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fishermen in the years 1988 and 1992 and two, a fear that this incre r

catch is a new fishery which will trigger conservation concemns when e
are low returns of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon stocks.

The effect of the Cook Inlet proposals, if adopted by the Board, will
be to allocate a greater percentage of Cook Inlet sockeye to Cook Inlet
commercial salmon fishermen, while also reducing Kodiak's historic share
and restricting Kodiak's ability to harvest local stocks.

As approval of the Cook Inlet proposals will result in allocation of
mixed stock fishery resources between commercial fishermen, the Board is
required by law to consider those criteria appropriate to & mixed stock
fishery allocation.

Kodiak fishermen believe that after careful review of the facts, the
Board will reject the Cook Inlet proposals. The following allocation criteria
are appropriate to the issue before the Board.

HISTORY OF EACH COMMERCIAL SOCKEYE FISHERY

Kodiak has commercially fished sockeye salmon since 1882 - or for
111 years.

Cook Inlet has commerciaglly fished sockeye salmon since 1893 - or
for 100 years.

HISTORICAL CATCH OF SOCKEYE

KODIAK AREA and COOK INLET AREA
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On the other hand, Cook Inlet will increase its harvest of socke g
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salmon revenue. The difference is that 5% of that increased revenue wiil
transfer to pérmit holders who live outside of the Cook Inlet sockeye
region and the state. Although the percentage is small, this transfer of
fishery resources to outside Alaska is contrary to the state's policy.

THE IMPORTANCE OF EACH FISHERY TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY
Kodink

Salmon has consistently made up between 30% and 50% of Kodiak's
economy, with sockeye as the premier salmon species. This means an
average of $30,000,000.00 flows through Kodiak annually from ex-vessel
payments. The salmon industry in Kodiak employs 4,200 to 5,000 workers
each year.?

Cook Inlet

Salmon is less than 5% of the Kenai Peninsula Borough economy. This
comes to around $20,000,000.00 on an annual basis. It is important to
note that 44.4% of that ex-vessel value does not remain in the local
economy, but leaves with the non-resident and non-local fishermen.

Importance of Each Fishery in Providing Recreational
Opportunities for Resident's and Non-Residents

Currently, both Kodiak and Cook Inlet are enjoying sockeye runs
substantially in excess of escapement goals. Ample recreational
opportunities are currently provided for residents and non-residents in
Cook Inlet, as well as Kodiak.

2 1bid T
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Recent Kenai River data show Kodiak's catch of Cook Inlet @

sockeye indelibly linked with the size of Kenai River tun. On those years
when the run dips, Kodiak's catch drops proportionately. In fact, the
average Kenai River run in 1991 produced a negligible catch of Kenai
bound sockeye.4 This data strongly supports the contention that weak and
average Kenai River returns are not adversely affected by Kodiak's
incidental take of Kenai River sockeye.

OTHER UCI SYSTEMS

While the focus of this discussion centers on the Kenai River, it is
important to note that the other major UCI systems are also NOT in
jeopardy or facing any conservation crisis.

1294 FORECAST
Crescent River 140,000
Fish Creek 100,000
Kasilof River 570,000
Kenat River 1,500,000
Packer Creek 220,000
Susitna River 770,000
Total UCI Run 3,300,000
Escapement 1,300,000
Harvest 2,000,000

4 Ivan Vining & Bruce Barrett, The Use of Average Weight to Esiimate the Amount of
Kodiak Management Area, p. 9, 48,
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Chapter 4
THE RELATIONSHIP OF KODIAK BYCATCH

TO THE COOK INLET RETURN

During the past decade, returns of sockeye salmon into Upper Cook
Inlet reached unusually high numbers.! These record returns were
instrumental in bringing about the current debate on Upper Cook Inlet
sockeye.

Prior to 1982, the highest Cook Inlet commercial sockeye catch was
less than 2.7 million fish. From 1982 to 1993, the Cook Inlet sockeye
catches have exceeded the prior record catch 10 out of 12 years.l 1987 and
1992 Cook Inlet commercial catches were approximately three and a half
times greater than 2.7 million, This large increase in Cook Inlet sockeye
has made their presence more noticeable in Kodiak catches during this
time period. UCI biologists were unsuccessful in their attempts to prevent
over-escapement of the most onerous type. In fact, in 9 of the last 12
years, since 1982, the optimum escapement goal for the Kenai River has
been exceeded; in-season escaperment assessment is determined by sonar
indexing which in itself has recently been identified by ADF&G as
conservatively biased. UCI in-season harvest strategies, as
historically applied and as directed by existing management
policies, suggest that when UCI run size exceeds 5 million and all
sockeye systems are producing proportional to their potential,
over-escapement is unavoidable. [Even though over-escapement in
1987 and 1989 were partially infloenced by oil spills, the other
aforementioned 7 years show that escapements would have been
substantially exceeded regardless of the oil spills. Therefore, in lieu of this
12 year average of over-escapement, it would be prudent for the Board of
Fisheries to review UCI management policies as it relates to this issue.

Awareness of bycatch in the KMA caused alarm among Cook Inlet
fishermen. Based on solely on 1988 data, Cook Inlet fishermen convinced
the Board of Fish to adopt the North Shelikof Strait Sockeye Management
Plan in 1989. Then, in 1992, only three years later, another near record
return of sockeye returned to UCI. Concerned once again, Cook Inlet

1 UCI Sockeye Harvest - 100 ycars ! 25
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targeted commercial fishing on the Kenai River sockeye salmon stocly pot4t
: (o)

be allowed in Cook Inlet in 1995. Minimal fishing time is expected i %
1998.'"3 However, in 1993 the Kenai was once again over-
escaped by 16% and Kodiak's bycatch of non-local stocks was
estimated at only 3.15%; this during a year when Kodiak's Ffleet
was allowed a record amount of fishing time to harvest the
largest return of local stocks on record. The return to the Kenai
River in 1994 is now predicted by ADF&G to be 1,489,000. Total
return of UCI sockeye is forecasted to be 3.3 million.

Clearly, cause for alarm by Cook Inlet fishermen was unnecessary in
both issues. Rather, the data show that it is the Kodiak fishermen who
should be alarmed. Only during high returns of UCI sockeye is:there any
detectable level of bycatch in the KMA. Yet Cook Inlet fishermen wish to
further restrict Kodiak during years of average or below- average sockeye
returns and during years of high abundance in the Kenai River which has
been consistently over-escaped.

Certainly, large sockeye runs into UCI have created problems in UCI
management along with increased byeatch in the KMA. However, it is also
clear that as Cook Inlet returns decrease, the KMA has little impact orn UCI
sockeye. As we look ahead to smaller UCI sockeye returns, we can expect
no perceptible impact by Kodiak fishermen,

3 Letter to Laird Jones

4 Ivan Vining & Bruce Baweit, The Use of Average Weights 1o Estimate the Amount of
mwmk—mlﬂ—sw i l' 3
Kodiak Management Area, 1994 ’
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crowding and resulting in enforcement problems. These closures wouine™
also hamper the Kodiak fleet's ability to capture local stocks

Halibut Bay Section

The KPFA petition's proposal to close the Halibut Bay Section the 5th
through the 25th of July ignores the importance of this area for harvesting
local Kodiak sockeye and pinks. In only ome year, 1992, did the harvest of
non-local sockeye exceed the harvest of local sockeye in this section.! The
only other year with detectable non-local sockeye was 1988, The Halibut
Bay section is important to the seine fleet for harvesting Ayakulik sockeye
and, on even years, pinks. When the wind blows hard southwest, the
entire fishing area in the Ayakunlik Section is exposed to an onshore wind;
under these conditions the Halibut Bay Section is the only nearby area
with enough shelter to fish safely.

Effort statistics for the Halibut Bay Section are skewed by historic
conservation closures of the past aimed at Karluk and Ayakulik stocks and
also from a long series of strikes in July which occurred during the
seventies through 1982. In 1992, Halibut Bay effort levels were boosted
because the Ayakulik Section was closed for awhile during the 5th through
the 25th time period. The Ayakulik fleet was displaced into the Halibut
Bay Section for awhile until escapements jumped up at Ayakulik and then
both sections were open again. Karluk had already exceeded its early run
escapement goal.

The Larsen Bay Cannery fleet has a very long history of use of the
Halibut Bay section. With the rebuilding of the major sockeye systems on
the south end of the Island, the Halibut Bay section is even more important
than it was in the past, Of the four major sockeye systems on Kodiak, the
only one where the seine fleet regularly has access to the terminal harvest
area for sockeye is the Ayakulik. The Ayakulik has a substantial return of
sockeye all through July. On even years, substantial catches of Karluk and

1 Tvan Vining and Bruce Barrett, The Use of Average Weights to Estimate the Amount
of Interception of Upper Cook Inlet Sockeye Salmon Within Selected Areas of
the Kodiak Mangement Arga, 1994, '
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Halibut Bay Section in July would directly affect the economy of Larsen
. Bay the most.

Sitkalidak Section

N Another area targeted for closure by KPFA is the outer two stat areas
of the Sitkalidak Section. This area is right in the center of the area fished
by Old Harbor residents in July. The village of Old Harbor now has 27
seine permits held by village residents. While the Old Harbor fleet often
fishes as far away as Alitak and the Ayakulik Section, the Sitkalidak
Section is heavily used during the time targeted for closure. Fish haven't
always been as abundant in the Sitkalidak Section as they have been
recently, but it was a major harvest area in 1969 and in the seventies.
With the recent rebuilding of Kodiak sockeye systems, moderate harvest of
J Kodiak sockeye has occurred.? A large harvest of non-local sockeye

- occurred in the outer Sitkalidak areas 1992, but only 3 other years showed
r non-local catches out of 11 years analyzed.

Pink and chum harvests were depressed on the East side in the
eighties, but have rebounded in the nineties although not as high as earlier
years. [East side streams have short watersheds which makes them more
vulnerable to scouring in wet years and to drought in dry years.

] Effort levels were generally higher in the seventies for the Sitkalidak

- Section taken as a whole than has occurred recently, The ontside two stat

] areas show an increase in '91, '92, and '93, compared to the seventies, Part
of this increase is only a function of where the tenders were laying when
taking deliveries. In the past, tenders laid in front of the village of Old

J Harbor and Santa Flavia Bay. Both of these places are reliable anchorages

and fairly accessible to all of the area. Fish tickets have only one space for

a stat area and commonly the one where the tender was laying was used.

_ More than one stat arca might be fished, but it wouldn't seem important to

} list all adjacent stat areas. 1992 was quite calm in much of July and

tenders could safely lay in Boulder Bay and just inside Cape Barnabas.

[ Deliveries there would tend to list the outside stat areas.

2 Ibid ! a0
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In 1992, the North Shelikof Straight Management Plan closed @

entire outside area along Southwest Afognak when the sockeye cap wis
reached. A large percentage of the displaced fleet headed east into
Marmot Bay and down the East side to Sitkalidak., This caused an increase
in the number of landings there although it probably didn't significantly
increase the catch. Seine boats are efficient enough that increasing fleet
size doesn't continue to increase catch when areas start to get crowded.
With more boats, seiners either have to wait turns at the better spots or
set closer together which just "corks" off others fishing behind them.
There certainly has been enough effort in recemt decades in the outside
Sitkalidak Section to have caught significant quantities of fish similar to
‘01, '92 and 93 if the fish had been there,

The outside of the Sitkalidak Section has a sockeye producing stream
emptying out on Ocean Beach. Good catches have occurred there in July.
The East side has three other sockeye producers in Ugak Bay, only 20
nautical miles north of Cape Barnabas. The Saltery Cove system had an
escapement in '93 of 77,186 sockeye. Most of Saltery's production comes
in late June and in July. In strong years, Saltery would contribute
significantly to East side catches, Saltery Cove sockeye are large for Kodiak
and have a strong three ocean component which make them hard to
distinguish from Kenai River sockeye. The Saltery weir wasn't manned in
1992,

Unique scale indicators of zero freshwater checks (Upper Station) and
three fresh water checks (Karluk) indicate some substantial catches in the
Sitkalidak Section in July of Karluk and Upper Station sockeye.3 Although
no unique scales marked these systems, it is reasonable to expect
contributions from Ayakulik and Frazer also when those runs are strong.
Average weights would indicate that most of the 1991 Sitkalidak sockeye
catch was from Ayakulik, Frazer, Upper Siation, and Kariuk. If Cook Inlet
catches were the dominant stock of sockeye present in July, the average
weight of the Sitkalidak catch would have been much higher in 1991. By
all indicators, sockeye caught in the Sitkalidak Section in 1991 were local
stocks,

3 Schwanton & Nelson, 1994 "
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including Igvak. Currently, Cook Inlet expecis a return per spawner g

about 5 to 14 The disparity in returns might suggest that Kodiak sockeye
are being intercepted at higher rates than Cook Inlet's.

ADF&G's budget is limited. The North Shelikof Straits
Management Plan ties up ADF&G personnel and their boat to monitor
catches to initiate closures when the cap is reached. These resources had
been used to sample West side chum catches in July to monitor the
sirength of returns and determine the relative contribution of different
age classes. This can no longer be done. Trying to manage Kodiak waters
for Cook Inlet stocks won't make any significant difference in Cook Inlet
most years, and won't produce any additional fish for the State of Alaska
as a whole. Diverting existing funding in this direction does have the
potential to reduce production in Kodiak by eliminating weirs and aerial
surveys critical to maintaining escapements and fishing opportunities.

4  Paul Reusch, March 2, 1994 ¢ 33
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HISTORICAL INDEXED ESCAPEMENTS
(Approximately 90% hand tallied through weirs)

9,256,664 divided by 5 years = 1,851,332 average
sockeye escapement for 1984-1988

ESCAPMENT

2,006,241
2,515,659

1,968,058
1.705,440
8,195,398

i -

2,048,850 average

6,702,240 average total return

(excluding 80% Igvak catch)

2.51 catch per spawner

3.62 retum per spawner using 5 and 4 year

1984 1,467,780

1985 2,574,530

1986 2,001,279

1987 1,551,543

1988  1.661.532
CATCH

1990 5,140,294

1991 5,379,681

1992 4,015,642

1993 4.077.945
18,613,562
. s s =
4,653,390 average

NOTES:

-1989 excluded - disrupted fishery
-1989 just slightly below average for last 4 years, Igvak catch levels not included

blocks rather than age classes

-Catch per spawner of 2.63 including Igvak catches

© a4
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Natural Resource Consultants report!, various ADF&G tagging studies @

commercial fishing patterns. This juxtaposition is noteworthy when
considering in-shore migration patterns of returning mature salmon from
their pelagic feeding grounds, through near-shore migratory comdors, to
their eventual spawning locations.

Natural Resource Consultants' report discusses these migratory
routes and the fact that annual variations in these routes can occur.2 NRC
summarizes studies which suggest that the majority of the UCI-bound
sockeye enter Cook Inlet through entrances north of the KMA. Of those
remaining UCI-bound sockeye migrating through KMA's fishable waters, an
historical increment has been a bycatch component of KMA's directed
harvest on local stocks. The magnitude of that bycatch varies with UCI-
bound sockeye run strength, KMA directed fishing opportunities, and the
availability of these sockeye as influenced by migration route variation
and daily weather/tide fluctuations. KMA's current harvest strategy was
questioned by UCI fishermen when bycatch levels gained widespread
notice during the record UCI sockeye production years of 1988 and 1992.

KMA's ADF&G management activities are primarily held accountable
by Board of Fisheries review for compliance with statuatory and
regulatory requirement. This review specifically addresses compliance
with biological concemns and allocative criteria. KMA's management is
further held accountable by federal, other state agency, and private
landowners within the KMA.

Three National Wildlife Refuges, one National Park and two existing
State Parks identify and monitor the stock status of salmon runs endemic
to their lands. Additionally, KMA's harvest strategy must be sensitive to
altered production from habitat modifications on private lands and from
supplemental production projects by Kodiak's Regional Aquaculture
Association (KRAA). Consequently, KMA's annual salmon harvest
strategies have evolved in structure to withstand extraordinary critical
review, By most accounts, these strategies are rated as yielding very
thorough, relatively precise and highly defendable regulatory activities.

1 Natural Resource Consultants Reporr, 1994, and
ADF&Q and University of Washington Tagging Studies

2 NRC Report, 1994, pp. 28-31.
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harvest trends for all species 20
combined are depicted in 24
Figure 3.3 Pre-statehood 22 -
harvest trends by

decade identify an initial
exploration period in the
1880's, a relatively stable ’ 1 i

period with slight expansion | i,‘

from approximately 1890 y Lok HL ';
through the 1920's, a peak “E 'W Tl‘z[‘ff |%I H W} .: " P

harvest decade in the 1930's . (BRD 890 1900 M0 1920 1030 to40  1RS0  fedg 1970 Ip8d  1m90  ROGD
followed by a noticeable SEE—— Dng!:EAVEHABE;IN MILLIONS OF SALMON > L
decline in the 1940', AN 8 3 corsecses snims sacvess a1t spacs comtons (0 e Foon sarsaenns evs
bottoming out of production e

in the 1950's.

MILLIONS OF SALMON

1 i

o KN = O om
1

Post statehood harvest trends reveal rebounding production in the
1960's, a wide oscillation in production during the 1970's followed by
record production for the decade of the 1980's and a relatively sustained
production at a record average level for the first four years of the 1990,
In consideration of all the factors which conmibuted to the harvest
history of KMA's fishery, it's apparent that KMA's salmon stocks have
thrived under state regulation and that they appear stable in terms of
having realized their production potential,

Tubls a Pateniial va ncunl mimon produstion {wikl siotk} n the Kodiak Measgemen Ares, 1993,

KMA's overall

production potential is PRODUCTION POTENTIAL HARVEST
identified in Table 2.4 The LONG TERM AVERAGE POTENTIAL ACTUAL
srcles Targuies) Welum 1 Ttoipiet Lorg Term 44 Yo :\B Yeor
long term average harvest e 1 B R
on KMA stocks, when CHINDGK 11,000 21 17,300 22,500 900 15,000
SOCKEYE 2,100,000 2.5 1240000 3,150,000 b ,000 3220,000
escapement goals are g 7500 I 215,000 100,000 235,000
achieved and environmental Pm Your 1,000,000 25t 10,500,000 7,500,000 783,000 12,535,000
. . . 40,000 1,454,000 9,271,000
condi Even Year 4,500,000 15| 15730000 I,
o uon? are consistently e e T ooy e ey
average, 1Is expected (0 be Odd Yewr 5285008 .1 Bawse 13,454,000 93785008 | 17453000
16 S miuion salmou TgTHALxE 7,785,000 . 24,268,500 16,483,500 18,721,000 13,585,009
. Y I S . KMA flaberles e novmall o g
The fishery performance T dapecid Inened scapement bt bologlial exapene gl rge e pemally mtnsges i

Hetwrn por epevmer will wury ench yrar. Thise values ore aviraged Arourd which ratums! survhvsl and rewen will Nocuaie
somerwhat (Marmdt, Mersenal Communication, Deiober 1993).
€ 1039 harvest dsia pol included In evtimetos.

3 ADF&G RIR 4K94-7.

4 ADR&G RIR 4K94-8, p.27. o
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of the 1980's and 1990's support that projection. This fact further g 42 0f 70

supports the validity of KMA's current harvest strategy which has gu.oes
the rebuilding of KMA's depressed stocks since the early 1970's.

Industry's stock-specific
knowledge of local run timing and
important coastal migration
characteristics, coupled with
processors' strong demands for
quality products, have always
been responsible for KMA's fleet
distribution, The resulting
traditional harvest patterns by
both the mobile seine and fixed
set gillnet fleets were
considerations in the evolutionary
development of KMA's current
harvest strategy. Figure 43
identifies KMA's industry
distribution - i.e. gear areas and
cannery locations plus all
community locations - and it - E’::"”-"-’-"E'-'w"
identifies all ADF&G stock @
monitoring sites such as fish “’ﬂﬁmmmm#
weirs and KRAA's major salmon
enhancement projects.

PACIFIC
oCEAN

Understanding the apparent success of post-statehood harvest
sirategies requires a review of the wide oscillations in production during
the 1970's. In 1971, KMA's primary salmon production species, sockeye
and pinks, were severely depressed. Strong regulatory measures were
implemented to initiate a stock 'rebuild.ing plan. KMA's directed June
early-run sockeye fishery was completely curtailed in what is now the
Northwest Kodiak District. Also, the August late-run sockeye fishery was
extremely minimized, because the primary harvest of these stocks was
bycatch in KMA's directed July pink fishery. The pink fishery itself
experienced record low production in 1973 following unexpected pink

5 ADF&G RIR 4K94.8, p.65. " s
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Table 3  Estimsed number of salmon production sysiems pe SlaN

production systems, disrfbution, in the Kodiak Munagement Area, 1993, 44 01 70
identified in Table 3% lends
credence to the data Managemsnt Aukazr of _Wmmmmb_
, . Dimkrice straama® Chinoek Sockeys  Cohe Bink  Chum
presented earlier in Table 2.
vy Afognak b1 -H [} 13 48 102 $
The ability of ADF&G to Morenment fodlak 62 ; A o
accurately measure stock- Soutimiest Rodlak 11 2 1 10 1 .
specific escapement in the Aiork ¥ : 5 woowu
. . Bawtwide Kadisk 118 H A a2 aLs +1
KMA is the foundation of Warthoust Kodiek 26 o . 2 2 .
this harvest strategy's Masinlend 9z 0 L 53 46
success. Other state TOTAL 440 . W1 wo 180
management areas lack 8 Tho Stme of Alaska's Habitat Division identifles umMmhﬂeKodiﬂM‘M:mg:mm
' isi Area which have documented use by ansdromouy fish (State of Alaska 1993). Many of Lhese
KMA's precision for streams are very small and may only be ussd by pink almon In years with very fezge retumo.

The sireams identified i this table are depleted on the 1963, Kodisk Ares salmon satisical

measuring sockeye map, ond have documentable wse exch yer,

escapement. That data, as b Thess estimates are based on current keowledgs and, in fagt, ere expetted to change as more
shown in Figure 57, further system specific data s eollected.

justifies KMA's sockeye

production potential

identified in Table 2, The

NRC report even suggests

that ADF&G long-term 1 |-
production projections data :::
may be conservative, 2g L
R 0t L DR Y T R

The KMA sockeye g ,,: :
harvest of the late 1980's g 6 -
and early 1990’s as shown ::: """""
in Figure 68 tend to support ol
that thought, notwith- 06 -
standing the contributions of | ::L
UCI-bound sockeye on 0

163 (455 1967 (085 BTN 197D WS ARIT (97U LOWN Y 1BS 1B? JoB9 DI [oBY  wETIw)

record or near-record AVIRAGE
returns to Cook Inlet. . Figuread, Sockeye saiman eseapement in the Kadiak Manogement Ares, 1982 1903,

6§ ADF&G RIR 4K94-8
7 ADF&G RIR 4K94-8 4
8 ADF&0 RIR 4K94-8 oy
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FigursdS Sockeyo aalmon Irvel, o}t grar combilood, in the Kodiok Monagement Ates, ) §82 - 1992,
The UCI sockeye component in KMA's harvest total are only
significant on years of exceptionally large returns to UCL. ADF&G RIR
4K94-5 and NRC's previously discussed reports both support that fact.

KMA's fishing industry and ite communities have come to understand
and support KMA's harvest strategy. It works!ll They've experienced
experimental strategies that havent., They have concluded that this is the
most successful and rational strategy for the Kodiak Management Area.
Figure 7 from ADF&G RIR 4K94-7 re-emphasizes this fact! Such a
successful, well developed, yet complex management program should not
be arbitrarily and unnecessarily re-adjusted to accommodate unfounded
fears of Cook Inlet-bound sockeye bycatch levels.
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In the early part of the 20th century, Kodiak's fleet was expanding
and capturing sockeye salmon in many locations along the Alaska
Peninsula. Between 1909 and 1914, Kaflia Bay, currently in the Kukak
section of the Mainland District, produced from 33,000 to 84,000 sockeye
annually. In 1927, a trap was established at Kiukpalik Island, an outer
cape in the Big River section of the Mainland District. The trap captured
approximately 2,000 fish in its first season. Moreover, in 1919, a gillnet
catch in excess of 6,000 reds was reported at Cape Douglas and Douglas
Island.4¢ This early expansion of the Kodiak fishery reflects
competitiveness and mobility; characteristics that remain
present in the Kodiak fleet today.

4 wWallace Norenberg, A Revigw
Ihzn_Kn:lnk_m_JhLKndmk_.lnlmd_Am. 1950
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during the last three weeks in July. The 350,000 sockeye captured

these areas in the last three weeks amounted to over 41% of the totar
yearly catch. This catch rate compares favorably with recent

catch rates during July 6-25th.> Moreover, the 5 year average during
1944 and 1949 shows that over 30% of the seasons sockeye in Karluk were
caught during the last three weeks of July. (See Figure 9, on next page). If
Kodiak's fleet was currently catching an increasingly larger percentage of
Cook Inlet sockeye, you would expect the current July sockeye catch
percentages to be substantially larger than they were 50 years ago. In
fact, this is not the case.

Also, in 1948, there were substantial sockeye caught outside of
Karluk and Red River. 566,000 sockeye or 44% of the total Kodiak catch
were captured away from the traditional sockeye "hot spots” along
Kodiak's east side and in the Mainland District. By 1948, Kodiak's fleet was
primarily mobile and was capitalizing on sockeye fishing opportunities
throughout the Kodiak Management Area as knowledge of local sockeye
production became widespread.

A second historical index shows that there has always been a Cook
Inlet component to Kodiak's sockeye catches. Kadiak Fisheries' 1940-50
cannery logs indicate that during the second week in July the daily catches
in the Karluk traps decreased and the escapement into Karluk River
remained low while the catches in traps off Afognak and Raspberry Istand
held steady or actually increased through the 25th of July. (See Figure 8)

Karluk River Escapement per
Week 1944-1949

300,000

150,000

100,000

50,000 ¥
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5 Dave Prokopowich,
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Karluk District Catch per
- Week 1944-1949
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The 1949 Annual Report specifically mentioned an unusual
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occurrence in the Sitkalidak area. The report observed that there haX
a "reported abundance of sockeye passing northward through Sitkalidak
Strait during June. It is not exactly known where these fish went, but
presumably they spread to various streams along the east shore of Kodiak
Island, though no large escapement was observed in any them."8 We now
know that these were probably Cook Inlet sockeye.

1957 Tagging Studies: XKenai Bycatch

Kodiak is not the only area that has a bycatch of non-local stocks.
Cook Inlet has been shown to have a bycatch of Kodiak salmon. A small
tagging study was done in Seldovia Bay in 1957. "During three day
tagging, 168 reds were released, of which 55 or 32.7% were returned. The
release dates were June 30, July 20 and July 21."® Kodiak recoveries of
pink salmon amounted to 12.2% of the total number recovered, red
recoveries were 7.5% and chum recoveries were 5%. This was in a year
when Kodiak only had a catch of 234,000 sockeye!

In addition, Cook Inlet also catches salmon headed for the Alaska
Peninsula and as far west as the Shumagin Islands. "Tagging at Chisik
Island at the time showed substantial out-migration of red salmon. This
was true during late June of 1957 when 25.7% of reds tagged were
recovered along the Alaska Peninsula.”l0 It is safe to conclude that a
mixing of sockeye stocks occurs in both the Kodiak and the Cook
Inlet Management Areas.

Historical Catch Figures

Statistical data from ADF&G catch figures show historical catch data
for Kodiak and Cook Inlet. Recent catch data indicates that both Kodiak
and Cook Inlet have healthy sockeye stocks. (Please see data sheets after
the conclusion of this chapter.)

8 U.S. Depariment of the Interior, Fish & Wildlife Annual Report 1940,
9 Richard Tyler & Wallace Norenberg, $almon Tagging in Cook Inlet, 1957.

10 Tbid
a0

45



PC141
54 of 70

Cook Inlet sockeye catches are clearly at all time highs. Prior @

1983, Cook Inlet had a 30 year average annual catch rate of about 1.2
million sockeye. This dropped to an all time low of approximately 500,000
in 1974, Then, in 1983, Cook Inlet rebounded with a catch of about 5
million sockeye, The 1983 catch was an all time high almost doubling the
1950 all time record of 2.6 million sockeye. The new 1983 record was
exceeded in 1987, 1988, and almost doubled in 1992.

Kodiak has also enjoyed a resurgence in its local sockeye stocks.
Kodiak's 1907 catch record of 4.2 million sockeye stood until 1990 when
Kodiak captured 5.2 million sockeye. In 1991, the Kodiak catch record
increased to 5.7 million while the sockeye catch in 1992 and 1993
exceeded 4 million. The past five Kodiak seasons have substantially
exceeded historical averages.

Average weighl and rotal haevest of sockeve salmon from the
cgrr;muma! fisheries of tw Kodiak Madagemente Ares, 1909 -
1%93.

Figure 1211 shows that FIGURE 12

the average weight of VEAR AVERAQE WEIGHT® HARVESTE

sockeye caught in the Kodiak
area since 1969. (Average o 2 i
weights prior to 1969 are 172 P e
not available.) The historical ). o el
average Kodiak sockeye 1976 53 satiss
weights indicate that there el 8 i
is a trend toward smaller ek - s
fish. In fact, the 1993 loxz i 20479
983 5 1,231,98
average of 5.1 pounds per 1984 3 L5043
. 198 47 1,843,185
sockeye 15 the second lowest 1686 S8 3188269
1987 " 6.3 1,792,819
year on record. 988 57 2.698.637
198% 5.5 2,525,068
1990 5.2 5.248.35%
1891 5.5 5,704,041
1992¢ 57 4,167,877
1993° 51 4.377.588

2 Weight in pounds. Daw from Kodiak Management Arca Annual Reports.
b Harvest in number of figh
 Preliminacy data
Kodiak average sockeye weights do not support Cook Inlet's
contention that Kodiak is intercepting greater percentages of Cook Inlet
fish. Cook Inlet fish are, for the most part, larger than Kodiak stocks. If
Kodiak was catching a greater percentage of these Ffish, the average Kodiak

sockeye weights should be going up. However, the opposite is true.

11 ADF&G RIR, 4K%4-8 .
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Taple .,

fistorical rarvest of Cook Inlet Salion e nurcecs of &

oy species L891-1982). L/

Dace Chincok  Jockaye Coho Finx Cramm

1893 30,000 170,000 14,000 0

1894 15,500 406,840 19,000 0 3 iif'iig
1898 25,189 124,277 0 0 0 349,476
1e96 18,076 109,363 27,600 37,800 0 383,339
1897 14,08 354,800 28,000 0 0 13,883
1898 16,389 551,168 & (412 0 0 650,963
18% 17,102 554,529 54,850 0 0 §30.521
1900 26,66  58&5,309 20,000 3 0 631,392
1501 34,319 482,406 8,967 5,591 0 83128
102 49,01 710,28 54,864 75,246 0 BS3.403
198 66,023 564,109 34,968 a 0 539'19;
1304 30,073 489,348 23,800 0 0 s@.27
198 17,660 95,547 0 0 0 113,215
1908 22,420 225,506 6,488 54,100 0 405,511
1907 62,944 460,620 177,276 6,420 0 707,260
139 331,774 670,714 54 75,14 0 1,174,824
1909 59,624  a2,%82 80,380 3,740 0 734,276
1910 49,028 540,197 79,702 217,688 1,318 1,167,502
1901 58,849 1,249,154 @,509 70,668 749 1,484,323
192 &7,066 1,194,888 70,567 1,661,874 121,624 1,09 ,83
1% 63,652 1,369,196 o484 10,928 10,83 1,536,071
104 47,554 1,472,829 188,34 1,258,798 39,908 3,004,427
1ms @,7\ 1,880,604 122,028 19,308 27,83 1,113,848
1916 62,895 1,699,323 209,978 1,680,672 126,322 3,7@,1%0
107 65,439 1,659,907 50,776 54,288 78,468 1,918,936
1918 34,8086 1,668,354 251,18 712,231 108,200 2,763,862
189 23,801 343,654 173,858 €447 4,33 1,238,130
190 39,58 1,314,916 302,350 445,524 97,540 2,199,897
192 13,546 08,625 20,519 4,717 42,409 1,088,216
1922 31,030 880,219 199,900 637,405 74,389 1,302,768
1923 29,910 1,099,48% 142,928 39,146 23,480 1,344,929
1934 27,012 1,0%,0%0 197,65 742,016 36,758 2,059,529
1525 51,033 1,510,881 196,14 11,820 15,06¢ 1,788,932
1938 73,680 1,999,728 man 505,054 113,45% 23,113,022
197 87,406 1,459,068 397,746 25,866 59,300 2,245,454
1:8 69,888 1,172,959 522,508  %68,052 101,086 2,434,490
1329 67,654 1,049,851 184,888 176,863 134,601 1,413,867
1|0 72,317 917,882 498,475 1,012,679 99,630 2,610,583
191  Si,402 908,526 328,29 472,221 62,628 1,720,071
1W2 70,931 1,131,958 374,976 441,128 64,749 2,083,739
W3 59,2m 1,336,138 17,972 118,1@ 57,245 1,758,820
14 72,379 1,813,267 251,260 929,92 91,319 3,160,217
i8S 75,078 1,3%8,7@ . 170,838 410,540 181,424 2,193,264
106 1,062 2,390,284 120,496  852,92¢ 264,909 3,917,672
187 5,52 .,50,.10 25,700 480,692 148,069 2,319,426
188 57,863 2,429,253 213,804 848,703 191,328 3,725,781
109 52,726 2,334,504 163,000 315,312 231,645 3,101,597
1540 631,016 1,648,952 $78,09 2,504,235 260,831 5,078,130

L L o I

Date hinook  Sockeye Coho piak Qum oeal
1541 104,822 1,213,234 389,324 715,21 712,38 2,744,038
12 @10 1,540,18 644,82 965,507 400,308 3,646,684
14 L1,9m 1,468,279 279,883 1,487,161 101,39% 3,614,572
194 88,210 1,9%,02 296,620 1,818,441 288,840 4,356,044
1“ "ym 1,5“;1“ ]”;ﬂl 1!3‘7!“ ln’!m 3!‘”"5“
146 64,30 1,824,447 54,174 1,330,731 m.m 3,842,422
1947 106,004 1,472, W, g,ml 19,227 2,98,814
1548 108,996 2,035,308 00,079 1,660,187 09,314 . 4,648,843
194 11,28 2,183, 219,70 443, 238,648 ' 3,218,044
18 182,92 2,842,374 s 1,112,164 3,507 4,712,330
181 197,511 2,488,170 271,38 . _ 408,454 290,470 3,828,997
1981 74,449 1,302,480 22,M4% 2,232,630 404,902 4,477,121
1983 "n.A29 1,400,972 24,20 548,118 1461 2.80,458
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Table . Upper Coock Inlet commercial salmon harvest by species, 1954-1593,
Year Chinook Sackeye Coho Pimk Chum Total,
1954 63,780 1,207,048 121,528 2,139,207 510,088 4,291,628
195% 44,926 1,027,528 120,777 101,480 248,343 1, 594 254
1956 64,977 1,253,789 198,189 1,595,378 782,081 3,!99 k)3
1987 42,158 . 643,712 125,434 21,228 1,001,470 1.834.001
1958 22,727 477,392 219,785 1,648,548 471,897 2,080,128
1959 32,651 - 612,678 108,312 12,527 200,318 1,084,485
1950 e7,5812 $23,314 311,461 1,411,60% 589,997 3,311,889
1961 18,737 1,162,300 117,178 4,017 29,828 1,683,487
1982 20,210 ¢ 1,147,573 350,324 2, 711.0!! 970, 582 3 100,378
1963 .17,536 - 342,580 197,140 10,438 47,017 ,575 119
19684 4,531 970,055 452,634 3,231,981 1,079,084 5,730,285
1965 9,741 © 1,812,380 153,619 23,93 316444 ), 916.11?
19486 8,544 1 1,852,114 269,837 2,008,745 532,786 4 480,596
1987 7,858 © 1,380,082 117,729 2,229 2/8.M37 ), 094,714
1968 4,530 1,304,504 459,850 2,278,197 1,119:114 4,916 §01
1959 12,397 . 592,173 100,777 33,383 268,847 1, 108.57!
1970 8,336 712,608 275,398 814,898 TT&.!E! 8 GBT 464
1971 19,785 . 636,303 100,436 35,824 ' 327,029 1,114,3%7
1972 18,086 879,824 84,533 620,574 630,101 2, 23! 220
1873 5,194 670,058 104, 420 326,184 “h!?l 1.773.459
1974 6,598 | 497,188 200,125 483,710 398,340 1,584,476
1978 4,787 . 684,752 221,319 335,313 951,796 2,205,047
1978 10,885 - 1,564,150 208,698 1,256,728 469,802 3,610,240
1977 14,790 ¢+ 2,082,290 192,599 583,098 1,233,722 4,04? 257
1978 11,298 2,821,421 216,193 1.688.442 971,77% 5,118,134
1979 13,738 ¢ 924,418 + 158 12, m.m 1,086,658
1980 13,798 - 1,873,897 271,418 1,706,430 396,878 4,03! 918
1381 12,240 ;1,439,277 484,411 127,164 . 813,342 2,896,634
1942 20,870 : 21,259, 793,937 790,848 1,833,088 6,299,105
1983 20,834 ' 5,049,713 516,322 70,327 1,114,888 5.771 a4
1984 10,082 : 2,108,714 495,993 617,482 \728 3,854,047
1985 24,088 4,080,419 687,213 87,828 77,849 5,612,407
1986 39,240 ' 4,707,982 L850 1,299,380 I, 11“ 173 8,017,588
1947 19,681 3,600,106 45),404 109,801 H’.ll! 10,450,19¢
1988 29,060 © 6,834,342 580,022 489,972 708,873 4,801,969
1989 26,742 © 4,010,090 139,201 67,430 122,027 5,566,098
1950 16,106 - 7,804,084 500,834 603,830 181,197 5,07%,8%0
1991 13,538 . 2,177,574 424,724 14,683 0,22 2,011,721
1892 17,171+ 9,108,340 448,911 §93,839 274,308 14,564,584
1593 18,719 4,754,098 308,822 100,918 - 122,787 5,303,9

Avarage 20,605 2,286,138 116,284 760,018  &1X,488
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Table xx. Historical salmon catch (numbers of fish to nearest hundred) by species in the
Kodiak Management Area, 1882-1993,2
Yaar Chinook Sockaya Coho Pink Chum Tocal
1881 0
1882 59,000 59,000
1883 189,000 189,000
1884 282,000 282,000
1885 469,000 469,000
1846 646,000 846,000
1887 1,005,000 1,005,000
1888 2,781,000 2,781,000
1889 3,755,000 3,755,000
1850 3,593,000 3,593,000
16891 3,846,000 31,845,000
1892 3,126,000 3,126,000
31833 3,445,000 3,245,000
1894 1,820,000 3,830,000
1895 2,247,000 8,000 2,355,000
1896 3,325,000 3,329,000
1837 2,786,000 2,000 2,787,000
1858 2,023,000 19,000 2,052,000
1899 1,000 1,935,000 32,000 1,958,000
1500 5,000 3,450,000 32,000 2,488,000
1501 4,000 4,826,000 2,000 4,832,000
1502 3,000 3,868,000 35,000 3,906,000
1503 1,000 1,836,000 120,000 10,000 1,957,000
1904 1,000 2,875,000 103,000 5,000 2,987,000
1905 2,000 2,142,000 87,000 2,232,000
1906 4,000 3,980,000 24,000 2,008,000
1507 4,000 4,232,000 38,000 4,275,000
1908 3,000 2,488,000 74,000 286,000 2,851,000
1909 4,000 1,913,000 52,000 154,000 2,124,000
1910 2,000 1,988,000 44,000 215,000 2,216,000
1911 1,000 2,586,000 22,000 230,000 6,000 2,545,000
1912 1,000 2,246,000 17,000 547,000 25,000 2,836,000
1913 1,000 1,663,000 28,000 590,000 4,000 2,286,000
1914 1,000 1,255,000 32,000 1,726,000 13,000 3,028,000
1815 1,000 1,664,000 52,000 252,000 20,000 1,990,000
1916 1,000 3,373,000 50,000 3,183,000 29,000 5,615,000
1917 1,000 3,646,000 30,000 225,000 16,000 3,919,000
19148 2,000 1,894,000 78,000 2,467,000 82,000 4,524,000
1919 2,000 1,619,000 104,000 283,000 60,000 2,068,000
1920 2,000 1,958,000 89,000 1,977,000 55,000 4,081,000 }
1821 1,000 2,858,000 46,000 68,000 25,000 2,997,000
1822 1,000 1,097,000 120,000 2,766,000 224,000 4,208,000
1923 2,000 1,080,000 78,000 929,000 33,000 2,137,000
1924 1,000 1,408,000 121,000 5,435,000 118,000 7,082,000
1925 2,000 1,693,000 93,000 2,674,000 212,000 4,674,000
1526 1,000 3,015,000 174,000 4,607,000 325,000 8,122,000
1927 4,000 1,155,000 152,000 5,197,000 418,000 7,026,000
1928 3,000 1,592,000 291,000 1,535,000 726,000 4,147,000
1529 3,000 712,000 144,000 6,108,000 1,058,000 8,026,000
1930 5,000 466, 000 229,000 1,€51, 000 419,000 2,771,000
1931 2,000 1,183,000 170,000  &,840,000 184,000 B, 378,000
1932 2,000 1,088,000 52,000 4,720,000 237,000 5,069,000
1933 1,000 1,428,000 91,000 6,574,000 517,000 8,632,800
1934 1,000 1,829,000 50,000 7,642,000 661,000 10,221,000
1935 1,000 1,614,000 77,000 10,781,000 382,000 132,854,000
1936 3,000 2,657,000 184,000 5,648,000 328,000 8,820,000
1937 1,000 1,881,000 165,000 16,787,000 346,000 19,181,000
1938 1,000 1,966,000 155,000 8,398,000 640,000 11,160,000
-Continued-
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Year Chinoek Sockeye Csho Bink Chum Tocal
1939 2,300 1,786,000 112,000 11,741,000 842,000 14,284,000
1542 1,000 1,318,000 148,000 5,953,000 673,000 12,139,300
1941 3,000 1,738,000 200,000 7,802,000 445,000 9,378,000
1342 1,000 1,283,000 107,000 5,093,000 555,000 8,047,000
1543 1,000 1,551,000 60,000 12,480,000 454,000 14,985,200
13424 1,000 1,818,000 52,000 4,955,000 07,000 7,332,000
1945 2,000 2,041,000 £0,000 5,045,000 559,000 11,707,300
1946 o 833,000 56,000 9,546,000 258,000 10,740,000
1547 0 993,000 76,000 8,857,000 285,000 10,221,000
1948 1,000 1,260,000 32,000 5,968,000 331,000 7,5%4,00Q
194§ 1,000 8s2,000 54,000 4,928,000 700,000 6,874,000
1950 2,000 21,000 41,000 5,305,000 £85,000 £,953,000 -
19%L 2,000 458,000 49,000 2,100,000 493,000 3,103,000
1852 1,700 604,000 52,000 4,577,000 1,243,000 6,478,000
1553 3,000 317,000 42,000 5,175,000 548,000 6,084,000
1954 1,000 325,000 §6,000 8,435%,00Q 1,251,000 10,083,000
18585 2,900 164,000 315,000 10,754,000 482,000 11,478,000
1556 1,000 271,000 53,000 3,315,000 7305, 000 4,34%,000
1587 1,000 234,000 315,000 4,716,000 1,208,000 6,195,000
L9589 2,000 288,000 21,000 4,039,000 $31, 040 5,280,000
L§5% 2,000 330,000 15,000 1,967,000 734,000 1,047,000
19€0 1,000 363,000 54,000 6,736,000 1,300,000 8,456,000
1961 1,000 408,000 25,000 3,926,000 519, 00d 4,982,000
1962 1,000 785, 0400 55,000 14,114,000 795,000 15,745,000
1363 a 407,000 57,000 5,480,000 305, 000 6,250,000
1964 1,000 498,000 36,000 12,044,000 1,134,000 13,714,000
1965 1,000 146,000 27,000 2,887,000 431,000 3,692,000
19686 1,000 632,000 &8,000 10,756,000 763,000 12,214,000
1367 2.000 305,000 10,000 188,000 227,000 138,000
L9468 2,000 T&Q, 000 57,000 8,768,000 750, 000 10,338,000
LS55 2,000 . 591,000 49,000 12,501,000 535,000 13,878,000
1570 1,000 917,000 g6,000 12,037,008 919,000 13,540,000
1971 1,000 478,000 23,000 4,333,000 1,541, 00qQ 8,377,000
1972 1,000 223,000 17,000 1,488,000 1,164,500 3,890,000
1873 1,000 167,000 4,000 51%,000 314,000 1,008,000
1974 1,040 419,000 14,000 2,846,000 243,000 3,324,000
1975 0 134,000 24,000 2,943,000 84,000 3,147,000
1976 1,000 641,000 24,000 11,078,000 7440, 040 12,484,000
1977 1,000 523,000 28,000 6,252,000 1,072,000 7,977,000
1378 3,000 1,072,000 49,000 15,004,000 914,000 16,942,000
1815 2,000 632,000 141,000 11,288,000 358,000 12,420,000
1560 1,000 651,000 139,000 17,291,004 1,076,000 19,157,000
1981 1.000 1,289,000 122,000 10,337,000 1,345,000 13,094,000
1982 1,000 1,205,000 144,000 8,078,000 1,266,000 10,8%2,000
1983 4,000 1,232,000 158, 000 4,603,000 1,088,000 7,082,000
19684 5,000 1,950,000 210,000 10,844,000 649,000 13,678,000
1985 5,000 1,842,000 284,000 7,335,000 431,000 9,898,000
1986 4,000 3,188,000 16%,000 11,408,000 1,138,000 16,304,000
1387 5,000 1,793,000 153,000 5,076,000 682,000 7,748,000
1388 12,000 2,699,000 303,000 14,409,000 L,426,000 18, 850,000
19889 5,000 2,829,000 141, 000 22,64%,000 818,000 26,25%,000
1590 15,000 5,248,000 494,000 5,984,000 578,000 12,122,000
1991 22,000 5,704,000 335,000 1&,643,000 1,029,000 23,723,000
1552 24,000 4,158,000 280,000 3,311,000 80,000 8,462,000
1§93 42,000 4,378,000 313,000 34,019,000 S88,000 315,347,000
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Chapter 8 @ 62 0f 70
SOCIO-ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF THE KODIAK COMMERCIAL
FISHERY

Kodiak is a widley known as a fishing town. Indeed, it can be stated
that the town of Kodiak would not exist were it not for the abundance of
salmon and other species historically harvested from the waters of the
Archipelago. The Keodiak fishing industry, as outline in Chapter 7, has
evolved into an efficient, multi-tasked harvest and processing sector,
operating year-round for numerous species. The City of Kodiak has the
largest and most diversified fishing port in Alaska, and has numbered
among the top three ports nationwide for both landings and value of
landings over the past decade.

Salmon has historically been the mainstay of Kodiak's fishing fleet,
stabilizing the economy amid fluctuations of other fish species. For many
years salmon has ranked first in both volume and value for landings in
Kodiak. During a typical salmon season, from June to September, up to
5,000 workers may be involved in the Kodiak salmon industry, This
includes 1,000-2,000 fishers and crew, 200-300 tender operators and
erew, and 2,200-2,700 processing personnel. In a community with a
summer population of 12,000, this amounts to a significant percentage,
“The Kodiak economy ... is completely dominated by fishing and its
manufacturing counterpart...”". !

The economy of the Kenai Peninsula Borough (KFPB) presents a much
different picture. 1t has a large tourism industry as well as a large basic
industry in petroleurn and gas. Both tourism and oil employ more people
and generate more income than does fishing.

The following Table 1 represents the relative importance of the
fishing industry to the Kodiak economy versus the Kenai Borough economy
in terms of employment in the processing sector and per capita personal
income from fishing. The raw fish tax and Borough Property taxes for the
two regions are also compared.2

1 pr Hill, PRD,

Wmmmmm Univemly Of Maskav 1994
2 1bid
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Table 1

Kodiak Island Kenai Peninsula

Borough Borough
Per capita personal income
from fishing (1984-1989) 19.26% 6.31%
Avg. monthly employment;
fish processing (1992) 30.67% 7.85%
Summer months 38-40% 15%
Raw Fish Tax (FY92) 4.14% .045%

$2.26 million  $846,000

Property tax (FY92) 30.42% 2.85%
(fishing related)

Revenues from raw fish tax are much more important to Kodiak's
economy. In fact, as a percentage of the Kodiak budget, the tax is
approximately ten times as important to Kodiak as it is to Kenai, The
property tax, typically the largest single source of income for local
governments, becomes extremely important for the KIB, with fish related
revenues generating nearly one third of the total tax base as opposed to
the Kenai Borough's 2,.85%.

Clearly, the KPB economy i8 much more economically diversified and
has more employment opportunities than does Kodiak with it's one sector
economy. A one sector economy has a much greater risk from economic
shocks or downturns than a more diversified economy such as Kenai's,
which is able to bounce back more readily in the event of decline or
dislocation.3

In addition to the primary monetary value of fishing, there is the
multiplier effect on the local economies that must be considered. This

3 Ibid 60
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purchased with money derived from fishing and processing.

In Kodiak, and particularly in the villages, this multiplier effect is
significant, as the only opportunities for obtaining goods are local
businesses, Because Kodiak is an island, more money is proportionately
spent within the community.

In the KPB however, with it's larger economy and proximity to
Anchorage, people have access to a larger selection and wider variety of
goods, at more competitive prices, effectively diluting the "multiplier
effect” in the local community. Thus strengthening the argument that the
Kodiak economy will be much more vulnerable to an economic setback if
these proposed allocative changes are passed.

Also notable is the difference in salmon permit ownership between
the KIB and the KPB, as indicated in Table 2:

Table 2
Ownership of salmon permits Kodiak Island Kenai Peninsula
Borough ~ Borough
Total # 611 1328
village 11.95% 3.39%
region 61.21% 55.57%
other Alaska 17.02% 24.40%
Non-Resident 21.77% 20.03%

Of the UCI permits, only 55.57% are held by residents of the local
area. For Kodiak, the percent is 61.21%. The conclusion derived from this
comparison is that "a larger proportion of the income from salmon fishing
stays in Kodiak as compared to Cook Inlet"# More dramatic is the portion
of permits held by village residents on the Kodiak area versus UCI. Nearly
12% of Kodiak's permits are held by villagers, as compared to just over 3%

4 Ibid o1
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of the UCI permits. Proportionately four times as many native villag

5 A
A

dwellers own permits in Kodiak as ¢ompared to Cook Inlet."3

The importance of the salmon fishery to the Alutiiq people of Kodiak
cannot be oversiated. .Six villages are located on Kodiak Isltand, all of
which are off the road system. Historically, the Alutiiq people have relied
on salmon as a primary food source and additionally as a means of
monetary support in more recent years. All of the villages rely on salmon
as a subsistence food, and most have active salmon fishing fleets which are
the only source of income for a significant portion of the residents.

Typically a Kodiak salmon operation will employ three crew persons
per permit, not including the skipper, whereas a drift boat employs only
one or two. Employment opportunities in villages are extremely limited
outside of fishing, government jobs, and a small tourist industry. The
impact of the proposed closures would clearly be most severely felt at the
Kodiak village level.

In working with the Kodiak Alutiig villages to oppose this proposal, it
became clear how important the traditional salmon fishery is to each of the
villages. The usually quiet residents responded vigorously with petitions,
affidavits and letters voicing their concern over this proposal. These are
included in the following support document.

Summary

The importance of the salmon fishery to the local and regional
economy of Kodiak is far greater than in the Kenai Peninsula Borough.
There is an especially high level of dependence on the salmon resource by
residents of Kodiak's six Alutiig villages, who would be severely affected
by passage of this proposal. Kodiak is a one-sector economy, and is more
vulnerable to the effects of an allocative shift than is the multi-sectored
Kenai Borough.

5 Tbid .
82
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Chapter 9

N EFFECT OF THE COOK INLET AND KODIAK ENHANCED
| SOCKEYE PRODUCTION ON KODIAK SALMON AREA
MANAGEMENT PLAN

- Kodiak and Cook Inlet have a relationship that is unique among all
other salmon regions of Alaska. Kodiak and Cook Inlet, which are
neighboring yet separate management areas, both have active aquaculture
associations which are engaged in major enhancement projects for the
supplemental production of sockeye salmon, This relationship centers
around the fact that some Cook Iniet sockeye stocks migrate past the
Kodiak Island management area and that a portion of these stocks are

[”I realized as a bycatch in the traditional Kodiak commercial salmon harvest.
J

The result of this relationship has been an active disagreement as to the
effect and traditional use of these two stocks.

The Cook Inlet enhancement program has four major hatcheries

” which produce sockeye for production in 14 different lake systems.
Coupled with these hatcheries is & program of natural habitat

rl enhancement,!

5 Enhancement projects for Cook Inlet have been producing a

: substantial contribution to the Cook Inlet fishery for the last 10 years,
averaging returns of approximately 1,054,000 since 1986. These numbers
are expected to increase to 1,644,400 as a sustained average by 1996.2

! During the last 3 years, releases including fry, smolt and fingerlings bave
D averaged over 29 million. Using accepted survival rates, the planned
. average return of 1,644,000 Cook Inlet enchanced sockeye is considered
conservative.
J On the other hand, Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association has been
] in the process of rebuilding its wild stocks through restrictive management
| to achieve escapement goals and lake fertilization to accelerate
- rehabilitation of the sockeye fishery since 1985. This has included both
habitat evalvuation and enhancement, and also the stocking of barren lakes
U for the development of new sopplemental sockeye production. In 1994,

.
! j 1 Cook Inlet Aquaculture Assoication, Smolt Nawsletter, October 1992.

2 Ibid R
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the contribution to the Kodiak sockeye fishery from supplemental @ ren

production was approximately 40,000 fish. As new and ongoing progT@is
come on-line, the number of sockeye produced through supplemental
enhancement should grow to about 900,000 by 1999.3

The relationship between Cook Inlet and Kodisk aguaculture
programs becomes even closer when Cook Inlet fishermen request
restriction and modification of Kodiak's salmon management plans, based
on a component of Cook Inlet stocks migrating through the Kodiak Salmon
Management area.

In 1989 the Alaska State Board of Fisheries implemented the North
Shelikof Management Plan which manages and festricts Kodiak fishermen
by placing a cap of 15,000 fish on catches within the North Shelikof
Management Area. A cap of 50,000 was placed on fishermen within the
Southwest Afognak area. Neither of these caps take into consideration the
continuing increased production of the two aquaculture associations, which
over time could easily trigger either cap regardless of natural production.
Similarly, the Kenai Peninsula Fishermens' Association proposed
management changes do not take into consideration that there is potential
for a volume of fish greater than Cook Inlet's long term average to transit
through the Kodiak area as a result of Kodiak and Cook Inlet's two
aquaculture programs alone, Planning for enhanced production has not
been included in any discussion or implementation of new management
restrictions. It is very possible and most probable that the established
caps in the North Shelikof and Southwest Afognak will be greatly affected
by enhanced production in 1995!

The remainder of the Kodiak Island Management Area is also
vulnerable to dramatic effects from the unplanned increase of enhanced
fish from Cook Inlet. While Kodiak's enhanced production has been
accounted and planned for in ADF&G's management plan, Cook Inlet's
enhanced production has increased unfettered by any assessment of its
impacts on other fisheries.

To make it very simple, the more fish tbat Cook Inlet puts into
Kodiak waters, the sooner the caps are reached and the sooner Kodiak
fishermen are forced to quit fishing. Also, as Kodiak's supplemental

3 Kodiak Regional Aguacuimre Association unpublished reporis
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Table xx. Historical salmon catch (numbers of fish to nearest thousand) by species in the
Kodiak Management Area, 1882-1994
yaear® hinook Sockeve Coho Pink Chum Tozal
1881 c
1862 59,000 59,000
1883 189,000 189.000
1984 282,000 282,000
1885 469,000 469,000
1886 546,000 646,000
1887 1,005,000 1,005,000
18848 4,781,000 2,781,000
1889 3,755,900 3,785,000
1890 3,593,000 3,593,000
1891 3,846,000 3,848,000
1892 3,136,000 3,126,000
1893 3,245,000 3,245,000
1894 1,830,000 3,830,000
1895 2,247,000 a,000 2,255,000
1896 3,329,000 3,329,000
18%7 2,786,000 2,000 2,787,000
1898 2,033,000 19,000 2,052,000
1899 1,000 1,935,000 33,000 1,568,000
1900 5,000 3,450,000 12,000 3,484,000
1501 4,000 4,826,000 2,000 4,832,000
1902 3, 000 3,868,000 35,000 31,906,000
1903 1,000 1,826,000 120,000 10,000 1,957,000
15304 3,000 2,875,000 103,0C00 5,000 4,987,300
1908 2,000 2,142,000 87,000 2,232,000
1906 4,000 3.580,000 24,000 4,008,000
1907 4,000 4,232,000 38,000 4,275,000
1508 3,000 2,488,000 74,000 286,000 3,851,000
1509 4,000 1,915,000 52,000 154,000 2,124,000
1910 2,000 1,955,000 44,000 215,000 2,216,000
1511 1,000 2,686,000 22,000 230,000 6,000 2,945,000
1513 1,000 2,246,000 17,000 547,000 25,000 2,835,000
1911 1,000 1,663,000 38,000 590,000 4,000 2,286,000
1914 1,000 1,255,000 32,000 1,726,000 13,008 3,028,000
1915 1,000 1,664,000 S1,000 252,000 20,000 1,990,000
1916 1,000 3,373,000 $0,000 3,182,000 25,000 £,635,000
1917 1,000 1,646,000 1¢,000 225,000 16,000 3,919,000
1918 2,000 1,894,000 78,000 1,467,000 82,000 4.524,000
1919 2,000 1,619,000 104,000 283,000 60,000 2,068,000
1920 2,000 1,958,000 8%,000 1,977,000 55,000 4,081,000
1921 1,000 3.8%8,000 46,000 68,000 25,000 2.997.000
1922 1,000 1,097,000 120,000 2,766,000 224,000 4,208,000
1323 4,000 1,090,000 78,000 329,000 39,000 2,137.000
1524 1,000 1,408,000 121,000 5,435,000 118,000 7,082,300
192§ 2,000 1,693,000 93,000 2,674,000 212,000 4,674,000
193¢ 1,000 3,015,000 174,000 4,607,000 325,000 8,122,3%00
1927 4,000 1,155,000 152,000 5,297,000 418,000 7,026,000
1528 3,000 1,5%2,000 291,000 1,535,000 726,000 4,147,000
1929 3,000 712,000 144,000 6,108,000 1,058,000 8,026 000
1930 5,000 466,000 22%,000 1,651,000 415,000 4,771,000
1831 2,000 1,183,000 170,000 &,840,000 144,000 8,378,000
1332 2,000 1,058,000 52,000 4,720,000 237,000 &,06%,000
1933 1,000 1,428,000 51.000 §,574,000 537,000 8,632,040
1934 1,000 1,829,000 50,000 7,642,000 651,000 10,223,000
191§ 1,000 1,614,000 77,000 10,781,000 iaz, 000 12,854,000
1336 3,000 2,857,000 184,000 5,648,000 128,000 8,820,300
1937 1,000 1,881,000 165,000 16.787.000 346,000 13,181,200
1318 1,000 1,966,000 155,000 8,398,000 540,000 11,160,009
-Continued-
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Table xx. (page 2 of B
Year Chinook Socckeys Coho Piak Shum Toral
1339 2,330 1.786,000 112.7000 11,741,23C0 642,030 14,284 In0
1940 1,000 1.318,08¢ 148,000 9,9%8,039 673,000 12,139,300
1941 3,000 1,730,000 200,300 T.802,000 445,000 9,978,000
1942 1,000 1,282,000 107,000 5,093,000 565,200 B,347,00C
1943 1,000 1,991,000 60,000 12,480,000 454,003 14,985, 200
1944 1,000 1,818,000 52,000 4,9%5,000 507.000 7,332,330
1945 2,000 2,041,000 60,000 9,045,000 559,000 11,707,000
1946 Q 81%,000 56,000 2,546,000 298,000 140,740,000
1547 0 993,000 76,000 4,857,000 295,000 10,221,000
1548 1.000 1,260,000 32,000 5,968,000 331,000 7,594,000
1949 1,000 892,000 54,000 4,928,000 700,000 6,574,000
19590 2,000 921,000 41,000 5,305,000 685,000 &,9%3,000
1551 2,000 468,000 49,000 2,100,000 483,000 3,103,000
1952 1,000 604,000 52,000 4,577,000 1,243,000 6,476,000
1951 3,000 117,000 42,000 5,175,000 548,000 &§,084,000
1954 1,000 325,000 66,000 8,439,000 1,281,000 10,082,000
1955 2,000 164,000 35,000 10,794,000 482,000 11,478,000
1956 1,000 271,000 53,000 3,313,000 705,000 4,345,000
L3587 1,000 234,000 35,000 4.716,000 1,208,000 §,195,000
1358 2,000 288,000 21,000 4,039,000 331,000 5,280,000
1553 2,000 330,000 15,000 1,967,000 734,000 3,047,000
1560 1.000 363,000 54,000 6,738,000 1,300,000 8,456,000
1961 1,000 408,000 29,000 3,926,000 S19,000 4,802,000
1962 1,000 785,000 §5,000 14,114,000 795,000 15,749,000
1963 0 407,000 57,000 5,480,000 308,000 6,250,000
1964 1,000 438,000 36,000 12,044,000 1,134,000 13,714,600
1965 1,000 346,000 27,000 2,887,000 431,000 3,692,000
1966 1,000 €32,000 68,000 10,756,000 763,000 12,218,000
1967 2,000 305,000 10,000 188,000 227,000 735,000
1968 2,000 760,000 57,000 8,768,000 750,000 10,338,000
196% 2,000 5%1,000 49,000 12,501,000 515,000 13,678,000
1970 1.000 917,000 66,000 12,037,000 919,000 13,940,000
1871 1,000 478,000 23,000 4,331,000 1,541,000 6,377,000
1972 1,000 223,000 17,000 2,486,000 1,164,000 1,890,000
1973 1,000 167,000 4,000 51%,000 3lé,000 1,008,000
1974 1,000 419,000 14,000 2,646,000 249,000 3,328,000
1875 0 116,000 24,000 2,943,000 84,000 3,187,000
1976 1,000 641,000 24,000 11,678,000 740,000 12,484,000
1877 1,000 £§43,000 28,000 6,252,000 1,072,000 7,977,000
1378 3,000 1,072,000 49,000 15,004,000 8l4,.000 16,942,000
1379 2,000 612,000 141,000 11,288,000 3ise, 000 12,420,000
1980 1,000 651,000 139,000 17,291,000 1,076,000 19,187,000
1581 1,000 1,289,000 122,000 10,337,000 1,345,000 13,0%4.000
1982 1,000 1,205,000 g4, 000 B,076,000 1,266,000 10,892,000
1981 4,000 1,232,000 158,000 4,603,000 1,08%,000 7,082,0G0
1984 5.000 1,950,000 230,000 10,844,000 649,000 13,678,000
1985 S,000 1,843,000 284,000 7,335,000 431,000 9,858,000
1986 4,000 31,188,000 16%,000 11,808,000 1,135,000 16,304,000
1587 5,000 1,793,000 193,008 5,076,000 €82,000 7,748,000
1388 22,000 2,699,000 303,000 14,409,000 1,426,000 18,860,000
1389 5,000 2,629,000 141,000 22,649,000 836,000 26,259,000
1950 15,0040 5,248,000 294,000 5,984,000 378,000 12,122,690
1991 22,000 5,704,000 125,000 16,643,000 1,029,000 23,723,000
1992 24,000 4,168,000 280,000 3,311,000 680,000 8,462,000
1593 42,000 4,378,000 313,000 34,019,000 588,000 35,341,000
1994 21,000 2,877,000 156,000 8,163,000 735,000 12,098,000
-Continued-
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Effort in Halibut Bay and the Sitkalidak Section

Particularly noteworthy. are the numbers of landings which occurred
primarily during even years of the '60's. In 1962 in the Red River District,
which encompassed Halibut Bay, Sturgeon Bay, and Outer Ayakulik until
1968. there were 795 landings for 93,657 sockeye, during the ume period
July 6-25.1

The Sltkalldak Section has long supported the Old Harbor Alutig
village salmon fleet, and provided harvest opportunity for several species
of salmon migrating both north and south In close proximity to the village,
The data clearly shows historical effort between July 6-25
circumnavigatng Sltkalidak Island, with landings reaching 626 in 1969.

The village currently holds 27 salmon permits. The salmon fishery is
critcal to Old Harbor's economy.2

A Glimpse Into the '60's:
The Transittional Years prior to the Collapse of
Kodlak's Salmon Fishery

The 1960's can be characterized as a decade during which there were
falrly healthy salmon harvests and escapements around Kodiak Island. but
the runs had wild annual fluctuations. For example, In 1962 the total
harvest was a whopplng 15,750,139 salmon, whereas In 1967, It was
described as "the paorest run on record”, reaching only 735,354 total
salmon. 3.4 .

In general, the decade encompassed a transidon from federal
management and composed the years prior to the collapse of the salmon
fishery/rebullding decade of the '70's, and the advent of the new limited
entry program. A consistent level of participation occurred during these
years, with the numbers of permits issued ranging from 438 In 1963 10
540 in 1968. Interestingly, the average number of permits fished from
1975 to 1983 Is 515-—the same level of participation.

1 1962 Kodiak Area Management Report/Univ. of Wash. Fisheries Research Insttturs
Data

2 Univ. of Wash./Fisheries Research Institute Data
3.4 Kodlak Area Management Reports/'62 and '67

¢)
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Effort and behavior in the '60's followed the traditional and historical
routine for salmon fishermen in Kodiak--fleet effort shifted according to
external changes in the environment: stock abundance, weather patterns,
and processing capability. For example, on July 16th, 1962, intense fishing
restrictions were placed on fishermen, limiting their catch to1200 fish per
man until August 3rd. This occurred again in1964. In 1965, fishermen
were on strike from June until July 26th. 5

One can characterize the mobility of the Kodiak fleet in terms of
catch effort when analyzing the 1960-69 Annual Management Reports.
Very clearly, the reports catagorize fleet effort as "cape” or "bay" flshing
areas during this decade.

The 1962 Kodlak Area Management Report

For example, the K.AM.R. (Kodlak Area Management Report) states
that in 1962, Red River was Indeed, a "cape flshery:"

"Exceptional production came from the cape flsherles of
Marmot Bay, Red Rlver, and the bay fisheries in Alitak, Seven Rlvers,
Klaugnak, Barling Bay and Ugak Bay. West side production was good
with the capes producing well and the bay fisheries of Terror Bay and
East Arm productlve...the fishery began with sizeable catches in the
cape flsheries on the south end of Kodiak Island...capes near
Karluk....Cape fisheries remained heavy throughout july..dld not
drop until latter part of the season..." And,

"Catcbes of the Marmot Bay cape fishery, west side cape
fishery and the cape and bay fishery on the east side contributed
considerably (chum harvest)..."

The 1966 Kodiak Area Management Report

"The normally productive cape flshing areas (for
pinks) about Red River, Karluk, and Marmot Bay failed to develop
strongly. The pinks showed heavily from Paramanoff to Cape Ugat...goud
weather and abundance of pinks concentrated fleet in these areas...The

5 Kodiak Area Management Reports/1962-65
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Natural Resource Consultants report!, vanous ADF&G tagging siudies.
commercial fishing patterns. This juxtaposition is noteworthy when
considering in-shore migration patterns of returning mature saimon from
their pelagic feeding grounds. through near-shore migratory corridors, to
their eventual spawning locations.

Natural Resource Consultants’ report discusses these migratory
routes and the fact that annual variations in these routes can occur.? NRC
summarizes studies which suggest that the majority of the UCI-bound
sockeye enter Cook Inlet through entrances north of the KMA. Of those
remaining UCI-bound sockeye migrating through KMA's fishable waters, an
historical increment has been a bycawch component of KMA's directed
harvest on local stocks. The magnitude of that bycatch varies with UCI-
bound sockeye run swrength, KMA directed fishing opportunities, and the
availability of these sockeye as influenced by migration route variation
and daily weather/tide fluctuations. KMA's current harvest strategy was
questioned ‘by UCI fishermen when bycatch levels gained widespread
notice during the record UCI sockeye production years of 1988 and 1992.

KMA's ADF&G managemeat activities are primarily held accountable
by Board of Fisheries review for compliance with statuatory and
regulatory requirement. This review specifically addresses compliance
with biological concerns and allocative criteria. KMA's management is
further held accountable by federal, other state agency, and private
landowners within the KMA.

Three National Wildlife Refuges, one National Park and two existing
State Parks identify and monitor the stock status of salmon runs endemic
to their lands. Additionally, KMA's harvest strategy must be sensitive (o
altered production from habitat modifications on private lands and from
supplemental production projects by Kodiak's Regional Aquaculture
Association (KRAA). Consequently, KMA's annual salmon harvest
strategies have evolved in structure to withstand extraordinary critical
review, By most accounts, these strategies are rated as yielding very
thorough, relatively precise and highly defendable regulatory activities.

! Nawral Resource Consuiunis Report, 1994, and
ADF&Q0 and University of Washingion Tagging Swudies

2 NRC Report. 1994, pp. 28-31.
62
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Every regulatory action used to implement KMA's annual harvest
strategy must first consider run timing of KMA stocks. All seven of KMA's
management plans in Table 1, and forty or more annual in-season
Emergency Order regulatory announcements, are based on the
predictability of KMA stocks' run timing.
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KMA's historical
harvest trends for all species
combined are depicted in
Figure 3.3 Pre-statehood
harvest trends by
decade identify an initial
exploration period in the
1880's, a relatively stable
period with slight expansion
from approximately 1890
through the 1920's, a peak
harvest decade in the 1930's
followed by a noticeable
decline in the 1940's, and a
bottoming out of production
in the 1950's.
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Post statehood harvest trends reveal rebounding production in the
1960's, a wide oscillation in production during the 1970's followed by
record production for the decade of the 1980's and a relatively sustained
production at a record average level for the first four years of the 1990's.
In consideration of all the factors which contributed to the harvest
history of KMA's fishery, it's apparent that KMA's salmon stocks have
thrived under state regulation and that they appear stable in terms of

rlqnu-’ Commyrcisl salmon hacvest sll epmcios combired in the Kodieh Mansqesant Afwa.

having realized their production potential.

KMA's overall Tie 2 Pemmsinl w mm mimm progusies (v secd) s S Kafut Hastgmms Arm. ().
production potential is PRODUCTION POTENTIAL HARVEST
identified in Table 2.4 The LONG TERM AVENAGE FOTENTIAL ACTUAL

D Y urgmenl Retarn Posaminl Lowy torm 43 Yo W Your
long term average harvest e s | Tom Rors | e o | e
on KMA StOCkB, wben CHINOOK 13.000 15 37,500 12500 4.000 15,000
cscapement goals are e BT BT BT T T T
achieved and environmental Oudek Your 3,000,000 15| 10,500.0m 7,300,000 7,412,000 1,535.000
NY,

‘e . Even Yaw 4,300,000 15{ 15250000 11,250.000 1,654,000 %.171,000
condluon? are consxstenuy LM 1,020,000 | Leom 113,000 713,000 128,000
average, 18 CXPGCICCI to be Old Yamr 429,000 19.018.500 1,454,000 9255000 | 17,353,000

ens TOTAL _ e
16.5 million saimon. EvenYom 7,785,000 24 168,500 16,481,500 10,727,000 1,389,000

The fishery performance

3 ADF&G RIR 4K94-7.
4 ADF&G RIR 4K9%4-8, p.27.

* The upwcied indrisd erapemen witkin te bologosl exypwews pal gt KMA fuberin s romally managrd ta
axiileve thin brwet of ecapenam.
Rrhew pur quyenar wil vary eoch year Thasy vaimes arc s-urags Sownd which melured pryivel =) Houm will flugiume
mrwial [Narvey, Poronel Communical ion, (oobar 19911,

S [T harveal dmis ot includnd m eslimssca
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of the 1980's and 19905 support that projection. This fact further
supports the validity of KMA’'s current harvest strategy which has guided
the rebuilding of KMA's depressed stocks since the early 1970,

Industry's stock-specific
knowledge of local run uming and
important coastal migration
characteristics, coupled with
processors’ strong demands for
quality products, have always
been responsible for KMA's fleet
distribution. The resulting
traditional harvest patterns by
both the mobile seine and fixed
set gillnet fleets were
considerations in the evolutionary
development of KMA's current
harvest strategy. Figure 43
identifies KMA's industry
distribution - i.e. gear areas and
cannery locations plus all
community locations - and it
identifies all ADF&G stock
monitoring sites such as fish Py ity of Katiak i, g sommmmtn oot mat iy
weirs and KRAA's major salmon T EmAstmm————

enhancement projects.

PacixIC
OCEAN

Understanding the apparent success of post-statechood harvest
strategies requires a review of the wide oscillations in production during
the 1970's. In 1971, KMA's primary salmon production species, sockeye
and pinks, were severely depressed. Swrong regulatory measures were
implemented to initiate a stock rebuilding plan. KMA's directed June
early-run sockeye fishery was completely curtailed in what is now the
Northwest Kodiak District. Also, the August late-run sockeye fishery was
extremely minimized, because the primary harvest of these stocks was
bycatch in KMA's directed July pink fishery. The pink fishery itself
experienced record low production in 1973 following unexpected pink

5 ADF&G RIR 4K54-8, p.65.

(85)
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production systems,
tdentified 1n Table 36 lends
credence to the darta

presented earlier in Tabie 2.

The ability of ADF&G to
accurately measure stock-
specific escapement in the
KMA is the foundation of
this harvest strategy’s
success. Other state
management areas lack
KMA's precision for
measuring sockeye
escapemnent. That data, as
shown in Figure 57, further
justifies KMA's sockeye
production potential
identified in Table 2. The
NRC report even suggests
that ADF&G long-term
production projections data
may be conservative.

The KMA sockeye
harvest of the late 1980's
and early 1990's as shown
in Figure 63 tend to support
that thought, notwith-

standing the contributions of

UCI-bound sockeye on
record or near-record
returns to Cook Inlet.

6 ADFAG RIR 4K94-3
7 ADFAG RIR 4K94-8
8 ADF&GQ RIR 4K94-8
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Figuredl Socheye waimon harvew, 300 gear combened, 1n the Kodrak Management Arcs, (882 . 1991
The UCI sockeye component in KMA's harvest total are only
significant on years of exceptionally large returns to UCI. ADF&G RIR
4K94-5 and NRC's previously discussed reports both support that fact.

KMA's fishing industry and its communities have come to understand
and support KMA's harvest strategy. It works!!! They've experienced
experimental strategies that haven't. They have concluded that this is the
most successful and rational strategy for the Kodiak Management Area.
Figure 7 from ADF&G RIR 4K94-7 re-emphasizes this fact! Such a
successful, well developed, yet complex management program should not
be arbitrarily and unnecessarily re-adjusted to accommodate unfounded
fears of Cook Inlet-bound sockeye bycatch levels.
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Chapter 7
HISTORIC HARVEST PATTERNS

Early Years

Shortly after Russian Amenca was transferred to the United States in
1867, three companies started commerciaily fishing the Karluk River for
sockeye which were salted and dryed. The first cannery was established
on the Karluk Spit in 1882 with more canneries built along the spit and
outside the Karluk District in 1888 and 1889. Eventwally a cannery was
established in Larsen Bay, two at the head of Afognak Bay, one in Aliwak
Bay and one in Moser Bay. By 1889, five canneries were located on the
spit at Karluk and packed 806,219 cases of sockeye! between 1888 and
1890, with half of the fish originating 1n Karluk Lagoon. Before the tum of

the century fishing was prohibited within the lagoon due to conservation
concerns.

1900 - 1930: Expanding Fishery

By 1915 Kadiak Fisheries, based in Kodiak, had become Kodiak's
major purchaser of fish. Also in 1915, the Afognak natives petitioned for
the exclusive rights to fish the west side of Afognak Island. Spruce Island
natives would only fish the east side of Afognak Island, currently
identified as the Southwest Afognak section. Katmai Packing in Ouzinkie
was buying fish in 1921 and in 1926 canneries were established in
Shearwater Bay, located in the current Sitkalidak section and Uganik Bay
now located in the Central Section. By 1930, numerous traps had been
constructed off of outer bay capes along the Shelikof Strait side of Afognak
and Raspberry Islands. Canned salmon shipped from Kodiak in 1927 was
worth $48.404,279.2

The first three decades of Kodiak fishing was primarily identified in
terms of case packs by district. In those days, the Karluk district included
Uganik and Uyak Bays. The following graphs (Figures 1-5)3 illustrate that

2 mid
I Barmaby, LS. Figsh & Wildlife Service Fisheriss Bulietin, 30.237-295 1944,

2}
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between 1895 and 1920'%_,,

KARLUK . approximately 20 to 25% of
ACK
DAILY CASE P the total Karluk area, and
189%-1899 .
probably the Kodiak area,
run was captured and
processed during July. (The
shaded areas on the graphs
show the bycatch period
currently under
consideration.)
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In the early part of the 20th century, Kodiak's fleet was expanding
and capturing sockeye salmon in many locations along the Alaska
Peninsula. Between 1909 and 1914, Kaflia Bay, currently in the Kukak
section of the Mainland District, produced from 33,000 to 84,000 sockeye
annually. In 1927, a trap was established at Kiukpalik Islang, an outer
cape in the Big River section of the Mainland District. The trap captured
approximately 2,000 fish in its first season. Morcover, in 1919, a gillnet
catch in excess of 6,000 reds was reported at Cape Douglas and Douglas
Island.4 This early expansion of the Kodiak fishery reflects
competitiveness and mobillty; characteristics that remain
present in the Kodiak fleet today.

4 Wallace Norenberg,
Than Kariuk in the Kodiak Island Ares. 1950.

(a)
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dunng the last three weeks in July. The 330.000 sockeve captured 1n
these areas 1n the last three weeks amounted to over 41% of the total
vearly catch. This catch rate compares favorably with recent

catch rates during July 6-25th.5 Moreover, the 5 year average during
1944 and 1949 shows that over 30% of the seasons sockeye in Karluk were
caught during the last three weeks of July. (See Figure 9, on next page). If
Kodiak's fleet was currentiy catching an increasingly larger percentage of
Cook Iniet sockeye, you wouid expect the current July sockeye catch
percentages to be substantiaily larger than they were 50 years ago. In
fact, this is not the case.

Also, in 1948, there were substantial sockeye caught outside of
Karluk and Red River. 566,000 sockeye or 44% of the total Kodiak caich
were captured away from the traditional sockeye "hot spots™ along
Kodiak’s east side and in the Mainland District. By 1948, Kodiak's fleet was
primarily mobile and was capitalizing on sockeye fishing opportunities
throughout the Kodiak Management Areca as knowledge of local sockeye
production became widespread.

A second historical index shows that there has aiways been a Cook
Inlet component 10 Kodiak's sockeye caiches. Kadiak Fisheries' 1940-50
cannery logs indicate that during the second week in July the daily catches
in the Karluk traps decreased and the escapement into Karluk River
remained low while the catches in traps off Afognak and Raspberry Island
held steady or actually increased through the 25th of July. (See Figure 8)

Karluk River Escapement per
Week 1944-1949

or ¥d | [ ] . D} bial ) rral [ ] 4 [ 4l ] LYo L

5 Dave Prokopowich,




PC142
29 of 94


http:11.-Jf.-U.tN

PC142
30 of 94

1948 . 1949 Kodiak Tagging Studies

Extensive tagging studies were also accomplished during 1948 and
further show an historical Cook Inlet component to the Kodiak catch.
Between June 19th and August 13th, 1948, 7,277 sockeye were tagged.
Fish were tagged on the west side of Kodiak Island. Overall, 37% of the
tags were recovered and 1.89% were recovered in Cook Inlet.  Although
this represents about 2% of the Kodiak sockeye catch, it is for a period of 8
weeks from mid-June through mid-August. One would assume that the
percentage would be somewhat higher if the tagging study had been
condensed into the three later weeks in July. In 1949, another tagging
study was conducted in June in which the rate of bycatch to Cook Inlet was

much lower. (See Figure 10 below.)$

TABLE 2. RECOVERIRS MADE OUTSIDE THN EODIAX [SLAND ALEA, 1848-40

District Numbwr of Far Cant For Cent of

Lscoveries of Tagged Bscaveries
o CoOk lnlet i 9.71 1.89
b4 Ghignik 1 0.0 0.67
= Alasks Penipnsuls a 0.08 0.11
Total n o.m™ 3.08
Cooll Inlet 13 0.18 0.39
® Chignik i» 6.28 0.47
& Alesks Pentasuls 3 0.0¢ 0.00
Iristol May 3 0.03 6.08
Total 7 0.31 k.12
TOTAL a8 0.81 1.43

Most of the fish were traveling south and most tags were recovered along
the west side of Kodiak Island.”

ALAIKA
FiMInGULA

(SLAND opd ’

{mati i igrati ons | 1959.

6 Don Bevam,
7 mid
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The 1949 Annual Report specificaliy menu'oned an unusual
occurtence 1n the Sitkalidak area. The report observed that there had been
a "reported abundance of sockeye passing northward through Sitkalidak
Strait during June. It is not exactly known where these fish went, but
presumably they spread to various streams along the east shore of Kodiak
Island, though no large escapement was observed in any them."® We now
know that these were probably Cook Iniet sockeye.

1957 Tagging Studies: Kenai Bycatch

Kodiak is not the only area that has a bycatch of non-local stocks.
Cook Inlet has been shown to have a bycatch of Kodiak salmon. A small
tagging study was done in Seldovia Bay in 1957. “During three day
tagging, 168 reds were released, of which 55 or 32.7% were returned. The
release dates were June 30, July 20 and July 21."? Kodiak recoveries of
pink saimon amounted to 12.2% of the total number recovered, red
recoveries were 7.5% and chum recoveries were 5%. This was in a year
when Kodiak only had a catch of 234,000 sockeye!

In addition, Cook Inlet also catches salmon headed for the Alaska
Peninsula and as far west as the Shumagin Islands. "Tagging at Chisik
Island at the time showed substantial out-migration of red salmon. This
was true during late June of 1957 when 25.7% of reds tagged were
recovered along the Alaska Peninsula."1¢ It is safe to comclude that a
mixing of sockeye stocks occurs in both the Kodiak and the Cook
Inlet Management Areas.

Hlstorical Catch Figures

Suatistical data from ADF&G catch figures show historical catch data
for Kodiak and Cook Inlet. Recent catch data indicates that both Kodiak
and Cook Inlet have healthy sockeye stocks. (Please see data sheets after
the conclusion of this chapter.)

§ U.S. Depanment of the Interior, Fish & Wildlife Angual Report 1949.

9 Richard Tyler & Wallace Norenberg, Salmon Taggng in Cook Ialet, 1957.
10 mwid

&0
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Cook Inlet sockeye carches are clearly at all ume hmghs. Prior 10 i
1983, Cook Inlet had a 30 year average annual catch rate of about 1.2
million sockeye. This dropped to an all time low of approximately 500.000
in 1974, Then, in 1983, Cook Inlet rebounded with a catch of about 5
million sockeye. The 1983 catch was an all time high almost doubling the
1950 ali ume record of 2.6 million sockeye. The new 1983 record was
exceeded in 1987, 1988, and almost doubled in 1992.
Kodiak has also enjoyed a resurgence in its local sockeye stocks.
Kodiak's 1907 cawch record of 4.2 million sockeye stood until 1990 when
Kodiak captured 5.2 million sockeye. In 1991, the Kodiak catch record
increased to 5.7 million while the sockeye catch in 1992 and 1993
exceeded 4 million. The past five Kodiak seasons have substantiaily
exceeded historical averages. AEGE MEght 103 oal A ESt 1 snene saon e s
:%g;merc:u tisneres of e Kadan Management srzi ems
Figure 12!! shows that FIGURE IZ
the average weight of YEAR AVERAGE WEIGHT® HARVESTO
sockeye caught in the Kodiak
area since 1969. (Average e o e
weights prior to 1969 are il % ko
not available.) The historical 74 b e
average Kodiak sockeye s - AP
weights indicate that there o o et
is a trend toward smaller oo i Py
fish. In fact, the 1993 el 60 e
average of 5.1 pounds per o 57 33039
. 1915 47 1.843.185%
sockeye is the second lowest 1986 53 3188.269
1937 6. 1.792.819
year on record. 1988 $7 2.698.637
1989 55 2.529.068
1990 52 5248339
1991 $5 5,704 041
|9 ZE §7 4167877
1993° 51 4377488

& Weigh oo pounds. Daaa from Kodish Mansgement Ares Annual Reports
Harves un oumber of fish
¢ Prelumunary data
Kodiak average sockeye weights do not support Cook Inlet's
contention that Kodiak is intercepting greater percentages of Cook Inlet
fish. Cook Inlet fish are, for the most pan, larger than Kodiak stocks. If
Kodiak was catching a greater percentage of these fish, the average Kodiak

sockeye weights should be going up. However, the opposite is true.

11 ADF&G RIR, 4K94-8

@7)
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HALIBUT BAY SECTION, JULY 6-25.

YEAR | LANDINGS CHINOOK SOCKEYE COHO PINK CHUM
70 33 1 3,185 256 45,206 704
7 0 0 0 0 0 0
72 73 " 56812 25 35,053 1,065
73 5 0 240 0 197 a7
74 6 0 1,168 0 12,514 23
75 6 1 BID 0 1,132 4
76 62 8 8,815 12 144,169 847
77 0 0 0 0 0 0
78 50 34 4,564 26 18,752 452
79 0 0 0 0 0 0
80 60 1 6,008 87 140,806 524
a1 0 0 0 0 0 0
82 0 0 0 0 0 0
83 0 ) ) 0 0 0
B84 72 27 21,889 363 117,607 1,091
85 2 0 820 8 128 2
) 261 92 77,894 2,482 117,205 7,565
87 61 12 10,487 116 16,811 1,394
88 376 355 187,230 265 34,962 9,627
89 0 0 0 0 0 0
90 25 ) 7,740 223 12,494 251
91 453 508 182,063 2,726 202,170 7,481
92 606 279 349,691 490 70,408 23,538
93 K 0 11 0 525 6
94 32 26 14,692 110 17,077 310




Lo/

AYAKULIK, HALIBUT BAY, & STURGEON SECTIONS
JULY 6-25, 1970-94
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YEAR LANDINGS CHINGOK SOCKEYE COHO PINK CHUM
70 250 15 23,616 03 384,480 2,188
n o 0 o [+ o o
12 207 37 23,188 7 103,031 2481
73 53 6 5848 2 2,666 278
74 24 0 5024 8 36,296 204
715 6 1 698 0 1,132 4
76 348 23 75,408 6a 512,826 2,298
T7 24 2 39,663 (1] 304 1
78 332 615 46,585 57 116,703 2,083
78 0 +) 0 0 0 0
80 142 1 75,439 98 307,705 2,806
81 0 0 Q 0 0 0
a2 1 0 67 0 4,840 0
a3 0 o 0 o 0 0
B84 616 188 228,416 4,348 577,761 6,651
BS 267 7 70,999 408 12,416 3,951
686 494 159 160,920 3,187 200,195 19,307
a7 952 38 13,212 139 20,973 2,626
68 87 362 182,121 265 36,116 10,019
a3 0 o o 0 o 0
S0 1,168 oaz 933,568 1.414 74,739 12
91 1,314 1.382 483,918 4,588 604,424 19,985
92 o 429 555,255 905 99,510 34,338
93 9 5 778 o 6,393 386
94 57 33 34,246 243 24 B4E 627
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KODIAK MANAGEMENT AREA

AYAKULIK, HALIBUT BAY, & STURGEON SECTIONS
JULY 6-25, 1970-94
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Appendix D.6.  Estimated average weight of local (Kodiak) and UCI sockeye salmon and corresponding seine -
harvest stock composition estimates, July 6-25, based on average weight difference, for the Siurgeon
and Halibut Bay Sections (statistical areas 25625-25640), 1983-1994, except 1989,

PC142
51 0f 94

Estimated Average Welight Estimated Estimated Stock Compostion
{pounde) Non-local {Number of Pigh}

Catch Catch
Year ucCI Local Difference Proportion(%) MNon-local Local Unassesased Total
1983 6.48 NA® NA® Na? 0 0 0 0
1984 5.95 5.66 0.29 Unassessed 0 0 21,888 21,889
1985 5.66 4.513 1.13 52% 427 3913 0 B20
1986 5.77 6.15 -0.38 Unaseepsed 0 0 77,894 77,894
1987 6.74 5.87 0.86 11§ 1,157 9,330 ] 10,487
19688 6.64 4.913 1.71 52% 98,093 89,137 0 187,230
1950 6.44 5.34 1.10 -5% 0 7,740 i) 7,740
1591 5.65 5.01 0.61 44% 8g,297 101, 766 0 182,063
1992 6.60 4.93 1.67 77% 267,689 B2,002 o 149,691
1993 5.89 4.89 1.00 404% 11 0 0 11
1994 5.69 5.01 0.68 ~12% o 14,692 0 14,692

2 No sockeye harvested for that year.
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SITKALIDAK SECTION, JULY 6-25.
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YEAR | LANDINGS CHINOOK SOCKEYE COHO PINK CHUM |
70 641 3 6,683 404 1,156,813 27,720
71 473 200 11,527 140 54,480 16,231
72 730 20 3,742 660 410,028 67.475
73 326 253 1,415 199 27,312 33,483
74 157 85 1,450 36 160,892 3,208
75 32 1 420 1 9,318 164
78 427 50 6,520 625 448,283 32,140
77 215 8 1.241 74 274,990 21,931
78 398 03 2,853 50 158,882 67.243
79 601 181 19,437 2,669 601,604 17,522
80 44 5 77 10 32,594 11,865
1 185 20 3,480 639 94,353 54,178
82 3 2 718 105 449 1.525
83 254 56 3,618 528 80,420 26,175
84 a2 15 1,851 38 7.870 28,641
85 82 43 7.711 258 10,604 4,338 )
06 65 24 11,643 269 20,969 6.571
87 52 83 5,750 286 8,775 3,212
88 188 106 49,165 5,016 37,811 55,139
89 0 0 0 0 0 0
90 231 1,048 54,871 13,960 45,860 30,015
91 486 2,535 174,666 30,406 830,684 112,466
92 526 812 429,642 27,456 151,741 125,274
a3 439 4,149 114,681 20,631 432,587 8,806
94 181 363 36,117 11,656 53,465 36,774
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Map of Alinchak and Katmai Bay Sections.
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KATMAI & ALINCHAK SECTIONS, JULY 6-25.

YEAR | LANDINGS CHINOOK SOCKEYE COHO PINK CHUM
70 0 0 ) 0 0 o
) o 0 0 ) 0 0
72 2 0 0 0 2,429 212
73 3 1 265 0 427 158
74 1 0 301 0 ) 0
75 0 0 0 o ) 0
76 0 0 0 0 0 0 B
77 0 0 0 0 ) 0
78 17 1 2,419 0 102 61
79 2 0 1 0 3,671 148
80 0 0 0 0 0 0
81 9 0 354 0 1,800 7,937
82 1 ) 8086 0 0 0
83 0 0 0 0 0 0
84 18 1 55 0 18,239 24,218 )
85 4 1 16 4 451 2,311
88 3 18 2,003 40 329 630 N
87 69 745 15,824 2,423 7.680 4,486
88 53 385 27,838 110 5417 12.667
89 0 0 0 0 0 ) R
90 34 106 23,276 3,266 14,071 7.076
91 13 78 1,570 22 1,368 102
92 85 440 98,051 1,678 13,775 8,792
93 B 278 18,291 563 7,845 1,289
94 e 394 37,943 1,182 16,288 10,915 i
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Table 7. The Sitkalidak and Katmai/Alinchak Scction’s sockeye salmon commercial caich apportioned to stock or stock gif
70 of 94

of origin, by week, 1994,

Catch Commarcial Catch Asagigned by Stock
%{ ggtiﬂ ?:luk Cook Inlat C, ik Frazer Afognak Unass igned
Araa Date Numbhars . . o . ol NG . Mo . L Na. Ho. i‘

Sitkalidak 7/5-11 17,209 409 4.8 305 2.4 1.627 12.9 4,702 37.2 1.47) 11.7 },%14 3.0 4,54} 26. &

7/12-189 15,983 4120 3.4 223 1.8 4,807 4.9 4,115 11.2 1.%0% 12.2 1,29% 10.5 1,598 2209

T1/19-13 1.91) a7 a.4 126 4.% 45 4%.0 634 32.9 110 5.7 67 3.5 9Hd 3 M
Eatmal/Alinchak

145-11 26,550 e 1.4 é68 1.2 1,792 2.7 8,584 41.8 1,127 10.1 7.146 34.8 5.974 2204

* Commercial catch assignment based on age-1.2, -2.2, and -2.3 fish in propostion to the age-1.3 component of the catch which was

completed using cstimales derived from SPA.
* Each stocks contribution percent was calculated afier subtracting the unassigned caich compooent from the total weekly catch.

i) ¢ Unassigned represents both jocal and aoa-local stock contributions.
W
Q
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Appendix D.19. Estimated average weight of local (Kodiak) and UC] sockeye salmon and corresponding
harvest stock composition ¢stimates, July 6-25, based on average weight difference, for the Katmai
and Alinchak Bay Sections (statistical areas 26260-26270), 1983-1994, except 1989.

PC142
74 of 94

Estimated Average Weight Estimated EBstimated Stock Compostion
{poundg) Non-local (Number of Fish)

Catch Catch
Year uUcI Local Difference Proportion{%} Non-local Local Unassessed Total
1983 6.48 6.25 0.23 NA2 o 0 0 0
1984 5.95 G.04 -0.09 Unassessed 1] 0 55 55
1985 5.66 4.83 0.8 -92% 1] 16 0 16
1986 5.77 4.5] 1.25 147% 2,093 0 ] 2,093
1987 6.74 6.32 0.42 Unassessed g 0 15,824 15,824
1988 6.64 5.52 1.12 124% 27,936 v] 0 27,936
1990 6. .44 5.37 1.07 52% 12,216 11,060 0 23,276
1991 5.465 5.61 0.03 Unasseaased 0 0 1,570 1,570
1992 6.60 5.51 1.10 58% 66,979 11,072 i) 98,051
1993 5.89 5.49 0.39 Unaspesped 1] 0 18,291 18,291
1994 5.69 5.00 0.69 70% 26,732 11,211 o 37,943

8 No sockeye harvest during July 6-25 for that year.
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THE LIMITED AVAILABILITY OF COOK INLET-BOUND
SOCKEYE TO KODIAK'S COMMERCIAL SALMON FISHERY

Salmon actively migrate counter-clockwise with the Alaskan gyre.
(Natural Resources Consultants, 3/94).%

Salmon use ocean currents and compass orientation to navigate back
to coastal areas.

Tagging studies indicate that the majority of sockeye returning to
Upper Cook Inlet migrate through Kennedy and Stevenson entrances.

Only a portion of the remaining UCI-bound sockeye migrating around
Kodlak Island and up Shelikof Strait are exposed to Kodlak's flshable
waters inside three miles.

Further, only a portion of the UCI sockeye in fishable waters are

potentially exposed to Kodlak's salmon net flshery, depending on time and
area openings.

The dynamic nature of salmon migration patterns can have a
noticeable effect on fishing patterns.

The UCI sockeye component of Kodiak's sockeye harvest is highly
related to the strength of Upper Cook Inlet sockeye runs.

Kodlak's harvest rate on UCI sockeye has oscillated with UCI run
strength. High harvest levels occur only when UCI sockeye runs are
exceptonally large.

Kodlak's harvest rates on UCI sockeye have varied from 1% to 12%
and averaged 5.6% for the years 1983-1994.

The recent three year trend In rates has decreased from
approximately 129% in the near-record 1992 season to 8.5% in 1993 and
then to a below-average rate of 1.8% in 1994. Both 1993 and 1994 were
above average UCI sockeye productdon years.

Interestingly, the rate also decreased between two comparative
producdon years of Cook [nlet, 1990 and 1994, from 5.5% to 1.8%. The
total Cook Inlet run size for both years was 5.2 million sockeye.

l Sources: "Harvest Rates of Cook Inlet-bound Sockeye Saimon in the Kodizk Area's
Commercial Salmon Fishery," prepared for the Board of Fisheries, by Natural
Resources Consultants, 3/94

ADF&G, RIR 4K94-6; ADF&G Annual Mgt. Reports; ADF&G Tagging Studies

/55
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Table 4. UCI sockeye salmon run number, the estimated number of UCI sockeye salmon harvested within the KMA
{excluding Cape Igvak) July 6-25 fisheries, and estimates of the percent of the UCI run harvested within
the KMA during July 6-25 period, for 1983-1994 (except 1989).
ucy
Estimated Kodiak July 6-25 Esatimated Kodiak July 6-25
{Number of Figh) {Percent of UCI Run)
Terminal Relative Relative Relative Relative
Year Run Point Minimum Maximum Point HMinimum Maximum
1983 6,490,514 82,740 68,063 132,381 1.3% 1.0% 2.0%
1984 3,445,940 75, 054 1,600 84,623 2.1% 0.0% 2.4%
1985 5,612,154 51,634 31,055 61,444 0.9% 0.6% 1.1%
1986 5,967,514 76,401 19, 145 91,006 1.3% 0.3% 1.5¢%
1967 11,890, 444 267,806 246,798 295,144 2.2¢ 2.0% 2.4%
19886 8,428,431 927,002 066,614 966,445 9.9% 9.3% 10.3%
1950 4,088,057 303,322 119,976 403,826 5.8% 2.4% 7.6%
1991 3,526,609 252,117 74,989 352,921 &6.7% 2.1% 9.1%
1992 10,472,085 1,448,165 1,389,119 1,497,744 12.1% 11.7% 12.5%
1993 6,193,275 625,624 423,320 €92,937 9.2% 6.7% 10.1%
1994 5,136,077 130,225 66,993 219,276 2.5% 1.3% a.1%
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{ Please refer to Exhibits 8. 9. and 10 and ADF&G Kodiak Management Charts inclL . 1

in this chapter.)

"IF IT AIN'T BROKE......DON'T FIX IT:"
Changing Management Plans in three areas can
create havoc throughout an already complex

Management System

The October meeting of the Kodiak-Cook Inlet Inter-Area Work
Group ended with the understanding that there would be discussion of
management options in other Kodiak management units not identified in
the North Shelikof Plan or K.P.F.A's proposal to the Board of Fisheries. The
Kodiak Salmon Work Group feels strongly that Board action to alter
management in these areas can't be justified on a biological basis, under
the "Mixed Stock Fishery" regulation, or under the Board of Fisheries'
Allocation Criteria.

In general, these island fishing districts have a very long history of
use and most of the salmon stocks caught are of Kodiak origin. Limited
Entry has kept overall effort levels capped for over 20 years. Recent
years have seen substantially fewer than the maximum permits
fished. In 1978 there were 372 purse seine, 29 beach seine, and 160
setnet permits fished. In 1994, 286 purse seine, 5 beach seine, and 169
setnet permits were fished. Gear length has been frozen for over 30 years
and gear maximum depth was reduced in 1989.

THE ALITAK BAY DISTRICT MANAGEMENT PLAN

This plan was adopted by the Board of fisheries in 1987 and covers
set gill net and seine fishing that started in the 1880's. Cape Alitak and
Alitak beach are the primary harvest areas for seiners to catch Olga Bay
red salmon. Setnetters fish in an exclusive setnet area in the Alitak
District. Any new regulatory action would upset the hard fought
management and allocation scheme now in place.

THE WESTSIDE KODIAK MANAGEMENT PLAN
This plan was adopted by the Board of Fisheries in 1990. The

Management Plan formalized a management regime that had existed for
decades with some recent changes to accomodate management of rebuilt

i d
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James Skonberg

P.O. Box
Ouzinlde, AK 99644

September 22, 2017

Chairman John Jensen
Alaska Board of Fisheries
Boards Support Section
P.0.Box 115526

Juneaiu, AK 99811-5526

RE:  UCIDA Agenda Change Request and
Genetic Stock Composition of Sockeye Salmon in
the Kodiak Management Area

Dear Chairman jensan and Board Members,

| am a lifelong fisherman from Quzinkie Alaska and an active leader in the Commmunity. 1 also have been a
board member on the Quzinkie Native Corporation since it started in the 1970s. I've seen seasons when
Cook Inlet fish were present on the east side of Kodiak Isiand, seasons when they were present on the
west side of Kodiak island and many seasons when we didn’t seem to catch any at all. As [ understand it,
the genetic study just confirms what we already knew. 1 don’t know why you would consider an agenda
change request to address something that has occurred for as long as Kodiak fishermen have been
fishing,

I was involved the last time Cook Inlet fishermen tried to close down Kodiak. [ understood that the
Kodiak fleet, at that time, was fishing outside of 3 miles and sometimes changed fishing locations to move
to the North Shelikof area in hopes that Cook Inlet fish would be there. The N. Shelikof plan was
developed but the Board went too far with their closures. 1 worked with some fishermen to persuade the
Board that we needed to re-adjust the plan for fishing local stocks in the S.W. Afognalc district. With that
change, I think the N. Shelikof plan is working now. [ don't believe the Kodiak fleet is now targeting Cook
Inlet fish. We're fishing for local stocks and Coolk Inlet fish occur randomly and occasionally.

For those of us that fish in Kodiak --- and I've been fishing here for more than 50 years--- the UCIDA
agenda change request is extreme and does not merit any consideration.” It would really hurt and change
Kodiak's salmon fishery. I know that it would take away 20-25% of my income. Most of the fish I would
miss catching would end up in local streams, not Cook Inlet,

In summary, please reject the UCIDA agenda change request and wait until January 2020, your regular
board cycle meeting, to have discussion on the Cook inlet issue.

Very Truly Yours,

e

James Skonberg
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