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INTRODUCTION 

The P a c i f i c  Salmon Trea ty  annex (Annex I V ,  Chapter  2, Paragraph 2a . )  
concerning conduct of Alaska 's  D i s t r i c t  104 purse  s e i n e  f i s h e r y  e x p i r e d  i n  
1988. This  annex l i m i t e d  t h e  t o t a l  c a t c h  of sockeye salmon p r i o r  t o  
S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 31 f o r  t h e  1985 t o  1988 4-year pe r iod  t o  a maximum of 480,000 
f i s h .  This  annex was t o  be r enego t i a t ed  a t  t h e  7 t o  17 February 1989 P a c i f i c  
Salmon Commission (PSC) meeting i n  Po r t l and ,  Oregon. However, impasses 
between Canadian and U.S. n e g o t i a t o r s  on t h i s  and o t h e r  i s s u e s  r e s u l t e d  i n  
simply a " r o l l i n g  over"  of t h e  t r e a t y  annexes t h a t  w e r e  up f o r  r e n e g o t i a t i o n .  
This  was done on o t h e r  annexes simply by ex tending  t h e  e x p i r a t i o n  d a t e s  by one 
yea r .  For t h e  D i s t r i c t  104 annex, s i n c e  t h e  e x p i r a t i o n  d a t e  could  no t  simply 
be extended, it was dec ided  t h a t  t h e  f i s h e r y  would be  managed f o r  a maximum 
c a t c h  of 120,000 sockeye salmon p r i o r  t o  Week 31. This  i s  an  average of t h e  
480,000 f i s h  over  t h e  4-year pe r iod  i n  t h e  exp i r ed  annex. Any overages o r  
underages from t h i s  120,000 maximum c a t c h  a r e  t o  be  t aken  i n t o  account i n  
f u t u r e  n e g o t i a t i o n s .  

Over t h e  course  of t h e  February PSC m e t i n g ,  a l o t  of work was done bo th  i n  
j o i n t  Northern Panel  and j o i n t  and u n i l a t e r a l  D i s t r i c t  104 Working Group 
s e s s i o n s  on t h e  development of a new annex f o r  t h e  D i s t r i c t  104 p u r s e  s e i n e  
f i s h e r y .  I t  i s  our  op in ion  t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a l  p rog re s s  was made i n  
understanding of each n a t i o n s  needs and i n t e r e s t s  and i n  development of a 
mutual ly  ag reeab le  proposa l  t o  address  t h e s e  concerns.  W e  made a concer ted  
e f f o r t  t o  understand Canada's concerns and t o  address  t hose  concerns through 
mod i f i ca t i ons  of  our  o r i g i n a l  Noyes I s l a n d  ( D i s t r i c t  1 0 4 )  F i she ry  p o s i t i o n  
paper  of 20 January 1989 (Appendix A . l ) .  Members of t h e  J o i n t  D i s t r i c t  104 
Working Group inc luded  Dave Peacock, B i l l  Lefeaux-Valentine, and Alan 
Ronneseth f o r  Canada and Dave C a n t i l l o n ,  David Jones,  Ben Van Alen, and Bruce 
Wallace f o r  t h e  U.S. 

The purpose of t h i s  document i s  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  d e t a i l s  of t h e  U . S .  p roposa l  
and ou r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of t h e  Canadian proposa l .  W e  a t t empt  t o  sununarize t h e  
major d i f f e r e n c e s  between our  p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  e x i s t e d  on 17 February.  Th i s  
document w i l l  be  a va luab le  r e f e r ence  f o r  e n t e r i n g  i n t o  f u t u r e  D i s t r i c t  104 
n e g o t i a t i o n s .  

CANADA' S EXPECTATIONS VERSUS U S K A '  S NEEDS 

Canadian spokesmen a t  t h i s  PSC meeting made it c l e a r  t h a t  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  

concern i n  t h e  Northern Boundary Area i s  over  our  conduct of t h e  Distr ict  104 
pu r se  s e i n e  f i s h e r y .  They s a i d  t h a t  r e s o l u t i o n  of o t h e r  no r the rn  boundary 



i s s u e s  i s  l a r g e l y  dependent on an agreement f o r  t h i s  f i s h e r y  t h a t  adequate ly  
add res ses  t h e i r  concerns.  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  w e  i n t e r p r e t  from Canada's 20 
January 1989 p o s i t i o n  paper  concerning "U.S. I n t e r c e p t i o n s  of Northern B.C. 

Sockeye" (Appendix A.2) and from s ta tements  made throughout t h e  course  of t h i s  
meeting t h a t  most of Canada's concerns a r e  cen te red  around ou r  i n t e r c e p t i o n s  
of sockeye salmon of Nass and Skeena o r i g i n  and, s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  about ou r  
i n t e r c e p t i o n s  s f  t h e s e  sockeye salmon i n  D i s t r i c t  104. Note t h a t  Canada d i d  
not  provide  a P o s i t i o n  Paper s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  D i s t r i c t  104 Annex; i n s t e a d  they  
provided t h e  g e n e r a l  p o s i t i o n  paper  (Appendix A.2) with  a gene ra l  concept  over  
what might be done t o  m e e t  t h e i r  expec ta t ions .  

w e  understand t h a t  it  i s  Canada's pe rcep t ion  t h a t  t h e  previous  four-year  annex 
d i d  not provide  adequate  c o n t r o l  over  Alaska ' s  pu r se  s e i n e  h a r v e s t  of sockeye 
salmon i n  D i s t r i c t  104. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  under t h e  previous  annex t h e r e  was no 
Trea ty  c o n t r o l  over  our  conduct of t h i s  f i s h e r y  a f t e r  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 30. 
Canada i s  concerned t h a t  w e  might t a r g e t  on sockeye salmon, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
y e a r s  t h a t  t hey  a r e  abundant i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t .  

I t  was ou r  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  w e  would not accept  any p rov i s ions  t h a t  would d i s r u p t  
t h e  way w e  normally manage t h i s  f i s h e r y ,  i . e . ,  compared t o  t h e  way t h e  Alaska 
Department of F i sh  and Game (ADF&G) has  prosecuted  t h i s  f i s h e r y  i n  r e c e n t  
y e a r s  ( s i n c e  1977) .  We c l e a r l y  expressed  ou r  need t o  have complete domest ic  
management c o n t r o l  over  t h e  ha rves t  of pink salmon. Fu r the r ,  w e  s t a t e d  ou r  
i n t e r e s t  i n  no t  i n c r e a s i n g  h a r v e s t s  of sockeye salmon o u t s i d e  of t h a t  which 
would occur  under our  normal f i s h e r y  on p ink  salmon. We expect  Canada t o  
accept  o u r  ha rves t  of sockeye salmon dur ing  ou r  prosecut ion  of t h i s  f i s h e r y .  
W e  understand t h a t  Canada i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  concerned about our  h a r v e s t  of 
sockeye salmon when t h a t  s p e c i e s  comprises a high pe rcen t  of t h e  c a t c h  and w e  
expressed  a w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  address  t h i s  concern. W e  a l s o  c l e a r l y  expressed  
our  need t o  provide  a minimum of 15  hours of f i s h i n g  t ime each week  t o  pu r se  
s e i n e  f i s h e r s  i n  t h i s  d i s t r i c t .  W e  de sc r ibed  t h e  need f o r  ha rves t  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  D i s t r i c t  1 0 4  i n  d i s t r i b u t i n g  t h e  s e i n e  e f f o r t  throughout  t h e  
Region and t h e  tremendous importance of t h i s  d i s t r i c t  t o  t h e  s e i n e  fleet i n  
terms of f i s h i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and ea rn ings .  

THE JOINT DRAFT ANNEX 

General O v e r v i e w  

During t h e  February PSC meeting, members of t h e  J o i n t  D i s t r i c t  104 Working 
Group wrote  s e v e r a l  d r a f t s  of t h e  proposed D i s t r i c t  104 r ev i sed  Annex. I n  t h e  
l a s t  d r a f t  (Appendix B.1) wording enc losed  i n  b racke t s  and f l agged  "*U.S.*" o r  



"*Canada*" reflect differences between U.S. and Canada's proposals that 
existed on 17 February. Differences between the U.S. and Canada proposals are 
summarized in our notes from joint District 104 work group meetings held on 15 
February (Appendix B .2) and 16 February (Appendix B .3) . 

In this joint draft annex proposal we (U.S. members) first sought a mutually 
acceptable definition for when the fishery should be managed for sockeye 
salmon and when it should be managed for pink salmon; and second, we sought to 
define what management actions Alaska needs to take to avoid increasing the 
harvest of sockeye salmon when the fishery is managed for this species. . 

The U.S. wording in this proposal reasonably addresses the concerns of Alaska 
and Canada by: (1) restricting fishing time prior to Statistical Week 31 when 
sockeye usually comprise a high percent of the harvest; and, (2) further 
restrictions of weekly fishing time after Statistical Week 30 if the 
percentage of sockeye exceeds a negotiated percent of the catch and there is 
not a harvestable surplus of pink salmon (Figure 1). The determination of a 
harvestable surplus of pink salmon is dependent on another negotiated value - 
the catch per boat-day of pink salmon. 

There were two main areas of disagreement between the parties that existed in 
this draft annex on 17 February. First, that Canada desired a "compliance 
adjustment" which would penalize the U.S. by reducing fishing time prior to 
Statistical Week 31 in the following year(s) for sockeye harvested in excess 
of specified percentages of the catch (see Appendix B.l; Item 2.c.viii). The 
U.S. was opposed to this or any compliance adjustment. Likewise, Canada did 
not agree with the concept of a pink salmon CPUE management trigger (see B.1; 
Item 2.c.x. and xi). 

C o n d u c t  of the F i s h e r y  P r i o r  t o  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 31 

The U.S. proposal realistically limits early season interceptions of Canadian 
sockeye salmon and continues to provide normal access to United States pink 
salmon stocks after Statistical Week 30. The early season four-year quota at 
Noyes Island would incorporate a maximum fixed fishing time limitation. This 
fishing time limitation would be one day (15 hours) in the initial statistical 
week and two days (39 hours) in each subsequent statistical week through 
Statistical Week 30. In addition, a ceiling catch of 560,000 sockeye salmon 
over four years would be in effect to prevent increased interceptions in the 
event of a series of seasons with higher than normal sockeye availability. 
Just as importantly, the fishing time limitation would prevent us from 
increasing our fishing time in order to attain the ceiling of 560,000 sockeye. 
Our inability to reach this ceiling-over the four year period would be an 
indication of low sockeye abundance. Our proposed ceiling of 560,000 sockeye 



i s  approximately what w e  would have caught over t h e  1985 t o  1988 per iod  under 
these  proposed f i s h i n g  t i m e s .  This equates t o  an informal a m u a l  ca tch  l i m i t  
of 140,000 f i s h  pe r  year  compared t o  120,000 f i s h  per  year  under t h e  p r i o r  4- 
year  Annex. This p a r t  of our proposal has remained unchanged from our 20 
January 1989 p o s i t i o n  paper (Appendix A . 1 ) .  

I t  i s  important t o  note  t h a t  our proposed f i s h i n g  t i m e s  of 15, 39, and 39 
hours during t h e  f i r s t  t h ~ e e  weeks of t h e  f i s h e r y  i s  c l o s e  t o  t h e  I985 t o  1988 
average of 21, 35, and 38 hours. It  is  a l s o  important t o  note  t h a t  i n  two of 
t h e  four  years  of t h i s  proposed Annex (1989 and 1990) w e  w i l l ,  under Alaska 
Board of F i s h e r i e s  regula t ions  t o  open t h e  f i s h e r y  t h e  f i r s t  Sunday i n  Ju ly ,  
commence f i s h i n g  i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 27, r a t h e r  than S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 28 
(Table 1 ) .  Thus, w e  w i l l  have an add i t iona l  39 hours of f i s h i n g  p r i o r  t o  
S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 31 i n  two of these  years .  This s i t u a t i o n  d i d  not  occur i n  
any of t h e  previous four  years .  

Conduct  of t h e  F i s h e r y  A f t e r  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 30 

Afte r  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 30 t h e  management w i l l  be based p r i n c i p a l l y  on pink 
salmon abundance. However, i n  order  t o  prevent any t a r g e t i n g  on sockeye 
salmon a f t e r  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 30, r e s t r i c t i v e  management a c t i o n  w i l l  be taken 
i f  t h e  weekly percentage of sockeye salmon t o  t h e  t o t a l  salmon ha rves t  i n  
D i s t r i c t  1 0 4  i s  above a given percentage t r i g g e r  f o r  t h a t  s t a t i s t i c a l  week a s  
descr ibed i n  t h e  Proposal (Appendix B . l ) .  The r e s t r i c t i n g  of f i s h i n g  t i m e  
based on percent  of sockeye salmon i n  t h e  catch w i l l  only be e f f e c t e d  i f  t h e  
ca tch  per  boat-day (CPUE) of pink salmon i s  less than 2,000. This CPUE f i g u r e  
i s  a l i t t l e  l e s s  than t h e  average CPWE on pink salmon f o r  S t a t i s t i c a l  Weeks 
31, 33, and 34 f o r  t h e  19'77 t o  1988 period i n  D i s t r i c t  1 0 4  (Table 2 ) .  Pink 
salmon CPUE i s  usua l ly  g r e a t e s t  during S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 32 and has averaged 
over 3,000 f i s h  per  boat-day f o r  t h i s  week. 

I t  was our opinion t h a t  ADF&G would have i n  t h e  p a s t ,  and would d e s i r e  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e ,  t o  manage t h e  D i s t r i c t  104 f i s h e r y  based on pink salmon abundance when 
t h e  pink CPUE was g r e a t e r  than 2,000 f i s h  pe r  boat-day. Thus, t h i s  pink CPUE 
t r i g g e r  l e v e l  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with how t h e  f i s h e r y  h i s t o r i c a l l y  has been managed 
and would allow us t o  manage t h e  f i s h e r y  based on pink salmon abundance i n  t h e  
event  of unusually high sockeye abundance. For ins tance ,  i n  1988 i n  
S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 32, even i f  w e  had had over 6 t i m e s  t h e  CPUE on pink salmon 
t h a t  we d i d  and a pink CPUE of almost 15,000 (which i s  over t w i c e  what has 
ever  been observed),  w e  s t i l l  would not  have been allowed t o  f i s h  s i n c e  
sockeye salmon were so  abundant they would have comprised g r e a t e r  than t h e  7% 
t r i g g e r  percentage of t h e  ca tch  (Appendix C ) .  This pink CPUE t r i g g e r  
adequately addresses t h e  p o t e n t i a l ,  but  y e t  observed, s i t u a t i o n  of having a 



h a r v e s t a b l e  s u r p l u s  of p i n k s =  l a r g e  numbers Of sockeye. I t  a l s o  reduces 
t h e  impact t h a t  f l ood ing  of enhanced sockeye would cause.  

W e  proposed us ing  t h e  s t a t i s t i c  "percent  sockeye i n  t h e  ca t ch"  f o r  f o u r  
reasons :  f i r s t ,  t h a t  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e f l e c t s  Canada's concern 
over  our  " t a r g e t i n g "  on sockeye i n  t h e  absence of a h a r v e s t a b l e  s u r p l u s  of 
p inks  (and o t h e r  s p e c i e s ) ;  second, t h a t  w e  a n t i c i p a t e  t h a t  it can be  qu ick ly ,  
inexpens ive ly ,  and a c c u r a t e l y  e s t ima ted  wi th in  18 hours  of a c l o s u r e ,  an 
e s s e n t i a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  de te rmina t ion  of a d d i t i o n a l  openings i n  a week; t h i r d ,  
it i s  no t  based on e s t i m a t e s  of s t o c k  compositions; and, f o u r t h ,  it r e f l e c t s  a 
s t a b l e  and r e l a t i v e l y  p r e d i c t a b l e  t r e n d  throughout  t h e  season (Table 3; 
F igu re s  2 and 3 ) .  The s t a t i s t i c  "percent  sockeye t o  pink" was a l s o  cons idered  
(Table  4;  F igures  4 and 5) .bu t  it was no t  s e l e c t e d  s i n c e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  of 
v a r i a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  were c o n s i s t e n t l y  l a r g e r  and w e  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  
pe rcen t  sockeye i n  t h e  c a t c h  s t a t i s t i c  more d i r e c t l y  add re s se s  Canada's 
concern over  " t a r g e t i n g "  on sockeye. 

The weekly pe rcen t  sockeye t r i g g e r s  of >24% i n  Week 30, >17% i n  Week 31, and 
>7% i n  Weeks 32 were proposed by Canada based on examinat ion of PSC d a t a  from 
1961 t o  1988 (Table  3 ) .  Note t h a t  t h e s e  pe rcen t  sockeye f i g u r e s  a r e  c l o s e  t o  
t h e  1961 t o  1988 means. W e  used a l l  t h e  d a t a  p o i n t s  a v a i l a b l e ,  1961 t o  1988, 
t o  compute t h e  mean pe rcen t  sockeye va lues  s o  t h a t  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  would 
r e f l e c t  t h e  n a t u r a l  v a r i a b i l i t y  of  t h i s  s p e c i e s  r e l a t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  
f i s h e r i e s .  It  i s  important  t o  no t e  t h a t  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  i s  an e s t i m a t e  of t h e  
s p e c i e s  composition a v a i l a b l e  t o  s e i n e  g e a r  and i s  independent of number of 
b o a t s  and hours  f i s h e d .  

The pe rcen t  of sockeye i n  t h e  c a t c h  dec reases  r a p i d l y  between S t a t i s t i c a l  
Weeks 29 and 33 (Table  3 ) .  Between t h e  beginning and end of Week 30 t h e  
pe rcen t  sockeye drops  an average of 7 .9% ( l . l % l d a y ) ,  i n  Week 31 t h i s  d rop  i s  
approximately 9.3% ( l . 3 % l d a y ) ,  and i n  Week 32 i s  approximately 3.3% 
(O.S%/day) .  This  change i n  pe rcen t  sockeye through t i m e  should be  accounted 
f o r  i n  t h e  pe rcen t  sockeye t a r g e t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  each  week s i n c e  t h e  weekly 
pe rcen t  sockeye t r i g g e r  would be invoked based on ca t ches  made du r ing  t h e  
i n i t i a l  opening f o r  t h e s e  weeks. 

Annular changes i n  s t a t i s t i c a l  week d a t e s  a l s o  should be t aken  i n t o  account i n  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e s e  weekly pe rcen t  sockeye t r i g g e r s .  The a c t u a l  c a l e n d a r  d a t e  
which a s t a t i s t i c a l  week f a l l s  on can vary  +3 days between y e a r s  (Table  1) .  

I n  1989 t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  weeks f a l l  3 days l a t e r  t han  average,  i n  1990 2 days 
l a t e r  t h a n  average,  i n  1991 1 day l a t e r  t han  average,  i n  1992 1 day e a r l i e r  
t han  average,  and i n  1993 2 days e a r l i e r  t han  average  (Table  1). The mean 
pe rcen t  sockeye v a l u e s  i n  Table  3 a r e  c a l c u l a t e d  from t h e  e n t i r e  weeks c a t c h  
and probably  r e f l e c t  t h e  a c t u a l  pe rcen t  sockeye about  2 . 5  days a f t e r  t h e  mean 
d a t e  f o r  each s t a t i s t i c a l  week s i n c e  Sundays and Mondays a r e  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  



f i s h e d .  We could " f i n e  tune" t h e  percent  sockeye t r i g g e r s  t o  be s p e c i f i c  t o  
t h e s e  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  s t a t i s t i c a l  week d a t e s .  

Since 1960, t h e  pe rcen t  of sockeye salmon between S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 30 and 36 
has always decreased  each week wi th in  a yea r ,  wi th  except ion  of S t a t i s t i c a l  
Week 31 i n  1970' and S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 33 i n  1973 (no te  t o t a l  ca t ch  equaled  only 
1,282 salmon i n  1973 Week 33) (Table 3 ) .  Once t h e  pe rcen t  of sockeye f a l l s  
below a t r i g g e r  percent  on any week, it would be extremely r a r e  f o r  t h i s  
s t a t i s t i c  t o  be above t h e  t r i g g e r  percent  i n  subsequent weeks. 

I t  i s  important  t o  no te  t h a t  i f  our  proposed Annex f o r  D i s t r i c t  1 0 4  had been 
i n  p l a c e  s i n c e  1977 t h a t  it would have a f f e c t e d  ou r  management only i n  1988 
(Table 3 ) .  I n  1988 w e  would have been r e s t r i c t e d  t o  f i s h i n g  a maximum of 15 
hours i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 32 (we f i s h e d  39) and a maximum of 15  hours  i n  
S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 33 ( w e  f i s h e d  54 hour s ) .  Under t h i s  proposed Annex w e  would 
have foregone a ha rves t  of approximately 1.0 m i l l i o n  salmon worth 
approximately $5.0 m i l l i o n  i n  1988. I n  a l l  r e s p e c t s ,  I988 i s  an o u t l i e r  wi th  
a combination of an extremely l a r g e  pink salmon r e t u r n  f o r e c a s t e d  (44 m i l l i o n )  
and unusual ly  h igh  CPUE on sockeye f o r  most of t h e  season.  The percentage  of 
sockeye i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Weeks 31 and 32 was t h e  h ighes t  observed s i n c e  1960. 
I t  i s  a l s o  worth no t ing  he re  t h a t  w e  only f i s h e d  1 5  hours  i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 
31 i n  1988 (what t h i s  Annex would have r equ i r ed )  and i n  1982 t h i s  Annex would 
have r e s t r i c t e d  our  i n i t i a l  opening i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 32 t o  1 5  hours  ( w e  
a c t u a l l y  f i s h e d  only  1 2  hours  i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  opening of t h i s  s t a t i s t i c a l  
week) . 

Our proposa l  does not  involve  any "pay back" s t i p u l a t i o n s  a s  Canada's does.  
We f e e l  i t  unwise t o  ag ree  on any payback scheme t h a t  we have no control over 
such a s  t h e  one proposed by Canada. W e  have no c o n t r o l  over  t h e  pe rcen t  of 
sockeye i n  our  ca t ch .  This  i s  dependent on t h e  r e l a t i v e  number s f  sockeye and 
o t h e r  salmon i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  t h a t  a r e  s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  s e i n e  gea r .  W e  on ly  have 
d i r e c t  c o n t r o l  over  t h e  where, when, and how long f i s h i n g  i s  pe rmi t t ed .  W e  

know of no way t o  a l t e r  t h e  percentage of sockeye i n  ou r  ca t ch .  Such a pay 
back p l a n  would p o s s i b l y  f o r c e  us  t o  f i s h  more i n t e n s i v e l y  l a t e r  i n  t h e  season 
when sockeye comprise a lower percent  of t h e  c a t c h  and, un fo r tuna te ly ,  when 
pink salmon ca t ches  a r e  dominated by females which might be more v a l u a b l e  i n  
escapements t han  ca t ches .  I f  Canada's pay back p rov i s ion  was i n  p l a c e  i n  1988 
and w e  assume t h a t  1989 ca t ches  a r e  t h e  same a s  1 9 8 8 ' ~ ~  then  w e  would have had 

t o  fo rego  a c a t c h  of over  350,000 salmon (200,000 sockeye) (Appendix D). 



S-Y - A MAJOR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CANADA'S EXPECTATIONS AND ALASKA'S NEEDS 

There is one important difference in expectations between the U.S. and Canada. 
Alaska is not too worried about how many of our pink salmon are caught by 
British Columbia fishermen, as long as they are taken in the "normal conductw 
of their fishery. Conversely, Canada is concerned about the number of sockeye 
salmon that we catch in the "normal conduct'' of our fishery. We use the term 
"normal conduct" to mean that each nation prosecutes their intercepting 
fisheries in a manner which: (1) addresses conservation concerns; and, (2) is 
consistent with historical fishing patterns. Neither nation accepts increased 
targeting on the other nation's fish through development of new or expanded 
interception fisheries. 

When Alaskan pink returns are larger than normal, we are not concerned that 
both Canadian and Alaskan fishers have above average catches - that both 
nations receive benefits of ADF&G management practices of prior years. Each 
nation's catches should reflect run strengths. This apparently is not 
Canada's expectation. It is our interpretation that Canada feels that there 
needs to be a ceiling on the number of salmon intercepted and that we should 
be indebted to them in future year(s) should strong natural (and perhaps 
enhanced) returns result in Alaska intercepting more than this vaguely defined 
number. This position is unacceptable to us and inconsistent with the Treaty 
principals of Article 111. Paragraph 3. of "...avoiding undue disruption of 
existing fisheries" and "...take into account annual variations in abundance 
of the stocks". 

The U.S. proposal addresses two of the three concerns expressed in Portland: 
(1) United State's need to fish when there is a harvestable surplus of pink 
salmon (as regulated by CPUE of pinks) ; and, (2) Canada's desire that we are 
prevented from targeting on sockeye when the pink run is weak (as regulated by 
percent sockeye in the catch). Our model doesn't address the third concern, 
one expressed by Canada that seeks to limit or cap our total interceptions of 
Canadian sockeye. We attempt to portray these three factors in Figures 6 and 
7 with CPUE used to index both pink and sockeye abundance. On the 90" rotated 
image (Figure 7) we shaded the situations in which we would want to establish 
fishing time based on the abundance of pink salmon and when our incidental 
catches of sockeye might be greater than Canada is comfortable with. It is in 
this area that we have a basic disagreement since any restriction on our 
fishing here would be a serious disruption in the normal conduct of our 
fishery and result in lost harvest opportunity on the harvestable surplus of 
pink salmon. It is our opinion that resolution of this basis disagreement is 
a requisite for a successful negotiation of this Annex. 

Resolution of this and other issues would have been more likely if we had 
exchanged and discussed position papers at the January 1989 PSC meeting in 



Vancouver. I t  was no t  u n t i l  t h e  February PSC meeting t h a t  w e  knew 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  what Canada's concerns w e r e  on Northern Boundary Area i s s u e s .  



Table 1. Beginning dates for Statistical Weeks 27 to 36 for years 1985 to 1993. 

bva psc#3,statweek.wkl,3/17/89 ............................................................................................................ 
Mean Mean Year 

Stat. Beg. Mid. Week ............................................................................... 
Week Date Date 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

2 9- Jun 
06-Jul 
13-Jul 
20-Jul 
27-Jul 
03-Aug 
10-Aug 
17-Aug 
24-Aug 
3 1 -Aug 

02-Jul 
09-Jul 
16- Jul 
23-Jul 
30-Jul 
0 6-Aug 
13-Aug 
2 0-Aug 
27-Aug 
03-Sep 

07-Jul 
14-Jul 
21-Jul 
28-Jul 
04-Aug 
1 1 - Aug 
18 -Aug 
2 5 -Aug 
01-Sep 

02-Jul 
0 9-Jul 
16- Jul 
23-Jul 
30- Jul 
0 6-Aug 
13-Aug 
20-Aug 
27-Aug 
03-Sep 

01-Jul 
08-Jul 
15-Jul 
22-Jul 
2 9- Jul 
05-Aug 
12-Aug 
1 9-Aug 
2 6 -Aug 
02-Sep 

07- Jul 
14-Jul 
21-Jul 
28-Jul 
0 4 -Aug 
11 -Aug 
18 -Aug 
2 5 -Aug 
01-Sep 

05-Jul 
12-Jul 
19- Jul 
2 6- Jul 
02-Aug 
0 9-Aug 
16-Aug 
23-Aug 
3 0-Aug 

Days Shifted From Mean 1 0 - 1 -3 3 2 1 - 1 -2 ............................................................................................................ 
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Table 3 .  Weekly purse  s e ine  ca t ch  of sockeye salmon i n  D i s t r i c t  104 a s  percent  of 
t h e  t o t a l  c a t ch  of a l l  salmon, 1961 t o  1988. 

nbtc#3;%sockd4.~kl;2/15/89;0945 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.------ 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 
.................................................................................. 

Year 2 6 27 2 8 2 9 3 0 3 1 32 33 3 4 3 5 3 6 37 
........................................................................................... 
1961 0.0% 35.9% 24.4% 17.2% 7.6% 3.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 
1962 48.8% 60.3% 48.1% 41.2% 29.0% 3.9% 1.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
1963 52.9% 16.7% 6.7% 3.7% 1.6% 1.1% 1.0% 0.0% 
1964 48.0% 37.2% 40.0% 35.5% 15.0% 5.7% 1.4% 0.7% 0.2% 
1965 9.7% 30.8% 27.9% 23.1% 20.5% 10.7% 5.7% 4.5% 0.6% 
1966 0.0% 37.5% 20.8% 16.5% 7.5% 3.7% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 
1967 55.6% 63.3% '69.0% 59.0% 38.5% 17.3% 11.5% 
1968 23.2% 25.9% 43.1% 25.4% 7.3% 1.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 
1969 47.1% 40.3% 19.1% 18.1% 7.5% 4.6% 1.4% 
1970 0.1% 44.3% 5.8% 16.2% 23.3% 5.6% 2.2% 0.5% 0.3% 
1971 2.5% 1.6% 0.5% 0.2% 
1972 15.3% 13.7% 27.1% 25.3% 7.1% 4.2% 1.1% 0.4% 0:1% 3.8% 
1973 38.6% 17.7% 15.1% 8.2% 4.1% 20.7% 0.5% 
1974 33.5% 53.0% 45.2% 20.1% 6.9% 1.6% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 
1975 22.0% 24.1% 
1976 36.3% 36.5% 26.6% 0.4% 
1977 34.5% 24.2% 20.4% 15.7% 9.1% 5.4% 0.9% 
1978 38.8% 23.8% 26.1% 10.2% . 4.5% 1.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 6.5% 
1979 32.6% 23.7% 22.8% 20.8% 11.7% 0.0% 4.1% 7.6% 
1980 9.1% 34.3% 41.2% 23.2% 14.7% 5.4% 3.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 
1981 33.7% 34.8% 12.9% 3.4% 2.5% 3.5% 3.8% 1.7% 
1982 32.0% 46.5% 51.3% 40.6% 29.4% 6.1% 2.5% 1.7% 0.6% 0.2% 0.7% 
1983 14.7% 14.6% 7.8% 4.5% 2.7% 2.1% 2.8% 3.0% 
1984 23.5% 23.3% 23.3% 18.2% 9.7% 3.3% 1.5% 0.7% 0.2% 
1985 26.0% 32.9% 17.2% 13.7% 3.9% 1.8% 1.4% 3.0% 
1986 13.6% 9.1% 6.2% 4.2% 1.9% 1.5% 0.9% 0.7% 1.0% 
1987 23.7% 26.9% 20.6% 13.0% 5.9% 2.8% 1.7% 
1988 31.2% 60.0% 58.7% 52.7% 33.4% 6.7% 2.2% 1.0% 1.3% 

........................................................................................... 
1961 t o  1988: 
Mean = 0.1% 28.8% 32.9% 32.4% 24.9% 16.6% 6.4% 3.7% 1.5% 0.7% 0.8% 1.5% 

SD = 19.7 12.7 15.7 13.9 11.7 6.6 4.2 1.7 0.8 1.8 2-0 
M i n =  0.1% 0.0%13.6% 5.8% 6.2% 3.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Max = 0.1% 55.6% 63.3% 69.0% 59.0% 52.7% 33.4% 20.7% 7.6% 3.0% 6.5% 3.8% 
+1 SD = 48.5% 45.5% 48.1% 38.9% 28.3% 13.1% 7.9% 3.2% 1.6% 2.5% 3.5% 
+2 SD = 68.2% 58.2% 63.8% 52.8% 40.0% 19.7% 12.1% 4.8% 2.4% 4.3% 5.5% 
........................................................................................... 
1978 to 1987: 
Mean = 27.2% 26.3% 28.3% 17.8% 10.9% 3.3% 2.4% 2.1% 1.2% 2.0% 0.7% 

SD = 11.5 9.7 12.4 9.9 7.9 2.0 1.0 2.2 1.2 3.0 
Min = 9.1% 13.6% 9.1% 6.2% 3.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.7% 
Max = 38.8% 46.5% 51.3% 40.6% 29.4% 6.1% 4 .l% 7.6% 3.0% 6.5% 0.7% 
+1 SD = 38.7% 36.1% 40.7% 27.7% 18.7% 5.4% 3.4% 4.3% 2.4% 5.0% 
+2 SD = 50.2% 45.8% 53.0% 37.6% 26.6% 7.4% 4.4% 6.5% 3.6% 8.0% 
........................................................................................... 



Table 4 .  Weekly purse seine catch of sockeye in District 104 as percent of 
the pink catch, 1961 to 1988. 

nbtcl3;sck-pnk.wkl;2/14/89;2100 
........................................................................................................ 

Statistical Week 
.............................................................................................. 

Year 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 30 3% 3 2 33 34 3 5 3 6 37 
_O_-__P__----_-__-_------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1961 0.02 72.92 37.22 25.82 9.92 4.52 0.62 0.42 0.02 
1962 333.62 413.62 201.82 91.42 52.22 4.42 1-12 0.42 0.62 0.02 
1963 1140.32 21.62 7.52 4 . 2  1.82 1.22 1.2% 0.02 
1964 213.42 120.32 135.22 94.42 24.02 7.22 1.62 0.82 0.22 
1965 12.82 117.22 71.52 35.12 29.82 13.72 6.92 5.12 0.92 
1966 124.52 82.72 33.72 13.02 4.4% 0.82 0.22 0.32 0.52 
1967 753.32 446.32 347.12 210.72 74.42 24.92 17.62 
1968 134.62 71.82 -135.22 73.92 9.72 1.82 0.22 0.62 0.12 0.12 
1969 238.52 84.82 26.12 23.12 8.42 5.22 1.62 
1970 0.12 104.6% 6.42 25.42 35.42 7.62 2.62 0.52 0.42 
1971 2.9% 1.92 0.52 0.22 
1992 28.12 20.8% 47.72 40.22 8.42 4.92 1.32 0.52 0.22 4.32 
1973 74.52 24.82 20.12 9.62 4.72 63.62 0.82 
1974 91.32 172.12 105.02 28.82 7.92 1.92 0.92 Q.2Z 0.02 
f 975 34.1% 39.42 
1976 142.0% 72.22 40,%2 0.4% 
1977 58.32 35.22 27.82 19.82 10.42 6.42 1.59 
1978 115.52 47.42 54.82 13-12 5.12 1.72 0.92 0.42 0.42 13.62 
1979 78.62 41.3% 34.72 29.62 14.52 0.02 4.82 9.12 
1980 15.22 75.9% 125.82 42.62 18.92 6.02 3.32 0.42 0.12 0.42 
1981 61.42 63.42 15.92 3.72 2.62 3.72 4.42 1.72 
1982 185.7% 200.7% 252.22 .106.72 70.42 7.62 2.92 1.92 0.62 0.22 0.9% 
1 983 24.5% 19.42 8.82 4.82 2.82 2.12 2.92 3.22 
1984 38.5% 36.4% 35.22 25.32 11.52 3.62 1 6 2  0.72 0.2% 
1985 64.0% 74.2% 23.02 16.92 4.22 1.92 1.52 3.52 
1986 24.3% 11.92 7.22 4.6% 1.92 1.6% 0.92 0.72 1-18 
1987 47.2% 44.22 29.02 15.92 6.62 3.12 2.22 
I988 170.9% 295.42 184.72 180.42 56.42 7.92 2.42 1 1 2  1.42 

........................................................................................................ 
1961 to 1988: 
Mean = 0.1% 251.8% 114.4% 96.72 52.92 29.6% 8.4% 6.0% 1.7% 0.9% 1.42 2.6% 

SD = 348.7 110.1 89.9 51.6 36.9 11.1 12.3 2.0 0.9 3.7 2.4 
Min = 0.1% 0.0% 24.3% 6.42 7.22 3.72 0.0% 0.2% 0.22 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 
Max = 0.1% 1140.32 446.3% 347.12 210.72 180.4% 56.42 63.6% 9.12 3.52 13.62 4.3% 

+2 SD = 949.3% 334.7% 276.52 156.22 103.0% 30.72 30.52 5.72 2.7% 8.82 7.5% ........................................................................................................ 
1978 to 1987: 
Mean = 43.3% 62.32 71.6% 30.12 16.62 3.72 2.6% 2.4% 1.0% 1.52 Oe12 

SD = 67.3 51.4 71.2 29.0 19.8 2.4 1.2 2.7 1.4 6.5 
Min = 15.22 24.32 11.92 7.22 3.72 0.02 0.72 0.42 0.1% 0.22 0.9% 
Max = 185.72 200.72 252.22 106.72 70.42 7.62 4.82 9.12 3.52 13.62 0.92 

+ 2  SD = 178.02 165.12 214.02 88.1% 56.22 8.52 5.02 7.8% 3.82 14.62 
........................................................................................................ 
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PINKCPUE 

5101.12 

Pink C P U E  o n  Sockeye  CPUE and % Sockeye  

Figure 6 .  Simulated relationship between sockeye CPUE, percent sockeye, and 
pink CPUE. 



Pink CPUE on Sockeye CPUE and % Sockeye 

Figure 7. Simulated relationship between sockeye CPUE, percent sockeye, and 
pink CPUE (Figure 6. image rotated 90. on the 2 axis). The cross 
hatched area represents a pink CPUE >2,000 fish per boat-day and a 
catch comprised of >7% sockeye. 



Appendix A . 1 .  U.S. Northern Panel pos i t i on  paper dated 20 January 1989 
concerning Noyes Is land ( D i s t r i c t  1 0 4 )  f i shery .  

HOYES ISLAND (DISTRICT 1 
- 

0 4 )  FISHERY 

ISSUE 

The Annex provisions for catch limits in District 104 are up for 
renegotiation this year. The United States supports continuation 
of the traditional early season fishery at Noyes Island. However, 
there is the danger that a set quota could lead to an overharvest 
of a poor run or series of poor runs. The United States proposes 
the use of defined fishing times with a ceiling to assure that we 
do not increase our interception rate of Canadian sockeye stocks. 

BACXGROU?YD 

The current Noyes Isbland fishing regime has proven generally 
satisfactory relative to the United States ability to access its 
own pink salmon stocks while realistically limiting the harvest sf 
Canadian sockeye salmon. Our analysis indicates that t h ~  
proportion of the Nass and Skeena sockeye runs harvested in 
District 184 has remained stable over the years. Numbers of 
Canadian sockeye salmon caught and their distribution throughout 
the district have fluctuated; this has been caused by variation in 
the size and patterns of the various component runs and by fishing 
effort needed to harvest Alaskan salmon stocks. While there have 
been fishing pattern changes within the district due to annual 
stock variations, there has been no redirection of effort on 
sockeye stocks. 

MANAGEMENT INTENT 

To realistically limit early season interceptions of Canadian 
sockeye salmon in the face of variation in run size and 
flooding of the area by increased numbers of enhanced fish. 

To prevent higher harvests of weak sockeye returns that may occur 
under ceiling management. 

To continue to provide access to United States pink salmon stocks 
after week 30. 

SUGGESTED APPROACB 

The early season 4-year quota at Noyes Island should be revised to 
incorporate a maximum fixed effort limitation based upon the 
average fishing time allowed by week during the initial four years 
of the Treaty. Xn addition, a ceiling of 560,000 sockeye salmon 
ever 4-years would be in effect to prevent increased interception 
rates in the event of a series of seasons with high sockeye 
availability. This effort limitation would be 1 day (15 hours) in 
the initial statistical week and 2 days (39 hours) in each 
subsequent statistical week through statistical week 30. 

Annex length 4 years. 



Appendix A.2 .  Canadian Northern Panel p o s i t i o n  paper dated  20 January 1989 
concerning U . S .  i n t e r c e p t i o n s  o f  Northern B . C .  sockeye.  

Canadian P o s l t l o n  
January 28, 1909 

Issue: U.S. in te rcept ions  o f  Nor thern  B . C .  sockeym 

P r i o r  t o  the inp leoenta t ion  of t he  P a c i f i c  Selnon Treaty, 
Canadian Northern Boundary f i shernen expresred concern over the  
magnitude and growth o f  U.S. i n t e r c e p t i o n r  of Canadian salnon. 
Canadian support f o r  the Treaty war dependent upon the  ruccess fu l  
n e g o t i a t i o n  o f ' e f f e c t i v e  l i n t t a t i o n s  o f  the U.S. catch o f  
Canadian sockeye i n  S.E. Alaska. I t  war Canada's understanding 
t h a t  the 1905-1908 Annex arrangenentr uou ld  reduca i n te rcep t i ons  
and avo id  undue d i s r u p t i o n  o f  net f i s h e r i e s .  Treaty perfornanco 
a f t e r  the f i r s t  four  years shous: 

- The U.S. catch of Canadian sockeye i n  S.S.E. Alaska has 
increased f ron  the  base per iod .  

- The U.S. catch i n  D i s t r i c t  104 p r i o r  t o  week 31 exceeded the  
annex arrangement by 34,000. 

- The U.S. catch o f  Canadian sockeye i n  D i s t r i c t  104 af ter '  ueek 
38 increased s l g n t f t c a n t l y  s lnce the  t r e a t y .  

- The D i s t r i c t  104 f l she ry  was a t  t imes conducted as a ta rge t  
f l s h e r y  on Canadian sockeye, which i s  rnconslstent  wr th  Canada's 
understanding when the t r e a t y  was slgned. 

- The conduct of the Tree Po in t  fishery has r e s u l t e d  I n  major 
d i s r u p t i o n  o f  Canadian Area 3 g i l l n e t  f r she r les .  

- The conduct o f  the Tree Po in t  f i she ry  does not permi t  CO- 

o rd lna ted inseaaon r e a c t i o n  t o  conservat ion concerns. 

Bana~enent  I n t e n t :  

Canada requ i res  annex arrangements tha t  a f f e c t ~ v e l y  reduce the 
i n t e r c e p t i o n  o f  Canadian sockeye i n  Uni ted States Northern 
Boundary Fisher ies.  

Suggested hpproach: 

The annual U.S. catch o f  Nass and Skeena sockeye w i l l  be l i n i t e d  
t o  a naxinun o f  1fX  o f  the  conbined U.S. and Canadian ca tch  o f  
Nasr and Skeena sockeye, bu t  s h a l l  not exceed an annual naxinun 
o f  308,008. 

Theso neasures w i l l  p e r n i t  t he  U.S. ca tch  o f  Nasa and Skeena 
sockeye t o  f l u c t u a t e  u i t h  stock s i z e  each year but  w i l l  not  a l l o u  
catchem above the o v e r a l l  l i n i t .  

Any overage i n  the U.S. ca tch  uou ld  be repa id  i n  t he  f o l l o v i n g  
year by the U.S. 



Appendix B.1. L a s t  d r a f t  of t h e  Annex f o r  Distr ic t  104 s e i n e  f i s h e r y  
p r e p a r e d  by t h e  j o i n t  U.S. pnd Canada D i s t r i c t  104 Working 
Group a t  t h e  February PSC meet ing i n  P o r t l a n d .  The d r a f t  i s  
d a t e d  16  February 1989 a t  5:59PM. 

2 .  With r e s p e c t  t o  sockeye salmon, Uni ted  S t a t e s  s h a l l :  

a .  During t h e  p e r i o d  (1989 t h r o u g h  1992 *W.S.*J [ I 9 8 9  t h r o u g h  - 
*Canada*], limit i t s  p u r s e  s e i n e  f i s h e r y  i n  D i s t r i c t  104 t o  no 

more t h a n  15 hours  of f i s h i n g  t i m e  d u r i n g  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  week 

[coxmencing t h e  f i r s t  Sunday o f  J u l y - - S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 27 i n  1989 

and  1990 and  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 28 i n  1991 and  1992 * U . S . * ]  

[ S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 28 *Canada*] and  t o  no snore t h a n  39 hours  d u r i n g  

e a c h  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t i s t i c a l  week th rough  s ta t i s t ica l  Week 30; 

b .  B u s i n g t h e  p e r i o d  [ % 9 8 9 t h r s u g h 1 9 9 2  *W.S.*] [ 1 9 8 9 t h r o u g h -  

"Canada*] t h e  maximum fopz-year  t o t a l  c a t z h  o f  sockeye salmon i n  

t h e  p u r s e  s e i n e  f i s h e r y  i n  D i s t r i c t  104 tn rough  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 

30 s h a l l  n o t  exceed [560,080 *U.S.*] [366,000 *Canada*] f i s h ;  

c. A f t e r  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 38 management i n  t h e  D i s t r i c t  104 p u r s e  

s e i n e  f i s h e r y  w i l l  be b a s e d  on p i n k  salmon abundance u n l e s s  t h e  

p e r c e n t a g e  o f  sockeye salmon i n  t h e  t o t a l  c a t c h  o f  a l l  salmon 

o c c u r s  as f o l l o w s :  

i. Pf i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 30 t h e  sockeye salmon c a t c h  

p e r c e n t a g e  exceeds  24% t h e n  t h e  i n i t i a l  f i s h i n g  p e r i o d  i n  

S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 31 w i l l  be  15 hours .  



ii. ~f i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  opening f i s h i n g  per iod  of S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 

31 t h e  o v e r a l l  sockeye salmon ca t ch  percentage exceeds 179 

t h e n  no a d d i t i o n a l  f i s h i n g  time i s  i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  

Week 32 and t h e  i n i t i a l  f i s h i n g  pe r iod  i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 

32 w i l l  be 15 hours .  

iii. If i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  opening f i s h i n g  pe r iod  of  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 

32 t h e  o v e r a l l  sockeye salmon ca t ch  percentage  exceeds 7% 

then  no a d d i t i o n a l  f i s h i n g  time i s  pe rmi t t ed  i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  

Week 32 and t h e  i n i t i a l  f i s h i n g  pe r iod  i n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 

33 w i l l  be 15 hours; 

i g .  [During s t a t i s t i c a l  Week 33 and subsequent f i s h i n g  pe r iods  

t h e  o v e r a l l  sockeye salmon ca t ch  percentage w i l l  no t  exceed 

- % [*Canada*] . 

v .  I t  i s  understood t h a t  t h e  weekly sockeye c a t c h  percentage  

c o n t r i b u t i o n  w i l l  be c a l c u l a t e d  from t h e  c a t c h  of t h e  f i r s t  

f i s h i n g  pe r iod  of t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  week due t o  t h e  s h o r t  t ime 

frarne t o  c o l l e c t  c a t c h  s t a t i s t i c s  between l a t e  week openings 

and t h e  announcement f o r  t h e  fol lowing weeks  i n i t i a l  

opening. 80 th  P a r t i e s  a130 recognize t h a t  i n season  

e s t ima te s  of  percent  con t r ibu t ion  may vary  from post-season 

s a l e s  s l i p  t o t a l s ;  



vie DUO t o  t h e  unce r t a in  n a t u r e  of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  of  a  new 

management program, i n  ( 2 )  (c) t h i s  management a p p r o a c h ~ w i l l  

be eva lua t ed  by t h e  j o i n t  Northern Boundary ~ e c h n i c a P  

Cormnittee and Northern Panel  a f t e r  two y e a r s  t o  determine 

i t s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  i t s  o v e r a l l  impact on t h e  management of 

t h e  Southeast  Alaska pu r se  s e i n e  f i s h e r y  and i n  o rde r  [ t o  . 
make necessary  *U.S.*] [ f o r  t h e  Northern Pane l  t o  cons ider  

*Canada*] adjustments  i n  procedures used t o  implement t h e  

program; 

v i i .  I f  i n  f u t u r e  yea r s  sockeye abundance i n  t h e  District 104  

f i s h e r y  i nc reases  due t o  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of  enhanced f i s h  

from e i t h e r  Par ty ,  adjustments  w ~ l l  be made i n  t h i s  program 

t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  impact of t h e s e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  

v i i i .  [Comp%Bance adjustments  t o  be c a l c u l a t e d  a s  fo l lows  w i l l  be 

r epa id  by t h e  U.S. on an  annual  b a s i s :  any sockeye ha rves t  

r e s u l t i n g  from a t o t a l  sockeye harves t  pe rcen tage  i n  excess  

of  t e n  percentage p o i n t s  above t h e  in-week performance 

percentages  a s s o c i a t e d  with S t a t i s t i c a l  Weeks 31, 32, and 33 

w i l l  be r epa id  by reduc ing  a  number of f i s h i n g  days,  p r i o r  

t o  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 3 1  du r ing  t h e  fo l lowing  year ,  on t h e  

b a s i s  of  20,000 spckeye p e r  day a s  t h e  accumulat ive 



compliance ad jus tment  reaches  t h i s  amount o v e r  t ime .  No 

more t h a n  one day p r i o r  t o  S t a t i s t i c a l  Week 31 w i l l  be 

deduc ted  d u r i n g  any f i s h i n g  season.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  any 

sockeye p u r s e  s e i n e  h a r v e s t  from District  1 0 4  jn S t a t i s t i c a l  

Weeks 34, 35, o r  36 i n  e x c e s s  o f  12% o f  t h e  t o t a l  salmon 

c a t c h  w i l l  be r e p a i d  i n  t h e  same manner. *Canada*] 

i x .  [No compliance ad jus tment  *U.S.*] 

x. [ (*U. S.  *)  I f  d u r i n g  S t a t i s t i c a l  Weeks 31, 32, and 33 t h e  

c a t c h - p e r - u n i t - o f - e f f o r t  f o r  p ink salmon i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  

open ing  i n  District 104 p u r s e  s e i n e  f i s h e r y  exceeds  2,000 

f i s h  p e r  b o a t 9 t h e  sockeye percen tage  f o r m u l a t i o n  of ( 2 )  (c)  
4 

of t h i s  c h a p t e r  w i l l  n o t  be  a p p l i c d .  * U . S . * ]  

x i .  (*Canada*) Canada does  n o t  agree  w i t h  t h e  concep t  of a  p ink 

salmon CPUE management t r i g g e r .  

x i i .  The arrangement i n  (2)  (C)  of t h i s  c h a p t e r  w i l l  be  i n  e f f e c t  

f o r  1989 and  1990 pending f u r t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  i t s  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  as o u t l i n e d  i n  s u b s e c t i o n  above.  



Appendix 8 . 2 .  D i s t r i c t  104 Work Group no t e s  dated 15 February 1989.  

NOYES ISLAND WORK GROUP NOTES 

U.S.  - Canada 

* I n  terms of our  present  pos i t ion ,  

w e  explained t h e  e f f e c t  of our 

s t a t i s t i c a l  weeks/cafendar s h i f t  on 

our management. The f i r s t  Sunday i n  

J u l y  i n  1989 and 1990, f a l l s  on Ju ly  

2 and J u l y  1, respec t ive ly .  This is  

t h e  s t a r t  of S t a t .  Wk. 29 onSthese 

two years  (previous four-year annex 

always f e l l  on S t a t .  W k .  28) .  This 

s h i f t s  t h e  s t a r t  of S t a t .  Wk. 31 t o  

July 30 i n  1989 and J u l y  29 i n  1990, 

compared t o  J u l y  2 4  i n  1988. The 

e f f e c t  i s  t o  t r a n s f e r  t h e  

r e s t r i c t i o n s  under t h e  Treaty i n t o  a 

t h e  of increased pink abundance, 

hence t h e  need f o r  560,000 r a t h e r  

than 480,000 i n  t h e  previous annex. 

* I n  a Northern Panel  B i - l a t e r a l  

meeting, w e  had a l luded  t o  making 

use of t h e i r  percent  of sockeye t o  

ca tch  concept.  They inquired  about 

t h i s ,  s o  w e  expla ined i n  a p lan  t h a t  

would t r i g g e r  management behavior t o  

restrict f i s h i n g  t i m e  i n  S t a t .  Wk. s 

31, 32, and 33 i f  an agreed sockeye 

t o  t o t a l  ca tch  r a t i o  was exceeded i n  

* Canada was upset  a t  t h e  prospect  

of t h e  Noyes I s l a n d  f i s h e r y  

beginning i n  S t a t .  W k .  27. They 

hadn't considered t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  

ending d a t e  of S t a t .  Wk. 30, they 

were only considering how a S t a t .  

Wk. 27 s t a r t  would look t o  t h e i r  

fishermen. Af ter  our  explanation, 

they understood t h e  impact of t h e  

s t a t .  week s h i f t  i n t o  a & h e  s f  

increased pink abundance but  w e r e  

s t i l l  concerned about t h e  appearance 

of t h e  S t a t .  Wk. 27 s t a r t .  They 

a l s o  expressed t h e  need f o r  some 

s o r t  of l i m i t  on ca tch  f o r  t h e  whole 

season. They were w i l l i n g  t o  look 

a t  t h e  season i n  two components, 

before and a f t e r  Stat, Wk. 30. 

* Canada's concern with t h i s  

proposal was t h a t  w e  were not  

accountable f o r  high numbers of 

Canadian sockeye i n  our  ca tch .  Our 

management behavior-based proposal  

s t i l l  allows f o r  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of 

high catches of ~ e d S  dur ing our 15 

hour periods i n  S t a t .  Weeks 31, 32, 

and 33. They proposed some s o r t  of 



Week 30. Af ter  t h i s  was f i r s t  l a i d  

out ,  w e  poin ted  out  t o  Canada t h a t  

i t  was a major concession f o r  t h e  

U . S .  t o  d i scuss  an annex a f t e r  Week 

30 t h a t  could impact our management 

of domestic s tocks .  Both s i d e s  

agreed t h a t  a l l  d iscuss ions  w e r e  

without pre judice .  Our plan would 

work l i k e  t h i s :  our present  pos i t ion  

would regu la te  D i s t r i c t  104 2 l n t i l  

t h e  end of  S t a t .  Wk. 30. In  S t a t .  

wk. 30, i f  our ca tch  of sockeye 

exceeded an agreed upon percentage 

of t o t a l  ca tch  ( w e  have i n  mind 25%, 

but  d i d  not  express  t h i s  t o  Canada) 

it would l i m i t  f i s h i n g  time a t  t h e  

s t a r t  of S t a t .  Wk. 31 t o  15 hours. 

I f  w e  exceed an agreed upon 

percentage i n  Week 31 (20%), w e  a r e  

confined t o  a 15 hour opening a t  t h e  

s t a r t  of S t a t .  Wk. 32. I f  w e  exceed 

an agreed upon percentage i n  S t a t .  

Wk. 32 ( ? % ) ,  we're confined t o  a 15 

hour opening a t  t h e  s t a r t  of S t a t .  

wk. 33. F a i l i n g  below t h e  sockeye 

t o  t o t a l  ca tch  percentage during 

t h e s e  weeks permits  unencumbered 

pink salmon management. It was 

pointed  out  t h a t  t h i s  approach would 
;h 1'7w . . .  - 

have c u t  our sockeye harves t  a 4 
minimum of 110,000, up t o  160,000, 

i n  add i t ion  t o  foregoing our harves t  

of domestic s tocks  a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h i s  

season long cap on our ca tch .  The 

d iscuss ion then worked around t o  a 

proposal by Dave Peacock f o r  a r a t i o  

l i m i t .  They proposed nego t i a t ing  an 

acceptable percentage, with a r i s k  

adjustment, of management range, 

using t h e  r e l a t ionsh ip  between 

sockeye t o  pinks (Canada prefer red)  

o r  t o  t o t a l  run ( U . S .  p refer red)  . 
The accounting per iod  f o r  sockeye 

would begin on S t a t .  Wk. 31: t h e  

percentage of reds t o  < p i n k s / t o t a l  

catch> would be managed t o  s t a y  a t  

t h e  agreed upon percentage. 

Anything f a l l i n g  i n t o  t h e  r i s k  

adjustment range o r  under would 

requi re  no management a c t i o n  i n  t h e  

f u t u r e .  I f  t h e  percentage f e l l  above 

the  r i s k  adjustment range, t h e  

percentage would t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  a 

number of f i s h  and would be 

accounted f o r  before S t a t .  Wk. 31 i n  

t h e  following year .  The D i s t r i c t  

104 season p r i o r  t o  S t a t .  Wk. 31 

would be e i t h e r  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  

present  annex o r  t h e  days/cap 

concept of our present  pos i t ion  

(sti l l  negotiable)  . The year  1989 

could s t a r t  off  t h e  annex with a 

120,000 f i s h  cap. A s  much of t h i s  

scheme was developed on t h e  spot ,  

t h e  d iscuss ion centered  on 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  with no numbers o r  



, - .  t i m e .  

* Our view of t h e  Canada proposal  

was t h a t  w e  wanted t o  pun some 

models of it i n  d i f f e r e n t  scenar ios  

t o  see what t h e  pros  and cons would 

be. W e  t o l d  t h e  Canadians t h a t  

t h e i r  idea  appeared t o  have m e r i t .  

The d i scuss ion  then centered  around 

t h e  t r a n s l a t i o n  of t h e  percentage 

over t h e  management range i n t o  a 

number t h a t  had t o  be sub t rac ted  the  

fol lowing season. Our f e a r s  a r e  

t h a t  i n  a year  of high sockeye 

a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  while conducting 

management of domestic s tocks ,  w e  

would ca tch  a high percentage of 

reds due t o  f looding.  The 

percentage could t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  a 

number l a r g e  enough t o  shut  down t h e  

D i s t r i c t  1 0 4  f i s h e r y  i n  order  t o  

b r i n g  it back i n t o  t h e  management 

range. W e  propose keeping t h e  

percentage of reds  t o  t o t a l  run a s  a 

percentage t h a t  would have t o  be 

brought back i n t o  range t h e  

fo l lowing year. 

percentages. They s t a t e d  t h a t  any 

domestic management inseason t o  

a t t a i n  t h e  range was up t o  us, a s  

long a s  t h e  end number was within 

t h e  negot ia ted  gu ide l ines .  The 

Canadian's d i d  not Pike ' t h e  idea of 

a percentage management range, 

because i t  s t i l l  l e f t  open t h e  

. p o s s i b i l i t y  of high numbers of reds 

caught.  They need a more d e f i n i t e  

accounting. 



The d i f f erence  between the  two pos i t i ons  is that  the  Canadian's want a season 

long accounting based on numbers of  f i s h .  Our view i s  that  any annex that  

would deal  with S t a t .  Wk. 31  and beyond could not i n h i b i t  our access  t o  

domestic s tocks .  



Appendix B . 3 .  D i s t r i c t  1 0 4  Work Group notes dated 1 6  February 1989. 

Noyes I s l and  ( D i s t r i c t  1 0 4 )  

U . S .  - Canada 

Four-year Annex with provision f o r  Annex length  not f b m ,  

an evaluat ion  of t h e  pos t  week 31 

sockeye ca tch  percentage evaluat ion  

a f t e r  two years .  

Pre-week 31 f i s h i n g  day formula: Pre-week 31 f i s h i n g  day fonnula 

(Dependant on Annex Length) 

Ju ly  1 

Wk . 27 2 8 2 9 3 0 

Pre-week 31 sockeye ca tch  l i m i t  - 
560,000. Lid i n  case  of high 

a v a i l a b i l i t y .  W e  would be hindered 

from managing t o  t h e  number, i n  

years  of low abundance by t h e  number 

of days.  

Pre-week 31 sockeye ca tch  s f  P 

366,000. The three-year  payback is  

computed from base of 480,000, 

sub t rac t ing  80,000 t o  counter  our 

proposal (560,000 - 80 over 4801, 

and 34,000 f o r  payback of "overagew 

during 1985-1988 Annex. Thei r  

"overagew is  most inappropr ia t e  

considering t h e i r  conduct i n  t h i s  

a rea .  



Post  week 31 sockeye c a t c h  

percentage  of t o t a l  salmon ca t ch  

c o n t r o l  program. Percentages t h e  

same--attached example. 

No p e n a l t y  -- review performance of 

t h i s  new program a f t e r  two yea r s .  

Inseason de te rmina t ion  of ~ P U E  and 

sockeye t o  c a t c h  r a t i o  f o r  inseason 

management is  a new process ,  t h e r e  

w i l l  be some inaccuracy .  

Week 33, 34, 35 -- sockeye c a t c h  

percentage  of t h e  t o t a l  c a t c h  w i l l  

no t  exceed 12%. This  percentage  i s  

w e l l  above p a s t  l e v e l s .  

High sockeye t o  moderate pink salmon 

abundance du r ing  S t a t .  Wks. 31, 32, 

and 33 cou ld  e x c e s s i v e l y  r e s t r i c t  

our  management -- cou ld  have 

r epe rcus s ions  throughout  southern  

Southeas t .  

Using p ink  c a t c h  t o  boat-day (CPUE) 

t a k e s  precedence over  t h e  sockeye 

c a t c h  pe rcen tages .  I f  t h e  CPUE i n  a 

g iven  week i s  over  2,000, w e  manage 

f o r  p ink  s tocks ;  t h e  sockeye t o t a l  

c a t c h  p r o v i s i o n s  do n o t  k i ck  i n .  

Pos t  Week 31 sockeye c a t c h  

percentage  of t o t a l  salmon c a t c h  

c o n t r o l  program. Percentages  t h e  

same -- a t t a c h e d  example. 

pena l ty  p rov i s ion  i n  t h e  event  a 

g iven  weeks  performance percentage  

i s  exceeded d u r i n g  a f i s h i n g  p e r i o d  

dur ing  t h a t  week.  

Week 33, 34, 35, i f  t h e  sockeye 

c a t c h  percentage  of t h e  t o t a l  c a t c h  

exceeds 12%, t h e  p o r t i o n  of t h e  

sockeye ca t ch  over  12%. 



CPUE ranges, 1977 to 1988 

Stat. W k .  31 - 138 to 4644 
32 - 935 to 6006 
33 - 389 to 5000 



Appendix C. What if sockeye are abundant simulation. 

What would happen when sockeye are abundant: 
nbtc#3,2sockd4.wkl;2/&/89 Look a t  the bottom of  the  worksheet, bub. 
Year: 1988 6 k u - c :  m o o E ~ V r  PGnl 
Actual catch  and catch/boatday: 
Statweek chinook sockeye coho 

2 6 0 0 
27 0 0 
28 10 16280 
2 9 6 8 130926 
30 6 4 101583 
31 1 30244 
3 2 2 4 211083 
33 5046 68003 
3 4 2085 14727 
35 2795 15060 
3 6 13 3345 
3 7 0 0 

Statweek Percent Sockeye 
2 6 
2 7 Pink*2 
28 
2 9 
30 44.62 
31 40.82 
32 21.02 
33 3.62 
3 4 1.1% 
35 0.5% 
3 6 0.7% 

With: 

Actual pink s 
Statweek * 1 

2 6. 0 
2 7 0 
2 8 9526 
2 9 44328 
3 0 54993 
31 16761 
32 864652 
3 3 621188 
3 4 1339243 
3 5 231289 
3 6 

ialmon catch 
'2 
0 
0 

19052 
88656 

109986 
33522 

1729304 
1242376 
2678486 
462578 

Actual : Catch per boat 
Statweek c h i  nook 

2 6 ERR 
27 ERR 
ze 0.1 
2 9 0.2 
30 0.6 
3 1 0.0 
3 2 0.1 
33 11.3 
3 4 15.4 
35 6.4 
3 6 0.1 
3 7 ERR 

pink chum 
0 0 
0 0 

2581 9526 
8826 44328 
8819 54993 
1302 16761 
16843 374272 
21957 864652 
10804 621188 
17134 1339243 
6080 231289 

0 0 

day (from Runtime) : 
sockeye coho 

ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

123.3 19.6 
348.2 23.5 
891.1 77.4 
414.3 17.8 
606.6 48.4 
152.5 49.2 
109.1 ED. 0 
34.3 39.0 
21.4 39.0 
ERR ERR 

pink 
ERR 
ERR 
72.2 

117.9 
482.4 
229.6 

1075.5 
1938.7 
4601.4 
3050.7 
1482.6 

ERR 

Total 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

23743 52140 
33980 218128 
7517 172976 
9133 57441 

29331 631553 
56776 1016434 
31411 680215 
60436 1434668 
20137 260864 

0 0 

chum 
ERR 
ERR 

179.9 
90.4 
65.9 

125.1 
84.3 
127.3 
232.7 
137.7 
129.1 
ERR 

t o t a l  
ERR 
ERR 

395.0 
580.1 

1517.3 
786.9 

1814.8 
2279.0 
5038.6 
3268.0 , 

1672.2 
ERR 

%Sockeye 
o f  t o t a l  

ERR 
. ERR 
ERR 
31.22 
60.02 
58.72 
52.72 
33.42 
6.72 
2.22 
1.02 
1.32 
ERR 

Boatdays 



Pink*2: Catch per boat day (from Runtime): 
Statweek chinook sockeye coho 

26 ERR ERR ERR 
27 ERR ERR ERR 
28 0.1 123.3 19.6 
29 0.2 348.2 23.5 
30 0.6 891.1 77.4 
3 1 0.0 414.3 17.8 
3 2 0.1 606.6 48.4 
33 11.3 152.5 49.2 
3 4 15.4 109.1 80.0 
35 6.4 34.3 . 39.0 
3 6 0.1 21.4 39.0 
3 7 ERR ERR ERR 

Pink*3: Catch per boat day (f,rom Runtime) : 
Statweek chinook sockeye coho 

2 6 ERR ERR ERR 
27 ERR ERR ERR 
2 8 0.1 123.3 19.6 
2 9 0.2 348.2 23.5 
30 0.6 891.1 77.4 
31 0.0 414.3 17.8 
3 2 0.1 606.6 48.4 
3 3 f 1.3 152.5 49.2 
3 4 15.4 109.1 80.0 
35 6.4 34.3 39.0 
3 6 0.1 21.4 39.0 
3 7 ERR ERR ERR 

PBnk*4: Catch per boat 
Statweek chinook 

2 6 ERR 
2 7 'ERR 
2 8 0. 1 
2 9 0.2 
30 0.6. 
31 0.0 
32 0.1 
3 3 11.3 
3 4 15.4 
35 6.4 
3 6 0.1 
37 ERR 

day (from Runtime) : 
sockeye coho 

ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

123.3 19.6 
348.2 23.5 
891.1 77.4 
414.3 17.8 
606.6 48.4 
152.5 49.2 
109.1 80.0 
34.3 39.0 
21.4 39.0 

ERR ERR 

Pink*5: Catch per boat day (from Runtime1 : 
Statweek chinook sockeye coho 

2 6 ERR ERR ERR 
27 ERR ERR ERR 
28 0.1 123.3 19.6 
29 0.2 348.2 23.5 
3 0 0.6 891 .l 77.4 
31 0.0 414.3 17.8 
3 2 0.1 606.6 48.4 
33 11.3 152.5 49.2 
34 15.4 109.1 80.0 
3 5 6.4 34.3 39.0 
3 6 0.1 21.4 39.0 
3 7 ERR ERR ERR 

Pink*6: Catch per boat day (from Runtime): 
Statweek chinook sockeye coho 

pink 
ERR 
ERR 

144.3 
235.8 
964.8 
459.2 

4969.3 
2785.6 
19840.6 
1053.7 

0.0 
ERR 

pink 
ERR 
ERR 

216.5 
353.7 

1447.2 
688.8 

7453.9 
4178.4 

29761.0 
1580.6 

0.0 
ERR 

pink 
ERR 
ERR 

. 288.7 
471.6 

1929.6 
918.4 
9938.5 
5571.2 

39681.3 
2107.4 

0.0 
ERR 

pink 
ERR 
ERR 

360.8 
589.5 

2412.0 
1148.0 

12423.2 
6964.0 

49601.6 
2634.3 

0.0 
ERR 

pink 

chum total 
ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

179.9 467.2 
90.4 698.0 
65.9 1999.1 

125.1 1016.5 ' 

84.3 5708.6 
127.3 3125.9 
232.7 20277.9 
137.7 1271.1 
129.1 189.6 

ERR ERR 

chum total 
ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

179.9 539.3 
90.4 815.9 
65.9 2482.1 

125.1 1246.1 
84.3 8193.2 

127.3 4518.1 
232,7 30198.2 
137.7 1797.9 
129.1 189.6 

ERR ERR 

c? ~m total 
ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

179.9 611.5 
90.4 933.8 
65-9 2964.5 

125.1 1475.7 
84.3 10677.8 

127.3 5911.5 
232.7 40118.5 
137.7 2324.8 
129.1 189.6 

ERR ERR 

chum total 
ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

179.9 683.7 
90.4 1051.7 
65.9 3446.9 

125.1 1705.3 
84.3 13162.5 

127.3 7304.3 
232.7 50038.8 
137.7 2851.6 
129.1 189.6 

ERR ERR 

chum total 



ERR 
ERR 
0.1 
0.2 
0.6 
0.0 
0.1 

11.3 
15.4 
6.4 
0.1 
ERR 

ERR 
ERR 

123.3 
348.2 
891.1 
414.3 
606.6 
152.5 
109.1 
34.3 
21.4 

ERR 

ERR 
ERR 
19.6 
23.5 
77.4 
17.8 
48.4 
4 9.2 
80.0 
39.0 
39.0 

ERR 

ERR 
ERR 

433.0 
707.4 

2894.4 
1377.6 

14907.8 
8356.8 

59521.9 
3161.1 

0.0 
ERR 

ERR ERR 
ERR ERR 

179.9 755.8 
90.4 1169.6 
65.9 3929.3 

125.1. 1934.9 
84.3 15647.1 

127.3 8697.1 
232.7 59959.1 
137.7 3378.5 
129.1 189.6 

ERR ERR 



Appendix D. Analysis of Canada's proposed payback. 

What would haw happened i n  1988 under the payback proposal of 2/16/89 @0100hr: 

[AS [BP IC% [ E l  [F I 161 [HI [I I 
Sockeye Catch Maxirnm 

Max % W/O Catch Under Allowed Sockeye Reduced Days 
Stat.Wk Target% Penalty A c t u a l %  Under PSC BSC Mgmt. Catch Werage i n  Yr91-31 

[Wl - W I  [XI - bZ1 P I  * [FI % E l - [ G I  bH1/2Q,OQQ 

Actual catch i n  [w] [XI 
Stat,Wk Chin Sock Coho P i n k  Chm Total ................................................................. 

2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
27 0 0 0 0 2 0 
2 8 1 0  16280 25 8 1 9526 23743 52140 
2 9 68 130926 8826 44328 33980 218128 
3 0 6 4 101583 8819 54993 7517 172976 
3 1 1 30244 1302 16761 9133 57441 
32 24 211083 16843 374272 29331 631553 
33 5046 68003 21957 864652 56776 1015434 
34 2085 14727 10804 621188 31411 68021% 
35 2795 15060 17134 1339243 60436 1434668 
3 6 1 3  3345 6080 231289' 20137 260864 
3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 ................................................................. 

10106 591251 94346 3556252 272464 4524419 ................................................................. 



Appendix D .  (page 2 of 2 .  

Foregone c a t c h  i n  1988 r e s u l t i n g  from PSC annex: ................................................................. 
[YI t 21 

Sta t .% Chin Sock Coho Pink Chum T o t a l  ................................................................. 
2 6 
2 7 
28 
2 9 
30 

3 4 
35 
3 6 
37 ................................................................. 

Tota l  3542 134146 22276 758708 40946 959618 ................................................................. 
Catch w e  would have l o s t  i n  Year+l < S t a t .  wk. 3 1  (assuming Yr+1=1988) : 
Actual Days Fished=6.00, Pay-back days fran Y r - 1  = 3.70 ............................................................................ 

Actual 
S t a t . %  Chin Sock Coho Pink Chum T o t a l  Days Fished ............................................................................ 

2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
28 5 8140 1291 4763 11872 26070 2days (39hr! 
2 9 102 196389 13239 66492 ' 50970 327192 3days (54hr) 
3 0 lday  ( l 5 h r )  
3 1 
3 2 
33 
3 4 
3 5 
3 6 
3 7 ............................................................................ 

Total 107 204529 14530 71255 62842 353262 ............................................................................ 



Because t h e  Alaska Department of  Fish and Game r e c e i v e s  
f e d e r a l  funding,  a l l  of  i t s  pub l i c  programs and a c t i v i t i e s  
a r e  opera ted  f r e e  from d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  on t h e  b a s i s  of  r a c e ,  
r e l i g i o n ,  c o l o r ,  na t i ona l  o r i g i n ,  age, sex ,  o r  handicap.  
Any person who b e l i e v e s  he o r  she  has been d i sc r imina t ed  
a g a i n s t  should w r i t e  t o :  

0.E.O 
U.S. Department of  t h e  I n t e r i o r  
Washington, D . C .  20240 
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