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Lake Superior Restoration 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Lake Superior lake trout are arguably one of the best examples of native species restoration. Heavy fishing pressure initiated the decline of lake trout during the late 1940’s and 50’s and then proliferation of sea lamprey pushed lake trout to the brink. Aggressive management tactics aided the recovery of lake trout and stocks are now self-sustaining. 



Map: Nieland et al. (2008) 

Wisconsin Waters of Lake Superior 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Lake Superior is divided into “lake trout management units”. This framework helps the agencies responsible for fisheries management compare stock assessments across space. In Wisconsin, much of our stock assessment work concentrates on WI-2, as these waters receive the highest levels of fishing pressure. While quotas for WI-2 have been reduced during recent years, the level of harvest still exceeds that of any other unit across Lake Superiors south shore.



State-Tribal Fishing Agreement 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The state and the tribes have agreed that negotiating the terms for fisheries management in Wisconsin waters of Lake Superior benefits each of the parties to a greater degree than the alternative to such an agreement. This document outlines the process for how the state-tribal technical committee will evaluate stock status, which leads to recommendations for total allowable harvest quotas. The document also spells out how the quota is to be divided amongst the three parties. I think everyone is aware that this Agreement, if not reaffirmed or renegotiated, is set to expire on November 27, 2016. Both the state and the tribes have been meeting regularly to discuss the Agreement, yet due to the confidential nature of the negotiations, I cannot report any more at this time. In addition, while an appropriate quota for the upcoming fishing season has not been decided, we are proceeding in good faith with the expectation that the quota will be similar to last year.



14,947 = Avg. Sport Harvest (2005-14) 

9,800 = State Sport Allocation (2015-16) 

WI-2 Sport Fishery Under Permanent Rule 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
With the old regulation (which in state statute is currently the permanent rule; i.e., 3 fish limit, 15” minimum, only 1 >25”, all part of 5 trout total limit), we have a reasonable expectation of what harvest by sport anglers might be. Between 2005 and 2014, the average harvest was approximately 15,000 lake trout. However, the entire state allocation for the 2014-15 fishing season was 14,700 lake trout. State statute also requires that we manage a commercial fishery composed of 10 state-licensed operators. With 1/3 of the state lake trout allocation going to state-licensed commercial operators and 2/3 going to sport fishermen, we were left with just 9,800 lake trout for sport fishermen. Given that this allocation is roughly half of what has been harvested under the permanent rule, we needed to make significant changes to sport fishing regulations.



Effectiveness of Emergency Rules 

• 2015: Below average ice year 
  Lower Effort 

• 2016: Below average ice year 
   Saxon Harbor  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ultimately, the regulation in 2015  that was decided on was 1 fish in a 20-25” slot and 1 fish over 35” and in 2016 was 2 fish in a 20-25” slot and 1 fish over 40”. The bulk of the fish that have been harvested by sport anglers have fallen into the slot. In addition, based on our creel estimates the total harvest fell below the quota.



• Hooking mortality may be as high as 38% in Lake Superior 

Recent Research  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Both commercial fishermen and some sport fishermen have seen increased numbers of small/young fish. This was expected (and predicted by the SCAA model) because there were 2 large cohorts (2007 and 2008 year-classes) that have moved into the fishery and are now susceptible to harvest. Through all of this, we have NOT argued that there are no fish. Rather, our argument has been that the decline in spawning stock biomass has been abrupt, and given the longevity of the species, we need to be very mindful about the levels of harvest that we impose upon the stock. Recent research indicate that Lake Trout may suffer higher catch and release mortality than we previously believed.



• Hooking mortality may be as high as 38% in Lake Superior 
• 25% of the 2016 population are under 20 inches 
• 33% of harvest 2010-2014 was under 20 inches 

Recent Research  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Based on this new information we feel that the 15-20 inch portion of the population should be harvestable if caught. Leaving the 20-25 inch slot, which comprises 60% of the population, would subject a third of previous harvest to potential 38% catch and release mortality. However allowing harvest of the 15-20 inch Lake Trout will increase harvest and potentially lead to a season closure.



• Sport fishing quota will likely be similar to last year 
 

• No “fine tune knob” exists to control sport harvest 
 

• Triggers will be implemented so that quota is not exceeded 
 

• Final decisions will be based on input from all stakeholders 
 

Conditions to Future Regulations 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
All of this brings us to the premise of the meeting today. While negotiators are still working on the issues associated with the fishing agreement, we anticipate that sport fishing quotas are likely to be similar to last years level. With that said, its important to emphasis that an “easy” button does not exist for the situation we are dealing with and there is not a “fine tune knob” for adjusting sport fishing regulations so that the final harvest comes in at one fish below the quota. For this reason, triggers will be implemented so that we are sure we will not exceed our quota. While this group is largely composed of sport anglers, we will be soliciting input from all stakeholders. Stakeholders need to mindful of the fact that the quota is our sideboard and if we are too aggressive with our regulation options we run the risk of ending the season early. I don’t want anyone here to be misled… I’m not talking about ending the season during the second week in September… I’m talking about the risk of ending the season in spring or early summer.



Lower Risk Higher Risk 

Regulation Options and Associated Risk 

#1 Harvest Slot = 15-25” (1 Bag) May approach quota 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Option #1 (15-25 1 bag) based on 2016 effort we may not reach the quota, but using the average effort the fishery could be closed by Sept 15. This is an estimated date of closure based on average effort and catch rates, this could be even earlier if we have a good ice year or a change in effort or catch rates.



Lower Risk Higher Risk 

Regulation Options and Associated Risk 

#2 Harvest Slot = 15-25” (2 Bag) 
 May exceed quota 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Option #2 (15-25, 2 bag) could end the season by the beginning of September. Again, this is an estimated date of closure based on average effort and catch rates, this could be even earlier if we have a good ice year or a change in effort or catch rates.



Lower Risk Higher Risk 

Regulation Options and Associated Risk 

#3 Harvest = 15” Minimum  
One over 25” (2 Bag) May exceed quota 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Option #3 (15 minimum one over 25, 2 bag) could end the season by the beginning of August. Again, this is an estimated date of closure based on average effort and catch rates, this could be even earlier if we have a good ice year or a change in effort or catch rates.



Lower Risk Higher Risk 

Regulation Options and Associated Risk 

#4 Harvest = 20-25”         
One over 40” (2 Bag) May exceed quota 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Option #4 (20-25 one over 40, 2 bag) could end the season by the middle of August. Again, this is an estimated date of closure based on average effort and catch rates, this could be even earlier if we have a good ice year or a change in effort or catch rates.



Regulation Options and Associated Risk 

Option Description Risk 

#1 Harvest Slot = 15-25” (1 Bag) May approach quota 

#2 Harvest Slot = 15-25” (2 Bag) 
 May exceed quota 

#3 Harvest = 15” Minimum  
One over 25” (2 Bag) May exceed quota 

#4 Harvest = 15-25”         
One over 40” (2 Bag) May exceed quota 



Invoking Triggers 

• Estimates are Estimates  
• Season closure could occur much earlier 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I need to emphasize again what I mean by triggers. I’ve developed an example here using the variability in sport harvest by month from the 2010-2014 fishing seasons, As you can see, there could be considerable harvest during the ice fishery and as we move into summer, we could quickly surpass the limit from the 2017 season. I’m presenting this as an example, because if we are too aggressive, a situation like this could come to fruition. Thus, if you are prepared to advocate for one of the riskier options, then you are also advocating for a shorter season.



Questions 
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