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Two proposals dealing with the~subsistence fishery on the Naknek River 
have been submitted for consideration by the Board in 1980. Proposal 
lf53 would extend "subsistence" fishing time during mid-summer (June 23-
July 17) from the current two 24-hour periods per week to three periods. 
It ~vould also r"'duce fishing time before and after the mid-summer season 
from the present unlimited fishing time to three periods per week. This 
would increase fishing time on the Naknek River during the peak of the 
sockeye run, while decreasing it during the king and silver runs. 

Proposal !ISS would restrict the "subsistence" fishery on the Naknek 
River to residents of the drainage. 

Three sets of questions are raised by Proposals #53. First, is there a 
conservation problem .vhich rcqllires restrictions on early and late 
summL·r Naknek so.lmon harvests? Second, what are the customary and 
traditional uses which would bl' affected by the proposal? And third, if 
restrictions upon customary and traditional uses are found to be necessary, 
how can traditional efficiency and the subsistence priority best be 
protected? The conservation question is a complicated one and will be 
left to Division of Commercial Fisheries biologists. If it is decided 
that restrictions upon harvest are necessary for conservation purposes, 
the second two sets of questions become significant. The"remainder of 
this paper deals with patterns of harvests and utilization of fish in 
the Naknek drainage and with possible options for protecting king 
stocks. 

USES 

Naknek kings and silvers, the species of most concern to these proposals, 
are harvested by a wide spectrum of users. This discussion will focus 
on kings since little information is available on the use of silvers. 
The Division of Commercial Fisheries is presenting tables showing "sport", 
"subsistence" and "commercial" harvest for the Naknek River. As these 
tables sho~v levels of effort and harvests in all three categories have 
been increasing in recent years, and demands for kings are likely to 
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continue to rise. The term "subsistence""' is placed in quotation marks 

in this context to indicate that it refers to those users who obtain 

subsistence salmon permits from the Department, but does not necessarily 

imply customary and traditional use. Since anyone can obtain a permit 
to take Bristol Bay salmon for domestic use under existing regulations, 

this distinction is an important one in cases where restrictions on use 

for conservation purposes are necessary. 

People have been fishing for king salmon with gill-nets on the Naknek 

River for as long as the oldest residents of the area remember. The 
king is the first salmon to arrive in the spring, and residents of the 

river have ahvays welcomed it by sharing the first few fish taken in 

late Hay widely throughout the community. The early arrivals of kings 
has made them important to residents of the river for several reasons. 

They are the first fresh salmon available at the end of winter. Cooler, 

drier weather, and the lack of flies in the spring make it easier to put 
trp dried fish, with less spoilage. The high oil content of kings also 

contributes to their high storage and eating quality. 

The focus of connnerc i.al. fishing in the Naknek River has ahvays been the 
sockeye run which ocurrs in late June or July. Few economic opportunities 

have been available outside this short commercial fishing season. For 

this rcGson many South Naknek and Naknek residents, dependent upon the 

fluctuGting Gnd tmprcdictable returns from commercial fishing, have 

attempted to put up sillmon for food for family use in early summer 
before conm1crcial markets are available. This pattern has been important 

as long as local residents have been involved in cannery work and commercial 

fishin~. 

Increasing government investment in the Naknek-King Salmon area over the 
last 3 5 years in the military base, in the airfield, in schools, la>v 

enforcement, and resource management, have resulted in an increasing 
population of more trGnsient residents. Professionals and technicians 

come to tlw arrcil for a year or for a feH years and then move on. These 

peop LL· make usc of thv permit system to take fish for their own use. In 

general, thrcy Lake f~Her fish and spread their harvests over longer 
periods of time than do long-term residents dependent upon the commercial 

fishl·ry, :·lost have dependable year round incomes and their free time 

for fishing (c·VL'nings and Heekends) is distributed evenly over the 

summL~r. 

'''In subscquL'nt text r:,·fercncc; to participants in the "subsistence" 

fishery \·!ill be designated by the term "permittee". The term "subsistence 

USL'S 11 h<ld been given technical meaning by AS 16. OS. 940(26); under the 

statute~, it means th•.c customary and trGditional uses in Alaska of wild, 

renc;wable resources for certain purposes. 
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These differences in patterns of usc are demonstrated in the harvest 

-~\ reports for tlw :1aknek River "subsistence" fishery. South Naknek permittees 

Hho fished, for example, probably typify the long-term residents of the 

river. They took an average of 103 salmon per permit in 1980. Residents 

of King saLmon, Hhich includes more transients and more recent arrivals-

than Naknek and South· [laknek, took an average of 66 salmon per permit 
fished. The permits showed th3t most South Naknek people fished from 

lGte May to late June, Hhile King Salmon residents fished throughout the 

summer. 

The third major grot:p of people who obtain permits for fishing on the 

:1aknek River "subsistence" fishery become distinct only in the past 

year. These arc< peopl<' from Anchorage and other areas outside Bristol 

Bay. Although the number of these "outsiders" taking Naknek fish \Vith 

gill-n·.·ts gradHo.ll.y increased during the late 1970's, in 1980 a major 

jump occurred in their numbers (see Table 1). This year, of the 358 

fishing permits issued for the Naknek drainage, 147, or 41%, were issued 

to people >·lho listed their address as a community outside Bristol Bay. 
Hore permits lvc<rc issued to people lvho gave a general delivery address 

in Nakrwk or King Salraon and '-'ere probably summer transients. 

The riumber of pL·rmits issued for the Naknek River jumped from 243 permits 

in 1979 to 358 in 1980, an increase of 47%. This contrasts with the 7% 

average annuo.l rate of increase from 1974 to 1979. Host of this increase 

from 1979 to 1980 wils due to AnchorGge and other Southcentral Alaskan 

residrcnts obtaining Bristol Bay permits. Forty-one percent of the 

pcrmi ts issttcd for Llw Naknek River in 1980 ,.;ent to people 1.;ho listed 
:rddn'ssc·s outside tilL lirislol Bay region, mGinly from the Anchorage-

1\..L'nai arl:';JS. 

Rco.sons for Lid~.; i.ncn·ast' appL<ar to include increasing public awareness 

of thL· pL·rm it Lc·d sys tc m, publicity about huge Bristol Bay salmon runs in 

1979 and 1980, and increil.SL<d availability of permits. Bristol Bay 

permits l·!l·rc· is:;ucd Lo 160 p .. ~oplc from the Anchorage office in 1980 (the 

first tinll' perni Ls had bc·en issued outside of Bristol Bay). 

Hilr'Jl'SL records shOiv LhaL the "subs istt•nL:e" harvest is not the most 

dynamic: f:.1ctor :.1ffec:Ling Naknd~ king salmon populations. Sport and 
commerci ::11 harvc·sts lnvc~ both increased r.1orc rapidly than "subsistence" 

t akc· s, o.nu mu r, king sal r.1011 arc tak._;n in the Naknek sport and commercial 

f ishc:r ics Lhan j n tlw "subsistence" fishery. These records also indicate 

that the pcn:liLt•·c's ft-om outsiue the Bristol Bay area take fewer fish 
th3n Jo local r·_·sidc_·nts anu focus thc,ir efforts on the abundant sockeye 

salmon raLi1cr Lhan kings or silvers. Fishermen from outside the region 
reporL~d taking 1.8 kings/permit, Hhill' residents of the river reported 

5. 8 kings/ pc rr1 it. i!:my Anc:hor3gc permit tees did not even fish. Only 

14~~ of thl' :~:lkn,·k Riv•'r rcsiucnts Hho obtGined permits did not fish, 
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continue to rise. The term "subsistence"''' is placed in quotation marks 

in this context to indicate that it refers to those users who obtain 

subsistence salmon permits from the Department, but does not necessarily 

imply customary and traditional use. Since anyone can obtain a permit 
to take Bristol Bay salmon for domestic use under existing regulations, 

this distinction is an important one in cases where restrictions on use 

for conservation purposes are necessary. 

People have been fishing for king salmon with gill-nets on the Naknek 

River for as long as the oldest residents of the area remember. The 
king is the first salmon to arrive in the spring, and residents of the 

river have ahv<:~ys welcomed it by sharing the first few fish taken in 

late Hay widely throughout the community. The early arrivals of kings 
has made them import<:~nt to residents of the river for several reasons. 

They are the first fresh salmon available at the end of winter. Cooler, 

drier weather, and the lack of flies in the spring make it easier to put 
up clrh'd fish, with less spoilage. The high oil content of kings also 

contributes to their high storage and eating quality. 

The focus of connnerc ial fishing in the Naknek River has ahvays been the 
sock<!yc run which occurs in late June or July. Few economic opportunities 

havce been available outside this short commercial fishing season. For 

this reason many South Naknek and Naknek residents, dependent upon the 

fluctuating and unprc'dictable returns from connnercial fishing, have 

attempted to put up s;J.lmon for food for family use in early summer 

before corrnncrcial markets are available. This pattern has been important 

as long as local residents have been involved in cannery work and commercial 

fishin~. 

Increasing government investment in the Naknek-King Salmon area over the 
last 35 years in the military base, in the airfield, in schools, la•• 

enforcement, and resource management, have resulted in an increasing 
population of more tr;J.nsient residents. Professionals and technicians 

come to the area for a year or for a few years and then move on. These 

peop LL· make ttsc: of tlw permit system to take fish for their own use. In 

general, they Lake f~wer fish and spread their harvests over longer 
periods of time than do long-term residents dependent upon the commercial 

f ishL·ry. :·lost !lave depend<:~ble year round incomes and their free time 

for fishing (c·Vt.•nings and \Veekends) is distributed evenly over the 

StlTIITilL'r. 

•'<In suhseqttL•nt text r<·ference to participants in the "subsistence" 

f Lsltery \·!ill be designated by the term "permittee". The term "subsistence 

usc·s" !tad been givcen technical meaning by AS 16. OS. 940(26); under the 

statulc', it means the customary and traditional uses in Alaska of wild, 

renewable resources for certain purposes. 
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These differences in patterns of use are demonstrated in the harvest 

--\ reports for the ~~aknek River "subsistence" fishery. South Naknek permittees 

who fished, for example, probably typify the long-term residents of the 

river. They took an average of 103 salmon per permit in 1980. Residents 

of King salmon, Hhich includes more transients and more recent arrivals-

than Naknek and South· 1·laknek, took an average of 66 salmon per permit 
fished. The permits showecl th;J.t most South Naknek people fished from 

late Hay to late June, 1vhile King Salmon residents fished throughout the 

summer. 

The third major grot:p of people who obt<:~in permits for fishing on the 

~{aknek River "subsistence" fishery become clistinct only in the past 

year. These arc peopl<' from Anchorage and other areas outside Bristol 

Bay. Although the number of tht.:se "outsiders" taking Naknek fish 1.;ith 

gill-n·-·ts graduo.lly increased during the late 1970's, in 1980 a major 

jump occurrced in their numbers (see Table 1). This year, of the 358 

fishing permits issuecl for the Naknek drainage, 147, or 41%, were issued 

to people \·!ho listed rheir address as a community outside Bristol Bay. 
Hore permits \vL>re issued to people ;vho gave a general delivery address 

in Naknek or King Salraon and '-'ere probably sunnner transients. 

The riumber of permits issued for the N<:~knek River jumped from 243 permits 

in 1979 to 358 in 1980, an increase of 47%. This contrasts with the 7% 

average annual rate of increase from 1974 to 1979. Host of this increase 

from 1979 to 1930 ;vas clue to Anchorage and other Southcentral Alaskan 

resiclents obt<:~ining Bristol Bay permits. Forty-one percent of the 

permics issttecl for Llw Naknek River in 1930 .vent to people ;vho listed 
:tddn•:-;sc·s otl t side lite· 1;r i slol Bay region, mainly from the Anchorage

Kvnai arl:';JS. 

Reasons for Ll!i :; i.ncn·asl' appc>ar to include increasing public a;vareness 

of thL· pc·rmitLc·d system, publicity about huge Bristol Bay salmon runs in 

1979 and 1930, :rnd incrc:asc>d availability of permits. Bristol Bay 

permits \·!l·rc· is:;ueJ Lo 160 p • .;ople from the Anchorage office in 1980 (the 

first tinll' pcen:li Ls ho.d bc·en issued outside of Bristol Bay). 

H<:~rvcsl records shou Lh:_tl the "subs istc·nc:c" harvest is not the most 

dynamic: f:J.ctor affl'c:L[ng 1\aknd~ king salmon populations. Sport and 
eommC'rci<:~l harvc'sts lnvc: both incrcas.:'d r.rorc rapidly than "subsistence" 

takc·s, ancl murc king salr:1on are takcen in the Naknek sport and commercial 

fishc:rics Lhan in tlw "subsistence" fishery. These records also indicate 

tlvll the pen:lilt•·t·s fcom outsicle the Bristol Bay area take fewer fish 
th;J.n clo loc:.tl r·-·sidc·nts ancl focus their efforts on the abundant sockeye 

salmon raLhcer Lh:rn kings or silvers. Fishermen from outside the region 
reporL~d taking l.B kings/permit, ;vhile residents of the river reported 

5.8 kings/pcrrlit. ~!<my Anc:hor;J.gc permittees did not even fish. Only 

14~~ of tllL' :~akth·k n.[v•,.'r rceslclvnts Hho obtained permits did not fish, 
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compared Hith 36~ of LilL: non-Bristol Bay residents who obtained permits 
but did not fish. Fisherm~n from outside the Bristol Bay region also 

generally tended to fish later in the summer than did long-term residents 

of the region. 

Conversations \vith residents of Naknek and South Naknek and a brief 
review of the permits ret11rned in 1980 revealed that many people fish 

continttously from thL~ <·nd of Hay or early June until the third or fourth 

Hcek of June in order to put up the kings they want for family use. 

Thco harvest r<?cords of 11 South Naknek and Naknek households examined 

indicoted that they fished on average of 16 days during late May and 

Jum' to take an averag,· of 13 kings, for an average of 0.8 kings per day 

pc>r hotts12hold. These f igurcs are only suggestive, since the most detailed 

repor ls \vere sc: I ectcd rather th.::tn a random sample. South Naknek residents 

us a whole reported taking 12 kings per permit, while Naknek households 

reported 5 kings, and King Salmon residents reported 4.5 per permit. 

Thr~ ~'ample suggcs ts tha l i l takes a long time to harvest the kings local 
pc:oplc• want in ;-l:ly and 1.2ar ly June. This may have been partly due to the 

pattc•rn of th•.· :;ilknek king run in 1980, which apparently·was spread over 

a rnuc b I ongl'r fl•-' r iod o [' t imc· th.:1n usual. 

:·!any rcsidl•nls nf tlw Nakncek River and Bristol Bay view Proposal 4153 as 
an attL·mpt to ;.t[ Locate king <.md silver salmon to sport fishermen and 
;.;roHing numb..:rs of An<:lwrag<: p•·rmittees .:1t the expense of the traditional 

<Ls,·rs ot these• t.'l'SOllr··,·s. 

rl.fu~.'I.GC!E;n A.:m RLG\JLATORY APPROACHES 

If tlw board conr·ludt>s that it is nlocessary to rcoduce horvests of Naknek 
kings and silvc1·s for conservation purposes, a number of options are 
availo.bLL'. Sotn<' of th•·SL' arc· dc•scribc·d b·~loH: 

l. Determine ;vh,JL arL> Llw customary and traditional uses of 

Naknek kings. Possible components of this determination could 

include· l<.!n;;t.h of tir.l<.C in the 1-io.knek king fishery and economic 
atlaclunconL to Lhis flshc·r:y". RcsidL·ncy in the area might serve 
as a surrogal ,. measure of theSL' rL•lationships. One obvious 

. : us Lom:~ry and tr ad l t i onal use of kings has been to feed the 
pl'oplc· h'i!O l iv,· a ion;; Lhc• banks of the Naknek River. One 

appro:1o·h, but c:<:r t:.linly not the only one, would be to identify 

,:us Lor;1ary and trad it i.ona.L use based on coither or both of the 

f o L Lm·: ing: 

a. L:sL· of :\:!lmc·k ki.ngs dllri.ng some portion of recent permit 

history :ts i.ndi<·aLl'd by dl·partment rcocords. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

b. Use of Naknek kings by the residents of the Naknek-Kvichak 

drainages similar to the suggestion appearing in Proposal 

1155. 

Reduce the commercial harvest of kings in the Naknek-Kvichak 
district, and continue to improve stock separation information. 

Reduce sport daily bag limits for king salmon from the existing 
levels (fiv<.C per day). 

Impose subsistence bag limits. This approach would give 

regulotory strength to present "guideline" harvest limits 

impost>d at the discretion of fishery managers. It could be 

usl'd to restrict harvest levels. However, it \Vould be difficult 
to a<~commodCJte the high degree of variability between households 

in size, <.Cconomic situation, and use of fish through this 

approach. 

Imposl' king quotas and close the commercial and "subsistence" 

fislwr ies by L'm<:rg,_.ncy ordc'r whl'n the quota is reached. This 

approach is likely to concentrate effort into limited areas 
and p<.Criods of timc: since people may think they have to take 
fish as qtLi.c:kly as possible or risk missing out. This could 
ho.ve ~onservati.on implications if discrete stocks are running 

aL differ~nt times; concentrated effort could over-harvest 

par L i.c:ular s Locks. 

Rc·du··'-' gilL-twt fishing time. as proposed in Proposal f!5J. 
This option \VOuld gt~arantc:c escapement between fishing periods 

and probably reduc:c: king and silver harvests--at least until 

numbL·rs of fio;lwrmen incrl'ase further. Such an approach also 
wott!cl allow ~fficiL"nt enforcement of regulations prohibiting 
wast·_· sin.:c Fish and \Hld Protection offices could l'asily 

ciw<:k to sc·•· that lll't.s had bL'L'n pulll~d out of \vater. However, 
i L "-'<}IL ld rL·ducc LilL' c•f ficiency of long-cs tablished uses and 
collLd im·rL:tsc' ,~ompL'lition and congestion in the best fishing 

S i tL•:.;. 

Adopl m:mag•·:n,·nt plans [or ;'aknck Icing and silver stocks. A 

p L3nn i m~ pn•c ,_. s s •,;ott lcl -rcnabl.c, th'-' Department and Board to look 

a L th•.·sv a l l oc·a ti on issu,·s compr..chcons ively . 

8. Solih' <"<1mb i n:ll ion of th..c options listL'd above. 

The· Subsic;Lc•llu· St,•ction pL:ms 

Bay f i s!wr i •.·s Ih'X t sunmwr ancl 

of ;raknck kings and s i lvc·rs. 

to continue Lo monitor trends in Bristol ' 

will coLlc:ct more information on the uses 
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compared Hith 3ii/: of Ll1l' non-Bristol Bay residents Hho obtained permits 
but did not fish. Fishermen from outside the Bristol Bay region also 

generally tended to fish later in the summer than did long-term residents 

of thtc: region. 

Conversations Hith residents of Naknek and South Naknek and a brief 
review of the permits returned in 1980 revealed that many people fish 

contimtOusly from thL' end of Hay or early June until the third or fourth 

Heek of June in order to put up the kings they want for family use. 

The harvest records of 11 South Naknek and Naknek households examined 

indicated that lhey fishc.d an average of 16 days during late May and 
Jum; to take an average• of 13 kings, for an average of Q. 8 kings per day 

per hottsehold. These figures are only suggestive, since the most detailed 

reports Here selected LlthL:r than a random sample. South Naknek residents 

us a Hhole reported taking 12 kings per permit, Hhile Naknek households 

reportl·d 5 kings, and King Salmon residents reported 4. 5 per permit. 

The sample suggests thul it takes a long time to harvest the kings local 

people· 1vant in :·hy and early June. This may have been partly due to the 

pat tc•rn of th•.' :Jilknek king run in 1980, which apparently· was spread over 

a mucl1 1 ongl'r r· · r iod of t imc· than usual. 

:!any rcsidL:nls of the· Naknek River and Bristol Bay view Proposal i/53 as 
an attempt to alLocate king ,md silver salmon to sport fishermen and 
grmving numbc:rs of i\ndwragc 1wrmittees at the expc;nse of the traditional 

usc·rs of these· t:c·sour··,·s. 

r!A:;AGC\Gn' A:m RL:GL:LATORY APPROACHES 

If tl1l' hoard con<'ludes that it is n•~cessary to reduce harvests of Naknek 
kings and silvers for conservation purposes, a number of options are 
availabLe:. Some· of lili'Sl' arc· dc•scrilwd b<..'loH: 

l. Dc·tenllnL' ;vb.IL are Llw cuslomary and traditional uses of 
l~aknd: kings. Possible components of this determination could 

include· Jen:,Lh of t.imc' in the Nilknek king fishery and economic 
at Lacluucn t to L his f i slll'ry. Res idL·ncy in the area might serve 
as a surrogate· nwasure of these: re•lationships. One obvious 

c: us Lomary and traditional usc of kings has been to feed the; 

jll'Oplc: ~,·ho live' a1on~; lhc: banks of the Naknek River. One 
appro:1o.·h, but c"rtainly not the only one;, would be to identify 

c:usloraary and traditional use based on either or both of the 

fo L lo• .. :ing: 

a. L:sc· ol- ;>;:dmc·k kinc;s d11ring some portion of rc:cent permit 

history .,s indi•·:1Led by department records. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

G. 

7. 

8. 

b. use of Naknek kings by the residents of the Naknek-Kvichak 

drainages similar to the suggestion appearing in Proposal 
1!55. 

Reduce the commercial harvest of kings in the Naknek-Kvichak 
district, and continue to improve stock separation information. 

Reduce sport daily bag limits for king salmon from the existing 
levels (five per day). 

Impose subsistence bag limits. This approach would give 

re:.;ulatory strength to present "guideline" harvest limits 

imposed at the discretion of fishery managers. It could be 

used to rest:rict harVL'St levels. However, it 1,;ould be difficult 
to accommodate the high degree of variability between households 

in size, economic situation, and use of fish through this 

approach. 

Impo~e king CjUOtas and close the commercial and "subsistence" 

fisheries by ~mergl'ncy order when the quota is reached. This 

a.pproach is likely to concentrate effort into limited areas 
and perigds of time since people may think they have to take 
[ish o.s q11 ic:kl y as possible or risk missing out. This could 
have r·onservation impl ic:ations if discrc:te stocks are running 

at di ffen·nt timL·s; concentrate~d effort could over-harvest 

par L i ... ~ular s Locks. 

Rc·dll<''-' gilL-net fishing time_ as proposed in Proposal f.153. 
This option \VOlild guaranteL' escapement between fishing periods 

and probably reduce king and silver harvests--at least until 

numbe·rs of fislwrnwn incrc'ase further. Such an approach also 
HoulJ allo• . .; c·ffi,:ic:nt enforce·ment of regulations prohibiting 
Hasl·.· sinc:e Fish and \Hld Protection offices could easily 

ciwc:k to sc•c· that lll'ts had bc'L'll pulll~d out of \vat,'r. HoHever, 
iL lv<,'lild rL·ducL' Llll' c•fficiency of long-L'stablished uses and 
co•1 Ld inr:rc•ctsL< c:ompL'tition and congestion in the best fishing 

s i tv:-;. 

1\dopl m:magr·;<wnL plans [or l'aknck king and silver stocks. A 

plannin1~ prc'c:c·ss ',;otJld cnabl.c: th'-' Department and Board to look 

al thr_·sc· alloc'cllion issuc·s comprehensively. 

Soiilc' , ombinat ion of the options listed above. 

The· Subsisle•JlCl' St,•cliun plans to conti.nuc.; Lo monitor trends in Bristol ' 

Bay fislwri•.·s Ih'Xt sunmh'r and '.vilJ collecl more information on the uses 

of ;Jaknc:k kings and s i lvL·rs. 
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Table 1. Number of "Subsistence" Salmon Permits Issued and Estimated "Subsistence" Salmon Harvests -
Naknek River - 1970-1980 

, .. i' ·'" 

Estimated Salmon 
Harvests 

Number 
of Permits 
Issuc:d 

300 

200 

i OCI r!· ~j :·~~~ 
r;=-,- 1 - .- ;· n, ,~~-;=- .. ~~-:~ 
S , ~;/t;:: i ~rrl ~ ~/.: ~ I J_,,- :.' ·':!.-~- l ;,;<'-·· -~ 

::~~;!i J..-,! ,; ·(·:1 . 'l~l . ~f;.; / .. - -_ -~;__JJ ~~ E .,j J_Lt~ . . . 
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 197 5 197 i) 

?;umber of "Subsistc:n,:,,"Sa1mon Pc:nn its Issu0J- '_.J 
Estinw tc·d "SubsisLc·lJ• c·" Salmon ll:•rvc·st:s on :~aknck Rivc·r- t::l 

20000 

18000 

16000 

14000 

12000 

10000 

8000 

6000 

4000 

2000 

L:r-.-
1979 ] 980 

Allocation and Reported Catch by Place of Residence, Naknek River, 1980. 

Address Number of Number of Reported Catch in Numbers 
Permits Permits Reporting of Fish- Naknek River- 1980 
Returned Harvest of Fish Sockeye King Churn Pink Coho Total 

South Naknek 24 20 1411 292 71 147 144 2066 

Naknek+ 62 53 2857 330 216 560 236 4199 

King Salmon 
+ 

54 47 2579 188 71 154 124 3166 

"Outside" 112 72 3775 205 202 330 105 4617 
(Anchorage and 
other addresses 
outside Bristol 
Bay''') 

Totals 252 192 10,662 1015 560 1191 609 13,998 

+ ( inc:Judes an unknoun numb,·r of tr.:msi<enls n·porting :Jddrc•ss<es in these· com;Junitic:s, but spending 
,,;j ntc·rs i."lSL \·?hLrl~) 

(includc•s thocoL' p<eople Hho U.sted King Salmon Air Force; Station as their address) 
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Table 1. Number of "Subsistence" Salmon Permits Issued and Estimated "Subsistence" Salmon Harvests -
Naknek River - 1970-1980 
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"Subsistence" Permit Allocation and Reported Catch by Place of Residence, Naknek River, 1980. 

Address Number of Number of Reported Catch in Numbers 
Permits Permits Reporting of Fish- Naknek River- 1980 
Returned Harvest of Fish Sockeye King Chum Pink Coho Total 

South Nakn'-'k 24 20 1411 292 71 147 144 2066 

;~aknek+ 62 53 2857 330 216 560 236 4199 

King Salmon + 
54 47 2579 188 71 154 124 3166 

"Out sidle'' 112 72 3775 205 202 330 105 4617 
(Anchorage and 
oth~r addresses 

outsid" Bristol 
Bay''') 

Totals 252 192 10,662 1015 560 1191 609 13,998 

+ (inc:.Judes an unknoun number of tr::msi'-'nLs rq)orling addre~ses in Lhesc· cocllllunili.cs, bllt spcnding 
l,.;j 1l[l'rS ~'JSL·\·.1}ll:rl') 

(jncludc>S thoc;'-' people Hho Listed King Salmon Air Force SLalion as their address) 
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BRISTOL BAY SUBSISTENCE SALMGN PROPOSALS-1°80 
NAKNEK RIVER ISSUES 

--
STEVE B~HNKE SUBSISTENCE S~CTION DILLINGHAM 
TUO P~OPOSALS DEALING WITH SUBSISTENCE FlSHNG ON THE NAKNEK RIVER 
HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED FOR CONSIDERATION Br THE BOARD OF FISHERIES IN 
1980. PROPOSAL ~53. SUBMITTED BY THE NAKNEK-KVICHAK ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE. WOULD CHANGE THE EXISTING SUBSISTENCE FISHING PERIODS 
ON THE NAKNEK RIVER FROM TUO DAYS PER WEEK BETWEEN JUNE 23 AND JULY 17, 
UITH UNRESTRICTED FISHING TIME BEFORE AND AFTER THIS TIME. TO THREE 
OPEN PERIODS PER WEEK THROUGH THE ENTIRE SUMMER. 

FISHING TIME DURING THE MAIN SOCKEYE RUN UOULD THUS BE EXTENDED. 
BUT FISHING TIME DURING THE EARLY SUMMER AND FALL WOULD BE REDUCED. 
PROPOSAL ~53 IS INTENDED TO REDUCE FiSHING TIME DURING THE KING AND 
SILVER SALMON RUNS IN ORDER TO GIVE THOSE SPECIES MORE OPPORTUNITY 
TO GET PAST SUBSISTENCE NETS AND INTO UPRIVER SPAWNING AREAS. THE 
PRUPOSAL WAS SUBMITTED LARGELY IN RESPONSE TO A PERCIEVED PROBLEM OF 
INCREASING SUBSISTENCE FISHING EFFORT ON THE NAKNEK RIVER. AND OUT OF 
CONCERN THAT THIS INCREASED EFFORT WILL LEAD TO EXCESSIVE HARVESTS OF 
THE LIMITED KING AND SILVER STOCKS OF THAT DRAINAGE. 

PROPOSAL H5~. SUBMITTED BY A SOUTH NAKNEK RESIDENf. WOULD PERMIT ONLY 
RESIDENTS OF THE UATERSHED TO SUBSISTENCE FISH ON THE NAKNEK RIVER. 
IT WAS SUBMITTED LARGELY IN RESPONSE TO RUMORS THAT THE KING SALMON 
FISHING TIME WOULD BE REDUCED AS SUGGESTED IN PROPOSAL #53. 

A DRAMATIC INCREASE OCCURRED IN THE NUMBER OF SUBSISTENCE SALMON 
PERMITS ISSUED IN BRISTOL BAY IN 1980. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS 

ISSUED IN THE BAY JUMPED FROM 829 IN 1979 TO 1233 IN 1980. IN 
THE NAKNEK DRAINAGE THERE WAS A 47Z INCREASE. FROM 243 PERMITS IN 
1979 TO 358 IN 1980. THIS CONTRASTS WITH THE 91 A~ERAGE ANNUAL 
INCREASE IN NUMBERS OF PERMITS ISSUED FROM 1975 TO 1979. 
INCREASING NUMBERS OF ANCHORAGE AND RAILBELT ALASKAN RESIDENTS ARE 
COMING TO BRISTOL BAY TO TAKE SALMON. ANCHORAGE AND OTHER 
NON-WAlERSHED RES!DENTS.OBTAINED 57Z OF THE 772 SUBSISTENCE PERMITS 
ISSUED FOR THE EASTERN HALF OF BRISTOL BAY IN 1980. MOST OF THlS 
INCREASED INTEREST AND EFFORT HAS FOCUSSED ON THE AREAS MOST ACCESSIBLE 
FkOM ANCHORAGE, PARTICULARLY THE ILIAMNA AND NAKNEK AREAS. MANY 
PEOPLE FEEL THAT THE SMALL NA~NEK RIVER KING RUN, WHICH lS AL~EADY 
HEAVILY HARVESTED BY SPORT AND SUBSISTENCE USERS. AND TO AN UNKNOWN 
EXTENT BY COMMERCIAL INTERCEPTION FISHERIES, IS THREATENED BY THIS 
GRDUING "SUBSISTENCE" FISHERY. 
MANY SOUTH NAKNEK AND NAKNEK RESIDENTS CUSTOMARILY ATTEMPT TO 
FINISH THEIR SUBSISTENCE FISHING EARLY IN THE SUMMER BEFORE THE 
COMMERCIAL SEASON BEGINS IN EARNEST. MANY OF THEM ARE SET-NETTERS, 
~ITH RELATIVELY LOU INCOMES. AND THE EARLY KING RUN,BESIDES 
PROVIDING A HIGHLY VALUED FOOD, GIVES THEM AN OPPORTUNITY TO PUT 
UP FISH FOR PERSONAL USE WITHOUT LOSING INCOME BY KEEPING 
COMMERCIALLY CAUGHT SOCKEYE FOR THIS PURPOSE •• 
WITH THE LIMITED GEAR 110 FATHOMS! ALLOWED BY REGULATION, SOUTH 
NAKNEK RESIDENTS REPORT THAT IT OFTEN TAKEN TWO TO THREE WEEKS OF 
STEADY FISING IN LATE MAY AND EARLY JUNE TO HARVEST FAMILY 
REQUIREMENTS OF 10-25 KINGS. THEY FEEL THAT 3 DAYS OF FISHING 
TIME PER YEEK UOULD NOT ALLOW THEM TO TAKE THE KINGS THEY 
CUSTG~ARILY USE. 
PROPOSAL #53 UOULD UNDOUBTEDLY PERMIT MORE KINGS AND SILVERS TO 
GET PAST THE LC~ER RIVER. HG~EVER. IT FAILS TO ADDRE3S THE 
CAUSES CF THE PERCEIVED PROBLEM. THAT OF INCREASING NUMBERS OF 
FISHERnEN. ESSENTIALLY PROPOSAL 153 ASKS THAT THE CUSTOMARY USERS QF 
VI~GS. THE RESIDENTS OF THE RIVER. C~RTAIL THIR SUBSISTEN~E HARVESTS SO 
~~~r ~0~~ SPOPT FISHE~MEN AND A~:hORASE "SUBSIST~NCE" ~tShE~"EN CAN 
TAKE FISh. 
PROPOSAL t55. ON THE OiHER HPND. '!MS DIP~CTLY ;r 7h~ <JDT J~ T~~ 
·-~~·crEVE~ PRObLEM. SINCE IT ~J~~D Ll~!T SUPSiSTENS~ ;!~~Ir~G TO 1~E 

1 
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TO:JA~ET FROM:PAUL 
JANET.ARE YOU PLANNING TO ATTEND THE REGIONAL MEETING lN S~TKA G~ T ri t :;: (1 T 

AND 21Si? 
AM CURIOUS AS TO YOUR PLANS :IF YOU RE PLANNING TO ATTEND .~ET n~ ~NOW 
SO WE CAN GET OUR GAME PLAN IN OPUE~.! ~OULD APPRECIAte ~Gur at~?PC!nG.~~ 

I DON'T WANT TO IMPACT YOUR SCH~~GL~. RSVP.;CHEERS:P~U~. 
Ml ~~~~ END WAS T~kkl~~~-B~Gl~~:t;~ FF~I:;Y.l ~lSS~D M) Fll~~:.~:-~ 

A~ TO CATCH THE RED EYE SPECIAL SAT.~.M •• GETT!hG IN TG J~O AT 11:30. 
IMPLY MARVELOUS WAY TO BEGIN A WEEKENDI i I IJ 
AKE CARE. 
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TO: TQM LONNER 
DENNIS KELSO 
LINDA ELLANNA 

th1s a cant uation of MeMo 
B~ISTDL PAY SUB STENCE SALMON PROPOSALS-1980 

XXX XXXXX 
ARE PERCEPTIONS UF A PPD~LE~ ~lTH K!NE ESC~PE~E~T AND H~R~E3TS 

0~ THE NAKNEK RIVER BASED ON ~IQLGGICAL REALlTl ~C~EVE~ 1 

TH~PE ACTUALLY A PROBLEM' 

T: . "' 

ESCAPEMENT DATA FOR TrlE PAST ~ECADE s~ous F~;RLi cS" E~C~~E~E~'~ 

(2600-!000 FISHI IN THE EARLY 1970'S, WiTH SIG~:~!:~~TL~ hlS~E~ 

ES:~PE~ENTS 1~000-11000 FISHI TO THE NAKNEK SY51E~ I~ 1~~ ~~T~ ~;~0 ~. 

DES~IT~ RISING SUBSISTENCE AND SPORT HARVESTS. HARVESf D~TA S~E~S 

TG r~DICATE ThAT KING SALMON HARVESTS HAVE NOT INCREASED NEARLY AS 
RAPIDLY AS NUMBERS OF SUBSISTENCE PERMITS. THE GREAT GRO~TH lN 
KING ~~RVESTS ANTICIPAlED BY SOME PEOPLE MAY NOT MATERIALIZE. 
CERTAINLY THE 29% INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF KINGS HARVESTED IN THE 
NAK~E~ RIVER BETWEEN 1978 AND 1950 HAS NOT BEE~ PROPORTIONAL TO THE 
63Z INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF SUBSISTENCE PERMITS ISSUED IN THE SAME 
rEAPS. NEI.: SUBSISTENCE PERMITTEES AF'F'E AR TC 'OCl!S F'R I MM\ILi' u:l SOC icE\E 
RPTHER THAN KINGS.AND DO NOT TAkE AS MA~Y FISH PER P~h~lT AS ~ESI[E~TE 

OF THE REGION. 
THIS DATA DOES NOT APPEAR TO SUPPORT THE NEED FOP S!GNI~IC~NT 

HAPVEST RESTRICTIONS. NO PR0F0SALS STRE3SING ~ ~IO~OGIC~L PP~[LEM 

8N THE ~A~NEK RIVER CA~E FRO~ DEPARTME~l PiOLCG:srs. ALlHG~~H T~E 

POSSIBLE NEED OF SUCH A PRGPDSAL W~S It~~Q~MA~LY I:JSCUSSED. 
EVEN IF IT IS DElERniNED THAT A BIOLOGICAL P~OBLEM EXISTS ThE 

OUEST!ON OF WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE OVERHARVEST. AND WHICH GROUPS 
SHOULD PEAR THE BURDEN OF REDUCED HARVESTS REMAI~S. SPORT HARVESTS 
ON THE NAKNEK RIVER INCREASED MUCH MORE RAPIDLY THAN SUBSiSTENCE HARVE8Y~ 

IN T~E L~TE 1970'S. ALMOST TWICE AS MANY KINGS ARE TAKEN WITH SPORT 
GEAR ON THE NAVNEK AS ARE TAKEN IN SUBSISTENCE NETS. THIS WO~LD 

SUGGEST THAT ANY SOLUTION TO A BIOLOGICAL PROBLEM ON THE NAh~EK RIVER 
SHOULD INCLUDE SOME CGNSIDE~ATIOh OF FURTHER RESTRICTIONS ON SPURT 
AS WELL AS SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS. 

THE PROPOSAL TO INCREASE FISHING TIME ON THE NAKNEK DURING THE 
;~ID-S:...;t=~:-'~Er, s:::;.·tYE F.:Ut~ TC: "'HP.E£ DAYS F'ER ~EE~~ FRDn THE E>:ISTING 
TWO OFENIN~2 PER WEEK MIGHT ACTUALLY BE ENOUGH TO SHIFT SOME OF THE 
FIS~ING EFFORT FROM KI~GS TO THE ABUNDA T SOCKEYE. NEVERTHELESS. 
INCRE~SING NUMBERS OF SUBSISTENCE PART! IPANTS IN THE NAKNE~ DRAINAGE 
I~PLY CONTI~~ING CE~A~LS FOP FUR7HEP RE TRICTIONS TO PROTECT LI~ITED 
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BRISTOL PAY SUBSISTENCE SALMON PROPOSALS-1°50 
~AKNEK RIVER ISSUES 

--
STEVE B~HNKE SUBSISTE~CE S~CTION DILLINGHAM 
TUO PhOPOSALS DEALING WITH SUBSISTENCE FlSHNG ON THE NAKNEK PIVER 
HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE BOARD OF FISHERIES IN 
1980. PROPOSAL ~53. SUBMITTED BY THE NAKNEK-KVICHAK ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE. WOULD CHANGE THE EXISTING SUBSISTENCE FISHING PERIODS 
ON THE NAKNEK RIVER FROM TWO DAYS PER WEEk BETWEEN JUNE 23 AND JULY 17, 
~ITH UNRESTRICTED FISHING TIME BEFORE AND AFTER THIS TIME. TO THREE 
OPEN PERIODS PER WEEK THROUGH THE ENTIRE SUMMER. 

FISHING TIME DURING THE MAIN SOCKEYE RUN WOULD THUS BE EXTENDED. 
BUT FISHING TIME DURING THE EARLY SUMMER AND FALL WOULD BE REDUCED. 
PROPOSAL 1153 IS INTENDED TO REDUCE FiSHING TIME DURING THE KING AND 
SILVER SALMON RUNS IN ORDER TO GIVE THOSE SPECIES MORE OPPORTUNITY 
TO GET PAST SUBSISTENCE NETS AND INTO UPRIVER SPAWNING AREAS. THE 
PRUPOSAL WAS SUBMITTED LARGELY IN RESPONSE TO A PERCIEVED PROBLEM OF 
INCREASING SUBSISTENCE FISHING EFFORT ON THE NAKNEK RIVER. AND OUT OF 
CONCERN THAT THIS INCREASED EFFORT WILL LEAD TO EXCESSIVE HARVESTS OF 
THE LIMITED KING AND SILVER STOCKS OF THAT DRAINAGE. 

PROPOSAL ~55. SUBMITTED BY A SOUTH NAKNEK RESIDENf. WOULD PERMIT ONLY 
RESIDENTS OF THE WATERSHED TO SUBSISTENCE FISH ON THE NA~NEK RIVER. 
IT WAS SUBMITTED LARGELY IN RESPONSE TO RUMORS THAT THE KING SALMON 
FISHING TIME WOULD BE REDUCED AS SUGGESTED IN PROPOSAL #53. 

A DRAMATIC INCREASE OCCURRED IN THE NUMBER OF SUBSISTENCE SALMON 
PERMITS ISSUED IN BRISTOL BAY IN 1980. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PERMITS 

ISSUED IN THE BAY JUMPED FROM 829 IN 1979 TO 1233 IN 1980. IN 
THE NAKNEK DRAINAGE THERE WAS A 47Z INCREASE, FROM 243 PERMITS IN 
1979 TO 358 IN 1980. THIS CGNTRASTS WITH THE 91 AVERAGE ANNUAL 
INCREASE IN NUMBERS OF PERMITS ISSUED FROM 1975 TO 1979. 
INCREASING NUMBERS OF ANCHORAGE AND RAILBELT ALASKAN RESIDENTS ARE 
COMING TO BRISTOL BAY TO TAKE SALMON. ANCHORAGE AND OTHER 
NON-UAIERSHED RESIDENTS_OBTAINED 57% OF THE 772 SUBSISTENCE PERMITS 
ISSUED FOR THE EASTERN HALF OF BRISTOL BAY IN 1980. MOST OF THLS 
INCREASED INTEREST AND EFFORT HAS FOCUSSED ON THE AREAS MOST ACCESSIBLE 
FROM ANCHORAGE, PARTICULARLY THE ILIAMNA AND NAKNEK AREAS. MANY 
PEOPLE FEEL THAT THE SMALL NAKNEK RIVER KING RUN, WHICH IS ALkEADY 
HEAVILY HAPVESTED BY SPORT AND SUBSISTENCE USERS. AND TO AN UNKNOWN 
EXTENT BY COMMERCIAL INTERCEPTION FISHERIES, IS THREATENED BY THIS 
GROWING "SUBSISTENCE" FISHERY. 
MANY SOUTH NAKNEK AND NAKNEK RESIDENTS CUSTOMARILY ATTEMPT TO 
FINISH THEIR SUBSISTENCE FISHING EARLY IN THE SUMMER BEFORE THE 
COMMERCIAL SEASON BEGINS IN EARNEST. ~ANT OF THEM ARE SET-NETTERS, 
WITH RELATIVELY LOU INCOMES. AND THE EARLY KING RUN,BESIDES 
PROVIDING A HIGHLY VALUED FOOD, GIVES THEM AN OPPORTUNITY TO PUT 
UP FISH FOR PERSONAL USE WITHOUT LOSING INCOME BY KEEPING 
COMMERCIALLY CAUGHT SOCKEYE FOR THIS PURPOSE •• 
WITH THE LIMITED GEAR 110 FATHOMS> ALLOWED BY REGULATION, SOUTH 
NAKNEK RESIDENTS REPORT THAT IT OFTEN TAKEN TWO TO THREE WEEKS OF 
STEADY FISING IN LATE MAY AND EARLY JUNE TO HARVEST FAMILY 
REQUIREMENTS OF 10-25 KINGS. THEY FEEL THAT 3 DAYS OF FISHING 
TIME PER UEEK UOULD NOT ALLOW THEM TO TAKE THE KINGS THEY 
CUSTOMARILY USE. 
PROPOSAL #53 UOULD UNDOUBTEDLY PERMIT "ORE KINGS AND SILVERS TO 
GET PAST THE LOWER RIVER. HGUEVER. IT FAILS TO ADDRE3S THE 
C~USES CF THE PERCEIVED PROBLEM. THAT OF INCREASING NUMBERS OF 
FISHERMEN. ESSENTIALLY PROPOSAL ~53 ASKS THAT THE CUSTOMARY USERS QF 
VI~GS. THE RESIDENTS OF THE RIVER. CGRTAIL THIR SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS SO 
IW4T "OkE SPORT FISHEF"EN AND A~ShOPASE ''SUBSI5T~NCE" ~1ShEh~EN CAN 
TAKE FISH. 
PRGPOSAL t55. 0~ THE OiHER H~ND. ~!MS DIP~C1LY ~r ~HE ;JST JF T~~ 
·:~RC!EVEI· PROBLEM. SINCE IT ~J~~D Ll~IT S~fS~STENS~ ;!~~I~G TQ 1~E 
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TO:JANET FROM:PAUL 
JANET.ARE YOU PLA~NING TO ATTE~D TH~ REGIONAL MEETING IN SiTKA G~ Ti-it. :::or 
AND 21ST' 
AM CURIOUS AS TO YOUR PLANS :IF YOU'RE PLANNING TQ AiTEND .~ET n~ ~NDU 

SO WE CAN GET OUR GAME PLAN IN OP~EH.! ~OULD APPRECIAte VG~r atteDc!n~.)~ 

I DON'T WANT TO I~PACT YOUR SCH~~LL~. RS~P.;CHEE~S!PAU~. 
MT ~~~~ END U~S T~kkl~~~-BtGl~N- 3 FF:l;)·.l ~lSS~D M) FL:~~:.~~-~~ 

ALTO CATCH THE RED EYE SPECIAL AT.~·"··GETT!~G IN lG J~O AT 11:30. 
IMPLY MARVELOUS WAl TO BEGIN A W E~ENDI i I IJ 
AKE CARE. 
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TO: TOM LONNER 
DENNIS KELSO 
LINDA ELLANNA 

th1s a continuation of MeMo 
B~ISTOL PAY SUBSISTENCE SALMON PROPOSALS-1980 

xxxxxx.~xx:x 

ARE PERCEPTIONS OF A PPD?LE~ UlTH VINE ESC~PE"ENT AND H~RVESTS 

ON THE NAKNEK RIVER BASED ON ~IQLGGICAL REALlTl ~G~EVEh 7 !S 
TH~PE ACTUALLY A PROBLEM? 

ESCAPEftENT DATA FOR TrlE PAST ~ECADE s~OUS F~;R~i LC~ E~~~PE~~~;~ 

(2600-4000 FISH) IN THE EARLY 1970'S, WiTH SIG~:'l:~~TLr hlS~ER 

ESC~PE~ENiS 19000-11000 FISH) TO THE NAhNEK SY51E~ IN 1~~ ~~T~ :~~0 ~. 

DES~IT~ RISING SUBSISTENCE AND SPORT HARVESTS. hARVESf D~TA SEE~S 

TG r~DICATE THAT KING SALMON HARVESTS HAVE NOT INCREASED ~EARLY ~S 

RAPiDLY AS NUMBERS OF SUBSISTENCE PERMITS. THE GREAT GRO~TH lN 
KING ~ARVESTS ANTICIPATED BY SOnE PEOPLE MAY NOT MATERIALIZE. 
CERTAINLY THE 29Z INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF KI~GS HARVESTED IN THE 
NAK~Ef RIVER BETWEEN 1978 AND 1950 HAS NOT BEE~ PROPORTIONAL TO THE 
63Z INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF SUBSISTENCE PERMITS ISSUED I~ THE SAME 
rEAF'S. NEt.; SUBSISTENCE F'ERMITTEES AF'PEAR TG FOCUS F'RIMARILY u:l SOCioE\E 
R~THER THAN KINGS.AND DO NOT TAkE AS M~~y FISH PER P~kMlT AS HESlfENTE 
OF THE REGION. 

THIS DATA DOES NOT A~PEAR TO SUPPORT THE NEED FOP SIGNI~IC~NT 
HAPVEST RESTRICTIONS. NO PROPO~ALS STRESSING ~ &IO~OGIC~L F'RC;LEM 
8N THE NA~NEK RIVER CAME FRO~ DEPART~ENl PiOLCG:STS, ALlHG~GH T~E 

POSSI~LE NEED OF SUCH A PRGPOSAL W~S I~~Q~~ALL) liiSCUSSED. 
EVEN IF IT IS DETERMINED THAT A BIOLOGICAL P~OBLEM ExiSTS THE 

QUESTION OF WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE OVERHARVEST. AND WHICH GROUPS 
SHOULD PEAR THE BURDEN OF REDUCED HARVESTS REMAINS. SPGRT HARVESTS 
ON THE NAKNEK RIVER INCREASED MUCH MORE RAPIDLY THAN SUBS:STENCE HARVE~Y~ 

IN T~E LATE 1970'S. ALMOST JUICE AS MANY KINGS ARE TAKEN WITH fPORT 
GEAR ON THE ~AVNEK AS ARE TAKEN IN SUBSISTENCE NETS. THIS WO~LD 

S~GGEST THAT ANY SOLUTION TO A BIOLOGICAL PROBLEr ON THE NAh~EK RIVER 
SHOULD INCLUDE SOME CSNSIDERATIOh OF FURTHER RESTRICTIONS ON SPORT 
AS WELL AS SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS. 

THE PROPOSAL TO INCREASE FISHING TIME ON THE NAKNEK DURING THE 
;~I I:- S:.; ~:'~Er .. SJ C~>t:'f E F:U;~ TO :HP.E£ DA ·ys PER ~EE~( FRDii THE E):I STING 
TWO OFE~IM~2 PER WEEK MIGHT ACTUALLY BE ENOUGH TO SHIFT SOME OF THE 
FIS~ING EFFORT FROM KikGS TO THE ABUNDA T SOCKEYE. NEVERTHELESS. 
INCRE~SING NUMBERS OF SUBSISTENCE PART! IPANTS IN THE NAKNE~ DRAINAGE 
I~PLY CONTI~~ING DE~A~~S FOP FUR7HER RE TRICTIONS TO PPOTECT LI~ITED 
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1974 1975 1976 1977 1°72 1979 1980 

NA~NEK RIVER 
BRISTOL BAY 
TOTAL 

... 

132 

607 

TO : TOH LOHNER 
LINDA ELLANNA 
DENNIS KELSO 

XX 
part II I of MilO 

179 

700 

145 :~:3 :::17' 243 

; . ' 
' ! 0 :~e ;·;c 8'"'' 
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FROM THE FISHERY MANAGER'S PERSPECTIVE PROPOSAL #53 
MAKES SENSE BECAUSE IT DEALS UITH SEVERAL PROBLEMS AT ONCE. 
SECONDLY, UNDER EXISTING REGULATIONS, SPORT FISH BIOLOGISTS ARE 
FACED UITH THE DIFFICULT TASK OF TRYING TO PERSUADE SPORT FISHERMEN 
TO ABIDE BY RESTRICTIVE BAG LIMITS AND METHODS, UHILE AT THE SAME 
TIME SUBSISTENCE FISHERMEN CAN FISH UITH NETS FOR UNLIMITED PERIODS 
OF TIME, FOR UNLIMITED NUMBERS OF FISH. SPORT FISHERMEN ARE LIMITED 
TO A DAILY BAG OF FIVE SALMON, OF UHICH ONLY TUO HAY BE KINGS OVER 28 
INCHES. SPORT FISHERMEN SEE THE NETS AND EITHER DISREGARD 
THE LIHITS, OR OBTAIN PERMITS AND PUT OUT NETS THEMSELVES. 

THIRDLY, THIS PROPOSAL UOULD PERMIT MORE EFFICIENT ENFORCEMENT 
AGAINST UASTE, UHICH OCCASSIONALLY OCCURS ON THE NAKNEK RIVER UHEN 
PEOPLE LEAVE NETS IN THE UATER UITHOUT CHECKING THEM. THIS REGULATION 
UOULD FORCE PEOPLE TO PICK UP THEIR NETS BETUEEN FISHING PERIODS. 

XX XXX 
THESE LAST FEU PARAGRAPHS HAVE BEEN ADDED BECAUSE I 

REALIZED I HAD NEGLECTED THE BIOLOGISTS PERSPECTIVE ON THIS 
ISSUE. THEY ARE FIRHLY CONVINCED THAT THERE IS NO REASnN 
UHY SUBSISTENCE KING HARVESTS SHOULDN'T BE REDUCED- "PEOPLE 
DONT REALLY NEED KINGS FOR SUBSISTENCE ON THE NAKENK" 
"THERE'S REALLY NO SUCH THING AS SUBSISTENCE ANYUAY" AND 
"EVEN IF PEOPLE NEEDED THEM CUHICH THEY DON'T, CAUSE THEY 
CAN ALUAYS TAKE OTHER SPECIES> THEY CAN GET ALL THE KINGS 
THEY NEED BY FISHING THREE DAYS PER UEEK". 

THE LAST ARGUMENT IS DIFFICULT TO DEAL UITH. ALL 
I HAVE IN THE UAY OF DATA IS SEVERAL PEOPLE'S UORD THAT 
IT TAKES FULL FISHING TIME DURING EARLY SUMMER TO GET THE 
KINGS THEY UANT. HOUEVER, THEIR TIHE FRAME IS DIFFERENT 
FROM THE BIOLOGISTS', SINCE THEY ARE TRYING TO GET FISH PUT 
UP BEFORE THE COMMERCIAL SEASON BEGAINS IN LATE JUNE. 

AT ANY-RATE, I HAVEN'T COHE UP UITH ANY REAL FIRM 
OPINION~'~PEOPLE AREN'T GOING TO STARVE IF THIS PROPOSAL-
~53, IS PASSED. BUT MANY PEOPLE IN BRISTOL BAY UILL VIEU 
IT AS ANOTHER VICTORY FOR SPORTSMEN OVER THE SUBSISTENCE USER. 
IT SEEMS CONCEIVABLE THAT SOME GROUP HIGHT TAKE THE HATTER TO 
COURT IN VIEU OF PUBLICITY ABOUT OTHER SUBSISTENCE ISSUES. 
IF THIS OCCURS I THINK THAT THE DEPARTMENT'S BIOLOGICAL 
JUSTIFICATIONS FOR REDUCING FISHING TIME UILL BE FOUND UANTING. 

I BELIEVE THE DEPARTMENT COR COHH. FISH! UILL BE, 
OR ALREADY IS PULLING TOGETHER AN ISSUE PAPER, OR AT LEAST 
NOTES FOR THEIR DUN USE UHEN THIS PROPOSAL CIS3l COMES UP, 
AND UILL SUPPORT IT. I FEEL THAT UE SHOULD DISCUSS 
UHETHER THE SUBSISTENCE SCTION SHOULD COMMENT, OFFER AN 
ALTERNATIVE CUHICH I HAVEN'T COHE UP UITH YET!l OR 

DEFER. STEVE. 
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