AGENDA E-~1(a)
March 1981

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC, members

{
FROM: Jim H. Branson
Executive Diredto

DATE: March 20, 1481

SUBJECT: Final Action on Salmon Amendment #2

ACTION REQUIRED

Final action on all proposals.

BACKGROUND

In January the Council and the Alaska Board of Fisheries met jointly to
discuss regulations for the 1981 troll fishery and changes to the High Seas
Salmon FMP. The Board and Council concurred on several proposals but some
major differences remain. The preferred alternatives accepted in January were
incorporated into the draft amendment, draft Supplemental EIS, and draft
Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA), which were submitted to the Secretary for
review. The Council must now make their final decision on the amendment
package, which includes both the regulatory changes and a new set of FMP
objectives. An outline for the tentatively preferred actions and their
alternatives are included as Agenda Item E-1(b).
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List of Attachments

E-1(b) Summary of Salmon Proposals

E-1(c) Letter on hand troll issues from Robert Stanker, Ketchikan
E-1(d) Limited Entry Qualification Proposals

E-1(e) Summary of Juneau Public Hearing, January 1981

E-1(f) Alaska Trollers Association Economic Analysis

E-1(g) United Fishermen of Alaska, Resolution 81-3
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AGENDA E-1(b)
March 1981

SUMMARY OF SALMON PROPOSALS

I.  MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

A.

MAR81/N

Present Objectives

1.

Control the expansion of the salmon troll fishery in the
Fishery Conservation Zone.

Allocate the salmon resource among user groups without dis-
rupting present social and economic structures.

Regulate the catch of salmon to assure adequate escapement for
spawning.

Reduce the catch of salmon with potential growth to increase
the poundage yield from the troll fishery.

Make cost effective the public investment in the high seas
salmon fishery.

Promote the eventual development of a Pacific Coast salmon
fishery management plan.

Proposed Objectives

1.

Manage the troll fishery in conjunction with other Southeast
Alaska fisheries to obtain the number and distribution of
spawning fish capable of producing the optimum total harvest on
a sustained basis from wild salmon stocks harvested in South-
east Alaska.

Allocate the optimum yield to the various Southeast Alaska user
groups as directed by the Alaska Board of Fisheries and North
Pacific Fishery Management Council.

Decrease directed and incidental harvest of smaller, immature
fish and reduce sublegal chinook hook/release mortalities where
possible, consistent with allocation decisions and with the
objective of maximizing benefits to user groups.

Control and reverse recent trends of expanding effort and catch
in outer coastal and offshore Southeast Alaskan waters to
accomplish conservation goals.

Develop fishery management techniques which will allow full
utilization of salmon returning to supplemental production
systems while providing necessary protection for intermingling
natural runs which must be harvested at lower rates.



6. Work towards the development of an integrated coastwide manage-
ment plan for chinook salmon.

IT. REGULATORY PROPOSALS

A. Problem: Continued Increased Effort in Catch of Depressed Chinooks
Offshore

1. Optimum Yield (0Y)

a. Status Quo (286,000 to 320,000 chinook salmon)

b. 10% reduction (257,000 to 288,000)

c. Proposed action: 15% reduction (243,100 - 272,000)

d. Greater reduction
The Board tentatively approved a harvest guideline of
272,000 - 288,000 chinook salmon, which represents a
10-15% reduction.

2. Chinook Season

a. Status Quo (April 15 through October 31)
Proposed action (May 15 through September 20)
The Board concurred with the proposed action.
3. Coho Season
Status Quo (June 15 through September 20)
b. July 1 through September 10
c. Allow fishing for other species during closures.
The Council and Board accepted the status quo.

4. Area Closures

a. Close the outer FCZ beyond a geographic baseline measured
from the surf line.

b. Exempt the Fairweather grounds.

c. Close the entire FCZ.

Status Quo (entire FCZ east of Cape Suckling open)

The Council tentatively approved the status quo.
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5. Gear Restrictions
N

é;;) Status Quo: 6 lines north of Cape Spencer, 4 lines south
_ of Cape Spencer for power troll.

b. 4 operating gurdies for power troll, 2 gurdies or &4 sport
lines for hand troll.

////(::j:) Treble hook ban

The Council tentatively approved current state regulations,

y( M which they understood to include 2 gurdies or &4 sport
NG P )( lines for hand trollers. The Board approved a 1 gurdy or
ﬁﬁvuﬁﬁk’ 4 sport line limit. (A letter discussing the merits of

the 1 line regulation is included as agenda item E-1(b).)

The Board also accepted the treble hook ban. The Council
did not. :

B. Reporting Requirements

1. Status Quo: All fishermen must report catch within five days
after landing out of state.

2. Proposed action: All fishermen must submit fish tickets or
equivalent document before leaving Alaska waters with salmon on
board.

The Council and Board concurred on reporting requirements.

C. Heads-on Landing Requirements

1. Status Quo: All troll-caught salmon will be landed with
heads-on.

(ij) Proposed action: Heads will be retained on fin-clipped fish
only.

The Council and Board concurred on this proposal.

ITII. LIMITED ENTRY -

Limited entry has been separated from salmon Amendment #2. A discussion
of qualifying criteria can be found under agenda item E-1(d). The
Council members received a report from the Coast Guard at the February
meeting which provided an estimate of the cost of enforcing an FCZ
limited entry program. They estimate it would cost $1 million annually
to effectively enforce a separate limited entry program.
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AGENDA E-1(d)
March 1981

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC, and AP members
FROM: Jim H. Branson
Executive Director
DATE: March 20, 1981
SUBJECT: Limited Entry Qualification Proposals
DISCUSSION

We received a computer printout of the number of hand troll and power troll
permit holders who landed fish caught in the FCZ or outer districts during
1975, 76 and 77. Based on the criterion that a fisherman must show fish
tickets for FCZ-caught fish for at least two years during this three-year base
period, the following numbers of troll fishermen would qualify for FCZ limited
entry permits.

HAND TROLL
Number of Permits Landing

1975 1976 1977 FCZ Fish in those years
X X 59
X X 13
X X 38
(all 3 years) X X X 46
Total 156

If, in addition, these fishermen must hold a current Alaska permit, the total

would probably be lower.

POWER TROLL
Number of Permits Landing

1975 1976 1977 FCZ Fish in those vyears
X X 83
X X 53
X X 48
(all 3 years) X X X 287
Total 471

As with hand trollers, this
also hold a current permit.
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AGENDA E-1(e)
March 1981

SUMMARY: COUNCIL/BOARD OF FISHERIES PUBLIC HEARING
ON AMENDMENTS TO THE TROLL SALMON FMP
January 5 - 7, 1981
Juneau, Alaska

A public hearing on the 1981 amendments to the Troll Salmon FMP was held in
conjunction with the joint Council/Board of Fisheries meeting in Juneau,
January 5 - 9, 1981. Members of the public in attendance included those
attending the joint meeting. Synopses of individual testimony are given
below.

JIM CANARY, Chairman of the Ketchikan Advisory Committee, recommended a
maximum of 600 hand troll permits if a limited entry system were implemented,
and discussed hand trolling in the Ketchikan area in general.

BOB LOOMIS, hand troller from Sitka, opposed the two-line limit and CFEC's
proposal to issue 2,150 hand troll permits. He felt the two-line limit would
make hand trolling a part-time fishery.

BILL STOKES, Chairman of the Sitka Hand Trollers Association, said that hand
trollers consider themselves commercial fishermen. He advocated the four
line, two gurdy configuration to promote maximum participation in the fishery.
He urged the Board to consider the National Standards to assure that policies
established are not discriminatroy. He said that hand trollers demand no
more -- and no less -- than equality.

JOHN MURRAY, Sitka, said the CFEC proposal for 2,150 hand troll permits is not
indicative of the communities involved and would make entrance into the
fishery economically unfeasible. He supported the ban on treble hooks.

ERIC JORDAN and GARY ERB, representing themselves and the Sitka Advisory
Committee, favored the two-line 1limit, limited entry for hand and power
trollers combined, based on prior participation in the fishery, and management
of the fisheries as a single unit. They opposed the 20/80 allocation split,
and said that if the allocations are continued, hand trollers should receive
from 259 to 35%. They suggested that a buy-back program be implemented in
conjunction with the limited entry program. They favored the ban on treble

hooks and a later opening date for the coho season for all areas except
Ketchikan.

LINDA DANNER, Juneau, said that 2,150 hand troll permits were too many and
felt that CFEC is relying on the buy-back program too heavily to compensate
for mismanagement of the fishery. She proposed establishment of a separate
fishery for rural areas and supported the ban on treble hooks.

PAT GARDNER, of Craig, Alaska, endorsed the CFEC proposal.

ROD DARNELL, Juneau power troller, felt that an OY of 300,000 would eliminate
the need for other regulations. He suggested setting an OY for coho as well.

D. W. FINDLEY, Secretary/Treasurer of the Juneau Hand Trollers' Association,
advocated doing whatever is necessary to conserve the resource, but stressed
that hand and power trollers should be treated equally in suffering the
effects of any conservation measures employed.



LARRY COTTER, representing ILWU - Juneau, opposed the reduction in OY because
of the probable socioeconomic impacts on the communities of Pelican and Elfin
Cove. He felt that Alaskans should not be asked to bear the brunt of the
damage done by the Canadians.

RAYMOND DICK, WALTER FRANK, RON WILLIAMS, JOE HOTCH, DANIEL PAUL, and BILL
THOMAS, representing the Alaska Native Brotherhood, opposed CFEC's proposal
and felt that hand and power trollers should be regulated as a single unit.
They said that if limited entry were inevitable, however, they would favor
2,150 permits as a means to include rural residents and villagers in the
fishery. They opposed the use of treble hooks and said they would go along
with the 10% reduction in OY if the Regional Director had authority to adjust
0Y based on the run size.

LARRY GAMMON, Elfin Cove fisherman for eight years, stressed the economic
dependence of his community on the troll fishery. He preferred no change in
OY for 1981. He said there is concern among U.S. fishermen about the number
of salmon being taken by the foreign offshore trawl fleet in the Gulf.

WILBUR JOHNSON and CHIP McCONNOHAY, representing the Columbia River
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, supported the Washington Department of
Fisheries' suggested 24% reduction in OY to prevent depletion of the Columbia
River bright stocks. They also recommended that catches be documented before
leaving Alaskan waters; supported the heads-on landing requirement; and asked

the Council to work with the Pacific Council to develop a coastwide salmon
FMP.

LONNIE THOMAS, purse seiner from Craig, favored the CFEC proposal.

GORDON WILLIAMS, five-year hand troller from Angoon, said that CFEC's proposal
is feasible only if distinctions for class and gear types are made. He
suggested two classes for hand trollers: one for those who troll for their

living, and one for recreational trollers. Without those distinctions, he
predicted disaster.

VAN BAKER, troller and purse seiner for 22 years, said that the reduction in
OY would make people start fishing earlier and push harder to get the first
288,000 fish. He supported the ban on treble hooks and reporting before
leaving Alaskan waters.

ROBERT STANKER, Ketchikan hand troller, was concerned about the foreign
trawlers' interception of salmon and halibut. He said the late opening and

early closure would adversely affect hand trollers who depend-on the fishery
for their living.

TOM JACOBSEN, Point Baker hand troller, advocated combining the hand and power
troll limited entry systems to regulate the fishery as a single unit. He said

that CFEC's proposed point system would not accurately reflect true hardship
cases.

STEVEN MEYER, ten-year troller from Pelican, said the PDT's proposed changes
to the plan objectives did nothing more than obscure them. He opposed the
reduction in OY, heads-on requirement, and banning of treble hooks.



LARRY CALVIN, Chairman of the Sitka Advisory Committee, preferred a later
closing date for the coho season and supported the ban on treble hooks and

gear restrictions. He urged the Board to do a detailed study on the effects
of a buy-back program.

LUNCINDA HITES, Skagway hand troller, said the proposed gear restrictions for
hand trollers and the 80/20 allocation split were discriminatory and in
violation of the National Standards. She said the Board has not lived up to
its obligation to morally and ethically manage the state's fisheries. She
opposed CFEC's proposal for 2,150 hand troll permits.

KEN PROCTOR, representing the Sitka Hand' Troll Association, opposed any
allocation between the hand and power troll fisheries and suggested taking the
catch from the winter troll fishery off the next year's OY. He also addressed
various Board regulatory proposals unrelated to the Council's proposals.

PAT MILLARD, Juneau fisherman, opposed gear restrictions, particularly in the
Fairweather Grounds, and the ban on treble hooks. He said that treble hooks
rust away quickly and do less damage to shakers than single hooks. He opposed
the 10% reduction in OY because of prior measures which trollers have been
forced to take for conservation reasons and cited the Columbia River dams as
the culprit in the problem with the bright stocks.

GAIL GOOD, Juneau fisherman, supported the 80/20 split for power and hand
trollers and opposed any limited entry system for outside waters. He opposed
the reduction in OY; suggested mandatory observers on all foreign trawlers to
help deter interceptions of cohos and chinooks; wanted longer and later
seasons; favored heads-on for fin-clipped fish only.

JOHN WILCOX, of the Juneau Hand Troll Association, was concerned about the
accuracy of ADF&G's estimates of salmon taken in the foreign trawl fishery.
He felt that many more fish are actually taken than estimated. He supported

CFEC's proposal for 2,150 hand troll permits to encourage entrance into the
fishery.

DAN REAR, representing the Pelican Advisory Committee and the City of Pelican,
addressed the economic effects of the proposed 10% reduction in OY for that
community, and advocated no reduction for 1981. He said that Columbia River
dams are the single most devastating factor for Columbia River bright stocks.

WALT PASTERNAK, Sitka power troller, thanked the Board and Council for the
opportunity to testify. He recommended the status quo on OY for 1981 and
either the elimination of all foreign trawling in the Gulf of-Alaska or 100%
observer coverage for those vessels.

PAUL JOHNSON, fisherman from Elfin Cove, advocated closing the Gulf of Alaska
to all foreign trawling to proctect salmon stocks.

BARRY McCLELLAN, Ketchikan troller, said any reduction in OY would be
economically devastating for fishermen who rely on trolling for 100% of their
income. He felt that single hooks do more harm to small fish than treble
hooks and that delaying the chinook season opening discriminates against small
boat fishermen.



CHUCK PORTER, Juneau, suggested institution of predator control measures in
all major spawning areas. He suggested the possibility of "paying off the
Columbia River Indians" as a method for dealing with the Columbia River bright
stocks. He said that use of treble hooks or single hooks is a matter of
choice, and that neither is preferable over the other.

DAVE PITCHER, power troller, supported the 80/20 allocation split between hand
and power trollers. He said the proposed closures would provide only minimal
relief to salmon stocks while skewing the data necessary for in-season
management.

LATRD JONES, of the Alaska Native Brotherhood, said that further research is
needed before the OY is reduced. He supported the ban on treble hooks.

ANNA BRIESMAN, Pelican, said that trollers are worried about the proposed
cutbacks because of the serious economic effects on villages such as Pelican.

DON NASH, representing the City of Pelican, addressed the employment situation
in Pelican and the probable effects of the proposed OY reduction. He opposed
further gear restrictions, and offered his boat and room and board if the
State wished to put an observer aboard to gather statistical information.

PAUL HEARD, full-time hand troller, opposed CFEC's limited entry proposal
because it would make it impossible for trollers to depend on the fishery for
100% of their livelihood. He said that if the limited entry system is
inevitable, then classes of hand trollers must be distinguished.

CHARLIE JIM, SR. and GABRIEL GEORGE, Angoon, opposed limited entry in any form
for hand trollers because it would ruin a historic culture. They suggested
area registration as a possible solution to the problem and asked the Board to
publish all testimony received so the public could review it.

CLINT BUCKMASTER, representing himself, supported the ban on treble hooks. He
opposed the reduction in OY as long as the Canadians did not sacrifice
equally. He suggested moving the surf line to 10 or 12 miles offshore with no
fishing beyond that point. He proposed that trollers register in 2 of &
possible areas for a given season, and that they be "stuck" with area in which
they are registered.

DOUG BARNES, Sitka hand troller, opposed CFEC's proposal for limited entry and
said that the number 2,150 was arbitrarily chosen without proper supporting
data.

JALMAR SZAVICO, power troller since 1930, described hand trolling in the early
days and urged hand trollers to stop fishing when their 20% quota is reached.

LEWIS SCHNAPER, SCOTT STAFNE, ERIC McDOWELL, BRUCE BACHEN, et al, representing
the Alaska Troll Legal Fund, presented written information to support their
opposition to the proposed 10% reduction in O0Y. They said that the Washington
Department of Fisheries computer model's findings are not verified by the
catch rate statistics for the bright stocks. ERIC McDOWELL - submitted a
written report on the socioeconomic impact of the salmon power troll industry
in Southeast Alaska. He stated that power trollers provided $15 million to
the economic base of Alaska in 1980, whereas hand trollers provided only
$5 million. The group supported the 80/20 allocation split between hand and
povwer trollers and opposed the ban on treble hooks.
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RICHARD LUNDAHL, representing the City of Pelican, suggested that elimination
of the minimum size limit for chinooks would solve the OY problem. He said
approximately 16% of all chinooks caught are shakers. By allowing the shakers
to be kept, the total chinook harvest would be reduced by 16%. He said the
FMP does not address chinook mortality caused by the Columbia River dam system
and urged that this aspect be included in the FMP.

JOSEPH RIEDERER, Juneau, expressed concern over the number of salmon caught by
foreign trawlers in the Gulf of Alaska. He said that in early August near Icy
Bay almost 10% of the fish he caught were net-marked.
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\ ™~ REPRESENTING ALASKA POWER TROLLERS

T | 208N renin e

. T (907) 586-9400

March 9, 1981

Dear Council Member:

Attached is a copy of a letter we've just received
from Eric McDowell, the Juneau economist who did the socio-
economic study of the troll fishery which was presented to
you at the January meetings.

McDowell's conclusions are disturbing. He finds
that the average economic costs to fishermen of your proposed
15% OY reduction will actually be 19% of their incomes, and
more significantly, that this reduction represents the
difference between operating costs and "take home pay."

=\ I'd like to ask you to read this letter carefully.
- As we have said many times in the past, the power troll
fleet is willing to accept any restrictions which are dictated
by needs to conserve the resource, but all indications are
that any fish let go by Alaska trollers will be taken by
Canadian fishermen or the fleets in Washington and Oregon.

Indeed, current Canadian management proposals for
their trollers appear to create a situation which will
actually increase the Canadian catch of king salmon. By
taking their big boats off of pinks, reds, and chums, and
by not protecting kings, Canadian fishermen will certainly
shift their effort to kings and cohos.

With these figures for the costs of this management
action before you, please consider whether the benefits
projected will in any way approximate these severe costs.

We suggest that the answer is NO, and that until
assurances are given that the fish which we avoid will
actually be allowed to pass through other fisheries to their
breeding areas, this OY reduction is premature.

Sancerely,
77 R
Léwis Schnap

Executive Director
LS :ne



HOMAN-McDOWELL

Economic and Management Consultants

Frank Homan
Eric McDowell
Peter McDowell

March 9, 1981

Lewis Schnaper

Alaska Trollers Association
205 N. Franklin Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Lewis:

The following is a brief discussion of the income lost
to power trollers as a result of the proposed King salmon
OY reduction of 15%, to 272,000 from 1980 harvest levels.
It is inaccurate and misleading for fishery managers and
others to regard this as simply a 15% reduction. Even the
most cursory analysis of the economic impact of the OY reduc-
tion should consider the following important points:

(1) The reduction of power troll King salmon catch
will be over 197 rather than 157%. Seine and gillnet "inci-
dental” catch are not likely to decline. Also hand troll

™ effort on Kings is almost entirely prior to August 1, when

' the OY could be reached in a good year. A portion of the

power troll fleet continues fishing on Kings after August 1
while hand trollers target almost entirely on cohos. If
no additional gear, time or area restrictions are placed on
hand trollers for the 1981l season, their catch of Kings is
likely to be at least as much as 1980, especially since
fishing effort is stabilized under the 80-20% guideline.

For these reasons it is reasonable to assume the OY

will have no significant effect on seine, gillnet. setnet,
hand troll or trap catch of King salmon in southeast in 1981,

If we assume the catch of other gear types remains at
1980 levels, then the entire OY reduction will be borne by
the power troll fleet as shown in the following table:

Historical and Projected King Salmon Catch

1978-1981
% change
1978- 1980-
Gear Type 1978 1979 1980 1981 1980 1981
Power troll 321,050 279,187 248,292 199,500 -32.9% -19.3%
A1l other 82,877 87,514 72,376 72,500 -12.5 0.0
- 403,927 366,701 320,688 272,000 -28.7% -15.2%

Suite 1104 Mendenhall Building 326 Fourth Street Juneau, Alaska 99801 (907) 586-6126 or 586-2593



Lewis Schnaper -2- March 9, 1981

This table assumes all other gear types at 1980 levels
but it could be more or less depending on fishing conditiomns.
Based on recent years, winter conditions, and on escapement
and hatchery release data, former ATA biologist Bruce Bachen
indicates 1981 could be similar to the catches of the 1978-

1980 period. This means power trollers will be taken off
Kings earlier than expected.

(2) Income losses to power trollers will be greater
than the 19% reduction in catch. Power trollers will be
forced to forego King salmon caught in the late summer and
fall. For several reasons explained below, these fish are
much more valuable than those caught earlier in the season.

- Late season fish are larger. In some areas August and
September Kings outweigh June fish by an average of
2-5 pounds or by 15% to 30%. This is due to summer
food abundance, feeding patterns and migration trends.

- Late season fish are almost exclusively red in flesh
color. Early season Kings are 5-157 white which sell
for less than half price. Due to this factor alonme,

August fish are perhaps 5% to 77 more valuable than
June fish.

- Prices are significantly higher in August and September
than in early season. Dockside prices are commonly
15-307% higher for King salmon in late season than early
season. For example, the 1980 price rose by 15% just
from June 15 to August 15. For 1981, in-season price
rises should be substantial due to no Kings in West
Coast freezer storage, cutback in Japanese Bering Sea
catches, and absence of trawlers off of SE Alaska.

Power trollers will not benefit from these price increases

under an OY if fishing is stopped in late July or
early August.

(3) Power trollers will be forced to forego all or
most of their "take home pay,” even though the 10Ss of income
is only a portion of the total.

Sea Grant Program statistics show that the average
troller in 1979 (a record year for prices and an excellent
one for catch) took home about 217 of his gross income as
the return on his labor and management. With lower prices
and a 297% lower King salmon catch, the average power troller

is now expected to take home nothing or even incur a loss
for his efforts.

_ In other words, power trolling, which is an economically
stable and healthy industry at recent catch levels, becomes
a marginal economic venture at the proposed OY levels.
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Since most costs of trolling are fixed costs (boat,
gear, fuel, food, repairs) a significant reduction in gross
income could have disastrous effects on many members of the
fleet.

Income Loss to Power Trollers

Loss of Income to Power Trollers
as a Result of 157 OY Reduction

Income %

1980 1981 Loss Loss

King salmon $8,065,300 $5,726,400 -$2,338,900 -29%
All other 4,272,700 4,272,700 0 0

$12,338,000 $9,999,100 -$2,338,900 -19%

Source: Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission,
preliminary 1980 data

If we assume the average late season King has 507% more value
than early season Kings (+20% for size, +25% for price and
+5% for color) then we can compute income loss for a 15%
decrease in 0Y.

Power trollers will experience an actual income
loss of over $2.3 million or 29% of the value of their King
salmon catch if the OY is reduced by 15%. This is derived
by estimating power trollers will lose 19.3% of their catch
and since these fish will be late season Kings their value
is 50% higher. If the OY is reduced by 10% then King salmon
income loss becomes approximately 207%.

CFEC data shows 65.8% of 1980 power troll income came
from King catches. Using this data we find a 15% OY reduction
results in a 19% loss of total income to power trollers, while

a 10% reduction cost power trollers 13.0% Of their season's
gross income.

Readers should keep in mind these reductions are
from 1980 levels, an average year, rather than from the
higher catch levels of the late 1970's when average troller
income reached $21,594 compared to $14,776 for 1980 and a
projected $11,975 for 1981l. 1In addition the preceding
estimates for 1981 assume effort will be allowed to continue
for cohos after the King salmon OY is reached. Otherwise,
income loss will be greater than estimated above.

As you can see, the costs to the individual fishermen
are extreme, especially with respect to virtually eliminating
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"take home pay." 1In researching the OY issue, I've been
surprised to find no serious analysis of the severe social

and economic impacts of the OY concept and the proposed
reductions. For this reason we have been unable to analyze
possible benefits which may otherwise balance out this dramatic
change in fishermen's economic well-being.

Sincerely,

A lins. Wedagect/

D. Eric McDowell
Partner

Cw
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AGENDA E-1(g)
March 1981

UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

MAILING ADDRESS & OFFICE:
197 SOUTH FRANKLIN ST.
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801
907 586-2820

Rodger Painter

Executive Director RESOLUTION 81-3
: - March 11, 1981

WHEREAS, the United Fishermen of Alaska is an organization dedicated to
Xhe development of the commercial fishing industry in the State of
laska; and

WHEREAS member fishermen of the organization fish for chinook salmon and
herring along the coast and along the rivers of Western Alaska, including
the Yukon, Kuskokwim and Nushagak Rivers; and

WHEREAS the fishermen of Western Alaska reside in one of the poorest areas
of the nation, have the ability to harvest all ot the available fishery
resources, and rely upon these same resources for their subsistence use;
and

WHEREAS these fishery resources which return to the waters of Western
Alaska mature in the Bering Sea and are subject to incidental harvest
by the groundfish trawl industry; and

WHEREAS the Tevel of incidental harvest of chinook salmon by the trawl
fishery has increased from 44,000 in 1977 and 39,000 in 1978 to over
100,000 in 1979 and 1980; and

WHEREAS this unacceptable level of incidental catch of Western Alaskan
chinook salmon has been allowed to continue without any immediate.remedial
action after representatives of Western Alaska fishermen have petitioned
the National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Congress, and the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council; and

WHEREAS fhis North Pacific Council will be considering a resolution of
this issue at its March meeting,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the United Fishermen of Alaska strongly
urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to take immediate,
interim action to institute a time/area closure for foreign trawling

from October 1 through March 31 in groundfish statistical areas Nos.I and
IT in the Bering Sea; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the United Fishermen of Alaska believe that this

is to be only an interim measure, taken at the Council's March meeting, to

provide immediate relief to Western Alaska fishermen, but that also other

approaches be developed to provide a satisfactory long term resolution of
N the incidental catch problem.
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PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL p—
526 S.W. Mill Stréé“t“‘“‘" e

" CHAIRMAN Portland, Oregon 97201~ __«.-e_f o EXECUTWE.DIRECTOR
E. C. Fullerton Phone: Commercial (503) 221-6352 - . . Lory. M. Nakatsu
FTS 8-423-6352 U
FOR _IMMEDIATE RELERS‘E"—___.
; Ma_.r,,.h._z.w;._l_ .8_1‘.‘ __..__.____&1
i | 5
n PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL SETS OCEAN SALMON SEASONS

_ The Pacific Fishery Management Council met in Renton, Washington on March 18-
<Y 19, 1981, and tentatively adopted the following regulations for the 1981 ocean
salmon fisheries:

TROLL FISHERY

CALIFORNIA (entire state)

Al11 salmon except coho May 1-31
A1l salmon June 1-15
A1l salmon July 1-September 30

Chinook minimum size limit: 26 inches
Coho minimum size 1imit: 22 inches

-~

OREGON/CALIFORNIA BORDER TO CAPE FALCON

A11 salmon except coho May 1-31

*A11 salmon July 1-September 8
Note: If there is an in-season closure on coho, then an all species
except coho season will be allowed from Cape Blanco to Cape Falcon,
with whole bait or 5" plugs only, starting at the time of the closure to
September 8.

A11 salmon except coho September 9-October 31
Chinook minimum size limit: 26 inches
Coho minimum size limit: 16 inches

CAPE FALCON TO US/CANADA BORDER

A1l salmon except coho May 1-31

*A11 salmon July 15-September 1
Chinook minimum size limit: 28 inches
Coho minimum size limit: 16 inches

CAPE FALCON TO POINT LEADBETTER

Coho only September 20-October 3
(maximum 10 boats with observers; coho gear only; out to 12 miles)

=
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RECREATIONAL FISHERY

CALIFORNIA (entire state)

A1l salmon 2-fish bag limit February 14-November 15
Chinook/Coho minimum size T1imit: 22 inches, except that one chinook
or coho salmon per day may be less
than 22 inches but not less than 20
inches.

~

OREGON/CALIFORNIA BORDER TO CAPE FALCON

*A11 salmon 2-fish bag limit May 15-September 20
Chinook minimum size limit: 22 inches
Coho minimum size limit: 16 inches (entire state of Oregon)

OREGON/CALIFORNIA BORDER TO CAPE BLANCO

A1l salmon except coho 2-fish bag limit September 21-October 31

CAPE FALCON TO US/CANADA BORDER

*A11 salmon 2-fish bag limit May 23-September 7
EXCEPT 2+1-fish bag 1imit from Queets River mouth north to
US/Canada border (Areas 3 and 4)

Chinook minimum size limit: 24 inches
Coho minimum size limit: 20 inches (entire state of Washington)

*Subject to modification by in-season management provisions described below.

IN-SEASON MANAGEMENT

For the 43-day period ending on August 14 in the area from Cape Falcon
south and on August 28 in the area from Cape Falcon north

Separate harvest guidelines were established for the ocean troll and
recreational fisheries, based on the 1971-75 harvest ratios, as follows:

Washington Production Projection Area (WPP),
Cape Falcon to US/Canada Border

Total quota for area: 620,000 coho
Recreational allocation guideline: 40% or 248,000 coho
Troll allocation guideline: 60% or 372,000 coho

## 2 ##



Oregon Production Index Area (OPI) South of Cape Falcon (including

Ca]ifornia)

Total quota for area: 772,000 coho
Recreational allocation guideline: 29% or 223,880 coho
Troll allocation guideline: 71% or 548,120 coho

When the separate harvest guideline is projected to be reached by either
f1shery, i.e., troll or recreational, that fishery would automat1ca]]y close
in the appropr1ate area, excluding Cal1forn1a.

For the period after August 14 for the area from Cape Falcon south to

Oregon/California border and after August 28 for the area north of
Cape Falcon

In-season modifications may be made by the Regional Director following in-
season procedures similar to those used in 1980 as follows:

a. Adjust pre-season estimates of coho abundance, as appropriate,
based on in-season data;

b. Modify (shorten or lengthen) troll and recreational seasons and
harvest guidelines for either area or any portion thereof, based on
adjusted abundance levels, projected catch and effort levels, and
harvest ratios between commercial and recreational fisheries.

TREATY INDIAN FISHERIES

Makah Area

A1l salmon May 1-October 31
Chinook minimum size limit: 24 inches
Coho minimum size limit: 16 inches

Quileute, Hoh, Quinault Tribal Areas

A1l salmon May 1-October 31
Chinook minimum size 1imit: 28 inches
Coho minimum size limit: 16 inches

The Council approved the/1981 ocean salmon plan amendment as revised above for
submission to the Secretayy of Commerce. However, the Salmon Plan Development
Team will be meeting during the next/few days to update their analysis of the
impact of the regulatjons“\the Councjl adopted. The Council meeting was
recessed until 10 a.mi, March 26, &t the Cosmopolitan Motor Hotel in Portland,

in case the Council wishes to r ons1der the regulations adopted in light of
the Team's analysis.

## 3 ##
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UNITED STATES DEPARTNENT OF COMIMIERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668 _ {
Juneau, Alaska 998028

March 24, 1981 S

Mr. Clement V. Tillion, Council Chairman —_——
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ————

P.0. Box 3136 DT oo e ates _

Anchorage, Alaska 99510 oo Do dhe@ g R .

Dear Clem: [ _.“M.____q:i.__"___“w,

|
I am forwarding to you the comments of the National-Marine Fisheries l

]

Service, Washington, D.C., Office on the proposed- Amendment No. 2 to-the- - -=
High Seas Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP), Draft Regulatory Analysis,

and the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement which the

Council submitted on January 19, 1981.

The comments are divided into critical and substantive issues. Those
issues identified as critical affect the approvability of the proposed
Amendment, whereas the substantive issues concern suggested improvements
to the supporting documentation accompanying the proposed Amendment.

Two issues are identified as being critical to the approvability of the
proposed Amendment. These are:

1. The proposed limitation of the fishing gear for hand trollers
to a maximum of two Tines and gurdies or four sport poles.

2. The proposed requirement that trollers report their catch at
an Alaskan port before leaving Alaskan waters by means of a
document containing the equivalent information required by an
ADF&G fish ticket.

The proposal to 1limit hand trollers to a maximum of two Tines and gurdies
or four sport poles raises the issue of possible violation of National
Standard No. 4 by discriminating between hand and power trollers, and
possible violation of National Standard No. 5 by legislating inefficiency.
I don't believe these comments imply that any type of differential gear
restriction between hand and power trollers will be disapproved, but

only that the arguments submitted in January to justify the gear restric-
tions are not persuasive in overcoming the issues raised by the National
Standards.

The proposal requiring trollers to report their catches in person before
leaving Alaskan waters also raises the issue of possible violation of
National Standards No. 5 and 7 by legislating inefficiency and by

adding to costs rather than minimizing costs where practicable. The
issues raised by National Standards No. 5 and No. 7 might be overcome

by offering trollers the option of either: (1) filing in-person reports




in an Alaskan port, (2) reporting the equivalent information by radio,
or (3) filing a written report within a specified time of selling

their catch outside Alaska. Option 3, as you know, has been a re-
quirement for the past two years with very little comp11ance and would
defeat the purpose of obtaining landing information in a timely manner for
in-season management. By offering at least the first two alternatives,
fishermen could choose between bearing the additional cost of returning
to an Alaskan port or reporting by radio. There is a possibility

that radio reporting may violate certain confidendiality requirements.
Alaska Region General Counsel is exploring that poss1b111ty and should
be able to advise the Council this week. .

The remaining issues are substantive and relate primarily to clarification
of the information and rationale contained in the supporting documen-
tation for proposed Amendment No. 2. Alaska Region staff has already
made substantial progress addressing issues No. 3 (Reduction in Chinook
0Y) and No. 4 (Economic Analysis). We will continue working with
Council staff to respond to the remaining comments and to prepare

the necessary documents to be submitted for Secretarial Review with
Amendment No. 2 as approved by the Council this week. In order to
remain on schedule to complete the Secretarial Review and promulgate
emergency regu]atlons by May 15, 1981, the approved Amendment package
must be received in Washington, D.C., by April 6, 1981.

The comments contained here should not be interpreted as comprising an
official Secretarial Review. They are meant to be a preliminary review
of the proposed amendment to aid the Council in its task of approving

a final version. The official Secretarial review will commence when
the Council submits its approved version of the amendment.

Sincerely,

N

S\ Robert W. McVey
Director, Alaska Region

)
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Thase covants are senarated into critical an? substantive issues.
Critical issues affnct the anprovability of Amerdrent So. 2 (amentment) to the
P an? snbstantive issues identify specific itens needing improvement or
clarification. “ditional rationale shoul? be “evelaed to ritigate the
criticalityv of the han? troll line anl rerorting raquircments issues,

Critical Issues

1. iwher oF Tand Troll Tines or Srort Poles Allsyed in the Fishery
Conscrvatinn Zone (7C7).

The armeryiment ould linit hand trcll vessels to teo lines and rurdies or
four srort lines in the ©C%. \laska state law limits hani troll vessels in
torritorial satoers and irsile waters © one line and ~ur<ly or four srort
ooles.  Aithont alditional dustification or axnlanation, this nronosal raises
the -igsue of rossible violatinn of “lational Sftandard tlo. 4 hw <discrininating
arong fishermen and a violatinn of “Tational Standars o, 5 by ledislatinm
inefficiency.

The concern over gear -liscrimination is that the nroposed restriction
Aiscrininates hetireen mover trollers and hand trollers. ™and trollers would
be allosed two lines anyvhere in the managenent area, however, rower trollers
are allosed four lines south of Cave Spencer and six lines north of Cane
Spencer.  Yand trollars are currently rostricted to the sare number of lines,
qurdies, and moles as power trollers. Considering the very small nmurber of
hand trollers relative to the nurber of power trollers operating in the FCZ,
the need for more restrictive agear controls on hanl trollers should be hetter
exnlained. Tf the Council Aercides to reduce the muirber of hani troll lines to
one line amd qurdy or four smrt (oles to confom to the latest action lw the
Alasza Roard of Tish and Came, the anparent -iiscrimination between hand
trollers anl noser trollers will hecore acute.

The Council arques that the nrooosed limit on hand troll lines of ko is
in parity -7ith the current limits on pover trollers. If this were so, the
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nronosed 1inits on hand trollers wvouls! mre lomicnlly he tyo lines sonkh of
Cape Svencer o tlirze lines north »% Came frencer, The rrooortional sear
rationale “or s rronosed mnaweent ceasure 1ill become oven lass
convincint if the Council adopts the latest 2tato controls on han® trollers,

Tha inconsistency in orcooosaed Federal contux )1,. “n fisheren in the 27 versus
“tata contrals on alashka fisheren also oraatos & ~roblem of enffou:ez*\ent.

A conczrn ovnr ineflicicncy also arises fron roastricting hand troll
cffort., Tnefficioncy -ould e iwosed on hand trsllers bv vealucim their
cateh rer vnit of offort, 1.02., catch rer hand troll vessael ill decrnase as
the nurber of hand troll lines and qurdies are -acrease?, Tnefficioncies ‘vr,.'ll
also result fron restrictit the han? trcllar's flexibilitv in fishing
nracticas, i.2., "ore fuel usage rver salion caught. Tevond .a slowinyy of
harvast on nixed stocks, it is unclear 'hat the Council oxrects to asin oy

rastrictina gear asaje, and thereby a’vocating inefficiency, —hen the harvest
is alrealv liniterd !w the ejuivalent of a nurerical cuota.

The ontimun yvield (0Y) reduction should rore or less cone about by
shorteniny the season (marticulacly the late mening), and closure of the
fishery after the quota has heen reacha?., ‘Tithout additional Justification o
exnlanation, e do uot have sufficient information to conclule that a
restriction on the numhar of lines, curdies, or sport =les usal v hand
trollers is warranted and in comliance -rith Mational Standards 4 an? 5,

e nortinn Peciiromoents,

The amenthent gould recicn fisbermen leaving Alasia vators to subit in
w2rsOn & Socument inticatint the near and woitht % salion on board. This
prodoral ralses the issue of mossible violation of ‘lational Stardlar? ", 5 by
imoosim inefficiency, and vinlation of “lational tandard o, 7 by addim to
costs rather than minimizing costs her2 practicanle, The nroposed ramorting
refuiranents also should be reexanined in terms of Section 303(A)(5) of the
Mlagnuson Fishery Conservation and 'lanagenent Act (the Act).

Some hoats land their catch outside Alaska nrior to the season closing,
while other lan"ilan' occur after the season closes. A problem is that chinook
salron lanie? ~utside Alaska are normally not reported until after the end of
the season and, it is feared, sorme lanhn:;s are not recorted at all. The
Council feels tais data is necessary for inseason adjustents

An estimata2d 3-5 mercent of the chinoo% salmon taken last year off:
Southeastern Alaska ~rera landed outside Alaska. This renresents apnroximatelv
8-12,000 chinook salmon caugnt by 20-3C vessels out of the 950 salron trollers
fishing in the 7C7 off Alaska. The pronortion of the chinook salron catch
landed outside of Alaska, ‘Jhl("h was taken in the 7C7, is not available. It is
suspacted that 3-5 percent, as a maximun, is statistically not critical for
that fisherv. "nnce, the need for actual data on these lanlins rathor than
estirated fata is lessened,

)
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The neofoserd revortimy resuirements rould imvose @ Surden on non-tlaskan
fisherren ho oulid not othersise enter Alasian -orts (i.e., Yiscrimination)
v renuiricy then to oxpard tive Aand orerating costs (i.e., lorer officiency
anl higher costs) ~hen reasnnable remortiny altornatives exist., Mo facilitate
reoorting of landings outsife Alasha and o avold nationzl staniards —roblens,
‘» surest that fisheren e given the ontion 0of cowmlying with cne of the
£21lowing requirenents: (1) £ile written renorts when thevy come into Alaska
rorts; (2) ralio renort their catch; or (3) €ils wikken rerorts vithin 29
hours (cather than within the one veek veriecd curcantly allowed) after
unloadinyy outside Alaska.

The renorting romiiremonts are subject to the equlatory Tlexibility: Act
«nich is concerna? sith the impact of requlatorv and recortint requirerents on
small entiting, such as individuval fishing vessels. The Panervork Peduction
Act also aoplies, Analvsis and specific evaluation of hurdens and costs
(i.2., runnim tine) imvosed hw the landing reuiresment is neoded under both
thesae lais.

Substantive Issues

1. tatinnale fior Chanes in the ™'™'s Objectives.

The aendment gould revisn the ™12's mananenent objectives to reflact the
need tn rehuce rovise the T M's nanadement obiectives to raflect the need to
rziuce chinook salmon harvests in order to increase spawning escapenents and
renuild “enrasssed stocks to levels that will nroduce ootimwn total sustained
harvests.,  lore stecific and elaborative justification for chamjes in the
~m'g ohviactives —oull inmrove the documents considerably,

-

2. fClarvification of Sscancment Soals.

The Jerivation of ascanement qoals identified in the arendrent ardl related
docurents needs to » clarified. The docuents shoulsi exonlain what process
was used W the Alaska Denartment of Fish and Tame to set these anals and ~vhy
the Council has determined that they should he accentel. A clear explanation
is needed as to whv “the maxirun nueber of soauners observesd since the 1950s"
was used to ostahlish minimun escanement goals for Southeastern Alaska
chinook. “hy and how the pronosad ranasement rmeasures will raximize
escanerent and vhy these proper aoals should he exnlained rore clearly. A
definition of "escamerent" that makes it clear that the amenriment is seeckim
increasei escanement to snawnisyy rather than incresased cscapement to 7C7,
inside, and inland fishiny would be helpful.

3. Reduction in Chinool: OV,

The amerAment would reduce the allowable biolmical catch range and OV
rame hy 15 nercent and use the uprer linit of the QY range as a harvest
ceiling. The hest justification with the data oresented is for a reduction in
¥ of 16 nercent. The 15 rercent raduction should he justified as well as the
19 mercent reduction., The smecification of the Y reduction is important to



fisherron, n@naanrs, and others affected by the 71?2, narticalarly when thers
iz a substantial reduction in catch coatemlated., The Aata is scnevhat
inconclusive and ina¥cmate in exolaininy the lingage etwesn the reduction
and the anticinated results., Alaska troll fistormen will exnerience the
araatest aost while Colurbia viver fisherman -7ill exrerience the areatest
“enefit over the next 15 vears at 15 percent or higher rzluction levels
accoriding to Jdata presented, A better biolorical Justification for the
recymentad reluction in O¢ wonld rake the dismarate costs and benefits to the
various user ‘wouns ore nalatabple. To the maxirun oxtent nracticable, the
smecific irmacts from the recomrenled harvest raduction should ix identified
ani exnlainel, 7or exarple, &t what extent will a 1S zercent harvest
re-‘mction impact outsile, inside, inland, and spawning stocks off A\laska,
Canada, “lashiniton, and 7raqon? Conclusions of imoroved hiological
nroiuctivity levels need to e strenathened 'y better bHiolorical cause ardd
effect analysis., In allition, the averall mMolorical teneflits to the nation
anl at what voars those henefits will accrue should be Ldantifiel for each of
the catch reluction »ercentaies consilered iw the ameniment. As written, the
armenriment andd related locurents nose problens relative to faction 303 of the
Act (i.e., Sections 3(33(a)(1) and 303(a)(3)).

4, Tconmic Analvsis,

Thiln the econonic analveis of the nroooseld management measures rrovides a
lot of information ani is a g0od start to analyzing immacts of the amendrent,
it still neerls to re cunanded? considerably, The raulatory analysis (nr the
Femlatory Irvact Feviey (RIR) under 2.0, 122%1) nz2ads to ilentify the
econmic ienefits and costs to each reyion (2.0., “outheastoern Alasva and
Columbia River) as ell as the henefits ani costs to the ration., This sipuld
e stecified in 'otn 3 guantitative and terroral ~anner.  oroover, the 2R
st show the immacts of the managernent neasures on ecach user “roup, sines
this is a dirsct recuirement of the Fequlatory Flexibility Act. 1In aldition,
the RIP does not contain any estimate of onforcement costs (ani of alternative
enforcerent strateqies), data collection costs, data collection hurdens on the
fishermen an? nrocessors, as well as the incromental costs of developing this
olan. It would be useful to have an estimate of the arount of ronev syent by
the Council, Region, Coast fuard, and Gtate of Alaska, by year, of developirny,
irplerentiir, and enforcing this aeniient,

The Draft Sunzlencntal Fnvironmental Impact Statement (7SEIS) notes that
there is "insufficient econonic data" to make cortain determinations. Tn this
situation, Council on Fnvirommental Muality (C720) rayulations (ZSection
1502.22) call for a "worst case analysis" alony with some indication of
promability or imorotability of the occurrence of the uorst case. This
requlation also requires that the NSCIS weigh the need for actions ajainst the
risk of inaction, where the decisinn is basecd upon insufficient data.

-
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De  mviromentzl Troact Statareat Surcacy,

The surmary section of the TBIIG is rissitg Yiscussion of some itens
rerairet w e CO7L 0 Tor exarmle, C00 rovulations (Section 1502,12) rawirn
the surrary to Licluie "areas of controversy {(inclirlimy issues cais?d bw
maencies arnt the nuhlizg) "

G. Immact on Conclian Chocks and Treaty Tleqotiations,

Analvais nf irmacts on Canailian salion stocdis should e amwlificel, The
Canadians shouldl he 7ade aware of the nenefits to their salron nmns and
fishiermen as a a0t failth effort on the part of the Unitadl Ctates touard
coastwide sal™an conssrvation manaterent. These ienefits shoulsl not be
without rafarence £ the Canalian intercention and bilaternl treaty
nemtiations. It shoald e mointed cut that the orowmsel amenhent
concentually neets the teras of the Jraft treaty by the "mited States reducimg
its intercention of Canaiian salivn.  Tile the draft reqgqulatory analvsis
mentions the nomtiztions oroblen, this aspect of the amenirent neais
claboration. The ultinate enecfits to Canada cannot be cuantified; hwowever,
there claarlv are »»nafits fras enhanond treaty negotiations, Trrvantifiable
“enefits accrue as a olus wler 7,70, 12271,

7. Zontrols on frobhle "ooks.

The ocunents ars inconsistaont ir PP wvoarsus State controls on treble
noos .

]
ARAey

N Consintancy gith Cnastal tone ianatmment Dronrans,

The Alasika [inling of consistency of the arendrent sith the Alaska Coastal
7cne “lanacnient Prosram is includerd in the amendrent., Tt would e usetul o
inclue in tie ETIG a description of the State's raticnale for the
consistency “eteomination., A determination of consistency shoul:l ke cequesterd
of Oreaon and Yashimton far their Ceastal fanajerment Prograns, The basis for
this rrooxviendation is that the anenriment will rlirectly affect the salrmon
stock within the Colubia River.

4, farine "lammals.

Refereonce should e nade to enefits accruiny to marine mamals as
oredators of =almon,

Attachment
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draft requlatory analysie to aveild problens of
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Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission

March 20, 1981

Mr. Clement V. Tillion, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0. Box 3136 DT

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Tillion:

Having reviewed the draft "Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on
Proposed Amendment Number 2 to the Fishery Management Plan for the High Seas
Salmon Fishery off the Coast of Alaska, east of 175 degrees east longitude,"
we offer the following comments. Data previously submitted to the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council indicate that the southeast Alaska troll
fishery targets primarily on non-Alaskan chinook stocks. Our comments reflect
management concerns for Washington chinook stocks harvested in this fishery.

We commend the North Pacific Council for its recognition of the depressed
status of west coast chinook stocks, and for its proposed 1981 management
recommendations, which would utilize a harvest ceiling. The Council's
proposed action to reduce the harvest ceiling and protect Alaskan chinook
stocks is an encouraging step in the right direction.

The Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (PL 94-265) requires that the
management plans adopted by the U.S. Department of Commerce must meet Indian
treaty obligations. The Pacific Fishery Management Council has Tisted this
as a primary management objective of its troll fishery plan. Implementing
federal court rulings, the Washington Department of Fisheries and treaty Indian
Tribes in Washington State, the primary managers of Washington salmon stocks,
have adopted as management objectives the need to meet spawning escapement
goals and treaty and non-treaty allocations. The North Pacific Fishery
Management Council should recognizethe management objectives of the State of
Washington and the treaty Tribes for Washington stocks harvested in the
Alaskan troll fishery.

Recent run-size projections submitted to the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council by the Washington Department of Fisheries indicate that several
Washington north coastal spring/summer chinook stocks are in a depressed
condition, and at least two stocks are not expected to return to the river

in sufficient numbers to meet spawning escapement goals, let alone provide
for treaty allocation. Although final pre-season projections are not yet
available, preliminary indications are that some Washington coastal fall
chinook stocks will also return in numbers insufficient to meet spawning
escapement goals or treaty allocations.

2625 parkmont lane s.w., olympia, washington 98502 phone (206) 352-8030



Mr. Clement V. Tillion
March 20, 1981
Page two

Contribution data for Washington coastal chinook stocks have been estimated by
Washington Department of Fisheries for input to the Washington Department of
Fisheries/National Bureau of Standards Catch Regulation Analysis Model. The
contributions used in the model are estimates of the contributions of these
stocks during the 1974-76 base period. They indicate that 23-26 percent of
the marine harvest of Washington coastal chinook stocks is taken by the
Alaskan troll fishery--the highest interception rate for any U.S. marine
fishery. It should also be noted that these are probably minimum estimates
for 1981, because the base period of these data is 1974-76, and recent

management and effort trends indicate a greater 1ntercept1on rate by Alaskan
fisheries.

We recommend that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council adopt a 55
percent reduction in the harvest ceiling for 1981. This is consistent with

the Washington Department of Fisheries. long-range proposal to return to 1974-76
harvest proportions. Lacking a better and more current data base, a reduction
of this level would be a significant move toward achieving spawning escapements
and treaty allocations, and would return the Alaskan troll f1shery to a
previous harvest level. Given the alarming downward trend in most west coast
chinook stocks, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council must view any
shortcomings of the existing data base as even more reason to recommend more
conservative management for 1981.

Meaningful reductions in the harvest of Washington chinook stocks can be
realized only through mid-season closures during time periods when non-
Alaskan stocks contribute most heavily to the Alaskan troll fishery. Data
submitted to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council indicate that
June and July are the months of highest interceptions of Washington stocks.
Special consideration should also be given to spec1f1c area closures, such
as the Fairwvieather: grounds, where the harvest is almost exclusively non-
Alaskan stocks.

We trust you will seriously consider these recommendat1ons before adopting
a harvest ceiling and a regulatory scheme for the 1981 southeast Alaska troll

fishery.
Sincere]y; :
ﬁES L. HECKMAN
Executive Director
JLH:cp
cc: All Tribes
Commissioners
Coordinators

Secretary of Commerce

Secretary of Interior

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
Washington Department of Fisheries

Pacific Fishery Management Council

Joyce Wood
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Trollers
Association

REPRESENTING ALASKA POWER TROLLERS

205 North Franklin Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

March 20, 1981

MEMDO
TO: Steve Pennoyer

FROM: Earl E. Krygier
ATA Logbook Biologist

RE: The WDF Model

1. The WDF (Johnson) model was originated as a user
allocation model and its present use as a predicter model
without "real data" (especially catch/escapement ratios)
demands the making of unacceptable assumptions. We feel

it is important that the ocean catch to inriver run size
ratio must be computed by using actual observed catch from
tag recoveries/escapement ratio. Do you know if the updated
model is using the Columbia River catch/ocean catch from
expanded C.W.T. recoveries? Previously, the model assumed

a 67% ocean catch ratio which was allocated to user groups
based on Trask River returns. The catch by each group is
considered to be the base period from the model. Once the
base catch was derived, inriver run size was held constant
while ocean effort was increased to calculate a new ocean-
inriver run size ratio. 1I.e.:

In 1976 inriver run is 100,000 and Alaska catch
is 75,000. 1In 1979 inriver run is 100,000 and if
Alaska effort tripled, then Alaska catch must be
225,000.

This tenuous assumption assumes that fishing mortality is a
linear function of effort and is stock independent, which
implies that even if a stock is declining, as long as
effort is increased, the catch of a particular substock
will increase irrespective of what a particular substock
population is. 2

2. Furthermore the model predicts long-term effects of
various Alaska troll chinook catch reductions (in OY) on

~ Columbia River fall chinooks (assuming a stable stock size
at the 1980 levels). This basic assumption assumes that
the abnormally low survival rates of the downstream migrants
due to 1977 drought conditions do not affect stock size or
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that the effect of the loss of downstream migrants during
1977 has the same effect on stock year to year. We find
this an unreasonable assumption.

3. The model predicted that 80% of the upriver brights

were harvested by Alaska, leaving 207 for the remaining U.S.
harvest. The total catch of these tags by non-Alaskan

U.S. fisheries equals 1,124, not including expanded recoveries
from the 1979 and 1980 Columbia River net fisheries. This
means that Alaskan tag recoveries of these stocks must equal
4,496 in order for Alaska to harvest 80% of the upriver
brights. Since Alaska only harvested an estimated total

of 1,582 marks by our estimates (we used only reported
recoveries for the Columbia in 1979 and 1980 and not
estimated marks; the Columbia net catch for those years

is substantially underestimated), we have problems under-
standing where the 807 can come from. Does the updated
model predict a more realistic Alaskan harvest of closer to
50% of U.S. harvest?

4. Lastly, we have definite reservations with the required
escapement levels the WDF wants to achieve at McNary Dam.
They presented the following:

Between Dam

Year McNary Escapement Loss
1978 27,300 14,100
1979 . 31,200 11,600
1980 29,000 30,500

Though we understand there is some dam mortality, and some
loss to between dam runs of salmon, which require an adjust-
ment to the needed escapement goals at Bonneville, we

question between dam loss in 1980 larger than the McNary
escapement. It is our understanding that in some years,
especially in years of regulated low inriver catch, a
significant percent of "inriver loss," both between Bonneville
and McNary Dams and below Bonneville, could be due to poaching.
A single example of the extent of poaching in the Columbia
River is exemplified by the prosecution of an Indian woman
in 1978 who poached 13,000 sockeye, steelhead and spring
and summer chinook. Yet it has been suggested that this
loss be added to the total "inriver' escapement goal at
Bonneville, without any plan to decrease such unacceptable
"loss" between dams.



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

MAILING ADDRESS & OFFICE:
197 SOUTH FRANKLIN ST
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801
907 586-2820

Rodger Painter
er Pai RESOLUTION 81-2
Executive Director March 11, 1981

WHEREAS the king salmon catch of the Alaska troll fleet has been stable
for approximately 15 years; and

WHEREAS we are told that there are resource problems with the "Brite"
stocks on the Columbia River; and

WHEREAS in response to this perceived problem the North Pacific Fisheries
Marine Council has reduced the optimum yield by 15% and the Board of
Fish by 10%; and

WHEREAS neither the Canadians nor the States of Washington and Oregon have
made any provision to assure that these fish will be allowed to return

to spawning areas, and in fact, that it appears that Canadian management
measures will actually increase the Canadian interception of kings; and

- WHEREAS a 15% optimum yield reduction will actually cost power trollers
19% of their incomes, and this reduction will change power trolling
from an economically viable industry to one with 1little chance for
financial return over operating costs; and :

WHEREAS the costs of this proposed optimum yield reduction would be

high to the fishermen and almost no benefit would accrue to the fishermen,
and that any salmon avoided by Alaska fishermen will be reallocated to
others, '

THERE BE IT RESOLVED the United Fishermen of Alaska strongly urges both
the Board of Fish and NPFMC to maintain the present optimum yield until
it is shown that the proposed sacrifice by Alaskan fishermen will result
in commensurate benefits.
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Table . Comparison of estimates of harvest rates, transfer rates,
escapements and other fishery characteristics for upper
Columbia River Bright chinook salmon from WDF Model Analysis
of December 1980 and March 1981.

Note: Data from Trask River chinook stocks used to simulate
upper Columbia River bright chinook stocks in the Dec.
1980 analysis has been replaced by 1975 brood year
Columbia bright data in the March 1981 analysis.

(1) Estimated catch and escapement of 1975 brood year upper Columbia River
brights by area.

December 1980 Analysis March 1981 Analysis
Fishery/Area Number Percent Number Percent
Alaska Catch 109,930 31 106,331 30
British Columbia Catch 1/ 161,043 45 108,499 31
Wash-Ore Coastal Catch 9,909 3 12,538 4
Columbia Ri¥7r Return 76,967 21 126,013 35
Escapement & - - 60,364 17
In-River Harvest - - 65,649 18
Total Return 357,899 100 353,381 100

1/ 1980 tag recovery data for B. C. Fisheries is not yet available.
2/ Includes missing or unaccounted fish.

(2) Estimated transfer rates of upriver brights (mature and immature) through
Alaskan and British Columbia fisheries to southern U.S. ocean fisheries and
the Columbia River.

Period Closure of

S.E. Alaska Troll Fishery December 1980 Analysis March 1981 Analysis
April 24% 40%
May 30% 49%
June 42% 60%
July - 71%
August - 50%
September 16% 30%
A1l Months 52% 63%

po7
& +&



(3) Predicted 1981 in-river return of upper Columbia River brights.

December 1980 Analysis March 1981 Analysis

Total In-riygr Run 76,700 69,400
Escapement — Goal 58,700 58,700
Harvestable Surplus 18,000 10,700

1/ Includes an estimated 18,700 missing or unaccounted fish and 40,000
spawning fish goal.

(4) Estimated percent reduction of Alaska troll ‘harvest from 1980 0Y of
320,000 to achieve conservation and hatchery surplus harvest goals
for Columbia River chinook in 1987.

December 1980 Analysis March 1981 Analysis

24% ‘ 29%

(5) Estimated U.S. fisheries harvest share proportions for upper Colum-
bia River brights.

Percent of U.S. Harvestable Surplus

Long-Term Effect Under December 1980 Analysis March 1981 Analysis
Stable Conditions Existent In Alaska Wash-Ore Alaska Wash-Ore
1974-1976 51% 49% 41% 59%
Projected 1981 80% 20% 77% : 23%
Reduction in Alaska catch 48% 55%

to return to 1974-76 shatring




Figure 4.

Except for a 50-mile reach of free-flowing
river below Priest Rapids Dam — for
which a dam has long been proposed —
the Columbia River is a series of
back-to-back reservoirs from Bonneville
Dam to the U.S.-Canadian border.
Anadromous fish are blocked at Chief
Joseph Dam on the main-stem Columbia
and at Hells Canyon Dam on the
main-stem Snake River. Grand Coulee
Dam alone shut off more than 1,000
linear miles of main-stem and tributary
salmon and steelhead habitat. Army
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March 23, 1981 COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION

8383 N.E. Sandy Blvd.
Suite 320
Portland, Oregon 97220
Telephone (503)

Mr. Clement V. Tillion, Chairman 257-0181

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

P.0. Box 3136DT

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Tilliam:

This Tetter is to convey our comments and recommendations regarding the
preferred options for the 1981 Southeast Alaska troll salmon fishery indi-
cated by the Council at its January meeting.

The Alaska troll fishery differs from most other ocean salmon fisheries
in its heavy reliance on non-local stocks. Data collected in the early
1950s by Parker and Kirkness found Tocal Alaska stocks to be a minor com-
ponent of the fishery while more recent work by Kissner, using scale ana-
lysis, indicates that non-local stocks continue to maintain the Alaska
fishery.

This heavy reliance on non-local stocks imposes unique management restraints
on the Alaska fishery. While more southerly fisheries can achieve a sus-
tained yield by meeting local escapement requirements, a sustained fishery
off Alaska can only occur by achieving management goals which are largely
set by non-local management entities. Thus, proper management of the
Alaskan fishery requines an unusually farsighted management philosophy.

In formulating their 1981 regulations, the Council has recognized the need

to conserve all stocks contributing to the southeast Alaska fishery. While
the measures proposed by the Council fall far short of what is required to
begin rebuilding Columbia River chinook stocks, we recognize the difficulty
of the initial decision regarding a cut, and trust that more meaningful
measures will appear in the final regulations. We support the Council's
efforts to regulate the fishery by direct methods such as through the re-
duction in 0Y rather than relying solely on less effective time/area closures.

We are also encouraged by the Council's adoption of new management objec-
tives. These objectives recognize the need to 1) manage the fishery to ob-
tain optimum sustained yield from all wild stocks contributing to the fish-
ery, 2) reverse the trend of increasing catch and effort in offshore waters,
3) manage wild and hatchery stocks separately, and 4) develop a coastwide
management plan.

Unfortunately, the Council's preferred options for 1981 are inadequate to
achieve any meaningful benefit to non-local stocks, and only attempt to
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Page two

address a painfully slow rebuilding of Southeast Alaska stocks. Little ™
consideration is given for the mixture of stocks contributing to the
fishery, almost all of which are chronically underescaped.

The lack of action to address the needs of non-local stocks can be seen
by calculating the increase in escapement of upper Columbia River bright |
chinook that could be expected under the preferred options. Columbia

River brights are one of the major stocks contributing to the Alaska fish-

ery and have shown a steady decline in abundance for the last seven years.

The following calculation illustrates the expected increase in river mouth

escapement of upriver brights should there be a 15% reduction in 0Y and a

May 15-September 20 season:

1. Total reduction in OY = 48,000

2. Number of mature upriver brights 1/
potentially saved without regard = 3,775~
to season changes

3. Portion of harvest of upriver

brights occurring prior to May 15 = 4.8%1/
and after September 20
4, Savings of upriver brights = 181
corrected for proposed season
5. Transfer to Columbia River = 145 ™

assuming 80% survival

If a 10% reduction in OY is made, as favored by the Alaska Board, the savings
would be only 96 fish.

This example illustrates two fundamental problems with the changes proposed
by the Council: ‘

1) The benefits of the proposed changes to Columbia River chinook, one
of the major stocks contributing to the fishery, would be practically
non-existant. Similar results would Tikely occur to many other non-
local stocks.

2) In the example, the benefits of the 15% reduction in OY declined
95% when the adjustment for the proposed season change was made
(cf. Tines 2 and 4 above). The proposed season change restricts
fishing during the time when Columbia River stocks are least abundant
and concentrates fishing on the period when Columbia River stocks
are most abundant.

Previous comments submitted by the CRITFC and the Washington Department of
Fisheries emphasized the need for overall reductions in 0Y, rather than

selective reductions designed only to protect local stocks. In fact, it

seems apparent that the proposed action would increase effort on Columbia

River stocks. Therefore, any reduction in OY must include season restrictions /™
designed to benefit non-local as well Southeast Alaska stocks. WDF has found

l/WDF model data.
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that a closure during June would have maximum benefit to Columbia River
stocks due the high transfer rate through the British Columbia fishery
during this period, and their high abundance in the fishery. We strongly
urge the Council to impose significant reductions during this period.

The calculation of the actual reduction in OY required obviously depends
on goals to be achieved. In comments dated March 12, 1981, as well as
previous comments, the Washington Department of Fisheries calculated a
reduction designed to achieve two objectives:

1) Meet spawning escapement requirements for upper Columbia River
bright chinook.

2) Return sufficient harvestable bright chinook to the Columbia
River to allow full utilization of Bonneville Pool hatchery stocks.

The CRITFC supports these two objectives for 1981 Management, and adds a
third:

3) Return sufficient brights to the Columbia River to allow make-up
of the 20,300 fish deficit owed treaty fishermen under the 5-Year
Plan which expires in 1981. Due to the mixed stock fishing situation
on the Columbia River, this deficit must be made up in both tules and
brights.

To achieve the first two objectives, WDF calculates a need for a savings of
7,375 upriver bright chinook from the Alaska fishery, based on updated run
size estimation. Assuming the 20,300 fish deficit would have to be in the
same 3:1 tule-bright ratio used by WDF, 5,075 upriver brights would be re-
quired at the Columbia River mouth to allow make-up of the deficit. Using
80% transfer rate through the Canadian fishery, 6,344 brights (5,075/0.80)
would need to be saved from the Alaska fishery in addition to the 7,375 fish
required to achieve objectives 1 and 2. Using WDF's revised model input date,
which calculates a catch of mature upriver brights by the Alaska fishery of
25,167, the required reduction is (13,718/25,167) 100 = 54.5%. Again it
should be realized that this reduction must be across the entire season.

While this reduction may initially appear drastic, it must be put into the
context of what is happening to other fisheries and to the resource. Of all
fisheries which harvest significant numbers of upper Columbia bright chinook,
Alaska is the only one which has not declined significantly in recent years.
Relative to the 1971-80 average, Columbia River treaty catch of chinook de-
clined in 1980 by 57.2%, Columbia River non-treaty catch by 30.9%, Washington
troll and sport catch by 54.2%, and British Columbia troll catch by 12.6%.

In contrast, the Alaska chinook catch in 1980 was within 1% of the 1971-80
average catch. Even more alarming is the fact that the high sustained har-
vest of the Alaska fishery has been made while catch/effort has declined.

In 1980, the total catch/landing for the Alaska troll fleet declined 38% re-
lative to the 1971-75 average. This decline in the face of relatively stable
harvest means that the fleet is fishing harder on a declining resource, and
that a greater portion of the total run size is being taken by the ocean
fishery.
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This is also shown by the fact that the Alaska catch has remained constant
while the spawning escapement of practically all stocks contributing to the
fishery has declined. In their March 12, 1981, comments, WDF compares the
river mouth escapements with spawning escapements requirements for 28 stocks
which contribute significantly to the Southeast Alaska fishery. Of the 28,
only six achieved their spawning escapement requirements, and the average
river mouth escapement was only 63.6% of that required. It should further-
more be noted that the WDF data actually paints an unrealistically optimistic
picture of the situation since the river escapements do not include inriver
harvest. Since river harvest does occur in many of the systems to avoid ex-
cessive hatchery escapements of other stocks and species, and to partially
meet inside fishery allocations, actual spawning escapements are less than
river mouth escapements.

In summary, the CRITFC feels that the Council is to be commended for its
initial recognition of some of the problems facing the resource upon which
the Southeast Alaska troll fishery is built. However, due to the depressed
nature of this resource it is evident that the actions contemplated to date
are inadequate. To meet the conservation needs of the resource and to meet

the legal obligations of the United States, we feel the Council should take
the following action:

1) Reduce OY by 54%. This action would place the upper 0Y Timit at
147,200 chinook and deliver sufficient upper Columbia River bright
chinook to the river mouth to achieve the objectives outlined above.

2) Couple any reduction in OY with season restriction designed to
benefit non-local as well as Southeast Alaska chinook stocks.
We suggest careful consideration of WDF's proposal for a June
closure.

Sincerely,

COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL
FISH COMMISSION

X\ .Xﬁi%w €> ;\e&w

N. Kathryn Brigham
Secretary

WEM:dj



TESTIMONY TO THE NORTH PACIFIC COUNCIL
AND ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES

by

Eric Jordan
P.0. Box 1136
Sitka, Alaska 99835

Distinguished members of the Board of Fisheries, North Pacific Fishery

Management Council and support staff. Thank you for the opportunity to

testify before both of you about the proposed Salmon Fishery Management Plan.

I am happy to see the Board and Council prepared to adopt regulations for the

troll fishery which will meet their responsibilities to conserve the resource.

I hope my comments on and suggested alternatives to your proposals will help

conserve the resource.

II.

42A/Z

Objectives

I believe the proposed objectives of the Salmon Fishery Management Plan

are well written and should be adopted.

Optimum Yield

I, and many trollers I have listened to, recognize that there are
problems with many chinook stocks and can support regulations which will

put more of the jeopardized stocks on the spawning grounds. However, we



III.

feel a quota may not meet these objectives because the stocks protected
during a closure after the quota is reached may not be, and indeed the

evidence indicates will not be, the stocks most needing protection.

At the same time, the late season chinooks (August and September) are
most often much more valuable because, as the study by Eric McDowell

shows, these fish are bigger, redder, and the price is higher.

Furthermore, setting a quota does not provide incentive for or reward
Alaskans for their effort at enhancement of chinooks. For example, a
substantial number of 9-12 pound Crystal Lake chinooks were harvested
last year. Many trollers are dismayed to find that under the Optimum
Yield Quota system the addition of these fish, a substantial number.of

which are white, means we can catch less 20-30 pound late season fish!
I offer a different approach.

Season

To protect Alaskan stocks and provide some benefit to other stocks, I

support a May 15 opening.

1. Other closures to protect specific stocks should be made during the
season based on staff assessment of catch data, run strength, shaker
problems and other stock status. If additional closures are needed

beyond the 10 day late July closure, I would prefer the closure be,

42A/2 -2-



42A/Z

1st choice - the 10 days between September 10 and 20

2nd choice - the last 10 days of June

I would not like the closure to be in August or the first week of
September. There should be no additional closures to keep the catch
within a quota just as their should be no special openings to boost

the catch up to a quota level.

Coho Season

I favor a July 1 - September 10 season to conserve the resource and

maximize the value of each fish caught.
I favor allowing trollers to harvest a set number of Alaska king and
coho west of Cape Suckling that are returning to Alaska as a result

of restrictions on Japanese trawl and gillnet fleets.

Gear Restrictions

I favor 4 lines for power trollers whereever they fish and 2 hand

gurdies or 4 sport poles for hand trollers.

I favor a ban on treble hooks and hope you will eventually permit

only single barbless hooks.
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Alaska
Trollers
Association

REPRESENTING ALASKA POWER TROLLERS

205 North Franklin Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

March 25, 1981

STATEMENT OF LEWIS SCHNAPER

-

Members of the Council & Board:

I'm Lewis Schnaper, representing the Alaska Trollers
Association and the Halibut Producers Cooperative.

We would like to request that both the Council and

the Board reconsider their decisions, and make the 0Y for
P king salmon for 1981 the same as last year: 320,000 fish.

There is little doubt that every king salmon stock
on the west coast is below optimum, and there are certain
stocks that are in serious trouble. There is, however,
considerable doubt both about the exact nature and size of
the problem and what solutions might work without destroying
the fisheries dependent on these stocks.

The Alaska troll fleet has stated before, and has
demonstrated, that we are committed to the health of this
resource. We will make whatever sacrifice is necessary to
rebuild the stocks upon which we fish--but we cannot stand
by and see fish taken from us in the name of conservation
and reallocated to fishermen in Canada and Washington.

~ The State of Alaska has addressed some of the most

urgent problems with out own king salmon stocks with the

early season closure. We support this management measure,
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especially as arrangements have been made to get these
fish through all fisheries and into their streams.
On the other hand, we are now dealing with a request
by WDF and the Indians to reduce our catch by either 29%
or 55%, and the reason given is that the upriver Columbia
stocks are in trouble. That the Brite Stock is not healthy
is beyond question, but that any sacrifice by Alaska trollers
can affect the health of this run is open to serious doubt.
The paper presented by WDF asks Alaska fishermen to
avoid 93,000 kings to put 6,000 fish into the Columbia
River--and then goes on to say that these fish will not
add to necessary escapement, but will be used to allow the
harvest of a hatchery surplus. This paper does not take
changes in Canadian interception patterns into account,
nor does it address the fact that poaching in the Columbia
accounts for up to 30,000 lost fish--six times more fish
that Alaska is paying 93,000 fish to produce in the right place.
I'm convinced that the new Canadian troll regulations
are going to actually in aease the Canadian catch of kings
this coming year. : They've taken their big boats off of
reds and pinks by reducing them to six lines, and every Alaska
troller I've talked to seems certain that faced with the
same situation that they'd shift their efforts to king salmon.
If the day comes when the Alaska OY is reached and we must
stop fishing, you can expect to see a huge fleet of Canadian

trollers in northern outside waters.
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Should any of our fish get through the Canadian
fleet, they then will be in the waters controlled by
the PFMC. 1I've just returned from the PFMC meeting, and
despite our request, that Council made no provision for
fish which we release on their behalf to come through
their fisheries and into the stream.

All this suggests that the benefits of this management
measure will accrue to other fishermen, not to the breeding
stock on which we depend. Lets look at the other side of
the coin and see what these measures will cost the Alaska
fishermen.

Our economists have calculated the effects on our
fleet on a 15% OY reduction--you have the paper from
Hohman-McDowell before you. They found that this management
measure would cost the average troller 19.5% of his income--
and that this would, in effect, deprive him of his "take
home pay' for his investment, hard work, and risks.

I suggest that the benefits of a 15% OY reduction
do not begin to match these costs, and ask you to reconsider
your decision. It's significant to note that in the two
months since you decided to reduce the OY that neither the
Canadians nor the PFMC have made any move to either accomodate
bthese extra fish into their escapement, or to re-arrange their
fisheries to pass extra fish through--and I'm not convinced

that this is much of a demonstration of good faith.



