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ABSTRACT

Healthy salmon stocks are a vital component to the continued subsistence practices, food security, economic stability,
and therefore the cultural continuity of the Alaska communities of Chignik Lake, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Bay, and
Perryville. Subsistence salmon fishing provides substantial quantities of food to all community residents, ties extended
families and neighbors together, creates bonds between adults and children through the continued transmission of
knowledge, and perpetuates connections between individuals and the natural environment. This report describes
contemporary subsistence salmon fishing practices, illustrates how subsistence fishing is important to the study
communities, and explains what factors influence how fishing practices change over time. This report will ideally serve
as a guide for fisheries managers to understand contemporary fishing practices, traditional ecological knowledge, and the
importance of subsistence salmon fishing to the residents of Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, and Perryville.

Key words:  Chignik, Chignik Lake, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Bay, Perryville, Alaska Peninsula, subsistence, salmon,

salmon fishing
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of an ethnographic study investigating the harvest and use of salmon by
residents of Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, and Perryville. These are the contemporary
communities of the Chignik Management Area (CMA) located on the Alaska Peninsula in Southwest
Alaska. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game assigns titles to defined geographic areas within the state
in order to properly manage each area’s natural resource use. The CMA is located on the south side of the
Alaska Peninsula, approximately 250 miles southwest of Kodiak. In the CMA, virtually all area residents
participate in harvesting salmon and using salmon. Social science research methods were used to examine
the various strategies used by local families in deciding when and where to fish, who to fish with, what gear
to use, and how much to harvest. The data collected during this project provide essential context for the
interpretation of harvest data, the understanding of community patterns of subsistence use and adaptation,
and effective management of salmon fisheries.

Previous subsistence research conducted by the Division of Subsistence in these communities first occurred
in 1984 and 1985 (Morris 1987). Then in the early 1990s, the Division of Subsistence conducted detailed
research on the patterns of subsistence uses of fisheries resources in the CMA. The research findings are
summarized in Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall (1996). More recent updates with more detail on subsistence
uses of salmon by Perryville residents are also available (ADF&G 2002; Fall et al 1986; Fall et al.1995; Fall
2006). This ethnography project is similar to what was done in 1990 that focused on the subsistence salmon
fisheries in the communities of Chignik Lake, Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon and Perryville. In addition
other ethnographic research has been conducted by independent anthropologists in 1984—1985 and in 1990
(Davis 1986; Partnow 2001).

PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS

This research was carried out by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), Division of Subsistence
with major funding provided by the Alaska Sustainable Salmon Fund (AKSSF). Additional project partners
and supporters included the Bristol Bay Native Association (BBNA), and the village councils of Chignik
Lake, Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, and Perryville. Each village council provided the researchers with
a resolution of project support and local research assistants to aid the principal investigators with data
collection in each community.

GEOGRAPHIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA

Figures 1-1-1-3 show the location of study communities on the Alaska Peninsula and within the CMA,
and detail prominent drainages and features of the Chignik River Watershed. The CMA encompasses all
coastal waters and inland drainages on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula from Kilokak Rocks at the
southern entrance to Imuya Bay at lat 57° 10.34'N, long 156° 20.22'W, then due south to Kupreanof Point
at lat 55° 33.98'N, long 159° 35.88'W (5 AAC 15.100) (ADF&G 2011-2014). Within the CMA geographic
boundaries there exist 5 established communities, however according to area residents, Ivanof Bay did not
have a year-round population from 2010-2012, and therefore was not part of this study. Table 1-1 lists the
population history of the 5 communities in the CMA Chignik Bay (also called “Chignik’), Chignik Lagoon,
Chignik Lake, Perryville, and Ivanof Bay (Table 1-1). Between 1980 and 1990 the area population was
relatively stable, peaking in 1990 with a total population of 518 people. By 2010, the combined year-round
population of all CMA communities totaled 362 people (U.S. Census Bureau 2011), a 31% decline over this
20-year period. Significant changes in the cost of living, availability of employment and resources, changes
in the commercial fishery, and accessibility to transportation have all contributed to a declining population.
These changes and the declining population in the CMA communities will be discussed throughout this
report.
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REPORT ORGANIZATION

The report is divided into 10 chapters. Chapter 1 provides a brief project overview. Chapter 2 describes
the geographic setting and pertinent historical background focusing on area prehistory, the development
of the area’s commercial salmon fishery, and the establishment of present-day communities. Chapter 3
reviews the study objectives and research methods used. Chapter 4 describes the evolution of the present-
day state/federal regulatory regime used to manage the subsistence salmon fishery in the CMA. Chapter
5 reviews CMA salmon permit return data for the period 2010-2012. Chapter 6 provides the results of
the 2011 household subsistence salmon harvest survey and mapping component. Chapter 7 provides a
comparison of the household harvest survey data collected in 2011 with previous harvest surveys conducted
in 1984, 1989, 1991, and 2003. Differences between permit return harvest estimates and household survey
harvest estimates are also discussed. Chapter 8 consists of 8 case examples of contemporary patterns of
subsistence salmon fishing that more fully illustrate the various salmon harvest methods, fish processing and
preservation techniques, and the composition of harvest and processing groups. These case studies provide
information needed to understand the social, cultural, nutritional, and economic importance of subsistence
salmon fishing for Chignik Area residents. The discussion in Chapter 9 offers an overall assessment of
data collected during this project through participant observation, case studies, key respondent interviews,
and household surveys. It details the major factors that have shaped changes and long-term trends in
subsistence salmon harvesting techniques, fishing locations, salmon use, and overall participation in the
subsistence salmon fishery. The report concludes with Chapter 10, providing a summary of study findings
and recommendations for future research. A series of appendices contain the 2011 subsistence harvest area
maps as well as other project background materials cited in this report.
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2. PHYSICAL AND HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF
THE AREA

REGIONAL SETTING

The communities of Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, and Perryville are all located within 40
miles of each other on the south, Pacific Ocean side of the central Alaska Peninsula. The region lies 460-500
miles southwest of Anchorage, and 250-300 miles west southwest of Kodiak City (Figure 1-1). The Alaska
Peninsula is a narrow 475 mile long land mass extending from Alaska’s southwestern mainland to the
Aleutian Island chain. The Aleutian Range extends the length of the Alaska Peninsula’s southern shoreline
and is marked by numerous bays, rugged cliffs, and offshore islands. The Aleutian Range includes 32 active
and inactive volcanoes rising to elevations of 4,000-8,250 ft above sea level. Mt. Veniaminof, 8,225 ft high,
is currently among the most active volcanoes, situated 21 miles northeast of the community of Perryville
and 25 miles west of the community of Chignik Lake. In contrast to the rugged southern coastline, the
northern side of the Alaska Peninsula slopes more gradually toward the coastal plain of Bristol Bay with a
landscape that is predominantly tundra dotted with lakes.

The maritime climate of the central Alaska Peninsula region is greatly influenced by winds and moisture
moving between the Pacific Ocean and Bristol Bay through the Aleutian Range. The 4 Chignik area
communities have milder winters and cooler summers than communities that lie inland or on the Bering
Sea side of the peninsula. Temperatures along the Pacific side of the Alaska Peninsula typically range from
45-65°F in summer and 10-35°F in winter. The annual precipitation averages about 23 inches. Water is a
major feature throughout the Alaska Peninsula in the form of lakes, streams, rivers, ponds, wetland areas,
bays, lagoons, and tidal flats. Water combined with high brush and alpine tundra all provide prime habitat
for fresh and saltwater fishes, marine and land mammals, waterfowl, and plants (Selkregg 1974; TNC
2004).

The study communities are all located within the boundaries of the Lake and Peninsula Borough, the Alaska
Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge, and ADF&G’s commercial and subsistence fisheries CMA (Figure
1-2). Commercial salmon fishing is the economic mainstay of the region, and nearly every person residing
in these communities uses salmon for subsistence (Morris 1987; Fall et al. 1995; Hutchinson-Scarbrough
and Fall 1996; Fall 2006; Hutchinson-Scarbrough et al. 2010). All 5 species of North American Pacific
salmon—Chinook salmon O. tschawytscha, sockeye salmon O. nerka, coho salmon O. Kisutch, pink
salmon O. gorbuscha, and chum salmon O. keta—are harvested commercially and for subsistence use
in the CMA by year-round and seasonal summer residents of these communities. Chinook salmon are
commonly referred to as “king” salmon; sockeye salmon as “red” salmon; coho salmon as “silver” salmon;
pink salmon as “humpy” salmon; and chum salmon as “dog” salmon.

The 3 Chignik communities are within proximity of each other yet are not connected by roads. Each of
these communities is named after the body of water they are situated next to: Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon,
and Chignik Lake. All 3 of these communities lie within the Chignik River watershed, which supports the
majority of commercial and subsistence salmon fishing effort within the CMA. The watershed forms a
natural northwest—southeast pass through the Aleutian Mountain Range and includes 2 prominent lakes
(Black Lake and Chignik Lake), and 2 major rivers: “upper” Chignik River, sometimes referred to locally
as “Black River,” connects Black Lake and Chignik Lake, and Chignik River drains Chignik Lake into
Chignik Lagoon (Figure 1-3). The Chignik River watershed hosts one of the largest populations of sockeye
salmon on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula with average combined annual runs sometimes exceeding
2 million fish (Anderson and Nichols 2012). Adult sockeye salmon return to the Chignik River watershed
in 2 primary runs that occur during summer and fall months and often overlap in early July. The early

1. Mount Veniaminof Description and Information. 2014. Alaska Volcano Observatory. Accessed May 2015. https://www.avo.
alaska.edu/volcanoes/volcinfo.php?volcname=Veniaminof.



run generally peaks in late June and uses spawning areas primarily in tributaries of Black Lake. The late
run peaks in late July and heads for spawning areas in Chignik Lake (Hatchery Beach) and Chignik Lake
tributaries such as Clark River and Home Creek (Templin et al. 1999;). The Chignik River watershed also
provides spawning and rearing habitat for Chinook, coho, pink, and chum salmon. There are coho, pink,
and chum salmon runs that spawn in the rivers and streams along the southwestern Pacific shoreline and are
most accessible to residents of Perryville (Rosier 1993).

HisToricAL DESCRIPTION

The purpose of this section is to provide a broad overview of the history of the Chignik area, especially
as it relates to the establishment of the commercial fishing and processing industries and their prominent
role in the mixed economies of area communities. Archeological and linguistic evidence suggests that the
Chignik region was a dividing line between the Aleut and Yupik groups prehistorically (Morseth 2013).
Today’s Alaska Peninsula Alutiig people are the descendants of these eighteenth-century Sugpiaqg speakers,
“creoles” (a Russian term describing the child or descendent of an Alutiiq mother and Russian father), and
other immigrants to the area (Partnow 2001). Most Alaska Native residents of the region today designate
themselves as Alutiiq or Sugpiaq (singular Sugpiat) and Russian or Scandinavian (Partnow 2001).

REGIONAL PREHISTORY

Radiocarbon dating and recovered tool assemblages from archaeological sites approximately 100 miles
northeast of the Chignik region indicate that humans have inhabited the northeast Alaska Peninsula for
a minimum of 9,000 years (Henn 1978). In addition, archaeological research in the Aniakchak Region
located about 50 miles northeast of Chignik points to a series of human occupations from 2000 years BP
to 300 years BP (VanderHoek 2004). On the Alaska Peninsula, 60 to 200 miles southwest of the Chignik
region, substantial archaeological research has been conducted that indicates that human occupants were
present over the past 5,000-6,000 years (Maschner 1999; VanderHoek 2004).

The first archaeologist known to have conducted research in the Chignik region of the Central Alaska
Peninsula was Don Dumond in the 1970s. At that time, the oldest radiocarbon date for this region was
2200 years BP, discovered from a charcoal sample Dumond collected at a habitation site located along the
Chignik River. However, a blade core associated with the Palearctic early stone tool tradition was later
found in the Chignik River region by a private collector suggesting that the Chignik River watershed region
had human presence between 9000 and 5000 years BP and that the people represented placed a heavy
reliance upon fishing in the Chignik River (Dumond 1977; Dumond 1992).

Most historical and prehistorical occupation sites in the Chignik region are located on or near productive
salmon streams. Since Dumond’s research in the 1970s, subsequent archaeological investigations were
conducted in the Chignik drainage. For example, in the early 1990s the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
conducted excavations at a prehistoric site near the current location of Chignik Lake. Radiocarbon dates
indicated human occupation of the site between 2800 and 2600 years BP (Corbett 1995).

The most recent systematic archaeological investigation of prehistoric sites along the Chignik watershed
were conducted from 2010 to 2012 by the University of Alaska Museum of the North and the National
Park Service (Shirar et al. 2011, 2012, 2013). These investigations involved numerous archaeological and
historical sites in the region from Chignik Lagoon to Black Lake and radiocarbon dates from charcoal
samples and artifacts indicated human occupation from the present time to as far back as 4700 years BP
(Shirar et al. 2011, 2012, 2013). All investigations of cultural sites in the Chignik area have consistently
found stone tools, including notched net sinkers that indicate a continued reliance on fishing, most likely
for salmon (Dumond 1992; Corbett 1995; Shirar et al. 2011, 2012, 2013).

Human occupation in the area could date back further than the archeological evidence indicates.
Volcanologists have determined that between 4000-3400 years BP there were major volcanic events that



occurred in the region, including the eruption of Mt. Veniaminof, which very likely altered human history
of the region and may have destroyed evidence of previous human occupations (VanderHoek 2009).

THE ConTtACT ERA

The earliest recorded visit by western explorers to the Pacific Coast of the Alaska Peninsula occurred in
1741 with Vitus Bering’s expedition in search of unoccupied areas and resources for Russian exploitation.
A second expedition in the 1760s brought an influx of Russian fur traders to the Alaska Peninsula who
succeeded in gaining control over indigenous inhabitants (Haycox 2002). Early Russian explorers of the
Alaska Peninsula encountered numerous groups of indigenous peoples. Oral traditions indicate that there
were 2 distinct cultural groups residing on the Alaska Peninsula at the time of Russian contact—Unangan
speakers from the west and southwest Alaska Peninsula (referred to by Russians as Aleuts) and Yup’ik
speakers who were ancestors to the Sugpiaq (Alutiiq) people from the central and eastern Alaska Peninsula
(Partnow 2001). Archaeologists and linguists believe that the cultural border line that separated the Unangan
(Aleut) people to the west and the Alutiig—Sugpiaq people to the east was near the Chignik region. Many
of today’s residents of Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, and Perryville are descendants of the
Alaska Peninsula Pacific Sugpiagq—Alutiiq peoples (Partnow, 2001).

The Alutiiq people were maritime hunters whose homeland was the southern Alaska Peninsula (as well as
Kodiak Island, lower Cook Inlet, and Prince William Sound). The sea, as well as inland streams and tundra,
provided them with food, oil, and raw materials to manufacture clothing, shelters, and boats. They were
extremely skilled at hunting and adept at using seal skin kayaks (bidarkas) and larger open boats (umiats
or baidar). These skills were noted by early Russian explorers looking to expand their interests in Russian
America and their involvement in the fur trade. The hunting skills of Alaska Natives made them a target for
Russian exploitation. Russians introduced European goods, trade for cash, Christianity, and intermarriage,
as well as new diseases of which Alaska Natives had no immunity. Massive deaths occurred amongst the
Alutiiq people in the 18th and 19th centuries (Partnow 2001).

Russian exploitation of resources and the Alutiiq people continued until 1867 when the United States
government assumed control of Alaska. American interests concentrated on whaling, the fur trade, and
the development of commercial fishing. In 1888 the first salmon cannery was built in Chignik. By 1890,
commercial salmon fishing had become the most profitable industry in the Chignik Area and has continued
as such to the present (Partnow 2001).

ESTABLISHMENT OF PRESENT-DAY COMMUNITIES

Chignik Bay

The community of Chignik Bay is located on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula approximately 457
miles southwest of Anchorage. It is situated at the southern end of Chignik Bay at the head of Anchorage
Bay (Figure 1-1; Plate 2-1). The community’s backdrop involves a 3,000-foot mountain with the snow-
capped Aleutian Range visible to the north. The mountains trap clouds, fog, and moisture, particularly on
the Pacific side. Sand and strong winds associated with the region’s frequent coastal storms inspired the
Alutiiq people to name this community “Chignik” (spelled cihniq), which means “big wind” (Crowell et
al. 2001).

The first reference to a settlement at Chignik Bay was by Ivan Petroff in 1880. He called it “Kaluiak™ and
described it as “a small village of about 30 ‘deer’ [caribou] hunters” (Partnow 2001). In 1888 Chignik
was established as a fishing community when fish prospectors from the Fisherman’s Packing Company of
Astoria, Oregon set up a salmon saltery. At that time, the population was estimated at 193 (Partnow 2001).
The first cannery was built there in 1910 by Columbia River Packers, and what structure remains is the
oldest continuously operating seafood facility in Alaska (Himes-Cornell et al. 2013).
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Plate 2-1.—Present village of Chignik Bay

Early cannery operations attracted immigrant workers from all over the world including Scandinavia, Italy,
China, Mongolia, Hawaii, and the Philippines. It was not until the 1920s that local Alutiiq people were
offered employment by the canneries (Partnow 2001). The majority of individuals living in the Chignik
communities today identify themselves as descendants of the unions of Alutiiq people and immigrants to
the area (Partnow 2001). Throughout the years, Chignik has remained a center for commercial fishing. The
fishing fleet has evolved from small boats and fish traps owned by the canneries to the privately-owned
hand and purse seine boats that are in operation today.

Population

Chignik Bay’s population fluctuates greatly from winter to summer because of commercial fishing and fish
processing operations. However, there are a core number of people who live in the community year-round
and claim Chignik Bay as their residence. The 2010 U.S. Census estimated Chignik Bay’s population to
be 91 residents (57 of which identified as being Alaska Native) residing in 41 households (U.S. Census
Bureau 2011). In the 1980s—1990s, the population ranged from 178—188 residents but by 2000 had declined
to 79. Population estimates in the 1980s and 1990s included occupants of group quarters that housed long
term seafood processors and production workers. After a major fire at the Trident/Norquest facility in 2008,
processing operations as well as housing for workers were transferred to floating processors, and these
workers were no longer counted by the U.S. Census as residents of the community. Between 1990 and 2010
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the population declined by 52% according to the US Census records (Table 1-1). Demographic information
for 2011 from the subsistence salmon household survey will be presented in the results section of this report.

Economy

According to the 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates, Chignik Bay’s mean
household wage and salary income was $97,739, and per capita income was $28,823 (U.S. Census Bureau
2011). An estimated 55% of Chignik Bay residents 16 years and older who were in the labor force were
employed. Private sector jobs were held by 23% of employed adults with the remaining 77% holding public
sector jobs. Top employers included the Lake and Peninsula School District, Bristol Bay Housing Authority,
Chignik Bay Sub Regional Health Clinic Health Corporation, and the Bristol Bay Native Corporation (U.S.
Census Bureau 2011).

The 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates also show that seasonal commercial fishing and seafood processing
jobs will continue to be the primary contributors to Chignik Bay’s economy (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).
According to Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) records, in 2010, 14 residents (15%) of
Chignik Bay held a total of 24 commercial fishing permits. Of these permits, 54% were for salmon, 25%
were for groundfish, 13% were for halibut, and 8% were for crab and “other” shellfish (Himes-Cornell et
al. 2013). In 2010, residents held 128,200 shares of halibut quota. Also in 2010, there were 24 commercial
crew licenses issued to Chignik Bay residents, and residents held the majority ownership of 22 commercial
fishing vessels (Himes-Cornell et al. 2013).

Government, Native Entities, Facilities, and Services

Chignik Bay is part of the Lake and Peninsula Borough and was incorporated into a second class city in
1983, with a mayor and a 7-member city council. Alaska Native entities include the Chignik Bay Tribal
Council, Far West Inc. Village Corporation (the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act or ANCSA village
corporation), and the Bristol Bay Native Corporation (the Alaska Native regional corporation).

Chignik Bay is accessible by air and sea. In 2010-2012, one primary commercial air carrier (Peninsula
Airways at time of study) provided daily passenger, mail, and cargo service into Chignik Bay. The Alaska
Marine Highway ferry services Chignik Bay from May—September and stops on both outgoing and incoming
routes on its bi-monthly run from Kodiak to Dutch Harbor. Commercial fishing boats and a variety of other
vessels use Chignik Bay’s docks or anchor in Anchorage Bay on a daily basis primarily to bring fish or
supplies in and out of the village. The City of Chignik and the State of Alaska maintain roads throughout
the community as well as a 2.5-mile long road leading to the airstrip. All-terrain vehicles and automobiles
are commonly used by residents of Chignik Bay for local transportation.

Chignik Bay has a pre-K through grade 12 school, a gymnasium, a health clinic, a seasonal grocery and
supply store, a recreation hall, a post office, and a fire station. Transportation infrastructure includes a 2,700
foot gravel runway, small boat harbor with breakwater, and 2 deep water docks capable of servicing ocean-
going vessels. The community maintains water and sewer systems and telephone and electric facilities that
provide satellite TV, internet, and a cellular phone tower. Chignik Bay currently has a shore-based seafood
processing facility (Norquest—Trident Seafoods) and 2 community stores (1 privately-owned and 1 operated
seasonally by Trident).

Chignik Lagoon

The community of Chignik Lagoon is named because of its location on the south shore of Chignik Lagoon
(Plate 2-2). The community is located about 460 miles southwest of Anchorage on the Pacific side of the
Alaska Peninsula. Wind, fog, rain and snow are common features of the area climate.

The community’s origins can be traced to Alaska Native (primarily Alutiiq), Scandinavian, and Russian
ancestors that moved to the area from nearby Mitrofania and Sutwik Island in the early 1900s (Morris 1987;
Partnow 2001). Early accounts by a Russian priest describe a group of “Koniag Aleut” speakers that lived in
5 settlements situated along the shore of Chignik Lagoon and along the Chignik River in 1897. At that time,
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Plate 2-2.—Present village of Chignik Lagoon

he described them as living in driftwood and thatch houses. He reported that they had used 20 bear skins to
construct a prayer house and that they made money trading bear and fox skins (Morseth 2003).

The contemporary community of Chignik Lagoon developed as a fishing village because of the large
sockeye salmon runs identified by Northwest coast fish prospectors that came to Chignik in 1888. By
1889, 3 Oregon and San Francisco-based seafood packing companies established canneries at the present
site of the Chignik Lagoon community. By 1892, the 3 canneries had consolidated and were known as the
“Chignik Bay Combination” and later became known as Alaska Packer’s Association. In 1896, 250 fishers
and cannery workers were employed by the Chignik Lagoon Alaska Packers Cannery. By 1897, most of
the fishers were of Eastern European descent, and fish packers were of Chinese descent. It was not until the
1920s that local Alaska Natives began to work in the canneries and on the fish traps (Partnow 2001).

Another Alutiiq community located on the northeastern shore of Chignik Lagoon near the sand spit, known
as “Old Village” was originally occupied seasonally but grew into a year-round settlement with a Russian
Orthodox Church when the commercial salmon industry began to develop in 1889. In 1903, a summer
school opened at the present site of the community of Chignik Lagoon. Chignik Lagoon became a cultural
and geographical boundary between the local Alaska Native community that lived primarily on the north
side of Chignik Lagoon at “Old Village” and the newer community of mostly immigrant men residing on
the south side of Chignik Lagoon at the present location of the community of Chignik Lagoon. In 1919 a
flu epidemic decimated many of the Native Alaska residents, and “Old Village” was abandoned. Some of
the survivors relocated to the present community of Chignik Lagoon, but many moved to Chignik Lake in
1960 and established a community there when a Russian Orthodox Church and school was built; they also
established summer settlements along the north shore of Chignik Lagoon. These seasonal homes were used
mostly as camps for summer subsistence fishing activities, fall hunting camps, and winter trap line camps.
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Though the number of people using these camps has declined, there are still a few families from Perryville
and Chignik Lake that continue to occupy them during the commercial fishing season.

Population

Chignik Lagoon’s population fluctuates greatly from winter to summer because of the commercial and
subsistence fishing opportunities and employment, but there are a core number of people who live in
the community year-round and claim residency in Chignik Lagoon. The 2010 U.S. Census recorded that
Chignik Lagoon had 29 occupied households with a population of 78 people, 74% of which identified
themselves as being Alaska Native (Table 1). By age category, 64 (82%) were over 16 years of age, and
13 were students enrolled in preschool through grade 12. Of the total population, 51% (40) were male and
49% (38) were female.?

The first census recorded population for Chignik Lagoon in 1960 showed a population of 108 people
(Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). By 1980, the population had declined to 48 and remained about
the same until 2000 when it rose to 103; then by 2010, the population had declined again to 78 residents
(Table 1). The fluctuations are likely due to inconsistent cannery operations and the success of the local
fishing fleet. Demographic information for 2011 from the subsistence salmon survey is presented in the
results section of this report.

Economy

According to the 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, Chignik Lagoon’s mean household wage and salary
income was $125,726 (reflecting the amount of money made in the commercial fishing industry), and per
capita income was $53,532 (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). An estimated 73% of Chignik Lagoon residents 16
years and older who were in the labor force were employed. For those employed, 60% of residents worked
for the government, 23% were private wage or salary workers, and 17% were self-employed. The primary
year-round employers included the Lake and Peninsula School District, Chignik Lagoon Village Council,
and the electric plant (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).

The 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates also show that commercial fishing is the economic mainstay for
Chignik Lagoon. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) records indicate that in 2010, residents
of Chignik Lagoon held the majority ownership of 41 fishing vessels.® Twenty-four residents of Chignik
Lagoon (44% of population) held commercial fishing permits and 57% of these were actively fished. Of all
permits held, 48% (22 permits) were for salmon (81% actively fished), and the remainder of permits were
for groundfish, halibut, herring, and crab. In addition, there were 41 commercial crew licenses issued to
Chignik Lagoon residents, mostly for salmon (Himes-Cornell et al. 2013).

Government, Facilities, and Services

Chignik Lagoon is an unincorporated part of the Lake and Peninsula Borough. The tribal government is
the Native Village of Chignik Lagoon, the chartered Native Village Corporation is Chignik Lagoon Native
Corporation, and the Alaska Native Regional Corporation is Bristol Bay Native Corporation.

Chignik Lagoon is accessible by air and sea. In 2010-2012, one primary commercial air carrier (Peninsula
Airways) provided daily passenger, mail, and cargo service into Chignik Lagoon. The community has
a state-maintained 1,810 foot gravel airstrip, a small boat harbor, health clinic, subsistence processing
building and meeting hall, and fire and rescue services. The school, with gymnasium and library, serves
grades K—12. The community maintains a network supporting telephone, satellite television, and internet
services, and it has a cellular phone tower. The Alaska Marine Highway ferry provides bi-monthly service

2. Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community and Re-
gional Affairs. n.d. Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information, Juneau. Accessed November 2014. http://
commerce.state.ak.us/cra/DCRAExternal/

3. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission. n.d. Permit Database, Juneau. Accessed November 2014. www.cfec.state.ak.us/
index.htm
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Plate 2-3.—Present village of Chignik Lake

to Chignik Bay from May through September. Chignik Lagoon residents often travel to Chignik Bay by
skiff to pick up family, supplies, or both, which are brought in by ferry, or to visit the grocery store.

Chignik Lake

The community of Chignik Lake is located on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula approximately 470
miles southwest of Anchorage near the mouth of Chignik Lake (Plate 2-3). Wind, fog, rain, and snow
are common features of the area climate. The lake is situated within a narrow pass that leads through the
volcanic Aleutian Range from Bristol Bay near Port Heiden to the Pacific Ocean side of the Alaska Peninsula
(Figure 1-1). The Chignik River is the major watershed in the CMA and consists of 2 interconnecting lakes
(Black and Chignik) with a single outlet river (Chignik) that empties into the estuary of Chignik Lagoon
(Sagalkin 2013). Five species of Pacific salmon return to the Chignik River; sockeye salmon returns consist
of both an early and a late run. These 2 sockeye salmon runs are genetically distinct with the early run
spawning primarily in Black Lake and tributaries and the late run spawning in Chignik Lake and tributaries
(Sagalkin 2013). The residents of Chignik Lake use all 5 species of salmon that run up the river and are
easily accessible in front of the community.

Although Chignik Bay and Chignik Lagoon were founded around fishing and fish processing, the current
location of the community of Chignik Lake was first used by an Alutiiq family from the Bristol Bay side
of the Alaska Peninsula in the 1920s. Many of the residents of Chignik Lake are descendants of a Native
woman named Dora Artemie Lind Andre, born in 1903 at Bear River near Port Moller (Davis 1986). Her
father was from Old Harbor on Kodiak Island, and her mother from Ugashik, on the northern shore of the
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Alaska Peninsula. Her parents raised her at Old Village (near the Chignik Lagoon sand spit), where they
stayed in the summers. They wintered at the current site of Chignik Lake to trap and because subsistence
foods were easily accessed. Chignik Lake remained a winter trapping camp until the early 1960s when a
school and Russian Orthodox Church were established there (Morris 1987). This school was constructed
by local people to provide for children living in communities located on the Bristol Bay side of the Alaska
Peninsula including Kanatak, IInik, and Port Moller. Before this, these children had to travel to Port Heiden,
Pilot Point, or Kodiak if they wanted to attend school (Morris 1987). In addition to the church and school,
the year-round availability of wild foods attracted a number of families from Perryville, Chignik Bay, and
Chignik Lagoon who relocated to the Chignik Lake community. Many Chignik Lake families maintained
summer fish camps and homes along Chignik Lagoon, a tradition that continued until about 2002 (Morris
1987).

Population

Chignik Lake’s population fluctuates greatly from winter to summer because of the commercial and
subsistence fishing opportunities, but there are a core number of people who live in the village year-around
and claim residency in Chignik Lake. The 2010 U.S. Census Bureau recorded that Chignik Lake had 27
occupied households with a population of 73 people (95% were Alaska Native). Fifty-seven (78%) were
over 16 years of age, and 23 students were enrolled in preschool through grade 12.* Of the total population,
56% (41) were male and 44% (32) were female. The first census recorded population for Chignik Lake in
1960 showed a population of 107 people. By 1980, the population increased to 138 and remained about the
same in 2000 at 145 then decreased considerably in 2010 with a population of 73 (50% population decline
from 2000 to 2010) (Table 1-1). Demographic information for 2011 from the subsistence salmon survey is
presented in the results section of this report.

Economy

According to the 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, Chignik Lake’s mean household wage and salary
income was $69,500, and per capita income was $24,926 (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). An estimated 76% of
Chignik Lake residents 16 years and older who were in the labor force were employed. Sixty-three percent
of employed residents worked for the government, and 37% were private wage or salary workers. The
majority (59%) of employed Chignik Lake residents in 2010, worked in education, services, health care,
social assistance, public administration, and fishing and hunting jobs (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).

Commercial fishing has always been an important part of the Chignik Lake economy. Many Chignik Lake
households either own a CMA salmon permit, use a transferred CMA salmon permit, or are involved in the
fishery as crew members. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) records for 2010 indicated that
residents of Chignik Lake held the majority ownership of 7 fishing vessels, and there were 8 commercial
salmon fishing permits held by Chignik Lake residents.® Of these, 57% were actively fished in 2010. In
addition, there were 27 commercial crew licenses issued to Chignik Lake residents, mostly for salmon
(Himes-Cornell et al. 2013). The cash economy of this small community is based almost exclusively on the
commercial fishery (Himes-Cornell et. al. 2013). In addition to providing employment and a cash economy,
the salmon fishery is a major food source and supports the subsistence sector of the local economy. Households
in Chignik Lake annually use and depend on these salmon runs as part of their annual subsistence harvest.

Government, Facilities, and Services

Chignik Lake is an unincorporated part of the Lake and Peninsula Borough and is governed by the
Chignik Lake Village Council; the regional ANSCA chartered Native Corporation is the Bristol Bay
Native Corporation (BBNC). In addition Bristol Bay Native Association (BBNA) is a tribal consortium

4. Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community and Re-
gional Affairs. n.d. Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information, Juneau. Accessed November 2014. http://
commerce.state.ak.us/cra/DCRAExternal/

5. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission. n.d. Permit Database, Juneau. Accessed January 2016. www.cfec.state.ak.us/in-
dex.htm
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Plate 2-4.—Present village of Perryville.

representing all the tribes within the BBNC and provides a variety of services and educational opportunities
to tribal communities. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game operates the Chignik River Watershed
Weir from May through September, which is located approximately 1 mile downriver of the community of
Chignik Lake.

Plane and boat are the only means of transport into the community of Chignik Lake, and both are often
inhibited by inclement weather. A 2,800-foot long gravel airstrip is managed by the Alaska Department
of Transportation. A single commercial air carrier served Chignik Lake in 2010-2012, providing daily
passenger service, as well as mail and cargo deliveries. The Alaska Marine Highway ferry provides bi-
monthly service to Chignik Bay from May through September. Chignik Lake residents often travel to
Chignik Bay by skiff to pick up family, supplies, or both, which are brought in by ferry, or to visit the
grocery store.

Chignik Lake has a contract post office, a Russian Orthodox Church, a health clinic, village corporation and
council offices, and a subsistence processing facility. The community maintains water and sewer systems,
an electric and telephone grid, and a cellular phone tower. There is a locally-owned store with limited
supplies. The Chignik Lake School provides instruction for grades pre-K through 12.

Perryville

The community of Perryville is located on the Pacific Coast of the Alaska Peninsula approximately 500 miles
southwest of Anchorage (plates 2-4 and 2-5). Behind Perryville sits Mt. Veniaminof, an active volcano. Its
snow topped peaks melt to create the Kametolook, Three Star, and Long Beach rivers.
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Plate 2-5.—Perryville village setting.

Perryville’s origins can be traced to the eruption of the Mt. Novarupta volcano in 1912. At the time of
this eruption, the founders of Perryville were residing in 2 small communities of Kaguyak (Douglas) and
Katmai in what is now Katmai National Park and Preserve on the Pacific coast of the Alaska Peninsula
(Partnow 2001). The June 6, 1912 eruption forced the evacuation of these communities. No one perished
in the volcanic eruption because all of residents were working in Kafluk Bay at a commercial saltery at the
time of the eruption (Partnow 2001). The eruption rendered the area uninhabitable. The evacuees moved to
the current location of Perryville, and the settlers named their new village “Perry,” after a captain (Captain
Perry) who had relocated them. The “ville” was added later to conform to U.S. Postal Service standards
in 1930. The community has maintained a steady population and strong ties to the Alutiig culture and a
subsistence way of life. Perryville residents have close connections with residents of Chignik Lake and
Ivanof Bay, and to a lesser extent, Chignik Bay (Partnow 2001).

Though Perryville’s location and resources are not as closely situated to the Chignik watershed where the
majority of commercial salmon fishing occurs, researchers found that several residents of Perryville always
participated in the Chignik Bay and Chignik Lagoon fisheries.

Population

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Perryville’s population was 113 people residing in 38 households (Table
1-1). A large majority of the population (97%) identifies themselves as Alaska Native or Alaska Native and
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mixed race. Perryville is the only community in the CMA that has maintained, and at times increased, its
population over its 100-year history. The first census was taken in 1920 and reported a population of 85.°

Economy

According to the 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, Perryville’s mean household wage and salary income
was $40,414 and per capita income was $14,003 (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). Forty-one percent of Perryville
residents live below the poverty level. An estimated 34% of Perryville residents 16 years and older who were
in the labor force were employed. Eighty-one percent of employed residents worked for the government
and 19% were private wage or salary workers. The primary year-round employers were, and remain, the
Lake and Peninsula School District, and the local government of the Native Village of Perryville.’

According to the 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimate, commercial fishing, as well as subsistence fishing and
hunting and trophy hunting (primarily guiding services for non-resident bear hunts) represented major
components of the Perryville economy. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission records show that in 2010,
8 residents of Perryville held a total of 13 commercial fisheries permits, most of which were salmon permits
for the CMA purse seine fishery. Of those permits, 88% were actively fished.® The remaining permits were
for groundfish and herring. Fifteen Perryville residents held commercial crew licenses, primarily for CMA
salmon, and 10 registered fishing vessels were owned by residents of Perryville (Himes-Cornell et al. 2013).

Government, Facilities, and Services

Perryville is an unincorporated community within the Lake and Peninsula Borough. Tribal government
entities include the Native Village of Perryville, Oceanside Village Corporation, and BBNA. Perryville is only
accessible by air and sea. There is a limited local road system throughout the community, and unmaintained
ATV trails that lead to Ivanof Bay and Chignik Lake. ATVs and skiffs are the primary transportation used
by Perryville residents. The community is served by a primary air carrier that provides passenger service
and mail transport 3 times a week. The community has a state-maintained 3,300 foot gravel airstrip, a
community water system, and one central building facility housing the health clinic and tribal offices. There
is also a subsistence processing building, a K—12 school with a gymnasium, a community store with limited
supplies, and a diesel power plant. Wind turbines provide supplemental electricity to help power services
in the community.

Ivanof Bay

The community of Ivanof Bay, located 12 miles west of Perryville, was established in 1960 by Perryville
residents seeking better access to subsistence resources. In 1990, there were 36 inhabitants residing in 9
households in Ivanof Bay. In 2004 the local school closed due to low enrollment, which then caused the
infrastructure of the community to collapse. Several families that resided in Ivanof Bay relocated back to
Perryville, and others relocated to Chignik Bay, Sand Point, Kodiak, and Anchorage. A few former residents
have continued to use the community seasonally. Around 2010, a few former residents of Ivanof Bay
reestablished year-round residency there, and the 2010 U.S. Census survey counted 7 inhabitants residing
in 2 households (US. Census 2011). At the beginning of this project no year-round residents were identified
as living in Ivanof Bay; therefore it was not included in this study.

6. ADLWD (Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development) Research and Analysis Section. 2014. “1880 to 2000
Census data: 1920 Census, population of outlying possessions by minor civil divisions.”. Accessed June 2015. http://laborstats.
alaska.gov/census/hist.htm

7. Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (ADCCED) Division of Community and Re-
gional Affairs. n.d. Alaska Community Database Online: Community Information, Juneau. Accessed November 2014. http://
commerce.state.ak.us/cra/DCRAExternal/

8. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, Juneau. n.d. “Permit Database.” Accessed November 2014. www.cfec.state.ak.us/
index.htm
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HisTorY OF CHIGNIK AREA COMMERCIAL FISHING AND CANNERY OPERATIONS

Chignik Bay

In 1888, the community of Chignik (referred to as “Chignik Bay”) was established as a fishing village
when the Fishermen’s Packing Company of Astoria, Oregon established a salmon saltery. The area quickly
became known for its abundant sockeye salmon runs and the ease of harvesting them with fish traps. In 1896,
Chignik Bay received its first 2 canneries, owned by Pacific Steam Whaling Company and Hume Brothers
and Hume Company (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). These early commercial fisheries involved
little participation from Alaska Natives in the area. Gillnets and fish traps were primarily operated by Euro-
American fishers, and fish processing was primarily carried out by Chinese cannery workers. In 1901, these
competing enterprises joined with Pacific Packing and Navigation Co., and in 1904 both canneries were
purchased by the Northwestern Fisheries Company (NFC), referred to as “Norwestern” by local people.
The new combined operation based out of the Pacific Steam Whaling Company’s facility and the Hume
cannery was closed (Cobb 1921; Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). In 1910 Columbia River Packers
Association (CRPA) built another cannery in Chignik Bay located at the mouth of Indian Creek. These
2 Chignik Bay canneries, along with the Alaska Packers Association cannery (APA) in Chignik Lagoon,
remained in competition until 1914 when the 3 companies agreed to share the harvest equally. These 3
canneries remained in cooperative operation until 1933 when the NFC cannery was acquired by the Pacific
American Fisheries (PAF). In 1941, CPRA sold to the Alaska Packers Association (APA); then in the 1950s,
both APA and CRPA merged their operations (Dahlberg 1979).

The APA cannery burned in 1976 and was rebuilt the next year and leased to Sealaska, which continued
operations (Mobley 2004; Chignik Bay Community Development Plan: 2009). In 1985, Aleutian Dragon
Fisheries (ADF) subleased the facility from Sealaska. In 1987, the Chignik Property Partnership became
owners of the ADF facility and leased to ADF until it was sold to Norquest Seafoods in 1998. In 1979, Peter
Pan and one of the local Alaska Native village corporations built a cannery near the old Northwest Fisheries
cannery. The Peter Pan facility was purchased in 1984 and became Chignik Pride Fisheries (CPF). In 1992,
Aleutian Dragon Fisheries (ADF) and CPF were the only remaining processing plants in the CMA.

With the advent of freezers, salmon canning was largely replaced in the early 1980s with cold storage
and salting. In 1997, Norquest Seafoods (a merger of Silver Lining Seafoods and Lafayette Fisheries)
purchased the ADF cannery. In 2002 Trident Seafoods purchased the CPF facility. In 2004, Trident Seafoods
Corporation purchased Norquest Seafoods, and Norquest became a subsidiary of Trident Seafoods while
maintaining its product and name. Soon after, Chignik Bay Norquest and Trident Seafoods consolidated and
have operated as a single business in Chignik under the Norquest name ever since (Mobley 2004). On July
21, 2008, the Trident—Norquest seafood processing plant burned down,® and to date has not been rebuilt.
After the fire, floating processors operated by Trident have been brought to Chignik Bay annually during
the salmon harvest season to process fish. In recent years, smaller seafood companies have purchased
local Chignik-caught salmon, including International Seafoods of Alaska and Alaska Pacific Seafoods,
both based in Kodiak, and Klawock Oceanside Inc. based in Klawock (T. Anderson, Commercial Fishery
Biologist, Kodiak, ADF&G, personal communication). Historically, seafood harvested and processed in
Chignik included 5 species of Pacific salmon, Pacific cod, halibut, rockfish (red snapper), pollock, herring,
sablefish, and octopus. Chignik canneries began processing shrimp in the 1970s, and king and Tanner crab in
1987 (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). Residents of the CMA region continue to participate heavily
in the commercial and subsistence salmon fisheries, as well as halibut and groundfish fisheries. Chignik Bay
remains the central hub for seafood processing.

9. Associated Press. 2008. Fire Destroys Trident Fish Processing Plant in Chignik Bay. Indian Country News. http://www.
indiancountrynews.com/index.php/news/9-news-from-through-out-indian-country/4157-fire-destroys-trident-fish-processing-
plant-in-chignik-bay.
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Plate 2-6.—Chignik River watershed looking southwest; Chignik Lake in foreground, Chignik Lagoon in
distance.

Chignik Lagoon

In 1889, the Fishermen’s Packing Company (formerly Scandinavian Packing Company) of Astoria, Oregon
built and operated the first cannery in Chignik Lagoon called the Chignik Bay Company (referred locally
at the time as “Scandinavian”). It was located on the eastern shore of Chignik Lagoon, at the location of
the present community of Chignik Lagoon. That same year, 2 additional canneries were built in Chignik
Lagoon: one company was owned by Shumagin Packing Company of Portland, Oregon, and the other
by Chignik Bay Packing Company of San Francisco, California. In contrast to the largely non-Native
workforce in Chignik Bay, Alutiiq people from Unangashak and Mitrofania came to work at the salteries
in Chignik Lagoon and in Anchorage Bay (Chignik). By 1892, the 3 canneries had consolidated and were
known as the “Chignik Bay Combination.” The canning operation occurred in the Chignik Bay Company
plant, but all 3 canneries shared expenses, employees, and revenue. By 1893, they all joined a pool with
many other Alaska canneries known as the Alaska Packer’s Association (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall
1996).

In 1911, Columbia River Packing Company operated a cannery on the north side of Chignik Lagoon. At that
time, there were approximately 30 traps in the lagoon alone, and more operated from Chignik Bay northeast
to Aniakchak Bay (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). In 1926, Harry W. Crosby built and operated
a floating salmon cannery named “King Salmon,” in Chignik Lagoon (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall
1996). Though he only operated it 1 season, Crosby returned in 1932 and built a land-based cannery on
the west side of Chignik Lagoon and changed the name in 1936 from King Salmon to the Chignik Lagoon
Packing Company, and again in 1947 to Chignik Fisheries Company (Dahlberg 1973).
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The Columbia River Packing Company and facilities e
in Chignik Lagoon later became Columbia Ward
Fisheries (CWF) and included a fully equipped
store, a small dirt airfield, a large dock for loading
and unloading fish and supplies, several bunkhouses,
and a mess hall. Several summer homes were built on
nearby grounds to house families from Perryville and
Chignik Lake so they could work in the cannery and
fish the company’s boats. When the cannery stopped
running their own vessels, these summer homes were
bought or leased to families from Chignik Lake and
Perryville to use as summer homes and fish camps
when they came to Chignik to commercial fish. As a
shore-based operation, CWF remained in operation at
Chignik Lagoon running a couple of tenders, dock,
and a well-stocked store until it closed after the 1990
salmon fishing season (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and
Fall 1996).

Ivanof Bay

In the mid-1800s the Pacific Northwest fishing
industry began to expand into Alaska. In 1889 and
1890, 2 canneries were built and operated by the
Western Alaska Packing Company in Ivanof Bay Plate 2-7.—Axel Carlson and Walter Stepanoff, Sr.
and Stepovak Bay. The cannery in Stepovak Bay was ; . . X
dismantled in 1891 due to scarcity of fish (Moser haul a skiff full of salmon in Chignik Lagoon in the
1899). The bay of Ivanof Bay was originally named 1930s. Photograph courtesy of Walter Stepanoff, Jr.
by Lt. Dall of the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey in 0f Chignik Bay and the Kodiak Maritime Museum.
1880. Ivanof Bay was the site of a cannery in the late

19th century and again from 1930 to the early 1950s.

PasT AND PRESENT COMMERCIAL F1SHING METHODS

According to J.F. Moser, in 1899 salmon were caught for commercial sale principally with traps; drag
seines were also used and gillnets were once used (1899). The most intense period of the fishery occurred
between 1900-1914 when area bays and tidelands were studded with traps, some with leads as long as
3,500 ft (Dahlberg 1979). According to a Chignik Lake elder, in 1911, there were approximately 30 traps
in the lagoon alone, and more operated from Chignik Bay northeast to Aniakchak Bay (Hutchinson-
Scarbrough and Fall 1996). An average-sized trap could catch the equivalent of 5.9 beach seines or 26.2
gillnets (Dahlberg 1979). Moser (1899) noted that from 1890 to 1896, an average of 61,400 cases of fish
per year were packed from the Chignik River by a single company. In 1896 Moser asserts that 3 separate
canneries, “with all their forces and every effort they could make,” only packed approximately 65,000 cases
of Chignik fish. Then in 1897, by doubling their efforts, they were each able to pack 74,159 cases (Moser
1899). Moser stated that “anyone who sees the fisheries at Chignik will readily understand that the stream
cannot stand the excessive fishing” (1899). In 1899 it was evident that the Chignik salmon stock was being
overfished by commercial fishers (Moser 1899, Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). However, traps
continued to be used by canneries operating in the Chignik area through the 1940s (Hutchinson-Scarbrough
and Fall 1996).

Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall (1996) wrote that with the advent of statehood in 1959, traps were
prohibited by the State of Alaska because of their efficiency and because of emerging concerns about over
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Plate 2-8. Contemporary purse seiners wrth power bIocks in Chrgnrk Lagoon, June 2011.

exploitation of salmon stocks. In addition to cannery-owned fish traps, many privately-owned beach seine
and gillnet vessels were also used to catch fish along the Chignik area shoreline (Tuten 1977). Early nets
were made of cotton soaked in tar, but were later replaced with more durable nylon (Pedersen 1990). These
early boats had a large roller on the stern, and the nets had to be pulled in and let out by hand.

The first power block was brought to Chignik in the 1960s by Raymond Anderson (Personal communication
with August Pedersen, Chignik Lagoon resident, 1990). By 1959, seining dominated all commercial salmon
fishing activities in the Chignik Area (Plate 2-8). Between 1980 and 2012, seines were the only legal gear
for commercial salmon fishing in the CMA (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996).

A fish-counting weir and tower were first established on the Chignik River by the U.S. Bureau of Fisheries
in 1922. The weir was operational from 1922—1937 and again in 1939 (Dahlberg 1979). In the early 1950s,
a pile driven weir was erected. Since statehood in 1959, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game has
operated this weir annually during the summer months to provide estimates of salmon escapements in the
Chignik River watershed. The weir is located on the Chignik River, about 1.5 miles below the Village of
Chignik Lake, and about 3 miles above the mouth of the river at Chignik Lagoon (Plate 2-9). In 1994 a
video camera system was installed at the 2 fish gates and continues to be used by ADF&G to enumerate the
fish escapements (Dahlberg 1979; Duesterloh 2005).

Historical Involvement in Chignik Fisheries

In the early years of the commercial fishery, salmon canneries did not offer much employment for local
Alutiiq people. Cannery jobs were filled primarily with seasonal immigrants from China, the Philippines,
and Hawaii. Scandinavian and Italian immigrants also worked in the fishery, but primarily as fishers. Many
of these newcomers married into local Alutiiq families and stayed in the region. Descendants of these
people continue to live in the Chignik area today (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996).
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In 1896, 250 fishers and cannery workers who were employed by the Chignik Lagoon Alaska Packers
Cannery were primarily first generation Chinese immigrants and former residents of the lower 48 states
(Partnow 2001). By 1897, the Chignik commercial fishing fleet was made up of Eastern Europeans and
Americans from the contiguous United States, and the fish packers were primarily of Chinese descent.
It was not until the 1920s when Alaska Natives were hired to work in the canneries and on the fish traps
(Partnow 2001). Starting around 1900, Alutiiq people residing in the Chignik area worked for the Chignik
canneries and Alaska Commercial Company on a part-time basis. By 1920, more Alaska Native peoples
coming from other communities on the Alaska Peninsula such as Kanatak, Mitrofania, and Perryville were
employed in the canneries. Fish trap and cannery workers could obtain fish for their home use from the
cannery, but many of the local families preferred to catch their own fish with beach seines or gillnets in
local streams or along the beach. When the traps were first used, in the late 1890s and 1900s, some traps
were so efficient that they often prevented local Natives from catching enough subsistence salmon. Upon
completion of the commercial fishing season, local Alutiiq people would supplement their salmon stocks
with spawned-out salmon from local streams. (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996; Morseth 2003).

Fox farms were established by the Alaska Commercial Company on nearby islands to supplement cannery
work for a few families from CMA communities during the winter months (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and
Fall 1996). Some families in the area would spend the winters in trapping cabins with their families,
trapping along the mainland coastlines for furs to be sold. By 1940, trapping had declined greatly because
the price of furs had dropped, making commercial fishing at Chignik Lagoon the only reliable source of
cash (Tuten 1977, Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Fall 1996). Consequently, commercial fishing became the
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Plate 2-9.—Chignik River Weir, June 2011.
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primary source of cash income for local families. In addition, subsistence harvests remained the primary
source of food for almost all local households, a pattern that continues today (Hutchinson-Scarbrough and
Fall 1996).

The local communities continue to have a clear and strong tie to the area’s land and ocean resources,
Commercial fishing, particularly the salmon fishery, remains a primary component of the economies of
the communities within the Chignik Management Area. In 2012, there were 126 finfish permits (salmon
and other species) issued for CMA. Just less than half were held by residents of the communities within
CMA—29 by Chignik Lagoon residents; 11 by Chignik Bay residents; 11 by Perryville residents and 3 by
Chignik Lake residents.’ In 2012, there were 69 CMA commercial salmon permit holders that participated
in the 2012 commercial salmon season. (Anderson et al: 2013).

10. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission. n.d. Permit Database. Juneau. Accessed April 2016. https://www.cfec.state.
ak.us/plook/#permits

24



3. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND METHODS

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
The project had 5 research objectives, several of which focus on data collection and data analysis. Appendices
A and B include the survey instrument and key respondent interview protocol.

1. Compile an ethnographic description of the subsistence salmon fisheries of the communities of
Chignik Lake, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Bay, and Perryville in 2010-2012 that includes the social
organization of harvesting and processing practices, harvesting, processing and fish camp locations,
fish camp usage, gear usage, and distribution.

2. Create an estimate of the subsistence harvest of salmon by location and date for Chignik Lake,
Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Bay, and Perryville in 2011 and 2012 based on participant observation,
interviews, permit data, and systematic household surveys.

3. Document the social context of subsistence fishing efforts (e.g., division of labor, methods of
harvest, process, and preservation, and patterns of consumption, and sharing) by residents of study
communities by compiling case studies through participant observation and interviews.

4. Describe the decision-making processes of case study families during their salmon subsistence
harvests and identify the sociocultural, economic, and environmental factors that shape subsistence
salmon harvesting activities in all 4 study communities in 2011 and 2012.

5. Describe changing trends in the salmon subsistence fishery, including harvest levels, harvest
locations, social organization of harvesting and processing practices, and harvesting and processing
methods, in the study communities over the last 20-30 years.

RESEARCH METHODS

Literature Review

An extensive literature review was done by the principal investigators prior to fieldwork and throughout
the fieldwork process. The literature review focused on ethnographies of fish camps in Alaska and
anthropological literature on adaptations to changing economic, ecological, and sociocultural changes in
rural fishing communities. The literature review helped frame questions for key respondents and topics for
ethnographic fieldwork. Project personnel searched library databases, and anthropology, sociology, and
fisheries journals.

Ethnographic Fieldwork

The primary research methods used to complete study objectives were participant observation, semi-
structured key respondent interviews, and household harvest surveys. Ethnographic fieldwork followed the
general outline below.

1. Identify all subsistence fishing families in each community.

2. Select multiple families to work with during subsistence fishing.

3. Observe and participate in subsistence harvesting, processing, and distribution.
4

Interview experienced fishers to record their observations of the salmon runs and of their fishing
activities.
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5. Map the location of all current fishing locations and retired fish camps.

Table 3-1 provides a chronology of project activities. More detailed descriptions of individual fieldwork
efforts are included below. Table 3-2 lists the project staff that contributed to this study and report. Over the
course of 3 years, Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Marchioni made 5 trips together to the study communities.
Evans and Van Lanen each made 1 trip to the community of Chignik Lake to assist in conducting harvest
surveys.

Chignik Lake Ethnographic Fieldwork in 2010

In October 2010, the first ethnographic fieldwork for the project occurred in Chignik Lake. Key respondent
interviews and mapping were carried out with 6 knowledgeable subsistence salmon harvesters. Participant
observation was conducted with 1 resident while he brined and prepared sockeye salmon for smoking.

Chignik Lake Ethnographic Fieldwork in 2011

Ethnographic fieldwork focusing on summer subsistence sockeye salmon fishing at Chignik Lake occurred
in June 2011. Marchioni and Hutchinson-Scarbrough conducted participant observation with several
individuals who were subsistence fishing for early-run sockeye salmon.

In October and November of 2011, Hutchinson-Scarbrough, Marchioni, and Van Lanen traveled to Chignik
Lake to observe the late-run subsistence sockeye salmon harvest. During each of the 2011 trips, several
semi-structured interviews were conducted with high harvesters and elders in the community.

Chignik Lake, Chignik Lagoon, and Perryville Ethnographic Fieldwork 2012

Fieldwork in 2012 involved 3 trips to the Chignik communities. In April 2012 Marchioni and Hutchinson-
Scarbrough traveled to all 4 study communities and conducted subsistence salmon harvest surveys with a
census of each community.

Table 3-1.—Project chronology.

Date

Event/activity

May, 2010

July—October 2010
October 1, 2010
November-December 2010
January 1, 2011
February—April 2011

June 2011

September, 2011
November, 2011
February—March 2012
April-May 2012
May—June 2012

July 2012—-March 2013
October—November 2012
January-September 2013
September, 2013

October 2013—March 2014
April-May 2014

May 2016

Community presentations and approvals.

Project preparation.

Key respondent interviews and participant observation in Chignik Lake.
Data analysis.

Presentation at Chignik Board of Fisheries.

Project preparation and organization with communities.

Participant observation and interviews in Chignik Lake.

Poster presentation at Lowell Wakefield Fisheries Symposium, Anchorage.
Participant observation in Chignik Lake.

Data analysis.

Household surveys in Perryville, Chignik Lagoon, and Chignik Bay, and Chignik Lake.
Participant observation and interviews in Chignik Lagoon and Perryville.
Data analysis.

Participant observation in Perryville and Chignik Lake.

Data analysis.

Submit draft results to communities for review.

Write draft report.

Received comments and revised draft report.

Complete and distribute final report.

26



Table 3-2.—Project study staff.

Task

Name

Organization

Project design and management
Project management

Project lead
Project lead
Data management lead
Administrative support

Programmer
Data entry

Data cleaning/validation
Data analysis

Cartography
Publications lead
Editorial review lead
Production lead
Field research staff

Local research assistants

William Simeone

Lisa Hutchinson-Scarbrough
William Simeone
Davin Holen

Lisa Hutchinson-Scarbrough
Meredith Marchioni
Dave Koster

Jennifer Bond

Maegan Smith

Dave Koster

Margaret Cunningham
Theresa Quiner
Zayleen Kalalo
Barbara Dodson

Dave Koster

Dave Koster

Terri Lemons
Bronwyn Jones

Adam Knight

Dave Andersen

Lisa Ka'aihue

Lisa Hutchinson-Scarbrough
Meredith Marchioni
James Van Lanen
Sarah Evans

Debbie Carlson
Angela Daugherty
Michelle Anderson
Alvin Pedersen

Jerry Kalmakoff

Rona Lind

Dana Phillips

Ivon Washington

ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Research North

Consultant

ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
ADF&G Division of Subsistence
Chignik Bay

Chignik Bay

Chignik Lagoon

Chignik Lagoon

Chignik Lake

Chignik Lake

Perryville

Perryville

In late May to early June 2012 Marchioni and Hutchinson-Scarbrough conducted participant observation
with families harvesting early-run sockeye salmon in Chignik Lagoon and families harvesting coho,
chum, and pink salmon in Perryville. Participant observation was not conducted in Chignik Bay because
of extensive commercial fishing activities that coincided with the timing of these visits. However, Global
Position System (GPS) was used to document the location of fish camps along the north shore of Chignik
Lagoon.

In November of 2012 Marchioni and Hutchinson-Scarbrough made a third trip to conduct participant
observation in Chignik Lake during the late sockeye run and in Perryville during the coho run.

Key Respondent Interviews

Semistructured interviews in the study communities occurred throughout the project span of 2010-2012.
Five interviews took place in the first project year in Chignik Lake with Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Evans.
In the second project year, Marchioni and Hutchinson-Scarbrough completed 15 semi-structured interviews.
In 2012, 8 interviews were conducted in Chignik Lagoon, 3 in Perryville and 2 in Chignik Bay. A total of 33
key respondent interviews were conducted in all four study communities for the project.

Key respondents, chosen by researchers for the extent of their experience subsistence fishing, ranged from
elders who had been fishing for 50 years or more, to younger people who were just beginning to fish. In
addition, key respondents represented both households who participated in the commercial salmon fishery
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and took home fish from their commercial catches, and those who used multiple types of subsistence salmon
fishing gear. Interviews were conducted using an open-ended approach: residents were asked general,
neutral questions to direct their conversations. An interview protocol (Appendix B) was used and these
general questions usually led to respondents addressing the more specific questions.

The results of in-depth, semi-structured interviews and participant observation are summarized in the case
studies of fishing locations and fishing families. Additionally, items from key informant interviews are
introduced in Chapter 9 Discussion.

Household Surveys of 2011 Subsistence Salmon Harvests

In April 2012, Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Marchioni conducted subsistence salmon harvest surveys with a
census of each of the 4 communities. The survey included standard survey questions regarding demography
and salmon harvests so as to produce data that are comparable with other study years and consistent with
the division’s subsistence salmon database.

Data collected during the survey included:
1. Demographic data, including age, sex, relation to household head, and ethnicity;

2. The household’s participation in 2011 subsistence salmon fisheries, including whether the household
used, fished for, received, or gave away salmon;

3. Salmon harvests by species and gear type;
4. The respondent’s assessment of the 2011 subsistence salmon season; and
5. The respondent’s assessment of issues and concerns about the subsistence salmon fishery.

Hutchinson-Scarbrough and Marchioni visited each household to conduct the survey and distributed a
4-page overview that described the project and the role of the data generated from the household survey.

The sampling goal was to administer the survey to at least 1 representative of each year-round household
in each of the 4 study communities. Table 4 presents the sample achievement for the survey conducted in
2012 for the 2011 harvest year. In total, 94 surveys (85% of households) were completed, and there were
14 no contacts and 2 refusals. The overall refusal rate was 2.1%. By study community, sample achievement
was 88.5% in Chignik Bay, 87.0% in Chignik Lagoon, 81.5% in Chignik Lake, and 85.3% in Perryville.

Table 3-3.-Sample achievement, Chignik area communities, 2011.
Chignik Chignik Chignik

Bay Lagoon Lake Perryville
Number of dwelling units 26 23 27 34
Interview goal 26 23 27 34
Households interviewed 23 20 22 29
Households failed to contact 3 3 5 3
Households declined to be interviewed 2
Total households attempted to interview 23 20 22 31
Refusal rate 6.5%
Final estimate of permanent households 26 23 27 34
Percentage of total households interviewed 88.5% 87.0% 81.5% 85.3%
Interview weighting factor 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2
Sampled population 68 53 75 86
Estimated population 77 61 92 101

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence household surveys, 2012.
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Analysis of Household Survey and Permit Data

Subsistence salmon harvests were estimated for each study community based on both the reported harvests
from returned permits and the harvests reported during postseason interviews. Harvest information noted
during ethnographic fieldwork, as well as data from returned permits, were available to assist respondents
during postseason interviews. Harvest estimates were expanded to non-returned permits and non-surveyed
households. The formula used for standard expansion of community harvests is as follows:

H; = ﬁisi M
where

h. 2)

N (mean harvest per returned survey)

H. = the total estimated harvest (numbers of fish) for each community i,

h. = the total harvest reported on returned permits and during household surveys,
n. = the number of returned permits and completed household surveys, and

S, = the number of permits issued (includes households that initially did not obtain permits,
but, as discovered during household interviews, had harvested salmon in the subsistence
fishery. The data from these “late” permits were added to the permit list).

To compare estimates of subsistence salmon harvests based on returned permits with those based on
postseason surveys, harvests numbers reported on permits returned to ADF&G before the household surveys
began were included in the database and used to produce a community estimate. Interviewed households
reviewed any harvest data they had provided before the survey and provided additional harvest numbers
for harvests that may have taken place after the permit had been returned (such as spawned-out sockeye
salmon, etc.). Harvest information from households that did not return permits was added to the Division
of Subsistence permit database and used to develop an estimate of subsistence harvests for the annual CMA
report that is produced by the ADF&G Division of Commercial Fisheries.

ComPILING CASE STUDIES

Hutchinson-Scarbrough has been involved in research projects in the communities of Chignik Lake,
Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Bay, and Perryville for over 20 years. Her extensive knowledge surrounding
each community’s involvement in all salmon fishing activities is extensive. Prior to the start of fieldwork,
she was able to confer with the tribal councils and identify individuals and families that were the highest
harvesters and would be likely candidates for inclusion as case studies. Case study families were chosen
based on these initial discussions with each community’s tribal council, the timing of the fieldwork trips,
and each family’s willingness to participate in the project. Informed consent was acquired from each family
who participated prior to participant observation, except in the few cases when timing was convenient for
researchers to accompany a family, who had not been predetermined.

Case studies focused on fishing families and fishing locations. Kinship diagrams are used to illustrate
harvesting and processing groups, as well as harvest distribution patterns. For other examples of the case
study approach and kinship diagrams, see Fall et al (2010: 39,44,59,122,137), Schichnes and Chythlook
(1988:105-116) and Fall et al. (1984:67—81). Analysis of case study data focuses on:

1. Organizational principles (age, sex, kinship, other) of the subsistence salmon fishery in 2010-2012;
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Harvesting, processing, and storing methods;

Decision making that informs harvest goals and harvest levels;

The geographical scope of the subsistence fishery;

The interrelationships between subsistence harvests of salmon and other resources;

The environmental, economic, social, and cultural factors that shaped subsistence salmon harvests in
the study communities in 2010-2012; and

The environmental, economic, and socio-cultural factors that have shaped subsistence salmon
harvests in the study communities over the last 3 decades for key respondents and case study families.
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4. SUBSISTENCE SALMON REGULATION OVERVIEW
IN CHIGNIK MANAGEMENT AREA

There are 5 communities in Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s (ADF&G) salmon Chignik Management
Area (CMA): Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, Perryville, and Ivanof Bay. Published Division
of Subsistence reports for the CMA include annual salmon permit harvest reports, sporadic household
surveys, and subsistence salmon ethnography studies.

The Division of Subsistence household harvest surveys show that salmon compose approximately 45%
of all resources harvested, by weight, for subsistence in these communities (Fall et al. 1995). Chignik
subsistence salmon permits are issued annually by CMA vendors, with harvest reports due to the department
by December 31. The 2011 estimated total subsistence salmon harvest was 13,732 salmon: 78% sockeye
salmon, 11% coho salmon, 8% pink salmon, 2% chum salmon, and 1% Chinook salmon. This harvest was
above the 10-year average of 12,183 total salmon. The 2012 estimated total subsistence salmon harvest was
8,242 salmon, below the 10-year average, and consisted of 68% sockeye salmon, 18% coho salmon, 10%
pink salmon, 3% chum salmon, and 1% Chinook salmon.

BACKGROUND

In Alaska, subsistence fishing is regulated through a dual management system between the State of Alaska
and the federal government, depending on location. Overlapping of state and federal jurisdictions occurs
in many areas. The federal government regulates federal subsistence fisheries on federal public lands
and federally reserved waters in Alaska. The Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) has the authority to create
and modify regulations for state subsistence fisheries, and the Federal Subsistence Board (FSB) creates
regulations for federal subsistence fisheries. State law allows for participation in subsistence fisheries by
all Alaska residents regardless of their location of residence within Alaska. Federal law allows subsistence
harvests only by residents of rural areas as defined by the FSB. The CMA contains both state- and federally-
managed fisheries.

Subsistence uses of wild resources are defined by the State of Alaska as “noncommercial, customary and
traditional uses” for a variety of purposes. Purposes include direct personal or family consumption as
food, shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, or transportation, for the making and selling of handicraft articles out of
nonedible byproducts of fish and wildlife resources harvested for personal or family consumption, and for
the customary trade, barter, or sharing for personal or family consumption (AS 16.05.940[33]).

Under Alaska’s subsistence statute (AS 16.05.258), the BOF must identify fish stocks that are customarily
and traditionally taken or used for subsistence, and, if there is a harvestable surplus of these stocks,
adopt regulations that provide reasonable opportunities for subsistence uses of these stocks to take place.
Whenever it is necessary to restrict harvests, subsistence uses have a preference over other uses of the stock.

The CMA includes all waters of Alaska on the south side of the Alaska Peninsula bounded by a line extending
135° southeast to a point at the southern entrance to Imuya Bay near Kilokak Rocks at lat 57° 10.34' N, long
156° 20.22'W, then due south, and a line extending 135° southeast from the tip of Kupreanof Point at lat 55°
33.98'N, long 159° 35.88" W. (5§ AAC 01.450).

In 1993, the BOF made a positive determination that salmon in the CMA are customarily and traditionally
taken or used for subsistence (a “positive C&T finding”) and specified amounts of salmon that are reasonably
necessary for subsistence (ANS) in in the management area. In 2002, the BOF modified the original finding
for ANS at 5 AAC 01.466 (a) and (b) (ADF&G 1994). The current ANS for Chignik Bay, Central, and
Eastern districts combined is 5,200-9,600 early-run sockeye salmon; 2,000—3,800 late-run sockeye salmon;
100-150 Chinook salmon; and 400—700 salmon other than sockeye or Chinook salmon. In the Perryville
and Western districts combined, the ANSs are 1,400-2,600 coho salmon and 1,400-2,600 salmon, other
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than coho salmon. The BOF has also set an ANS for rainbow/steelhead trout O. mykiss at 200-300 Ib and
for finfish other than those listed above at 15,200-22,800 Ib of usable weight.

CMA SUBSISTENCE SALMON REGULATIONS

State of Alaska Subsistence Salmon Regulations for CMA

Current (2013-2014) State of Alaska regulations! governing subsistence salmon fishing in the CMA require
that to fish, an individual must obtain an annual subsistence salmon permit, and must be an Alaska resident
(5 AAC 01.480). Annually, permits are available locally at the Chignik ADF&G weir facility and from local
CMA community vendors. The permit holder must record daily salmon harvests directly on the permit, and
return it to ADF&G by December 31. Catch information obtained from subsistence permits is compiled
annually and used to assess regional subsistence salmon fisheries. There is an annual limit of 250 salmon
per permit. (5 AAC 01.480(b)(c)).

Under state regulations, all waters within the CMA are open year-round for subsistence fishing except for
the following areas or conditions:

e Only Alaska residents are eligible to obtain a CMA subsistence salmon permit; they may fish in the
areas open to subsistence at any time. A commercial Chignik Area salmon fishing license holder
(includes CFEC Permit and crewmember license) may subsistence fish during a commercial salmon
fishing period, except for 12 hours before a commercial salmon fishing period and 12 hours after a
commercial salmon fishing period (5§ AAC 01.485).

e Subsistence salmon fishing is permitted in the Chignik River; however, salmon may not be
taken upstream from the ADF&G weir to the outlet of Chignik Lake from July 1-August 31
(5 AAC 01.475(1)); which is closed to protect spawning Chinook salmon. The Chignik River,
beginning 100 yards below the weir, is open to subsistence salmon fishing year round.

e Subsistence fishing is closed within 100 yards above or below the Chignik weir when it is operational
(5 AAC 01.470).

e Subsistence fishing is closed year-round in Black Lake or any tributary to Black Lake or Chignik
Lake, except the waters of Clark River and Home Creek from each of their confluences with Chignik
Lake to a point 1 mile upstream (5 AAC 01.475(2)). The BOF amended the subsistence regulations
in 2008 to include these tributaries for the purposes of providing additional harvest opportunities
for subsistence fishers.

e Commercial salmon fishing licence holders may also subsistence fish for salmon at any time instead
of commercial fish except during the 12 hours before a commercial salmon fishing period and the
12 hours following the closure of a commercial salmon fishing period, and any subsistence harvests
must be recorded on subsistence permit.

e Commercial fishers may also retain finfish from lawfully taken commercial catches for their home
use, known as “home pack,” including use for bait. These fish, if taken, are required to be reported

on the commercial fish ticket and not on the subsistence salmon permit.
Reported home pack harvest estimates by species are included in the ADF&G Division of Commercial

Fisheries CMA annual finfish management reports (Anderson et al. 2013). Division of Subsistence houshold
surveys collect data on home pack harvests, and results will be presented later in this report.

There is no “personal use” fishery for salmon in the CMA, but sport fishing by Alaska residents and
nonresidents is allowed, with some restrictions in both fresh and salt waters, under a sport fishing license?.

1. ADF&G. 2013-2014 Subsistence and personal use statewide fisheries regulations. Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
Juneau.
2. ADF&G. 2013. 2013 Alaska Sport Fishing Regulation Summary, Kodiak Island, Alaska Peninsula, Aleutian Islands. Alas