
ALASKA LilSGlbJjATUKK CUMM1TTJSIS FILES
10123 SENATE RESOURCES

L y y y - 2 u i ) v

' j : ( Y j:. ■; ■[/ '; :'; ̂.l...;„r--':.
86/2 j





S E N A T E  C O M M IT T E E  R E P O R T  
F irs t Com m ittee o f Referral

D A T E :  1/19/99 FURTHER: Finance

Date of 5-Day Notice:___ I
(in accordance with Uniform Rule 23) 

Resources Committee considered

DATE TURNED 
IN TO O FFICE:.

SENATE BILL NO. 12

“An Act classifying anadromous streams and tributaries; relating to the designation of riparian areas; 
establishing buffers on certain streams and relating to slope stability standards on certain streams; 
and requiring retention of low value timber along certain water bodies where prudent."

'it; ' - - is&i

and recommends:
. . ••• " . . .  - . :*>. _• . .

[ ] be replaced with 

[ ] adopt previous

[ ] attached amendment(s)

[ ] adopt Letter of Intent by _ 

[ ] further referral to the___

Committee

Committee

Senate Bill:
[ ] same title 

_) [ ] new title
House Bill:

_) [ ] same title 
[ ] technical title 
[ j new: SCR*___

CHAIR:

SIGNING DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS DNP

NEW FISCAL NOTE(S): 
D e p a r t m e n t  D a t e F i s c a l

PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):*
D e p a r t m e n t  D a t e  Z e r o  F i s c a l

[  ] APPROPR IAT ION  -  no fiscal note ^include fiscal notes accompanying Governor’s bill



1999 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
R e v i s i o n  D a t e :  ___________________________________________________________________________ D e p t  A f f e c t e d :  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c a s _________________________________

T i t l e :  F o r e s t  P r a c t i c e s :  S t r e a m s ,  T r i b u t a r i e s ___________________ B R U :  F o r e s t r y  M a n a g e m e n t  &  D e v e l o p m e n t

 ^  C o m p o n e n t :  F o r e s t  M a n a g e m e n t  &  D e v e l o p m e n t

S p o n s o r :  S e n a t o r  M a c k i e _______________________________________________________ ______________________________________________________________________________________

R e q u e s t o r :  ( S )  R e s o u r c e s _________________________________________________________ C o m p o n e n t  S e r i a l  N o .  ___________________ 4 3 5 __ __________

F I S C A L  N O T E

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  BILL NO. S B 1 2 ___________

E x p e n d i t u r e s / R e v e n u e s  (inflation noi induded unless otherwise noied below)_______________________ ( T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o l l a r s )

O P E R A T I N G  E X P E N D I T U R E S F Y 2 0 0 0 F Y 2 0 0 1 F Y 2 0 0 2 F Y 2 0 0 3 F Y 2 0 0 4 F Y 2 0 0 5
P E R S O N M " S E K V I C E S  "

T R A V E L
C O N T R A C T U A L
S U P P L I E S
E Q U I P M E N T
L A N D  &  S T R U C T U R E S
G R A N T S ,  C L A I M S
M I S C E L L A N E O U S

T O T A L  O P E R A T I N G 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

C A P I T A L  E X P E N D I T U R E S 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 1 0 . 0 0 . 0

C H A N G E  I N  R E V E N U E S  ( f u n d  c o d . ) 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

F U N D  S O U R C E   ( T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o l l a r s )
1 0 0 2  F e d e r a l  R e c e i p t s
1 0 0 3  G F  M a t c h
1 0 0 4  G F -
1 0 0 5  G F / P r o g r a m  R e c e i p t s
1 0 3 7  G F / M e n t a l  H e a l t h
O t h e r  ( S p e c  f y  T y p e )

T O T A L 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

E s t i m a t e  o f  a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  ( F Y 9 9 )  c o s t :  S 0 . 0

P O S I T I O N S

F U L L - T I M E 0 0 0 0 0 0

P A R T - T I M E 0 0 0 0 0 0

T E M P O R A R Y 0 0 0 0 0 0

A N A L Y S I S :  (Attach a separate page i f  necessary)
T h i s  b i l l  c h a n g e s  t h e  F o r e s t  R e s o u r c e s  a n d  P r a c t i c e s  A c t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o n  p r i v a t e  l a n d  a l o r g  a n a d r o m o u s  w a t e r s  a n d  

t r i b u t a r i e s  t o  a n a d r o m o u s  w a t e r s .  N o t a b l y ,  i t  a d d s  b u f f e r s  o n  T y p e  B  a n a d r o m o u s  s t r e a m s .  D N R  i s  t h e  l e a d  a g e n c y  f o r  

e n f o r c i n g  t h e  A c t .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  ( F Y O O ) ,  t r a i n i n g  w i l l  b e  n e e d e d  f o r  l a n d o w n e r s ,  o p e r a t o r s ,  a n d  s t a f f  o n  p r o p e r  

i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  n e w  s t a n d a r d s .  T h i s  t r a i n i n g  w i l l  b e  a c c o m p l i s h e d  w i t h i n  e x i s t i n g  r e s o u r c e s .

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

sb12.xls
Primed: 1/22/99 9:50 AM Pago 1 of 1



K O D IA K  O F F I C E  

112 M IL L  B A Y  R O A D  

K O D IA K ,  A L A S K A  9 9 6 1 5  

(9 0 7 ) 4 8 6 -4925  
(9 0 7 ) 4 8 6 -5264  (L A X )

S T A T E  C A P I  T O L  
J U N E A U .  A L A S K A  9 9 80 1 -1 1 8 2  

(9 0 7 ; 4 6 5 -4 9 2 5  

(8 0 0 ) 8 2 1 -4 9 2 5  ( T O L L  F R E E )  

(9 0 7 ) 4 6 5 - 3 5 17  (F A X )

Senator Ierry M ackie
SENATE MAJORITY LEADEE 

SPONSOR STATEMENT

SB 12, Relating to Forests and Forestry Practices.

Senate Bill 12 is the result of a cooperative effort by forest users to evaluate the 
effectiveness and suitability of the Forest Practices Act and recommend any 
improvements that would strengthen the protection of Alaska's streams and water 
quality.

In 1996, the Board of Forestry established a science and technical committee, 
comprised of scientists from the timber, commercial fishing, and environmental 
communities as well as state and federal agencies, to review and assess expressed 
concerns about the adequacy of the act's protections. The committee's two-year 
study identified several opportunities to improve salmon habitat and water quality, 
/.stakeholders committee then convened to incorporate these findings into 
recommendations to the Board. The Board subsequently endorsed these 
recommendations and requested legislative ipproval of the appropriate measures.

SB 12 affects only the spruce and hemlock forests in the Department of Natural 
Resources designated Region 1. This is the coastal area from Ketchikan to Kodiak.

Under current regulations, all anadromous streams are protected, although 
exceptions are allowed for marginal streams. SB 12 will eliminate all exceptions and 
provide additional protections. As a result, the bill accomplishes several goals:

1. It assigns a "type" classification that covers all streams, putting to rest 
concerns that some segments of anadromous streams were not included 
for protection.

2. It extends the no-harvest, riparian buffer zone to ALL anadromous fish 
streams, relative to "type.

3. It requires the retention of low-value timber along certain tributaries 
where prudent, so that trees may eventually fall into streams, forming 
natural pools downstream that are important for fish rearing.

.S E N A T E  D I S T R I C T  C  K o d iak  Island/Southeast Islands 

S e n a to rJ i'ity _M a i'k lc@ 1 c j'is ..s ta tc .a k .iis



I am pleased to sponsor this legislation that is a product of so much time, effort and 
deliberation by members of the timber, fishing, and environmental communities. It 
is a cooperative step forward in the protection and wise utilization of our resources.
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A l a s k a  F o r e s t  R e s o u r c e s  &  P r a c t i c e s  R e g i o n s

Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Forestry Offices

as defined in 11 AAC 95.800 Designation of Regions

Region Description
I Coastal Sitka Spruce/Hemlock
II Interior Spruce/Hardwood, South of 

the Alaska Range
III Interior Spruce/Hardwood, North 

and West of the Alaska Range



Alaska Forest Resources and Practices A ct

S t r e a m  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  S y s t e m

■Vy.Vv

Type A Water Body
An anadromous (salmon) 
w ate rbody that is any size, less 
than 8% gradient, w ith  banks 
held in  place by vegetation, 
channels not incised o r sharply 
angular, and having substrate 
o f  n ibb le, gravel, sand o r silt. 
(A S 41 .17 .950  (1 9 ) ) .
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Type D Water Body
A  water body that is not 
anadromous, is a tributary to a 
Type A  o r Type B w aterbody, 
and has a gradient greater than 
12%.

Type C Water Body
A water body that is not 
anadromous, is a tributary to a 
Type A  o r Type B water body, 
and has a gradient o f  12% or 
less.

Type B Water Body
Any anadromous (salmon) 
w ater body whose physical 
characteristics do not meet 
the criteria fo r  a Type A 
water body.
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9 Alaska Forest Resources and Practices Act
Revised Riparian Protection Standards 

Region I

S lope  Break

Slope Break Definition
T h e  p o in t  w h e r e  t h e  s tr e a m  b a n k  
c h a n g e s  to  a  lo w e r  a n g le  s lo p e . 
( 1 1 A A C  9 5 .2 8 0 c )

Type A Water Body:
| 6 6 ' m a n d a t o r y  r e t e n t io n  b u ffe r .

* * S lo p e  s t a b ilit y  B M P ' s  a p p ly ,  10 0 '  o r  to  s lo p e  b r e a k , w h ic h e v e r  is  less .

Type A Water Body:
“ C h an ge  from cu rren t law .

Type B Water Body:
| »* ~ ] * * M a n d a t o r y  r e t e n t io n  b u f fe r — 6 6 ' o r  to  s lo p e  b r e a k , w h ic h e v e r  is  less .

S lo p e  s t a b ilit y  B M P ' s  a p p ly ,  10 0 ' o r  to  s lo p e  b r e a k , w h ic h e v e r  is  le s s .

I



Alaska Forest Resources and Practices Act
Revised Riparian Protection Standards 

Region I

Type C Water Body:
"j * * F o r  s tream s greater  t h a n  8' o r  13 '  ( b a s e d  o n  c h a n n e l  c h a r ac te r is t ic s ), r e t a in  lo w  e c o n o m ic  

v a lu e  t im b e r  2 5' u p  to  10 0 ' fr o m  t h e  s tr e a m  d e p e n d in g  u p o n  lo c a t io n  o f  s lo p e  b r e a k .

S lo p e  s t a b ilit y  B M P ’s a p p ly  - 1 0 0 '  o r  to  s lo p e  b r e a k , w h ic h e v e r  is  less .

Type C Water Body:
“ C hange  from  cu rren t law . 

S lo p e  Break

Type D Water Body:
“ C hange  from  cu rren t law .

Type D Water Body:
--------------- 1 ** F o r  s tream s  greater  t h a n  8' o r  13 '  (b a s e d  o n  c h a n n e l  c h a r a c te r is t ic s ), r e t a in  lo w  e c o n o m ic

----------------------  v a lu e  t im b e r  2 5 ' u p  t o  50' f r o m  t h e  s tr e a m  d e p e n d in g  u p o n  lo c a t io n  o f  s lo p e  b r e a k .

S lo p e  s ta b ility  B M P ' s  a p p ly — 5 0 ’ o r  to  s lo p e  b r e a k , w h ic h e v e r  is les s .

Break
S lo p e  Break



Ja n u a ry  2 6 , 1 9 9 9

U N I T E D  F I S H E R M E N  O F  A L A S K A

211 Fourth Street, Suite 112 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

907/586-2820 
Fax: 907/463-2545 

E-Mail: ufa@alaska.net

S e n a to r  Rick H alford , Chair 
S e n a te  R e so u rc e s  C o m m itte e  
S ta te  o f  A laska 
Ju n eau ,A k  9 9 8 0 1 - 1 1 8 2

D ear S e n a to r  H alford

U nited F ish erm en  o f A laska a d o p te d  a p o s itio n  in s u p p o rt  o f  SB 12 re la tin g  
to  f o r e s ts  a n d  f o re s ty  p ra c tic e s .

This bill, in tro d u c e d  by S e n a to r  M ackie, is th e  a c h e iv e m e n t o f  in d u strie s , 
a s s is te d  by th e  B oard o f F o re s try  and  s t a t e  a g e n c y  s ta f f ,  w orking  to g e th e r  
to  find co m m o n  g ro u n d . T h e  f o re s t  p ro d u c ts  in d u stry  and  com m erical 
fish ing  in d u s try  w o rk ed  to g e th e r  to  re so lv e  th e ir  p a r tic u la r  c o n c e rn s  w ith  
th e  p ro p o sa ls  a d v a n c e d  by th e  Board o f F o res try , and  th e y  w ere  su cc e ss fu l. 
T he leg isa ltio n , a s  in tro d u ce d , is s u p p o r te d  by UFA b e c a u se  it r e p re s e n ts  
an  im p ro v e m e n t in th e  law s g o v ern in g  f o r e s t  p ra c tic e s . It a f fo rd s  g r e a te r  
p ro te c t io n  th a n  now  e x is ts  fo r  s e n s itiv e  fish  h a b ita t .

U nited  F ish e rm en  o f A la sk a 's  m ission  in c lu d es  p re se rv in g  f ish e ry  
re so u rc e s  th ro u g h  re se a rc h  , d e v e lo p m e n t and  h a b ita t  p ro te c tio n . We will 
c o n tin u e  to  w ork w ith  o th e r  in d u strie s , a s  w e did in o u r w ork on th e  
fo r e s t  p ra c t ic e s  p rov isions em b o d ie d  in HB 12 , to  p ru su e  th is  im p o rta n t 
o b je c t iv e .

We h o p e  t h a t  th e  m e m b e rs  o f  th e  leg islau re  will a c q u a in t th e m se lv e s  w ith  
th e  p ro v is io n s  o f th is  leg isla tio n , th e  la n g u a g e  o f  w hich w as ca re fu lly  
c r a f te d  m e e t  c o n c e rn s  o f co m m erc ia l f ish e rm en  an d  re p re s e n ta t iv e s  o f  
th e  f o r e s t  p ro d u c ts  in d u stry , an d  w e s tro n g ly  s u p p o rt  th e  p a s sa g e  o f th e  
leg is la tio n  a s  in tro d u c e d .

MEM0EFLQB.GANJZATIQNS
Alaska Crab Coalition • Alaska Longline Fish erm en's Association • Alaska Trailers Association • Bristol Bay Drillnolters Association • Co ncerned Area "M " Fishermen 

Co ok  Inlet Aquacullura Association • Cordova District Fish erm en United • Kenai Peninsula Fish erm en's Association • Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association • Kodiat Seiner s Association 

North Pacilic Fisheries Association • Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association • Northwest Sotnollors Associallon • Peninsula Marketing Association 

Petersburg V e sse l Ow ners Association • Prince William So u n d  Aquaculture Corporation • Purso Se in o  V e sse l Ownors Associallon • Seafood Producers Cooperative 

Southeast Alaska Solners Association • Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association • United Co ok  Inlet Drill Association < United Southeast Alaska Gillnettors

mailto:ufa@alaska.net
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Statement of Support 
Senate B ill 12

An Act relating to forests and forestry practices, etc.

Testimony before the Senate Resources Committee 
February 1, 1999

Mr. Chairman, Members o f the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on legislation affecting the timber 
industry in Alaska. The Alaska Forest Association strongly supports Senate Bill 12. SB12 
is AFA’s top legislative priority for 1999, and the Association urges you to move the bill, as 
written, out o f committee with "do pass" recommendations.

SB 12 is the direct result o f a proposal AFA put before the Alaska Board o f Forestry 
one year ago, after a collaborative process involving the timber industry, the fishing industry 
and the resource agencies o f the state. Both the process and the substance o f this effort were 
based upon sound science and a balancing of interests.

Alaska already has a very effective, science-based forest practices law which ensures 
protection o f important fisheries habitat while recognizing the unique relationship between 
private land rights and related public resources. The current law, which was developed 
through a cooperative process in 1989 and 1990, involves the Division o f Forestry, the 
Division o f Habitat and Restoration, and the Division of Air and Water Quality in monitoring 
and enforcing standards governing forestry practices. It enables timber operators in Alaska 
who conduct their harvest activities according to best management practices to have the 
assurance that they are operating in compliance with a variety o f laws under which they 
would otherwise be individually scrutinized. That alternative would cost both the industry 
and the state more time and money than is necessary under the current system.

Current law also provides for ongoing examination o f the effectiveness o f Alaska's 
forest practices standards, so that the law and regulations can be adjusted to reflect new 
scientific knowledge as it is developed. Throughout 1996 and 1997, the timber industry 
participated in a thorough review o f the science relating to logging along anadromous fish

S E R V IN G  A L A S K A 'S  FO R E S T  IN D U S T R Y



streams in the coastal forests o f Alaska. This review was conducted under the rubric o f the 
Science and Technical Committee appointed by the Board o f Forestry with the support of 
Governor Knowles. The Committee’s report and the subsequent stakeholders’ meeting led 
to the introduction o f Senate Bili 12.

It is important to note that the Science & Technical Committee did not specifically 
recommend 66 foot buffers on type B streams as provided in Section 1 o f the bill. The 
committee recommended that these streams be given some means o f obtaining large woody 
debris. AFA member companies looked at the operational issues and concluded that buffers 
o f 66 feet or to the slope break would satisfy the goals o f the recommendation in a way that 
field personnel believe can be implemented without severe adverse affects on harvest 
economics. It does mean surrendering trees o f value by leaving them in riparian buffers, but 
the standard can be applied in the field and can be readily monitored by the regulators. AFA 
believes this is a good solution, the effects o f which can be evaluated over time.

A matter o f great importance to AFA is the fact that SB 12 is the result o f  a 
collaborative process. The agreement that makes these changes in the Act possible depends 
upon the substance o f the bill remaining as it is now. AFA urges the Alaska Legislature not 
to entertain amendments to SB 12 so that the underlying agreement between affected parties 
can remain intact.

In summary, SB 12 addresses a real need and represents a balanced approach to 
resolving an important issue affecting Alaska’s forest products sector. When this bill 
becomes law, it will be a model for broad-based cooperation between affected industries, the 
agencies, the Governor’s office and the legislature. This is a bill that can and should enjoy 
full, bi-partisan support. I urge its speedy passage.

«
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N o te ;  A m o u n t s  d o  n o t  in c lu d e  in f la t io n  u n l e s s  o t h e r w i s e  n o t e d  b e lo w .

O P E R A T I N G  E X P E N D I T U R E S F Y  2 0 0 0 ! F Y  2 0 0 1 F Y  2 0 0 2 F Y  2 0 0 3 F Y  2 0 0 4 F Y  2 0 0 5

P e r s o n a l  S e r v i c e s

T r a v e l

C o n t r a c t u a l

S u o p l i e s

E q u ip m e n t

L 3 n d  &  S t r u c t u r e s I

G r a n t s  3 . C l a im s I
M i s c e l l a n e o u s I

T O T A L  O P E R A T IN G 0 . 0 0 . 0  I 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

C A P I T A L  E X P E N D I T U R E S

C H A N G E  IN  R E V E N U E S  ( ) 9 7 . 2 2 6 3 . 9 2 6 3 . 9 2 6 8 . 9  | 2 6 3 . 9 2 6 8 . 9

F U N D  S O U R C E  ( T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o l l a r s )

1 C 0 2  F e d e r a l  R e c e i p t s 1 1 1

1 C 0 3  G F  M a t c h

1 C 0 4  G F

1 0 0 5  G F / P r o g r a m  R e c e i p l s

1 0 3 7  G F / M e n t a l  H e a j t h

O t h e r  ( S p e c i f y  T y p e ) ' •

T O T A L 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0  1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

E s t i m a t e  o f  a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  ( F Y 9 9 )  c o s t :  

P O S I T I O N S

0.0

F u l l - t im e 1

P a r t - t im e 1

T e m p o r a r y 1

A N A L Y S I S :  (A tta c h  a  separata page ifnocessar/)
The Department of Fish and Game administers the commercial crewmember licensing system. The estimates of the 
revenue that would be raised by the S10 surcharge proposed in SB 13 are based on the following information. During 
1997, 28,421 crew member licenses were sold. In 1998 25,367 licenses were sold. Averaging these years, we 
estimate that S263.9 would be raised annually by the surcharge on crew member licenses, beginning in FY2001. For 
fiscal year 2000, we estimate that S97.2 would be ge; lerated based on the average number of licenses sold between 
January 1 and June 30 in 1997 and 1538.

G e r o n  B r u c e  'C&n-cdLi—  t ^ i  f t F  c  T~ - 1  A V *  ■ .v l

C o m m i s s i o n e r ' s  O ff ic e
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O iv i s io n

A c o r o v e d  b y  C o m m i s s i o n e r  F r a n k  R u e  , 

A g e n c y  F i s h  a n d  G a m e

Phone 465-6143
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FISCAL NOTE
BILL NO. SB 13

R e v i s i o n  D a t e / T im e  (N o t e  i f  c o r r e c t io n )

T it le  D I S C R E  ."E  S A L M O N  S T O C K  M G M T  A N D

A S S E S S M E N T

D e p t .  A f f e c t e d

' b r u

C o m p o n e n t

F i s h  a n d  G a m e

S p o r t  F i sh
S p o r t  F ish

S p o n s o r

R e q u e s t e r

S e n a t o r  H a lfo rd

S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s

Expenditures/Revenues
C o m p o n e n t  S e r i a l  N o . 

(Thousands of Dollars)
4 6 4

N o te :  A m o u n t s  d o  n o t  i n c lu d e  in f la t io n  u n l e s s  o t h e r w i s e  n o t e d  b e lo w .

O P E R A T I N G  E X P E N D I T U R E S F Y  2 0 0 0 F Y  2 0 0 1 F Y  2 0 0 2 F Y  2 0 0 3 F Y  2 0 0 4 F Y  2 0 0 5

P e r s o n a l  S e r v i c e s 4 1 0 . 0 4 1 0 . 0 4 1 0 . 0 4 1 0 . 0 4 1 0 . 0

T r a v e l 1 8 . 0 1 8 . 0 1 8 . 0 1 8 . 0 1 8 . 0

C o n t r a c t u a l 2 9 . 0 2 9 . 0 2 5 . 0 2 9 . 0 2 9 . 0

S u p p l i e s 2 9 . 0 2 9 . 0 2 9 . 0 2 9 . 0 2 9 . 0

E q u ip m e n t 1 4 . 0 1 4 . 0 1 4 . 0 1 4 . 0 1 4 . 0

L a n d  &  S t r u c t u r e s

G r a n t s  &  C l a im s

M i s c e l l a n e o u s

T O T A L  O P E R A T IN G 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0

C A P I T A L  E X P E N D I T U R E S

C H A N G E  IN  R E V E N U E S  ( ) I 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

F U N D  S O U R C E ( T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o l l a r s )

1 C 0 2  F e d e r a l  R e c e i p t s 3 0 0 . 0 3 0 0 . 0 3 0 0  0 3 0 0 . 0 3 0 0 . 0

1 C 0 3  G F  M a t c h

1 0 0 4  G F

1 0 0 5  G F / P r o g r a m  R e c e i p t s

1 0 3 7  G F / M e n t a l  H e a l t h

O th e r  F i s h  a n d  G a m e r  F u n d  1 0 2 4 2 0 0 . 0 2 0 0 . 0 2 0 0 . 0 2 0 0 . 0 2 0 0 . 0

T O T A L 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . C 5 0 0 . 0

E s t im a t o  o f  a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  ( F Y 9 9 )  c o 3 t :  

P O S IT IO N S

0.0

F u i l - t i r h e 5 5 5 5 5

P a r t - t im e 2 2 2 2 2

T e m p o r a r y

A N A L Y S I S :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
The revenue to pay for the discrete stock assessments will come from increases in certain sport fishing licenses fees 
contained in HCS CSSB 7(FIN). CHAPTER 74 SLA 97 and Federal Aid funds.

P r e p a r e d  b y G e r o n  B r u c e  • /  /  X
D iv i s io n C o m m i s s i o n e r ' s / J f f iC e  ,, A
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FISCAL NOTE
B IL L  NO. SB 13___________ ___

D e p t .  A f f e c t e d ________________ F i s h  a n d  G a m e _______________

B R U   C o m m e r c ia l  F i s h e r i e s  _

C o m p o n e n t  A ll R e g io n a l  F i s h e r i e s  m a n a g e m e n t

c o m p o n e n t s  a n d  H e a d q u a r t e r s ____________

C o m p o n e n t  S e r i a l  N o . 2 1 6 7 / 2 1 6 8 / 2 1 6 9 / 2 1 7 0 / 2 1 7 1

Expenditures/Revenues__________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)____________________
N o te : A m o u n t s  d o  n o t  in c lu d e  in f la t io n  u n l e s s  o t h e r w i s e  n o t e d  b e lo w .

O P E R A T IN G  E X P E N D I T U R E S F Y  2 0 0 0 F Y  2 0 0 1 F Y  2 0 0 2 F Y  2 0 0 3 F Y  2 0 0 4 F Y  2 0 0 5

P e r s o n a l  S e r v i c e s 6 3 0 . 5 6 3 0 . 5 6 3 0 . 5 6 3 0 . 5 6 3 0 . 5
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L a n d  & S t r u c t u r e s
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M i s c e l l a n e o u s
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C A P IT A L  E X P E N D I T U R E S

C H A N G E  IN R E V E N U E S  ( ) 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

R e v i s i o n  D a t e / T im e  (N o te  i f  c o r r e c t io n )

T it le  D I S C R E T E  S A L M O N  S T O C K  M G M T  A N D

______________________A S S E S S M E N T ________________________________

S p o n s o r  S e n a t o r  H a lf o r d _________________________________

R e q u e s t e r  S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s

STATE O F ALASKA
1999 LEG ISLA TIV E SESSION

F U N D  S O U R C E _____________   ( T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o l l a r s )

1 0 0 2  F e d e r a l  R e c e i p t s

1 0 0 3  G F  M a t c h

1 0 0 4  G F

1 0 0 5  G F / P r o g r a m  R e c e i p t s  

1 0 3 7  G F / M e n t a l  H e a l t h  

O th e r  ( S p e c i f y  T y p e )  •

2 6 8 . 9 2 6 8 . 9 2 6 8 . 9 2 6 8 . 9 2 6 8 . 9

5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 . 0 5 0 0 0

•

T O T A L 0 . 0 7 6 8 . 9 7 6 8 . 9  |  7 6 8 . 9 7 6 8 . 9 7 6 8 . 9

E s t i m a t e  o f  a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  ( F Y 9 9 )  c o s t :  

P O S IT IO N S

00

F u l l - t im e 8 8 8 8 8
P a r t - t im e 2 2 2 2 7

T e m p o r a r y
1

A N A L Y S I S :  (Attach a separata page if necessary)
Revenues to fund expenditures for stock assessment and escapement enumeration required in SB 13 in this BRU will 
come from the 310 surcharge on crew member licenses and the surcharge on salmon limited entry permits permits. 
Expenditures by component will vary based on the research needs identified by the board and the projects selected by 
the department to address those research needs.
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A N A L Y S I S :  {Attach a separate page if necessary) 
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RICK

"An A ct re la tin g  to a s se s sm e n t o f  d iscrete  sa lm o n  sto c k s  and to 
d iscrete  sa lm o n  sto ck  a s se s sm e n t  surcharges."

A great deal of controversy and total lack of consensus has su rrounded  the 
allocation of Alaska's salm on stocks. These allocative battles have left all user 
groups unsatisfied and have been to the detrim ent of the sustained yield of some 
population segments, and to the genetic diversity of the overall population.

C urrent salm on m anagem ent centers around heavy exploitation of mixed stock 
fisheries and  disregards the negative effects this policy has on discrete stocks of 
all salm on species. Not until we recognize the im portance of im plem enting an 
assessm ent plan for discrete salm on stocks, based on the necessary information, 
can vve fulfill our constitutional obligation to preserve the sustained yield of all 
stocks of the resource.

The need for this change in m anagem ent philosophy and im plem entation of a 
discrete salm on stock assessm ent policy is heavily supported  by inform ation 
from the scientific com m unity. The National Research Council of the National 
A cadem y of Science assem bled the leading experts in the field of salmon 
m anagem ent and published Upstream: Salm on and Society in the Pacific 
N orthw est, in December 1995.

An extensive review by leading experts to analyze data on salm on stocks, their 
decline and  options for intervention supports the need for discrete stock 
assessm ent. The following is excerpted from their findings:

• Because of their anadrom ous life cycles and  hom ing behaviors and 
the variety of environm ents they occupy, each species tends to 
differentiate into local breeding populations that are in general 
reproductivity  isolated from other populations and adap ted  to each 
stream . To sustain productive natural populations of salm on, it is



crucially im portant to m aintain this genetic variation and local 
adaptation.

• W hen fishing occurs on a m ixture of populations w ith different 
stock-recruitm ent functions and fishing cannot be regulated at a 
rate appropriate for each com ponent population, the stage is set for 
overfishing of the less abundant com ponents.

The conclusion of this report points ou t the. potential deficiency in Alaska's 
current m anagem ent philosophy and supports the need for the discrete salmon 
stock assessm ent policy. The experts conclude:

• The long-term survival of salmon depends crucially on a diverse 
and rich store of genetic variations. Because of their hom ing 
behavior and the distribution of their populations and their 
riverine habitats, salm on populations are unusually  susceptible to 
local extinction and  are dependent on diversity in their genetic 
m ake-up and population structure. Therefore, m anagem ent m ust 
recognize and protect the genetic diversity  w ithin each salmon 
species, and it m ust recognize and  w ork with local breeding 
populations and their habitats. It is not enough to focus only on 
the abundance of salmon.

In order to uphold our Constitutional m andate to provide for sustained yield, we 
cannot afford to ignore the biological realities and  m aintain the status quo. The 
passage of SB 13 is intended to redirect our attention from the past mistakes of 
allocation driven m anagem ent system tow ard a system  which will fully meet our 
constitutional responsibility to sustained yield.
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STATE OF ALASKA
130 Seward Street. Suite 409
Juneau. A laska 99801-2105

M F . M Q R A N  P  li M February 9. 1999

SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of SB 13; An Act relating to assessment of 
discrete salmon stocks and to discrete salmon stock assessment 
surcharges.

TO: Senator Rick Halford 
ATTN: Brett Huber

FROM: George Utermohlez 
Legislative Counset i f fisel

You have requested a sectional summary of SB 13; 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 o f its contents.

Section 1 o f the bill sets out the purpose and intent of the bill.

Section 2 o f the bill amends AS 16.05 by adding a new section relating to discrete salmon 
stock assessment. The Board of Fisheries shall identify and rank those salmon stocks for 
which discrete salmon stock assessments are needed. The Department of Fish and Game, 
with the assistance of the Board of Fisheries and public comment, shall develop a list and 
priority ranking of proposed salmon stock assessment research projects. The governor shall 
include a request for funding for salmon stock assessment research projects as part of the 
annual appropriation bill.

Section 3 o f the bill adds a new subsection to AS I6.05.4S0 to provide for imposition of a 
SI0 salmon assessment surcharge on crewmcmbcr fishing licenses. The revenue collected 
from the surcharge may be appropriated to fund expenditures for the discrete salmon stock 
assessment program.

Section 4 of the bill amends AS 16.43.160(a) to provide that the amount ot the fee paid for 
a crewmcmber license may be used to offset a portion of the cost of the renewal lee for an 
interim-use or entry permit. This subsection clarifies that the offset authorized under this 
subsection does not apply to salmon assessment surcharges. The setoff for the stock 
assessment surcharge is authorized under section 5 of the bill.



Section 5 of the bill amends AS 16.43.160(d) to provide that the Alaska Commercial 
Fisheries Entry Commission may charge interest on past due stock assessment surcharges.

Section 6 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 intcrim-use permits for salmon Fisheries. The total 
amount of revenue collected from the surcharge must approximate S500.000. The revenue 
collected from the surcharge may be appropriated to fund expenditures for the discrete 
salmon stock assessment program.

Section 7 of the bill provides that (I) the Department o f Fish and Game shall develop the 
first annual list and priority ranking of proposed salmon stock assessment projects in time 
to be included in the department's proposed budget for fiscal year 2001; and (2) the salmon 
assessment surcharges imposed on crewmember licenses, entry permits, and interim-usc 
pennits under secs. 3 and 6 of the bill are applicable to licenses and permits issued for 2000 
and subsequent years.

S en a to r R ick  H alfo rd
F eb ru ary  9. 1999
P age 2
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A M E N D M E N T

TO: SB 13

1 Page 3, lines 7 - 1 2 :

2 Delete all material.

3 Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.

4 Page 3, lines 27 - 30:

5 Delete "The commission shall credit the amount of a stock assessment surcharge paid

6 by a permit holder under AS 16.05.480(e) toward payment of the surcharge imposed under

7 this subsection. A permit holder may receive only one credit toward the payment of a

8 surcharge during each year."

9 Page 4, line 10:

10 Delete "6 o f

11 Insert "5 of"

L -1 -



U nited  S o u th e a s t  A lask a  G illnette rs  A sso c .
P O  B ox 2 2 4 2 7
J u n e a u ,  AK 9 9 8 0 2
P h o n e :  (907) 5 8 6 -5 8 6 0
Fax: (907) 780-6 6 2 1

S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s
S e n a t o r  Rick Halford, C h a i rm a n
A lask a  S t a t e  L eg is la tu re
S ta t e  C apito l
J u n e a u ,  AK 9 9 8 0 1 -1 1 8 2

Re: T e s t im o n y  for S e n a t e  Bill 13  -  "D iscre te  S to c k  A s s e s s m e n t ”

T h e  U nited  S o u th e a s t  A la sk a  G illnette rs  A sso c ia tio n  (U SA G ) is a n  o rg an iza t io n  w hich  
r e p r e s e n t s  th e  S o u th e a s t  A la sk a  drift gillnet s a lm o n  perm it  h o ld e rs  th a t  a r e  m e m b e r s  of 
o u r  o rg an iza t io n .  T h e re  a r e  4 8 0  drift gillnet permit?  S o u th e a s t  A lask a .  O u r  
m e m b e r s h ip  of perm it  h o ld e rs  a v e r a g e s  ap p ro x im a te ly  2 0 0  m e m b e r s  o v e r  th e  las t  
s e v e ra l  y e a r s .  USA G  is a  m e m b e r  of United F is h e rm e n  of A la sk a  a n d  th e  A lask a  
S e a f o o d  Council.

U SA G  h a s  c o n c e r n s  reg a rd in g  S e n a t e  Bill 13 a n d  curren tly  o p p o s e s  th is  bill. First, w h a t  
is th e  definition of d i s c re te  s to c k ?  D e p en d in g  on  th e  definition of d i s c re te  s to c k  is h o w  
narrow ly  fo c u s e d  o r  how  b ro ad ly  th is  bill c a n  b e  in te rp re ted .  U SA G  is a g a in s t  th is  bill 
b e c a u s e  while ADF&G is no t  d i rec ted  to  m a n a g e  for d i s c re te  s to ck s ,  it is implied th a t  is 
th e  d irec tion  th e  Dept, w ould  b e  s t e e r e d  to w a rd s  a s  th e  r e s e a r c h  for d i s c re te  s to c k  
a s s e s s m e n t s  is g a th e r e d .

U SA G  fe e ls  th a t  th e  S ta t e  of  A la sk a  is th e  b e s t  m a n a g e r  of  s a lm o n  f ish e r ie s  in th e  world. 
W hile o th e r  s t a t e s  a n d  co u n tr ie s  a r e  having  troub le  with th e ir  s a lm o n  ru n s ,  th e  S ta t e  of  
A la sk a  h a s  h a d  s o m e  re co rd  ru n s  a n d  rebuilt ru n s  th a t  w e re  in t roub le .  In fact, in 
in te rna tional a r e n a s  w e  a r g u e  a g a in s t  th e  id ea  of d i s c re te  s to c k  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  h a v e  
p u s h e d  for t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  of t h e  id ea  of a b u n d a n c e  b a s e d  m a n a g e m e n t .

W hile U S A G  fully s u p p o r t s  ADF&G con d u c tin g  all t h e  r e s e a r c h  p ro jec ts  th ey  feel  a r e  
n e c e s s a r y  a n d  /o r  im portan t,  to  p rovide  for th e  s u s ta in e d  yield of th e  s to c k s  a n d  m a k e  
m a n a g e m e n t  d e c is io n s  b a s e d  o n  th e  b e s t  s c i e n c e  a n d  inform ation ava ilab le .  T h e  
c u r re n t  a n d  p a s t  b u d g e t  c u ts  h a v e  p re v e n te d  th e  ADF&G from  p u rsu in g  all th e  
n e c e s s a r y  r e s e a r c h  th a t  th e y  feel  is p ru d e n t  a n d  n e c e s s a r y .  ADF&G n e e d s  th e  
n e c e s s a r y  funding  in o rd e r  to perfo rm  r e s e a r c h  p ro g ra m s  a s  n e e d e d .

U SA G  is o p p o s e d  to  r e s e a r c h  for allocation d e c is io n s  be ing  d is g u ise d  a s  s to ck  
a s s e s s m e n t  r e s e a r c h .  T h a n k  y ou  for co n s id e r in g  o u r  c o m m e n t s  re g a rd in g  th is  bill.

Sincerelv.

Kathy H a n s e n  
U SA G  E x ecu t iv e  D irector



Rick Halford, Senator, 
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capital (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Subject, SB 13 Feb. 10*. 1999

Dear Senator Halford

As president of the Alaska Boating Association, a member of the Matanuska Valley 
Fish and Game Advisory Committee, a member of the Alaska Outdoor Council and as a 
person that has fished Upper Cook Inlet streams for 36 a.ars, strongly support SB 13.

I have listened to and participated in many discussions concerning salmon 
management. With the exception of a few up years, the trend is continually downwards; 
with less fish and more fishermen. Between those of us trying to put fish in our freezers, 
the guides, tourists and floaters, there are just too many people and two few fish. When I 
talk with a fish biologist about this problem (How many fish go up this stream?) Or 
(How many fish can this stream handle?) the answer is invariably" we do not know-we 
have no data on that species in this stream". We all know that harvests are going down. 
There is data, for commercial fish harvests from Cook Inlet going back to 1893 (from 
Sam E. McDowell, presented to the board of Fish, Feb. 4th. 1998) see attached. The 
picture presented by this data paints a dismal picture of Cook Inlet Fisheries 
Management. Discreet slock assessment is critical if we are to reverse this trend and 
assure sustained yield of wild salmon stocks. Gentlemen look at the data; the situation is 
critical. Chum salmon have been reduced to the point that some people are talking 
endangered specie. Pink salmon, probably the most important contributor to the food 
chain of the entire system, have been reduced ten fold from prel982 levels. Yes, while 
some harvest fluctuations are due to regulatory changes the overall picture is undeniable; 
Cook Inlet Salmon are being managed into oblivion. No matter how you look at the data. 
We need more salmon of all species in the upper Cook Inlet streams. Discreet Stock 
Assessment is the tool that is needed to provide the data to do the job.

Of course and especially in today's financial climate the players, both commercial and 
sport must pay the cost. I urge you to pass Senate Bill 13.1 thank you for the opporoinity 
to comment on the bill and I thank you all for the time you dedicate to the people and the

Cliff Judkins - President *RO. Box 874124 " Wasilla, Alaska 99687 
(907) 373-3591 • Fax 373-3592 • E-Mail, cjudkins@customcpu.com

T0(?1 SMIWTilf "eec etc YV4 sr.-.r.r Rfi/nT.-Tm

mailto:cjudkins@customcpu.com


T a b le  1 .  H i s t o r i c a l  h a r v e s t  o f  Cook I n l e t  salm on i n  num bers o f  f i s h  a n d  
by s p e c i e s  ( 1 8 9 3 - 1 9 8 2 1 .1 /

Cate Chinook Sockeye Coho Pink Chum Total

1893 30,000 170,000 34,000. 0 0 234,0001894 15,500 406,840 19,000 0 0 441,340
1895 25,199 324,277 0 0 0 349,4761896 18,076 309,863 27,600 37,800 0 393,3391897 14,083 354,800 28,000 0 0 396,883
1898 16,389 551,168 53,412 0 0 650,9691899 17,102 558,529 54,890 0 0 630,521
1900 26,653 585,309 20,000 0 0 631,992
1901 34,319 482,406 8,967 5,591 0 531,283
1902 49,013 710,280 54,864 79,246 0 893,403
1903 66,023 564,189 5B,96B 0 Q 689,180
1904 30,073 489,348 23,800 • 0 0 543,221
1905 17,668 95,547 0 0 0 113,215
1906 22,420 225,506 93,485 64,100 0 405, SU
1907 62,944 460,620 177,276 6,420 0 707,260
1908 33,774 670,774 94,936 375,140 0 1,174,624
1909 59,624 582,562 88,350 3,740 0 734,276
1910 49,028 840,187 79,702 217,666 1,318 1,187,901
1911 55,845 1,249,154 57,909 70,665 749 1,464,322
1912 47,866 1,194,888 70,567 1,661,874 121,628 3,096,823
1913 63,652 1,369,196 a , 484 10,926 10,813 1,536,071
1914 47,554 1,472,829 188,341 1,255,798 39,905 3,004,427
1915 83,793 1,860,684 122,028 19,308 27,833 2,113,646
1916 62,895 1,699,323 209,978 l,oB2,672 128,322 3,783,190
1917 65,499 1,659,907 60,776 54,206 78,468 1,918,936
1918 34,886 1,668,394 251,151 712,231 108,200 2,783,862
1919 23,801 943,694 172,855 43,447 54,333 1,238,130
1920 39,563 1,314,916 302,353 445,5 2 4 97,541 2,199,897
1921 13,946 953,625 20,519 4,717 42,409 1,065,216
1922 31,030 060,019 199,923 637,405 74,389 1,802,766
1923 29,911 1,099,465 142,926 39,146 2 3 ,4a 1,344,929
1924 27,012 1,056,090 187,656 752,016 36,755 2,059,529
1925 51,033 1,510,861 198,146 11,828 15,064 1,786,932
1926- 75,620 1,999,720 353,173 596,054 118,455 3,133,022
1927 87 , 40 4 1,459,068 387,746 251,066 59,380 2,245,464
1928 69,885 1,172,959 522,509 568,052 101,005 2,434,491
1929 67,694 1,049,851 184,858 376,863 134,601 1,813,867
1930 72,317 917,882 498,47S 1,022,679 99,630 2,510,983
1931 51,402 805,526 323,294 472,221 62,628 1,720,071
1932 70,931 1,131,958 374,976 441,125 64,749 2,083,739
1933 59,2a 1,336,135 187,972 118,187 57,245 1,758,820
1934 72,379 1,815,267 251,260 929,992 91,319 3,160,217
1935 75,075 1,355,757 .. 170,438 430,540 161,424 2,193,264
1936 a ,062 2,390 ,2a ' 328,496 852,924 264,909 3,917,672
1937 85,982 i , s a , i a 215,700 487,692 148,869 2,519,426
1938 57,663 2,425,253 213,804 848,733 191,328 3 ,7 3 6 ,7 a
1939 52,726 2,334,904 163,010 319,312 231,645 3,101,597
1940 63,016 1,648,952 478,096 2,604,235 280 , 831 5,075,130

-  continued -
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Date
Historical harvest of Cook Inlet salmon in numbers of fish and by species (18S3-. . ). 1/ (continued)*3T()V m t>  iSockeye) Coho Pink rcbiaa» Ibtal^Snooli^

M is  4

1341
1342
1943
1944
1945
1946

< 1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1351
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961

> 1962 
-1963 
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

X 1971 
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982 
'11383
198 4
1 9 8 5  

i t  1 9 8 6  
J 3 S S » 1 9 8 7

198 8
1 9 8 9
19 9 0
1991 
199Z 

19 9 3  
1 9 9 4 ’ 

1 9 9 5  

1 9 9 C

m

A

f \

V 12

104,822
96,180
111,321
85,210
69,202
64,281

106,804
105,996
111,2a
162,942 
187,511 
74,469 
63,429
65.325 
46,495 
65,309 
42,647 
22,847 
32,723 
27,539 
19,778 
20,270
-17,632

4,E2T
9,751
9,606
8,035
3,500
12,471
8,465

16. 
>7339 
6,769 
4,918 

11,317 
15,009 
19,049 
14,976 
14,219
13.326 
21,336 
20,634 
10,062 
24,088 
39,240 
39,661 
29,060 
26,742 
16,105 
13,535 
17,171 
18,719 
19,640 
17,857 
14,168 
l%013

1,293,234 
1,540,185 
1,468,279 
1,93.9,332 
1,556,713 
1,474,473 
1,473,973 
2,035,306 
2,153,213 
2,642,374 
2,4ffl,170 
1,502,491 
1,489,972 
1,234,607
1.059.079 
1,294,799

667,753
495,947
634,728
948.040

1.185.079
1.172.079 

958,101 
990,709

1,426,352
1,867,447
1,409,106
1,200,146

315.040 
768,946 
659,032 
937,621 
699,234 
524,588 
706,878

1,722,290
2,152,567
2,778,071

988,832
1.643.079 
1,549,490 
3,391,114
—570497733 

2 , 1 0 6 , 7 1 4  

4 , 0 6 0 , 4 2 9  

4 . 7 3 7

359,224
644,823
279,852
256,621
329.828 
5a,374 
443,879 
408,079 
279,701 
351,366 
271,384
222.949 
224,280 
334,129 
174,292 
203,772 
127,000 
241,556 
107,162 
314,153 
119,397 
358,051 
203,076 
462,114 
154,4a 
296,248 
180,455 
474,733 
101,585 
284,849 
105,197

53,167
106,747
205,639
227.950
211.926 
196,471 
225,889 
277,416 
285,883
495.926
840.829

715,211 
965,507 

1,457,161 
1,a s , 441 
1,367,950 
1,338,731 

6 a ,731 
1,660,147 

443,003 
1,132,164 

408,454 
2,232,630 

546,116 
2,451,499 
1,230,014 
1,786,557 

305,566 
2,465,450 

.94,590 
2,023,252 

337,394 
4,960,030 

234,052 
4,287,378 

139,561 
2,584,985 

407,717 
2,863,634 

236,474 
1,400,923 

428,495 
657,239 
633,506 
534,636 

1,399,061 
1,393,188 
1,846,008 
2,041,659 
3,059,516 
2,676,133 
3,403,390 
1,342,170 f t

272,345 
400,989 
3 a ,£99 
258,840 
305,9a 
3 a , 563
213,222
439,314 
238,646 
463,507 
290,478 
444,592 
533,661 
773,710 
313,906 
869,5£Q 

1,207,889 
596,033 
408,332 
776,079 
405,221 

1,149,841 
525,537 

1,402,419 
344,5a
6 a ,a o
382,2a 

1,194,240 
331,045 

1,024,987 
475,631 
705,559 
783,074 
418,148
972.627
520.628 

1479,011
645,477
873,385
464,302

1,172,6421
,631,853

2,744,836
3,646,684
3,618,572
4,356,044
3.629.594 
3,842,422 
2,985,614 
4,648,842 
3,215,844 
4,752,353 
3,638,997 
4,477,131 
2,883,458 
4,859,270 
2,823,786 
4,220,020 
2,350,935 
3,821,838 
1,277,535 
4,089,063 
2,066,869 
7,661,051 
1,939,198 
7,147,242 
2,074,666 
5,419,104
2.387.595 
5,736,255 
1>496,615 
3,488,170 
1,688,193 
2,399,760 
2,227,530 
1,690,780 
3,311,432 
3,859,349 
5,588,066 
5,710,145 
5,214,125 
5,083,616 
6,634,774 
7,227,902

.500.18
7 8 3 4 7 3 4 2  

5 , 0 1 0 , 6 9 8  
3 , 6 0 4 , 0 6 42-177.57b
4 , 7 5 4 , 6 9 8  
3 , 5 2 6 , 3 5 3 '  
2 . 9 5 1 , 0 2 7

3 .8 8 2 ,9 9 2
tf.O&o.SKe

5 1 6 , 3 2 2 7 0 , 3 2 7
4 4 9 , 9 9 3 6 1 7 . 4 5 Z
6 6 7 , 2 1 3 8 7 , 8 2 0
7 5 6 , 8 3 0 1 , 2 9 9 , 3 6 0
4 5 1 , 4 0 4 1 0 9 , 8 0 1
5 6 0 , 0 2 2 4 6 9 , 9 7 2
3 3 9 . 2 0 1 6 7 , 4 3 0
5 0 0 , 6 3 4 6 0 3 , 6 3 0
4 2 5 , 7 2 4 1 4 , 6 6 3
4 6 8 , 9 1 1 6 9 5 , 8 5 9
3 0 6 , 8 2 2 1 6 0 , 9 1 8
5 6 7 . 4 1 1 5 2 1 , 6 9 7
4 4 6 . 9 5 4 1 3 3 , 5 7 5
3 2 5 . 4 5 9 2 4 2 , 9 6 7
in*, 093 '76,511

1 , 1 1 4 , 8 5 8  
6 8 0 , 7 2 6  
7 7 2 , 8 4 9  

1 : 1 3 4 , 1 7 3  
3 4 9 , 1 3 9 ,  

> *  7 0 8 , 5 7 3 *

6 , 7 7 1 , 8 7 4  
3 , 8 6 4 , 9 4 7  
5 , 6 1 2 , 4 0 7  

, 8 , 0 1 7 , 5 8 5  
r 1 0 , 4 5 0 , 1 9 1  

8 , 6 0 1 , 9 6 9  
3 , 5 6 6 , 0 9 3  
5 , 0 7 5 , 6 3 0  

.  2 , 9 1 1 , 7 2 !  
1 1 0 , 5 6 4 , 5 8 4  

9 , 3 0 3 , 9 2 4  
4 , 9 2 7 , 4 7 !  

4 1 0 7 9 , 6 3 5  

4 , 6 2 3 , 6 4 6
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1341
1342
1343
1944
1945 
1346

< 1347 
1348 
1949 
1350 
1951
1952
1953
1954 
1S55
1956
1957
1958 
1359
1960
1961

> 1962 
-1963 
1964
1965
1966 
1367
1968
1969 
1370

X 1971 
1972 
1373 
1974
1375
1376
1977
1978 
1379
1980
1981
1982

<!

T53T
1 9 8 4
1 9 8 5
1 9 8 6
1 9 8 7
1 9 8 8
1989
1 9 9 0
1 9 9 1

1 992
1 9 9 3  

1 9 9 4 ’

1 9 9 5
1 9 9 6  
tW

104,822 
95,180 

111, 3a 
85,210 
69,202 
64,281 

106,804 
105,996 
111,281 
162,942 
187,511 
74,469 
89,429 
65,325 
46,495 
65,309 
42,647 
22,847 
32,723 
27,533 
19,778 
20,270 
17,632 
T,52: 
9,751 
9,606 
8,035 
3,500 

12,471 
8,465

>7339 
6,769 
4,918 

11,317 
15,009 
19,049 
14,976 
14,219 
13,326 
a , 936

1,223,234 
1,540,185 
1,468,279 
1,939,932 
1,556,713 
1,474,473 
1,473,973 
2,035,306 
2,153,213 
2,642,374 
2,4 a , 170 
1,502,491 
1.489,972 
1,234,607
1.059.079 
1,294,799

667,753
456,947
634,728
943.040

1.185.079
1.172.079 

958,101 
990,709

1,426,352
1,867,447
1,409,106
1,200,146

815.040 
768,946 
659,032 
937,621 
699,234 
524,588 
706,878

1,722,290
2,152,567
2,778,0/1

988,832
1.643.079 
1,549,490 
3,391,114

359,224
644,823
279,852
256,6a
329.828 
5 a ,374 
443,879 
408,079 
279,701 
351,366 
271,384
222.949 
224,280 
334,129 
174,292 
203,772 
127,060 
241.5S6 
107,162 
314,153 
119,397 
358,051 
203,876 
462,114 
154,4a 
295,248 
180,455 
474,733 
101,585 
284,849 
105,197
a , 167 

106.747 
206,639
227.950
211.926 
195,471 
225,889 
277,416 
285,883
495.926
8 4 0 . 8 2 9

715,: n  
965,507 

i , 457,161 
1,815,441 
1,367,950 
1,338,731 

6 a ,731 
1,660,147 

443,003 
1,132,164 

408,454 
2,232,630 

546,116 
2,451,499 
1,230,014 
1,786,557 

305,566 
2,465,450 

94,590 
2,023,252 

337,394 
4,960,030 

234,052 
4,287,378 

139,561 
2,584,985 

407,717 
2,863,634 

236,474 
1,400,923 

428,495 
657,239 
633,586 
534,636 

1,399,061 
1,393,188 
1,845,008 
2,041,659 
3,059,516 
2,676,133 
3,403,390 
1,342,170

272,345 
400,989 
3 a ,899 
258,840 
305,901 
383,563 
279,227 
439,314 
2 2 8 , 6 4 6  
463,507 
290,478 
444,592 
533,661 
773,710 
313,906 
869,533 

1,207,889 
595,038 
408,332 
776,079 
405,221 

1,149,841 
525,537 

1,402,419 
344,5a
661,a s
332,282 

1,194,248 
331,045 

1,024,987 
475,631 
705,559 
783,074 
418,148 
972,6a 
520,623 

1,379,011 
645,477 
873,385 
464,302 

f 1,172,642 
1,631,853

2,744,836
3,646,684
3,618,572
4,356,044
3.629.594 
3,842,422 
2,985,614 
4,648,842 
3,215,844 
4,752,353 
3,638,997 
4,477,131 
2,883,458 
4,859,270 
2,823,786 
4,220,020 
2,350,935 
3,8 a ,838 
1,277,535 
4,089,063 
2,066,869 
7,651,051 
1,939,198 
7,147,242 
2.074,666 
5,419,104
2.387.595 
5,736,265 
1>496,615 
3,488,170 
1,688,193 
2,399,760 
2,227,980 
1,690,780 
3,311,432 
3,859,349 
5,588,066 
5,710,145 
5,a4,l25 
5,083,616

I 6,534,7/4 
7,227,972

2 0 , 6 3 4
1 0 , 0 6 2
2 4 , 0 8 8
3 9 , 2 4 0
3 9 , 6 6 1
2 9 , 0 6 0
2 6 , 7 4 2
1 6 , 1 0 5
1 3 , 5 3 5
1 7 , 1 7 1
1 8 , 7 1 9
1 9 , 6 4 0

17.B57
14,168
13,013

5 , 0 4 9 , 7 3 3  
2 . 1 0 6 , 7 1 4  
4 , 0 6 0 , 4 2 9  
4. 7f7

/f7500.18L
T T O E z  
S , 0 1 0 . 6 9 3  
3 , 6 0 4 , 0 6 4

JJ2Z 4L L
Q - 1 0 B . 3 4 0 J
. 4 , 7 5 4 , 6 9 8
3 , 5 2 6 , 3 5 3
2 .9 5 1 .0 2 7
3 .8 8 2 ,9 9 2
i{,0ila,S3Ca

5 1 6 . 3 2 2
4 4 9 , 9 9 3
6 6 7 . 2 1 3
7 5 6 , 8 3 0
4 5 1 , 4 0 4
5 6 0 , 0 2 2
3 3 9 , 2 0 1
5 0 0 , 6 3 4
4 2 5 , 7 2 4
4 6 8 , 9 1 1
3 0 6 , 8 2 2
S 6 7 / . 1 1
4 4 6 , 9 5 4
3 2 5 ,4 5 9
I

7 0 , 3 2 7  
6 1 7 , 4 5 2  

8 7 , 8 2 8  
1 , 2 9 9 , 3 6 0  

1 0 9 , 8 0 1  
4 6 9 , 9 7 2  

6 7 , 4 3 0
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A L A S K A  O U T D O O R  C O U N C I L

211 4th St. #302A 
Juneau, Ak. 99801 
(907) 463-3830 
FAX 586-6020

Jan. 29,1999

The H onorable Rick H alford, Chair 
The Alaska State Senate Resources Com m ittee 
Alaska State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Senator Halford:

We w ould  like to thank you for introducing Senate Bill 13. At the legislative w orkshop 
we held in N ovem ber 1998, ou r m em bers voted to continue their support for discrete 
stock m anagem ent of Alaska salmon. We feel SB 13 does just that.

It is com m on know ledge that Alaska is currently experiencing problem s w ith salm on 
returns. Bristol Bay has recorded two poor years in a row, and in the area w here most 
of our m em bers fish, Cook Inlet, several species of salm on have recorded less than 
desirable re tu rns over the past decade or longer. The Alaska O utdoor Council feels the 
D epartm ent of Fish and G am e and the Board of Fisheries need to im plem ent plans that 
will correct these types of problem s w ith our salm on returns. Discrete stock assessm ent 
w ork w ould  be a m ajor step  forw ard in that regard.

We understand  that as w ith any resource related issue Alaskans will often times be 
d iv ided  over w hether it is good policy or not. However, we believe the m ajority of 
A laskans w ould  su p p o rt sound conservation m easures that help insure the health of the 
resource. W e w ould find it hard  to understand  anyone opposing your legislation w hen 
there is an  obvious need for sound research to provide our fisheries m anagers w ith 
viable inform ation for m aintaining healthy stocks.

The Alaska O utdoor Council appreciates the effort you are m aking to provide sound 
conservation m easures for our fisheries and we hope your colleagues in the Senate and 
H ouse will join you in this effort.

President



Sport 
Fishing

Alaska Trip Planners
1401 Shore Drive Anchorage Alaska 99515-3206 (907)344-8674 Fax (907) 349-4330 E-mail: sfa@alaska.net

Page  1 of 1 
February 1 0 ,1 9 9 9

TO: S en a to r  Rick Halford
FAX: 907-465-4928

FROM: R uss  Redick
RE: S en a te  Bill 13

Senator Halford -

This letter indicates my support for the concept and  goals of SB13.

A better understanding of the characteristics of our various salm on s tocks  is mandatory if w e are to improve the 
m anagem ent of the salmon resource.

I am, however, concerned  about how sport fish license funds might be spen t under this legislation. A priority 
ranking of the m ost critical problem stocks could well be m ade up of large commercial fisheries that are  in 
distant a reas  (False P ass ,  Lower Yukon, Kuskokwim, etc.) that have very little use by sport fish license buyers. 
W e would expect that a significant portion of th ese  funds be used  to solve problems in a reas  that are  critical to 
sport fishermen.

With these  qualifications I do support SB13.

R uss Redick

mailto:sfa@alaska.net
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January 21, 1999

Senator Rick Halford 
Senate Resources Chairman 
State Capital Rm 21 
Juneau AK 99567-0190

Dear Senator Halford,

The disastrous 1998 salmon-fishing season may be the result o f an outdated Salmon Management 
strategy based on a single stock management concept coupled with a significant lack of data. 
Much of Cook Inlet salmon management is based on sockeye management in the Kenai River. As 
a result of this many streams in upper Cook Inlet are experiencing problems with low returns of 
chum and coho salmon. The chum salmon returns are so low on the McNeil River that there are 
concerns for the food supply for the bears. The Yukon River has suffered salmon run failures for 
several years. Bristol Bay has had back to back failure o f  sockeye salmon runs. The reasons for 
these failures are not known. Compared to most o f the West Coast salmon runs, Alaska’s runs are 
still moderately healthy. I believe that if we are to 9ave them from the same fate, SB 13 must be 
passed and implemented immediately.

Alaska is not alone, numerous articles on the worsening conditions o f the world's ocean 
fisheries and declining value o f commercially caught salmon have been published in both local and 
international publications. According to the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organizations, 
11 of the 15 main oceans fishing grounds are seriously depleted. There are more than 100 counties 
involved in fisheries disputes in both the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. These disputes have ranged 
from armed clashes between navies, to a blockade of an Alaskan cruise ship.

The Fish Stocks Assessment Report, commissioned by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service and written by National Academies o f Sciences and o f Engineering, determined th t̂ it is 
difficult to count fish through nondestructive means, and that computer models are sometimes slow 
to pick up accelerated rates o f decline. In 1995, The National Marine Fisheries Service reported 
that one third o f  the 275 commercial fisheries stocks in U.S. coastal waters were over fished and 
nearly half existed at levels below what is necessary to produce long term sustain yields. The report 
also warns that commercial fishermen have an incentive to exaggerate numbers where they fear 
shortages will result in new restrictions on their catch. The disastrous state wide salmon returns of 
1997 and 1998 are prime examples o f what can happen even with the best of fisheries 
management.

The current management plans being used in Cook Inlet are older than most Alaskans and 
are from and era when the Alaskan salmon numbers were much higher. These plans must be 
replaced by plans that put the resource first and that manage salmon from the fresh water out 
instead o f from saltwater in. The commercial priority in Cook Inlet is the only one o f its kind in 
Alaska and has to be removed, as it prevents effective salmon management by limiting the 
Department’s options. Current Department strategies that use Maximum Sustain Yield (MSY) as 
bases are in violation o f  Alaska law and the Alaska Constitution, as MS Y has never been codified.
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Single stock management is not being used anywhere else but Alaska since it is detrimental to all 
stocks,

During a recent briefing by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on the new Kenai 
River managing strategy, I asked them if they planned to put together a similar system for the 
Yenta River. They commented that would not be possible because they did not have the data 
necessary to construct the program. This is an example o f the limited ability the Department has to 
effectively manage our salmon using cunrent and past methods.

Senator Halford, you and your committee are working on the future o f  Alaska’s salmon. 
The task before you is extremely difficult but it is one that must be completed this year. I believe 
that you are dedicated to resolving the problems in and around Cook Inlet. I encourage you to 
continue on the path that you have chosen that will bring salmon management in Alaska into the 21 
century.

Sincerely

f t

Bruce Knowles 
P.O. Box 873206 
Wasilla, AK 99687
President o f the Mat-Su Valley Guides Association



i./ vat as> l u . u o  I'rv.v »u/£0i>H0/0 KU.NO HA I.ULHjC. t£|Ul

Cook Inlet Public Fisheries Council 
P.O. Box 549 

Soldotna, AK 99669 
(907) 283-3375 

(907) 283-4575 (FAX)

D ed ica ted  to  th e  preserva tion a n d  
propagation o f  a ll w ild  s tock fishe ries  
in  bo th  s a lt a n d  fresh water, ensu ring  
h a b ita t p ro te c tio n  an d  the e q u ita b le  
p u b lic  access to  these fishe ry  stocks.

February 9.1999

Senate Resources Committee 
State Capitol 
Room 508
Juneau. AK 99801-1182

Re: Senate Bill No. 13 -  *An Act relating to management of discrete salmon stocks, 
to salmon management assessments and to the fisher business tax.*

Dear Committee Member

We support the concept of sustainable fisheries as contained in Senate Bill No. 13. We would 
encourage Department of Fish &  Game to do the following

1) Require the Department of Fish and Game to prioritize their management of salmon harvest 
for escapement thereby ensunng a sustained return of all salmon 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 emergency.

3) Require the Board of Fisheries to address management of salmon harvest 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 state's most popular sport fishing areas. Senate Bill 13 is a 
major stride in improving the management capabilities for the valuable resource. The Act requires the 
Board of Fisheries to adopt and implement management policies that are consistent with the 
constitutional requirement of managing the resource for a sustained yield. It also provides a means to 
offset the costs incurred by the state in implementing the management policies.

As we have said, we encourage the adoption and implementation of the management policies as 
proposed.

Regards

Ron Rainey 
Chairman
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Cook Inlet Fisheries Management Strategy

CIFMS Science Committee Final Report and 
Minutes o f October 16. 1995, as amended by review of the committee

P resen t;

Terry Bendock, 907-262-9368, 907-262-4709 fax//Stephen Braund, 276-8222, 
276-6117 fax//A 1 Carson. 907-267-2335. 907-267-2464 fax// Loren Flagg, 907- 
262-2492, 907-262-2898 fax// Stephen Fried, 907-267-2130, 907-267-2442 fax// 
Theo Matthews, 283-3600,283-3366 fax // Tom Mears, 907-283-5761, 283-9433 
fax // Doug McBride, 907-267-2227, 907-267-2424 fax // Phil Mundy, 503-636- 
6335, 503-636-6335 fax//Larry Peltz. 907-745-5016, 907-745-7362*fax// Jim 
Richardson, 907-279-2883, 907-276-0830 fax// Gary Sonnevil 907-262-9863, 
907-262-7145 fax // Lance Trasky, 907-267-2335, 907-267-2464 fax // Mark 
Wenger, 907-224-3374, 907-224-3268 fax//

Not present, but participating in process: Suzanne Fisler, 907-262-5581, 907-262- 
3717 fax//

Correspondents: Phil Cutler, 564-5828, 564-4637 fax// Jim Fall, 267-2359, 267- 
2450 fax // Jim Sumner 653-7308

I, Introduction
A.. Statement o f Purpose

The Science Committee is a fact finding body for the mediation process 
known as the Cook Inlet Fisheries Management Strategy. The Science Committee 
is formed to identify data gaps which may inhibit conservation o f Cook Inlet 
salmon, and to further support the mediation process by addressing the ability o f  
available information to permit implementation o f proposed allocation regulations, 
and to identify data gaps that make a proposed allocation regulation untenable. The 
Science Committee is expected to identify, define, integrate, and synthesize 
relevant information. The Science Committee is charged to remain free o f  
advocacy, proposal o f allocation actions, and debate o f allocation options, other 
than in a scientific context.
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T H E  M E D I A T I O N  I N S T I T U T EOF ALASKA 
217 Second Street, Suite 204, Juneau, Aiaska 99801 

Tele (907) 586-2701 Fax: (907) 586-8059

Dr. Gerald W. Corraick 
15629 Cascadian Way 

Mill Creek, Washington 98012-5928 
(206) 745-8792 

(206) 743-6103 (fax) 
cormick@cases.pubaf.washington.edu

Dr. Phillip R. Mundy 
1015 Sner Lane 

Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034-1744 (503) 636-6335 (ph. and fax) 
mundy@teleport.com

Paul H. Grant, Esq.
217 Second Street, Suite 204 Juneau, Alaska 99801 

(907)586-2701 (907) 586-8059 (fax) 
grant@alaska.net
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Cook Inlet Fisheries Management Strategy

CIFMS Science Committee Final Report and 
Minutes o f October 16. 1995, as amended by review of the commirtee

Present;

Terry Bendock, 907-262-9368, 907-262-4709 fax// Stephen Braund, 276-8222, 
276-6117 fax // A1 Carson. 907-267-2335, 907-267-2464 tax//Loren Flagg, 907- 
262-2492, 907-262-2898 fax // Stephen Fried, 907-267-2130, 907-267-2442 fax // 
Theo Matthews, 283-3600, 283-3366 fax// Tom Mears, 907-283-5761, 283-9433 
fax // Doug McBride, 907-267-2227, 907-267-2424 fax // Phil Mundy, 503-636- 
6335, 503-636-6335 fax//L any Peltz. 907-745-5016, 907-745-7362 fax//Jim  
Richardson, 907-279-2883, 907-276-0830 fax// Gary Sonnevil 907-262-9863, 
907-262-7145 fax//Lance Trasky, 907-267-2335, 907-267-2464 fax// Mark 
Wenger, 907-224-3374, 907-224-3268 fax//

Not present, but participating in process: Suzanne Fisler, 907-262-5581, 907-262- 
3717 fax//

Correspondents: Phil Cutler, 564-5828, 564-4637 fax// Jim Fall, 267-2359, 267- 
2450 fax // Jim Sumner 653-7308

f. I n t r o d u c t i o n

A.. Statement o f Purpose

The Science Committee is a fact finding body for the mediation process 
known as the Cook Inlet Fisheries Management Strategy. The Science Committee 
is formed to identify data gaps which may inhibit conservation o f Cook Inlet 
salmon, and to further support the mediation process by addressing the ability o f  
available information to permit implementation o f proposed allocation regulations, 
and to identify data gaps that make a proposed allocation regulation untenable. The 
Science Committee is expected to identify, define, integrate, and synthesize 
relevant information. The Science Committee is charged to remain free o f  
advocacy, proposal o f allocation actions, and debate o f allocation options, other 
than in a scientific context.





Specifically, the function of the CIFMS Science Committee is to develop a 
list o f data gaps which are either relevant to conservation o f the salmon resources, 
or which may foreclose options for managing all types o f  the harvest o f the 
resource. The list o f data gaps is to be placed in order o f priority to the extent 
possible. As the mediation process develops, the Committee is likely to be asked 
to address the kinds of information necessary to implement specific management 
options, as well as the feasibility of acquiring of such information. A further task 
is to identify relevant bibliographic sources and data bases for the final report o f  
the Committee.

The basic ground rules for the committee are; 1) Committee work is 
limited to scientific issues, including harvest management, habitat and land use: 
individuals contribute professional expertise without regard to i:.; .'tutional 
affiliation, 2) Comments made within the committee process are not 
attribution; contributors remain anonymous in the work o f the Committee, 3) 
Members take the floor when recognized by the convener; everyone gets to speak 
in the order recognized.

B. Networking information from the committee

I. Other current committees working on comprehensive plans or reports of 
relevance, committee contact in parentheses.

• Economic study of marginal impacts of salmon allocation, U. Alaska 
Anchorage, Institute for Social and Economic Research (Richardson)
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Tnistee Council Research (Mundy, Fried)
Kenai Peninsula Borough Kenai River Working Group (Mears)
Kenai River Interagency Habitat Task Force, Board o f  Fisheries (Doug 
Vincent-Lang, ADFG/SFD)

• Kenai River Special Management Area Plan Update (Richardson, Pres, o f  the 
SMA board)

• Kenai Area Land Use Plan, Alaska Department o f Natural Resources (Trasky)
• Interagency Planning Team on the Upper Kenai River (Sonnevil)
• Mat-Su Valley Forest Plan, Mat-Su Borough (Trasky)
• Public Use Planning, USFWS, Kenai National Wildlife Refuge (Sonnevil)
• Regional Planning Team, Salmon Enhan ment (Mears)
• State/federal Interagency Summit on die Kenai River, Nov. 1, 1995, (Wenger; 

Chair Steve Zemke, USFS)
• Statewide Sport Fishing Guide Task Force, Alaska Board o f Fisheries, 

(McBride; Doug Vincent-Lang)



2. Past committees working on comprehensive plans or reports:

• Kenai River Sockeye Salmon Task Force (McBride)
Kenai River Comprehensive Management Plan (ADNR; Trasky) 
Comprehensive Summary o f Actions. Glenn Siemans 
Carrying Capacity Study, (ADNR; Trasky)

3. Reports o f past committees

Recommendations for Protection o f Fish Spawning and Rearing Habitat on 
the Kenai River, Kenai Peninsula Borough Working Group

• McBride and Hammarstrom (1995)
• Governor’s (Cowper) Fisheries Task Force (Meacham)

State Game Refuge Management Plans (Palmer Hay Flats, Training Bay, 
Redoubt Bay, Kustatan, MacArthur) (Trasky)

• Board o f Fisheries Reports
« Kodiak Interceptions Task Force. Ivan Vining Report (Swanton, 

ADFG/CFMDD)

4. Comprehensive data bases available, electronic copies

• Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
fish tickets and limited entry permit registration data, commercial catch by 

species, date, locality

• Commercial Fisheries Management and Development Division
Registration o f permits by subdistrict, since 1993; Annual Management 

Reports have summaries o f commercial catch and effort, prices paid by 
species

• Private Nonprofit Hatchery Annual Reports (Fried; Ellen Simpson and 
Steve McGee, ADFG/CFMDD),

• 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 o f Catch, 
Escapement

• Fish Transport Permit records, ADFG, Irv Brock (SFD)



Board o f Fisheries 
History o f fishing regulations, the codifieds, (Laird Jones, ADFG)

Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association 
Hatchery releases and rack returns, eggs taken. (Mears)

Alaska Department o f Environmental Conservation 
List o f impaired water bodies

Habitat and Restoration ADFG 
Anadromous Waters Catalogs Atlas
Alaska Habitat Guides, 1986 (abundance, distribution, life history, harvest) 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources Geographic Inform ition System 

on the 29 areas o f the Kenai Peninsula scheduled for logging wi;hin next five 
years

Coded Wire Tag Recoveries o f Upper Cook Inlet hatchery reared salmon 
Fishing Guide Data Base for Kenai and Deep Creek, ADNR 
Kenai Area Land Use Plan (ADFG/HRD)
Public Access Data Base. .ADNR 
Susitna Area Plan (ADFG/HRD)
Subsistence(Tyonek,‘Nanwalek, Port Graham), educational (Kenaitze. 

Ninilchik and Eklutna), and personal use fisheries data bases (Jeff Fox and 
Linda Brannian, ADFG/CFMDD; see also Sport Fish Division Annual 
Management Reports)
• Recreation Rivers Management Plan (Susitna) (ADFG/HRD)
List o f  current and proposed logging sites 
Library automated reference database

5. Bibliographies, Bibliographic sources, electronic copies

ADFG/CFMDD Library, Anchorage (Fried)
Technical Data Reports (1972-1988)
Technical Fishery Reports (1987-1994) now 

Regional Information Report 
Informational Leaflets, (1961-1988)
Fishery Research Bulletin (1987-1992)
Alaska Fishery Research Bulletin (1994-present)

Upper Cook Inlet Management Reports (1974-1987) merged with Regional 
Information Reports 

Upper Cook Inlet Data Reports, (1961-1987) merged with Regional

4
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Information Reports

• Regional Information Reports. Upper Cook Inlet, 1988-present, including
Annual Management Reports

• ADFG/FR Library, Anchorage (Trasky)
• ADFG/CFMDD Library, Juneau (Paul DeSloover)
• Special Publications
• Professional Publications (journal manuscripts)
• ADFG/CFMDD Publications Juneau (Bob Wilbur)

US Fish and Wildlife Publications List (Sonnevil)
• US Forest Service - Forest Service Information (Wenger)
• ADNR/Various information bases

IT. Data Gaps: Information Necessary to Salmon Conservation or Allocation 
Presently Unavailable

The Science Committee has not placed the data gaps in order of 
priority. The data gaps are broadly organized into allocation and 
conservation, although there is some overlap between the two.

II. A. Data Gaps Relating Primarily to Conservation o f Fisheries Resources

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

A better understanding o f freshwater salmon productivity, as measured by 
survivals, and early marine survivals is needed. This information is needed to set 
escapement objectives for salmon species appropriate to sustained yield 
management, to identify and maintain critical freshwater and nearshore marine 
habitats, and to forecast future adult salmon returns and harvest levels. Better 
information is available for Kenai River sockeye than other drainage-species 
combinations. Relatively little information on survival by life history stage is 
available for species other than sockeye salmon. It is important to develop 
understandings o f survival for coho and chinook salmon, because populations of 
these species can be heavily exploited due to strong public demand, particularly 
among sports harvesters.

The full extent o f  freshwater rearing areas has not been confirmed by 
direct observation for most species, so this information is needed to complete the 
anadromous stream catalog. Under existing laws, state biologists can only control



activities in "treams where the presence of salmon has been physically confirmed. 
Such information is therefore essential to managing the effects of urbanization and 
development on salmon, and it is essential to understanding and predicting the 
effects o f development on salmon productivities.

Partitioning freshwater effects from marine effects is essential to 
understanding the effects o f habitat degradation on salmon production. Smolt to 
adult survivals, when measured close to the estuary, provide a composite o f 
nearshore and offshore marine effects which can be distinguished from egg to 
smolt freshwater effects. Return per spawner analyses integrate the effects o f all 
life history stages, marine and freshwater. Consequently, marine and freshwater 
habitat effects are statistically confounded in return per spawner analyses. In a 
remm per spawner analysis, excellent marine conditions for salmon rearing can 
mask the effects o f  freshwater habitat degradation on salmon productivity for 
extended periods o f  time, approximately ten to fifteen years. This is undesirable in 
a sustained-yield salmon management context because, when poor marine 
conditions for salmon rearing return, either the habitat degradation is too far 
advanced for remedies to be socially acceptable, or the losses in freshwater 
continue to be ascribed to marine conditions until salmon population levels reach 
critically low levels. Both circumstances are contrary to the interests of sustained 
yield management o f  the salmon resources. Hence being able to distinguish 
freshwater mortalities from marine mortalities is essential to sustained yield 
salmon management.

M easuring adult escapements is an essential part o f sustained yield salmon 
management. Upper Cook Inlet Coho salmon in general, and early and late run 
Kenai River coho escapements in particular, need attention in enumeration and 
escapement goal formulation (see Fried 1994, Table 3).

II. A. 2. Impacts o f  resource extraction and land development on habitat

There are data gaps on the effects o f logging, road building, residential and 
commercial construction on fish bearing habitat Such habitat alterations result in 
erosion, siltation, introduction o f contaminants such as petroleum products, 
blockage o f  migratory fish movements, and alteration of flow and thermal regimes. 
Although information is available for other regions such as southeastern Alaska 
and British Columbia, quantitative data are needed on the status o f Cook Inlet's 
salmon bearing habitat, and approaches for estimating impacts o f habitat 
alterations on salmon production. Some relevant information exists for riparian 
zones o f  the Kenai R iver (Liepitz 1994), but more work is needed, both on the 
Kenai and in other watersheds. There are not enough local studies to keep up with

I
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Some studies are now in progress. For example, the Division o f Forestry,
ADNR, has a S500K study in progress, and the Tongass National Forest has a 
history of studies. Assessment (model) o f impacts o f logging and roading on the 
salmon productivities o f affected streams. Refer to the U.S. Forest Service's Moose 
Pass Plan for an example o f a study of proposed logging.

II. A. 3. Impacts o f fishing activities on habitat
There are data gaps on the effects o f fishery activities on salmon bearing 

habitat. Such activities as stream bank erosion from stream bank angling, 
disturbance o f stream banks and spawning grounds from walking and motoring to 
fishing sites, results in increased siltation which probably lowers primary 
productivity and renders spawning habitat unsuitable. Studies are needed in the 
areas of the habitat impacts o f fisheries management actions, and the role o f boat 
wakes in stream bank erosion. A model which relates horsepower and number of 
angler trips to stream bank erosion would be useful. Follow-up studies on the 
effects o f past remediation efforts could provide useful information on how to 
design future efforts. •

II. A. 4. Impacts o f exotic species o f fish on production o f salmon and resident 
native fish species. At present four species o f piscivorous (fish eating) fishes have 
been introduced into the Kenai River from some other locality (Arctic grayling,
Alaska blackfish, Northern pike and burbot (lush). Northern pike, an especially 
effective predator species, are now known to occur in parts o f  the Kenai River 
system which support rearing o f coho juveniles, a suitable prey species. The 
extent to which these introductions have impacted salmon production in the Kenai 
needs to be understood. Further introductions by members o f  the public is a matter 
o f serious concern in an area as heavily utilized by the public as the Kenai 
Peninsula.

II. B. Data Gaps Relating Primarily to Allocation o f  Fisheries Resources 

II. B. 1. Stock identification o f  catches

Stock identification information is essential to sustained yield management, 
and to allocation among user groups, for any species or stock o f  salmon which is 
harvested extensively in mixed stock situations. Resource managers need to know 
when and where the various spawning stocks are to be found in the harvest areas, 
if  they are to effectively control harvests. Specifically, it is important to understand 
where salmon originating in Cook Inlet are harvested in directed fisheries and as

the number of habitat alterations now occurring.



bvcatch, in the waters of Cook Inlet, and elsewhere, such as in fisheries in Shelikof 
Strait and near Kodiak Island. Whenever hatchery contributions become a factor 
in the management of the populations, it is important to be able to identify 
hatchery contributions to catches, and to be able to identify hatchery reared salmon 
on the spawning grounds.

At present the stock identification capabilities contributing to harvest 
management decisions are limited to Kenai River sockeye salmon (genetic stock 
identification), wild chinook salmon from Deep Creek and the Kenai River (coded 
wire tagged) and hatchery reared chinook and coho salmon, all of which are 
presently coded wire tagged. Since 1995 genetic stock identification o f Kenai 
River sockeye has been available to managers during the harvest season. Coho 
salmon smolt (juveniles) have been marked with coded wire tags and adipose fin 
clips in the Kenai River since 1992, and in the Deep Creek since 1995. Chinook 
and coho salmon juveniles have been similarly marked in the Kenai River and in 
Deep Creek since 1993.

II. B. 2. Migratory paths and relative timings o f stocks and species

Understanding where and when salmon species and stocks transit harvest 
areas is essential to understanding the impact o f mixed-stock harvests on these 
species and stocks. Distinct differences in migratory paths and timings among 
stocks in mixed stock harvest areas can serve the purposes o f stock identification 
information. At present the best understanding and implementation of stock 
identification capability in Upper Cook Inlet is for Kenai River sockeye. Historical 
information is available for the Central District o f  Upper Cook Inlet as a whole for 
the four major sockeye drainages (i.e. Mundy et al. 1993). Unfortunately the 
programs which produced the historical sockeye salmon stock identification 
information had to be discontinued. These programs (see Marshall et al. and Cross 
in Mundy et al. 1993) were replaced by genetic stock identification techniques 
which presently identify only the Kenai River sockeye in commercial catches.

The information on coded wire tags recovered from adult catches now 
accumulating for hatchery produced coho and chinook holds promise for 
understanding the migratory paths o f these stocks. Recoveries o f adult wild 
chinook and coho which were marked in Deep Creek and the Kenai River as 
juveniles may provide the ability to discern migratory paths and timings for these 
stocks. It may also be possible to make crude inferences on wild coho and chinook 
paths and timings o f  stocks which are not presently tagged by analogy to the coded 
wire tag recoveries from those stocks which are.
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Stock identification capabilities and programs for chum and pink salmon 
originating in Cook Inlet are presently lacking, although genetic stock 
identification tools may be appropriate.

II. B. 3. Organization and accessibility o f information

The public needs ready access to harvest and biological data, and analyses 
o f these data by the concerned agencies in an understandable format. There are 
publication series by the agencies, and there are electronic data bases from which 
the public may draw, if they know how. Yet there is no one source which the 
public and concerned scientists can access in a common format and location for 
Cook Inlet salmon data. As item number I.B.4 above attests, there are many 
sources located across a large number o f concerned agencies.

II. C. Data gaps submitted by individual members after the meeting o f October 16, 
1995.

II. C. 1. Analysis o f existing data on Knik arm drainages with respect to run sizes, 
escapements, and factors limiting production for each salmon species.

II. C. 2. Integration and analysis o f present status o f  critical harvest management 
information, including genetic stock identification, Central District marine sonar, 
freshwater sonar escapement estimation, Anchor Point offshore test fishing, and 
historical scale pattern analysis. An analysis is needed on the current status o f the 
ability o f  the Anchor Point offshore test fishery to estimate sockeye catches and 
abundances in light o f new knowledge on Central District run strength developed 
from sonar surveys and genetic stock identification. To what extent can the Anchor 
Point Test fishery now be calibrated without using catches from the drift gill net 
fleet? To what extent will it still be necessary to use drift catch data to calibrate the 
offshore test fishery in order to make estimates o f  total abundance o f  sockeye 
salmon in the Central District? The report should focus on the ability o f  the test 
fishery to make total abundance estimates by time period, and by locality, in order 
to provide more precision in harvest management.

II. C. 3. Analysis o f  sport harvest rates in the rivers on Northern Cook Inlet 
chinook and coho salmon stocks and habitats.

II. C. 4. Tim ely reporting o f harvest by sport fishing guides.

II. C. 5. Analysis o f the socioeconomic effects o f the Upper Cook Inlet 
Management Plan on the native village of Tyonek. Has the historical pattern o f



reliance on commercial fishing by the village been sustained? What is the time 
series o f the number o f commercial fisheries entry permits at Tyonek from 1974 to 
present? What are the reasons for the changes in commercial fishing activities, 
and how do these impact the social and economic factors in the community?

III. Questions posed by the Strategy Group

The following are questions raised by the participants at the meetings o f Oct 13- 
14, except that questions with the same general answer are grouped under a single 
question in square brackets [ ].

1. Are there harvest management methods [for the set nets] which 
promote delivery of kings into the Kenai River? [Please identify size and 
species specific harvest methods as they may be applicable to Cook Inlet 
salmon.] [Please look into the feasibility of limits on commercial bycatch of 
individual commercial harvesters daily, annual.]

Yes. Time and area closures can promote delivery o f chinook salmon into 
the Kenai River, however little information exists which would permit the effects 
from these types o f actions to be evaluated. A study now in progress under the 
ADFG Sports Fish Division is designed to produce this type o f information. Gear 
modifications, web material, reductions in length, and depth o f net, may also 
provide reduction o f king salmon bycatch in sockeye set net fisheries. ADFG 
Sport Fish Division initiated a study (under Mike Bethe) on July 1, 1995 to address 
information needed to design such regulations. The Eastside Set Net Monitoring 
Program (ADFG/CFD March 1984) provides some information relevant to 
management measures. The 1984 study noted a problem with catch reporting in 
that fish retained for personal use by commercial harvesters were not required to 
be reported. Personal use fish are now required by law to be reported. Data on the 
amount o f set net gear by harvest period fished in each period are also lacking. 
Legal counsel is needed to determine if it would be possible to draw closure lines 
that would exclude harvest o f individual permit holders.

2. Can we partition freshwater and marine mortality in order to 
determine the ability o f freshwater habitat to support spawning and rearing?

Yes, we can, but so far we have not done so for most salmon stocks. This 
constitutes a major data gap for sustained yield management o f  Cook Inlet salmon. 
Studies on the sockeye salmon o f the Kenai and Kasilof Rivers have provided data 
which infer density dependent freshwater mortality, and which could permit 
differentiation o f  marine and freshwater effects for some brood years. Survival
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studies o f Bristol Bay sockeye salmon production are available for comparison.
Smolt-to-adult survivals (mostly marine) may become available for chinook and 
coho stocks to which coded wire tags have been applied. While the technologies 
are available, each application entails substantial expense to adapt the technology 
to the stocks, species and localities o f interest in Upper Cook Inlet.

3. Questions related to the “overescaperaent” issue. What are the 
differences between single stock or single species Maximum Sustained Yield 
(MSY) strategies and multiple stock and multiple species sustained yield 
management? How do these differ in terms of management objectives and 
information requirements?[Please describe means to maximize productivity 
of ail Cook Inlet salmon. How do we maximize productivity?] [Please contrast 
information needs for single stock, single species versus integrated 
management of multiple stocks and species.] [Please develop a discussion 
paper on the overescapement issue, and the implications and impacts of 
overescapement, as an introduction to a joint policy and science committee 
briefing on tht issue.]

Salmon allocation issues in Cook Inlet often involve the concept o f 
overescapement. While there is only one basic biological theory relevant to 
“overescapement,” the variability in the quality and quantity of data available for a 
salmon stock can cause reasonable scientists to have different opinions on what 
constitutes overescapement. The purpose of the text which follows is to explain 
how the concept o f overescapement is defined, and how the fact of 
overescapement for one salmon stock can mean underescapement for another stock 
or species o f salmon.

The question o f how best to divide any salmon resource between catch and 
escapement is complex, regardless o f how the catch is allocated. In principle there 
is an annual number o f spawners, an escapement goal, which allows each spawner 
in a salmon stock to produce the most offspring which survive to adults (recruits).
The appropriate catch limit then becomes what is left over after the escapement 
goal is subtracted from the total number of adult salmon in the stock that year.
That much is easy, at least in principle. With respect to this single stock o f salmon, 
any number o f  spawners in excess o f the escapement goal may be termed, 
overescapement, and any number o f spawners less than the escapement goal may 
be termed, underescapement.

The complexity is introduced because, in practice, escapement goals are 
often set for species o f  salmon in river systems, and not for individual salmon 
stocks. The escapement goal for sockeye salmon in a river system such as the



Kenai is the average of the escapement goals o f all the stocks in that drainage, so 
that even when the river’s escapement goal is achieved exactly, there will 
necessarily be overescapements and underescapements with respect to the 
individual salmon stocks. This combination of overescapements and 
underescapements also can occur when mixtures o f salmon species, such as 
sockeye and coho, are managed to attain the escapement goal for one of the 
species in one, or more, river systems.

The foundation o f escapement goals is the concept that managers can 
influence the productivity of stocks (groups of spawners, usually from the same 
watershed or river) by harvest which is widely accepted in all areas o f natural 
resource management, including wildlife, fisheries and forest management. The 
basic idea is that populations such as Douglas fir trees, coyotes, sockeye, and other 
types o f plants and animals grow fastest when they number about half the 
maximum amount the environment can support, the carrying capacity. At this level 
there are not so many individuals as to create competition for limiting resources 
such as food and sun light, but there are enough individuals around to make full 
use o f  the limiting resources to produce wood or fish. The exact population level,
i.e. escapement level, at which the total amount o f wood or fish grows the fastest is 
the level o f maximum sustained yield, MSY, or so the theory goes. Through 
controlled harvests fish populations can be kept at levels of sustained yield other 
than those at which the harvestable surplus is the greatest, if other constraints 
compel.

Each identifiable group o f spawners, a stock, may have a different level o f  
maximum sustained yield, due to differences in the number o f  eggs per female, the 
average size o f the eggs produced, and the critical qualities o f the spawning and 
rearing environments. There are obvious differences in MSY among species; 
salmon produce more offspring per female than do coyotes. But within species 
there are differences in MSY as well, even if  all the biological factors are the 
same. For example, sockeye salmon stocks coming from two lakes identical in 
every way, except that one is smaller than the other, will have different MSY  
harvest levels. This is true because the population level at which total production 
is the fastest is about one-half the carrying capacity o f the environment. In 
general, big environment means big MSY, and conversely, all other factors being 
equal. So the actual population level, or escapement goal, which provides the 
greatest rate o f return on a mixture of stocks is not the escapement goal which 
gives the theoretical maximum sustained yield on a single stock. The mixed stock 
MSY is a somewhat higher escapement level than the single-stock MSY which 
permits the mixture o f stocks actually harvested to survive and produce at the 
highest rate possible for the combination of stocks. All salmon escapement goals
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in Alaska are most likely to be based on data collected from mixtures o f stocks, 
although the mixture may be arbitrarily designated a single stock. For example, 
the many spawning aggregates of the Kvichak River sockeye o f Bristol Bay have 
been managed effectively as a single stock, even though one o f its two major 
rearing lakes, Iliamna, has more surface area than Puget Sound.

In a mixed stock management context, as well as in an ecosystem 
management context, overescapement and underescapement for individual stocks 
and species is a given, no matter what the escapement goal may be. Even when 
escapement goals can be identified for individual salmon stocks, when these stocks 
are harvested in mixed stock fisheries, some stocks experience “overescapement” 
relative to their theoretical MSY escapement level, and some experience 
"underescapement,” even when the average escapement goal for the stock mixture 
is perfectly achieved. In this context, overescapement is not waste. 
Overescapement is the price to be paid for keeping the entire mixture of stocks 
producing on a sustained yield basis. Further, when the importance o f escapements 
to the production o f other species resident in the watershed such as rainbow trout, 
grayling, char, bald eagle, bear, and others is considered, overescapement of a 
salmon stock may be fully consistent with maximum sustained yield objectives for 
these other species.

So far, the approach of most fishery management agencies to sustained 
yield is to harvest the most economically prominent group o f fish stocks at an 
annual rate which produces the maximum average rate of return for that mixture o f 
stocks. The more stocks and species which are managed simultaneously in a 
mixed stock scenario, the greater the information requirements, and the greater the 
costs. The “economically important stocks” approach is so often taken because 
governments typically provide only enough funds to collect the information 
necessary to manage the economically most important stocks, if  for those. So, as 
previously noted, the management escapement goal is not defined in terms o f the 
yields or productivities o f other stocks o f the same species, or o f other species.

When it comes to the question o f maximizing the productivity o f a natural 
resource, there are several qu&suoiis which policy makers must answer before 
scientists can even begin to frame an answer. Which species? Which stocks? 
Within what time frame, years, decades, or centuries? What do you want to 
maximize; present dollar value to a gear type, future dollar value to a gear type, 
biomass, population viabilities, recreational opportunities, or whatever? Which 
stocks or species are you willing to sacrifice to this maximization? How much are 
you willing to pay to have what you want? Each of these questions has already 
been answered explicitly in Board of Fisheries actions, or during the



implementation of the Board’s intentions during the management season. In 
framing proposals to the Board it is important to 1) understand the present answers 
to each question, and 2) the answers your own interests would pose to each of 
these questions.

4. Please iook a t the feasibility of weak stock m anagem ent.

Weak stock management may or may not be feasible depending on the 
nature o f information available for the smallest, or most chronically under seeded, 
group o f spawners. A “weak stock” is the smallest identifiable spawning group of 
salmon for which 1) there is sufficient information on which to base fishing 
regulations, and 2) for whi:h the responsible panics have agreed to provide a 
stated escapement or harvest rate objective. In general, the wider the data gaps, 
the more terminal the harvest management regime must be in order to effect weak 
stock management. Terminal fishing refers to fishing as near to the spawning 
grounds as product quality concerns permit. For example, the east side Bristol Bay 
sockeye salmon fisheries in the nearshore marine waters adjacent to the river 
mouths o f the Naknek, Kvichak, Egegik and Ugashik are considered terminal 
fisheries, whereas the west side Bristol Bay sockeye fisheries in Nushagak Bay are 
mixed stock, working on the salmon from at least three river systems. Mixed stock 
fisheries generally require more information and are much more expensive to 
manage on a sustained yield basis than are terminal fisheries. See also the answer 
to number three, immediately above.

5. Please look at the impacts of hatchery fish on the fishery 
management and reproduction of wild stocks in Cook Inlet.

In general, production o f salmon from hatcheries, and the harvest o f that 
production, may impact wild salmon stocks in a number o f different ways. Salmon 
from hatcheries may interbreed with wild salmon producing effects which appear 
tc depend on the degree to which, the hatchery and wild stocks differ.
Transmission o f disease among hatchery and wild stocks is another concern.
Mixed stock harvest o f  wild and hatchery stocks at rates appropriate to the 
hatchery stock would result in loss o f productivity and increased risk o f extirpation 
for the wild stock. Data gaps exist on all three o f these areas o f  impact. ’

Data are not available to address the degree to which hatchery salmon may 
have spawned with wild salmon, nor is it possible to tell what effects this may 
have had on the fitness or viability o f the wild population, if  they did. Since 
hatchery coho and chinook are now all coded wire tagged, in instances where 
spawning ground surveys allow collection o f carcasses, i f  any, the proportion of
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hatchery fish in the escapement might be roughly estimated. Collection of 
carcasses would not give any indication of whether the hatchery fish spawned 
successfully, nor whether it may have spawned with a wild salmon as opposed to 
another hatchery fish.

Contributions o f hatchery production o f coho and chinook salmon to Cook 
Inlet, and other, harvests can now be determined by the recovery o f coded wire 
tags. All such production is being coded wire tagged prior to release from the 
hatcheries, and there is a program in place to sample fisheries for the tagged fish 
which are recognizable by the absence o f an adipose fin, clipped at time of 
tagging, or by the use o f a metal detector. The extent to which fishery management 
decisions for these species are influenced by the presence o f hatchery fish can be 
determined in post season analysis of rag recoveries. It should be noted that 
harvest decisions for wild chinook salmon in Crooked Creek, the Ninilchik River 
and salt water south o f Bluff Point are being driven by the real and perceived 
levels o f returning hatchery fish.

Harvest decisions for wild stocks o f sockeye salmon in Upper Cook Inlet 
have not been determined by the level o f returning hatchery sockeye, but by the 
total numbers o f  wild and hatchery fish escaping to the Kenai River, as measured 
at the sonar site. Between 1976 and 1995 sockeye salmon escapements to Hidden 
Creek hatchery program averaged 3.5% of the total escapement to the Kenai River. 
In only two o f those years, 1990 and 1991, did hatchery escapements exceed 10% 
of the Kenai River total, reaching the maximum of 17.5% in 1991, and 11.8% in 
1990. Since the brood years which produced the bulk o f the 1990 and 1991 
escapements, levels o f  hatchery production o f sockeye salmon have been 
deliberately held at levels which produce returns far smaller than the natural 
return. Hatchery escapements as a percent of total Kenai river sockeye salmon 
escapement were 3.3%, 1.4%, 0.6%, and 1.2% in 1992 through 1995, respectively. 
In the peak year o f  hatchery escapements, 1991, the difference between the 
hatchery escapement o f  112,792 and the sonar count o f  645,000 sockeye was 
above the lower boundary o f  the Kenai River sockeye escapement goal, as was the 
case in the next largest hatchery escapement year, 1990. Since the hatchery 
escapement had an effect on the apparent rate o f  increase in Kenai River sockeye 
salmon escapement in 1990 and 1991, and since fishery management decisions in 
the commercial fishery take into account the rate at which the Kenai River socke\v 
salmon escapement is building, it is fair to say that the hatchery escapements could 
have influenced fishery management decisions. As a consequence o f  the ability to 
identify hatchery production in the samples at the Kenai river fishwheeis, hatchery 
escapements on the fishery management decisions o f 1990 and 1991, did not 
inhibit managers from providing the Kenai River with wild sockeye salmon



During the 1991 sockeye harvest management season, escapements were 
sampled from fish wheel catches in the lower Kenai River at the sonar counting 
sites. Hatchery sockeye from Hidden Lake were identified by examining growth 
rings on the fish scales. Sockeye scales o f the hatchery origin sockeye reflect the 
large amount of freshwater growth which typically occurs in Hidden Lake relative 
to other sockeye rearing Lakes in the Kenai River system. Sockeye smolt 
(emigrants) from Hidden Lake commonly attain the length o f  120 mm, whereas 
smolt from the larger glacial lakes, such as Skilak, would be quite a bit shorter, 
usually less than 100 mm. As it happened in 1991, sockeye salmon from Hidden 
Lake were obvious in the escapements from inspection o f scale samples. 
Consequently harvest management intentionally tried to attain escapements toward 
the upper end o f the Kenai River sockeye escapement goal o f  700,000 in order to 
achieve full seeding of spawning areas other than those attendant to Hidden Lake. 
In the opinion of management it would have exceeded their statutory authorities to 
intentionally permit escapements of sockeye above the upper limit set by the Board 
o f Fisheries.

Concerns over the ability to manage the large hatchery related sockeye 
returns to Hidden Lake have lead to the current conservative stocking limit of two 
million spring fry. The stocking limit also serves to address water quality concerns 
o f the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Service also supported the limit in order 
to control financial and habitat costs o f managing the harvest o f  very large sockeye 
returns to Hidden Lake. In order to harvest Hidden Lake surplus it is estimated to 
have cost the Service approximately SI.00/fish and the large number of harvesters 
had negative impacts on the habitat.

6. Do we need better detection of in season impacts in terms of who is 
catching what?

Yes we do, especially at the level o f stocks. At present it is only possible to 
determine the origin of Kenai River sockeye salmon caught by commercial 
harvesters in mixed stock areas. When harvests occur inside major river systems, 
such as the Susitna or the Kenai, it is not usually possible to identify the spawning 
grounds to which the fish were returning. The river o f origin o f coho and chinook 
salmon caught in the commercial fisheries o f  the Central District is a matter of 
speculation, although those caught near the river mouths are presumed to be from 
that river. Studies o f  straying behavior in chinook salmon using radio tags do not 
necessarily support this presumption. Implementation o f  multiple species 
sustained yield management, any Susitna Management Plan, or any Coho

escapements within the optimum range.
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Management Plan will require some assumptions about the origins o f the harvests 
in the Central District based on timing and geographic location.

8. Please identify methods to increase passage to Northern Cook Inlet 
with minimum impact on the [catches of non-Susitna sockeye in the] Central 
District.

Corridor openings which hold the drift gill net fleet relatively close to the 
east side beaches have been effective at reducing the efficiency o f the commercial 
drift fleet (Mundy et al. 1993) with respect to Susitna bound sockeye in the Central 
District, while permitting harvest o f Kenai bound fish. Kasilof special harvest 
areas have allowed targeting o f  commercial fishing effort on Kasilof bound 
sockeye, while apparently sparing Kenai and Susitna bound sockeye. Impacts o f  
corridor openings on rate o f catch o f other species, such as Kenai River king 
salmon, need to be examined. Possibilities other than corridor openings have been 
identified in proposals to the Board o f Fisheries which involve time and area 
closures need to be evaluated.

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

Time and area regulations which avoid peak periods o f abundance, and 
which evenly space relatively short openings, and which control the amount of 
gear which an individual harvester may employ, are all conducive to controlling 
waste in general. Specific objectives in terms o f times, areas, and harvests, and/or 
escapement objectives by species and/or stock need to be supplied in order for the 
science committee to respond further.

10. Comment on the feasibility of developing a management plan for 
the Susitna.

Specific objectives in terms o f times, areas, and harvests, and/or 
escapement objectives by species and/or stock need to be supplied in order for the 
science committee to respond. Data gaps and basic salmon migratory behavior 
may define the degree o f specificity which management could achieve with respect 
to stocks and species.

11. Comment on the feasibility of developing a coho management plan 
for Cook Inlet.



See answer to preceding question on Susitna Plan.

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

The impacts on commercial harvesters can be estimated from available 
historical for the data o f each fishery (gear-locality combination) by looking at the 
percent o f the annual harvest which occurs during these time periods, July 1 - July 
6, and August 10 - 15, as an average over all available years of record. Each 
fishery may experience a different impact from this option. Such information may 
be available from previous analyses, or it may require requesting a fish ticket run 
from Juneau. The Science Committee needs clarification o f  whether the request 
includes deletion of special openings for commercial fishing prior to July 1 under 
circumstances indicating an early and or heavy sockeye run? If so, the best 
approach may be to consider all commercial harvest prior to July 7 as an average 
percent o f  total annual harvest.

Miscellaneous issues, briefly addressed due to lack o f  time

1. Spread sport fish impact on Kenai River habitat by opening other areas to 
fisheries (fairness). Data gap exists, impacts are not quantifiable.

2. Allocation o f current sport priority to other sectors (early ron/late run). 
Specific objectives in terms o f times, areas, and harvests need to be supplied in 
order for the science committee to respond.

3. Non residents commercial harvesting with sport gear. Legal tools may 
not be available to enforcement. Need a legal opinion. Specific objectives in terms 
of times, areas, and harvests need to be supplied in order for the science 
committee to respond.

4. Enforcement (limits). Specific objectives in terms o f  times, areas, and 
harvests need to be supplied in order for the science committee to respond.
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TO : The Honorable Rick Halford 
Chairman, Senate Resources 
Alaska Senate 
M/S :3100

DATE: February 8, 1999

PHONE: (907) 789-6160  VOICE 
(907) 789-6170  FAX

FROM : Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission 
Marlene Johnson, Commissioner 
Mary McDowell, CommissioneT/ ft
Bruce Twomley, Chairman

SUBJECT : Stock Assessment Surcharges Under 
SB13 (1-LS0159VA)

Brett Huber, your legislative aide, requested that we provide the Senate Resources Committee with an 
estimate of the magnitude of the stock assessment surcharges that would need to be imposed on salmon 
permit and interim-usc permit holders under SB 13. Our rough estimates, based upon 1998 salmon permit 
renewals, are shown in the table below.

CFEC sets annual permit renewal fees to reasonably reflect the different rates o f 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 method Dlogy described in 20 AAC 05.240. These fee 
classes are simple multiples o f each other ranging from 330 to 3250 for residents and from 3150 to S750 
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.

If SB 13 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 in our highest fee class would be five 
times as great as the stock assessment surcharge for the lowest fee class.



The estimates in the table in this memorandum were based upon active permits where 1998 renewal fees 
have been paid. Please note that CFEC.wouId have to establish the stock assessment surcharge before the 
year in which the surcharge would apply. This means that the surcharge for a given year would be 
estimated from permit renewals in a previous year. Thus the actual amount collected in a given year could 
be greater than or less than the target amount of $500,000. Also note that these estimates do not take into 
account credits, as required under Section 6 of SB 13, for any surcharge paid under Section 3 o f SB 13.

Additionally, SB 13 asks CFEC to impose an additional surcharge on the renewal of a salmon entry permit 
or interim-use permit held by a nonresident to the extent permitted bv 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.

\ t
Because o f this very serious litigation, if. is currently unclear what fee differential is permitted by law.
CFEC would be hesitant to impose an additional surcharge on nonresident permit holders while the State is 
attempting to defend the legality of the current differentials. Among other things, an additional surcharge 
would generate even greater damage claims by the plaintiffs in Carlson. For these reasons, we have used 
the same annual stock assessment surcharge for both residents and nonresidents for the estimates provided . 
in the table on page one of this memorandum.

We hope that this information is useful to the Senate Resources Committee. If you have any questions 
about the estimates or this memorandum, please let us know.
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Executive Summary

Pacific salmon have disappeared from about 40% o f their 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 produced in hatcheries. Recreational and commercial fishing for several salmon species has 
been restricted or even prohibited from the coastal waters o f the region to the headwaters o f 
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 a result, 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 f dozens or perhaps 
even hundreds o f 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 Anadromous Salmonids to review information 
concerning the seven species o f anadromous salmonids1 in the Pacific Northwest.

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

• Assess the status o f the salmon stocks.
• Analyze the causes o f declines.
• Analyze options for intervention.

The committe*; was asked to consider all stages o f salmon life histories, including the ocean 
phase, and to consider the appropriate roles o f hatcheries. Congress did not request advice on 
whether society should make the investments needed to halt and reverse salmon declines. 
However, the committee's analysis o f  options 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.



STATUS OF SALMON POPULATIONS

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

« Pacific salmon have disappearedfrom about 40% o f their historical breeding ranges 
in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California over the last century, and many remaining 
populations are severely depressed in areas where they were formerly abundant. If the areas in 
which salmon are threatened or endangered are added to the areas where they are now extinct, 
the total area with losses is two-thirds of their 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 of decline, and all populations have been completely cut off from access to the 
upper Columbia River in eastern British Columbia. Even if  the estimate of population losses of 
about 40% is only a rough approximation, the status of naturally spawning salmon populations 
gives cause for pessimism.

• Coastal populations tend to be somewhat better o ff than populations 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 f their range (fall chinook, chum, pink, and winter steelhead) chiefly inhabit rivers 
and streams in coastal zones.

• Populations near the southern boundary o f  species' 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 extended freshwater rearing (up to a year)—such as spring/summer 
chinook, coho, sockeye, sea-run cutthroat, and steelhead—are generally extinct, endangered, or 
threatened over a greater percentage o f  their ranges than species with abbreviatedfreshwater 
residence, such as fa l l  chinook, chum, and pink salmon

• In many cases, populations that are not smaller than they used to be are now composed 
largely or entirely o f  hatchery fish. An overall estimate of the proportion of hatchery fisn is not 
available, but several regional estimates make clear that many runs depend mainly or entirely on 
hatcheries.

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

THE SALMON PROBLEM

The salmon problem is the decline of wild salmon runs and the reductions in abundance

2 UPSTREAM: Salmon and Society in the Pacific Northwest



EXECUTIVE summary

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 
-zrowth 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 of events 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 gereral goals must be achieved:

• The long-term survival o^salmon depends crucially on a diverse and rich store of 
genetic variation. Because of their homing behavior and the distribution o f 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 where 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 of technology 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 of society 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 of 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 take them into account.- Managers must also recognize that the natural variability in 
environmental conditions and people's desires for large and stable caiches 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 of 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 of their lives— the portion spent at sea. Although we 
know little of the 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 of the total number of salmon might 
have been only a reapportionment among different populations. Or consider that the decline of . 
some populations might be a direct result of introducing new hatchery populations into an ocean v 
pasture of limited capacity.

The scale of human endeavor often has been incommensurate with the scale of salmon 
ecology. Some of our current 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 of 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 of the salmon lives.
The possible overriding effects o f interdecadal changes in ocean conditions on salmon, the 
results of freshwater salmon management, and the overwhelming focus of human attention on 
the more-visible freshwater phases of 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 will 
probably favor salmon and lead to larger runs in some areas for a time, 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 not be used as -easons 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 sea or 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 
growth 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 well 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 
othc: 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 o f 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 are 
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'are 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 pan of the resources' full value to society. The concept o f full value points to the 
problem of "externalities"—the problem that some costs and benefits are beyond the accounting 
of the 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 f immediate, 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 of 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 of rebuilding the salmon runs of an 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 of the planning paradigm that has been fitfully 
applied to the much larger Columbia basin. The extension of those experiences to the 
multijurisdictional, multifunctional situations of the Pacific Northwest would require coordinated 
action and learning on a new, larger scale—a scale on which planning and action have been tried 
but have not been successful. A more explicit appreciation of the 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 sea to 
grow and mature, and then return to freshwater streams to reproduce and (nearly always) die. 
This pattern of freshwater reproduction and growth at sea is called cmadromy. Most of the adults 
actually return to the streams where they hatched. This behavior—called homing—is an 
essential part of salmon biology and makes their genetics and conservation unusual. There is a 
great deal of environmental variation among the various streams and lakes where salmon spawn 
and in the rivers through which they migrate. Because of their anadromous life cycles and 
homing behaviors and the variety o f environments they occupy, each salmon species tends to 
differentiate into local breeding populations—called demes—that arc in general reproductively 
isolated from other populations and adapted to each stream. To sustain productive natural 
populations o f salmon, it is cmcially important to maintain this genetic variation and local 
adaptation. Chapter 6 describes examples of 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 f local populations. Because homing is not perfect, fish that stray from nearby 
streams can replenish those populations. Strays arc 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 
as a metapopulation) provides a balance between local adaptation and the evolutionary 
flexibility that results from exchange o f genetic material among local populations (Chapter 6). It 
likely 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 geographic distribution 
should be 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 future for 
salmon. Scientific estimates— including uncertainties associated with them— are only part o f the 
argument. Society must decide what degree of biological security would be desirable and 
affordable if it could be achieved, i.e., the desired probability o f survival or extinction of natural 
populations, over what time and what area, and at what cost Nonetheless, biological diversity 
and the structure o f salmon populations are being lost at a substantial rate, and this loss threatens 
the sustainability o f naturally reproducing salmon populations in the Pacific Northwest.

HABITAT LOSS AND REHABILITATION

The main habitat requirements o f salmon in freshwater include a stream or lake, the 
adjacent border o f 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 stream bed gravels are important for spawning. Streamside 
vegetation provides shade, which keeps the water cool; it provides a  buffer against soil erosion, 
which m a in t a in s  water quality; it provides living space for various animals that provide food and 
nutrients for streams; and it provides a source o f large woody debris, which plays a key role in 
the formation o f 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 o f 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 o f 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 o f dams have been built on rivers o f the Pacific Northwest. They range from 
small irrigation dams with a hydraulic head of only 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 o f them impassable— have greatly reduced wild runs. Even smaller dams 
(e.g., those associated with many hatchery operations and imgation-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 o f  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 o f  modem design; installing 
such screens would reduce mortality o f 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 o f 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 surrounds the effects o f dams and how best to mitigate them. Alternatives 
include removal o f dams, modification o f turbines and other structural aspects o f  dams to 
improve fish survival during passage, drawdown o f 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 smolts1 travel time, drawdown o f the river to some level above river grade, 
augmentation o f  water flows during smolt migration to speed their passage downriver, 
transportation o f smolts around dams by truck or by barge, control o f predators in reservoirs and 
below dams, and spilling o f water over dams instead o f through the turbines. However, there is a 
dearth o f  good scientific information on which to base evaluations o f the alternatives, some of 
which would be very expensive and would cause large losses o f 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 o f 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 "Jams 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 o f transportation 
on survival to the adult return stage, on homing, on success o f natural spawning, and on genetic 
diversity o f returning adults. Because any action that could jeopardize all o f the fish in a stream 
must be avoided, not all the fish in any stream should be transported.

Research is needed on the effects o f various options on the survival o f 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 o f information, it is clear that no single 
approach would eliminate the adverse effects of dams on salmon.

HATCHERIES

Hatcheries have been used for more than 100 years in attempts to mitigate the effects of 
human activities on salmon and to replace declining and lost natural populations. As a result, a 
major proportion o f salmon populations in the Pacific Northwest now consist largely o f  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 the ocean's capacity to provide food for 
growing salmon. It therefore seemed that producing more juveniles would result in more 
returning adults. The difficulties and shortcomings o f 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 o f experience and from consideration o f well-established 
biological knowledge that hatcheries have had demographic, ecological, and genetic impacts on 
wild salmon populations and have caused problems related to the behavior, health, and. 
physiology o f hatchery fish. They have resulted (among other effects) in reduced genetic 
diversity within and between salmon populations, increased the effects o f  mixed-population 
fisheries on depleted natural populations, altered behavior o f fish, caused ecological problems by 
eliminating the nutritive contributions of carcasses o f spawning salmon from streams, and



fprobably displaced the remnants o f wild runs (Chapter 12). Hatchery fish have at times 
exceeded the capacity o f streams and are increasingly being associated with reduced marine 
growth and survival in wild salmon populations (Chapter 12).

Many o f  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 o f 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 o f wild populations and to increase knowledge about salmon. As described 
above and in many parts o f this report, especially chapters 6 ,11, and 12, precautions must be 
taken to protect the genetic diversity and ecological productivity o f naturally spawning 
populations of salmon. Those precautions will include an overall decrease in hatchery-fish 
production and— over the short term— in fishing opportunities. 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 o f the Pacific Northwest, decisions about use o f hatcheries will differ across these 
watersheds. Therefore, decisions about uses o f  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. ^

FISH ING

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 o f 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 o f adult fish 
and thus influence the rate o f fishing that can be sustained. However, fishing is the easiest 
mortality factor to control. Control o f  fishing has rehabilitated marine and anadromous fish 
populations in various parts o f the United States.

Managing salmon fisheries is more difficult than managing many other fisheries because 
o f the geographic distribution of salmon, their metapopulalion structure, and the feet that most 
adult fish spawn only once and then die. In the jargon o f  Pacific salmon fisheries, manageis 
refer to groups o f salmon populations that are identifiable for management as stocks. Frequently, 
stock refers to a  geographic aggregate o f populations that includes many local breeding 
populations o f  varied size and productivity; this is too large a unit for conservation o f  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 o f the cor plex 
relationships, responsibilities, and obligations among a large number o f  institutional entities in 
the region (including nations, states, provinces, federal agencies, tribes, interest groups, and

10 UPSTREAM: Salmon and Society in the Pacific Northwest
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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 o f 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 o f 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 o f 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) o f 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 o f 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 return to spawn. The number o f 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 o f 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 rates, 
actual catches will gradually increase, although probably not to the sizes o f 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 o f effort and responsibility.

Changing institutional structures is notoriously difficult, but it is possible. Because the
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problems facing salmon 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 o f their jurisdictions usually 
do not match the spatial, temporal, or functional scales o f 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 o f  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 o f 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 o f  salmon 
management to recognize the importance o f demes in maintaining genetic processes and to 
maintain and expand their diversity. The goal o f 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 o f time scales for management and planning that 
are commensurate with the multiyear scale o f salmon life cycles.

Beyond those facilitating changes, the formal institutions that manage salmon need to be 
restructured or refocused to reflect three important institutional principles. First, decision­
making 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 o f 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.

A SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY BOARD 
TO ADDRESS SALMON PROBLEM S

A great deal is known about salmon and their difficulties, but a great deal remains 
unknown or controversial despite the expenditure o f large amounts o f  money and time on 
research. Part o f  the reason for the lack o f 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 o f considerable time, money, and effort. The committee's analyses o f 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. In addition, to be successful, consensus will be needed about the size o f the 
investments to be made in solving the problem and how the costs should be allocated. This 
mean.: *hat solutions will have to be regionally based, just as the salmon problem has regional 
variation (see Chapter 13).

The committee recommends the following general approach. For each major watershed 
or river basin, the following should be assessed.

• All causes o f 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 o f mortality or compensating for them, their probable 
effectiveness, and their drawbacks.

• The probable costs o f 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 o f 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 riparicji management could affect forest-products industries or 
private landowners.)

All the estimates would include substantial uncertainties, due both to lack o f knowledge 
and to fundamental environmental, socioeconomic, and biological uncertainties. Nonetheless, 
such a process o f 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) and in a 
comprehensive framework that includes an analysis o f  their costs, probable effectiveness, and 
the ability and willingness o f  various sectors to bear the costs.

This 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
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is that estimates o f 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 committee believes this approach will lead to 
improved effectiveness and— if not reduced costs— at least increased cost-effectiveness and 
reduced controversy.
I

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 analj'zed many parts o f the salmon problem and assessed 
many options for intervention. However, if  current trends continue, the Pacific Northwest will 
continue to see the effects o f more people, more resource consumption, changing economic 
demands and technologies, and changing societal values. Because the success o f 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 o f successfully solving the salmon problem.
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DNR Ana lys is  o f SB 38 
"An Act re la t in g  to  c e r ta in  a ud its  rega rd ing  o i l  and 

gas ro y a lty  and ne t p ro f its . . / '
SB 38 w i l l  t ra n s fe r  the a u th o r ity  to  a u a it ro y a lty  
revenues from the Department o f Revenue (DOR) to  the 
Department o f N a tu ra l Resources (DNR). This 
le g is la t io n  w i l l  c rea te  a dm in is tra tiv e  e f f ic ie n c ie s  and 
p rov ide  DNR w ith  the to o ls  to  su c ce ss fu lly  pursue the 
s ta te 's  in te re s ts  in  i t s  re la t io n s h ip  w ith  the o i l  
in d u s try .
Background
Most o f s ta te  government petroleum revenues come from 
two sources: p roduc tion  taxes le v ie d  by DOR and ro y a lty  
payments adm in is te red by DNR.1 The c a lc u la t io n  o f 
p roduc tion  ta x  and ro y a lty  payments invo lves  ve ry 
s im ila r  a r ith m e tic . In  both cases, a percentage o f o .il 
and gas p roduc tion  is  m u lt ip lie d  by a "netback" va lue . 
The netback va lue is  the d if fe re n ce  o f the p r ic e  o f the 
o i l  o r gas a t the market d e s tin a tio n  minus marine 
tra n sp o r ta t io n  costs and p ip e lin e  t a r i f f s .
DNR and DOR used to  conduct aud its  o f th e ir  re spec tive  
revenues independently. In  1980 the le g is la tu re  
conso lida ted  a u d it in g  fu nc tio ns  under DOR. The 
le g is la tu re  f e l t  then th a t a s in g le  a u d it a u th o r ity  
made sense because most o f the o i l  and gas p roduc tion  
th a t was sub jec t to  ro y a lty  payments was a lso  sub jec t 
to  p roduc tion  taxes. Given the s im i la r i t y  in  the 
c a lc u la t io n  o f p roduc tion  taxes and ro y a lty  payments, 
the le g is la tu re  be lieved  a s in g le  a u d it was a l l  th a t 
was needed.
Since 1980, circumstances have changed and i t  now makes 
sense fo r  the a u d it a u th o r ity  fo r  ro y a lty  to  be 
tra n s fe rre d  back to  DNR. The impact o f the economic

1 “Royally payments’’ in this context refers to both royalry payments ami net profit share payments. It is the audit o f 
these revenue streams that are the subject o f HB 58.
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l im i t  fa c to r  (ELF) means th a t more o i l  and gas 
p roduc tion  is  exempt from taxes w h ile  ro y a lty  payments 
are s t i l l  re qu ired . For example, o i l  producers in  the 
Cook In le t  pay no p roduc tion  taxes because o f the ELF 
bu t they s t i l l  must pay ro y a lt ie s . The netback 
c a lc u la tio n s  requ ired  by each department a lso  have 
become more d is s im ila r  over tim e. P roduction taxes are 
imposed on the o i l  and gas producer by s ta tu te  and 
re gu la tio n s  and each taxpayer ca lcu la te s  the netback 
va lue fo r  taxes fo llo w in g  id e n t ic a l ru le s . DNR 
ca lcu la te s  the netback value on the basis o f leases and 
ro y a lty  se ttlem en t agreements th a t have evolved over 
time and are d if fe r e n t  fo r  each lessee.
E ff ic ie n c y
The s ta te  w i l l  b e n e f it from the s p e c ia liz a t io n  o f a DNR 
in-house a ud it s ta f f  and by the e lim in a tio n  o f 
d u p lic a t io n  between the departments.
• S p e c ia liz a tio n . A ud ito rs  w ith in  DNR p a r t ic ip a te  in  

the development o f ro y a lty  va lu a tio n  methods used in  
the leases and ro y a lty  se ttlem ents and are fa m il ia r  
w ith  the lo g ic  and h is to ry  o f each le ssee 's  unique 
requ irements. SE 38 w i l l  g ran t DNR b e tte r  access to  
a u d it in fo rm a tio n  and DNR w i l l  be able to  more 
e f f i c ie n t l y  guide aud its  w h ile  they are underway to  
in v e s tig a te  issues im portan t to  the department.2

• Reduced D up lica tio n - DNR c u r re n t ly  requests a ro y a lty  
a u d it a f te r  DOR has completed the p roduc tion  ta x  
a u d it . DOR w i l l  s ta r t  a new a ud it separate from the 
o r ig in a l ta x  a u d it and w i l l  in c lude  ta x  a u d it 
in fo rm a tio n  on ly  when poss ib le  under the law. In  
a d d it io n  to  DOR s ta f f  assigned to  the a u d it , DNR 
s ta f f  must be invo lved  in  the process as much 
p o ss ib le . DNR needs to  be fa m il ia r  w ith  the 
in fo rm a tio n  acqu ired in  the a ud it and DNR needs to

2
DOR recognizes the value o f  specialization and usually assigns the same staff to work on royally auditor when 

possible. However, D OR’s auditors do not work exclusively on DNR royalty audits.
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prov ide  d ire c t io n  and o ve rs ig h t w h ile  the a ud it is  
conducted. When the a ud it is  completed and de live red  
to  DNR, DOR must keep i t s  own records as w e ll as 
tra n sm itt in g  copies to  DNR. I f  DNR conducted i t s  own 
a ud its , fewer a ud it s ta f f  w i l l  be requ ire d  and there  
w i l l  be no need fo r  in te r-depa rtm en t re p o r t in g . The 
paperwork burden fo r  each department w i l l  be reduced.

Because the p o te n t ia l fo r  ove rlapp ing  re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  
between the departments has decreased over time, a 
s in g le  a u d it o f both taxes and ro y a lty  payments is  not 
r e a l ly  p o ss ib le . SB 38 should not crea te  an a d d it io n a l 
burden on the taxpayer. In  fa c t ,  in  no o the r s ta te  are 
the ta x  and ro y a lty  a u d it fu n c tio n s  shared by 
departments.
What does SB 38 do?
The data p rov ided from these aud its  are in va lu ab le  to  
DNR when e va lua tin g  whether o r not i t s  ro y a lty  
se ttlem en t agreements are ach iev ing  the c o rre c t ro y a lty  
netback va lue . As the DNR c ra f ts  new v a lu a tio n  methods 
and se ts new lease terms, the aud its  w i l l  revea l what 
issues need to  be considered. I t  makes sense th a t DNR 
acqu ire a u d it in fo rm a tio n  f ir s t -h a n d  ra th e r than v ia  
summary re po rts  and worksheets p rovided by DOR.
The language in  Sections 1, 2, 3, and 5 o f SB 38 
cleaves the ro y a lty  a ud it ro le  from DOR and tra n s fe rs  
the a ud it a u th o r ity  to  DNR. When the le g is la tu re  
gran ted to  DOR the so le  a u th o r ity  to  a u d it ro y a lty  
payments, DOR a lready had in  AS 43 a to o lbox  to  conduct 
a u d its . The o r ig in a l AS 38.05.036 was f a i r l y  
s tra ig h tfo rw a rd . SB 38 p rovides DNR w ith  not o n ly  the 
a u th o r ity  conduct ro y a lty  aud its  but a lso  p rov ides DNR 
w ith  some to o ls  i t  w i l l  need to  conduct a u d its . These 
sec tions a lso  re ta in  fo r  each department the e x is t in g  
a u th o r ity  to  acqu ire data from the o the r in  o rde r to  
su cce ss fu lly  conduct i t s  own a ud its .
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Section 1 a lso  adds a p ro v is io n  to  e x p l i c i t l y  p rov ide  
DNR the a u th o r ity  to  a ud it e xp lo ra tio n  in c e n tiv e  
c re d its  awarded under AS 41.09. Th is remedies an 
o ve rs igh t in  the o r ig in a l s ta tu te  where n e ith e r DOR nor 
DNR had such a u th o r ity .
Parts o f Section 4 were added a f te r  d iscuss ions w ith  
in d u s try . Under cu rre n t law, in fo rm a tio n  c o lle c te d  in  
a DOR a ud it is  he ld  c o n f id e n t ia l under th re a t o f 
c r im in a l pena lty . The p ena ltie s  o f d iv u lg in g  
in fo rm a tio n  g iven to  DNR and considered c o n f id e n t ia l 
under cu rre n t AS 38.05.035 are not so e x p l ic i t .
Section 4 imposes the same c r im in a l p ena lty  p ro te c t io n  
on ro y a lty  aud its  conducted by DNR. Section  6 p rov ides 
re c ip ro ca l p ro te c t io n  when DOR acquires DNR ro y a lty  
a ud it data.
Section 4 a lso  extends subpoena powers to  DNR. When 
DOR performs an a u d it, whether fo r  p roduc tion  ta x  o r 
ro y a lty , i t  has the a u th o r ity  under AS 43 to  subpoena 
books and records. SB 38 does no t expand the s ta te 's  
power i t  on ly  tra n s fe rs  e x is t in g  subpoena powers to  
DNR. W ithout th is  change, the power o f the s ta te  to  
a ud it ro y a lty  payments w i l l  be d im in ished . As a 
p ra c t ic a l m a tte r, subpoena powers are ra re ly  exerc ised .
F isca l Impact
As noted in  the F isca l Note th a t accompanies SB 38, 
th ree s ta f f  are tra n s fe rre d  from DOR to  DNR a t no 
a d d it io n a l cost to  the s ta te . W ith improved 
e f f ic ie n c ie s ,  more ro y a lty  aud its  can be completed in  
the course o f a year and the backlog o f a ud its  
e lim ina ted .
SB 38 achieves an im portan t and simple goa l. In  the 
performance o f i t s  d u tie s  to  maximize the va lue o f the 
s ta te 's  o i l  and gas ro y a lty  revenues, DNR should 
conduct i t s  own a ud its .
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