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Abstract 

Commercial salmon fisheries on the Skeena River in northern British Columbia 

have been a way of life, a vital part of the economy, and a valued support to community 

health and wellbeing in the region for over a century. In the last two decades a drastic 

curtailment of fishing opportunity has reduced commercial landings and fishing effort to 

less than 20% of where they stood in the mid-1990s and earlier. Ostensibly undertaken 

in the interests of conservation, the reduction in commercial access to salmon stocks is 

a much more complex story. This dissertation poses the question: what, if anything, 

would make commercial salmon fisheries on the Skeena “sustainable”? Starting from the 

premise that sustainability in fisheries is about more than the resource that is being 

harvested, I present a fishery-focused social-ecological system model that includes 

markets, communities, ecosystems and governance institutions. I situate the Skeena 

salmon fisheries in this model as a first step. I then turn to the management system to 

see how it addresses the issue of sustainability. Using a framework that was developed 

through the Canadian Fisheries Research Network (CFRN), I evaluate management on 

the Skeena over the past 30-40 years in three dimensions: ecological, socio-economic, 

and governance. Having shown that sustainability on the Skeena continues to be 

narrowly defined in terms of the productivity of salmon populations, I introduce a second 

model to represent how natural resources are meant to be exploited under conditions 

characteristic of “modernity”. I call this a “utilitarian control system” model: it shows how 

fisheries managers on the Skeena have been compelled to severely restrict the type and 

quantity of value extracted from the fishery in order to maintain an illusion of control over 

the resource production system. I conclude by presenting an alternative approach to 

sustainability that I term natural governance.  Consisting of three primary systems – 

natural, governance and social – with three corresponding functions – diversity, 

legitimacy, and wellbeing – I apply the framework to the Skeena fisheries as a way of 

generating recommendations for how to begin the transition to a healthier relationship 

between human and natural systems. 

Keywords:  salmon fisheries; social-ecological systems, sustainability; governance; 
wellbeing; fisheries management 
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Chapter 1.  
 
Introduction 

Fishing is one of the ancient occupations. Pre-modern, pre-industrial, and pre-

civilization if by that we mean urban settlements and farms and tax collectors. Not unlike 

indigeneity – the fact of being of and from a place since time immemorial – fishing has 

survived in spite of sometimes overwhelming attempts to convert it into a tidy, rational, 

and predictable system of production fit for a growing world. This dissertation is an 

attempt to re-imagine fisheries as part of a wider and deeper world, a web of life that is 

not fully amenable to scientific reductionism (Capra 1996, Angel Maya, 1996, 2001).  In 

a sense it is a work of practical philosophy. Questions are posed through a succession 

of models, frameworks and theories that are meant to be the start of a holistic set of 

methods for looking at fisheries in larger contexts.  Examples come from a specific case, 

the Skeena River salmon fisheries on the north coast of British Columbia, Canada.   

The Skeena fisheries were chosen for this purpose because I was asked to study 

them, as a social scientist, as part of a research network called the Canadian Fisheries 

Research Network.  Funded by the Natural Science and Engineering Research Council 

(NSERC) as a five-year collaboration between academia, the fishing industry in Canada, 

and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, the CFRN supported a large cohort of 

graduate students, including myself.  I enrolled in the Ph.D. program in the School of 

Resource and Environmental Management (REM) at Simon Fraser University (SFU) in 

Burnaby, British Columbia in September 2010.  My involvement in the Skeena project 

formally got underway at the first Annual General Meeting in February of 2011, in 

Vancouver (CCFRN 2011).  Between then and 2014 I spent my summers and one fall 

doing research in Prince Rupert, British Columbia, the principal fishing community on the 

north coast, and the remainder of the year filling out the research with other methods 



 

2 

and sources and analysing the data I was collecting.  In 2012 I became involved in a 

CFRN student group that was developing an indicator-based framework for evaluating 

fisheries sustainability.  That experience launched me in another direction, a more 

theoretical and ultimately philosophical one which I nevertheless kept grounded in the 

empirical world of salmon fisheries on the north coast. 

The Skeena project with the CFRN had both a natural science and a social 

science component.  Mike Hawkshaw, a Ph.D. student at the University of British 

Columbia (UBC) Fisheries Centre studying under Carl Walters, developed several stock 

assessment models for dealing with the complex multi-sector and mixed stock salmon 

fisheries on the Skeena.  With Evelyn Pinkerton as my supervisor, I focused on the 

social, economic and institutional aspects of the Skeena fisheries.  Both Mike and I were 

responsible to our industry research partner, Joy Thorkelson of the United Fishermen 

and Allied Workers Union, in Prince Rupert.  Joy has been involved with the fishery and 

the UFAWU since the 1970s and probably knows more about both than almost anyone 

alive today.  Mike and I met with Joy and her fishing industry colleagues on numerous 

occasions, in Vancouver, Richmond, Prince Rupert and Terrace.  When I say we were 

responsible to her, I mean that we had a formal obligation to undertake research that 

was of value to Joy as the representative of the commercial salmon fishermen.  In a 

more fundamental sense, however, I felt a responsibility to Joy and the fishermen that 

requires a short explanation. 

I took on the Skeena project in the spirit of what is known as action research 

(Austin 2004).  Simply put, this is academic inquiry that is meant to contribute to positive 

social change.  It comes with explicit and intentional bias.  In my case I wanted to do 

research that would support the ongoing viability of a small boat fishing fleet based out 

of the north coast that contributes directly to the economic, social and cultural health of 

the region.  The original proposal was to collect what is called fishermen’s knowledge 

and shape it in ways that would be useful to the management system and beneficial at 

the same time to the fishermen (Pinkerton and Angel 2011).   
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This changed fairly quickly when I became involved with the UFAWU’s 

submission to the environmental assessment panel that was reviewing a possible 

energy project known as the Enbridge Northern Gateway pipeline.  The threat of a major 

oil spill on the north coast galvanized a lot of people in northern British Columbia.  I 

wrote a report on behalf of the union on the potential impact of an oil spill on fishing 

dependent coastal communities like Prince Rupert, Lax Kw’alaams, Metlakatla, Kitkatla 

and Masset (Angel 2011).  With this report my research focus shifted to collecting socio-

economic and cultural data about the fishermen and the fishing communities up north.  I 

thought that by doing so I could fill some important gaps in our knowledge concerning 

the human dimensions of salmon fisheries on the Skeena, particularly during the last 20 

years when there have been severe declines in landings, employment and all the spin-

off economic and social benefits of a primary production activity such as a commercial 

fishery. 

As already alluded to, this shift in emphasis in turn gave way to a several year 

stint developing frameworks, models and theories to help make sense of what I was 

observing with the Skeena.  Throughout that time I remained committed to the idea of 

doing research that can contribute to social change.  The conclusions I have reached in 

this dissertation reflect my biases about what I think is good and desirable in fisheries 

and in society more generally.  With that in mind I will briefly state the most important 

beliefs that I started with or came around to in the course of this Ph.D.   

First of all, I believe that fisheries on the BC coast should be locally managed 

with local benefits coming first in the scheme of who benefits and how.  Second, I 

believe that healthy relationships with the ecosystems that support those fisheries come 

before profits at any scale of operation.  Third, I believe that feeding people and earning 

a modest livelihood should take precedence over recreational opportunities.  Fourth, I 

believe that First Nations must be at the heart of any governance arrangements for 

fisheries on the BC coast.   
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Having said all this, what is this dissertation not about?  It does not deal with First 

Nations food social and ceremonial (FSC) fisheries or with recreational fisheries, except 

in passing.  The focus is on commercial fisheries.  It is not, however, an attempt to build 

a woodpile of facts and arguments that can be used by the commercial fishing industry 

to stoke conflict around allocation of the salmon resource.  I think the problems on the 

Skeena go far beyond allocation.   

The solutions I envisage will take a long time, generations, and they will require 

substantial change.  There are a few small signs of hope in the short term.  I doubt, 

however, that I will see in my lifetime the kind of social change I ambitiously imagined at 

the start of my research.  Nevertheless, there is value in trying.  That too is part of my 

belief system. 
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Chapter 2.  
 
Opening the book of spells 

2.1. Introduction 

I grew up on the Canadian prairies, in the middle of the continent of North 

America.  As a young man, I was unusual for some of the books I pulled off my parents’ 

shelves or carried home from the library where my father worked: great big works of 

philosophy, history and ideas for the most part, since these appealed to my sense of 

adventure.  Apart from that I was normal enough.   

One of the books I vaguely remember was The Two Cultures and the Scientific 

Revolution, by the British scientist and public intellectual, C.P. Snow, about the division 

between the natural sciences and the humanities (Snow 1959).  I mention Snow 

because I have spent much of my life trying to bridge the gaps between worlds.  I started 

out in university as an engineer, dropped out after two and a half years, played music 

and started a club for misfit artists with some of my friends, went back to school and did 

a couple of history degrees, started an historical research company and left that after ten 

years.  In my mid-40s, I ended up back in school, meandering towards an 

interdisciplinary Ph.D. 

In some respects, the world I live in today is far flatter than Snow’s England of 

the 1950s.  More homogenous.  Culturally, less divided.  It is even possible to speak of 
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an emerging global society.1  In spite of these trends, and they are real, there are 

powerful counter-currents swirling around, even for those of us who live in relatively 

peaceful countries like Canada.  While I have chosen to experience life as a sequence of 

cultural immersions, I am keenly aware of the dangers of too strong an insistence on 

difference.   

The body of water I have been swimming around in for the past eight years is 

something like an ocean: deep, wide, and easy to get lost in.  Technically, it is an 

institution of higher education, specifically the School of Resource and Environmental 

Management (REM) at Simon Fraser University (SFU) in Burnaby, British Columbia.  I 

have been studying salmon fisheries as a social scientist, learning the tricks of the trade 

and hanging out with fishermen, fisheries managers and everyday residents in coastal 

fishing communities.  Much of my time during the Ph.D. has been informally 

ethnographic, a result of being a social scientist collaborating with natural scientists in a 

fisheries research network.  I was rarely shy about telling my new colleagues that I was 

studying them as well, learning about their methods and values and assumptions, so I 

trust they will not object if on occasion I draw on our time together to offer some 

observations about the solitudes that persist in the world of fisheries studies.  They have 

something to do with this dissertation. 

2.2. The Canadian Fisheries Research Network 

When I went back to school I had no intention of studying fisheries.  I started in a 

master’s professional program, thinking to change careers after more than a decade of 

researching and writing about indigenous land claims in Canada.  My hope was that I 

might work on building the future for a period of my life, instead of being focused on the 

wrongs of the past.  I was not too fussy about which type of resource system I 

specialized in.   

 

1 https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2017/mar/19/yuval-harari-sapiens-readers-
questions-lucy-prebble-arianna-huffington-future-of-humanity 
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A few months into my studies, I was given the opportunity by my supervisor, 

Evelyn Pinkerton, to participate in a research project that was being developed to do 

with small boat commercial fishermen involved in salmon fisheries on the north coast of 

BC.  I leapt at the chance.  I had always wanted to visit the area, to spend some time in 

Canada’s answer to the Norwegian fjords.  Learning about salmon fishing straight from 

fishermen seemed like a good way to go about it.  The project as first conceived was 

focused on fishermen’s knowledge.  The gillnet fleet that harvests salmon at the mouth 

of the Skeena River had fallen on hard times.  Fishermen were getting older, retiring, 

and passing away.  Very few young fishermen were replacing them.  The thought was 

that a world of knowledge was being lost, of value to management and science.2  

As an historian, this sounded a bit like an oral history project, something I had 

always been keen to be involved in.  I paid my way up to Prince Rupert and introduced 

myself to a few key people, including Joy Thorkelson, the long-serving northern 

representative for the UFAWU.  Joy turned out to have several dissertations worth of 

ideas, a few of which she shared with me in a memorable first meeting in her tiny office 

in the Fisherman’s Hall.  I sat on the edge of my chair and frantically took notes on a 

smart phone – I thought I was being very modern using a phone instead of pen and 

paper – and struggled to keep up with the barrage of facts, opinions and theories being 

thrown at me.  Of course, I failed miserably.  I did, however, establish to my own 

satisfaction that this was a project worth signing on to. 

The Skeena research that Joy was interested in having a student undertake was 

part of a much larger collection of projects under the aegis of something called the 

Canadian Capture Fisheries Research Network (the word capture was eventually 

discarded and the abbreviation became CFRN).  This was a five-year collaboration 

between the fishing industry in Canada, a dozen academic institutions in six provinces, 

and DFO.  The greater portion of the network’s funding came from the Natural Sciences 

and Engineering Research Council, a federal granting agency.  As the name suggests, 

NSERC supports natural science research projects.  In an unusual and farsighted 

 

2 October 18, 2009, Draft thoughts for NSERC fisher historical knowledge concept 
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departure from convention, the CFRN included an entire research node devoted to 

social science perspectives on fisheries.  Known as Project 1.1, this research node was 

home to the Skeena project and several others like it insofar as the subject matter in all 

these projects was people first and fish second. 

I have heard from other students that doing a Ph.D. is a lonely pursuit.  Thanks to 

the CFRN it was not at all like that for me.  I met dozens of students from outside my 

program and institution and became good friends with several of them.  With the 

blessing of the network, we collaborated on a variety of projects that played a 

fundamental role in my development as a scientist and by extension the research I was 

doing.  Through Project 1.1 I also had access to some of the finest social scientists in 

Canada working in fisheries.  When I say access I mean that I could and did call or email 

with questions any time I wanted and expect to hear back in short order.  It was nothing 

like what I had heard a Ph.D. was like.  To top it all off, Project 1.1 included an entire 

collection of Joy Thorkelsons, incredibly knowledgeable fishing industry representatives 

who were more than willing to share their experience and ideas with me at the drop of a 

hat.   

In other words, the CFRN created, and maintained, an extraordinary environment 

for learning, one of the finest I have ever participated in.  This is without even mentioning 

some of the other benefits of belonging to a large, well-funded research network, e.g., 

the professional development courses, where I was able to study techniques that natural 

scientists use right alongside them.   

There was one project in particular that I was involved in that was crucial for my 

dissertation and the Skeena project.  This was the development of a comprehensive 

framework for fisheries evaluation.  I have more to say about the framework in Chapter 

Four.  Here I will restrict myself to commenting that the experience of helping to develop 

the framework alongside student colleagues, senior academics, and fishing industry 

representatives, with frequent input from DFO managers, scientists and policy analysts, 

was one of the most fruitful collaborations I have ever been involved in.  The entire 

process evolved over several years, in parallel to my research on the Skeena.  
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Eventually the two projects came together as I decided to see if I could apply the entire 

framework to the Skeena River salmon fisheries in an integrated analysis of 

sustainability.  In one sense it was a foolish decision.  I turned what had already been a 

long journey into an epic one.  In spite of that, I have no regrets. 

2.3. Research and data analysis 

I employed several methods for data collection, drawing on qualitative methods 

in the social sciences (Spradley 1979 and Denzin and Lincoln 2011) and historical 

research techniques I had acquired over two decades of professional experience.  I 

conducted interviews and focus groups, attended meetings, and made field trips to the 

Prince Rupert area of British Columbia, comprising six months of field research in total.  

In terms of historical research, I consulted the collections of archival and library 

institutions in the Prince Rupert area, Victoria, Vancouver and Ottawa, and collected 

several thousands of pages of historical documents.  In addition, I reviewed numerous 

online collections from which I gathered roughly 20,000 pages of additional material.  

Finally, in terms of research, I looked to published academic literature, for data and for 

theoretical work, as well as local histories of the Prince Rupert area.  To this end I 

collected around 1200 journal articles, along with 80 books that I copied in part or 

purchased.   

During the course of my research and the subsequent analysis phase I kept a 

series of 26 digital notebooks for taking notes and developing ideas.  These formed the 

backbone of my analytical method, using an adaptation I developed of grounded theory 

(Glaser and Strauss 1999, Charmaz 2006, Bryant and Charmaz 2007).  I also gave 

numerous presentations on my research, which I used as an opportunity to test out my 

interpretations of the data as these evolved over the course of five years.  A two-week 

intensive program of interdisciplinary study at Oregon State University with two other 

students from the CFRN gave me an opportunity to explore how simulation modelling 

techniques could incorporate socio-economic factors into a salmon population dynamics 

model.  Over the course of two years I helped to organize a series of workshops and 
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meetings involving CFRN students through which we modified the Project 1.1 framework 

to put more emphasis on indicators within the various domains.  Finally, I prepared three 

reports for research partners focused on distinct aspects of the Skeena salmon fisheries: 

community wellbeing, socio-economic performance, and stock status.  These reports 

allowed me to further develop my analysis of the data I had collected using a mix of 

methods. 

2.4. Theory building 

I am an historian, but this work is not a history, nor was it meant to be.  Most 

historians prefer to focus on what makes their particular area of study unique (Appendix 

C.1).  I wanted to generalize, to build models and theories and frameworks to go along 

with the ones I saw my natural science colleagues using.  I was drawn initially to social-

ecological systems theory.  I read a lot of the literature that was current circa 2009-2010 

and met regularly with student colleagues in a study group to see what I could use with 

the Skeena.  While some of the work I found useful – the adaptive cycle in particular is 

an elegant and compelling heuristic tool – I found the social side of the literature under-

theorized and conceptually weak.  The attempt to marry the Institutional Analysis and 

Development (IAD) approach with social-ecological systems theory (Ostrom 2007 and 

2009) struck me as a great disappointment. I tried repeatedly to use the IAD-SES model 

with the Skeena but each time I gave up in frustration.  The list of variables was too long; 

the structure and content of the model seemed to me full of elementary category errors; 

and most importantly there was no functional or mechanistic theory underlying it: a way 

of predicting why x might lead to y but not to z.   

I have since come around to a less critical perspective.  I now see a lot of 

commonalities between my own work and the IAD-SES model.  I think there may even 

be a fundamental similarity in the underlying structure of our respective models and 

frameworks, though I need to work more on that question.  The reason I bring this up is 

because recently I decided to adopt the language of a social-ecological system to 
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describe what I see happening on the Skeena River.  Since I have not situated my work 

in the resilience literature, I need to explain that choice.   

For several years now I have been looking for a term that captures the totality of 

what I study.  I am interested in the relationship between humans and nature.  I think a 

systems approach is a useful way to go about things.  Even though systems as such do 

not exist, they can help us think clearly about things that do.  Take, for instance, the idea 

of a fishery.  One way to approach the study of a fishery is to classify the different things 

that are going on into systems, symbolic representations of what is happening out in the 

world, processes that have some consistency in how they look and what they are 

supposed to do (see Appendix C.3).  Motivated by an abiding interest in poetry, in the 

use of language to capture some essential aspect of reality, I kept looking for two or 

three words or a sentence at most that pulled together the idea of human systems, 

natural systems, and the relationship between them. 

After many years of playing around I had built several models that I found useful 

in explaining different types of relationships between humans and nature.  The concept 

of social turned out to be more encompassing, more fundamental, than I had expected.  

The word has multiple origins, coming partly from French and partly from Latin.  It is a 

rich and common word, with many nuances of meaning.  One of its key significations is 

that of life in general, a way of living in groups and communities of humans.  As 

economics began to establish itself as the dominant science of human systems in the 

20th century – so much so that many economists are mathematicians who think of 

themselves as the heirs of Newton more than Aristotle – the word social came under 

attack in some circles.  The very idea of bonds between people on a larger scale that 

were non-economic, uncommodified, outside the market, stuck in the throats of those 

who called themselves neoconservatives or neoliberals.  Margaret Thatcher famously 

said, to Women’s Own Magazine in 1987, that there was no such thing as society.  

There were only individuals and families.3  It was the perfect encapsulation of an 

 

3 http://briandeer.com/social/thatcher-society.htm 
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ideology that I believe is one of the principal threats to the health of humans and nature 

on a global scale.   

The following chapters touch on, amongst other things, how I came to that 

conclusion about the dangers of neoliberal thinking.  What I am trying to explain here is 

that the word social in the phrase social-ecological system is far more apt than I realized 

when I first encountered the resilience school and started criticizing.  With that in mind, I 

see this dissertation as a contribution from another playing field to the literature on 

social-ecological systems.  Chapter Three introduces a simple model of a fishery as a 

social-ecological system that I have used extensively in my research over the past 

several years.  I explain the model and then use it to analyse what has happened with 

the Skeena River salmon fisheries in recent decades.   

In Chapter Four I present a version of the comprehensive fisheries evaluation 

framework that I helped to develop as part of Project 1.1 in the CFRN.  I explain the 

composition of the framework, its internal logic, how it differs from other versions that 

were produced by the working group, and why.  I then apply the framework to the 

Skeena salmon fisheries in an assessment of the system administrators, the fisheries 

managers, rather than the system itself.   

Chapter Five elaborates something I call the utilitarian control system model.  It is 

an attempt to describe, in a functional manner, the dominant system of resource 

exploitation in use today.  When I say resource I am thinking primarily of nature but 

humans or even culture can be understood as a resource to be exploited and the model 

applies to those situations as well.  I use the utilitarian control system model with the 

Skeena salmon fisheries as a tool to help understand what has been happening there 

over the past 40 years.  The commercial fishery is less than a fifth the size of what it was 

in the mid-1990s; fishing dependent communities have been deeply damaged and 

impoverished by the decline; and yet a common public perception is that the salmon 

stocks are the only ones at risk.  The management agency, DFO, enjoys almost no 

legitimacy amongst stakeholders or the public.  I use the utilitarian control system model 

to help understand why this has come to pass.  
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The sixth chapter presents a theory and framework I have been developing 

called natural governance.  It is the start of an attempt to reimagine the relationship 

between humans and nature in terms of a secular ethics fit for the environmental crises 

we face and will continue to face for many generations to come.  I apply a natural 

governance framework to the Skeena as a way to generate recommendations for how to 

start rebuilding viable social-ecological systems on the north coast.   

One thing that may be noticed by the reader accustomed to a thick layer of 

citations, data, and notes, is their relative absence.  Most of the text in the following 

chapters relies on argument, with the occasional diagram or table to liven things up.  

There are, however, voluminous appendices containing some, but hardly all, of the data 

I relied on.   

Looking back at the research I did I realize it was overdetermined, as ecologists 

say of a model that is too complex and tries to account for every possibility, in an effort 

to produce the desired result when data are fed in.  I am not sure this was a bad thing in 

my case.  The approach I took was fundamentally ethno-historical, in the sense of trying 

to get inside a worldview through a combination of oral, experiential and documentary 

sources.  In this case it was the world of fisheries management on the Skeena, a once 

confident marriage of science and capitalism, now foundering.  To understand that 

mindset, where it came from and where it might be headed, I needed an extraordinary 

thickness of source material, an accumulation of evidence that I worked through over 

and over again in my journals, trying to understand.   
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Chapter 3.  
 
A relationship with purpose  

3.1. The Skeena River salmon fisheries 

Salmon fisheries on the north coast are dominated by the Skeena River system.  

The second largest salmon producing watershed in Canada, the Skeena supports over 

one hundred genetically distinct populations.  Five species of Pacific salmon (genus 

oncorhynchus), pink, sockeye, chum, chinook and coho, inhabit the Skeena system, as 

well as steelhead trout, another salmonid (Gottesfeld and Rabnett 2008).  The Nass 

River, immediately to the north of the Skeena, comes second in importance in the 

commercial fisheries.  After those two major river systems, there are hundreds of smaller 

rivers, lakes, streams and watersheds where salmon return to spawn each year but few 

of these are fished intentionally by commercial boats. 

Skeena sockeye are the most important stock grouping from a financial 

perspective, a combination of quantity and value.  Chinook are worth more individually 

but there are far fewer of them.  Pink are more numerous but they are worth a lot less 

(see Appendix A5).  Skeena sockeye are not all from a single population.  There are at 

least 30 genetically distinct populations that spawn from near the mouth of the river right 

up to its headwaters (Korman and Cox-Rogers 2012).  Of these, the most important from 

a commercial fisheries perspective are the enhanced Babine stocks.  These account for 

anywhere from 70 to 90 percent of the run in any given year (DFO 2008-2009, 2011-

2015).  The attribute enhanced refers to the manmade spawning channels in Lake 

Babine that were built in the 1960s to increase production (Ginetz 1977).  The Pinkut 
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and Fulton spawning channels as they are known generate in some years over a million 

returning sockeye. 

The majority of sockeye return to the Skeena in July and August along with pink 

and chum.  Chinook enter the Skeena from April through September while Coho appear 

in July through to December typically.  Steelhead return throughout the year with peaks 

in the spring and early fall.  July, and in years past August, is when the main portion of 

the commercial net fishery takes place.  The gillnet fleet at the mouth of the Skeena 

harvests sockeye and to a lesser degree the other species.  Nowadays a good year 

sees 400 gillnet boats participating in the fishery.  Twenty years ago three times that 

number was not unusual.  The much smaller seine fleet – bigger boats with a crew of 4 

to 6 – targets pinks primarily, in the same area as the gillnetters.  The troll fleet 

meanwhile goes after coho in particular across a much wider area.   

There are other commercial salmon fisheries on the north coast apart from the 

Skeena, which DFO designates as Statistical Area 4, or Area 4 for short.  The Nass, 

known as Area 3, supports substantial sockeye and pink fisheries along with smaller 

catches of chum and occasionally some chinook and coho as well (Appendix A3).  In 

Area 5, south of the Skeena up towards Kitimat, there used to be substantial sockeye 

and pink fisheries and significant chum harvests but these have all but disappeared 

(Appendix A3).  In Area 1, around Haida Gwaii, there have been no commercial net 

fisheries to speak of since around 2000 (Appendix A3). 

Alongside the commercial fisheries in the ocean there are First Nations fisheries 

known as food, social and ceremonial fisheries (FSC) that take place in marine waters 

as well as up the Skeena and Nass rivers.  These have the highest priority of all fisheries 

(DFO 1999a), meaning that they are supposed to have precedence over others, though 

in practice this can be difficult to achieve.  There are also recreational fisheries in the 

ocean and the river, or in tidal and non-tidal waters, which is how DFO makes the 

distinction.  These are primarily focused on steelhead, coho and chinook, though other 

species are sometimes caught.   
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In addition, there are also in-river and terminal fisheries on the Skeena that are 

open only to First Nations.  These are nominally commercial fisheries targeting sockeye, 

though because of the often poor quality of salmon at the end of their run and life cycle 

the market can be limited.  All told there are at least 9 distinct categories of fisheries on 

the Skeena targeting different stocks using different gear types at different times for 

different purposes (as shown in Table 3-1 below).  It is a classic mixed stock multi-sector 

fishery in other words. 

Responsibility for managing the fisheries in Area 4 rests entirely with DFO.  In 

Area 3, the fishery is managed principally by First Nations under the Nisga’a Treaty, in 

cooperation with DFO.  In the rest of the north coast management is the preserve of 

DFO but occasionally there are small fisheries that are opened and closed by an 

individual First Nation group, at DFO’s discretion. 
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Table 3-1: Skeena River salmon fisheries, Canadian, 2006-2012  

Designation Environment Location Type Gear Species Season 

Rec (M) Marine Offshore 
& inshore 

Recreational Rod & reel All salmon 
species 

April-
September 

Troll (M) Marine Offshore Quota & 
limited entry 
commercial 

Troll Coho, pink, 
(sockeye & 
chinook) 

June-
August 

FSC (M) Marine and 
estuarine 

Inshore First Nations 
Food, Social 
& 
Ceremonial 

Gillnet & 
purse seine 

All salmon 
species + 
steelhead 

June-
August 

Gillnet (M) Marine and 
estuarine 

Inshore Limited 
entry 
commercial 

Gillnet Sockeye, pink, 
chinook 

June-
August 

Seine (M) Marine and 
estuarine 

Inshore Quota & 
limited entry 
commercial 

Purse seine Pink, sockeye July-August 

FSC (R) Freshwater Skeena 
river & 
tributaries 

First Nations 
Food, Social 
& 
Ceremonial 

Beach 
seine, dip 
net, rod & 
reel 

All salmon 
species + 
steelhead 

May-
September 

Rec (R) Freshwater Skeena 
river & 
tributaries 

Recreational Rod & reel All salmon 
species + 
steelhead  

March to 
November 

Demo (R) Freshwater Skeena 
river & 
tributaries 

First Nations 
Commercial 

Beach 
seine & dip 
net 

Sockeye August-
September 

ESSR (R) Freshwater Skeena 
river & 
tributaries 

First Nations 
Commercial 

Beach & 
purse seine, 
dip net 

Sockeye September 

Note. Based on Pacific Salmon Commission 2010, DFO (1999-2016). 

The majority of salmon fisheries on the north coast are managed through effort 

controls rather than output. However, there are quota systems in some troll and seine 

fisheries (see Butler 2008 and DFO 1999-2016).  DFO has escapement targets for 

certain key species, notably sockeye on the Skeena, where there has been a 

longstanding escapement minimum of 900,000, all stocks combined.  Due to the mixed 

stock nature of the fishery, where stronger and more numerous stocks return at the 

same time as weaker less numerous groups, DFO has adopted an approach that 

prioritizes the escapement of weaker stocks.   
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Known colloquially as weak stock management, the way it works is that 

commercial net fisheries are restricted to times and areas where it is expected they will 

have minimal impact on weaker stocks of sockeye or other species.  At the same time, 

the commercial fleets are prohibited outright from retaining certain species, such as 

steelhead, chum and coho typically.  There are also regulations in effect that are 

intended to make net fishing more selective, such as net length, mesh size, depth, and 

time of day, e.g., no night fishing.  If there is bycatch of a non-target species that cannot 

be retained, then fishermen are required to use various means (e.g., a revival tank) to 

safely release the captured fish back into the water (DFO 1999-2016). 

There are far fewer restrictions on FSC and recreational fisheries, apparently on 

the grounds that they have a lesser impact on stocks, though I have not seen this 

rationale clearly stated in any management document.  As for in-river and terminal 

fisheries, these are opened at the discretion of DFO once escapement targets have 

been met. 

If this sounds like a complicated system to administer and abide by, it is.  Not 

only that, I have rather grossly simplified the actual complexity.  Regulations change 

from year to year and decisions can be reversed in-season at a moment’s notice.  Any 

fisherman worth his salt could pick apart the description I just gave and point out 

numerous errors.  Their livelihoods depend on knowing the system inside and out, not 

just the natural systems where fish live but the management systems where the rules 

come from.  For the purposes of this dissertation, however, I am focused on the bigger 

picture, so the details are less significant. 

Considering now some of that bigger picture, I will describe briefly the 

communities in the area and their relationship to the fishery.  The largest urban centre is 

Prince Rupert, with a current population of about 13,000.  This has long been a fishing 

dependent community, going back to its founding over 100 years ago.  Forestry was 

once a lot more important but the closing of a large mill in the late 1990s reduced the 

contribution of that industry.  Prince Rupert is a major port, with rail connections to the 

rest of the North American continent.  Shipping is quite important to the local economy, 
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though it has never become the golden egg that was hoped for since the early years of 

the 20th century (Bowman 1972). 

Apart from Prince Rupert, there are several coastal First Nations communities in 

the vicinity, all of which have long histories of involvement with the commercial salmon 

fisheries (Sinclair 1971, Acres Consulting 1977, Gislason et al. 1996).  Immediately north 

of Prince Rupert are Metlakatla and Lax Kw’alaams.  To the south, just off Porcher 

Island there is Kitkatla, and further south, at the entrance to Douglas Channel, is Hartley 

Bay.  These are all Tsimshian communities.  Going up the Skeena River there are 

numerous First Nation communities of the Tsimshian, Gitxsan, Gitanyow, Wet’suwet’en, 

and Lake Babine Nations. 

In addition to First Nations in and around the Skeena basin there are non-reserve 

communities with mixed First Nations and non-aboriginal residents, notably Terrace, 

Hazelton and Smithers (ARA Consulting Group 1994).  All of these communities are 

dependent to varying degrees on the salmon fisheries.  Historically, the highest 

dependency was in the coastal First Nation communities, where virtually 100% of adult 

men participated back in the 1970s (Sinclair 1971).  The Gitxsan river communities were 

also heavily represented in the gillnet fleet until recently.  As a rule, commercial fishing is 

more important to the coastal communities and recreational fishing is more valuable in 

the interior but this should not obscure the fact that Prince Rupert gets significant sports 

fishing tourism and upriver First Nations have been trying to establish commercially 

viable salmon fisheries for decades.  

One thing that is undoubtedly true of the entire salmon fishery is that it is filled 

with conflict.  DFO is in the unenviable position of managing the allocation of fishing 

opportunity.  Up until the mid-1990s commercial fishing dominated.  The three 

commercial fleets had access to all stocks, including steelhead, although that was very 

much a sports fishing species (Appendix A8). There was a small First Nation food fishery 

as well that predated the formalized FSC fisheries under the Aboriginal Fisheries 

Strategy of 1992 (DFO 1985-1991, 1993-1994, 1998). 
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In the mid to late 1990s a major shift in the management of salmon fisheries in 

BC occurred.  Conservation was declared to be the first priority, though what this meant 

in practice by comparison with what had gone before was not at all clear (DFO 1998a).  

FSC fisheries came second, after conservation, though again in practice this was difficult 

to achieve, particularly for up-river First Nations who sometimes have to harvest stocks 

that have already run through the gauntlet of several other fisheries. The rest of the 

harvest was distributed between commercial and recreational fleets, with the former 

getting priority with sockeye (gillnet), pink (seine), and chum and the sports sector 

having priority with chinook and coho.  The commercial fleet was completely excluded 

from the steelhead fishery.  This picture was complicated by very poor returns of some 

coho stocks, which led to a complete closure of that fishery for several years and 

restricted opportunities for commercial fishing more generally in order to protect coho 

(Holtby and Finnegan 1997, 2001, DFO 1999c, Holtby et al. 1999, Holtby 2000, Holtby et 

al. 1999a, 1999b, 2002, Hargreaves and Tovey 2001, Sawada et al. 1999). 

The other significant change that occurred in the salmon fishery in the 1990s was 

a major buyout of fishing licences in the commercial fleets and a change in the licencing 

system (Pacific Salmon Revitalization Plan Review Panel 1996).  This was a coast-wide 

initiative, allegedly prompted by two consecutive seasons of poor financial results on the 

south coast in 1995 and 1996 (Gislason et al. 1998).  Taking the licencing system first, 

the coast was divided into areas by fleet.  There were two areas for the seine fleet, A 

and B, corresponding to the north and south coast respectively. The gillnet licences were 

divided into three areas, C, D and E, with C being the north coast and the other two the 

south.  Finally, the troll fleet licences were split into three, Areas F, G and H, with area F 

being the north coast. 

Licencing in the salmon fishery is vessel-based, meaning that the licence 

attaches to the vessel, not the fisherman or the owner of the licence (the “party”).  With 

the changes to the licencing system, a gillnet fisherman who wanted to fish the entire 

coast would have to get three separate licences.  “Stacking” of licences was allowed, so 

it was argued that the change would not decrease opportunity for serious and 

economically viable fisherman, who could purchase the multiple licences needed.  

Congruent with the move to area licencing the federal government poured hundreds of 
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millions of dollars into a buyback of licences (DFO 1999b).  All told 1,409 licences were 

retired, at a cost of $192 million.  Of these, 216 were seine licences, 462 were troll 

licences, and 731 were gillnet licences (DFO 2002).     

The Mifflin Plan, as it was known, was supposed to improve the financial 

performance of the fishery by reducing the number of participants, who would 

presumably get a bigger share of the pie.  Things did not work out that way.  Harvests 

coast-wide have dropped significantly since the 1990s, meaning the pie has gotten a lot 

smaller.  Less stacking has occurred than was predicted, meaning a lot of fishermen, 

especially those in the gillnet fleet, are dependent on a single area (Edwin Blewett and 

Associates Inc. and Nelson Bros. Fisheries Ltd 2001).  Not surprisingly, their exposure to 

risk has gone up considerably.  A few simple financial facts will illustrate the scope of the 

decline in the commercial fishery on the north coast.   

In 1996, the landed value of all north coast caught salmon was $78 million in 

1996 dollars.  That was a very good year on the north coast.  Since then, landings have 

never exceeded $35 million in value and in the past few years they have been less than 

$10 million (Appendix A5).  Taking into account inflation we are looking at a drop of 90% 

or more between 1996 and 2016.  Fishing effort has declined just as noticeably.  The 

two tables below show boat days and days fished per season in north coast Areas 1, 3, 

4, and 5 as decadal averages from the 1970s through to the present (Appendix A4).   

Table 3-2: North Coast seine fleet fishing effort, decadal averages, 1973-2016 

Decadal Period Boat Days Days Fishing 

1973-1979 1,239 63 

1980-1989 2,066 57 

1990-1999 1,782 44 

2000-2009 560 31 

2010-2016 207 14 

Note. Days fishing is the total number of days that the fishery was open and boat days is the sum of 
boats/day over all days fished. 
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Table 3-3: North Coast gillnet fleet fishing effort, decadal averages, 1973-2016 

Decadal Period Boat Days Days Fishing 

1973-1979 12,848 85 

1980-1989 11,112 75 

1990-1999 11,946 82 

2000-2009 5,228 31 

2010-2016 1,908 19 

Licence values have fallen by half in the gillnet fleet, from around $100,000 for a 

full fee licence in 2000 to about $55,000 in 2014.  The drop in the value of seine boat 

salmon licences is similar, from around $550,000 in 2000 to $300,000 in 2014 (Nelson 

1999-2016).   Only troll licences have kept some value, which one authority attributes to 

“lack of supply, not improvement in fishery fundamentals” (Nelson 1999-2016). 

The most recent year for which a cost and earnings analysis is available for the 

salmon fleet in BC is 2009 (Gislason 2011).  That was a particularly poor year on the 

north coast as Area 4 was completely closed to commercial fishing owing to poor returns 

of sockeye.  It was not a remarkably bad year, however, by the standards of the last 

decade.  In 2009 the gillnet fleet in Area C lost money, not surprisingly, as they were 

almost entirely dependent on the Nass harvest allowed to them.  The seine fleet in the 

same year had about 65 active vessels, which did better than the gillnet fleet.  Each boat 

made, on average, $100,000, of which about 40% went to crew, yielding a return to 

labour of about $8,200 per crew job for a season that was five weeks long (Gislason 

2011).   

Overall salmon returns have also gone down in this period but not so 

precipitously as harvests and economic value.  Looking at all species, the returns in the 

first decade of this century are about 25% lower.  Total escapements on the other hand 

have remained stable over the past three decades.  Roughly 14,000,000 salmon in total 

are escaping to spawn each year on average but the number returning is going down 

(Appendix A2).  From a lay perspective, a long term decline in the recruit to spawner 

ratio is probably not a good thing and may indicate underlying problems in productivity 

(Peterman and Dorner 2012). 
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The impact on fishing dependent communities has been very serious.  Prince 

Rupert’s population has dropped by about one third since the mid-1990s and the main 

street is half empty.  With the closure of canning operations at the Canfisco plant in 

Prince Rupert last year – the last large commercial salmon cannery on the BC coast – 

another several million dollars is gone from the local economy (UFAWU-CAW 2017).  

Socio-economic indicators collected by local health authorities (LHAs) in British 

Columbia all agree that the most depressed areas in the entire province are in and 

around the Skeena watershed.4 

From a provincial perspective salmon fisheries have a negligible impact on the 

provincial economy compared with industries like oil and gas, or shipping, or tourism5.  

The primary value of salmon in the province nowadays is cultural, as a signifier, though it 

is still an important source of food and livelihoods, especially in rural areas and 

particularly amongst First Nations, for whom salmon have great cultural and social 

significance. 

Clearly a lot has changed in 20 years.  The 1990s were a pivotal decade on 

several fronts.  First Nations became much more important because of court cases; the 

sports fishery was able to win substantial access to the fishery; farmed salmon took over 

from wild caught salmon in economic importance; and the commercial fishery was 

drastically reduced in size and opportunity.  Explaining why this happened is not a 

simple affair.  The details continue to be contested by all the interested parties.  It is a 

highly contentious fishery where the one common theme is that everyone blames DFO. 

I am not going to try to explain what happened and why in detail.  The work I 

have been doing is not yet that advanced. What I do want to do is present a case for 

taking a different approach to analysing what is going on in the Skeena salmon fisheries 

and similar cases.  I think that the conventional fisheries management approach, which 

 
4 See http://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/data/statistics/people-population-community/socio-

economic-profiles-indices/socio-economic-indices 
5 See the BC Economic Accounts at 

http://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/data/statistics/economy/bc-economic-accounts-gdp 
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focuses quite narrowly on the fishing industry and the management of access and 

harvesting, misses out on a lot that is important.  I think some sort of broader, integrated 

analysis is needed if we are going to properly understand dynamics in these kinds of 

complex fishery systems. 

This is even more the case because wild fisheries themselves are caught up in 

complex social, political, economic and ecological contexts.  They are in competition with 

other users of marine space; they have less political and economic clout than they once 

had; and there is climate change to consider.  All in all, I think the case for integrated 

and comprehensive approaches to fisheries sustainability is more urgent than ever.  

With that in mind, I have developed in this dissertation a series of different ways of doing 

a holistic fisheries assessment that are, I hope, a preliminary step towards what is 

needed. 

3.2. A model of a fishery system  

When I first started to do research on the Skeena I came up with a simple 

conceptual model of a fishery system that I have returned to many times over the years.  

I want to show how it can be used to look at the Skeena with a particular issue or 

dynamic in mind: the distribution of value from the fishery itself to other parts of the wider 

fishery system.  This is quite a common approach except that typically the only type of 

value that is considered is economic value, and even that is often narrowly defined 

within fisheries in terms of efficiency.  What I will do here is use a simple model of a 

fishery system as a social-ecological system to talk about how value is created and 

distributed from the fishery proper to other parts of the system. 

In the diagram below (Figure 3-1), the fishery in the centre is composed of 

several elements: fish, fishermen, and fish processors.  The assumption here is that fish 

are being caught and retained, to be used for some purpose, most likely food but 

possibly as bait or as inputs into other production systems.  The activity of fishing itself 
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and the rendering of fish into some form suitable for distribution via markets all take 

place in what I am calling the fishery.   

 

 

Figure 3-1: Model of a fishery as a social-ecological system 

It can be seen from the above description that markets invoke the fishery.  They 

call it into being.  Without demand for fish or fish products there would not be a fishery in 

the sense I am talking about.  It is certainly possible to imagine fisheries without 

markets, but for the purpose of my research on the Skeena I began by modeling or 

conceptualizing what I was dealing with rather than an alternative system.  That came 

later. 

Markets are the classical locus of value distribution in modern fisheries 

management.  Value is created in the first place through the fishery, and then passed on 

to consumers through a “value chain” as it is often termed.  Even within this simple 

paradigm there is a hierarchy of value in fisheries economics.  The prize is reserved for 
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fisheries that are efficient, that maximize what is termed rent.  This is a somewhat 

abstruse concept when used by economists but the meaning is relatively simple. Rent is 

a measure of how efficient the fishery is as an industry (Gordon 1954 and Scott 1955 are 

classic works in the field).  In theory, the maximum rent is obtained when a given 

quantity of fish is landed for the lowest cost.  This is of interest to economists because 

an inefficient fishery means that excessive societal resources – labour and capital – are 

being used to harvest fish when they could be put to other uses.  Measuring rent directly 

in a fishery is not always a simple proposition (see Sumaila et al. 2012 for a recent 

demonstration of how to calculate rent and other economic indicators), so it is not 

unusual to use profits as a proxy, the assumption being that in an efficient fishery 

unprofitable enterprises will exit the industry (Hundloe 2000).  

Another way of looking at economic value in fisheries is to look at the contribution 

that a given economic activity makes to the larger economy, for instance, to GDP at a 

provincial or national scale (Sumaila et al. 2012).  In fisheries the direct economic impact 

is measured through the value of landings, so quantity times price, and indirect impacts 

are calculated using multipliers that account for the fact that there is economic activity 

associated with fish harvesting.  Fishermen buy and maintain boats, purchase supplies, 

and pay for a wide range of services in order to carry on their profession.  Once fish 

leave the hands of fishermen, they are processed and shipped to markets and quite 

possibly sold several more times before they reach the end user, the consumer or 

business.  All of this additional economic activity is captured by using multipliers that are 

regularly calculated by government statisticians. 

Finally, it is usual in fisheries economic value studies to report on the amount of 

employment generated.  There is often confusion over whether or not employment 

represents economic value or is more properly treated as social value.  To an orthodox, 

neoclassical economist, labour is a cost or factor of production that should be minimized. 

From this perspective, there is no benefit to society in more employment than needed to 

maximize net economic benefit in a particular industry.  On the other hand, most 

economists acknowledge that we live in a society where people need to work and they 

see gainful employment as desirable, if for no other reason than to sustain consumption. 
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The answer to the conundrum concerning employment as an economic vs. social 

value is simple if we adopt the view that the economic dimension of human affairs fits 

within a larger social realm (Polanyi 1957, Granovetter 1985).  From this vantage point, 

employment has both economic value – wages that then get spent on housing, food, 

consumer goods and so on –  and wider social value.  For instance, fishermen belong to 

families, households, neighbourhoods and communities.  The work they do enables 

them to more fully participate in the private realm of households as well as the public 

realm as citizens.  

This insight into the relationship between the economy and society can be built 

on to see that the three different types of economic value outlined above reflect three 

often distinct views of the purpose of a fishery.  In many cases, governments are most 

interested in economic impacts, as evidence to convince the public that the economy is 

growing and improving; economists focus on profits as an indicator of efficiency; and 

groups with a stake in the fishery, unions or communities, are primarily concerned with 

employment, to satisfy their membership that benefits to the group are increasing.  This 

is not to say that governments have no interest in employment or efficiency, or that 

economists ignore impacts and employment, or that groups such as fishing communities 

are unconcerned about economic impacts or efficiency.  The distinction here is between 

quintessential viewpoints that often crop up in discussions of purpose and value in 

relation to fisheries. 

Of course, in the social-ecological system model we are talking about, economics 

is not embedded within society: markets and communities are presented on the same 

level or plane, as separate spheres.  As already mentioned, this is in keeping with the 

present state of affairs in fisheries and more widely.  What we call the economy 

assumed a huge importance in the 20th century that would have seemed quite foreign to 

humans of earlier centuries.  It is quite common nowadays for economists to subsume 

everything within their field, to treat all relationships in terms of markets, supply and 

demand, goods and services.  This is what is going on with the idea of ecosystem 

services.  It is the application of an economic mentality to our relationship with nature.   
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There is an extensive and growing literature on ecosystem services that could be 

used in conjunction with the fishery SES model presented above to talk about value in 

the fishery-ecosystem relationship.  The conceptual difficulty here is that I am interested 

in value that flows out of a fishery into natural systems, not the other way around.  To 

anyone with a background in conservation, it may seem absurd to talk about value 

coming out of a fishery and entering an ecosystem.  If you want value, skip the fishery.  

Let nature get on with things.  Except of course that humans are part of natural systems.  

We consume and are consumed in turn.  The fact that we involve ourselves in the lives 

of fish and eat some of them should not in itself pose a problem ecologically as long as 

we do so within limits.  In that sense, to me at least, it is reasonable to say that value to 

the ecosystem can come from a fishery.  It consists largely of the fish that are not caught 

or killed, though even the ones we consume as food are potentially valuable to 

ecosystems depending on what we do with them.   

The first item of value coming out of a fishery from an ecosystem point of view is 

the fish that are left behind or escaped in the case of spawning populations like salmon.  

Their size, sex, age, and reproductive capacity are all relevant here.  In a wider sense, 

escaped salmon are also valuable to other predators, such as marine mammals or 

bears.  Their decaying carcasses after spawning enrich riparian habitats and promote 

forest growth.  There is a growing literature on these marine “subsidies” to terrestrial 

environments (Hocking and Reimchen 2002, 2009, Uchiyama et al. 2008, Adkison 2010, 

Darimont at al. 2010).  There is also a sense in which humans can add value to 

ecosystems through wise management of a salmon resource as demonstrated by pre-

contact indigenous peoples in Alaska (Langdon 2007) and northern California (Swezey 

and  Heizer 1977).  

This takes care of two of the relationships in Figure 3.1.  The connection between 

the fishery and what I call institutions is not intuitive.  In the first place, when I say 

institutions I mean management, governance, politics, all that stuff connected with 

making rules about how the fishery will operate, from the tiniest details up to big 

statements of purpose (Schlager and Ostrom 1993, Charles 2001).  I use the term 

institutions because it parallels markets and communities and ecosystems as 

representative structures within the larger systems I am thinking of.  Markets are the 
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quintessential structure within fisheries economic systems; communities are the same 

for fisheries-based social systems; and ecosystems perform a like role within natural 

systems.   

In Figure 3-1 I have used the word “rules” to identify what is passing between the 

fishery and the institutions.  This is not a perfect choice but I have been unable to come 

up with anything better.  Really the flow of rules is from institutions into the fishery.  What 

comes out the other way that is valuable to institutions is more along the lines of 

information or feedback: data that account for how the fishery performed in response to 

the rules that were imposed on it.  I struggled with this connection for a long time until I 

realized that what we are talking about here is adaptive management (Walters 2007).  

That is precisely the paradigm for thinking about the value that fisheries offer to rule-

generating institutions like DFO.  To the degree that management agencies are 

consciously learning what works and what does not in the fisheries they manage they 

are practicing adaptive management.  The nuances of active vs. passive management 

do not interest me here.  I think that it is enough to say that there is conscious learning 

going on for us to speak of value leaving a fishery and entering the institutional space.   

The final relationship is the community-fishery connection.  In the diagram, I have 

identified the carrier of value in this relationship as the “fishermen” but really it is broader 

than that: anyone who works within the fishery proper and passes between there and a 

community where he or she lives is distributing some value.  This can take the form of 

knowledge that is passed on to other people; it can be expressed through civic 

leadership, volunteerism, mentoring; it can simply be the assurance that being a 

successful fisherman or wage earner brings to a person: a sense of self-efficacy that 

translates into healthier families, households and friendships.  There is a long and rich 

tradition of maritime anthropology that focuses on precisely this relationship, so we know 

a lot about it (e.g., Pinkerton and John 2008, Pollnac and Poggie 2008, Smith and Clay 

2010, Kelty and Kelty 2011). 

By now it should be fairly obvious how the fishery SES model is intended to work.  

It is a conceptual device for ensuring that when we talk about value in fisheries we are 
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not simply talking about GDP, or jobs, or fish landed.  The model can also be used to 

help define the boundaries of a fishery as a social-ecological system.  The key to this is 

to identify the purpose of the fishery, the fundamental or overriding reason for its being.  

Not every relationship between people and natural systems constitutes a social-

ecological system.  Some are too short-lived; others are too simplistic.  I came up with a 

definition for a system that I think is useful (Appendix C.3).  The chain of reasoning to 

apply it to the idea of an SES is quite lengthy, however, so I prefer a much simpler 

definition: a social-ecological system is a relationship with purpose.  By this I mean that 

a group of humans has chosen deliberately and consciously to live with a natural system 

that has integrity on its own as well as human terms, as a forest, a pasture, a lake, and               

so on.  It is not a perfect definition but I think it is at least useful because it constrains the 

scope of what we are talking about. 

3.3. Applying the model to the Skeena 

Looking at how the fishery SES model can be applied to the Skeena River 

salmon fisheries, I will be brief.  The purpose of the Skeena salmon fishery social-

ecological system in the time period I am looking at, from the 1960s to the present day, 

is commercial fishing to grow the economy, people the coast and feed a hungry world.  

Management and science are there to help make that happen.  If you take Figure 3-1, 

the SES consists of the fishery itself, the fish that move in and out of the fishery as they 

travel through their ecosystems, the fishermen that do likewise, to and from their 

communities, the consumers whose markets are supplied with fish from the fishery, and 

finally the managers who direct the proceedings, or try to, from their position in the 

fisheries management institutions.   

The scale of all this is defined by the system components I just described.  The 

fishery itself takes place in the open waters of Dixon Entrance and Hecate Strait, through 

to the mouth of the Skeena, and up the river to its terminus.  The fish inhabit freshwater 

ecosystems along the length of the Skeena and in the ocean they range thousands of 

miles through the North Pacific.  The fishermen and fish plant workers live in coastal 
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B.C., many of them in the north, in Prince Rupert and Port Edward, and the First Nations 

communities of Lax Kw’alaams, Kitkatla, and Metlakatla.  Others live up the Skeena in 

Terrace, Hazelton and Kispiox, or on the Nass, in Hartley Bay, on Haida Gwaii, down the 

Central Coast to Vancouver Island and the communities scattered about there, all the 

way to the mouth of the Fraser River in places like Delta, Ladner and New Westminster.  

The consumers live primarily in BC, the rest of Canada, the US, Britain and Japan.  The 

managers work mainly for DFO, though over the years First Nations fisheries 

management organizations have come into existence like the Skeena Fisheries 

Commission.  At the other end of the scale are international institutions like the Pacific 

Salmon Commission. 

From this brief description of the Skeena salmon fisheries as a social-ecological 

system we can begin to see potential scale issues, e.g., the resource itself is on the 

scale of a linked watershed and ocean basin but the consumers are mainly international, 

the management agency is federal, the fishermen are provincial, and the processing 

plant workers are mainly local.  Without presupposing what these scale issues will mean 

for the Skeena, it is helpful to be aware of them.  Thinking of the salmon fisheries on the 

Skeena using the conceptual model discussed in this chapter is one way to bring about 

that awareness.   

Consider now the distribution of value within the Skeena SES as I have defined 

it.  There are a huge number of potential indicators that could be used for each of the 

four primary relationships in the system.  I will focus on a few to illustrate what I have in 

mind here.  First of all, with the fishery-ecosystem relationship, the simplest indicator of 

value is escapement, the number of fish leaving the fishery and reaching spawning 

areas.  Across the north coast estimates of escapement would suggest that it has 

remained remarkably constant over several decades when taken as an aggregate of all 

species and populations (Table 3-4 and Appendix A2). 
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Table 3-4: North Coast salmon returns, harvest and escapement, decadal 
averages, 1980-2009 

Decade Total Run CDN Harvest Escapement 

1980-1989 28,005,610 11,461,131 14,241,845 

1990-1999 27,357,313 9,802,406 14,232,637 

2000-2009 21,342,192 5,467,165 14,492,783 

This is not a very useful indicator from an ecological point of view as it obscures 

too much that is going on within species and populations.  Figure 3-2 shows what total 

escapements look like from year to year. 

 

Figure 3-2: Salmon escapements, DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-2010 

  We can drill down a little further to look at different species across the north 

coast region, which consists of DFO statistical areas 1-10.  As shown below, sockeye 

escapements have declined from the 1980s, pink escapements have been highly 

volatile, chum escapements recovered briefly from a low in the early 1990s but have 

been falling again since 2002, coho escapements have jumped up dramatically since the  

mid 1990s, and chinook escapements have held steady since recovering from extreme 

lows in the early 1980s.  
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Figure 3-3: Sockeye salmon escapements, DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-
2010 

 

 

Figure 3-4: Pink salmon escapements, DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-2010  
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Figure 3-5: Chum salmon escapements, DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-2010 

 

 

Figure 3-6: Coho salmon escapements, DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-2010 
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Figure 3-7: Chinook salmon escapements, DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-
2010 

An in-depth analysis of escapement data is beyond the scope of this dissertation 

since it looks at the entire Skeena fishery system, not just the biological dimension. 

However, we can look to other regional scale analyses of the status of salmon 

populations. The only synthesis treatment of the status of salmon stocks across the 

region that I have found was published in 2005 (Augerot and Foley).  The assessment of 

salmon populations in the north coast area is reproduced below (Table 3.5). 
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Table 3-5: Extinction risk of salmon populations in northern BC coastal 
ecoregions 

Ecoregion Nass Nass-Skeena Estuary Skeena 

 Risk 
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Chum 69 0 31 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 82 0 18 0 

Pink 91 0 9 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 96 1 3 0 

Sockeye 96 0 14 0 33 33 33 0 80 0 20 0 

Chinook 100 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 98 0 2 0 

Coho 92 0 8 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 80 0 20 2 

Steelhead 100 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 100 0 0 0 

Note. Based on Augerot and Foley 2005. 

From the above we can see that on the Skeena proper, with chum, sockeye and 

coho, about one fifth of the individual populations are classified at high risk.  The rest of 

these species are classified as low risk.  Chinook and pink on the Skeena are almost all 

low risk and steelhead are 100% low risk.  On the Nass the high risk distribution is more 

varied, with chum being the most at-risk species, followed by sockeye, pink and coho.  

Chinook and steelhead, the two most prized recreational targets, are 100% low risk.  

The Nass-Skeena estuary is only classified as an ecoregion for sockeye and there the 

risk assessment is 33% across the board, which is the highest number of at risk sockeye 

species anywhere on the North Coast.  

The simplest indicator of value from the fishery entering markets is landings 

when we are discussing a commercial food fishery.  Those have been cut in half if we 

look at the first decade of this century in comparison with the 1980s and 1990s (Table 

3.4 above).  A more detailed annual treatment of landings of all salmon species shows 

that this has not been a uniform decline over time, but the overall trend is unmistakeable 

(Figure 3-8).  
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Figure 3-8: North Coast Commercial Salmon Landings by Canadian Fisheries, 
DFO Statistical Areas 1-10, 1980-2010 

Landings alone fail to capture economic value effectively since prices vary by 

species and over time.  The graph below shows how direct economic impact of 

commercial salmon fisheries on the north coast has dropped since 1996.  

 

Figure 3-9: Value of North Coast Commercial Salmon Landings, DFO Statistical 
Areas 1-10, 1996-2014 
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Value to communities is most easily captured by fishing effort as it is the 

combination of numbers of working men and women and days spent working that makes 

a fishing community possible.  With enough of both you have a place that can be defined 

by fishing.  Of course residence matters too, but even without all of them living in Prince 

Rupert the huge numbers of commercial fishermen passing through there every summer 

had a great social impact.  Effort in the north coast salmon fisheries in recent years 

(2010-2016) has fallen to about 15% of what it was in the last two decades of the 20th 

century (Tables 3-2 and 3-3 above).   

Finally, what indicator can we use to measure the value that institutions have 

derived from the salmon fisheries on the Skeena and the north coast more generally?  I 

have not been able to come up with a simple one.  If we think of management as a 

system for generating predictable results, which is how I define it in this dissertation, 

then a logical indicator would be one that compares predictions with results.  The 

problem here is that the salmon fisheries management system on the north coast 

generates very few predictions.  I did assemble one dataset consisting of pre-season 

forecasts for sockeye, chum and pink returns in Areas 3, 4 and 5 (Appendix A.1).  It was 

impossible to compare it to actual returns for all the species and areas just described 

because of a lack of consistent quantitative forecasts over a reasonable period of time.  

The most extensive time series is, not surprisingly, for Skeena sockeye.  In this case my 

lay interpretation of the data is that managers on the north coast have gotten slightly 

better at predicting salmon runs over the past 20 years (Figure 3-10 below).  
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Figure 3-10: Comparison of pre-season forecasts and actual returns for Skeena 
River sockeye salmon, 1985-2014 

Looking at the system as a whole then, the entirety of the Skeena salmon 

fisheries as a social-ecological system as I have defined it, what can we say about the 

distribution of value from the fishery itself to its related sub-systems?  There is a lot less 

of it than there was 20 years ago in the economic (market) and social (community) 

relationships.  The fishery-ecosystem value relationship appears stable but there may be 

other problems in natural systems that are affecting productivity, which will in turn impact 

the fishery SES of course.  Finally, it is hard to say whether or not management or 

governance institutions are learning from the fishery.  The high level of conflict in the 

fishery that has scarcely abated over the decades would suggest that they are not 

(Freethy 2016).  Surely a successful resource management system would have to 

include as a measure of success low levels of conflict?   

All this is only descriptive of course.  It says nothing about why the Skeena SES 

is in decline, if that is what such an attenuation of value should be called.  Nor does the 

analysis provide any guidance as to what might be done to improve the situation.  The 

following chapters attempt to correct these limitations, first, by paying more attention to 

the management system and then by starting to develop some models with explanatory 

power, some cause and effect mechanisms underlying them.       
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Chapter 4.  
 
What makes a fishery sustainable 

4.1. Introduction 

The evaluation of the sustainability of natural resources is an industry, of interest 

to governments, consumers, corporations, local communities, environmental NGOs, and 

consultants.   Most evaluation methods and systems operate along the lines of an audit 

or report card.  The underlying assumption is that there are readily identifiable indicators 

that can be measured and compared to arrive at some general assessment of the 

sustainability of a resource, or less frequently, the resource system as a whole, 

comprising the resource itself, along with markets, communities, and management 

institutions.  This approach is of a piece with the fundamental drive within capitalism for 

legibility to facilitate the ongoing transformation of human relations, and increasingly 

human-natural relations, into a commodity framework (see Foley and McCay 2014).  

Sustainability, as just described, is not an integrative concept.  It is the sum of various 

parts.  In some versions of how this all gets done, sustainability is nothing more than the 

abundance of a particular species of interest.  Broader definitions might extend beyond a 

species to the ecosystem, or take into account so-called human dimensions.  Rarer are 

the sustainability frameworks that pay attention to culture, governance, or ethics (see 

Coward et al. 2000 for a treatment of ethics in fisheries). 

The situation in fisheries is no different from what has been just described.  The 

Marine Stewardship Certification (MSC) process functions like a particularly ghoulish 

type of audit, conjured up by Bentham or Foucault with the infamous panopticon in mind.  
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Take the title of the audits themselves – “surveillance reports” – as if what is being 

studied is criminality (English et al. 2012). This is perfectly compatible with contemporary 

capitalism.  The process of enforcing compliance with technical standards of 

sustainability becomes a commodity that can be rendered for the marketplace.  There is 

nothing the state can do that markets cannot do better, say the enthusiasts.  Meanwhile, 

the technological bias – the practical, problem-solving orientation – of fisheries 

management finds a happy home.   

The table below summarizes different approaches to fisheries sustainability that 

have appeared over the past three decades.  The scope is meant to be reasonably 

comprehensive, based on an iterative literature search conducted over several years.  

The first column identifies the “school of thought”, which is some cases is an academic 

discipline like fisheries science, and in other cases is a looser grouping known for a 

particular theoretical or methodological perspective, for instance, the Sustainable 

Livelihoods approach that emerged out of the International Development literature. In the 

second column one or more well known examples of the school of thought are provided 

as references.  The third and fourth columns identify the underlying nature of the 

problem that leads to unsustainable fisheries along with the proposed solution to the 

problem as it has been defined within a particular school of thought. 

Table 4-1: Approaches to fisheries sustainability – comparative analysis 

School of Thought Exemplar The Problem The Solution  

Certification Marine Stewardship 
Council (e.g. English 
et al. 2012) 

Lack of marketplace 
incentives to induce 
producers to be 
sustainable 

Audit and certification of 
ecological aspect of fisheries  

Co-Management  Pinkerton & 
Weinstein 1995 
Pinkerton 2009a 

Lack of community level 
control or at least 
significant participation in 
decision-making 

Shared decision making 
throughout the system 

Common Pool 
Resource Theory 

Ostrom 1990 Lack of locally crafted 
rules   

Local management 

Conservation Environmental 
NGOs, e.g. WWF 

Overfishing. Too few 
outright bans on fishing  

Marine Protected Areas with 
restrictions on or prohibition of 
fishing 

Ecosystem Approach 
to Fisheries 

Fletcher et al. 2010 Single species An ecosystem approach that 
considers impacts of fisheries 
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School of Thought Exemplar The Problem The Solution  

Management management on the ecosystem, including, in 
some cases, humans 

Fisheries Economics Costello et al. 2008, 
2010 

The tragedy of the 
commons.  A lack of 
property rights.  A lack of 
proper incentives. 

Quota systems based on 
property rights 

Fisheries 
Management 

DFO 1999-2016 Lack of regulation or sub-
optimal regulations 

Better regulations, monitoring 
and enforcement, limited 
consultation and some financial 
incentives 

Fisheries Science Hilborn & Walters 
1992 

Sub-optimal harvest 
control rules. 

Better harvest control rules 

Social-ecological 
systems 

Ostrom 2007 and 
2009 

Insufficient adaptive 
capacity.  Lack of 
resilience leading to 
vulnerability to regime 
shifts 

Measures to build resilience 
and adaptive capacity 

Sustainable 
livelihoods 

Allison and Ellis 
2001 

Poverty amongst 
fishermen and fishing 
dependent communities 

Poverty alleviation 

As can be seen from the above table, the problem of fisheries sustainability has 

generated a wide range of diagnoses and solutions covering numerous academic 

disciplines.  For the most part, these different approaches have very little to say to one 

another.  Fisheries science, for instance, gives next to no consideration to the human 

dimensions of fisheries, while fisheries economics defines the human dimensions almost 

entirely in economic terms.  This siloed approach to the challenge of sustainability is 

hardly unique to fisheries but it does appear to be more pronounced than in some other 

natural resource management contexts such as forestry, where integrated and 

comprehensive approaches to sustainability are not unusual (E.g., Adam and Kneeshaw 

2008, Sherry et al. 2005, Canadian Council of Forest Ministers 2006). 

4.2. The CFRN, Project 1.1 and the Framework 

The Canadian Fisheries Research Network was formed in 2010 with the purpose 

of bringing together industry, academics and government to collaborate on priority 
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research issues contributing to ecological sustainability, viability, and improved 

management of Canadian fisheries. With federal funding for a 5-year period through 

NSERC, the majority of projects related to the natural sciences, with one exception, 

Project 1.1, which was tasked with investigating the nature of sustainability in fisheries 

and the range of objectives driving fisheries management in Canada.  Unusually for a 

natural science research network, the CFRN incorporated, in Project 1.1, several social 

scientists working on fisheries in Canada and representing a range of disciplines: 

fisheries economics, maritime anthropology, sociology, management, and marine 

governance.  Working closely with industry and government representatives, the 

academics in Project 1.1 adopted an evaluation framework approach to the question of 

fisheries sustainability.  Students whose academic supervisors belonged to the project 

were able to participate in the development of the framework.   

At the same time, a number of research projects within the network included the 

assessment of outcomes through structured-decision making approaches (e.g., 

management strategy evaluation) and were challenged with the identification of 

indicators, typically identified through an ad hoc approach.  Students from the MSE 

projects were encouraged by facilitators within the network to explore opportunities for 

collaboration with the social science students from Project 1.1.  In the interests of 

drawing from a common pool of indicators grounded in a theoretically robust framework 

that would also support inter-fishery and inter-project comparisons, a group of students 

undertook to adapt the Project 1.1 evaluation framework to more closely correspond to 

the requirements of their individual projects.  This led to the creation of a 

comprehensive, tiered framework with candidate indicators that became a foundational 

element for a number of research projects within the network. 

The impetus for student collaboration linking natural science and social projects 

within the CFRN came during informal discussions at the second network AGM in St. 

John’s, Newfoundland in December 2011.  The initial idea, as proposed by two of the 

students, one from Project 1.1 and the other from the MSE group, Project 3.3, was a 

two-day student workshop on how to identify sustainability indicators for fisheries.  This 

proposal evolved into a series of 8 meetings between January and July of 2012 at which 

students met to develop indicators that would fit within the overall structure of the 
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framework identified by the Project 1.1 group. At this stage, there was very little 

involvement from supervisors or project Principal Investigators.  Out of the five Project 

1.1 students at the beginning of 2012, two continued with the group over the course of 

the year.  Five of the eight students working on MSE type projects persisted with the 

indicator development meetings.  Informal leadership of the group was shared by two 

students, one from Project 1.1 and the other from the MSE student group.   

One of the students from the MSE project group presented at a Project 1.1 

meeting in Halifax in April 2012.  That meeting helped to establish the framework 

structure within which indicators were expected to be developed.  There were four top 

level domains: ecological, social, economic and institutional.  While the development of 

the framework within Project 1.1 proceeded primarily as a top down exercise of 

identifying domains and then objectives within the domains, the students adopted a 

bottom up approach of selecting indicators to use for their different case studies within 

the overall four-dimensional structure.  

The student meetings were put on hold in July 2012 when the two group leaders 

became unavailable for a period of several months due to research and work 

commitments.  A year passed before the meetings resumed with the addition of three 

new students who had joined the network. The approach this time around was less 

ambitious: meetings were structured as an opportunity for individuals to present 

research findings that they were working on.  In February 2014 the fourth CFRN AGM 

was held in Montreal.  At the end of the week there was a joint meeting of the Project 1.1 

and 3.3 groups, with both students and supervisors as well as some industry 

representatives.  There was a discussion of how to move the framework project along 

taking into account the urgent need for students to have some guidance on how to use 

indicators in their projects.  A draft version of the framework had been developed by a 

working group within Project 1.1; however, it lacked the necessary detail in specific 

indicators, how to define and how to apply them in case studies.   

With support from the network Principal Investigator and academic supervisors, 

students started meeting weekly in March 2014 to continue the development of the 
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framework.  The larger group of ten students organized itself into three sub-groups 

corresponding to what were now three domains in the framework: ecological, socio-

economic, and institutional.  Between March and September 2014 the three sub-groups 

as well as the larger group met weekly.  What had begun as a relatively simple project of 

developing indicators became, over the course of seven months, a comprehensive 

overhaul of the Project 1.1 framework that culminated in a two-day meeting in St. 

Andrews, New Brunswick, at which the student group presented the revised framework 

to a group of approximately 30 representatives from academia, industry and 

government, largely from within Canada but including some international representation.  

After the St. Andrews meeting, the student group continued to revise the framework 

through a series of consultations within the network.  Three new versions of the 

framework were released, 2.1 in December 2014, 2.2 in March 2015, and 2.3 in 

December 2015.  A fourth version, 2.4, adapted by a smaller group of students in 2016, 

is the one that I used in examining the Skeena River salmon fisheries in this dissertation. 

4.3. A comprehensive fisheries evaluation framework 

Indicator based frameworks are a tool that can support management in the move 

towards sustainable fisheries.  A framework with indicators consists of two main 

components: a structure that defines at a fairly high level of abstraction the categories of 

interest, for instance, habitat, or economic impacts, accompanied by a list of indicators, 

for instance, annual landings in tonnes of a particular fish species, that can be used to 

help evaluate what is occurring within a category.  The framework itself can be a single 

level, with one or more categories that each contains a cluster of indicators, or it can be 

a hierarchical structure that attempts to model the fishery system with greater 

complexity.  Indicators are typically quantitative.  They can range from highly specific to 

very general, and may or may not be linked to one another in an attempt to produce an 

aggregate assessment of sustainability within the fishery system that is being studied. 

Version 2.4 of the fisheries evaluation framework uses a three level hierarchical 

structure.  Domains refer to the primary, high-level field of study and interest (ecological, 
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social and economic, and governance). Dimensions are the broad subject headings 

within each domain that are used to organize conceptually similar “Elements”, which 

comprise the third level of the hierarchy.  The term element was chosen to replace goal, 

which was used in the first iteration of Framework.  The directional quality associated 

with the concept of a goal was viewed by some of the students and Project 1.1 members 

as problematic since it prescribed a desirable end state whereas the purpose of each 

level in the hierarchy is to identify, with increasing specificity, the subject matter that 

should be evaluated in relation to fisheries sustainability.  The diagrams that follow 

(Figures 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3) provide a visual representation of the hierarchical structure of 

the framework within each of the three domains.   

 

   

Figure 4-1: The Fisheries Evaluation Framework - Structure of the Governance 
Domain 



 

47 

  

Figure 4-2: The Fisheries Evaluation Framework - Structure of the Social and 
Economic Domain 

 

 

Figure 4-3: The Fisheries Evaluation Framework - Structure of the Ecological 
Domain 
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At this stage of its development the framework is atheoretical.  There are 

hundreds of models and theories underlying different elements – ranging from carrying 

capacity of freshwater lakes (Cox-Rogers et al. 2004) to the calculation of maximum 

economic yield (Sumaila and Hannesson 2010) – but there is no overall theory of how 

the elements relate to one another functionally, let alone how the dimensions and the 

domains are connected.  The framework, in other words, is descriptive.  It does not 

purport to offer up a final number or letter, a quantitative rating or a grade as in a report 

card.  In our discussions, we concluded that these are questionable techniques with 

limited value when dealing with system level attributes as complex as sustainability.  

Their frequent use would seem to reflect a desire for greater public impact, often at the 

expense of scientific credibility. 

Notwithstanding the descriptive character of the framework as it currently stands, 

some general principles can be articulated.  The framework is meant to be applied to 

democracies with fairly advanced economies.  It is not designed for most small scale 

fisheries, especially artisanal and indigenous ones, though it could be adapted to them.  

The governance section precludes the use of the framework in countries without the 

basic structures of democracy: periodic free elections, universal suffrage or something 

close to that, an independent judiciary, freedom of speech, conscience, association, 

assembly, and so on.  Elements in the Framework such as accountability, transparency, 

or legitimacy may be challenging to realize in democracies; they are meaningless to 

speak of in authoritarian regimes or dictatorships. 

With the governance domain we were able to hypothesize an underlying logic.  

First of all, we renamed this domain “governance” to communicate the idea that it is 

about more than institutions.  In our view, institutions are the structural support for 

governance processes that are about making decisions. There is an intuitive logic to this 

arrangement: institutions provide a structural support for decision-making processes that 

lead to outcomes which in turn impact the institutions.  The elements within dimensions 

thus become the features that are the foundation for the next sequence of elements.  For 

instance, without financial support (part of the “Resources” element), collaboration by 

participants in decision-making is exceedingly difficult to achieve.  Without goals and 

objectives (part of the “Purpose” and “Rules” elements), accountability is impossible to 
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assess.  Without open and informed decision-making (part of the “Transparency” 

element), the legitimacy of governance institutions is thrown into question. 

Table 4-2: The Fisheries Evaluation Framework – Elements in the Governance 
Domain 

Dimension Element 

Institutional Arrangements Purpose: Goals and objectives of the governance structure and 
processes 

Scope: Participants, geographic and temporal scale and boundaries, 
issues involved 

Rules: Laws, regulations and policies as well as de facto rules that 
structure the governance process 

Resources: Human, technical and financial resources available to 
support governance 

Decision-making Process Collaborative: Collaborative relationships within and between participants 
in decision-making 

Transparent: Open and informed policies, procedures, decisions, and 
supporting documentation 

Inclusive: Processes that support participation by all parties with a 
legitimate interest 

Predictable: Predictable and consistent decision-making procedures that 
are not changed without adequate consultation or justification 

Flexible: Flexible and responsive processes that can be adapted to 
changing circumstances 

Accountable: Explicit mechanisms of responsibility for actions, decisions 
and outcomes 

Outcomes Effective: Processes that produce the intended outcomes and can be 
seen to do so 

Legitimate: Processes and outcomes that are generally seen as fair and 
reasonable regardless of self-interest 

The ecological domain (Table 4-3 below) also has an internal logic to it.  In this 

case, the dimensions reflect a sequence of expanding scale and complexity.  The first 

dimension, single species processes, is the traditional focus of fisheries management.  

The habitat and environment dimension encompasses those features of the ecosystem 

that directly impact the species and stocks of interest within the first dimension.  The 

third ecosystem functionality dimension is intended to capture an ecosystem approach to 

fisheries management. 
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Table 4-3: The Fisheries Evaluation Framework – Elements in the Ecological 
Domain 

Dimension Element 

Population & Species Productivity: Fluctuation of population, species or trophic level productivity 

Spatial & Temporal Dynamics: Geographic patterns, migrations routes and 
distribution of population and species 

Phenotypic & Genetic Diversity: Differences in morphology of individuals 
due to environmental and genetic variation 

Habitat & Environment Substrate Quality: Condition of biotic and abiotic surfaces used by aquatic 
organisms during their life cycle  

Water Quality: Water quality and column properties 

Productive Capacity: Equilibrium density that a habitat can support 
indefinitely with the available resources 

Ecosystem Structure & 
Functionality 

Biodiversity: Number and variety of organisms within a particular 
ecosystem 

Food Webs: Interconnected food chains and energy flows between trophic 
levels within an ecosystem   

Regime Shifts: Persistent changes in the structure and function of an 
ecosystem 

 Unlike the other two domains, the social and economic one is a compromise 

between arguments without a unifying logic.  There is a reasonable case to be made that 

separates out the economic and the social as separate domains on the grounds that this 

is how the world looks and works and most of the time in sustainability assessments 

things are done that way.  The problem with this approach is that the world today may 

give primacy to economics, and to efficiency in particular, but this has not always been 

the case.    

There is a counter argument that says economics and the economy fit within a 

larger social realm (Granovetter 1985).  Not all relationships are market ones; nor should 

they be.  The fact that economics claims to speak for society, and that efficiency is said 

to be conducive to social welfare in general, is a political and ideological assertion, not a 

law of nature.  With that in mind, we joined together the social and economic elements of 

fisheries sustainability in one domain, and even constrained the classical emphasis on 

efficiency by adding in the concepts of viability, sustainability, and equity in the 

Economics and Finances dimension. 
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Table 4-4: The Fisheries Evaluation Framework – Elements in the Social and 
Economic Domain 

Dimension Element 

Health & Wellbeing Material: Basic needs, physical welfare and standards of living 

Relational: Relations of love and care, networks of support and obligation, 
social, political and cultural identities 

Subjective: Personal perception of individual and collective health and 
wellbeing, sense of agency and self-efficacy 

Economics & Finance Efficiency: Value obtained from the resource relative to costs, waste and 
negative externalities 

Viability: Financial health of enterprises and other institutions involved in 
the fishery 

Equity: Fairness of how costs and benefits of the fishery are distributed 
amongst participants 

Social Justice Poverty & Livelihoods: Consideration of the interests of the poor and 
fishing livelihoods in the management of the resource 

Women & Gender: Consideration of the interests of women and gender 
issues in the management of the resource 

Fishing Communities: Consideration of the interests of fishing 
communities in the management of the resource 

Indigenous Peoples: Consideration of the interests of indigenous peoples 
in the management of the resource 

Future Generations: Consideration of the interests of future generations in 
the management of the resource 

The health and wellbeing dimension is a departure from the other two 

dimensions in the social and economic domain in that it reflects some recent theory 

development in fisheries that looks promising (Weeratunge et al. 2013, Coulthard et al. 

2011).  Our initial approach to the category “social” was to treat wellbeing as the 

integrative concept that summed up the state of affairs in other more specific categories 

such as food security, occupational health and safety, civic culture, and so on.  It was as 

if the social domain were an algebraic equation, where all the smaller elements add up 

to something called wellbeing.   

Then we encountered a different approach that starts with the binary version of 

wellbeing common in the economics literature (material and subjective categories of 

wellbeing) and adds a third component, relational wellbeing.  Material wellbeing refers to 

objective measurements of things like income, life expectancy, health outcomes, living 
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conditions, and so on.  Relational denotes the social character of wellbeing, relationships 

between people, social institutions and their dynamics.  Subjective wellbeing refers to 

the perception of wellbeing and the sense of personal and collective agency or self-

efficacy enjoyed by the human actors in a fishery system.   

The social justice dimension is a seldom mentioned addition to sustainability 

frameworks.  The purpose is to explicitly account for cross-cutting issues that are 

important in fisheries but often neglected or difficult to address in management contexts 

(Coulthard et al. 2011).  The underlying logic is that there are groups that are particularly 

vulnerable to ecosystem change, social and economic pressures, and management 

actions, but receive less attention within conventional management frameworks.  The 

adoption of the social justice dimension resolved, or at least provided a way to deal with, 

one of the major tensions in the framework development process, that is, how to give 

prominence to particular perspectives without creating an impossibly cumbersome 

framework structure.   

For instance, the importance of a community perspective on fisheries 

sustainability was a key concern of many of the social scientists and industry 

representatives in Project 1.1.  The suggested approach was to have a high level 

category called something like “Sustainable Communities”.  The difficulty with this is that 

once you start to unpack the idea of community in the context of fisheries sustainability it 

becomes clear that there is potentially a community perspective on every element in the 

Social and Economic Domain and the Governance Domain and many of the Ecological 

Domain elements as well.  The risk then becomes that a standalone category for 

communities is taken to mean that everything important to do with fishing communities 

can be dealt with under the heading of Sustainable Communities, which cannot hope to 

be comprehensive unless it repeats the entire framework within itself.   

This weakness is compounded with every perspective that is identified as 

important, for example, the sustainability of livelihoods in a small scale fishery context, or 

indigenous rights in a jurisdiction like British Columbia where these are prominent.  To 

adequately address every important perspective comprehensively within the Framework 
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would require, in a sense, a separate version of the Framework for each one.  The 

Social Justice Dimension acknowledges this requirement by explicitly recognizing, at a 

high level in the structure of the framework, the key perspectives or cross-cutting issues 

in fisheries management that re-occur with great frequency and yet are almost always 

left out of conventional sustainability frameworks.   

By way of conclusion, I found that a useful way of thinking about the framework – 

its origin story if you will – is as a structured format for encoding what the experts have 

to say about what fisheries management is supposed to be about.  When I say experts 

here, I mean fishermen, fishing industry representatives, fisheries managers, scientists 

and academics, and fishing community members.  Put another way, the framework 

organizes all the different ways of talking about what is important in fisheries that are 

common in Canada over the past 50 years: biodiversity, ecosystem services, healthy 

communities, overcapacity and rent, sustainability, indigenous rights, good governance, 

and so on.  If you took all the things that people have been arguing and complaining 

about over the past 50 years and organized them into a framework that says here, this is 

what fisheries management should concern itself with when it comes to sustainability, 

you would get something approaching what we came up with. 

4.4. Applying the framework to the Skeena 

Tables 4-6 to 4-8 below summarize the results of applying the evaluation 

framework at the “element” level to the management of the Skeena River salmon 

fisheries over the past 40-50 years, since the early 1970s to around the present day.  

The logic of the assessment is as follows: for each element in the framework, e.g., 

financial viability, I considered whether DFO was and is trying to manage the relevant 

set of variables (1) directly, (2) as a goal, or (3) as context to be taken into consideration.  

I then decided whether management efforts in each case were increasing, decreasing, 

volatile, that is going in multiple directions, or not evident at all.  I am interested in long 

term trends so I tried to disregard minor year to year variations. The main source I relied 

upon were annual management plan documents.  For the 1970s to the early 1980s I 
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found versions of these published in the UFAWU newspaper, The Fisherman.  From the 

mid 1980s on I was able to use copies from the DFO library or website (Table 4-5). 

Table 4-5: North Coast salmon fisheries management planning documents, 
1985-2016 

Years available Title/Description 

1985-1995 Pacific Region salmon net fishing plans 

1985-1991, 1993-1994, 1998 Record of management strategies, salmon, Area 4 – Skeena 

1989, 1994-1995 Pacific Region salmon troll fishing plans 

1993 Pacific Region integrated salmon management plans 

1993-1997, 2001 Record of management strategies, Nass/Skeena aboriginal 
fisheries 

1994-1996, 1998-1999 Salmon expectations North Coast Areas 1-6 

1995 Fisheries Management Plan Skeena/Nass, salmon, 1995 

1996-1998 Pacific Region salmon net and troll management plan, areas A, C 
and F, north coast 

1997-1998 Pacific Region allocation plan for commercial salmon fishery 

1999-2016 Pacific Region Integrated Fisheries Management Plan, salmon, 
north coast 

Note. Based on DFO 1985-1995, DFO 1985-1991, 1993,1994, 1998, DFO 1989, 1994-1995, DFO 1993, 
DFO 1993-1997, 2001, DFO 1994-1996, 1998-1999, DFO 1995, DFO 1996-1998, DFO 1997-1998, DFO 
1999-2016 
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Table 4-6: Trends in Skeena River salmon fisheries management – Governance 
Domain (1970s to 2010s) 

Dimension Framework Element Management 

Directly For In light of 

Institutional Arrangements Purpose    

Scope    

Rules    

Resources    

Decision-making Process Collaborative    

Transparent    

Inclusive    

Predictive    

Flexible    

Accountable    

Outcomes Effectiveness    

Legitimacy    

 = Increasing    = Decreasing    = Volatile   
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Table 4-7: Trends in Skeena River salmon fisheries management – Social and 
Economic Domain (1970s to 2010s) 

Dimension Framework Element Management 

Directly For In light of 

Health & Wellbeing Material Wellbeing    

Relational Wellbeing   X 

Subjective Wellbeing  X X 

Economics & Finance Efficiency    

Viability    

Equity    

Social Justice Poverty & Livelihoods  X X 

Women & Gender X X X 

Fishing Communities X X X 

Indigenous Peoples    

Future Generations    

 = Increasing    = Decreasing    = Volatile  X = Not applicable 
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Table 4-8: Trends in Skeena River salmon fisheries management – Ecological 
Domain (1970s to 2010s) 

Dimension Framework Element Management  

Directly For In Light of 

Population & Species Productivity    

Spatial & Temporal Dynamics    

Phenotypic & Genetic Diversity X   

Habitat & Environment Substrate Quality    

Water Quality    

Productive Capacity    

Ecosystem Structure & 
Functionality 

Biodiversity    

Food Webs    

Regime Shifts    

 = Increasing    = Decreasing    = Volatile  X = Not applicable 

The assessment of Skeena salmon fisheries management using the evaluation 

framework is necessarily a crude tool at this stage.  I was not as systematic about 

coding my sources and tracking changes over time as I would like to be.  Over a period 

of several years I took detailed notes on the fisheries management planning documents 

listed above (Table 4-5).  I then reviewed and coded these notes at the level of the 

Framework Element, e.g., Productivity, Material Wellbeing, or Transparency, using the  

managing directly, managing for, and managing schema. The problem is that the 

framework elements changed, in some cases quite significantly, over the time period 

during which I was taking notes and coding.  I attempted to compensate for this by re-

reviewing management plan documents that I had looked at early on, but ideally all of 

the source documents would have been reviewed as a batch using a stable version of 

the framework.  In spite of these limitations, it was still a useful exercise and some broad 

trends can be elicited from the results. 
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The scope of what DFO manages with respect to the ecological domain on the 

Skeena has increased in the past 40 years.  This has everything to do with the Wild 

Salmon Policy (DFO 2000b, 2004, 2005).  It is the flagship conservation document 

produced by DFO in the past 20 years.  The level of detail required in terms of 

knowledge of species at a population level, their freshwater habitat, and to a lesser 

degree interactions with other aspects of ecosystems, is stunning to a social scientist 

accustomed to the dearth of information about people involved in north coast salmon 

fisheries (www.skeenasalmonprogram.ca/document-library). Nevertheless, most of that 

increase in scope has come in the first dimension, the traditional fisheries management 

area of focus on single species dynamics.  

In the social and economic dimension there has been a marked decrease in the 

scope of DFO management.  In the 1970s the department produced, internally, a highly 

respectable volume of economic, socio-economic and sociological reports on 

commercial fisheries, fishing communities, recreational fisheries, and First Nations 

participation in fisheries (Campbell and Roberts 1970, Department of Fisheries and 

Forestry 1971, Fraser 1977, Friedlander 1975, Masse 1975 and 1976, McEachern 1973, 

McKay 1977, Reid 1974, Sinclair 1971 and 1974, Sinclair and Boland 1973, Wilson 

1971a and 1971b).  There are more than a dozen of these reports, in addition to which 

there are studies that were commissioned by DFO and produced by outside consultants 

(Acres Consulting 1977, Gislason 1979a and 1979b, Shaffer 1979a and 1979b).   

If we jump ahead to the first decade of the 21st century, the production of social 

and economic analysis of salmon fisheries by DFO has ceased almost entirely.  There is 

a series of highly generic reports produced every year to do with licence and vessel 

values in the three commercial salmon fleets (Nelson 2000-2016) that do not begin to 

compare with the quality of the work done in the 1970s in my opinion.  Furthermore, their 

purpose is highly circumscribed: they are intended to provide a justifiable market 

valuation for the buyout of commercial licences through programs like PICFI, so that 

these licences can be re-allocated to First Nations.  This may be a laudable goal from a 

social policy perspective but it means that the one consistent financial analysis that DFO 

performs with respect to commercial salmon fisheries is all about allocation, not financial 

viability, or community wellbeing, or any number of possible policy concerns. 
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As for the governance of salmon fisheries on the north coast, it looks to be 

confused, judging by the results above (Table 4-8).  There is no doubt that DFO puts a 

lot of effort into consultation with stakeholders, far more than most federal government 

departments, I suspect (DFO 1998a, 2000a, 1999-2016).  Once again, however, this 

effort is tightly circumscribed.  True collaboration in the sense of sharing responsibility 

for decision-making is very rare.  The explanation I heard over and over again can be 

summed up in two words: ministerial discretion.  What this means is that under the 

Fisheries Act the minister of the department has final say over what happens in the 

management of any fishery that falls under federal jurisdiction.  It is a classic, vertically 

integrated institutional structure.  It is also tailor made to encourage lobbying behaviour 

and going outside the process, which I saw repeatedly during the years I was following 

the salmon fishing season closely (2011-2015).   

The one distinct impression that a person cannot help but take away from looking 

at salmon fisheries management on the Skeena through a comprehensive lens like the 

framework discussed in this chapter is how narrowly sustainability continues to be 

defined within DFO.  It really is about the productivity of salmon populations and not 

much more than that.  After decades of discussion within the department and fisheries 

management more generally about the need for integrated management that includes 

human dimensions alongside fish and ecosystems this is where things stand on the 

north coast.  It is a somewhat astonishing result.   
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Chapter 5. The burden of conservation 

5.1. Introduction 

Legitimacy in fisheries management has received limited attention from those 

who study fisheries (Pinkerton and John 2008 is an example of a study that focused 

directly on legitimacy).  On the surface this is surprising, since the profession has had an 

image problem since at least the early 1990s with the collapse of the cod fisheries off of 

Newfoundland.  In the public mind, fisheries, especially commercial ones on the high 

seas, are responsible for the depletion of one of the planet’s great resources, and 

managers come in for their share of the blame.  There would not be organizations like 

the Marine Stewardship Council or Greenpeace if this were not the case. 

In British Columbia, the iconic salmon fisheries are widely perceived as declining, 

to the extent of being in imminent danger of ecological collapse.  The failure of the 2009 

Fraser River sockeye run prompted the latest in a long line of public inquiries and did 

little to calm the fears of those who had been calling for action (Cohen 2012).  If you 

spend any time with people who fish for a living, or those who live in communities that 

depend on fishing, the one thing you hear very quickly is that the DFO is responsible for 

all the problems in the salmon fisheries.  Talk to environmentalists, or First Nations, or 

recreational fishermen, and you hear the same litany of criticism, adapted of course to 

the situation. 

It is an astounding indictment that a management agency that is seen, outside of 

Canada, as one of the most professional and advanced in the world is held in such low 

regard in the country of its making.  Two of the most important fisheries scientists in the 
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20th century – Bill Ricker and Carl Walters – built a substantial portion of their careers 

around the salmon fisheries of BC and contributed heavily to the knowledge base that 

informs the management of fisheries the world over.  Is it really possible that DFO in the 

last 20, 30 or 40 years has managed to do such a poor job of looking after the salmon 

resource in BC?  Why is there such a grave absence of legitimacy across user groups, 

rights-holders, and the public? 

Perhaps the answer is that the loss of faith in fisheries management is an 

incarnation of a broader institutional crisis, a failure of the promise of modernity.  Look 

back at the mid-20th century and the message being delivered around the world was that 

science and technology would soon provide the answers to every urgent problem facing 

humanity (or mankind, to be faithful to the language of the day).  This was true on both 

sides of the Iron Curtain and in the so-called Third World.  Even as an environmental 

movement began to emerge alongside other social movements in the 1960s and 1970s, 

the faith of experts in their own expertise was largely unshaken.  There was not a lot of 

soul-searching going on.  The public backlash, on the other hand, was growing.  The 

clearest evidence for this has come in recent years, as the astounding degree of public 

and institutional contempt for climate change science in the U.S.A., once the 

unchallenged symbol of scientific and technological progress, has been put on display 

repeatedly.   

It was fashionable in the 1980s and 1990s to speak of post-modernism, post-

capitalism, and a variety of similar neologisms.  In retrospect, the announcement of the 

death of modernity was premature.  Perhaps in Europe the Great War put an end to 

unthinking faith in progress.  Across the Atlantic in North America the celebrations were 

just beginning.  The 20th century was America’s century, truly.  Economically, militarily, 

and above all culturally the country dominated world affairs.  A key figure in American 

mythology was the expert, the lab-coated white male who patiently investigates how the 

world works and turns his discoveries into inventions and his patents into money.  With 

modifications to the dress code, this myth lives on in the technology geek of today, the 

Silicon Valley nerd who builds a new empire out of nothing but ideas and brazen 

courage.   
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This may seem a long way from fisheries management but the distance from 

Silicon Valley to DFO is far smaller than one might think.  Both are avatars of modernity.  

They share a faith in the methods of science, in secular wisdom, in predictable results 

coming from predictable reason.  Each of them is arguably part of a much wider and 

encompassing belief system.  When the beliefs and the structures that support the 

beliefs come under attack, the ramifications are felt throughout the system.  That is, at 

any rate, the hypothesis I began with after observing the disdain for DFO managers that 

is shared by otherwise diametrically opposed groups: commercial fishermen, processing 

plant managers, sport fishing tourists, environmental activists, First Nations elders, the 

entire range of people with a passion for and an interest in the health of salmon fisheries 

in BC. 

5.2. The Utilitarian Control System Model 

Genuinely puzzled by this problem of legitimacy and its manifestation on the 

Skeena, I began to expand the scope of the conceptual models that I was using to think 

about what happens in a fishery.  I started to think about progress and what it means.  I 

noticed that the great philosophers of capitalism and socialism both shared an 

extractive, utilitarian view of nature, often personified as a woman.  I also was struck by 

the tremendous faith in reason, scientific reason in particular, that permeates so many 

histories of the past few centuries.   Eventually, after numerous false starts and dead 

ends, I came up with something I call the Utilitarian Control System model.  Like all 

models, it is a fantasy, an approximation of reality.  It purports to describe what happens 

when resources like fish are exploited for economic gain and managed to perpetuate 

that exploitation.   

A diagram of the model appears below (Figure 5-1).  The mechanics are this: as 

humans, we extract Utility (e.g., fish) from a natural production system (N in the 

diagram), which is transformed into wealth (capital, assets) in the material production 

system (M).  Some of this wealth is used to generate new and better ways of doing 

things (e.g., scientific discoveries) in the knowledge production system (K). I call this 
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process Innovation.  It could equally well be termed invention.  The next stage is to apply 

the technical or technological gains to manage natural systems, a process I term 

Control.   This is the primary cycle, the one that gives the model its name. 

 

Figure 5-1: The Utilitarian Control System Model 

There is also a secondary cycle in the reverse direction, clockwise, which is 

concerned with improving productivity.  We derive Information from natural systems 

about how they are performing and use that to inform knowledge production.  We also 

apply knowledge to develop the material production system, the creation of wealth, 

which I call Technique.  This is not the best word for the process I am referring to here 

so I will keep working on it.  Development is another possibility.  Finally, the secondary 

cycle comes full circle with Investment of material assets, capital, in natural systems to 

improve their performance.   



 

64 

Once I had established the basic functioning of the model, I began to think about 

how it performs under ideal conditions, when resources are abundant.  Activity is almost 

entirely in the direction of the primary cycle.  There is no need to enhance productivity.  If 

that initial frontier phase of resource exploitation does not end in total collapse there is a 

shift in the overall system towards conservation and enhancement: reducing the 

extraction of utility somewhat while putting more emphasis on improving productivity 

within the various sub-systems (natural, material and knowledge).  This led me to think 

about how the model could be used to represent different positions on the sustainability-

development-growth continuum.  The two tables below (5-1, 5-2) show how this might be 

done.  The first table illustrates what level of productivity the different production systems 

are supposed to perform at under different scenarios such as growth or conservation.  

To be clear here, I am using productivity to refer to the yield of the system from the 

perspective of resource extraction.  In a conservation scenario the natural system should 

presumably increase in productivity in ecological terms, but we are extracting less utility 

from it to meet our resource exploitation needs.    

Table 5-1: Resource exploitation scenarios under the utilitarian control system 
model – system productivity 

Scenario Level of System Productivity 

Natural 

System 

Material 
System 

Knowledge 
System 

Growth High High High 

Development Stable High High 

Conservation Low Low High 

Steady State Stable Stable High 

The second table models the primary and secondary  flows shown in Figure 5-1 

(utility, control, and so on) that connect the three production systems. 
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Table 5-2: Resource exploitation scenarios under the utilitarian control system 
model – flows between systems 

Scenario Flow strength 

Utility Innovation Control Information Technique Investment 

Growth High High High Medium Medium Low 

Development Medium High Medium Medium High Medium 

Conservation Low Medium High High Low High 

Steady State Low High Medium Medium High Medium 

The Growth scenario is the highly optimistic world of abundant resources, the 

marriage of capitalism and science in the mid-20th century.  Following Daly (1987 and 

2005), development should be understood as sustainable development: the answer to 

the environmental crisis in the 1990s.  It is equivalent to what is known as weak 

sustainability.  Conservation is the response when sustainable development proves to 

be not enough to keep the system performing.  I am thinking here of the idea of a 

“conservation economy” as promoted by Ecotrust in BC (Ecotrust 1999).  Finally, steady 

state is the same thing as strong sustainability: the emphasis here is on increasing 

material wealth through innovation and technique rather than the extraction of utility from 

natural systems, which are understood to be finite (Daly 2005). 

 This constraint of finite resources when the human relationship with natural 

systems is considered on a global scale forced me to think of climate change.  I came up 

with the hypothesis that the principal threat to the ongoing operation of the utilitarian 

control system model of resource exploitation was the externalization of costs.  Global 

warming is the ultimate expression of this particular market failure.  I wondered if 

perhaps the cost-externalizing dynamic was behind the crisis of legitimacy on the 

Skeena and in fisheries management more generally.  My reasoning was that a 

utilitarian control system will only continue to perform when costs can be externalized.  

For instance, if the cost of conservation measures can be passed on to certain 

participants in a resource system and not others this can keep it going.  When this tactic 

fails, perhaps the legitimacy of the management system as a whole is called into 

question. 
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I decided to apply the model to the Skeena.  I began by identifying the two 

scenarios that seemed appropriate to me based on what I already knew about the 

history of the fishery.  The first “growth” scenario covered the period from the 1960s 

through to the early 1990s, when commercial fishing dominated resource use on the 

Skeena and the emphasis was on increasing production.  The second scenario 

corresponded to “conservation”, and took hold in the late 1990s.  In between these two 

relatively distinct time periods there was a short interval or opening where several 

different approaches were competing to define the shape and purpose of the fishery.  In 

Table 5-3 below I map the Skeena fishery against the utilitarian control system model 

according to the “growth” and “conservation” scenarios. 

Table 5-3: Comparison of resource exploitation scenarios on the Skeena 

Flow Growth Scenario Conservation Scenario  

Utility Flows are increasing for the most part, 
and the system is focused on that. 

Sharply reduced flows and beginnings 
of redefinition of utility. 

Invention  Large investments in scientific 
knowledge production and moderate 
investment in learning about the 
economic dimension of the resource 
system. 

Investment in scientific knowledge 
production is maintained but definition 
shrinks to focus on natural systems. 

Control A large fisheries management 
bureaucracy is built up that operates in 
a hierarchical and vertically integrated 
fashion. 

Emphasis on control is maintained. 
Limited experiments with power-
sharing.  

Information Lots of fisheries-specific information 
gathering going on.  Almost no interest 
in other sources of information about 
natural systems, e.g., from fishermen.   

Intensified scientific information 
gathering but still largely limited to 
targeted populations rather than 
ecosystems. 

Technique Limited emphasis as this is also a 
colonial model in which value is 
extracted from a region without much in 
return. 

Experiments in development driven by 
social justice movements allied with 
conservation groups. 

Investment Substantial investment in enhancing 
habitat to increase productivity of the 
resource but less by way of protection. 

Investment in natural systems is 
confined to restoration and repair.  

Next I returned to my hypothesis that the cost-externalizing dynamic is a source 

of instability in the overall functioning of the utilitarian control system model and can lead 

to low levels of legitimacy amongst stakeholders.  I came up with three examples of this 

on the Skeena.  In the first place, overfishing can be seen as passing on costs to future 
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generations.  There is no doubt that some overfishing of individual stocks has occurred 

on the north coast over the past several decades (Walters et al. 2008).  Overall, 

however, escapements have stayed at the same level and extinction risks are low for 

most populations.  Even though a conservation crisis was the reason given for many of 

the restrictions on harvesting in the late 1990s and into the present century, it does not 

seem plausible to me that the low legitimacy of fisheries management on the Skeena is 

due to overfishing. 

A second possibility I considered is a failure to protect habitat.  I have heard 

anecdotally from many sources that salmon habitat in the Skeena watershed has been 

adversely affected over the decades by forestry, mining, and other forms of 

development.  Certainly the threat to habitat from the proposed Enbridge pipeline united 

otherwise diametrically opposed groups in the Skeena watershed.  DFO on the other 

hand was virtually silent at the environmental assessment hearings.  The department 

had very little to say in defence of salmon or salmon habitat.  Meanwhile the government 

of the day was amending the Fisheries Act to remove protections for fish habitat.  I think 

there is some merit to this explanation for low legitimacy as the problems with habitat 

protection date back many decades but on its own I doubt that it is sufficient. 

I then turned to the material production system and what was occurring there.  

First Nations have been asserting rights and a moral claim to a greater share in the 

benefits from salmon fisheries on the BC coast for many generations (Newell 1993, 

Harris 2001, Jones et al. 2004, Harris and Millerd 2010, Wright 2010).  This longstanding 

legal and social justice issue came to a head in the 1990s with the Sparrow decision that 

found an aboriginal right to harvest fish for food, social and ceremonial purposes.  

Directly as a result of this decision DFO was forced to acknowledge that First Nations 

had first priority in fisheries, ahead of all other parties.  This was hugely divisive in the 

world of BC salmon fisheries in the 1990s (Brown 2005) and continues to be an 

unsettled issue.  Looking back at the framework discussed in Chapter Four, the issue of 

how First Nations benefit from fisheries is a social justice one, a question of equity.  I 

think it is reasonable to suggest that there is a cost to ignoring issues of equity; that to 

postpone their resolution is, in a sense, an externalization of the cost (Wilkinson and 

Pickett 2009, Stiglitz 2012).  True, this is not in the context of a market, but I am trying to 
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adopt a broader and more integrated idea of system dynamics here and I think we can 

borrow from one discipline to inform another. 

Each of the three explanations discussed above has some value, but I was not 

convinced that I had made a strong connection between the hypothesized cost-

externalizing dynamic of the utilitarian control system model and the particular history of 

the Skeena salmon fisheries.  It occurred to me that the interval in the mid 1990s 

between the growth and conservation scenarios was likely pivotal. At the time, there 

were three quite distinct solutions being proposed as a way to solve the problems in 

salmon fisheries in British Columbia more broadly, not just on the Skeena.  In the first 

place there was the Mifflin plan, a continuation of the economic efficiency arguments that 

dated back to the 1950s: the problem in the fishery was overcapacity, too many 

fishermen and boats; the solution was to reduce their number.  The second approach 

focused on conservation: reducing fish harvests so that weak stocks could rebuild.  The 

third approach was unusual in that it directly addressed governance.   

 With one notable exception, DFO has put very little time and effort into 

developing new governance arrangements on the Skeena in comparison to the 

departmental resources that go into managing the harvesting of fish populations.  The 

exception occurred in the 1990s, with something called the Skeena Watershed 

Committee (Conley 1995).  This was an ambitious attempt to bring commercial, 

recreational and First Nations sectors on the Skeena together to do harvest planning 

and make decisions about the management of the resource.  The scope of what was 

being attempted went far beyond the usual DFO focus on allocation.  It was the 

beginning of something like co-management (Pinkerton 1996).   

When the SWC collapsed, however, a victim of political manoeuvering it would 

seem (Pinkerton 2009b analyses the dynamics of the SWC and why it failed), DFO 

walked away from any further engagements of this nature.  It was a costly and time-

consuming exercise in the first place, the SWC, but it was an even costlier mistake to 

give up on what it was: a serious effort at sharing power and responsibility with local and 

sectoral interests. 
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Since the failure of the SWC initiative in the 1990s, the lack of willingness on the 

part of DFO to experiment with power-sharing has been compounded by a loss of 

capacity in the core fisheries management function of the department.  Between 1996 

and 2016 the budget for fisheries management proper fell by two thirds, from $282 

million to $91 million (in 1996 dollars) 21 years later (Figure 5-2).  This loss exceeded 

the cutbacks in other programs such as science.  Spending in that area in 1996 was 

$190 million. In 2011, the last year for which DFO science expenditures are reported 

separately in the Public Accounts, the total was $168 million in 1996 dollars, a reduction 

to be sure, but not of the same magnitude as what was taking place in fisheries 

management.  By contrast, spending on administration, the business of running the 

department as an organization (often termed “internal services”), held steady between 

1996 ($221 million) and 2016 ($238 million) (Figure 5-2 and Appendix A.12.1).   

 

Figure 5-2: DFO Expenditures on core fisheries management and science 
functions, 1996-20166 

If we look at these cutbacks to fisheries management in a broader context, it is 

arguable that they represented a  deliberate undermining of certain functions of the state 
 
6 Data are not available for spending on science programs after 2011. 
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by governments who adhered to a neoliberal ideology.  As we have already seen, from 

the 1970s through the mid 1990s, DFO in the Pacific Region took an interest in, and 

spent substantial sums of money studying and investing in the human dimensions of 

fisheries.  This includes the work of the Skeena Watershed Committee, which was 

funded by federal Green Plan money.  One of the themes that regularly emerged from 

my observation of the Skeena fishery was the loss of faith in collective agency, a sense 

shared by many participants that they were powerless, that their interests and concerns 

had been abandoned.  I wonder if the poor legitimacy of fisheries management on the 

Skeena is a reflection of a deeper malaise to do with the place of collective values at a 

time when individual selfishness is celebrated as the cardinal virtue. 

5.3. Discussion 

Modern natural resource management came of age in a period of abundant 

confidence and prosperity.  It was a time when scientists, politicians and managers, as 

well as business leaders, believed that humans were in control.  The only problems left 

to solve were technical.  This complacent view of the world began to fall apart in the 

1990s.  The signature failure was the collapse of cod stocks on Canada’s Atlantic coast 

(Bavington 2010).  Once perhaps the greatest fishery on the entire planet, with a history 

of exploitation stretching back several centuries, the collapse was sudden and total.  The 

ramifications were felt worldwide, not just in Canada, not just in fisheries.  What should 

have happened, what any reasonable outsider would have predicted, was a great deal of 

soul-searching on the part of the entire fisheries management profession as well as 

DFO. How did we get it so wrong?  What is it about how we see ourselves and the world 

that got us into such trouble?  What is our responsibility in this whole mess?  What could 

we have done differently?  This self-reflection did not happen.  Instead, the Department 

of Fisheries and Oceans went into a defensive mode.  It became, and still is, profoundly 

risk averse.  Not so much environmental risk, but political or institutional risk. 

With respect to the Skeena, my thesis is that the illegitimacy of fisheries 

management on the Skeena is symptomatic of a much more widespread failure of the 
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technocratic approach to management that has come to dominate most of planet earth 

in the post WWII period.  The principal failure is the dismissal of politics, of the messy 

business of getting people to agree on what is to be done, or at least to find ways to get 

them to go along with what is being done.  To fisheries managers and to technocrats 

and engineers the world over, every problem is a technical one that can be solved with a 

bigger dose of scientific thinking and application.  That is politics, they say, with 

contempt, as if only primitives would engage in such behaviour.  Whereas I would argue 

that we are all political beings and animals, even if our preference is to have nothing to 

do with politics.   

In that sense, Ostrom and her colleagues were profoundly right to pay attention 

to the importance of rules in the management of natural resources.  Systems that work 

happen to work precisely because people managed to craft rules that work under the 

circumstances (Ostrom 1990, Pinkerton and Weinstein 1995).  Not because they had 

bigger and better models or scientific experiments.  Not because of data or funding or 

publications.  The one thing that could really make a difference in fisheries management, 

and similar areas of human organization, better governance, is precisely what is most 

ignored.  
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Chapter 6.  
 
A way of living well in the world 

6.1. A framework for natural governance 

The problem with sustainability is that it does not look plausible under current 

circumstances.  Our technological capacity for harm has far outstripped our political 

capacity to constrain or limit the harm we can do, to ourselves and the planet we live on.  

The challenge is an existential one.  We do not know if there is life elsewhere in the 

universe.  Given that, surely we have a responsibility, not just to ourselves but to life 

itself, the very possibility of it, to take care of the one place where we know it exists.  

As discussed in the previous chapter, the mainstream conception of sustainability 

takes a utilitarian view of the relationship between humans and nature.  The natural 

governance framework described in this chapter came out of a long period of conceptual 

modeling of social-ecological systems that began in the spring of 2011 and finally came 

to fruition five years and a half years later.  While the work was informed by other 

approaches, notably the IAD-SES framework (Ostrom 2009), most of it was done as a 

sort of tabula rasa exercise, along the lines of “imagine if you will.”  I did not realize at 

the time that I was starting to move into philosophy, both in terms of methods and 

subject matter.  For lack of time, I remain largely ignorant of how exactly contemporary 

philosophy works, what it does, and why.  I have a solid liberal arts education, however, 

and I have read my fair share of the great philosophers, from Aristotle and Plato through 

to Sartre and Rawls.  I suspect that over time I intuited the methods I needed.  There is a 

connection too, with grounded theory, as discussed in Chapter Two.  The difference 
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here is that I moved out of the realm of middle range theoretical propositions into grand 

and highly abstract questions about the meaning of life and the nature of existence.  

Tricky, difficult work, but necessary I think, given the challenges we face. 

From a systems perspective, the idea of natural governance is a rebalancing of 

the flows between systems that I show in the Utilitarian Control System model.  Instead 

of powerful flows of utility and control that operate in a counter-clockwise direction, I had 

the idea that the stronger flows should be in the other direction.  From natural to 

symbolic (e.g., knowledge) systems and from material to natural systems.  This reversal 

has turned out to be a fruitful way of thinking about things. 

I find it useful when talking about these flows, as I call them using systems 

terminology, to think about relationships.  Utility and control are of course labels that can 

be used to describe relationships.  I have spent a long time figuring out appropriate 

labels for the relationships that go in the other direction.  My starting point was a 

definition of sustainability that I came up with: a way of living well in the world.  This 

phrase incarnated three central concepts in my thinking about what makes for a healthy 

relationship: choice: a way, i.e., a conscious path; wellness: living well, the good life in 

the Aristotelian sense; and humility: being “in the world” as opposed to above, beside or 

outside it. 

The graphic or diagram on the next page (Figure 6-1) is what I am calling a 

framework for natural governance.  The framework is built around three systems or 

domains: natural, social and governance.  In some sustainability frameworks natural is 

what is called the ecological domain or the environment.  The governance system is 

devoted to choice-making.  It is essentially what we refer to as politics in the Western 

intellectual tradition going back to the Greeks.  The third system, which I call social, is 

the material world of and created by people.   

The domain I call social is sometimes referred to as socio-economic, and more 

often the two systems, social and economic, are split apart into separate domains.  I 
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have made a deliberate choice here to embed economics in a larger social domain.  The 

reasons have been discussed in earlier chapters. 

 

Figure 6-1: A framework for natural governance 

I have identified a primary function for each system.  Healthy, well-functioning 

natural systems produce diversity; social systems that are operating at their potential 

produce wellbeing; and a successful governance system creates legitimacy.  The first 

two attributes or functions are ends-in-themselves.  They are desirable in their own right.  

Legitimacy is necessary to the proper functioning of a governance system in itself but it 

is also, and always, a means to an end.  Governance is about making choices that take 

us somewhere.  Otherwise we are engaging in a technocratic fantasy of value free 

decision-making, or worse, a kind of nihilism. 

The flows or relationships that connect the systems are challenging to 

conceptualize and describe, and what follows is preliminary.  The relationship between 

human governance and nature is one of humility and a sense of place.  I began with 
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words like awareness and connectedness.  The word I settled on was belonging.  We 

begin by cultivating awareness of how we, as humans fit into the natural systems we 

inhabit.  In one sense that means we gather information to understand and work with, 

rather than against nature.  This can be consistent with science then.  The challenge is 

to maintain the attitude of humility that I think is essential here. 

There is another way in which a governance system rooted or anchored in nature 

can make practical sense.  The core function of natural systems, in the model I have 

developed at least, is to produce diversity.  If that is one way of thinking about nature – 

as a wonderful diversity producing engine – then a governance regime based on that will 

celebrate diversity and look to preserve, not eradicate difference.   

The relationship between social systems and natural ones is, if anything, even 

more difficult to properly describe.  Anything that smacks of utilitarian thinking is 

unacceptable to me.  While stewardship sounds like a pleasing possibility, the steward 

serves another.  He or she is at heart a property manager.  The closest I have come to 

capturing the essence of what I think is necessary is the idea of caring.  This should be 

understood as the care given to friends, family and community, not to a child or a 

fiduciary, which erects a barrier of superiority between the one caring and the recipient. 

Finally, the link between governance and social systems is the easiest one in my 

view.  It is choice, the act of choosing and the choices themselves.  It turns out that the 

governance system is at the heart of things in this framework.  We root our choice-

making systems in diversity and strive for choices that increase human wellbeing in the 

belief that healthy humans take care of the world they live in.  In other words, we do not 

start with increasing human welfare on the assumption that well off humans will take 

care of nature.  They will not.  They will seek to control it.  That is one of the problems 

with inequality.  If we see ourselves as superior to nature because it has made us 

wealthy, we can only look down on it.  I am saying that we have to work in the opposite 

direction. 
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Looking more closely at Figure 6-1, at the natural system, the approach I 

adopted is to start with Habitat Diversity as the foundation, followed by Ecosystem 

Diversity and then Population Diversity.  I treat the first category or dimension as the 

most fundamental one from the point of view of healthy natural systems.  Habitat 

contains both biotic and abiotic elements, living and non-living features.  The scale can 

be very small, in the sense of a single spawning ground in a freshwater stream.  It can 

also be vast, if you consider something like the boreal forest.  Restrict the diversity and 

quality of habitat and you constrain what can exist at all, what types of ecosystems and 

populations are possible. Within habitats, in all their range and diversity, I think it is 

reasonable to identify something like ecosystems, communities of living creatures that 

are connected by food webs, flows of energy between populations, which I treat as the 

top of the ecological pyramid for my purposes. 

I am not an ecologist so I make no strong claim to understanding how to think 

hierarchically about natural systems.  I was guided by a desire for parallelism between 

domains, a sort of fractal organization of the overall framework.  So, for example, in the 

social domain I follow recent work (Weeratunge et al. 2013) and treat wellbeing in three 

dimensions that are structurally and functionally related: material, relational and 

subjective. As with the natural system I just described, the foundational dimension, in 

this case material, supports how living creatures interact (relational), and what emerges 

in the end, by way of diversified (self-actualized) populations. 

 In the governance domain the central concept is legitimacy.  The three 

components of the system, institutional, procedural and instrumental, follow the 

organization of the governance domain in the framework discussed in Chapter Four.  

The labels are slightly different but the underlying ideas are the same (institutional 

arrangements = institutional; decision-making process = procedural; outcomes = 

instrumental). 

Unlike the other two domains, legitimacy is not so much an end in itself.  

Wellbeing and diversity are goals, desirable states of being that we strive towards each 

for its own sake.  Legitimacy is desirable, but largely because it means we have a way of 
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making choices that works.  We have found a way to honour and preserve difference 

while supporting a rich and nuanced conception of human wellbeing.  In other words, 

legitimacy on its own is not enough.  It is easy to imagine a legitimate governance 

regime that supports a very narrow definition of wellbeing because only a small portion 

of society gets to participate.  In the natural governance model, legitimacy only becomes 

activated as a desirable function when it is rooted in diversity and serves human 

wellbeing in a broad sense. 

 I want to move on now to looking at the relationship between the governance 

domain and the other two domains a little more closely.  What does it mean to say that 

governance should support the social domain by promoting wellbeing?  We can look at 

that question in terms of our three dimensions of wellbeing.  Good governance, effective 

wellbeing-promoting governance, will produce choices that enhance basic security, 

equity and viability; it will maintain or improve social capital and social justice; and it will 

foster a sense of individual and collective agency.  Looking in the other direction, what 

does it mean to say that governance is anchored or rooted in diversity?  There are 

several aspects to this.   

First, in terms of natural systems, this attitude or requirement means that there is 

an awareness of diversity, a conscious attempt to cultivate this awareness in various 

forms – scientific knowledge, cultural expressions, language, to mention a few symbolic 

systems – that are then reflected in the governance regime.  For instance, the diversity 

of a marine ecosystem like we have on the Pacific coast should be reflected in our 

governance institutions.  Rather than management that is reductionist and focused on a 

single aspect of marine ecosystems, such as fish that are desirable to humans for 

consumption, there should be governance as diverse in its scope and structure as the 

ecosystem.   

There is another sense, equally important, in which diversity is part of the 

governance system.  Governance is about making choices: what we call decisions in a 

management system, with its focus on predictability and results.  A mono-cultural 

governance system functions to erase difference.  Conflict, disagreement over values, is 
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profoundly destabilizing to a classical results-oriented management system.  It is a 

constant problem the system is set up to solve or do away with.  In the natural 

governance approach, the diversity of values is seen in quite the opposite way, as a 

strength, something to be grateful for.  Just as highly diverse ecosystems are more 

resilient in the face of external disturbances, governance regimes built around diversity 

are better capable of handling change.  They work with conflict and difference, not 

against it. 

6.2. Applying the theory to the Skeena 

The four tables below summarize the results from applying the natural 

governance framework to the Skeena river salmon fisheries as a social-ecological 

system.  The method of analysis was simple in principle if time-consuming to implement.  

The starting requirement was a detailed historical knowledge of the performance of the 

system over a long time period, in this case 45 years.  The evidence already discussed 

and presented in the previous chapters summarizes a portion of the knowledge base 

and informs the analysis represented by the tables below.  One strength of this approach 

is that it permits an identification of trends not possible with the kinds of snapshots that 

are typical of the assessment mentality.   

For instance, to a contemporary observer it might seem as though relational and 

subjective wellbeing on the north coast must be very low since the socio-economic 

indicators for the region are so poor (Chapter Three).  Given this, it would appear 

strange and even inexplicable that residents of the region continue to mount such a 

strong and powerful defense of the natural world in the face of repeated attempts to 

bring about huge resource development projects like the Enbridge Northern Gateway 

pipeline or an LNG shipping terminal.  Surely the appeal to material wellbeing would be 

terribly strong in an impoverished and vulnerable region?   

What this interpretation misses, because it lacks historical and cultural depth, is 

the weight of social capital and the tradition of collective action that goes along with 
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fishing communities, especially in a region where First Nations have been living with 

salmon for over 10,000 years, an almost unimaginably long period of time for your 

average 21st century human being to contemplate.  In other words, there is a lag effect 

with relational and especially with subjective wellbeing: once raised up they persist for a 

long time even after material wellbeing has started to decline.  That at least is the 

functional hypothesis that emerges from the data and its analysis via the natural 

governance framework. 

The first table, 6.1, summarizes the features of the current fisheries management 

system on the Skeena that could be built on to support the move towards natural 

governance and the restoration of a viable social-ecological system based on salmon 

fisheries.   

Table 6-1: Support for natural governance in current Skeena fisheries 
management 

Management System Feature Relevance to Natural Governance 

Wild Salmon Policy • Support for diversity in NS, especially at the population level 

• Support for relationship of GS to NS through increased 
understanding of and respect for NS 

DFO Science • Support for relationship of GS to NS through increased 
understanding of and respect for NS 

Integrated Harvest Planning Committee • Support for legitimacy in GS through longstanding 
relationships with stakeholders 

Skeena Salmon Program • Support for legitimacy in GS through relationships with 
ENGOs 

Northern Native Fishing Corporation • Support for relationship of GS to SS at local and regional 
scale by precedent 

Integrated Fisheries Management Plans, 
Post-season Reviews 

• Support for relationship of GS to SS through structured 
process for making choices about trade-offs with effects on 
human wellbeing 

Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy, Nisga’a 
Treaty, PICFI, AAROM 

• Support for legitimacy in GS through longstanding 
relationships with First Nations 

• Support for legitimacy in GS through ongoing financial 
contributions to First Nations 

• Support for wellbeing in SS through ongoing financial 
contributions to First Nations 

Fisheries Act • Support for relationship of SS to NS through protection of 
habitat and ecosystems 

NS = Natural System GS = Governance System SS = Social System 
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Table 6.2 identifies the features of the larger social-ecological system that could 

support the move to natural governance on the Skeena. 

Table 6-2: Support for natural governance in existing Skeena social-ecological 
system 

Social-ecological System Feature Relevance to Natural Governance 

Healthy salmon populations • Diversity in NS remains high 

Engaged local citizens and fishermen  • Relationship of SS to GS supported by enduring belief in 
collective agency  

• Local wellbeing supported by resistance to individual 
property rights in commercial fisheries 

Dependency on fish and aquatic 
ecosystems 

• Relationship of care between SS and NS remains high 
with most local residents, especially First Nations 

High international profile of ecoregion • Broad potential for financial and moral support for all 
aspects of the SES 

Demand for wild salmon • Potential to restore health of SS 

Success of Skipper Otto’s Community 
Supported Fishery 

• Already improving MS and GS by providing higher 
incomes to fishermen 

• Potential to strengthen relationships between SS and NS 
by raising consumer awareness 

NS = Natural System GS = Governance System SS = Social System 

Table 6.3 lists the threats and challenges that stand in the way of a move to 

natural governance on the Skeena.  The list includes both internal and external threats, 

that is, within and outside of the existing social-ecological system.  

  



 

81 

Table 6-3: Threats to the social-ecological system on the Skeena 

Threats to the social-ecological system Relevance to Natural Governance 

Climate change • Already affecting salmon ecosystems with potential to 
severely challenge adaptive capacity of the genus 

Resource extraction (oil & gas, mining, 
forestry) and shipping 

• Potential to harm aquatic habitats and ecosystems 

Lack of resources to fully implement the 
WSP 

• Restricts flow of information to narrower, shorter term 
needs, undermining potential for humility in relationship 
between GS and NS 

Lack of information on FSC and 
recreational fisheries catches 

• Undermines understanding of NS 

• Undermines legitimacy of GS through lack of 
transparency and properly informed decision-making 

Low legitimacy for DFO management • Strong barrier to change in the GS of any description 

Ministerial discretion • Strong barrier to change in the GS of any description 

Lack of clear articulation of purpose at 
DFO 

• Strong barrier to change in the GS of any description 

Jurisdictional disputes between 
governments 

• Strong barrier to change in the GS of any description 

Long history of conflict between all sectors 
involved in fishery 

• Strong barrier to change in the GS of any description 

Lack of capacity at DFO regarding 
community, social, and economic aspects 
of fisheries 

• Undermines relationship between GS and MS due to lack 
of understanding 

Ongoing court battles with First Nations • Undermines legitimacy of GS 

• Wastes resources that could be used to support SS 

Longstanding commitment to move to 
catch shares  

• Potential to undermine relationship between GS and SS 

• Potential to accelerate deterioration of MS at local and 
regional scales 

Low material wellbeing at local and 
regional scales 

• Undermines relationship of care between SS and NS 

• Undermines relationship of SS to GS 

Globalization under neoliberalism • Potential for accelerating environmental damage due to 
cost-externalizing dynamic 

• Potential to undermine legitimacy of GS, especially any 
effort to protect collective and local interests 

• Potential to undermine SS, especially relational and 
subjective wellbeing 

NS = Natural System GS = Governance System SS = Social System 

Table 6.4 is a list of short term changes that could be made by DFO to start the 

transition to natural governance on the Skeena. 
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Table 6-4: Recommendations for moving to natural governance on the Skeena 

Recommendation Relevance to Natural Governance 

Change the Fisheries Act to allow the 
minister to delegate power to regional 
management bodies7 

• supports transition from management to governance 

• potential to restore legitimacy to GS 

• strengthens relationship between GS and SS by 
focusing decision-making on local and regional scale 

• begins to restore overall SES functioning 

Organize the scale and scope of 
management around the SES 

• strengthens relationship between NS and GS 

Find more ways to start sharing power with 
local groups 

• begins to restore legitimacy of GS 

Stop litigating with First Nations • begins to restore legitimacy of GS 

• frees up resources that can applied to improving the GS 
and eventually the SS 

Make human wellbeing at local and regional 
scale an explicit goal 

• strengthens the relationship between the GS and SS 

Work with the province and others to reform 
the processing sector  

• supports the SS at local and regional scale 

Build capacity to do social and economic 
research and policy development 

• strengthens relationship between GS and SS 

Build protection for local human wellbeing 
into the Fisheries act 

• supports the MS at local and regional scales 

• strengthens the relationship between the SS and the NS 

Find a purpose and be clear about it • begins to restore overall SES functioning 

Ensure that First Nations are at the heart of 
any governance system 

• begins to restore overall SES functioning 

NS = Natural System GS = Governance System SS = Social System 

 
7 Technically it may not be necessary to change the Fisheries Act to allow for delegation.  In the 

case of the Skeena Watershed Committee, discussed above in Chapter 5, power was 
delegated through a Memorandum of Understanding under which the federal and provincial 
governments acted as equal partners with three industry sectors.  However, a high profile 
change to legislation has the virtue of focusing public attention on the topic of power sharing in 
a way that case-specific administrative procedures do not. 
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6.3. Interpreting the results 

Perhaps the most surprising result of applying the natural governance framework 

to the existing fisheries management system is how much is already in place to support 

the restoration of a healthy social-ecological system on the north coast based around 

Skeena River salmon.  This is not to minimize the very serious challenges, which are 

both internal and external to the region and the management agency.  The two key 

external threats, climate change and globalization under the rubric of neoliberalism, 

should not be used as an excuse for inaction.  There is still ample scope for change, 

starting with DFO. 

For instance, the department has a long and very fine tradition of natural science 

research stretching back over a hundred years.  Under the present-day management 

system, which follows the utilitarian control model discussed in Chapter Four, the role of 

science is to assist with the control function.  In spite of that, I found repeatedly amongst 

my colleagues and the scientists I interacted with a sense of wonder when 

contemplating natural systems.  Salmon are glorious, fascinating creatures.  Their 

adaptation to both saltwater and freshwater habitats and their cyclical movements 

between those two distinct environments are awesome to witness.  Scientists are not 

robots.  Most, I would predict, are more fully alive to the power of natural systems for 

inspiring a sense of belonging in human beings than your average salmon eating 

consumer.   

What this suggests is that the required changes are not so much material as 

cultural: a shift in emphasis; a change in perspective.  This has to come from the top, 

because the existing structure of decision-making is vertically integrated with the 

Minister perched atop the pile of managers below like a schoolboy playing king of the 

castle.  At the same time, if DFO can make room, if it can open up some institutional 

space, there is plenty of potential for change to also happen from outside the agency.  

The dedication and energy that exists in small fishing dependent coastal communities is 

humbling to big city residents, or it ought to be.  The amount of unpaid volunteer work 

that goes into actually managing fisheries outside of DFO proper is formidable.  Yet it is 
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rarely accounted for or acknowledged.  Much like housework performed by women is 

subsumed within a patriarchal household structure and seen as having no economic 

value, which is patently absurd if one thinks about it for a moment, the social capital that 

supports fisheries management in coastal communities is ignored or at best dismissed 

as self-interest.  On the contrary, it is in the collective interest, which is precisely why it is 

so important. 

6.4. Discussion 

Natural governance is not meant to be a path to salvation or a panacea.  It is an 

attempt to articulate a serious alternative to the current order – the utilitarian relationship 

we have towards natural systems, the paucity of our secular value systems, and the 

primacy of reason as a means without end or ends – without recourse to faith based 

fundamentalism.  The structural barriers to a healthy relationship between humans and 

natural systems under the utilitarian control model are simply too great now that 

modernity has reached almost every corner of the globe.   

Changing over to something resembling natural governance on larger scales is a 

process that would take many generations.  Our governance institutions operate 

primarily around short term political cycles of 4-5 years and our economic ones function 

on even shorter time scales.  The thought of planning ahead six or seven generations 

probably seems ludicrous to most secular humans on the planet today.  It is a serious 

cultural shift that is being called for here. 

Thinking longer-term, a few implications of the natural governance approach 

seem clear, even if the how of getting there remains entirely obscure.  The nation state 

system is a huge barrier to meaningful change.  In my view, the blame for the failure of 

global scale governance institutions to come to terms with the existential threat posed by 

climate change rests with the international relations system, which continues to be 

based around the supremacy of the nation-state.  As long as the interests of the USA, or 

China, or Nigeria, override truly global interests, there will be no possibility of an 



 

85 

adequate response to global warming.  Additionally, while incipient nations almost 

certainly evolved their borders in connection with natural systems, today in most cases 

the political unit we call a country simply does not match up with spatial units that have 

ecological integrity, e.g., watersheds, grasslands, mountain ranges, floodplains, and so 

on.   

At a social level, one of the strongest developments in the past two decades is 

the resurgence of local, what are sometimes called tribal identities, at the same time as 

there is a great cultural flattening going on globally.  This is typically seen as a bad thing 

and indeed it very often is, in ex-Yugoslavia, in the Middle East, in Burma, in the former 

Soviet Union, in Syria, in Rwanda, the list seems almost endless.  What I think is being 

missed here is that most people legitimately need a strong sense of cultural and social 

identity at a small scale.  It is critical to their subjective wellbeing.  Even as people 

identify with their nation state, with Indonesia, or France, or Colombia, these national 

identities obscure strong regional and local variations that persist.  My thinking is that a 

much better system of governance would be one that allows for, even encourages 

diversity at smaller scales, with institutions at larger scales that allow for decision-making 

about issues that matter and have to be dealt with at those larger scales.  Nothing so 

formal as federalism on a global scale, though perhaps that could work.   

One of the functional features of the natural governance framework is that the 

governance system is meant to preserve difference and diversity, since it is founded on 

that powerful, defining quality of natural systems themselves as diversity producing 

engines.  A potential difficulty or challenge with this, to liberals and conservatives alike, 

is that it might require tolerance for other cultures that are repulsive to them.  I have no 

answer to this.  I wonder though if the small scale of polities under a natural governance 

regime would lessen the objection. 

Apart from the disappearance of the nation state, it should come as no surprise 

that a natural governance model is not compatible with capitalism as the dominant 

economic system for allocating resources.  The cost-externalizing dynamic that I have 

identified as integral to capitalism as a system of production seems to me impossible to 
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reconcile with a healthy relationship between people or between people and natural 

systems.  The great insight of Adam Smith and the utilitarian philosophers, that 

individual selfishness could serve the greater good when put to use through the 

mechanism of free markets, seems to me a bit like Newtonian mechanics.  True enough 

under a certain range of conditions, but a relationship that fails when outside those 

bounds.  I think we are moving outside the boundaries of a system in which free markets 

and private property rights can continue to improve social welfare indefinitely.  The fact 

that we live on a planet with finite resources is key to this limitation.  Were we to 

suddenly discover the secret to interstellar space travel and garner the ability to colonize 

other worlds, then all bets would be off as far as the inevitable self-destruction of 

capitalism is concerned. 

This raises, of course, the spectre of technology and its potential to save the day.  

I think it is altogether possible that a few generations from now we will have a world 

where technological advances allow us to manage – in the sense of cope with – the 

worst effects of climate change.  There will still be huge human costs to what we have 

done to the planet, no matter what kinds of technology we invent.  Millions and most 

likely billions of people will suffer and die as a direct result of our inability to solve our 

governance problems, even as we invent the means to save some of us, the ones with 

sufficient power and influence.  More important, in my mind at least, is that I do not see 

any possible future in which technology saves the day and we still have natural systems 

that are autonomous.  The world will be a managed garden in other words.  That is a 

tragedy to me, but it is also a practical concern for everyone.  Evolution is a very 

powerful dynamic that operates at a much higher level of sophistication than anything we 

can currently achieve.  Nature, as mentioned many times already, is a huge diversity 

producing system, constantly rolling the dice.  Are we prepared to abandon that, 

confident in our own abilities and techniques?  That sounds to me like hubris.  We all 

know what price Icarus paid for trying to fly too close to the sun. 
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6.5. Conclusion 

The natural governance framework is at heart a philosophy of how to heal the 

relationship between humans and the rest of the world.  It is also a collection of 

propositions, the start of a theory about how to do so in practical terms.  A colleague, a 

professor of statistics, commented to me recently that the work I do is highly unusual: 

applied philosophy he called it.  With that in mind, I will conclude this chapter with 

something I wrote in one of my notebooks that still resonates with me as an explanation 

of this applied philosophy I am trying to imagine. 

Instead of extracting resources from natural systems to supply human 
needs so that we can enjoy a good and meaningful life and continue to 
improve on nature, which we think of as progress, we need to ground our 
ways of thinking in the natural world so that, as we become aware of all 
the ways in which we are connected, we develop the wisdom to make the 
kinds of choices that support the common good, including in that idea of 
common the entire world around us.  Sustainability thus becomes a 
constant process of renewing the world through our choices. 
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Chapter 7.  
 
Doing better magic 

Commercial salmon fisheries on the Skeena River were created by two intimately 

related projects.  Capitalism provided the economic and technological structures for 

exploiting natural resources and labour with increasing efficiency (Marchak et al. 1987).  

Colonialism provided the labour force, indigenous and immigrant (Marchak 1987, 

Muszynski 1996), along with the political structures and narrative in the form of the 

Canadian nation-building project (Meggs 1991, Newell, 1993, Harris 2001). 

The social-ecological system on the Skeena that grew up around the Skeena 

fisheries was more than a creation of capitalist economics and colonialist politics.  For 

one thing, First Nations had incredibly deep and ancient ties to salmon and the 

environment that the dominant parties in the relationship scarcely recognized.  

Colonialism has long tried to convert indigenous peoples into regular Canadian citizens 

– the project has had various names over the years, e.g., civilization, progress, 

assimilation – but First Nations have been remarkably stubborn and resourceful, 

managing to maintain independent lifeways in spite of enormous external pressures.  

This is not romantic idealization of “primitive peoples”, as was and is common under 

colonialism.  It is a white person’s acknowledgment of the survival skills of people who 

have faced extraordinary challenges. 

Alongside the difficult-to-swallow situation of First Nations, the position of 

fishermen has always been a challenge for classical industrial modes of production 

under capitalism.  A lot of fishermen own their own boats, their means of production in 

Marxist terms.  They are somewhat like small businessmen or petty producers.  But they 
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are also like workers vis-à-vis the processing companies.  The class conflict that exists 

in fisheries is not so easy to subsume within the Canadian industrial relations model.  

The third factor that has made it difficult for capitalism and colonialism to triumph 

is that the salmon have not cooperated.  They are unpredictable and continue to be 

(Lichatowich 1999).   

As a result of these difficult to digest features, the social-ecological system on the 

Skeena that evolved over the 20th century came to rest on powerful communities of 

place and interest for whom fishing and salmon are about more than predictable 

economic results.  These communities have been the source of resistance to numerous 

attempts to rationalize the fishery and make it more efficient so as to serve global 

markets.  This, more than anything to do with “stakeholder interests”, is what makes the 

human side of fisheries on the Skeena unpredictable and difficult to manage.  There are 

deeply rooted belief systems and ways of life connected to the fishery that the forces of 

modernity have failed to erase.   

When this complex human behaviour is combined with the volatility of salmon 

populations and their often inscrutable behaviour, it is no wonder that fisheries 

managers, with their reliance on reductionist models, are woefully incapable of 

producing the results they are expected to deliver.  It is a situation that begs for flexible 

and adaptive systems of management, not routine engineering processes.   

The 1990s were a turning point for the social-ecological system on the Skeena. 

Three alternative views of a possible future were vying to define what was to come: 

conservation, efficiency and co-management.  As we saw in Chapter Five, conservation 

won.  It was a hollow victory: the only way that fisheries managers have been able to 

maintain any sort of fishery on the Skeena is to restrict harvests so much that scarcely 

any value is produced.   

There is another way of looking at this outcome, which is that neoliberalism failed 

to convert the Skeena commercial fisheries into a tidy component in the global food 
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production system.  Other values won out.  So even though the fisheries and the 

communities are in parlous shape, it is still possible to imagine a viable future where a 

more complex social-ecological system is rebuilt around salmon ecosystems and local 

communities on the north coast.  First Nations will have to be central to this, clearly.  

They have the power and increasingly they have the capacity (Gottesfeld et al. 2009, 

Jones 2004). 

Wild fisheries articulate a very different relationship to the natural world than an 

industrial system of production like aquaculture.  They can be damaging and short-lived 

of course, but they can also be among the most sustainable relationships we can have 

as humans inhabiting ecosystems.  Functioning as mindful predators.  Conscious of 

limits and connections.  That is a powerful way of being, with many broader long-term 

benefits: learning to live within our means; giving priority to the people who live in the 

places where the resources exist; honouring the richness of natural systems by not 

assuming we can necessarily improve on them; preserving entire ecosystems for future 

generations, not just an accountant’s balance sheet of narrowly-defined assets; giving 

fishermen, the primary producers, a pride of place in what they do. 

While there have been strong critiques of the fisheries management mindset 

from within or close to the profession (Larkin 1977, Holling and Meffe 1996, Lichatowich 

1999) the system has remained remarkably unshaken.  My experience going through a 

Ph.D. program and studying fisheries is that there is still a very powerful faith in the 

power of quantitative modelling to solve every problem that fisheries managers might 

conceivably face.  Fisheries management has turned out to be a remarkably persistent 

system of knowledge production and management, but not a particularly adaptable one.  

If the profession as a whole cannot cultivate an awareness of its own limitations, I think it 

is highly likely that people will stop looking to fisheries management for answers to big 

problems like sustainability.  It will become little more than a minor technical discipline.   

That would be a great pity in my view.  As I observed in opening this dissertation, 

fishing is one of the ancient occupations, with a rich and meaningful history of human-

natural interactions.  The relationship between homo sapiens and wild aquatic creatures, 
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with all its forms of purpose over the millenia, deserves better than a codebook of 

answers fit for robots.   
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Appendix A.1: North Coast salmon forecasts, 1985-2014  

Source: Pacific Salmon Commission (1987-2017) 

Table A.1.1 North Coast pre-season salmon return forecasts, Area 3, 1985-2014 

 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

1985 1,000,000 Average  500,000  Slightly above average  Poor 

1986 2,000,000 Above average  456,000  Above average  80,000  Well below average 

1987 1,400,000   450,000    80,000  Below average 

1988 775,000   390,000  Below average  50,000  [Below average] 

1989 944,000   419,000  Average  Well below average 

1990 375,000 Below average  426,000  Average  Below average 

1991 1,000,000 Above average  360,000  Below average  Below average 

1992 450,000 Below average  330,000  Below average  Below average 

1993 1,000,000 Above average  250,000  Below average  Below average 

1994 600,000 Below average  500,000  Average  Below average 

1995 900,000 Average  550,000  Average  Improving 

1996 400,000 Below average  600,000  Average  Improving  

1997 700,000   535,000  Average  Improving  

1998 800,000 Average  500,000  Average  Improving  

1999 550,000 [Below average]  550,000  Average  Below average 

2000 500,000 Below average  800,000  Average  Below average 

2001 1,000,000   740,000    Below average 

2002 1,100,000   698,000  Average  Below average 
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 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

2003 2,550,000   711,000  Average  Below average 

2004 2,100,000   756,000  Average  Below average 

2005 2,500,000   860,000  Average  Below average 

2006 1,830,000   1,105,000  Above average  Below average 

2007 2,860,000   828,000  Above average  Below Average 

2008 1,100,000   350,000  Below average  Below average 

2009 2,750,000   517,000  Below average  Below average 

2010 223,000   665,000  Below average  Below average 

2011 2,900,000   434,000  Below average  Below average 

2012  Below average  446,000  Below average  Below average 

2013  Well below average  452,000  Below average  Below average 

2014  Average  642,000  Average  Below Average 

 

Table A.1.2 North Coast pre-season salmon return forecasts, Area 4, 1985-2014 

 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

1985  2,600,000  Above average  2,700,000  Above average  Well below average 

1986  2,900,000  Above average  3,000,000  Above average   

1987  2,500,000  Above average  1,300,000  Below average  Well below average 

1988  5,000,000    2,400,000    Well below average 

1989  5,000,000    2,306,000  Average  Well below average 
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 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

1990  2,200,000  Average but below recent 
years 

 2,100,000  [Average]  Well below average 

1991  6,000,000    2,100,000    Well below average 

1992  4,000,000  Above average  2,300,000    Well below average 

1993  6,000,000  Above average  2,300,000    Well below average 

1994  2,300,000  Below average  2,300,000    Well below average 

1995  1,400,000  Well below average  2,500,000    Below average 

1996  800,000  Well below average  3,000,000    Below average 

1997  3,400,000    3,000,000    Well below average 

1998  3,100,000    1,150,000    Below average 

1999    600,000    Below average 

2000  Well below average  2,250,000    Below average 

2001  3,000,000    2,800,000    Below average 

2002    1,000,000    Below average 

2003  Below average  1,200,000    Below average 

2004    2,100,000    Below average 

2005  Above average  1,530,000    Below average 

2006  Average  1,850,000    Below average 

2007  Above average  2,500,000    Below average 

2008  Well below average  1,260,000    Below average 

2009  1,920,000  Below average  2,000,000    Below average 

2010  236,000    663,000    Below average 

2011  7,600,000  Above average  1,700,000    Below average 
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 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

2012  Below average  1,400,000     

2013  Well below average  700,000     

2014  Below average  2,300,000     

 

Table A.1.3 North Coast pre-season salmon return forecasts, Area 5, 1985-2014 

 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

1985  250,000  Below average  50,000  Well below average  [Below average] 

1986  525,000  Average  45,000  Below average  [Below average] 

1987  525,000    60,000  Below average  Below average 

1988    [Below average]  Below average 

1989  [Above average]  30,000  [Above average]  Below average 

1990      Below average 

1991      Below average 

1992  500,000    70,000    Well below average 

1993    25,000    Below average 

1994  Below average  10,000    Below average 

1995  Well below average  2,000    Below average 

1996  Below average  60,000    below average 

1997    15,000    Below average 

1998  [Average]  20,000    Below average 

1999      Below average 
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 Pink Sockeye Chum 

Year Forecast Rating Forecast Rating Forecast Rating 

2000      Below average 

2001      Below average 

2002      Below average 

2003      Below average 

2004      Below average 

2005      Below average 

2006      Below average 

2007      Below average 

2008      Below average 

2009      Below average 

2010      Below average 

2011      Below average 

2012       

2013       

2014  Below average     

Note: ratings in square brackets were inferred from the description in the text, e.g. very poor return was interpreted as well below average, poor 
return was interpreted as below average, and good return was interpreted as average. 

 

 

  



 

113 

Appendix A.2: North Coast salmon returns, harvests and escapements, 1980-2010 

Source: Angel (2014) 

Table A.2.1 North Coast salmon returns, harvests and escapements, Areas 1-10 
combined, 1980-2010 

Year Total Run CDN Harvest Escapement 

1980 14,449,737 6,336,722 7,875,076 

1981 12,699,106 5,808,133 6,665,345 

1982 18,610,464 6,190,425 11,260,709 

1983 31,879,266 12,324,301 14,780,644 

1984 24,650,364 8,164,104 13,867,569 

1985 35,910,439 13,217,727 20,080,967 

1986 45,487,070 19,346,129 22,747,452 

1987 24,660,173 10,264,328 12,837,462 

1988 45,563,902 26,249,580 17,592,999 

1989 26,145,584 6,709,858 14,710,225 

1990 41,415,918 16,752,663 21,275,480 

1991 49,195,769 18,912,089 19,275,226 

1992 32,943,081 12,565,211 17,651,821 

1993 20,662,024 7,624,756 10,263,887 

1994 15,388,649 4,750,740 8,627,625 

1995 26,471,107 11,239,936 11,993,761 

1996 39,452,006 13,813,363 21,779,596 

1997 15,130,287 4,298,790 9,250,586 

1998 16,836,013 3,880,470 11,849,642 

1999 16,078,275 4,186,042 10,358,748 

2000 22,178,758 7,019,184 14,286,369 

2001 30,331,849 8,264,262 19,385,082 

2002 24,074,177 5,520,727 17,600,045 

2003 30,093,612 9,947,597 18,521,604 

2004 19,360,964 5,044,818 12,708,652 

2005 26,043,945 7,773,790 16,454,470 

2006 10,959,963 2,921,667 7,362,612 

2007 18,054,726 4,738,514 11,717,087 

2008 8,205,673 1,546,288 6,221,235 

2009 24,118,251 1,894,804 20,670,671 

2010 10,838,632 768,870 9,800,711 
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Table A.2.2  North Coast salmon returns in Areas 1-10 combined, by species, 
1980-2010 

Year Sockeye Pink_Even Pink_Odd Chum Coho Chinook 

1980 1,589,923 9,451,904 

 

2,223,242 1,169,319 15,349 

1981 2,917,455 

 

6,900,637 1,674,883 1,193,335 12,796 

1982 7,912,222 7,156,003 

 

2,372,404 1,156,702 13,132 

1983 4,709,024 

 

24,147,095 1,635,593 1,373,272 14,282 

1984 4,221,561 16,027,727 

 

2,332,488 1,955,511 113,076 

1985 9,324,591 

 

21,029,657 3,788,228 1,544,093 223,871 

1986 5,309,538 32,999,258 

 

5,110,027 1,870,503 197,744 

1987 5,492,622 

 

14,854,478 2,725,502 1,416,523 171,049 

1988 6,881,741 32,678,153 

 

4,915,515 804,784 283,709 

1989 4,401,277 

 

18,186,764 2,208,233 1,151,401 197,909 

1990 4,708,840 30,682,055 

 

3,267,089 2,561,683 196,251 

1991 6,878,232 

 

38,646,919 2,023,839 1,405,889 240,890 

1992 9,053,388 20,587,777 

 

1,276,180 1,742,067 283,669 

1993 8,465,788 

 

8,777,066 2,019,788 1,061,372 338,010 

1994 4,621,810 5,851,911 

 

2,475,445 2,180,694 258,789 

1995 7,580,257 

 

14,922,042 2,830,850 917,449 220,509 

1996 9,364,236 26,531,219 

 

2,023,174 1,257,080 276,297 

1997 5,889,861 

 

6,837,492 1,725,397 489,914 187,623 

1998 2,342,693 8,150,095 

 

4,337,453 1,800,760 205,012 

1999 2,147,625 

 

10,365,961 2,009,473 1,352,696 202,519 

2000 5,772,747 13,515,420 

 

1,609,214 1,041,434 239,943 

2001 5,398,153 

 

20,050,579 2,112,923 2,448,599 321,595 

2002 3,489,211 15,682,831 

 

2,674,792 2,018,882 208,461 

2003 4,231,848 

 

20,130,942 3,870,308 1,622,904 237,611 

2004 3,320,786 10,298,839 

 

3,645,914 1,883,092 212,333 

2005 2,494,213 

 

18,978,933 2,024,060 2,365,370 181,369 

2006 4,381,404 2,945,120 

 

1,932,044 1,488,952 212,444 

2007 3,238,901 

 

12,166,253 1,161,914 1,304,384 183,274 

2008 2,993,852 3,235,951 

 

641,911 1,170,046 163,913 

2009 1,435,998 

 

18,593,368 1,040,584 2,853,313 194,988 

2010 1,585,761 7,074,341 

 

661,015 1,342,127 175,388 
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Table A.2.3  North Coast salmon harvests in Areas 1-10 combined, by species, 
1980-2010 

Year Sockeye Pink_Even Pink_Odd Chum Coho Chinook 

1980 340,156 4,488,168 

 

1,181,299 320,284 6,814 

1981 715,941 

 

4,090,140 685,570 312,712 3,770 

1982 3,317,293 1,828,629 

 

733,506 306,015 4,981 

1983 1,342,807 

 

10,076,154 525,774 375,281 4,285 

1984 1,450,424 5,331,386 

 

826,210 522,042 34,041 

1985 3,691,343 

 

7,241,331 1,849,825 370,856 64,372 

1986 1,890,905 14,192,404 

 

2,699,094 494,067 69,658 

1987 2,007,898 

 

6,645,848 1,185,343 375,092 50,146 

1988 3,106,291 20,342,850 

 

2,516,048 185,171 99,221 

1989 1,499,099 

 

4,259,536 597,062 296,005 58,155 

1990 1,812,114 12,551,865 

 

1,480,468 847,165 61,051 

1991 3,106,147 

 

14,536,855 831,817 341,102 96,168 

1992 4,385,930 7,203,653 

 

498,696 380,956 95,976 

1993 3,996,784 

 

2,552,404 731,666 221,617 122,285 

1994 1,776,702 1,343,889 

 

1,012,131 525,040 92,979 

1995 3,906,510 

 

5,996,992 1,103,453 134,084 98,897 

1996 5,392,147 7,392,428 

 

533,856 417,404 77,528 

1997 2,426,827 

 

1,300,172 437,969 81,088 52,734 

1998 502,727 1,916,244 

 

1,341,164 60,007 60,329 

1999 619,268 

 

2,996,297 476,648 32,304 61,525 

2000 3,429,464 3,256,109 

 

221,402 49,737 62,472 

2001 2,646,313 

 

4,861,062 524,358 141,751 90,778 

2002 1,605,528 2,925,720 

 

796,209 128,176 65,095 

2003 1,468,447 

 

6,962,241 1,307,936 132,189 76,784 

2004 946,472 2,319,023 

 

1,432,781 275,220 71,323 

2005 494,426 

 

6,332,937 579,929 306,307 60,191 

2006 1,879,909 367,269 

 

474,394 142,332 57,764 

2007 825,035 

 

3,429,129 293,932 141,107 49,311 

2008 1,303,170 104,891 

 

7,842 73,325 57,061 

2009 175,918 

 

1,393,149 84,122 183,571 58,042 

2010 214,822 419,991 

 

19,639 66,919 47,499 
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Table A.2.4  North Coast salmon escapements in Areas 1-10 combined, by 
species, 1980-2010 

Year Sockeye Pink_Even Pink_Odd Chum Coho Chinook 

1980 1,294,695 4,963,736 

 

1,041,943 566,491 8,212 

1981 2,254,079 

 

2,810,497 989,313 602,753 8,703 

1982 4,166,012 4,898,898 

 

1,625,096 563,030 7,673 

1983 2,885,259 

 

10,154,751 1,055,442 675,618 9,575 

1984 2,410,179 9,068,766 

 

1,420,174 916,283 52,166 

1985 4,958,277 

 

12,381,009 1,896,920 735,438 109,324 

1986 2,858,468 16,560,697 

 

2,333,021 883,740 111,526 

1987 3,233,344 

 

7,341,898 1,504,606 657,416 100,198 

1988 3,126,906 11,619,553 

 

2,287,190 446,703 112,648 

1989 2,299,314 

 

10,220,229 1,540,813 543,713 106,156 

1990 2,263,908 16,189,841 

 

1,731,032 983,858 106,841 

1991 2,920,904 

 

14,452,784 1,152,164 651,559 97,815 

1992 3,568,095 12,409,931 

 

751,742 766,286 155,767 

1993 3,359,077 

 

5,000,218 1,160,210 566,045 178,337 

1994 2,053,742 4,192,628 

 

1,397,154 842,025 142,077 

1995 2,764,827 

 

6,943,808 1,677,903 510,352 96,871 

1996 3,009,270 16,638,419 

 

1,451,215 515,312 165,380 

1997 2,399,448 

 

5,241,165 1,231,751 267,000 111,223 

1998 1,395,269 6,029,128 

 

2,810,643 1,485,626 128,977 

1999 1,262,704 

 

6,457,007 1,497,008 1,031,416 110,612 

2000 2,015,170 9,920,539 

 

1,378,071 825,853 146,736 

2001 2,085,349 

 

13,811,587 1,550,750 1,753,369 184,026 

2002 1,711,818 12,225,766 

 

1,873,503 1,673,730 115,228 

2003 2,464,423 

 

12,148,664 2,545,574 1,226,874 136,070 

2004 1,885,864 7,316,644 

 

2,156,523 1,232,425 117,196 

2005 1,671,047 

 

11,672,478 1,420,101 1,592,449 98,395 

2006 2,175,946 2,540,578 

 

1,433,781 1,083,101 129,206 

2007 1,771,874 

 

8,129,433 838,366 863,077 114,336 

2008 1,602,192 3,087,003 

 

629,461 807,957 94,621 

2009 1,199,138 

 

16,000,174 940,416 2,415,403 115,540 

2010 1,417,210 6,488,069 

 

632,886 1,155,968 106,577 
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Table A.2.5 North Coast salmon returns in Areas 1-5, by area, 1980-2010 

Year Area 1 Area 2W Area 2E Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 

1980 703,168 573,596 987,913 212,451 348,329 52,972 

1981 147,136 130,048 561,605 273,509 221,682 73,536 

1982 801,549 395,286 745,608 2,773,909 6,171,664 383,067 

1983 132,080 81,360 510,981 4,340,330 14,157,073 382,839 

1984 2,700,828 447,893 1,238,233 3,282,919 9,313,638 628,944 

1985 310,311 223,500 1,514,172 3,254,108 12,494,952 733,354 

1986 2,401,402 755,319 2,205,423 2,738,977 11,011,693 875,884 

1987 117,871 199,495 1,008,126 2,359,840 12,213,453 373,553 

1988 1,179,203 517,751 2,086,913 1,321,367 9,166,040 583,763 

1989 85,214 105,553 830,705 3,605,056 15,403,339 583,818 

1990 3,510,703 725,005 2,571,132 1,864,109 15,510,298 464,375 

1991 22,438 178,097 819,599 4,903,767 32,889,119 389,968 

1992 2,004,297 364,886 1,662,649 3,276,401 10,138,613 242,421 

1993 109,300 238,315 561,378 4,768,089 8,617,993 368,795 

1994 1,142,044 321,798 1,413,843 2,118,035 4,830,878 243,867 

1995 83,621 125,478 405,049 3,379,657 16,007,966 450,562 

1996 5,039,103 354,427 1,628,067 2,891,492 19,747,629 914,999 

1997 162,850 75,664 447,415 1,858,432 5,525,165 499,820 

1998 1,315,326 1,115,502 1,709,627 1,829,337 2,004,214 495,187 

1999 118,489 288,938 685,733 3,583,630 5,298,677 898,166 

2000 838,400 1,209,376 1,046,628 1,849,887 6,767,532 877,833 

2001 22,704 163,342 614,024 3,481,737 10,113,145 1,024,208 

2002 1,557,562 611,204 1,227,027 4,172,303 3,874,014 1,147,315 

2003 85,202 173,763 505,024 3,824,303 8,479,989 868,811 

2004 350,426 272,591 958,062 3,961,184 5,374,578 529,120 

2005 31,207 197,772 1,005,618 3,853,898 6,934,704 1,052,464 

2006 515,549 200,286 854,249 1,718,596 3,956,352 278,594 

2007 62,999 110,729 523,621 2,818,463 5,524,628 559,852 

2008 992,909 190,485 858,999 898,365 2,972,603 162,146 

2009 148,869 186,462 831,339 2,216,328 10,002,820 576,923 

2010 1,950,016 853,513 2,114,342 1,217,955 2,349,408 194,098 
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Table A.2.6 North Coast salmon returns in Areas 6-10, by area, 1980-2010 

Year Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Area 9 all Area 10 

1980 4,874,975 1,393,505 3,843,916 1,204,294 254,617 

1981 2,604,911 1,999,032 3,793,160 2,243,968 650,520 

1982 2,099,857 1,130,222 924,669 2,518,552 666,079 

1983 4,986,141 736,566 4,413,670 1,640,504 497,724 

1984 2,373,593 845,423 2,571,400 1,101,281 146,212 

1985 4,380,308 1,978,674 7,830,560 2,420,007 770,493 

1986 8,526,404 1,617,623 11,812,500 2,724,061 817,784 

1987 2,776,067 789,356 2,259,746 2,041,932 520,733 

1988 12,055,628 1,495,010 14,388,319 2,098,739 671,168 

1989 1,819,678 913,126 1,773,237 691,314 334,543 

1990 4,065,145 1,434,610 9,069,605 1,690,328 510,609 

1991 1,994,319 994,907 5,310,371 756,363 936,821 

1992 2,012,910 630,126 9,650,022 1,894,930 1,065,825 

1993 910,223 756,317 3,066,729 691,959 572,925 

1994 1,172,016 853,893 2,563,219 438,076 290,980 

1995 1,610,903 927,893 2,879,357 400,194 200,427 

1996 2,529,253 945,481 4,574,075 715,912 111,568 

1997 974,463 781,936 3,832,911 923,103 48,527 

1998 3,038,926 1,018,493 3,306,737 892,110 110,553 

1999 1,514,599 800,929 2,588,181 262,842 38,091 

2000 4,828,381 731,409 3,249,471 699,636 80,205 

2001 5,060,887 1,699,528 5,779,683 2,262,205 110,387 

2002 2,481,424 1,353,130 5,497,172 1,767,408 385,620 

2003 8,509,567 1,537,238 4,161,947 1,514,749 433,019 

2004 2,142,731 1,436,292 3,416,337 768,145 151,497 

2005 7,349,626 897,386 2,847,113 1,750,435 123,722 

2006 1,116,023 436,100 1,414,569 386,199 83,444 

2007 4,505,031 627,652 2,202,127 1,043,588 76,036 

2008 640,062 273,779 869,349 290,934 56,042 

2009 5,195,152 1,166,978 2,462,992 1,225,852 104,538 

2010 757,931 346,084 591,391 382,122 81,772 
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Table A.2.7 North Coast salmon harvests in Areas 1-5, by area, 1980-2010 

Year Area 1 Area 2W Area 2E Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 

1980 143,737 144,150 162,730 37,511 138,535 14,122 

1981 34,903 16,888 76,676 48,292 93,119 20,705 

1982 53,392 72,378 64,378 938,386 2,831,329 74,832 

1983 17,891 11,714 39,491 1,897,269 4,770,050 73,102 

1984 701,677 224,914 322,562 1,143,227 3,952,575 117,408 

1985 86,767 86,347 714,193 1,002,898 5,362,207 163,842 

1986 982,859 140,702 601,453 770,642 4,215,997 163,148 

1987 13,378 40,588 229,977 906,651 5,332,386 68,886 

1988 210,942 87,160 578,710 409,921 4,514,482 128,368 

1989 15,506 34,228 165,149 1,116,926 4,339,903 84,730 

1990 1,378,869 336,542 653,964 397,470 5,833,884 65,687 

1991 6,473 52,568 299,402 2,412,114 13,783,645 79,506 

1992 464,475 133,009 202,829 1,259,959 5,014,297 71,047 

1993 25,682 67,540 143,906 2,101,317 4,031,418 98,874 

1994 98,448 64,895 243,175 531,136 1,702,759 42,014 

1995 29,850 20,062 41,201 1,403,412 8,136,103 111,526 

1996 527,037 8,750 184,556 1,040,842 10,367,171 216,542 

1997 60,523 5,606 77,821 507,709 2,506,892 142,586 

1998 80,028 504,945 250,306 304,552 305,748 19,045 

1999 14,285 38,938 105,470 1,647,176 1,698,514 153,775 

2000 16,925 539,639 99,740 567,629 3,857,453 170,607 

2001 3,305 3,232 12,984 609,278 4,178,426 142,354 

2002 8,194 25,902 55,452 1,318,923 1,432,054 167,586 

2003 6,356 4,679 26,271 1,102,469 2,303,654 96,526 

2004 8,475 39,102 58,148 1,149,861 1,674,101 70,475 

2005 5,514 14,084 137,133 848,778 1,545,707 102,539 

2006 21,562 41,019 64,486 493,722 1,683,457 58,786 

2007 7,720 2,308 27,568 655,030 1,695,318 69,084 

2008 7,712 2,259 9,314 147,415 1,325,506 12,581 

2009 59,975 6,077 17,740 147,104 1,365,978 31,051 

2010 173,269 4,614 221,822 44,699 222,362 4,795 
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Table A.2.8 North Coast salmon harvests in Areas 6-10, by area, 1980-2010 

Year Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Area 9 all Area 10 

1980 3,241,940 942,055 1,441,398 45,077 25,466 

1981 1,591,710 1,304,233 2,162,644 240,007 218,957 

1982 908,261 581,709 273,406 70,935 321,420 

1983 3,818,342 123,869 1,323,472 91,813 157,288 

1984 750,638 372,292 367,013 180,692 31,106 

1985 1,866,608 1,185,870 1,983,044 341,381 424,570 

1986 5,109,958 1,083,983 5,149,788 667,255 460,344 

1987 1,217,482 465,867 1,175,653 579,134 234,326 

1988 8,777,352 740,222 9,770,950 654,315 377,158 

1989 153,212 150,652 468,659 83,881 97,014 

1990 2,243,908 621,647 4,529,612 460,810 230,270 

1991 670,316 317,940 501,398 180,407 608,321 

1992 705,262 125,403 3,017,181 749,555 822,195 

1993 78,043 128,707 542,115 96,588 310,567 

1994 263,341 230,573 1,330,598 82,457 161,343 

1995 84,807 247,758 1,057,196 70,932 37,088 

1996 606,016 105,364 744,475 1,813 10,797 

1997 176,258 88,121 723,421 3,338 6,515 

1998 1,057,056 110,915 1,223,376 23,124 1,375 

1999 57,205 140,137 326,414 3,370 757 

2000 1,590,871 37,428 134,109 3,422 1,360 

2001 1,753,953 396,579 1,157,930 3,868 2,352 

2002 756,807 289,575 1,455,204 7,575 3,455 

2003 4,853,419 270,301 1,273,957 2,674 7,291 

2004 270,792 475,837 1,274,853 15,742 7,434 

2005 4,222,056 104,549 773,176 13,682 6,572 

2006 78,967 30,558 445,128 3,017 964 

2007 1,740,318 12,452 521,520 5,244 1,952 

2008 16,197 1,186 18,342 4,272 1,505 

2009 79,272 6,925 144,834 32,408 3,442 

2010 45,377 8,276 29,194 11,173 3,290 
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Table A.2.9 North Coast salmon escapements in Areas 1-5, 1980-2010 

Year Area 1 Area 2W Area 2E Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 

1980 559,432 428,883 813,835 71,925 123,297 78,516 

1981 112,233 111,115 472,757 92,596 78,468 98,750 

1982 748,158 322,394 670,143 1,305,741 2,824,619 282,646 

1983 114,189 68,972 460,954 1,364,030 5,863,530 228,080 

1984 1,999,151 221,822 905,964 1,338,693 3,784,502 404,522 

1985 223,544 136,477 786,715 1,509,787 5,486,803 483,072 

1986 1,418,543 611,040 1,596,429 1,069,092 4,633,457 555,340 

1987 104,492 156,086 769,287 969,343 5,932,730 282,280 

1988 968,261 427,760 1,497,235 571,919 3,417,181 394,874 

1989 69,709 70,484 657,686 1,356,957 7,676,650 379,534 

1990 2,131,834 387,715 1,911,660 793,491 7,154,188 331,283 

1991 15,965 124,389 511,284 1,143,672 9,634,320 239,699 

1992 1,539,823 230,406 1,447,337 1,269,368 3,337,295 151,799 

1993 83,619 168,297 410,656 1,365,464 3,257,124 235,886 

1994 1,043,596 255,314 1,164,011 887,447 1,995,366 166,912 

1995 53,770 104,821 358,917 1,123,629 5,589,769 282,525 

1996 4,512,066 343,648 1,435,742 1,077,113 6,512,377 563,508 

1997 102,327 69,694 364,831 768,381 2,127,937 317,121 

1998 1,235,298 608,793 1,446,923 932,437 1,365,615 412,213 

1999 104,205 248,588 568,232 1,266,904 2,909,854 635,367 

2000 821,475 667,816 937,145 1,000,987 2,445,312 630,277 

2001 19,399 156,492 586,838 2,036,398 4,440,538 722,559 

2002 1,549,368 583,684 1,160,098 2,426,309 2,113,329 869,803 

2003 78,846 167,608 469,866 2,193,352 5,249,027 689,215 

2004 341,952 233,489 885,478 2,057,013 3,044,705 410,194 

2005 25,693 182,575 853,583 2,381,832 4,454,912 836,190 

2006 493,987 159,267 776,107 931,902 1,976,754 213,483 

2007 55,280 108,421 483,322 1,561,815 2,983,097 430,780 

2008 985,197 187,535 845,158 586,518 1,458,259 139,699 

2009 88,894 175,179 798,579 1,646,958 7,590,409 485,094 

2010 1,776,746 848,899 1,883,951 979,575 1,989,750 262,778 
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Table A.2.10 North Coast salmon escapements in Areas 6-10, 1980-2010 

Year Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Area 9 all Area 10 

1980 1,569,993 451,293 2,390,375 1,158,376 229,151 

1981 950,715 693,021 1,621,331 2,002,796 431,563 

1982 1,124,452 546,203 645,818 2,445,876 344,659 

1983 1,114,687 611,452 3,069,686 1,544,629 340,436 

1984 1,544,523 471,521 2,165,916 915,850 115,106 

1985 2,413,201 790,164 5,827,526 2,077,756 345,923 

1986 3,284,165 531,877 6,633,671 2,056,398 357,440 

1987 1,481,622 323,007 1,073,036 1,459,173 286,407 

1988 3,230,990 753,075 4,594,466 1,443,229 294,010 

1989 1,604,755 759,745 1,289,767 607,410 237,530 

1990 1,744,719 808,688 4,506,060 1,225,503 280,339 

1991 1,248,381 672,900 4,780,162 575,956 328,499 

1992 1,180,343 499,590 6,606,856 1,145,375 243,630 

1993 758,076 624,124 2,502,912 595,372 262,358 

1994 820,760 608,529 1,200,436 355,619 129,637 

1995 1,509,677 675,308 1,802,743 329,262 163,339 

1996 1,876,115 829,962 3,814,194 714,099 100,771 

1997 757,399 690,805 3,090,314 919,766 42,012 

1998 1,940,604 899,818 2,044,227 855,406 108,309 

1999 1,431,042 656,803 2,241,623 259,472 36,658 

2000 3,213,324 691,586 3,104,265 696,213 77,969 

2001 3,202,768 1,297,502 4,558,145 2,258,337 106,106 

2002 1,676,673 1,056,578 4,025,647 1,757,975 380,581 

2003 3,612,257 1,262,224 2,864,741 1,512,075 422,391 

2004 1,778,531 955,003 2,112,633 748,122 141,534 

2005 3,030,795 787,957 2,055,508 1,731,626 113,799 

2006 985,153 401,549 959,195 383,182 82,035 

2007 2,714,687 609,371 1,662,010 1,035,873 72,430 

2008 571,482 269,171 840,823 284,203 53,190 

2009 5,115,309 1,160,054 2,315,654 1,193,444 101,096 

2010 712,473 337,808 559,298 370,949 78,482 
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Appendix A.3: North Coast commercial salmon harvests by gear, area and 
species, 1970-2016 

Source: Pacific Salmon Commission (1986-2017) 

Table A.3.1 Commercial salmon harvests in Area 1, by species and gear, 1970-
2016 

  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1970 Sockeye   727 

1971 Sockeye 48,481 7,308 1,135 

1972 Sockeye 51,993 14,045 702 

1973 Sockeye 16,231 14,829 463 

1974 Sockeye 11,397 5,016 9,403 

1975 Sockeye 16,703 9,751 8,249 

1976 Sockeye 7,416 5,419 1,151 

1977 Sockeye 23,061 13,240 2,043 

1978 Sockeye 894 4,797 799 

1979 Sockeye 4,354 65,279 4,688 

1980 Sockeye 27,967 46,609 4,925 

1981 Sockeye 42,065 177,831 8,837 

1982 Sockeye 620 58,092 3,850 

1983 Sockeye 1,113 31,316 3,966 

1984 Sockeye 10,035 21,679 17,893 

1985 Sockeye 1,482 116,443 32,970 

1986 Sockeye 2,466 31,198 21,421 

1987 Sockeye 1,404 33,431 45,463 

1988 Sockeye 401 41,249 51,931 

1989 Sockeye 1,620 85,327 113,510 

1990 Sockeye 2,418 66,259 27,178 

1991 Sockeye 807 58,357 32,293 

1992 Sockeye 4,719 81,688 16,371 

1993 Sockeye 5,286 215,353 36,803 

1994 Sockeye 7,564 106,296 31,655 

1995 Sockeye 33,873 71,826 49,202 

1996 Sockeye 1,996  18,650 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1997 Sockeye 122,476 248,807 121,065 

1998 Sockeye 1,998   

1999 Sockeye 1,999   

2000 Sockeye 364  1,163 

2001 Sockeye   2,902 

2002 Sockeye   1,903 

2003 Sockeye   3,283 

2004 Sockeye   2,142 

2005 Sockeye    

2006 Sockeye    

2007 Sockeye   2,321 

2008 Sockeye   466 

2009 Sockeye   687 

2010 Sockeye    

2011 Sockeye   6,152 

2012 Sockeye   1,518 

2013 Sockeye    

2014 Sockeye   40,969 

2015 Sockeye   2,343 

2016 Sockeye   554 

1970 Pink   74,485 

1971 Pink 42,025 7,855 49,809 

1972 Pink 37,445 154,319 124,621 

1973 Pink 5,916 15,434 31,380 

1974 Pink 7,508 69,305 44,504 

1975 Pink 23,261 16,646 23,877 

1976 Pink 1,464 3,880 1,123 

1977 Pink 4,769 39,137 65,829 

1978 Pink 167 17,680 57,445 

1979 Pink 1,189 125,856 113,006 

1980 Pink 7,615 98,499 748,418 

1981 Pink 14,131 263,961 264,065 

1982 Pink 107 17,990 56,250 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1983 Pink 563 133,421 193,850 

1984 Pink 2,990 678,001 1,177,558 

1985 Pink 859 236,623 686,594 

1986 Pink 3,310 863,422 415,552 

1987 Pink 414 134,045 1,508,960 

1988 Pink 1,771 183,570 2,045,818 

1989 Pink 380 150,192 1,377,337 

1990 Pink 10,615 1,359,209 1,164,900 

1991 Pink 1,455 240,389 1,646,495 

1992 Pink 3,234 442,049 766,321 

1993 Pink 6,813 118,414 894,778 

1994 Pink 1,380 75,735 219,710 

1995 Pink 12,091 158,315 1,350,050 

1996 Pink 373 508,354 710,615 

1997 Pink 46,887 324,474 263,764 

1998 Pink 680 68,485  

1999 Pink   31,013 

2000 Pink 251 310 66,333 

2001 Pink   175,163 

2002 Pink   31,635 

2003 Pink   93,985 

2004 Pink   30,238 

2005 Pink   39,467 

2006 Pink   34,854 

2007 Pink   56,975 

2008 Pink   36,216 

2009 Pink   61,010 

2010 Pink  188,000 21,384 

2011 Pink   52,221 

2012 Pink   57,013 

2013 Pink   84,216 

2014 Pink   31,774 

2015 Pink   41,738 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2016 Pink   32,343 

1970 Chum   713 

1971 Chum 30,240 6,140 629 

1972 Chum 41,324 8,000 1,755 

1973 Chum 22,110 31,340 871 

1974 Chum 13,107 6,022 858 

1975 Chum 8,057 3,280 755 

1976 Chum 1,103 1,092 555 

1977 Chum 1,688 3,569 850 

1978 Chum 1,943 3,980 2,810 

1979 Chum 852 5,330 2,710 

1980 Chum 2,698 8,060 9,427 

1981 Chum 6,386 10,296 4,421 

1982 Chum 242 12,171 2,346 

1983 Chum 360 2,277 5,321 

1984 Chum 275 6,004 50,564 

1985 Chum 15,270 39,971 106,369 

1986 Chum 52,176 53,781 28,171 

1987 Chum 1,570 5,283 25,938 

1988 Chum 1,889 6,212 117,971 

1989 Chum 789 4,609 32,264 

1990 Chum 684 8,008 19,209 

1991 Chum 530 2,426 28,433 

1992 Chum 1,137 7,970 43,833 

1993 Chum 1,265 12,461 167,864 

1994 Chum 3,075 10,885 29,532 

1995 Chum 6,753 17,165 134,814 

1996 Chum 856  22,445 

1997 Chum 20,115 27,103 35,229 

1998 Chum 1,412 1,070 73 

1999 Chum 1,199  556 

2000 Chum 242  2,046 

2001 Chum   2,362 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2002 Chum   499 

2003 Chum   187 

2004 Chum   56 

2005 Chum    

2006 Chum    

2007 Chum   571 

2008 Chum    

2009 Chum    

2010 Chum    

2011 Chum    

2012 Chum    

2013 Chum   301 

2014 Chum   125 

2015 Chum    

2016 Chum   19 

1970 Chinook   74,047 

1971 Chinook 2,156 794 68,173 

1972 Chinook 1,297 857 57,846 

1973 Chinook 372 321 53,943 

1974 Chinook 756 4,390 69,594 

1975 Chinook 2,718 4,383 91,543 

1976 Chinook 531 1,483 49,105 

1977 Chinook 765 4,967 45,685 

1978 Chinook 82 2,187 69,527 

1979 Chinook 280 6,453 56,044 

1980 Chinook 775 6,158 68,194 

1981 Chinook 748 13,356 69,684 

1982 Chinook 21 9,117 86,494 

1983 Chinook 27 2,431 94,649 

1984 Chinook 390 4,583 117,987 

1985 Chinook 3 11,111 89,169 

1986 Chinook 49 6,725 81,801 

1987 Chinook 428 7,528 83,918 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1988 Chinook 73 4,672 90,233 

1989 Chinook 15 7,163 106,238 

1990 Chinook 34 5,242 94,884 

1991 Chinook 8 3,391 124,845 

1992 Chinook 85 3,740 82,992 

1993 Chinook 127 2,435 115,557 

1994 Chinook 26 2,012 96,492 

1995 Chinook 155 388 49,318 

1996 Chinook   8 

1997 Chinook 477 30 54,610 

1998 Chinook   908 

1999 Chinook    

2000 Chinook   381 

2001 Chinook   1,449 

2002 Chinook   51,904 

2003 Chinook   86,475 

2004 Chinook   116,056 

2005 Chinook   154,156 

2006 Chinook   150,715 

2007 Chinook   83,235 

2008 Chinook   52,147 

2009 Chinook   75,470 

2010 Chinook   66,351 

2011 Chinook   62,292 

2012 Chinook   62,854 

2013 Chinook   61,364 

2014 Chinook   146,066 

2015 Chinook   96,641 

2016 Chinook   133,436 

1970 Coho   209,191 

1971 Coho 52,305 2,386 178,912 

1972 Coho 54,025 7,731 210,223 

1973 Coho 7,463 986 130,549 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1974 Coho 9,763 1,494 156,066 

1975 Coho 15,564 3,359 109,217 

1976 Coho 2,693 1,409 62,959 

1977 Coho 1,093 2,666 95,839 

1978 Coho 410 2,751 264,149 

1979 Coho 1,164 14,710 269,953 

1980 Coho 16,614 11,886 290,862 

1981 Coho 5,953 10,869 197,574 

1982 Coho 90 9,734 147,153 

1983 Coho 642 4,763 357,218 

1984 Coho 221 7,233 334,722 

1985 Coho 114 20,655 330,552 

1986 Coho 914 19,702 625,371 

1987 Coho 304 13,205 308,693 

1988 Coho 538 3,163 212,991 

1989 Coho 370 7,731 342,233 

1990 Coho 326 16,910 648,250 

1991 Coho 220 3,788 657,394 

1992 Coho 863 6,615 257,969 

1993 Coho 605 4,262 208,407 

1994 Coho 897 22,150 459,430 

1995 Coho 1,351 7,195 200,862 

1996 Coho 62 625 250,909 

1997 Coho 4,896 355 123,332 

1998 Coho    

1999 Coho   864 

2000 Coho   5,739 

2001 Coho   27 

2002 Coho   91,045 

2003 Coho   130,384 

2004 Coho   155,290 

2005 Coho   199,722 

2006 Coho   139,760 
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  Area 1 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2007 Coho   108,276 

2008 Coho   72,854 

2009 Coho   133,807 

2010 Coho   90,740 

2011 Coho   220,279 

2012 Coho   145,676 

2013 Coho   224,647 

2014 Coho   134,955 

2015 Coho   172,731 

2016 Coho   154,267 

 

Table A.3.2 Commercial salmon harvests in Area 3, by species and gear, 1970-
2016 

  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1970 Sockeye 108,696 15,447 335 

1971 Sockeye 138,329 55,352 728 

1972 Sockeye 190,570 38,993 611 

1973 Sockeye 517,897 41,645 729 

1974 Sockeye 315,240 205,754 327 

1975 Sockeye 88,852 40,911 171 

1976 Sockeye 153,042 67,212 412 

1977 Sockeye 404,616 321,213 1,607 

1978 Sockeye 173,140 113,922 142 

1979 Sockeye 93,951 123,804 176 

1980 Sockeye 70,979 102,612 423 

1981 Sockeye 153,303 250,837 655 

1982 Sockeye 252,932 394,561 5,217 

1983 Sockeye 105,540 345,439 1,198 

1984 Sockeye 123,330 147,840 1,397 

1985 Sockeye 105,865 303,994 3,028 

1986 Sockeye 60,250 136,230 3,980 
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1987 Sockeye 49,439 247,723 5,593 

1988 Sockeye 52,846 250,850 11,178 

1989 Sockeye 76,728 365,804 5,395 

1990 Sockeye 55,516 161,149 3,183 

1991 Sockeye 170,155 717,815 2,436 

1992 Sockeye 593,398 398,878 3,426 

1993 Sockeye 514,874 835,746 4,099 

1994 Sockeye 182,252 166,238 3,777 

1995 Sockeye 429,355 1,042,373 22,901 

1996 Sockeye 492,514 535,741  

1997 Sockeye 250,998 331,661  

1998 Sockeye 131,120 23,437  

1999 Sockeye 332,836 78,852  

2000 Sockeye 222,497 82,807  

2001 Sockeye 90,783 88,965 117 

2002 Sockeye 654,034 56,564  

2003 Sockeye 563,358 76,055 28 

2004 Sockeye 310,761 171,982 234 

2005 Sockeye 161,466 42,177  

2006 Sockeye 264,010 47,325  

2007 Sockeye 126,786 124,742  

2008 Sockeye 45,797 6,749  

2009 Sockeye 111,434 9,872  

2010 Sockeye 65,649 2,660  

2011 Sockeye 70,075 60,422 10 

2012 Sockeye 92,118 5,366 82 

2013 Sockeye 113,836 6,927  

2014 Sockeye 111,426 33,071  

2015 Sockeye 171,307 22,049 64 

2016 Sockeye 19,508 495  

1970 Pink 394,977 414,961 24,598 

1971 Pink 81,482 193,486 10,822 

1972 Pink 107,661 946,264 26,835 
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1973 Pink 72,372 144,218 6,200 

1974 Pink 35,433 74,567 5,175 

1975 Pink 37,941 124,286 2,334 

1976 Pink 50,773 108,670 1,801 

1977 Pink 325,453 1,794,172 18,366 

1978 Pink 188,088 2,485,544 37,577 

1979 Pink 40,066 185,313 2,199 

1980 Pink 146,198 735,100 72,294 

1981 Pink 113,478 534,113 11,540 

1982 Pink 62,126 984,058 30,497 

1983 Pink 323,894 7,063,838 117,000 

1984 Pink 234,006 2,115,619 104,296 

1985 Pink 174,573 2,457,053 48,906 

1986 Pink 244,628 3,105,672 115,100 

1987 Pink 183,026 3,496,756 157,168 

1988 Pink 34,927 527,573 154,209 

1989 Pink 109,854 3,816,356 179,423 

1990 Pink 40,360 1,042,229 116,413 

1991 Pink 235,603 11,181,238 68,484 

1992 Pink 185,674 1,565,221 85,856 

1993 Pink 209,980 2,005,689 149,748 

1994 Pink 61,228 375,603 68,528 

1995 Pink 363,240 3,437,350 190,084 

1996 Pink 182,190 1,316,000  

1997 Pink 41,258 537,739  

1998 Pink 58,117 411,754  

1999 Pink 434,415 5,051,247  

2000 Pink 219,409 288,101  

2001 Pink 43,532 1,189,529 989 

2002 Pink 255,773 2,249,134 42 

2003 Pink 678,614 1,798,957 3,307 

2004 Pink 240,946 1,073,213 2,296 

2005 Pink 295,162 1,888,011 8 
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2006 Pink 84,482 155,712 36 

2007 Pink 103,297 3,086,651  

2008 Pink 15,073 12,307 0 

2009 Pink 193,180 645,074 458 

2010 Pink 30,150 26,976 2,022 

2011 Pink 28,978 289,907 157 

2012 Pink 58,528 339,239 1,085 

2013 Pink 293,282 2,210,279 6,071 

2014 Pink 31,943 861,855 636 

2015 Pink 159,086 181,218 900 

2016 Pink 6,271 892,858 753 

1970 Chum 158,660 25,512 976 

1971 Chum 53,235 15,234 852 

1972 Chum 301,667 50,526 1,136 

1973 Chum 168,752 71,488 584 

1974 Chum 161,177 54,183 1,421 

1975 Chum 21,515 5,435 292 

1976 Chum 18,638 7,579 299 

1977 Chum 139,445 146,251 1,919 

1978 Chum 68,991 80,614 2,065 

1979 Chum 41,030 21,668 945 

1980 Chum 212,090 100,862 1,670 

1981 Chum 22,934 20,974 605 

1982 Chum 19,729 51,231 976 

1983 Chum 69,493 113,944 2,584 

1984 Chum 140,987 176,351 4,962 

1985 Chum 19,319 111,759 3,645 

1986 Chum 56,844 128,759 6,271 

1987 Chum 23,143 101,300 2,733 

1988 Chum 44,230 116,297 17,792 

1989 Chum 34,136 140,986 5,788 

1990 Chum 12,101 36,416 2,152 

1991 Chum 28,251 133,235 3,886 
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1992 Chum 58,013 80,879 7,870 

1993 Chum 144,877 294,159 35,512 

1994 Chum 170,893 111,733 12,983 

1995 Chum 144,884 256,325 18,701 

1996 Chum 97,905 134,618  

1997 Chum 30,783 87,014  

1998 Chum 79,622 168,271  

1999 Chum 29,085 114,709  

2000 Chum 25,987 46,203  

2001 Chum 11,240 24,337 2 

2002 Chum 39,942 14,626 3 

2003 Chum 64,153  5 

2004 Chum 82,974 11,386  

2005 Chum 151,508 18,714  

2006 Chum 56,752 44,452  

2007 Chum 13,929 15,023  

2008 Chum 17,038   

2009 Chum 47,479   

2010 Chum 15,338   

2011 Chum    

2012 Chum 14,195 25,993  

2013 Chum 11,931 41,991  

2014 Chum 3,947 27,272  

2015 Chum 56,605 109,886  

2016 Chum 9,727 59,399  

1970 Chinook 12,142 1,332 10,783 

1971 Chinook 10,855 6,932 12,597 

1972 Chinook 13,386 5,722 13,454 

1973 Chinook 12,168 4,688 11,087 

1974 Chinook 9,547 6,663 9,889 

1975 Chinook 9,587 7,516 9,345 

1976 Chinook 9,036 1,965 4,929 

1977 Chinook 8,104 11,645 3,660 
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1978 Chinook 6,566 24,267 3,991 

1979 Chinook 3,513 11,551 6,949 

1980 Chinook 2,159 9,218 6,501 

1981 Chinook 4,385 7,398 6,275 

1982 Chinook 11,144 28,515 8,719 

1983 Chinook 1,655 14,598 12,328 

1984 Chinook 5,805 15,070 7,408 

1985 Chinook 1,652 15,672 5,131 

1986 Chinook 2,210 17,822 11,131 

1987 Chinook 1,370 18,153 4,665 

1988 Chinook 806 8,035 2,213 

1989 Chinook 3,210 17,300 4,222 

1990 Chinook 2,437 9,386 7,574 

1991 Chinook 3,625 27,187 5,409 

1992 Chinook 3,925 10,624 3,602 

1993 Chinook 4,141 16,524 5,110 

1994 Chinook 3,060 5,258 5,799 

1995 Chinook 4,084 9,639 2,505 

1996 Chinook 5,942 2,508  

1997 Chinook 3,268 1,957  

1998 Chinook 2,482   

1999 Chinook 4,234   

2000 Chinook 3,069   

2001 Chinook 3,293   

2002 Chinook 5,100   

2003 Chinook 5,002   

2004 Chinook 6,414   

2005 Chinook    

2006 Chinook 5,919   

2007 Chinook 4,173   

2008 Chinook 494   

2009 Chinook 1,573   

2010 Chinook 694   
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2011 Chinook 1,037   

2012 Chinook 231   

2013 Chinook 549   

2014 Chinook 2,209   

2015 Chinook 1,792   

2016 Chinook 830   

1970 Coho 61,976 14,539 31,446 

1971 Coho 42,614 15,340 34,974 

1972 Coho 55,005 8,950 53,588 

1973 Coho 12,916 3,502 15,783 

1974 Coho 17,550 3,999 20,526 

1975 Coho 24,680 5,261 18,057 

1976 Coho 12,287 6,289 17,756 

1977 Coho 30,989 17,039 34,421 

1978 Coho 30,340 57,358 46,409 

1979 Coho 13,960 23,395 14,835 

1980 Coho 17,657 20,789 39,313 

1981 Coho 8,232 10,288 38,425 

1982 Coho 20,147 71,554 51,459 

1983 Coho 25,770 130,341 128,615 

1984 Coho 28,101 49,316 74,732 

1985 Coho 11,562 40,276 47,221 

1986 Coho 20,036 72,631 118,882 

1987 Coho 4,716 47,094 33,861 

1988 Coho 3,413 15,035 23,633 

1989 Coho 13,388 74,119 63,163 

1990 Coho 7,816 34,188 77,107 

1991 Coho 12,162 103,773 96,943 

1992 Coho 15,960 35,805 69,083 

1993 Coho 20,523 47,970 38,142 

1994 Coho 24,998 41,223 152,801 

1995 Coho 22,667 38,326 30,341 

1996 Coho 25,371 30,820  
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  Area 3 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1997 Coho 5,435 717  

1998 Coho    

1999 Coho    

2000 Coho    

2001 Coho   8,221 

2002 Coho   3,795 

2003 Coho  6,919 22,261 

2004 Coho  21,577 24,799 

2005 Coho   6,877 

2006 Coho   1,129 

2007 Coho  40,307  

2008 Coho    

2009 Coho  2,053 24,898 

2010 Coho   14,304 

2011 Coho 1,364 2,976 2,348 

2012 Coho 4,456  14,745 

2013 Coho  16,317 71,027 

2014 Coho 1,907 9,675 24,227 

2015 Coho 10,801 7,640 6,946 

2016 Coho 1,867 19,778 10,937 

 

Table A.3.3 Commercial salmon harvests in Area 4, by species and gear, 1970-
2016 

  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1970 Sockeye 534,543 349 10,456 

1971 Sockeye 828,670 23,251 821 

1972 Sockeye 645,078 27,739 345 

1973 Sockeye 1,221,361 76,888 1,754 

1974 Sockeye 1,152,506 227,280 1,001 

1975 Sockeye 429,088 56,237 1,965 

1976 Sockeye 632,325 16,991 632 
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1977 Sockeye 807,630 48,191 397 

1978 Sockeye 392,359 12,519 51 

1979 Sockeye 1,210,168 12,757 488 

1980 Sockeye 338,670 5,284 122 

1981 Sockeye 1,362,506 187,085 265 

1982 Sockeye 1,310,155 379,051 5,794 

1983 Sockeye 283,979  602 

1984 Sockeye 581,256 173,489 4,687 

1985 Sockeye 1,717,535 316,123 1,471 

1986 Sockeye 444,752 15,467 2,466 

1987 Sockeye 471,389 45,082 3,208 

1988 Sockeye 1,406,972 99,992 1,713 

1989 Sockeye 608,598 12,896 1,304 

1990 Sockeye 802,532 22,280 431 

1991 Sockeye 946,169 45,168 1,067 

1992 Sockeye 1,523,299 129,374 4,699 

1993 Sockeye 1,580,168 103,554 273 

1994 Sockeye 650,033 3,148 214 

1995 Sockeye 1,362,100 315,514 597 

1996 Sockeye 2,469,231 946,275 3,167 

1997 Sockeye 1,021,973 98,265 2,621 

1998 Sockeye 86,323   

1999 Sockeye    

2000 Sockeye 1,241,715 750,198  

2001 Sockeye 1,095,358 472,148 666 

2002 Sockeye 489,004 53,830  

2003 Sockeye 372,117 87,657  

2004 Sockeye 126,376 23,693 49 

2005 Sockeye    

2006 Sockeye 639,859 225,117  

2007 Sockeye 330,127 17,921 280 

2008 Sockeye 507,966 204,542  

2009 Sockeye    
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2010 Sockeye 62,798   

2011 Sockeye 249,050 60,843 92 

2012 Sockeye 399,892 123,340 65 

2013 Sockeye    

2014 Sockeye 363,396 118,056  

2015 Sockeye 10,698 2,539 156 

2016 Sockeye 107,406 23,548 35 

1970 Pink 764,477 997 16,964 

1971 Pink 826,063 24,254 2,856 

1972 Pink 490,086 178,430 20,192 

1973 Pink 531,247 68,568 4,639 

1974 Pink 216,256 82,151 1,982 

1975 Pink 402,312 112,545 4,148 

1976 Pink 176,215 29,791 601 

1977 Pink 1,040,588 342,275 8,456 

1978 Pink 284,198 81,005 13,742 

1979 Pink 603,678 40,269 4,351 

1980 Pink 165,974 12,741 10,831 

1981 Pink 846,745 295,706 7,238 

1982 Pink 148,201 171,074 12,591 

1983 Pink 639,412  29,847 

1984 Pink 629,289 372,664 73,913 

1985 Pink 950,034 748,790 29,419 

1986 Pink 1,113,941 281,446 32,600 

1987 Pink 1,452,087 340,480 51,024 

1988 Pink 455,293 153,041 25,101 

1989 Pink 615,113 360,603 19,994 

1990 Pink 887,290 129,765 28,970 

1991 Pink 1,144,907 659,911 85,168 

1992 Pink 1,076,507 683,179 95,242 

1993 Pink 448,621 128,801 9,856 

1994 Pink 221,750 6,636 2,299 

1995 Pink 619,205 948,337 6,727 
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1996 Pink 409,050 1,207,642 28,500 

1997 Pink 258,996 209,653 17,345 

1998 Pink 15,499   

1999 Pink  302,855  

2000 Pink 42,552 272,140  

2001 Pink 166,165 986,640 1,709 

2002 Pink 119,418 380,401 183 

2003 Pink 204,439 1,087,401  

2004 Pink 77,119 95,105 2,787 

2005 Pink   1,415 

2006 Pink 184,657 142,724 960 

2007 Pink 328,895 305,323 6,094 

2008 Pink 53,350 91,601 84 

2009 Pink  465,368 624 

2010 Pink 15,116  955 

2011 Pink 95,742 97,970 2,506 

2012 Pink 24,214 10,251 3,583 

2013 Pink 8  3,016 

2014 Pink 310,394 473,782 1,039 

2015 Pink 949 816 1,468 

2016 Pink 70,633 15,264 3,207 

1970 Chum 33,183 113 198 

1971 Chum 37,812 838 266 

1972 Chum 115,684 3,631 593 

1973 Chum 82,351 6,627 403 

1974 Chum 50,942 9,895 183 

1975 Chum 17,222 5,355 156 

1976 Chum 11,619 2,187 104 

1977 Chum 55,716 10,770 298 

1978 Chum 54,100 7,341 338 

1979 Chum 51,519 2,673 469 

1980 Chum 70,470 3,177 308 

1981 Chum 35,221 7,736 270 
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1982 Chum 35,778 26,793 590 

1983 Chum 24,222  758 

1984 Chum 98,250 29,023 2,836 

1985 Chum 85,203 27,603 2,394 

1986 Chum 51,137 6,858 3,009 

1987 Chum 24,189 5,597 1,005 

1988 Chum 209,776 17,742 2,991 

1989 Chum 59,402 4,847 746 

1990 Chum 33,496 2,140 397 

1991 Chum 50,874 1,747 1,397 

1992 Chum 75,182 14,175 3,718 

1993 Chum 162,240 31,123 4,230 

1994 Chum 160,941 460 372 

1995 Chum 164,389 24,872 802 

1996 Chum 106,203 37,647 1,456 

1997 Chum 56,392 4,372 1,071 

1998 Chum 17,305   

1999 Chum    

2000 Chum 20,487 7,021  

2001 Chum 13,895  45 

2002 Chum 12,659  3 

2003 Chum 10,302   

2004 Chum 11,131   

2005 Chum    

2006 Chum 7,830   

2007 Chum 899  21 

2008 Chum 144   

2009 Chum    

2010 Chum    

2011 Chum    

2012 Chum    

2013 Chum    

2014 Chum    
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2015 Chum    

2016 Chum    

1970 Chinook 6,984 66 21,712 

1971 Chinook 8,955 1,321 27,810 

1972 Chinook 9,526 355 41,817 

1973 Chinook 14,088 1,308 26,673 

1974 Chinook 11,295 2,425 18,806 

1975 Chinook 7,172 2,631 25,599 

1976 Chinook 4,610 517 22,710 

1977 Chinook 10,417 1,508 9,698 

1978 Chinook 7,475 1,791 4,374 

1979 Chinook 11,392 2,329 6,600 

1980 Chinook 7,366 403 3,314 

1981 Chinook 18,096 5,123 3,881 

1982 Chinook 14,216 11,869 8,493 

1983 Chinook 3,535  11,159 

1984 Chinook 9,669 5,491 9,998 

1985 Chinook 22,572 9,215 4,128 

1986 Chinook 9,294 1,455 5,841 

1987 Chinook 8,716 2,148 2,880 

1988 Chinook 21,736 1,345 2,290 

1989 Chinook 13,970 552 910 

1990 Chinook 14,622 988 3,270 

1991 Chinook 15,766 487 4,733 

1992 Chinook 18,082 3,168 5,877 

1993 Chinook 15,954 3,666 2,326 

1994 Chinook 12,742 3 590 

1995 Chinook 11,367 1,870 373 

1996 Chinook 19,858 1,555 0 

1997 Chinook 14,598 79 1,472 

1998 Chinook 3,178   

1999 Chinook 4,413   

2000 Chinook 16,459   
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2001 Chinook 19,337  2,300 

2002 Chinook 8,400   

2003 Chinook 8,383   

2004 Chinook 4,662   

2005 Chinook   81 

2006 Chinook 5,894   

2007 Chinook 6,352   

2008 Chinook 5,290   

2009 Chinook 2,842   

2010 Chinook 1,061   

2011 Chinook 1,666   

2012 Chinook 314   

2013 Chinook 997   

2014 Chinook 423   

2015 Chinook 621   

2016 Chinook 392   

1970 Coho 63,563 162 22,456 

1971 Coho 82,618 1,773 29,058 

1972 Coho 69,373 2,650 76,941 

1973 Coho 38,940 2,028 31,867 

1974 Coho 24,039 3,654 17,468 

1975 Coho 23,112 4,804 23,216 

1976 Coho 25,983 1,142 29,088 

1977 Coho 34,693 3,080 14,542 

1978 Coho 55,318 3,863 14,473 

1979 Coho 42,084 5,208 20,121 

1980 Coho 20,928 1,105 12,081 

1981 Coho 29,032 3,926 14,856 

1982 Coho 43,456 21,713 34,980 

1983 Coho 38,589  94,936 

1984 Coho 34,694 11,598 51,946 

1985 Coho 55,445 14,838 46,435 

1986 Coho 44,876 6,811 110,926 
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  Area 4 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1987 Coho 18,344 4,725 43,277 

1988 Coho 24,190 2,055 24,965 

1989 Coho 39,552 2,645 22,405 

1990 Coho 63,478 3,111 63,305 

1991 Coho 46,910 2,447 76,475 

1992 Coho 32,277 10,067 65,966 

1993 Coho 41,055 6,219 17,259 

1994 Coho 65,145 41 13,581 

1995 Coho 28,645 3,636 4,324 

1996 Coho 46,115 14,791 26,227 

1997 Coho 16,453 175 12,860 

1998 Coho    

1999 Coho    

2000 Coho    

2001 Coho    

2002 Coho   4,133 

2003 Coho    

2004 Coho   22,255 

2005 Coho   27,250 

2006 Coho   10,536 

2007 Coho 4,645 5,949 36,859 

2008 Coho   892 

2009 Coho   12,296 

2010 Coho   14,406 

2011 Coho 2,511 3,910 49,604 

2012 Coho   69,067 

2013 Coho   27,974 

2014 Coho 7,932 6,938 11,269 

2015 Coho 1,065 663 23,726 

2016 Coho 10,707 5,229 38,741 
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Table A.3.4 Commercial salmon harvests in Area 5, by species and gear, 1970-
2016 

  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1970 Sockeye 111,959 17,687 344 

1971 Sockeye 46,960 12,560 50 

1972 Sockeye 54,624 9,968 183 

1973 Sockeye 20,642 9,773 254 

1974 Sockeye 11,596 2,121 47 

1975 Sockeye 9,106 20,019 41 

1976 Sockeye 18,577 496 101 

1977 Sockeye 21,444 7,277 47 

1978 Sockeye 31,164 3,382 174 

1979 Sockeye 19,673 4,974 60 

1980 Sockeye 24,012 3,025 38 

1981 Sockeye 25,171 3,884 16 

1982 Sockeye 36,571 35,862 6,376 

1983 Sockeye 10,378 3,982 82 

1984 Sockeye 11,932 23,578 65 

1985 Sockeye 12,757 41,751 1,415 

1986 Sockeye 13,125 17,991 733 

1987 Sockeye 14,549 25,135 54 

1988 Sockeye 10,838 29,478 386 

1989 Sockeye 14,498 7,740 312 

1990 Sockeye 21,427 30,529 63 

1991 Sockeye 20,649 25,010 1,013 

1992 Sockeye 46,985 24,735 464 

1993 Sockeye 28,157 14,698 241 

1994 Sockeye 24,243 12,160 374 

1995 Sockeye 26,594 22,705 1,716 

1996 Sockeye 63,757 187,638 398 

1997 Sockeye 16,704 3,475 230 

1998 Sockeye 3,376 27  

1999 Sockeye    

2000 Sockeye    

2001 Sockeye 6,703 6,815  
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2002 Sockeye 3,834 4,877  

2003 Sockeye 6,403 5,773  

2004 Sockeye 5,351 2,432 1 

2005 Sockeye    

2006 Sockeye 7,916 397  

2007 Sockeye 303 1,828  

2008 Sockeye 1,126 702  

2009 Sockeye    

2010 Sockeye 2,385 191  

2011 Sockeye 1,610   

2012 Sockeye 2,730   

2013 Sockeye    

2014 Sockeye 848   

2015 Sockeye    

2016 Sockeye 478  1 

1970 Pink 634,898 785,027 84,541 

1971 Pink 42,356 201,843 1,879 

1972 Pink 72,315 907,007 90,435 

1973 Pink 20,293 125,031 8,347 

1974 Pink 45,258 99,734 6,334 

1975 Pink 35,277 314,283 1,765 

1976 Pink 221,750 303,835 901 

1977 Pink 165,115 168,593 3,206 

1978 Pink 107,325 225,928 4,843 

1979 Pink 24,898 81,307 2,631 

1980 Pink 105,998 370,059 9,477 

1981 Pink 26,377 12,933 1,463 

1982 Pink 23,965 58,402 4,534 

1983 Pink 33,463 97,487 6,072 

1984 Pink 28,619 548,352 2,251 

1985 Pink 13,660 282,916 16,850 

1986 Pink 135,380 1,355,768 12,502 

1987 Pink 18,998 372,538 4,592 
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1988 Pink 15,449 321,698 15,034 

1989 Pink 26,315 293,327 15,148 

1990 Pink 30,122 717,000 12,992 

1991 Pink 19,114 476,288 6,105 

1992 Pink 28,814 185,988 15,853 

1993 Pink 7,128 22,606 8,943 

1994 Pink 13,334 28,195 6,731 

1995 Pink 18,912 211,689 30,494 

1996 Pink 18,712 268,886 11,916 

1997 Pink 6,982 18,449 2,579 

1998 Pink 1,339 75  

1999 Pink  15,657  

2000 Pink    

2001 Pink 10,330 235,221  

2002 Pink   30 

2003 Pink 2,770 303,195 4,913 

2004 Pink 5,139 153,153 219 

2005 Pink  187,403 171 

2006 Pink 3,550 12,273 5 

2007 Pink 393 375,905 18 

2008 Pink 189 416 16 

2009 Pink  116,707 736 

2010 Pink 294 384 7 

2011 Pink 1,181  20 

2012 Pink 85  32 

2013 Pink   4,165 

2014 Pink 3,066 83,146  

2015 Pink   2,657 

2016 Pink 1,152  224 

1970 Chum 62,198 17,085 838 

1971 Chum 26,687 5,388 133 

1972 Chum 56,249 13,453 593 

1973 Chum 18,816 6,514 383 
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1974 Chum 13,436 3,551 61 

1975 Chum 8,375 3,598 57 

1976 Chum 12,484 934 43 

1977 Chum 26,273 6,093 107 

1978 Chum 33,754 6,048 206 

1979 Chum 13,003 2,215 127 

1980 Chum 33,749 6,782 95 

1981 Chum 7,909 1,107 40 

1982 Chum 12,797 7,686 79 

1983 Chum 18,257 1,752 219 

1984 Chum 14,097 13,980 150 

1985 Chum 4,962 11,229 2,756 

1986 Chum 16,057 23,597 668 

1987 Chum 4,265 14,772 59 

1988 Chum 15,150 24,139 1,587 

1989 Chum 12,750 8,045 436 

1990 Chum 6,228 13,528 112 

1991 Chum 11,902 14,194 250 

1992 Chum 6,912 5,188 847 

1993 Chum 8,075 7,390 1,406 

1994 Chum 21,336 6,063 627 

1995 Chum 21,701 8,539 2,526 

1996 Chum 8,434 12,165 544 

1997 Chum 5,318 1,381 2,479 

1998 Chum 1,599 31  

1999 Chum    

2000 Chum    

2001 Chum    

2002 Chum    

2003 Chum 1,285  2 

2004 Chum 3,587  27 

2005 Chum    

2006 Chum 1,448   
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2007 Chum    

2008 Chum 43   

2009 Chum    

2010 Chum    

2011 Chum    

2012 Chum    

2013 Chum    

2014 Chum    

2015 Chum    

2016 Chum    

1970 Chinook 4,196 2,746 32,023 

1971 Chinook 1,358 3,122 39,005 

1972 Chinook 1,702 611 62,707 

1973 Chinook 2,763 1,272 47,875 

1974 Chinook 530 333 44,261 

1975 Chinook 318 1,616 35,750 

1976 Chinook 614 123 19,270 

1977 Chinook 592 520 11,295 

1978 Chinook 949 1,584 4,638 

1979 Chinook 503 540 9,849 

1980 Chinook 439 736 9,866 

1981 Chinook 312 423 3,559 

1982 Chinook 440 1,965 4,794 

1983 Chinook 263 289 7,582 

1984 Chinook 177 1,142 2,204 

1985 Chinook 130 5,418 2,449 

1986 Chinook 103 2,443 5,032 

1987 Chinook 174 976 3,540 

1988 Chinook 66 1,389 6,587 

1989 Chinook 351 627 4,426 

1990 Chinook 291 2,374 4,872 

1991 Chinook 223 1,690 3,214 

1992 Chinook 214 784 8,279 
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1993 Chinook 185 566 2,762 

1994 Chinook 186 350 1,057 

1995 Chinook 269 453 1,142 

1996 Chinook 161 642  

1997 Chinook 156 63 3,343 

1998 Chinook 29   

1999 Chinook    

2000 Chinook    

2001 Chinook    

2002 Chinook    

2003 Chinook    

2004 Chinook 22   

2005 Chinook    

2006 Chinook 28   

2007 Chinook    

2008 Chinook 6   

2009 Chinook    

2010 Chinook    

2011 Chinook    

2012 Chinook    

2013 Chinook    

2014 Chinook    

2015 Chinook    

2016 Chinook    

1970 Coho 50,735 14,623 47,764 

1971 Coho 11,392 8,363 46,856 

1972 Coho 25,089 7,882 154,404 

1973 Coho 11,044 2,263 90,903 

1974 Coho 24,224 2,242 45,999 

1975 Coho 13,330 5,779 17,318 

1976 Coho 18,386 3,802 31,896 

1977 Coho 19,661 5,671 14,469 

1978 Coho 25,529 3,123 14,189 
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

1979 Coho 12,885 1,314 11,947 

1980 Coho 13,647 4,297 19,351 

1981 Coho 5,809 536 6,238 

1982 Coho 10,368 5,383 23,831 

1983 Coho 8,202 3,749 21,883 

1984 Coho 7,319 12,672 9,546 

1985 Coho 2,083 3,154 22,946 

1986 Coho 11,131 16,798 59,071 

1987 Coho 1,645 5,528 10,695 

1988 Coho 2,532 3,327 13,531 

1989 Coho 8,210 3,097 34,142 

1990 Coho 6,522 14,147 23,102 

1991 Coho 8,491 5,955 15,680 

1992 Coho 6,210 4,634 35,187 

1993 Coho 4,001 2,412 11,787 

1994 Coho 7,543 3,021 22,616 

1995 Coho 4,543 1,370 30,316 

1996 Coho 5,402 4,512 27,979 

1997 Coho 1,608 231 4,140 

1998 Coho    

1999 Coho    

2000 Coho    

2001 Coho    

2002 Coho   1,354 

2003 Coho   29,498 

2004 Coho   15,670 

2005 Coho   14,790 

2006 Coho   37 

2007 Coho   512 

2008 Coho   1,578 

2009 Coho   7,886 

2010 Coho   639 

2011 Coho   1,147 
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  Area 5 Commercial Harvest 

Year Species Gillnet Seine Troll 

2012 Coho   78 

2013 Coho   32,187 

2014 Coho 86 192 832 

2015 Coho   43,976 

2016 Coho 158  5,042 
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Appendix A.4: North Coast commercial seine and gillnet salmon fishing effort, 
1973-2016 

Source: Pacific Salmon Commission (1986-2017) 

Table A.4.1 North Coast commercial seine and gillnet salmon fishing effort, 
Areas 1, 3, 4 and 5, 1973-2016 

  Area 1 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 

Year Gear Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

1973 GILLNET   4,838 46 10,368 37 1,001 27 

 SEINE   444 36 211 16 380 21 

1974 GILLNET   5,715 37 1,170 26 638 18 

 SEINE   860 30 480 20 89 11 

1975 GILLNET   3,289 30 6,849 26 493 26 

 SEINE   466 26 400 14 207 24 

1976 GILLNET   3,293 28 6,289 17 1,604 28 

 SEINE   183 21 39 7 146 28 

1977 GILLNET   6,207 37 10,941 28 1,199 31 

 SEINE   1,546 35 244 4 253 31 

1978 GILLNET   4,487 40 6,487 28 1,350 33 

 SEINE   1,499 40 76 4 205 33 

1979 GILLNET   1,931 17 11,103 19 683 19 

 SEINE   743 17 36 4 169 19 

1980 GILLNET   2,980 30 5,726 13 852 15 

 SEINE   912 20 6 2 158 15 

1981 GILLNET   2,127 26 13,170 26 552 11 

 SEINE   1,189 26 401 8 39 11 

1982 GILLNET   3,155 34 8,799 18 548 17 

 SEINE   1,649 34 827 6 197 17 

1983 GILLNET 6 12 2,377 22 4,699 15 501 14 

 SEINE 108 12 2,157 22 0 0 55 14 

1984 GILLNET 18 27 2,929 23 7,705 22 435 15 

 SEINE 543 27 1,580 20 761 6 355 14 

1985 GILLNET 74 24 813 21 12,504 26 169 16 

 SEINE 241 24 1,099 17 819 9 241 12 

1986 GILLNET 345 27 1,125 25 6,095 21 529 23 
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  Area 1 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 

Year Gear Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

 SEINE 328 35 1,221 24 94 8 389 22 

1987 GILLNET 39 13 1,015 19 5,803 17 192 13 

 SEINE 156 13 1,780 18 215 7 269 12 

1988 GILLNET 56 18 727 18 14,141 23 305 17 

 SEINE 190 16 888 15 273 4 229 15 

1989 GILLNET 20 16 1,525 26 8,638 28 428 22 

 SEINE 78 11 1,059 18 70 18 87 17 

1990 GILLNET 12 17 997 26 8,583 32 296 15 

 SEINE 215 17 556 15 60 20 296 15 

1991 GILLNET 16 13 1,813 36 10,931 25 375 24 

 SEINE 64 5 2,958 18 178 7 228 18 

1992 GILLNET 68 21 2,527 31 12,110 25 368 24 

 SEINE 239 16 1,016 18 197 10 128 17 

1993 GILLNET 26 15 3,692 43 10,909 22 183 22 

 SEINE 15 15 1,816 16 329 12 71 13 

1994 GILLNET 82 16 3,443 23 8,130 20 430 12 

 SEINE 164 7 698 9 0 0 5 1 

1995 GILLNET 270 29 4,305 31 12,062 19 434 22 

 SEINE 322 7 2,536 15 484 9 154 13 

1996 GILLNET 19 18 4,433 36 13,487 25 507 26 

 SEINE 79 15 1,117 20 975 14 347 19 

1997 GILLNET 536 23 2,759 23 9,558 21 269 20 

 SEINE 313 8 809 15 172 11 25 13 

1998 GILLNET 5 11 1,197 16 1,041 6 47 3 

 SEINE 12 2 204 9 0 0 4 1 

1999 GILLNET 1 5 3,300 17 238 3 0 0 

 SEINE 0 0 1,001 15 26 2 6 2 

2000 GILLNET 15 4 2,321 17 5,150 19 164 3 

 SEINE 0 0 282 12 544 9 54 11 

2001 GILLNET 2 1 1,031 11 5,380 19 86 12 

 SEINE 0 0 244 13 393 9 57 11 

2002 GILLNET 2 2 2,882 19 3,559 13 43 11 

 SEINE 7 2 294 15 218 15 64 15 

2003 GILLNET 0 0 3,417 17 2,484 8 27 5 
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  Area 1 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 

Year Gear Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

Boat 
Days 

Days 
Fishing 

 SEINE 0 0 210 15 118 9 32 11 

2004 GILLNET 0 3 3,241 13 1,581 6 78 5 

 SEINE 0 0 448 13 218 13 28 7 

2005 GILLNET 0 0 2,645 16 198 2 0 0 

 SEINE 0 0 291 18 0 0 19 6 

2006 GILLNET 7 5 3,487 15 6,376 17 71 13 

 SEINE 0 0 236 7 682 16 3 6 

2007 GILLNET 0 0 1,694 9 1,796 7 11 2 

 SEINE 0 0 478 15 85 9 82 15 

2008 GILLNET 0 0 595 7 2,213 9 18 7 

 SEINE 0 0 61 3 274 14 10 1 

2009 GILLNET 0 0 1,517 8 187 2 0 0 

 SEINE 0 0 115 10 33 4 15 5 

2010 GILLNET 0 0 929 6 466 3 14 1 

 SEINE 8 4 17 2 0 0 1 1 

2011 GILLNET 0 0 675 7 1,070 6 7 5 

 SEINE 0 0 109 4 117 9 0 0 

2012 GILLNET 0 0 831 6 992 5 9 3 

 SEINE 0 0 110 5 79 5 0 0 

2013 GILLNET 0 0 1,457 9 199 2 0 0 

 SEINE 0 0 179 12 0 0 0 0 

2014 GILLNET 0 0 1,357 10 1,831 8 9 7 

 SEINE 9 7 146 9 132 7 5 1 

2015 GILLNET 0 0 1,778 28 303 5 0 0 

 SEINE 0 0 365 10 10 2 0 0 

2016 GILLNET 0 0 574 9 853 10 5 4 

 SEINE 0 0 141 13 20 5 0 0 
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Appendix A.5: North Coast commercial salmon landings and value by species and 
area, 1996-2014 

Source: Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Commercial Catch Statistics, available online at 
http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/stats/comm/index-eng.html 

Table A.5.1 North Coast commercial salmon landings and value, all species, 
Areas 1-10 combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 12,240,216 28,206,614 2.30 28,207 $2.77 $78,067,285 

1997 5,786,473 15,784,401 2.73 15,784 $2.06 $32,513,889 

1998 4,411,340 13,407,510 3.04 13,408 $1.45 $19,429,482 

1999 7,233,846 14,873,118 2.06 14,873 $1.34 $19,937,905 

2000 5,912,101 13,177,158 2.23 13,177 $2.65 $34,861,525 

2001 8,377,952 19,799,469 2.36 19,799 $1.49 $29,485,985 

2002 7,680,129 18,648,148 2.43 18,648 $1.28 $23,818,241 

2003 12,280,645 26,065,881 2.12 26,066 $1.05 $27,348,873 

2004 4,947,016 15,219,209 3.08 15,219 $1.75 $26,648,060 

2005 8,235,056 18,893,186 2.29 18,893 $1.10 $20,770,725 

2006 2,790,281 9,032,397 3.24 9,032 $2.62 $23,672,780 

2007 7,633,256 16,092,713 2.11 16,093 $1.34 $21,610,088 

2008 1,129,363 3,024,533 2.68 3,025 $4.56 $13,803,621 

2009 8,963,241 13,905,124 1.55 13,905 $0.89 $12,328,896 

2010 1,023,245 2,710,195 2.65 2,710 $3.75 $10,153,411 

2011 2,702,008 6,600,324 2.44 6,600 $2.96 $19,529,762 

2012 2,055,907 5,798,644 2.82 5,799 $2.81 $16,276,765 

2013 9,971,184 17,187,637 1.72 17,188 $1.31 $22,533,649 

2014 1,460,135 3,210,335 2.20 3,210 $3.01 $9,649,811 

 

Table A.5.2 North Coast commercial salmon landings and value, all species, by 
area, 1996-2014 

All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 1 1,535,087 2,853,481 1.86 2,853 $1.64 $4,691,603 

1996 2E 168,929 622,278 3.68 622 $0.97 $604,632 

1996 2W 2,359 9,386 3.98 9 $2.36 $22,130 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 3 3,143,540 7,099,275 2.26 7,099 $2.48 $17,586,809 

1996 4 5,369,781 12,581,451 2.34 12,581 $3.79 $47,702,623 

1996 5 610,629 1,302,973 2.13 1,303 $2.88 $3,758,266 

1996 6 575,051 1,003,561 1.75 1,004 $0.94 $939,552 

1996 7 89,771 331,166 3.69 331 $0.81 $269,638 

1996 8 733,141 2,364,342 3.22 2,364 $0.99 $2,344,364 

1996 9 

      1996 10 11,928 38,701 3.24 39 $3.82 $147,668 

1996 Total 12,240,216 28,206,614 2.30 28,207 $2.77 $78,067,285 

 

 

      1997 1 1,397,716 3,855,544 2.76 3,856 $2.30 $8,860,928 

1997 2E 81,342 405,166 4.98 405 $2.01 $815,890 

1997 2W 240,160 667,141 2.78 667 $3.73 $2,485,886 

1997 3 1,299,756 3,398,363 2.61 3,398 $1.87 $6,354,132 

1997 4 1,726,167 4,541,617 2.63 4,542 $2.47 $11,204,265 

1997 5 64,776 192,654 2.97 193 $2.03 $390,135 

1997 6 168,518 360,132 2.14 360 $1.22 $438,815 

1997 7 95,426 331,976 3.48 332 $1.08 $359,600 

1997 8 705,333 2,012,602 2.85 2,013 $0.78 $1,570,383 

1997 9 93 338 3.63 0 $2.30 $779 

1997 10 7,188 18,869 2.63 19 $1.75 $33,076 

1997 Total 5,786,473 15,784,401 2.73 15,784 $2.06 $32,513,889 

 

 

      1998 1 68,982 128,129 1.86 128 $1.00 $128,422 

1998 2E 240,964 640,757 2.66 641 $0.68 $435,102 

1998 2W 727,263 2,314,435 3.18 2,314 $3.22 $7,460,667 

1998 3 880,185 2,407,241 2.73 2,407 $1.59 $3,834,233 

1998 4 137,512 435,255 3.17 435 $4.02 $1,749,453 

1998   6,469 19,811 3.06 20 $3.11 $61,614 

1998 6 1,051,526 3,128,600 2.98 3,129 $0.80 $2,510,520 

1998 7 108,809 414,403 3.81 414 $0.67 $277,322 

1998 8 1,189,630 3,918,878 3.29 3,919 $0.76 $2,972,149 

1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 4,411,340 13,407,510 3.04 13,408 $1.45 $19,429,482 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1999 1 32,792 53,809 1.64 54 $1.31 $70,461 

1999 2E 137,271 634,001 4.62 634 $0.90 $572,619 

1999 2W 135,622 811,451 5.98 811 $3.24 $2,626,505 

1999 3 6,053,180 10,574,668 1.75 10,575 $1.29 $13,637,398 

1999 4 330,450 575,680 1.74 576 $1.29 $741,486 

1999 5 15,651 23,555 1.51 24 $0.60 $14,021 

1999 6 68,971 323,418 4.69 323 $1.33 $431,326 

1999 7 142,588 476,480 3.34 476 $1.07 $508,949 

1999 8 317,321 1,400,056 4.41 1,400 $0.95 $1,335,142 

1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 7,233,846 14,873,118 2.06 14,873 $1.34 $19,937,905 

 

 

      2000 1 70,856 122,361 1.73 122 $1.61 $196,634 

2000 2E 95,326 383,974 4.03 384 $1.22 $467,747 

2000 2W 546,151 1,066,095 1.95 1,066 $1.29 $1,376,228 

2000 3 954,791 2,325,077 2.44 2,325 $2.47 $5,741,538 

2000 4 2,431,487 5,795,954 2.38 5,796 $4.11 $23,820,648 

2000 5 71,264 169,932 2.38 170 $2.63 $446,092 

2000 6 1,583,489 2,672,709 1.69 2,673 $0.74 $1,968,878 

2000 7 38,907 168,657 4.33 169 $1.30 $218,595 

2000 8 119,830 472,399 3.94 472 $1.32 $625,166 

2000 9 

      2000 10   

    2000 Total 5,912,101 13,177,158 2.23 13,177 $2.65 $34,861,525 

 

 

      2001 1 137,133 254,708 1.86 255 $1.40 $355,540 

2001 2E 39,581 181,587 4.59 182 $1.11 $200,744 

2001 2W 10,344 100,510 9.72 101 $5.90 $593,279 

2001 3 1,503,069 3,124,816 2.08 3,125 $1.04 $3,251,507 

2001 4 3,174,734 7,978,041 2.51 7,978 $2.48 $19,802,540 

2001 5 260,760 499,665 1.92 500 $0.71 $353,072 

2001 6 1,737,483 3,336,164 1.92 3,336 $0.48 $1,617,700 

2001 7 398,482 1,127,073 2.83 1,127 $0.77 $865,401 

2001 8 1,116,366 3,196,904 2.86 3,197 $0.77 $2,446,202 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 8,377,952 19,799,469 2.36 19,799 $1.49 $29,485,985 

 

 

      2002 1 157,660 784,019 4.97 784 $3.29 $2,579,551 

2002 2E 67,387 255,294 3.79 255 $0.83 $212,401 

2002 2W 145,494 807,923 5.55 808 $2.48 $2,007,306 

2002 3 3,281,301 6,509,498 1.98 6,509 $1.38 $8,978,268 

2002 4 1,077,391 2,547,210 2.36 2,547 $2.42 $6,172,079 

2002 5 485,887 806,939 1.66 807 $0.45 $364,086 

2002 6 746,220 2,026,841 2.72 2,027 $0.56 $1,125,897 

2002 7 289,652 988,127 3.41 988 $0.50 $489,159 

2002 8 1,429,136 3,922,298 2.74 3,922 $0.48 $1,889,495 

2002 9 

      2002 10   

    2002 Total 7,680,129 18,648,148 2.43 18,648 $1.28 $23,818,241 

 

 

      2003 1 264,636 1,200,493 4.54 1,200 $3.07 $3,683,723 

2003 2E 31,839 131,916 4.14 132 $2.89 $381,100 

2003 2W 51,141 413,998 8.10 414 $3.70 $1,530,546 

2003 3 3,225,212 6,014,411 1.86 6,014 $1.36 $8,198,813 

2003 4 1,785,932 3,265,125 1.83 3,265 $1.65 $5,371,712 

2003 5 355,194 593,912 1.67 594 $1.08 $640,028 

2003 6 4,891,507 8,374,428 1.71 8,374 $0.45 $3,791,111 

2003 7 345,205 1,359,083 3.94 1,359 $0.70 $951,845 

2003 8 1,329,979 4,712,515 3.54 4,713 $0.59 $2,799,994 

2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 12,280,645 26,065,881 2.12 26,066 $1.05 $27,348,873 

 

 

      2004 1 268,027 1,461,953 5.45 1,462 $4.92 $7,185,860 

2004 2E 129,424 450,898 3.48 451 $1.38 $620,515 

2004 2W 43,833 352,442 8.04 352 $6.10 $2,150,690 

2004 3 1,946,050 3,756,851 1.93 3,757 $1.99 $7,480,053 

2004 4 356,995 778,840 2.18 779 $2.87 $2,237,733 

2004 5 183,994 332,893 1.81 333 $1.17 $390,746 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2004 6 257,057 1,031,385 4.01 1,031 $0.99 $1,019,878 

2004 7 495,503 1,890,920 3.82 1,891 $0.82 $1,544,520 

2004 8 1,266,134 5,163,027 4.08 5,163 $0.78 $4,018,064 

2004 9 

      2004 10   

    2004 Total 4,947,016 15,219,209 3.08 15,219 $1.75 $26,648,060 

 

 

      2005 1 330,926 1,649,364 4.98 1,649 $5.03 $8,294,012 

2005 2E 33,194 135,504 4.08 136 $2.41 $327,142 

2005 2W 59,921 318,455 5.31 318 $2.63 $836,392 

2005 3 2,515,520 4,968,675 1.98 4,969 $0.83 $4,100,959 

2005 4 16,942 70,109 4.14 70 $3.69 $258,767 

2005 5 187,403 325,000 1.73 325 $0.33 $107,474 

2005 6 4,221,069 8,670,794 2.05 8,671 $0.51 $4,424,533 

2005 7 105,686 375,451 3.55 375 $0.97 $362,600 

2005 8 763,267 2,375,547 3.11 2,376 $0.86 $2,041,400 

2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 8,235,056 18,893,186 2.29 18,893 $1.10 $20,770,725 

 

 

      2006 1 290,392 1,576,779 5.43 1,577 $6.55 $10,329,192 

2006 2E 53,767 165,678 3.08 166 $1.20 $199,067 

2006 2W 20,291 121,742 6.00 122 $4.31 $524,249 

2006 3 659,708 1,814,574 2.75 1,815 $1.83 $3,320,005 

2006 4 1,214,002 2,644,862 2.18 2,645 $2.39 $6,313,484 

2006 5 25,611 54,447 2.13 54 $1.32 $71,976 

2006 6 63,831 329,867 5.17 330 $1.28 $423,755 

2006 7 29,297 128,866 4.40 129 $1.13 $145,393 

2006 8 433,338 2,195,480 5.07 2,195 $1.07 $2,345,357 

2006 9 43 103 2.40 0 $2.93 $302 

2006 10 

      2006 Total 2,790,281 9,032,397 3.24 9,032 $2.62 $23,672,780 

 

 

      2007 1 226,349 1,011,130 4.47 1,011 $6.14 $6,208,815 

2007 2E 16,626 35,328 2.12 35 $3.99 $140,881 

2007 2W 11,327 62,402 5.51 62 $7.20 $449,262 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2007 3 3,634,992 6,701,830 1.84 6,702 $0.84 $5,646,136 

2007 4 1,038,086 2,387,357 2.30 2,387 $1.89 $4,503,054 

2007 5 382,334 841,410 2.20 841 $0.50 $422,330 

2007 6 1,805,011 3,059,103 1.69 3,059 $0.58 $1,768,609 

2007 7 12,072 40,466 3.35 40 $1.31 $53,143 

2007 8 506,458 1,953,685 3.86 1,954 $1.24 $2,417,858 

2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 7,633,256 16,092,713 2.11 16,093 $1.34 $21,610,088 

 

 

      2008 1 136,265 686,999 5.04 687 $8.06 $5,537,309 

2008 2E 2,378 9,854 4.14 10 $5.68 $55,934 

2008 2W 2,487 19,795 7.96 20 $10.68 $211,475 

2008 3 95,831 262,672 2.74 263 $2.75 $722,324 

2008 4 865,134 1,926,260 2.23 1,926 $3.56 $6,860,461 

2008 5 3,142 8,214 2.61 8 $4.28 $35,140 

2008 6 6,860 28,576 4.17 29 $4.60 $131,528 

2008 7 843 3,553 4.21 4 $5.51 $19,588 

2008 8 15,897 73,922 4.65 74 $2.16 $159,534 

2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 1,129,363 3,024,533 2.68 3,025 $4.56 $13,803,621 

 

 

      2009 1 199,736 884,916 4.43 885 $4.00 $3,538,853 

2009 2E 40,386 151,950 3.76 152 $2.96 $449,321 

2009 2W 10,496 57,277 5.46 57 $4.43 $253,887 

2009 3 1,012,900 1,798,858 1.78 1,799 $1.25 $2,254,101 

2009 4 483,671 700,715 1.45 701 $0.85 $593,172 

2009 5 130,313 208,455 1.60 208 $0.68 $142,595 

2009 6 6,972,031 9,841,232 1.41 9,841 $0.47 $4,666,985 

2009 7 4,220 9,821 2.33 10 $0.97 $9,495 

2009 8 109,486 251,900 2.30 252 $1.67 $420,487 

2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 8,963,241 13,905,124 1.55 13,905 $0.89 $12,328,896 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2010 1 337,294 1,149,051 3.41 1,149 $5.39 $6,192,553 

2010 2E 349,445 592,694 1.70 593 $1.01 $597,556 

2010 2W 20,388 151,132 7.41 151 $8.78 $1,327,223 

2010 3 177,708 453,471 2.55 453 $2.43 $1,101,368 

2010 4 88,788 227,541 2.56 228 $2.98 $677,422 

2010 5 2,494 6,812 2.73 7 $3.65 $24,859 

2010 6 34,045 58,677 1.72 59 $0.99 $57,921 

2010 7 6,461 34,415 5.33 34 $1.77 $60,859 

2010 8 6,624 36,402 5.50 36 $3.12 $113,649 

2010 9 

      2010 10   

    2010 Total 1,023,245 2,710,195 2.65 2,710 $3.75 $10,153,411 

 

 

      2011 1 363,353 1,305,654 3.59 1,306 $5.38 $7,030,429 

2011 2E 10,683 145,735 13.64 146 $1.17 $170,901 

2011 2W 14,467 35,514 2.45 36 $25.62 $909,769 

2011 3 608,203 105,067 0.17 105 $21.79 $2,288,908 

2011 4 594,837 1,048,617 1.76 1,049 $3.80 $3,983,993 

2011 5 1,093 1,280,369 1171.43 1,280 $0.01 $14,761 

2011 6 742,294 3,160 0.00 3 $531.36 $1,679,098 

2011 7 274,893 1,206,094 4.39 1,206 $1.87 $2,258,180 

2011 8 44,193 1,245,136 28.17 1,245 $0.48 $592,471 

2011 9 

     

$0 

2011 10 47,994 224,978 4.69 225 $2.67 $601,252 

2011 Total 2,702,008 6,600,324 2.44 6,600 $2.96 $19,529,762 

 

 

      2012 1 245,314 953,035 3.88 953 $4.92 $4,684,516 

2012 2E 220,229 327,595 1.49 328 $1.09 $357,889 

2012 2W 32,259 131,590 4.08 132 $5.41 $712,353 

2012 3 665,977 1,297,090 1.95 1,297 $1.97 $2,554,393 

2012 4 557,697 1,409,394 2.53 1,409 $4.15 $5,847,713 

2012 5 2,653 7,152 2.70 7 $4.20 $30,062 

2012 6 13,382 76,104 5.69 76 $0.95 $72,349 

2012 7 141,694 630,532 4.45 631 $1.13 $714,328 

2012 8 176,702 966,152 5.47 966 $1.35 $1,303,161 
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All salmonid species combined 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2012 9 

      2012 10   

    2012 Total 2,055,907 5,798,644 2.82 5,799 $2.81 $16,276,765 

 

 

      2013 1 252,547 927,931 3.67 928 $5.33 $4,948,417 

2013 2E 23,264 75,723 3.25 76 $4.29 $324,954 

2013 2W 10,661 57,394 5.38 57 $7.19 $412,821 

2013 3 2,940,405 4,651,173 1.58 4,651 $1.24 $5,755,532 

2013 4 9,985 31,274 3.13 31 $4.32 $134,966 

2013 5 24,102 78,258 3.25 78 $4.43 $346,428 

2013 6 5,732,037 8,138,229 1.42 8,138 $0.76 $6,218,243 

2013 7 146,802 554,343 3.78 554 $1.56 $864,695 

2013 8 830,261 2,669,503 3.22 2,670 $1.32 $3,511,791 

2013 9 1,121 3,810 3.40 4 $4.15 $15,802 

2013 10 

      2013 Total 9,971,184 17,187,637 1.72 17,188 $1.31 $22,533,649 

 

 

      2014 1 612,576 1,694,385 2.77 1,694 $4.21 $7,132,763 

2014 2E 5,495 11,327 2.06 11 $3.72 $42,106 

2014 2W 28,642 137,009 4.78 137 $6.14 $841,272 

2014 3 247,113 404,794 1.64 405 $1.39 $564,446 

2014 4 112,235 182,834 1.63 183 $1.58 $288,935 

2014 5 8,603 12,831 1.49 13 $1.10 $14,082 

2014 6 336,266 478,813 1.42 479 $0.87 $416,196 

2014 7 56,482 202,038 3.58 202 $1.27 $256,737 

2014 8 52,267 85,133 1.63 85 $1.04 $88,202 

2014 9 

      2014 10 455 1,171 2.57 1 $4.33 $5,072 

2014 Total 1,460,135 3,210,335 2.20 3,210 $3.01 $9,649,811 

 

Table A.5.3 North Coast commercial sockeye salmon landings and value, Areas 
1-10 combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 4,829,776 12,335,983 2.55 12,336 $5.01 $61,857,577 
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Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1997 2,433,707 6,538,706 2.69 6,539 $3.40 $22,229,096 

1998 387,862 1,098,109 2.83 1,098 $6.39 $7,016,858 

1999 445,575 1,145,006 2.57 1,145 $7.25 $8,306,945 

2000 2,450,169 6,032,471 2.46 6,032 $4.60 $27,776,805 

2001 2,216,048 6,213,701 2.80 6,214 $3.26 $20,250,001 

2002 1,292,027 3,628,333 2.81 3,628 $3.65 $13,232,030 

2003 1,195,585 3,255,569 2.72 3,256 $3.71 $12,081,112 

2004 658,681 1,647,738 2.50 1,648 $4.91 $8,095,885 

2005 239,278 591,070 2.47 591 $4.05 $2,392,593 

2006 1,219,891 2,767,912 2.27 2,768 $3.09 $8,562,078 

2007 615,435 1,672,085 2.72 1,672 $3.46 $5,781,604 

2008 766,415 1,772,312 2.31 1,772 $3.92 $6,950,394 

2009 165,540 464,134 2.80 464 $3.55 $1,647,001 

2010 142,062 360,039 2.53 360 $2.80 $1,009,820 

2011 576,534 1,387,030 2.41 1,387 $4.08 $5,662,592 

2012 621,864 1,609,054 2.59 1,609 $4.36 $7,020,296 

2013 137,639 347,339 2.52 347 $5.67 $1,970,866 

2014 39,282 182,686 4.65 183 $4.52 $826,569 

 

Table A.5.4 North Coast commercial sockeye salmon landings and value, by 
area, 1996-2014 

Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 1 18,842 46,896 2.49 47 $6.79 $318,615 

1996 2E 416 1,071 2.57 1 $6.98 $7,475 

1996 2W 

      1996 3 1,055,663 2,714,232 2.57 2,714 $4.96 $13,472,545 

1996 4 3,450,558 8,824,662 2.56 8,825 $5.02 $44,309,098 

1996 5 251,800 610,692 2.43 611 $4.97 $3,036,605 

1996 6 17,332 41,385 2.39 41 $4.98 $206,190 

1996 7 531 1,465 2.76 1 $4.99 $7,316 

1996 8 25,932 70,180 2.71 70 $5.30 $371,729 

1996 9 

      1996 10 8,702 25,402 2.92 25 $5.04 $128,004 

1996 Total 4,829,776 12,335,983 2.55 12,336 $5.01 $61,857,577 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

 

 

      1997 1 489,849 1,290,987 2.64 1,291 $3.63 $4,688,012 

1997 2E 3,437 8,275 2.41 8 $4.41 $36,514 

1997 2W 168,587 410,929 2.44 411 $4.39 $1,804,559 

1997 3 582,538 1,583,937 2.72 1,584 $3.28 $5,195,055 

1997 4 1,126,083 3,075,956 2.73 3,076 $3.23 $9,945,325 

1997 5 20,393 55,842 2.74 56 $3.26 $182,067 

1997 6 9,331 21,228 2.27 21 $3.44 $72,936 

1997 7 1,260 3,046 2.42 3 $3.35 $10,213 

1997 8 31,584 86,849 2.75 87 $3.30 $286,731 

1997 9 

      1997 10 645 1,657 2.57 2 $4.64 $7,684 

1997 Total 2,433,707 6,538,706 2.69 6,539 $3.40 $22,229,096 

 

 

      1998 1 11 32 2.91 0 $6.03 $193 

1998 2E 8 23 2.88 0 $6.00 $138 

1998 2W 83,974 252,941 3.01 253 $8.39 $2,121,009 

1998 3 154,431 428,769 2.78 429 $5.79 $2,481,063 

1998 4 93,994 269,744 2.87 270 $5.74 $1,548,267 

1998   3,399 9,595 2.82 10 $5.74 $55,046 

1998 6 29,522 78,230 2.65 78 $5.91 $462,209 

1998 7 138 305 2.21 0 $6.00 $1,829 

1998 8 22,386 58,469 2.61 58 $5.94 $347,103 

1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 387,862 1,098,109 2.83 1,098 $6.39 $7,016,858 

 

 

      1999 1 5 11 2.20 0 $7.18 $79 

1999 2E 13 49 3.77 0 $7.29 $357 

1999 2W 

      1999 3 416,232 1,069,686 2.57 1,070 $7.26 $7,762,061 

1999 4 10,386 26,735 2.57 27 $7.24 $193,561 

1999 5 

      1999 6 7,684 20,432 2.66 20 $7.26 $148,363 

1999 7 5,247 14,269 2.72 14 $7.19 $102,624 

1999 8 6,008 13,824 2.30 14 $7.23 $99,899 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 445,575 1,145,006 2.57 1,145 $7.25 $8,306,945 

 

 

      2000 1 1,563 4,360 2.79 4 $5.97 $26,032 

2000 2E 362 1,004 2.77 1 $4.61 $4,631 

2000 2W 11 29 2.64 0 $4.48 $130 

2000 3 371,359 1,002,176 2.70 1,002 $4.62 $4,627,158 

2000 4 2,025,822 4,894,088 2.42 4,894 $4.60 $22,517,079 

2000 5 31,227 80,805 2.59 81 $4.59 $371,073 

2000 6 17,252 43,461 2.52 43 $4.61 $200,290 

2000 7 18 44 2.44 0 $4.55 $200 

2000 8 2,555 6,505 2.55 7 $4.64 $30,212 

2000 9 

      2000 10   

    2000 Total 2,450,169 6,032,471 2.46 6,032 $4.60 $27,776,805 

 

 

      2001 1 2,019 5,997 2.97 6 $5.20 $31,174 

2001 2E 

      2001 2W 

      2001 3 213,129 613,830 2.88 614 $3.25 $1,995,454 

2001 4 1,962,005 5,485,767 2.80 5,486 $3.26 $17,874,045 

2001 5 18,312 50,723 2.77 51 $3.23 $163,841 

2001 6 17,776 49,434 2.78 49 $3.23 $159,612 

2001 7 405 1,287 3.18 1 $3.26 $4,198 

2001 8 2,403 6,663 2.77 7 $3.25 $21,677 

2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 2,216,048 6,213,701 2.80 6,214 $3.26 $20,250,001 

 

 

      2002 1 313 865 2.76 1 $6.85 $5,926 

2002 2E 3 9 3.00 0 $7.44 $67 

2002 2W 4 13 3.25 0 $8.46 $110 

2002 3 711,435 2,001,605 2.81 2,002 $3.64 $7,287,120 

2002 4 545,512 1,525,546 2.80 1,526 $3.65 $5,561,778 

2002 5 8,735 22,685 2.60 23 $3.74 $84,930 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2002 6 20,031 60,495 3.02 60 $3.77 $228,043 

2002 7 201 483 2.40 0 $3.88 $1,873 

2002 8 5,793 16,632 2.87 17 $3.74 $62,182 

2002 9 

      2002 10   

    2002 Total 1,292,027 3,628,333 2.81 3,628 $3.65 $13,232,030 

 

 

      2003 1 1,762 5,713 3.24 6 $5.68 $32,450 

2003 2E 1 2 2.00 0 $7.00 $14 

2003 2W 2 6 3.00 0 $6.17 $37 

2003 3 646,863 1,821,410 2.82 1,821 $3.71 $6,748,811 

2003 4 465,673 1,230,581 2.64 1,231 $3.70 $4,551,469 

2003 5 12,256 31,461 2.57 31 $3.73 $117,381 

2003 6 48,955 113,517 2.32 114 $3.80 $431,315 

2003 7 893 2,324 2.60 2 $3.97 $9,227 

2003 8 19,181 50,555 2.64 51 $3.77 $190,409 

2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 1,195,585 3,255,569 2.72 3,256 $3.71 $12,081,112 

 

 

      2004 1 1,261 3,648 2.89 4 $6.69 $24,395 

2004 2E 

      2004 2W 4 11 2.75 0 $6.91 $76 

2004 3 483,194 1,221,441 2.53 1,221 $4.91 $6,000,101 

2004 4 153,321 364,425 2.38 364 $4.90 $1,784,775 

2004 5 7,786 20,252 2.60 20 $4.89 $99,015 

2004 6 5,810 18,522 3.19 19 $4.93 $91,247 

2004 7 2,305 5,009 2.17 5 $4.96 $24,831 

2004 8 5,000 14,429 2.89 14 $4.95 $71,445 

2004 9 

      2004 10   

    2004 Total 658,681 1,647,738 2.50 1,648 $4.91 $8,095,885 

 

 

      2005 1 127 359 2.83 0 $4.54 $1,631 

2005 2E 

      2005 2W 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2005 3 203,843 503,753 2.47 504 $4.05 $2,041,553 

2005 4 79 208 2.63 0 $4.12 $856 

2005 5 

      2005 6 30,274 74,022 2.45 74 $4.01 $297,158 

2005 7 716 1,823 2.55 2 $4.04 $7,364 

2005 8 4,239 10,905 2.57 11 $4.04 $44,031 

2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 239,278 591,070 2.47 591 $4.05 $2,392,593 

 

 

      2006 1 24,390 64,684 2.65 65 $5.65 $365,153 

2006 2E 964 2,216 2.30 2 $5.11 $11,320 

2006 2W 57 136 2.39 0 $5.27 $717 

2006 3 311,368 769,056 2.47 769 $3.03 $2,331,687 

2006 4 871,804 1,904,995 2.19 1,905 $3.03 $5,773,506 

2006 5 8,313 18,466 2.22 18 $2.95 $54,390 

2006 6 722 1,869 2.59 2 $3.27 $6,110 

2006 7 880 2,211 2.51 2 $2.94 $6,490 

2006 8 1,352 4,177 3.09 4 $2.97 $12,402 

2006 9 43 103 2.40 0 $2.93 $302 

2006 10 

      2006 Total 1,219,891 2,767,912 2.27 2,768 $3.09 $8,562,078 

 

 

      2007 1 1,586 4,653 2.93 5 $5.20 $24,177 

2007 2E 

      2007 2W 43 151 3.51 0 $4.94 $746 

2007 3 253,234 691,060 2.73 691 $3.43 $2,373,337 

2007 4 349,260 948,390 2.72 948 $3.47 $3,289,718 

2007 5 2,131 5,844 2.74 6 $3.36 $19,660 

2007 6 8,819 20,904 2.37 21 $3.36 $70,164 

2007 7 6 18 3.00 0 $3.44 $62 

2007 8 356 1,065 2.99 1 $3.51 $3,740 

2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 615,435 1,672,085 2.72 1,672 $3.46 $5,781,604 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2008 1 97 337 3.47 0 $6.44 $2,170 

2008 2E 

      2008 2W 

      2008 3 50,894 140,148 2.75 140 $3.94 $552,787 

2008 4 713,083 1,626,120 2.28 1,626 $3.92 $6,373,193 

2008 5 1,828 4,444 2.43 4 $3.90 $17,333 

2008 6 403 914 2.27 1 $3.87 $3,535 

2008 7 

      2008 8 111 349 3.14 0 $3.94 $1,376 

2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 766,415 1,772,312 2.31 1,772 $3.92 $6,950,394 

 

 

      2009 1 15 54 3.60 0 $6.35 $343 

2009 2E 

      2009 2W 

      2009 3 121,296 336,001 2.77 336 $3.82 $1,282,200 

2009 4 4,855 13,428 2.77 13 $2.88 $38,636 

2009 5 

      2009 6 38,500 111,521 2.90 112 $2.81 $313,864 

2009 7 16 36 2.25 0 $3.83 $138 

2009 8 859 3,094 3.60 3 $3.82 $11,822 

2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 165,540 464,134 2.80 464 $3.55 $1,647,001 

 

 

      2010 1 62 175 2.82 0 $4.67 $817 

2010 2E 

      2010 2W 

      2010 3 83,483 214,670 2.57 215 $2.80 $601,627 

2010 4 54,725 134,813 2.46 135 $2.80 $378,112 

2010 5 777 2,018 2.60 2 $2.77 $5,595 

2010 6 2,675 7,513 2.81 8 $2.76 $20,727 

2010 7 

      2010 8 341 850 2.49 1 $3.46 $2,943 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2010 9 

      2010 10   

    2010 Total 142,062 360,039 2.53 360 $2.80 $1,009,820 

 

 

      2011 1 3,463 11,035 3.19 11 $4.52 $49,927 

2011 2E 

      2011 2W 

      2011 3 172,742 391,398 2.27 391 $4.05 $1,584,761 

2011 4 317,032 769,654 2.43 770 $4.10 $3,154,656 

2011 5 159 396 2.49 0 $4.18 $1,657 

2011 6 35,180 68,934 1.96 69 $3.89 $268,319 

2011 7 3 10 3.33 0 $4.00 $40 

2011 8 528 1,588 3.01 2 $4.16 $6,603 

2011 9 

      2011 10 47,427 144,014 3.04 144 $4.14 $596,629 

2011 Total 576,534 1,387,030 2.41 1,387 $4.08 $5,662,592 

 

 

      2012 1 469 1,321 2.82 1 $5.20 $6,871 

2012 2E 8 22 2.75 0 $5.05 $111 

2012 2W 56 159 2.84 0 $4.31 $685 

2012 3 116,653 327,755 2.81 328 $4.62 $1,513,298 

2012 4 501,508 1,271,250 2.53 1,271 $4.30 $5,463,753 

2012 5 2,640 7,128 2.70 7 $4.22 $30,053 

2012 6 

      2012 7 1 2 2.00 0 $3.00 $6 

2012 8 530 1,418 2.68 1 $3.89 $5,519 

2012 9 

      2012 10   

    2012 Total 621,864 1,609,054 2.59 1,609 $4.36 $7,020,296 

 

 

      2013 1 10 29 2.90 0 $6.76 $196 

2013 2E 

      2013 2W 

      2013 3 125,929 321,610 2.55 322 $5.66 $1,820,452 

2013 4 54 138 2.56 0 $4.62 $638 

2013 5 
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Sockeye Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2013 6 9,532 19,456 2.04 19 $5.86 $113,994 

2013 7 

     

$51 

2013 8 2,114 6,106 2.89 6 $5.82 $35,535 

2013 9 

      2013 10 

      2013 Total 137,639 347,339 2.52 347 $5.67 $1,970,866 

 

 

      2014 1 7,164 106,907 14.92 107 $5.00 $534,040 

2014 2E 

      2014 2W 473 2,199 4.65 2 $5.07 $11,142 

2014 3 6,678 16,597 2.49 17 $4.30 $71,402 

2014 4 19,901 44,550 2.24 45 $3.63 $161,621 

2014 5 

      2014 6 4,752 10,311 2.17 10 $3.69 $38,007 

2014 7 

      2014 8 345 991 2.87 1 $5.42 $5,368 

2014 9 

      2014 10 441 1,131 2.56 1 $4.41 $4,988 

2014 Total 39,282 182,686 4.65 183 $4.52 $826,569 

 

Table A.5.5 North Coast commercial pink salmon landings and value, Areas 1-10 
combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 5,830,170 8,527,758 1.46 8,528 $0.64 $5,421,966 

1997 2,382,606 4,671,131 1.96 4,671 $0.53 $2,469,411 

1998 2,323,496 3,798,338 1.63 3,798 $0.72 $2,724,350 

1999 6,048,490 9,487,015 1.57 9,487 $0.59 $5,610,197 

2000 3,104,077 5,201,848 1.68 5,202 $0.66 $3,414,196 

2001 5,489,386 9,795,091 1.78 9,795 $0.39 $3,831,092 

2002 5,196,149 8,446,466 1.63 8,446 $0.33 $2,800,027 

2003 9,303,005 13,705,769 1.47 13,706 $0.28 $3,887,363 

2004 2,239,631 3,441,556 1.54 3,442 $0.30 $1,025,660 

2005 6,808,001 12,221,370 1.80 12,221 $0.33 $4,016,189 

2006 722,074 1,371,400 1.90 1,371 $0.36 $488,531 
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Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2007 6,343,832 11,154,355 1.76 11,154 $0.46 $5,102,297 

2008 203,359 343,875 1.69 344 $0.57 $197,218 

2009 8,461,216 11,862,922 1.40 11,863 $0.44 $5,165,494 

2010 620,928 972,696 1.57 973 $0.57 $555,984 

2011 1,399,786 2,115,993 1.51 2,116 $0.94 $1,986,287 

2012 841,562 1,228,380 1.46 1,228 $0.81 $993,741 

2013 8,986,277 12,774,256 1.42 12,774 $0.71 $9,102,912 

2014 1,039,317 1,465,406 1.41 1,465 $0.73 $1,068,021 

 

Table A.5.6 North Coast commercial pink salmon landings and value, by area, 
1996-2014 

Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 1 1,239,426 1,803,316 1.45 1,803 $0.80 $1,446,773 

1996 2E 26,451 37,221 1.41 37 $0.62 $23,101 

1996 2W 12 17 1.42 0 $0.59 $10 

1996 3 1,676,916 2,457,209 1.47 2,457 $0.60 $1,473,569 

1996 4 1,657,862 2,458,483 1.48 2,458 $0.58 $1,434,996 

1996 5 299,138 439,728 1.47 440 $0.59 $261,468 

1996 6 506,811 716,506 1.41 717 $0.59 $424,052 

1996 7 20,357 29,931 1.47 30 $0.58 $17,465 

1996 8 402,459 584,086 1.45 584 $0.58 $339,593 

1996 9 

      1996 10 738 1,262 1.71 1 $0.74 $939 

1996 Total 5,830,170 8,527,758 1.46 8,528 $0.64 $5,421,966 

 

 

      1997 1 637,925 1,294,836 2.03 1,295 $0.62 $803,914 

1997 2E 2,324 4,424 1.90 4 $0.97 $4,276 

1997 2W 45,000 84,805 1.88 85 $0.74 $63,092 

1997 3 584,291 1,196,420 2.05 1,196 $0.49 $581,024 

1997 4 490,887 964,487 1.96 964 $0.49 $469,903 

1997 5 28,004 56,926 2.03 57 $0.50 $28,335 

1997 6 135,108 221,929 1.64 222 $0.49 $108,218 

1997 7 27,582 44,828 1.63 45 $0.49 $21,785 

1997 8 426,773 794,110 1.86 794 $0.48 $381,872 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1997 9 1 2 2.00 0 $0.50 $1 

1997 10 4,711 8,363 1.78 8 $0.84 $6,992 

1997 Total 2,382,606 4,671,131 1.96 4,671 $0.53 $2,469,411 

 

 

      1998 1 66,608 112,383 1.69 112 $0.73 $81,550 

1998 2E 149,833 246,385 1.64 246 $0.73 $179,007 

1998 2W 503,421 825,484 1.64 825 $0.75 $618,789 

1998 3 474,452 841,992 1.77 842 $0.70 $593,231 

1998 4 18,434 32,357 1.76 32 $0.55 $17,835 

1998   1,414 2,217 1.57 2 $0.56 $1,243 

1998 6 581,297 914,539 1.57 915 $0.71 $648,437 

1998 7 7,407 11,331 1.53 11 $0.72 $8,150 

1998 8 520,629 811,649 1.56 812 $0.71 $576,107 

1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 2,323,496 3,798,338 1.63 3,798 $0.72 $2,724,350 

 

 

      1999 1 31,029 46,219 1.49 46 $1.34 $61,866 

1999 2E 

      1999 2W 

      1999 3 5,488,440 8,608,481 1.57 8,608 $0.59 $5,057,175 

1999 4 312,411 490,962 1.57 491 $0.59 $290,924 

1999 5 15,651 23,555 1.51 24 $0.60 $14,021 

1999 6 23,112 38,736 1.68 39 $0.55 $21,390 

1999 7 50,682 77,204 1.52 77 $0.59 $45,784 

1999 8 127,166 201,858 1.59 202 $0.59 $119,037 

1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 6,048,490 9,487,015 1.57 9,487 $0.59 $5,610,197 

 

 

      2000 1 66,895 103,505 1.55 104 $1.38 $142,726 

2000 2E 14,275 28,756 2.01 29 $0.54 $15,479 

2000 2W 504,267 821,657 1.63 822 $0.66 $543,479 

2000 3 508,071 905,715 1.78 906 $0.60 $545,382 

2000 4 356,269 595,413 1.67 595 $0.63 $377,685 

2000 5 34,148 58,362 1.71 58 $0.62 $36,225 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2000 6 1,550,714 2,548,689 1.64 2,549 $0.66 $1,673,242 

2000 7 2,425 4,288 1.77 4 $0.60 $2,584 

2000 8 67,013 135,463 2.02 135 $0.57 $77,396 

2000 9 

      2000 10   

    2000 Total 3,104,077 5,201,848 1.68 5,202 $0.66 $3,414,196 

 

 

      2001 1 132,709 233,739 1.76 234 $1.11 $259,254 

2001 2E 29 61 2.10 0 $0.84 $51 

2001 2W 244 536 2.20 1 $1.04 $557 

2001 3 1,240,614 2,238,418 1.80 2,238 $0.37 $838,799 

2001 4 1,166,413 2,128,529 1.82 2,129 $0.37 $791,387 

2001 5 236,943 415,251 1.75 415 $0.37 $155,416 

2001 6 1,662,847 2,921,955 1.76 2,922 $0.37 $1,093,497 

2001 7 244,698 416,628 1.70 417 $0.37 $155,872 

2001 8 804,888 1,439,975 1.79 1,440 $0.37 $536,258 

2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 5,489,386 9,795,091 1.78 9,795 $0.39 $3,831,092 

 

 

      2002 1 25,049 47,172 1.88 47 $0.74 $34,767 

2002 2E 21,528 38,419 1.78 38 $0.33 $12,812 

2002 2W 21,740 38,843 1.79 39 $0.34 $13,022 

2002 3 2,505,207 4,116,038 1.64 4,116 $0.33 $1,354,021 

2002 4 505,931 843,610 1.67 844 $0.33 $275,051 

2002 5 471,981 761,337 1.61 761 $0.33 $251,887 

2002 6 515,913 819,730 1.59 820 $0.33 $270,616 

2002 7 95,529 151,577 1.59 152 $0.33 $50,149 

2002 8 1,033,271 1,629,740 1.58 1,630 $0.33 $537,703 

2002 9 

      2002 10   

    2002 Total 5,196,149 8,446,466 1.63 8,446 $0.33 $2,800,027 

 

 

      2003 1 70,936 131,509 1.85 132 $0.88 $115,324 

2003 2E 677 1,427 2.11 1 $0.80 $1,138 

2003 2W 2,646 6,103 2.31 6 $0.89 $5,404 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2003 3 2,486,509 3,789,071 1.52 3,789 $0.25 $933,777 

2003 4 1,299,522 1,899,436 1.46 1,899 $0.26 $503,124 

2003 5 310,875 434,803 1.40 435 $0.31 $134,310 

2003 6 4,442,994 6,157,845 1.39 6,158 $0.30 $1,829,449 

2003 7 71,008 126,340 1.78 126 $0.30 $37,733 

2003 8 617,837 1,159,236 1.88 1,159 $0.28 $327,103 

2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 9,303,005 13,705,769 1.47 13,706 $0.28 $3,887,363 

 

 

      2004 1 22,316 45,553 2.04 46 $1.00 $45,589 

2004 2E 44,787 63,513 1.42 64 $0.32 $20,388 

2004 2W 377 853 2.26 1 $1.41 $1,199 

2004 3 1,316,839 1,885,042 1.43 1,885 $0.28 $530,531 

2004 4 177,960 277,949 1.56 278 $0.24 $67,182 

2004 5 158,347 241,234 1.52 241 $0.31 $75,409 

2004 6 67,679 112,527 1.66 113 $0.27 $30,866 

2004 7 122,059 216,070 1.77 216 $0.32 $69,045 

2004 8 329,269 598,816 1.82 599 $0.31 $185,451 

2004 9 

      2004 10   

    2004 Total 2,239,631 3,441,556 1.54 3,442 $0.30 $1,025,660 

 

 

      2005 1 28,024 55,348 1.98 55 $0.99 $54,732 

2005 2E 482 907 1.88 1 $0.75 $677 

2005 2W 

      2005 3 2,183,542 3,883,488 1.78 3,883 $0.32 $1,237,823 

2005 4 1,761 3,391 1.93 3 $0.85 $2,886 

2005 5 187,403 325,000 1.73 325 $0.33 $107,474 

2005 6 3,905,106 7,014,768 1.80 7,015 $0.33 $2,306,723 

2005 7 33,301 62,411 1.87 62 $0.33 $20,343 

2005 8 468,383 876,057 1.87 876 $0.33 $285,530 

2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 6,808,001 12,221,370 1.80 12,221 $0.33 $4,016,189 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2006 1 29,907 71,788 2.40 72 $1.03 $73,585 

2006 2E 32,258 55,859 1.73 56 $0.38 $21,058 

2006 2W 41 100 2.44 0 $1.09 $109 

2006 3 240,215 427,711 1.78 428 $0.32 $138,781 

2006 4 327,584 641,014 1.96 641 $0.30 $192,253 

2006 5 15,823 28,473 1.80 28 $0.34 $9,712 

2006 6 9,294 20,200 2.17 20 $0.40 $8,170 

2006 7 4,383 7,960 1.82 8 $0.36 $2,873 

2006 8 62,570 118,295 1.89 118 $0.35 $41,989 

2006 9 

      2006 10 

      2006 Total 722,074 1,371,400 1.90 1,371 $0.36 $488,531 

 

 

      2007 1 42,273 85,472 2.02 85 $1.16 $99,288 

2007 2E 

      2007 2W 2,129 3,674 1.73 4 $1.16 $4,273 

2007 3 3,295,772 5,698,256 1.73 5,698 $0.46 $2,608,703 

2007 4 641,381 1,261,441 1.97 1,261 $0.39 $495,186 

2007 5 376,298 822,929 2.19 823 $0.46 $380,864 

2007 6 1,748,649 2,847,451 1.63 2,847 $0.46 $1,316,082 

2007 7 4,865 9,254 1.90 9 $0.45 $4,144 

2007 8 232,466 425,879 1.83 426 $0.45 $193,755 

2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 6,343,832 11,154,355 1.76 11,154 $0.46 $5,102,297 

 

 

      2008 1 23,348 42,394 1.82 42 $1.09 $46,331 

2008 2E 10 17 1.70 0 $1.35 $23 

2008 2W 34 57 1.68 0 $0.98 $56 

2008 3 27,381 44,055 1.61 44 $0.47 $20,704 

2008 4 145,157 243,209 1.68 243 $0.50 $121,156 

2008 5 622 1,045 1.68 1 $0.52 $547 

2008 6 1,015 1,907 1.88 2 $1.28 $2,446 

2008 7 

      2008 8 5,793 11,191 1.93 11 $0.53 $5,955 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 203,359 343,875 1.69 344 $0.57 $197,218 

 

 

      2009 1 29,761 53,194 1.79 53 $1.05 $55,744 

2009 2E 629 1,127 1.79 1 $1.07 $1,209 

2009 2W 730 1,313 1.80 1 $1.41 $1,853 

2009 3 828,407 1,195,858 1.44 1,196 $0.39 $465,262 

2009 4 470,778 636,153 1.35 636 $0.43 $275,551 

2009 5 125,489 190,486 1.52 190 $0.44 $83,551 

2009 6 6,913,351 9,657,015 1.40 9,657 $0.44 $4,228,224 

2009 7 3,055 4,208 1.38 4 $0.43 $1,812 

2009 8 89,016 123,567 1.39 124 $0.42 $52,289 

2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 8,461,216 11,862,922 1.40 11,863 $0.44 $5,165,494 

 

 

      2010 1 175,966 283,703 1.61 284 $0.70 $197,736 

2010 2E 327,793 505,189 1.54 505 $0.52 $261,891 

2010 2W 1,108 2,579 2.33 3 $1.54 $3,959 

2010 3 63,578 100,037 1.57 100 $0.52 $51,606 

2010 4 21,299 35,872 1.68 36 $0.49 $17,576 

2010 5 576 879 1.53 1 $0.51 $451 

2010 6 29,415 41,582 1.41 42 $0.52 $21,431 

2010 7 14 22 1.57 0 $0.55 $12 

2010 8 1,180 2,833 2.40 3 $0.47 $1,323 

2010 9 

      2010 10   

    2010 Total 620,928 972,696 1.57 973 $0.57 $555,984 

 

 

      2011 1 44,195 99,663 2.26 100 $1.49 $148,195 

2011 2E 39 69 1.77 0 $2.06 $142 

2011 2W 17 31 1.82 0 $1.74 $54 

2011 3 426,775 624,227 1.46 624 $0.92 $574,144 

2011 4 245,582 392,075 1.60 392 $0.76 $297,752 

2011 5 172 318 1.85 0 $0.55 $176 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2011 6 666,857 973,592 1.46 974 $0.97 $943,081 

2011 7 9,581 15,179 1.58 15 $0.92 $13,930 

2011 8 6,565 10,839 1.65 11 $0.81 $8,814 

2011 9 

      2011 10 

      2011 Total 1,399,786 2,115,993 1.51 2,116 $0.94 $1,986,287 

 

 

      2012 1 50,081 86,418 1.73 86 $1.38 $119,275 

2012 2E 212,299 298,581 1.41 299 $0.83 $246,472 

2012 2W 15,049 22,305 1.48 22 $0.93 $20,806 

2012 3 492,097 708,739 1.44 709 $0.74 $526,667 

2012 4 32,144 50,939 1.58 51 $0.67 $34,372 

2012 5 13 24 1.85 0 $0.38 $9 

2012 6 1,605 2,831 1.76 3 $0.34 $961 

2012 7 17,719 29,553 1.67 30 $0.79 $23,463 

2012 8 20,554 28,991 1.41 29 $0.75 $21,716 

2012 9 

      2012 10   

    2012 Total 841,562 1,228,380 1.46 1,228 $0.81 $993,741 

 

 

      2013 1 47,813 84,128 1.76 84 $1.61 $135,773 

2013 2E 2,790 4,928 1.77 5 $1.37 $6,759 

2013 2W 1,555 2,736 1.76 3 $1.31 $3,594 

2013 3 2,700,326 3,882,893 1.44 3,883 $0.69 $2,663,393 

2013 4 2,113 3,712 1.76 4 $1.67 $6,194 

2013 5 3,067 5,413 1.76 5 $1.33 $7,183 

2013 6 5,673,862 7,979,369 1.41 7,979 $0.72 $5,721,494 

2013 7 47,813 67,393 1.41 67 $0.71 $47,566 

2013 8 506,938 743,683 1.47 744 $0.69 $510,958 

2013 9 

      2013 10 

      2013 Total 8,986,277 12,774,256 1.42 12,774 $0.71 $9,102,912 

 

 

      2014 1 319,838 454,851 1.42 455 $0.61 $279,141 

2014 2E 

      2014 2W 2,580 3,298 1.28 3 $1.16 $3,827 
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Pink Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2014 3 214,143 300,358 1.40 300 $0.81 $244,337 

2014 4 88,826 126,287 1.42 126 $0.68 $85,282 

2014 5 8,140 11,483 1.41 11 $0.69 $7,957 

2014 6 331,515 464,791 1.40 465 $0.80 $372,349 

2014 7 25,184 35,330 1.40 35 $0.68 $23,922 

2014 8 49,090 69,005 1.41 69 $0.74 $51,205 

2014 9 

      2014 10 1 2 2.00 0 $0.50 $1 

2014 Total 1,039,317 1,465,406 1.41 1,465 $0.73 $1,068,021 

 

Table A.5.7 North Coast commercial chum salmon landings and value, Areas 1-
10 combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 936,159 4,874,976 5 4,875 $0.80 $3,900,170 

1997 629,793 2,820,512 4 2,821 $0.76 $2,129,570 

1998 1,565,444 7,228,511 5 7,229 $0.63 $4,571,371 

1999 673,592 3,663,612 5 3,664 $0.82 $3,015,284 

2000 318,449 1,626,125 5 1,626 $1.21 $1,975,719 

2001 613,207 3,312,485 5 3,312 $0.98 $3,237,503 

2002 956,324 5,096,920 5 5,097 $0.49 $2,504,146 

2003 1,426,069 7,090,654 5 7,091 $0.65 $4,585,575 

2004 1,572,923 7,600,686 5 7,601 $0.76 $5,795,937 

2005 705,139 3,725,847 5 3,726 $0.94 $3,505,601 

2006 568,773 3,169,638 6 3,170 $0.98 $3,114,694 

2007 319,818 1,717,429 5 1,717 $1.31 $2,251,148 

2008 27,725 138,233 5 138 $1.68 $232,579 

2009 75,380 356,128 5 356 $1.25 $445,168 

2010 35,191 171,659 5 172 $1.65 $282,605 

2011 308,725 1,457,450 5 1,457 $1.80 $2,617,812 

2012 329,161 1,787,830 5 1,788 $1.17 $2,098,167 

2013 460,356 2,585,845 6 2,586 $1.44 $3,724,408 

2014 39,833 204,435 5 204 $1.39 $284,280 
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Table A.5.8 North Coast commercial chum salmon landings and value, by area, 
1996-2014 

Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 1 23,932 101,873 4 102 $1.25 $126,939 

1996 2E 123,462 517,962 4 518 $0.72 $371,566 

1996 2W 1,061 4,108 4 4 $1.05 $4,305 

1996 3 247,044 1,320,541 5 1,321 $0.81 $1,074,340 

1996 4 146,732 784,903 5 785 $0.80 $630,496 

1996 5 21,256 116,776 5 117 $0.80 $93,553 

1996 6 30,540 174,319 6 174 $0.80 $138,775 

1996 7 64,853 285,471 4 285 $0.77 $219,572 

1996 8 275,947 1,561,201 6 1,561 $0.79 $1,232,179 

1996 9 

      1996 10 1,332 7,822 6 8 $1.08 $8,444 

1996 Total 936,159 4,874,976 5 4,875 $0.80 $3,900,170 

 

 

      1997 1 82,406 352,173 4 352 $0.93 $326,558 

1997 2E 50,389 231,320 5 231 $0.73 $170,020 

1997 2W 4,677 20,008 4 20 $1.08 $21,680 

1997 3 119,576 550,657 5 551 $0.74 $407,795 

1997 4 62,182 274,809 4 275 $0.72 $198,085 

1997 5 6,777 30,202 4 30 $0.72 $21,656 

1997 6 12,079 52,429 4 52 $0.74 $38,707 

1997 7 55,933 230,590 4 231 $0.73 $169,014 

1997 8 234,661 1,073,001 5 1,073 $0.72 $769,464 

1997 9 5 18 4 0 $0.78 $14 

1997 10 1,106 5,306 5 5 $1.24 $6,576 

1997 Total 629,793 2,820,512 4 2,821 $0.76 $2,129,570 

 

 

      1998 1 1,483 6,485 4 6 $0.66 $4,263 

1998 2E 90,922 392,315 4 392 $0.63 $247,865 

1998 2W 23,830 101,058 4 101 $0.82 $82,946 

1998 3 248,717 1,117,887 4 1,118 $0.63 $706,758 

1998 4 19,051 90,719 5 91 $0.62 $56,008 

1998   1,629 7,799 5 8 $0.62 $4,817 

1998 6 438,440 2,117,258 5 2,117 $0.63 $1,329,737 
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Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1998 7 99,946 395,918 4 396 $0.63 $250,912 

1998 8 641,427 2,999,072 5 2,999 $0.63 $1,888,065 

1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 1,565,444 7,228,511 5 7,229 $0.63 $4,571,371 

 

 

      1999 1 1,755 7,565 4 8 $1.12 $8,487 

1999 2E 133,646 615,363 5 615 $0.81 $500,864 

1999 2W 91,554 391,348 4 391 $0.80 $313,125 

1999 3 144,260 868,265 6 868 $0.81 $701,034 

1999 4 417 2,496 6 2 $0.86 $2,146 

1999 5 

      1999 6 37,122 255,975 7 256 $0.85 $218,216 

1999 7 84,772 372,667 4 373 $0.81 $300,878 

1999 8 180,066 1,149,933 6 1,150 $0.84 $970,534 

1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 673,592 3,663,612 5 3,664 $0.82 $3,015,284 

 

 

      2000 1 2,308 13,675 6 14 $1.57 $21,491 

2000 2E 78,905 346,870 4 347 $1.24 $430,584 

2000 2W 32,401 156,765 5 157 $1.17 $183,413 

2000 3 72,291 395,452 5 395 $1.19 $471,922 

2000 4 29,624 148,814 5 149 $1.22 $181,427 

2000 5 5,812 30,187 5 30 $1.20 $36,261 

2000 6 15,514 80,508 5 81 $1.18 $95,134 

2000 7 34,541 156,693 5 157 $1.21 $189,167 

2000 8 47,054 297,161 6 297 $1.23 $366,319 

2000 9 

      2000 10   

    2000 Total 318,449 1,626,125 5 1,626 $1.21 $1,975,719 

 

 

      2001 1 1,158 5,277 5 5 $1.32 $6,991 

2001 2E 37,998 173,699 5 174 $0.96 $166,576 

2001 2W 53 217 4 0 $1.21 $262 

2001 3 35,578 207,446 6 207 $0.96 $199,672 
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Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2001 4 22,370 134,506 6 135 $0.98 $131,453 

2001 5 5,472 33,388 6 33 $0.98 $32,600 

2001 6 56,431 361,877 6 362 $0.97 $352,673 

2001 7 149,759 695,352 5 695 $0.97 $673,365 

2001 8 304,388 1,700,721 6 1,701 $0.98 $1,673,912 

2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 613,207 3,312,485 5 3,312 $0.98 $3,237,503 

 

 

      2002 1 516 2,523 5 3 $0.91 $2,299 

2002 2E 35,496 171,051 5 171 $0.47 $80,711 

2002 2W 70,678 336,258 5 336 $0.47 $156,994 

2002 3 54,948 331,036 6 331 $0.50 $164,554 

2002 4 15,619 90,144 6 90 $0.50 $45,036 

2002 5 1,532 9,009 6 9 $0.49 $4,446 

2002 6 202,868 1,114,170 5 1,114 $0.49 $546,362 

2002 7 189,179 815,983 4 816 $0.48 $392,643 

2002 8 385,489 2,226,746 6 2,227 $0.50 $1,111,101 

2002 9 

      2002 10   

    2002 Total 956,324 5,096,920 5 5,097 $0.49 $2,504,146 

 

 

      2003 1 164 646 4 1 $1.13 $727 

2003 2E 5,945 28,478 5 28 $0.62 $17,518 

2003 2W 63 266 4 0 $1.20 $319 

2003 3 64,259 279,723 4 280 $0.60 $167,572 

2003 4 10,519 46,771 4 47 $0.60 $27,918 

2003 5 1,286 6,080 5 6 $0.60 $3,619 

2003 6 388,427 2,057,429 5 2,057 $0.67 $1,377,238 

2003 7 265,771 1,197,194 5 1,197 $0.67 $803,506 

2003 8 689,635 3,474,068 5 3,474 $0.63 $2,187,158 

2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 1,426,069 7,090,654 5 7,091 $0.65 $4,585,575 

 

 

      2004 1 48 200 4 0 $1.44 $287 
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Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2004 2E 62,590 296,481 5 296 $0.78 $232,467 

2004 2W 7 23 3 0 $0.96 $22 

2004 3 94,576 439,668 5 440 $0.74 $324,121 

2004 4 11,411 56,462 5 56 $0.73 $41,084 

2004 5 3,588 16,877 5 17 $0.73 $12,280 

2004 6 165,064 827,825 5 828 $0.74 $608,453 

2004 7 346,226 1,575,364 5 1,575 $0.79 $1,239,706 

2004 8 889,414 4,387,785 5 4,388 $0.76 $3,337,516 

2004 9 

      2004 10   

    2004 Total 1,572,923 7,600,686 5 7,601 $0.76 $5,795,937 

 

 

      2005 1 44 261 6 0 $1.16 $303 

2005 2E 11,940 57,586 5 58 $0.90 $52,051 

2005 2W 46,087 216,807 5 217 $0.98 $213,344 

2005 3 82,074 406,577 5 407 $0.92 $372,634 

2005 4 1 7 7 0 $0.86 $6 

2005 5 

      2005 6 234,033 1,379,363 6 1,379 $0.95 $1,313,073 

2005 7 67,506 295,008 4 295 $0.95 $280,486 

2005 8 263,454 1,370,239 5 1,370 $0.93 $1,273,703 

2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 705,139 3,725,847 5 3,726 $0.94 $3,505,601 

 

 

      2006 1 204 921 5 1 $1.22 $1,127 

2006 2E 16,688 92,181 6 92 $0.93 $85,470 

2006 2W 12,381 62,222 5 62 $1.15 $71,330 

2006 3 101,183 566,636 6 567 $1.02 $578,823 

2006 4 7,842 42,867 5 43 $0.93 $39,693 

2006 5 1,448 7,305 5 7 $0.93 $6,764 

2006 6 46,928 278,841 6 279 $0.93 $259,240 

2006 7 22,612 113,526 5 114 $1.02 $115,940 

2006 8 359,486 2,005,140 6 2,005 $0.98 $1,956,308 

2006 9 
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Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2006 10 

      2006 Total 568,773 3,169,638 6 3,170 $0.98 $3,114,694 

 

 

      2007 1 446 1,856 4 2 $1.31 $2,435 

2007 2E 

      2007 2W 1 5 5 0 $1.20 $6 

2007 3 28,957 120,654 4 121 $1.36 $163,651 

2007 4 934 4,538 5 5 $1.26 $5,712 

2007 5 

      2007 6 15,504 86,288 6 86 $1.26 $108,699 

2007 7 5,448 27,527 5 28 $1.31 $36,106 

2007 8 268,529 1,476,561 5 1,477 $1.31 $1,934,538 

2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 319,818 1,717,429 5 1,717 $1.31 $2,251,148 

 

 

      2008 1 7 34 5 0 $1.06 $36 

2008 2E 

      2008 2W 

      2008 3 17,037 74,994 4 75 $1.68 $125,676 

2008 4 154 720 5 1 $1.68 $1,207 

2008 5 43 216 5 0 $1.68 $363 

2008 6 1,502 8,517 6 9 $1.68 $14,271 

2008 7 

      2008 8 8,982 53,751 6 54 $1.69 $91,026 

2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 27,725 138,233 5 138 $1.68 $232,579 

 

 

      2009 1 67 356 5 0 $1.40 $500 

2009 2E 6,039 28,589 5 29 $1.19 $33,981 

2009 2W 

      2009 3 47,422 203,823 4 204 $1.25 $255,188 

2009 4 133 632 5 1 $0.65 $412 

2009 5 

      2009 6 4,091 21,352 5 21 $1.30 $27,806 
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Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2009 7 1,150 5,577 5 6 $1.35 $7,545 

2009 8 16,479 95,799 6 96 $1.25 $119,736 

2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 75,380 356,128 5 356 $1.25 $445,168 

 

 

      2010 1 11 54 5 0 $2.13 $115 

2010 2E 7,730 34,918 5 35 $1.61 $56,197 

2010 2W 

      2010 3 15,523 72,923 5 73 $1.61 $117,397 

2010 4 88 427 5 0 $1.85 $791 

2010 5 

      2010 6 1,944 9,484 5 9 $1.61 $15,263 

2010 7 6,220 33,529 5 34 $1.76 $59,135 

2010 8 3,676 20,324 6 20 $1.66 $33,707 

2010 9 

      2010 10   

    2010 Total 35,191 171,659 5 172 $1.65 $282,605 

 

 

      2011 1 27 131 5 0 $2.10 $275 

2011 2E 

      2011 2W 1 4 4 0 $1.25 $5 

2011 3 

      2011 4 168 880 5 1 $1.87 $1,648 

2011 5 1 3 3 0 $2.00 $6 

2011 6 14,717 73,995 5 74 $1.68 $123,980 

2011 7 262,192 1,219,268 5 1,219 $1.82 $2,216,836 

2011 8 31,620 163,169 5 163 $1.69 $275,061 

2011 9 

      2011 10 

      2011 Total 308,725 1,457,450 5 1,457 $1.80 $2,617,812 

 

 

      2012 1 25 112 4 0 $1.51 $169 

2012 2E 

      2012 2W 6 21 4 0 $1.29 $27 

2012 3 42,079 207,954 5 208 $1.24 $257,252 
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Chum Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2012 4 81 432 5 0 $1.05 $454 

2012 5 

      2012 6 11,774 73,250 6 73 $0.97 $71,255 

2012 7 123,398 599,286 5 599 $1.14 $685,684 

2012 8 151,798 906,775 6 907 $1.19 $1,083,328 

2012 9 

      2012 10   

    2012 Total 329,161 1,787,830 5 1,788 $1.17 $2,098,167 

 

 

      2013 1 221 1,013 5 1 $2.34 $2,373 

2013 2E 

      2013 2W 

      2013 3 46,414 225,631 5 226 $1.35 $303,616 

2013 4 8 32 4 0 $1.28 $41 

2013 5 6 20 3 0 $1.90 $38 

2013 6 

      2013 7 98,343 485,072 5 485 $1.67 $809,999 

2013 8 315,364 1,874,077 6 1,874 $1.39 $2,608,342 

2013 9 

      2013 10 

      2013 Total 460,356 2,585,845 6 2,586 $1.44 $3,724,408 

 

 

      2014 1 55 555 10 1 $1.32 $734 

2014 2E 

      2014 2W 1 3 3 0 $1.33 $4 

2014 3 5,837 29,871 5 30 $1.38 $41,100 

2014 4 

      2014 5 

      2014 6 

      2014 7 31,260 159,814 5 160 $1.36 $218,098 

2014 8 2,681 14,193 5 14 $1.72 $24,345 

2014 9 

      2014 10 

      2014 Total 39,833 204,435 5 204 $1.39 $284,280 
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Table A.5.9 North Coast commercial coho salmon landings and value, Areas 1-
10 combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 603,581 2,129,905 3.53 2,130 $2.71 $5,761,690 

1997 219,071 722,130 3.30 722 $2.45 $1,766,960 

1998 997 3,881 3.89 4 $1.43 $5,561 

1999 3,379 11,912 3.53 12 $2.17 $25,896 

2000 3,415 13,519 3.96 14 $2.21 $29,924 

2001 13,982 46,065 3.29 46 $2.30 $105,975 

2002 117,158 461,093 3.94 461 $2.37 $1,092,188 

2003 213,469 783,500 3.67 784 $3.10 $2,430,794 

2004 301,037 1,127,790 3.75 1,128 $3.26 $3,672,212 

2005 324,225 1,127,447 3.48 1,127 $3.04 $3,431,876 

2006 129,016 492,066 3.81 492 $4.39 $2,158,915 

2007 266,349 778,043 2.92 778 $3.24 $2,522,696 

2008 80,216 330,611 4.12 331 $5.46 $1,806,314 

2009 189,368 685,367 3.62 685 $2.99 $2,048,342 

2010 140,883 515,956 3.66 516 $4.62 $2,385,110 

2011 340,503 1,069,641 3.14 1,070 $4.40 $4,704,402 

2012 183,894 616,558 3.35 617 $3.79 $2,338,208 

2013 316,240 1,043,392 3.30 1,043 $4.24 $4,427,767 

2014 202,706 487,247 2.40 487 $3.70 $1,802,079 

 

Table A.5.10 North Coast commercial coho salmon landings and value, by area, 
1996-2014 

Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 1 252,875 901,292 3.56 901 $3.11 $2,798,869 

1996 2E 18,598 66,010 3.55 66 $3.07 $202,457 

1996 2W 1,286 5,262 4.09 5 $3.39 $17,815 

1996 3 155,454 555,774 3.58 556 $2.55 $1,416,313 

1996 4 90,607 303,470 3.35 303 $2.06 $626,047 

1996 5 37,648 130,373 3.46 130 $2.69 $350,774 

1996 6 19,941 69,377 3.48 69 $2.38 $165,049 

1996 7 3,994 14,172 3.55 14 $1.76 $24,950 
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 8 22,054 80,119 3.63 80 $1.87 $149,528 

1996 9 

      1996 10 1,123 4,056 3.61 4 $2.44 $9,888 

1996 Total 603,581 2,129,905 3.53 2,130 $2.71 $5,761,690 

 

 

      1997 1 131,367 436,848 3.33 437 $2.66 $1,162,901 

1997 2E 11,333 37,413 3.30 37 $2.46 $91,966 

1997 2W 10,808 38,562 3.57 39 $2.75 $106,045 

1997 3 6,967 21,214 3.04 21 $1.59 $33,628 

1997 4 29,459 94,286 3.20 94 $2.02 $190,537 

1997 5 6,007 20,193 3.36 20 $2.19 $44,303 

1997 6 6,722 21,383 3.18 21 $2.28 $48,766 

1997 7 6,971 22,447 3.22 22 $1.84 $41,245 

1997 8 8,864 27,826 3.14 28 $1.52 $42,332 

1997 9 82 292 3.56 0 $2.37 $691 

1997 10 490 1,666 3.40 2 $2.73 $4,544 

1997 Total 219,071 722,130 3.30 722 $2.45 $1,766,960 

 

 

      1998 1 

      1998 2E 

      1998 2W 

      1998 3 6 15 2.50 0 $1.40 $21 

1998 4 

      1998   

      1998 6 

      1998 7 991 3,866 3.90 4 $1.43 $5,540 

1998 8 

      1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 997 3,881 3.89 4 $1.43 $5,561 

 

 

      1999 1 2 9 4.50 0 $1.56 $14 

1999 2E 2,735 9,992 3.65 10 $2.26 $22,588 

1999 2W 40 149 3.73 0 $1.94 $289 

1999 3 1 1 1.00 0 $2.00 $2 

1999 4 
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1999 5 

      1999 6 

      1999 7 601 1,762 2.93 2 $1.70 $3,004 

1999 8 

      1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 3,379 11,912 3.53 12 $2.17 $25,896 

 

 

      2000 1 

      2000 2E 1,781 7,313 4.11 7 $2.31 $16,918 

2000 2W 

      2000 3 

      2000 4 2 9 4.50 0 $2.33 $21 

2000 5 

      2000 6 

      2000 7 1,632 6,197 3.80 6 $2.10 $12,986 

2000 8 

      2000 9 

      2000 10   

    2000 Total 3,415 13,519 3.96 14 $2.21 $29,924 

 

 

      2001 1 

      2001 2E 1,186 3,916 3.30 4 $2.53 $9,893 

2001 2W 

      2001 3 10,449 34,246 3.28 34 $2.47 $84,723 

2001 4 76 262 3.45 0 $1.43 $375 

2001 5 

      2001 6 30 82 2.73 0 $1.43 $117 

2001 7 2,175 7,338 3.37 7 $1.44 $10,549 

2001 8 66 222 3.36 0 $1.43 $318 

2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 13,982 46,065 3.29 46 $2.30 $105,975 

 

 

      2002 1 81,938 320,042 3.91 320 $2.40 $769,059 

2002 2E 9,345 37,073 3.97 37 $2.17 $80,621 
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2002 2W 6,805 28,209 4.15 28 $2.98 $83,997 

2002 3 4,071 16,187 3.98 16 $2.32 $37,600 

2002 4 109 394 3.61 0 $1.12 $442 

2002 5 3,580 13,592 3.80 14 $1.62 $21,960 

2002 6 6,826 27,786 4.07 28 $2.30 $63,895 

2002 7 4,482 17,810 3.97 18 $1.94 $34,616 

2002 8 

      2002 9 

      2002 10   

    2002 Total 117,158 461,093 3.94 461 $2.37 $1,092,188 

 

 

      2003 1 116,411 414,987 3.56 415 $3.11 $1,290,507 

2003 2E 23,235 90,309 3.89 90 $3.42 $308,467 

2003 2W 2,894 11,454 3.96 11 $3.70 $42,432 

2003 3 22,542 80,153 3.56 80 $2.63 $210,439 

2003 4 

      2003 5 29,718 112,017 3.77 112 $3.11 $347,871 

2003 6 11,123 45,603 4.10 46 $3.36 $153,031 

2003 7 7,020 27,153 3.87 27 $2.78 $75,354 

2003 8 525 1,823 3.47 2 $1.48 $2,693 

2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 213,469 783,500 3.67 784 $3.10 $2,430,794 

 

 

      2004 1 129,709 498,999 3.85 499 $3.72 $1,857,824 

2004 2E 20,391 76,972 3.77 77 $3.68 $283,200 

2004 2W 2,863 11,281 3.94 11 $3.45 $38,868 

2004 3 44,932 166,871 3.71 167 $2.60 $433,260 

2004 4 8,433 31,918 3.78 32 $3.82 $121,926 

2004 5 14,252 54,420 3.82 54 $3.74 $203,597 

2004 6 18,409 71,946 3.91 72 $3.99 $286,793 

2004 7 24,844 93,955 3.78 94 $2.22 $208,600 

2004 8 37,203 121,428 3.26 121 $1.96 $238,143 

2004 9 

      2004 10   
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2004 Total 301,037 1,127,790 3.75 1,128 $3.26 $3,672,212 

 

 

      2005 1 170,198 566,769 3.33 567 $3.49 $1,978,984 

2005 2E 20,771 77,005 3.71 77 $3.56 $274,384 

2005 2W 110 404 3.67 0 $2.40 $969 

2005 3 42,278 147,469 3.49 147 $2.08 $307,209 

2005 4 13,289 49,156 3.70 49 $3.22 $158,466 

2005 5 

      2005 6 51,472 201,283 3.91 201 $2.49 $500,342 

2005 7 3,984 14,882 3.74 15 $3.10 $46,142 

2005 8 20,996 66,193 3.15 66 $2.23 $147,934 

2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 324,225 1,127,447 3.48 1,127 $3.04 $3,431,876 

 

 

      2006 1 109,327 412,202 3.77 412 $4.45 $1,835,733 

2006 2E 3,439 11,657 3.39 12 $3.91 $45,564 

2006 2W 1,840 7,693 4.18 8 $4.28 $32,934 

2006 3 1,025 4,456 4.35 4 $3.61 $16,085 

2006 4 557 2,675 4.80 3 $3.71 $9,922 

2006 5 

      2006 6 6,767 28,418 4.20 28 $5.18 $147,160 

2006 7 1,415 5,117 3.62 5 $3.87 $19,828 

2006 8 4,648 19,849 4.27 20 $2.60 $51,690 

2006 9 

      2006 10 

      2006 Total 129,016 492,066 3.81 492 $4.39 $2,158,915 

 

 

      2007 1 116,077 346,341 2.98 346 $4.03 $1,395,680 

2007 2E 16,626 35,328 2.12 35 $3.99 $140,881 

2007 2W 3,840 9,710 2.53 10 $3.90 $37,850 

2007 3 52,794 154,429 2.93 154 $1.84 $284,149 

2007 4 39,508 112,303 2.84 112 $3.21 $360,760 

2007 5 3,905 12,637 3.24 13 $1.73 $21,805 

2007 6 31,799 103,470 3.25 103 $2.59 $268,453 

2007 7 1,753 3,667 2.09 4 $3.50 $12,831 
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2007 8 48 157 3.27 0 $1.82 $286 

2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 266,349 778,043 2.92 778 $3.24 $2,522,696 

 

 

      2008 1 71,834 295,431 4.11 295 $5.40 $1,595,113 

2008 2E 2,368 9,836 4.15 10 $5.68 $55,911 

2008 2W 184 737 4.01 1 $5.12 $3,772 

2008 3 3 8 2.67 0 $2.25 $18 

2008 4 433 1,545 3.57 2 $3.39 $5,230 

2008 5 641 2,452 3.83 2 $6.75 $16,558 

2008 6 3,910 17,049 4.36 17 $6.46 $110,125 

2008 7 843 3,553 4.21 4 $5.51 $19,588 

2008 8 

      2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 80,216 330,611 4.12 331 $5.46 $1,806,314 

 

 

      2009 1 112,169 410,052 3.66 410 $2.94 $1,206,943 

2009 2E 33,718 122,233 3.63 122 $3.39 $414,131 

2009 2W 4,966 18,810 3.79 19 $2.99 $56,297 

2009 3 14,149 50,904 3.60 51 $3.40 $173,020 

2009 4 3,456 14,088 4.08 14 $2.98 $41,985 

2009 5 4,824 17,969 3.72 18 $3.29 $59,045 

2009 6 16,086 51,311 3.19 51 $1.89 $96,921 

2009 7 

      2009 8 

      2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 189,368 685,367 3.62 685 $2.99 $2,048,342 

 

 

      2010 1 97,952 355,871 3.63 356 $4.59 $1,633,424 

2010 2E 13,135 45,794 3.49 46 $4.70 $215,398 

2010 2W 3,797 13,915 3.66 14 $4.43 $61,636 

2010 3 14,079 58,093 4.13 58 $4.94 $286,744 

2010 4 10,552 37,517 3.56 38 $4.46 $167,438 
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2010 5 1,140 3,902 3.42 4 $4.81 $18,757 

2010 6 

      2010 7 227 863 3.80 1 $1.98 $1,713 

2010 8 

      2010 9 

      2010 10   

    2010 Total 140,883 515,956 3.66 516 $4.62 $2,385,110 

 

 

      2011 1 263,281 813,402 3.09 813 $4.54 $3,695,322 

2011 2E 10,643 35,444 3.33 35 $4.82 $170,759 

2011 2W 

      2011 3 7,297 23,543 3.23 24 $3.24 $76,363 

2011 4 28,658 90,010 3.14 90 $4.05 $364,847 

2011 5 761 2,442 3.21 2 $5.29 $12,922 

2011 6 25,538 89,558 3.51 90 $3.84 $343,656 

2011 7 3,115 10,667 3.42 11 $2.56 $27,297 

2011 8 643 2,853 4.44 3 $3.02 $8,612 

2011 9 

      2011 10 567 1,721 3.04 2 $2.69 $4,623 

2011 Total 340,503 1,069,641 3.14 1,070 $4.40 $4,704,402 

 

 

      2012 1 133,799 445,986 3.33 446 $3.70 $1,651,979 

2012 2E 7,547 26,248 3.48 26 $3.54 $92,820 

2012 2W 4,682 16,263 3.47 16 $3.83 $62,351 

2012 3 14,549 48,013 3.30 48 $4.68 $224,710 

2012 4 22,742 78,379 3.45 78 $3.84 $301,276 

2012 5 

      2012 6 

      2012 7 574 1,669 2.91 2 $3.04 $5,072 

2012 8 

      2012 9 

      2012 10   

    2012 Total 183,894 616,558 3.35 617 $3.79 $2,338,208 

 

 

      2013 1 149,504 512,880 3.43 513 $4.53 $2,322,893 

2013 2E 20,474 70,795 3.46 71 $4.49 $318,195 
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Coho Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2013 2W 541 1,881 3.48 2 $4.96 $9,332 

2013 3 66,489 212,947 3.20 213 $4.27 $909,257 

2013 4 7,706 26,735 3.47 27 $4.59 $122,674 

2013 5 21,029 72,825 3.46 73 $4.66 $339,207 

2013 6 48,643 139,404 2.87 139 $2.75 $382,755 

2013 7 645 1,877 2.91 2 $3.77 $7,070 

2013 8 88 238 2.70 0 $2.45 $583 

2013 9 1,121 3,810 3.40 4 $4.15 $15,802 

2013 10 

      2013 Total 316,240 1,043,392 3.30 1,043 $4.24 $4,427,767 

 

 

      2014 1 164,228 376,503 2.29 377 $3.78 $1,421,380 

2014 2E 5,495 11,327 2.06 11 $3.72 $42,106 

2014 2W 8,581 17,885 2.08 18 $3.68 $65,783 

2014 3 20,411 57,720 2.83 58 $3.57 $206,099 

2014 4 3,478 11,714 3.37 12 $3.40 $39,802 

2014 5 463 1,347 2.91 1 $4.55 $6,125 

2014 6 1544 3,711 2.40 4 $1.57 $5,840 

2014 7 37 6,893 186.30 7 $2.14 $14,717 

2014 8 45 109 2.40 0 $1.32 $144 

2014 9 

      2014 10 12 38 3.17 0 $2.18 $83 

2014 Total 202,706 487,247 2.40 487 $3.70 $1,802,079 

 

Table A.5.11 North Coast commercial chinook salmon landings and value, Areas 
1-10 combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

1996 40,135 336,655 8.39 336.655 $3.34 $1,123,700 

1997 121,176 1,031,510 8.51 1031.51 $3.80 $3,918,268 

1998 132,729 1,275,487 9.61 1275.487 $4.00 $5,106,718 

1999 62,705 565,165 9.01 565.165 $5.27 $2,978,444 

2000 35,986 303,180 8.42 303.18 $5.49 $1,664,842 

2001 45,326 432,111 9.53 432.111 $4.77 $2,061,387 

2002 118,464 1,015,305 8.57 1015.305 $4.13 $4,189,814 
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Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2003 142,517 1,230,390 8.63 1230.39 $3.55 $4,364,029 

2004 174,743 1,401,431 8.02 1401.431 $5.75 $8,058,346 

2005 158,413 1,227,452 7.75 1227.452 $6.05 $7,424,467 

2006 150,356 1,230,881 8.19 1230.881 $7.59 $9,347,882 

2007 87,482 769,791 8.80 769.791 $7.73 $5,950,926 

2008 50,888 437,236 8.59 437.236 $10.55 $4,613,941 

2009 71,609 536,167 7.49 536.167 $5.63 $3,021,102 

2010 84,181 689,845 8.19 689.845 $8.58 $5,919,892 

2011 76,461 570,209 7.46 570.209 $7.99 $4,558,670 

2012 79,426 556,822 7.01 556.822 $6.87 $3,826,354 

2013 70,672 436,805 6.18 436.805 $7.57 $3,307,696 

2014 138,997 870,562 6.26 870.562 $6.51 $5,668,862 

 

Table A.5.12 North Coast commercial chinook salmon landings and value, by 
area, 1996-2014 

Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

1996 1 9 100 11.11 0.1 $4.02 $402 

1996 2E 3 13 4.33 0.013 $2.62 $34 

1996 2W 

   

0 

  1996 3 8,432 51,423 6.10 51.423 $2.91 $149,883 

1996 4 23,741 209,040 8.81 209.04 $3.35 $700,517 

1996 5 777 5,371 6.91 5.371 $2.94 $15,811 

1996 6 427 1,972 4.62 1.972 $2.78 $5,482 

1996 7 35 127 3.63 0.127 $2.63 $334 

1996 8 6,680 68,463 10.25 68.463 $3.66 $250,861 

1996 9 

      1996 10 30 146 4.87 0.146 $2.56 $374 

1996 Total 40,135 336,655 8.39 336.655 $3.34 $1,123,700 

 

 

      1997 1 56,155 480,643 8.56 480.643 $3.91 $1,879,469 

1997 2E 13,858 123,735 8.93 123.735 $4.15 $513,114 

1997 2W 11,086 112,837 10.18 112.837 $4.35 $490,511 

1997 3 6,372 46,100 7.23 46.1 $2.96 $136,581 

1997 4 17,494 131,902 7.54 131.902 $3.03 $400,163 
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Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

1997 5 3,595 29,491 8.20 29.491 $3.86 $113,774 

1997 6 5,278 43,159 8.18 43.159 $3.94 $170,182 

1997 7 3,679 31,061 8.44 31.061 $3.78 $117,337 

1997 8 3,418 30,678 8.98 30.678 $2.93 $89,786 

1997 9 5 26 5.20 0.026 $2.77 $72 

1997 10 235 1,877 7.99 1.877 $3.88 $7,279 

1997 Total 121,176 1,031,510 8.51 1031.51 $3.80 $3,918,268 

 

 

      1998 1 880 9,229 10.49 9.229 $4.60 $42,416 

1998 2E 202 2,035 10.07 2.035 $3.98 $8,092 

1998 2W 116,038 1,134,953 9.78 1134.953 $4.09 $4,637,922 

1998 3 2,578 18,578 7.21 18.578 $2.86 $53,160 

1998 4 5,227 39,263 7.51 39.263 $3.13 $122,736 

1998   28 200 7.14 0.2 $2.54 $507 

1998 6 2,263 18,563 8.20 18.563 $3.78 $70,124 

1998 7 327 2,983 9.12 2.983 $3.65 $10,891 

1998 8 5,187 49,683 9.58 49.683 $3.24 $160,869 

1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 132,729 1,275,487 9.61 1275.487 $4.00 $5,106,718 

 

 

      1999 1 1 4 4.00 0.004 $3.75 $15 

1999 2E 876 8,597 9.81 8.597 $5.68 $48,810 

1999 2W 44,028 419,954 9.54 419.954 $5.51 $2,313,091 

1999 3 4,247 28,233 6.65 28.233 $4.15 $117,122 

1999 4 7,137 55,099 7.72 55.099 $4.61 $253,769 

1999 5 

      1999 6 1,053 8,275 7.86 8.275 $5.24 $43,356 

1999 7 1,286 10,579 8.23 10.579 $5.36 $56,659 

1999 8 4,078 34,424 8.44 34.424 $4.23 $145,623 

1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 62,705 565,165 9.01 565.165 $5.27 $2,978,444 

 

 

      2000 1 90 820 9.11 0.82 $7.79 $6,385 

2000 2E 4 31 7.75 0.031 $4.32 $134 
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Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2000 2W 9,473 87,645 9.25 87.645 $7.41 $649,206 

2000 3 3,071 21,735 7.08 21.735 $4.47 $97,076 

2000 4 19,767 157,623 7.97 157.623 $4.72 $744,425 

2000 5 77 578 7.51 0.578 $4.38 $2,533 

2000 6 5 40 8.00 0.04 $4.60 $184 

2000 7 291 1,436 4.93 1.436 $9.51 $13,658 

2000 8 3,207 33,271 10.37 33.271 $4.55 $151,240 

2000 9 

      2000 10   

    2000 Total 35,986 303,180 8.42 303.18 $5.49 $1,664,842 

 

 

      2001 1 1,246 9,695 7.78 9.695 $5.99 $58,120 

2001 2E 368 3,911 10.63 3.911 $6.19 $24,224 

2001 2W 10,046 99,757 9.93 99.757 $5.94 $592,460 

2001 3 3,300 30,876 9.36 30.876 $4.30 $132,859 

2001 4 23,866 228,961 9.59 228.961 $4.39 $1,005,253 

2001 5 33 303 9.18 0.303 $4.01 $1,216 

2001 6 400 2,816 7.04 2.816 $4.19 $11,801 

2001 7 1,445 6,468 4.48 6.468 $3.31 $21,416 

2001 8 4,622 49,324 10.67 49.324 $4.34 $214,037 

2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 45,326 432,111 9.53 432.111 $4.77 $2,061,387 

 

 

      2002 1 49,845 413,418 8.29 413.418 $4.28 $1,767,501 

2002 2E 1,015 8,741 8.61 8.741 $4.37 $38,189 

2002 2W 46,267 404,600 8.74 404.6 $4.33 $1,753,183 

2002 3 5,640 44,632 7.91 44.632 $3.02 $134,974 

2002 4 10,212 87,485 8.57 87.485 $3.31 $289,736 

2002 5 58 316 5.45 0.316 $2.73 $862 

2002 6 582 4,659 8.01 4.659 $3.64 $16,981 

2002 7 261 2,274 8.71 2.274 $4.34 $9,878 

2002 8 4,584 49,180 10.73 49.18 $3.63 $178,509 

2002 9 

      2002 10   
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Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2002 Total 118,464 1,015,305 8.57 1015.305 $4.13 $4,189,814 

 

 

      2003 1 75,362 647,638 8.59 647.638 $3.47 $2,244,715 

2003 2E 1,981 11,699 5.91 11.699 $4.61 $53,963 

2003 2W 45,536 396,170 8.70 396.17 $3.74 $1,482,355 

2003 3 5,039 44,054 8.74 44.054 $3.14 $138,213 

2003 4 10,219 88,338 8.64 88.338 $3.27 $289,201 

2003 5 1,059 9,551 9.02 9.551 $3.86 $36,848 

2003 6 7 34 4.86 0.034 $2.32 $79 

2003 7 514 6,072 11.81 6.072 $4.29 $26,025 

2003 8 2,801 26,834 9.58 26.834 $3.45 $92,631 

2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 142,517 1,230,390 8.63 1230.39 $3.55 $4,364,029 

 

 

      2004 1 114,694 913,553 7.97 913.553 $5.76 $5,257,765 

2004 2E 1,656 13,931 8.41 13.931 $6.06 $84,460 

2004 2W 40,582 340,274 8.38 340.274 $6.20 $2,110,524 

2004 3 6,507 43,819 6.73 43.819 $4.38 $192,019 

2004 4 5,870 48,086 8.19 48.086 $4.63 $222,766 

2004 5 22 110 5.00 0.11 $4.05 $445 

2004 6 95 565 5.95 0.565 $4.46 $2,519 

2004 7 68 522 7.68 0.522 $4.48 $2,337 

2004 8 5,248 40,569 7.73 40.569 $4.57 $185,510 

2004 9 

      2004 10   

    2004 Total 174,743 1,401,431 8.02 1401.431 $5.75 $8,058,346 

 

 

      2005 1 132,533 1,026,627 7.75 1026.627 $6.10 $6,258,362 

2005 2E 2 7 3.50 0.007 $4.29 $30 

2005 2W 13,724 101,244 7.38 101.244 $6.14 $622,079 

2005 3 3,784 27,388 7.24 27.388 $5.18 $141,740 

2005 4 1,812 17,348 9.57 17.348 $5.57 $96,552 

2005 5 

      2005 6 184 1,359 7.39 1.359 $5.33 $7,237 

2005 7 179 1,327 7.41 1.327 $6.23 $8,265 



 

199 

Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2005 8 6,195 52,153 8.42 52.153 $5.56 $290,202 

2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 158,413 1,227,452 7.75 1227.452 $6.05 $7,424,467 

 

 

      2006 1 126,564 1,027,184 8.12 1027.184 $7.84 $8,053,594 

2006 2E 418 3,766 9.01 3.766 $9.47 $35,654 

2006 2W 5,973 51,591 8.64 51.591 $8.12 $419,159 

2006 3 5,917 46,714 7.89 46.714 $5.45 $254,629 

2006 4 6,046 52,812 8.74 52.812 $5.63 $297,429 

2006 5 28 204 7.29 0.204 $5.44 $1,110 

2006 6 121 540 4.46 0.54 $5.69 $3,075 

2006 7 7 52 7.43 0.052 $5.06 $263 

2006 8 5,283 48,020 9.09 48.02 $5.89 $282,968 

2006 9 

      2006 10 

      2006 Total 150,356 1,230,881 8.19 1230.881 $7.59 $9,347,882 

 

 

      2007 1 65,969 572,808 8.68 572.808 $8.18 $4,687,234 

2007 2E 

      2007 2W 5,315 48,863 9.19 48.863 $8.32 $406,387 

2007 3 4,235 37,431 8.84 37.431 $5.78 $216,296 

2007 4 6,664 59,673 8.95 59.673 $5.87 $350,260 

2007 5 

      2007 6 240 990 4.13 0.99 $5.26 $5,211 

2007 7 

      2007 8 5,059 50,025 9.89 50.025 $5.71 $285,538 

2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 87,482 769,791 8.80 769.791 $7.73 $5,950,926 

 

 

      2008 1 40,979 348,803 8.51 348.803 $11.16 $3,893,659 

2008 2E 

      2008 2W 2,269 19,000 8.37 19 $10.93 $207,648 

2008 3 518 3,466 6.69 3.466 $6.68 $23,139 

2008 4 5,546 52,400 9.45 52.4 $6.80 $356,500 
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Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2008 5 7 56 8.00 0.056 $6.07 $340 

2008 6 30 190 6.33 0.19 $6.06 $1,152 

2008 7 

      2008 8 1,011 8,631 8.54 8.631 $7.09 $61,177 

2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 50,888 437,236 8.59 437.236 $10.55 $4,613,941 

 

 

      2009 1 57,725 421,260 7.30 421.26 $5.40 $2,275,324 

2009 2E 

      2009 2W 4,800 37,155 7.74 37.155 $5.27 $195,737 

2009 3 1,626 12,271 7.55 12.271 $6.39 $78,431 

2009 4 4,321 36,008 8.33 36.008 $6.52 $234,800 

2009 5 

      2009 6 4 34 8.50 0.034 $5.00 $170 

2009 7 

      2009 8 3,132 29,440 9.40 29.44 $8.04 $236,641 

2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 71,609 536,167 7.49 536.167 $5.63 $3,021,102 

 

 

      2010 1 63,303 509,248 8.04 509.248 $8.56 $4,360,461 

2010 2E 787 6,793 8.63 6.793 $9.43 $64,071 

2010 2W 15,483 134,639 8.70 134.639 $9.37 $1,261,628 

2010 3 1,045 7,747 7.41 7.747 $5.68 $43,995 

2010 4 2,124 18,912 8.90 18.912 $6.00 $113,505 

2010 5 1 12 12.00 0.012 $4.58 $55 

2010 6 11 99 9.00 0.099 $5.06 $501 

2010 7 

      2010 8 1,426 12,394 8.69 12.394 $6.11 $75,677 

2010 9 

      2010 10   

    2010 Total 84,181 689,845 8.19 689.845 $8.58 $5,919,892 

 

 

      2011 1 52,387 381,422 7.28 381.422 $8.22 $3,136,710 

2011 2E 
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Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2011 2W 14,449 105,032 7.27 105.032 $8.66 $909,710 

2011 3 1,389 9,448 6.80 9.448 $5.68 $53,640 

2011 4 3,397 27,751 8.17 27.751 $5.95 $165,090 

2011 5 

      2011 6 2 15 7.50 0.015 $4.13 $62 

2011 7 1 12 12.00 0.012 $6.42 $77 

2011 8 4,836 46,528 9.62 46.528 $6.31 $293,381 

2011 9 

      2011 10 

      2011 Total 76,461 570,209 7.46 570.209 $7.99 $4,558,670 

 

 

      2012 1 60,940 419,198 6.88 419.198 $6.93 $2,906,223 

2012 2E 374 2,744 7.34 2.744 $6.74 $18,486 

2012 2W 12,465 92,842 7.45 92.842 $6.77 $628,483 

2012 3 598 4,630 7.74 4.63 $7.01 $32,467 

2012 4 1,223 8,394 6.86 8.394 $5.70 $47,859 

2012 5 

      2012 6 4 24 6.00 0.024 $5.54 $133 

2012 7 2 22 11.00 0.022 $4.68 $103 

2012 8 3,819 28,968 7.59 28.968 $6.65 $192,599 

2012 9 

      2012 10   

    2012 Total 79,426 556,822 7.01 556.822 $6.87 $3,826,354 

 

 

      2013 1 54,999 329,881 6.00 329.881 $7.54 $2,487,183 

2013 2E 

      2013 2W 8,565 52,777 6.16 52.777 $7.58 $399,895 

2013 3 1,247 8,092 6.49 8.092 $7.27 $58,814 

2013 4 104 656 6.31 0.656 $8.26 $5,421 

2013 5 

      2013 6 

      2013 7 

     

$9 

2013 8 5,757 45,398 7.89 45.398 $7.85 $356,373 

2013 9 

      2013 10 
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Chinook Salmon 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/piece Tonnes Price/kg Value ($) 

2013 Total 70,672 436,805 6.18 436.805 $7.57 $3,307,696 

 

 

      2014 1 121,291 755,570 6.23 755.57 $6.48 $4,897,467 

2014 2E 

      2014 2W 17,482 113,625 6.50 113.625 $6.69 $760,517 

2014 3 44 248 5.64 0.248 $6.08 $1,507 

2014 4 30 283 9.43 0.283 $7.88 $2,230 

2014 5 

      2014 6 

      2014 7 

      2014 8 150 836 5.57 0.836 $8.54 $7,141 

2014 9 

      2014 10 

      2014 Total 138,997 870,562 6.26 870.562 $6.51 $5,668,862 

 

Table A.5.13 North Coast commercial steelhead landings and value, Areas 1-10 
combined, 1996-2014 

Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 396 1,336 3.37 1.336 $1.63 $2,183 

1997 120 413 3.44 0.413 $1.41 $584 

1998 811 3,184 3.93 3.184 $1.45 $4,625 

1999 104 407 3.91 0.407 $2.80 $1,139 

2000 7 16 2.29 0.016 $2.38 $38 

2001 4 17 4.25 0.017 $1.59 $27 

2002 7 32 4.57 0.032 $1.09 $35 

2003 

      2004 2 9 4.50 0.009 $2.22 $20 

2005 

      2006 170 499 2.94 0.499 $1.36 $680 

2007 340 1,012 2.98 1.012 $1.40 $1,418 

2008 761 2,266 2.98 2.266 $1.40 $3,175 

2009 128 406 3.17 0.406 $4.41 $1,789 

2010 

      2011 
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Year Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2012 

      2013 

      2014 

      
 

Table A.5.14 North Coast commercial steelhead landings and value, by area, 
1996-2014 

Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1996 1 1 5 5.00 0.005 $1.00 $5 

1996 2E 

      1996 2W 

      1996 3 31 97 3.13 0.097 $1.64 $159 

1996 4 281 892 3.17 0.892 $1.65 $1,469 

1996 5 10 34 3.40 0.034 $1.59 $54 

1996 6 1 3 3.00 0.003 $1.33 $4 

1996 7 

      1996 8 69 294 4.26 0.294 $1.61 $473 

1996 9 

      1996 10 3 12 4.00 0.012 $1.58 $19 

1996 Total 396 1,336 3.37 1.336 $1.63 $2,183 

 

 

      1997 1 13 57 4.38 0.057 $1.28 $73 

1997 2E 

      1997 2W 

      1997 3 11 34 3.09 0.034 $1.44 $49 

1997 4 62 176 2.84 0.176 $1.43 $252 

1997 5 

      1997 6 1 4 4.00 0.004 $1.50 $6 

1997 7 1 4 4.00 0.004 $1.50 $6 

1997 8 32 138 4.31 0.138 $1.43 $198 

1997 9 

      1997 10 

      1997 Total 120 413 3.44 0.413 $1.41 $584 

 

 

      1998 1 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

1998 2E 

      1998 2W 

      1998 3 

      1998 4 806 3,171 3.93 3.171 $1.45 $4,606 

1998   

      1998 6 4 9 2.25 0.009 $1.44 $13 

1998 7 

      1998 8 1 4 4.00 0.004 $1.50 $6 

1998 9 

      1998 10   

    1998 Total 811 3,184 3.93 3.184 $1.45 $4,625 

 

 

      1999 1 

      1999 2E 

      1999 2W 

      1999 3 1 3 3.00 0.003 $1.67 $5 

1999 4 100 388 3.88 0.388 $2.80 $1,086 

1999 5 

      1999 6 

      1999 7 

      1999 8 3 17 5.67 0.017 $2.82 $48 

1999 9 

      1999 10   

    1999 Total 104 407 3.91 0.407 $2.80 $1,139 

 

 

      2000 1 

      2000 2E 

      2000 2W 

      2000 3 

      2000 4 3 7 2.33 0.007 $1.57 $11 

2000 5 

      2000 6 4 10 2.50 0.01 $2.70 $27 

2000 7 

      2000 8 

      2000 9 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2000 10   

    2000 Total 7 16 2.29 0.016 $2.38 $38 

 

 

      2001 1 

      2001 2E 

      2001 2W 

      2001 3 

      2001 4 4 17 4.25 0.017 $1.59 $27 

2001 5 

      2001 6 

      2001 7 

      2001 8 

      2001 9 

      2001 10   

    2001 Total 4 17 4.25 0.017 $1.59 $27 

 

 

      2002 1 

      2002 2E 

      2002 2W 

      2002 3 

      2002 4 7 32 4.57 0.032 $1.09 $35 

2002 5 

      2002 6 

      2002 7 

      2002 8 

      2002 9 

      2002 10   

    2002 Total 7 32 4.57 0.032 $1.09 $35 

 

 

      2003 1 

      2003 2E 

      2003 2W 

      2003 3 

      2003 4 

      2003 5 

      2003 6 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2003 7 

      2003 8 

      2003 9 

      2003 10   

    2003 Total 

      

 

 

      2004 1 

      2004 2E 

      2004 2W 

      2004 3 2 9 4.50 0.009 $2.22 $20 

2004 4 

      2004 5 

      2004 6 

      2004 7 

      2004 8 

      2004 9 

      2004 10   

    2004 Total 2 9 4.50 0.009 $2.22 $20 

 

 

      2005 1 

      2005 2E 

      2005 2W 

      2005 3 

      2005 4 

      2005 5 

      2005 6 

      2005 7 

      2005 8 

      2005 9 

      2005 10 

      2005 Total 

      

 

 

      2006 1 

      2006 2E 

      2006 2W 

      2006 3 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2006 4 170 499 2.94 0.499 $1.36 $680 

2006 5 

      2006 6 

      2006 7 

      2006 8 

      2006 9 

      2006 10 

      2006 Total 170 499 2.94 0.499 $1.36 $680 

 

 

      2007 1 

      2007 2E 

      2007 2W 

      2007 3 

      2007 4 340 1,012 2.98 1.012 $1.40 $1,418 

2007 5 

      2007 6 

      2007 7 

      2007 8 

      2007 9 

      2007 10   

    2007 Total 340 1,012 2.98 1.012 $1.40 $1,418 

 

 

      2008 1 

      2008 2E 

      2008 2W 

      2008 3 

      2008 4 761 2,266 2.98 2.266 $1.40 $3,175 

2008 5 

      2008 6 

      2008 7 

      2008 8 

      2008 9 

      2008 10 

      2008 Total 761 2,266 2.98 2.266 $1.40 $3,175 

 

 

      2009 1 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2009 2E 

      2009 2W 

      2009 3 

      2009 4 128 406 3.17 0.406 $4.41 $1,789 

2009 5 

      2009 6 

      2009 7 

      2009 8 

      2009 9 

      2009 10   

    2009 Total 128 406 3.17 0.406 $4.41 $1,789 

 

 

      2010 1 

      2010 2E 

      2010 2W 

      2010 3 

      2010 4 

      2010 5 

      2010 6 

      2010 7 

      2010 8 

      2010 9 

      2010 10 

      2010 Total 

      

 

 

      2011 1 

      2011 2E 

      2011 2W 

      2011 3 

      2011 4 

      2011 5 

      2011 6 

      2011 7 

      2011 8 

      2011 9 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2011 10 

      2011 Total 

      

 

 

      2012 1 

      2012 2E 

      2012 2W 

      2012 3 

      2012 4 

      2012 5 

      2012 6 

      2012 7 

      2012 8 

      2012 9 

      2012 10 

      2012 Total 

      

 

 

      2013 1 

      2013 2E 

      2013 2W 

      2013 3 

      2013 4 

      2013 5 

      2013 6 

      2013 7 

      2013 8 

      2013 9 

      2013 10 

      2013 Total 

      

 

 

      2014 1 

      2014 2E 

      2014 2W 

      2014 3 

      2014 4 

      2014 5 

      2014 6 
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Steelhead 

Year Area Pieces Kilograms Kg/Piece Tonnes Price/kg Value 

2014 7 

      2014 8 

      2014 9 

      2014 10 

      2014 Total 
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Appendix A.6: Skeena sockeye fisheries, 1982-2012 

Sources: Angel (2014), British Columbia (1985-1996), Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 
Commercial Catch Statistics, available online at http://www.pac.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/stats/comm/index-eng.html 

Table A.6.1 Skeena sockeye escapement, harvest and run size, 1982-2012 

Year Escapement FSC River Marine CDN Catch TRTC AK Catch Total Run 

1982 1,187,447 211,731 0 1,950,811 2,162,542 3,349,990 254,335 3,604,325 

1983 927,173 142,464 0 517,653 660,117 1,587,290 295,756 1,883,046 

1984 1,097,908 194,921 0 886,212 1,081,133 2,179,041 216,886 2,395,926 

1985 2,240,266 189,253 0 2,362,759 2,552,012 4,792,278 529,583 5,321,861 

1986 761,618 173,078 0 562,911 735,989 1,497,607 267,631 1,765,238 

1987 1,387,019 162,861 0 680,085 842,946 2,229,965 91,182 2,321,147 

1988 1,486,905 137,119 0 1,874,336 2,011,455 3,498,360 508,311 4,006,671 

1989 1,191,395 151,782 0 895,181 1,046,963 2,238,358 378,925 2,617,283 

1990 1,039,434 162,924 0 1,055,782 1,218,706 2,258,140 482,578 2,740,717 

1991 1,360,477 146,091 0 1,539,273 1,685,364 3,045,842 632,527 3,678,369 

1992 1,343,917 205,087 0 1,904,337 2,109,424 3,453,341 879,108 4,332,449 

1993 1,751,182 188,355 0 2,072,640 2,394,730 4,145,912 615,721 4,761,633 

1994 1,058,075 139,840 42,276 759,880 941,996 2,000,071 521,056 2,521,127 

1995 1,839,835 140,400 209,421 2,709,098 3,058,919 4,898,754 480,049 5,378,803 

1996 1,834,503 146,175 547,092 4,019,879 4,713,146 6,547,649 521,361 7,069,010 

1997 1,071,443 129,949 245,383 1,826,744 2,202,076 3,273,519 636,293 3,909,812 

1998 568,665 131,668 0 107,609 239,277 807,942 176,198 984,140 

1999 682,996 115,064 0 17,941 133,005 816,001 61,834 877,834 

2000 1,430,929 166,038 784,404 2,028,926 2,979,368 4,410,296 246,968 4,657,264 

2001 1,583,688 125,108 702,979 1,694,664 2,522,751 4,106,439 565,878 4,672,317 

2002 637,728 153,172 0 521,385 674,557 1,312,285 46,199 1,358,484 

2003 1,394,003 153,965 0 489,966 643,931 2,037,934 134,129 2,172,063 

2004 987,604 161,400 0 309,222 470,622 1,458,226 215,082 1,673,308 

2005 751,513 156,010 0 15,845 171,855 923,367 188,971 1,112,338 

2006 1,224,662 183,464 393,137 877,441 1,454,042 2,678,703 194,323 2,873,026 

2007 1,107,431 131,471 13,777 427,535 572,783 1,680,214 351,340 2,031,554 

2008 916,829 171,974 301,483 641,565 1,115,022 2,031,851 37,020 2,068,872 

2009 762,163 151,375 0 3,657 155,032 917,194 63,789 980,984 

2010 754,206 52,270 3,038 62,798 177,866 932,072 21,226 973,297 

2011 1,062,293 193,593 240,770 309,893 744,256 1,806,549 95,500 1,902,049 
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2012 1,222,950 187,964 331,681 533,335 1,052,980 2,275,930 120,000 2,395,930 

 

Table A.6.2 Skeena sockeye exploitation rates, 1982-2012 

 

As % of Total Run As % of TRTC 

Year FSC River Marine CDN AK FSC River Marine CDN 

1982 5.9% 0.0% 54.1% 60.0% 7.1% 6.3% 0.0% 58.2% 64.6% 

1983 7.6% 0.0% 27.5% 35.1% 15.7% 9.0% 0.0% 32.6% 41.6% 

1984 8.1% 0.0% 37.0% 45.1% 9.1% 8.9% 0.0% 40.7% 49.6% 

1985 3.6% 0.0% 44.4% 48.0% 10.0% 3.9% 0.0% 49.3% 53.3% 

1986 9.8% 0.0% 31.9% 41.7% 15.2% 11.6% 0.0% 37.6% 49.1% 

1987 7.0% 0.0% 29.3% 36.3% 3.9% 7.3% 0.0% 30.5% 37.8% 

1988 3.4% 0.0% 46.8% 50.2% 12.7% 3.9% 0.0% 53.6% 57.5% 

1989 5.8% 0.0% 34.2% 40.0% 14.5% 6.8% 0.0% 40.0% 46.8% 

1990 5.9% 0.0% 38.5% 44.5% 17.6% 7.2% 0.0% 46.8% 54.0% 

1991 4.0% 0.0% 41.8% 45.8% 17.2% 4.8% 0.0% 50.5% 55.3% 

1992 4.7% 0.0% 44.0% 48.7% 20.3% 5.9% 0.0% 55.1% 61.1% 

1993 4.0% 0.0% 43.5% 50.3% 12.9% 4.5% 0.0% 50.0% 57.8% 

1994 5.5% 1.7% 30.1% 37.4% 20.7% 7.0% 2.1% 38.0% 47.1% 

1995 2.6% 3.9% 50.4% 56.9% 8.9% 2.9% 4.3% 55.3% 62.4% 

1996 2.1% 7.7% 56.9% 66.7% 7.4% 2.2% 8.4% 61.4% 72.0% 

1997 3.3% 6.3% 46.7% 56.3% 16.3% 4.0% 7.5% 55.8% 67.3% 

1998 13.4% 0.0% 10.9% 24.3% 17.9% 16.3% 0.0% 13.3% 29.6% 

1999 13.1% 0.0% 2.0% 15.2% 7.0% 14.1% 0.0% 2.2% 16.3% 

2000 3.6% 16.8% 43.6% 64.0% 5.3% 3.8% 17.8% 46.0% 67.6% 

2001 2.7% 15.0% 36.3% 54.0% 12.1% 3.0% 17.1% 41.3% 61.4% 

2002 11.3% 0.0% 38.4% 49.7% 3.4% 11.7% 0.0% 39.7% 51.4% 

2003 7.1% 0.0% 22.6% 29.6% 6.2% 7.6% 0.0% 24.0% 31.6% 

2004 9.6% 0.0% 18.5% 28.1% 12.9% 11.1% 0.0% 21.2% 32.3% 

2005 14.0% 0.0% 1.4% 15.4% 17.0% 16.9% 0.0% 1.7% 18.6% 

2006 6.4% 13.7% 30.5% 50.6% 6.8% 6.8% 14.7% 32.8% 54.3% 

2007 6.5% 0.7% 21.0% 28.2% 17.3% 7.8% 0.8% 25.4% 34.1% 

2008 8.3% 14.6% 31.0% 53.9% 1.8% 8.5% 14.8% 31.6% 54.9% 

2009 15.4% 0.0% 0.4% 15.8% 6.5% 16.5% 0.0% 0.4% 16.9% 

2010 5.4% 0.3% 6.5% 18.3% 2.2% 5.6% 0.3% 6.7% 19.1% 
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2011 10.2% 12.7% 16.3% 39.1% 5.0% 10.7% 13.3% 17.2% 41.2% 

2012 7.8% 13.8% 22.3% 43.9% 5.0% 8.3% 14.6% 23.4% 46.3% 

 

Table A.6.3 Skeena sockeye landed value, marine and river fisheries, 1982-2012 

 

Landings (kg) Price/kg ($) Value of landings ($) 

Year Marine River Marine River Marine River Total 

1982 5,072,109 

 

2.62 

 

13,288,926 

 

13,288,926 

1983 1,345,898 

 

2.56 

 

3,445,498 

 

3,445,498 

1984 2,304,150 

 

3.57 

 

8,225,816 

 

8,225,816 

1985 6,143,172 

 

3.81 

 

23,405,487 

 

23,405,487 

1986 1,463,568 

 

4.65 

 

6,805,589 

 

6,805,589 

1987 1,768,220 

 

5.81 

 

10,273,359 

 

10,273,359 

1988 4,873,273 

 

8.07 

 

39,327,310 

 

39,327,310 

1989 2,327,471 

 

4.92 

 

11,451,159 

 

11,451,159 

1990 2,745,033 

 

4.33 

 

11,885,994 

 

11,885,994 

1991 4,002,110 

 

3.36 

 

13,447,091 

 

13,447,091 

1992 4,951,276 

 

5.27 

 

26,093,224 

 

26,093,224 

1993 5,388,863 

 

3.31 

 

17,837,137 

 

17,837,137 

1994 1,975,688 109,918 6.33 3.17 12,506,105 347,889 12,853,995 

1995 7,043,654 544,495 3.86 1.93 27,188,503 1,050,875 28,239,378 

1996 10,451,685 1,422,439 5.02 2.51 52,467,461 3,570,322 56,037,783 

1997 4,749,534 637,996 3.23 1.62 15,340,996 1,030,363 16,371,359 

1998 279,784 0 5.74 2.87 1,605,961 0 1,605,961 

1999 46,647 0 7.24 3.62 337,723 0 337,723 

2000 5,275,207 2,039,450 4.60 2.30 24,265,951 4,690,736 28,956,687 

2001 4,406,127 1,827,745 3.26 1.63 14,363,973 2,979,225 17,343,198 

2002 1,355,601 0 3.65 1.83 4,947,945 0 4,947,945 

2003 1,273,911 0 3.70 1.85 4,713,472 0 4,713,472 

2004 803,978 0 4.90 2.45 3,939,492 0 3,939,492 

2005 41,196 0 4.12 2.06 169,729 0 169,729 

2006 2,281,346 1,022,156 3.03 1.52 6,912,478 1,548,567 8,461,045 

2007 1,111,591 35,820 3.47 1.74 3,857,222 62,148 3,919,370 

2008 1,668,069 783,856 3.92 1.96 6,538,830 1,536,357 8,075,187 

2009 9,507 0 4.26 2.13 40,500 0 40,500 
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2010 163,275 7,899 2.80 1.40 457,169 11,058 468,228 

2011 805,722 626,002 4.10 2.05 3,303,459 1,283,304 4,586,763 

2012 1,386,671 862,371 4.30 2.15 5,962,685 1,854,097 7,816,782 
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Appendix A.7: BC commercial salmon landings and value, by district, 1984-1996 

Source: British Columbia (1985-1996) 

Table A.7.1 BC commercial salmon landings and value, by district, 1984-1996 

  

Landed weight in tonnes 

 Year Species North Coast South Coast Fraser Area Total Landed Value 

1984 Chinook 1,995 3,346 156 5,497 $37,318.00 

1984 Sockeye 3,380 7,104 2,311 12,795 $45,976.00 

1984 Coho 3,083 5,671 26 8,780 $35,532.00 

1984 Pink 11,237 457 1 11,695 $10,742.00 

1984 Chum 6,151 2,777 13 8,941 $14,938.00 

1984 Steelhead 138 10 2 150 $292.00 

 

Subtotal 25,984 19,365 2,509 47,858 $144,798.00 

       1985 Chinook 2,168 2,458 212 4,838 $25,564.00 

1985 Sockeye 9,198 18,557 3,307 31,062 $120,428.00 

1985 Coho 2,766 5,127 77 7,970 $26,555.00 

1985 Pink 15,837 19,642 1,068 36,547 $38,979.00 

1985 Chum 8,776 14,360 261 23,397 $34,755.00 

1985 Steelhead 173 24 3 200 $389.00 

 

Subtotal 38,918 60,168 4,928 104,014 $246,670.00 

       1986 Chinook 1,828 2,307 285 4,420 $19,658.00 

1986 Sockeye 4,772 17,608 7,431 29,811 $143,270.00 

1986 Coho 5,353 6,202 111 11,666 $39,264.00 

1986 Pink 27,961 1,299 4 29,264 $25,691.00 

1986 Chum 12,618 11,765 539 24,922 $37,614.00 

1986 Steelhead 145 10 3 158 $277.00 

 

Subtotal 52,677 39,191 8,373 100,241 $265,774.00 

       1987 Chinook 1,915 2,527 113 4,555 $30,527.00 

1987 Sockeye 5,429 7,654 1,632 14,715 $87,381.00 

1987 Coho 2,424 4,908 25 7,357 $33,747.00 

1987 Pink 19,770 5,793 302 25,865 $33,479.00 

1987 Chum 6,484 4,413 51 10,948 $26,779.00 

1987 Steelhead 67 6 1 74 $147.00 
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Landed weight in tonnes 

 Year Species North Coast South Coast Fraser Area Total Landed Value 

 

Subtotal 36,089 25,301 2,124 63,514 $212,060.00 

       1988 Chinook 1,819 3,238 81 5,138 $43,795.00 

1988 Sockeye 7,528 2,173 2,142 11,843 $96,408.00 

1988 Coho 1,684 4,386 85 6,155 $37,688.00 

1988 Pink 29,615 1,851 2 31,468 $49,303.00 

1988 Chum 15,059 14,618 449 30,126 $84,621.00 

1988 Steelhead 87 5 1 93 $250.00 

1988 Subtotal 55,792 26,271 2,760 84,823 $312,065.00 

       1989 Chinook 2,338 2,125 178 4,641 $20,157.00 

1989 Sockeye 4,508 23,167 6,000 33,675 $169,272.00 

1989 Coho 2,214 5,460 30 7,704 $19,335.00 

1989 Pink 13,276 15,784 533 29,593 $33,481.00 

1989 Chum 3,941 5,161 141 9,243 $13,778.00 

1989 Steelhead 25 6 1 32 $58.00 

1989 Subtotal 26,302 51,703 6,883 84,888 $256,081.00 

       1990 Chinook 1,887 2,581 120 4,588 $22,484.00 

1990 Sockeye 6,847 20,903 8,111 35,861 $160,734.00 

1990 Coho 3,950 5,231 40 9,221 $28,065.00 

1990 Pink 19,001 6,611 4 25,616 $26,981.00 

1990 Chum 8,822 7,691 617 17,130 $27,053.00 

1990 Steelhead 41 3 1 45 $83.00 

 

Subtotal 40,548 43,020 8,893 92,461 $263,400.00 

       1991 Chinook 2,271 2,092 122 4,485 $19,640.00 

1991 Sockeye 7,832 14,494 2,200 24,526 $84,640.00 

1991 Coho 3,684 5,020 29 8,733 $25,267.00 

1991 Pink 22,734 11,160 236 34,130 $29,971.00 

1991 Chum 4,282 5,575 304 10,161 $12,884.00 

1991 Steelhead 23 3 0 26 $38.00 

 

Subtotal 40,826 38,344 2,891 82,061 $172,440.00 

       1992 Chinook 1,750 2,823 65 4,638 $24,445.00 
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Landed weight in tonnes 

 Year Species North Coast South Coast Fraser Area Total Landed Value 

1992 Sockeye 11,349 8,742 695 20,786 $110,387.00 

1992 Coho 2,367 3,984 19 6,370 $20,608.00 

1992 Pink 12,879 1,685 

 

14,564 $10,805.00 

1992 Chum 3,169 14,469 246 17,883 $25,523.00 

1992 Steelhead 14 3 1 18 $31.00 

 

Subtotal 31,528 31,705 1,026 64,259 $191,800.00 

       1993 Chinook 1,805 2,306 107 4,218 $14,587.00 

1993 Sockeye 11,756 23,717 6,336 41,809 $140,633.00 

1993 Coho 1,523 2,233 9 3,765 $10,912.00 

1993 Pink 7,050 7,854 424 15,328 $11,537.00 

1993 Chum 5,237 11,555 342 17,134 $23,345.00 

1993 Steelhead 5 3 0 8 $13.00 

 

Subtotal 27,376 47,668 7,218 82,262 $201,027.00 

       1994 Chinook 1,740 1,267 114 3,121 $14,200.00 

1994 Sockeye 6,164 19,486 4,128 29,778 $196,200.00 

1994 Coho 3,565 3,180 18 6,763 $22,600.00 

1994 Pink 2,940 337 0 3,277 $2,400.00 

1994 Chum 6,431 13,208 624 20,263 $22,000.00 

1994 Steelhead 3 2 0 5 $9.00 

 

Subtotal 20,843 37,480 4,884 63,207 $257,409.00 

       1995 Chinook 750 524 49 1,323 $5,500.00 

1995 Sockeye 8,260 1,655 521 10,436 $38,900.00 

1995 Coho 1,578 2,625 2 4,205 $13,300.00 

1995 Pink 12,557 6,213 81 18,851 $14,100.00 

1995 Chum 8,765 2,814 279 11,858 $11,500.00 

1995 Steelhead 3 0 0 3 $6.00 

 

Subtotal 31,913 13,831 932 46,676 $83,306.00 

       

1996 Chinook 337 4 73 414 $1,352.00 

1996 Sockeye 12,336 920 2,064 15,320 $76,206.00 

1996 Coho 2,130 1.72 3 3,855 $10,495.00 

1996 Pink 8,528 93 0 8,620 $5,486.00 
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Landed weight in tonnes 

 Year Species North Coast South Coast Fraser Area Total Landed Value 

1996 Chum 4,875 1,642 42 6,559 $5,231.00 

1996 Steelhead 1 0 1 3 $4.00 

 Subtotal 28,207 4,381 2,183 34,771 $98,774.00 

Note: data for 1996 comes from: Source: Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Commercial Catch Statistics, 
available online at http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/stats/comm/index-eng.html 
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Appendix A.8: BC commercial salmon landings and value, by species, 1973-2013 

Source: British Columbia (1985-1996) 

Table A.8.1 BC commercial chinook landings and value, 1973-2013 

Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1973 7,556 $13,986 $20,533 $1.85 

1974 7,637 $13,803 $18,854 $1.81 

1975 7,289 $12,172 $20,270 $1.67 

1976 7,776 $22,919 $29,314 $2.95 

1977 7,522 $23,589 $36,832 $3.14 

1978 7,887 $29,461 $35,897 $3.74 

1979 6,845 $31,159 $40,475 $4.55 

1980 6,540 $24,307 $38,421 $3.72 

1981 5,912 $25,731 $38,051 $4.35 

1982 7,092 $31,205 $41,490 $4.40 

1983 5,378 $17,614 $29,489 $3.28 

1984 6,254 $37,318 $45,861 $5.97 

1985 5,469 $25,564 $41,433 $4.67 

1986 5,007 $19,658 $31,206 $3.93 

1987 5,249 $30,527 $41,489 $5.82 

1988 5,921 $43,795 $57,979 $7.40 

1989 5,234 $20,157 $34,071 $3.85 

1990 5,228 $20,484 $35,627 $3.92 

1991 5,058 $19,640 $28,178 $3.88 

1992 5,336 $24,445 $32,774 $4.58 

1993 4,816 $14,587 $30,526 $3.03 

1994 3,573 $14,137 $25,378 $3.96 

1995 1,510 $5,469 $12,279 $3.62 

1996 449 $1,600 $6,153 $3.56 

1997 1,700 $5,800 $7,700 $3.41 

1998 1,400 $5,200 $8,000 $3.71 

1999 800 $4,100 $6,600 $5.13 

2000 500 $2,800 $5,300 $5.60 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

2001 600 $2,900 $4,800 $4.83 

2002 1,700 $7,100 $11,800 $4.18 

2003 2,200 $8,100 $17,300 $3.68 

2004 2,400 $14,500 $26,700 $6.04 

2005 2,100 $12,300 $25,000 $5.86 

2006 1,800 $13,700 $27,700 $7.61 

2007 1,400 $10,500 $23,800 $7.50 

2008 900 $8,800 $18,400 $9.78 

2009 900 $7,100 $16,000 $7.89 

2010 1,200 $9,600 $18,500 $8.00 

2011 1,500 $11,000 $20,200 $7.33 

2012 900 $7,800 $15,900 $8.67 

2013 400 $4,500 $16,200 $11.25 

 

Table A.8.2 BC commercial sockeye landings and value, 1973-2013 

Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1973 21,526 $26,497 $69,009 $1.23 

1974 21,694 $29,841 $65,221 $1.38 

1975 5,681 $8,184 $19,538 $1.44 

1976 12,339 $20,656 $45,701 $1.67 

1977 17,388 $32,218 $65,497 $1.85 

1978 22,321 $55,181 $107,817 $2.47 

1979 14,532 $43,307 $81,008 $2.98 

1980 7,727 $18,222 $47,416 $2.36 

1981 21,000 $54,577 $122,073 $2.60 

1982 30,143 $78,860 $155,363 $2.62 

1983 14,326 $36,617 $83,988 $2.56 

1984 12,877 $45,976 $84,191 $3.57 

1985 31,569 $120,428 $206,338 $3.81 

1986 30,833 $143,270 $237,871 $4.65 

1987 15,035 $87,381 $147,997 $5.81 

1988 11,943 $96,408 $150,134 $8.07 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1989 34,383 $169,272 $291,198 $4.92 

1990 37,133 $160,734 $290,504 $4.33 

1991 25,211 $84,640 $157,103 $3.36 

1992 20,938 $110,387 $172,355 $5.27 

1993 42,529 $140,633 $271,286 $3.31 

1994 30,828 $195,202 $293,349 $6.33 

1995 10,533 $40,687 $113,258 $3.86 

1996 15,481 $78,000 $140,502 $5.04 

1997 25,300 $89,200 $209,600 $3.53 

1998 5,000 $32,600 $66,000 $6.52 

1999 1,700 $12,400 $63,100 $7.29 

2000 8,500 $39,500 $113,100 $4.65 

2001 6,200 $20,700 $74,800 $3.34 

2002 10,100 $40,300 $103,500 $3.99 

2003 6,300 $24,100 $75,200 $3.83 

2004 4,300 $21,700 $99,100 $5.05 

2005 900 $3,800 $65,000 $4.22 

2006 10,000 $32,400 $113,400 $3.24 

2007 1,900 $6,700 $64,100 $3.53 

2008 2,000 $7,700 $65,500 $3.85 

2009 700 $2,600 $49,900 $3.71 

2010 20,000 $56,800 $174,400 $2.84 

2011 3,100 $12,700 $98,400 $4.10 

2012 2,100 $9,000 $62,700 $4.29 

2013 300 $2,200 $69,300 $7.33 

 

Table A.8.3 BC commercial coho landings and value, 1973-2013 

Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1973 11,250 $18,910 $27,863 $1.68 

1974 10,378 $13,834 $24,375 $1.33 

1975 7,737 $12,401 $19,783 $1.60 

1976 9,322 $21,331 $29,906 $2.29 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1977 9,857 $22,671 $35,396 $2.30 

1978 9,152 $27,269 $41,023 $2.98 

1979 10,342 $44,063 $57,203 $4.26 

1980 9,025 $23,078 $43,568 $2.56 

1981 7,514 $22,009 $37,984 $2.93 

1982 9,297 $26,144 $42,582 $2.81 

1983 10,461 $22,504 $39,306 $2.15 

1984 10,089 $35,532 $59,624 $3.52 

1985 8,977 $26,555 $48,362 $2.96 

1986 13,238 $39,264 $66,090 $2.97 

1987 8,415 $33,747 $61,803 $4.01 

1988 7,077 $37,688 $59,134 $5.33 

1989 8,752 $19,335 $45,481 $2.21 

1990 10,569 $28,065 $53,292 $2.66 

1991 10,052 $25,267 $41,660 $2.51 

1992 7,328 $20,608 $35,791 $2.81 

1993 4,316 $10,912 $19,836 $2.53 

1994 7,713 $22,616 $42,532 $2.93 

1995 4,866 $13,429 $27,171 $2.76 

1996 3,366 $10,200 $23,630 $3.03 

1997 800 $1,800 $7,200 $2.25 

1998 <0.1 <0.1 $6,000 n/a 

1999 <0.1 <0.1 $5,800 n/a 

2000 <0.1 <0.1 $8,800 n/a 

2001 <0.1 $100 $5,100 n/a 

2002 500 $1,100 $8,100 $2.20 

2003 800 $2,500 $14,200 $3.13 

2004 1,100 $3,600 $19,200 $3.27 

2005 1,100 $3,500 $24,000 $3.18 

2006 500 $2,100 $21,200 $4.20 

2007 800 $2,600 $19,900 $3.25 

2008 400 $1,900 $21,300 $4.75 

2009 800 $3,000 $23,900 $3.75 

2010 600 $2,600 $20,500 $4.33 

2011 1,100 $4,900 $22,300 $4.45 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

2012 700 $3,100 $20,900 $4.43 

2013 1,100 $5,200 $27,400 $4.73 

 

Table A.8.4 BC commercial pink landings and value, 1973-2013 

Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1973 13,306 $7,882 $27,220 $0.59 

1974 11,207 $5,791 $22,215 $0.52 

1975 10,239 $6,900 $21,040 $0.67 

1976 17,056 $12,124 $37,085 $0.71 

1977 24,723 $22,262 $54,767 $0.90 

1978 15,331 $12,835 $37,852 $0.84 

1979 24,696 $29,685 $76,867 $1.20 

1980 13,718 $15,118 $50,425 $1.10 

1981 38,253 $45,822 $117,302 $1.20 

1982 3,977 $3,195 $13,675 $0.80 

1983 39,538 $26,651 $103,767 $0.67 

1984 12,059 $10,742 $38,195 $0.89 

1985 37,700 $38,979 $115,160 $1.03 

1986 29,505 $25,691 $96,812 $0.87 

1987 26,921 $33,479 $102,293 $1.24 

1988 32,217 $49,303 $160,956 $1.53 

1989 31,004 $33,481 $121,199 $1.08 

1990 26,240 $26,981 $90,810 $1.03 

1991 35,096 $29,971 $81,289 $0.85 

1992 14,913 $10,805 $52,794 $0.73 

1993 16,046 $11,537 $52,393 $0.72 

1994 3,383 $2,346 $17,318 $0.69 

1995 19,767 $14,291 $52,534 $0.72 

1996 8,365 $4,600 $24,034 $0.55 

1997 12,200 $6,600 $45,000 $0.54 

1998 3,900 $2,800 $53,000 $0.72 

1999 9,500 $5,700 $53,200 $0.60 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

2000 7,100 $4,700 $36,500 $0.66 

2001 10,600 $4,200 $43,300 $0.40 

2002 8,600 $2,800 $32,100 $0.33 

2003 15,400 $4,400 $33,300 $0.29 

2004 3,600 $1,100 $23,100 $0.31 

2005 12,600 $4,100 $42,000 $0.33 

2006 1,400 $500 $8,500 $0.36 

2007 11,200 $5,200 $43,300 $0.46 

2008 400 $200 $13,300 $0.50 

2009 13,400 $6,700 $41,800 $0.50 

2010 1,300 $700 $16,800 $0.54 

2011 9,100 $8,700 $36,800 $0.96 

2012 1,200 $1,000 $11,300 $0.83 

2013 12,900 $9,600 $35,200 $0.74 

 

Table A.8.5 BC commercial chum landings and value, 1973-2013 

Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1973 32,762 $32,670 $56,554 $1.00 

1974 12,479 $10,680 $22,350 $0.86 

1975 5,389 $7,206 $11,588 $1.34 

1976 10,922 $14,835 $27,075 $1.36 

1977 6,032 $7,905 $16,623 $1.31 

1978 15,855 $33,336 $50,878 $2.10 

1979 4,751 $12,243 $21,262 $2.58 

1980 16,809 $36,197 $63,960 $2.15 

1981 6,157 $9,781 $21,653 $1.59 

1982 15,091 $25,528 $42,768 $1.69 

1983 4,899 $7,605 $14,735 $1.55 

1984 9,003 $14,938 $34,835 $1.66 

1985 23,646 $34,755 $75,907 $1.47 

1986 25,197 $37,614 $77,904 $1.49 

1987 11,000 $26,779 $55,926 $2.43 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1988 30,297 $84,621 $145,581 $2.79 

1989 9,322 $13,778 $42,085 $1.48 

1990 17,181 $27,053 $61,856 $1.57 

1991 10,236 $12,884 $33,697 $1.26 

1992 17,964 $25,523 $62,520 $1.42 

1993 17,273 $23,345 $56,251 $1.35 

1994 20,323 $21,999 $68,287 $1.08 

1995 12,115 $11,816 $41,379 $0.98 

1996 6,482 $4,800 $33,225 $0.74 

1997 8,700 $6,400 $36,100 $0.74 

1998 19,900 $12,800 $46,000 $0.64 

1999 5,000 $4,100 $41,200 $0.82 

2000 2,800 $3,400 $34,800 $1.21 

2001 5,500 $5,400 $27,800 $0.98 

2002 12,400 $6,000 $40,400 $0.48 

2003 13,700 $9,100 $45,600 $0.66 

2004 14,100 $11,000 $47,300 $0.78 

2005 9,600 $9,200 $53,000 $0.96 

2006 9,800 $10,100 $55,500 $1.03 

2007 4,900 $6,600 $30,200 $1.35 

2008 1,700 $3,000 $18,700 $1.76 

2009 2,700 $4,300 $21,300 $1.59 

2010 500 $900 $9,700 $1.80 

2011 5,800 $10,700 $30,100 $1.84 

2012 4,100 $5,300 $35,100 $1.29 

2013 2,600 $3,300 $28,400 $1.27 

 

Table A.8.6 BC commercial steelhead landings and value, 1973-1996 

Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1973 57 $53 $121 $0.93 

1974 49 $49 $101 $1.00 

1975 49 $50 $110 $1.02 
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Year 
Landings 
(tonnes) 

Landed Value 
('000's) 

Wholesale 
Value ('000's) 

Average 
Price ($/kg) 

1976 47 $77 $139 $1.64 

1977 59 $80 $223 $1.36 

1978 57 $82 $258 $1.44 

1979 48 $96 $250 $2.00 

1980 52 $81 $247 $1.56 

1981 81 $147 $387 $1.81 

1982 104 $170 $520 $1.63 

1983 57 $94 $308 $1.65 

1984 150 $292 $1,032 $1.95 

1985 202 $389 $857 $1.92 

1986 158 $277 $895 $1.75 

1987 75 $147 $445 $1.96 

1988 93 $250 $842 $2.69 

1989 32 $58 $257 $1.81 

1990 45 $83 $401 $1.84 

1991 26 $38 $286 $1.46 

1992 18 $31 $126 $1.72 

1993 8 $13 $43 $1.63 

1994 5 $9 $42 $1.80 

1995 4 $6 $44 $1.50 

1996 3 $5 $14 $1.67 
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Appendix A.9: BC commercial salmon licences issued by region, 1984-1996 

Source: British Columbia (1985-1996) 

Table A.9.1 BC one year commercial salmon licences issued by region, 1984-
1996 

Year Lower Mainland Vancouver Island 
North and 

Central Coast 
Total 

 

# % # % # % # 

1982 4,634 30.2%  8,491  55.3%  2,243  14.6%  15,368  

1983 4,256 29.1%  8,360  57.1%  2,022  13.8%  14,638  

1984 3,943 27.9%  8,226  58.2%  1,957  13.9%  14,126  

1985 4,124 27.4%  8,576  57.0%  2,350  15.6%  15,050  

1986 4,205 26.8%  9,117  58.0%  2,385  15.2%  15,707  

1987 4,299 26.1%  10,059  61.1%  2,115  12.8%  16,473  

1988 4,146 25.9%  9,627  60.1%  2,233  14.0%  16,006  

1989 4,170 28.2%  8,626  58.4%  1,975  13.4%  14,771  

1990 3,737 27.8%  7,734  57.6%  1,960  14.6%  13,431  

1991 3,181 26.3%  7,126  58.9%  1,796  14.8%  12,103  

1992 3,156 27.6%  6,378  55.7%  1,918  16.7%  11,452  

1993 3,367 28.3%  6,605  55.5%  1,939  16.3%  11,911  

1994 3,054 26.2%  6,750  58.0%  1,842  15.8%  11,646  

1995 3,053 24.6%  7,355  59.2%  2,021  16.3%  12,429  

1996 2,099 22.9%  5,322  58.2%  1,728  18.9%  9,149  

 

Table A.9.2 BC five year commercial salmon licences issued by region, 1984-
1994 

Year Lower Mainland Vancouver Island North and Central Coast Total 

 
# % # % # % # 

1982 1,264 67.5% 240 12.8% 369 19.7% 1,873 

1983 577 77.0% 99 13.2% 73 9.7% 749 

1984 373 76.6% 59 12.1% 55 11.3% 487 

1985 302 67.7% 76 17.0% 68 15.2% 446 
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1986 492 53.4% 316 34.3% 113 12.3% 921 

1987 1,065 53.6% 548 27.6% 374 18.8% 1,987 

1988 894 57.1% 470 30.0% 203 13.0% 1,567 

1989 926 57.4% 512 31.8% 174 10.8% 1,612 

1990 645 51.6% 477 38.2% 127 10.2% 1,249 

1991 823 48.3% 733 43.0% 148 8.7% 1,704 

1992 799 44.4% 706 39.3% 293 16.3% 1,798 

1993 793 44.2% 697 38.9% 303 16.9% 1,793 

1994 678 43.0% 661 42.0% 236 15.0% 1,575 
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Appendix A.10: BC fish processing facilities and employment by region, 1984-
1996 

Source: British Columbia (1985-1996) 

Table A.10.1 Fish processing facilities by region, 1984-1996 

Year Region 
Only 

Canning 
Only Cold 
Storage 

Canning 
and Cold 
Storage 

Plant 
Only 

Total 
Plants 

1984/1985 Lower Mainland 3 44 5 30 82 

 Southern Vancouver Island  26 3 30 59 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  4  2 6 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1   2 3 

 Sunshine Coast  2  8 10 

 Central Coast  2   2 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  3 3 2 8 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2   2 

 Interior of B.C.  2   2 

 Total 4 85 11 74 174 

       

1985/1986 Lower Mainland 2 47 5 25 79 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 28 2 31 62 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  4  2 6 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1   2 3 

 Sunshine Coast  3  6 9 

 Central Coast  1  1 2 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 4 1 10 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2   2 

 Interior of B.C.  1   1 

 Total 4 91 11 68 174 

       

1986/1987 Lower Mainland 2 48 4 24 78 

 Southern Vancouver Island 2 36 1 31 70 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  5  2 7 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 2  4 7 

 Sunshine Coast  5  5 10 

 Central Coast  1   1 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 4 2 11 
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Year Region 
Only 

Canning 
Only Cold 
Storage 

Canning 
and Cold 
Storage 

Plant 
Only 

Total 
Plants 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2  1 3 

 Interior of B.C.      

 Total 5 104 9 69 187 

       

1987/1988 Lower Mainland 2 53 4 28 87 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 20 1 22 44 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  8  5 13 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 16 1 14 32 

 Sunshine Coast  7  13 20 

 Central Coast  1   1 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 4 1 10 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  1  2 3 

 Interior of B.C.  2  1 3 

 Total 4 113 10 86 213 

       

1988/1989 Lower Mainland 2 56 4 32 94 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 21  23 45 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  6  5 11 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 13 1 23 38 

 Sunshine Coast  10  9 19 

 Central Coast  3   3 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  4 4 3 11 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2  1 3 

 Interior of B.C.  2   2 

 Total 4 117 9 96 226 

       

1989/1990 Lower Mainland 2 65 3 37 107 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 17  27 45 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  4  7 11 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 14 1 25 41 

 Sunshine Coast  8  10 18 

 Central Coast  2  2 4 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  4 3 3 10 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  1  1 2 
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Year Region 
Only 

Canning 
Only Cold 
Storage 

Canning 
and Cold 
Storage 

Plant 
Only 

Total 
Plants 

 Interior of B.C.  2  1 3 

 Total 4 117 7 113 241 

       

1990 Lower Mainland 3 59 3 31 96 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 17 1 33 52 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  4  7 11 

 Northern Vancouver Island  8 1 12 21 

 Sunshine Coast  7  11 18 

 Central Coast  2  2 4 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 3 3 11 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2  1 3 

 Interior of B.C.  3   3 

 Total 4 107 8 100 219 

       

1991 Lower Mainland 2 53 3 38 96 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 20 1 41 63 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  3 1 6 10 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 3  3 7 

 Sunshine Coast  5  12 17 

 Central Coast  3  2 5 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 3 1 9 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  1  1 2 

 Interior of B.C.  3   3 

 Total 4 96 8 104 212 

       

1992 Lower Mainland 3 47 2 40 92 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 17 2 47 67 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  4  8 12 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 4   5 

 Sunshine Coast  3  10 13 

 Central Coast  3  2 5 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 2  7 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2  4 6 

 Interior of B.C.  2   2 
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Year Region 
Only 

Canning 
Only Cold 
Storage 

Canning 
and Cold 
Storage 

Plant 
Only 

Total 
Plants 

 Total 5 87 6 111 209 

       

1993 Lower Mainland 3 60 2 29 94 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 18 1 41 61 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  2  7 9 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 3  1 5 

 Sunshine Coast  2  8 10 

 Central Coast  3  1 4 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  5 2 2 9 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  3  1 4 

 Interior of B.C.  2   2 

 Total 5 98 5 90 198 

       

1994 Lower Mainland 3 57 2 36 98 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 17 2 38 58 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  2  7 9 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 2  5 8 

 Sunshine Coast  3  9 12 

 Central Coast  1  1 2 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  7 2 5 14 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  1  1 2 

 Interior of B.C.  3  4 7 

 Total 5 93 6 106 210 

       

1995 Lower Mainland 3 60 2 32 97 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 15 2 36 54 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  2  5 7 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 2  5 8 

 Sunshine Coast  2  7 9 

 Central Coast  2  2 4 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  6 2 6 14 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  1  1 2 

 Interior of B.C.  2  3 5 

 Total 5 92 6 97 200 
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Year Region 
Only 

Canning 
Only Cold 
Storage 

Canning 
and Cold 
Storage 

Plant 
Only 

Total 
Plants 

       

1996 Lower Mainland 3 54 2 29 88 

 Southern Vancouver Island 1 14 2 28 45 

 West Coast Vancouver Island  2  6 8 

 Northern Vancouver Island 1 3  5 9 

 Sunshine Coast  1  7 8 

 Central Coast  2  2 4 

 North Coast/Prince Rupert  8 2 7 17 

 Queen Charlotte Islands  2  1 3 

 Interior of B.C.  1  2 3 

 Total 5 87 6 87 185 

 

Table A.10.2 Processing employment by region, 1984-1996 

Year  Lower 
Mainland 

Vancouver 
Island 

Sunshine 
Coast 

North and 
Central Coast 

BC 
Total 

1987 Person-months 40,236 11,047 1,360 13,823 66,466 

 Monthly average 3,353 921 113 1,152 5,539 

 % BC total 60.54% 16.62% 2.05% 20.80% 100.00% 

1990 Person-months 40,861 9,432 2,646 14,546 67,485 

 Monthly average 3,405 786 221 1,212 5,624 

 % BC total 60.55% 13.98% 3.92% 21.55% 100.00% 

1993 Person-months 48,507 13,501 1,091 12,180 75,279 

 Monthly average 4,042 1,125 91 1,015 6,273 

 % BC total 64.44% 17.93% 1.45% 16.18% 100.00% 

1996 Person-months 34,333 13,201 565 10,818 58,911 

 Monthly average 2,861 1,100 47 902 4,909 

 % BC total 58.28% 22.41% 0.96% 18.36% 100.00% 
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Appendix A.11: Pacific Region commercial salmon licence values, 2000-2014 

Source: Nelson (1999-2015) 

Table A.11.1 Pacific Region commercial salmon gillnet licence values, 2000-2014 

Year Category Value # Total Value 

2000 Full Fee $105,000.00 923 $96,900,000.00 

2000 Reduced Fee $85,000.00 164 $13,900,000.00 

2000 All $102,000.00 1087 $110,900,000.00 

     2002 Full Fee $85,000.00 915 $77,775,000.00 

2002 Reduced Fee $70,000.00 160 $11,200,000.00 

2002 All $82,767.00 1075 $88,975,000.00 

     2004 Full Fee $90,000.00 915 $82,350,000.00 

2004 Reduced Fee $70,000.00 160 $11,200,000.00 

2004 All $87,023.00 1075 $93,550,000.00 

     2006 Full Fee $80,000.00 895 $71,600,000.00 

2006 Reduced Fee $68,000.00 164 $11,152,000.00 

2006 All $78,142.00 1059 $82,752,000.00 

     2008 Full Fee $65,000.00 865 $56,225,000.00 

2008 Reduced Fee $55,000.00 163 $8,965,000.00 

2008 All $63,414.00 1028 $65,190,000.00 

     2010 Full Fee $50,000.00 814 $40,700,000.00 

2010 Reduced Fee $35,000.00 156 $5,460,000.00 

2010 All $47,588.00 970 $46,160,000.00 

     2012 Full Fee $55,000.00 737 $40,535,000.00 

2012 Reduced Fee $45,000.00 138 $6,210,000.00 

2012 All $53,423.00 875 $46,745,000.00 

     2014 Full Fee $55,000.00 704 $38,720,000.00 

2014 Reduced Fee $45,000.00 111 $4,995,000.00 

2014 All $53,638.00 815 $43,715,000.00 
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Table A.11.2 Pacific Region commercial salmon seine licence values, 2000-2014 

Year Category Value # Total Value 

2000 Full Fee $550,000.00 250 $137,500,000.00 

2000 Reduced Fee $450,000.00 18 $8,100,000.00 

2000 All $543,000.00 268 $145,600,000.00 

     2002 Full Fee $370,000.00 248 $91,760,000.00 

2002 Reduced Fee $250,000.00 18 $4,500,000.00 

2002 All $361,880.00 266 $96,260,000.00 

     2004 Full Fee $375,000.00 239 $89,625,000.00 

2004 Reduced Fee $250,000.00 18 $4,500,000.00 

2004 All $366,245.00 257 $94,125,000.00 

     2006 Full Fee $340,000.00 231 $78,540,000.00 

2006 Reduced Fee $300,000.00 18 $5,400,000.00 

2006 All $337,108.00 249 $83,940,000.00 

     2008 Full Fee $320,000.00 225 $72,000,000.00 

2008 Reduced Fee $275,000.00 18 $4,950,000.00 

2008 All $316,667.00 243 $76,950,000.00 

     2010 Full Fee $200,000.00 210 $42,000,000.00 

2010 Reduced Fee $160,000.00 18 $2,880,000.00 

2010 All $196,842.00 228 $44,880,000.00 

     2012 Full Fee $275,000.00 197 $54,175,000.00 

2012 Reduced Fee $235,000.00 15 $3,525,000.00 

2012 All $272,170.00 212 $57,700,000.00 

     2014 Full Fee $300,000.00 195 $58,500,000.00 

2014 Reduced Fee $250,000.00 15 $3,750,000.00 

2014 All $296,429.00 210 $62,250,000.00 
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Table A.11.3 Pacific Region commercial salmon troll licence values, 2000-2014 

Year Category Value # Total Value 

2000 Full Fee $105,000.00 504 $52,900,000.00 

2000 Reduced Fee $85,000.00 23 $2,000,000.00 

2000 All $105,000.00 1 $100,000.00 

     2002 Full Fee $100,000.00 497 $49,700,000.00 

2002 Reduced Fee $80,000.00 23 $1,840,000.00 

2002 All $99,115.00 520 $51,540,000.00 

     2004 Full Fee $135,000.00 497 $67,095,000.00 

2004 Reduced Fee $100,000.00 23 $2,300,000.00 

2004 All $133,452.00 520 $69,395,000.00 

     2006 Full Fee $145,000.00 494 $71,623,000.00 

2006 Reduced Fee $123,250.00 23 $2,834,750.00 

2006 All $144,032.00 517 $74,464,750.00 

     2008 Full Fee $100,000.00 492 $49,200,000.00 

2008 Reduced Fee $85,000.00 23 $1,955,000.00 

2008 All $99,330.00 515 $51,155,000.00 

     2010 Full Fee $70,000.00 463 $32,410,000.00 

2010 Reduced Fee $55,000.00 23 $1,265,000.00 

2010 All $69,290.00 486 $33,675,000.00 

     2012 Full Fee $110,000.00 441 $48,510,000.00 

2012 Reduced Fee $100,000.00 18 $1,800,000.00 

2012 All $109,608.00 459 $50,310,000.00 

     2014 Full Fee $120,000.00 345 $41,400,000.00 

2014 Reduced Fee $100,000.00 11 $1,100,000.00 

2014 All $119,382.00 356 $42,500,000.00 

 

: 
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Appendix A.12: Fisheries and Oceans Canada expenditures, 1994-2016 

Source: Auditor General of Canada (1995-2016) 

Table A.12.1 Fisheries and Oceans Canada program expenditures, 1994-2016 

Year Program Operating Capital Transfers Total  

1994-1995 Science $181,515,465.00 $9,903,884.00 $742,175.00 $192,161,524.00 

 

Fisheries Operations $204,664,352.00 $10,050,653.00 $104,843,291.00 $319,558,296.00 

 

Inspection Services $30,065,111.00 $1,205,261.00 $15,000.00 $31,285,372.00 

 

International $6,796,281.00 $24,002.00 $2,000.00 $6,822,283.00 

 

Corporate Policy & Program Support $151,230,966.00 $75,941,517.00 $912,673.00 $228,085,156.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $574,272,175.00 $97,125,317.00 $106,515,139.00 $777,912,631.00 

1995-1996 Science  $180,845,697.00 $8,890,055.00 $593,462.00 $190,329,214.00 

 

Fisheries Operations $199,703,738.00 $6,940,840.00 $75,167,692.00 $281,812,270.00 

 

Inspection Services $31,416,907.00 $582,265.00 

 

$31,999,172.00 

 

International $5,048,567.00 $14,435.00 $2,500.00 $5,065,502.00 

 

Corporate Policy & Program Support $168,213,586.00 $51,965,172.00 $1,478,412.00 $220,561,661.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,025,288,138.00 $149,446,403.00 $78,845,799.00 $1,253,580,340.00 

1996-1997 Fisheries Operations $172,574,063.00 

 

$157,336,610.00 $329,910,673.00 

 

Science $213,216,510.00 

 

$739,990.00 $213,956,500.00 

 

Inspection Services $30,081,814.00 

  

$30,081,814.00 

 

International $4,622,068.00 

  

$4,622,068.00 

 

Corporate Policy & Program Support $199,109,252.00 $31,689,516.00 $345,000.00 $229,386,873.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,069,475,402.00 $94,406,910.00 $159,969,316.00 $1,323,851,628.00 

1997-1998 Fisheries & Oceans science  $115,309,104.00 $14,734.00 $1,117,816.00 $116,441,654.00 



 

238 

Year Program Operating Capital Transfers Total  

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $47,644,153.00 $5,557.00 $527,202.00 $48,176,912.00 

 

Fisheries Management $174,553,003.00 $5,352.00 $49,117,688.00 $223,676,043.00 

 

Harbours $41,200,497.00 $16,652,880.00 $100,000.00 $57,953,377.00 

 

Policy & Internal Services $161,062,511.00 $29,241,549.00 $62,000.00 $187,607,105.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $996,528,742.00 $101,379,214.00 $53,637,762.00 $1,151,545,718.00 

1998-1999 Fisheries & Oceans Science $129,621,804.00 $435,926.00 $1,777,710.00 $131,835,440.00 

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $65,102,152.00 $1,514.00 $1,175,693.00 $66,279,359.00 

 

Fisheries Management $190,748,214.00 $2,141,932.00 $242,491,768.00 $435,381,914.00 

 

Harbours $38,926,589.00 $18,633,566.00 $530,750.00 $58,090,905.00 

 

Policy &  Internal Services $148,426,947.00 $32,602,430.00 $182,000.00 $178,010,464.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $969,685,224.00 $114,603,149.00 $249,391,872.00 $1,333,680,245.00 

1999-2000 Fisheries & Oceans Science $129,840,715.00 $2,069,448.00 $1,686,534.00 $133,596,697.00 

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $75,243,919.00 $50,943.00 $2,777,266.00 $78,072,128.00 

 

Fisheries Management $193,989,621.00 $2,558,265.00 $241,696,036.00 $438,243,922.00 

 

Harbours $37,180,243.00 $23,974,268.00 $2,517,996.00 $63,672,507.00 

 

Policy & Internal Services $168,763,246.00 $31,688,108.00 $239,002.00 $196,771,959.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,003,255,999.00 $123,115,343.00 $252,624,284.00 $1,378,995,626.00 

2000-2001 Fisheries & Oceans Science $141,277,035.00 $5,236,028.00 $2,358,554.00 $148,871,617.00 

 

Habitat Management & Environmental science $96,283,067.00 $1,807,225.00 $34,415,819.00 $132,506,111.00 

 

Fisheries Management $206,196,783.00 $8,789,528.00 $194,230,669.00 $409,216,980.00 

 

Harbours $42,846,078.00 $46,126,837.00 $1,032,139.00 $90,005,054.00 

 

Policy & Internal Services $209,538,429.00 $50,658,084.00 $3,708,979.00 $260,044,565.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,109,722,060.00 $178,051,880.00 $240,099,544.00 $1,527,873,484.00 

2001-2002 Fisheries & Oceans Science $154,616,542.00 $2,294,488.00 $2,879,452.00 $159,790,482.00 
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Year Program Operating Capital Transfers Total  

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $96,133,291.00 $204,095.00 $5,172,851.00 $101,510,237.00 

 

Fisheries Management $217,002,969.00 $1,255,693.00 $151,231,568.00 $369,490,230.00 

 

Harbours $47,061,669.00 $31,631,007.00 $5,312,436.00 $84,005,112.00 

 

Policy & Internal Services $249,497,830.00 $66,166,702.00 $3,365,507.00 $315,601,266.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,199,458,544.00 $139,284,948.00 $173,248,570.00 $1,511,992,062.00 

2002-2003 Fisheries & Oceans Science $178,465,823.00 $704,929.00 $2,493,825.00 $181,664,577.00 

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $96,558,793.00 $18,377.00 $6,047,080.00 $102,624,250.00 

 

Fisheries Management $211,391,497.00 $1,639,980.00 $106,436,432.00 $319,467,909.00 

 

Harbours $61,412,066.00 $31,242,672.00 $1,482,627.00 $94,137,365.00 

 

Policy & Internal services $256,586,175.00 $72,480,809.00 $694,468.00 $325,262,395.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,243,709,035.00 $156,050,799.00 $122,198,042.00 $1,521,957,876.00 

2003-2004 Fisheries and oceans science $170,455,165.00 $1,502,592.00 $1,928,222.00 $173,885,979.00 

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $92,221,672.00 

 

$494,883.00 $92,716,555.00 

 

Fisheries Management $207,907,004.00 $1,171,460.00 $71,063,774.00 $280,142,238.00 

 

Harbours $62,757,170.00 $34,079,648.00 $926,569.00 $97,763,387.00 

 

Policy & Internal Services $229,149,756.00 $53,818,965.00 $326,343.00 $279,701,485.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,150,049,435.00 $195,809,189.00 $79,680,597.00 $1,425,539,221.00 

2004-2005 Fisheries & Oceans Science $169,145,977.00 $1,163,855.00 $1,346,643.00 $171,656,475.00 

 

Habitat Management & Environmental Science $90,003,969.00 $669,452.00 $956,936.00 $91,630,357.00 

 

Fisheries Management $211,894,081.00 $1,026,845.00 $86,517,463.00 $299,438,389.00 

 

Harbours $62,894,306.00 $33,014,391.00 $683,000.00 $96,591,697.00 

 

Policy & Internal services $224,024,071.00 $51,645,253.00 $331,859.00 $274,181,005.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,193,177,700.00 $184,388,632.00 $95,010,692.00 $1,472,577,024.00 

2005-2006 Small Craft Harbours $81,833,498.00 $36,026,042.00 $470,000.00 $118,329,540.00 
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Science (safe & accessible water ways) $44,778,844.00 $3,229,927.00 $77,879.00 $48,086,650.00 

 

Fisheries Management $279,417,220.00 $11,632,825.00 $73,774,618.00 $364,824,663.00 

 

Science (sustainable fisheries & aquaculture) $176,297,538.00 $7,890,162.00 $379,548.00 $184,567,248.00 

 

Oceans Management $20,272,989.00 $873,149.00 $570,136.00 $21,716,274.00 

 

Habitat Management $66,130,320.00 $2,624,161.00 $484,553.00 $69,239,034.00 

 

Science (healthy & productive aquatic 
ecosystem) $67,371,668.00 $3,917,898.00 $99,995.00 $71,389,561.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,245,258,844.00 $167,936,501.00 $81,324,684.00 $1,494,520,029.00 

2006-2007 Small Craft Harbours $78,539,477.00 $38,296,592.00 $708,507.00 $117,544,576.00 

 

Science (safe & accessible water ways) $63,066,650.00 $2,195,582.00 $178,072.00 $65,440,304.00 

 

Fisheries Management $285,441,082.00 $6,096,466.00 $132,943,606.00 $424,481,154.00 

 

Science (sustainable fisheries & aquaculture) $188,752,697.00 $11,568,297.00 $415,330.00 $200,736,324.00 

 

Oceans Management $23,171,360.00 $291,237.00 $915,900.00 $24,378,497.00 

 

Habitat Management $69,152,498.00 $516,806.00 $843,500.00 $70,512,804.00 

 

Science (healthy & productive aquatic 
ecosystem) $76,563,308.00 $11,511,602.00 $90,000.00 $88,164,910.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,312,662,129.00 $195,203,713.00 $141,080,915.00 $1,648,946,757.00 

2007-2008 Small Craft Harbours $75,291,646.00 $36,396,761.00 $986,014.00 $112,674,421.00 

 

Science (safe & accessible water ways) $48,869,254.00 $2,246,274.00 $124,096.00 $51,239,624.00 

 

Fisheries Management $294,993,951.00 $6,401,930.00 $63,398,671.00 $364,794,552.00 

 

Science (sustainable fisheries & aquaculture) $193,331,703.00 $14,596,665.00 $1,239,119.00 $209,167,487.00 

 

Oceans Management $19,931,756.00 $164,913.00 $109,450.00 $20,206,119.00 

 

Habitat Management $75,018,609.00 $449,388.00 $2,334,227.00 $77,802,224.00 

 

Science (healthy & productive aquatic 
ecosystem) $75,794,201.00 $7,241,572.00 $15,000.00 $83,050,773.00 
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Total Department Budgetary $1,332,058,366.00 $211,207,177.00 $73,367,577.00 $1,616,633,120.00 

2008-2009 Fisheries Management $314,751,295.00 $6,325,672.00 $76,662,935.00 $397,739,902.00 

 

Science for Sustainable Fisheries & Aquaculture $199,776,835.00 $25,246,874.00 $618,912.00 $225,642,621.00 

 

Habitat Management $120,478,622.00 $623,572.00 $3,103,177.00 $124,205,371.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $83,738,360.00 $32,126,501.00 $3,912,157.00 $119,777,018.00 

 

Science for Healthy & Productive Aquatic 
Ecosystem $77,350,580.00 $8,728,590.00 $95,000.00 $86,174,170.00 

 

Science for Safe & Accessible Water Ways  $48,579,339.00 $3,214,820.00 $164,565.00 $51,958,724.00 

 

Oceans Management $20,775,847.00 $232,238.00 $50,000.00 $21,058,085.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,403,548,798.00 $249,382,299.00 $94,614,352.00 $1,747,545,449.00 

2009-2010 Fisheries & Aquaculture Management $236,485,394.00 $3,010,243.00 $100,056,274.00 $339,551,911.00 

 

Internal Services $279,321,932.00 $69,466,837.00 

 

$348,788,769.00 

 

Science for Sustainable Fisheries & Aquaculture $133,402,520.00 $968,816.00 $568,948.00 $134,940,284.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $118,834,498.00 $98,759,730.00 $3,453,194.00 $221,047,422.00 

 

Habitat Management $59,884,578.00 $99,302.00 $1,984,860.00 $61,968,740.00 

 

Science for Healthy & Productive Aquatic 
Ecosystem $58,699,356.00 $2,015,591.00 $203,550.00 $60,918,497.00 

 

Science for Safe & Accessible Water Ways  $39,133,422.00 $925,849.00 $155,202.00 $40,214,473.00 

 

Species at Risk Management $21,842,481.00 

 

$5,900.00 $21,848,381.00 

 

Oceans Management $15,575,857.00 

 

$248,000.00 $15,823,857.00 

2010-2011 Internal Services $288,468,571.00 $82,758,775.00 

 

$371,227,346.00 

 

Fisheries & Aquaculture Management $242,574,790.00 $1,955,616.00 $111,697,565.00 $356,227,971.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $112,419,087.00 $86,799,190.00 $7,215,864.00 $206,434,141.00 

 

Science for Sustainable Fisheries & Aquaculture $132,405,880.00 $701,535.00 $634,394.00 $133,741,809.00 

 

Habitat Management $51,015,598.00 

 

$1,984,950.00 $53,000,548.00 
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Science for Healthy & Productive Aquatic 
Ecosystem $53,334,092.00 $14,885.00 $99,767.00 $53,448,744.00 

 

Science for Safe & Accessible Water Ways  $38,555,372.00 $655,617.00 $87,569.00 $39,298,558.00 

 

Species at Risk Management $22,136,014.00 

  

$22,136,014.00 

 

Oceans Management $14,364,279.00 

 

$218,000.00 $14,582,279.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,445,447,444.00 $420,442,927.00 $127,009,109.00 $1,992,899,480.00 

2011-2012 Ocean Forecasting $13,972,617.00 $453,071.00 $35,000.00 $14,460,688.00 

 

Integrated Fisheries Resource Management $116,165,804.00 $1,177,854.00 $21,267,174.00 $138,610,832.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $102,505,063.00 $51,942,662.00 $9,180,060.00 $163,627,785.00 

 

Aboriginal Strategies & Governance $19,582,767.00 

 

$85,331,971.00 $104,914,738.00 

 

Fisheries Strategies & Governance $33,983,227.00 $1,342,879.00 $196,000.00 $35,522,106.00 

 

International Affairs $14,684,318.00 

 

$104,246.00 $14,788,564.00 

 

Compliance & Enforcement $116,192,548.00 $128,015.00 

 

$116,320,563.00 

 

Habitat Management $61,576,990.00 

 

$30,000.00 $61,606,990.00 

 

Integrated Oceans Management $38,469,263.00 $8,749.00 $207,106.00 $38,685,118.00 

 

Salmonid Enhancement Program $29,801,965.00 

 

$379,312.00 $30,181,277.00 

 

Species at Risk Management $26,214,362.00 

  

$26,214,362.00 

 

Aquatic Invasive Species $11,525,150.00 

  

$11,525,150.00 

 

Environmental Response Services $10,906,905.00 

  

$10,906,905.00 

 

Aboriginal Inland Habitat Program $193,505.00 

 

$1,875,000.00 $2,068,505.00 

 

Internal Services $280,426,507.00 $56,243,056.00 

 

$336,669,563.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,452,647,337.00 $299,588,070.00 $128,647,360.00 $1,880,882,767.00 

2012-2013 Ocean Forecasting $16,880,096.00 $387,300.00 $15,000.00 $17,282,396.00 

 

Integrated Fisheries Resource Management $112,366,869.00 $652,932.00 $7,376,128.00 $120,395,929.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $67,449,441.00 $40,773,034.00 $3,539,765.00 $111,762,240.00 
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Aboriginal Strategies & Governance $19,182,732.00 

 

$66,126,666.00 $85,309,398.00 

 

Fisheries Strategies & Governance $32,922,480.00 $2,364,982.00 $126,000.00 $35,413,462.00 

 

Salmonid Enhancement Program $28,660,816.00 

 

$373,396.00 $29,034,212.00 

 

International Engagement $13,981,132.00 

 

$52,500.00 $14,033,632.00 

 

Compliance & Enforcement $105,697,641.00 $1,624,029.00 

 

$107,321,670.00 

 

Habitat Management $59,632,859.00 

 

$30,000.00 $59,662,859.00 

 

Oceans Management $36,984,340.00 $134,259.00 $166,000.00 $37,284,599.00 

 

Species at Risk Management $22,414,327.00 

 

$24,500.00 $22,438,827.00 

 

Aquatic Invasive Species $12,445,824.00 

 

$10,000.00 $12,455,824.00 

 

Environmental Response Services $11,147,469.00 

  

$11,147,469.00 

 

Internal Services $259,026,269.00 $42,122,977.00 $312,000.00 $301,461,246.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,381,050,825.00 $307,868,372.00 $88,186,047.00 $1,777,105,244.00 

2013-2014 Ocean Forecasting $18,926,872.00 $261,800.00 $15,000.00 $19,203,672.00 

 

Integrated Fisheries Management $145,009,962.00 $998,468.00 $4,648,887.00 $150,657,317.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $61,703,715.00 $32,013,456.00 $4,976,712.00 $98,693,883.00 

 

Aboriginal Strategies & Governance $18,730,633.00 

 

$65,179,910.00 $83,910,543.00 

 

Salmonid Enhancement Program $31,053,530.00 

 

$1,329,832.00 $32,383,362.00 

 

International Engagement $14,315,038.00 

 

$40,000.00 $14,355,038.00 

 

Climate Change Adaptation Program $2,709,681.00 

 

$6,000.00 $2,715,681.00 

 

Compliance & Enforcement $110,647,063.00 $76,891.00 $10,000.00 $110,733,954.00 

 

Fisheries Protection $58,200,475.00 

 

$3,303,788.00 $61,504,263.00 

 

Oceans Management $39,794,010.00 $444,586.00 $204,370.00 $40,442,966.00 

 

Species at Risk Management $23,272,786.00 

  

$23,272,786.00 

 

Aquatic Invasive Species $15,070,349.00 

 

$300,000.00 $15,370,349.00 
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Environmental Response Services $35,040,603.00 

  

$35,040,603.00 

 

Internal Services $264,085,771.00 $65,011,263.00 $85,000.00 $329,182,034.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,421,765,505.00 $299,367,218.00 $85,270,463.00 $1,806,403,186.00 

2014-2015 Ocean Forecasting $16,911,014.00 $165,921.00 $125,000.00 $17,201,935.00 

 

Integrated Fisheries Management $135,408,532.00 $875,991.00 $513,906.00 $136,798,429.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $63,739,737.00 $37,525,197.00 $3,224,778.00 $104,489,712.00 

 

Aboriginal Strategies & Governance $21,153,154.00 

 

$67,692,312.00 $88,845,466.00 

 

Salmonid Enhancement Program $29,504,879.00 

 

$1,433,432.00 $30,938,311.00 

 

International Engagement $14,838,021.00 

 

$10,000.00 $14,848,021.00 

 

Climate Change Adaptation Program $2,081,064.00 

  

$2,081,064.00 

 

Compliance & Enforcement $105,034,148.00 $973,793.00 

 

$106,007,941.00 

 

Fisheries Protection $51,195,830.00 

 

$9,697,155.00 $60,892,985.00 

 

Oceans Management $41,773,337.00 $548,946.00 $821,799.00 $43,144,082.00 

 

Species at Risk Management $20,663,807.00 

 

$67,000.00 $20,730,807.00 

 

Environmental Response Services $18,887,268.00 

  

$18,887,268.00 

 

Internal Services $250,072,405.00 $46,897,309.00 $1,005,000.00 $297,974,714.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,318,379,829.00 $328,877,619.00 $89,709,841.00 $1,736,967,289.00 

2015-2016 Ocean Forecasting $14,412,683.00 $559,714.00 $105,000.00 $15,077,397.00 

 

Integrated Fisheries Management $129,197,086.00 $1,735,395.00 $321,000.00 $131,253,481.00 

 

Small Craft Harbours $50,207,665.00 $165,441,188.00 $2,298,887.00 $217,947,740.00 

 

Aboriginal Strategies & Governance $20,362,622.00 

 

$65,715,175.00 $86,077,797.00 

 

Salmonid Enhancement Program $27,545,079.00 $453,950.00 $1,497,513.00 $29,496,542.00 

 

International Engagement $13,966,414.00 

 

$244,150.00 $14,210,564.00 

 

Climate Change Adaptation Program $2,208,729.00 

  

$2,208,729.00 
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Compliance & Enforcement $97,423,551.00 $2,113,185.00 $12,960.00 $99,549,696.00 

 

Fisheries Protection $48,604,676.00 $246,589.00 $12,802,312.00 $61,653,577.00 

 

Oceans Management $42,289,643.00 $830,147.00 $4,014,653.00 $47,134,443.00 

 

Environmental Response Services $17,655,221.00 $164,661.00 

 

$17,819,882.00 

 

Species at Risk $20,943,104.00 $49,932.00 $99,668.00 $21,092,704.00 

 

Internal Services $259,640,924.00 $83,219,986.00 $1,480,000.00 $344,340,910.00 

 

Total Department Budgetary $1,373,276,221.00 $705,255,421.00 $94,266,293.00 $2,172,797,935.00 

 

Table A.12.2 Fisheries and Oceans Canada grants and contributions, 1994-2016 

Year Category Program Description Spending 

1994-1995 Grants Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$563,330.00 

  Grants Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$122,023.00 

  Contributions Science Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$2,300.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$28,877,372.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$116,786.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to organizations in order to carry out projects, 
programs and activities in support of sustainable fisheries 

$771,725.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contribution to the Pacific Salmon Foundation $198,266.00 

  Contributions Inspection Services Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$15,000.00 

  Contributions International Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$2,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$119,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to harbour authorities for the management of 
scheduled commercial fishing harbours in accordance with the 
Fishing and Recreational Harbours Act and Regulations 

$223,400.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$232,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to organizations in order to carry out projects, 
programs and activities in support of sustainable fisheries 

$83,000.00 

1995-1996 Grants Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$580,460.00 

  Grants International Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$2,500.00 
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  Grants Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Contributions Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$13,002.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$28,235,197.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$165,243.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to organizations in order to carry out projects, 
programs and activities in support of sustainable fisheries 

$472,684.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to the Pacific Salmon Foundation $96,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$59,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to harbour authorities for the management of 
scheduled commercial fishing harbours in accordance with the 
Fishing and Recreational Harbours Act and Regulations 

$795,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$286,000.00 

  Contributions Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Contributions to organizations in order to carry out projects, 
programs and activities in support of sustainable fisheries 

$68,412.00 
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1996-1997 Grants Fisheries Operations Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$5,000.00 

  Grants Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$192,100.00 

  Grants Corporate Policy & Program 
Support 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

… 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to the Pacific Salmon Commerial Licence Buy-Back 
Program 

$78,546,126.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contribution to the Pacific Salmon Foundation $431,174.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$28,400,121.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Operations Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$37,000.00 

  Contributions Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$18,700.00 

  Contributions Science Contributions to support organizations in order to carry out 
projects, programs and activities in support of sustainable 
fisheries 

$529,190.00 

  Contributions Science Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$90,000.00 
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  Contributions Science  Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$195,000.00 

1997-1998 Grants Fisheries & Oceans Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$15,500.00 

  Grants Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$50,000.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$1,000.00 

  Grants Policy & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$308,760.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$273,252.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$100,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $556,280.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$24,591,662.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Payments to Pacific Salmon Commercial  Licence holders for 
gear rendered  obsolete by licensing policy changes 

$5,672,410.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Payments to the Community Futures Development Corporation of 
Central Island  for a Pacific Salmon commercial licence facilitated 
access to credit program 

$5,000,000.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal Services Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$20,000.00 

1998-1999 Grants  Fisheries & Oceans Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$15,500.00 

  Grants  Policy & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$173,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$1,009,050.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$809,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $358,714.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Commercial Licence 
Retirement Program of the Canadian Fisheries Adjustment & 
Restructuring Plan 

$88,885,613.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support Aboriginal selective fishing under the 
Canadian Fisheries Adjustment and Restructuring Plan 

$1,001,779.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Vessel Tie Up Program  $7,776,210.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$29,303,580.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$69,000.00 

  Contributions Harbours Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$530,750.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal services Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$9,000.00 

1999-2000 Grants Fisheries & Oceans Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$15,500.00 

  Grants Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$41,500.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$7,000.00 

  Grants Policy & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 
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  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$958,589.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$478,310.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support the Pacific salmon resource rebuilding  $2,027,056.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $413,210.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$31,315,096.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $15,185,850.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support the Pacific salmon resource rebuilding    

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support the Pacific selective fishing program $1,958,332.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under BC early retirement program for fishers   

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support Aboriginal selective fishing program $774,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Pacific Fisheries Development Program $285,154.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Commercial Licence 
Retirement Program  

$102,837,569.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Vessel Tie Up Program  $6,500.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$682,400.00 

  Contributions Harbours Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$2,517,996.00 
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  Contributions Policy & internal Services Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$239,002.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal Services Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Commercial Licence 
Retirement Program of the Canadian Fisheries Adjustment & 
Restructuring Plan 

  

2000-2001 Grants Fisheries & Oceans Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$15,500.00 

  Grants Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Grant to Pacific Salmon Endowment Fund $30,000,000.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$505,000.00 

  Grants Policy & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$500,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$1,212,224.00 

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contributions to support the Pacific salmon resource rebuilding    

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$501,312.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support the Pacific salmon resource rebuilding  $3,598,618.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $384,931.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$84,996,960.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $74,090,155.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support fisheries development   

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support Aboriginal selective fishing program $499,996.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Pacific Fisheries Development Program $412,302.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support Pacific selective fishing program $1,030,318.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$486,726.00 

  Contributions Harbours Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$1,032,139.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal Services Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$1,003,157.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal Services Contributions to support Pacific selective fishing program   

  Contributions Policy & Internal Services Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Commercial Licence 
Retirement Program of the Canadian Fisheries Adjustment & 
Restructuring Plan 

  

2001-2002 Grants Fisheries & Oceans Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$396,400.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$10,000.00 
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  Grants Harbours Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $3,919,500.00 

  Grants Policy & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

  

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$1,623,245.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$836,240.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support the Pacific salmon resource rebuilding  $4,263,061.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to the Pacific Salmon Foundation $428,462.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$35,939,090.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $86,756,110.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to Pacific salmon selective fishing program $540,507.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support Aboriginal selective fishing program $31,725.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Pacific Salmon Commercial Licence 
Retirement Program of the Canadian Fisheries Adjustment & 
Restructuring Plan 

  

  Contributions Fisheries Management Pacific Fisheries Development Program $114,020.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$350,000.00 



 

256 

Year Category Program Description Spending 

  Contributions Harbours Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$1,392,936.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal services Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$1,550,967.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal services Contributions to support the Pacific selective fishing program $51,180.00 

2002-2003 Grants Fisheries & Oceans Science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$615,180.00 

  Grants Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours   

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$12,500.00 

  Grants Harbours Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $495,500.00 

  Grants Policy & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

  

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$1,093,233.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support the Pacific salmon resource rebuilding 
program 

$5,171,275.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$744,622.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $429,818.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$34,476,624.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $68,339,739.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$430,400.00 

  Contributions Harbours Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$987,127.00 

  Contributions Policy and internal services Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$694,468.00 

2003-2004 Grants Fisheries & oceans science Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$215,500.00 

  Grants Fisheries management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$5,000.00 

  Grants Harbours Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $503,000.00 

  Grants Policy  & Internal Services Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

  

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$824,500.00 
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  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$494,883.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $417,500.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$33,205,760.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $35,603,984.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$189,490.00 

  Contributions Harbours Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$423,569.00 

  Contributions Policy & Internal services Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$326,343.00 

2004-2005 Grants Fisheries & Oceans Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$289,965.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$25,000.00 

  Grants Harbours Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $495,000.00 

  Grants Policy & Internal Services Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 
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  Contributions Marine Navigation Services Contribution to the World Maritime University in respect to 
establishing a Canadian Maritime Protection Chair 

$75,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$352,285.00 

  Contributions Fisheries & Oceans Science Contributions under the Academic Research Contribution 
program 

  

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $294,150.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$585,736.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $474,651.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$35,854,867.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $47,452,125.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and 
Management Program 

$1,382,471.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program   

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$103,612.00 

  Contributions Harbours Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$188,000.00 
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  Contributions Policy & Internal Services Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$331,859.00 

2005-2006 Grants Small Craft Harbours Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $410,000.00 

  Grants Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$77,879.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$77,000.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Redistribution of program enablers- grant to support organizations 
associated with research, development, management, and 
promotion of fisheries and ocean related issues 

$162.00 

  Grants Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$500.00 

  Grants Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Redistribution of program enablers- grant to support organizations 
associated with research, development, management, and 
promotion of fisheries and ocean related issues 

$1,683.00 

  Grants Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$39,995.00 

  Grants Oceans  Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$10,000.00 

  Grants Oceans  Management Redistribution of program enablers- grant to support organizations 
associated with research, development, management, and 
promotion of fisheries and ocean related issues 

$655.00 
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  Contributions Canadian Coast Guard Contribution to the World Maritime University in respect to 
establishing a Canadian Maritime Protection Chair 

$150,000.00 

  Contributions Canadian Coast Guard Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$400,365.00 

  Contributions Small Craft harbours Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$60,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $435,291.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$31,466,647.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and 
Management Program 

$11,708,623.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program   

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $27,973,656.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to Sea Mentoring and Fisheries Operations 
Management Initiatives 

$1,187,116.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$117,530.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Redistribution of program enablers- grant to support organizations 
associated with research, development, management, and 
promotion of fisheries and ocean related issues 

$6,893.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$56,000.00 
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  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contribution for the support of the Academic research program $250,000.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Redistribution of program enablers- grant to support organizations 
associated with research, development, management, and 
promotion of fisheries and ocean related issues 

$71,365.00 

  Contributions Oceans  Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$531,698.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $387,554.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$96,999.00 

  Contributions Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

Contributions to support organizations in order to carry out 
projects, programs and activities in support of sustainable 
fisheries 

$60,000.00 

2006-2007 Grants  Small craft harbours Class grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $575,000.00 

  Grants  Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$98,072.00 

  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$450,000.00 

  Grants Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$500.00 

  Grants Oceans  Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$178,000.00 
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  Grants Habitat Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$125,000.00 

  Grants Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Contributions Small Craft Harbours Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$133,507.00 

  Contributions Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Contributions for the support of the Academic research program $50,000.00 

  Contributions Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $423,143.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$32,177,511.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program   

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $51,768,161.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to Sea Mentoring and Fisheries Operations 
Management Initiatives 

$2,383,037.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and 
Management Program 

$14,674,107.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$647,086.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to the Fraser Basin scientific understanding of 
salmon populations and fisheries management improvement 

$246,016.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$6,000.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contributions for the support of the Academic research program $408,830.00 

  Contributions Oceans  Management Contributions under the Oceans action plan   

  Contributions Oceans  Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$737,900.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $512,000.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management & 
Environmental Science 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$206,500.00 

  Contributions Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Contributions Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

Contributions for the support of the Academic Research 
Contribution program 

$30,000.00 

2007-2008 Grants Small Craft Harbours Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $810,000.00 

  Grants Small Craft Harbours Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$20,000.00 

  Grants Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$69,096.00 
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  Grants Fisheries Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$115,000.00 

  Grants Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$25,500.00 

  Grants Oceans  Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Grants Habitat Management Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$120,000.00 

  Grants Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$15,000.00 

  Contributions Small Craft Harbours Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$156,014.00 

  Contributions Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$30,000.00 

  Contributions Science (safe & accessible 
waterways) 

Contribution for the support of the Academic research program $25,000.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $410,680.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$32,546,475.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and 
Management Program 

$25,637,508.00 
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  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to At Sea mentoring and fisheries operations 
management initiatives 

$1,560,245.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$170,472.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contributions under Fisheries access program $25,953.00 

  Contributions Fisheries Management Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation (Fraser Basin) $1,068,343.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$106,000.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$630,698.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and 
Management Program 

$164,726.00 

  Contributions Science (sustainable fisheries & 
aquaculture) 

Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$312,195.00 

  Contributions Oceans  Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$79,450.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $2,018,227.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$172,500.00 

  Contributions Habitat Management Contribution for the support of the Academic research program $23,500.00 
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  Contributions Science (healthy & productive 
aquatic ecosystem) 

items not required for current year   

2008-2009 Grants   Grants for the disposal of small craft harbours $2,275,000.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$300,565.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$58,295,178.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$16,203,648.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $399,956.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $2,816,677.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$838,412.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$756,167.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$1,637,158.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation (Fraser Basin) $1,311,632.00 

2009-2010 Grants   Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $975,000.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$500,102.00 
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  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$65,661,707.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$16,184,422.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $351,528.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation (Fraser Basin) $1,125,000.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

  

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $1,874,860.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$2,478,194.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$741,348.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$386,448.00 

2010-2011 Grants   Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $6,638,394.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$416,944.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$77,521,330.00 



 

269 

Year Category Program Description Spending 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$16,903,993.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $386,716.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation (Fraser Basin) $1,194,033.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $1,874,950.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$577,469.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$573,394.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$486,800.00 

2011-2012 Grants   Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $8,442,987.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$245,864.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$63,842,191.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$21,423,845.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $379,312.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Inland Habitat program $1,875,000.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$737,073.00 
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  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$504,178.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$616,951.00 

2012-2013 Grants   Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $365,000.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$156,519.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$46,690,567.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$19,346,174.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $373,396.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$3,174,765.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management, and promotion of fisheries and ocean 
related issues 

$177,000.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$265,165.00 

2013-2014 Grants    Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $1,480,000.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$161,964.00 
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Year Category Program Description Spending 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$46,716,592.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$18,339,522.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$3,496,712.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $1,329,832.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$494,870.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$182,868.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to the Recreational Fisheries Conservation 
Partnerships Program 

$3,273,788.00 

2014-2015 Grants   Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $840,400.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$95,459.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$48,248,062.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$19,397,085.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$2,384,379.00 
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Year Category Program Description Spending 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $1,433,432.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$865,556.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$1,563,538.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to the Recreational Fisheries Conservation 
Partnerships Program 

$8,615,130.00 

2015-2016 Grants   Grant program for the disposal of small craft harbours $1,600,000.00 

  Grants   Grants to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$139,944.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support increased Native participation in 
commercial fisheries, cooperative fisheries management 
arrangements and consultations respecting Aboriginal fisheries 
agreements 

$45,585,599.00 

  Contributions   Contributions under the Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans 
Management Program 

$20,679,290.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to the Recreational Fisheries Conservation 
Partnerships Program 

$11,277,179.00 

  Contributions   Contribution for the support of the Academic research program for 
the support of academic research and development related to 
science priorities 

$2,310,415.00 

  Contributions   Contribution to Pacific Salmon Foundation $1,497,513.00 

  Contributions   Contributions to support the Small craft harbours class 
contribution program 

$698,887.00 
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Year Category Program Description Spending 

  Contributions   Contributions to support organizations associated with research, 
development, management and promotion of fisheries and 
oceans related issues 

$3,215,830.00 
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Appendix B.1: Project 1.1 Participants 

 

Name Position Affiliation 

Aaron Greenberg Ph.D. Student University of British Columbia 

Allain Barnett Post-Doctoral Student University of New Brunswick 

Allan Debertin Ph.D. Student Guelph University 

Andrea Haas Masters Student University of British Columbia 

Ashleen Benson Post-Doctoral Student Simon Fraser University 

Barb Neis Professor Memorial University 

Barbara Paterson Post-Doctoral Student University of New Brunswick 

Catarina Wor Ph.D. Student University of British Columbia 

Christian Brun Industry Representative Maritime Fishermen’s Union 

Courtenay Parlee Ph.D. Student University of New Brunswick 

Dan Edwards Industry Representative UFAWU-UNIFOR 

Dan Lane Professor University of Ottawa 

Dan Mombourquette Masters Student Saint Mary’s University 

Danielle Edwards Ph.D. Student University of British Columbia 

David Decker Industry Representative FFAW 

Eric Angel Ph.D. Student Simon Fraser University 

Evelyn Pinkerton Professor Simon Fraser University 

Jim McIsaac Industry Representative T. Buck Suzuki Foundation 

John Sutcliffe Industry Representative CCPFH 

Kevin Squires Industry Representative Maritime Fishermen’s Union 

Marc Allain Co-Facilitator CFRN 

Marc Clemens Manager Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Mark Saunders Manager Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Melanie Wiber Professor University of New Brunswick 

Mike Hawkshaw Ph.D. Student University of British Columbia 

Murdoch McAllister Professor University of British Columbia 

Omer Chouinard Professor Université de Moncton 

Paul Foley Post-Doctoral Student, Assistant 
Professor 

Memorial University 

Rachel Long Masters Student St. Mary’s University 

Rashid Sumaila Professor University of British Columbia 

Ratana Chuenpagdee Professor Memorial University 

Rob Stephenson Principal Investigator, Research 
Scientist, Professor 

CFRN, Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada, University of New 
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Name Position Affiliation 

Brunswick 

Robin Messenger Masters Student University of New Brunswick 

Sarah Hawkshaw Ph.D. Student University of British Columbia 

Stacey Paul Biologist Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Stefan Leslie Regional Director Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Susan Thompson Manager CFRN 

Tom Nudds Professor Guelph University 

Tony Charles Professor St. Mary’s University 

Alida Bundy Research Scientist Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Anna Schuhbauer Ph.D. Student University of British Columbia 

Arran McPherson Director General Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Barb Best  Manager Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Daniel Duplisea Research Scientist Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Derek Osborne Senior Policy Advisor Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Erin Carruthers Industry Representative FFAW 

Jonathan Labaree Community Officer Gulf of Maine Research Institute 

Karen Coombs Development Officer NB Department of Agriculture, 
Aquaculture and Fisheries 

Kate Brooks Adjunct Senior Fellow Australian National University 

Kevin Reid Ph.D. Student Guelph University 

Lindsay Jennings Post-Doctoral Student University of New Brunswick 

Maria Recchia Industry Representative Fundy North Fishermen’s 
Association 

Marloes Kraan Researcher Wageningen University, 
Netherlands 

Robyn Forrest Research Scientist Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Rosemary Ommer Professor, CFRN University of Victoria, Scientific 
Committee 

Sharmane Allen Policy Analyst, Ph.D. Student Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 
Memorial University 
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Appendix B.2: Project 1.1 Framework, Relevant Canadian Policies and Indicators 

CFRN Project 1.1 

Draft Fishery Evaluation Framework Table (Dec 7, 2012) 

This was compiled on the basis of previous project discussions by a subgroup composed of Rob Stephenson, Tony Charles, Dan 
lane, Paul Foley and Lindsay Jennings.  Additional comments were provided by Marc Allain and Melanie Wiber. 

Project 1.1 Framework, Relevant Canadian Policies and Indicators 

A sustainable fishery respects the ecological integrity of the ocean and its resources; is ethical, responsibly governed, economically 
viable and technologically appropriate; supports communities; draws on local culture, heritage, and diverse knowledge systems; and 
enhances health, wellbeing and the public good  (Project 1.1 Halifax meeting April 2012) 

Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

Ecological   

    Productivity    

         Primary productivity 

         Secondary productivity 

         Trophic structure 

 

Ensure continued health and productivity of Canada’s fisheries and 
healthy fish stocks ~SFF  

Long-Term sustainability ~SFF – fish renew; WPS 

Maintenance of target, bycatch, and ecologically dependent species 
and their relationships within the bounds of natural fluctuations in 
abundance  ~SFF – new forage 

Minimization of the risk of changes to species’ abundances or 
relationships which are difficult or impossible to reverse  ~SFF – new 
forage  

Conservation of marine resources and habitats ~AFPR; POF; WPS 

chlorophyll level 

biomass(of individual populations, species and 
trophic levels) 

maximum sustainable yield 

abundance of target catch 

abundance of bycatch 

mean trophic level 
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Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

     Biodiversity  

Within population 

Within species 

Community 

 

 

Protect biodiversity  ~SFF, MPA 

Maintenance of full reproductive potential of the forage species, 
including genetic diversity and geographic population structure  ~SFF 
– new forage; WPS; Aichi 

Reduce direct pressures ~Aichi 

 

change in genetic diversity 

within-species genetic richness 

persistence of population sub-units 

species richness 

species eveness 

community composition 

change in community diversity 

age structure 

     Habitat  

Physical habitat,  

Chemical habitat,  

Ecosystem services 

 

 

Healthy environment ~SDS; COS 

Protect and conserve fisheries habitat.  ~SFF; WPS; AFPR; MPA 

Maintain habitat and ecosystem integrity ~WPS 

Sustainable use of resources and habitats ~Code 

 

change in habitat diversity 

habitat quality and extent 

area impacted by fishery activity 

oxygen level 

pH 

temperature 

nutrient levels 

concentrations of toxics 

noise level 

Social and Economic   

     Sustainable communities    

Community well-being, viable 
communities 

Adaptive capacity, social cohesion, 
social capital  

Traditions, history, heritage, identity, 
culture 

Vibrant society for current and future generations ~SDS 

Self-reliant fisheries and collaboration will contribute to the well-being 
of coastal communities ~AFPR 

Sustainable communities ~SDS 

Enhance public appreciation of environment, history and culture ~MPA 

Recognize important contributions and protect rights of artisanal and 

population 

population change 

migration rate 

age structure 

gender structure 
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Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

 

 

 

small-scale fisheries  ~FAO Code; CLoS 

Cater for the well-being of a fishery workforce within a wider 
community and broader economic context  ~FAO Tech8 

urbanization rate 

population density 

new entrants to the fishery (succession) 

persistence of fishing community 

amount of fishing in the community 

proportion of income and employment derived 
from fishing sector 

amount of poverty and unemployment 

number of low income houses 

amount of crime 

amount and types of conflict 

percent of population with access to water and 
waste services 

contribution of fishing to services 

types of social networks 

 number of historic sites and parks 

change in number of recreation opportunities  

     Health and well-being  

Human health and well-being 

Occupational health 

Environmental health  

Food security (from fisheries) 

 

Ensure safe, healthy, and fair working and living conditions  ~FAO 
Code  

Improve human well-being and equity   ~FAO Tech4:2 

Harvesting, handling, processing and distribution should maintain the 
nutritional value, quality, safety and security of food  ~FAO Code 

Consider aquaculture to promote diversification of income and diet   
~FAO Code 

percent of population attaining education 

number of health care facilities and workers 

prevalence of diseases and illnesses 

percent of population with health insurance 

rates of drug and alcohol use 

rates of abuse 

percent of population with access to work and 
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Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

recreation 

individual job satisfaction 

number of injuries and deaths 

levels of unappealing odours 

contaminant levels in seafood 

percent of population with access to food from 
the sea 

     Ethical fisheries  

Equity 

Externalities 

Aboriginal rights 

 

Improve human well-being and equity   ~FAO Tech4:2 

Provide standard of conduct for all persons involved in the fisheries 
sector   ~FAO Code 

Allocate user rights  ~FAO Tech4:2 

 

 

 

percent of the population satisfied with the 
distribution of benefits (from fishing activities) 

number of youth recruited and retained 

ratio of male to female participation 

percent of population partaking in traditional 
activities 

first nations participation in fisheries 

number of discussions and printed information 
in aboriginal language 

   

     Economic/financial viability 

Economically prosperous 

Economically viable 

Sustainable wealth 

 

 

Economic prosperity. ~SFF-fish renew; SDS 

Fisheries are sustainable and economically viable, contributing to the 
economic base of coastal communities ~AFPR 

Support sustainable economic opportunities ~COS  

Fisheries are robust, diverse and self-reliant ~AFPR 

Maintain an independent and economically viable inshore fleet 
~PIIFCAF  

An economically viable and internationally competitive industry that is 

GDP 

economic value of total production 

net present value 

number of people employed by sector 

debt ratio 

revenue per unit effort 

fishing capacity of active vessels 

number of vessels lost 
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Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

adaptable to changing markets ~Socio-Eco Frame; SFF – new forage damage costs 

perception of riskier/safer practices 

number of commercial fishing boats and gear 

distribution landings over time 

volume and value of catch 

major species landed 

     Distribution of access and 
benefits  

Employment 

Income 

Equitable trading relationships 

 

 

Provide attractive incomes to industry participants ~Socio-Eco Frame 

Attract and retain skilled workers ~Socio-Eco Frame 

Strengthen the application of the Owner-Operator and Fleet 
Separation policies ~PIIFCAF 

Ensure that the benefits of fishing licences flow to the fish harvester 
and the coastal community ~PIIFCAF 

Assist fish harvesters to retain control of their fishing enterprises 
~PIIFCAF 

Access and allocation of fisheries resources will be more stable and 
predictable, ~AFPR 

 

 

unemployment rate 

number of people in fishing labour force 

number of skilled, unskilled, temporal and 
permanent fishing jobs 

total annual fisherman days 

employment demographics 

total number of active crew 

changes in crew duties/payment arrangements 

new entrant opportunities 

net income per year 

revenue per active vessel 

revenue per vessel day 

lease price 

share price 

average crew earnings by day 

total crew earnings as percent of net revenue 

fisherfolk gross revenue 

revenue by community 
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Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

ability to purchase quota 

fleet separation 

intergenerational transfer of access 

industrial concentration 

loss of sectors or change in access of sectors 

distribution of goods 

job satisfaction 

     Regional economic benefits to 
community   

Optimize economic benefits to 
community 

 

 

Provide an economic driver for communities in coastal regions ~Socio-
Eco Frame 

Ensure that the benefits of fishing licences flow to the fish harvester 
and the coastal community ~PIIFCAF 

 

number of partnerships 

number of businesses co-existing 

amount of safe infrastructure 

amount of power generated 

percent of region with access to utilities  

Institutional   

     Institutional arrangements  

Legislation, policies, plans, programs 

Traditional/Aboriginal governance  

Co-operation  

Co-ordination  

 

Honour obligations to First Nations and their treaties ~WPS; AFPR 

International leadership ~COS 

Work collaboratively within the federal government and among levels 
of government ~COS 

Share responsibility for achieving common objectives ~COS 

Address problems ~Code 

perception of applicable legislation 

number of NGO/community organizations and 
institutions 

number of traditional relationships 

number of conflicts over ownership and access 
rights, 

 

    Good governance  

Roles and responsibilities of 
participants 

 

Promoting shared stewardship.  ~SFF – fish renew; AFPR 

Self-reliant fisheries and collaboration among all orders of government 
~AFPR 

Shared responsibility ~POF; Code 

level of participation in leadership 

number of fishers who belong to an 
organization 

self-governance 
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Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

Conduct in accordance with laws and regulations ~Code 

Maintain and promote public awareness ~Code 

    Decision making  

Democratic, participatory 

Transparent, openly communicated 

Structured decision-making 

 

     

 

Incorporate biological and socio-economic considerations into harvest 
decisions.  ~ SFF; WPS 

Sustainable development must be integrated into the decision making 
process. ~SDS; WPS; COS; POF 

Open and transparent decision making ~WPS; SDS 

Reflect the best science as well as traditional knowledge ~WPS 

Be based on meaningful public input to ensure they reflect society’s 
values ~WPS 

Resource users will have more flexibility to make decisions about their 
own economic and social objectives ~AFPR 

Participants will be effectively involved in fisheries management 
decision-making processes at appropriate levels; they will contribute 
specialized knowledge and experience, and share in accountability for 
outcomes ~AFPR; COS; POF; Code, Aichi 

level of attendance at meetings 

perception of conformity of regulation to local 
values 

perception of effective conflict resolution 

perception of public vs private interests driving 
decisions 

number of regulatory infractions 

perception of compliance 

number of fishers/public aware of decision 
outcome 

 use of scientific method in problem solving 

 

     Management 

Responsible, effective management  

Compliant and accountable 
users/regulators  

Flexible (adaptive) management 

Enforcement 

 

Responsible management ~Code  

Manage fisheries for sustainable benefits ~WPS 

Effectively  involve all interests in appropriate fisheries management 
processes ~AFPR 

Integrated management ~COS 

Ecosystem-based management ~POF 

Precautionary approach ~POF; COS 

Flexible management ~POF 

 

number/frequency of amendments and 
frameworks 

size of amendments/ frameworks 

time for response to environmental changes 

time for delivery of reports 

perception of management complexity 

clarity of principles in management 

number of conflicts 

changes in level of conflict 



 

284 

Element Canadian and International Policies 

Objectives, principles and aims 

Potential performance indicators 

cost to participate in fishery 

percent of fisheries revenue spent on 
participation costs 

time spent participating in process 

number and type of coast guard and naval 
activities 

amount of resources allocated for enforcement 

Aichi 

Convention on Biological Diversity. UN Decade on Biodiversity: Strategic Plan 2011-2020. Aichi Biodiversity Targets.  
http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/ 

AFPR  

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 2004. A Policy Framework for the Management of Fisheries on Canada’s Atlantic Coast. Government 
of Canada. 

CLoS 

United Nations General Assembly. 1995. Agreement for the implementation of the provisions of the United Nations Convention on 
the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the conservation and management of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory 
fish stocks. United Nations Conference on Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks. New York, July 24 – August 4, 
1995. 

Code 

http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/
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Canadian Code of Conduct for Responsible Fishing Operations. 1998. 

 http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/policies-politiques/cccrfo-cccppr-eng.htm 

COS 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 2002.  Canada’s Oceans Strategy. Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, Ottawa, Ontario. 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/publications/cos-soc/page06-eng.asp 

FAO Code 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 1995. FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. 

FAO Tech4:2 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 2003. FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries 4 supplement 2: 
Fisheries management 2. The ecosystem approach to fisheries  

FAO Tech8 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 1999. FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries 8: Indicators for 
sustainable development of marine capture fisheries  

MPA 

Government of Canada. 2011. National Framework for Canada’s Network of Marine Protected Areas. Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 
Ottawa. 31pp. 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/policies-politiques/cccrfo-cccppr-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/publications/cos-soc/page06-eng.asp
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PIIFCA 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 2007.  Policy for Preserving the Independence of the Inshore Fleet in Canada’s Atlantic Fisheries.   

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/initiatives/piifcaf-pifpcca/piifcaf-policy-politique-pifpcca-eng.htm.  

POF 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 2002. Policy and Operational Framework for Integrated Management of Estuarine, Coastal and 
Marine Environments in Canada. Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, Ottawa, Ontario. 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/publications/cosframework-cadresoc/index-eng.asp 

SDS 

Canada’s Sustainable Development Strategy: 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/sds-sdd/2012-2013/index-eng.htm 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/sds-sdd/2007-2009/introduction-eng.htm 

SFF 

DFO Sustainable Fisheries Framework: Fisheries and Oceans Canada. The future of Canada’s Commercial fisheries: A discussion 
document 

Socio-Eco Frame 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/initiatives/piifcaf-pifpcca/piifcaf-policy-politique-pifpcca-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/publications/cosframework-cadresoc/index-eng.asp
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/sds-sdd/2012-2013/index-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/sds-sdd/2007-2009/introduction-eng.htm
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada – Policy Sector. 2008. A framework for socio-economic analysis to inform integrated fisheries 
management planning and fish harvest decisions. Draft: First edition. 

WPS 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 2005. Canada’s Policy for Conservation of Wild Pacific Salmon. Her Majesty the Queen in Right of 
Canada, Vancouver, BC. 
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Appendix B.3 Evaluation Framework for Sustainable Fisheries 2.1 

Evaluation Framework for Sustainable Fisheries, Version 2.1 

Example Indicators and Attributes 

DOMAIN: Ecological 

Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Productivity Ecological Productivity: 
Fluctuations of species and 
population abundance. 

[Recruitment Dynamics] description for [Resource Demographic Category] within a [Resource 
Geographic Region]  

[Quantification] of Fishing Mortality. 

[Quantification] of Escapement and determine relationship to [Recruitment Dynamics]. 

Geographic Range: 
Fluctuations of species and 
population geographic range  

[Index of Abundance] in a [Resource Geographic Region] during a [Time Period]  

[Status] of [Resource Demographic Category] within a [Resource Geographic Region] 

Phenotypic & Genetic 
Diversity: Fluctuation of 
species and population 
phenotypic and genetic 
diversity 

[Genetic Diversity] and [Phenotypic Diversity] among a [Resource Demographic Category] within a 
[Resource Geographic Region]  

Change in [Genetic Diversity] and [Phenotypic Diversity] among a [Resource Demographic 
Category] over  [Time Period]  

Habitat Substrate Quality: Changes to 
benthic geology and 
geomorphology  

Proportion of habitat types impacted, and the degree of impact, by [Anthropogenic Activity] 

Proportion of sensitive [Benthic Species] subject to [Anthropogenic Activity]  

Proportion of fishing grounds surveyed and mapped  

Habitat Maps considering presence/absence and abundance of [Benthic Species]  

[Quantification] of [Gear] loss  

[Quantification] of [Gear] modifications applied in a [Fishery Category] designed to reduce impact to 
substrate quality 

Accounting of [Gear]  
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Water Quality: Changes to 
water quality 

[Quantification] of [Pollution] in a [Resource Geographic Region]  

[Quantification] of Anoxic zones in a [Resource Geographic Region]  

[Eutrophication evidence] in a [Resource Geographic Region]  

Risk assessments for major catastrophic [Pollution] events 

[Quantification] of [Pollution] within [Fishery Category] over [Time Period] 

Biodiversity Food-web  Persistence: 
Persistence of structure and 
natural resilience of the 
ecosystem 

[Food-web Interactions] including [Anthropogenic Activity] that enhance/maintain [Food-web 
Stability]  

[Quantification] of incidental/bycatch mortality by [Fishery Category]  

[Quantification] of [Gear] modifications applied in a [Fishery Category] designed to reduce incidental 
mortality 

[Biodiversity Indices] in a [Resource Geographic Region]  

Change in [Biodiversity Indices] over [Time Period]  

Non-Native Species: Extent 
and impact of non-native 
species 

Degree of impact of introduced species on [Food-web Stability] 

Probability of introduction of new species to ecosystem  

[Quantification]of introduced species in ecosystem 

Probability of ability to extirpate introduced species, proportional to the degree of impact to [Food-
web Stability]  

[Quantification] of extirpation of introduced species, proportional to the degree of impact to [Food-
web Stability]  

[Quantification] of aquaculture escapes. 

[Quantification] of introduction and proliferation of disease/pathogens. 

Regime Shifts: Risks to 
ecosystem stability due to 
changes in climate 

[Regime Shift Indicators]  

[Quantification] of Green House Gas emissions 

Fuel efficiency of fishing operations in a [Fishery Category]  

Risk of Regime Shift or fisheries collapse  



 

290 

 

DOMAIN: Community 

Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Health and 
well-being 

Basic needs: Fulfillment of 
basic human needs 

[Social Factor] among [Human Population] in [Human Geographic Region]  

Proportion of [Human Population] in [Human Geographic Region] below the poverty line 

Income disparity in [Human Geographic Region] (e.g., Gini coefficient, ratio of highest wage to 
average wage) 

Availability of affordable [Services] to [Human Population] in [Human Geographic Region]  

Ratio of [Services] cost to gross adjusted disposable income of the household 

Ranking of the quality of [Education] at [Human Geographic Region]  level 

Food security: Contribution to 
food security  

[Quantification] of [Seafood  caught [Adjacent] to [Human Geographic Region] by [Product 
Category]  

Food safety: Quality and 
safety of food along the 
supply chain  

[Quantification] of fish and seafood establishments regulated for food safety 

[Quantification] of fish and seafood regulated establishments inspected within the past 5 years 

[Quantification]of inspected fish and seafood regulated establishments in compliance with 
applicable regulations 

[Quantification]of reported cases of food-borne illness from [Seafood]  

Landed value of [Seafood]  

Price per lb of [Seafood]  

[Quantification] of [Seafood] by [Processing Type]  

Occupational safety: 
Workplace health and safety 
conditions  

[Quantification] of deaths at-sea 

[Quantification] of injuries in [Fishery Category]per [Time Period] 

Ranking of job safety 

Proportion of fisheries work force subject to Canadian labour laws 
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Proportion of fisheries workforce that meets [Certification Standards]  

Informed citizenry: Public 
understanding and 
recognition of fisheries  

Rating of importance of fisheries in opinion polls in [Human Geographic Region] among 
[Human Population]  

Stated preference valuation for the existence of fisheries dependent communities in [Human 
Geographic Region]  

Willingness to pay for [Seafood]caught [Adjacent] to [Human Geographic Region]  

[Quantification]of [Data] readily accessible to the public 

Number of visits to [Fishery Related Website]  

The [Organization Condition] of community events highlighting value of seafood and fisheries 

Vital civic culture: 
Participation and 
engagement in public life  

The [Organization Condition] of [Organization] in a [Human Geographic Region]  

Voter turnout in a [Human Geographic Region for [Jurisdiction] election among [Human 
Population]  

Well-being: Quality of life [Qualitative] evidence of subjective perception of well-being, applied at [Human Geographic 
Region]  

[Well-being Index] applied at [Human Geographic Region]  

Equity and Fairness Allocation: Fairness in the 
allocation of resource 
benefits 

[Quantification]of reallocations of [Resource Demographic Category]across [Stakeholder 
Group] rights without [Compensation]  

Proportion of realized [Compensation] relative to fair market value of reallocated [Resource 
Demographic Category] across [Stakeholder Group] rights 

Proportion  of realized allocation relative to potential allowed allocation 

Loss of income from reallocation of access rights by [Economic Unit] in [Human Geographic 
Region]  

[Quantification] of [Seafood] harvest across [Fishery Category] being contested by one or more 
[Stakeholder Group]  

Stability: Stability of access to 
resource benefits  

Distribution of catch by [Sector],  [Human Geographic Region],  [Economic Unit]  

Distribution of [Access] by [Human Geographic Region],  [Human Population],  [Sector],  
[Operator Type] 
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

[Quantification] of major changes to [Access] conditions over [Time Period]  

[Quantification] of [Fisheries Related Private Infrastructure] by [Fishery Category] and  [Human 
Geographic Region]  

Costs & Benefits: Equitable 
distribution of benefits and 
costs  

Value of fisheries related [Fisheries Related Public Infrastructure] in [Human Geographic 
Region]  

Value of fisheries related [Fisheries Related Private Infrastructure] in [Human Geographic 
Region]  

[Benefit Axis] by [Socio-economic distribution axis]  

[Cost Axis] by [Socio-economic distribution axis]  

Distribution of [Value Type] by [Value Chain Element]  

Distribution of [Value Type] by [Operator Type]  

Risks & Rewards: Equitable 
distribution of risks and 
rewards  

[Risk Axis] by [Socio-economic Distribution Axis]  

Livelihoods: Sustainability of 
livelihoods  

[Livelihood Index] applied at [Human Geographic Region]  

Unemployment rate in fishery-dependent [Human Geographic Region]  

Economic and 
financial 

Human capital: Development 
and maintenance of human 
capital  

[Human Demographic Axis] by [Occupational Axis]  

[Quantification] of [Time Period] in the industry by [Occupational Axis]  

[Quantification] of generations of fishing history of current participants in the fishery 

[Quantification] of fishermen meeting [Certification Standards]  

Efficiency: Maximization of 
harvest value relative to 
waste  

Realized catch relative to potential target harvest 

[Quantification] of [Resource Demographic Category] discard waste 

Market price relative to private marginal cost of production 

Cost of output for [Economic Unit] by [Fishery Category]relative to the lowest possible average 
total cost 

Output obtained from a given quantity of inputs relative to the maximum output obtainable from 

http://www.economicsonline.co.uk/Business_economics/Costs.html
http://www.economicsonline.co.uk/Business_economics/Costs.html
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

that given quantity of inputs 

[Productivity] of [Economic Unit] by [Fishery Category]  

[Efficiency] of [Economic Unit] by [Fishery Category]  

Financial viability: Financial 
viability of fisheries 
enterprises  

Net profit of enterprises in [Fishery Category] and by [Gear]  

Bankruptcy rate for participants in [Fishery Category] and by [Gear]  

Investment stock/flow in fishery, by [Fishery Category], [Operator Type] and [Gear] 

Availability of capital/debt financing by [Fishery Category], [Operator Type] and [Gear] 

[Financial ratio] by [Fishery Category], [Operator Type] and [Gear]  

[Quantification] of enterprises dependent on one fishery 

Number of fisheries that fishing enterprises participate in 

Proportion of investment stock/flow in depreciating assets versus access [Agreement]  by 
[Operator Type]  

Labour: Sustainability of the 
labour force  

[Experience] and [Education] by [Occupational Axis],  [Fishery Category] and [Gear] 

Availability of [Occupational Axis] with the required [Experience], [Education] and [Certification 
Standards]  

Distribution and mean of [Compensation] by [Occupational Axis],  [Fishery Category], [Gear] 
and [Human Geographic Region]  

Unemployment rate in the [Human Geographic Region]  

Proportion of [Fishery Category] and [Gear] subject to [Agreement]  

Proportion of [Occupational Axis] labour force represented by an industry [Organization]  

[Quantification] of [Labour Tactic]  

[Human Demographic Axis] by [Occupational Axis]  
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Markets: Health and 
functioning of markets for 
goods, services and capital  

Availability of [Financial Information] to [Value Chain Element]  

Presence/absence of oligopsony or monopsony in [Value Chain Element]  

% control of each stage of the value chain by single entity and by [Value Chain Element] 

through [Agreement] 

Presence/absence of [Legislation/Regulation] to restrict [Market Failure]  

[Enforcement] of restrictions on [Market Failure]  

Economic sustainability: 
Sustainability of profits at all 
stages of the value chain  

Economic sustainability index 

[Financial Information] trends 

Value of [Economic Variables] by [Fishery Category]  

 

DOMAIN: Institutional 

Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Structure Rules: Legal, regulatory and 
policy framework is 
appropriate  

 

Proportion of [Anthropogenic Activity] covered by [Institutional Arrangement] and subject to 
[Legislation/Regulation] and/or [Management Plan]  

[Qualitative] evidence of support for the [Institutional Arrangement] and/or 
[Legislation/Regulation] and/or [Management Plan] amongst [Stakeholder Group]  

[Qualitative] evidence of consistency between the [Institutional Arrangement] and 
[Legislation/Regulation] and [Human Population] norms and values 

[Qualitative] evidence of consistency in [Institutional Arrangement] between [Stakeholder 
Group]  

Resources: Funding and 
other support is adequate 
and reliable 

Level and duration of [Support] for [General Management Activity] and/or [Fisheries 
Management Activity] amongst [Stakeholder Group] and/or [Human population]at [Human 
Geographic Region]  

Types of [Conflict Resolution Approaches]available to deal with disputes 
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Agreements: Agreements 
between participants are 
comprehensive and 
enforceable  

[Quantification] of agreements involving [Stakeholder Group] and/or [Human Population]  

containing [Agreement Element]  

[Quantification] of agreements involving [Stakeholder Group] and/or [Human Population]  
supported by [Institutional Arrangement] and/or [Legislation/Regulation]  

Process Collaborative: Collaborative 
relationships within and 
between governments and 
other parties 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of 
collaboration by [Collaboration Type]  

Degree to which [Collaboration Criteria] exist 

[Quantification] of [Collaboration Criteria]  

[Quantification] of [Stakeholder Group] participation in [General Management Activity] and/or 
[Fisheries Management Activity]  

Co-operation: Best efforts are 
made to address conflicts 
between stakeholders 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of co-
operation  

Degree to which [Co-operation Criteria] exist 

[Quantification] of [Co-operation Criteria]  

Inclusive: Inclusive processes 
that support participation  

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of inclusivity 

Degree to which [Inclusivity Criteria] exist 

[Quantification] of [Inclusivity Criteria]  

[Quantification] of [Stakeholder Group] participation in [General Management Activity] and/or 
[Fisheries Management Activity]  

Informed: Stakeholders have 
access to best available 
information and analysis 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of how well-
informed participants are 

Degree to which [Information Standards] exist 

[Quantification] of [Information Standards]  

Predictable: Predictable and 
consistent decision-making 
procedures that are not 
changed without adequate 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of 
[Predictability Criteria]  

Documentation of [Access]  
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

consultation or justification Documentation and[Quantification] of changes to [Access] 

Existence of [Management Plan]  

Documentation and [Quantification] of changes to [Management Plan]  

Flexible: Flexible and 
responsive processes that 
can be adapted to changing 
circumstances 

[Qualitative]evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of flexibility  

Degree to which there is [Flexibility Criteria]  

Transparent: Open and 
transparent policies, 
procedures, decisions, and 
supporting documentation 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of 
transparency  

Degree to which there is [Transparency Criteria]  

[Quantification] of [Transparency Criteria]  

Outcomes Compliance: Regular 
evaluation of and reporting on 
compliance with legal, 
regulatory and policy 
framework 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of compliance 

Degree to which there is [Compliance Criteria]  

[Quantification] of [Compliance Criteria]  

Power dynamics: Explicit 
consideration of power 
dynamics in decision-making 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of power 
dynamics 

Degree to which [Power Dynamics Criteria] are identified and addressed 

Appropriateness: Explicit 
consideration of 
constitutional, collective, and 
operational levels in decision-
making 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of 
appropriateness  

Presence/absence of role for [Stakeholder Group] in the development, establishment and 
enforcement of rules at the [Rule Level]  

Degree to which [Accredited Organization Criteria] was consulted in the development, 
establishment and enforcement of rules at the [Rule Level]  

Degree to which [Stakeholder Group] role in the development, establishment and enforcement 
of rules at the [Rule Level] is commensurate with impact of rule on the [Stakeholder Group]  

Degree to which there is [Flexibility Criteria]  
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Dimension Element Indicator and attributes 

Trade-offs: Explicit 
consideration of trade-offs in 
decision-making 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of trade-off  

Degree to which [Trade-off Criteria] are identified and implemented 

[Quantification] of [Trade-off Criteria]  

Assessment: Regular 
evaluation of and reporting on 
outcomes in the ecological, 
community, and institutional 
dimensions of the fishery 

[Qualitative] evidence of [Stakeholder Group] and [Human Population] perception of 
assessment  

[Quantification] of [Fishery Category] subject to assessment 

Degree to which [Assessment Method] exists 

[Quantification] of recommendations from evaluation addressed in subsequent management 
activities 

 

ATTRIBUTES 

Status: Bt/Btarget; Bt/Blim; Bt/B0; Probability of Extinction; COSEWIC/SARA designated unit status 

Resource Demographic Category: species; population; stock; size; sex; age class 

Resource Geographic Region: province; country; Exclusive Economic Zone; region; management area; marine area; river system; 
lake; watershed 

Index of Abundance: CPUE; WPUE; survey estimates; stock assessment biomass/abundance estimates 

Time Period: day; week, month; season; year; decade; century 

Recruitment Dynamics: compensation or depensation; changes in average recruitment 
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Genetic Diversity: genetic variation using microsatellites and mitochondrial DNA; genetic mixing; genetic sex ratio 

Phenotypic Diversity: phenotypic variation in measurable characteristics; maturation-at-age;  size-at-age; phenotypic sex ratio 

Biodiversity Indices: species richness; Shannon’s diversity; species assemblage structure  

Anthropogenic Activity: harvesting; shipping; tourism and recreation; oil and gas extraction/processing; mining; forestry; aquaculture; 
construction; residential development 

Benthic Species: corals; sponge; crystalline algae 

Quantification: proportion; number; frequency; total area; total volume; presence/absence; ratio 

Gear: nets; traps; hooks; longline; trawl; troll; gillnet; seine; trap; hook and line; dive 

Fishery Category: fishery (by species, gear, market); fleet (by vessel size, ownership, gear) 

Pollution: thermal & heated water; sewage; debris; oil discharge; noise; light 

Food-web Interactions: Interaction Strength; Metabolic Respiration; energy flow; carbon flow 

Food-web Stability: CV of biomass; Eigenvalue from Community Matrix Interactions. 

Regime Shift Indicators: CV of biomass; Average Trophic Level; Length of fish; End-to-End Ecosystem Models; Ecosystem 
Exploitation Index 

Eutrophication evidence: nutrient concentrations; hypoxia; algal blooms; changes phytoplankton communities; fish kills. 
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Social Factor: suicide rate; infant mortality rate; unemployment rate; migration rate; employment rate; life expectancy; real per capita 
income; job satisfaction level employment rate; life expectancy; real per capita income; job satisfaction level 

Human Population: general human population; fisheries participants; aboriginal people; youth; women; coastal communities 

Human Geographic Region: country; province; region; community; First Nation territory 

Services: education; housing; daycare; medical care 

Education: primary school, some high school; high school graduate; some postsecondary; postsecondary certificate or diploma; 
bachelor’s degree; master’s degree; PhD 

Seafood: by species grouping (e.g., salmon, groundfish); species (e.g., chum salmon, prawns); gear and species (e.g., gillnet-caught 
chum salmon)  

Adjacent: within 10 miles; within 100 miles; in province; in country  

Product Category: landed; processed; available for sale; consumed; exported from 

Processing Type: fresh; fresh-frozen; frozen-at-sea; smoked; fish product (e.g., surimi); canned; fishmeal 

Certification Standards: occupational first aid; marine emergency duties; master’s ticket; engineer’s ticket 

Data: federal fisheries data that does not violate privacy, confidentiality or national security requirements; federal fisheries catch data; 
federal; fisheries stock assessment data; federal fisheries quota transaction data; provincial fisheries processing data; fisheries 
ownership data 

Fishery Related Website: DFO website; industry association website; community association fisheries website; ENGO fisheries 
website  
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Organization Condition: number of; participation rates in; funding for 

Organization: arts organizations; cultural institutions; social organizations; environmental organizations; political organizations; 
industry associations 

Jurisdiction: federal; provincial; municipal; First Nation 

Qualitative: survey; focus group; interview; public hearing; public inquiry; study; legal proceedings; media article 

Well-being Index: OECD Better Life Index; Genuine Progress Index; Gross National Happiness; Human Development Index 

Economic Unit: Individual; enterprise; fishery; industry 

Stakeholder Group: Aboriginal communities; Industry; Resource Users; Regional government; Community groups; Environmental 
interests; Provincial Government 

Compensation: payment; wage; share; bonus 

Sector: commercial; recreational; food; cultural 

Access: open access; licence; quota; individual property right; hereditary right; communal property right 

Operator Type: processor with fisheries access rights; non-participating access owner (investor); owner-operator; active fishermen 
without ownership access  

Fisheries Related Private Infrastructure: vessels; processing plants; service providers; manufacturers 

Fisheries Related Public Infrastructure: wharves, docks, piers; coast guard facilities; research stations and vessels; stock 
enhancement facilities 
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Benefit Axis: employment; access (quota, licence); physical capital (e.g., vessels); income; revenue; food; opportunity 

Socio-economic Distribution Axis: gender; age; sector; fishery; region; community; enterprise; vessel; harvester; individual 

Cost Axis: loss of capital; loss of human life; human health impacts; habitat loss; ecosystem service losses; opportunity costs; 
foregone revenues 

Value Type: landed value; export value; wholesale value; retail value 

Value Chain Element: producer; processor; wholesaler; retailer; consumer; investor 

Risk Axis: ecological; financial; economic; health; cultural 

Livelihood Index: Sustainable Livelihood Security Index; Economic Security Index 

Human Demographic Axis: age; sex; place of residence; aboriginal status; education; income level  

Occupational Axis: skipper; deckhand; tenderman; diver; shoreworker; technician; fisheries observer; fisheries scientist; processor; 
fisheries manager; fisheries researcher  

Productivity: labour productivity; multi-factor productivity; capital productivity 

Efficiency: allocative efficiency; productive efficiency; technical efficiency 

Financial ratio: cash ratio; current ratio; effective tax rate; return on equity; debt to equity; cash flow to debt; price/earnings ratio; 
dividend yield 

Agreement: conditional sales agreement; trust agreement; minimum price agreement; collective agreement 



 

302 

Experience: months or years working in industry; position (deckhand, skipper); fisheries 

Labour tactic: strike; blacklist; boycott 

Financial Information: licence value; quota value; share value; wages; price; revenues; costs; profits; stock status 

Legislation/Regulation: Fisheries Act; Oceans Act; Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) requirements; industry association regulations 

Market Failure: corporate concentration; insider trading; undue market control; transfer pricing; price gouging; price-fixing 

Enforcement: arrest, prosecution, fine, jail term 

Economic Variables: price; rent; subsidies; externalities; consumer surplus; producer surplus 

Institutional Arrangement: legislation; regulation; policy; programs; management structures 

Management Plan: IFMP; marine use plan; land use plan 

Support: financial; human resources; technical; logistical 

General Management Activity: planning; policy-making; data collection; research and analysis; decision-making; audit and 
evaluation; training; administration; communications 

Fisheries Management Activity: monitoring; enforcement; stock assessment; research; habitat monitoring; habitat protection; habitat 
restoration; habitat enhancement; harvest planning; harvest management 

Conflict Resolution Approaches: Facilitative approach; Mediation; Negotiation; Arbitration; Rights based Court system; Rule based 
processes; Transformative approach; Interest based approach; Evaluative approach; Activist approach; Narrative approach 
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Agreement Element: goals & objectives; terms of reference; statement of roles and responsibilities; duration and renewal conditions; 
liability and accountability provisions; dispute resolution mechanisms; audit and evaluation conditions 

Collaboration Type: public-private partnerships; private-social partnerships; co-management 

Collaboration Criteria: power-sharing; information-sharing; shared rule-making; multi-party agreements signed and/or renewed; multi-
party management plans 

Co-operation Criteria: disputed decisions; disputes resolved; availability of third party conflict resolution services; use of third party 
conflict resolution services; ministerial intervention 

Inclusivity Criteria: access to funding; access to other resources; attendance at meetings; participation rates at public hearings; travel 
time between fishing communities & meeting locations; membership in stakeholder groups 

Information Standards: allocation decisions include explicit trade-off analysis; decisions include risk assessment; peer review of 
science; knowledge of legal and regulatory framework; indicators are SMART; use of EBM approaches; application of Precautionary 
Approach; incorporation of local and traditional knowledge; multi-disciplinarity; MSE; Bayesian Decision Networks 

Predictability Criteria: clearly established and communicated processes for decision making; following plain meaning of a process or 
provision; pursue process as it was intended by drafters; follow precedent 

Flexibility Criteria: adherence to process and precedent; consideration of range, time, change, conditions of uncertainty and 
favourability; consideration of trigger events, trigger states, decisions and choices; distinguish between flexible, inflexible and 
degrees of flexibility 

Transparency Criteria: availability of information; usability of available information; public release of rationale for decision 

Compliance Criteria: conformation to rules, regulations, plans, policies, standards, agreements, laws and administrative 
specifications; requirement of and conformity to covenants of permits, certificates, licenses or leases; penalties in place to address 
infractions such as fines, seizure of harvest 
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Power Dynamics Criteria: sources of power imbalances (personal, relational, data, technological, professional, structural, 
educational, capacity etc.); types of power relations (citizen, delegated or power over, partnership or power with, powerless, 
empowered, coercive, cooperative); power holders  

Rule Level: constitutional level; collective level; operational level  

Accredited Organization Criteria: represents members; requires members to pay an annual due; maintains a duly elected executive; 
has established and maintains a reporting mechanism; has made required filings and registration with appropriate public bodies; 
maintains minimum membership size 

Trade-off Criteria: qualitative and quantitative frameworks to discuss trade-offs; clarified decision context; clear statement of and 
justification for trade-offs; evaluation and selection of trade-offs; assignment of ranks or preferences for alternatives; estimation of 
risk (objective and subjective) 

Assessment Method: performance based audit; program evaluation; fishery management plan evaluation; third-party fisheries 
certification assessment; management strategy evaluation; CFRN indicator framework 
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Appendix B.4 Evaluation Framework for Sustainable Fisheries 2.4 – Sample 
Research Questions 

Ecological Domain 

Element Questions 

Productivity Have the appropriate metrics of productivity been identified for the population (e.g. 
abundance, biomass, spawner density (egg production), growth rate, body size, 
body condition, age structure, gonadal somatic index, mortality)? Are these 
metrics measured, monitored, known, estimated? How are these metrics 
measured, monitored, estimated?  Are constraints on harvesting and incidental 
mortality, e.g. limit reference points, appropriately used to achieve maximum 
sustainable yield (MSY) and avoid growth and recruitment overfishing? 

Spatial and Temporal 
Dynamics 

Have spatial scales of population organization been identified (e.g. single site, 
multiple sites, regions)? Has the range of a population's distribution at different 
spatial scales been identified? Do identified spatial scales match up with the 
spatial scale of management and assessments? Are migration routes variable 
over time and space (e.g. annually, in-season)? What vital rates (e.g., recruitment, 
mortality, survival, fecundity, dispersal of larvae), or dynamic variables can 
influence the spatial distribution of a populations?  Are rates/migration routes 
measured? 

Phenotypic & Genetic 
Diversity 

Has a scale of population unit been established (e.g., conservation units, runtime 
groups, life history groups)? Are life-history traits (e.g. age-at-maturity) quantified 
and monitored? Is genetic variability within a population measured? 

Substrate Quality Has the nature, type, and extent of important habitat substrate been identified, 
quantified and monitored for all stages of life cycle? Are substrate quality variables 
(e.g. dominant substrate, substrate material, substrate size, presence of riffles and 
pools) monitored?  

Water Quality Have water quality standards been identified? Are water quality variables (e.g. 
dissolved oxygen, pH, conductivity, salinity, temperature, and dissolved organic 
carbon) monitored?  

Productive Capacity Have the physical and biological characteristics of the habitat been identified?  
Have key parameters been identified to quantify the capacity of a habitat (e.g. 
population carrying capacity, production rate, biodiversity)? Are these parameters 
measured, estimated and monitored? Have historic changes to habitat capacity 
been identified? 

Biodiversity Have the key measures of biodiversity been identified?  How many species are in 
the ecosystem (e.g. species richness, evenness and density, the Simpson index 
and Shannon index) monitored? Is species richness (number of species), 
evenness (how evenly distributed are species Are indices of biodiversity 
calculated (e.g., Simpson's Index, Shannon's Index)? 

Food Webs Have food chains, food webs and energy flows between trophic levels been 
identified within the ecosystem.  What is the length of the food chains that make 
up the ecosystem foodweb? Are there keystone species? Are there known 
disruptions to food webs (e.g., discard events, major die-offs, extirpations, 
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Element Questions 

predator-prey interactions).  Trophic cascades? 

Regime Shifts Is there identification of historical or potential future regime shifts in the 
ecosystem?  Are indicators for regime shifts identified and monitored?  Have there 
been any long-term ecosystem reorganizations (e.g., change in dominant species, 
change in primary producers)? 

 

Social and Economic Domain 

Element Questions 

Material Wellbeing Are basic necessities for life acknowledged within the fisheries management 
system - access to food in particular? Are basic necessities of life available - 
water, food, shelter? 

Relational Wellbeing Does the fisheries management system recognize and support the development 
and maintenance of healthy social networks, or does it promote an adversarial 
approach that breaks down networks? Does the management agency have good 
working relationships with fishery participants and fishery stakeholders? 

Subjective Wellbeing Do participants in the fishery have a positive view of their fishery and their 
participation in the fishery? Does the society at large view the fishery and fishery 
participants positively? Is there a positive view of the management agency by 
fishery participants and society at large? Does the management agency have a 
positive view of the fishery and fishery participants? 

Efficiency Is there a commitment to efficient fisheries operations that are not wasteful and do 
not displace costs onto other participants or society at large? Is there an excessive 
amount of discard mortality? Is the fishing fleet highly polluting? Does the type of 
fishing (gear, timing) result in product that is of a much lower value than could be 
achieved with other fishing methods? 

Viability Are the majority of enterprises at all stages of the value chain, from harvester to 
off loader to processor to retailer to support services (e.g., boat works, gear 
suppliers) able to earn a living wage and sufficient income to reinvest and sustain 
their enterprise over the medium and long term? 

Equity Is there consideration of the distribution of the costs and benefits associated with 
management decisions? Is there a full cost accounting approach taken that 
recognizes not just revenue but also operating costs and income of participants in 
the fishery? 

Poverty & Livelihoods Is there consideration of who will bear the majority of the costs associated with 
management decisions and if there are individuals or groups that will bear a 
disproportionate cost? Will those least able to bear additional costs or reduced 
income be negatively impacted? Do people have opportunities to have a sustained 
livelihood within the fishery? Are participants able to earn a living in a meaningful 
way that encompasses the capabilities, assets, income and activities required to 
secure the necessities of life? 
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Element Questions 

Women & Gender Is there consideration of the impact of fisheries management decisions on 
women? Are management decisions taken with consideration of the jobs that 
women traditionally occupy in the fishery? 

Fishing Communities Is there regional and place-based analysis of the consequences and impacts of 
fisheries management? Are the impacts of management decisions considered on 
the basis of individual communities? 

Indigenous Peoples Is there recognition of the rights of indigenous peoples? Are there mechanisms in 
place to ensure meaningful participation of indigenous peoples in management 
activities? 

Future Generations Is there consideration of the impacts on youth and on future generations? Are 
there mechanisms to ensure intergenerational transfer of knowledge, skills and 
assets? Are the long term consequences of fisheries management addressed? 

 

Governance Domain 

Element Questions 

Purpose What is the process intended to accomplish, why does it exist?  What are the main 
ecological, social and economic goals and objectives of the process?  Who 
established the goals and objectives, the management authority, stakeholders and 
other parties or some combination of both?   

Scope Who is involved in the process? Who are the main players, in terms of groups or 
individuals that participate?  Is the process geographically bounded, and if so, how 
are those boundaries defined?  What are the timelines involved?  Is 
documentation relating to the process available?  When was the process 
established? 

Rules Is the process grounded in explicit policies, laws or regulatory frameworks?  Does 
the process have a written or commonly understood vision or mandate?  Are there 
operating agreements and/or terms of reference to guide how participants in the 
process interact and behave?  How is success or failure in relation to goals and 
objectives to be measured and who decided the measurement criteria? 

Resources What resources are available to support the process?  This includes human 
resources, e.g. dedicated staff, consultants and support services, technical 
resources and financial resources.   Who provides resources, the management 
agency, other parties or both? 

Collaborative How does the process support the ability of parties to work together towards a 
common goal or set of goals?  Is there access to professional facilitation, dispute 
resolution mechanisms, or methods such as structured decision-making?  Is there 
a “level playing field” and if not what methods are used to address imbalances 
between participants? 

Transparent Is all the necessary information available to participants to support informed 
decision-making?  Is the rationale behind decisions clearly stated and made 
widely available?  Do all parties have support to understand technical information 
on which decisions depend?  Are trade offs explicitly discussed and represented? 
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Element Questions 

Inclusive Are all parties with a legitimate interest involved in the process?  Are resources 
provided to ensure that participants can be involved without disadvantage due to 
lack of financial, human or technical resources? 

Predictable Does the process operate according to clearly defined principles and rules that all 
parties understand and have agreed to?  Are decisions consistent with those 
rules?   

Flexible Is the process capable of being adapted to changing circumstances?  How 
responsive is the process to changing conditions, both external variables, such as 
environmental factors or political priorities, and internal variables such as changes 
in personnel or funding?  

Accountable Are there mechanisms to remove or sanction individuals or groups if there is 
agreement that they have not carried out their responsibilities to the satisfaction of 
participants in the process and/or those they represent and serve?  

Effective Are there periodic evaluations of the institutional arrangements and the decision-
making process that are objective and comprehensive?  Are the results of these 
evaluations communicated to participants and other interested parties? 

Legitimate Does the process produce outcomes that are generally seen as fair and 
reasonable regardless of who benefits?  Do participants abide by and comply with 
decisions regardless of whether or not they agree with them?  
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Appendix C.1: Historical methods for the study of natural resource systems 

(talk given at the SFU IDEAS symposium, January 24, 2015) 

My name is Eric Angel.  I’m a Ph.D. student at the School for Resource and 
Environmental Management here at SFU.  I study with Evelyn Pinkerton as part of the 
co-management lab.  I’m also part of the Canadian Fisheries Research Network, an 
NSERC funded cross-Canada collaboration between academic institutions, the fishing 
industry and Fisheries and Oceans Canada.   

My dissertation research is on the human dimensions of the Skeena River salmon 
fisheries on the northern British Columbia coast.  I look at things like the distribution of 
economic and non-market benefits amongst fisheries participants, the development of 
governance institutions to involve stakeholders in harvest planning and management, 
and conflicts over resource benefits, how these are structured and resolved, or not. 

I decided to talk about historical methods after realizing how much my own thinking has 
been influenced by encounters with other disciplines, in particular ecology.  I’m a rabid 
interdisciplinarian.  I can’t say no to an opportunity to work with someone who doesn’t 
think like me.   

I’ll start by defining what I mean by a natural resource system: any set of relationships 
between humans and their biophysical environment that is structured and bounded.  By 
structured I mean that there are observable patterns in the interactions, that they aren’t 
simply random.  By bounded I mean that it is possible to say that some interactions 
definitely belong to the system and some definitely do not.  Between those two extremes 
there is a grey area of interactions that might or might not be part of the system, 
depending on how you define it.  In turn how you define the system depends on what 
questions you’re asking. 

I’ll give an example from my own work.  The Skeena River salmon fisheries involve 6 
salmonid species, many more genetically distinct populations, and at least a dozen 
distinct fisheries defined by sector, gear and target species.  More than a dozen First 
Nations communities participate in these fisheries and three non-aboriginal communities 
with large First Nations populations rely heavily on Skeena salmon for their local 
economies, through fishing, processing and tourism.  Salmon permeates the social 
matrix of the north coast in countless ways: creating and renewing friendships and 
kinship networks; educating youth and feeding elders; paying for the boats that help 
people visit their neighbours.  I could go on and on, and I do in one of my dissertation 
chapters. 

My point though is that I have only just begun to lay out what is definitely part of the 
Skeena River salmon fisheries as a system.  I haven’t even gotten to governance and 
government institutions, which operate at everything from the local to the international 
scale, or ecosystems, which include marine and freshwater systems, also operating on 
multiple scales.  Then we can start thinking about the grey areas. What about the 
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families of the fishermen who live in other parts of BC, or Alberta?  Depending on what 
questions you’re asking, those households could certainly be part of the broader fishery 
system.  What about the BC public as a whole, or even just the hundreds of people who 
appeared before the Northern Gateway Joint Review Panel?  What about Skipper Otto’s 
community supported fishery, based here in Vancouver, which now has over a 1,000 
members who buy and consume Skeena salmon and other north coast seafood 
products?  Or what about the 4th generation Chinese Canadian woman from northern BC 
who now lives in Hong Kong and emailed me because she saw that picture I have up on 
the screen behind me and wanted to use it to help advertise the wild salmon products 
from the Skeena that she is marketing in China?   

I mention all this to make the perhaps obvious point that when we’re talking about a 
natural resource system like a fishery, there’s a lot more going on than fishermen 
catching fish, whether those other interactions interest us or not.   

So what do I do as an historian?  What are my methods and how do they apply to the 
study of natural systems?  I’ll answer this question by talking about collecting data, 
analyzing data, and presenting the results. 

With data, or sources as historians prefer to call the materials they work with, what’s out 
there is all there is.  You can’t generate new data, with two exceptions that I can think of:  
oral history, where you interview living people about some aspect of their own history 
and thus gather new, previously unrecorded information, about the time they lived in; 
and simulation modeling, which is still in its infancy in the historical community. 

As a result of this, because historians can’t run experiments, we have a very Catholic 
approach to sources.  We’ll take what we can get.  This may sound like intellectual 
laziness, but not all sources are created equal.  Which means that within the historical 
profession there is a great deal of attention paid to what is called the provenance of a 
source: who created it, how did they create it, why did they create it?  Is it a personal 
letter, a speech in the house of commons, an advertisement in a local newspaper, a post 
on social media?  We spend a great deal of time thinking about how reliable a source is, 
how it might be biased, incomplete, even fraudulent.   

One critical distinction we make is between primary and secondary sources.  This 
doesn’t mean what non-historians think it means.  I work with a mix of social and natural 
scientists.  From what I’ve seen, for all of them, primary data are what you generate 
through your own research, novel data.  Secondary data includes everything else, 
datasets that your supervisor shares with you, government statistics, figures culled from 
grey literature, and so on.  This is a sociological distinction, a marker of status in the 
academic hierarchy.  There is nothing inherently superior from a scientific perspective 
about original or primary data and secondary data, in this sense.  Data is only original 
once after all. 

For historians, a primary source is one that was created as part of or in the immediate 
context of the event it is meant to shed light on.  An information bulletin within a 
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government agency describing a change in policy is a primary source with respect to 
that policy change.  An internal report written ten years later describing that same 
change in policy is a secondary source when it comes to events that led up to and 
included the policy change.  The report comes after the fact.  It wasn’t part of the policy 
change itself.  This goes to the issue of reliability.  It is an epistemological distinction, 
how we know what we know.  It’s similar conceptually to the distinction between 
eyewitness accounts and hearsay in a court of law.  Thus we privilege primary over 
secondary sources, all things being equal. 

Which brings me to the second aspect of historical methods I want to talk about here, 
which is how evidence is analysed. Most historians use something called abductive 
reasoning, whether they realize it or not.  The basic logic is if b then probably a.  When 
historians attempt to explain how and why something happened, what they’re generally 
doing is developing an argument as to the most likely explanation for a chain of events.  
This metaphor of a chain is important because it gets at another fundamental aspect of 
historical reasoning: everything happens in time.   History is never static, never in 
equilibrium.  Events, causes and effects, are always moving in one direction only.  One 
implication of this concern with causes and effects unfolding through time is that 
historians tend to see each historical situation as unique.  While this can be a liability it 
can be a useful corrective against the tendency that is relatively common in the sciences 
to want to generalize, to look for common patterns rather than to notice difference.  To 
lump rather than to split. 

The final aspect of historical practice that I want to talk about I will only touch on briefly 
because it has gotten a lot more attention outside of the historical profession.  It is the 
use of narrative as a method for presenting the results of research.  History in its most 
basic form is storytelling.   People are naturally drawn to stories, they typically 
understand information better if presented as a story and remember the details better as 
well.  Stories of course can be seductive and powerful tools for misleading.  Scientists 
have generally been quite suspicious of narrative as a method.  The accepted 
presentation of scientific results that we all adhere to is precisely meant to reveal, to lay 
bare what may be hidden in a narrative.  My view on this, however, is that you can have 
your cake and eat it too.  When I use narrative to present research results, I am very 
explicit about my sources, their strengths and limitations, and my arguments, how they 
are constructed.  I want to make it as easy as possible for the reader to understand how 
I reached my conclusions, and to find flaws and present counter-arguments. 

So how is all of this relevant to the study of natural resource systems?  I have three 
suggestions, all related to the fact that scientists are increasingly being asked to think in 
terms of coupled human and ecological relationships or systems. First of all, I think an 
historian’s perspective, with that sometimes annoying focus on what makes a situation 
unique, is a very useful skill that can help sort out what is important and what is not in 
terms of cause and effect, and thus help to produce more robust models.  Related to 
this, the methods of abductive reasoning share a lot with Bayesian inference, so an 
historian’s way of thinking should again help with modeling, in designing, for instance, a 
decision network.  Finally, the critical perspective on sources is helpful because I see a 
lot of social and natural scientists using textual sources in an uncritical way, accepting 
them at face value, as if what they say is all they have to say. 
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I’ll close by pointing out that we’re only just beginning to explore the possibilities for 
interdisciplinary work in natural resource management.  There is still a great deal of 
misunderstanding between social and natural scientists, and they are close cousins on 
the academic family tree.  History, while sometimes thought of as a science, more 
typically falls under the humanities, which are certainly at a further remove from biology 
and ecology than, say, a social science discipline like sociology.   Then there are the fine 
arts, and the performance arts, philosophy and ethics and religious studies, to mention a 
few more branches on the tree with plenty to contribute to what we do when we study 
natural resource systems.  While not rejecting for a moment the value of specialization, I 
firmly believe we all have a lot more to learn from one another.   
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Appendix C.2: Pentaptych 

Note: I wrote these poems and presented them at the final meeting of the CFRN in 
Halifax in November 2015 because I had run out of ways to explain what I was finding 
using the language of science. 

 

Folleness 

full throated dogs give welcome to 
  boats and their men 
full brimmed and swearing 
  their pride 
full backed by the 
  moon a 
full filling day 
  many 
full bellies 
  to come 
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Feyreness 

fair handed jim looked up from the net he was 
  mending 
fair seem the winds this morning 
  if only 
fair thinking prevailed in those heads over 
  there 
fair hearted is too much to ask just 
  give us 
fair measure and we’ll do the rest 
  without care 
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Goedeness 

good natured child of 
  reason 
good bodied 
  and 
good seeming 
  may 
good service 
  follow your 
good fitting 
  every season 
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Gryneness 

green broken as of 
  wild things 
green shadowed by fear 
  man handled 
green washed in rain rain 
  ever 
green tempered desire 
  the same 
green hearted ocean 
  remain 
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Weolness 

well travelled hands once gathered 
  here 
well joined voices used to 
  hailing 
well known at every 
  sailing 
well kept this town by 
  them 
well spoken of in 
  memory 
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Appendix C.3: A systems approach 

After years of thinking about it, I came up with a definition of a system that I like:  

System: a symbolic representation of a process with some consistency of 
structure and function 

Here is how I break down the definition into pieces and explain how they fit together. 

symbolic representation: systems don’t exist in the real world.  They may have material 
analogues, but a system-as-such is symbolic only.  It’s not a plant, or a star, or an 
internal combusion engine.  It’s a way of describing and explaining such things. 

representation: I chose this instead of description because the representation stands in 
for the reality.  It doesn’t just describe what the system looks like or how it operates.  In 
some fashion it uses a symbolic language to communicate what is going on in reality. 

process: this tells us that we’re talking about change over time that is ordered in some 
way.  Whatever the variables at play, the changes that occur with them over time are not 
purely random.  Note that this can be an imaginary process, a hypothetical one.  There 
is no requirement that it exist. 

some consistency of structure and function: this thickens the idea of order into 
something akin to stability and applies it.  The range of variation can be very great or 
very small.  It can also occur over miniscule or massive time scales.  But it needs to be 
there and it has to do with two things in particular: structure and function. 

structure: this is the physical architecture of the system, the pieces or components out of 
which it is constituted, and their relationships. 

function: this is how and why the process operates.  What it is supposed to do.  It’s a 
concept that applies at numerous levels within the overall system. There is some overlap 
with the idea of relationships, mentioned above under structure, and that still has me a 
bit confused.  
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Appendix C.4: Glossary of terms 

Note: These are definitions I constructed over the course of several years as a way of 
distilling into essences what I was observing and thinking about. 

 

Capitalism  A system for externalizing costs 

Management  A system for delivering predictable results 

Governance  A way of making choices 

Sustainability  A way of living well in the world 

Sustainable Fishery A fishery that is more than just a fishery 

Social-ecological system A relationship with purpose 

 

 

 


