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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Cook Inlet is a long, narrow bay in Southcentral Alaska that is bordered on the 

west by the Kenai Peninsula and on the east by the Alaska Range (Figure 1). 

The Matanuska, Knik, and Susitna rivers drain inlo the northern end of the Inlet, 

which splits into Knik and Turnagain Arms. Further south, the Kenai and Kasilof 

rivers flow from the Kenai Peninsula into Cook Inlet. Each summer, all five 

species of salmon enter Cook Inlet on their way to spawn in the region’s 

numerous lakes, rivers, and streams. 

The Cook Inlet salmon fishery is very complex, and successful management of 

this fishery presents numerous problems. There is considerable overlap in the 

timing and migration routes of the various salmon stocks. Consequently, stocks 

of the same and different species intermix in Cook Inlet’s turbid waters. This 

makes it difficult to accurately assess stock components, escapement sizes and 

requirements for particular stocks and drainages, and run sizes. In addition, 

different Cook Inlet user groups (commercial, recreational, and subsistence) 

compete for allocations. Because the various salmon stocks overlap and 

intermix, they are difficult to manage as discrete units and allocate accordingly. 

Cook Inlet salmon has provided food and an important economic base in this 

region for centuries. Prior to the arrival of the Russians in the late 18th 



2” 
-- L- 

\ 

:/ 
0 >’ 

0 Q 

Figure 1. Cook Inlet 
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century, Tanaina (Dena’ina) Indians occupied the Cook Inlet region. They settled 

along the shores of the Inlet, the nearby rivers and streams, and large lakes. 

Although the Dena’ina depended on fish, sea mammals, and land mammals, the 

most important article of their diet was fish, especially salmon (Osgood 1937). 

The Russians moved into Cook Inlet in search of furs, and a century later, the 

Americans arrived to harvest and can salmon, and to a lesser extent to mine. 

Prior to the discovery and development of petroleum resources in Cook Inlet 

which began in the mid-1950s, a combination subsistence1 and commercial 

fishing and fish processing economy supported Kenai Peninsula residents, many 

of whom were homesteaders (Rogers 1972). Many homesteaders also settled in 

the northern end of the Inlet near Knik Arm; although the local economy focused 

more on agriculture and mining than on the small-scale commercial fishery 

(Potter 19671, subsistence fishing was particularly important to these home- 

steaders in the northern portion of Cook Inlet (ADF&G 1972a). 

Since the 1950s, both defense and petroleum activities along with increased road 

access generated significant economic growth on the Kenai Peninsula as well as 

altered local settlement patterns and social composition (Rogers 1972). Oil 

development resulted in a very rapid growth in both employment and population, 

especially in the Kenai-Soldotna area. For example, as oil workers moved to the 

area, the Peninsula’s population more than doubled from 1960 to 1970, from 

about 6,000 to 16,000 persons. By 1980, more than 25,000 people lived on the 

1 In this report, “subsistence fishermen” refers to those individuals who generally 
use a set net to catch salmon for non-commercial purposes (i.e., direct 
personal, household, or family consumption, barter, or sharing). 
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Kenai Peninsula (Alaska Department of Labor 1981). In addition, the 

construction of the road between Anchorage and Homer in the early 1950s has 

greatly increased access to this area. 

Similarly, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough’s population has grown rapidly to 

17,983 persons in 1980, a 176 percent increase over 1970. The cumulative 

population of Anchorage, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, and the Kenai 

Peninsula Borough represents 217,002 persons, 54 percent of Alaska’s 1980 total 

population (Alaska Department of Labor 1981). While Cook Inlet commercial 

fishing remains very important in many Kenai Peninsula communities (i.e., 

Kenai, Kasilof, Ninilchik, Anchor Point, Homer, Seldovia, Port Graham, and 

English Bay), it is not a major factor in the economies of either Anchorage or 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough communities (although individual Cook Inlet com- 

mercial fishermen do live in these northern communities). 

Associated with the large population in the Cook Inlet area is an abundance of 

recreational anglers who fish for Cook Inlet salmon as well as other species. 

While the number of commercial fishermen is restricted by the limited entry 

program, the number of recreational fishermen has no similar constraints and 

increases each year. In the late 1970s, conflicts developed between sports and 

commercial fishermen who desired to harvest limited stocks of Cook Inlet 

salmon. At the same time, the number of Cook Inlet subsistence permits issued 

by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) dramatically increased. 

In 1977 the Board of Fisheries curtailed certain Cook Inlet subsistence fisheries. 

Also, in 1978 the Alaska Legislature enacted legislation which established 

subsistence use as a priority use of Alaska’s fish and wildlife resources under 

conditions of resource shortage. 
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Although the various user groups of Cook Inlet salmon have co-existed for over 

half a century, the dramatic population growth in recent years has intensified 

competition among commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishermen for 

Cook Inlet salmon. Allocation problems among these growing user groups, 

changing regulations, and the application of the subsistence law only added to 

the difficulty of managing an already complex salmon fishery. 

The 1978 subsistence law called for the formation of the Subsistence Section 

(now Division of Subsistence), which is charged with the development of 

information related to the subsistence harvest and use of fish and game. 

Because of the lack of information related to subsistence salmon fishing in Cook 

Inlet, the Subsistence Section embarked on a two part study for the summer of 

1980. The first part consisted of a survey of the 1980 subsistence permittees 

in order to develop a quantitative profile of these permitted users (see Stanek 

1980). The second part, represented by this report, was designed as exploratory 

research aimed at identifying users’ perceptions of changes in the traditional use 

of Cook Inlet salmon related to regulation changes. Because it was the subject 

of a separate ADF&G study, Tyonek was not addressed in this study. 

Purpose 

Designed as exploratory research to supply preliminary information on the Cook 

Inlet subsistence salmon fishery, the purposes of this study are to: 

. provide a preliminary description of the Cook Inlet subsistence salmon 

fishery; 
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. present initial findings related to past and current general use patterns 

of fishermen; 

. present a history of management regulations of the Cook Inlet sub- 

sistence salmon fishery (1960-1980); and 

. describe and discuss users’ perceptions of the relationships between 

management and subsistence salmon use patterns (i.e., how changing 

regulations have altered the fishery). 

This report was designed to be a preliminary study of Cook Inlet subsistence 
. 

fishing, with additional, more community-oriented research to follow. Consis- 

tent with Subsistence Section instructions, no recommendations are included in 

this report. 

Methodology 

Because of the exploratory nature of this research, the objectives and hence, to 

some extent, the methodology changed as data were collected. For example, 

initially the goal of this study was to provide a qualitative exploration and 

analysis of present Cook Inlet subsistence salmon permittees only (excluding 

Tyonek). The task of the researcher was to document the changes that Cook 

Inlet subsistence salmon permittees perceived had occurred in their traditional 

use (i.e., use through time) of Cook Inlet salmon. These perceived changes were 

to be analyzed to the extent that they were due to regulation and altered 

socioeconomic conditions. The Subsistence Section provided a list of 1979 Cook 

Inlet subsistence saImon permittees from which the researcher could take 

random samples for interviews. Based on the permittee list, the researcher 
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hoped to determine through interviews how, from the subsistence permittees’ 

perspective, changes in regulations over time had affected their harvest and use 

of Cook Inlet salmon. Thus, this report would provide information on the 

subsistence salmon permi ttees only. 

Preliminary research indicated that had the researcher followed the original 

study design, the analysis would not accurately represent the current user group 

because many subsistence salmon fishermen in Cook Inlet, for various reasons, 

did not get an ADF&G subsistence salmon permit. In some cases, entire com- 

munities (i.e., Tyonek, English Bay, and Port Graham), whose residents utilized 

Cook Inlet salmon for a large portion of their diet, had few, if any, fishermen 

with subsistence salmon permits. Thus, in order to more accurately represent 

the actual use of Cook Inlet salmon, the researcher did not limit research solely 

to permit holders, but considered all of the non-commercial set net salmon 

fishermen whether permitted or not. Consequently, the goal of the research 

expanded beyond an analysis of the participation of the subsistence permittees 

in the salmon fishery. It now became one of identifying the users (permitted and 

non-permitted) and explaining how, over time, their participation in the Cook 

Inlet salmon fishery had changed within the context of changing regulations. 

In order to discuss users’ perceptions of how the fishery had changed over the 

years, it was necessary to seek out Cook Inlet subsistence fishermen who had 

participated in the fishery for many years. Also, once the study expanded to 

include fishermen not named on the 1979 subsistence fishing permittee list 

supplied by ADF&G, the research methodology also changed in that it was then 
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necessary -to identify and locate previously unidentified Cook Inlet subsistence 

fishermen. Consequently, the researcher sought out long-time residents and 

fishermen and asked if they had information about subsistence fishing practices. 

The researcher also walked the beaches during the 1980 subsistence fishing 

periods, made observations, informally interviewed fishermen, and asked if they 

knew of other long-time fishermen who were especially knowledgeable about 

subsistence fishing in Cook Inlet. In addition, the researcher attended a 

“subsistence fishing” meeting in Kenai during June of 1980 and sought people 

especially knowledgeable about the fishery. Although there are disadvantages in 

this type of referral system (i.e., it does not represent a random sample), this 

was exploratory research and there were no lists of old-time subsistence 

fishermen available. 

During the fieldwork portion of this research, two types of interviews emerged: 

1) The first type of interview consisted of telephone interviews with 

Anchorage, Chugiak, Eagle River, Palmer, and Wasilla residents who held 

1979 subsistence salmon permits. Early in the study the researcher 

received the 1979 permittee list of people who lived in these communities, 

developed a general interview guide, and telephoned randomly selected 

permittees to set up interviews. Once contacted by telephone, these people 

preferred to answer questions at the time rather than submit to a later 

interview. As a result, the Anchorage/Palmer/Wasilla area telephone 

interviews of 1979 permittees were based on a random sample. The 

researcher interviewed 43 permittees, which represented 43 separate 
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households, in this manner. No formal questionnaire was used, but standard 

questions were asked of all interviewees. Examples of the type of 

information gathered from these permittees include: 

. Length of Alaska residency. 

. Length of local residency. 

. Number of years subsistence fished in Cook Inlet. 

. Number of years obtained subsistence permit for Cook Inlet. 

. Where do you fish? 

. Why do you subsistence fish? 

. How did you learn about the fishery? 

. How many fish do you catch? Is that adequate? If not, why? 

. Do you have a sport fishing license? 

. If so, can you catch adequate salmon for your needs through sport 

fishing? 
. 

. Where and how long do you usually stay? 

. How has the subsistence salmon fishery changed over the years? 

. Have regulation changes affected your access to the fishery? If so, how? 

What did you do? 

. Where else have you subsistence fished? Why? 

. Have you ever bought fresh salmon in the store? 

. Do you fish commercially? If so, do you take subsistence fish from your 

commercial catch? Why or why not? 

. What do you do with your subsistence caught fish? 

. Does your fishery effort fluctuate from year to year? Why? 
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2) The second type of interviews consisted of informal field interviews where 

the researcher sought out long-time subsistence users, whether permitted or 

not. Clearly not a random sample, these interviews were much more 

exploratory and qualitative in nature. The researcher asked questions 

similar to those described above. Because these long-time users were 

generally more knowledgeable about the fishery, the researcher was able to 

inquire in greater detail about as how the fishery had changed and how 

regulations had affected the fishery over the years. In addition, these 

interviews allowed the researcher to investigate why specific fishermen did 

not use the existing permit system. When these key informants made 

statements which reflected the prevailing local attitudes, they were 

included as quotations in this report. Areas where this type of research 

was conducted primarily included eastside Kenai Peninsula communities and 

beaches. A second researcher, Carolyn E. Reed, worked on this portion of 

the project and gathered field data in the Ninilchik area and lower Kenai 

Peninsula, primarily south of Homer. Her complete findings are presented 

in Appendix I. Seventy-seven subsistence fishermen were interviewed in 

this manner. 

In addition to the above research, the researcher also interviewed sport and 

commercial fishermen, including leaders of organizations such as the Alaska 

Sportfishing Association, the Izaak Walton League, and the Cook Inlet Fisher- 

men’s Fund. Similarly, because of their knowledge of the Cook Inlet salmon 

fishery, the researcher also interviewed ADF&G staff. Finally, the researcher 

attended several sport, subsistence, and commercial fishing meetings during the 
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summer and fall of 1980. In this context he listened to statements made by 

dozens of fishermen and reviewed findings of facts related to 1980 subsistence 

lawsuits. 

Because the fishermen interviewed differed in their recollection of when and 

where a certain type of activity was allowed or disallowed by regulation, it 

became necessary to review the regulations promulgated by the Board of 

Fisheries for subsistence fishing in Cook Inlet. Therefore, the researcher 

carefully analyzed Cook Inlet subsistence fishing regulations from 1960 to 1980. 

This information provided a regulatory framework used in future interviews. At 

the request of ADF&G, the researcher summarized this regulatory history into 

the large chart referenced under Products (see below). A summary of the 

regulatory history is presented in tables and discussion in this report. 

In connection with the regulatory analysis, the researcher also reviewed relevant 

literature necessary to a basic understanding of the Cook Inlet salmon fishery. 

No effort was made to conduct a comprehensive survey of all literature related 

to the subsistence, sport, or commercial harvest and use of Cook Inlet salmon. 

The research, telephone interviews and fieldwork for this study were primarily 

performed from June through August of 1980. The researcher submitted a draft 

report and two charts containing the twenty year (1960-1980) history of 

subsistence fishing regulations to the Subsistence Section in December 1980. 

The researcher received reviews of the draft report from December 1980 

through July 1981. By this time the contract period had long since expired, the 

-ll- 



researcher had other commitments and therefore could not revise the draft until 

late 1982. Because many of the review comments were conflicting, it was 

difficult to respond to ail of them. The researcher only addressed constructive 

comments. 

In this report, “subsistence permittees” refers to those fishermen who obtained 

an ADF&G subsistence permit to catch salmon with a set net. “Subsistence 

fishermen” refers to those individuals who generally use a set net to catch 

salmon for non-commercial purposes (i.e., direct personal, household, or family 

consumption, barter, or sharing). Prior to the 1978 Subsistence Statute, all non- 

commercial set net salmon fishermen were commonly called “subsistence fisher- 

men.“1 The 1978 law added the concept “customary and traditional” to 

subsistence fishing. For purposes of discussion, this paper refers to both pre- 

and post-78 activities as “subsistence fishing.” Without necessarily defining the 

concept, this report provides preliminary information on what may or may not 

constitute “customary and traditional” set net fishing in Cook Inlet. “Sports 

fishermen” refers to those people who use a hook and line to harvest fish. 

1 Between 1951 and 1959, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) commercial 
fishing regulations refer to the taking or attempting to take of any species of 
fish or shellfish for purposes other than for sale or barter, including dog feed, 
as “personal use fishing” (U.S. Dept. of Interior 1953, 1957, 1959). Beginning 
in 1960, ADF&G regulations refer to this activity as “subsistence fishing” 
(ADF&G 1960-1980). 
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t Products 

This study consists of three parts: 

1) this report; 

2) a chart showing the 20 year (1960-1980) regulatory history of the General 

Provisions related to subsistence fishing in Alaska; and 

3) a chart showing the 20 year (1960-1980) history of subsistence fishing 

regulations in Cook Inlet. This large five foot by five foot chart contains 

data for the following categories by fishing district. 

. Fishing Seasons 

. Legal Gear 

. Weekly Fishing Periods 

. Restrictions 

. Permits Required 

. Open Areas 

. Closed Waters 

. Quotas 

Much of this information is summarized in tables. in this report, but the complete 

charts were submitted to the Subsistence Section in December 1980. 

Organization of the Report 

The remainder of this report consists of two sections: Findings and Discussion, 

and Conclusions. The Findings and Discussion are organized into two major 
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subsections_: Upper Cook Inlet (Northern and Central Districts) and the Southern 

District. Each of these subsections contains an analysis of the regulatory 

changes in the subsistence fishery, catch information, and a discussion of the 

interview data. As previously mentioned, Carolyn Reed’s complete field 

interview findings for the Ninilchik area and the Southern District are presented 

in Appendix I. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Upper Cook Inlet 

History and Analysis of Recent Regulatory Changes 

For management purposes, Cook Inlet is divided into various districts (Figure 2) 

and subdistricts (Figure 3). Collectively, the Central and Northern Districts are 

referred to as Upper Cook Inlet. This report only addresses subsistence fishing 

in the Southern, Central, and Northern Districts of the Inlet. In the Central 

is addressed (Figure 3). District, only the Upper Subdistrict 

Generally, from the point of view 1 of resource managers, sport fishermen, 

subsistence fishermen, and commercial fishermen, the major management issue 

regarding Cook Inlet salmon is one of allocation -- who gets access to what 

share of the resource. In a summary report of Cook Inlet salmon and their 

utilization, ADF&G (1977:l) introduced the topic by saying: 

Increasing demand for Cook Inlet salmon by recreational fishermen, 
combined with a continued high utilization by commercial fisher- 
men, has resulted in intense competition for this resource and a 
growing antagonism between the two major user groups. 

Currently the Department of Fish and Game is faced with a 
dilemma: How to manage the intermingled Cook Inlet salmon runs 
so as to commercially harvest large surpluses of pink, chum, and 
sockeye salmon which are of secondary interest to sport fishermen 
while still providing acceptable catches of king and silver salmon to 
sport fishermen. 
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ADF&G stressed that long term management direction was needed for Cook Inlet 

salmon resources. The Department report then provided an overview of the 

Cook Inlet salmon resource, descriptions of both the commercial and recrea- 

tional user groups and their respective needs, and a close examination of the 

various salmon species and stocks in Cook Inlet (ADF&G 1977: 2). In this 

document, recreational fishing means sport fishing. 

After hearing the Department’s report and other testimony, the Board of 

Fisheries adopted the Comprehensive Management Policy for the Upper Cook 

Inlet in December 1977. In effect, this policy allocated early king salmon stocks 

and late coho salmon stocks to recreational fishermen, and, by regulation of 

fishing seasons, excluded commercial fishermen from harvesting these stocks. 

This policy took effect beginning in the 1978 fishing season. It is noteworthy 

that neither the Comprehensive Management Policy for the Upper Cook Inlet nor 

the Summary Report of Cook Inlet Salmon Stocks and Their Utilization (ADF&G 

1977) make any specific reference ti subsistence salmon use in Cook Inlet. 

The policy does contain the terms “non-commercial” (i.e., sport and subsistence) 

and “non-recreational” (i.e., commercial and subsistence) which would allow, at 

the Board’s discretion, subsistence fishing to occur. Therefore, although it did 

not specifically refer to subsistence fishing, the management policy did not 

exclude subsistence users from fishing after August 15 in Upper Cook Inlet. 

With the excs,ption of Knik Arm and the Moquawkie Indian Reserve, Board of 

Fisheries regulations had scheduled subsistence fishing to commence on ap- 

proximately July 30 in the Northern District and August 15 in the Central 
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District since 1960. Although the management policy did not alter this opening, 

it did, albeit inadvertently, have a very large impact on subsistence fishing in 

the Inlet. 

Preliminary analysis indicates that, primarily because of its timing, the Cook 

Inlet management policy affected subsistence fishing in at least three ways: 

1) Commercial fishermen, who traditionally took subsistence coho salmon from 

their post-August 15 commercial catch for themselves, their families, and 

friends, no longer had commercial (and hence subsistence) access to this 

stock. 

2) The policy inadvertently drew attention to the permitted subsistence fishery 

in Cook Inlet when these commercial fishermen obtained their subsistence 

fishing permits after the management policy denied them commercial 

access to specific stocks. The d-2 subsistence issue and the 1978 Alaska 

subsistence law also increased public awareness of the Cook Inlet 
. 

subsistence fishery. 

3) Largely because it was implemented during the year the much publicized 

subsistence law was passed, the policy started a chain of events that 

ultimately denied fishermen access to traditional subsistence salmon 

fishing areas. These events are explained below. 

Partially in protest to the new regulations that excluded them from fishing the 

late coho run, many commercial fishermen obtained subsistence salmon fishing 

permits for Cook Inlet in 1978. The publicity that this action received, during 

a productive fishing season in which at least one Central District set netter 

grossed around $70,000 in one twelve hour commercial fishing period, served to 
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alert many people who had never set a net that a subsistence fishery existed in 

Cook Inlet. The publicity of the State’s subsistence law also increased the 

general awareness of this fishery. Newspaper articles informed the public that 

subsistence permits were available from ADF&G offices, and the number of 

Cook Inlet permits significantly increased in 1978 and 1979, especially in Upper 

Cook Inlet (Table 1). 

Based on the interview data collected for this study, relatively few people who 

lived in Southcentral Alaska were aware of the existence of a formal, permitted 

subsistence fishery in Cook Inlet prior to 1978. In addition, many newcomers to 

the State and area had no knowledge that such a fishery had ever existed. Also, 

according to the interview information, many long-time urban (Anchorage) and 

rural (Matanuska-Susitna) residents, who had participated in the local subsistence 

fishery before regulation changes altered their customary practices (i.e., the 

closure of Knik Arm), were not aware that subsistence fishing was still possible 
* 

in Cook Inlet. Once they learned it was still open, they acquired permits. In 

some cases the publicity encouraged subsistence fishermen who had been fishing 

outside of the permitted system to get a subsistence permit. 0 thers simply 

ignored regulations and continued to subsistence fish for salmon as they had for 

years. 

Thus, as late as 1977 subsistence salmon fishing in Cook Inlet received little 

atteniion and its complex use patterns remained unknown. In 1978, the Alaska 

Legislature passed a statewide subsistence bill without specific consideration of 

how it should apply to Cook Inlet. The 1977 management policy had divided the 
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Cook Inlet salmon stocks between “non-recreational” and “non-commercial” 

fishermen, with little apparent direction regarding how it would affect 

subsistence users. 

Based on the stock and utilization report (ADF&G 19771, the Comprehensive 

Management Policy (Alaska Board of Fisheries 1977) and the small number of 

subsistence permits issued by ADF&G, it was reasonable to assume that there 

was either little subsistence fishing in Cook Inlet or that subsistence needs were 

met through recreational and commercial regulations. ADF&G data tended to 

support the view that few people subsistence fished in Cook Inlet prior to 1978. 

Between 1971 and 1977, ADF&G issued an average of only 87 subsistence salmon 

fishing permits per year for Upper Cook Inlet (Table 1). Based on these data, 

no Upper Cook Inlet allocation problems existed with subsistence fishing in 1977, 

therefore it was not specifically addressed in the management policy and was 

subsumed under both the “non-commercial” and “non-recreational” categories. 

In 1978, the first year of both the Comprehensive Management Policy for Upper 

Cook Inlet and the subsistence law, the number of ADF&G subsistence salmon 

permits issued for Upper Cook Inlet increased to 323 -- nearly four times higher 

than the previous seven year average (Table 1). As discussed above, many 

commercial fishermen received subsistence salmon permits during this year 

because the new policy denied commercial access to the August coho stocks in 

the Upper Inlet. Also, based on information obtained from interviews, increased 

publicity of the Cook Inlet subsistence salmon fishery attracted many new 

participants, and, in part, previously unpermitted participants became more 

visible as they applied for permits. 
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The Board of Fisheries, apparently concerned about the effect on salmon stocks 

of unlimited growth in the permitted subsistence salmon fishery in an urban 

area, made many changes in the 1979 subsistence salmon fishing regulations for 

Upper Cook Inlet. These changes greatly limited user (both old and new) access 

to the fishery. The Upper Cook Inlet regulation changes for the I.979 subsistence 

salmon season altered the fishing season, reduced the allowable gear from 35 

fathoms to 20 fathoms, reduced the weekly fishing periods from two to one 

twelve hour period per week, and closed the entire east side (Upper Subdistrict) 

of the Central District (Figures 3, 4, and 5 and Tables 2, 3, 4 and 5). The Upper 

Subdistrict of the Central District contains the majority of beach accessible by 

road on the Kenai Peninsula. Except for the mouths of the certain salmon 

rivers, such as the Kenai, Kasilof, and Ninilchik rivers, this area had been open 

to non-commercial set net salmon fishing since prior to statehood. 

By changing the 1979 subsistence fishing season from approximately August 1 - 

September 21 (1960-1978) to June 23 - August 15 (1979-1980) (Tables 2 and 4), 

the Board shifted the increasing subsistence effort from smaller coho stocks to 

larger stocks of sockeye, which presumably could better withstand the increased 

pressure. These stocks of sockeye were already targeted by commercial 

fishermen. Consequently, this season change put subsistence fishermen on the 

beaches during the same season (although generally on different days) as the 

commercial set netters. According to the information obtained from interviews, 

gear conflicts occurred in the Eastern Subdistrict of the Northern District as 

well as in other areas of the Northern District. Gear conflicts did not occur in 

the Upper Subdistrict of the Central District (eastside Kenai Peninsula beaches 

from Boulder Point to Ninilchik) because the 1979 regulations closed this area 

(Figures 3, 4, and 5). 
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Figure 4. Area Open to Subsistence Fishing in the Central District of Cook 
Inlet, 1960-1978 (except closures within one mile of various river 
mouths). 
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Inlet, 1978-1980 (except closures within one mile of various river 
mouths). 
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Although the 1979 changes in regulations may have made it more difficult for 

subsistence fishermen to fish (i.e., shorter nets, reduced periods, less open beach, 

and increased chance of gear conflicts with commercial set netters), these 

changes did not retard the growing number of people who obtained subsistence 

salmon permits. In 1979 ADF&G issued 1,161 subsistence salmon permits for 

Upper Cook Inlet (Table 1). This represented a substantial increase over 1978, 

and it appeared that the permitted subsistence salmon fishery in Upper Cook 

Inlet would grow without limit, a situation which could threaten both salmon 

stocks and the other two user groups. Consequently, the Board of Fisheries 

further restricted the Cook Inlet subsistence fishery for the 1980 season (Tables 

2, 3, 4, and 5). The Board reduced the allowable gear from 20 fathoms to 10 

fathoms, reduced the permits from one per person to one per household, changed 

the bag limits to 25 salmon per head of household per year plus 10 per year for 

each dependent of the permit holder, and, most importantly, reduced the open 

fishing area on the east side of Cook Inlet to six miles of inaccessible, boulder 

strewn beach between Otter Creek and Birch Hill (Figures 6 and 7). Because 

this beach was closed to commercial fishermen, there were no gear conflicts 

between the two user groups. These regulatory changes made it even more 

difficult for subsistence salmon fishermen to fish in Upper Cook Inlet. 

In 1980 subsistence fishermen were extremely dissatisfied with the small amount 

of eastside beach available to them between Birch Hill and Otter Creek (Figure 

7). There was no road access and the large boulders made the beach unsuitable 

for set nets. In response to public requests, ADF&G, by Emergency Order 

effective July 12, 1980, reopened the portion of the eastside Northern District 

which was open in 1979 (Figure 6). At the same time, ADF&G again closed the 
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beach beTween Birch Hill and Otter Creek as it had been for the two decades 

prior to 1980. 

Comparison of Commercial, Sport, and Subsistence Salmon Harvests 

During the seven years from 1971 to 1977, ADF&G data indicate that the 87 

average annual subsistence permittees in Upper Cook Inlet caught an average of 

405 salmon per year (Table 1). Based on these figures, management seemingly 

had good reason to consider any non-commercial use of Upper Cook Inlet salmon 

caught by set nets as relatively insignificant. During the same period, Upper 

Cook Inlet produced an annual average commercial harvest of nearly 2.4 million 

salmon (Table 1) and an average sport harvest of approximately 103,000 salmon, 

primarily coho and sockeye (ADF&G 1977: Table 2). Although the sport harvest 

figure includes Lower Cook Inlet, it is still probably low because accurate 

accounting procedures were not impLemented until 1977. 

Eased on the above analysis, the three user groups caught the following 

percentages of Upper Cook Inlet salmon during the period 1971’ through 1977: 

TABLE 6. Average Annual Salmon Harvest in Upper Cook Inlet, 1971-1977. 

Average 
Annual 

Harvest 

Percent 
of Total 

Catch 

Commercial 2,374,086 95.826 

Sport (Includes Lower Cook Inlet) 

Subsistence 

103,000 4.157 

405 .017 

TOTAL 2,477,491 100.00 
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Based on the field data gathered for this study, ADF&G subsistence data for the 

years 1971-77 (Tables 1 and 6) do not appear to reflect actual subsistence 

catches for Upper Cook Inlet. Many subsistence fishermen did not participate 

in the permitted system and many commercially caught salmon were used for 

subsistence purposes with no record of them in either commercial or subsistence 

catch data. 

Since 1978 more accurate catch data are available for both subsistence and sport 

salmon fishermen in Upper Cook Inlet. The interviews indicated that because of 

the publicity subsistence fishing has received in recent years, hitherto unper- 

mitted subsistence fishermen now obtain permits, while new (1980) users, which 

represent the majority of the increase, are eager to get their permit. Table 7 

presents a comparison of commercial, sport, and subsistence salmon harvests for 

the years 1977 through 1980. Commercial fishing accounts for nearly 94 percent 

of the Upper Cook Inlet salmon harvest, and sport harvest comprises around 6 

percent. Although subsistence fishermen have caught many more reported fish 

than in previous years, they still account for less than one-half a percent of the 

Upper Cook Inlet salmon catch (Table 7). 

Table 8 presents a comparison of commercial, sport and subsistence salmon 

caught by species for 1978, 1979, and 1980 combined. These years were chosen 

because they represent the three years of rapid growth in Cook Inlet subsistence 

salmon permits (see Table 1). Subsistence harvests in Upper Cook Inlet 

represent a small percentage of each species of salmon. Nearly all of the 

sockeye salmon caught by subsistence fishermen were caught in 1979 and 1980 

because of season changes those years (Tables 2 and 4). 
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Table 9 -presents a comparative analysis of 1977-1980 Upper Cook Inlet 

subsistence salmon caught by species. It is interesting to note that despite the 

change in fishing season in 1979 (Tables 2 and 4), approximately 3,500 coho were 

caught in both 1978 and 1979. The 1980 coho catch is fairly consistent with the 

previous 2 years. The greater number of subsistence fishermen in 1979 and 1980 

probably in part account for the sustained coho catch despite the earlier fishing 

season. In addition, the change of fishing season may have targeted the 1979 

and 1980 fishermen on a larger stock of coho (i.e., because of the earlier fishing 

season, both the Susitna River and Kenai River coho were available to 

subsistence fishermen in 1979-1980). The change in fishing season also directed 

more subsistence fishing to sockeye salmon, one of the most abundant species 

(Table 9). 

Interview Data 

Introduction 

The close connection between fishermen’s activities and regulatory changes in 

Cook Inlet became clear during the fieldwork conducted for this study. 

However, during the interviews fishermen often had conflicting ac.counts of how 

regulation changes had affected their fishing activities. Their recollections 

often differed as to when or where a certain activity was allowed or disallowed 

by regulation. Consequently, the analysis of regulatory changes became 

necessary in order to accurately understand fishermen’s comments during the 

interviews. Because the interview data and the regulatory history are both 

-35- 



Table 9. Subsistence Salmon Catch by Species, Upper 
Cook Inlet, 1978-1980 (includes Tyonek) 

1977 1978 1979 1980 

Catch 
(% of (% of ( % of 
Total) Catch Total) Catch Total) 

King 2 ( .56) 5 ( .13) 

Coho 327 (91.09) 

Sockeye 13 ( 3.62) 

Pink 3 ( .84) 

Chum 14 ( 3.89) - - 

359 (100) 

3,529 (94.48) 

42 ( 1.13) 

128 ( 3.43) 

31 ( .83) - - 

3,735 (100) 

158 ( 1.6) 

3,570 (36.0) 

5,564 (56.1) 

359 ( 3.6) 

272 ( 2.7) - - 

9,923 (100) 

( 4/o of 
Catch Total) 

2,268l (13.4) 

3,912 (23.0) 

5,459 (32.2) 

4,842 (28.5) 

492 ( 2.9) - - 

16,973 (100) 

lIncludes 2,198 king salmon caught in a special Tyonek king salmon fishery. 

Source: ADF&G 1980a: Table 7. 

Stephen R. Braund & Associates 
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necessary-in order to understand the fishery, it is difficult to exclude either of 

them from discussion. As a result, the researcher used information acquired 

from the field interviews in the regulatory analysis. At the same time, this 

section of the report which concentrates on the interview data often includes 

regulatory information in order to provide a fuller understanding of the fishery. 

As discussed under Methodology, two types of interviews emerged during the 

fieldwork portion of this study: 1) randomly selected telephone interviews of 

Anchorage/Palmer/Wasilla area 1979 permittees, and 2) informal field interviews 

of long-time permitted and non-permitted subsistence fishermen. This section is 

divided into two major subsections based on the two types of interviews. The 

first discussion of interview findings focuses on the telephone interviews, which 

form a discrete random sample and are therefore discussed separately. Relevant 

findings of the more in-depth telephone interviews (i.e., those with long-time and 

knowledgeable fishermen) are also discussed in the second subsection which 

addresses the field interviews. 

The first discussion related to the field interviews describes the Knik Arm 

subsistence fishery. Knik Arm provides an informative example of the 

interaction of the various factors that influenced the Cook Inlet subsistence 

salmon fishery over the years. Because the researcher located more information 

on this fishery than on other areas of Cook Inlet, it is described in greater 

detail. The researcher relied on a combination of data sources (i.e., regulatory 

history, interviews, and ADF&G and USFWS reports) to construct a brief 

description of the development and closure of the Knik Arm subsistence fishery. 

Future community or area specific research could provide similar descriptions 
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for other -areas. The remainder of the field interview discussion presents the 

general findings in the Northern and Central Districts of Upper Cook Inlet. 

Anchorage/Palmer/Wasilla Area Telephone Interviews 

As discussed above, the researcher conducted telephone interviews of forty-three 

randomly selected, 1979 subsistence salmon permittees from Anchorage, Chu- 

giak, Eagle River, Palmer, and Wasilla. Table 10 presents some of the results 

of those interviews. 

Generally, the respondents had lived in Alaska for a relatively long time, 

averaging 19 years. These 1979 permittees averaged 16 years residency in the 

Anchorage/Matanuska-Susitna area, with 23 percent having lived in the vicinity 

over 25 years. In contrast to this long-time Alaskan and local residency, forty- 

two (98 percent) of the permittees had only held a subsistence permit for one 

year (i.e., 1979). One person had received a permit for two years. 

When asked how many years they had subsistence fished in Cook Inlet, 30 persons 

(nearly 70 percent) replied 1 year or less (Table 10). Three persons (7 percent) 

had subsistence fished in Cook Inlet for 5 to 6 years, 5 persons (11.6 percent) 

had fished for 10 to 11 years, and 5 persons (11.6 percent) had fished for 15 to 

20 years. Thus, although 98 percent of the respondents had only held a permit 

for one year and 70 percent had only fished one year or less, 23 percent of the 

permittees had subsistence fished in Cook Inlet for 10 to 20 years, and 30 

percent had fished longer than 5 years. 
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Table 10. Characteristics of Forty-three Randomly Sampled 1979 Cook Inlet Subsistence 
F.~clmnn Pprmtttens from AnchnrnnP. Eaole River. Chuolak. Vlasrlla. and Palmer. 

Years 
Residency 

Anch- 
Mat-% 

6 
6 

NA 
NA 

10 
11 
15 
29 

6 
5 
5 

13 
6 

11 
24 
16 
11 

9 
9 

11 
30 
6 

45 
10 

6 
25 
32 

4 
3 

10 
27 
16 
19 

37 
16 

:: 
10 

NA 
NA 
NA 

Years 
Residency 

Alaska 

Years 
Held 

Subsistence 
Permit 

6 1 
6 1 

15 
32 
13 
15 
18 

NA 
6 
5 
5 

13 
10 
40 
24 
16 
14 
10 
10 
11 
35 

6 
45 
10 

6 
25 
32 

4 
3 

10 
27 
16 
19 

:: 
45 
29 
36 
35 
46 

NA 
NA 
NA 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Years 
Subsistence 
Fished In 

Cook Inlet 

Subsistence Sport 
Fished Fish 

Elsewhere Licence 

Is Sport 
Fishtng 

Adequate 
Commercial 

Fisherman 

1 Y Y N N 
1 Y Y N N 
1 N Y N N 

20 N N NA N 
0 N N NA N 
0 Y Y N N 

15 N Y N N 
1 NA N NA N 
1 N Y N N 
1 NA Y N N 
1 NA Y N N 
1 NA Y N Y 
1 NA NA NA N 

11 Y Y N N 
S NA Y N N 
0 Y NA NA N 
1 Y Y Y N 
0 N Y Y N 
0 N Y Y N 
1 N Y N N 

20 Y Y N N 
1 N Y N N 

15 Y Y Y N 
. 1 NA Y N N 

0 N Y N N 
10 NA N NA Y 
15 N Y N Y 

0 N Y N Y 
0 N Y N N 
0 NA Y N Y 
1 NA Y N N 
1 NA Y Y Y 

10 NA Y N N 
5 N Y N N 
6 N Y N N 
1 NA Y N N 
1 Y N N N 

12 Y NA NA N 
10 NA Y N N 

0 Y Y N N 
0 NA NA NA NA 
1 NA NA NA NA 
0 NA Y N N 

Legend: NA z Not Available; Y = Yes: N : No. Stephen R. Braund & Associates 
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Eleven (25.6 percent) of the 43 respondents had subsistence fished in other areas 

of the State (i.e., the Copper River and Bristol Bay area), and 33 persons (76.8 

percent) had sport fishing licenses. When asked if they caught adequate salmon 

for their needs through sport fishing, 28 (85 percent) of the 33 sport fishing 

license holders said no. These respondents often described the rising cost of 

gasoline and the relatively small sport fish bag limits as deterrents to acquiring 

the desired amount of salmon through sport fishing. Only 6 (15 percent) of the 

respondents were commercial fishermen. Two of these were halibut fishermen, 

while the other four fished for salmon. 

It is interesting to note that 28 percent of the respondents who acquired a 

permit in 1979 did not actually fish (Table 10). Most of these people had learned 

about the permitted fishery from a friend, made plans to go fishing, but for a 

variety of personal reasons, never went. About half of these people did not plan 

to acquire a 1980 subsistence permit. 

The following remarks by a 1979 Anchorage permittee are typical and describe 

his first and last attempt at subsistence fishing: 

I learned about this subsistence fishery from my neighbor who is a 
commercial fisherman. A few friends and I got together and bought 
a net so we could try it. It seemed like a good weekend outing - 
- a chance to get out with the kids and enjoy the outdoors. We had 
six adults all with permits plus the kids, and we caught 14 fish. The 
beach was too muddy and the fishing was hard work, 

This fisherman and his friends only went fishing one time in 1979, and he did not 

plan to subsistence fish in 1980. Other, long-time users (i.e., 30 percent of the 

sample), who had subsistence fished in Cook Inlet for many years without a 

permit, knew more about the fishery, were more successful, and planned to 

continue fishing. 
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The majority of the 43 permittees learned about the Cook Inlet subsistence 

fishery from a friend or neighbor, who was often a commercial fisherman. A 

few learned about this permitted fishery from the newspaper. Surprisingly, only 

2 respondents said they had ever bought salmon in the store, while 22 said they 

had never done so, and the remaining 19 did not respond to this question. 

Because 70 percent of the permittees were first-time subsistence fishermen, 

they had no comment related to how the fishery had changed over the years. 

The comments of the long-time subsistence fishermen are incorporated into the 

following section of this report. 

C 

In summary, the 43 Anchorage/Matanuska-Susi tna respondents were relatively 

long-time Alaskan (19 year average) and local (16 year average) residents. 

Seventy percent of those interviewed were new subsistence fishermen in 1979. 

Generally, they had heard about the fishery from a friend. Also, although 98 

percent were new permit holders in 1979, 23 percent had subsistence fished in 

Cook Inlet for 10 to 20 years. Approximately 25 percent of the respondents had 

subsistence fished in other areas of the State, and although nearly 76 percent of 

the sample held sport fishing licenses, they said this method did not provide 

them with the desired amount of salmon. Approximately half of the first year 

fishermen expressed doubts of whether they would try subsistence fishing again, 

whereas the more experienced subsistence fishermen said they planned to fish in 

the future. 
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Field Interviews 

Knik Arm 

For generations, Knik Arm Tanaina (Dena’ina) Indians, the region’s aboriginal 

inhabitants, relied on salmon as the principal article of their diet (Osgood 1937). 

Although the intrusion of fur traders in the 19th century (first Russian and later 

American), miners and commercial fishermen beginning in the 189Os, and 

homesteaders beginning in the early 20th century resulted in social and economic 

changes for the local Dena’ina, salmon continued to be an important food source 

(Osgood 1937, Potter 1967, and Barry 1973). Before this influx of non-Natives 

into Cook Inlet, the Dena’ina lived in numerous villages located throughout Knik 

Arm (Kari 1978). As the prospectors arrived, Knik grew into a permanent 

settlement and attracted many nearby Dena’ina. The construction of the Alaska 

Railroad established Anchorage in approximately 1913, and the permanent non- 

Native population in the area continued to grow. Today, Knik Arm Dena’ina live 

primarily in Eklutna, Knik, and Anchorage. 

According to the interview data, in the 1920s and 1930s Dena’ina Indians from 

Eklutna and nearby areas fished at Point Woronzof, Ship Creek, and other areas 

within present-day Anchorage. The Dena’ina usually established these fish 

camps in June to coincide with king salmon runs. Both Ship and Campbell 

Creeks supported local king salmon runs. Several fish camps were described 

where modern Anchorage buildings are now located. The growth of Anchorage 

into an urban center generally displaced the local Dena’ina as the expanding non- 
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Native population required more and more land. This population growth also 

increased pressure on local fish populations. In response, more restrictive 

regulations were adopted which reduced local fishing access. For example, 

during the early 1950s, USFWS regulations generally reduced the freshwater 

areas where subsistence fishing (i.e., with a gill net) was allowed (ADF&G 

1972b). In 1951 regulations closed Fish, Ship, Campbell, and Cottonwood Creeks 

to subsistence fishing.l As a result of all of these factors (urban population 

growth, more restrictive regulations, and loss of fishing sites), Knik and Eklutna 

Dena’ina moved their fish camps to other areas of Upper Cook Inlet (including 

Fire Island and Point Possession) that did not receive much pressure from the 

growing urban population. 

Although this was a gradual process (i.e., from the 1920s to the 1950s), this 

displacement of Dena’ina quickened as Anchorage’s population growth ac- 

celerated after WWII. For example, Anchorage’s population grew from 3,495 in 

1939 to 11,254 in 1950 to 44,237 in 1960 (Rollins 1978). By 1970, 126,385 

persons lived in the Anchorage Borough. Despite this rapid growth, a number of 

Dena’ina still fished at Point Woronzof as late as the 1950s (Braund fieldwork). 

The Indian fish camps generally represented a cooperative effort of the village 

or a group of extended family members. Different villagers or family members 

often took turns watching the net at different times, and fish were distributed 

1 In 1952 regulations closed additional streams, including all tributaries to Knik 
Arm, Willow Creek, and all streams and lakes of the Kenai Peninsula that are 
tributary to Cook Inlet. In 1953, snagging was prohibited for the first time. 
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throughouf the community (Braund fieldwork). Because of this technique, it was 

not necessary for each individual to have a net -- rather one net supplied salmon 

to a larger group. Often, villagers had nets out all of the time. With the 

introduction of commercial fishing in Knik Arm in the early 20th century, the 

Dena’ina caught fish for both subsistence and for sale to local Knik Arm 

canneries. 

Indians were not the only subsistence fishermen in Knik Arm. Members of the 

local non-Native population in Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Valley also 

participated in the Knik Arm subsistence and commercial fisheries (Braund 

fieldwork). According to the interview data, Anchorage residents subsistence 

fished for king, sockeye, and coho salmon for at least 15 years prior to 1960. 

The majority of this subsistence fishing took place in Knik Arm and other 

accessible areas in the Northern District, including a portion of Turnagain Arm. 

Anchorage residents used set gill nets and generally fished in areas close to their 

homes (Le., between Point Woronzof and Ship Creek) (Braund fieldwork). Four 

Anchorage residents who were interviewed recalled continuously fishing in the 

same areas east of Point Woronzof from approximately 1947 to 1959. In 

addition, Matanuska-Susitna Valley homesteaders also participated in this 

Northern District subsistence fishery, first in the freshwater streams and later 

(i.e., after 1952-3) along the northwestern shore of Knik Arm (Braund fieldwork). 

The regulatory history of Knik Arm during this period corresponds to the 

information acquired in the interviews. Although commercial fishing was not 

allowed in Knik Arm in 1953, USFWS commercial fishing regulations specifically 
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opened the waters of Knik Arm north of Point Woronzof to set gill nets for 

subsistence fishing1 prior to August 6 (USFWS 1953).2 In 1954 the regulations 

also opened Turnagain Arm east of a line between Indian and Hope to subsistence 

fishing. Both shores of Knik and Turnagain Arms remained open to this pre- 

August 6 fishery through 1958 (Figure 8). In 1959 the regulations required that 

subsistence fishing must be done in conformance with commercial regulations 

(USFWS 1959:25). Because both Knik and Turnagain Arms were closed to 

commercial fishing, they were also temporarily closed to subsistence fishing in 

1959.3 In summary, prior to 1959, both shores of Knik Arm north of Point 

Woronzof were open to subsistence set gill nets before August 6 during Northern 

District commercial fishing periods. This enabled Knik Arm subsistence 

fishermen to primarily catch king, sockeye, and to a lesser extent, coho salmon. 

Because of their large size, early arrival, and excellent quality, king salmon 

were heavily utilized (Yancey and Thorsteinson 1963 and Braund fieldwork). 

As explained earlier in this report, between 1951 and 1959 USFWS regulations 
refer to fishing for purposes other than for sale or barter, including dog feed 
as “personal use fishing,” whereas after 1960, ADF&G regulations call this 
activity “subsistence fishing.” To avoid any confusion, the author, throughout 
this report, refers to all non-commercial fishing with gill nets as “subsistence 
fishing.” 
The regulations of this fishery required that the set gill nets: 1) shall not 
exceed 15 fathoms per person; ‘2) shall be at least 100 yards apart; and 3) shall 
be operated prior to August 6 only during hours open to commercial fishing in 
the Northern District (USFWS 1953:36). 
Although ADF&G (1972b:12) reports that the 1959 regulations allowed 30 yards 
of set nets to be used in Knik Arm after August 9, the author could not locate 
any reference to this in the 1959 regulations (USFWS 1959). 
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After peak commercial harvests in 1950 and 1951, Cook Inlet king salmon runs 

steadily declined between 1953 and 1959 (Yancey and Thorsteinson 1963:l). 

During these years, the annual harvest dropped despite a relatively stable fishing 

effort (ibid.). Reductions in commercial fishing areas and times did not curtail 

the declining king salmon population. Concerned about this decline, the Bureau 

of Commercial Fisheries researched the problem during the 1958 and 19.59 

fishing seasons. One of the goals of this study was to “learn the magnitude, 

location, and catch of the personal-use” king salmon fishery (ibid.). . 

The extent and distribution of the 1958 Cook Inlet subsistence king salmon 

fishery observed by Yancey and Thorsteinson (1963) is presented in Table 11. 

These research biologists surveyed areas from the air and identified salt water 

subsistence nets by their 15 fathom length. Of the 70 salt water subsistence 

nets they observed during the 1958 king salmon season, 68 (97 percent) were 

located within Knik Arm (Table 11). The other two nets were located in 

Turnagain Arm near Hope and Sunrise. The distribution of these nets represents 

their proximity to the greater Anchorage and Matanuska-Susitna area population. 

The data presented in Table 11 also coincide with the information obtained from 

the interviews with long-time subsistence fishermen described above. One of the 

Anchorage residents who fished near Point Woronzof between 1947 and 1958 

estimated that there were approximately 70 set nets between Point Woronzof 

and Ship Creek in the late 1950s. Because of Anchorage’s large population 

(about 44,000 in 19601, the greatest concentration of subsistence set gill nets 

occurred in this area. 
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Table 11. Nets Observed and Estimated King Salmon Caught in 
Cook Inlet Personal-Use1 Set Gill Net Fishery, 1958. 2 

Net Sites 

Greatest Number 
of Nets 
Observed 

Fresh Water 

Alexander Creek 

Susitna River 

Deshka River 

Fish Creek (Flathorn Lake) 

Montana Creek 

Matanuska River 

Total Fresh Water 19 1,425 

Salt Water 

Resurrection Creek 

Sixmile Creek 

Pt. Woronzof to Anchorage * 

Anchorage to Eagle River 

Knik Village Vicinity 

Goose Bay 

Goose Bay to Pt. MacKenzie 

Ninilchik River 

1 

1 

43 

7 

5 

6 

7 

0 

Total Salt Water 70 1,600 

1 Referred to as “subsistence” in the text. 
2 Source: Yancy, R.M. and F.V. Thorsteinson 1963:Table 4. 
3 Catch estimated by Native residents. 

Estimated 
Catch 

200 

200 

250 

425 

100 

250 

20 

20 

860 

140 

100 

120 

140 

200 3 
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As noted- above, 1959 regulations temporarily closed (i.e., for one year) 

subsistence fishing in Knik Arm when it was made to conform to commercial 

fishing regulations. When the Knik Arm subsistence fishery was re-opened in 

1960, only the northwest shore was made available (Figure 9). According to the 

interview data, there were many reasons for the permanent closure of the 

southeast shore of Knik Arm to subsistence fishing. These included a concern 

for the declining king salmon runs, the increasing number of subsistence nets in 

the Anchorage area which caused gear problems as nets were placed closer than 

600 feet, and other regulatory infractions addresssed below. 

As discussed earlier, regulations between 1953 and 1958 allowed subsistence 

fishing in Knik Arm prior to August 6 only during hours open to commercial 

fishing in the Northern District. Although this presented no problem to the more 

recent Knik Arm subsistence fishermen, it did add a new restriction to long-time 

users such as the few Dena’ina who still fished at Point Woronzof (Braund 

fieldwork). Prior to the closure of commercial fishing in Knik Arm (some time 

before 19531, these Dena’ina had fished both for commercial and subsistence 

purposes. Consequently, they tended to leave their nets in the water all of the 

time. Fishing provided a needed source of income as well as food, and these 

Dena’ina would sell some fish and also provide subsistence fish to other villagers, 

especially to extended family members. When regulations closed commercial 

fishing in Knik Arm, these fishermen continued to subsistence fish. According 

to the interview data, the nets continued to be left out most of the time. The 

1953 regulations, which required subsistence fishing to occur only during 

Northern District commercial openings, reduced Knik Arm subsistence fishing to 

two twenty-four hour periods a week for that year (USFWS 1953). This trend 
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of reduced subsistence fishing periods continued through the 1950s. Although 

most fishermen complied with the new rules, others did not (Braund fieldwork). 

According to the field interview information, this refusal to remove subsistence 

nets during the closed commercial periods added pressure to close the southeast 

shore of Knik Arm to subsistence fishing. 

Between 1960 and 1970, the northwest shore of Knik Arm was open to 

subsistence fishing with set gill nets beginning approximately August 1 (Table 2, 

Figure 9). This represented a change in season from the 1950s when the fishery 

operated prior to August 6. Consequently, the fishery shifted emphasis from 

king and sockeye to primarily coho sa1mon.l During this ten year period, 

residents who lived on the southeast shore of Knik Arm (i.e., Anchorage, Eagle 

River, Eklutna, and Chugiak) went to the northwest shore to set net for salmon 

(Braund fieldwork). 

The 1960s saw other regulatory changes in subsistence fishing which affected the 

Knik Arm fishery. In 1961 statewide regulations required subsistence fishermen 

to possess a subsistence fishing license available only to people whose annual 

gross income was less than $4,000. In 1962 this requirement was permanently 

replaced by a regulation which required subsistence fishing permits, available 

without any qualifying criteria (Tables 2 and 4). Beginning in 1964, subsistence 

fishing permit holders were required, at a minimum, to keep accurate records of 

1 Because of low stock problems, king salmon were closed to all Northern 
District fishing groups in the early 1960s. 
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their catch by species, location caught, and date of catch (ADF&G 1960-80). In 

Cook Inlet each permit enabled fishermen to harvest 50 salmon (Tables 2 and 4). 

By 1970 the number of Knik Arm subsistence permittees had grown to 290 (Table 

12). Between 1967 and 1970 the annual Knik Arm subsistence harvest averaged 

3,338 salmon (Table 12). In 1969 the sockeye escapement into Fish Creek 

reached a low of 6,233 salmon (ADF&G 1972b:16). The declining sockeye salmon 

escapements into Fish Creek led to the final closure of the Knik Arm subsistence 

salmon fishery (ibid.) when the northwest shore was closed in 1971 (Figure 9). 

This closure resulted in a corresponding drop in the number of Northern District 

subsistence salmon permits issued in 1971 (Table 12). 

During the interviews, it became evident that some of the same families who 

participated in the pre-1959 subsistence salmon fishery on both shores of Knik 

Arm and the 1960-1970 northwest shore subsistence fishery were also subsistence 
. 

permittees during the 1980 season in Cook Inlet (Braund fieldwork). According 

to the interview data, few of these fishermen have a long history of permit use. 

Although they fished or depended on fish, they did not participate in the Cook 

Inlet permitted fishery during either the 1960s or 1970s (see Table 10). No lonq- 

time fisherman who was interviewed could remember ever getting a subsistence 

permit during the 1960s. Once Knik Arm was completely closed in 1971, access 

to subsistence fishing areas in the Northern District became more difficult. 

Consequently, many fishermen went to other areas of the State for their salmon 

(i.e., Copper River, Kenai Peninsula, or Bristol Bay drainages), received fish 

from friends, or took adequate salmon from local streams by both sport fishing 

and snagging (Braund fieldwork). Despite the more prohibitive regulations, some 
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long-time fishermen continued to set net in the Northern District, but never 

bothered to get a subsistence permit. The Alaska Board of Fish and Game and 

later the Board of Fisheries had required a subsistence permit since 1962, but 

apparently little effort was made to enforce this regulation. 

Subsistence Fishermen 

This section of the report summarizes the interview findings related to users’ . 

perceptions of the fishery and how regulatory changes have affected Upper Cook 

Inlet subsistence salmon harvest patterns. As discussed under Methodology, the 

field interviews for this study were conducted during the summer of 1980. Also, 

as explained above, regulatory changes in 1979 and 1980 had altered the fishing 

season and significantly reduced bag limits, allowable gear, weekly fishing 

periods, and open fishing areas (Tables 2-5; Figures 4-7). Because all of these 

regulatory changes made it more diffkult to subsistence fish, the experienced 

Upper Cook Inlet subsistence fishermen who were interviewed were generally 

confused, angry, and frustrated. In particular, the 1980 regulation that 

restricted eastside subsistence fishing to six miles of relatively inaccessible 

beach (Figure 7) was especially troublesome to these fishermen. Although an 

Emergency Order eventually re-opened additional beach area, subsistence 

fishermen still desired less restrictive regulations. 

The following summary points and those presented in the corresponding section 

on the Southern District represent general findings based on interviews with 
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approximately 120 Cook Inlet subsistence fishermen. As discussed under 

Methodology, these interviews do not represent a random sample and do not lend 

themselves to statistical analysis. According to the 1980 interview data, the 

following summary statements reflect the prevailing attitudes of local subsis- 

tence fishermen toward the Upper Cook Inlet subsistence fishery. 

. Between 1978 and 1980 the subsistence law gave subsistence fishermen a 

priority use of Alaskan resources at times of resource shortage. At the 

same time, the Board of Fisheries significantly reduced Upper Cook Inlet 

subsistence fishing seasons, gear, open areas, and bag limits (Tables 2-5; 

Figures 4-7). Subsistence fishermen who were interviewed were perplexed 

and frustrated because of these seemingly incongruous policies. 

. Local subsistence fishermen in the Central District do not want a 

continual confrontation with commercial fishermen. They prefer to 
. 

subsistence fish on days or seasons when the commercial fishermen are 

off the beaches. 

. According to the interview data, there is little evidence of any conflict 

among Upper Cook Inlet subsistence users, but if more people continue 

to enter the fishery and the Board of Fisheries continues to restrict 

fishing areas, a conflict over fishing sites seems likely. The 1979 closure 

of the Upper Subdistrict of the Central District concentrated subsistence 

fishing in the North Kenai area (Figures 4, 5, and 6). This action not only 

forced people to move from customary fishing sites in the Upper 

Subdistrict (i.e., Ninilchik residents had to drive over 75 miles), but it 
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also concentrated all eastside Kenai Peninsula subsistence fishing to a 

relatively small and inaccessible area. The X980 restriction of subsis- 

tence fishing to six miles of rocky beach in the Eastern Subdistrict of the 

Northern District (Table 2 and Figure 7) was later changed by Emergency 

Order on July 12, 1980 and the 1979 area was reopened (Figure 6). 

However, the Upper Subdistrict remained closed. According to the 

interview data, increasing area restrictions often make the required 600 

feet distance between set nets hard to maintain. 

. Subsistence fishermen generally believe that one twelve hour period a 

week does not adequately meet their needs. Often the tides do not 

coincide with the fishing period. Also, when regulation forces everyone 

to fish on the same day in a small area, congestion may develop. 

. Elderly people who fished or depended on subsistence fish for years are . 

now too old to set a net, especially in inaccessible areas. Current 

regulations related to both open areas and permits restrict their access 

to subsistence fish. Often they are unable to tend their own net as 

required, and they would prefer regulations to allow for someone else to 

be present while their net is in the water. 

. Based on the interviews with Kenai Peninsula subsistence fishermen, 

there is not a conflict between Anchorage and Kenai Peninsula 

subsistence fishermen who fish in Upper Cook Inlet. Anchorage residents 

have used the Kenai Peninsula for fishing and hunting purposes for nearly 

three decades, and Kenai area residents appear to be accustomed to this 
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practice. As one man said, “We can cope with subsistence fishermen 

from Anchorage a lot better than we can with these new regulations.” 

. Nearly one-third of the new permittees who were also new to the 

subsistence fishery obtained a subsistence permit for economic reasons. 

New Anchorage users said that they were unable to obtain adequate 

salmon to meet their needs through sport fishing and, because of the high 

cost of gas, they could not afford to drive to the Kenai Peninsula for a 

few sockeye salmon. To these people, subsistence fishing is an 

alternative to the rising cost of sport fishing combined with small sport 

bag limits on sa1mon.l Many of the new Anchorage users said the poor 

economy and the seasonal nature of employment caused a greater 

dependence on natural resources, including salmon. Only two people who 

were interviewed had ever purchased salmon in a store. 

. Approximately 25 percent of- the 1979 permittees who were new users 

indicated that they did not intend to get a 1980 permit. Reasons for this 

included: it was too hard, too muddy, and they did not catch many fish. 

. Over one-half of the 1979 permittees who were new users indicated that 

they only got a subsistence permit to take a weekend outing. Clearly, 

they considered themselves recreational “subsistence” fishermen. 

1 The daily sport fishing bag limit was one sockeye for the early Russian River 
run, three in the Kenai River, and six in the marine sport fishery, 
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. The number of subsistence fishermen or permittees does not necessarily 

reflect the number of people who depend on subsistence caught salmon. 

A very few fishermen may catch salmon for a large number of people. 

This is especially true in the case of the Kenaitze and other Indian 

groups. Traditionally, villages had cooperative nets located at the 

mouths of salmon streams (i.e., Kenai, Kasilof, Ship Creek) or other 

strategic places (i.e., Point Woronzof). This pattern also applies in other 

areas. For example, in the Ninilchik area commercial set net fishermen 

supplied elderly people with salmon (primarily kings and cohos) or, in the 

past, let them put their nets on commercial sites during subsistence 

openings. Present regulations have restricted local access to coho 

salmon. 

. In all areas of Cook Inlet, there are individual families who have recently 

moved to a rural area to participate in a subsistence lifestyle. They do 

not necessarily have any time depth in the salmon fishery, but see no 

reason why they should not be allowed to subsistence fish. 

. In many cases, more than one permittee may fish the same net, and the 

fishermen share the salmon or alternate fishing days. Especially with the 

pre-1979 35 fathom net, many families fished the same net in some areas 

on a regular basis. 
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. Regarding traditional salmon use, one long time Cook Inlet resident who 

now lives in Kenai said, 

What is traditional? I have been here in this country over 55 
years. I have fished for years and years and we ate it. I have 
fished three times a day. Gradually, you get eased out. I 
have fished up in Anchorage...you cannot fish there anymore. 
I have fished in the Inlet below Bird Creek...you cannot fish 
there anymore. So what do you do? I think I am traditional. 
I ate the fish. My family ate it. I never had a permit. We 
just got eased out by regulation. 

. Another resident who has lived on the Kenai River since 1912 

commented, 

Until regulation made it illegal, we put a set net right here 
below our house and got all of the salmon we wanted that 
way. We fished when the weather was right, on a clear, sunny 
day with a breeze. We would catch and process the fish at 
the same time. You need good weather to smoke salmon. 
Late in the summer is no good. We only took what fish we 
needed for food and to feed the dogs and rabbits. We did not 
fish on Saturday because Fish and Game said so, but we fished 
when we had the time and when the weather was right to take 
care of the fish. Rainy weather in the fall will sour fish in 
the smoke house. 
a Saturday tide. 

Also, you must fish the right tides...not just 

The dependence on salmon varied from year to year, directly 
related to the local economy. When the economy is down, 
dependence on subsistence salmon increases. The economy 
can force a man to be a subsistence fisherman where six 
months ago he did not need the fish. You cannot base priority 
on past tense, there is a future for people. 

The area along the north beach that Fish and Game opened to 
subsistence fishing is called “Starvation Beach”. The public 
owns the beaches and the state should open state land and 
provide access to Cook Inlet, not force people to fish where 
there are no fish. We never fished in that area anyway. 

. 
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Houz$ehold Versus Individual Permits 

As discussed earlier in this report, the interviews indicated that the increase in 

subsistence permits beginning in 1978 was related to an increased awareness of 

the subsistence fishery and the permit system due to the d-2 subsistence issue, 

the 1978 subsistence law, residents’ desire to participate in the fishery, and the 

chain of events inadvertently caused by the Comprehensive Management Policy 

for Upper Cook Inlet. From 1971 through 1979 regulation mandated that 

subsistence permits in Cook Inlet be issued on the basis of one permit per user. 

Therefore, more than one person in a household could have received a permit. 

In 1980 only one permit per household was issued. 

An examination of the lists of 1979 subsistence permittees revealed duplicate 

names and/or addresses, indicating that in some cases more than one member of 

a household acquired a permit. During the interviews, subsistence permit tees 

explained that because the bag limit was based on individual permits, they 

applied for additional permits to increase their allowable take. Because the 

permit system changed to one permit per household in 1980, it is difficult to 

compare 1979 and 1980 permits. Therefore, to determine whether there was a 

real increase in the number of households between 1979 and 1980, the researcher 

attempted to convert 1979 permits to households. 

Table 13 presents a comparative summary of the 1979 and 1980 permits for the 

Northern and Central Districts for the regular season. The data in Table 13 do 

not include 65 permits issued in 1980 for the special king salmon fishery at 
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Table 13. Household Versus Individual Permits, 1979-1980 

Place 
of Issue 

1979 1979 est. 
Permits1 Households* 

1980 Regular 
Season Permits 

= Households3 

Anchorage office 507 470 693 

Soldotna office 712 572 526 

Homer office 17 13 0 

1,236 (1,161) 1,055 (980) 1,219 (1,246) 

. 

1 These numbers are based on ADF&G lists of 1979 permittees by name. The 
total number (1,236) does not correspond to later ADF&G figures of total 
permittees for Upper Cook Inlet (i.e., 1,161). The difference of 75 permittees 
represents a 6 percent error factor. 

2 The 1979 number of households was estimated by eliminating permits where 
more than one member of a household obtained one for the 1979 season. This 
elimination was based on permittee’s last name on lists supplied on ADF&G. 
Because of the potential error noted above, this number could be as many as 
75 households lower. 

3 Does not include either 85 permits issued for special openings of the Upper 
Subdistrict or 65 permits issued for the special king salmon fishery at Tyonek. 
The 1980 figures listed above are consistent with ADF&G 1981~: Table 1 and 
Stanek 1980:14, but inconsistent with ADF&G 1981b: Table 1 (1,246). 

Stephen R. Braund & Associates 
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Tyonek, nor do they include the 85 permits issued for the special Kenai Peninsula 

openings (August 18 and 19; September 241.1 

As explained in Table 13 footnotes, there are some minor inconsistencies in 

ADF&G permit figures for 1979 and 1980. To accommodate these incon- 

sistencies, the following analysis is presented in a range of extreme possibilities. 

Based on the table, the number of permits issued in 1979 compared to those 

issued in 1980 ranged from a decrease of 1 percent to a 7 percent increase. At 

the same time, the number of households that participated in the 1980 Upper 

Cook Inlet regular season subsistence salmon fishery increased 16 to 27 percent 

over the number of households that fished in 1979.2 

Based on data compiled for the ADF&G Cook Inlet subsistence fishery permit 

survey for 1980 (Stanek 19801, approximately 460 of the 1,219 permittee 

households which participated in the 1980 Upper Cook Inlet fishery were from 
. 

Anchorage. This represents considerably less than 1% of the total Anchorage 

households. 

1 These 85 permits were not included because they are all duplicate permits 
(Stanek 1980:14) and therefore do not affect the total number of households 
that participated in the fishery in 1980. If they were included in the total 
number of permits issued, a household would be counted more than once and 
thus skew the data. 

2 This estimate is only preliminary, 
not siqnificantly. 

and a later analysis may alter it, although 
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Commercial Fishermen 

For 19 years (1960 through 19781, regulations allowed subsistence fishing in 

Upper Cook Inlet to commence on approximately July 30 for the Northern 

District and August 15 for the Central District (Tables 2 and 4). Consequently, 

subsistence fishing generally coincided with the end of the sockeye salmon run 

and the height of the late coho salmon run. Thus, the commercial set net 

fishermen had exclusive use of the beaches during the height of the sockeye run 

-- their primary money species in the Central District. Beginning in 1978, the 

Comprehensive Management Policy for Upper Cook Inlet disrupted this pattern 

of use in some areas. 

For example, in the Ninilchik area many long-time residents who are also 

commercial fishermen contend that the primary subsistence fish are the early 

king salmon and the late coho salmon (not sockeye, chum, or pink salmon). 

These fishermen say that there was ko subsistence problem in this area until 

implementation of the Management Policy in 1978. The local fishermen would 

fish commercially during the mid-summer and then take coho salmon for both 

commercial and subsistence purposes in late August. According to these long- 

time Ninilchik commercial fishermen, they cooperated with and helped subsis- 

tence fishermen acquire coho salmon. In many cases, the interviews indicated 

that commercial fishermen provided subsistence fish to many other members of 

the community as well as to residents of other communities. 

The long continuous history of commercial set net fishing along eastside Central 

District (Upper Subdistrict) beaches (Figure 3) may account for Yancey and 
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Thorsteinson’s (1963) failure to observe any subsistence nets in this area in 1958 

(see Table 11). In fact, the only salt water subsistence nets they observed were 

in Turnagain and Kink Arms, areas closed to commercial fishing. This lack of 

subsistence nets along the eastside Central District beaches in 1958 is consistent 

with the interview data the researcher collected in the Ninilchik area -- 

commercial fishermen generally occupied the beaches during the summer, and, 

prior to 1978, Central District subsistence fish often came out of commercial 

rather than subsistence nets. ADF&G data indicate that only 13 subsistence 

fishing permits were issued in the Central District in 1967, and it was not until 

1978 that the number of Central District permits approached the level of 

permits issued for the 1970 Knik Arm subsistence fishery (see Table 12). 

Based on the interview data, Upper Subdistrict commercial fishermen contend 

that when the 1978 Management Policy made it illegal for them to fish the late 

coho salmon, it disrupted a portion of their means of livelihood. Then, when the 

Board of Fisheries changed the subsistence season in 1979 to a mid-summer 

fishery, the Board, according to the interviewees, deprived Ninilchik people of 

their customary subsistence fish -- coho salmon. In effect, local residents 

believe the recent regulatory changes have taken both a portion of their 

commercial livelihood and their subsistence fishery from the community. 

Of those interviewed, almost all commercial fishermen are opposed to a mid- 

summer subsistence fishery because it puts both user groups on the beaches 

during the same season, although on different days. According to commercial 

fishermen who have fished in the same spot for as long as thirty years, the beach 

is already occupied for the summer. They have their gear on the beach, their 
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running liqes are out, and they cannot afford to have people down on the beach 

who may damage any of their equipment. If any of their gear is destroyed or 

missing, commercial fishermen may not be ready for the following opening, and 

consequently subsistence fishermen become a threat to their livelihood. Also, 

even though regulations may put both user groups on the beach on different days 

(i.e., commercial fishing on Mondays and Fridays and subsistence fishing on 

Saturdays), the presence of subsistence fishermen during the height of the 

sockeye run could seriously conflict with extra commercial open periods. 

It is important to note that there is a variation in the data gathered in this area. 

Two researchers visited the Ninilchik area at different times, and although they 

talked to some of the same people, they also interviewed different fishermen. 

According to the interview information, the preferred fish for both Native and 

non-Native subsistence users is king salmon. The variation centers around which 

species local fishermen have customarily used for subsistence purposes in 

addition to the king salmon. Some fi>hermen said they used sockeye salmon and 

no coho, others said they used both, and still others said they used coho but not 

sockeyes. Generally, Ninilchik area Natives who were interviewed said that they 

preferred sockeye, and that they did not take any coho salmon for subsistence 

use. This contrasts markedly to Kenaitze patterns further north (i.e., Kenai) 

where Indians who were interviewed said they did not use sockeyes but only king 

and coho salmon. More research is necessary to further identify local variation 

in patterns of subsistence fishing between different groups of Kenai Peninsula 

residents who harvest Cook Inlet salmon. Also, additional community level 

research could identify when (i.e., what years and seasons) Ninilchik people 

caught or catch king salmon, how it is distributed, and the interrelationship 

between commercial and subsistence fishing. 
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Many noGcommercia1 fishermen who were interviewed believe that commercial 

fishermen should not be allowed to have a subsistence permit because they can 

take their subsistence fish out of their commercial catch. While this may be 

true for Limited Entry Commission (LEC) salmon permit holders, not all holders 

of commercial licenses have access to the commercially caught salmon. For 

example, crewmembers who possess commercial fishing licenses but no LEC 

permits generally have no voice in the ultimate dispensation of commercially 

caught salmon. The captain, or LEC salmon permit holder, usually sells all of 

the fish rather than distributing subsistence fish to crewmembers. At the same 

time, if the captain takes subsistence fish from his commercial catch it would 

cost him money, and he, in effect, would be paying for his subsistence catch. 

Also, not all commercial fishermen fish for salmon. Many fish for herring, 

halibut, crab, and shrimp and consequently they may use the subsistence fishery 

to acquire salmon for household use. 

. 

Southern District 

The Southern District (Figure 2) subsistence salmon fishery operates on 

different, smaller stocks of fish than the Upper Cook Inlet fishery. Southern 

District subsistence set net fishermen primarily catch coho and, to a lesser 

extent, pink salmon. Only a relatively small part of the Cook Inlet commercial 

fishing gear is located in the Southern District and most of this is for seining. 

Consequently, there is less potential for conflict between commercial and 

subsistence set net Fishermen than in Upper Cook Inlet. 
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i History of Recent Regulatory Changes 

The trend in subsistence salmon permits and catch for the Southern District 

between 1967 and 1980 is presented in Table 14. The permits increased from 

fewer than 100 in the late 1960s to 533 in 1980. The factors which Contributed 

to this steady increase in subsistence permits in the 1970s include growth in the 

Homer area, an increase in non-local subsistence fishermen (i.e., Kenai-Soldotna 

and Anchorage), and an increased awareness of the subsistence fishery (Braund 

fieldwork). 

Although Homer’s population was only 307 in 1950, the City grew from 1,083 

persons in 1970 to 2,209 persons in 1980 -- a 104 percent increase (Rollins 1978; 

Alaska Department of Labor 1981). Additional people moved into areas outside 

of the City, and by 1978 the Homer area had nearly 5,000 inhabitants (Braund 

and Behnke 1980). The State’s original Open-to-Entry (OTE) land disposal 
. 

program which operated from 1968 until 1973 provided a land source for new 

settlers in Kachemak Bay. Also, the subdivision of homesteads added to the 

available land base. New arrivals were attracted by the mild climate, natural 

beauty, and proximity to marine resources. They often sought to establish a 

self-sufficient, self-reliant lifestyle (Braund and Behnke 1980). In this respect, 

they were similar to the early homesteaders who first settled in Homer from 

1915 to the 1930s. Just as a dependence on subsistence gardening, hunting, and 

fishing was common in Homer’s early days, more recent settlers also came 

seeking this type of life. 

-68- 



In 1977 Kenai-Soldotna and Anchorage subsistence permittees only represented 5 

percent (10 permits) of the 197 Southern District permits (ADF&G 1980b: Table 

13). By 1980 these communities represented 23 percent (123 permits) of the 533 

Southern District permits (ibid.). Also, Anchor Point residents increased their 

use of the permitted fishery growing from 7 permits in 1975 to 80 permits in 

1980 (ibid.). Anchor Point’s population grew from 102 persons in 1970 to 2.29 

persons in 1980 (Alaska Department of Labor 1981). In 1980 Homer residents 

accounted for 58 percent (310 permits) of the 533 total Southern District 

permits (ADF&G 1980b: Table 13). 

Similar to Upper Cook Inlet, the significant increase in Southern District 

subsistence fishing permits beginning in 1978 (Table 12) coincided with more 

restrictive subsistence fishing regulations. Table 15 presents a summary of the 

Southern District subsistence fishing regulations from 1974 to 1980. In 

December of 1976, the Board of Fisheries repealed regulations which allowed 

subsistence fishing in the Southern District (effective March 6, 1977), but the 

Alaska Superior Court reinstated this fishery for the 1977 season. During the 

summer of 1977, an ADF&G Emergenc’y Order closed the waters from Anchor 

Point to 1.8 miles east of the Homer Spit (Figure 2). The 1978 regulations 

maintained this closure. Further regulations in 1979 and 1980 reduced allowable 

gear and bag limits and changed the permit system from one permit per person 

to one per household (Table 15). These regulations reflected ADF&G’s concern 

for the increased subsistence harvest (Table 14) of limited coho salmon stocks 

following the increase in Southern District subsistence permits. These more 

restrictive regulations resulted in another lawsuit brought by the Kachemak Bay 

Subsistence Group, Inc. As a result of this second lawsuit, the Court reinstated 

-69- 



Y 

-7o- 



the pre-1978 subsistence regulations for the Southern District 1980 subsistence 

fishery (Table 15). 

Interview Data 

Subsistence Fishermen 

This section of the report summarizes the interview findings related to users’ 

perceptions of the Southern District subsistence fishery and how regulatory 

changes have affected harvest patterns. The fieldwork in the Southern District 

was performed primarily in Homer, English Bay, Port Graham, Seldovia, and the 

area between Kasitna and Tutka Bays. As discussed under Methodology, a 

second researcher, Carolyn E. Reed, gathered much of the field data in the 

Southern District. Although the author has included some of Reed’s findings in 
. 

this discussion of the interview data, a complete copy of her report is presented 

in Appendix I. The field interviews for this study were conducted during the 

summer of 1980, but both researchers have also previously worked in this area 

(see Reed 1979 and Braund and Behnke 1980). 

According to the 1980 interview data, the following summary statements reflect 

the attitudes of local subsistence fishermen toward the Southern District 

subsistence fishery. 

. Generally, residents of English Bay, Port Graham, and Seldovia do not 

participate in the permit process. Residents in these smaller com- 

munities in the Southern District do not consider it necessary to 
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complete an ADF&G form in order to participate in an activity they have 

engaged in for generations. Questionnaires often accompany the permit 

forms, and many people are suspicious and hesitant to answer all of the 

questions. The permit system may not be the most desirable means to 

manage subsistence fishing in all areas of Cook Inlet (see Appendix I). 

. Many residents of the small, isolated communities in Lower Cook Inlet 

are commercial fishermen, and as a result much of their subsistence 

salmon need is met with fish from commercial nets. These salmon are 

not reported under either commercial or subsistence management 

systems. This practice provides no accurate picture of realistic 

subsistence use in these communities. Many fishermen also complain 

that it takes money out of their pocket. Based on the interview data, 

a few fishermen often provide fish for a large number of people. 

. 
. In contrast to people of Seldovia, English Bay, and Port Graham, 

residents from Kasitna Bay to Tutka Bay generally subsistence fish with 

permits and set gill nets. The Kasitna and Tutka Bay residents are both 

physically and culturally more closely linked to Homer than to Seldovia 

or the other communities. Generally, they have a skiff and often travel 

to Homer to shop, which provides them greater opportunities to obtain 

subsistence permits and regulations. Many Kasi tna and Tutka Bay 

residents as well as Kachemak Bay residents deliberately sought an 

alternative lifestyle centered around subsistence and informed themselves 

of subsistence resources and regulations before arriving at their present 

state of dependence within the last 5 to 10 years (see Appendix I). 
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. Homer area subsistence fishermen include both long time users and new 

participants. Many of the new entrants into the Homer permitted fishery 

are Homer residents who are participating in the fishery for the first 

time. In a depressed economy when jobs become scarce, more people 

depend on local resources, including salmon. 

. According to Homer area subsistence fishermen, the increasingly restric- 

tive regulations from 1978 to 1980 (Table 15) seriously reduced access to 

and efficiency of the Southern District subsistence fishery. The fishermen 

maintained that regulatory changes threatened the existence of the 

fishery. These fishermen reported that the 1977 closure of waters from 

Anchor Point to 1.8 miles east of the Homer Spit denied long-time 

fishermen access to fishing sites they had customarily used for over 30 

years (Braund fieldwork). Because these elderly fishermen relied on 

fishing from the easily accessible Homer Spit beaches, the closure made 

it too difficult for them to fish. Because the Southern District is not 

subject to the large-scale salmon runs that occur in Upper Cook Inlet, 

Homer area subsistence fishermen also maintained that the reduction in 

gear length to 10 fathoms made the Southern District subsistence fishery 

so inefficient that it would virtually be eliminated. 

. Although gill nets are presently (1980) the only subsistence gear 

recognized by regulation, people in the relatively isolated communities 

take fish for household use by other means. Where the need for 

subsistence salmon exists, people who have access to fish will get th- 7 

despite the fact that regulations, in their view, force them to do so 
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illegally. These people do not perceive illegal fishing as wrong if the fish 

are needed and used for subsistence (see Appendix I>. 

. For many rural residents on the south side of Kachemak Bay, the 

subsistence salmon season (post-August 15) does not coincide with either 

king salmon runs (the preferred species although relatively few are 

caught) or sockeye salmon runs (the most abundant species in some 

areas). At least one community relies heavily on sockeye salmon for 

household use. Many of these fish are not caught in set nets. Also, the 

current subsistence season does not coincide with the period of good 

weather for catching, drying and smoking salmon (early summer). After 

August 15, when the current (1980) season opens, fall storms are 

common, which restrict both fishing opportunities and customary pro- 

cessing techniques. In some areas, the need for fresh fish is greatest in 

the spring and early summer (see Appendix I). 
. 

. In some rural areas remote from ADF&G offices, local residents have 

inadequate access to subsistence regulations and permits (1980). It is 

often impractical for all people to travel to Homer to obtain a permit. 

Often, the fisherman has caught his salmon in less time than a trip to 

Homer would take (see Appendix IL 

. There appears to be little conflict between subsistence and commercial 

set netters in the Southern District. In Kachemak Bay, commercial set 

net sites are generally located on the south side of the Bay, while the 

majority of the subsistence sites are on the north side (Homer Spit to the 

head of Kachemak Bay). 
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. Among rural users, there is little evidence that commercial and 

subsistence fishing conflict. Most people believe that the quantity of 

subsistence fish taken, regardless of method, does not create pressure on 

salmon resources. Also, there seems to be little conflict over fishing 

sites between these user groups (see Appendix I). 

. Many commercial fishermen are seiners in the Southern District. 

Because they often catch their salmon away from port and their freezers, 

many people salt their fish (see Appendix I). 

. Although only a relatively small percentage of the total Cook Inlet 

commercial gear is located in the Southern District, commercial fishing 

is an important part of the economies and ways of life of Seldovia, 

English Bay, Port Graham, and Homer. Close interrelationships exist 

between commercial fishing and household uses of salmon. The 

seasonality of commercial fishing often results in unemployment during 

the winter requiring greater dependence on fish. Commercial fishermen 

have greater access to fish and sites. Fish provide both food and money 

to commercial fishermen. Rural commercial fishermen often depend 

heavily on salmon for household use (see Appendix I). 

. As discussed above, the number of Anchorage and Kenai-Soldotna 

residents who fish in the Southern District has risen markedly since 1978 

(Table 14). According to the interview data, this may be related to the 

more restrictive regulations of subsistence fishing in Upper Cook Inlet. 

Because of recent gear and area restrictions in Upper Cook Inlet (Tables 
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Z-5, Figures 4-71, subsistence fishermen often were unable to catch their 

desired amount of salmon. Consequently, this may have resulted in 

increased pressure in the Southern District which opened after Upper 

Cook Inlet closed in 1979 and 1980 (i.e., after August 15). In addition, 

increased awareness of subsistence opportunities has attracted new 

participants. 

. In the Southern District, the average catch of subsistence salmon per 

permit does not necessarily reflect local use by Homer residents. 

According to Homer area subsistence fishermen, non-local fishermen 

(i.e., Anchorage and Kenai-Soldotna) may come to Homer, catch a few 

fish per permittee, and lower the average catch in the fishery. 

Household Versus Individual Permits 
. 

Based on information obtained in the interviews, a few fishermen in southern 

Kenai Peninsula communities were concerned about the household permit system, 

especially as it applied to extended families living in a single house. This type 

of permit system allows only one subsistence salmon fishing permit to be issued 

to each household per year. The head of the household is allocated 25 salmon 

per year, plus an additional 10 salmon per year for each dependent of the permit 

holder. This form of regulation does not consider those who may live in a 

particular household, but are not necessarily dependents. By definition [AS 

16.05.940 (2611 one could be an extended family member who lived within the 

household on a permanent basis, but according to the household permit system 
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(5 AAC 01.580 and 5951, only one household member is considered the head of 

the household. At the same time, the other heads of family who live in the 

household are not dependents and therefore are not entitled to any salmon. 

Thus, some residents could be denied both a permit and salmon. This problem 

did not become apparent in 1980 because no one in these communities obtained 

a subsistence permit, although they continued to subsistence fish. 

Sport Fishermen 

The interviews revealed that many sport fishermen are opposed to urban 

(presumably middle and high income) people using set nets to catch subsistence 

fish, especially king and coho salmon and incidental Steelhead, as these are 

prized sport fish. These sport fishermen believe that subsistence fishing should 

focus on sockeye and pink salmon, which are of secondary interest to sport 

’ fishermen (see ADF&G 1977:l). In addition, sport fishermen contend that 

sockeye and pink salmon are the most abundant stocks in Cook Inlet and 

therefore are best able to withstand any increase in subsistence use. 

In 1980 the primary controversy between sport and subsistence fishermen in 

Cook Inlet occurred in the Southern District when the court opened the area 

between the Homer Spit and one mile south of Anchor River to subsistence 

fishing (Kachemak Bay Subsistence Group et al. vs. ADF&G et al. 1980) The 

court’s decision which allowed subsistence fishermen to set net for coho salmon 

along this coast disturbed sport fishermen, but the incidental catch of Steelhead 

on their way to the Anchor River was, in their view, completely unacceptable. 
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Preliminary research indicates that Steelhead trout never have been a primary 

target species of subsistence fishermen in Lower Cook Inlet. To date sufficient 

data have not been gathered to enable a conclusion on customary use patterns 

along the beach from the Homer Spit to the Anchor River. Future research 

could address subsistence fishing along this beach. 

The Cook Inlet sport fishermen who were interviewed can be divided into two 

groups: 

1) A small group who fished primarily for sport in a pure sense. These 

fishermen practice a hook and release policy in an effort to enjoy fishing 

without harming fish, except for an occasional trophy specimen. 

2) A much larger group who fished with a hook and line for both recreation 

and for personal consumption of the resource. These fishermen claimed 

that it was only gear type that distinguished them from subsistence 

fishermen (i.e., hook and line versus set net). Fish they caught were 
. 

consumed by family and friends. These fishermen fear that subsistence net 

fishing will harm the resource and consequently harm another (i.e., hook 

and line) personal consumption user group. 

The interviews indicate that many hook and line fishermen met their home use 

needs by snagging salmon in freshwater streams, before it became illegal in 

1974. The interviews also indicate that this practice continues today in many 

areas, although at a much reduced level-l 

1 This research did not specifically address the relationship, if any, that exists 
between the effect of not allowing fishermen to snag salmon in streams and 
the in.crease in subsistence permittees. This could be a topic for future 

’ research in Cook Inlet. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Use of and dependence on local resources vary among the different Cook Inlet 

communities. In the case of salmon, this diversity ranges from little use of 

salmon to a large dependence on it. In each community there are families and 
. 

individuals who have participated in the subsistence salmon fishery for a long 

time (often without permits) and who receive social, economic, and nutritional 

benefit from the harvest of this resource. Although this pattern of use is often 

most visible in the relatively isolated communities (i.e., English Bay, Tyonek, 

Port Graham, and Seldovia), it is not restricted to these places. Rural road 

connected communities (i.e., Ninilchik, Kasilof, Anchor Point, and the Mata- 

nuska-Susitna valley area) and more urban centers (Homer, Kenai-Soldotna, and 
. 

Anchorage) all have residents who have traditionally subsistence fished for Cook 

Inlet salmon. In short, each Cook Inlet community has a core group of 

subsistence fishermen with a long history in and strong attachment to the 

fishery. This core group may represent a large percentage of the population in 

the smaller, more isolated villages, whereas it only represents a very small 

portion of the people in the larger urban centers. In summary, Cook Inlet 

subsistence fishermen can be divided into two groups: a) a small group of 

fishermen who have used the fishery for years; and b) recent users who represent 

the vast majority of the post-1978 subsistence permittees. It is important to 

note that both of these groups desire subsistence salmon. 
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Largely because of the large influx of subsistence permittees who entered the 

Cook Inlet fishery from the years 1978 to 1980, the Board of Fisheries 

established increasingly restrictive regulations which reduced the bag limits, 

gear, permits, and areas open to fishing. These regulations had the effect of 

making the Cook Inlet subsistence fishery less accessible to all users. 

Consequently, small groups of long-time users as well as individuals were 

effected by these more restrictive regulations designed to limit new growth in 

the fishery. 

In order to understand the Cook Inlet subsistence salmon fishery, whether at a 

general or local level, it is not adequate to only review statistical subsistence 

permit and catch data. Past harvest levels are not necessarily a reliable 

indicator of local demand for fish. Also, economic, weather, and other 

fluctuations could influence yearly catches. In addition, both because people did 

not always get a subsistence permit, and because commercially caught salmon 
0 

were used for subsistence purposes, subsistence catch data do not always 

represent the total subsistence catch. Consequently, in Cook Inlet the low 

number of permits issued before 1978 does not necessarily reflect local 

community use of the subsistence fishery. Although the fishery was not always 

highly visible, fishermen used it, albeit relatively few compared to the large 

number of 1980 permittees. Thus, despite significant social and economic 

changes in Cook Inlet in recent decades (Braund and Behnke 1980), residents of 

the area continued to utilize salmon. Among other things, this study 

demonstrated that in addition to permit and harvest data, the history of 

regulatory changes, interviews with long-time users, and an understanding of 

economic and demographic changes are also necessary in order to analyze the 

Cook Inlet subsistence salmon fishery. 
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Ninilchik Area 

(’ 

In the rural area of the central Kenai Peninsula, commercial salmon fishing 

is a major industry. Fishing in fact, forms the backbone of the economy. 

Fishermen in the nearby towns of Kenai, to the north, and Homer, to the south, 

form a significant 20 percent of the workforce (Bennet et. al, Profile of Five 

Kenai Peninsula Towns, 1977). Although comparable statistics are not available 

for the rural area, observations by this researcher in the Ninilchik area indicate 

that commercial fishing provides income employment for an even greater 

proportion of the workforce. Outside of the towns mentioned above, there are 

few sources of income such as retail businesses and service offices. The 

seasonal nature of the fishing industry results in the fact that cash is earned by 
. 

rural fishermen only during the summer months, and income resources are few 

during the winter months. As a result salmon are currently and have 

traditionally been a very important resource, not only for cash income but for 

subsistence use. The harbor at Ninilchik houses a fleet of drift fishing boats, 

and the beaches open to commercial fishing are occupied shoulder to shoulder by 

set gill-netters. Due to research limitations, these observations and interviews 

were confined to commercial set net fishermen from Ninilchik north to Clam 

Gulch. 
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Most of the fishermen of this area have been fishing at their same locations 

since long before the state of Alaska began its limited entry and shore site 

leasing programs. About 90 percent are local area residents. The others 

number only a handful and are Homer, Kenai, and Anchorage residents. All of 

the local residents, who consist of both Natives and non-Natives, claim to have 

had their fishing site in the use of their families for about 30 years. Many .of 

those who are adults now grew up helping their parents fish at the same sites. 

The set net sites are currently run as a family operation, with children, cousins 

or neighbors helping. Temporary structures are built or hauled down to the 

beach for the fishing season and become a “summer camp” headquarters. The 

oldtime fishermen recall fishing the sites with fish traps until they were 

outlawed in the 1950’s, after which they began using set gill nets. 

The beach sites closest to Ninilchik are reportedly the most productive, and 

fishing gradually gets poorer towards Clam Gulch. As a result, the beach from 

Cohoe Creek south to Ninilchik is occupied by the 30 year residents, many of 

whom are Native. From Cohoe Creek north to Clam Gulch, set-netters are 

predominantly non-Natives, and have been fishing their sites for periods ranging 

from 1 to 10 years. 

Subsistence Practices 

Although there is broad diversity in subsistence use of salmon among the set- 

netters, all but one admitted to taking salmon for subsistence use. The family 
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who saved no fish for themselves were 10 year fishermen from Anchorage who 

worked as teachers in winter. They declined to take salmon for winter food, 

because after fishing all summer they found it unappetizing relative to other 

food choices. All of the other set netters interviewed claimed to take fish from 

their commercial catch for subsistence use. Without exception, all of the Native 

fishermen stated that their preferred fish is king salmon. It is preferred 

because it is felt to smoke the best, which is its most popular use, and secondly, 

it cans well because of its oil. Red salmon are the next choice for preserving. 

Pink salmon are considered by Natives and old-timers to be unsuitable for 

preserving in any way. The meat is said to be soft and tasteless, the fish spoil 

too soon after being taken from the water, and the pinks do not smoke or can 

well. No Natives reported taking silver salmon for subsistence. Non-Native 

fishermen are mentioned separately because their choice of subsistence fish is 

decidedly different. One person expressed a preference only for silver salmon, 

in part because they came last in the season, and he knows then how much 

money he has made selling his fish. Other non-Natives are not particular as to 

what species of salmon they take for subsistence use. The fish are either canned 

or frozen. Only one non-Native mentioned making smoked salmon. This person 

preferred to save king salmon for smoking instead of selling them immediately, 

as he considered the cannery price too low. He preferred to smoke it and then 

can it and later would sell the product privately, thus getting a much better 

price for it. 

Subsistence fish seem to be used to satisfy social obligations. Gifts of 

preserved salmon are made to family, friends and also to neighbors. In one 

unusual incident, a Ninilchik Native man caught a 210 pound halibut in his beach 
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net. Almost every site on the beach for several miles received a piece of it. 

Often preserved fish are sent to relatives who have moved away and no longer 

have ready access to subsistence fishing. 

Quantities of subsistence salmon taken were not measured except to note that 

people claimed to take “what we need”. Since every fish taken for subsistence 

would reduce the fishermen’s cash income, it may be assumed that there would 

be a little waste. From this brief research, it would appear that the non-Native 

fishermen are primarily concerned with maximizing their dollar return from 

their fish, whether it be sold fresh or processed. The Native people, while cash 

oriented, also value the quality of fish they eat themselves and the importance 

of satisfying social obligations with fish products. 

The commercial fishermen in this area were asked how they felt about the 

same beach sites being opened to the public for subsistence fishing. Generally 

the response was favorable, al though there were some reservations. Interest- 

ingly, it was the long term fishermen who most favor opening the area and 

relative newcomers who held the most reservations. 

The range of opinions regarding subsistence fishing along Ninilchik area 

beaches include: 

1) that it would be a good thing, as outsiders could make use of the commercial 

fishermen’s running lines, buoys, etc., thus making subsistence fishing easier for 

them. 
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2) that Cbsistence fishing there would be acceptable if done on days when it 

would not conflict with commercial fishing. 

3) that outsiders might destroy the commercial fishermen’s equipment and 

vandalize their cabins. 

Without exception all fishermen felt that there are plenty of fish to satisfy 

both commercial and subsistence needs. Little conflict is seen between both of 

these two uses of the resource, although the competition of sports fishermen for 

fish is seen as extremely threatening. It is believed that commercial fishing 

season openings and closings are adjusted to allocate fish into the streams for 

sportmens’ availability. Fish wheels might otherwise be added to commercial 

catches. 

Lower Kenai Peninsula: Seldovia, English Bay, 

Port Graham, Kasitsna Bay to Tutka Bay 

For the people residing on the lower tip of the Kenai Peninsula, commercial 

fishing is also the primary industry of the area. Statistics for the community 

of Seldovia indicate that 30 percent of the workforce (even greater than the 

figures given for Kenai and Homer) are fishermen (ibid). Figures are not 

available for English Bay or Port Graham, but should be comparable or even 

higher according to observations of this researcher. There are few set-netters; 

-5- 



commercial fishing is primarily done with seine boats. There are 40 to 50 boats 

working out of Seldovia harbor, 27 boats at Port Graham, and 2 seiners at 

English Bay. While Seldovia’s economic base is broadened by a year round 

logging industry, crab fishing, construction and many retail businesses and 

services, both Port Graham and English Bay are almost exclusively dependent 

upon summer salmon fishing. For all three communities, however, as well as for 

the rural areas of nearby bays, in both the past and present salmon have been 

important not only for cash income but as subsistence food for the lean months 

when employment resources dwindle. 

A brief discussion of the various inhabitants of the four above mentioned 

areas will be given here, as it seems to bear significantly upon the peoples’ 

attachment to and need for subsistence fishing. Seldovians are a mixed lot, both 

Native and non-Native, recent arrivals and old timers. Old timers, both Native 

and non-Native, usually have extended family members living in the community. 

This is important because although n6t every employable person fishes, almost 

always one or more relatives of a family does fish commercially. Those who 

do fish provide a source of salmon for the rest of the relatives in the village. 

In Seldovia there is also a significant body of non-fisherfolk, such as teachers 

and loggers. These are the more recent-comers to the community, and they are 

almost always nuclear families. This part of the populace has less access to 

salmon from commercial catches (see Reed 1979). 

English Bay and Port Graham are populated by a network of interrelated 

Native families who consider themselves indigenous. The roots of contemporary 

residents go back for at least several hundred years in this locale. Port Graham 
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was populated about 1905-1910 by people from English Bay. The community of 

English Bay sits upon an archaeological site of some antiquity into which 

scientific investigations have only recently begun to inquire. It was a pre- 

Russian village of uncertain time-depth, to which Russian occupation wrought 

great changes in population structure and culture. Because of family ties, both 

current and historical, few people would consider moving elsewhere to work and 

to live. Hence they must rely entirely upon local resources for their livelihood. 

The rural area from Kasitsna Bay to Tutka Bay is populated by a handful of 

year-round residents, whose length of residency ranges from 5 to 10 years. 

These people are non-Native, non-related and neither do they form a community. 

Having chosen their rural lifestyle over that of urban centers, they live a 

marginal economic existence strongly reliant upon a variety of subsistence 

resources, and salmon is especially important for subsistence use. 

Key informants in each settlemeht and area were interviewed, and public 

input solicited in Seldovia and English Bay. Data gathered in this way were 

combined with observations made by this researcher during the 1977 four month 

summer field season. 

Subsistence Practices 

Because of the differences mentioned above among the people living on the 

remote tip of the Kenai Peninsula, their subsistence fishing practices differ 
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respectively. In Seldovia, Port Graham and English Bay, much of the subsistence 

salmon needs are met with fish from commercial nets. Al though quantitative 

measurement was not made, one family head reported he had put up five cases 

of canned salmon plus eight or ten five-gallon buckets of salted fish. Another 

individual put up three barrels of salted fish. The practice of salting fish in this 

area goes back to the turn of the century when the first commercial fish 

processors introduced the method (Reed 1979). It is still used for subsistence 

fish because the fish are caught by boats which are many miles from freezers. 

No one subsistence net fishes with the special subsistence permit issued by 

ADF&G. One reason for this is that there have been no permits and no copies 

of the regulations available in the communities. At English Bay a few copies 

of subsistence permits were finally sent to the Tribal Council office this summer 

(1980), but they were accompanied neither with instructions as to filling thern 

out nor any copies of the subsistence regulations. The response has been that 

people are suspicious and hesitant to ‘complete the forms. They do not believe 

that it is necessary to complete the form in order to subsistence fish. 

Several people in Seldovia mentioned that they would like to fish with a 

subsistence net and wanted to know how to get a permit without going to 

Homer. For two of the three people who mentioned desiring a permit, traveling 

to Homer was both economically and physically unfeasible. 

None of the current methods of obtaining subsistence salmon is considered 

entirely satisfactory. A major complaint with taking fish from commercial 

catches is that it takes money out of the fishermen’s pocket. Secondly, there 
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i is the problem of fishing boats being located where people cannot preserve the 

salmon by freezing or smoking. Thirdly, the major run in this area is pink 

salmon, and they are not considered desirable to preserve. Kings are the most 

prized fish, although there are few in the IocaI waters. One family which set 

net fishes at English Bay caught a total of eight kings this season. All were kept 

for personal use. At Seldovia a man reported that he had gone out this spring 

and “got eight or ten kings for my family,” but he didn’t say where or how. 

People do realize that it is illegal to snag fish, but feel they are left with few 

other options. They also do not believe that this practice harms the escapement 

significantly. Salmon are felt to be no longer any good to preserve after they 

have been in the rivers (too soft, discolored, and the taste is sour according to 

one lifelong Seldovian). People feel that subsistence fishing should be opened 

earlier in the season so they could get kings and reds, which are better fish to 

preserve. Another reason for earlier subsistence fishing is because the weather 

is generally better earlier. After August 18th, when the current season opens, 

the fall storms are beginning to occur and they restrict fishing opportunities. In 

addition since smoked salmon is the preferred method of processing fish in Port 

Graham and English Bay, an earlier season is necessary. The rainy weather of 

late summer makes it all but impossible to smoke fish at that time. 

A major concern brought up by commercial fishermen regarding subsistence 

regulations is that fish taken for subsistence may end up on the market. It was 

pointed out that this sometimes occurs when people have their fish professionally 

smoked in return for half the catch. The latter is then sold by the persons doing 

the smoking. 
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Often -in Seldovia those people who have the year round work are the school 

teacher and loggers who have less access to fish as they have no family member 

attached to the commercial fishery. These people rely less upon fish for 

subsistence, although they may barter for it or buy it from fishermen. There 

remains a broad gap in income levels among Seldovians and those at the lower 

end rely heavily upon salmon to tide them over the winter (see Reed 1979:65). 

People say firmly, “Everyone here counts on eating fish.” 

English Bay residents are accustomed to satisfying their subsistence needs in 

traditional ways. Since the only ADF&G personnel they ever see in their village 

is the “fish cop” (local term for Fish and Wildlife Protection Officers), people 

tend to see the Department and its accompanying regulations as an enemy to 

their continued survival and traditional way of life, rather than as a aid to them. 

English Bay residents mention that they would prefer to have subsistence fishing 

opened in the spring, first because the need for fresh meat is the greatest at 

that time, and second because they would have more time to devote to 

subsistence in spring than later when seasonal work begins. 

In sharp contrast to people at Seldovia, English Bay, and Port Graham, the 

residents of the area from Kasitsna Bay to Tutka Bay do subsistence fish with 

permits and set gill nets. There are several reasons for this difference. The 

Bay residents are both physically and culturally more closely linked to Homer 

than to Seldovia or the other communities. Living on the beach out of town 

neccessitates having a skiff, and the skiff in turn provides easy access to Homer. 

Shopping is usually done in Homer as is other business, hence there is an 

opportunity to get the subsistence permits and regulations from the Homer 
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ADF&G affice. The Bay residents, having deliberately sought an alternative 

lifestyle centered around subsistence, informed themselves of subsistence 

resources and regulations before arriving at their present state of dependence 

upon those resources. 

Two of the dozen residents of this area are currently engaged in commercial 

fishing with set gill nets. These people do take fish from their commercial 

catch for personal use, saying it is more convenient than keeping one’s gear in 

the water for the late subsistence season. The result of this is that they are 

preserving pinks, and even attempting to smoke them. 

It is admitted by the Bay residents that illegal fishing does indeed occur in 

order to satisfy subsistence needs. Fish may be caught out of season, snagged 

with a fishing rod, or even with nets put into the water at night. These 

activities are considered by informants to be condonable since the fish thus 

caught are never wasted but utilized for subsistence. 

Summary 

From this brief research it is apparent that in the rural areas of Cook Inlet 

observed, dependence upon salmon both as a commercial resource and a 

subsistence resource is significant. Ttle primary reason for this dependence on 

salmon is the proximity and availability of the resource along with the lack of 

access to other income producing resources. 
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Several basic reasons are apparent which help explain the close interrelationship 

between commercial and subsistence fishing. First, the seasonal nature of 

commercial fishing results in long periods of unemployment during the winter 

months. Second, commercial fishing provides fishermen with accessibility to fish 

which they can use as a food resource as well as to produce cash income if they 

so desire. These findings come into perspective when the rural commercial 

fishermens’ lifestyle and use of salmon is viewed contrastingly with that of 

urban fishermen and that of rural non-fishermen. Of the people interviewed, 

both urban dwelling fishermen and rural non-fishermen used less salmon for 

subsistence than rural commercial fishermen. Both also had less access to fish, 

and felt less need for subsistence fish due to having year round employment. 

The following general patterns are relative to subsistence salmon use of the 

two rural areas studied: 

. 
1) The most desirable fish for preserving is king salmon (due to its qualities of 

oiliness and firm flesh, as well as its early season); second in value is red saImon. 

Pinks are considered unfit to preserve by anyone who has been involved with 

subsistence for any length of time. Silver salmon, while edible, are problematic 

due to the lateness of their season. 

2) There is a general belief that commercial and subsistence fishing are non- 

conflicting. Informants feel that the quantity of the fish taken for subsistence, 

no matter what the method, does not create pressure upon fish resources. 
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c There was no doubt that there are plenty of fish to serve subsistence needs 

without hurting commercial catches. 

3) Where the need for subsistence salmon exists, people who have access to fish 

will get them despite the fact that regulations force them to do so illegally. 

Fishing illegally is not perceived as wrong if the fish are needed and used f.or 

subsistence. 

4) In rural areas the Department of Fish and Game needs to make current 

regulations and permits available to rural residents. 

5) Some rural residents who have need for subsistence salmon feel that the 

present subsistence fishing periods do not coincide in a timely manner with the 

rest of activities necessary to their way of life. Others feel that the late season 

inconveniences or endangers them due to poor weather. 

6) Subsistence fish are shared in rural areas between extended family, 

neighbors and friends, in ways that importantly nourish social ties as well as 

physical needs. 
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