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Appendix 7 
 – Response to Comments on Draft Report 

 
In the cover letter for the submissions from Watershed Watch Salmon Society (WWSS), 
Skeena Wild Conservation Trust and the David Suzuki Foundation received on 21 August 
2009, these groups express concerns about the “transparency of the MSC assessment 
process” because their previous comments/submissions had not been acknowledged or 
incorporated by the Assessment Team.  The Team wishes to assure these groups that we 
considered all comments received prior to June 2009 in preparing the July 2009 version of 
the report but did not to respond to specific comments until after receiving the all the 
comments on the Public Draft Certification Report.  This appendix provides the Team’s 
response to the most substantive comments received for each of the fisheries.    
 
 
Appendix 7a Response to comments received on Skeena Sockeye 
Fishery 
 
The Assessment Team has received a number of submissions containing comments and 
critical reviews of the scoring for the Skeena sockeye fishery since the release of the first 
draft report on BC Commercial Sockeye Salmon Fisheries in August 2007.  The most 
detailed of these documents were submitted by the Watershed Watch Salmon Society 
(Hill 2007; Hill 2009a) and Skeena Wild Conservation Trust (SWCT 2009a; 2009b; Hill 
2009b).  Many of the issues and concerns identified in the first WWSS submission (Hill 
2007) were repeated in subsequent submissions, therefore, our first series of responses 
will address the address the “major problems in the management of the Skeena sockeye 
fishery” provided in Hill (2007).  Subsequent responses will be provided for additional 
concerns identified in subsequent submissions.   The document title for each submission 
proceeds our responses.   
 
Critical Review of the Marine Stewardship Council Draft Assessment of Skeena and 
Nass River Sockeye Fisheries, prepared by Aaron Hill for Watershed Watch Salmon 
Society, November 2007. 49 p.  (Hill 2007). 
 
The following scoring elements list the “major problems in the management of the Skeena 
sockeye fishery” as provided on page 3 of this report. 
 

• Numerous sockeye stocks are fluctuating at low levels of abundance, and are being 
considered for “endangered” or “critically endangered” listings by the IUCN. 

 
TAVEL Skeena Response 1: See response to IUCN assessment 
 
• Non-target stocks subject to bycatch in the sockeye fishery are fluctuating at low 

levels of abundance. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 2:  The definition of a non-target stock is a stock of salmon 

that is not the focus of the fishery but is caught in a fishery that is attempting to 
harvest other salmon stocks.  The observation that some non-target stocks caught in 
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the Skeena fishery have been fluctuating at low levels of abundance is neither unusual 
nor surprising for a salmon fishery.  This does not make the fishery unsustainable.  
With regard to MSC criteria, the issue is whether “management strategies include 
provisions for restriction to the fishery to enable recovery of non-target stocks to 
levels above established LRPs.”  The recent management strategy to reduce harvest 
rate in the mixed-stock sockeye fisheries has been implemented to protect non-target 
stocks.  The lack of defined LRPs for non-target sockeye stocks has been identified as 
a deficiency that must be addressed along with the need to develop and implement 
recovery plans for stocks harvested in Skeena sockeye fisheries that are below their 
LRPs (see Condition 21b).  Skeena chum is another non-target stock subject to 
bycatch in the Skeena sockeye fishery.  Concerns regarding the effect of sockeye 
fisheries on Skeena chum salmon stocks resulted in Condition 22, where “certification 
of the Skeena sockeye salmon fishery is contingent upon developing and implementing 
a recovery plan for chum salmon stocks harvested in Skeena sockeye fisheries that are 
below their LRP.” 

 
• Insufficient status data and assessment procedures for several target and non-target 

stocks. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 3: The assessment team found the available data and 

assessment procedures to be sufficient to assess the status of the target stock.  We 
agree that the available data and assessment procedures are not sufficient to assess the 
status of some non-target stocks.  Specific data deficiencies regarding fishery 
independent indicators of abundance and productivity for non-target sockeye stocks 
have been identified and are the focus for Conditions 13b and 13c.   

 
• Interceptions of weak target and non-target stocks in the mixed-stock marine fishery 

are continuing at rates too high to allow for the recovery or those stocks. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 4: We are not aware of any evidence that mixed-stock 

marine fishery interception rates are too high to allow for the recovery of the target 
stock.  In the initial August 2007 review, we clearly indicated that “Given that Babine 
Lake sockeye is the only target stock, there are no depleted target stocks.  In these few 
years when returns to Babine Lake were small, appropriate management actions were 
taken to reduce harvest pressure and escapements have been consistently above LRP 
since 1982 despite large variations in annual returns.”  The ISRP report specifically 
addressed the need to reduce mixed-stock marine harvest rates to allow for the 
recovery of non-target stocks:   

 
“Analysis of stock-recruitment relationships for the non-Babine sockeye 
stocks, based on escapement data from DFO’s Salmon Escapement Data 
System (SEDS) and estimates of overall exploitation rates based on run 
reconstructions for 1950 to 2006, indicates that these stocks will remain at 
severely depressed levels unless total exploitation rates in the ocean fisheries 
(Alaskan plus Canadian) are reduced to around 30%-40%, i.e., by reducing 
Canadian ocean fisheries exploitation rates from 40-50% down to 20-30%, 
or about half of what they have been over the last 20 yrs.”  
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As indicated in Response 2 above, the recent (post ISRP) management strategy to 
reduce harvest rate in the mixed-stock sockeye fisheries has been implemented to 
protect non-target stocks.  The lack of defined LRPs for non-target sockeye stocks has 
been identified as a deficiency that must be addressed along with the need to develop 
and implement recovery plans for stocks harvested in Skeena sockeye fisheries that 
are below their LRPs (see Condition 21b).    
 

• Limit reference points are not defined or effectively implemented for the majority of 
stocks exploited in the fishery. 

 
TAVEL Skeena Response 5: see Response 2 above and Condition 21b. 
 
• Management model is not robust to increasing ecological variability as a result of 

climate change. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 6: The current management model adjusts harvest rates for 

marine sockeye fisheries based on the returning abundance of Skeena sockeye 
monitored using the Skeena Tyee Test Fishery.  This management model has resulted 
in greatly restricted fisheries in years of poor returns.  It is recognized that increasing 
ecological variability resulting from climate change or any other factor, will present 
challenges for any management system.  However, management systems that are 
heavily influenced by in-season estimates of abundance will be far more robust than 
those based on pre-season forecasts or a fixed harvest rate policy.   

  
• Narrow and un-precautionary approach to ecosystem-based management and failure to 

implement ecosystem-based management provisions of the Wild Salmon Policy in a 
timely or meaningful manner. 

 
TAVEL Skeena Response 7: The Assessment Team agrees that the ecosystem-based 

management provisions of the Wild Salmon Policy should be implemented in a timely 
and meaningful manner.  We recognize that there have been instances (e.g. 2006) 
when the management system failed to implement a precautionary approach, however, 
in most years since 1993 the management system has implemented measures to reduce 
the harvest pressure on non-target stocks and harvest surpluses for abundant stocks in 
known stock areas.   

   
• Inability to enforce fleet compliance with selective fishing measures, bycatch reporting 

requirements, and other conditions of license. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 8:  As acknowledged above, there have been instances 

where the management agency has failed to enforce fleet compliance with regards to 
some fishery regulations (e.g. 2006) and there have been ongoing reporting issues 
related to the catch and discards of steelhead and some other non-target species.  
These concerns have resulted in the conditional requirement for fishers to commit to 
the implementation of selective fishing techniques (Condition 36b) and provide 
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sufficient information for managers to derive reliable estimates of catch and discards 
of steelhead and some other non-target species (Condition 36c).   

 
• General lack of management control in the marine component of the fishery due to 

derby-style fishery openings. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 9:  The fact that all commercial salmon fisheries are closed 

until opened, ensures that managers have full control over the opportunities to harvest 
Skeena sockeye.  Derby-style fishery openings can result in unexpected levels of 
fishing effort but gear counts are usually conducted early in each fishery so managers 
have the information needed to reduce or extend the fishing period.   

  
• Disintegrating relationships with numerous First Nations, as evidenced by active 

lawsuits. 
 
TAVEL Skeena Response 10:  Many lawsuits involving First Nations in Canada are 

related to the much broader issue of land claim agreements, which, while obviously 
including fishery access concerns, also includes other issues beyond fisheries and fish 
resource access.  The relationship between First Nations and the management agency 
is constantly been tested through the courts and changes in the leadership of federal 
and provincial government.  Court decisions and the on going negotiations of 
comprehensive treaties have had both positive and negative effects on First Nation 
fisheries and the fisheries management process.  Condition 36a identifies the need to 
resolve First Nation issues regarding aboriginal and treaty rights while recognizing 
that these are challenging and multidimensional tasks that will take time and continue 
to involve the courts and treaty negotiations processes.    

 
 

Key Deficiencies in the MSC Re-Assessments of Skeena and Nass Commercial 
Sockeye Fisheries, prepared by Aaron Hill, Watershed Watch Salmon Society, 
August 2009. 5 p. (Hill 2009a). 
 
Hill (2009a) contends that the two criteria at the 60SG for Indicator 1.1.1.5 are only 
partially met: 
 
Indicator 1.1.1.5:  Where stock units are composed of significant numbers of fish from 

enhancement activities, the management system provides for 
identification of the enhanced fish and their harvest without adversely 
impacting the diversity, ecological function or viability of 
unenhanced stocks. 

 
• There is general scientific agreement within the management agency regarding the 

impacts of enhanced fish on the resultant harvest rates or escapements of un-
enhanced fish stocks. 

• Managers have some scientific basis for assuring that harvest rates for enhanced 
stocks are not adversely affecting the majority of un-enhanced stocks within each 
stock unit. 
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TAVEL Response: 
 
Hill contends that “If there is general agreement among Department scientists on this 
matter it likely does not have an empirical basis.”  DFO has used a number of analytical 
models to estimate the impact of Skeena sockeye fisheries on the resultant harvest rates of 
un-enhanced sockeye stock and other non-target species.  While there may be different 
views regarding the specific parameters for these models, we are not aware of any 
significant disagreement on the resultant harvest rate estimates.   
 
Hill contends that “The majority of weak sockeye stocks often are fished at exploitation 
rates above their estimated MSY during the peak of the run timing; yet reliable stock 
status information does not exist for approximately 1/3 of them”.  The MSC evaluation 
criteria do not require all stocks to be fished at or below their MSY exploitation rate.  The 
Team is aware the analysis of historical exploitation rates for Skeena sockeye presented in 
Walters et al. (2008), and the fact that harvest rates have been substantially reduced from 
historic levels in recent years.  The Team was concerned about the lack of LRPs for un-
enhanced sockeye stocks. Condition 13 addresses the need to define these LRPs and 
determine the impact of the enhanced stocks on wild sockeye stocks.   
 
Hill’s issues regarding the definition of target stocks for the Skeena sockeye fishery have 
been addressed above. 
 
 
Hill (2009a) contends that the two criteria at the 60SG for Indicator 2.3.1 have not been 
met:   
 
Indicator 2.3.1  Management strategies include provision for restrictions to the 

fishery to enable recovery of non-target stocks to levels above 
established LRPs (Limit Reference Points) 

 
• The management system attempts to prevent extirpation of non-target stocks and does 

have rebuilding strategies for the majority of the stocks. 
• The management system has at least a 50% probability of achieving long-term 

recovery of depleted non-target stocks. 
 
TAVEL Response: 
 
Hill asks “what constitutes an attempt to prevent extirpation?”   The Species at Risk Act 
defines an extirpated species as “a wildlife species that no longer exists in the wild in 
Canada, but exists elsewhere in the wild.”  The Team found that efforts to reduce harvest 
rates in mixed-stock fishery, the development recovery plans for several non-target 
sockeye stocks and annual monitoring programs for 2/3 of the Skeena sockeye stocks are 
actions that are consistent with attempts to prevent extirpation.  The Team has already 
acknowledged the difficulty of distinguishing between a 50% and 60% probability of 
achieving the long-term recovery of depleted non-target stocks.  We have a difference in 
opinion with Mr. Hill regarding the best approach for achieving this goal.    
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Hill (2009a) contends that the single criteria at the 60SG for Indicator 3.4.2.1 has not been 
met: 
 
Indicator 3.4.2.1:   The management system includes compliance provisions. 
 
• The management system includes compliance provisions that are effective for the 

majority of the fisheries. 
 
 
TAVEL Response: 
 
The Team was aware of the compliance and enforcement issues associated with the 2006 
fishing season.  After a detailed examination of the 2006 fishery and other years, the 
Team was convinced that 2006 was the exception not the rule.  We accept the criticism 
regarding the discrepancy between the scoring for this indicator and Indicator 3.7.4.  The 
Team’s view was that concerns regarding fishers providing data on catch and discards of 
non-target species were more appropriately addressed under Indicator 3.7.4.   
 
Hill (2009a) contends that the single criteria at the 60SG for Indicator 3.6.3 was only 
partially met because the management system has allowed “overfishing to occur on weak 
stocks that individual First Nations depend on”.  The Team is aware that First Nations 
fisheries often focus their harvesting efforts on stocks originating from or migrating 
through their traditional territories.  However, most Skeena First Nations harvest sockeye 
originating from a variety of stocks.  Given the diversity of stocks accessible to most 
Skeena First Nations, there are few if any instances where a First Nation has not been able 
to exercise their legal right to harvest sockeye for FSC purposes.   
 
Hill (2009a) contends that the single criteria at the 60SG for Indicator 3.7.4 was not met 
because bycatch data for the Skeena fishery are considered unreliable.  The Team 
recognized this concern and has made certification conditional on addressing this issue.  
The Team found that the catch and discard data collected from the fishing industry and 
harvest rate estimates derived for co-migrating non-target species were sufficient to 
manage the harvests for these species. 
 
Testing Whether the Draft Public Report and DFO’s Action Plan Meets MSC’s 
Principles and Criteria for Sustainability in Regards to the Skeena River Sockeye 
Fishery. Submitted by Skeena Wild Conservation Trust. 19p. (SWCT 2009a). 
 

“The following four measures were developed – in consultation with conservation 
biologists, other ENGOs and fisheries managers – to test whether the Public Draft Report and 
associated action plan for the Skeena River sockeye fishery meets the standards set out by 
MSC‟s Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Fishing.” 

The four measures are: 
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1. Each genetically distinct population harvested within a Unit of 
Certification should be categorized as an exploited or “target” population 
for purposes of certification. It is contrary to the intent of principle 1 to 
aggregate genetically distinct populations of a single species and manage 
them in a manner that intentionally overfishs one or more of the 
populations. 

2. The status of each genetically distinct population should be assessed 
relative to its potential biological production and associated 
ecological community.  

3. A rebuilding target should be established for each genetically distinct 
population that provides for the conservation of the population, ecological 
resilience and subsistence use 

4. A rebuilding or recovery plan with specified targets and time lines 
should be established for each genetically distinct population that is 
below its rebuilding target. 

 
TAVEL Response: 
 
Measure 1 – Target Stocks 
 
In response to questions and requests from several reviewers, we have included a new 
section in the report that defines the target and non-target stocks for each fishery and 
provides the rationale for these classifications.   Target and non-target stocks have been 
defined for three of the four sockeye fisheries and the methods used to define the target 
and non-target stocks for the Skeena sockeye fishery are consistent with those for the 
other BC sockeye fisheries.   
 
Measures 2 and 3 – Potential Biological Production and Rebuilding Targets 
The concerns related to these measures are focused on the adequacy of Condition 14: 
 
Condition 14 - Certification will be conditional until the management agency provides 
direct evidence that the productivity of non-target stocks has been taken into account 
when setting the TRP for the target Babine stock. (Skeena Condition #1.2). 
 
The reviewer contends that “Condition 14 provides insufficient guidance for ensuring that 
unenhanced stocks are accounted for in developing the TRP for enhanced Babine sockeye 
and mixed stock fisheries are sufficiently limited to protect less productive unenhanced 
stocks. It fails to define what productivity means: must non-target stocks be above their 
Limit Reference Point, around their Target Reference Point or simply persisting? And 
what does “take into account” mean?” 
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This condition is not intended to define the recovery goal for non-target stocks.  This 
requirement is explicitly addresses in Condition 21b under Indicator 2.3.1.  The phrase 
“taken into account” means that information on the productivity of non-target stocks must 
be compared with information on the target Babine stock and managers must indicate how 
this information was used in the definition of the TRP for the Babine stock and how 
fisheries will be implemented to achieve the TRP without negatively impacting the non-
target stocks. 
 
Measure 4 – Recovery Plans for Depleted Stocks 
The concerns related to these measures are focused on the adequacy of Condition 21b: 
 
Condition 21b - Skeena Sockeye Salmon Condition #1.  Certification will be conditional 
until Limit Reference Points or their equivalent have been defined for Skeena sockeye 
salmon stocks, and recovery plans have been developed and implemented for stocks 
harvested in Skeena sockeye fisheries that are below their LRP. The proposed recovery 
plans must provide information regarding the probability of recovery and the timing for 
recovery.  (Skeena Condition 2.1b) 
 
Most of the reviewers’ concerns appear to be related to the DFO response in their Action 
Plan.  The Team agrees with the reviewers’ statement that “Condition 21b is the key 
element in translating stock assessment into management action through the development 
and implementation of recovery plans.”  The Team’s response to the DFO Action Plan is 
provided in Appendix 8. 
 
MSC Certification of British Columbia Sockeye Fisheries – Core Issues and 
Recommendations for the Skeena Unit of Certification.  Submitted by Skeena Wild 
Conservation Trust August 2009. 4 p.  (SWCT 2009b). 
 
TAVEL Response 
 
All of the issues identified in this submission have been address in our new section on the 
definition of target and non-target stocks; the responses to the same issues provided 
above; and the Team’s response to the DFO Action Plan.   
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This condition is not intended to define the recovery goal for non-target stocks.  This 
requirement is explicitly addresses in Condition 21b under Indicator 2.3.1.  The phrase 
“taken into account” means that information on the productivity of non-target stocks must 
be compared with information on the target Babine stock and managers must indicate how 
this information was used in the definition of the TRP for the Babine stock and how 
fisheries will be implemented to achieve the TRP without negatively impacting the non-
target stocks. 
 
Measure 4 – Recovery Plans for Depleted Stocks 
The concerns related to these measures are focused on the adequacy of Condition 21b: 
 
Condition 21b - Skeena Sockeye Salmon Condition #1.  Certification will be conditional 
until Limit Reference Points or their equivalent have been defined for Skeena sockeye 
salmon stocks, and recovery plans have been developed and implemented for stocks 
harvested in Skeena sockeye fisheries that are below their LRP. The proposed recovery 
plans must provide information regarding the probability of recovery and the timing for 
recovery.  (Skeena Condition 2.1b) 
 
Most of the reviewers’ concerns appear to be related to the DFO response in their Action 
Plan.  The Team agrees with the reviewers’ statement that “Condition 21b is the key 
element in translating stock assessment into management action through the development 
and implementation of recovery plans.”  The Team’s response to the DFO Action Plan is 
provided in Appendix 8. 
 
MSC Certification of British Columbia Sockeye Fisheries – Core Issues and 
Recommendations for the Skeena Unit of Certification.  Submitted by Skeena Wild 
Conservation Trust August 2009. 4 p.  (SWCT 2009b). 
 
TAVEL Response 
 
All of the issues identified in this submission have been address in our new section on the 
definition of target and non-target stocks; the responses to the same issues provided 
above; and the Team’s response to the DFO Action Plan.   
 



 

TAVEL>>   The status of summer-run Skeena steelhead stocks and harvest issues related to 
these stocks were addressed in detail by the Independent Science Review Panel in 2008 
(Walters et al. 2008).  We have taken into consideration the detailed work and 
recommendations of the panel in our rescoring and formulating conditions for the Skeena 
sockeye fishery.  All concerns identified in this submission have been address.   



 

 

TAVEL>  The assessment team assigned a condition in relation to performance indicator 1.1.2.1 
which is as follows: 

Condition 13a  

Certification is conditional until the management agencies implement a scientifically defensible 

program for estimating steelhead catch in the Skeena sockeye fisheries. (Skeena Condition 

#1.1a). 

DFO have committed to undertake the following corrective action, which the team has deemed 
appropriate. 

DFO will develop a program for monitoring the by-catch in Skeena sockeye fisheries including 

steelhead. Fishery impacts on steelhead have been estimated using a model jointly created by 

DFO and MOE, and reviewed by PSARC. The Skeena Independent Science Review commented on 

the model and expressed concern over the uncertainty in the model parameters. As 

recommended, DFO will work with MOE to develop methods to estimate steelhead impacts from 

the Skeena sockeye fisheries.  A catch monitoring framework will be developed by December, 

2011 

 

 

 



 

TAVEL>Steelhead bycatch in the Skeena sockeye fishery is specifically addressed in Skeena 
Performance Indicator 2.1.1, a score of 70 was awarded and a condition the same as 13a above 
was imposed on the client.   

 

TAVEL>  Conditions were only applied in the instance that performance indicators were scored 
below 80 and the assessment team is obliged to design conditions which will require the client 
(and DFO) to raise the performance of the fishery management to the 80 scoring guideposts 
defined for the performance indicator in question. 

 



 



Moody Marine Ltd BC Sockeye Salmon: Public Certification Report 

 For Nass, Skeena, Barkley Sound Units of Ceritication 

BC Sockeye_PCR Ver1 062110.doc  

 
All of the issues identified in this submission have been address in the Team’s response to 
the DFO Action Plan. 

 
 

 
 

North Coast Steelhead Alliance 
Box 23 Site M RR#1 

Hazelton B.C. V0J 1Y0 
PH (250) 842-6406 
Fax (250) 842-6412 

E-Mail ncsa@bulkley.net 
www.ncsteelheadalliance.ca 

 
 

Steven Devitt 
Phone: (902) 422-4511 
Fax: (902) 422-9780 
Email: sdevitt@tavelcertify.com 

TAVEL Certification Inc. 
Suite 815, 99 Wyse Road 
Dartmouth, NS 
B3A 4S5 
Canada  

 
RE: Skeena sockeye fishery certification 
 
Dear Mr Devitt, 
Please find below our comments on the latest phase of the Skeena sockeye 
certification process. 
 
We would first like to comment on how poorly presented and convoluted the 
paperwork in this process is. In terms of readability for the general public or 
stakeholder groups the documentation is exceedingly complex. Your presentation 
of the scoring system, criteria used, and overall rationales are poorly presented 
and overly complex. In fact, we feel the overly lengthy documentation and unclear 
wording could almost appear to be a tool purposefully utilised to cloud the debate 
of the issue.  We certainly did not find reading the document easy or the 
information presented in a readily digestible form. 
 

Steelhead Bycatch:  
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It appears to us that there have been no changes with regard to DFO addressing 
the steelhead bycatch issue since the last phase of public input. 

With this fact in mind, we find both the DFO Action Plan and the reviewing team’s 
treatment of this issue to be completely inadequate to deal with the steelhead 
bycatch problem in the Skeena sockeye fishery. 

It appears that DFO and your Assessment team are more interested in counting 
the dead steelhead bycatch than finding or ensuring ways to eliminate it.  

Both the Assessment Team’s Conditions and DFO’s Action Plan focus only on 
efforts to enumerate steelhead killed in the commercial fishery and completely 
ignores any remedies to the problem.  

TAVEL Response:  Conditions 35d and 36b require DFO and the client to identify 
solutions to reduce steelhead (and other) bycatch. 

Condition 35d - Certification will be conditional until the management agency provides a 
research plan that addresses identified concerns related to the impact of the fishery on the 
ecosystem, with emphasis on non-target stocks (e.g. Skeena summer-run steelhead), and 
takes into consideration socioeconomic factors and anticipated changes to fisheries. This 
task should be completed within two years (Skeena Condition #3.1d). 

 

Condition 36b – Certification will be conditional until there is a clear commitment from 
the management agency and fishers to identify and implement selective fishing techniques 
that are consistent with the goal of reducing the catch of non-target species, especially 
steelhead. These tasks should be completed within two years (Skeena Condition #3.2b). 

 

Moreover, the process ignores the socio-economic importance of steelhead to the 
Skeena region. There is an entire industry and economy based on steelhead 
fishing tourism in the Skeena region that contributes significantly to the regional 
economy. In fact, sportfishing for salmon and steelhead contributed more than 
commercial fishing in 2007 according to a survey (Counterpoint; Economic 
Dimensions of Skeena Salmonid Fisheries). 

For the sportfishing tourism industry in Skeena, all steelhead are important with 
any loss to commercial fishing bycatch being an extremely wasteful use of 
resources. Moreover, this bycatch impact is focused on the early run component 
of the steelhead return. These early run steelhead arrive the earliest and stay the 
longest, thus providing the most access for the sportfishery. The recent 
compression of the commercial fishery timing has further exacerbated this 
problem with most, if not all, of the commercial impacts now falling on the peak 
run timing of the early steelhead. This early run component could be described as 
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chronically depressed due to long term over-exploitation by the commercial 
fishery.  

Furthermore, your Assessment Team appears to be guessing at measuring the 
bycatch impact on steelhead when it states “…the steelhead harvest rates are 
believed to be relatively low….” Yet the previous sentence quotes the ISRP as 
saying “…we have no idea how reliable DFO’s estimates of steelhead exploitation 
rates are…” So, what new information is the Review Team using to make this 
assessment that the ISR Panel did not have? In 2008 and 2009 the Skeena 
Management Model was not used by DFO to estimate steelhead harvest rates 
and there has been no public mention of them…so what information is the Review 
team using to enable it to come up with such statements about relatively low 
steelhead exploitation rates? 

TAVEL Response:  The reliability of exploitation rates (ER) estimates is an issue for 
many fisheries.  The Team used the information provided from DFO.  The only available 
ERs for Skeena steelhead are the relative ERs derived from the Skeena Model and 
reported in the IFMP documents. 

Having the management agency (D.F.O) present anecdotal evidence or ‘guesses’ 
about steelhead harvest is completely unacceptable to the sportfishing tourism 
industry that relies on these important steelhead.  The manner in which this 
bycatch issue is handled again reflects a general lack of specifics in this process: 
DFO has no idea what the harvest rates are on steelhead, yet they freely guess 
that they are ‘relatively low”. What about the other impacts on steelhead such as; 
Alaskan commercial bycatch, First Nations food fishery both, marine and inriver, 
the Tyee Test Fishery, the sportfishing mortalities, and natural predators. It 
appears DFO and the Review Team are looking at commercial fishing steelhead 
impacts in isolation of other mortalities and not looking at the cumulative impacts 
on the stock. This isolated, narrow view is another flaw in the Review process. 

TAVEL Response:  The Assessment team was not provide any documents that clearly 
demonstrated that Skeena steelhead are below their LRP and thus require the development 
and implementation of a recovery plan.  We have identified the need for recovery plans 
for non-target sockeye and chum stocks and the ER reductions recommended for these 
stocks will likely reduce commercial fishery harvest pressure on Skeena steelhead. 

As we’ve mentioned, all steelhead are important to the sportfishing industry and 
the stock’s biodiversity in general. To have D.F.O and the commercial industry 
‘guess’ that the impacts of their industry are low is unacceptable to our group and 
should be cause for major concern for MSC. Continued erosion of the early run 
component isn’t even mentioned in any of this process, yet historical data shows 
the steelhead run timing has shifted by several weeks from the 1950’s onwards. 
The fish haven’t started coming later, those early arriving steelhead have been 
extirpated due to over-exploitation by the commercial fishery. 
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After a detail review of all the methods used to estimate catch or exploitation rates 
for Skeena steelhead stocks, the Skeena ISRP concluded that “The state of 
affairs today is that we actually have no idea how reliable DFO’s estimates of 
steelhead exploitation rates are.” While the steelhead bycatch in fisheries 
targeting Skeena sockeye can represent a significant portion of the harvest of 
Skeena steelhead, the steelhead harvest rates are believed to be relatively low, 
and thus a much less significant component of the steelhead stock in most years. 
However, there is a an urgent need to improve the procedures used to estimate 
the catch for these non-target steelhead stocks. 
 
Condition 13a - Certification is conditional until the management agencies 
implement a scientifically defensible program for estimating steelhead catch in the 
Skeena sockeye fisheries. (Skeena Condition #1.1a). 
 

More worrisome is the lack of any Condition requiring the elimination of bycatch in 
the commercial sockeye fishery. The Selective Fishing Policy of D.F.O is 
supposed to provide direction on working towards the use of selective fishing 
methods by commercial fishermen, yet no movement on this is presented in their 
Action Plan. Worse yet, your Assessment team neglects to mention this also. If 
this MSC Certification process is really about ensuring a sustainable fishery, then 
surely mention of moving away from the mixed stock fishery and towards 
selective fishing is required. 

TAVEL Response:  The MSC sustainable fishing standard does not require certified 
fisheries eliminate bycatch.  The MSC standard does require that a target fishery should 
not impact a non-target stock to the point of being the cause of recruitment impairment of 
that non-target stock.   

Another bycatch issue not properly addressed is the bycatch of chum salmon. 
Chum salmon are a stock of concern on the north coast and have been for a few 
years now. In 2008, over 23,000 chum salmon were caught as bycatch with more 
being recorded as ‘released’ in seine fisheries that incurred significant mortalities.  

In response to Nass sockeye Condition 23, DFO mentions a chum salmon 
rebuilding plan. Yet in 2009, we have almost 48,000 chum killed in Areas 3 and 4 
as bycatch. In all northern fishing Areas the number is over 75,000 chums killed 
with more mortalities from seine release not included. And this is for a species of 
concern with supposedly no directed fisheries to target them. Yet, DFO finds it 
acceptable to allow such high bycatch on a depressed species while at the same 
time saying it is developing rebuilding or recovery plans. How can the Review 
Team not find fault with the discrepancy between what DFO promises and what 
they actually deliver in fishery management in light of these facts?  

TAVEL Response:  It is important to point out that not all northern BC chum stocks are 
depleted.  There are some very healthy chum stocks in northern BC and Alaska, and 
occasionally strong returns to some parts for Area 3.  We need to have information on the 
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stock composition for chum fisheries and better escapement estimates for Area 3 chum 
outside the Nass River.  Much of this information is being sought under the Pink and 
Chum MSC certification process which is also underway. 

This situation with chum salmon is an example of the lack of accountability in this 
whole process. DFO can promise anything at all, yet there is no outside 
monitoring of whether the promises were indeed implemented or to the 
effectiveness of any measures that might be promised by DFO to be 
implemented. Just saying they will do something or ‘look into it’ is not an 
acceptable response to a Condition.  

TAVEL Response:  DFO’s progress on all action plan items will be monitored during the 
annual surveillance audit process.  The results of the annual audit will be reported to all 
stakeholders annually. 

The chum bycatch figures alone should alert MSC to the fact sockeye fishing on 
the north coast is not sustainable, certainly not for the chum salmon, and should 
not be certified even conditionally until changes are implemented. 

 

Sockeye Concerns: 

Our Steelhead Alliance wholeheartedly endorses the Skeena Wild document titled 
“Testing Whether the Draft Public Report and DFO’s Action Plan Meets MSC’s 
Principles and Criteria for Sustainability in Regards to the Skeena River Sockeye 
Fishery” submitted to Tavel for this phase of public input. Our group does not 
have the resources to examine the extensive paperwork of this process to the 
detail Skeena Wild has done, but we have read their paper and heartily agree 
with all the questions it raises with regard to the certification process of Skeena 
sockeye. 

TAVEL Response:  The Assessment team has reviewed and responded to this document 
as part of the stakeholder comment response process. 

Other Issues: 

Skeena Watershed Initiative: 

The DFO Action Plan makes reference to the stakeholder process called the 
Skeena Watershed Initiative. Being the representative of our organization in this 
process, I can state that we feel there are significant shortcomings in it.  

This Initiative started with grandiose ideas of co-managing the Skeena fishery or 
at least providing the main direction for the management of the fishery. Yet, 
through a process of attrition the Initiative has been downgraded now to what has 
been described by some members as a ‘discussion group’. There is no mandate 
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nor is there is any commitment on behalf of DFO to implement any of the 
Initiative’s recommendations if it indeed ever gets to that stage.  

After spending the first year of its existence working on a Terms of Reference, the 
Initiative still has no formal Terms of Reference. This is because the commercial 
sector representatives would not sign off on any. The commercial fishing sector 
wanted as broad and vague a document to avoid any commitment to change. I 
still don’t think there is any signed off Terms of Reference for this Initiative.  

Moreover, as of late the actual attendance at Planning Committee conference 
calls and interest in this Initiative in general, has waned severely.  

For DFO to reference this currently ineffective forum as the main contributor in 
deciding important fishery management decisions, such as which stocks will be 
allowed to remain depressed or at risk of extinction, appears to us to be overly 
optimistic. It is another example of DFO not using specifics when answering to the 
Conditions. By saying, a Condition will be dealt with by a yet unproven or even 
workable process this does not directly answer the Condition. 

 
Compliance: 
 
These sections on Compliance we also find lacking. It is a well known fact, both 
publicly and within the management agencies DFO and MOE that commercial 
reporting of bycatch such as steelhead are notoriously unreliable. So much so, 
that they were never included as inputs in the Skeena Management Model.  
 
As far as Compliance provisions being effective this is another area of great 
concern for our group. We would seriously question how this section received a 
passing grade in scoring? Would the Review Team call DFO Enforcement 
checking 3 gillnetters on opening day in 2008 as ‘effective’ when over 300 
gillnetters participated in the opening? 
Moroever, on opening day in 2008 all three of those gillnetters checked were 
found to be out of compliance with several regulations and Conditions of License. 
It is these obvious types of scoring errors that erode our confidence in this 
process and makes us question what information the reviewers are using to come 
up with their scoring judgements. 
 
TAVEL Response:  On going enforcement efforts and compliance of a certified fishery is 
reviewed on an annual basis as part of the Annual Surveillance Audit requirements.   
 
Indicator 3.4.2.1: The management system includes compliance provisions 
 

SG 60.1 �The management system includes compliance provisions that 
are effective for the majority of the fisheries. 
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Indicator 3.7.4:  The management system solicits the cooperation of the fishing 
industry and other relevant stakeholders in the collection of data on the catch and 
discard of non-target species and undersized individuals of target species. 
 

SG 60.1 �Catch and discard data provided by the fishing industry and 
other relevant stakeholders are sufficient to manage the harvests from the 
majority of the non-target species and undersized individuals from the 
majority of the target species. 

As mentioned previously, our group does not have the resources to critique the 
entire Skeena section but we feel the conservation group Skeena Wild has done 
more than an adequate job of presenting clear, referenced, credible arguments 
that seriously question the conditional certification of the Skeena sockeye fishery. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to again have input into this certification 
process. 

Yours truly, 

K. Douglas 

Chairperson 

North Coast Steelhead Alliance 
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MSC Certification of British Columbia Sockeye Fisheries – Fred Hawkshaw 
Comments, August 24, 2009). 
 
Fred and Linda Hawkshaw, 
421 6th Ave East, 
Prince Rupert, BC. 
V8j-1w6  
 
Dear Sir; 
  
To say we could be approaching an important point in Canada's history of commercial 
salmon fishing, fails to deliver the full level of significance this certification could 
provide. I should use the word "achieve" rather than provide because as yet, regardless the 
time spent and degree of frustration seen as wasted by certain entities trying to "get it 
right" and "git 'er done", nothing can be or will be more important, more significant than 
getting it done RIGHT, ACCOUNTABLE IN A PRO-ACTIVE MANNER and for all 
equally. However, having said that, I must raise a concern that defies both logic and 
management credibility. DFO has just announced they cannot allow a gillnet pink fishery 
because they are very concerned with weak chum and sockeye stocks. I would point out 
the gillnet fishery is entitled to 25% of the pink harvest. An Independent Science Review 
was conducted recently and high-lighted DFO’s failure to implement and enforce non-
target compliance. The focus was on the gillnet fishery but a DFO Notice posted this 
spring makes it clear neither the seine or gillnet fishery has met compliance. When a stock 
or species is noted to be in need of heightened management actions or Conservation 
concerns are the top priority, it would seem prudent to apply the same level of concerns to 
all user groups and/or gear types. DFO has chosen to isolate one user group, the gillnet 
fishery from any access yet has provided full-on access to the seine fleet and full-on 
access for the Skeena sports fishery. While the seine fleet is on non-retention of sockeye, 
DFO has done nothing to stop the sport harvest on Skeena sockeye.  
 
Far be it for fishers like my wife and I to want to be part of any fishery that knowingly 
rejects compliance concerns and Conservation concerns. The bad news is, in the case of 
the gillnet fishery DFO lumps all fishers into one majority but makes no consideration for 
the minority. When DFO states there is a majority non-compliance concern, sufficient to 
shut access down, by default there is a minority segment that they are ignoring 
completely, denying us a future. In its effort to Certify DFO as a credible management 
system, is the MSC prepared to certify a management system that defines “responsible”, 
“compliant” or “selective” fishing behaviour, gear formatting as something to punish the 
minority for even trying to uphold those values or rather, use as an incentive to encourage 
a viable and sustainable fishery, providing benefit to those individuals who choose to 
uphold those values? As it stands right now, even after a full review of DFO’s 
Management and enforcement practices only those who have either political backing or 
the wealth to “persuade” management to direct who will fish and who won’t are allowed 
to- in the face of acknowledged management concerns with non-target compliance, 
shockingly poor sockeye returns and irresponsible non-target mortality. 
 
Under section 2.3.1.:  
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DFO has stated there is no opportunity to fish an Ocean fishery without risk to non-target 
stocks? First we need clarification as to what DFO considers to be an "Ocean fishery"? Is 
the estuarine fishery or that portion of Area 4 known better as 4-12 & 4-15 or the “River-
Gap-Slough” included in an "Ocean" fishery? I could easily accept DFO’s concerns as 
valid in any part of our fishery that occurs seaward of or beyond the limits of the river 
mouth or those portions of Area 4 excluding 4-12 and 4-15 but hardly one that is 
constrained within the area of the actual mouth of the river in question known as Area 4-
12 and 4-15. The river-mouth fishery offers largely no more risk to stock or species 
selective fishing than many of the upriver areas now given to Native commercial 
harvesting – were the same level of compliance management and enforcement applied to 
our small-boat net fishery as is applied upriver. 
  
To date, our North Coast net fisheries have not fished one hour on Skeena sockeye, 
neither estuarine or outside the river mouth and will not at all this year. In fact, the Dept 
has announced there is unlikely to be any further opportunities for the Area “C” gillnet 
fleet in both Area 4 and 3 for the remainder of the year, “remainder” that started July 21. 
Haven’t we qualified as being fully stock selective enough this year? As I type, this 20th 
day of August 2009, DFO has chosen to exclude the North Coast gillnet fishery from any 
access to Coho while giving full-on retention of all Coho for the seine fishery in Area 3.  
As I write the Dept has also given the seine fleet 100% of the Skeena pinks. Is the MSC in 
the habit of certifying such prejudiced management, knowing Management created the 
problem in the gillnet fishery by failing to implement the, original “selective fishing” 
program than ran from 1998- 2001, plus the recommendations of the PSF- ISR in 2008? 
Why did one of the industry leaders state in his presentation to the 2003 World Summit on 
Salmon, all was well, all was good with the gillnet fleet, compliance was 100%, when not 
even DFO in it’s own review of the effort would agree anything of the sort had been 
attained? Who authorized this person to represent my wife and I? Had we been given the 
opportunity to represent ourselves, we most certainly would have told a very different 
story and who knows, had the whole truth come out back then perhaps DFO would have 
had no choice but to tackle these concerns head-on half a decade ago before so many 
innocent people and lives have needlessly been hurt? The inherent problem remains- 
without enforcement, we cannot expect change to occur regardless who said what when. 
 If weak stock management is the modern agenda, the same must be applied equally to all 
users.    Following the link-up between seine openings in the Skeena and the daily 
escapement, one cannot help but believe DFO is overlooking seine sockeye by-catch kill? 
Is a threatened sockeye any less dead if it’s killed by a seine or sports fisher than by 
gillnet? When is a dead weak stock by-caught chum any better off killed and discarded by 
seine than sold through gillnet non-compliance? Where is our enforcement to protect 
honest fishers from the ongoing abuse of non-compliant fishers? Where is management to 
protect compliant fishers from abuse by other user groups such as the commercial upriver 
sports fishery using the Dept’s “majority” clause to target the entire fishery? 
 
Having said all that I must raise the issue of where avoidance begins and where 
interception breaks down our best efforts to rebuild the Skeena stocks. While DFO 
appears to be willing to sacrifice our small-boat net fishery for upriver interests which are 
documented to have generally little better ability to avoid non-target stocks or species than 
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our fishery with the exception of the Babine Lake terminal fisheries, 
http://www.skeenawild.org/uploads/reports/recreating_sust_fisheries_feb09.pdf  nothing 
is mentioned by the Dept regarding Alaskan interception which is well documented to 
intercept considerable numbers of our BC sockeye with little regard to which stock they 
might be harvesting? I’ve questioned it before and I must question it again: how does the 
MSC justify qualifying the south-east Alaskan seine fishery and the Alaskan southeast 
gillnet fishery as being sustainable when there is always the threat of limited or no fishery 
allowed in BC on the same stocks? Is an endangered, weak or threatened BC sockeye 
better off killed in Alaska where it can be sold with an Alaskan MSC Certification than 
spawning here in our BC river systems? Maybe it doesn’t matter because a sport fisher 
might kill it anyway? 
 
Avoidance is avoidance and if our BC small-boat sockeye net fishery is to be punished for 
issues only an accountable management system and Canada/US Treaty can address 
equally for all parties alike, Certification is not in our best interests’ period based on what 
we’re getting from the Alaskan Certification. 
 
  Alaskan interception of our sockeye is predicated on the numbers DFO predicts will 
return- before anyone knows how many will  return. In the Canada/US Treaty Alaska is 
supposed to make up excesses in future years. If our Skeena sockeye are facing an 
exceptionally uncertain future as it appears they could well be, on what will Alaska make 
up excess interception? When did too late become acceptable to the MSC? I could be 
wrong but I believe if I went to the bank and tried to get them to extend my credit based 
on what I told them I would earn fishing – next year, with what is going on with our 
sockeye today, they would enjoy a good laugh- at our expense. I say the same for the 
Canada/US Treaty- it’s little more than a joke, just like their MSC Certification or DFO’s 
credibility.  
 
 When a stock goes into severe decline such as we’re seeing in too many of our BC 
sockeye and chum stocks, there can be no “oops sorry, we’ll make it up somewhere in 
future”. If our regular commercial gillnet fishery is held to account on a daily escapement 
basis, how are other groups different? When the very future of our salmon stocks is in 
question, no one, regardless Treaties or user group has any right to supersede any other 
user group or stakeholder of Canadian Citizenship. Commercial access is commercial 
access, exclusive of no one, and the rules regarding weak stock management must be 
applied equally across the board but that’s not what’s going on today so how does MSC 
Certification fit into this sort of management system?. 
  
 Isn’t the issue of upriver demands for control really more a case of political greed: 
http://skeenafisheriesblog.blogspot.com/    
 
There is one example of an upriver fishery, a Native fishery that does have the ability to 
harvest Pinkut/Fulton sockeye stocks selectively without impacting Kitwanga sockeye. 
However, because our river mouth fishery is no longer allowed to fish when that stock 
passes there can be no issue- with our fishery either. That leaves DFO/Ottawa to do 
provide the Public with some credibility issues, but not “selectively” as they are doing 
now removing our small-boat net fishery from access altogether to please partisan upriver 
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commercial sport politics. In 1906 Ottawa made a decision to provide protection for 
Skeena salmon stocks which restricted upriver native fisheries that used weirs across the 
river to block passage while they took their food fish. Government felt the commercial 
harvest would occur downriver where fish quality was at its peak but they need to ensure 
the fish that passed the commercial fishery were able to spawn. How that affected upriver 
Native food harvest I cannot pretend to know but there needs to be clearer heads 
prevailing today rather than the rush to pay back a 100 year debt no one alive today had a 
thing to do with. To fight over what little is left now is nothing short of foolish, especially 
on a special stock of BC sockeye that when harvested at it’s prime once held the esteemed 
and prestigious title of “Queen’s Pack, the only salmon fit for the Queen of England. 
  
As for stock specific or selective fisheries, were the target stocks of issue, (Pinkut and 
Fulton sockeye stocks) marked upon immergence, http://www.nmt-inc.com/ (Northwest 
Marine Technology TM) and the fishery encouraged to embrace a live harvest fishery – 
(such as my wife and I {and other jurisdictions} have practiced for the last 17 years), not 
only would there be an immediate correction on non-target species mortality but also the 
ability to harvest marked stocks with little risk to unmarked stocks of the same species. 
This would then qualify DFO for a transparent and credible management Certification- if 
we can get the MSC to bring the Alaskan net fisheries in southeast, the BC seine and 
sports fisheries to the table of honest sustainability and non-target compliance. When such 
technology is capable of benign computerized marking technology so fine they can nose 
tag and mark even pink fry, BC has missed an awful lot of opportunity. How many 
Skeena enhanced sockeye have been lost due to non-compliance- lost to the need to 
protect weak stocks? How many healthy Fraser stocks could have been harvested without 
risk had such tagging been employed- in concert with industry accepting a live harvest 
fishery? 
  
In Principle 7.3.1- MSC principle 2: 
  
There appears to be a concern expressed that management give top priority to ensuring 
specific aspects of species and stock integrity are met, not the least of which is genetic. 
Genetic integrity takes us to areas possibly left out of the certification process such as 
size-selective fishing gear and practices? When the genetic structure of a naturally 
evolving species/stock is driven awry by virtue of size-selective fishing gear, we do harm 
to spawning habitat (see attachment) and, I would suggest, future generations of that 
stock? Not being a scientist by any stretch of the imagination, but trusting in sound 
science to find cause to be concerned, I find it disheartening if not disingenuous that 
management refuses to recognize or acknowledge size selective fishing and gear is an 
issue that must be addressed. (Attached as URL): 
http://66.102.1.104/scholar?q=cache:hcQfVIqm-jcJ:scholar.google.com/&hl=en – 
“Evolutionary consequences of fishing and their implications for salmon” 
 
Why the concern? (I'm so grateful you asked.) Rather than provide responsible guidance 
and direction for our fishers going forward, DFO has chosen the "easy" way out- reduce 
access to one segment of what’s left of Canada’s wild salmon fishery to limits so small 
Canada's last great fishery now faces total socio-economic collapse. Had DFO accepted 
the findings of science decades ago, perhaps there would be no need to destroy our small-
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boat net fishery as is the case today? I ask you, how can DFO justify faulting our small-
boat net fishery for issues only DFO knew about and has the exclusive ability to affect 
changes on? In 2004 DFO found size-selective fishing played a role in sex selection. 
(attached) That can’t be good but they know there are solutions that won’t require 
deleting our small-boat net fishery they continue to reject. DFO has known since at least 
the 1930’s size-selective fishing/gear has a genetic affect on salmon. (Attached) Science 
needs to be given the credibility is deserves. Under MSC Certification would it remain 
Management’s right to reject the findings of sound science in the face of what our 
deliberately size-selected sockeye are facing today? Does Management have any right to 
reject anything from sound science that would prove proactive today? Does DFO have 
any right to reject change, the very issue we’ve seen a desperate need for many years 
now? 
  
In Principle 3.0; DFO gives the impression habitat is a priority concern? Apparently the 
Auditor General didn't get the same impression, releasing a scathing report on DFO's 
failure to manage salmon/fish habitat as they claim: 
http://www.vancouversun.com/technology/Ottawa+fails+protect+fish+habitat+Fraser+Ri
ver/1606961/story.html Now I don't claim to be the brightest bulb in the room but, if this 
is what DFO Management and sooner than later the MSC is basing their management 
credibility on ...? To date the Dept has used every excuse in the book to avoid 
accountability as to why BC’s wild salmon stocks continue to decline and the fishery the 
MSC has been asked to qualify as being sustainably managed facing certain viability 
extirpation. I could be wrong but with viability in the BC salmon net fishery about as far 
removed as the moon, DFO has nothing on which the MSC could base any degree of 
Certification much less something of any tangible credibility- today or tomorrow and who 
knows for how much longer into the distant future. (While I’m on the subject of viability, 
with pinks now commanding a shocking $0.10 per pound, there isn’t enough salmon of 
other species that will be caught as by-catch to justify a pink fishery, yet the Dept will 
provide seine access regardless because that’s how the corporate/Union politics of the 
fishery work. I think if we looked back to the destruction of the east coast cod and fishery 
we’d be looking at a repeat of essentially the same players? We see a small glimpse into 
the Dept’s address to these concerns I raise through this years announcement a seine 
fishery will occur in Area 3-1 provided seines are equipped with camera monitoring and 
access to a fishing/landing monitoring agency qualified by the Dept to provide assurance 
of honest data. 
  
“Category(s):  COMMERCIAL - Salmon: Seine 
Subject:  FN0640-COMMERCIAL - Salmon: Seine - Area A Seine - Areas 3, 4, 5, & 6 

Opening - August 23  
 

 
Area 3  
Seines open 16 hours 06:00 hours to 22:00 hours Sun day August 23 in Subareas 3-  
1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-7 & 3-9. Min bunt mesh 70 mm. V .O.# 2009-NCSAL-070 
 
Special note: Subarea 3-1 is only open to seine ves sels that have operating  
cameras installed and are subscribed to an electron ic monitoring program, in  
accordance with the Area A conditions of licence. 
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Note: Coho retention is now allowed in Area 3. This  is a pink directed fishery, 
with coho retention. Sockeye, chinook, chum, and st eelhead mandatory release. 

 
 

In the announcement the Dept states to date no seine has been able to afford and meet 
such criteria so the area and any special access remain closed. That wasn’t quite true, the 
Dept did have one seine vessel fishing in Area 3-1 but I believe he was equipped with a 
camera but don’t know if it was provided by the fisher or through a study. Did he take any 
Skeena sockeye? Were they all from the enhanced stocks and how will we know- 2.3.1 
Skeena Sockeye Fisheries 

Skeena and Nass sockeye are currently harvested in marine portions of Areas 3, 4 and 5 
and fresh water areas within Area 4 (Skeena watershed).  

From experience I can safely state if he was allowed to retain “sockeye” during that 
operation, without a doubt Skeena sockeye were harvested. Was it the fishers fault? Was 
it up to the fisher to know the Skeena was not going to attain its sockeye escapement 
needs this year? By the time this particular fishery was allowed, the Dept had already shut 
the gillnet fleet out of Area 3 altogether due to low escapement numbers into the Nass, 
low compliance with releasing weak chum stocks and terrible sockeye escapement into 
the Skeena. Whose fault is it that the gillnet “majority” have not accepted full compliance 
with regard to non-target or weak stock management – Management being the key word? 
Why has enforcement not been allowed to do its job as the Public Trust expects or 
responsible fishers are due? In the Dept’s August 21 release to the gillnet fishery we see 
clearly there still is no trust compliance has been accepted by the majority. Why is the 
Dept blaming honest fishers, punishing them for issues they have no control over, never 
have and won’t be allowed to until Ottawa and DFO does the job Canadians pay them to 
do! (PSF - ISR attached) 

 
My concern is, if any seine were able to provide the criteria, they will be intercepting 
Area 4 or Skeena sockeye. The Area 4 gillnet fishery has 75% access to any Skeena 
sockeye harvest, the seines 25%. With zero Skeena gillnet access this year management 
cannot justify giving the seine fleet any Skeena sockeye regardless the number of pinks 
available for harvest. Having said that- prior to Aug 10th, we see the Dept has done just 
that- given the seines full access to Skeena pinks, even though each day they fish the 
escapement numbers of sockeye take a hit. 
 DFO claims seines can produce minimal non-target mortality; yet they cannot qualify a 
seine fishery that produces live by-catch sufficient to provide assurance non-target species 
will be released alive – and then do they survive long-term to actually spawn? 
 
 So what you ask? When any by-catch stock or species has disqualified any fishery or gear 
type from access because of a perceived or qualified non-compliance level by gear type, 
we must assume there is either a serious issue with lack of enforcement or a conservation 
issue not being addressed as expected by management from the fishers? That said, 
management cannot justify enabling another user group/gear type to fish when there 
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remains any doubt as to level of assured compliance within either group/gear type, yet that 
issue remains within all our net fisheries still! (Attached) The problem is, not even proof 
bothers DFO Management, they “select” who they want to survive and who they don’t 
want in the fishery without ever giving all individually accountable fishers equal 
opportunity on documented and proven accountable data. Don’t ask me why, DFO 
doesn’t provide answers to questions that they don’t want to answer or might expose 
political bias. 
 
Credibility is based on earned Public Trust, pro-active management and sound science, 
not the direction partisan politics would drive Ottawa to take. Only recently we saw 
Environment Canada accepting proposals from the two canneries here on the North Coast 
to dump fish waste, aka- salmon offal into our waters. This wasn't just BC salmon waste 
but a majority of Alaskan salmon waste produced from processing Alaskan salmon 
brought here for processing. To the immediate North of this proposed site lies a Rockfish 
Conservation area and to the immediate south lies some of our best rockfish/lingcod 
spawning grounds, both within a stone's throw from the proposed 7,000 Metric tonnes of 
putrid, high nutrient waste dumping. Such high nutrient waste would be considered a 
threat to water quality by responsible management systems. That such a proposal was 
even accepted for review smacks of Government indifference to our water and fish habitat 
quality. Will it be approved? We have no idea as yet but if it is, the MSC has no business 
sanctioning certification of any of our BC fisheries regardless species because there is no 
assurance or Public Trust DFO has the willingness or ability to change it’s own attitude 
towards it’s responsibilities as managers of these resources and our fish, their habitats and 
water quality for ALL Canadians alike, to benefit equally, today or tomorrow.  
 
I must include a very transparent concern- DFO and Ottawa must be stopped from using 
the abused phrase “Selective” (as in which harvesting method is preferred or vested 
heavily in by the canneries, thereby deleting independent fishers and any hope of a high 
value, low risk honestly accountable fishery in which trust has more credibility than 
camera’s), “Integrated Fisheries” (DFO’s intent to cover up the loss of our small-boat 
salmon gillnet fishery) or “Majority” (DFO’s excuse to deny independent and/or 
accountable fishers from leading the way to change forward) to delete individual honest, 
accountable Canadian (all races) salmon net fishers from the BC commercial Area “C” 
salmon small-boat net fishery.  
 
Add-in:  14:14/03. SMALL SCALE FISHERIES >> LARGE SCALE FISHERIES:    
The University of British Columbia completed a study comparing small scale to large scale fisheries, 
determining that the small scale, coastal fisheries are “our best hope for sustainable fisheries.”  The study 
was published in the science journal Conservation Biology.  
    
   Smaller fisheries, defined as fishermen operating boats 50 feet and smaller, were shown to produce as 
much annual catch for human consumption as the large industrial versions, yet used less than one eighth as 
much fuel. Other advantages to the smaller operations were the use of selective gear that minimizes bycatch 
and has less destructive impact on sea environments.  
    
   Unfortunately, the study points out, small scale fisheries are not given as much support as their industrial 
counterparts. Many governments subsidize the fuel for large scale fisheries in order to make them 
economically viable (worldwide, about $25-27 billion in subsidies goes towards large scale operations out 
of $30-34 billion in total subsides) and market-based “sustainable” seafood systems tend to discriminate 
against small operations. The papers co-authors believe that the solution to reducing pressure on vital fish 
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stocks and allowing global fish stocks to rebound is to eliminate these government subsidies, allowing small 
scale fishermen to thrive in their local markets. 
 
    The study can be read in the August 2008 issue of Conservation Biology, but a non-subscriber version can 
be found at http://scienceblogs.com/shiftingbaselines/JacquetPaulyConBio.pdf. The graphic 
going with it, providing a very nice-and-neat visual comparing small and large fisheries, can be viewed at 
www.seaaroundus.org/News/Fig1ConBio.pdf. Both the study and the graphic require Adobe 
Acrobat Reader.  A summary of the study, with links to the graphic, a video interview with the authors, and 
the study itself can be read at www.publicaffairs.ubc.ca/media/releases/2008/mr-08-109.html. 
 
 
Rather than delay any longer, rather than continue trying to fruitlessly (against corporate 
demands) to protect our rights as Canadian Citizens, rather than try and convince the 
powers that be too much corporate influence has been used to pick and choose who wins 
and who will lose – in a game no one will win if this abuse of power and wealth isn’t 
stopped, I feel it is better said by a writer from back east, from someone who can speak 
from first-hand knowledge as to what happens when corporations, unions and politicians 
of all stripes are allowed to over-ride sound science and the health and well-being of our 
Canadian Public Natural Resource Treasures. 
  
http://www.flmnh.ufl.edu/fish/InNews/fishstocks2008.html 
  

Fishing The Fish Stocks To Extinction  

November 26, 2008  

 
Release from: Jeffrey Simpson 
Globe and Mail (UK)  
 
HALIFAX - Earlier this year, scientists in the Department of Fisheries and Oceans again 
told minister Loyola Hearn that cod were disappearing fast in the southern Gulf of St. 
Lawrence.  
 
Their findings were posted on the department's website. "The stock is headed to 
extinction," they warned. If the minister allowed a catch of 2,000 tonnes a year, the stock 
would be gone in 20 years.  
 
As a result, the fishery was closed. But not for long. The fishery was reopened for a 
2,000-tonne catch, exactly the size of catch that the scientists had warned would 
extinguish the stock.  
 
We have seen this movie before. It's called the tragedy of the commons, wherein a 
common resource gets fished to extinction because no one owns it except the Crown, 
whose minister is pushed and pulled by vested interests and individual fishermen, and 
who is, therefore, prone to put short-term employment first and conservation second.  
 
The northern cod stock off Newfoundland produced 800,000 tonnes of fish a year in the 
1960s. Today, it produces next to nothing, and should actually produce nothing at all.  
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The only reason fishing is allowed stems from political pressure to let some fishermen 
have at the dilapidated remains of a once-great stock. A moratorium was imposed on 
commercial fishing in 1992. Ever since, various groups have agitated for this or that part 
of the fishery to be reopened, especially close to shore.  
 
Scientists consistently warned that any cod caught inshore might jeopardize recovery 
farther away from the coast. They also warned that the inshore fishery was fragile in the 
extreme. When the minister reopened a small inshore fishery in 1998, it had to be closed 
again in 2003, because catch rates were so small. A food and recreational fishery, opened 
in response to political pressures, had to be closed. And now, another fishery has been 
reopened for a 7,000-tonne catch, without any target for rebuilding the stock.  
 
Why does this happen? Why do fisheries ministers make decisions directly contrary to the 
scientific advice they receive? Why do they take decisions that imperil stocks, even to the 
point of extinction?  
 
There are many answers, but one stands out: We use a common property resource 
ownership for many fisheries, a system over which the minister has considerable 
discretion and who is thus constantly pressed to put access to fish first and conservation 
second.  
 
Fishermen, fishing companies and, quite often, provincial governments advocate for 
greater access to the stock. They want income, jobs, tax revenues. Provinces have licensed 
too many fish-processing plants. Those plants desperately need fish to process, so 
employees can get enough work to qualify for unemployment insurance.  
 
Two fundamental changes would help. The country could accept the emerging 
international evidence that the common property regime actually imperils conservation 
and switch to individually owned quota shares, as in the United States, Australia, New 
Zealand and Iceland. More important, Canada needs to overhaul the legislation that gives 
so much discretion to the minister.  
 
Jeff Hutchings of Dalhousie University recently delivered a wonderful overview of 
Canada's fisheries failures in a lecture titled Lament for a Nation's Oceans. "The Fisheries 
Act has failed to provide for and protect fisheries," he argued. "It's been under the 
auspices of the Fisheries Act that fishery declines took place."  
 
Under the act, he continued, the fisheries minister has "arguably the greatest discretionary 
power of any minister of the Crown." The department exists both to promote the industry 
and to conserve the resource. The objectives are often in conflict.  
 
Prof. Hutchings and many other fisheries scientists prefer the U.S. approach. There, under 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the government must establish targets and reference points to 
rebuild stocks. There's no discretion, no caving in to local interests. Conserving and 
rebuilding the stocks come first, last and always.  
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Unless conservation becomes the basis of Canadian legislation, so ministers are always 
obligated to put the long-term health of the fish stocks ahead of the short-term gains of 
local interests, stocks will remain fragile, and some of them, as has happened and is 
happening, will be fished to extinction.  
 
MSC Principle 1 
A fishery must be conducted in a manner that does not lead to over-fishing or 
depletion of the exploited populations and, for those populations that are depleted, 
the fishery must be conducted in a manner that demonstrably leads to their 
recovery. 
 
Very poorly worded. Instead of “the fishery must …” this must be changed to read: “ 
All fisheries regardless their: intent or priority, location, gear type, license category or 
gear format criteria must be conducted in a non-partisan, unbiased manner and all 
parties/stakeholders integral to the whole being fully included in a manner that …” 
 
MSC Criterion 1.1 
The fishery shall be conducted at catch levels that continually maintain the high 
productivity of the target population(s) and associated ecological community relative to its 
potential productivity. 
 
Until DFO marks the Babine Lake enhanced sockeye stocks; until all user groups 
choose to accept harvesting methods and gear formats that will effectively provide for 
successful elimination of non-target mortality and long-term survival to spawn of non-
target fish released after capture beyond acceptable rates, no one can or will know 
proactively where a break-down in harvest rates begins or where it will end. Reactive 
data is nothing more than the perfect loophole for access, by-catch and interception 
abuse. 
 
Indicator 1.1.1.4: Where indicator stocks are used as the primary source of information 
for making management decisions on a larger group of stocks in a region, the status of the 
indicator stocks reflects the status of other stocks within the management unit. 
 
Management certainly gave no indication regarding this issue on their decisions this 
year for Skeena sockeye stocks with regard to seine and sport fisheries! The only thing 
of note this year was DFO’s “admittance” they’ve abused Public Trust on non-target 
compliance in the gillnet fishery by shutting it down completely. Seine compliance has 
been nothing to be proud of so why weren’t they shut down? Were my wife and I and 
others who did fully comply at fault because DFO refused to apply or enable sufficient 
enforcement to correct majority non-compliance?  
 
Indicator 1.1.1.5: Where stock units are composed of significant numbers of fish from 
enhancement activities, the management system provides for identification of the 
enhanced fish and their harvest without adversely impacting the diversity, ecological 
function or viability of unenhanced stocks. 
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Here we have the perfect opportunity to achieve a number of essential things. 1) protect 
what’s left of our small-boat open access net fishery; 2)provide security for non-target 
stocks and species; and 3, possibly the single most important issue to address as access 
overall is reduced- provide tangible support mechanisms to build a live harvest fishery in 
our Area “C” 4-12 &4-15 small-boat net fishery. How will this be achieved- with a little 
education and a lot of care for the future and viability of this and all our other fishery 
resource users. The only two sockeye stocks presumed to have the ability to sustain our 
commercial net fishery are the Pinkut and Fulton spawning channel enhancement 
facilities. We have the technology to mark all emerging sockeye fry before they leave the 
channels, but it would be of no use without a live harvest fishery. Clearly, going on what 
DFO has posted this week for the gillnet fishery, even with change to behaviour, that will 
still not be enough to protect non-target stocks and species from net trauma and damage 
or to provide for a live harvest fishery that will maximize it’s values. Sockeye caviar, a 
product so special and unique when it’s harvested from Ocean-bright fish, is so valuable 
it’s true worth and potential have never been considered. Given we can no longer kill 
what industry demands; and given the canneries have no interest in encouraging 
maximum value recovery to create a viable small-boat net fishery in today’s world of 
heightened ecological concerns, their sole focus apparent being on their seines and 
upriver commercial Native access, with no other alternatives immediate or on the 
horizon, it is too hard to argue marking these two important stocks isn’t the only way 
forward for all. Were there a credible sport fishery, any sockeye not marked would have 
to be release; any unmarked sockeye caught by seine as target or by-catch would have to 
be released; and in the small-boat net fishery, and unmarked sockeye would also have to 
be released. The good news is, management actions such as are being imposed on us 
today would no longer be necessary, the only concern being enforcement of behaviour. 
Instead of the current common gillnet format, a small-mesh material would have to be 
enforced in concert with education on its application and format. I note the Alaskan 
gillnet weight on Nass sockeye this year is 6.2 pounds average. Do we have the average 
weights for BC catch? 
 
 Last year it was noted the Skeena upriver Native commercial fishery average was 4.2 
pounds (sockeye) while the gillnet average was 5.2 pounds. My wife and I, fishing in the 
exact same areas and time frames as the regular gillnet fishery averaged 3.9 – 4.2 pounds 
on average. Those weights are all round weight. I don’t have the data on Alaskan seine 
interception on Skeena sockeye weight averages but would suggest it’s a good thing it 
isn’t gillnets that intercept our Skeena sockeye because we would see an even lower 
average weight here in our fishery as they would filter out the largest fish before they 
cross the border. A seine fishery has a significant advantage when it comes to size-
selective fishing- they do not discriminate by size. The upriver beach-seine fishery does 
not select for size but the net my wife and I use and have used since 1996 is given zero 
credit because DFO has refused to accept the role size-selective gear has played in the 
decline of our salmon. If DFO does choose to implement quota in the salmon net fisheries 
a very real concern exists- the issue of selecting for the largest fish- salmon are bought by 
the pound and the buyers choose to pay more for the largest fish. If discarding is a 
concern now …. Will the seine fishery release the larger sockeye? Will the upriver 
fisheries release the larger sockeye? If no one is willing to stop selecting for the largest 
fish, DFO will have no choice but to chop the percentage of total fish harvested. What 
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would be gained from a smaller fishery if more “fish” could be harvested while using 
gear or behaviour that reduces the take on the larger fish without further risk to the 
resource? Even from enhanced stocks, is there a point at which constantly selecting for 
the larger fish for harvest will eventually lead to that stocks downfall? If a stock can be 
weaked by genetic degradation, is it not more vulnerable to disease and predation? 
Would said stock not be less able to compete effectively for food? 
 
  
Unless the gillnet fishery is altered to correct these issues, there can be no doubt it’s 
future is very close to being extinct- and us along with it, something we would not choose 
to do voluntarily. Until now DFO has refused to recognize individual rights, regardless 
degree of compliance and acceptance for change. Will MSC Certification cause DFO to 
recognize our rights as being equal to all others, that change is our right, a collective 
right and that fishing, commercial or sport by any manner or degree is nothing more than 
a privilege accorded those so licensed by Public Trust other than the one exception- 
Native FSC rights.   
 
Indicator 1.1.2.3: The age and size of catch and escapement have been considered, 
especially for the target stocks. 
 
In 2005 my wife reported to DFO Management that we were seeing very few 4 year class 
fish in our catch, and what few there were, were mainly males and very small males. We 
were told this year a repeat of that scenario has occurred, with a difference- there were 
also no/very few 3 year males (jacks) In 2004 DFO undertook a study to learn why there 
was a large disparity in sex ratio on certain Fraser stocks. (Attached) Not only are we 
seeing what we believe are disturbing events occurring here on the Skeena, was there any 
conclusive studies done leading up to and as the Smith’s Inlet sockeye were collapsing 
that might provide us with clues as to what we might be headed for up to here on the 
Skeena? Just because Ottawa and DFO refuse to accept the issues with size-selective 
harvesting, aka poor or “re”active management, gives no one any right to avoid giving 
this issue the deepest and earliest conclusion possible. We MUST have a starting point 
regardless how nervous it will make DFO and Ottawa Politicians. What is the starting 
point - SURVIVAL OF THE FITTEST! 
 
Indicator 1.1.2.4: The information collected from catch monitoring and stock assessment 
programs is used to compute productivity estimates for the target stocks and management 
guidelines for both target and non-target stocks. 
 
Doesn’t it seem a bit ridiculous to pretend DFO can provide any credible data when 
Alaska is taking our sockeye before anyone knows what will return and which stock may 
have hit bottom even before they come into contact with Alaskan fisheries? It takes a 
minimum of 4 years before the impact from one year’s mistakes are known. How many 
generations beyond that will also be affected when all parties, from Alaska to the PSC, the 
MSC and DFO play a game of reactive Russian roulette with our fisheries future and that 
of Canadians sockeye salmon stocks? How do we change the order from reactive to 
proactive? Easy, take away the power of the Fisheries Council of Canada, aka the 
cannery organizations to control the politicization of the advisory and management 
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process and give science it’s rightful place  that must go beyond the realm of probability 
in the face of our very harsh and undeserved reality! 
 
Subcriterion 1.1.3 Management goals have been set and are appropriate to protect the 
stocks from decline to their Limit Reference Point or operationally equivalent undesirable 
low level of abundance. 
 
Indicator 1.1.3.1: Limit Reference Points or operational equivalents have been set and are 
appropriate to protect the stocks harvested in the fishery. 
 
The Limit Reference Point (LRP) or operational equivalent set by the management agency 
has been defined above as “the state of a fishery and/or a resource, which is not 
considered desirable. Fishery harvests should be stopped before reaching it. If a LRP is 
inadvertently reached, management action should severely curtail or stop fishery 
development, as appropriate, and corrective action should be taken. Stock rehabilitation 
programs should consider an LRP as a very minimum rebuilding target to be reached 
before the rebuilding measures are relaxed or the fishery is re-opened.” 
 
Management established priorities for access, the top being Conservation, second came 
Native FSC concerns followed by commercial access. Sport access is at the bottom of the 
list. Now our Skeena sockeye have entered a dangerous world of unknowns, DFO has 
completely ignored the risks by reversing these established priorities to give 100% control 
over the fate of our commercial small-boat net fishers and Canada’s commercial sockeye 
net fishery and Skeena sockeye stocks to the upriver commercial sport fishery. Instead of 
using fancy words to avoid addressing Canada’s Constitutional obligations to the BC at-
sea commercial sockeye net fishery as the priority second only to FSC concerns and 
Conservation;is it possible the MSC could  turn a blind eye to its “seemingly” credible 
goals? Again, I remind the MSC, when a stock is known to be in trouble or known to be on 
the verge of serious concerns, how can a commercial sport/sport fishery be allowed any 
access much less priority when said stock/stocks may well be down to 10’s or 100’s of fish 
that already may be so genetically decimated that tolerance for any deliberate kill will be 
too serious to risk?  
 
MSC Criterion 1.2 
Where the exploited populations are depleted, the fishery will be executed such that 
recovery and rebuilding is allowed to occur to a specified level consistent with the 
precautionary approach and the ability of the populations to produce long-term potential 
yields within a specified time frame. 
 
Refer to comment on indicator 1-2-1 
 
Indicator 1.2.1: There is a well-defined and effective strategy, and a specific recovery 
plan in place, to promote recovery of the target stock within reasonable time frames. 
 
Until Management stops unfettered sport target on Skeena sockeye stocks before there is 
sufficient fish for a commercial harvest, we can rest assured the above will not be dealt 
with. Commercial sport and sport fishing on the Skeena has become the most serious 
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threat to both our salmon stocks and commercial small-boat net fishery because DFO 
Management has decided it is the fishery of priority regardless the state of our sockeye 
stocks. This is a very dangerous precedent, even superseding Native future concerns. The 
upriver Skeena sockeye sport fishery is essentially an illegal fishery in that the method for 
taking a sockeye is a response to that species general unwillingness to actually bite a lure 
in-river so the practice is actually snagging, bouncing a weight and hook that might have 
some wool or other such thing to look like a legal lure, at the end of a line along the 
bottom until a sockeye happens to get the line between it’s jaws and when this is felt, the 
fisher simply jerks the line and with “luck” the fish is snagged at the mouth, giving the 
false impression it bit. Were there no concerns for our commercial at-sea fishery or our 
sockeye, so what, who caresbut this is no longer the case- we care and so too many other 
people who’s lives and families well-being depend on the responsible management of 
these resources. 
 
 
MSC Criterion 1.3 
Fishing is conducted in a manner that does not alter the age or genet 
 
(Attached) Again, in this DFO study we see Management still has not come to terms with 
accepting the impact size-selective fishing intent and gear imposes on our salmon – or is 
it there just is no concern for our North Coast sockeye stocks and commercial small-boat 
net fishery? 
 
Indicator 1.3.1: Information on biological characteristics such as the age, size, sex and 
genetic structure of the target stocks is considered prior to making management decisions 
and management actions are consistent with maintaining healthy age, size, sex and genetic 
structure of the target stocks. 
 
100 Scoring Guidepost 
• There is comprehensive knowledge of the effect of fishing on biological characteristics 
such as the age, size, sex and genetic structure of the target stocks and the impact of 
changes in these factors on the reproductive capacity of the target stocks. 
• Management actions are consistent with maintaining healthy target stocks relative to 
biological characteristics such as age, size, sex and genetic structure of all target stocks. 
• Enhanced fish are identified and managed as separate target stocks. 
 
I rest my case regarding the desperate need for DFO Management to acknowledge, 
accept and implement corrections to size-selective gear and harvesting practices- without 
destroying our Public access small-boat net fishery as is being done today in order to 
fulfill the above commitment. (Attached). We have been excluded from the Skeena and 
Nass pink fishery this year and have been excluded 100% from Coho retention while the 
seines and likely the Nisga’a gillnet fishers have and/or will have full access to take Coho. 
DFO has provided solid evidence they have failed, after over 10 years since the “selective 
Fishing” era, to either enforce or implement sufficient non-target compliance to enable 
either the minority or the majority within the gillnet fishery to take advantage of these 
precious opportunities. How DFO can justify either the seine or sport fishery to fish under 
essentially the same concerns uncorrected is a mystery that can have only one possible 
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answer- instead of providing the necessary enforcement and management to correct or 
encourage majority compliance to fulfill the intent behind the “selective fishing” era, 
DFO has chosen to switch the word to “selectively” choose who will fish and who won’t, 
who will survive and whose efforts, careers and dreams will be destroyed based seemingly 
on nothing more than who has the most money and political influence to determine the 
outcome. 
 

Indicator 2.1.1: The management plan for the prosecution of the marine fisheries 
provides a high confidence that direct impacts on non-target species are identified. 
 
“The intent of this measure is to ensure that the management plans for the fisheries require 
collection of adequate data to address direct impacts of fishing on non-target species.” 
 
Question: How is it we are unable to acquire up to date seine by-catch – non-target 
salmonid species and stocks kill, knowing there is a by-catch kill? What has justified a 
seine pink fishery that couldn’t have included a gillnet pink fishery along with Coho 
retention the same as has been given exclusively to the seine fleet this year? Is the 
wording “collection of adequate data” nothing more than a clever way to disguise the 
need for providing the full truth for all to know and see but won’t be allowed because of 
potential political ramifications?  

 
Indicator 2.1.3 Research efforts are ongoing to identify new problems and define the 
magnitude of existing problems, and fisheries managers have a process to incorporate this 
understanding into their management decisions. 
 
No doubt there are new problems yet to be discovered but wouldn’t it be appropriate to 
correct the known issues first so science has a credible starting point with which to go 
from? DFO Management has and continues to deny and reject any suggestion size-
selective fishing is a concern or has had an impact- completely contrary to decades of 
Global science. At this juncture I believe it’s more than fair to state Management gave up 
any right to credible management Certification the first time they allowed corporate 
and/or Union influence to provide harvest direction and fishery behaviour direction. That 
this issue remains unchanged today, will either be changed or certification failed. No one 
should be further subjected to a repeat of the east coast cod destruction, especially in the 
face of this massive collapse of our sockeye salmon stocks in the Skeena and Fraser 
Rivers this year. In the event next year should return unexpectedly large returns to these 
two vital systems, while management can not be let off the hook of accountability, the 
MSC, should it choose to certify the BC sockeye fishery, must determine why such 
variations could occur- ie: interception concerns more real than ADFG data suggests? 
Does the MSC, DFO, the PSC or ADFG know how many of our Skeena/Fraser sockeye 
are killed as by-catch to the huge Alaskan Pollock fishery? We already know that fishery 
kills enormous numbers of Chinook, and so too other species of salmon, but do we have 
the factual data as to the origin of the other salmon species? 
 
MSC Principle 2 
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Fishing operations should allow for the maintenance of the structure, productivity, 
function and diversity of the ecosystem (including habitat and associated dependent 
and ecologically related species) on which the fishery depends. 
 
Intent: The intent of this principle is to encourage the management of fisheries from an 
ecosystem perspective under a system designed to assess and restrain the impacts of the 
fishery on the ecosystem. The criteria and indicators developed are limited to the impacts 
of fishing operations and the response and effectiveness of the regulatory system to 
impacts external to the commercial fishing operations, such as other harvests, climate 
change, and habitat degradation. 
We acknowledge that forces other than commercial fishing may result in a fishery being 
unsustainable, and that these may be anthropogenic or natural forces. This certification 
process addresses the impact of commercial fishing on the harvested stocks and the 
ecosystem, and the response of fishers and managers to changes in external environmental 
factors. 
 
Given we can provide evidence DFO has ignored its own science on the issue of habitat 
(Attached) what would suggest we can trust DFO will address these concerns before 
another year goes by given the desperate state of our Skeena and Fraser sockeye salmon? 
 
MSC Criterion 2.1 
The fishery is conducted in a way that maintains natural functional relationships among 
species and should not lead to trophic cascades or ecosystem state changes.  
 
Until the issue of size-selective gear and harvesting practices is addressed – WITHOUT 
FURTHER DESTROYING THE RIGHT’S AND EXPECTATIONS OF INDEPENDENT 
AND RESPONSIBLE “ALL CANADIANS CITIZENS EQUAL” LICENSED 
COMMERCIAL FISHERS SMALL-BOAT NET FISHERY, we can look forward to 
fulfilling the above concerns in the worst way possible. Smith’s Inlet sockeye collapsed in 
what can only be described as a “Precipitous Decline”. DFO maintains evolutionary 
events only occur over centuries; sound non-Ottawa gagged science tells us unless DFO 
Management changes it’s attitude and provides responsible correction - that we know 
doesn’t have to involve the destruction of our small-boat net fishery, such events can 
occur in a few generations or what was not so long ago felt to be in decades can now be 
described as in less than a handful of decades. Does Ottawa or DFO management have 
any right to question such demonstrated logic – in the face of possible MSC Certification? 
  
 
MSC Criterion 2.2 
The fishery is conducted in a manner that does not threaten biological diversity at the 
genetic, species or population levels and avoids or minimizes mortality of, or injuries to 
endangered, threatened or protected species. 
 
My goodness, even before we begin DFO has gone backwards – still. What harm has the 
Alaskan interception fisheries done to the above criteria stocks including this year? How 
many Skeena sockeye has the Area “A” seine fishery killed this year, and do we have any 
idea from which stocks? How many of the above criteria Skeena sockeye has the Skeena 
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sports fishery killed this year, another year in which not even Conservation escapement 
numbers will not be fully subscribed?  
 
Could it be none of these very egregious issues will be addressed until the MSC gives the 
BCSA their DFO Certification? Wouldn’t that be like a threat- that if the BCSA doesn’t 
get its certification, DFO won’t have to bother correcting its management practices? We 
have already discussed the issue of implementation of the WSP and the fact that 
regulations such as the WSP in one country have no meaning or impact on another 
country or foreign jurisdiction. Knowing the Alaskan fisheries can not be held 
accountable for an “oops” during the year in which the “oops” occurs, who would be so 
foolish as to believe catch-up-make-up in subsequent years will bring back damage 
already done? No, don’t question me; ask DFO or the PFRCC how many hours the 
Johnston Strait seine fishery came within of completely wiping out the Fraser River 
sockeye a few years back? Today we’re not talking about the possibility for wiping out 
10’s of millions of sockeye in 12 – 24 hours or so, we’re down to perhaps as few as 100’s 
or maybe a couple of thousand sockeye from any particular Skeena/ Fraser stock, 
numbers any one seine either in BC or Alaska can scoop up in one set. 
 
Indicator 3.1.3: The management system includes a mechanism to identify and manage 
the impact of fishing on the ecosystem. 
 
We already have data, dating back to over 70 years ago but the breakdown in the system 
is, DFO Management refuses to allow the data to be referenced against visible genetic 
and habitat declines- how will MSC Certification change this? How can decades of sound 
Global science be called “anecdotal” by a management system that cannot be held 
accountable- at the very least until after the fact? Who authorized Ottawa to work in 
complete isolation of Public Trust? Why are Canadians being forced once again to accept 
the decimation of now two of our most important commercial fisheries, our BC 
commercial salmon at-sea commercial net fisheries being Constitutionally protected at 
least until the river’s all run dry? 
 
Indicator 3.1.5: Management response to new information on the fishery and the fish 
populations is timely and adaptive. 
 
Who dreamed this up? Management won’t accept size-selective fishing has been an issue 
for decades- what would cause this attitude to change now? Could it be the NSC defines 
“timely and adaptive” as being one in which centuries fulfills this reference point? How 
is the MSC defining “adaptive”? With upriver sport and cannery interests controlling our 
at-sea fisheries future, is “adaptive” defined as the right of non-participating, non-
licensed  user groups (canneries are not licensed fishers) to eradicate Canada’s 
commercial at-sea net fisheries entirely, paving the way for nothing other than upriver, 
Native exclusive commercial fisheries? Did not ”Laroche” stateand legally define once 
and for all time,  a Canadian commercial fishing license is to provide benefit for the 
fisher, the person or persons doing the fishing, the only priority? Any other beneficiary is 
secondary and cannot be defined as a cannery; its shoreworker’s or used to create jobs 
for shoreworker’s. Unless “adaptive” is attached with a specific definition and fully 
disclosed intent, I would suggest this is a dangerously untrustworthy statement in so far 
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as the future of our regular, all-Canadian citizen inclusive, at-sea commercial gillnet 
fishery goes. 
 
Indicator 3.1.6: The management system provides a process for considering the social 
and economic impacts of the fishery. 
 
100 Scoring Guidepost 
• There exists a formal and well-defined process to consider, over the short and long term, 
the views, customs, and interests of indigenous peoples who depend on fishing for their 
food or livelihood. 
 
While Ottawa believes Native People have special rights, and the courts have agreed, in 
particular as it concerns FSC rights, when it comes to “commercial fishing” as defined in 
the Canadian Constitution regarding the BC commercial salmon at-sea net fisher, Ottawa 
also has an obligation to all Canadian citizens to maintain our commercial at-sea fishery 
for all those holding a license to legally fish for salmon for commercial purposes. Judging 
by what we’ve seen lately from DFO, it could well be that Ottawa is no longer interested 
in providing opportunity or access for non-Native Canadian citizens period? 
 
 If that’s the case most commercial salmon net fishers are heavily vested in vessels and 
gear specifically designed for the purpose of harvesting salmon in the marine 
environment, namely the area defined as our at-sea fishery areas. Our license has no 
value without our vessels and gear and conversely neither has our investments in boats 
and gear without a license. Canadian citizens like my wife and I bought our license in 
good faith, that by also buying our vessel and gear we would be assured a right to fish 
commercially to earn a living to support our families, issues no less important and equally 
as significant as they are to any person of Canadian Citizenship- regardless race. If the 
rights of non-Native citizens of Canada are to be stripped away because Ottawa has no 
respect for the rest of its citizens, the trust we invested when we bought into this fishery 32 
years ago must include the buyout of our gear and boats. Taking away our right to fish by 
stripping us of our licenses to satisfy political agenda’s, leaving us burdened with vessels 
and gear unsuited for other purposes is not only uncouth, it is anti-Canadian, 
unconstitutional and leaves our non-Native fishers with a totally irresponsible and 
expensive burden we could never have anticipated or trusted would be dumped on us by 
our Government. 
 
• There is a formal and well-defined process to consider, over the short and long term, the 
impact of the fishery on coastal communities that are closely tied to the fishery. 
 
This has already been betrayed and in the process of being destroyed. In 1906 Ottawa 
decided the at-sea commercial fishery would be the site for harvesting BC’s salmon for 
commercial purposes. As the processing sector began to consolidate its holdings and chop 
processing facilities, coastal communities, in particular Native communities were the first 
to be hurt. After the big bailout in the 1990’s the canneries grip on the industry became 
profound and exclusionary. By that I mean they could control the prices paid for our 
salmon and begin the process of controlling who fished, when, where and how. With little 
or no competition for buying sources, especially here on the North Coast, and 
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shipping/trucking a very expensive and constant concern for anyone fishing- marketing 
outside the circle of cannery dependence, and no support for changes within the fishery in 
response to declining stocks and access, changes in how our salmon are harvested to 
maximize overall benefit sharing, coastal communities outside Prince Rupert are now 
down to welfare and dreaming of what could have been. This has lead to Native peoples 
crying foul at what has happened to our salmon, our fishery that used to be our collective 
coastal everything. Sadly this has lead to most of our salmon access shifted upriver into 
upriver sport and Native hands, leaving coastal communities with not even the ability to 
dream. There is one issue no one speaks of, especially in this document; the issue of 
access being completely equal to all person of Canadian citizenship regardless where 
they live. For example, my wife and I chose to move to Terrace, a community upriver from 
Prince Rupert. There are a considerable number of people who also live here and from 
surrounding Native communities who also fish in our at-sea commercial fishery. Our 
fishery is open to any and all Native persons regardless where they choose to live. Lately 
DFO has chosen to shift much of the at-sea fisheries access to upriver interests but the 
fish still go down to the canneries. There are 257 “N” or Native only licenses available, 
many now unused because of the state of the fishery. While I understand the need to share 
the wealth, with so little wealth left as our salmon are driven over the edge, would it not 
make sense to enable upriver Natives to share in access to these licenses and be provided 
with a vessel and better gear so what little worth is left from what little salmon we have 
left isn’t lost in lower upriver quality? On the Fraser I understand upriver licensed Bands 
are looking into recovering the caviar. That would help shift the loss in flesh value. What 
it doesn’t do is generate increased benefit overall. If all we achieve by pushing the harvest 
upriver is to downgrade the flesh value and try to balance it with caviar recovery we’ve 
achieved nothing other than to provide certain families with a different lifestyle other than 
logging or mining and taken those values away from the area the entire values could all 
be increased. If a person of native decent would rather fish than log to earn money, would 
they not be better off being assisted to be involved in the at-sea or downstream fishery 
where both values, flesh quality and caviar recovery would be magnified considerably? I 
would not be so bold as to suggest anyone should change where he/she chooses to fish, 
but when all we’re achieving is robbing “Peter to pay Paul” in a lose-lose shift, what do 
we as a society gain? There could soon be many fishing vessels with no value after this 
season that could be bought up by Ottawa and we gain two ways- those who can no 
longer afford to remain in the fishery will not be left with the burden of costly vessels they 
cannot fish but must maintain and insure and upriver fishers could be given these vessels 
to be part of our Canadian heritage, our tradition in harvesting the most priceless and 
best recognized quality sockeye salmon in the world, the BC commercial Skeena sockeye 
salmon fishery? Maybe they wouldn’t feel comfortable fishing off a boat, that’s why DFO 
is compromising our regular sockeye fishery, to assist those who’d rather be allowed to 
participate where they live. However, don’t we also have to include those Canadians who 
live outside the City of Prince Rupert in having the choice to earn a living participating in 
this fishery where they live? DFO is trying to provide fishers who live in Kitkatla with 
access to a fishery close to their community, too far for other fishers to consider viable 
today when other areas are also open closer to where they live. 
 
 However, this is not sustainable because with so few salmon to share and so many places 
where individuals want to be allowed to fish, Ottawa has no choice but to buy out at least 
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75% of the small-boat net fishers. If we do the math we can see why. If the average 
earnings this year were $5,000- before expenses for 658 licensed fishers but only 250 
fished, and in today’s world it requires exceeding $30.000.00 just to get above the poverty 
line- after expenses of maintaining a vessel we need to remove sufficient licenses 
altogether forever – period regardless classification to enable each fisher/license to earn 
a minimum $30,000 after boat expenses. If boat expenses range around $10,000.00 per 
year we need to increase harvest shares to $40.000.00 per license. Given we’ve fallen 
$5,000.00 beneath vessel maintainence costs this year on average and only 250 boats 
fished, up front 400 licenses must be removed forever from ever fishing again. Next we 
need to provide each license holder with sufficient salmon to earn $40.000.00 before 
expenses- minimum but with our salmon in such a poor state that’s a good start. For 
upriver Natives they have access to alternate jobs in the logging and mining sectors, 
coastal folks don’t; alternate jobs are extremely limited and access to alternate fisheries 
is no longer an option or viable option unless one is already a millionaire. To earn 
$40.000.00 at today’s cannery prices each fisher will have to catch 4,000 sockeye or 
equivelant chum which are facing serious issues themselves, or pinks which at $0.10/lb 
would require – 4lbs x $0.10=$0.40 per one x 100,000 pinks- never going to happen for 
the small boat fishery- ever. If all the sockeye that’s to be available much longer, with 
Alaskan interception at first base, Nisga’a Treaty access at second base in the Nass, and 
who knows maybe no Skeena sockeye for access for years to come if things don’t turn 
around or if they do already 50% of that gone upriver and 25% of the remainder to the 
seines; if that’s the future of the small-boat at-sea net fishery including the seines, would 
50 small-boat net fishers still be too many, and one seine? I don’t have to make this up, 
this is our reality today- how can the MSC justify certifying anything in BC? 
 
• There are no direct subsidies to the fishing industry. 
 
First the fuel subsidy now provided by the canneries to their “loyal” fishers would have to 
stop. Securing fish through fuel subsidies is unconscionable today. All that achieves is 
give the canneries another excuse to pay as little as possible for our salmon which only 
hurts independent fishers who seek better ways to harvest their salmon and better paying 
markets that respect honestly sustainably harvested BC salmon. I could be wrong but 
would UIC or EI be considered a direct subsidy? These benefits are available to all shore 
workers and fishers who have earned enough to qualify. In these deeply troubling times 
no one should doubt it’s value, especially in outlying Native coastal communities but … 
The bad news is we’ve all been hurt by this collapse in our salmon and fishery so who can 
claim Government benefits and who can’t if in doing so it could be seen as a direct 
subsidy to supplement what some would suggest is an issue largely brought on by industry 
itself? What exactly is a “direct subsidy”? Whenever outside money can be shown to 
carry an industry over that has done nothing to better itself with Public resources, 
knowing modifications to how that industry conducts its business are available, 
modifications that would extend the sharing benefit far and wide, would said industry not 
be better off from a resource sustainable perspective if that subsidy were not available 
except under severe duress such as the industry is now experiencing? Would the industry 
as a whole not be far better off if a time-line were put on how much longer UIC would be 
made available to the industry as a whole, shoreworker’s included? The BCSA suggests 
the MSC accept timelines for DFO to accept and implement the WSP. The longer 
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Government provides the disincentive to reject change, the longer more people will 
continue to be hurt. The longer Government continues to provide the perfect reason to 
reject accepting the findings in the WSP, the longer we’ll all  be stuck with far, far, far too 
many nets chasing far, far, far too few salmon.  
 
• The management system regularly seeks and considers input from stakeholders in an 
effort to understand and address socio-economic issues related to the fishery. 
 
What’s this- joke of the century? My God, I’ve never heard of anything so ridiculous. 
Were such a thing true; were such a thing even possible, we would not be in this position 
today! I have a letter from Ottawa stating clearly, DFO, under no circumstances, for no 
reason will get involved in the socio-economic issues related to industry, those are issues 
left entirely to the responsibility of the Province! Ottawa made it very clear their only role 
is management of the resource and fishery.  
 
I have repeatedly asked, repeatedly requested please, support for all the above and time 
after time we’re told the Dept can do nothing, anything to do with those issues is entirely 
up to the advisory process, (CSAB on down) the union and the fishery majority. Somehow, 
a fear built around the canneries has gripped the net fisheries like an iron cage and the 
majority of fishers fear even considering much less supporting anything that is outside 
that cage. It’s as if the canneries have even managed to can the majority, breaking the 
whole up into pieces to fit their cans alone so anyone with the determination, the will and 
innovation to be successful by being fully accountable, totally committed to responsible 
fishing, anyone who is seen as being independent will fail. Seines, gillnets, upriver 
fisheries, Native Treaty fisheries, Alaskan access, all cannery pieces tied together to 
protect one entity and one alone- and one bottom line, the canneries. Our coastal 
communities- what communities, look around the coast and see what has been left before 
blindly assigning MSC Certification to a very, very few select individuals. Consider what 
was left to the east coast after this steamroller was finished. 
 
 
TAVEL Response:   
 
Mr. Hawkshaw has been an active, passionate participant in the MSC Sockeye 
certification process since the inception of the project.  Mr. Hawkshaw’s submissions tend 
to be long and often ramble however, his concerns have always been related to DFO's 
history of not providing encouragement, incentives and rewards for fishers that comply 
with regulations, provide accurate data and use selective fishing techniques.   
 
In response to those concerns, TAVEL would respond that Condition 13a, 21a, 35a, 35b, 
35c, 36b and 36c all address the issue of reliable catch reporting and the need to 
implement selective fishing techniques.  The MSC certification process does not provide 
any guarantees that DFO's approach to managing the Skeena gillnet fishery will change or 
that fishers will provide accurate catch data and use selective fishing techniques.  
However, MSC certification does create an incentive for change and provide the clear 
requirement that these conditions must be met within 2 years for the fishery to retain MSC 
certification. 
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Appendix 7B - Response to comments received on Nass Sockeye Fishery 
 
The Assessment Team has received a number of submissions containing comments and 
critical reviews of the scoring for the Nass sockeye fishery since the release of the first 
draft report on BC Commercial Sockeye Salmon Fisheries in 2007.  The most detailed of 
these documents were submitted by the Watershed Watch Salmon Society (Hill 2007; Hill 
2009a).  Many of the issues and concerns identified in the first WWSS submission (Hill 
2007) have been repeated in subsequent submissions; therefore, our first series of 
responses will address the address the “major problems in the management of the Nass 
sockeye fishery” provided in Hill (2007).  Subsequent responses will be provided for 
additional concerns identified in subsequent submissions.   The document title for each 
submission will proceed our responses.   
 
Critical Review of the Marine Stewardship Council Draft Assessment of Skeena and 
Nass River Sockeye Fisheries, prepared by Aaron Hill for Watershed Watch Salmon 
Society, November 2007. 49 p. 
 
The major problems identified in the Watershed Watch Salmon Society review regarding 
the management of the Nass sockeye fishery are similar to those identified for the Skeena 
fisheries.  Consequently, many of our responses are similar to those provided for the 
Skeena fishery. The following scoring elements list the “major problems in the 
management of the Nass sockeye fishery” as provided on page 3 of this report. 
 

• Numerous sockeye stocks are fluctuating at low levels of abundance or declining and 
the Nass sockeye aggregate is being considered for a “vulnerable” listing by the 
IUCN.. 

 
TAVEL Nass Response 1: See new section in the report regarding the IUCN 

assessment 
 
• Non-target stocks subject to bycatch in the sockeye fishery are fluctuating at low 

levels of abundance. 
 
TAVEL Nass Response 2:  For Nass sockeye fisheries, all Nass sockeye stocks were 

considered to be target stocks.  Therefore, any bycatch issues associated with Nass 
sockeye fisheries must be species other than sockeye.  Chum salmon is the only 
species subject to bycatch in the Nass sockeye fishery that has been fluctuating at low 
levels of abundance in recent years.  Concerns regarding the effect on sockeye 
fisheries on Nass chum salmon stocks resulted in Condition 23, where “certification 
of the Nass sockeye salmon fishery is contingent upon developing and implementing a 
recovery plan for chum salmon stocks that are below their LRP and that spawn in the 
Nass or its tributaries.”  

 
• Insufficient status data and assessment procedures for several target and non-target 

stocks. 
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TAVEL Nass Response 3: The Team found the available data and assessment 
procedures to be sufficient to assess the status of most target and non-target stocks.  
Reliable escapement estimates are computed for the aggregate sockeye return to the 
Nass River and the Meziadin sockeye stock.  However, annual estimates are not 
available in recent years for most of the smaller sockeye stocks (e.g. Bowser, 
Damdochax, Kwinageese).  The escapement of these stocks could be readily estimated 
using DNA samples obtained from the Lower Nass fishwheels. Consequently, the 
certification of the Nass sockeye fishery is conditional until annual escapement 
estimates be computed for each of the Nass sockeye stocks targeted in the fisheries for 
Nass sockeye (Condition 15).   

 
• Interceptions of weak target and non-target stocks in the mixed-stock marine fishery 

are continuing at rates too high to allow for the recovery or those stocks. 
 
TAVEL Nass Response 4: We are not aware of any evidence that mixed-stock marine 

fishery interception rates are too high to allow for the recovery of the target stocks.  
Nass chum salmon is the only stock harvested as a bycatch in Nass sockeye fisheries 
that is currently classified as depleted.  However, uncertainty regarding the impact of 
sockeye fisheries on the recovery of Nass chum resulted in the second sentence being 
included in Condition 23: “Certification of the Nass sockeye salmon fishery is 
contingent upon developing and implementing a recovery plan for chum salmon stocks 
that are below the LRP and that spawn in the Nass or its tributaries. Such a plan must 
have clear procedures to determine the impact of the existing fishery management 
system on these stocks and provide for decreasing incidental harvest rates on chum 
salmon, if harvest pressure is found to have significant risks to chum recovery.” 
    
 

• Limit reference points are not defined or effectively implemented for the majority of 
stocks exploited in the fishery. 

 
TAVEL Nass Response 5: as indicated in the draft report, LRP’s have been defined for 

the aggregate sockeye return to the Nass River and the Meziadin sockeye stock.  
However, LRP’s have not been defined for any of the smaller sockeye stocks (e.g. 
Bowser, Damdochax, Kwinageese).  It is anticipated that implementation of the WSP 
will include the definition of LRP’s or their operational equivalent, in the near future.  
Therefore, certification will be conditional until LRP’s have been defined for each of 
the Nass sockeye stocks targeted in the fisheries for Nass sockeye (Condition 16). 

 
• Management model is not robust to increasing ecological variability as a result of 

climate change. 
 
TAVEL Nass Response 6: The current management model adjusts harvest 

opportunities for all fisheries in Canadian waters based on the returning abundance of 
Nass sockeye monitored using the Nisga’a fishwheel and mark-recapture program.  
This management model has resulted in greatly restricted fisheries in years of poor 
returns.  It is recognized that increasing ecological variability resulting from climate 
change or any other factor, will present challenges for any management system.  
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However, management systems that are heavily influenced by in-season estimates of 
abundance will be far more robust than those based on pre-season forecasts or a fixed 
harvest rate policy.   

  
• Narrow and unprecautionary approach to ecosystem-based management and failure to 

implement ecosystem-based management provisions of the Wild Salmon Policy in a 
timely or meaningful manner. 

 
TAVEL Nass Response 7: The Team agrees that the ecosystem-based management 

provisions of the Wild Salmon Policy should be implemented in a timely and 
meaningful manner.  In most years since 1992 the management system has 
implemented measures to reduce the harvest pressure on non-target stocks through the 
use of selective fishing techniques (fishwheels) and time-area closures.     

   
• Inability to enforce fleet compliance with selective fishing measures, bycatch reporting 

requirements, and other conditions of license. 
 
TAVEL Nass Response 8:  As acknowledged above, there have been instances where 

the management agency did not enforce fleet compliance with regarding to some 
fishery regulations (e.g. 2006) and there have been reporting issues related to the catch 
and discards of steelhead for some components of the Nass sockeye fishery.   
However, these concerns are less significant in Area 3 than Area 4 due to the reliable 
data collected on all species harvested in Nisga’a fisheries.  No conditions related to 
these issues were included for the Nass sockeye fishery.  

 
• General lack of management control in the marine component of the fishery due to 

derby-style fishery openings. 
 
TAVEL Nass Response 9:  As indicated in Skeena Response 9, the fact that all 

commercial salmon fisheries are closed until opened, ensures that managers have full 
control over the opportunities to harvest sockeye.  Derby-style fishery openings can 
result in unexpected levels of fishing effort but gear counts are usually conducted 
early in each fishery so managers have the information need to reduce or extend the 
fishing period.   

  
 

Key Deficiencies in the MSC Re-Assessments of Skeena and Nass Commercial 
Sockeye Fisheries, prepared by Aaron Hill, Watershed Watch Salmon Society, 
August 2009. 5 p. 
 
TAVEL Response 
 
Hill (2009a) expressed concerns that Condition 23 does not explicitly require that the 
impact of non-fishing related human activity (specifically industrial forestry) be 
considered in the Nass chum recovery plan and deficiencies in the DFO Action Plan 
response to this Condition.  The Team’s response to the DFO Action Plan is provided in 
Appendix 8  . 
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Hill (2009a) requested additional explanations for the difference between the Skeena and 
Nass sockeye fishery scoring for Indicator 3.7.1 and 3.7.4.  These explanations are 
provided in the new section under Principle 3 entitled “Performance Indicators scoring 
<80”. 
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Appendix 7C - Response to comments received on Fraser River Sockeye 
Fishery 
 
Review of the July 2009 Marine Stewardship Council draft assessment of British 
Columbia Fraser River sockeye salmon fisheries. Prepared by Jeffery Young, David 
Suzuki Foundation, and Ken Wilson, Watershed Watch Conservation Society. 
August 2009. 10 p. 

 

The issues raised in this review were: 

Issue 1: Most sockeye salmon populations not monitored or protected 

Issue 2: Fishing continues on target populations below any reasonable LRP 

Issue 3: Bycatch of non-salmon species is not considered 

Issue 4: Ability of responsible government agency to make necessary fisheries reforms  

Issue 5: Inconsistency between assessments 
 
TAVEL Response 
 
Issue 1: Most sockeye salmon populations not monitored or protected 
 
DFO routinely obtains escapement estimates for more 100 sockeye spawning areas 
within the Fraser watershed and these are used to produce annual estimates of 
escapement for 25 of the 36 CUs.  Seven of the eleven remaining CUs without indicator 
streams are classified as “non-persistent populations” by Fraser sockeye biologists.  For 
these CUs, spawners have only been observed in years when: 1) the escapements to 
nearby streams were very high (e.g. Stuart-Estu, Fraser-Es, Nadina-ES, Indian/Kruger Es, 
and Francois-S); or 2) migratory conditions were poor and the sockeye were not able to 
complete the migration to their natal stream (e.g. Fraser Canyon-S, Kawkawa-L).   
 
There are three river-type CUs (Middle Fraser, Upper Fraser and Thompson River) where 
a few sockeye spawners have been more consistently observed but the available estimates 
are not reliable and these estimates represent fewer fish than the rounding error on the 
escapement estimates for adjacent lake-type CUs.  The Chilko-Es CU is the early timing 
component of the Chilko run that spawn in streams at the south end of Chilko Lake.  For 
assessment purposes, this CU has been combined with the Chilko-S CU because 
escapements to both CU are enumerated as the fish migrate upstream through the Chilko 
River (K. Benner, DFO Kamloops, pers. comm.). 
 
The Team acknowledges that the monitoring data is not adequate to assess the status of all 
sockeye stocks that spawn in South Coast streams outside the Fraser watershed.  
However, escapements to many of these stocks are monitored annually (e.g. Heydon, 
Mackenzie, Sakinaw, Nimpkish, Quatse) and others are monitored on a periodic basis.   
All of the non-Fraser sockeye CUs were classified as non-target stocks for our assessment 
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of the Fraser sockeye fishery and information on the status of “inside sockeye stocks” 
(Dobson and Wood 2004) was taken into consideration in our scoring under Principle 2.   
 
Issue 2: Fishing continues on target populations below any reasonable LRP 
 
The reviewers contend that the following criterion at the 60SG for Indicator 1.2.1 has not 
been met for Fraser sockeye:  

 
• Stocks are allowed to recover to more than 125% of the LRP for abundance before 

any fisheries are permitted that target these stocks. 
 

Since the implementation of fishing restrictions to reduce harvest pressure on Cultus 
sockeye in 1998, no fisheries have been permitted to target these stocks.  DFO has defined 
the Low Escapement Benchmark (LEB) for Cultus and 18 other Fraser sockeye indicator 
stocks.  These LEBs are currently the operational equivalent for the LRPs but are likely to 
be found to be higher than the LRPs that have yet to be defined for Fraser sockeye stocks.  
While we can not be certain what fisheries managers will do in the future, the Team 
believed that the fishery has met this criterion to date and managers will likely require that 
the Cultus sockeye stock recovers to more than 125% of the LRP (LEB or higher) before 
any fisheries are permitted to target this stock.   
 
Issue 3: Bycatch of non-salmon species is not considered 
 
The reviewers contend that the bycatch of seabirds in Fraser sockeye fisheries could be 
very high and significant for some species.  Prior to receiving this review, the issue of 
bycatch of seabirds in salmon fisheries was never raised as a serious concern.  Smith and 
Morgan (2005) used seabird bycatch rates from the Area 21 chum gillnet test fishery 
(1995-2001), the Johnstone Strait gillnet experimental fishery (1997) and the Area D 
sockeye gillnet selective fisheries (2000) to estimate the total annual bycatch of over 
12,000 seabirds for all BC commercial gillnet fisheries, 285 of which could be marbled 
murrelets.  It is important to note that the results of these types of bycatch analyses are 
very sensitive to temporal and spatial variability in the distribution of bycatch species.  
For example: six of the nine marbled murrelets observed in the gillnet catches were from 
the Area 21 gillnet test fisheries conducted to assess chum returns to Nitinat Lake in late 
September and early October.  None of the fisheries for Fraser sockeye operate in these 
areas during these time periods.  Data from the Area D sockeye gillnet selective fisheries 
were too limited to derive a reliable estimate of the seabird bycatch for the Fraser sockeye 
fishery but it is useful to note that no marbled murrelets were caught in these sockeye 
fisheries.  While the report by Smith and Morgan (2005) has identified the potential for 
significant bycatch of seabirds in gillnet fisheries, their report has not demonstrated that 
the Fraser sockeye fishery has a significant bycatch issue for any bird species.  Therefore, 
Team found that this new information was not sufficient to justify an adjustment to the 
scoring for any Principle 2 indicator.   
Issue 4: Ability of responsible government agency to make necessary fisheries reforms  
  
The reviewers have raised concerns about the ability of the management agency (DFO) to 
implement the Wild Salmon Policy and meet all the conditions required for the 
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certification of the Fraser sockeye fishery.  The Team has similar concerns but our job is 
to define what needs to be done and not to prejudge whether or not it will be done.  The 
later is the responsibility of the team which conducts the annual surveillance audits .   
 
The reviewers have also contended that the “changes required to bring Fraser River 
sockeye salmon fisheries into compliance with MSC criteria, and meet the current draft 
conditions, would require changes to the management objectives of the Pacific Salmon 
Treaty.” 
 
It is well understood that the Pacific Salmon Treaty, the PSC Fraser Panel and its 
supporting technical committee play key roles in the management of fisheries for Fraser 
sockeye.  The management actions needed to protect and rebuild Fraser sockeye stocks 
have been and will continue to be discussed under this international agreement.  However, 
DFO has the ultimate responsibility for setting the escapement goals for Fraser sockeye 
stocks,thereby determining the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) available for both Canadian 
and US fisheries.  All of the conditions associated with our assessment of the Fraser 
sockeye fishery apply only to Canadian fisheries just as conditions associated the MSC 
certification of  Alaskan commercial salmon apply only to Alaskan fisheries.  The draft 
report did not mention the need for any reforms to the Pacific Salmon Treaty because we 
do not believe that any reforms are necessary to meet the conditions required for 
certification of the Fraser sockeye fishery.   
 
Issue 5: Inconsistency between assessments 
 
The reviewers contend that the “lack of re-scoring of Fraser unit in 2008 makes this 
assessment out-of-date and inconsistent with other units assessments and conditions”. 
 
The fact that we did not re-score the Fraser sockeye fishery, does not mean that recent 
information on stock status, trends, IUCN findings and annual management actions were 
not considered in the decision not to re-score this fishery.  We recognize that our draft 
report did not provide details regarding stock status and trends that were considered 
during the various stages of our review, but not presented in detail in an attempt to control 
the volume of the report.  We hope we have adequately addressed these deficiencies by 
the addition of new sections on “Stock Status and Trends” and “IUCN Listing of Fraser 
and Skeena sockeye stocks”.  The Fraser and Barkley Sound fisheries were not ignored in 
the re-scoring process.  The Team’s conclusion was that our original scoring was 
consistent with current status of these stocks and fisheries.   
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Appendix 7D - Response to comments received on Barkley Sound 
Sockeye Fishery 
 
 
Review of the Marine Stewardship Council Draft Assessment of the Barkley Sound 
Sockeye Fisheries. Prepared by Jeffery Young, David Suzuki Foundation. August 
2007. 8 p. 
 
TAVEL Response 
 

The issues raised in this review were: 
 

• Designation of “stock management units” (Indicator 1.1.1.1) 
• Reliable estimates of escapement (Indicator 1.1.2.2) 
• Limit reference points (Indicator 1.1.3.1) 
• Recovery of target and non-target units (Indicators 1.2.1, 2.3.1) 
• Availability and use of information on biodiversity (Indicator 2.2.1) 
• Clear and defensible set of objectives (Indicator 3.1.1) 

 
Unlike the previous reviews, this review identified specific indicators where the 
explanations for our scoring rationale in the draft report were clearly not adequate.  We 
have added several new sections to the report that endeavor to explain the rationale for our 
scoring for all indicators that passed the 80SG scoring guidepost. We have also expanded 
our explanations for each of the indicators listed in this review that scored less than 80 in 
our assessment (Indicators 1.1.2.2., 1.1.3.1, 2.3.1) and attempted to address this 
reviewer’s concerns.  



Appendix 7E - Response to comments received from Government Stakeholders 

 



 

TAVEL>  The conditions mentioned above are appropriate for the performance indicators and final scores.  

Conditions will not be changed or deleted. In the final report “References to Sakinaw sockeye include 

other inside south coast non-Fraser sockeye stocks with similar marine distributions and run timing.” This 

clarification was added because the Team agreed with several reviewers that Sakinaw was not the only 

depleted non-Fraser sockeye stock caught in fisheries that target Fraser sockeye stocks and the conditions 

defined for Sakinaw sockeye also apply to these other inside south coast non-Fraser sockeye stocks.   

TAVEL>  We understand that the hatchery operations for Henderson sockeye ceased in 2007.  
The intention is to confirm the status of the hatchery during the first surveillance audit visit.  Once 
we can confirm that production is eliminated, then we will rescore as necessary. The condition 
would remain in effect if in the future the hatchery production is resumed. 

 



TAVEL>  In the early part of the assessment, for which DFO’s comments  applied, Cultus was identified as 

an example of a depleted target stock but  the team recognized that some may argue that over the past 

10 years it has become a non-target stock.  We have indicated that our condition related to the recovery 

of the Cultus stocks would be the same regardless of its classification.     

 

 

 

TAVEL>  We are aware that there have been several attempts to improve the escapement information for 

Henderson Lake sockeye through upgrades to the counting fence.  We are also aware that these efforts 

were not successful, the fence is no longer operated and recent escapement estimates are based on 

visual surveys.   The status of these and all other conditions will be verified during the annual surveillance 

audit process.  Completion of conditions will be confirmed and performance indicators will be rescored in 

accordance to the defined timeline and delivery schedule identified in the conditions and DFO Action 

Plan.  

 

TAVEL>  Condition 25 is based on the second scoring element under the SG 80,  “In situations when 

precautionary measures are necessary to manage the fishery, the management system calls for increasing 

research efforts in order to fill data and information gaps.”  The Team agreed with stakeholders that DFO 

has not always managed in a precautionary manner and has not shown a clear commitment to define and 

implement action plans for two sockeye stocks (Cultus and Sakinaw) where precautionary measures are 

necessary to manage Fraser sockeye fisheries.  The condition remains in effect. 



 

TAVEL>  The status of these and all other conditions will be verified during the annual surveillance audit 

process.  Completion of conditions will be confirmed and performance indicators will be rescored in 

accordance to the defined timeline and delivery schedule identified in the conditions and DFO Action 

Plan. 

 

TAVEL> The assessment team disagrees, there was sufficient evidence presented by First Nations to 

demonstrate that DFO did not meet the first scoring element of the 80SG, “The management system is 

found to be in compliance with all legal and most of the customary rights of First Nation peoples that are 

impacted by the fishery.”  The conditions will stand until the condition has been met. 

 

TAVEL>  Both tasks have been assigned as part of the condition. 



 

 

In Appendix 1:  Response to August 27, 2007 MSC Report and draft conditions, DFO provides an update on 

the status of performance indicators for which conditions were imposed.  The majority of the DFO 

comments in Appendix 1 are either for informational purposes or provide commentary indicating that 

DFO considers many of the conditions already fulfilled or exceeded.  The team acknowledges these 

comments and states categorically that completion of certification conditions will be confirmed post-

certification of the fishery, as part of the annual surveillance audit process.  

There were no comments in relation to Principle 1 related conditions for any of the fisheries which the 

team felt was necessary to provide a response. 

Under comments for Principle 2, the following indicator required a team response. 

 

TAVEL>  Condition 19 is focused on all CUs which were considered as part of the Fraser River unit of 

certification, which includes those Fraser CUs below their LRP as well as non-Fraser south coast sockeye 

CUs which are below their LRP. 



Under comments for Principle 3, the following indicator required a team response. 

 

TAVEL>  The Team found that the lack of any research plan for Barkley Sound sockeye makes it difficult to 

assess whether the plan addresses concerns related to the impact of the fishery on the ecosystem, 

socioeconomic issues that result from the implementation of management plans, or if the research plan is 

responsive to changes in the fishery. 



 

 

TAVEL>>   The status of summer-run Skeena steelhead stocks and harvest issues related to these 
stocks were addressed in detail by the Independent Science Review Panel in 2008 (Walters et al. 
2008).  We have taken into consideration the detailed work and recommendations of the panel in 
our rescoring and formulating conditions for the Skeena sockeye fishery.  Condition 13a was 



imposed specifically to require management agencies implement a scientifically defensible 
program for estimating steelhead catch in the Skeena sockeye fisheries 

 

TAVEL>  Again, Condition 13a has addressed this concern. 

 

TAVEL>  In June 2008, the assessment team evaluated the report of the ISRP and rescored the 
fishery performance for the Skeena and Nass.  As a result of the re-evaluation, six new conditions 
were imposed, including performance indicators 3.1.1, 3.1.4, 3.1.7, 3.2.1, 3.7.1 and 3.7.4. 

 

TAVEL>  The assessment team is satisfied that condition is worded appropriately in  accordance 
with the 80 scoring guidepost elements.   
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Appendix 8 - Response to Comments on DFO Action Plan 
 
The Team found that the 26 June 2009 version of the Action Plan for BC sockeye salmon 
fisheries has addressed most of the concerns identified by the Team regarding previous 
versions of the Action Plan.   
 
Aaron Hill reviewed the DFO Action Plan and identified a few areas where the plan could 
be improved for the Skeena fishery (Hill 2009b).  The Team agrees with Hill (2009b, p.2) 
that LRPs and TRPs need to be defined for all Skeena sockeye CUs, as soon as possible. 
DFO’s commitment for Condition 13 implies the TRPs and LRPs will be defined for 
Skeena sockeye CUs by December 2011.  The Team believes this is a reasonable time 
frame for achieving this goal.   
 
Hill (2009b, p.2) also expressed concerns regarding the DFO statement on page 2 that the 
“action plan assumes there will be no requirement for additional departmental resources”.  
The Team is also concerned that the commitments made in the Action Plan may not be 
achievable without additional resources. However, it is the Team's understanding that the 
annual surveillance audit process will determine whether or not management agencies are 
providing the necessary resources to fulfill the commitments made in the Action Plan. 
 
Hill (2009b, p.4-6) has identified specific concerns related to several of the P1 Conditions 
defined for the Skeena sockeye fishery (Skeena Condition 1.1, 1.1a, 1.1b, 1.1c, and 1.2). 
Team agrees with Hill’s concerns regarding the proposed steps and time frame for 
addressing Condition 1.1b (the implementation of escapement and fry monitoring plans 
for Skeena sockeye).  The monitoring program has already been defined, discussed and 
approved through the Core Stock Assessment Review (CSAR) process, all that is needed 
is the necessary resources for implementation.  The action plan should include a clear 
commitment to implement the CSAR monitoring plans for sockeye within one year.  The 
Team found the DFO Action Plan to provide adequate commitments for the other P1 
Conditions. 
 
Hill (2009b, p.7-8) identified concerns related to the two P2 Conditions for the Skeena 
sockeye fishery.  The Team agrees with Hill that the DFO Action Plan has not adequately 
addressed Skeena Condition 2.1b.  DFO has already committed to defining the LRPs for 
Skeena sockeye CUs by December 2011 so all that is needed is a clear commitment to 
developing and implementing recovery plans, in a timely manner, for CUs that are found 
to be below their LRP.   With regard to Skeena Condition 2.2, DFO has only committed to 
defining the LRPs for Skeena chum populations and working with First Nations to 
develop a chum rebuilding plan for Area 4 chum.  As for the previous condition, DFO 
needs make a clear commitment to develop and implement recovery plans, in a timely 
manner, for chum CUs that are found to be below their LRP.   
 
Hill (2009b, p. 8-10) identified concerns related to most of the P3 Conditions for the 
Skeena sockeye fishery.  The Team found that the most important of these concerns were 
related to the Action Plan response to Skeena Conditions 3.1c, 3.2b and 3.2.c.  The first 
two conditions require a commitment to implementing selective fishing techniques.  
DFO’s response is essential identical for these conditions and only refers to alternative 
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gillnet configurations.  As identified in Hill (2009, p. 10): “DFO must broaden its 
commitment under this response to identify and implement selective fishing techniques 
that are the most effective a reducing the catch of non-target species” (e.g. tangle-tooth 
nets, fishwheels, beach seines, fish traps).   With regard to Skeena Condition 3.2c, the 
Team will confirm through the annual surveillance audit process that DFO has created 
incentives for fishers to provide sufficient information for managers to derive reliable 
estimates of the catch and discards of steelhead and other non-target species.    
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Appendix 9 Response to Comments Received from First Nation 
Stakeholders 

 

 
 

Dear Mr. Averill and Mr. Devitt; 

 

The First Nations Fisheries Council works with and on behalf of B.C. First Nations to 

protect First Nations rights and title and to advance First Nations interests as they 

relate to fisheries and aquatic resources. 

 

We write today to express our concern about the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) 

certification assessment for Pacific fisheries and aquatic resources. In general, the 

First Nations Fisheries Council shares the MSC’s commitment to sustainable fishing 

practices, however we are concerned that in some cases Canada’s proposed 

management plans do not demonstrate sustainable management and do not meet 

the MSC standards for sustainability. As well, we are concerned that the MSC has not 

adopted a stronger policy or position with regard to protecting Indigenous interests, 

particularly with respect to fisheries and aquatic resources and or biodiversity overall. 

 

In our view these failures have the potential to infringe upon B.C. First Nations’ 

Aboriginal rights and treaty rights, as well as international laws and conventions 

respecting the rights of Indigenous Peoples and biological diversity. 

 

To illustrate our point, we wish to follow the example of the MSC fishery certification 

process for B.C. Sockeye salmon; we note, however, that our concerns have 

applicability beyond salmon fisheries and extend to many of the Pacific fisheries and 

aquatic resources currently within the MSC certification process. 
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Recently Fisheries and Oceans Canada released its Action Plan to Address Conditions 

for MSC Certification of British Columbia Sockeye Fisheries (Fraser River, Barkley 

Sound, Nass River and Skeena River). In response to conditions requiring evidence 

that First Nation issues regarding Aboriginal and treaty rights be identified and 

addressed through an effective consultation or negotiation process, Fisheries and 

Oceans Canada committed to provide a summary report detailing how its 

management system addresses issues regarding Aboriginal and treaty rights related 

to the sockeye salmon fisheries by June 2010. 

 

This response presents two key difficulties for First Nations. The first difficulty is 

procedural in nature and pertains to the timing of DFO’s commitment to respond to 

certification conditions, which is after the proposed date of certification of the 

fishery. The second difficulty is substantive in scope and pertains to DFO’s proposal to 

discharge a certification condition requiring it to put forward evidence that Aboriginal 

and treaty rights have been addressed through an effective consultation and or 

negotiation process by a developing a summary report of its current practices, rather 

than through an effective consultation or negotiation process with B.C. First Nations. 

 
TAVEL Response:  All MSC certifications to date have been issued with “corrective 
action requirements” or “conditions” which require that the clients contractually agree 
to undertake the action plans they propose including meeting the accepted schedule for 
deliverables and milestone actions.  It is accepted policy of the MSC to issue 
certifications with conditions which require improvement of the fishery performance 
during the five year certification validity period. 
 
The performance indicator which refers to observation of legal and customary rights of 
First Nation peoples is indicator 3.6.3, which reads: 
 
Indicator 3.6.3:   The management system provides for the observation of legal and 
customary rights of First Nation peoples. 
 
Three units of certification, including the Fraser, Barkley Sound and Skeena were all 
determined to not have partially met the first scoring component of the 80 scoring 
guidepost, which reads: 
 

• The management system is found to be in compliance with all legal and most of the 
customary rights of First Nation peoples that are impacted by the fishery. 
 
In each case, the condition imposed on the client is:  
“Certification will be conditional until the management agency provides evidence that 
First Nation issues regarding aboriginal and treaty rights have been identified and these 
issues are being addressed through an effective consultation or negotiation process, 
within three years.” 
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It is the team’s opinion that the identified condition requires both the identification of 
and addressing of aboriginal and treaty rights issues through an effective consultation 
or negotiation process. 
 
To expand on our concerns, we understand that the assessment process for B.C. 

sockeye salmon is scheduled for completion on or around July 2009. Further, we 

understand that the MSC program allows, in certain circumstances and within strict 

traceability requirements, the MSC logo to be applied following certification to 

product caught before the actual date of certification. It is also our understanding that 

the MSC intends to determine a target eligibility date that will allow the logo to be 

applied following certification to a B.C. sockeye salmon product caught from up to six 

months prior to the issuance of the Public Certification Draft Report, which has not 

yet been released. Accordingly, it would appear that the MSC is prepared to certify 

B.C. Sockeye Salmon prior to DFO discharging certification conditions pertaining to 

Aboriginal rights and title and or prior to B.C. First Nations having opportunity to 

review a Public Certification Draft Report. This presents serious procedural issues 

which the First Nations Fisheries Council cannot support as they have the potential to 

infringe upon Aboriginal and treaty rights.  

 
TAVEL Response:  The target eligibility date will be set 6 months prior to the release 
of the Public Draft Report.  As mentioned above, issuance of certification with 
conditions is standard policy for the MSC, all certifications to date have been issued 
with conditions which require management performance improvement over the course 
of the certificate validity period. 
 
However, it should be noted that certification is not granted until the certification 
process is complete.  The Public Draft Report was released on July 17, 2009 and 
comments were accept until August 24, 2009.  As a result of those comments, the team 
conducted a significant edit of the document and responded to numerous comments 
from stakeholders.  The report is now ready to be released into the public domain as a 
Final Certification Report with a recommendation for certification with conditions.  
Stakeholder will still have a 15 day period in which they can lodge an objection against 
the report.   
 
Indeed, we believe it would be a serious mistake to proceed with the MSC 

certification assessment until B.C. First Nations’ concerns regarding Aboriginal and 

treaty rights have been addressed through an effective consultation or negotiation 

process, as identified in Certification Conditions 29, 34 and 36a. We should also point 

out that we have serious concerns with the proposed report; in particular, we 

question how a summary report prepared without input from affected First Nations 

will discharge the condition to develop an effective consultation or negotiation 

process. 

 
TAVEL Response:  As mentioned above, the condition requires that DFO prove to the 
Assessment team within three years that it is in compliance with all legal and most of 
the customary rights of First Nation peoples that are impacted by the fishery.  Once 
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received from DFO, the Assessment Team will verify that the information provided in 
that report is accurate.  If the report is lacking, additional conditions can be imposed on 
the certification. 
 
We understand that the MSC is intended to operate in a manner that is consistent 

with the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fishing, which provides an 

acknowledgement of Indigenous interests: 

 

Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries Sub‐article 7.6.6 

 

When deciding on the use, conservation and management of fisheries resources, due 

recognition should be given, as appropriate, in accordance with national laws and 

regulations, to the traditional practices, needs and interests of indigenous people and 

local fishing communities which are highly dependent on fishery resources for their 

livelihood. 

 

Yet, international standards respecting Indigenous interests do not appear to factor 

into or guide MSC operations in British Columbia.  Certainly, we have yet to see the 

application of the above international standard result in concrete protection for the 

interests of B.C. First Nations in relation to sockeye fisheries. To our knowledge, 

although there have been significant concerns expressed with respect to the health of 

sockeye stocks and the inability of First Nations in many parts of B.C. to obtain 

adequate access to sockeye for food fish, for which they have a constitutional priority 

in Canada, there has been no contact with First Nations in terms of any assessment or 

review of the adequacy of the management plan for sockeye (or any other fishery) in 

meeting the basic food fish requirements of Indigenous peoples. 
 
TAVEL Response:  First Nations have been contacted and have provided input in 
relation to this assessment, please see details within the report which explains the 
consultations undertaken.  However, it is important to reiterate that the MSC is a 
voluntary process and stakeholders must indicate that they wish to participate in the 
process.   
 
Given the above, we fail to see how the MSC can state that its fishery certification 

assessment process is fair, transparent and/or accountable to Indigenous interests 

and or the concept of sustainability. Indeed, reliance on a summary report of current 

consultation practices as demonstrating evidence that B.C. First Nations Aboriginal 

and treaty rights have been identified and addressed through effective consultation 

and negotiation process calls into question the legitimacy of MSC standards. 

 

We believe it would be a serious mistake to allow the MSC logo to be applied to B.C. 

sockeye salmon caught before the actual date of certification. The determination of a 

target eligibility date prior to the issuance of the Public Certification Draft Report 

and/or prior to B.C. First Nations having opportunity for meaningful consultation or 

negotiation on the assessment has the potential to serious infringe upon B.C. First 
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Nations constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights. The strict traceability 

requirements purportedly attached to such circumstances do not, in our opinion, 

demonstrate a commitment to sustainability and or accountability to Canadian or 

international law regarding First Nations Aboriginal and treaty in fishery resources. 

 

Accordingly, we urge the MSC to take a more proactive approach to upholding 

international standards respecting Indigenous Peoples. Further, we recommend that 

the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and the 

Convention on Biological Diversity be added to the form part of the MSC standards 

and practices. 

 

By separate correspondence we have communicated our concerns regarding the lack 

of meaningful consultation to the Honourable Gail Shea, Minister of Fisheries and 

Oceans Canada.  You were copied on this correspondence for your records. In that 

correspondence we draw attention to the lack of meaningful consultation and 

accommodation of B.C. First Nations Aboriginal and treaty rights and indicate that the 

First Nations Fisheries Council can play a facilitative role in initiating this dialogue with 

B.C. First Nations. We extend this offer to your organizations in the hope that we can 

initiate a dialogue on how to move forward in full recognition of B.C. First Nations’ 

Aboriginal rights and treaty rights. 

 

We look forward to an MSC fishery certification and eco-labelling program that is 

more respectful and accommodating to B.C. First Nations Aboriginal and treaty rights. 

In the meantime, we remain available to discuss the matters raised in this letter with 

you and your staff. 
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August 24, 2009 

Mr. Steve Devitt 
TAVEL Certification 
Inc. Suite 815 - 99 
Wyse Road 
Dartmouth, NS 
B3A 4S5 
Canada 

RE: Public Comment Draft Report for the British Columbia Sockeye Salmon 

Fishery 

Dear Mr. Devitt, 

It has come to our attention that TAVEL Certification Inc. are seeking comments 
on the recently released draft report for the Skeena River sockeye fishery and 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) action plan to meet MSC principles and 
criteria for sustainable fisheries. We understand that DFO has drafted an action 
plan to demonstrate that the department intends on meeting all of the MSC 
standards within 5 years, starting with changes for the 2009 fishing season. 
Because of this we feel obligated to inform you that we have reviewed DFO's 
proposed action plan and we believe that it does not warrants certification because it 
fails to address many issues of stock conservation for non-Babine Skeena sockeye 
stocks. Therefore, we hope you will withhold any conditional certification of 
the fishery until DFO truly commits to protecting and rebuilding weaker sockeye 
stocks in the Skeena Watershed, such as Kitwanga sockeye. 

TAVEL Response:  The Assessment team has requested that DFO change some issues 

within the Proposed Action Plan and have requested a stonger commitment from DFO in 

relation to their proposed actions.   

Specifically, we feel that Principles 1 and Principles 2 (criteria 2) are violated 
because the action plan does not take into account each genetically distinct 
population being harvested in the Skeena sockeye fishery. We also feel that 
Principle 1 (criteria 1) and Principle 3 (criteria 8 & 9) have not been met 
because the status of each genetically distinct population should be assessed 
relative to its biological potential. Principles 2 (criteria 3) and Principles 3 

Gitanyow Fisheries 
Authority 

P.O. Box 148 Kitwanga, B.C. VOJ 2A0 
Tel: (250) 849-5373 Fax: (250) 849-5375 
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(criteria 4) have also not been met because each genetically unique Skeena 
sockeye population, such as Kitwanga sockeye, should have their own target 
escapement to ensure that individual populations are conserved over the long term 
and to allow for subsistence use. Finally, the action plan does not commit to 
the rebuilding and or the recovery of Skeena sockeye stocks, such as Kitwanga 
sockeye, to set targets to ensure their long-term survival, contrary to Principles 2 
(criteria 3) and Principles 3 (criteria 10 — C). 

Furthermore, we are requesting that the MSC Certification process currently 
underway be halted until adequate consultation has taken place with the 
Gitanyow. To date DFO has not contacted the Gitanyow on the MSC 
certification issue and the Gitanyow do not feel that they have been given enough 
time or the resources to fully review the issue to ensure that their rights will not be 
infringed by the certification of the Skeena and Nass fisheries. 

TAVEL Response:   The MSC certification process has been ongoing for more than 8 years 

and there have been numerous requests for input from BC First Nations.  The 

Assessment Team has received inputs from other First Nataions and was aware that 

many First Nations were consulted during the ISRP process. 

 

Change is needed to ensure that the weaker Skeena salmon stocks such as 
Kitwanga sockeye are not allowed to be fished to extinction but rather rebuilt for the 
benefit of the Gitanyow, Canadians and the markets that enjoy the benefits of the 
resource. We hope that you will take our concerns seriously and we look forward 
to your response on this matter. If you have any questions, I can be contacted at 

(250) 849-5373. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Glen Williams, 
Gitanyow Chief Negotiator 

cc. Chris Barnes, Skeena Fisheries Commission, Hazelton,  
BC Paul Sprout, DFO, Vancouver, BC 
Honorable Gail Shea, Ottawa, Ontario 
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Background 

The Gitanyow are aboriginal people as defined under the Constitution of Canada (1982). 
With a current membership of almost 2,000 people they hold aboriginal rights and title to 
parts of both the Skeena and Nass Watersheds of northern British Columbia, Canada.  A 
system of particular importance is the Kitwanga Watershed where the main community 
of Gitanyow is located.  The Gitanyow have inhabited the banks of the Kitwanga River 
for thousands of years where they have harvested salmon on a yearly basis to satisfy their 
basic needs. Of all the species of salmon that were harvested from the Kitwanga River, 
sockeye have always been the most important because of their spiritual and nutritional 
value. Historically, sockeye returns to the Kitwanga River were thought to be in the ten's 
of thousands, where Gitanyow would harvest up to 20% of the run in some years. Up 
until recently the stock was fished for food, social and ceremonial (FSC) purposes 
through well-established T'ins (weirs) spread throughout the Kitwanga River. However, 
in the last 40 years this traditional fishery has been abandoned because of low sockeye 
salmon returns to the system. 

In the last 10 years the Gitanyow have partnered with many government and non-
government organizations to study Kitwanga sockeye. To date approximately $1 million 
dollars (CDN) in capital investments (adult / smolt fences) and another $1.5 million 
(CND) has been spent to assess stock status, determine bottlenecks to production and to 
help rebuild the stock. Recent findings have determined that the main reason for the 
stock decline and its current low escapement status is due to over fishing in downstream 
fisheries where exploitations have been consistently higher than the stock could sustain. 
Recent adult escapements have only averaged 1,500 adults (2000-2008), with 
escapements of less than 260 fish in three of the last nine years. Although DFO has not 
set a Limit Reference Point (LRP) for the Kitwanga stock, Gitanyow Fisheries Authority 
(GFA) in-house biologists indicate that the current LRP for the Kitwanga sockeye stock 
would be an escapement of approximately 3,500 adults on a yearly basis. Therefore, the 
DFO management of the Skeena sockeye fishery has failed to meet the Kitwanga sockeye 
LRP in 8 of the last 9 years. 

The Gitanyow have met with DFO on numerous occasions over the last ten years in an 
attempt to have them implement a fishing plan that is sustainable and takes into account 
weak and vulnerable stocks such as Kitwanga sockeye. Our recommendations to the 
DFO have been clear, the Skeena sockeye commercial fishery should not be given 
priority over the conservation of individual salmon stocks and aboriginal rights to access 
salmon for FSC purposes. 

In May of 2009, the GFA wrote to the Marine Stewardship Council (Ref: Letter to Dan 
Hoggarth, May 25, 2009 the MSC Fisheries Assessment Director), where the Gitanyow 
first raised concerns with the certification of the Skeena sockeye fishery. Following that 
letter Mr. Hoggarth requested background information specifically relating to the 
Kitwanga sockeye issue. GFA fisheries biologist Mark C. Cleveland followed up by 
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provided a total of 11 digital pdf reports to demonstrate that the Skeena sockeye fishery 
has had a significant impact on the Kitwanga sockeye stock and that current bottlenecks 
to production are believed to be linked to exploitation rather than freshwater production. 
A summary of what was provided to Mr. Hoggarth is presented below. 

Kitwanga Sockeye Summary 

Kitwanga Sockeye Stock Status - Most recent adult escapement information 
summarized in "GFA KSEF 2008 Annual Final Report.pdf' (specifically page 15) —
demonstrates that the average escapement has only been approximately 1,500 fish (2000-
2008). GFA can provide a report for every year if necessary (8 other reports produced 
on a yearly basis by our in-house staff). The most important part to take away is that 
we have accurate adult escapement information for the stock for at least 2 generations 
(Kitwanga sockeye 90% - 4-years olds). 

Production Potential — Several sockeye lake productivity estimates for Gitanyow Lake 
(Kitwanga sockeye nursery lake) have been generated by DFO over the years. General 
results are that the lake shows the capacity to house 10,000's of adult sockeye per year. 
Initial DFO assessments in 1995 set the sockeye capacity of Gitanyow Lake at 75,000 
adults spawners per year (page 44 - Shortreed et al, 1998). This was followed-up by 
another DFO assessment in 2003 that down graded the lake capacity to 18,000 adults 
/year and set an MSY equilibrium Point exploitation for the stock at 34% (page 38- Cox-
Rogers et al, 2004). The most recent prediction of lake production capacity sets the 
optimum escapement at 56,500, with no mention of a MSY equilibrium point (page 33 -
Shortreed et al 2007). 

Freshwater Production Bottlenecks — In the original Kitwanga Sockeye Recovery Plan 
(May, 2006) a number of potential freshwater production bottlenecks were identified as 
potential limiting factors to production. Among the largest was a prediction that 
spawning grounds were inadequate to support egg to fry survival because the watershed 
had been impacted by logging and spawning beds had degraded. Egg to fry survival 
studies were initiated in 2006/07 and again in 2007/08 and results showed that survivals 
rates were high, 73% and 89% respectively (Kingston 2007, Kingston 2009) indicating 
that egg to fry survival did not appear to be limiting production. 

Current Freshwater Production — GFA has collected sockeye smolt production 
information on Gitanyow Lake since 2001. Earlier assessment programs were not able to 
accurately determine yearly smolt production because of funding shortfalls and technical 
logistics. However, starting in 2006 reliable smolt production estimates for the system 
were collected demonstrating high smolt production - 2006 = 138 smolts/female, 2007 = 
140 smolts/female (Smolt final report 2006 2007.pdf). In 2008 the construction of a 
permanent smolt fence was completed to further improve upon the program (Kitwanga 
Smolt Fence Completion 2008_final .pdf) and once again the production was found to be 
high - 2008 = 84 smolts/female, 2009 = 275 smolts/female (unpublished GFA technical 
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data). Results show that the smolt production from the lake is high, among the highest in BC. 

Fishery Impacts - Kitwanga sockeye are intercepted in Alaskan, Canadian commercial (ocean 
and in-river), recreational and Food, Social and Ceremonial (FSC) fisheries, where impacts 
from each fishery can vary from year to year based on the effort allowed in each of the 
fisheries. DFO has estimated fishery exploitation impacts on Kitwanga sockeye for over 50 
years using the Skeena Model. Kitwanga sockeye are known to be mid to late timed fish (tag 
recovery and DNA sampling - can provide references in required) where they enter the various 
commercial fisheries with the bulk of the enhanced Babine sockeye resulting in high exploitation 
rates (ER) in most years. Decadal mean ER on the stock in the 1970's has been estimated at 
53%, in the 1980's at 52%, and 53% in the 1990's (pages 23-26 - Kitwanga Sockeye Recovery 
Plan May 2006 .pdj). Recent ER have averaged 42% since 2000, with ER's above 50% in 5 of 
the last 9 years (DFO unpublished data). Recent findings by an independent scientist panel have 
indicated that DFO would have to reduce the Skeena fishery ER by half if DFO were to meet 
their commitment to the Wild Salmon Policy (ISRP Final.pdf). 
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Appendix 10 Response to Comments Received from the Client 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

British Columbia Salmon Marketing Council Comments on the Marine Stewardship 
Council Assessment of BC Sockeye Fisheries 

August 2009 
Background 
Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) assessment of BC sockeye fisheries for ecocertification 
began in 2000.  It has been troubled from the start, raising a number of issues about the MSC 
process, certifier accountability, management agency engagement, and quality and consistency in 
relation to other salmon assessments.  In addition, the management of the fishery has evolved 
and continues to evolve based on the introduction of the Wild Salmon Policy (WSP) in 2005 
(DFO 2005), and its gradual implementation since then. 
 
When we began this assessment, we looked for an equitable approach, comparable to the existing 
Alaskan certification (SCS 2000) - based on a unit of certification that included all salmon 
species coastwide.  As we worked through the pre-assessment and early stages of full 
assessment, it became clear that conservation groups would not accept a “blanket” unit of 
certification comparable to the Alaskan unit.  We therefore accepted a species by species 
approach with regional units of certification.  In the case of BC sockeye, there are four units of 
certification: Fraser River, Barkley Sound, Nass and Skeena Rivers.  A somewhat similar 
approach was then applied in the Alaskan recertification (SCS 2007). 
 
BC certification/Alaska recertification 
 
However, there were several important differences between the BC certification and the Alaska 
recertification.  For various reasons, small/weak sockeye stocks garnered far more scrutiny, and 
as a result conditions (eg. seven conditions for Sakinaw and Cultus Lakes sockeye alone (Tavel 
2009, Section 8)) in the BC assessment, in spite of their being minor bycatch in fisheries targeted 
on strong sockeye stocks.  Some BC stakeholders went so far as to press the MSC assessment 
team to hold all such stocks to the same standards as the target stocks (eg. May 25, 2009 letter 
from Skeena Wild Conservation Trust to The Honourable Gail Shea, Minister of Fisheries and 
Oceans) [see further comment below]. 
 
The MSC has indicated that the new guidance (MSC 2008) should inform old and ongoing 
assessments.  We believe the way the team has interpreted the distinctions between target stock, 
non-target stock and CU is quite different from the Alaskan certification.  For example, in 
Alaska within each certification unit under Principle 2 (SCS 2007, starting page 186), minor 
stocks of the same salmon species were generally ignored; not so in BC.  In our view, if the MSC 
in effect requires a workable rebuilding plan for every single genetically or otherwise distinct 
salmon population, no salmon fishery, including Alaska’s, will ever be able to pass.  
 
In terms of the MSC certification process, early on the BC certifier was approached by the 
conservation sector to allow “stakeholders to both question and comment on each step of the 



Moody Marine Ltd BC Sockeye Salmon: Public Certification Report 

 For Nass, Skeena, Barkley Sound Units of Ceritication 

BC Sockeye_PCR Ver1 062110.doc  

process - even where such consultation was not specifically required under the MSC program.” 
(Tavel 2009, page 12).  We agreed to allow for the additional involvement requested by 
stakeholders; Alaska did not.  In the end this added significantly to the duration, complexity and 
cost of the BC process.  Not surprisingly, Alaska achieved certification, then recertification for 
five species in 16 fisheries with five gear types (SCS 2007) in less time (8 years) than it has 
taken BC to move to the final stages of initial certification (Tavel 2009) for only four fisheries, 
three gear types and one species (9 years).  Hopefully, final BC certification will benefit from the 
additional stakeholder involvement.  
 
Sockeye stock issues 
 
From the start, one of the key issues has been where on the continuum from deme to species the 
MSC process should draw the line.  In the client’s view, the target stock is the unit of 
certification and the MSC standard does not require that every single population within that 
target stock be at or rebuilt to BMSY (MSC 2008, page 45).  This is consistent with both the 
Wild Salmon Policy (DFO 2005, frontispiece, pages 10, 14 and 29), the recent Independent 
Science Review Panel’s assessment of Skeena salmon management (Walters et al. 2008, page 
91), and the views of the peer reviewers of the Public Draft Report on BC sockeye fisheries 
(Tavel 2009, Appendix 5). 
 
The WSP clearly states that the status of Conservation Units (CUs) will be monitored, assessed 
and reported on (DFO 2005, page 16).  Where monitoring indicates low levels of abundance or 
deterioration, a full range of actions to reverse declines will be considered and implemented 
(DFO 2005, page 17).  While the policy aims to maintain CUs, the Minister of Fisheries may, 
however, in an open and transparent way, limit the range of measures taken where it is not 
feasible or reasonable to fully address all risks to depressed CUs7  
 
Similarly, the ISRP makes the strong point of the need to “confront” the major trade off 
decisions involved by the WSP and the impacts of mixed-stock ocean fisheries on the Skeena 
(Walters et al. 2008, Recommendation 1).  The ISRP does not assume that the WSP means that 
overharvesting will not be permitted for any Skeena salmon CU. 
 
We provided comments on the development of the MSC’s new standardized assessment tree to 
this effect - that in BC there are many stocks/CUs in mixed stock fisheries that have persisted at 
low abundance/escapement levels for many years (Walters et al. 2008, page 36).  To bring them 
up to BMSY would mean virtually no fisheries, even at the current very low levels.  The LRPs 
and TRPs required by both the MSC process and the WSP give managers the flexibility to 
choose exploitation rates and abundance/escapement levels within a LRP-TRP range determined 
by biological, social and economic policies (DFO 2005, page 17).  We don’t believe that this 
sensible approach has been adequately reflected in the BC assessment. 
 
Target stock/ Non-target stock confusion 
 
Our fundamental problem with the assessment team’s report is that it redefines or confuses target 
stock, non-target stock and individual CUs.  In our view, the new assessment tree and associated 

                                                 
7 For example, in 2006 the Federal Fisheries Minister chose not to close all fisheries harvesting any Cultus or Sakinaw sockeye by listing them 

under the Species at Risk Act because the additional harvest controls SARA would be unlikely to significantly improve survival of these 
stocks.  Rather, he used the Fisheries Act to implement less draconian but arguably more effective measures including habitat and enhancement 
as well as fisheries management measures to rebuild Sakinaw and Cultus sockeye. 
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guidance (MSC 2008) permit social and economic tradeoffs within a well-defined management 
framework (such as that provided for in the implementation of the WSP).  In a number of 
instances, particularly Cultus and Sakinaw, the team treats small populations as both target (P1) 
species and non-target (P2) species with conditions under both.  The new MSC scoring guidance 
(MSC 2008, pages 17 and 32) deals with fisheries targeting stock aggregates and clearly 
distinguishes between a P1 target stock, which must be above the level at which recruitment is 
impaired and a P2 non-target stock, which may be below that level for reasons outside the 
control of the fishery.   
 
TAVEL Response:  We have also distinguished between target stocks and non-target stocks (see Section 

2.4 above).  Sakinaw is clearly a depleted non-target sockeye stock and certification conditions related 

to Sakinaw are all related to requirements for non-target stocks.  In contrast, Cultus is clearly defined in 

this Report (Fraser Performance Indicator 1.2.1) as “a clear example of a severely depleted target Fraser 

sockeye stock”.  As such, the only conditions related to Cultus sockeye are those related to target stocks.  

Cultus sockeye are referred to in the P2 section but only as an example of a depleted stock.  All the P2 

conditions for depleted sockeye stocks associated with Fraser sockeye fishery refer to Sakinaw sockeye. 

The primary area of confusion related to target and non-target stocks within the Fraser sockeye fishery 

appears to be due to the substantial changes between the cycle years.  Target stocks in one cycle year 

are non-target stocks in different cycle year (e.g. late-Shuswap dominant and sub-dominant cycles 

versus off-cycle years).  We have attempted to remove this confusion in this version of our report.   

 
In the case of Sakinaw, for instance, there is no evidence that current patterns in the Fraser 
fishery have any impact whatsoever on that CU (Bill Gazey, W.J. Gazey and Associates, pers. 
comm., July 10, 2006; Murray and Wood 2002).  Similarly, the evidence suggests that even with 
no commercial fisheries whatsoever the Kitwanga CU on the Skeena would likely never be 
rebuilt.  In brief, we understand the new MSC standard to require, under P2, that impacts on non-
target “species” simply not impede these species achieving MSY, or rebuilding to MSY, or to 
some other agreed reference point, in order to benefit the fisheries where they are the target 
species. 
 
To sum up, MSC certification is about whether a fishery is sustainably managed not whether a 
particular population is at a certain level.  The 2009 sockeye season in BC clearly demonstrates 
the management agency’s commitment to conservative and precautionary management.  When 
in-season estimates from test fisheries showed that pre-season forecasts of strong runs on both 
the Fraser and the Skeena were incorrect, DFO did not authorize commercial fisheries.  
Escapement is adequate to preserve to sustainable populations.  To claim as Watershed Watch 
and Skeena Wild did in their July 2009 press release that the BC fishery “targets endangered 
salmon” and call it a “harmful” fishery is simply specious.  DFO took the correct action in the 
cycle year of 2005 and the correct action again this year.  
 
Specific concerns 
In addition to the more general points raised above, we have some specific concerns relating to 
the rescoring of the Skeena fishery. 
 

1.1.2.2 We believe that the requirement for independent abundance estimates for 15 of 
the 32 sockeye CUs that don’t currently have estimates should be reevaluated in 
the light of our comments above to the effect that the MSC standard does not 
preclude leaving some stocks in a low abundance state for socio-economic 
reasons. 
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TAVEL Response:  Managers still need to have some type of fishery independent abundance 

estimate to determine whether or not they have a conservation concern.  The decisions 

regarding what to do if a conservation concern is identified is a separate matter.  

 

1.1.2.4  According to the ISRP, it follows that the estimates of relative productivity for 
the 15 non-target stocks cannot be completed due to inadequate catch and 
escapement data for these stocks.  But this PI only requires sufficient information 
to develop management guidelines for non-target stocks.  We previously scored 95 
on this and don’t think that sufficient rationale has been provided to reduce the 
score below 80. 

 
TAVEL Response:  The second criteria at the 80 SG required that: “There is adequate 

information to estimate the relative productivity of the non-target stocks where the 

fishery harvests may represent a significant component of those non-target stocks.”  The 

lack of escapement and productivity data for half of the Skeena sockeye CU’s is sufficient 

to partially fail this indicator. 

 
3.1.7 The rescoring appears to be based on the ISRP’s conclusion that a single 

controversial year (2006) constitutes a “record of decisions going against the 
information provided.”  One year, especially a year in which the ISRP notes the 
increased ER as a result of unexpectedly high sockeye abundance in season need 
not have “substantial deleterious effects on future production” of multi-aged 
bycatch stocks/species, does not constitute a record. 

 
TAVEL Response:  The 2006 fishing season is not the only year when there have been concerns 

related to the post-release survival of non-target species and DFO has not required the 

use of selective fishing and handling techniques.  The team believes it would be more 

productive to secure the commitment from DFO and gillnet fishers to implement selective 

fishing and handling techniques than document more specific examples of fisher 

compliance issues related to the Skeena gillnet fishery.   

 
3.6.2  No rationale is provided.  If the ISRP is saying that in 2006 “violations” resulted in 

failure to achieve the objectives of the management plan, where is the evidence?  
Clients have to provide evidence, assessment teams should also have to do so.  And 
again, one year does not a “record” make. 

 
TAVEL Response:  The Skeena sockeye fishery scored 90 for this indicator in the July 2009 

version of the Public Draft Report so no rationale was provided as per all other indicators 

that achieved the 80 level.  The Final Certification Report will include scoring rationales 

for all indicators. 

 
3.7.1 The team seems again to have concluded that there are too many violations of 

selective fishing regulations and logbook data records to assess trends in bycatch 
and whether harvesters are proactively reducing bycatch.  Where is the evidence for 
this?  Assertions from other user groups do not constitute evidence 

3.7.4 A similar point.  Where is the evidence that too few harvesters are complying with 
DFO requirements for providing data on retention and discards of bycatch to the 
point where data collected are completely unreliable?  The drop in score from 95 to 
60 cannot be justified without evidence. 
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TAVEL Response:  The criteria that was failed is: “Sufficient numbers of fish harvesters and 

processors comply with requests for data on catches and discards of non-target species 

and undersized individuals of target species to ensure that reliable estimates of total 

catches and discards for the fishery can be obtained.” We have been told by DFO, 

commercial fishers and port samplers that many Area 4 gillnet fishers do not report their 

steelhead catches and this has been the reason for on-board observer programs and 

other assessment efforts conducted since 1993.  Thomas (1991, 1992, 1993) are a few of 

the initial documents that indicated that fishers under-reported steelhead catches after 

1986 in response to the imposition of unpopular conservation measures (Labelle et al. 

2005).  The Skeena ISRP also recognized the deficiencies in steelhead catch estimates and 

recommended that “either a large observer sampling program or mandatory video 

surveillance of gear retrieval on all vessels” be implemented each year (Walters et al. 

2008). 

 
Generally, on Skeena steelhead, the results of the independent science review should 
reduce or even eliminate the conditions with respect to steelhead.  The ISRP found that 
there was "no indication of recruitment overfishing in the historical data trend (mainly 
Tyee index) for the stock complex as a whole ..." (Walters et al. 2008, page 8).  Dr. 
Walters expressed this view in public at a meeting in Terrace when he was speaking on 
behalf of the ISRP.  In brief, he said that there were no steelhead conservation issues that 
resulted from the sockeye fishery.   
 
We think therefore that these conditions are redundant and not evidence-based.  At the 
very least they should not be required unless and until a problem is identified. 
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APPENDIX 11 GITSKAN WATERSHED AUTHORITIES NOTICE OF OBJECTION, TAVEL 
CERTIFICATION RESPONSE TO OBJECTION, INDEPENDENT 
ADJUDICATOR RESPONSE TO REQUEST TO WITHDRAW OBJECTION 

MSC Notice of Objection 
 
This form should be completed in accordance with the MSC Objections Procedure.  This 
form may be completed and emailed to the certification body and the MSC. 

 

PART ONE: IDENTIFICATION DETAILS 
 

Fishery assessment to which this objection 
applies 

 

 
British Columbia sockeye salmon 

Name of certification body 
 

TAVEL Certification Inc. 

 
Contact details for objecting party 

Organisation(s) 
 

Gitksan Watershed Authorities 

Contact person 
 

Chris Barnes 

Address P.O. Box 166, Hazelton, B.C., V0J 1Y0 
 

Phone Number (including country code) 
 

250 842 5641 

Fax Number (including country code) 
 

250 842 5645 

Email address 
 

xsaxgyoo@skeenafisheries.ca 

 
The following objection is being lodged on behalf of the above named organisation(s).   
I am authorised to make this submission on the above named organisations’ behalf. 
 
Name:   __Christine Scotnicki__________________ 
 
Position: __Lawyer___________________ 
  

Signed:  ___ ___________________ 
 
Dated:  ____9 February 2010__________________ 
 
 
 



 

MSC Objections Form  
March 2009 
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PART TWO: OBJECTING PARTY’S CREDENTIALS 
 
Please outline your prior involvement with 

this assessment 
Subject fishery - 4.4.1 (a)    

 
Written submissions - 4.4.1 (b)   

 
Meetings attended  - 4.4.1 (b)   

 
Participation prevented/impaired - 4.4.1(c)  

If you are objecting on the basis that you 
were a party to the assessment process 

that made written submissions to the 
certification body during the fishery 
assessment process or attended 

stakeholder meetings (as per Paragraph 
4.4.1 (b) of the objections procedure) or 
that the failure of the certification body to 

follow procedures prevented or 
substantially impaired your participation in 

the fishery assessment process (as per 
Paragraph 4.4.1(c) of the objections 

procedure), then please provide evidence 
and/or outline details to support this 

classification. 

 
 

The Gitksan Nation objects to the proposed 
certification of B.C. sockeye.  The basis of 
objection is that the certifying body did not 
follow procedures designed to provide notice to 
all B.C. First Nations that the certification 
process was underway.  The Gitksan Nation has 
not received any notice from the certifying 
agency that the process was underway, and 
requesting its input on the certification process.  
Had such notice been received, the Gitksan 
Nation would have provided information to the 
certifying agency of its concerns that 
certification may have an irreparable impact on 
the already severely reduced stocks upon which 
we once relied for our sustenance.  
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Please state your interest in the fishery 
and its certification 

 

 
The House Groups represented by the Gitksan 
Nation hold Aboriginal rights to the fishery 
within their territories, including the sockeye 
fishery.  We have a material interest in the 
certification inasmuch as it may impact on 
management plans for sockeye which is the 
preferred food fish for Gitksan people.  Past 
management practices of DFO, including in 
particular mixed stock fishery interception, have 
severely impacted our sockeye. 
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PART THREE: CATEGORISATION OF OBJECTIONS 
 
You must complete one or more of Parts Three to Five in accordance with your answers to the 
following questions. 
 
Are you objecting on the basis that there was 
a serious procedural or other irregularity in 
the fishery assessment process that made a 
material difference to the fairness of the 
assessment, as per Paragraph 4.8.2 (a) of 
the objections procedure? 
 

Yes  
 

No  
 

If YES, complete Part 4 

Are you objecting on the basis that the score 
given by the certification body in relation to 
one or more performance indicators cannot 
be justified, and the effect of the score in 
relation to one or more of the particular 
performance indicators in question was 
material to the outcome of the 
Determination, as per Paragraph 4.8.2 (b) of 
the objections procedure? 
 

Yes  
 

No  
 

If YES, complete Part 5 

Are you objecting on the basis that additional 
information not forming part of the record1 
that is relevant to the circumstances at the 
date of the Determination has not been 
considered, as per Paragraph 4.8.2 (c) of 
the objections procedure? 
 

Yes  
 

No  
 

If YES, complete Part 6 
 

 

                                                           
1 As defined in Paragraph 4.7.5 (a) of the objections procedure. 
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PART FOUR:  OBJECTION PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH 4.8.2 (A) 
 
4.1 Please identify: 
 

a) the procedure(s) that you or your organisation believe were omitted or incorrectly 
followed by the certification body in the conduct of this assessment and the 
relationship of these matters to the MSC’s procedural rules, as set out in the MSC 
Fisheries Certification Methodology, Fishery Assessment Methodology, TAB 
Directives or any other rules that were in force at the time of the assessment; and/or   

 
The Gitksan recognize that participation in the certification process is voluntary.  However, this 
does not absolve the certifying agency of the responsibility to provide widespread notice of its 
activities and request input.  Together with other First Nations, the Gitksan have many demands 
on their time and resources.  Without having received an individual invitation to participate and 
information about the certification process, it was unreasonable for the certifying agency to 
expect that the Gitksan would even know about the process, let alone provide input.   
 
 In particular, it is  insufficient and condescending for the certifying agency to state, as it did in 
response to a similar concern raised by the Gitanyow that:  “the MSC process has been ongoing 
for 8 years and there have been numerous requests for input from BC First Nations.  The 
Assessment Team has received input from other First Nataions (sic) and was aware that many 
First Nations were consulted during the ISRP process.” (Final Report, vol. 3, Appendix 9) 
 
 

b) any other irregularity in the fishery assessment process that you or your 
organisation believe made a material difference to the fairness of the 
assessment. 

 
 
4.2   Please state why you or your organisation believes that the failure to follow procedures 

by the certification body has significantly affected the result of the Determination such 
that the Determination should be altered?  

 
The Gitksan believe that if they had been given the opportunity to provide information on the 
devastation done to their food fisheries by DFO management practices, it would be impossible 
for the Determination to appear in its current form.  If the minimal sustenance needs of the 
Gitksan for sockeye have not been met for many years, it is difficult to imagine how the Skeena 
sockeye fishery could be defined as sustainable under any criteria.  Doing so under these 
circumstances will undoubtedly impact the credibility of the MSC and the certification process 
generally.  
 
Furthermore, the Gitksan have not been consulted by the DFO in regard to the certification 
process.  Canadian law requires that when any government action or proposed action that may 
potentially impact Aboriginal rights is being contemplated, there must be consultation and in 
some cases, accommodation, of the potentially affected Aboriginal groups.  The Gitksan believe 
that the certification process triggered this “legal duty to consult” on the part of DFO, and this 
duty has not been fulfilled.  The Gitksan have not been given adequate time and resources to 
consider the impact that MSC certification may have on their Aboriginal rights to the fishery.   
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PART FIVE:  OBJECTION PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH 4.8.2 (B) 
 
5.1 Listing the relevant performance indicator(s) and using the template below, please clearly 
 identify the reason(s) you or your organisation believe that the score(s) presented within 
 the Final Report cannot be justified, ensuring you link those reasons with the 
 requirements of Paragraphs 4.8.2 (b) (i), 4.8.2 (b) (ii) and/or 4.8.2 (b) (iii) of the 
 objections procedure.  Please provide your rationale and/or evidence in support of a 
 different conclusion, making particular reference to the specific scoring guideposts 
 associated with the particular performance indicator(s) in question.   
 
 

Performance Indicator  
Reason  
Rationale  

 
 

Performance Indicator  
Reason  
Rationale  

 
 

Performance Indicator  
Reason  
Rationale  

 
 
5.2 For each issue identified in question 5.1, please state why you or your organisation 

believes that the effect of the score in relation to one or more of the particular 
performance indicators in question was material to the outcome of the Determination 
such that the Determination should be altered?  
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PART SIX:  OBJECTION PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH 4.8.2 (C) 
 
6.1 Using the template below, please list all additional information not forming part of the 

record2 that is relevant to the circumstances at the date of the Determination has not 
been considered, as per Paragraph 4.8.2 (c) of the objections procedure.  Ensure 
that reasons are provided as to why you or your organisation believes that the 
particular information in question: 

 
a) was known or should reasonably have been known to any party to the 

assessment process, and 
b) should reasonably have been made available to the certification body during the 

assessment process, and 
c) if considered, could have made a material difference to the outcome of the 

assessment; 
 
 

Information  
Reason why 
information should 
reasonably have 
been known  

 

Reason why 
information should 
reasonably have 
been made available  

 

Reason why 
information could 
have made a 
material difference to 
the outcome of the 
assessment 

 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
2 As defined in Paragraph 4.7.5 (a) of the objections procedure. 



GITKSAN WATERSHED AUTHORITIES 
 

#407 – 620 View Street 
Victoria, B.C. 

V8W 1J6 
Telephone:  (250) 381-5161 

Facsimile:  (250) 381-5162 (Telephone first) 
 

Wylie Spicer, Q.C                                                                                 23 February 2010 
Independent Adjudicator 
c/o McInnes Cooper 
Barristers & Solicitors 
PO Box 730 
Suite 1300, Purdy’s Wharf Tower II 
1969 Upper Water Street 
Halifax, NS    B3J 2V1              
VIA EMAIL ONLY TO wylie.spicer@mcinnescooper.com 
 
Dear Mr. Spicer: 
 
Re:  Request by Independent Adjudicator for Further Clarification from Gitksan 
Watershed Authorities, Your File P-1356 
 
I am legal counsel for the Gitksan Watershed Authorities (“GWA”) and have been 
asked to respond to your letter dated February 18th, 2010 seeking further clarification 
of our Notice of Objection to the MSC Certification Process for B.C. sockeye salmon.   
 
For future correspondence, I confirm that Mr. Chris Barnes, the Coordinator of GWA 
is the official contact.  His contact information is as listed on the MSC Objection form.  
If you wish, you may copy correspondence to me at the mailing address noted above 
and via email to cscot@gwaonline.ca. 
 
I will address each of your requests in the same numbered order.  
 
1.  GWA’s Notice of Objection relates to the proposed certification of Skeena and 
Nass sockeye.   
 
2.  The Gitksan hold existing Aboriginal rights to the sockeye fishery within their 
territories. These rights are protected under section 35(1) of the Constitution Act, 1982.  
 
The certification process and the interactions between it and the Department of 
Fisheries & Oceans (“DFO”) means that there is potential for these constitutionally -
protected Aboriginal rights to be impacted and potentially infringed.  In these 
circumstances, the law requires the Crown, in this case the DFO, to fulfill its legal 
duty to meaningfully consult with the Gitksan and it has not done so.   
 
 

mailto:cscot@gwaonline.ca
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The Crown’s duty to consult imposes on it a positive obligation to reasonably ensure 
that aboriginal peoples are provided with all necessary information in a timely way so 
that they have an opportunity to express their interests and concerns, and to ensure 
that their representations are seriously considered and, wherever possible, 
demonstrably integrated into the proposed plan of action… 
 
Halfway River First Nation v. British Columbia, [1999] 4 C.N.L.R. 1 (BCCA, para. 
160)  Underlining added.   
 
In the particular circumstances of fishery management plans,  
 
The DFO has a duty to fully inform itself of the fishing practices of the aboriginal 
group and their views on the conservation measures. 
 
R. v. Jack (1995), 16 B.C.L.R. (3d) 201 (BCCA, para. 77) 
 
While the certification body may not be equivalent to the Crown, the Aboriginal rights 
landscape in British Columbia means that it ought to have followed procedures 
designed to ensure there was an attempt to meaningfully engage the Gitksan in the 
certification process.  If the certification body was not willing or able to do so, then 
DFO ought to have recognized its legal duty and taken steps to fulfill it.  However, 
neither the Gitksan generally nor the GWA received notice from the certification 
body nor from DFO of the certification process and soliciting our input.  As 
explained in the Notice of Objection, the Gitksan have many demands upon their time 
and resources and anything less than a direct invitation to participate is unlikely to 
receive attention.   
 
As explained in para. 4.1(a) of our Notice of Objection, the certification body appears 
to be relying on an amorphous process of notification whereby it relied on First 
Nations to contact it and provide input.  This falls far short of the standard required 
when making recommendations that could impact constitutionally-protected 
Aboriginal rights.  We urge the certification body and DFO to complete the important 
work of proper notice to and consultation with the Gitksan prior to approving the 
certification of Skeena and Nass sockeye.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Christine Scotnicki 
Barrister & Solicitor 
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March 21, 2010 

Comments on the objection by Gitksan Watershed Authorities to the proposed 
Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) certification of British Columbia Skeena and 

Nass River sockeye fisheries. 

The BC Salmon Marketing Council (BCSMC), representing the harvesters and 
processors of Canadian wild salmon, is the client for the British Columbia Sockeye 
Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) assessment. 

The Gitksan Watershed Authorities (GWA) have initiated an objection under the current 
MSC Objections Procedure on the Skeena and Nass units of certification (UoC) alleging 
the certification body’s (CB) failure to follow procedures prevented or substantially 
impaired participation in the fishery assessment process under paragraph 4.4.1.c of the 
objections procedure.  The objection also cites 4.8.2.a, asserting that a serious 
procedural or other irregularity made a material difference to the fairness of the 
assessment. 

BCSMC disputes that either of these assertions is correct. 

1. Objections Procedure 4.4.1: Provision of Information by the CB 

BCSMC has acted as the client throughout the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) 
assessment, working initially with Scientific Certification Systems (SCS) as CB, then 
since 2008 with Tavel Certification Inc. (now Moody Marine International).   

From the start, the client committed to an open and transparent process with respect to 
stakeholders that went far beyond MSC requirements, inviting participation in selection 
of the assessment team and development of performance indicators as well as posting 
the full client submission to the MSC website so that stakeholders had a thorough 
opportunity to respond to the team during every phase of formal public comment as well 
as outside those comment periods.  In addition, we agreed to post a copy of the draft 
public comment report before peer review, as well as the final draft incorporating those 
comments.  In addition, we posted the draft Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) action 
plan almost a year in advance of the release of the public comment report in January 
2010. 
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Understanding the difficulty of communicating with the more than two hundred First 
Nations in BC, SCS made real efforts to gain engagement, endeavouring to work 
initially through the BC Aboriginal Fisheries Commission (BCAFC) and the Assembly of 
First Nations as well as various aboriginal fishing associations to reach their 
constituents.  As noted in the public comment report (BC Sockeye_FCR Ver 1 
010810.doc, p. 68),  “SCS made a significant effort (through emails, faxes, couriered 
packages and phone calls ) to both contact and speak directly with First Nations 
organizations associated with the fishing and fisheries management of salmon in British 
Columbia, Canada.” 

In 2002, the Sierra Club of Canada, BC Chapter (SCCBC) through its collaborative 
marine program sought our support for a successful funding application to the 
Sustainable Fisheries Fund Program of the Resource Legacy Fund so that they could 
better participate in the process.  Part of the intent was to ensure collaborative input 
from conservation and public interest groups.  At the time this included BCAFC.  This 
process resulted in detailed comments on BCSMC’s submission to the team provided 
by independent experts retained by SCCBC for all four units of certification, including 
Nass and Skeena, in 2004.  SCS also sought SCCBC’s detailed input in person during 
stakeholder interviews in 2005.   

As noted by SCS (BC Sockeye_FCR Ver 1 010810, p.68), the CB, stymied by the lack 
of interest from aboriginal organizations, developed two alternative approaches to 
improve communications with First Nations.  “First, Ken Wilson was asked by SCS to 
use his contacts among First Nations to try and determine if First Nations would like to 
provide any comments, of any kind, to SCS regarding the assessment of the Canadian 
government’s management of salmon fisheries.”  As part of this, Ken Wilson, one of the 
SCCBC participants, wrote to Chris Barnes of GWA in 2005 urging him to participate. 

SCS also asked assessment team member Karl English to use his contacts with First 
Nations.  This resulted in a 2005 meeting with BCAFC.  Unfortunately, as the 
assessment proceeded, BCAFC wound down and no organization immediately took its 
place although the First Nations Fisheries Council has now in part done so.  The 
Council provided comments in July 2009. 

In addition, the client took measures of its own to make sure that First Nations were 
aware of the process—this included asking team members and DFO to use any suitable 
opportunity to provide information about the MSC’s opportunities for input and asking 
DFO to send out information on its behalf.  We approved a DFO message on our behalf 
for distribution in August 2007 factually noting the opportunity for input during the 30-
day consultation period following the release of the pre-peer review draft report.  At the 
request of many Northern interests we extended that formal consultation period from 30 
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to 90 days to facilitate further input.  The CB continued to accept comments subsequent 
to that. 

In 2008, Tavel, the new CB, widely publicized the change in CBs and the opportunity to 
participate.  The team agreed to re-score the Skeena fishery following the Report of the 
Skeena Independent Science Review Panel in May 2008.  The panel was mandated to 
“take into consideration, respect for the interests for First Nations people, and the 
sustainability of commercial and recreational fisheries for the people of Canada.”   The 
panel’s conclusions were considered carefully by the team.   

The client also released the draft of the Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Action 
Plan in January 2009, providing stakeholders with a lengthy opportunity to provide 
comment.  Again, this step is not required by the MSC.  As a result the Gitanyow 
Fisheries Authority contacted the CB in August 2009 and raised somewhat similar 
issues.  Chris Barnes was copied on this letter. 

Lastly, Greg Taylor of Ocean Fisheries Ltd., closely associated with the client, provided 
regular updates on the progress of the certification to the Skeena Fisheries Commission 
of which GWA is a member as well as in one on one communications with Mr Barnes. 

We have summarized above our understanding of the process followed by the CBs and 
showed that Mr Barnes was clearly aware of the process and was urged to participate 
by other stakeholders.  We believe therefore that there is no substance to the assertion 
that the GWA was prevented or substantially impaired from participating in the 
assessment process. 

2. Objections Procedure: 4.8.2.a: Material Difference to the  
Fairness of an Assessment 

While the client does not believe there was any failure to follow procedures by the 
certification, it also disputes that even if a failure occurred that it significantly affected 
the result of the determination or materially affected the fairness of the assessment. 

Similar issues to those raised by the GWA were also raised in by the First Nations 
Fisheries Council and more specifically by the Gitanyow Fisheries Authority.  These 
were addressed by the CB in the final report. 

The key Performance Indicator (PI) relating to First Nations rights is 3.6.3.  It reads: 

The management system provides for the observation of all legal and customary 
rights of First Nations people. 

The PI’s Scoring Guideposts (SG) are: 
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100 guidepost:  

• The management system is found to be in compliance with all major legal and 
customary rights of First Nations people that are impacted by the fishery. 

• The management includes processes for consultation with First Nations 
people on the impact of the commercial fishery on their food, social and 
ceremonial fisheries. 

80 guidepost:  

• The management system is found to be in compliance with all legal and most 
of the customary rights of First Nations people that are impacted by the 
fishery. 

• The management system includes processes for providing information to First 
Nations people on the major impacts of the commercial fishery on food, social 
and ceremonial fisheries 

60 guidepost 

• The management system is in compliance with all the legal rights of First 
Nations people that are impacted by the fishery. 

The client submission to the team scored both the Skeena and the Nass as meeting the 
60, 80 and 100 guideposts.  Robert Bocking in a detailed review of the Skeena 
submission as part of the SCCBC project scored as follows: 

I concur that the management system includes processes for consulting with 
First Nations regarding impacts to their fisheries.  I am not sure, however, that 
these are adequate or accepted as adequate by Skeena First Nations.  Also DFO 
allocates 150,000 sockeye to First Nations for FSC purposes.  Some Skeena 
First Nations may not feel that this adequate.  For these reasons, 100 SG is only 
partially met. 

David Levy for SCCBC on the Nass submission queries whether the client scoring of 
3.6.3 is correct for other watersheds but notes specifically that for the Nass, “where 
there is a treaty covering much of the watershed, the DFO rating is correct.” 

Subsequently, Aaron Hill in his 2007 review of the Skeena and Nass first public 
comment report questions the client scoring arguing that the 60 guidepost has only 
partly been met because of upcoming legal action by the Gitanyow people (see below 
for further comment).  This rescoring is rebutted by the assessment team, noting that.   
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Hill does not provide any comment on the the Nass score under 3.6.3 presumably 
because he considers it correct. 

The team scored this indicator at 75 on the Skeena and 100 on the Nass. We believe 
that the team, working with first one certifier and then a second which reviewed the 
Skeena in detail, and subject to peer review, acted fairly and reasonably in its scoring.  
On Skeena it imposed a condition “until the management agency provides evidence that 
First Nations issues regarding aboriginal and treaty rights have been identified and 
these issues are being addressed through an effective consultation or negotiation 
process, within three years.”  DFO has accepted this condition, originally undertaking to 
provide a report by December 2010.  With an extension to the date to restore the 
intended time frame, the client has no reason to doubt DFO’s commitment. 

3. Broader Issues 

 

3.1 The MSC is a Voluntary, Private Contractual Relationship 

The GWA on the objection form and in a more expanded way in its subsequent 
correspondence takes issue with DFO not consulting them in regard to the certification 
process, citing DFO’s legal duty to consult. 

The GWA acknowledges that the “certification body may not be equivalent to the 
crown.”  We have already detailed the many efforts made to ensure that BC First 
Nations were aware of opportunities to participate in the process and provide comment 
under the MSC’s policies for stakeholder engagement.  We believe that the CB has met 
its obligations under the MSC process and is in no way equivalent to the Crown. 

MSC certification is a voluntary process of assessment against the MSC’s standard for 
sustainable fisheries undertaken by client fisheries.  The standard is rigorous, 
developed after much consultation, and assessments are a comprehensive, 
independent third party process with stakeholder engagement at every stage.  MSC is 
the only ecolabel fully compliant with the FAO’s guidelines on ecolabelling and has 
recently been evaluated by the World Wildlife Fund as the most rigorous, credible and 
reliable third-party process. 

The client fishery signs a contract with an accredited CB and is financially and 
technically responsible for providing the information necessary to justify certification.  
The CB and its assessment team assess that information with stakeholder input sought 
at a number of required points.  In the case of the BC sockeye, we added several other 
key points for stakeholder engagement in an unparalleled effort to make our 
assessment fully transparent, open and available to all interested parties.   
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Before the initial determination is made and the report released, the client must provide 
an action plan.  Once the determination is final, before certification is awarded, “the 
client, BCSMC must agree in written contract with an accredited MSC certification body 
to be financially and technically responsible for surveillance visits to meet the specific 
conditions as described in Section 8 of this report.” 

In our case, the information to the team came in the form of a comprehensive 
submission which we immediately made public.  Since most of the information required 
to demonstrate sustainability came from DFO, the submission was prepared by a 
private consultant working with DFO staff and the client.  Although the submission is 
referred to at times as the DFO submission and at other times as the client submission, 
it is the client who is responsible contractually for providing the information.   This 
approach was recommended and approved by the CB. 

Similarly, the reason the action plan is DFO’s is the MSC requirement under the Section 
3.4 of the Fisheries Certification Methodology, Version 6.   

The FCM requires the CB to seek a detailed agreement from the client as to “how the 
conditions will be addressed, by whom and the specified time period.”  The CB must 
also consult with  

relevant entities when setting conditions, if those conditions are likely to require 
investment of time or money by these entities, or changes to management 
arrangements or regulations, or re-arrangement of research priorities by these 
entities, in order to satisfy the certification body that the conditions are both 
achievable by the certification client and realistic in the time frame specified. 

Entities are defined as “fisheries management or research agencies, authorities or 
regulating bodies that might have authority, power or control over management 
arrangements, research budgets and/or priorities.” 

The FCM also requires evidence that “funding and/or resources of other entities are, or 
will be in place.”  This requirement is the reason that Paul Sprout, DFO Regional 
Director General Pacific, signed off on the action plan as none of its provisions are 
within the control of the client. 

MSC certification is thus clearly a private contractual relationship between two parties 
although one where the management agency in many cases is needed to provide both 
information to justify certification and actions and resources to meet the conditions.  It is 
in no way analogous or equivalent to the responsibilities of the Crown. 
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3.2 DFO and First Nations 

DFO presents a brief but reasonable summary of its obligations to First Nations in its 
action plan in relation to condition 29 (Fraser), 34 (Barkley Sound) and 36a (Skeena). 

Other summaries of current policy are found in the Wild Salmon Policy (WSP) and the 
Integrated Aboriginal Policy Framework 2006-2010 both of which envision “working in a 
way that upholds the honor of the Crown.”  The WSP is especially relevant, since eco-
certification is part of the context that led to its development and was referred to in DFO 
briefings on the policy.  Many stakeholders, both from conservation groups and First 
Nation, have called for a faster implementation of the WSP and more resources to 
support it.  The conditions and the action plan for all four BC sockeye UoC in effect 
require implementation of the WSP along with a timeline and an annual public process 
to audit the progress towards implementation. 

Over the life of the assessment, MSC certification has increasingly become part of the 
vocabulary and process of fisheries management.  Accordingly, DFO has provided 
briefings on the process and the likely outcomes at a range of meetings, including the 
Integrated Harvest Planning Committee at which many First Nations representatives, 
including the Gitksan, were present. 

3.3 MSC Policy and Procedure 

The MSC Principles and Criteria from the start explicitly excluded allocation issues from 
certification.  This is reaffirmed in FAM Version 2, 8.2.11, “issues and disputes involving 
allocation of quota and access to marine resources are beyond the scope of an 
assessment against the MSC standard.”  It is not the job of the assessment team to 
determine whether sockeye should be reallocated to First Nations outside the legal and 
other processes underway. 

In our view, it is also unreasonable and outside the scope of the Principles and Criteria 
to make certification a matter of legal dispute between, say, the Government of Canada 
and First Nations. 

FAM Version 2 makes explicit what was always implicit.  8.2.10 reads: 

Certification bodies shall not make their own judgements or unilateral decisions 
about whether custom or national treaties relating to aboriginal or indigenous 
people have conferred rights upon any particular group or individual.  Decisions 
of legislatures (through statutes or national treaties relating to aboriginal or 
indigenous people), or the courts will establish this.  The main consideration in 
relation to performance against this scoring issue is whether a suitable 
framework exists or does not exist to address the legal rights created explicitly or 
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established by custom of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood, not 
on the effectiveness of results (e.g. allocation of access) of such a framework. 

This is entirely in keeping with 8.2.9 of the FAM regarding respect for laws: 

Respect for laws is different to compliance with laws and this part of the indicator 
does not require that a fishery management system be in perfect minute-to-
minute compliance with every single piece of substantive or procedural law that 
may govern a fishery.  This would elevate form over substance to set the bar so 
high.  Rather, should a fisheries management agency be subject to court 
challenges, it is the record of repeated violation of the same law or regulation, the 
timely attempts to comply with binding judicial decisions or acting proactively to 
avoid legal disputes that are important in determining the level of performance 
against this part of the performance indicator.  Indeed, when assessing the 
importance of any evidence relating to this issue, the certification body should 
consider whether any violations of the same law or regulations compromise the 
ability of the management system to deliver sustainable fisheries in accordance 
with the outcomes intended by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2. 

Aboriginal rights and treaty rights in Canada are respected and accorded appropriate 
priority, consistent with S.35 of the Constitution Act and case law.  DFO manages 
fisheries consistent with R. v Sparrow and subsequent Supreme Court of Canada 
decisions.  In this connection, it is important to revisit the scoring by Aaron Hill on 
indicator 3.6.2 as below 60 because of litigation by the Gitanyow.  In this case, the legal 
action was withdrawn because DFO and the Gitanyow were able to negotiate a 
reasonable agreement.  Given the nature of fisheries management, certification 
processes, and case law, it is unreasonable to make certification impossible because 
there are still issues that have not yet been settled, whether by treaty, legal action, or 
negotiation.  Canada has an exemplary record of respecting court decisions, certainly 
one that meet’s the MSC’s definition. 

3.4 Benefits to the GWA 

The initial determination that the Skeena and Nass UoC in no way is detrimental to the 
GWA. 

The determination does not infringe on the GWA’s legal or administrative remedies or 
negotiating options with DFO.  The conditions and action plan advance the 
implementation of the WSP which the GWA are on record as advocating.  Indeed, the 
action plan provides a timeline and an audit process that would not otherwise exist.  
Implementation of the action plan will be part of the ongoing Integrated Fisheries 
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Management Plan (IFMP) process of which the Gitksan—and other Aboriginal groups—
are a part. 

Successful certification will also ultimately benefit the Gitksan financially.  In BC, as a 
result of court decisions, precautionary management, the Species at Risk Act, economic 
opportunity fisheries and other agreements, salmon harvests are moving from the open 
ocean to the rivers.  Third party sustainability certification is increasingly required by 
purchasers of BC salmon, both domestically and internationally.  For instance, MSC 
certification is a pre-requisite for sales, fresh, frozen or canned, to the EU.  Achieving 
certification will therefore not only improve the long term sustainability of the fisheries on 
the Nass and the Skeena—whoever catches the fish—it will maintain access to high 
value markets rather than limiting market opportunities and thus ability to secure the 
best possible value for the fish that is harvested. 

Conclusion 

In our view, 

1) Both CBs made reasonable formal and less formal attempts to engage First 
Nations, including the GWA, in the certification.  It can be shown that Mr  Barnes 
was directly aware of the process from at least 2005 on. 

2) The client submission, the assessment team, the two sets of independent 
reviewers (with the exception of Hill) clearly show that the fishery passes the key 
PI of 3.6.3.  In the case of Hill, his rationale for a score of less than 60 on Skeena 
is clearly at odds with the MSC’s guidance. 

3) The MSC process is a private, third party contractual relationship between the 
client and the CB.  It is not analogous to the relationship between the Crown and 
First Nations. 

4) DFO’s involvement is entirely consistent with the WSP which all stakeholders 
agree needs early implementation.  As the action plan is incorporated into the 
IFMP, all stakeholders, including the GWA, will be consulted. 

5) MSC procedures carefully guard against involvement in allocation and the 
development of case law as it relates to aboriginal rights and title. 

6) Implementation of the action plan is likely to benefit the GWA and certification will 
improve their market options. 

Accordingly, we do not believe that there was a breach under 4.4.1.c of the objections 
procedure such that the certifying body’s failure to follow procedures prevented or 
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substantially impaired the GWA’s participation in the assessment process.  Neither do 
we believe that there was a breach under 4.8.2.b such that there was a serious 
procedural or other irregularity that made a material difference to the fairness of the 
assessment.  Lastly, we do not believe that anything presented by the GWA suggests 
that the CB made an error that materially affected the outcome of the determination (as 
required under 4.2.3 of the objections procedure) 

Respectfully submitted, 

BC SALMON MARKETING COUNCIL 

 

Christina Burridge 
Project Consultant 
1100-12000 West 73 Avenue 
Vancouver, BC 
Canada   V6P 6G5 
cburridge@telus.net 
604.377.9213 
 







COPIES OF SEVEN EMAIL NOTIFICATIONS INCLUDED IN THE 19 APRIL 2010 DFO SUBMISSION TO THE 

INDEPENDENT ADJUDICATOR  RE THE GITSKAN WATERSHED AUTHORITY OBJECTION TO THE BC 

COMMERCIAL SOCKEYE FISHERIES 



 

 

______________________________________________  
From:   Huber, Barry   
Sent:   September 12, 2007 1:36 AM  
To:     'Chief Harold Aljam'; 'Chief Tim Manuel'; 'Chief David Walkem'; 'Chief Arlene Quinn'; 'Chief Percy Joe'; 'Chief Fred Sampson'; 
'Chief Prescott Shackelly'; 'Tracy Sampson'; 'Neil Todd'; 'Bonnie Adolph (nsfisheries@yahoo.ca)'; 'Chief Bradley Jack'; 'Grand Chief Saul 
Terry'; 'Chief Garry John'; 'Chief Darrell Bob'; 'Chief Mike Leach'; 'Gerald Michel'; 'Ed and or Nora'; 'Randy Billyboy'; 'Paul Grinder'; 
'Ulkatcho'; 'Gordon Sterritt'; 'Bill Shepert'; 'Brian Toth'; 'Howie Wright'; 'Murray Ross'; 'Pat Matthew'; 'Jim Webb'; 'Thomas Alexis'; 
'Shuswap Nation Fisheries'; 'Pete J Nicklin'; 'Alexis Creek First Nation'; 'Boothroyd Indian Band'; 'Boston Bar'; 'Canim Lake Indian Band'; 
'Canoe Creek Indian Band'; 'Chief Harry O'Donaghey'; 'Esketemc Fisheries'; 'High Bar Natural Resources'; 'Lower Nicola Norma Hall'; 
'Nazko First Nation'; 'Neskonlith Band-Art Anthony'; 'North Thompson I.B.-T.Donald'; 'Nooaitch Indian Band'; 'rmurphy@midbc.com'; 
'Saik'uz First Nation (saikuzchief@uniserve.com)'; 'Saik'uz First Nation'; 'Skeetchestn-Don Ignace'; 'Spallumcheen-Ida Alexander'; 
'trevorc@cablelan.net'; 'Whispering Pines/Clinton Indian Band'; ''Don Sam'; 'Byron Spinks' 

Cc:     Radford, Don; Rosenberger, Barry; Anderson, Carmel  
Subject:        Message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council  

Forwarded to BC Interior Fisheries Representatives and Leaders  
For  
A/Regional Director,  
Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Branch  
Pacific Region, Fisheries and Oceans Canada  

All Aboriginal organization representatives, please pass this email on to fisheries representatives in 
your communities who may have an interest in the issue noted below, who were missed on the 
distribution list. 

Thank you  

Barry Huber  
Aboriginal Affairs Advisor  
BC Interior  
Phone: 250.851.4858  
Cell: 250.319.5547  
Fax: 250.851.4951  

 

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, prepared by 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing Council has been posted on 
the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website (http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 
day public comment period, ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment team, led by 
SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the team for Canada’s sockeye 
salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being released to all parties and to the public 
simultaneously in accordance with an agreement between the industry, the conservation community, 
and SCS. Peer review will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the 
next few weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments should be sent to 
Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. Comments should be as specific as 
possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would appreciate comments on the nature of the 
disagreement and potential solutions. 

mailto:nsfisheries@yahoo.ca
mailto:saikuzchief@uniserve.com
http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm


Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

 

D. D. Radford  

A/Regional Director,  
Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Branch  
Pacific Region, Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
(604) 666-0753  

 

mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com


 

______________________________________________  
From:   Preston, Paul   
Sent:   September 7, 2007 9:15 AM  
To:     Kimberly; Andrew Jackson (andrewj@seaviewcable.net); Chief Bert Mack; Chief Councillor Ucluelet; Chief Keith Atleo; Chief 
Walter Michael; Chuck Poschenrieder; Darrell Campbell; Darwin Webber; Don Hall (dhall@nuuchahnulth.org); Fred Sieber; James 
Swan; Valerie Gallic; Al Ross; Caroline McDonald; Cheif Fred Adams; Chief Councillor Charlie Cootes; Chief Councilor Judith Sayers; 
Chief Councilor Les Sam; Chief Councilor Vi Mundy; Chief Joe Tom; Chief Mike Maquinna; Chief Moses Martin; Chief Robert Dennis; 
Chief Therese Smith; Dave Lightly; David Lightly; Fred Johnson; Iris Frank; Jamie James; Jim Lane; Katie Beach; Kelly Poirier; Kevin; 
Kevin Mack; Larry Johnson; Paul Preston; Roger Dunlop; Stefan Ochman; Sue Charleson; Sue Charleson private; Tad Williams; Thomas, 
Greg; Thomson, Alistair 

Cc:     Preston, Paul; Luedke, Wilfred; Radford, Don  
Subject:        First Nations Review and Comment requsted on Certification of Sockeye Salmon fisherie  

 

Dear Nuu chah nulth Chiefs and Council members, Fisheries 
Managers, Biologists, Guardians and Technicians:  
Please note the following request for your comments on a report on B.C. 
sockeye fisheries. The report is available at the website address in the first 
paragraph below.  

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, 
prepared by Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing 
Council has been posted on the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website 
(http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 day public comment period, 
ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment 
team, led by SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the 
team for Canada’s sockeye salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being 
released to all parties and to the public simultaneously in accordance with an 
agreement between the industry, the conservation community, and SCS. Peer review 
will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the next few 
weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments 
should be sent to Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. 
Comments should be as specific as possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would 
appreciate comments on the nature of the disagreement and potential solutions. 

Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

mailto:andrewj@seaviewcable.net
mailto:dhall@nuuchahnulth.org
http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm
mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com


With Best Regards,  

D. D. Radford  

A/Regional Director,  
Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Branch  
Pacific Region, Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
(604) 666-0753  

 



 

 

______________________________________________  
From:   Carpenter, Beverly   
Sent:   September 6, 2007 7:29 PM  
To:     Carpenter, Beverly; 'fisheriesmanager@musqueam.bc.ca'; 'Grace Speck'; 'hjgrant@musqueam.bc.ca'; 'Tony Jacobs'; 'George 
Chaffee'; 'ggkway@shaw.ca'; 'Percy Cunningham'; 'estewart@twnation.ca'; 'Matt Thomas'; 'Jason Forsyth'; 'Micheal George'; 
'krissy_jacobs@squamish.net'; 'l.cook@shaw.ca'; 'douglasfn561@yahoo.ca'; 'maxinebruce2003@yahoo.ca'; 'hwlitsum@hotmail.com'; 
Sneddon, Debra 

Subject:        BC Sockeye Assessment:  Public Comment to Sept 28/07  

 

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, prepared by 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing Council has been posted on 
the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website (http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 
day public comment period, ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment team, led by 
SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the team for Canada’s sockeye 
salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being released to all parties and to the public 
simultaneously in accordance with an agreement between the industry, the conservation community, 
and SCS. Peer review will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the 
next few weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments should be sent to 
Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. Comments should be as specific as 
possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would appreciate comments on the nature of the 
disagreement and potential solutions. 

Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm
mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com


 

 

______________________________________________  
From:   Carpenter, Beverly   
Sent:   September 6, 2007 7:27 PM  
To:     Matts, Brian; 'tony.malloway@stolonation.bc.ca'; 'dale.joe@stolonation.bc.ca'; 'louise.mussell@stolonation.bc.ca'; 'Andy Phillips '; 
'Brenda Morgan'; 'Ch Alice Mckay'; 'Ch Maureen Chapman'; 'Chief Bailey'; 'Chief Jimmie George'; 'Clem Seymour'; 'Darryl McKamey'; 
'Debbie Miller 2'; 'dmiller@telusmail.net'; 'Dominic Hope (dominic@yalefirstnation.ca)'; 'Ernie Crey '; 'Fern Angus '; 'June Quipp'; 'Ken 
Malloway (kenmalloway@shaw.ca)'; 'Kevin Garner'; 'Kim Charlie'; 'Kwantlen FN'; 'Leq'amel FN'; 'Matsqui FN (matsquiband@shaw.ca)'; 
'Mike Staley'; 'Murray Ned'; 'Murray Ned 2'; 'Seabird Island Band'; 'Skowkale FN (skowkale@shawcable.com)'; 'Skwah 
(cindymussell@yahoo.com)'; 'Squiala FN'; Trotti, Jennifer; Clift, Doug; Kostiuk, Glenn; Sneddon, Debra 

Subject:        BC Sockeye Assessment:  Public Comment to Sept 28/07  

 

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, prepared by 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing Council has been posted on 
the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website (http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 
day public comment period, ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment team, led by 
SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the team for Canada’s sockeye 
salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being released to all parties and to the public 
simultaneously in accordance with an agreement between the industry, the conservation community, 
and SCS. Peer review will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the 
next few weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments should be sent to 
Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. Comments should be as specific as 
possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would appreciate comments on the nature of the 
disagreement and potential solutions. 

Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

mailto:dominic@yalefirstnation.ca
mailto:kenmalloway@shaw.ca
mailto:matsquiband@shaw.ca
mailto:skowkale@shawcable.com
mailto:cindymussell@yahoo.com
http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm
mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com


 

This email went to First Nations in the North Vancouver in the Johnstone Strait areas  

______________________________________________  
From:   Spencer, Kent   
Sent:   September 7, 2007 12:23 PM  
To:     'Reith, Aaron'; Speck, James; Chen,Chrissy; Flavian Harry ; Frame, Dale (work); Joe Willie ; QFNBC ; 'Williams, Charlie'; 
'Chamberlin, Bob'; 'Duncan, Kim'; 'Glendale, Fred'; 'Madill,Mona'; 'McCorquodale, Doug'; 'Olson, Stephen' 

Cc:     Brahniuk, Randy; Thomas, Greg; Bates, George; Van Will, Pieter  
Subject:        FW: Message for First nations  

Hi Folks,  
Please distribute to anyone interested regarding salmon.  

Thanks,  
Kent  

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, prepared by 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing Council has been posted on 
the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website (http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 
day public comment period, ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment team, led by 
SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the team for Canada’s sockeye 
salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being released to all parties and to the public 
simultaneously in accordance with an agreement between the industry, the conservation community, 
and SCS. Peer review will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the 
next few weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments should be sent to 
Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. Comments should be as specific as 
possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would appreciate comments on the nature of the 
disagreement and potential solutions. 

Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

 

D. D. Radford  

A/Regional Director,  
Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Branch  
Pacific Region, Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
(604) 666-0753  

http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm
mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com


 

This email was sent to Kevin Timothy, Sliammon Nation  

______________________________________________  
From:   Goruk, Andrea   
Sent:   September 7, 2007 3:08 PM  
To:     'Kevin  Timothy'  
Subject:        BC salmon marketing council  

Hi Kevin,  
Please see the message below:  
Thank-you  
Andrea Goruk  

Resource Management  

Fisheries & Oceans Canada  

3225 Stephenson Pt. Rd.  

Nanaimo, B.C.  V9T-1K3  

(phone) 250-756-7287  

(fax) 250-756-7162  

 

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, prepared by 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing Council has been posted on 
the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website (http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 
day public comment period, ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment team, led by 
SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the team for Canada’s sockeye 
salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being released to all parties and to the public 
simultaneously in accordance with an agreement between the industry, the conservation community, 
and SCS. Peer review will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the 
next few weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments should be sent to 
Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. Comments should be as specific as 
possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would appreciate comments on the nature of the 
disagreement and potential solutions. 

Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

 

http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm
mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com


 

This email was sent to Sid Quinn, Sechelt Nation.  

______________________________________________  
From:   Goruk, Andrea   
Sent:   September 7, 2007 3:08 PM  
To:     'Sid Quinn'  
Subject:        BC salmon marketing council  

Hi Sid,  
Please see the message below:  
Thank-you  
Andrea Goruk  

Resource Management  

Fisheries & Oceans Canada  

3225 Stephenson Pt. Rd.  

Nanaimo, B.C.  V9T-1K3  

(phone) 250-756-7287  

(fax) 250-756-7162  

 

This message is being sent on behalf of the BC Salmon Marketing Council.  
Please be advised that an independent assessment of the BC sockeye fisheries, prepared by 
Scientific Certification Systems, Inc. (SCS), for the BC Salmon Marketing Council has been posted on 
the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) website (http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm) for a 30 
day public comment period, ending 28 September 2007 at 1700 hrs GMT. 

In accordance with the assessment procedures required by the MSC, the assessment team, led by 
SCS has drafted an assessment report describing the findings of the team for Canada’s sockeye 
salmon fisheries in British Columbia. The report is being released to all parties and to the public 
simultaneously in accordance with an agreement between the industry, the conservation community, 
and SCS. Peer review will commence with a posting of possible reviewers, and proceed within the 
next few weeks.  

SCS is accepting comments on the draft report for the next 30 days. All comments should be sent to 
Chet Chaffee at SCS using the contact details shown below. Comments should be as specific as 
possible. Where disagreement occurs, SCS would appreciate comments on the nature of the 
disagreement and potential solutions. 

Contact: Dr. Chet Chaffee 
E-mail: chaffe3@attglobal.net 
Website: www.scscertified.com 
Phone: 650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
Address: 2200 Powell Street 
Suite725 
Emeryville, CA 94608  

 
 

http://www.msc.org/html/content_493.htm
mailto:chaffe3@attglobal.net
file://www.scscertified.com
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Day 1: Introductions 
Following introductions, the Chair reviewed the agenda and meeting goals, including 
reviewing the preliminary 2009 outlook, and identifying, reviewing and prioritizing issues 
for the 2009 IFMP.  

Discussion: Participants and DFO staff briefly discussed the need to plan for adequate 
meeting space and for RSVPs to assist staff in doing so. 

Review of action items 
DFO staff reviewed progress on Resolutions and Action Items from previous meetings: 

Resolutions:  
1) That DFO fund the CSAB to permit participation in the advisory process: DFO is 

funding participation of all members in the IHPC. DFO covered the cost of meeting 
rooms for the recent CSAB meeting, but not CSAB travel. 
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2) Develop a Recovery Plan consistent with WSP and additional management actions to 
aid rebuilding of Early Stuart sockeye: DFO staff has done work on the Early Stuart 
system with support from the Southern Endowment fund. A report will be available 
by late March/early April. DFO’s Salmon Working Group reviewed PSARC 
requirements for the coming year in terms of available resources and concluded 
some other issues, like Chinook, were a higher priority, so it will take a bit longer 
before DFO can do more work on this system 

3) Waiving salmon licence fees for boats that tie up and don’t fish: A national licence 
fee review was launched in 2007 and DFO feels this is a better approach than doing 
something one-off for 2008. Consultations will be part of that review. 

Discussion 
• CSAB: DFO is only paying for commercial participation in the IHPC, not for the CSAB 

process, although other parallel sectoral processes are covered. / DFO: The Department 
covered meeting room costs for CSAB and acknowledges that this doesn’t fully address 
the request. 

SC Action items 
• DFO/Area E rep to discuss consistency of Area E reporting requirements. Item is 

outstanding 

• Functioning of the Chinook WG to be an agenda item for fall IHPC meeting: Done 

• Provide a summary of changes made to the SC IFMP in addition to highlighting changes 
in the draft document: Done - see handout summarizing changes for 2007/08. 

• DFO to contact Secwepemc re steelhead strategy: Outstanding, apart from preliminary 
discussions on how to move forward on a broader (multisectoral) steelhead strategy with 
the Province. 

• MoE/Area E to discuss steelhead: To be addressed with previous item  

NC Action items 
• Request for additional DNA sampling from creel survey: Some 900 samples were taken 

but DFO does not have a budget to analyze them.  

• MCC meeting re Skeena Watershed plan: Done 

• SFAB request for discussion of DFO’s coho model: Staff available upon request 

• Provide copies of Commercial Fishery Monitoring & Catch Reporting Standards paper: 
Done 

• SFAB request for ribbon closure for coho migrating east of QCI: Ongoing discussion 

Discussion 
• CSAB: Was the sample size adequate? / DFO: Yes, this is a different question than 

dockside sampling for CWTs. 
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Other Action items: 
• IHPC to establish a SEP subcommittee: Other work is underway, with an audit report to 

be posted by next February. The subcommittee has not yet met. 

• Selective fisheries to be an item on fall agenda: Not included, but could be added on 
request  

Discussion 
• NTC: What’s missing from these action items is a follow-up process to sign off on the 

draft IFMP. Is the IHPC supposed to sign off on final version sent to the Minister?  

o Chair: Terms of Reference do not suggest all IHPC members must approve or 
sign off on the final version, though it’s a good goal to work towards. 

o DFO: Would it be helpful to add a further column to the “change document” 
indicating where there is or isn’t agreement? 

o CSAB: The intent of this process was not to go through and approve all the 
fishery plans. Each sector would develop it own plan and IHPC would discuss 
issues by exception. There is not enough time to discuss everything. 

o NTC: DFO witnesses should accurately represent how the system works  

• SFAB: Regarding the question about marked fisheries, what work must be done to allow 
a useful discussion?  

o DFO: It would require a lot of work on the pros and cons. A proper mark-
selective fishery needs a lot of monitoring and data. It’s a different type of 
marking. It costs more, plus you need sampling program in place. A mark-
selective fishery on chinook would be very different from what happens with 
coho. The funding provided by the U.S. is substantial, but the timing to consider 
it for 2009 is a bit late. We should have had any 2009 proposals submitted by 
now. At this point it would be a stretch. Would need a lot of discussion. We 
could put it on the agenda for next year as it will take a fair amount of time for 
DFO to get ready for this. 

o Chair: This can be discussed in the breakouts if it’s a priority 

• Discussion: Handouts are available on marine mammals and the Gwaii Hanaas MPA. 
The agenda committee decided to share information instead of having presentations to 
keep the focus tightly on IHPC business.  

Outlook 2009 
Brian Riddell, DFO 
The intent is to provide a preliminary outlook by looking at 2008 returns and brood year, 
and providing an indication based on expert opinion and ocean conditions. This outlook will 
evolve as data comes in over the winter.  

The outlook is categorical, not quantitative. Things are looking up in some areas, but the 
problems that are limiting fisheries continue. To put things in context, 2007 set an all-time 
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record for total landings of Pacific salmon. However, Canada’s harvest now represents just 
1% of all Pacific landings, down from about 19% in previous years. There has been 
enormously high survival of Russian pink and chum, Japanese chum and Bristol Bay 
sockeye, but much lower survival of many BC and southern U.S. salmon stocks.     

The 2009 outlook still uses the 93 stock management groups referenced in previous years. 
These will be replaced by over 400 CUs as the WSP is phased in. Abundance status is 
indicated based on four categories from 1 (stock of concern) to 4 (Abundant). These 
categories will be replaced by the three (red/amber/green) categories denoting whether a CU 
is above, within or below the upper/lower biological-based benchmarks of abundance to be 
developed next year as the WSP is further implemented. 

The outlook is a prelude to formal PSARC reporting and advice. It does not include 
steelhead, which is something that will need to be addressed, as steelhead stocks are not 
improving in southern BC. 

Highlights of 2009 outlook:  
• Two northern coho stocks have been shifted to the ND (No Data) category due to the 

lack of assessment data.  

• Sockeye are looking better overall, despite much variation in the status of individual 
stocks. 

• One more chinook stock has been added to the list of stocks of concern. The Lower 
Birkenhead had been improving but crashed last year, and this may affect fishing in-
river. Action taken in 2008 for early spring, spring and summer chinook is showing 
results, but there is more to do. Summer Thompson chinook is looking exceptionally 
abundant but other stocks are showing very poor recovery, including WCVI wild and 
Cowichan. The 2007 and 2008 escapements are very similar, so the decline is not 
continuing. 

• Not a great deal of change for coho, with conservation concerns continuing in southern 
BC. In the north, reasonable production levels of coho salmon are expected. 

• For chum, there is an increase in the status for Fraser chum. Skeena chum continues to 
be a concern, and similarly Nass chum, although improvement is projected for the 
Yukon. 

• 2009 is a pink cycle year for the Fraser and pinks could be very abundant. There is very 
little information on West Coast and QCI stocks, but others look reasonable.  

Comparing the 2009 outlook to the 2007 and 2008 outlooks:  

• 31 salmon stock groups are at or near target for 2009, compared to 40 in 2007 

• 32 are of some conservation concern, compared to 18 in 2007 

• 24 are categorized as mixed, compared to 31 in 2007 

• 6 are categorized as “no data,” compared to 4 in 2007. 

Overall, there is some shift to higher production for 2009. A higher proportion of the 
problem stocks are in the Fraser – the outlook for the rest of the coast is better. However, 
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2005 sea entry year effects continue to impact abundance. Pink returns for 2008 for the 
north were poor. Pink, coho and (jack sockeye?) smolts that went to sea in the north in 2007 
fared even worse than those in 2005. 

In 2008, returning Fraser sockeye experienced good conditions for upriver migration but 
suffered very high PSM (pre-spawning mortality). Scientists are looking at what may have 
caused the problems. 

Chum are not showing the decline that other stocks are, which is interesting and may point 
to the possibility of this being due to their different diet. 

Chinook abundance: 
Chinook stocks are very mixed, with most of the age structures still reflecting the 2005 sea-
entry year problem. There was hope for continuing good returns of Harrison whites but poor 
adult returns are being seen despite high jack counts, which is very unusual. 

For the chinook AABM indices, the post-season values came down quite a bit from the pre-
season projections. After good abundance in previous years, many stocks are in decline and 
back down to low levels similar to the 1979 baseline. The abundance index models have 
been very consistent pre- and post-season, so if we start seeing discrepancies there it will be 
a problem, indicating that something is going on that is outside the range of experience on 
which the models are based. 

For Fraser River chinook, preliminary escapement indicates that the index will be over 30. 
The Interior early spring group saw a positive response in 2008 (though Birkenhead was the 
opposite). Fraser spring CTC indicator stocks are also up. Fraser summers also saw a 
positive response in 2008. So it’s good news that all the stocks targeted by management 
actions in 2008 are seeing a positive response. It is hoped that recruitment and management 
actions will continue that recovery.  

One anomaly is the Fraser summer 41 stock, which is showing huge and increasing 
production. For Harrison chinook, there were very large jack returns in 2007, but we’re not 
seeing that again in 2008 and this alone will cause the AABM abundance index to come 
down significantly. 

State of the ocean: 
DFO is trying to include more oceanographic information in the state of the ocean report 
each year. The suite of marine indicators is giving very mixed signals, with episodic changes 
happening throughout the year, making it increasingly difficult to sum up how all this is 
expected to impact salmon productivity. Although globally, 2007 was the warmest year on 
record, a strong Pacific Decadal Oscillation provided cooler winds and waters that improved 
marine conditions for salmon off the BC coast.  

New science initiatives:  
These include the Strait of Georgia Ecosystem Initiative, which is looking at what has 
changed from the 1980s to significantly reduce chinook and coho production in the Strait of 
Georgia. The Moore Foundation has also provided funding for a long-term monitoring 
initiative supported by all five countries and two workshops were held to plan for that. The 
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intent is to conduct a series of seasonal oceanographic surveys. Another aspect would 
involve designating 2011 or 2012 as the International Year of Salmon to draw attention to 
the issues. The Moore Foundation has also funded four major studies, reports on which will 
be out in the spring. A further initiative, MALBEC, will look at effects of competition 
between hatchery and wild production. This is a very sensitive issue but there has been 
growing awareness surrounding it. 

Discussion 
• Secwepemc: What is the basis of abundance targets in the outlook? / DFO: It varies. 

Most are based on estimates of past MSY (maximum sustainable yield). But the current 
approach is problematic for central coast populations where fishing is no longer 
occurring. This approach will change in the coming two years, as upper and lower 
biological benchmarks are set for each CU under the WSP.  

• MCC: This is a very good presentation. It would be helpful to include a comparison of 
past escapements. / DFO: The outlook will be reformulated under the new WSP 
approach. It is a challenge to encapsulate it all now and will be more so with over 400 
CUs. 

• SFAB: Concern was expressed at the SFAB that the Squamish chinook stock had 
disappeared from the outlook. / DFO: We need to revisit this stock, as the situation has 
changed, but it will be costly. It’s not typical, so we can’t use it as an indicator  

• Secwepemc: Is thought given to adjusting SEP production to address competition 
impacts during times of low productivity to protect wild stocks? / DFO: Good question. 
This was raised by the SEP auditors. Science would say turn production down, as there 
is no doubt that there is evidence of competition. That’s at odds with the idea of using 
mark-selective fisheries to supplement recreational fishing, but there is no evidence that 
you will get more fish back if you keep up the releases. The understanding has really 
changed in the past 5 – 6 years. In the past, when marine production was good, there was 
no evidence of competition; but when things are bad, it goes the other way. This poses a 
challenge for hatcheries, as they can’t just stop (how do they maintain brood?). So you 
need to have marine indicators a year in advance to apply that sort of adjustment. It 
makes sense, but putting it into place will be a challenge. 

• SFAB: Are you saying some of these very abundant stocks are affecting the integrity of 
the AABM index? / DFO: It makes it more variable. The 2-year forecast will become 
less reliable. The 1-year forecast won’t be at risk, but it will likely mean larger 
corrections in future. A correction of 20 – 25% would be a problem for management. If 
it gets highly variable, we would have to consider a management buffer. 

• MCC: The outlook doesn’t seem to reflect low Central Coast chum abundance. / DFO: 
The 2008 returns directly suffered from the 2005 sea entry. Next year’s returns will 
come from the 2006 sea entry year, so it looks better. Pinks remain a concern and staff 
did debate downgrading that rating. / DFO: There has been discussion about having 
quantitative indicators located all along the coast, because when there is no fishing, we 
don’t have the quantitative assessment to determine marine survival rates. 

• SFAB: Good presentation it’s good to see NC coho added to the outlook. 
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Participants expressed appreciation for Riddell’s work and contribution over the years. 

2008 summary of management actions 
Jeff Grout, DFO 
A handout summarized stocks of concern for 2008, along with management objectives and 
actions, as a starting point for discussion on how to approach anticipated 2009 management 
issues. Staff reviewed key points: 

Sockeye: 

• Fall – Cultus: Ongoing issue. 

• WCVI – other: Very early migration, so not generally subjected to directed fisheries 

• Area 11 – 13: Small populations with 1-2 outlook. Management actions sought to 
minimize impacts of Canadian fisheries 

• Sakinaw: This stock is in extremely poor shape, with no adult returns expected for this 
year. The objective is to halt decline and re-establish a self-sustaining population. 
Management actions included delaying most fisheries until late July 

• Area 7 – 10: Objective is to rebuild stocks that can support fisheries 

• Skeena wild:  Harvest levels adjusted to ensure sustainable ER 

Chinook 

• Early timed Fraser: Objective was to reduce ER from previous years to halt declines. FN 
fisheries were delayed or reduced in the Lower Fraser, plus some measures were taken 
for recreational and commercial fisheries. 

• Spring & summer: 3-zone management approach developed based on early data. 
Recreational measures were taken in the Fraser, along with early closure of Area G. 

• WCVI wild: Measures included terminal area restrictions and closures and size limits for 
recreational; plus time and area closures for Area G and confining the fishery to offshore 
areas in July and August. 

• Georgia Strait fall: Reduced ER in areas of known impact, measures as in previous 
years, plus Area G TAC reduced by 20%. 

Coho:  

• Lower Fraser & Georgia Strait: Similar issues and measures as previous years, with a 
3% ER limit 

Chum 

• Coastal areas 5-6 & Skeena-Nass: Action taken to minimize fisheries impacts (time & 
area closures, etc) 

Next steps include further discussion in the NC and SC breakouts about where to focus 
efforts for 2009. DFO is pulling together information on chinook stocks, including best 
estimates of impacts by each sector, and this will be ready by mid-January for circulation. 
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Discussion 
• MoE: On the question of how to integrate steelhead issues into this outlook, thought 

should also be given to how to deal with sturgeon as species/stocks of concern. In 
addition to highlighting stocks of concern, it would be helpful to identify potential 
opportunities in the Outlook, so that effort can be focused on taking advantage of those. / 
DFO: There is a lot of concern about the steelhead objective in the IFMP (protecting 
80% of the run with 90% certainty), especially from the commercial sector. Al Martin 
has agreed to start discussing those issues. In terms of including opportunities, it is felt 
that this group is adept at identifying those, although it’s open to discussion. 

• SFAB: Regarding plans for hatchery-marked fisheries, we are a bit concerned that 
Canada has not served notice to the U.S. that this would be discussed. Such notice 
should be served immediately, so that we have the possibility. Washington State would 
welcome this, as it would reduce pressure on their weak stocks. / DFO: Good point 

ACTION: DFO to serve notice to U.S. re possibility of Canadian hatchery marked fisheries 

• MCC: Regarding stocks of concern, southern resident killer whales should also be 
included./ DFO: This can be discussed later 

• Secwepemc: Is there information on whether objectives were met by the measures 
employed for each sector? / DFO: The Outlook presentation showed improvements in 
escapement, though we can’t be certain that’s not just improved marine survival. DFO 
will try to provide the best data on impacts by sector, but that’s not ready yet. 

• Q: Why raise sturgeon in a salmon IFMP? / MoE: Because of SARA issues.  

• SFAB: Explain the 20% reduction for Area G. / DFO: From the Canadian TAC we set 
aside allocations to address the needs of the recreational sector and FN and then reduce 
the remaining commercial allocation by 20% to reduce impacts on Cowichan chinook. 
This approach was taken because of the relatively rare returns of Cowichan tags and the 
difficulty in trying to assess impacts from that.  

• Q: How did DFO arrive at 20% and how well did that work? / DFO: Staff are putting 
together reviews of WCVI and Cowichan chinook, which will be ready in January. / 
DFO: CWTs do not provide the necessary information to guide in-season decisions, so 
the only way to be sure you had an impact was to reduce the fishery overall. There is no 
way to avoid this stock by moving the fishery around in time and place. We won’t know 
ER until the post-season review is final. 

• SFAB: This demonstrates the value of this process and the importance of getting such 
information out early to local communities and to the Cowichan roundtable, for 
example. 

• Chair: Participants are encouraged to support such communication to local groups.  
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Chinook salmon by-catch in Bering Pollock fishery 
Gerry Kristianson 
Reviewing the handout, participants were encouraged to read the North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council’s report on management of Chinook by-catch in the Bering Sea 
Pollock fishery, as there may be opportunities for cooperation to address mutual concerns. 
The only data formerly available on this fishery was the annual report prepared for the North 
Pacific Anadromous Fisheries Commission. DNA sampling on salmon by-catch is now 
being done and the results will hopefully be available to use in any Canadian response. 
Salmon by-catch in the fishery is way down this year, but the fishery is very aware of the 
issue. 

DFO added that the results of a comprehensive impact analysis will be posted shortly. The 
economic stakes are very high. It’s not yet clear whether the reduced salmon by-catch is due 
to moving the fishery or because salmon abundance is down. 

Discussion 
• Q/A: There is a Pollock fishery in the Gulf of Alaska, though not as large as that in the 

Bering Sea. 

• Q/A: Stock of origin analysis is being done for chum as well as chinook by-catch. It was 
chum by-catch that originally drew attention to this issue. 

Issues and priorities for 2009 
Asked to identify key issues and priorities for the 2009 season, participants offered the 
following: 

• SFAB: Given the run timing for Early Timed Fraser chinook, the IHPC should have a 
review meeting of what happened in 2008 at the earliest opportunity.  

o Chair reviewed current membership of the Early Timed Chinook WG 
members. The following changes were identified:  

 FNMS no longer exists, so Teresa Ryan is no longer on the WG 

 Marcel Shepert expressed interest in joining the WG 

 Russ Jones is not part of that WG. 

 WCVI Chinook WG was to have an Area F rep 

• UFFCA: David Levy did a stock status report on Stuart sockeye, which proposed a lake 
fertilization project in 2010, which is a big brood year. IHPC support is sought for 
UFFCA to do a limnology study for Early Stuarts in summer 2009, in preparation for 
that. 

ACTION: Shepert to provide brief summary of the Stuart limnology study for IHPC 
consideration and possible expression of support 
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• MCC: Another issue is southern resident killer whales and including some reference to 
management objectives with respect to meeting their needs (with regard to chinook) in 
the 2009 IFMP. 

o CSAB: Need to discuss much earlier plans for the chum fishery, and how to 
address unfair treatment for Area E. Why introduce killer whales to the IFMP 
when we have more chinook than ever? That could affect fisheries but 
doesn’t fit the needs of the situation.  

o MCC: We hope strong returns materialize, but we can’t ignore that one of the 
things contributing to the current status of southern resident killer whales is 
food supply. 

o Chair: Agenda committee can look at where this might fit. 

o DFO: If it’s a southern issue, it might be appropriate to discuss it at the SC 
IHPC in January. 

ACTION: Agenda committee to consider discussion of management objective for southern 
resident killer whales for the IHPC SC meeting in January 2009. 

• MCC: With the January WSP workshop on setting benchmarks, it would be useful to 
have a briefing on how these things mesh. More discussion is needed on where we are 
and where we’re moving to and how that relates to this group and how we discuss 
harvest planning. 

o Skeena Wild: Will benchmarks from the WSP workshop affect the 2009 
IFMP? / DFO: No. The workshop is expected to identify methodology to 
develop benchmarks.  

• ACTION: A discussion of WSP benchmarks could be included at the March IHPC 
meeting. 

o SFAB: Not every issue from the floor should automatically be on the agenda. 
If DFO sees an issue, DFO should bring it forward. 

o Q/A: The U.S. is aware of efforts to develop CUs and benchmarks. 

• NTC:  The NTC is concerned that the Alaskan reductions negotiated in the proposed 
PST chinook annex to protect WCVI chinook result in more of those fish making it 
through the NC fisheries as well. It becomes a domestic concern and it should be clear 
that we are not reducing Alaska fisheries to give more fish to the northern trolls but to 
address a conservation issue. Questions raised earlier about Area G and how to make 
decisions that help every sector achieve their TAC also have north/south implications.  

• CSAB: In-river harvest for gillnetting is zero and that number has to change.  

o CSAB: That is a north/south issue too because 50% of our catch on the north 
coast was Thompson chinook. 

NC & SC Breakouts  
(See Appendix 3 for detailed notes and Day 2 notes for summary reports) 
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Day 2: Introductions, housekeeping 
Following introductions, DFO staff asked participants to review and confirm updated 
membership and contact information. There is a new travel approval system that involves 
signing and returning formal Letters of Invitation in advance. All participants are asked to 
RSVP indicating whether or not they plan to attend meetings, to facilitate effective planning.  

Reports from breakouts 
SFAB flagged an additional issue of central coast stocks and their impact on fisheries 

Report on NC breakout 
Jeff Grout, DFO 

Key issues discussed at the NC breakout were summarized as follows: 

1. Skeena Watershed Initiative: Next meeting is Dec. 18. Issues include how to fit advice 
from the Independent Science Review into the 2009 IFMP and over the longer term. 
There is discussion of NC meetings in January and February to provide input for March. 
Issues include representation and communication and how the watershed process will 
unfold.  

o Concerns about wild Skeena sockeye and chum, chinook and coho, steelhead 

o Need to improve compliance and monitoring.  

o MSC process and WSP implementation and how it might affect management this 
year. Skeena sockeye will likely be certified by 2009 

o Consensus re the independent science review, and that its recommendations 
should be implemented by 2009 where there was consensus among stakeholders 

o Need to ensure buy-in and linkages between sector advisory processes, IHPC and 
roundtables, both in the Skeena and in the south 

o Concern that things were moving too slowly to implement changes in 2009 

2. Skeena in-river recreational creel survey: concern about funding 

o Consensus recommendations to implement this in 2009 as a first step to 
improving NC stock assessment 

3. Stock assessment:  

o Need methods to rapidly assess stock composition for all fisheries for in-season 
management. This relates to concerns about detecting changes in run timing and 
increased variability in abundance 

o Coho assessment 

o CWT issues: concerns about troll head retention. Onerous requirements were 
modified last year but these will pose problems in years of high abundance 

o Area F and SFAB want DFO to review the sampling requirement to meet CWT 
recovery objectives. A technical report is needed to inform these discussions 
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4. WSP benchmarks and IFMP decision rules: How will benchmarks be developed? There 
is interest in a workshop to explain this – perhaps held locally in different areas. 
Decision rules will have to take into account different potential scenarios 

5. Concerns about implementation of consensus recommendations: Consensus: The group 
asks DFO to provide a formal rationale when responding to unanimous consensus items. 

6. Concern about the lack of CSAB funding; general concerns about budget, and reductions 
in the capacity of Pacific Endowment funds 

7. In-season calls with the recreational sector were successful; advice to keep it up 

8. Interest in a March meeting for the northern group: either a NC meeting in Prince Rupert 
or else adding a day for a NC breakout at the March IHPC meeting 

o Participation in the March IHPC meeting may be a challenge for some with the 
herring fishery. 

9. Gwaii Haanas MPA: DFO staff is available to present on this 

10. Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area: How will this link to the IHPC? 

11. Licensing review: regional review of licence policy needed; DFO to clarify timelines 
and actions for the national licence fee review 

o How will PST mitigation for the WC troll fishery be implemented? 

12. Area F chinook test fishery: DFO to discuss this with Area F 

13. Coho in Area 6 and chum in Area 3 

14. Low abundance of chinook, coho and chum on the central coast and ongoing marine 
survival issues; Routledge is doing research but so far has found no smoking gun 

15. Selective fishing:  

16. Share based fisheries: Lots of discussion about Area A, F and Skeena inland. DFO has a 
proposal for evaluation of all demonstration fisheries done in 2008, including 
socioeconomic aspects and seeking input from other sectors. There needs to be a 
rigorous review of lessons learned and an opportunity to discuss those. Area F wants to 
make the chinook ITQ fishery permanent; the recreational sector is interested in a review 
of that. 

17. IHPC information sharing: DFO asked to provide a one-stop site to collect various 
pieces of information. 

Discussion 
• Clarification: There are no enhanced pinks as noted, just enhanced chum. 

• SFAB: Many valid policy items in the list aren’t in the IHPC mandate. 

• Q (NC): How to give input to the IFMP / Chair: It can be put on the agenda or discussed 
bilaterally. 

• NTC: How much PST funding will be available for CWT work? / DFO: There is a 
request to Treasury Board, but no final answer on how to spend the funds. 
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• MoE: This is a good list of the issues. How do you prioritize these, e.g. how to spend the 
$30 million mitigation funds? / DFO: There will be a larger process for deciding how to 
spend the $30 million. Several other issues are outside the IHPC. For example the 
licence review will include consultations, so the focus should be on issues within our 
mandate. 

Report on SC breakout 
Paul Ryall, DFO 
Key issues discussed at the SC breakout were summarized as follows: 

1. Setting objectives in the 2009 IFMP re killer whales and potential SARA listing, and a 
request for discussion of those objectives in the March meeting. 

2. Discussion of Early-timed Chinook and impacts of 2008 management actions in January. 
The need to advise the PSC that Canada will be discussing mark-selective fisheries. 
DFO is drafting letters re options that may be evaluated. 

3. Lengthy discussion of Fraser sockeye and early summers escapement, including poor 
escapement and high mortality in 2008. Total PSM is currently estimated at around 50% 
and at 90% for the Nadina. It was requested that DFO consider its approaches for 
managing Fraser sockeye, especially early summers, and take a more risk-averse 
approach to achieving escapement targets. DFO is still completing analysis for the 
summers and lates and hopes to have those for January in time for the post-season 
review in Portland on January 12. It’s important to have the information to decide how 
to move forward in 2009, given high PSM despite benign migration conditions 

4. Stock assessment: concerns about the coho wild indicator at Black Creek, getting 
appropriate information from tags and ensuring that stock assessment programs are 
operating properly 

5. How to explore options for achieving identified catch. Preliminary estimates of sockeye 
returns for 2009 are 11 million, with Chilko and Quesnel providing the majority of that. 
How to craft harvest plans that take advantage of what’s available while avoiding stocks 
of concern? The normal process is to start that work in February at the PSC meeting 

6. Fraser sockeye: How will DFO consult re the renegotiation of the sockeye Chapter of the 
PST. The Fraser Panel is identifying technical issues and will report in January. The 
Panel will then get further direction re moving forward. The process has been started and 
the Canadian caucus has held a first meeting. There will be a bilateral meeting December 
11 to compare lists and then develop joint work plan. The issue was how to keep this 
group informed, with suggested reports at the January and March IHPC meetings.  

7. Concerns about chum access, especially for the Fraser. This year, despite fairly good 
returns, Area E was unable to access them, given conservation concerns over Fraser 
steelhead and the management objective of protecting 80% of the run with 90% 
certainty. 

8. Overlap with roundtables: Work was done, especially on the Barkley Sound roundtable 
and Cowichan on developing terms of reference. There was a request to report back on 
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the terms of reference and clarification regarding how DFO sees linkages and 
communications occurring.  

9. Concerns re the Sigurdson process, including how and what it is doing and whether it is 
overlapping with this group. There was some concern that funds spent on that process 
could be better spent elsewhere and a call for a final reconciliation between what’s done 
here and there 

10. Request for a report on early summers, concerns about PSM and post-season escapement 
estimates. DFO can do that at the January post-season meeting. 

Discussion 
• Q/A: PSM and en route mortality are two different things. The issue this year was PSM. 

DFO uses the management adjustment to cover en route mortality. 

• CSAB: Area E is concerned about how to access a directed fishery for abundant 
Thompson chinook 

• NTC: We didn’t hear a lot about how to deal with stocks of concern. On how to rank 
priorities, if DFO feels some of these issues are outside the IHPC mandate, how do we 
rank them? It’s important for DFO to go through and clarify what is considered outside 
the IHPC mandate, instead of just dealing with this in the agenda committee. 

o DFO: Maybe in future we can go through the list and prioritize them. 

• DFO: Another issue was that information came in after consultation ended in 2008. DFO 
flagged the need for a process to deal with that. There was a very brief consultation with 
the recreational sector and some First Nations, but DFO needs to improve on how do 
deal with such situations when they arise in future. 

Review of advisory processes 
Bonnie Antcliffe, DFO 

Current advisory processes work very well in some circumstances but DFO is seeking 
feedback on what works well and what can be improved. Nationally, DFO is facing 
increasing requirements to report to Parliament and the public on how well fisheries are 
being managed. This calls for having performance measures and indicators in place, 
including those that reflect how well DFO is working with stakeholders. As DFO works on 
eco-certification, there are many questions relating to governance, and these too relate to 
advisory processes. 

DFO has developed a simple one-page survey that asks questions about how well does this 
process work, what could be improved and why. Respondents can fill out the survey today, 
or mail, fax or e-mail it in later. Advice is also welcomed on how to do better evaluation in 
future.  

Common themes heard to date include how to better structure agendas and repetition in 
presentations for those who participate in several processes. 
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Discussion 
• SFAB: Is this about IHPC or the sectoral processes and does DFO want individual or 

sectoral positions? / DFO: State which process you’re evaluating. DFO expects personal 
views but also welcomes organizational responses, which should be indicated as such, if 
desired. 

• MoE: Good initiative - what about confidentiality? / DFO: Respondents are not asked to 
identify themselves and feedback will be treated anonymously. This is for external 
stakeholders; DFO is doing a similar internal review. Results of both will be released in 
summary. 

• CSAB: How far is DFO looking with this? On the commercial side, there should be 
evaluation right down to the harvest committees. / DFO: This is focused on the high 
level, but if you see a need to drill down further, you can indicate that. 

• CSAB: The salmon advisory process goes beyond the IHPC. The survey should go to 
area harvest committees and to the people whose interests are supposed to be represented 
here. / DFO: The survey can be sent out with the IHPC minutes or provided to CSAB if 
that’s seen as important. 

• SFAB: Good initiative. Will staff opinions on whether this process is useful be shared 
with IHPC members? Will this go to participants in the Sigurdson process? / DFO: We 
will share highlights and advice in summary – both internal and external. Regarding 
Sigurdson, DFO welcomes advice on how far to go. 

• SFC: The questions are qualitative, which makes it a lot of work to compile. / DFO: 
We’re looking for common themes and recommendations and also welcome advice on 
how to improve the evaluation 

• DFO: It might be helpful to distribute terms of reference along with the survey. It may 
be best to avoid going too far at this stage, given sheer numbers, but this can go out with 
the minutes and to CSAB and SFAB. 

• Q/A: The timeframe of the evaluation extends to January - February. There will be a 
report, which should be publicly available. 

• DFO: It’s important to engage First Nations as well and most don’t get the IHPC 
minutes. 

ACTION: Distribute copies of evaluation survey with IHPC minutes; consider how to 
engage FN who don’t get IHPC minutes 

In-river perspective on Fraser chum management 
Ken Wilson, for Chehalis & Scowlitz 
It’s thought that about 90% of Fraser chum migrate through Johnstone Strait, and the rest 
through Juan de Fuca. The majority are harvested in approach areas. Several key changes in 
the harvest rules are proposed under the proposed revision to the PST. The 2008 IFMP 
considers the JS chum fishery a mixed fishery although over 50% are Fraser chum, and calls 
for a 20% harvest regardless of total abundance.  
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Concerns include that unless a very high proportion of the run happens to comes through 
Juan de Fuca, the Fraser chum escapement goal is not protected. Johnstone Strait fisheries 
are not abundance based. There is no way to estimate run size through Johnstone Strait with 
any certainty, so how can you comply with proposed treaty provisions that there would be 
no commercial fishing below a total run size of 1 million through Johnstone Strait? The 
approach also means that commercial harvest in Johnstone Strait take priority over FSC 
fisheries during low runs, which First Nations regard as infringement on their rights. A 
further concern is that First Nations get to share only those chums that arrive in the Fraser, 
not the total run. Also, hatchery contributions are not adequately monitored. The escapement 
goal was set to address the need for wild chum on spawning grounds but it’s not known how 
many of the returns are hatchery vs. wild fish. Since spawning escapement estimates are 
incomplete, it is also hard to recalibrate to ensure the Albion test fishery is giving a reliable 
estimate of run size 

October 22 is the date that Canada has to tell the U.S. how many returns we have, but this is 
before the peak of the run has passed the test fishery, which makes it tough. At one time we 
thought there were two separate Fraser chum runs – early and late – and they each had 
separate goals, etc. Enhancement targeted the mid-point between the two and now it is no 
longer considered that that there are separate early and late runs. All are coming in well 
before mid-November 

In summary, we need a process for exchanging information – for example, on how the test 
fishery in Johnstone Strait works, how we manage fisheries, what’s the diversion rate. We 
also need a technical process to improve communication and to better ways to address 
allocation.  

DFO perspective 
Paul Ryall/Gordon McEachen 
DFO’s management approach, outcomes, the PST negotiations and next steps were all 
outlined. Staff shares some, but not all of the concerns noted above. 

Johnstone Strait chum management objectives are based on a 20% fixed ER. There was 
previously a stepped ER, based on abundance and in-season methods driven by test fisheries 
collecting information on abundance in Johnstone Strait. There was also commercial 
fisheries data to do abundance forecast. This approach works if you know both catch and 
escapement. But escapement monitoring has deteriorated and if you don’t have all the 
information, you will under-estimate run size. Due to these problems, DFO responded to 
requests from the commercial sector for changes, with a new approach introduced in 2002 
that sought to provide stability and certainty, and that was designed to be robust despite 
large variability in annual abundance. 

The 20% ER is a precautionary number. A PSARC paper looked at maximum sustainable 
yield and found that a 30 – 40% ER could sustain that. It was felt that this approach would 
provide stability while achieving conservation goals. 

DFO thinks there is a good understanding of the fish coming through Johnstone Strait. These 
are not just Canadian stocks – some are U.S. Puget Sound fish. But Juan de Fuca is pretty 
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much unknown. The 10% estimate of diversion is not based on recent assessments and it is 
thought that a large number of chums came through Juan de Fuca to the Fraser this year. 

The harvest threshold of a 1-million run size is expected to be ratified in the new PST. In 
2008, there was a Johnstone Strait test fishery (there was none in 2007 due to limited 
funding) and DFO wants to ensure that continues as a priority in future.  

To ensure the 20% ER, tagging studies were done over three years. This is based on an 
effort model that is calibrated based on those tagging studies 

Of that 20%, a total of 5% is allocated to meet other needs (First Nations, recreational and 
test fishing), with the rest shared between seine and gillnet. Another commercial issue was 
to have plans announced well in advance so they could plan how to harvest and market the 
fish. 

The fisheries are managed on a terminal abundance-based approach to achieve escapement 
objectives before fisheries occur. Escapement targets, in-season monitoring and test fisheries 
are used to assist in determining the terminal abundance estimate and potential by-catch 
issues. 

IFMP Fraser chum decision rules: In reality, given the strong returns in recent years, there 
haven’t been any limits on FSC fisheries and there have also been Economic Opportunity 
fisheries. So DFO doesn’t think there have been any restrictions on First Nations access, 
though this may need some discussion at this table. 

Outcome of management approaches: There has been an overall increase in escapement 
trends across all systems, plus an increase in total stock numbers (catch + escapement). 
System coverage has been reduced, however, and most observations are visual, with 
numbers likely under-estimated 

Comparing the desired vs. actual harvest rate before and since 2002, there has been less 
variability since 2002. 

For mid Vancouver Island, there is reduced assessment but overall trends are increasing. For 
the Fraser, there is reduced assessment, which is a concern, but an overall increase in 
escapement trends. Data for the Harrison, Stave, Chilliwack, Inch Creek, Weaver and 
Chehalis show significant increases to the Fraser in recent years, in part due to measures to 
protect steelhead.  

Although DFO changed from the stepped to the fixed ER in 2002, treaty language still 
reflected the stepped approach, so that needed updating. There was also a required payback 
provision, where Canada owed it back if we didn’t meet harvest targets, so that too was 
changed to better reflect what was actually being done. A U.S. catch ceiling was also 
negotiated under the proposed changes. Since they’re actually fishing Fraser stocks, that was 
made contingent on having a terminal run of 900,000. The other issue is what happens when 
the run is below 900,000. The trigger date of Oct 22 to start the fishery is designed to protect 
coho and also because you could say with confidence at that point whether the run is 
meeting the target of 900,000. But Canada can tell the U.S. to lower harvest levels if it’s not 
felt that the target will be met. 

To address conservation, there should be a point below which you don’t fish. Some 
technical work was done with the U.S., which resulted in the figure of 1 million. In order to 
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meet WSP requirements, more work will have to be done. There is also a provision in the 
proposed new treaty language that if either side thinks this approach is not working, we can 
revisit the numbers and approaches. The other key part was getting rid of the 
overage/underage provision. If you go over, you pay; if you’re under, no problem. Another 
important aspect was agreement to share by-catch information on steelhead and coho. 

Next steps: Further discussion is needed. A workshop with First Nations is planned, perhaps 
for December. We also need to review the Interior Fraser steelhead objective, as has been 
raised elsewhere, to allow access to harvest opportunities. A PSARC paper is coming out in 
January on developing upper and lower biological abundance reference points for Fraser 
chum, so if the 1 million critical threshold is wrong, it can be revisited. 

DFO’s Salmon Working Group discussed a desire for a better method to identify southern-
bound chum abundance. It is also difficult to do a share-based approach based on effort, so 
DFO is proposing some work at PSARC. 

Some changes are perhaps also needed for the IFMP, with discussion proposed going into 
the 2009 season. 

Discussion 
• Q: If there is a difference in perspectives regarding infringement on up-river opportunity, 

where is that difference? / DFO: There may be perceptions about how FSC would be 
managed if there was a run size under 800,000. But DFO is not aware that fisheries have 
been restricted and there have been Economic Opportunity fisheries in recent years.  

o Wilson: There is a desire to see the outside fisheries managed so that if there is a 
small run, there won’t be a significant commercial fishery and restrictions or 
failures to achieve FSC and escapement goals.  

o DFO: The first step is a technical workshop to discuss management and what 
works. More work and discussion are needed on what are the limits and target 
reference points, along with more work on identifying abundance and whether 1 
million is the right number. 

• MCC: I was part of teams that did assessment in the Chehalis and Harrison systems in 
the 1960s. It was a lot of work, which raises questions of whether a fishery officer can 
duplicate that work. There was an example where a fishery officer significantly over-
estimated the counts compared to ours. We also don’t know a lot about hatchery 
impacts. Inch Creek used to be very productive wild system. 

• SFAB: There is often a very productive recreational chum fishery in marine areas. 
Regarding the comment that returns via Juan de Fuca are pretty much unknown, we were 
struck by the size of the return to the Fraser, which seemed inconsistent with what we 
saw in Johnstone Strait. We urge DFO to increase assessment of chum migrating via 
Juan de Fuca if the 20% ER has been pretty consistently exceeded since the new regime 
was in effect.  

o DFO: The 20% ER is based on what’s coming through Johnstone Strait. The 
overages are not significant, though they must be dealt with. When DFO 
discussed priorities, given there are only so many resources, it was felt that 



Integrated Harvest Planning Committee meeting 
DRAFT Minutes: November 27-28, 2008 • Richmond, BC 

DRAFT revised: 11-Feb-09  19 

 

although we would like to know more about Juan de Fuca, there were higher 
priorities than that. 

• MoE: Is there a long-term strategy to ensure test fishing continues to be part of 
assessment for Fraser chums. Are DNA samples taken to look at stock composition 
(Fraser vs. southern US)? / DFO: Within the region, DFO has a fixed envelope of funds 
and while programs are reviewed each year, it is expected that chum will continue to 
rank high on the list. / DFO: Not sure if any DNA samples were taken this year, but the 
handout includes a graph of long-term GSI sampling 

• MoE: If there is by-catch, it would be useful to do GSI on the by-catch as well. Isn’t the 
DNA work a good candidate for the Southern Endowment Fund? / DFO: Some things 
could be done when the Southern Fund has some money.   

• CSAB: How much of the FSC catch is taken outside vs. in-river? / DFO: The 5% 
mentioned is taken by recreational and First Nations in Johnstone Strait. FSC catch in 
Johnstone Strait is 35,000.  

• CSAB: The 2-3 days of fishing for chum was the only thing the commercial sector got 
this year, so it’s very important. But a 2-3 day concentration of fishing is not ideal. We 
want better access to stocks and are happy to sit down and discuss these things, 
including First Nations issues.  

• MCC: There are important questions about hatcheries, what has happened to the late run 
and how escapement counts are done. 

ACTION: Stock assessment to provide answers to questions about Fraser chum (including 
late run, role of hatcheries, escapement counts) to inform further discussion of issues raised. 

• DFO: The IFMP includes information on chum production at Chehalis, Chilliwack, Inch 
Creek and the Weaver Creek spawning channel. 

• Wilson: Stave is also a major spawning channel. The only comprehensive escapement 
work being done is a Chehalis mark recapture program. There are overflights at Stave 
and miscellaneous dead-pitching of some small streams by the Chehalis. So from 60 
stocks, we are down to one or two. Most dead pitch counts in small systems don’t give a 
good picture of escapement, just a rough picture of distribution.  

• SFC: How does DFO estimate Sect. 35.1 food estimates for Johnstone Strait? / DFO: 
The figure of 35,000 comes from communal licences. Numbers were either imposed or 
agreed to back in 1993. 

• Area E: I support most of Wilson’s presentation. Given the abundance of chum in the 
river, there needs to be a way to do advance planning to access them. The gillnet fleet 
has not been getting any access to chum. Regarding hatcheries, the hatchery program is 
the fishery. If those are eliminated, we wouldn’t have any fisheries.  

o DFO: Agreed that planning for Area E and access to chum has to be done earlier 
We had some discussion with the Area E rep in May and stated that that while 
we have to meet conservation objectives, we should look at alternative ways to 
access available harvest apart from a full fleet fishery. A letter was sent in July 
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with six options for accessing chum, but such discussions need to start earlier 
than July.  

o Area E: It is DFO’s responsibility to come up with plans that work for the 
committee instead of offering six options. 

o  DFO: We need to deal with steelhead and have discussions and we think we can 
find solutions.  

• CSAB: This is a South Coast issue. /Chair: The agenda committee will be asked to 
consider the SC filter. 

Next steps:  
ACTION: Agenda committee will meet to plan the SC meeting and DFO will get out a 
letter re representation and travel authority. 

Next meetings:  

• January 19 – 20 (SC) 

• March 25 – 26 

• NC meeting: Meeting dates to be finalized. 

Review of subcommittees 

Agenda committee: 
• Saito was not included in last round of communication for Agenda committee. Check 

distribution list;  

• Add Mark Duiven 

ET/Cowichan Chinook committee: 
• Current list OK 

• SFAB requests flexibility to change reps from time to time 

• DFO hopes to have something ready by January 5 and could have a conference call in 
December to set the agenda 

• Jeff Grout to poll SC reps to ET/Cowichan Chinook committee re setting a date for the 
next meeting 

WCVI Chinook committee: 
• Add Ron Fowler to list for WCVI Chinook committee 

Roundtable committee: 
• Chair to contact members of roundtable committee to plan meeting 
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Adjourned 
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Appendix 1: Summary of Action items 

Outstanding items from previous meetings 
• DFO/Area E rep to discuss consistency of Area E reporting requirements. 

• DFO/Province to follow up initial talks on moving ahead with a multisectoral strategy 
for steelhead; Area E requests earlier planning to access available chum harvests 

• Outstanding SFAB request for ribbon closure for coho migrating east of QCI: Ongoing 
discussion 

• New SEP subcommittee to meet: outstanding; audit report due in March 

New items 

Process issues 
• Participants asked to RSVP early re attendance to facilitate meeting planning 

• Roundtable committee: Follow-up meeting to discuss linkages, TOR and 
communication with other processes. Chair to contact members to plan meeting 

• Participant comments invited on improving process to handle changes after final IHPC 
meeting 

• Consider opportunity to prioritize issues raised in future agendas 

• Distribute copies of evaluation survey with IHPC minutes; consider how to engage FN 
who don’t get IHPC minutes 

• Agenda committee will meet to plan the SC meeting and DFO will get out a letter re 
representation and travel authority  

o Agenda committee to consider SC filter in selecting topics 

o Saito not included in last round of communication - check distribution list & add 
Mark Duiven. 

Fishery issues 
• DFO to serve notice to U.S. re possibility of Canadian hatchery marked fisheries 

• Chinook: Information on Chinook stocks, 2008 management measures and sector 
impacts to be ready for circulation by January.  

o ET Chinook committee: to meet at the earliest opportunity, given the early run 
timing of this stock.  

 Add Marcel Shepert to that Committee (delete Teresa Ryan, Russ Jones) 

 Jeff Grout to poll SC reps to ET/Cowichan Chinook committee re setting 
a date for the next meeting; possible conference call in December to set 
agenda  
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o WCVI Chinook committee:  
 Add Ron Fowler as Area F rep 

 NTC concern about Alaskan reductions being passed on through NC 
fisheries (N/S issue)   

• New information on salmon by-catch in the Alaskan Pollock fishery to be posted shortly 

• Shepert to provide brief summary of the Stuart limnology study for IHPC consideration 
and possible expression of support 

• A discussion of WSP benchmarks could be included at the March IHPC meeting, with 
respect to how that fits with IHPC process 

• Stock assessment to provide answers to questions about Fraser chum (including late run, 
role of hatcheries, escapement counts, adequacy of limits and reference points in current 
reference points) to inform further discussion of issues raised. 

SC Action items 
• Agenda committee to consider discussion of management objective for southern resident 

killer whales for the IHPC SC meeting in January 2009 (Also MoE proposal to consider 
including sturgeon issues). 

• Requested report on high PSM in Early Summers in 2008 and discussion of a more risk 
averse approach to ensuring escapement targets are met – proposed for January post-
season meeting.  

• Explore options for how to achieve potential harvest opportunities for 2009 while 
avoiding conservation concerns (e.g. Area E request for directed fishery on Thompson 
Chinook) 

• Proposed reports at January and March meetings to inform IHPC on PST sockeye 
negotiations 

• SFAB flagged an additional issue of central coast stocks and their impact on fisheries 

NC Action items 
• CONSENSUS: Where there is consensus between stakeholders, ISRP recommendations 

should be implemented in 2009 

• CONSENSUS: Support for the recreational creel survey in the Skeena River in 2009 as a 
first step in a longer term process to improve North Coast fisheries stock assessment. 

• CONSENSUS: DFO should provide a formal explanation of the rationale for dealing 
with unanimous resolutions to the IHPC in writing and explain it as an agenda item at 
subsequent meeting.  

• Request to circulate letter from RDG responding to Skeena report 

• Area F and recreational sectors request that DFO review sampling requirements to meet 
CWT recovery objectives. DFO should provide a technical report card to inform 
discussion 
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• Proposal to add to a NC or full IHPC agenda item on CWT issues and Mass Mark / 
Mark selective fisheries. 

• Proposal for a meeting of the NC IHPC in Prince Rupert on [April 1?] or by adding a 
one-day NC breakout to the Mar. 25-26 IHPC meeting (CSAB plans to meet Mar. 24) 

• DFO to clarify timelines & actions re PST mitigation re WC troll 

• DFO to clarify timelines and actions re national licence fee review 

• Department to discuss with Area F the plan for the 2009 test fishery 

• DFO to expand list of web-links for providing information to IHPC members 
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Appendix 2: Attendance 
First Nations Chair 
Don Hall, Nuu-cha-Nulth Tribal Council  Pam Cooley 
Pat Matthews, Secwepemc Fisheries Commission  
Marcel Shepert, UFFCA DFO 
Chris Barnes, Skeena Fisheries Commission (Day 2) Paul Ryall 
Mark Duiven, Skeena Fisheries Commission (Day 2) Jeff Grout 
Russ Jones, Haida Fisheries Brian Riddell (Day 1) 
 Les Jantz 
Commercial/CSAB Randy Brahniuk 
Rick Haugan, Area A Gordon McEachen 
Bob Rezansoff, Area B Dave Peacock (Day 1) 
Chris Ashton, Area B Adrian Wall 
Chris Cue, Seine Bonnie Antcliffe (Day 2) 
Joy Thorkelson, Area D Kelly Binning 
Peter Sakich, Area H Kelly Sweet 
Paul Kershaw, Area E Seigi Kreigl 
John Kurtz, Area F Andrea Carew 
Ron Fowler, Area F Beth Pechter 
Jim Nightingale, Area F Greg Thomas 
Rob Morley, Processors  Steven Groves 
 Arlene Tompkins 
  
Recreational/SFAB Province of BC 
Marilyn Murphy, SFAB Chair  Wayne Saito, MoE (Day 1 only) 
Jeremy Maynard, SC rep  
Urs Thomas, NC Chair Notes 
John McCulloch, NC rep (Day 1) Dawn Steele 
Tom Protheroe, NC rep  
Gerry Kristianson, SC rep  
  
Marine Conservation Caucus  
Ken Wilson, Watershed Watch  
Craig Orr, Watershed Watch   
Jim Culp,  Watershed Watch  
Jeffrey Young, David Suzuki Foundation  
Misty MacDuffee, Raincoast  
Greg Taylor, Skeena Wild   
Greg Knox, Skeena Wild  
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Appendix 3: Breakouts – detailed notes 

South Coast Breakout 
Participants: Pam Cooley, Paul Ryall, Les Jantz, Arlene Tompkins, Jeffrey Young, Pat 
Matthew, Don Hall, Marilyn Murphy, Jeremy Maynard, Gerry Kristianson, Marcel Shepert, 
Paul Kershaw, Bob Rezansoff, Rob Morley, Wayne Saito, +,+?  

1) MCC (Young): To clarify the earlier point, whatever DFO’s objectives regarding killer 
whales and how they relate to salmon, there should be some mention in the IFMP so that 
it’s clear to all. The other aspect is to be proactive. 

2) SFAB (Kristianson): Our priority is to deal with Early-timed Fraser chinook early and 
how to do that. Also, to clarify, we are not arguing for or against mark-selective 
fisheries, just that we comply with treaty requirement to give notice that the possibility is 
being discussed in Canada. It is fully understood that there is a major debate to be had 
before doing mark-selective fishing and that it’s unclear whether that’s the right thing to 
do. 

o DFO: Discussion is happening. The deadline has not passed so no 
opportunity has been lost. 

o SFAB (Kristianson): The place to discuss the larger policy issue of producing 
marked fish for fisheries is the Early Timed Fraser chinook WG. 

3) Secwepemp: It looked like the 2004 cycle for early summers was rebuilding slightly, 
with fairly good returns that year, so First Nations fisheries were permitted. But the end 
result was low escapement due to high en route mortality. We recommended 
precautionary measures last year to avoid a repeat. Small commercial and First Nations 
harvests were permitted on early summers. Migration conditions looked good, but then 
escapement to systems like Scotch Creek was very small and only 50% survived to 
spawn. The management adjustment does not appear to provide an adequate buffer. 
Other systems like the Nadina(?) had over 90% PSM. Is the problem just with this cycle 
or are further problems expected in 2009, and is a larger management adjustment 
needed? 

o DFO (Ryall): Early summer escapements were posted on the DFO Website 
about a week ago. Total escapement was about 180,000, with roughly 50% 
PSM for the group overall. Staff need to complete enumeration on the 
summers and lates, so the analysis won’t be complete before January. The 
high PSM was not consistent with environmental conditions, which were 
mostly pretty good. Placed in context, fisheries in 2008 were for the most part 
pretty minimal; for example, commercial catch was just 17,000. So 
discussion is needed about what to do for next year, once we have the 
complete post season review. 

o DFO (Jantz): The Management Adjustment addresses en route mortality and 
bias from the count at Mission, but there is no way to predict PSM in the 
current models.  



Integrated Harvest Planning Committee meeting 
DRAFT Minutes: November 27-28, 2008 • Richmond, BC 

DRAFT revised: 11-Feb-09  27 

 

o SFAB (Kristianson): Were there only FN fisheries? / DFO (Jantz): There 
were also small commercial and recreational fisheries. 

o Q: What was the fishing impact? / DFO: Overall, it was a relatively low ER 
overall, but we should wait to see the full picture. The Nadina situation was 
due to a disease that has occurred in the past, but it is worrying to see such a 
high level of PSM. 

o CSAB (Rezansoff): What about the impacts of 29 days of non-stop fishing 
for the mortality study? 

o UFFCA: It was not an escapement issue but a PSM issue; there is need to be 
cautious and to have buffers. 

4) SFAB (Maynard): There is concern about very low tag detection rates at the wild coho 
indicator counting fence at Black Creek, which is the only remaining SC indicator. 
Development of a realistic assessment of marine survival of SC coho should be a 
priority. Possible causes include the fence operators missing most out-migrating smolts, 
incorrect placement of tags, or improper handling of smolts leading to mortality. 

o DFO (Tompkins): Black Creek isn’t the only SC indicator – Salmon River is 
back on. Other possibilities for low tag detection rates might include multiple 
migration timing or coho moving in and out, poor survival or the tools used 
for detection. 

5) CSAB (Morley): Another issue is potential opportunities, such as Fraser sockeye and 
pinks, and the need to find ways to ensure we can access as much of the available 
harvest as possible. Another question is where to discuss whether Harrison should still 
be grouped with the late-run stock group. 

o DFO (Ryall): Some of this needs to come from the Fraser Panel, and it could 
be brought back for discussion here. There has been discussion about how to 
manage Harrison. We need to start with the technical information that 
informs the Panel and then when we have a bit more data, we can have that 
discussion. 

o Chair: It will be identified as a priority. 

o MoE: The earlier you start discussions the better, because if you’re going to 
develop a strategy in Canada, you should start earlier. 

6) SFAB (Kristianson): We’re now in the process of renewing the sockeye annex under the 
PST. It doesn’t affect this year’s management, but it would be useful to have a briefing 
to this process on what’s happening.  

o Proposed: There could be updates in January and March. 

7) CSAB (Kershaw): Re commercial access to Fraser chinook, there are a lot of under-
utilized hatcheries that could be used. The WC fisheries all revolve around hatcheries 

o NTC: Currently there are domestic constraints in place for northern fisheries 
to address WCVI chinook, so there should be no relaxing of those. We not 
proposing a reduction of the NC ER of 3.2%. 
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o SFAB (Kristianson): We need a discussion on the constraints for WCVI 
chinook in the northern fisheries 

8) SFAB (Murphy): We need more discussion about the relationship between the IHPC and 
local roundtables. We should close the loop on discussions held last year. 

o SFAB: Whose duty is it to communicate to these roundtables? What about 
scope? 

o Chair: More clarity is needed on communication and representation. We can 
bring together the committee members for a wrap-up discussion to see if 
there are remaining issues.  

9) SFAB (Kristianson): There is also concern about the Sigurdson process and where it is 
going. It seems to be duplicating this process, with self-appointed reps. 

o DFO (Ryall): One element of PICFI was to work on co-management, which 
is what is being addressed there. We don’t see that group superseding the 
work of the IHPC. The IHPC process has come a long way, and while there is 
still much room for improvement, we don’t see the Sigurdson process taking 
anything away from this. 

o SFAB (Kristianson): If the same resources had been devoted to this process, 
we’d be much further ahead. 

o Secwepemc: I don’t know how FN were appointed to that process but we 
weren’t invited. We can only go to so many processes, so we have to make 
choices. There don’t seem to be minutes available. How do they report? 

o SFAB (Kristianson): One of the initial objectives was to improve FN 
representation. Money would have been better spent on improving this 
process. 

o CSAB (Sakich): I don’t see duplication in terms of stock status. They’re 
dealing with issues like catch monitoring that we couldn’t deal with 
effectively here. 

o SFAB (Murphy): At some point, what’s being learned in that process needs 
to be channeled back into existing processes. Inconsistency in their 
participation is another issue; they keep going round and round the same 
issues. 

10) Secwepemc requested an update on efforts to improve recreational catch monitoring 

11) UFFCA asked about data on sockeye mortality and Science advice on what to do. 

o Additional reference to work that Bert Ionson is doing on the north and south 
coasts and proceedings from the late-run sockeye workshop 

12) DFO (Ryall): Three weeks after the final May 6/7 IHPC meeting, DFO contacted some 
people with updated information on Fraser chinook based on the Albion test fishery. 
This has raised process questions. DFO has done some work internally to clarify 
responsibilities and improve its own communication. A second question is how to deal 
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with new information that comes in after consultation is done. DFO welcomes comments 
on how to improve the way staff respond to similar situations in future.  

13) CSAB (Kershaw): We need the data available on Fraser chum and steelhead 

o DFO ( Ryall): There will be presentations and further discussion on that 
tomorrow. 

North Coast breakout 
Participants:  Greg Knox, Greg Taylor, Tom Protheroe, Dave Peacock, Urs Thomas, Seigi 
Kreigl, Russ Jones, Jim Culp, Joy Thorkelson, Steven Groves, Ron Fowler, Jim Nightingale, 
John Kurtz, John McCullough, Chris Cue, Misty MacDuffy, Rob Morley 

 

Issues Identified: 

1. Skeena Watershed Initiative (next meeting Dec. 18 in Terrace) and Skeena 
Independent Science Review Panel (ISRP) recommendations 

• How will this process input into the development of the IFMP for 2009? Long 
term approach? 

• Meetings planned in January and February to try and provide input for 
March 

• Terms of Reference need to developed and shared 

• Representatives in the process need to be clarified and communicated. 

• Overview presentation on the SWI process requested 

• Socioeconomic review available at the Pacific Salmon Foundation web-site 

• DFO expectation for the process needs to be clarified. The Department’s 
response to recommendations in the report needs to be provided. DFO response 
outlined in letter from the RDG including: 

• Concern re: wild Skeena sockeye and chum and need to increase 
abundance 

• Chinook and coho concerns. Need to clarify allocation and distribution 
and identify mechanisms to respond to periods of low abundance 

• Steelhead concerns recognized 

• Compliance and monitoring needs to reviewed and improved 

• Intent is for Independent Science Review recommendations to inform the 
SWI process 

• Action: Request to circulate letter from RDG responding to Skeena report 

• MSC process and WSP implementation should inform management in 2009. 
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• Sockeye fisheries (incl. Skeena / Nass) will likely be certified in 2009 
with conditions. Conditions similar to the DFO response points above. 

• Action plan needs to be signed off by Department as lead management 
agency. Certifier then reviews action plan with peer review panel and 
public input and comment. 

• Plan is for certification in March 2009. 

• Where there is consensus between stakeholders, ISRP recommendations should 
be implemented in 2009. 

• SWI process should be discussed at each of the sector advisory processes. 
Stakeholder buy-in needs to be fostered. 

• Linkages between IHPC process and other processes (e.g. SWI, Somass 
roundtable, Salmon table, etc…) should be discussed e.g. updates from area 
processes to IHPC. 

• Concern that process is moving too slowly to implement actions for the 2009 
season. Meeting planned on Dec. 18 to move process forward. 

2. Skeena in-River Recreational Creel Survey needs to be developed for 2009 

• Framework to develop monitoring and compliance for all fisheries needs to be 
developed. Need for longer term planning to generate catch statistics. 

• Concerns about funding source for project. Potential for PICFI funding. 

• What is the appropriate creel survey design to deal with fluctuations in angler 
participation? Guided vs. un-guided anglers? 

• Project needs to be done over a series of years 

• Stock composition information should be collected 

• Fishery Monitoring and Catch Reporting framework consultation document for 
the commercial fishery 

• Consensus support for the recreational creel survey in the Skeena River in 2009 
as a first step in a longer term process to improve North Coast fisheries stock 
assessment. 

3. Stock Assessment 
1. Stock Composition Assessment: 

• Methods to rapidly assess stock composition need to be developed 
for in season fishery management for all fisheries. Relates to 
concerns about detecting changes in run timing, increased variation 
in stock abundance forecasts, etc… 

2. Coho assessment in area 1 and 2W:  assessment workshop held with Haida 
recently. Assessment protocol has been identified but funding to implement 
this work is limited. Annual cost approximately 60-80K for 10 streams. 
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3. CWT Issues:   

• North Coast Troll Head Retention Program: concerns about differences in 
programs between sectors (re: 40% of troll boats are required to retain 
100% of heads). Onerous requirement in years of abundance to retain the 
heads. 

• Action:  Area F and recreational sectors would like the Department to 
review the sampling requirements to meet CWT recovery objectives.   

• Action:  The Department should provide a technical report card to inform 
discussion 

• Potential to add to the NC IHPC agenda in March or a full IHPC agenda 
item on CWT issues and Mass Mark / Mark selective fisheries. 

• Samples need to be statistically representative. 

• Better communication of the issues (e.g. inter-sector, DFO science) 
required. 

• Need to assess potential impact of mass marking on CWT recoveries and 
effects on FN, commercial and recreational fisheries. What is the link 
between mass marking and effect on CWT recovery? 

4. WSP Benchmarks and IFMP Decision Rules 

• How will the benchmarks affect the development of reference points for stocks? 
Request for a stakeholder workshop. 

• Request to host workshops to explain how WSP benchmarks will be identified in 
areas around the coast. 

• Need to develop decision rules that take into account different possible scenarios 
in season 

• Need to discuss alternative management scenarios as they relate to management 
plans. 

5. Concern about implementation of consensus resolutions of the IHPC (e.g. 
licence review/licence holiday for 2008, CSAB funding)  

• Action: A formal explanation of the Departments rationale for dealing with 
unanimous resolutions should be provided to the IHPC in writing and explained 
as an agenda item at a subsequent meeting. (Consensus agreement)   

• Update on status of the licence review (see below) 

• Concerns about lack of CSAB funding. 

6. Budget: 

• Concerns about effect of Speech from Throne on Departmental activities 

• PST Salmon Endowment Funds are below original funding levels, and 
investment values are volatile. Likely impacts for 2-3 years on projects. 
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7. Department needs to continue in season calls with the recreational sector 

• Calls were very successful early in the season but were not held towards the end 
of the season. 

• Information on the calls has been very valuable. 

8. March meeting of the Northern IHPC  

• Interest in consolidating Northern issues prior to the full IHPC meeting in March 
(e.g. SC meeting in January provides similar opportunity in the South). 

• Action:  Proposal for a meeting of the NC IHPC in Prince Rupert on [date??? 
April 1] or by adding a day to or adding a NC breakout to the Mar. 25-26 IHPC 
meeting (CSAB plans to meet Mar. 24)  

• Scheduling the CSAB participation at the Mar. 25-26 IHPC meeting is 
challenging given the herring fishery is ongoing. 

9. Gwaii Haanas National Marine Protected Area. Discussion of potential impacts 
on salmon fisheries. 

• Northern issue. Need to discuss potential impact on net fisheries. 

• Dept. available to present to Area Harvest Committees 

• Potential implications on herring fishery if opportunities are available in the 
future. 

• Presentation planned at NC meeting of SFAB.   

• Potential to add this to the post-season review agenda. Add a 2nd day to the 
meeting? 

10. Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area (PNCIMA). How does this 
process link with the IHPC process? How does the IHPC participate in this process? 
Is it necessary? 

11. Licensing Review 

• Need for a thorough review of Licensing Policy, married licences, length 
restrictions, licence stacking 

• How will PST mitigation re WCVI troll fishery be implemented? 

• Action:  DFO to clarify timelines & actions re PST mitigation re WC troll 

• National Licence Fee review 

• Action: DFO to clarify timelines and actions re national licence fee review 

12. Area F Chinook Test Fishery.   

• Interest in a discussion of test fishery 

• Action: Department to discuss with area F the plan for the 2009 test fishery 

• Stock composition information is important 
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13. Coho (Area 6) and Chum (Area 3): Commercial access?   

• Chum DNA samples from area 3 will be assessed by the Department.   

• What are the origin of chum caught around Wales Island (are they US chum?)? 

• Interest in developing decision rules re commercial coho retention in Area 6 

14. Low abundance of Chinook, coho and chum in the central coast 

• Stock assessment concern about coho and low troll and recreational harvests in 
areas 7-10 suggests low overall abundance given historical catches. 

• Chum returns were very poor linked to 2005 ocean entry year. Some evidence 
that 2006 ocean entry year more optimistic, but recurrent poor ocean survival in 
central cost. 

• Rivers/Smiths sockeye returns continue to be very poor. 

• Prof. Routledge conducting a research study in Rivers Inlet (some changes in 
freshet, but marine survival has been poor, concentrations of predators) 

• Potential problems of planning to harvest strong enhanced Kitimat chum and 
pinks given other stocks of concern and wild chum 

15. Selective Fishing 

16. Share based fisheries 

• Area A, F, and Skeena Inland fishery 

• Department has issued a request for proposal for a contractor to review all 
commercial demonstration fisheries in 2008. The review should include socio-
economic information. 

• There is an interest in providing feedback from other sectors in for the 2008 
commercial demonstration projects. (e.g. potential interactions between other 
fleets and sectors; both benefits and costs)  

• There needs to be a rigorous review of lessons learned from demonstration 
fisheries to date and opportunities to discuss. 

• NMFS review of quota fisheries suggested as a potential review template 

• Area F interested in making the status of the demonstration fishery permanent. 

• Recreational sector interested in a review of the area F demonstration. 

17. IHPC Information Sharing 
Action:  DFO to expand list of web-links for providing information to IHPC members 
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Day 1: Introductions 
Following introductions, the Chair reviewed the agenda and meeting goals, including 
reviewing the preliminary 2009 outlook, and identifying, reviewing and prioritizing issues 
for the 2009 IFMP.  

Discussion: Participants and DFO staff briefly discussed the need to plan for adequate 
meeting space and for RSVPs to assist staff in doing so. 

Review of action items 
DFO staff reviewed progress on Resolutions and Action Items from previous meetings: 

Resolutions:  
1) That DFO fund the CSAB to permit participation in the advisory process: DFO is 

funding participation of all members in the IHPC. DFO covered the cost of meeting 
rooms for the recent CSAB meeting, but not CSAB travel. 
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2) Develop a Recovery Plan consistent with WSP and additional management actions to 
aid rebuilding of Early Stuart sockeye: DFO staff has done work on the Early Stuart 
system with support from the Southern Endowment fund. A report will be available 
by late March/early April. DFO’s Salmon Working Group reviewed PSARC 
requirements for the coming year in terms of available resources and concluded 
some other issues, like Chinook, were a higher priority, so it will take a bit longer 
before DFO can do more work on this system 

3) Waiving salmon licence fees for boats that tie up and don’t fish: A national licence 
fee review was launched in 2007 and DFO feels this is a better approach than doing 
something one-off for 2008. Consultations will be part of that review. 

Discussion 
• CSAB: DFO is only paying for commercial participation in the IHPC, not for the CSAB 

process, although other parallel sectoral processes are covered. / DFO: The Department 
covered meeting room costs for CSAB and acknowledges that this doesn’t fully address 
the request. 

SC Action items 
• DFO/Area E rep to discuss consistency of Area E reporting requirements. Item is 

outstanding 

• Functioning of the Chinook WG to be an agenda item for fall IHPC meeting: Done 

• Provide a summary of changes made to the SC IFMP in addition to highlighting changes 
in the draft document: Done - see handout summarizing changes for 2007/08. 

• DFO to contact Secwepemc re steelhead strategy: Outstanding, apart from preliminary 
discussions on how to move forward on a broader (multisectoral) steelhead strategy with 
the Province. 

• MoE/Area E to discuss steelhead: To be addressed with previous item  

NC Action items 
• Request for additional DNA sampling from creel survey: Some 900 samples were taken 

but DFO does not have a budget to analyze them.  

• MCC meeting re Skeena Watershed plan: Done 

• SFAB request for discussion of DFO’s coho model: Staff available upon request 

• Provide copies of Commercial Fishery Monitoring & Catch Reporting Standards paper: 
Done 

• SFAB request for ribbon closure for coho migrating east of QCI: Ongoing discussion 

Discussion 
• CSAB: Was the sample size adequate? / DFO: Yes, this is a different question than 

dockside sampling for CWTs. 
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Other Action items: 
• IHPC to establish a SEP subcommittee: Other work is underway, with an audit report to 

be posted by next February. The subcommittee has not yet met. 

• Selective fisheries to be an item on fall agenda: Not included, but could be added on 
request  

Discussion 
• NTC: What’s missing from these action items is a follow-up process to sign off on the 

draft IFMP. Is the IHPC supposed to sign off on final version sent to the Minister?  

o Chair: Terms of Reference do not suggest all IHPC members must approve or 
sign off on the final version, though it’s a good goal to work towards. 

o DFO: Would it be helpful to add a further column to the “change document” 
indicating where there is or isn’t agreement? 

o CSAB: The intent of this process was not to go through and approve all the 
fishery plans. Each sector would develop it own plan and IHPC would discuss 
issues by exception. There is not enough time to discuss everything. 

o NTC: DFO witnesses should accurately represent how the system works  

• SFAB: Regarding the question about marked fisheries, what work must be done to allow 
a useful discussion?  

o DFO: It would require a lot of work on the pros and cons. A proper mark-
selective fishery needs a lot of monitoring and data. It’s a different type of 
marking. It costs more, plus you need sampling program in place. A mark-
selective fishery on chinook would be very different from what happens with 
coho. The funding provided by the U.S. is substantial, but the timing to consider 
it for 2009 is a bit late. We should have had any 2009 proposals submitted by 
now. At this point it would be a stretch. Would need a lot of discussion. We 
could put it on the agenda for next year as it will take a fair amount of time for 
DFO to get ready for this. 

o Chair: This can be discussed in the breakouts if it’s a priority 

• Discussion: Handouts are available on marine mammals and the Gwaii Hanaas MPA. 
The agenda committee decided to share information instead of having presentations to 
keep the focus tightly on IHPC business.  

Outlook 2009 
Brian Riddell, DFO 
The intent is to provide a preliminary outlook by looking at 2008 returns and brood year, 
and providing an indication based on expert opinion and ocean conditions. This outlook will 
evolve as data comes in over the winter.  

The outlook is categorical, not quantitative. Things are looking up in some areas, but the 
problems that are limiting fisheries continue. To put things in context, 2007 set an all-time 
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record for total landings of Pacific salmon. However, Canada’s harvest now represents just 
1% of all Pacific landings, down from about 19% in previous years. There has been 
enormously high survival of Russian pink and chum, Japanese chum and Bristol Bay 
sockeye, but much lower survival of many BC and southern U.S. salmon stocks.     

The 2009 outlook still uses the 93 stock management groups referenced in previous years. 
These will be replaced by over 400 CUs as the WSP is phased in. Abundance status is 
indicated based on four categories from 1 (stock of concern) to 4 (Abundant). These 
categories will be replaced by the three (red/amber/green) categories denoting whether a CU 
is above, within or below the upper/lower biological-based benchmarks of abundance to be 
developed next year as the WSP is further implemented. 

The outlook is a prelude to formal PSARC reporting and advice. It does not include 
steelhead, which is something that will need to be addressed, as steelhead stocks are not 
improving in southern BC. 

Highlights of 2009 outlook:  
• Two northern coho stocks have been shifted to the ND (No Data) category due to the 

lack of assessment data.  

• Sockeye are looking better overall, despite much variation in the status of individual 
stocks. 

• One more chinook stock has been added to the list of stocks of concern. The Lower 
Birkenhead had been improving but crashed last year, and this may affect fishing in-
river. Action taken in 2008 for early spring, spring and summer chinook is showing 
results, but there is more to do. Summer Thompson chinook is looking exceptionally 
abundant but other stocks are showing very poor recovery, including WCVI wild and 
Cowichan. The 2007 and 2008 escapements are very similar, so the decline is not 
continuing. 

• Not a great deal of change for coho, with conservation concerns continuing in southern 
BC. In the north, reasonable production levels of coho salmon are expected. 

• For chum, there is an increase in the status for Fraser chum. Skeena chum continues to 
be a concern, and similarly Nass chum, although improvement is projected for the 
Yukon. 

• 2009 is a pink cycle year for the Fraser and pinks could be very abundant. There is very 
little information on West Coast and QCI stocks, but others look reasonable.  

Comparing the 2009 outlook to the 2007 and 2008 outlooks:  

• 31 salmon stock groups are at or near target for 2009, compared to 40 in 2007 

• 32 are of some conservation concern, compared to 18 in 2007 

• 24 are categorized as mixed, compared to 31 in 2007 

• 6 are categorized as “no data,” compared to 4 in 2007. 

Overall, there is some shift to higher production for 2009. A higher proportion of the 
problem stocks are in the Fraser – the outlook for the rest of the coast is better. However, 
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2005 sea entry year effects continue to impact abundance. Pink returns for 2008 for the 
north were poor. Pink, coho and (jack sockeye?) smolts that went to sea in the north in 2007 
fared even worse than those in 2005. 

In 2008, returning Fraser sockeye experienced good conditions for upriver migration but 
suffered very high PSM (pre-spawning mortality). Scientists are looking at what may have 
caused the problems. 

Chum are not showing the decline that other stocks are, which is interesting and may point 
to the possibility of this being due to their different diet. 

Chinook abundance: 
Chinook stocks are very mixed, with most of the age structures still reflecting the 2005 sea-
entry year problem. There was hope for continuing good returns of Harrison whites but poor 
adult returns are being seen despite high jack counts, which is very unusual. 

For the chinook AABM indices, the post-season values came down quite a bit from the pre-
season projections. After good abundance in previous years, many stocks are in decline and 
back down to low levels similar to the 1979 baseline. The abundance index models have 
been very consistent pre- and post-season, so if we start seeing discrepancies there it will be 
a problem, indicating that something is going on that is outside the range of experience on 
which the models are based. 

For Fraser River chinook, preliminary escapement indicates that the index will be over 30. 
The Interior early spring group saw a positive response in 2008 (though Birkenhead was the 
opposite). Fraser spring CTC indicator stocks are also up. Fraser summers also saw a 
positive response in 2008. So it’s good news that all the stocks targeted by management 
actions in 2008 are seeing a positive response. It is hoped that recruitment and management 
actions will continue that recovery.  

One anomaly is the Fraser summer 41 stock, which is showing huge and increasing 
production. For Harrison chinook, there were very large jack returns in 2007, but we’re not 
seeing that again in 2008 and this alone will cause the AABM abundance index to come 
down significantly. 

State of the ocean: 
DFO is trying to include more oceanographic information in the state of the ocean report 
each year. The suite of marine indicators is giving very mixed signals, with episodic changes 
happening throughout the year, making it increasingly difficult to sum up how all this is 
expected to impact salmon productivity. Although globally, 2007 was the warmest year on 
record, a strong Pacific Decadal Oscillation provided cooler winds and waters that improved 
marine conditions for salmon off the BC coast.  

New science initiatives:  
These include the Strait of Georgia Ecosystem Initiative, which is looking at what has 
changed from the 1980s to significantly reduce chinook and coho production in the Strait of 
Georgia. The Moore Foundation has also provided funding for a long-term monitoring 
initiative supported by all five countries and two workshops were held to plan for that. The 
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intent is to conduct a series of seasonal oceanographic surveys. Another aspect would 
involve designating 2011 or 2012 as the International Year of Salmon to draw attention to 
the issues. The Moore Foundation has also funded four major studies, reports on which will 
be out in the spring. A further initiative, MALBEC, will look at effects of competition 
between hatchery and wild production. This is a very sensitive issue but there has been 
growing awareness surrounding it. 

Discussion 
• Secwepemc: What is the basis of abundance targets in the outlook? / DFO: It varies. 

Most are based on estimates of past MSY (maximum sustainable yield). But the current 
approach is problematic for central coast populations where fishing is no longer 
occurring. This approach will change in the coming two years, as upper and lower 
biological benchmarks are set for each CU under the WSP.  

• MCC: This is a very good presentation. It would be helpful to include a comparison of 
past escapements. / DFO: The outlook will be reformulated under the new WSP 
approach. It is a challenge to encapsulate it all now and will be more so with over 400 
CUs. 

• SFAB: Concern was expressed at the SFAB that the Squamish chinook stock had 
disappeared from the outlook. / DFO: We need to revisit this stock, as the situation has 
changed, but it will be costly. It’s not typical, so we can’t use it as an indicator  

• Secwepemc: Is thought given to adjusting SEP production to address competition 
impacts during times of low productivity to protect wild stocks? / DFO: Good question. 
This was raised by the SEP auditors. Science would say turn production down, as there 
is no doubt that there is evidence of competition. That’s at odds with the idea of using 
mark-selective fisheries to supplement recreational fishing, but there is no evidence that 
you will get more fish back if you keep up the releases. The understanding has really 
changed in the past 5 – 6 years. In the past, when marine production was good, there was 
no evidence of competition; but when things are bad, it goes the other way. This poses a 
challenge for hatcheries, as they can’t just stop (how do they maintain brood?). So you 
need to have marine indicators a year in advance to apply that sort of adjustment. It 
makes sense, but putting it into place will be a challenge. 

• SFAB: Are you saying some of these very abundant stocks are affecting the integrity of 
the AABM index? / DFO: It makes it more variable. The 2-year forecast will become 
less reliable. The 1-year forecast won’t be at risk, but it will likely mean larger 
corrections in future. A correction of 20 – 25% would be a problem for management. If 
it gets highly variable, we would have to consider a management buffer. 

• MCC: The outlook doesn’t seem to reflect low Central Coast chum abundance. / DFO: 
The 2008 returns directly suffered from the 2005 sea entry. Next year’s returns will 
come from the 2006 sea entry year, so it looks better. Pinks remain a concern and staff 
did debate downgrading that rating. / DFO: There has been discussion about having 
quantitative indicators located all along the coast, because when there is no fishing, we 
don’t have the quantitative assessment to determine marine survival rates. 

• SFAB: Good presentation it’s good to see NC coho added to the outlook. 
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Participants expressed appreciation for Riddell’s work and contribution over the years. 

2008 summary of management actions 
Jeff Grout, DFO 
A handout summarized stocks of concern for 2008, along with management objectives and 
actions, as a starting point for discussion on how to approach anticipated 2009 management 
issues. Staff reviewed key points: 

Sockeye: 

• Fall – Cultus: Ongoing issue. 

• WCVI – other: Very early migration, so not generally subjected to directed fisheries 

• Area 11 – 13: Small populations with 1-2 outlook. Management actions sought to 
minimize impacts of Canadian fisheries 

• Sakinaw: This stock is in extremely poor shape, with no adult returns expected for this 
year. The objective is to halt decline and re-establish a self-sustaining population. 
Management actions included delaying most fisheries until late July 

• Area 7 – 10: Objective is to rebuild stocks that can support fisheries 

• Skeena wild:  Harvest levels adjusted to ensure sustainable ER 

Chinook 

• Early timed Fraser: Objective was to reduce ER from previous years to halt declines. FN 
fisheries were delayed or reduced in the Lower Fraser, plus some measures were taken 
for recreational and commercial fisheries. 

• Spring & summer: 3-zone management approach developed based on early data. 
Recreational measures were taken in the Fraser, along with early closure of Area G. 

• WCVI wild: Measures included terminal area restrictions and closures and size limits for 
recreational; plus time and area closures for Area G and confining the fishery to offshore 
areas in July and August. 

• Georgia Strait fall: Reduced ER in areas of known impact, measures as in previous 
years, plus Area G TAC reduced by 20%. 

Coho:  

• Lower Fraser & Georgia Strait: Similar issues and measures as previous years, with a 
3% ER limit 

Chum 

• Coastal areas 5-6 & Skeena-Nass: Action taken to minimize fisheries impacts (time & 
area closures, etc) 

Next steps include further discussion in the NC and SC breakouts about where to focus 
efforts for 2009. DFO is pulling together information on chinook stocks, including best 
estimates of impacts by each sector, and this will be ready by mid-January for circulation. 
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Discussion 
• MoE: On the question of how to integrate steelhead issues into this outlook, thought 

should also be given to how to deal with sturgeon as species/stocks of concern. In 
addition to highlighting stocks of concern, it would be helpful to identify potential 
opportunities in the Outlook, so that effort can be focused on taking advantage of those. / 
DFO: There is a lot of concern about the steelhead objective in the IFMP (protecting 
80% of the run with 90% certainty), especially from the commercial sector. Al Martin 
has agreed to start discussing those issues. In terms of including opportunities, it is felt 
that this group is adept at identifying those, although it’s open to discussion. 

• SFAB: Regarding plans for hatchery-marked fisheries, we are a bit concerned that 
Canada has not served notice to the U.S. that this would be discussed. Such notice 
should be served immediately, so that we have the possibility. Washington State would 
welcome this, as it would reduce pressure on their weak stocks. / DFO: Good point 

ACTION: DFO to serve notice to U.S. re possibility of Canadian hatchery marked fisheries 

• MCC: Regarding stocks of concern, southern resident killer whales should also be 
included./ DFO: This can be discussed later 

• Secwepemc: Is there information on whether objectives were met by the measures 
employed for each sector? / DFO: The Outlook presentation showed improvements in 
escapement, though we can’t be certain that’s not just improved marine survival. DFO 
will try to provide the best data on impacts by sector, but that’s not ready yet. 

• Q: Why raise sturgeon in a salmon IFMP? / MoE: Because of SARA issues.  

• SFAB: Explain the 20% reduction for Area G. / DFO: From the Canadian TAC we set 
aside allocations to address the needs of the recreational sector and FN and then reduce 
the remaining commercial allocation by 20% to reduce impacts on Cowichan chinook. 
This approach was taken because of the relatively rare returns of Cowichan tags and the 
difficulty in trying to assess impacts from that.  

• Q: How did DFO arrive at 20% and how well did that work? / DFO: Staff are putting 
together reviews of WCVI and Cowichan chinook, which will be ready in January. / 
DFO: CWTs do not provide the necessary information to guide in-season decisions, so 
the only way to be sure you had an impact was to reduce the fishery overall. There is no 
way to avoid this stock by moving the fishery around in time and place. We won’t know 
ER until the post-season review is final. 

• SFAB: This demonstrates the value of this process and the importance of getting such 
information out early to local communities and to the Cowichan roundtable, for 
example. 

• Chair: Participants are encouraged to support such communication to local groups.  
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Chinook salmon by-catch in Bering Pollock fishery 
Gerry Kristianson 
Reviewing the handout, participants were encouraged to read the North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council’s report on management of Chinook by-catch in the Bering Sea 
Pollock fishery, as there may be opportunities for cooperation to address mutual concerns. 
The only data formerly available on this fishery was the annual report prepared for the North 
Pacific Anadromous Fisheries Commission. DNA sampling on salmon by-catch is now 
being done and the results will hopefully be available to use in any Canadian response. 
Salmon by-catch in the fishery is way down this year, but the fishery is very aware of the 
issue. 

DFO added that the results of a comprehensive impact analysis will be posted shortly. The 
economic stakes are very high. It’s not yet clear whether the reduced salmon by-catch is due 
to moving the fishery or because salmon abundance is down. 

Discussion 
• Q/A: There is a Pollock fishery in the Gulf of Alaska, though not as large as that in the 

Bering Sea. 

• Q/A: Stock of origin analysis is being done for chum as well as chinook by-catch. It was 
chum by-catch that originally drew attention to this issue. 

Issues and priorities for 2009 
Asked to identify key issues and priorities for the 2009 season, participants offered the 
following: 

• SFAB: Given the run timing for Early Timed Fraser chinook, the IHPC should have a 
review meeting of what happened in 2008 at the earliest opportunity.  

o Chair reviewed current membership of the Early Timed Chinook WG 
members. The following changes were identified:  

 FNMS no longer exists, so Teresa Ryan is no longer on the WG 

 Marcel Shepert expressed interest in joining the WG 

 Russ Jones is not part of that WG. 

 WCVI Chinook WG was to have an Area F rep 

• UFFCA: David Levy did a stock status report on Stuart sockeye, which proposed a lake 
fertilization project in 2010, which is a big brood year. IHPC support is sought for 
UFFCA to do a limnology study for Early Stuarts in summer 2009, in preparation for 
that. 

ACTION: Shepert to provide brief summary of the Stuart limnology study for IHPC 
consideration and possible expression of support 
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• MCC: Another issue is southern resident killer whales and including some reference to 
management objectives with respect to meeting their needs (with regard to chinook) in 
the 2009 IFMP. 

o CSAB: Need to discuss much earlier plans for the chum fishery, and how to 
address unfair treatment for Area E. Why introduce killer whales to the IFMP 
when we have more chinook than ever? That could affect fisheries but 
doesn’t fit the needs of the situation.  

o MCC: We hope strong returns materialize, but we can’t ignore that one of the 
things contributing to the current status of southern resident killer whales is 
food supply. 

o Chair: Agenda committee can look at where this might fit. 

o DFO: If it’s a southern issue, it might be appropriate to discuss it at the SC 
IHPC in January. 

ACTION: Agenda committee to consider discussion of management objective for southern 
resident killer whales for the IHPC SC meeting in January 2009. 

• MCC: With the January WSP workshop on setting benchmarks, it would be useful to 
have a briefing on how these things mesh. More discussion is needed on where we are 
and where we’re moving to and how that relates to this group and how we discuss 
harvest planning. 

o Skeena Wild: Will benchmarks from the WSP workshop affect the 2009 
IFMP? / DFO: No. The workshop is expected to identify methodology to 
develop benchmarks.  

• ACTION: A discussion of WSP benchmarks could be included at the March IHPC 
meeting. 

o SFAB: Not every issue from the floor should automatically be on the agenda. 
If DFO sees an issue, DFO should bring it forward. 

o Q/A: The U.S. is aware of efforts to develop CUs and benchmarks. 

• NTC:  The NTC is concerned that the Alaskan reductions negotiated in the proposed 
PST chinook annex to protect WCVI chinook result in more of those fish making it 
through the NC fisheries as well. It becomes a domestic concern and it should be clear 
that we are not reducing Alaska fisheries to give more fish to the northern trolls but to 
address a conservation issue. Questions raised earlier about Area G and how to make 
decisions that help every sector achieve their TAC also have north/south implications.  

• CSAB: In-river harvest for gillnetting is zero and that number has to change.  

o CSAB: That is a north/south issue too because 50% of our catch on the north 
coast was Thompson chinook. 

NC & SC Breakouts  
(See Appendix 3 for detailed notes and Day 2 notes for summary reports) 
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Day 2: Introductions, housekeeping 
Following introductions, DFO staff asked participants to review and confirm updated 
membership and contact information. There is a new travel approval system that involves 
signing and returning formal Letters of Invitation in advance. All participants are asked to 
RSVP indicating whether or not they plan to attend meetings, to facilitate effective planning.  

Reports from breakouts 
SFAB flagged an additional issue of central coast stocks and their impact on fisheries 

Report on NC breakout 
Jeff Grout, DFO 

Key issues discussed at the NC breakout were summarized as follows: 

1. Skeena Watershed Initiative: Next meeting is Dec. 18. Issues include how to fit advice 
from the Independent Science Review into the 2009 IFMP and over the longer term. 
There is discussion of NC meetings in January and February to provide input for March. 
Issues include representation and communication and how the watershed process will 
unfold.  

o Concerns about wild Skeena sockeye and chum, chinook and coho, steelhead 

o Need to improve compliance and monitoring.  

o MSC process and WSP implementation and how it might affect management this 
year. Skeena sockeye will likely be certified by 2009 

o Consensus re the independent science review, and that its recommendations 
should be implemented by 2009 where there was consensus among stakeholders 

o Need to ensure buy-in and linkages between sector advisory processes, IHPC and 
roundtables, both in the Skeena and in the south 

o Concern that things were moving too slowly to implement changes in 2009 

2. Skeena in-river recreational creel survey: concern about funding 

o Consensus recommendations to implement this in 2009 as a first step to 
improving NC stock assessment 

3. Stock assessment:  

o Need methods to rapidly assess stock composition for all fisheries for in-season 
management. This relates to concerns about detecting changes in run timing and 
increased variability in abundance 

o Coho assessment 

o CWT issues: concerns about troll head retention. Onerous requirements were 
modified last year but these will pose problems in years of high abundance 

o Area F and SFAB want DFO to review the sampling requirement to meet CWT 
recovery objectives. A technical report is needed to inform these discussions 



Integrated Harvest Planning Committee meeting 
DRAFT Minutes: November 27-28, 2008 • Richmond, BC 

DRAFT revised: 11-Feb-09  12 

 

4. WSP benchmarks and IFMP decision rules: How will benchmarks be developed? There 
is interest in a workshop to explain this – perhaps held locally in different areas. 
Decision rules will have to take into account different potential scenarios 

5. Concerns about implementation of consensus recommendations: Consensus: The group 
asks DFO to provide a formal rationale when responding to unanimous consensus items. 

6. Concern about the lack of CSAB funding; general concerns about budget, and reductions 
in the capacity of Pacific Endowment funds 

7. In-season calls with the recreational sector were successful; advice to keep it up 

8. Interest in a March meeting for the northern group: either a NC meeting in Prince Rupert 
or else adding a day for a NC breakout at the March IHPC meeting 

o Participation in the March IHPC meeting may be a challenge for some with the 
herring fishery. 

9. Gwaii Haanas MPA: DFO staff is available to present on this 

10. Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area: How will this link to the IHPC? 

11. Licensing review: regional review of licence policy needed; DFO to clarify timelines 
and actions for the national licence fee review 

o How will PST mitigation for the WC troll fishery be implemented? 

12. Area F chinook test fishery: DFO to discuss this with Area F 

13. Coho in Area 6 and chum in Area 3 

14. Low abundance of chinook, coho and chum on the central coast and ongoing marine 
survival issues; Routledge is doing research but so far has found no smoking gun 

15. Selective fishing:  

16. Share based fisheries: Lots of discussion about Area A, F and Skeena inland. DFO has a 
proposal for evaluation of all demonstration fisheries done in 2008, including 
socioeconomic aspects and seeking input from other sectors. There needs to be a 
rigorous review of lessons learned and an opportunity to discuss those. Area F wants to 
make the chinook ITQ fishery permanent; the recreational sector is interested in a review 
of that. 

17. IHPC information sharing: DFO asked to provide a one-stop site to collect various 
pieces of information. 

Discussion 
• Clarification: There are no enhanced pinks as noted, just enhanced chum. 

• SFAB: Many valid policy items in the list aren’t in the IHPC mandate. 

• Q (NC): How to give input to the IFMP / Chair: It can be put on the agenda or discussed 
bilaterally. 

• NTC: How much PST funding will be available for CWT work? / DFO: There is a 
request to Treasury Board, but no final answer on how to spend the funds. 
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• MoE: This is a good list of the issues. How do you prioritize these, e.g. how to spend the 
$30 million mitigation funds? / DFO: There will be a larger process for deciding how to 
spend the $30 million. Several other issues are outside the IHPC. For example the 
licence review will include consultations, so the focus should be on issues within our 
mandate. 

Report on SC breakout 
Paul Ryall, DFO 
Key issues discussed at the SC breakout were summarized as follows: 

1. Setting objectives in the 2009 IFMP re killer whales and potential SARA listing, and a 
request for discussion of those objectives in the March meeting. 

2. Discussion of Early-timed Chinook and impacts of 2008 management actions in January. 
The need to advise the PSC that Canada will be discussing mark-selective fisheries. 
DFO is drafting letters re options that may be evaluated. 

3. Lengthy discussion of Fraser sockeye and early summers escapement, including poor 
escapement and high mortality in 2008. Total PSM is currently estimated at around 50% 
and at 90% for the Nadina. It was requested that DFO consider its approaches for 
managing Fraser sockeye, especially early summers, and take a more risk-averse 
approach to achieving escapement targets. DFO is still completing analysis for the 
summers and lates and hopes to have those for January in time for the post-season 
review in Portland on January 12. It’s important to have the information to decide how 
to move forward in 2009, given high PSM despite benign migration conditions 

4. Stock assessment: concerns about the coho wild indicator at Black Creek, getting 
appropriate information from tags and ensuring that stock assessment programs are 
operating properly 

5. How to explore options for achieving identified catch. Preliminary estimates of sockeye 
returns for 2009 are 11 million, with Chilko and Quesnel providing the majority of that. 
How to craft harvest plans that take advantage of what’s available while avoiding stocks 
of concern? The normal process is to start that work in February at the PSC meeting 

6. Fraser sockeye: How will DFO consult re the renegotiation of the sockeye Chapter of the 
PST. The Fraser Panel is identifying technical issues and will report in January. The 
Panel will then get further direction re moving forward. The process has been started and 
the Canadian caucus has held a first meeting. There will be a bilateral meeting December 
11 to compare lists and then develop joint work plan. The issue was how to keep this 
group informed, with suggested reports at the January and March IHPC meetings.  

7. Concerns about chum access, especially for the Fraser. This year, despite fairly good 
returns, Area E was unable to access them, given conservation concerns over Fraser 
steelhead and the management objective of protecting 80% of the run with 90% 
certainty. 

8. Overlap with roundtables: Work was done, especially on the Barkley Sound roundtable 
and Cowichan on developing terms of reference. There was a request to report back on 
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the terms of reference and clarification regarding how DFO sees linkages and 
communications occurring.  

9. Concerns re the Sigurdson process, including how and what it is doing and whether it is 
overlapping with this group. There was some concern that funds spent on that process 
could be better spent elsewhere and a call for a final reconciliation between what’s done 
here and there 

10. Request for a report on early summers, concerns about PSM and post-season escapement 
estimates. DFO can do that at the January post-season meeting. 

Discussion 
• Q/A: PSM and en route mortality are two different things. The issue this year was PSM. 

DFO uses the management adjustment to cover en route mortality. 

• CSAB: Area E is concerned about how to access a directed fishery for abundant 
Thompson chinook 

• NTC: We didn’t hear a lot about how to deal with stocks of concern. On how to rank 
priorities, if DFO feels some of these issues are outside the IHPC mandate, how do we 
rank them? It’s important for DFO to go through and clarify what is considered outside 
the IHPC mandate, instead of just dealing with this in the agenda committee. 

o DFO: Maybe in future we can go through the list and prioritize them. 

• DFO: Another issue was that information came in after consultation ended in 2008. DFO 
flagged the need for a process to deal with that. There was a very brief consultation with 
the recreational sector and some First Nations, but DFO needs to improve on how do 
deal with such situations when they arise in future. 

Review of advisory processes 
Bonnie Antcliffe, DFO 

Current advisory processes work very well in some circumstances but DFO is seeking 
feedback on what works well and what can be improved. Nationally, DFO is facing 
increasing requirements to report to Parliament and the public on how well fisheries are 
being managed. This calls for having performance measures and indicators in place, 
including those that reflect how well DFO is working with stakeholders. As DFO works on 
eco-certification, there are many questions relating to governance, and these too relate to 
advisory processes. 

DFO has developed a simple one-page survey that asks questions about how well does this 
process work, what could be improved and why. Respondents can fill out the survey today, 
or mail, fax or e-mail it in later. Advice is also welcomed on how to do better evaluation in 
future.  

Common themes heard to date include how to better structure agendas and repetition in 
presentations for those who participate in several processes. 
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Discussion 
• SFAB: Is this about IHPC or the sectoral processes and does DFO want individual or 

sectoral positions? / DFO: State which process you’re evaluating. DFO expects personal 
views but also welcomes organizational responses, which should be indicated as such, if 
desired. 

• MoE: Good initiative - what about confidentiality? / DFO: Respondents are not asked to 
identify themselves and feedback will be treated anonymously. This is for external 
stakeholders; DFO is doing a similar internal review. Results of both will be released in 
summary. 

• CSAB: How far is DFO looking with this? On the commercial side, there should be 
evaluation right down to the harvest committees. / DFO: This is focused on the high 
level, but if you see a need to drill down further, you can indicate that. 

• CSAB: The salmon advisory process goes beyond the IHPC. The survey should go to 
area harvest committees and to the people whose interests are supposed to be represented 
here. / DFO: The survey can be sent out with the IHPC minutes or provided to CSAB if 
that’s seen as important. 

• SFAB: Good initiative. Will staff opinions on whether this process is useful be shared 
with IHPC members? Will this go to participants in the Sigurdson process? / DFO: We 
will share highlights and advice in summary – both internal and external. Regarding 
Sigurdson, DFO welcomes advice on how far to go. 

• SFC: The questions are qualitative, which makes it a lot of work to compile. / DFO: 
We’re looking for common themes and recommendations and also welcome advice on 
how to improve the evaluation 

• DFO: It might be helpful to distribute terms of reference along with the survey. It may 
be best to avoid going too far at this stage, given sheer numbers, but this can go out with 
the minutes and to CSAB and SFAB. 

• Q/A: The timeframe of the evaluation extends to January - February. There will be a 
report, which should be publicly available. 

• DFO: It’s important to engage First Nations as well and most don’t get the IHPC 
minutes. 

ACTION: Distribute copies of evaluation survey with IHPC minutes; consider how to 
engage FN who don’t get IHPC minutes 

In-river perspective on Fraser chum management 
Ken Wilson, for Chehalis & Scowlitz 
It’s thought that about 90% of Fraser chum migrate through Johnstone Strait, and the rest 
through Juan de Fuca. The majority are harvested in approach areas. Several key changes in 
the harvest rules are proposed under the proposed revision to the PST. The 2008 IFMP 
considers the JS chum fishery a mixed fishery although over 50% are Fraser chum, and calls 
for a 20% harvest regardless of total abundance.  
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Concerns include that unless a very high proportion of the run happens to comes through 
Juan de Fuca, the Fraser chum escapement goal is not protected. Johnstone Strait fisheries 
are not abundance based. There is no way to estimate run size through Johnstone Strait with 
any certainty, so how can you comply with proposed treaty provisions that there would be 
no commercial fishing below a total run size of 1 million through Johnstone Strait? The 
approach also means that commercial harvest in Johnstone Strait take priority over FSC 
fisheries during low runs, which First Nations regard as infringement on their rights. A 
further concern is that First Nations get to share only those chums that arrive in the Fraser, 
not the total run. Also, hatchery contributions are not adequately monitored. The escapement 
goal was set to address the need for wild chum on spawning grounds but it’s not known how 
many of the returns are hatchery vs. wild fish. Since spawning escapement estimates are 
incomplete, it is also hard to recalibrate to ensure the Albion test fishery is giving a reliable 
estimate of run size 

October 22 is the date that Canada has to tell the U.S. how many returns we have, but this is 
before the peak of the run has passed the test fishery, which makes it tough. At one time we 
thought there were two separate Fraser chum runs – early and late – and they each had 
separate goals, etc. Enhancement targeted the mid-point between the two and now it is no 
longer considered that that there are separate early and late runs. All are coming in well 
before mid-November 

In summary, we need a process for exchanging information – for example, on how the test 
fishery in Johnstone Strait works, how we manage fisheries, what’s the diversion rate. We 
also need a technical process to improve communication and to better ways to address 
allocation.  

DFO perspective 
Paul Ryall/Gordon McEachen 
DFO’s management approach, outcomes, the PST negotiations and next steps were all 
outlined. Staff shares some, but not all of the concerns noted above. 

Johnstone Strait chum management objectives are based on a 20% fixed ER. There was 
previously a stepped ER, based on abundance and in-season methods driven by test fisheries 
collecting information on abundance in Johnstone Strait. There was also commercial 
fisheries data to do abundance forecast. This approach works if you know both catch and 
escapement. But escapement monitoring has deteriorated and if you don’t have all the 
information, you will under-estimate run size. Due to these problems, DFO responded to 
requests from the commercial sector for changes, with a new approach introduced in 2002 
that sought to provide stability and certainty, and that was designed to be robust despite 
large variability in annual abundance. 

The 20% ER is a precautionary number. A PSARC paper looked at maximum sustainable 
yield and found that a 30 – 40% ER could sustain that. It was felt that this approach would 
provide stability while achieving conservation goals. 

DFO thinks there is a good understanding of the fish coming through Johnstone Strait. These 
are not just Canadian stocks – some are U.S. Puget Sound fish. But Juan de Fuca is pretty 
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much unknown. The 10% estimate of diversion is not based on recent assessments and it is 
thought that a large number of chums came through Juan de Fuca to the Fraser this year. 

The harvest threshold of a 1-million run size is expected to be ratified in the new PST. In 
2008, there was a Johnstone Strait test fishery (there was none in 2007 due to limited 
funding) and DFO wants to ensure that continues as a priority in future.  

To ensure the 20% ER, tagging studies were done over three years. This is based on an 
effort model that is calibrated based on those tagging studies 

Of that 20%, a total of 5% is allocated to meet other needs (First Nations, recreational and 
test fishing), with the rest shared between seine and gillnet. Another commercial issue was 
to have plans announced well in advance so they could plan how to harvest and market the 
fish. 

The fisheries are managed on a terminal abundance-based approach to achieve escapement 
objectives before fisheries occur. Escapement targets, in-season monitoring and test fisheries 
are used to assist in determining the terminal abundance estimate and potential by-catch 
issues. 

IFMP Fraser chum decision rules: In reality, given the strong returns in recent years, there 
haven’t been any limits on FSC fisheries and there have also been Economic Opportunity 
fisheries. So DFO doesn’t think there have been any restrictions on First Nations access, 
though this may need some discussion at this table. 

Outcome of management approaches: There has been an overall increase in escapement 
trends across all systems, plus an increase in total stock numbers (catch + escapement). 
System coverage has been reduced, however, and most observations are visual, with 
numbers likely under-estimated 

Comparing the desired vs. actual harvest rate before and since 2002, there has been less 
variability since 2002. 

For mid Vancouver Island, there is reduced assessment but overall trends are increasing. For 
the Fraser, there is reduced assessment, which is a concern, but an overall increase in 
escapement trends. Data for the Harrison, Stave, Chilliwack, Inch Creek, Weaver and 
Chehalis show significant increases to the Fraser in recent years, in part due to measures to 
protect steelhead.  

Although DFO changed from the stepped to the fixed ER in 2002, treaty language still 
reflected the stepped approach, so that needed updating. There was also a required payback 
provision, where Canada owed it back if we didn’t meet harvest targets, so that too was 
changed to better reflect what was actually being done. A U.S. catch ceiling was also 
negotiated under the proposed changes. Since they’re actually fishing Fraser stocks, that was 
made contingent on having a terminal run of 900,000. The other issue is what happens when 
the run is below 900,000. The trigger date of Oct 22 to start the fishery is designed to protect 
coho and also because you could say with confidence at that point whether the run is 
meeting the target of 900,000. But Canada can tell the U.S. to lower harvest levels if it’s not 
felt that the target will be met. 

To address conservation, there should be a point below which you don’t fish. Some 
technical work was done with the U.S., which resulted in the figure of 1 million. In order to 
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meet WSP requirements, more work will have to be done. There is also a provision in the 
proposed new treaty language that if either side thinks this approach is not working, we can 
revisit the numbers and approaches. The other key part was getting rid of the 
overage/underage provision. If you go over, you pay; if you’re under, no problem. Another 
important aspect was agreement to share by-catch information on steelhead and coho. 

Next steps: Further discussion is needed. A workshop with First Nations is planned, perhaps 
for December. We also need to review the Interior Fraser steelhead objective, as has been 
raised elsewhere, to allow access to harvest opportunities. A PSARC paper is coming out in 
January on developing upper and lower biological abundance reference points for Fraser 
chum, so if the 1 million critical threshold is wrong, it can be revisited. 

DFO’s Salmon Working Group discussed a desire for a better method to identify southern-
bound chum abundance. It is also difficult to do a share-based approach based on effort, so 
DFO is proposing some work at PSARC. 

Some changes are perhaps also needed for the IFMP, with discussion proposed going into 
the 2009 season. 

Discussion 
• Q: If there is a difference in perspectives regarding infringement on up-river opportunity, 

where is that difference? / DFO: There may be perceptions about how FSC would be 
managed if there was a run size under 800,000. But DFO is not aware that fisheries have 
been restricted and there have been Economic Opportunity fisheries in recent years.  

o Wilson: There is a desire to see the outside fisheries managed so that if there is a 
small run, there won’t be a significant commercial fishery and restrictions or 
failures to achieve FSC and escapement goals.  

o DFO: The first step is a technical workshop to discuss management and what 
works. More work and discussion are needed on what are the limits and target 
reference points, along with more work on identifying abundance and whether 1 
million is the right number. 

• MCC: I was part of teams that did assessment in the Chehalis and Harrison systems in 
the 1960s. It was a lot of work, which raises questions of whether a fishery officer can 
duplicate that work. There was an example where a fishery officer significantly over-
estimated the counts compared to ours. We also don’t know a lot about hatchery 
impacts. Inch Creek used to be very productive wild system. 

• SFAB: There is often a very productive recreational chum fishery in marine areas. 
Regarding the comment that returns via Juan de Fuca are pretty much unknown, we were 
struck by the size of the return to the Fraser, which seemed inconsistent with what we 
saw in Johnstone Strait. We urge DFO to increase assessment of chum migrating via 
Juan de Fuca if the 20% ER has been pretty consistently exceeded since the new regime 
was in effect.  

o DFO: The 20% ER is based on what’s coming through Johnstone Strait. The 
overages are not significant, though they must be dealt with. When DFO 
discussed priorities, given there are only so many resources, it was felt that 
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although we would like to know more about Juan de Fuca, there were higher 
priorities than that. 

• MoE: Is there a long-term strategy to ensure test fishing continues to be part of 
assessment for Fraser chums. Are DNA samples taken to look at stock composition 
(Fraser vs. southern US)? / DFO: Within the region, DFO has a fixed envelope of funds 
and while programs are reviewed each year, it is expected that chum will continue to 
rank high on the list. / DFO: Not sure if any DNA samples were taken this year, but the 
handout includes a graph of long-term GSI sampling 

• MoE: If there is by-catch, it would be useful to do GSI on the by-catch as well. Isn’t the 
DNA work a good candidate for the Southern Endowment Fund? / DFO: Some things 
could be done when the Southern Fund has some money.   

• CSAB: How much of the FSC catch is taken outside vs. in-river? / DFO: The 5% 
mentioned is taken by recreational and First Nations in Johnstone Strait. FSC catch in 
Johnstone Strait is 35,000.  

• CSAB: The 2-3 days of fishing for chum was the only thing the commercial sector got 
this year, so it’s very important. But a 2-3 day concentration of fishing is not ideal. We 
want better access to stocks and are happy to sit down and discuss these things, 
including First Nations issues.  

• MCC: There are important questions about hatcheries, what has happened to the late run 
and how escapement counts are done. 

ACTION: Stock assessment to provide answers to questions about Fraser chum (including 
late run, role of hatcheries, escapement counts) to inform further discussion of issues raised. 

• DFO: The IFMP includes information on chum production at Chehalis, Chilliwack, Inch 
Creek and the Weaver Creek spawning channel. 

• Wilson: Stave is also a major spawning channel. The only comprehensive escapement 
work being done is a Chehalis mark recapture program. There are overflights at Stave 
and miscellaneous dead-pitching of some small streams by the Chehalis. So from 60 
stocks, we are down to one or two. Most dead pitch counts in small systems don’t give a 
good picture of escapement, just a rough picture of distribution.  

• SFC: How does DFO estimate Sect. 35.1 food estimates for Johnstone Strait? / DFO: 
The figure of 35,000 comes from communal licences. Numbers were either imposed or 
agreed to back in 1993. 

• Area E: I support most of Wilson’s presentation. Given the abundance of chum in the 
river, there needs to be a way to do advance planning to access them. The gillnet fleet 
has not been getting any access to chum. Regarding hatcheries, the hatchery program is 
the fishery. If those are eliminated, we wouldn’t have any fisheries.  

o DFO: Agreed that planning for Area E and access to chum has to be done earlier 
We had some discussion with the Area E rep in May and stated that that while 
we have to meet conservation objectives, we should look at alternative ways to 
access available harvest apart from a full fleet fishery. A letter was sent in July 
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with six options for accessing chum, but such discussions need to start earlier 
than July.  

o Area E: It is DFO’s responsibility to come up with plans that work for the 
committee instead of offering six options. 

o  DFO: We need to deal with steelhead and have discussions and we think we can 
find solutions.  

• CSAB: This is a South Coast issue. /Chair: The agenda committee will be asked to 
consider the SC filter. 

Next steps:  
ACTION: Agenda committee will meet to plan the SC meeting and DFO will get out a 
letter re representation and travel authority. 

Next meetings:  

• January 19 – 20 (SC) 

• March 25 – 26 

• NC meeting: Meeting dates to be finalized. 

Review of subcommittees 

Agenda committee: 
• Saito was not included in last round of communication for Agenda committee. Check 

distribution list;  

• Add Mark Duiven 

ET/Cowichan Chinook committee: 
• Current list OK 

• SFAB requests flexibility to change reps from time to time 

• DFO hopes to have something ready by January 5 and could have a conference call in 
December to set the agenda 

• Jeff Grout to poll SC reps to ET/Cowichan Chinook committee re setting a date for the 
next meeting 

WCVI Chinook committee: 
• Add Ron Fowler to list for WCVI Chinook committee 

Roundtable committee: 
• Chair to contact members of roundtable committee to plan meeting 
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Adjourned 
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Appendix 1: Summary of Action items 

Outstanding items from previous meetings 
• DFO/Area E rep to discuss consistency of Area E reporting requirements. 

• DFO/Province to follow up initial talks on moving ahead with a multisectoral strategy 
for steelhead; Area E requests earlier planning to access available chum harvests 

• Outstanding SFAB request for ribbon closure for coho migrating east of QCI: Ongoing 
discussion 

• New SEP subcommittee to meet: outstanding; audit report due in March 

New items 

Process issues 
• Participants asked to RSVP early re attendance to facilitate meeting planning 

• Roundtable committee: Follow-up meeting to discuss linkages, TOR and 
communication with other processes. Chair to contact members to plan meeting 

• Participant comments invited on improving process to handle changes after final IHPC 
meeting 

• Consider opportunity to prioritize issues raised in future agendas 

• Distribute copies of evaluation survey with IHPC minutes; consider how to engage FN 
who don’t get IHPC minutes 

• Agenda committee will meet to plan the SC meeting and DFO will get out a letter re 
representation and travel authority  

o Agenda committee to consider SC filter in selecting topics 

o Saito not included in last round of communication - check distribution list & add 
Mark Duiven. 

Fishery issues 
• DFO to serve notice to U.S. re possibility of Canadian hatchery marked fisheries 

• Chinook: Information on Chinook stocks, 2008 management measures and sector 
impacts to be ready for circulation by January.  

o ET Chinook committee: to meet at the earliest opportunity, given the early run 
timing of this stock.  

 Add Marcel Shepert to that Committee (delete Teresa Ryan, Russ Jones) 

 Jeff Grout to poll SC reps to ET/Cowichan Chinook committee re setting 
a date for the next meeting; possible conference call in December to set 
agenda  
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o WCVI Chinook committee:  
 Add Ron Fowler as Area F rep 

 NTC concern about Alaskan reductions being passed on through NC 
fisheries (N/S issue)   

• New information on salmon by-catch in the Alaskan Pollock fishery to be posted shortly 

• Shepert to provide brief summary of the Stuart limnology study for IHPC consideration 
and possible expression of support 

• A discussion of WSP benchmarks could be included at the March IHPC meeting, with 
respect to how that fits with IHPC process 

• Stock assessment to provide answers to questions about Fraser chum (including late run, 
role of hatcheries, escapement counts, adequacy of limits and reference points in current 
reference points) to inform further discussion of issues raised. 

SC Action items 
• Agenda committee to consider discussion of management objective for southern resident 

killer whales for the IHPC SC meeting in January 2009 (Also MoE proposal to consider 
including sturgeon issues). 

• Requested report on high PSM in Early Summers in 2008 and discussion of a more risk 
averse approach to ensuring escapement targets are met – proposed for January post-
season meeting.  

• Explore options for how to achieve potential harvest opportunities for 2009 while 
avoiding conservation concerns (e.g. Area E request for directed fishery on Thompson 
Chinook) 

• Proposed reports at January and March meetings to inform IHPC on PST sockeye 
negotiations 

• SFAB flagged an additional issue of central coast stocks and their impact on fisheries 

NC Action items 
• CONSENSUS: Where there is consensus between stakeholders, ISRP recommendations 

should be implemented in 2009 

• CONSENSUS: Support for the recreational creel survey in the Skeena River in 2009 as a 
first step in a longer term process to improve North Coast fisheries stock assessment. 

• CONSENSUS: DFO should provide a formal explanation of the rationale for dealing 
with unanimous resolutions to the IHPC in writing and explain it as an agenda item at 
subsequent meeting.  

• Request to circulate letter from RDG responding to Skeena report 

• Area F and recreational sectors request that DFO review sampling requirements to meet 
CWT recovery objectives. DFO should provide a technical report card to inform 
discussion 
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• Proposal to add to a NC or full IHPC agenda item on CWT issues and Mass Mark / 
Mark selective fisheries. 

• Proposal for a meeting of the NC IHPC in Prince Rupert on [April 1?] or by adding a 
one-day NC breakout to the Mar. 25-26 IHPC meeting (CSAB plans to meet Mar. 24) 

• DFO to clarify timelines & actions re PST mitigation re WC troll 

• DFO to clarify timelines and actions re national licence fee review 

• Department to discuss with Area F the plan for the 2009 test fishery 

• DFO to expand list of web-links for providing information to IHPC members 
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Appendix 2: Attendance 
First Nations Chair 
Don Hall, Nuu-cha-Nulth Tribal Council  Pam Cooley 
Pat Matthews, Secwepemc Fisheries Commission  
Marcel Shepert, UFFCA DFO 
Chris Barnes, Skeena Fisheries Commission (Day 2) Paul Ryall 
Mark Duiven, Skeena Fisheries Commission (Day 2) Jeff Grout 
Russ Jones, Haida Fisheries Brian Riddell (Day 1) 
 Les Jantz 
Commercial/CSAB Randy Brahniuk 
Rick Haugan, Area A Gordon McEachen 
Bob Rezansoff, Area B Dave Peacock (Day 1) 
Chris Ashton, Area B Adrian Wall 
Chris Cue, Seine Bonnie Antcliffe (Day 2) 
Joy Thorkelson, Area D Kelly Binning 
Peter Sakich, Area H Kelly Sweet 
Paul Kershaw, Area E Seigi Kreigl 
John Kurtz, Area F Andrea Carew 
Ron Fowler, Area F Beth Pechter 
Jim Nightingale, Area F Greg Thomas 
Rob Morley, Processors  Steven Groves 
 Arlene Tompkins 
  
Recreational/SFAB Province of BC 
Marilyn Murphy, SFAB Chair  Wayne Saito, MoE (Day 1 only) 
Jeremy Maynard, SC rep  
Urs Thomas, NC Chair Notes 
John McCulloch, NC rep (Day 1) Dawn Steele 
Tom Protheroe, NC rep  
Gerry Kristianson, SC rep  
  
Marine Conservation Caucus  
Ken Wilson, Watershed Watch  
Craig Orr, Watershed Watch   
Jim Culp,  Watershed Watch  
Jeffrey Young, David Suzuki Foundation  
Misty MacDuffee, Raincoast  
Greg Taylor, Skeena Wild   
Greg Knox, Skeena Wild  
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Appendix 3: Breakouts – detailed notes 

South Coast Breakout 
Participants: Pam Cooley, Paul Ryall, Les Jantz, Arlene Tompkins, Jeffrey Young, Pat 
Matthew, Don Hall, Marilyn Murphy, Jeremy Maynard, Gerry Kristianson, Marcel Shepert, 
Paul Kershaw, Bob Rezansoff, Rob Morley, Wayne Saito, +,+?  

1) MCC (Young): To clarify the earlier point, whatever DFO’s objectives regarding killer 
whales and how they relate to salmon, there should be some mention in the IFMP so that 
it’s clear to all. The other aspect is to be proactive. 

2) SFAB (Kristianson): Our priority is to deal with Early-timed Fraser chinook early and 
how to do that. Also, to clarify, we are not arguing for or against mark-selective 
fisheries, just that we comply with treaty requirement to give notice that the possibility is 
being discussed in Canada. It is fully understood that there is a major debate to be had 
before doing mark-selective fishing and that it’s unclear whether that’s the right thing to 
do. 

o DFO: Discussion is happening. The deadline has not passed so no 
opportunity has been lost. 

o SFAB (Kristianson): The place to discuss the larger policy issue of producing 
marked fish for fisheries is the Early Timed Fraser chinook WG. 

3) Secwepemp: It looked like the 2004 cycle for early summers was rebuilding slightly, 
with fairly good returns that year, so First Nations fisheries were permitted. But the end 
result was low escapement due to high en route mortality. We recommended 
precautionary measures last year to avoid a repeat. Small commercial and First Nations 
harvests were permitted on early summers. Migration conditions looked good, but then 
escapement to systems like Scotch Creek was very small and only 50% survived to 
spawn. The management adjustment does not appear to provide an adequate buffer. 
Other systems like the Nadina(?) had over 90% PSM. Is the problem just with this cycle 
or are further problems expected in 2009, and is a larger management adjustment 
needed? 

o DFO (Ryall): Early summer escapements were posted on the DFO Website 
about a week ago. Total escapement was about 180,000, with roughly 50% 
PSM for the group overall. Staff need to complete enumeration on the 
summers and lates, so the analysis won’t be complete before January. The 
high PSM was not consistent with environmental conditions, which were 
mostly pretty good. Placed in context, fisheries in 2008 were for the most part 
pretty minimal; for example, commercial catch was just 17,000. So 
discussion is needed about what to do for next year, once we have the 
complete post season review. 

o DFO (Jantz): The Management Adjustment addresses en route mortality and 
bias from the count at Mission, but there is no way to predict PSM in the 
current models.  
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o SFAB (Kristianson): Were there only FN fisheries? / DFO (Jantz): There 
were also small commercial and recreational fisheries. 

o Q: What was the fishing impact? / DFO: Overall, it was a relatively low ER 
overall, but we should wait to see the full picture. The Nadina situation was 
due to a disease that has occurred in the past, but it is worrying to see such a 
high level of PSM. 

o CSAB (Rezansoff): What about the impacts of 29 days of non-stop fishing 
for the mortality study? 

o UFFCA: It was not an escapement issue but a PSM issue; there is need to be 
cautious and to have buffers. 

4) SFAB (Maynard): There is concern about very low tag detection rates at the wild coho 
indicator counting fence at Black Creek, which is the only remaining SC indicator. 
Development of a realistic assessment of marine survival of SC coho should be a 
priority. Possible causes include the fence operators missing most out-migrating smolts, 
incorrect placement of tags, or improper handling of smolts leading to mortality. 

o DFO (Tompkins): Black Creek isn’t the only SC indicator – Salmon River is 
back on. Other possibilities for low tag detection rates might include multiple 
migration timing or coho moving in and out, poor survival or the tools used 
for detection. 

5) CSAB (Morley): Another issue is potential opportunities, such as Fraser sockeye and 
pinks, and the need to find ways to ensure we can access as much of the available 
harvest as possible. Another question is where to discuss whether Harrison should still 
be grouped with the late-run stock group. 

o DFO (Ryall): Some of this needs to come from the Fraser Panel, and it could 
be brought back for discussion here. There has been discussion about how to 
manage Harrison. We need to start with the technical information that 
informs the Panel and then when we have a bit more data, we can have that 
discussion. 

o Chair: It will be identified as a priority. 

o MoE: The earlier you start discussions the better, because if you’re going to 
develop a strategy in Canada, you should start earlier. 

6) SFAB (Kristianson): We’re now in the process of renewing the sockeye annex under the 
PST. It doesn’t affect this year’s management, but it would be useful to have a briefing 
to this process on what’s happening.  

o Proposed: There could be updates in January and March. 

7) CSAB (Kershaw): Re commercial access to Fraser chinook, there are a lot of under-
utilized hatcheries that could be used. The WC fisheries all revolve around hatcheries 

o NTC: Currently there are domestic constraints in place for northern fisheries 
to address WCVI chinook, so there should be no relaxing of those. We not 
proposing a reduction of the NC ER of 3.2%. 
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o SFAB (Kristianson): We need a discussion on the constraints for WCVI 
chinook in the northern fisheries 

8) SFAB (Murphy): We need more discussion about the relationship between the IHPC and 
local roundtables. We should close the loop on discussions held last year. 

o SFAB: Whose duty is it to communicate to these roundtables? What about 
scope? 

o Chair: More clarity is needed on communication and representation. We can 
bring together the committee members for a wrap-up discussion to see if 
there are remaining issues.  

9) SFAB (Kristianson): There is also concern about the Sigurdson process and where it is 
going. It seems to be duplicating this process, with self-appointed reps. 

o DFO (Ryall): One element of PICFI was to work on co-management, which 
is what is being addressed there. We don’t see that group superseding the 
work of the IHPC. The IHPC process has come a long way, and while there is 
still much room for improvement, we don’t see the Sigurdson process taking 
anything away from this. 

o SFAB (Kristianson): If the same resources had been devoted to this process, 
we’d be much further ahead. 

o Secwepemc: I don’t know how FN were appointed to that process but we 
weren’t invited. We can only go to so many processes, so we have to make 
choices. There don’t seem to be minutes available. How do they report? 

o SFAB (Kristianson): One of the initial objectives was to improve FN 
representation. Money would have been better spent on improving this 
process. 

o CSAB (Sakich): I don’t see duplication in terms of stock status. They’re 
dealing with issues like catch monitoring that we couldn’t deal with 
effectively here. 

o SFAB (Murphy): At some point, what’s being learned in that process needs 
to be channeled back into existing processes. Inconsistency in their 
participation is another issue; they keep going round and round the same 
issues. 

10) Secwepemc requested an update on efforts to improve recreational catch monitoring 

11) UFFCA asked about data on sockeye mortality and Science advice on what to do. 

o Additional reference to work that Bert Ionson is doing on the north and south 
coasts and proceedings from the late-run sockeye workshop 

12) DFO (Ryall): Three weeks after the final May 6/7 IHPC meeting, DFO contacted some 
people with updated information on Fraser chinook based on the Albion test fishery. 
This has raised process questions. DFO has done some work internally to clarify 
responsibilities and improve its own communication. A second question is how to deal 
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with new information that comes in after consultation is done. DFO welcomes comments 
on how to improve the way staff respond to similar situations in future.  

13) CSAB (Kershaw): We need the data available on Fraser chum and steelhead 

o DFO ( Ryall): There will be presentations and further discussion on that 
tomorrow. 

North Coast breakout 
Participants:  Greg Knox, Greg Taylor, Tom Protheroe, Dave Peacock, Urs Thomas, Seigi 
Kreigl, Russ Jones, Jim Culp, Joy Thorkelson, Steven Groves, Ron Fowler, Jim Nightingale, 
John Kurtz, John McCullough, Chris Cue, Misty MacDuffy, Rob Morley 

 

Issues Identified: 

1. Skeena Watershed Initiative (next meeting Dec. 18 in Terrace) and Skeena 
Independent Science Review Panel (ISRP) recommendations 

• How will this process input into the development of the IFMP for 2009? Long 
term approach? 

• Meetings planned in January and February to try and provide input for 
March 

• Terms of Reference need to developed and shared 

• Representatives in the process need to be clarified and communicated. 

• Overview presentation on the SWI process requested 

• Socioeconomic review available at the Pacific Salmon Foundation web-site 

• DFO expectation for the process needs to be clarified. The Department’s 
response to recommendations in the report needs to be provided. DFO response 
outlined in letter from the RDG including: 

• Concern re: wild Skeena sockeye and chum and need to increase 
abundance 

• Chinook and coho concerns. Need to clarify allocation and distribution 
and identify mechanisms to respond to periods of low abundance 

• Steelhead concerns recognized 

• Compliance and monitoring needs to reviewed and improved 

• Intent is for Independent Science Review recommendations to inform the 
SWI process 

• Action: Request to circulate letter from RDG responding to Skeena report 

• MSC process and WSP implementation should inform management in 2009. 
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• Sockeye fisheries (incl. Skeena / Nass) will likely be certified in 2009 
with conditions. Conditions similar to the DFO response points above. 

• Action plan needs to be signed off by Department as lead management 
agency. Certifier then reviews action plan with peer review panel and 
public input and comment. 

• Plan is for certification in March 2009. 

• Where there is consensus between stakeholders, ISRP recommendations should 
be implemented in 2009. 

• SWI process should be discussed at each of the sector advisory processes. 
Stakeholder buy-in needs to be fostered. 

• Linkages between IHPC process and other processes (e.g. SWI, Somass 
roundtable, Salmon table, etc…) should be discussed e.g. updates from area 
processes to IHPC. 

• Concern that process is moving too slowly to implement actions for the 2009 
season. Meeting planned on Dec. 18 to move process forward. 

2. Skeena in-River Recreational Creel Survey needs to be developed for 2009 

• Framework to develop monitoring and compliance for all fisheries needs to be 
developed. Need for longer term planning to generate catch statistics. 

• Concerns about funding source for project. Potential for PICFI funding. 

• What is the appropriate creel survey design to deal with fluctuations in angler 
participation? Guided vs. un-guided anglers? 

• Project needs to be done over a series of years 

• Stock composition information should be collected 

• Fishery Monitoring and Catch Reporting framework consultation document for 
the commercial fishery 

• Consensus support for the recreational creel survey in the Skeena River in 2009 
as a first step in a longer term process to improve North Coast fisheries stock 
assessment. 

3. Stock Assessment 
1. Stock Composition Assessment: 

• Methods to rapidly assess stock composition need to be developed 
for in season fishery management for all fisheries. Relates to 
concerns about detecting changes in run timing, increased variation 
in stock abundance forecasts, etc… 

2. Coho assessment in area 1 and 2W:  assessment workshop held with Haida 
recently. Assessment protocol has been identified but funding to implement 
this work is limited. Annual cost approximately 60-80K for 10 streams. 
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3. CWT Issues:   

• North Coast Troll Head Retention Program: concerns about differences in 
programs between sectors (re: 40% of troll boats are required to retain 
100% of heads). Onerous requirement in years of abundance to retain the 
heads. 

• Action:  Area F and recreational sectors would like the Department to 
review the sampling requirements to meet CWT recovery objectives.   

• Action:  The Department should provide a technical report card to inform 
discussion 

• Potential to add to the NC IHPC agenda in March or a full IHPC agenda 
item on CWT issues and Mass Mark / Mark selective fisheries. 

• Samples need to be statistically representative. 

• Better communication of the issues (e.g. inter-sector, DFO science) 
required. 

• Need to assess potential impact of mass marking on CWT recoveries and 
effects on FN, commercial and recreational fisheries. What is the link 
between mass marking and effect on CWT recovery? 

4. WSP Benchmarks and IFMP Decision Rules 

• How will the benchmarks affect the development of reference points for stocks? 
Request for a stakeholder workshop. 

• Request to host workshops to explain how WSP benchmarks will be identified in 
areas around the coast. 

• Need to develop decision rules that take into account different possible scenarios 
in season 

• Need to discuss alternative management scenarios as they relate to management 
plans. 

5. Concern about implementation of consensus resolutions of the IHPC (e.g. 
licence review/licence holiday for 2008, CSAB funding)  

• Action: A formal explanation of the Departments rationale for dealing with 
unanimous resolutions should be provided to the IHPC in writing and explained 
as an agenda item at a subsequent meeting. (Consensus agreement)   

• Update on status of the licence review (see below) 

• Concerns about lack of CSAB funding. 

6. Budget: 

• Concerns about effect of Speech from Throne on Departmental activities 

• PST Salmon Endowment Funds are below original funding levels, and 
investment values are volatile. Likely impacts for 2-3 years on projects. 
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7. Department needs to continue in season calls with the recreational sector 

• Calls were very successful early in the season but were not held towards the end 
of the season. 

• Information on the calls has been very valuable. 

8. March meeting of the Northern IHPC  

• Interest in consolidating Northern issues prior to the full IHPC meeting in March 
(e.g. SC meeting in January provides similar opportunity in the South). 

• Action:  Proposal for a meeting of the NC IHPC in Prince Rupert on [date??? 
April 1] or by adding a day to or adding a NC breakout to the Mar. 25-26 IHPC 
meeting (CSAB plans to meet Mar. 24)  

• Scheduling the CSAB participation at the Mar. 25-26 IHPC meeting is 
challenging given the herring fishery is ongoing. 

9. Gwaii Haanas National Marine Protected Area. Discussion of potential impacts 
on salmon fisheries. 

• Northern issue. Need to discuss potential impact on net fisheries. 

• Dept. available to present to Area Harvest Committees 

• Potential implications on herring fishery if opportunities are available in the 
future. 

• Presentation planned at NC meeting of SFAB.   

• Potential to add this to the post-season review agenda. Add a 2nd day to the 
meeting? 

10. Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area (PNCIMA). How does this 
process link with the IHPC process? How does the IHPC participate in this process? 
Is it necessary? 

11. Licensing Review 

• Need for a thorough review of Licensing Policy, married licences, length 
restrictions, licence stacking 

• How will PST mitigation re WCVI troll fishery be implemented? 

• Action:  DFO to clarify timelines & actions re PST mitigation re WC troll 

• National Licence Fee review 

• Action: DFO to clarify timelines and actions re national licence fee review 

12. Area F Chinook Test Fishery.   

• Interest in a discussion of test fishery 

• Action: Department to discuss with area F the plan for the 2009 test fishery 

• Stock composition information is important 
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13. Coho (Area 6) and Chum (Area 3): Commercial access?   

• Chum DNA samples from area 3 will be assessed by the Department.   

• What are the origin of chum caught around Wales Island (are they US chum?)? 

• Interest in developing decision rules re commercial coho retention in Area 6 

14. Low abundance of Chinook, coho and chum in the central coast 

• Stock assessment concern about coho and low troll and recreational harvests in 
areas 7-10 suggests low overall abundance given historical catches. 

• Chum returns were very poor linked to 2005 ocean entry year. Some evidence 
that 2006 ocean entry year more optimistic, but recurrent poor ocean survival in 
central cost. 

• Rivers/Smiths sockeye returns continue to be very poor. 

• Prof. Routledge conducting a research study in Rivers Inlet (some changes in 
freshet, but marine survival has been poor, concentrations of predators) 

• Potential problems of planning to harvest strong enhanced Kitimat chum and 
pinks given other stocks of concern and wild chum 

15. Selective Fishing 

16. Share based fisheries 

• Area A, F, and Skeena Inland fishery 

• Department has issued a request for proposal for a contractor to review all 
commercial demonstration fisheries in 2008. The review should include socio-
economic information. 

• There is an interest in providing feedback from other sectors in for the 2008 
commercial demonstration projects. (e.g. potential interactions between other 
fleets and sectors; both benefits and costs)  

• There needs to be a rigorous review of lessons learned from demonstration 
fisheries to date and opportunities to discuss. 

• NMFS review of quota fisheries suggested as a potential review template 

• Area F interested in making the status of the demonstration fishery permanent. 

• Recreational sector interested in a review of the area F demonstration. 

17. IHPC Information Sharing 
Action:  DFO to expand list of web-links for providing information to IHPC members 
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TAVEL Certification Inc. 
99 Wyse Road, Suite 815 
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada 
B3A 4S5 
 
T:  (902) 422-4511 
F:  (902) 422-9780 

 
 
March 29, 2010 
 
Mr. Wylie Spicer 
Independent Adjudicator 
c/o Marine Stewardship Council 
Mountbarrow House, 3rd floor, 6-20 Elizabeth Street 
London, SW1W 9RB, UK 
 
Submitted via Email to BCSockeyeObjections@msc.org 
 
RE: Reconsideration of Final Report and Certificati on Determination for British Columbia 
Sockeye Salmon – Skeena and Nass Units of Certifica tion 
 
 
Dear Mr. Spicer, 
 
On February 9, 2010, the Independent Adjudicator (IA) received a completed notice of objection 
form submitted by the Gitksan Watershed Authorities, raising an objection in relation to the TAVEL 
Certification determination to certify the BC Skeena and Nass River sockeye fisheries with 
conditions in accordance with the MSC Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Fishing.  On 
February 26th, the IA deemed that the objection form was valid.   
 
The MSC Objections Procedure (TAB-D-023) allows for the IA to remand the determination to the 
Certification Body (CB) if he or she determines that:  

a) There was a serious procedural or other irregularity in the fishery assessment process that 
made a material difference to the fairness of the assessment; or (i.e. Part Four of the 
Objection Form) 

b) The score given by the CB in relation to one or more performance indicators cannot be 
justified, and the effect of the score in relation to one or more of the particular performance 
indicators in question was material to the outcome of the Determination because: 

i) The CB made a mistake as to a material fact; or 
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ii) The CB failed to consider material information put forward in the assessment 
process by the fishery or stakeholder; or 

iii) The scoring decision was arbitrary or unreasonable in the sense that no reasonable 
CB could have reached such a decision on the evidence available to it; (i.e. Part 
Five of the Objection) or 

c) It is necessary to remand the Determination in order to enable the CB to consider additional 
information described in Section 4.7.5 (b) and described in the notice of objection (i.e. Part 
Six of the Objection). 

The TAVEL Certification assessment team have therefore responded here, in relation to the above 
criteria, for each of those elements of the objection which were upheld by the MSC independent 
adjudicator, as described below in under Part Four. 

TAVEL Certification Inc and assessment team members for the BC Sockeye MSC Fishery 
Certification Assessment have reviewed the objector’s submission and the supplemental 
submissions from the certification client, the BC Salmon Marketing Council and Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada (DFO). 
 
TAVEL and its assessment team have provided responses to the issue raised by the objectors 
below.  We have not responded to comments from the certification client or from Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada as those comments are supportive of the certification decision outcome and do 
not raise new or different objection issues. 
 
DFO responded directly to the concerns raised by the objector that the Crown has a responsibility 
to consult with First Nations on changes to fisheries management which might impact the First 
Nations constitutional rights. As such, TAVEL Certification does not provide comment on this issue 
as it is outside our purview as a Certification Body. 
 
The team has considered all the information submitted during the objection process and has 
confirmed that there is neither any new evidence nor any persuasive presentation of existing 
evidence that cause the team to change any of the scores or the final outcome determination 
presented in the Final Certification Report, dated January 11, 2010. 
 
TAVEL Certification and the assessment team are committed to concluding this objection process 
as soon as possible. We are available to respond to the requirements of the next phase of the 
objection process at your earliest convenience. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Steve Devitt, TAVEL Certification Lead Auditor 
 
Karl English, M.Sc. Principle 1 Assessor 
Dana Schmidt, Ph.D.  Principle 2 Assessor 
 
cc: Christina Burridge, Project Consultant, BCSMC 
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1.0 Response to PART FOUR: OBJECTION PURSUANT TO PA RAGRAPH 4.8.2 (A) 

 
1.1 Paragraph 4.1 (a) of the MSC Notice of Objection form requests that Objectors identify: 
 

a) the procedure(s) that you or your organisation believe were omitted or incorrectly followed 
by the certification body in the conduct of this assessment and the relationship of these 
matters to the MSC’s procedural rules, as set out in the MSC Fisheries Certification 
Methodology, Fishery Assessment Methodology, TAB Directives or any other rules that were 
in force at the time of the assessment; and/or  

 
1.1.1 Objectors Submitted: 
 
The Gitksan recognize that participation in the certification process is voluntary.  However, this 
does not absolve the certifying agency of the responsibility to provide widespread notice of its 
activities and request input.  Together with other First Nations, the Gitksan have many demands on 
their time and resources.  Without having received an individual invitation to participate and 
information about the certification process, it was unreasonable for the certifying agency to expect 
that the Gitksan would even know about the process, let alone provide input.   

In particular, it is  insufficient and condescending for the certifying agency to state, as it did in 
response to a similar concern raised by the Gitanyow that:  “the MSC process has been ongoing 
for 8 years and there have been numerous requests for input from BC First Nations.  The 
Assessment Team has received input from other First Nataions (sic) and was aware that many 
First Nations were consulted during the ISRP process.” (Final Report, vol. 3, Appendix 9). 

 
TAVEL Response:   
 
As stated by the objectors, the MSC certification process is a voluntary process and as such 
Certification Bodies do not have the same consultations obligations that Fisheries and Oceans 
must provide to First Nations.  The Certification report demonstrates that Scientific Certification 
Systems, the initial Certification Body of record and TAVEL Certification have met the MSC 
Fisheries Certification Methodology requirements to notify stakeholders of the ongoing 
assessment. 
 
The objectors have stated that notice was not provided to the GItskan Watershed Authority, 
represented by Mr. Chris Barnes.  In 2005, Ken Wilson, a participant with the Sierra Club of 
Canada BC Chapter and associated with the Marine Conservation Caucus throughout the BC 
sockeye certification offered to contact First Nations on behalf of Dr. Chet Chaffee, of Scientific 
Certifications Systems (SCS), the certification body of record from 2003 to early 2008.  Below is 
the email text sent by Ken Wilson to many First Nations on behalf of SCS to notify First Nations of 
the MSC certification process and provide contacts for SCS.  Mr. Chris Barnes, of the Gitksan 
Watershed Authority and a representative of the Skeena Fisheries Commission was notified on this 
email of the fishery site visit. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Ken Wilson [mailto:wilsonkh@telus.net]  

Sent: April-20-05 8:21 PM 

To: BCAFC; Assembly of First Nation; Audrey Mayes; Bill Duncan; Bob Hill; Byron Louis; Cheam Fisheries; 

Cliff Atleo; Colleen (Colleen); Don Hall (Don Hall); Ed John, Herb George, Lydia Hwitsum (Ed John, Herb 

George, Lydia Hwitsum); Ernie Crey; Ernie Victor; Guujaaw Haida Nation; James Brotchie; Jeff Thomas; K. 

T. F. C.; Kowaintco.Shackelly@nta.nicolatribal.org (Kowaintco.Shackelly@nta.nicolatribal.org); KTFC Alvin 

Sewid (KTFC Alvin Sewid); Roxanna k Laviolette (Roxanna k Laviolette); Roy Alexander (Roy Alexander); 

"Russ Jones (Business Fax)"@pd2.baremetal.com; Shawn Atleo (Shawn Atleo); Songhees Fisheries; Stewart 

Philip UBCIC (Stewart Philip UBCIC); Wayne Jacob (Wayne Jacob); Willie Sam; Ahousaht Fisheries; Angela 

Wesley (Angela Wesley); April Maloney (April Maloney); Barney Stirling; Bev Carpenter; Chris Barnes; Cliff 

Lummi Nation (Cliff Lummi Nation); Clifford Atleo Jr; Craig Manson; 'Darrel McKamey'; Dave Moore; Denise 

Gurney (Denise Gurney); Diane Urban (Diane Urban); 'Ernie Crey'; Fred Fortier; Gary Graves; Mathison; 

Gerald Amos (Gerald Amos); Guuduniia; Howard Grant; Hugh Braker (Hugh Braker); Jamie James; 'Jen 

Thomas'; Jonathon Joe; Keith Rinnes; ken Malloway; Kevin Timothy; Kim Duncan; KTFC Max (KTFC Max); 

Larry George; 'Leah George Wilson'; Marcel Shepert (Marcel Shepert); 'Marcel_Guay@Hotmail.Com'; Martina 

Shackelly; Marty W; Mike Staley; Neil Sterritt (Neil Sterritt); 'Neil Todd'; Nigel Haggan (Nigel Haggan); Ovide 

Mercredi (Ovide Mercredi); Oweekeno Fisheries; Paul W Seward; Peter Edgar; Peter James; Randy Lewis; 

Ray Noble; Rebeca Reid; Reg Moody; Rick Krehbiel (Rick Krehbiel); Robert Lagasse; Ronald Charlie; Russ 

Jones (Russ Jones); Shawn Atleo Receptionist (Shawn Atleo Receptionist); Stacey E Fox (Stacey E Fox); 

Susan Anderson Behn (Susan Anderson Behn); Tlazten Fisheries (Tlazten Fisheries); Tony Jacobs; Tony 

Malloway; 'Vicki Sparrow'; 'Wayne Jacob'; 'Bill Spenst'; 'Cheri Ayers'; 'Clem Seymour'; 'Clifford Ryan'; 'Craig 

Orr'; 'Dianne Francios'; 'Heiltsuk Fisheries'; 'Howie Wright'; 'Jessica Bratty'; 'Mario Narte'; 'Martin Edwards'; 

'Matt Thomas'; 'Penelakut Tribe'; 'Qualicum First Nation'; 'Robert Hope'; 'Saanich Tribal Fisheries'; 'Seabird 

First Nation'; 'Skeetchestn Indian Band' 

Cc: chaffe3@attglobal.net 

Subject: RE: Are BC sockeye fisheries sustainable? 

 

The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC,  http://www.msc.org/ )  is an independent non-profit 

organisation that promotes responsible fishing practices ( not to be confused with the MCC or Marine 

Conservation Caucus here in BC ). The Marine Stewardship Council has developed a set of standards that 

are being used to assess whether or not selected salmon fisheries in BC are managed in a way that is 

sustainable.  DFO has made a submission to have fisheries for Fraser sockeye, Skeena sockeye, and Barkley 

sound Sockeye fisheries assessed against the MSC standards. Fish harvested from those  fisheries that are 

found to be sustainable will have access to European Union markets in 2006 and beyond and may enjoy 

improved access to other markets and improved prices as well. If a particular fishery is found to NOT to 

meet the MSC standard for sustainable fishing, there will be an incentive for DFO and harvesters to work 

together to improve management in order to meet the standards set by the MSC.  

 Over the next few weeks, a team of four scientists headed by Chet Chaffee will be conducting an 

independent review of DFO’s management practices to determine if the MSC standards are being met for 

these sockeye fisheries. Mr Chaffee is eager to speak with First Nations and their technical people involved 

with the management and harvest of sockeye, and seek your views on management of sockeye fisheries in 
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BC. If you wish to have a voice in this process, I urge you to contact Chet Chaffee immediately (contact 

information below), and arrange to speak with him and provide your views. If you wish to talk with me 

about this process please feel free to get in touch (office 604-301-0418 or cell 604-831 5328, 

wilsonkh@telus.net) . If possible, please circulate this notice and bring this issue to the attention of anyone 

you feel may wish to comment but who is not on the list. Thank you.  

  

Ken Wilson  

   

Contact information for: 
Chet Chaffee 
SCS 
2004 Sunnyview Lane 
Mountain View, CA  94040 
USA 
Tel:  650-969-1366 
Fax: 650-969-4731 
chaffe3@attglobal.net 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Mr. Wilson’s email demonstrates that notification was given to First Nations in British Columbia. 
Among his contacts was the BC Assembly of First Nations, who are recognized as a First Nation 
representation organization. 
 
As demonstrated in the DFO response to the Giktsan objection, submitted by Nada Bouffard on 
March 19, 2010; DFO, at the request of the fishery client, (BCSMC), and the certification body at 
that time (SCS) conducted a mass notification to approximately 120 First Nation related email 
addresses to inform First Nation stakeholders of the ongoing comment period for the BC sockeye 
pre-peer review draft report. 
 
In their objection response, DFO also included copies of the final meeting minutes of the Integrated 
Harvest Planning Committee from November 2008 which clearly demonstrate that the MSC 
process was discussed in detail on the first day and was discussed on the second day recap 
session when Mr. Barnes was present representing the Skeena Fisheries Commission. 
 
Finally, in the Final Certification Report, Volume 3, Appendix 9, TAVEL Certification responded to 
comments from the Gitanyow Fisheries Authority.  In that letter, the Chief Negotiator, Mr. Glen 
Williams included Mr. Barnes, of the Skeena Fisheries Commission via carbon copy.  This is 
important because both the Gitanyow Fisheries Authority and the Gitksan Watershed Authorities 
are both listed as member nations of the Skeena Fisheries Commission. 
 
TAVEL concludes that Mr. Barnes received sufficient notification, in keeping with the requirements 
of the MSC Fisheries Certification Methodology.  Furthermore, we contend that Mr. Barnes was 
directly notified of the certification process in 2005, was updated about the progression of the 
project in 2008 during the IHPC meetings and was aware of the submission made by the Gitanyow 
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Fisheries Authority in August 2009.  TAVEL Certification did not receive any comments or contact 
from Mr. Barnes or other members of the Gitksan Watershed Authorities. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As relates to paragraph 4.8.2 (a) of the objection procedure. “There was a serious procedural or 
other irregularity in the fishery assessment process that made a material difference to the fairness 
of the assessment (i.e. Part Four of the Objection)”. 
 
This response demonstrates that there is, therefore, no evidence of any irregularities in the 
application of MSC procedures (notably the Fishery Certification Methodology v6), nor is there 
evidence or irregularities that would affect the fairness of the assessment.  
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