity feed thermal marking program based on naturally
occurring temperature differentials and heat exchange principles.

Construct and implement production scale marking program at Gulkana 1site. Gulkana ” fry,
approximately 8% of total hatchery production, will not be marked.

Provide accurate and timely assessment tool to help resource managers identify in season the hatchery
component of the mixed stock Copper River sockeye. This information will enable managers to
achieve maximum exploitation of hatchery stocks while meeting escapement goals tor wild stocks
under the sustained yield principle mandated in the Alaska Constitution and articulated in the
Department of Fish and Game escapement goal policy.

Project Phases:

PhaSG 1. Following prototype designs from National Marine Fisheries Service and Northern Southeast
Regional Aquaculture Association, equipment will be acquired, assembled, installed and tested at the
Gulkana Hatchery site for operation during the desired mid-winter (1997-98) marking time frame.
Otolith marks will be applied to a small sample lot (one or two incubators). Evaluation of otolith marks,
operational and climate issues, plus suitability and requirements for full scale marking program will be
undertaken. Wild stock sampling and otolith analysis will provide background information to both
efine an identifiable hatchery mark and differentiate hatchery marked fry from wild stock fry. Cost:

26,685

CWT marking will continue through year 200land overlap otolith applications. CWT recovery will
continue through year 2003, the first year when the entire return of adult Gulkana Hatchery I sockeye

will be otolith marked.

PhaSE 2 Dependent to a large degree on Phase 1resu|ts, the second phase will expand marking and
evaluation of equipment under severe conditions of interior Alaska. Currently, thermal marking
equipment is deployed in moderate climate coastal locations. Significant alterations to provide
protection against the environment may be necessary. It is anticipated that during Phase 2. only the



on-site release group (approximately 40% of the fry) would be marked. Marking of all Gulkana I fry will
require installation of short term holding capacity for approximately 15 million fry. This equipment has
not yet been installed or tested. Phase 1testing should provide answers to most, if not all of the issues
anticipated for operation of Phase 2. To the extent possible, cooling will be used for marking using water
source temperature differentials. Using cooled water will dramatically reduce the recurring cost of
marking by eliminating nearly half the fossil fuel needed if only heating is used for marking. Cost:

$273,960

Phase 3. Phase 3 will be the first full facility marking effort and as such will represen he "operational
level" of marking for Gulkana. Three distinct groups of fry will be marked with differential marks to
allow identification when they are recovered in the commercial fishery or other recovery sites. Essential
to Phase 3 is installation of short term holding capacity for 15 million fry. Without a short term holding
facility, Phase 3 cannot occur. Cost: $70,845

Phase 4. Adult sockeye otolith recovery will begin May 15 each season or at a later date if evidence
supports sampling schedule changes. Samples will be taken in various fisheries and at various locations
according to sampling protocol. ADF&G field technicians will be assigned to sample adults, analyze
otolith marks and report on hatchery contributions to the mixed stock fishery.

Methods:

Phase 1: Develop small scale prototype to evaluate assumptions.

Run one or two incubators (15 gpm each).

Acquire baseline data for temperatures, flow requirements, mark quality and other parameters.

Evaluate need for degassing supply water.

Determine feasibility of gravity flow system (if not entirely gravity flow, what degree can gravity flow be
achieved).

Determine feasibility of using cooling rather than heating to generate mark.

Evaluate using river water (32.5 degrees F) to cool hatchery water (37.5 degrees F) to approximately 34
degrees F using heat exchanger.

Compare estimated costs for cooling some or all of the required flow to estimated heating costs and or
combined system costs to achieve marking goal.

Develop associated plumbing controls for system.

Collect (March '98) and evaluate fry otoliths from wild stock systems in the Copper River and Copper
River della area including Eyak Lake, Clear Creek. Summit Lake. McKinley Lake and Bering River

stock.

Phase 2: Meat or cool 40% of entire facility, mark all releases to Paxson Lake, can occur in cycles

with 20% per alternating cycle.

All on site (Paxson Lake) releases marked; remote releases marked with CWT's as done currently.

Production design equipment (full scale) to heat/cool 800 gpm or half of mark group each cycle with 400
gpm.

Assume continuous on site personnel requirement.

Requires alarm system for both flow and temperature variations.

Requires recording thermograph to document temperature cycles forevaluation of otolith marks.

Phase 3: Expand capacity to mark entire facility using mark cycles to reduce cooling and/or
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heating costs and logistics. Full production marking.
Minimum requirement approximately 35-40% of facility capacity marked in a cycle.

All Phase 2 requirements continue to Phase 3.

Phase 4: Mark recovery; recovery by fishery.
Recovery mandatory in commercial fishery and personal use dipnet fishery plus hatchery and remote

release sites.
Recovery in subsistence and sport (rod and reel) fisheries desired but not critical.

Recovered otoliths analyzed in area ADF&G otolith lab (Cordova).

Technical support:

Alaska Department of Fish and Game will provide technical support through its fishery management
division and the state's otolith lab.

Budget Phase 1-3 Development and Marking (see attached budget detail: Table 2)

100 Personnel $37,000
200 Travel 2,170
300  Contractual 154,000
400  Commodities 56.220
500  Equipment 92.100
Subtotal $371,490
Admin (15%) 55.724
Total $427,214 Grant request

Budget Phase 4 Recovery and Analysis (see attached budget detail: Table 2)

100 Personnel $57,400
200 Travel 0
300  Contractual 1,100
400  Commodities 4,000
500  Equipment 0

Total $62,500 PWSAC annual operating cost
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Table 1

Number of sockeye salmon fry released at the Gulkana Hatchery (Paxson Lake) and
remote releases at Summit and Crosswind lakes, 1974-1996.

Number released

Release Gulkana (&) Summit Lake Crosswind Lake Total
year (Paxson Lake)
1974 79,691 79,691
1975 785,110 785,110
1976 627,080 627,080
1977 514,922 514,922
1978 477,219 477,219
1979 940,974 940,974
1980 1,105,397 1,105,397
1981 3,368,642 1,340,660 4,709,302
1982 5,985,270 1,860,491 7,845,761
1983 5,470,056 2,047,947 7,518,003
1984 6,162,450 4,312,628 10,475,078
1985 9,261,785 4,741,759 14,003,544
1986 8,586,509 8,451,782 1,287,042 18,325,333
1987 9,905,907 14,999,085 24,904,992
1988 6.204,332 12,491,926 2,487,396 21,183,654
1989 10,105,238 12,026,642 3,130,373 25,262,253
1990 13,288,695 12,004,491 4,906.005 30,199,191
1991 10,522,819 6,455,011 5,469,759 22,447,589
1992 10,553,621 7,048,536 5,420,351 23,022,508
1993 5,295,017 2,651,542 4,495,966 12,442,525
194 9,405,449 7,637,009 9,144,382 26,186,840
1995 10,317,116 7,418,311 9,973,600 27,709,027

1996 12,241,896 8,400,148 9,732.911 30,374,955



April 24, 1997

Senator Rick. Halford ,
Chairman, Senate Resource Committee

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99501-1182

Dear Senator Halford,

It seems there is some misunderstanding and confusion regardln? my April 22 letter and Copper
River sockeye otolith marking proposaladdressed to you. “ClearTy the letter spoke to CSSB
40(RES), the discreet stock assessment bill. HOWEVER, the letter did in no manner suggest
that PWSAC supparts the ?roposed bill. Rather, the letter spoke to the constitutional mdndate
for sustained yield, the need for information gathering, developing understanding of our salmon
stocks, passing along a healthy and diverse résource fo future generations, and needed stock

research on the Copper River.

| have a very real impression that my message has been misinteipreted. To clarir%
you, the legislative and administrative offices contacted, and general public who
apportunity 1o review my April 22 letter, let it be very clear that

PWSAC did not “state” support for the. bill. . _
PWSAC will not comment on the funding sources prescribed in the bill

Furlthée_r, PWSAC did not comment on other specifics of the hill which may bo contentious
including;

The relationship of the Governor, Legislature, Board of Fisheries and Department of Fish and

.Game In prioritizing PrOJECtS._ -
“Discreet stock" terminology which has no commonly accepted definition and may be

determined by requlation after serious review by éxperts.

osition to
a[\T/]g ﬁad the
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Whether the bill positions the Board of Fisheries to exceed its authority and administratively
Infringe on the Department of Fish and Game's authority and responsibilities.

PWSAC has a mandate to produce fish for all users. Therefore nothing in this or the previous
letter can be construed as allocative.

The sole reason for writing the April 22 letter was fo request that you consicer the importance of
Copper River salmon resources, and consicer funding our stock marking proposal should funding
for stich stock investigations become available.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Roys
CEQ

cc.  Senate Resource Committee
House Resource Committee
Senate Finance Committee
House Finance Committee
Senator Gegrgianna Lincaln
Representative Gene Kubina
Governor Tony Knowles
Members, Alaska Board of Fisheries _
Aavisory Committees: Cordova, Glennallen, Fairbanks
Frank Rue, Commissioner, ADFG
Bob Clashy, Director, CFMDD. ADFG .
Kevin Delaney, Director, Sport Fish Division, ADFG
John Hilsingcr, CFMDD Area Supervisor Central Region, ADFG

dn



Alaska State Legislature
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UIEIITED COOK INLET DRIFT ASSOCIATION
X

0. Box 389 *Kenai, Alaska 99611 m#389
(907) 283¥3600 * FAX (907) 283*3306 e-mail: ucldaOkenal.net

Agnl 23, 1997
Sent via fax

%%nator Rick Halford
alr, Senate Resources Committee

Etate 1% itol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Subject:  UCIPAjaPB.Q3iti<?n to mQSS.S 4.Q.(RES)
Dear Senator Halford,

United Cook Inlet Drift Assouatmn (UCIDA) represents the 585 salmon drift permit
holders in Upper Cook In et. Some 350§perm|t holders are ourrent members of our
association, "UCIDA Is alsq active at the state and federal levels ada member of the
Executive Comm|ttee of United Fisherman of Alaska (UFA).

UCIDA would like to express It unequivocal opposition to CSSB 40 (RES) for the
following reasons:

1)  Contrary to the sponsor's statement, this v |o nisN reat deal different
| than tre orig manlll which man ate(} a Board F|s%enes adopt

discrete stock management.

- Sec 2 Eb) mandates development of new discrete stoc
and forecasts. This s nothing mare than the intent of th
escapements objectives REQUIRE management.

2)  CSSB 40 (RES) Is NOT an attempt to assure necessary stock assessments to
) provide. fo(r healthy stocks. CSSB 40 ?s spemaf Intere tfeglslatlon designed to

use "science” to create a de facto sport priority.

J) CSSﬂB %0 undermines the current public process for the resolution of allocative
conflicts

Underthth rrent roc ss the é)ubhca (; %Adwsor Com |tteels< (A/C's)
|nteractW|t " ) to establish the |mg ancT F
yleﬂ]gmtu e of co |cts b|o|0%]|ca| hea "and ag ;Fnate evels of sustamed

to create viable and stable sport and commercial fisheries.

- Under this bill the public and A/C's Dgg NOT help Identify stocks for which
discrete stock assessments are neede

k escapement objectives
the original version -
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S%nartosr Rnick HRaIfordr Committ
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nge E

- Under this bill the public and A/C's can comment only "after the fact" when
stocks and projects have already been Identified.

4)  CSSB 40 politicizes the ADF&G budget process.

5)  CSSB 40 Politicizes ADF&G decision making by allowing the Governor's office
to submit the project list to the Legislature.

0)  Last, but not least, CSSB 40 politicizes the current process by allowing the
legislature to enter ANNUALLY Into the allocative “project process",

- Politics and the allocative desires of individual legislators will be the RULE,
not the exception.

- Regions of the state with the greatest political clout "du Jour" will prevail In the
annual battle of ADF&G's "alloCation projects".

In conclusion, UCIDA would like to note that the underfundin% gf the comfish, budget by
the. qugslature IS not an adequate reason to support tax and spend special interest

legislation.

We aRpreciate this opportunity to comment and request that you share our comments
with the rest of your committeé members.

Sincerely,

Philip Squlros
Presiden
UNITED COOK INLET DRIFT ASSOCIATION

[PS:kmt

cc.  Senator John Torgerson
Senator Jerry Ward ,

Representative Gary Davis.

Representatjve M H;id ins

Representative Gall Phillips, House Speakor

Commissioner Frank Rue, ADF&G

UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Strsot, Suite 112

Pomt« of Direction T/ 1)

SUSWG%%rSenateBUMO

* Remffldafcthe mandate for.diaastf 3tockJtianageirent.does not improve this biiL in
effect, the legislation still directs the board and departmenttoward discrete stock
management. Ifthis research Is so Importantwhy Isn'tstock assessmentresearch part
ofthe departmentbuaget? Clearly, tills bill Is a fish allocation falll under anothername.

« We do support science and research on critical stocks ofconcern. However, the
Board of Fish is subject to intense political pressure where highly charged allocation
Issues are often cloaked as conservation concerns. Having the Board of Fish Identify
discrete stocks In need ofassessment allows politics to drive science. We do not
support politically driven science .

e« Commercial Fishing already pays it’s way, providing revenues farthe state while
generating millions In revenue sharing forcoastal communities. ForFT 96 commercial
fishing revenues otthe state of Alaska exceeded expenditures for fish managementby
$9 million. The Marine Fs,el Tax wa*; increased lastyear. In 1995 vessel fees were
Increased, and before that there was the 1% marketing tax for seafood. The
legislature's decision to cut the ADF&G budgetis not a Justification farSB 40. Why
penalize an Industry that pays it's way ? It launfairto tax the fishing Industry nvnln and
again nnri again.

e This research would be prioritized by the Board of Fisheries - a budget supplement
controlled by the Board of Fisheries. Thisamounts to a serious, and radical, disruption
ofthe public budget process.

*Apparently, resident sport fishing licensees would not share in the costofthe studies
In CSSB40 IfSB 7, which Isnow In the House, passes Into lav/. Ifso, all the costa would

be forced onto the fishing Industry alone.

*W hat Is a discrete stock ofaalmon? This term Isundefined. Because of the varied
Interpretations In the scientific community, the Board of Fisheries and the ADF&G are
currently working on defining this term.

CSSB 40 - Tax and Spend on Special Interest Science

CONTACT YOUR LIO -GET ONTHE TELECONFERENCE

FRIDAY APRIL 11, 3:30 p.m. - SENATE RESOURCES
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United Southeast Alaska (5illnetters
PO Box 22427
Juneau, Alaska S& Q02
55fiK Q u53s s~ (S07)5B6-55SS0O0 Fox (007)760-0(521
E-mail: U3ag@ alaska.net

March 31,1998
nate Resource

nator rckHa rd, Chairman
?( § qat re1

uneau aR}E 998% 1 )

Re: Opposition to SB 40 “ Discrete Stock Assessment”

The United Southe tAI aGrI tte ociation (US G S an Qroanization whic
resent:? rrt]rrteS Lrér(r) t?r:t AJ( oP eﬂ ruet rs Ig%(rgr@h éers Tﬂere ar Lrg(\)rv%]ﬁ

bers ?<rne ror1 nl«IFA ISame Vr,ﬁnrted Frshermenof
aska andt a Seafoo Counc

USAG is in opposition to thisbill for the following reasons.

- USAiG ()\/?]aqurse 10 s"r re%ardt Xr340 include.
The term drscrete stock IS never defined. What docs it me

‘ 40wou be harmitil tq th re OUICE @S SCIENCe IS not need for
rgsggrn}; tIOHodtrrmreEea ocation battle ang poIrtrcmeg ts wi r¥ gmrne the ADF&G

' SB4 tums the s tessalmonstock ment program rntoa olrtrcal
%Hee Pﬁe Bog)rrgsep It:g t \Onggsess [5) bgi % B 40

aut o[l atron uthorr
would have the Boardo Beagd trmate Ct}rre slgture determrnrn ere the
re?earc and science shoul rectedef gt lPart 0 gather
Information for managemen mg goe ncler have srt ation
ceur eJor styste r{ attentron Iocatro gtbge
oard oJ stentao tion concernss er systems woul
LSe 0 aIac o attentronan mone avar abe O research.
J ully supports A ate flings aval able 0

atirgrr Sclentiic In ormatr?rﬁgrv eﬂtre?ohrcrjcestd Joro[p eur%hovrerrn
properf %‘hrs shorﬁd r%t ugo?rrgeol eono(r) aﬁngtSet proceeés )Ilu
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ol

rESources.
SB 40 raises the mone[y for the discrete stock assessment by a combination of sport,
Clew O,nember and limited entry permit [ee_mcreases. The com{nerual flshlngelnd stry
alreaqy provides the State revénue, inc udmg revenue sharing for communities. The
go&%e(r;ual fishing revenues generated exceeds the expendittres for management of
USAG objects to the funding source for SB 40, The stock assessment surcharge is to
reasonably reflect the dlifferent rates of economic retum for different fisheries. Under
this system, you, are ,asklnP afishermen that is barely able to survive and maintain their
commercial fishin ||f%stye_to_payfo,r years and yedrs for a program that might never
be conducted within their fishing reﬁlon: _
The proaects that get a priority on the discrete stock assessment list may be there one
year an grone thenext, deperiding on the wa[y the list s developed b[Y a political
process. These projects need to be looked at on a long-term basis. eﬁendlng on the
sgem,esofsalmon it might be a minimum of 16 years to fullé/ develop the dataneeded
for discrete stock assessment. These projects need to be idéntified by ADF&G and
adequate fundlng proviced in aregular budget to gather the scientific data for proper
ana%ement and fo P_rowde the Board of Fish with adequate scientific data for
allocalion determinations.

AG is.opposed to SB 40, The commercial fishing industry feels that it is an allocation
o ' T e e ot L o

disquised as a conservation and research assessnient tool.” While the draft CS b

Introduced last April states the bill no longer manages for discrete stock, this bill still

Implies discrete stock management when you assess and set escapement goals for a
discrete stock.

Thank you for considering our testimony as you consider this legislation. United Southeast
Alaska Gilinetters strongly urges you to'vote no on SB 40.

Sincerely,

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director
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B 1o log
ﬂ F|e|d work: Peoplewho
built stream structures say
Oregon 3 plan won Tsucceed.

By Jeff Berkard
Associated Press V nter

GLENDALE — As a biologist for the U.S.
Bureau of Land Management in the 1980s.

T r a v e | e
f i n d S j o
L a d y TS

Is ts

Serving Oregons South £oast ,

S tre am

Jeff Dose built about 1,000 structures to
enhance fisli habitat in small streams of the:
South Umpgua Basin.

“We built them and they didn’t come,”
Dose said Friday as he ga7ed at a big log be.
had anchored across Bull Run to created ft
pool foryoung coho salmon grow up in before
migrating downstream to the ocean as a smolt.

“The engineering was perfect. The ecologi-
cal consequences were nothing. We wasted a

repailr n o

bunch of money."

Based on the failure or those structures and
others to turn around the continuing decline of
wild salmon over the past 15 years, Dose and
other members of the American Fisheries
Society hare concluded that Oregon’s plan to
save coho salmon and prevent listing them os
an endangered spcciea is doomed to failure.

To be successful, Gov. John Kitzhabcr'6
Oregon Coastal Salmon Recovery Initiative

t

oY

en ough

must address conditions throuPhout the watcri
shed that have led coho salmon and othef
anadromous fish down the road to eslincuon,
rather titan just addressing the symptoms seen
inindividual streams, Dose said. ,
Now a biologist on the Umpgqua Nnlionnl
Forest, Dose collaborated with two other
members of the American Fisheries Society.

Sec Salmon, Paflo 6
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Salmon from Pnge 1

the nation's leading organization for
fisheries biologists, on an article to
unpublished in Ihe May issue of the
{Kganizfllion’s journal, "Fisheries."
«Ttfcothers arc Brell Roper, a fish-
eries biologist on the Idaho
*Emhajidic National Forests in Coeur
jjT-Alene, ldaho, and Jack E.
JJVilliams, senior aquatic ecologist

N ational

Mm O n

for the BLM in Boise, Idaho.

After reviewing more than ICO
scientific articles and a dozen books,
the three concluded dial few in-
stream habitat enhancement projects
have resulted in long-term success.
To be successful, they must be com-
bined with restoration of ecological
processes in the entire watershed.

For the private lands that account
for more than fwo-ihirds of coho

gGerman quick to

jearn

fjcminn from Pago 1

fdspted to ship life fairly well.

; “Everybody teaches you. In the
watch, your watch leader, he’s
responsible... bul pretty much
everybody helps you. It's a training
vessel, so people are used to teach-
ing you." she said.

* As to her duties, Kuensder said,
iTm oik of the average deckhands,
io | have to do everything they tell
Ird to do.”

I; On an average day, this starts
Whei breakfast al 7 a.ra. with swab-
bing the decks, doing the dishes,
ipdGshing the brass and odter ship-
keeping chores.

[f When in port, this is followed by
{hosting tours end groups on educn
ponol visits. Kuenstlcrsnid. Y/h.n
wfit at sea, things settle dowo a bit

ship's

ropes

During sea voyages, things settle
down more with time divided
between doing shipboard chores,
handling the tiller or doing bow
watch.

Like hauling up sails and hearing
lines, handling the tiller of the 170-
ton Lady Washington takes some
muscle, Kuensllersaid.

“It’s luravy and when the sea’s
rough, you need a lot of strength,”
she said.

Although aullcntic in many
respects, the present-day Lady
Washington has been fitted witli
*.rr.y modern-day amenities which

at 18ih-('eniury crew would bnve
appreciated.

“We have a forecastle where we
sleep, but 200 years ago, they would
have slept on lhe cargo. They didn’t
lave bunks, we have bunks," she
said.

rag n s

N ew

n eed

habitat, that translates inlo signifi-
cantly less logging on slopes above
streams, Dose said.

It also means drastically reducing
the network of togging roads, partic-
ularly those running along streams
on vplley floors, aixl better protec-
tion for Ihe riparizn zones along
rivers than Oregon logging regula-
tions now provide.

Pfotcclions on federal lands,

M em ber

Cult from Pago 1

Among the relatives was actress
Niehelte Nichols, who played Li.
Uhura on llic original "Star Trek"
and has been promoting a line of
telephone psychics. She was
shocked and under sedation at (he
news that her brother, Thomas
Nichols, was among lhe dead, said
her manager, Jim Mcecham.

Miss Nichols said on Lany King
Live Friday that her brother had
been talking about the comet that
wouJd come some day ns early as
1994.

"He made his choices and we
respect those choices,” she told
King, adding that she fdt it ironic

Columbus

City from Page 1

same one whose brutal destruction
in 1503 is described in an account

m

S

ore p

where steps to save (be northern
spotted owl and salmon have result-
ed in an 80 percent reduction In log-
ging, arc more in Gnc with what is
needed. Dose ndded.

After reading the Oregon coho
restoration plan. Dose concluded
that it depends more on lhe kind of
projects that Tailed on Bull Run and
less on (he kinds of watershed
restoration he and his colleagues

s lost to

that they chose Halc-Bopp, "this
wonderful celestial event." as the
trigger for the decision to die.

Cult members bad told acquain-
tances that leader Marshall H.
Applewhite, 66, preached celibacy.

In the house, investigators dis-
covered pictures of-a dome-headed
alien they apparently thooglit the
would encounter by killing them-
selves and joining a UFO they
believed is traveling behind tho
comet Hale-Bopp.

"It’s the head of an alien, like
you see in "7116 X-Filcs," Ue med-
ical examiner said.

Blacfcbournc acknowledged that
some relatives were upset that offi-
cials released a two-minute video-

visited Ind

insight into the Taino then has ever
been known before," said Charles
Becker, director of the underwater
science nrorrnrn al Indiana

rotecti

o n

feel arc noccssnry fo rebuild salmon
runs.

Jim Martin, Kitzhaber's chief
satnran advisor, countered (hat
while the Oregon plan calls for in-
stream projects, it also takes major
steps to improve watershed lieallh.

"All lhe work being done right
now on the issue of erosion says the
number one issue threatening thc.sc
streams right now is roads," he said.

fam ilies
tape shot inside the mansion that
showed investigators walking
through the death scene, pointing
to the bodies.

For Na.icie Brown, the grieving
began when her teen-age son went
to check out n colt meeting nt a
park in the San Francisco Bay area.
Tint was 21 years ago.

“It’s been, I’d say, 21 years of
losing,” she told The Washington
Post In the years since, she hear 1
from him just twice. Then came .i
call that 41-year-old David
GeoTcry Mooic was dead.

The oldest culf member. 72-
ycax-old Jackie Leonard, left her
lowa home in the early 1970s.
according to her son-in-law.

lan village

last week, to investigate the area
around a cenole, or natural well,
that the Indiana archaeologist has
hreti tnwfvinr Tor srvrral ninnrhs



