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Abstract 
The second expedition to study the mechanisms that regulate the production of Pacific salmon in general and 

returning to North America in particular covered an area of approximately 648,000 km2 between March 11 

and April 7, 2020 with an international research team of 12 scientists from Canada, Russia and the United 

States. The expedition leaders, Dr. Richard Beamish and Dr. Brian Riddell of Canada, secured funding for 

this expedition from governmental, industry and private individuals. A major objective was to determine if 

the high-seas catches could be used as an early indication of future returns to the North American rivers. In 

total, 566 salmon (234 Chum salmon, 118 Coho salmon, 51 Sockeye salmon, 136 Pink, 26 Chinook salmon, 

and 1 Steelhead trout) were caught during the trawl survey. The total catches were larger but more patchy 

than in the 2019 expedition. There were larger catches of immature first winter fish of several species which 

complicates the comparison between years, but provides larger samples needed to test hypotheses that the 

early ocean growth is the major factor regulating salmonids production. Oceanographic analyses need to be 

completed to help explain the distributions and differences between 2019 and 2020 surveys. These two 

expeditions were the first major studies of the winter ecology of Pacific salmon in decades and were in 

association with the International Year of the Salmon, which is planning a third study in 2021. Together, 

these expeditions highlight the need for continued international research to identify the mechanisms that 

regulate the production of Pacific salmon rearing in the Gulf of Alaska. 

Keywords: Pacific salmon, Sockeye salmon, Chum salmon, Pink salmon, Coho salmon, Chinook salmon, 

Steelhead trout, myctophids, pelagic community, squid, winter salmon ecology, Tarletonbeania crenularis 
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Introduction 

This is the second, privately organized study of the factors affecting the production of Pacific 

salmon in the Gulf of Alaska in the winter. The first expedition in the Gulf of Alaska in February–

March 2019 (Pakhomov et al. 2019) was the first comprehensive study of the factors affecting the 

production of Pacific salmon in the winter in the Gulf of Alaska, where many Pacific salmon, 

including most salmon originating from British Columbia, spend their winter. Winter is the least 

studied and thus least understood period in the life history of Pacific salmon, yet it is believed to be 

a time when their abundance is strongly affected. There is a general understanding that ocean and 

climate conditions are major factors regulating salmon abundances. However, the reasons for 

increasing and decreasing trends in abundance are not known (Beamish et al. 2004). Thus, there is a 

critical need to study Pacific salmon in winter in the open ocean to identify the fundamental 

mechanisms regulating salmon production and increase accuracy of forecasts. The International 

Year of the Salmon was established to demonstrate the opportunities for discovery by working 

together as a team of international researchers (NPAFC Special Publication No. 1). The first 

expedition and this second expedition are part of this international effort. 

The second International Gulf of Alaska winter expedition was carried out in March–April of 2020. 

This survey was a continuation of the first scientific effort. The main goals were to gather 

information on salmon winter ecology including stock specific biomass estimations, spatial 

distribution, biological (fish health, food availability, and species interaction) and oceanographic 

conditions. The specific objectives for the second Gulf of Alaska winter expedition as outlined in 

Beamish and Riddell (2020) were as follows: 

a) To determine if the winter abundance of Pacific salmon in the Gulf of Alaska is an early 

indication of future adult returns to rivers on the west coast of Canada and the United States; 

b) To test hypotheses that the abundances of adult Pacific are strongly influenced by an ability to 

survive the first ocean winter; 

c) To assess this unknown portion of the life cycle of Pacific salmon and the factors determining the 

variability of production of Pacific salmonids in the North Pacific; 

d) To establish a greater research capacity and network of international scientists to determine the 

mechanisms that regulate the production of Pacific salmon in a future of changing ocean 

ecosystems. 

This is a preliminary report of the results of the second expedition with a brief comparison of results 

of the two expeditions. Analyses of the first expedition are continuing and just beginning for this 

second expedition. It is planned to have participants of both expeditions meet sometime in the future 

when it is safe (COVID-19 impacts) to finalize the interpretations and prepare a final peer reviewed 

report. All participants agreed that all data collected will be publicly available. 
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Materials and Methods 

Survey logistics 

A trawl survey focused on overwintering Pacific salmon was conducted in the Gulf of Alaska (GoA) 

from March 11 to April 7, 2020 onboard the 37 m long chartered trawler Pacific Legacy. The survey 

area covered ~648,500 km2 (Figure 1). The expedition was supported through private fundraising by 

R.J. Beamish and B. Riddell with support primarily from the commercial fishing industry and 

private donors as well as some support from governmental and academic institutions. An 

international science crew consisted of twelve specialists: six from Canada, three from the USA and 

three from Russia. The science team included experts on Pacific salmon, other associated fishes, 

plankton and oceanography. 

The survey area and sampling protocols followed the NPAFC Documents 1807 Rev. 1, 1808, and 

1870 (Beamish, Riddell 2020, NPAFC 2018, Somov 2018). The field sampling was designed to 

maximize processing of samples at sea. The expedition was divided into two legs with a midway 

port call in Prince Rupert, BC. Station sampling order was determined based on 2019 GoA 

expedition catch data and weather systems. The first leg (March 11 to 25) covered the southern part 

of the study area and focused areas where the largest catches of Chum salmon, Pink salmon and 

Coho salmon were encountered in 2019. The second leg (March 26 to April 7) was intended to 

target the northern GoA where the largest catches of Sockeye salmon had been encountered in 2019 

and with added stations within the USA Exclusive Economic Zone EEZ (US EEZ). However, the 

departure of USA scientists (due to the COVID-19 pandemic at the port call in Prince Rupert) meant 

that the fishing permit to operate in the US EEZ was void. Augmented by bad weather conditions in 

the northern GoA, the northern stations were cancelled. Consequently, the observations during the 

second leg focused on the southeastern GoA with replication of high catch stations and with fishing 

south of the original study grid. This focus on the southern stations allowed a greater effort to try to 

locate abundances of pink salmon which were not in the northern area of the 2019 survey. In total, 

49 stations and 52 trawl sets were completed in the main research area with an average distance 

between stations of 60 nmi (Figure 1). 

The typical survey stations conducted during both daylight and night times consisted of:  

(1) CTD and water samples to 300m using Niskin bottles with messengers 
(2) Environmental DNA (eDNA) water sample from 3–5 m depth 
(3) Bongo net (0.5 m2, 250 µm mesh) vertical tow down to 250 m 
(4) Juday net (0.1 m2

 mouth area, 160 µm mesh) vertical tow down to 200 m 
(5) Surface trawl net and deeper trawl net set 
(6) Fish behaviour observation using GoPro cameras attached to net  
(7) Acoustic recording – ongoing throughout expedition 
(8) Marine mammal and bird recording – ongoing throughout expedition 

CTD deployment and processing  

At each station a SeaBird 19 CTD equipped with fluorescence and oxygen sensors was deployed to 

300 m depth at 1 m s-1. Data were processed onboard and binned into 1 m depth intervals.  
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Water sample collection 

In conjunction with each CTD, water was collected using Niskin bottles at 3.5 m, 5 m, 25 m, 50 m, 

100 m, and 300 m depths. The 3.5 m sample was exclusively used for eDNA analysis (4000 ml). 

Nutrient samples (13 ml) were collected from all other depths. In addition to nutrients, water 

samples from 5 m depth were collected for phytoplankton pigments (HPLC; 2000 ml), 

phytoplankton taxonomy (200 ml), and Particulate Organic Matter (POM; 4000 ml). At some 

stations only 3.5 m and 5 m water samples collected due to sea conditions.  

Oceanographic water processing 

Samples were taken below deck for onboard processing, within 30 minutes of collection. For HPLC, 

water was stored in dark bottles until filtration when 2000 ml was filtered through a 0.7 mm 

Whatman GF/F 47 mm filter. Filters were immediately transferred to a cryo-vial, flash-frozen in 

liquid nitrogen, and transferred to dry ice for long-term storage. Samples for phytoplankton 

taxonomy comprised 200 ml of water preserved with 6 drops of Lugol’s solution. POM samples 

comprised replicate 2000 ml samples were filtered onto different pre-combusted Whatman 

GF/F 25 mm filters. After filtration, 2.5 ml of 1 M HCl was added to one of the filters and let to 

stand for 30 seconds before draining and rinsing the funnel with filtered seawater. Each filter was 

folded in half within a piece of tinfoil and stored in the -20 °C freezer. Nutrient samples (13 ml) 

were stored in the -20 °C freezer immediately post-collection. POM samples are designated to be 

analyzed for carbon / nitrogen content and stable carbon and nitrogen isotopes.  

eDNA water processing 

Samples were processed immediately after collection in 10 L carboys. To collect eDNA, sample 

water was filtered through duplicate 0.22 µm Sterivex filters (EMD Millipore) by using a peristaltic 

pump with a 10 ml single-use plastic pipettes inserted into the carboy connected to re-usable tubing. 

After filtering 2 L of water through each filter, the filter ends were dried by pumping air through 

them. Finally, the filters were closed with a Luer-Lock adapter on one and Hemato-Seal on the other 

port, wrapped in parafilm, placed in small whirl packs and kept at -80 ºC until DNA extraction. All 

bench work was conducted in a sterile, clean environment and all tubing and collection bottles were 

cleaned between sites using 2% NaOCl for 20 min, followed by rinsing with dH2O, rinsing in 

0.1 mM sodium thiosulfate, and a final rinsing with dH2O. 

Bongo net zooplankton collection 

Zooplankton were collected using a bongo net at each oceanography station. The net (250 µm mesh, 

50 cm diameter) was deployed to a depth of 250 m and retrieved vertically at 1 m s-1. Volume 

filtered was determined using General Oceanics flowmeters by multiplying effective distance 

travelled (m) by the mouth area (m2). At some stations the bongo net was not deployed due to 

marine conditions. 

After deployment, the bongo net contents were rinsed down into the cod end. Using filtered 

seawater, samples from one cod end were rinsed into a jar and preserved in 4 % formaldehyde for 

future taxonomic analysis. The other cod end was rinsed into a sieve and transferred below deck 

where it was subsequently size fractionated (250–500 µm, 500–1000 µm, 1000–2000 µm, 2000–

4000 µm, and >4000 µm) onto pre-weighed and pre-combusted 47 mm GF/F filters. Individuals 
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larger than 4000 µm were identified to species level, measured, and transferred to individual 

Eppendorf tubes. All size fractionated zooplankton samples were stored on dry ice.  

Juday net zooplankton collection  

To ensure comparability with previously obtained data in Russian high-seas expeditions 

zooplankton was also sampled at each station using the Juday net with mouth area 0.1 m2
 and 

filtering mesh size 0.168 µm. Vertical tows 0–200 m were conducted at every station. The net was 

towed at a speed ~1 m/sec. Samples were preserved in 4% formalin for further laboratory analysis 

(Volkov, 2008). 

 

Trawl operations 

Trawl sets conducted using the NPAFC 1142 research trawl net with a 4 mm gauge liner and 12 mm 

mesh size in the cod end. This new net was built to have an opening similar to the RT 80/396 trawl 

(10 mm cod end mesh) net used by northwest Pacific high-sea research in Russia and used during 

the 2019 GoA expedition and the net fished by NOAA in coastal surveys in Alaska that is proposed 

to be used by the US team in the 2021 expedition (NPAFC Doc. 1922 (Rev. 1)).  The net was 

designed to be fishable from the Canadian new research vessel CCGS Sir John Franklin. The net 

was constructed with support of the IYS research plan for 2021 surveys. To keep the effective trawl 

opening near the surface, two large floats (72 cm in diameter each) were attached to the headrope 

with two pairs of smaller floats (39 cm in diameter each) attached to the wing tips. To increase the 

vertical opening of the net, two chains (272 kg) were attached to the footrope. Thyboron type 15 

trawl doors (4.5 m2 and 1135 kg each) were attached to the trawl via 46 m door legs rigged in a 

configuration to sustain horizontal opening. Declared opening of this net (according to 

supplementary documentation) was 45.7 m in horizontal and 30 m in vertical directions. The actual 

vertical opening (measured using 2 RBR sensors attached to both head- and footrope) was typically 

18–22 m during surface sets and 8–10 m during deep sets (at 30 m headrope depth). Horizontal 

opening was not measured directly, and calculated using the formula designed for the similar 

RT 80/396 trawl: 

 
where a – horizontal opening (m), b – measured vertical opening (m), ν – trawling speed (kt), h – 

headrope depth (m), l – warp length (m) (Shuntov, Bocharov et al. 2006) 

 

Where repeated high salmon catches were encountered during a surface set, a deeper set was also 

carried out to increase the number of samples. Three deep sets were performed over the course of 

the expedition.  

Throughout the survey, the average calculated horizontal opening range was 42–45 m for surface 

sets and 50–51 m for deep sets; average trawling speed was 4.9–5.2 knots; warp length averaged 

245 m for surface trawls and 391 m for deeper sets; averaged swept area using estimated horizontal 

opening was 0.40 km2 for surface trawls and 0.43 km2 for deeper trawls; trawl mouth opening 

averaged 650 m2 for surface trawls and 394 m2 for deeper trawls; filtered volume averaged 6.1*10-3 

km3 for surface trawls and 3.5*10-3 km3 for deeper trawls. 
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For comparison, during 2019 expedition averaged technical trawl parameters were the following: 

horizontal opening - 38.4 m, vertical opening - 32.2 m, speed - 4.4 knots, warps - 250 m, swept area 

- 0.31 km2, trawl mouth opening - 969 m2 and filtered volume - 7.8*10-3 km3. Technical parameters 

of each trawl are represented in table 4. 

Catch processing 

All salmon and bycatch species were processed immediately following each trawl. All salmon were 

identified to species, fitted with a floy tag on the caudal peduncle (to identify the specimen) and 

measured for fork length, standard length, and weight. Numerous samples were taken from each 

salmon: fin clips for genetic analysis; scales for ageing and growth rate; otoliths for ageing and early 

marine growth, checking for hatcheries marks and tags; muscle samples for energy density, lipids, 

stable isotopes, fatty acid analyses and stomachs for diet analysis. A subsample of the salmon catch 

(up to 15 specimens per species per trawl) was processed for fish health diagnostics. Non-salmon 

nekton species were identified, enumerated, measured, and a subsample was frozen or preserved in 

formaldehyde for subsequent laboratory analyses in Canada and Russia. Micronekton (mesopelagic 

fish, squid) and jellyfishes were identified to the species level, counted, measured, weighed, and a 

subset preserved for subsequent lab analyses.  

Trawl bycatch and salmon biogeochemistry sampling  

Muscle samples for stable isotope and fatty acid analyses were collected from up to 100 individuals 

per salmon species per set. Stable isotope samples were preserved in a -20°C freezer and the fatty 

acid samples were preserved on dry ice. 

Stable isotope and fatty acid samples were also collected from most bycatch species from most 

trawls. If individuals were small (< 20 cm), up to 10 individuals from each size class from a trawl 

were collected for isotopes and up to five individuals from each size class were collected for fatty 

acid analysis. If individuals were large (≥ 20 cm), a piece of the muscle was taken for isotope and 

/or fatty acid analyses. Isotope samples were preserved in the -20 °C freezer and fatty acid samples 

were preserved on dry ice. 

Samples of non-gelatinous micronekton were collected for all common species for traits analysis 

(morphological traits - body shape and size, categorized behavioral traits – diel vertical migration). 

Up to 10 individuals per species were preserved in the -20 °C freezer.  

Salmon health sampling 

Up to 15 salmon per set, 145 salmon total during the expedition, were dissected in an aseptic 

environment to assess the health of Pacific salmon during the winter. Tissue samples from gill, 

heart, kidney, spleen, pyloric caeca, liver, muscle, and brain were preserved in RNAlater. These 

samples will be tested for the presence of pathogen nucleic acid and host gene expression using a 

high throughput qPCR screen on the Fluidigm microfluidics platform (Miller et al. 2016). Tissue 

samples from gill, heart, anterior and posterior kidney, spleen, pyloric caeca, liver, muscle, and brain 

were preserved in 10% neutral buffered formalin for future histopathological evaluation.  

Additionally, tissue samples from the head kidney were frozen for analysis of key pathogens, blood 

samples were collected for analysis of IGF1 were frozen for parasite studies. All processed carcasses 

and whole body carcasses of salmon that were not sampled were frozen whole for additional 

analysis in the laboratory. 
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Salmon and nekton abundance estimations 

Total salmon and nekton abundance and biomass were calculated using the formula:  

N (B) = Q *S / 1,000,000 

where N, B is the number and biomass of species (thousand tons and million fish); Q is the average 

distribution density of species within the survey area (individuals or kg per km2); and S is the survey 

area (km2). The distribution density index Q is calculated using number and weight of each 

individual species in the given catch (n or b), the trawl swept area (s), and the catchability 

coefficient of the species (k) according to the formula: q = n (b) / k * s. For more details on the 

applied method see two technical reports (Volvenko 1999, Volvenko 2000). Catchability 

coefficients for major nekton species are presented in a series of Atlases issued by the TINRO-

Center (Shuntov, Bocharov et al. 2003) and will need to be adapted to the survey on the Pacific 

Legacy. Given the 4 mm mesh size in the NPAFC 1142 trawl cod end, catchability coefficients for 

individuals less than 2 cm in length (e.g. squid juveniles, myctophids) were restricted to 0.1 (Table 

3). Trawl catchability coefficient for maturing and immature Pacific salmon aged n.1+ or older was 

0.3, and most juvenile salmon in their first marine year had a catchability coefficient of 0.4. 

However, quickly growing Pink salmon and Coho salmon spending one year at sea had a trawl 

catchability coefficient equal to 0.3 (Table 1).  

Salmon diet analysis 

Stomach contents were collected and analyzed onboard following an express method (Чучукало, 

Волков 1986; Чучукало 2006; Volkov 2008). In short, 10–20 stomachs from each salmon size 

group (<30, 30-40, 40-50, >50 cm) were collected and the fullness of each stomach was estimated 

(from 0 – empty to 4 – very full). The stomach contents were weighed and identified to the lowest 

taxonomic level possible and the digestion state was estimated visually (from 1 - fresh food to 4 - 

completely digested). Diet composition was visually estimated, and nekton and planktonic 

components were weighted separately. The feeding intensity index (ISF) was calculated as weight of 

the stomach contents divided by fish weight and multiplied by 10,000 (Volkov 2008). To ensure the 

accuracy of the onboard analysis, individual stomach contents were frozen and kept for laboratory 

confirmation at UBC. To calculate condition factor (CF) we used Fulton’s formula: 

CF=W*100000/FL3, where W - weight, g, FL - full length, cm. 

Salmon scale analysis 

To estimate the marine age of salmon, scale analysis was done onboard for Sockeye salmon, Chum 

salmon, and Chinook salmon. Since Coho salmon and Pink salmon spend only one winter in the 

ocean, their scales were not analysed. Several scales of each fish (2-4) were placed between two 

microscope slides. Photos of scale samples for fish larger than 35 cm fork length (FL) were taken 

through a microscope. Marine age was estimated by counting ocean annuli separated by narrow, 

closely-spaced circuli.  Salmon less than 35 cm FL were assumed to be first ocean winter. Salmon 

that are caught in the trawl net lose many of their scales which results in most scale samples not 

taken from the preferred area (above or below lateral line between dorsal and anal fins). 

Consequently, it was not possible to estimate freshwater age and only marine age was distinguished. 

Thus, for species that spend several years in both freshwater and ocean (Sockeye salmon, Chinook 

salmon) age was defined as n.1, n.2 etc., where n – is unidentified freshwater age, and digit – marine 

age. The age of Chum salmon, which spend less than one year in freshwater, was defined as 0.1, 0.2, 

etc. 
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Additional activities 

Additional sampling and procedures conducted during the survey included documentation of marine 

mammals and birds (continuous), underwater video recording of fish behaviour within the trawl net, 

and video recording of marine mammals during daylight hours (GoPro cameras). 

Sampling data entry and organization  

All data collected in this second expedition will be available through the Tula Foundation and Hakai 

Institute (NPAFC Doc. 1913 Rev. 3 2020) with arrangements within the Global Ocean Observing 

System (GOOS) which will be identified as IYS-GOOS. 

 

Figure 1. Expedition stations sampled during March-April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska. 
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Preliminary findings 

Pacific salmon 

Salmon were caught in 29 out of 52 trawl sets (Figure 2). Of the 52 sets completed in 2020, 49 were 

surface trawls and salmon catches from those trawls were used to estimate average catch, frequency 

of occurrence, and total abundance and biomass (Table 1, Table 3). In total, 566 salmon were 

caught, including 234 Chum salmon, 118 Coho salmon, 51 Sockeye salmon, 136 Pink salmon, 26 

Chinook salmon and 1 Steelhead trout. Despite fewer trawls in 2020 (n=52) compared to 2019 

(n=58), 140 more salmon were caught. Salmon distribution in 2020 was very irregular, with the 

majority of specimens (n=397, 70%) being caught during two trawls (Figure 2, Table 4). The 

average salmon catch in 2020 was 11.5 individuals (5.9 kg) per trawl compared to 7.3 individuals 

(6.8 kg) per trawl in 2019. However, when the two largest sets of 2020 (trawl 3 and 4) were 

excluded, average in 2020 was only 3.4 individuals (2 kg) per trawl, average salmon catch in 2019 

without two the most abundant sets were 6.1 individuals (5.5 kg). Similar to the 2019 survey, Chum 

salmon was the most abundant salmon species (234 fish, 29% of total salmon catch), followed by 

Pink salmon (136 fish, 28%), and Coho salmon (118 fish, 18%). Sockeye salmon was 

predominantly caught at northern stations with sea surface temperature (SST) <7 ℃ (Figure 2). 

Juvenile and immature Chinook salmon were only caught at two stations in close proximity to 

Vancouver Island. One Steelhead trout was caught in set 8, approximately 600 nm from the shore.  

Some of the most interesting preliminary results included high salmon catches, especially for fish in 

their first marine year, on the shelf:  

● in trawl 25 near Dixon Entrance, 34 salmon were caught: 7 Pink salmon, 14 juvenile 

Sockeye salmon, 19 juvenile Chum salmon, and 3 large maturing Chum salmon, 
● in trawl 52, close to Vancouver Island, 26 salmon were caught – all Chinook salmon, 24 of 

which were juveniles. 

An important observation was that salmon caught on the shelf were in better condition (higher CF 

and ISF) than fish caught off the shelf (see species sections).  

Also notable was the absence of salmon in trawls 41 and 43, set at the same locations as the sets 

with the highest catch numbers (trawl 3 and 4) completed 17 days earlier. An additional trawl was 

set 60 nm south of these locations to test whether salmon had migrated south, however, no salmon 

were encountered there either. Salmon were caught again only after moving 250 nm northeast (trawl 

47), suggesting high salmon migration activity during the winter-spring period. It is plausible that 

salmon schooling behaviour may have contributed to differences in catches at the same location 17 

days apart. DNA analyses and underwater camera recordings could provide additional evidence to 

support or reject this hypothesis. 

Three deep sets were completed during the survey (headrope depth - 30 m). The original plan was to 

have three deep sets in the southern and three deep sets in the northern region of the study area.  

However, due to the loss of fishing in the north, only three deep sets were completed. Deep sets 

were done just after surface trawls № 4, 14 and 17 (sets 5, 15 and 18). Two Coho salmon were 

caught in set 5, while 96 Coho salmon and 10 Chum salmon were caught in the preceding surface 

set 4 (Table 3). There were not enough deep sets to determine if salmon were resident in deeper 

water as observed in the western Pacific where salmon can be abundant in 0-30 m, 30-60 m and 

even 60-90 m (Starovoytov et al. 2009; Glebov et al. 2011; Shuntov, Temnykh 2011). 
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Figure 2. Pacific salmon catches (numbers): (A) Sockeye salmon; (B) Chum salmon; (C) Coho salmon; (D) 

Pink salmon; (E) Chinook salmon; (F) all five species; during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska. An 

“x” mark indicates zero catch. 

Abundance and biomass of Pacific salmon 

The survey area calculated with a 30-mile buffer (half the average distance between neighboring 

stations) totaled 648,500 km2. The 52 stations were not uniformly distributed throughout the survey 

area, therefore, total abundance and biomass estimates were calculated as relative 

abundance/biomass multiplied by the total area covered with stations. This calculation is coarser 

compared to the Voronoi polygon method used in the 2019 expedition (Pakhomov et al. 2019), but 

the latter method requires evenly distributed stations. Total salmon abundance was estimated as 51.3 

million fish with a biomass of 28 thousand tonnes (Table 1). The 2020 salmon abundance estimates 

were similar to 2019, however biomass estimates were lower than the 2019 estimates due to a higher 

proportion of juvenile fish caught in 2020.  

Chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) 

Chum salmon was the most abundant salmon species captured in the Gulf of Alaska 2020 

expedition. Lengths ranged from 25 to 70 cm (Figure 3). The total catch of 234 represented an 

abundance of 19.3million fish and biomass - 13.3 thousand tons. This estimation represented more 

than 47 % and 38 % of the total Pacific salmon abundance and biomass, respectively (Table 1). The 

Chum salmon catches included all marine-age groups (marine ages 1 to 5), based on the size 

structure (Figure 4A) and subsequent scale analysis for fish over 35 cm FL. In contrast to 2019, 

most of the Chum salmon averaged 35 cm (first marine year fish). Chum salmon distribution was 

uneven (Figure 2B) with the highest catch recorded during trawl 3 (165 fish). This catch was 

dominated by first marine year fish (<35 cm) and larger immature fish. Conversely, only 1 or 2 large 

immature (> 40 cm) Chum salmon were regularly caught in the western part of the study area. On 

the shelf, first marine year Chum salmon and large maturing fish were caught. The condition factor 

of Chum salmon in 2020 ranged from 0.7 to 1.2 and averaged 1.01, whereas, in 2019 it averaged 
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0.95. Individuals with the highest condition factor were caught on the shelf (set 25) though there was 

considerable variation (Figure 3). The fact that the 2020 survey was conducted one month later than 

the 2019 survey must be taken into account while interpreting these results.  

Chum salmon scale analysis was completed for 119 fish. Chum salmon total age ranged from one to 

six years.  Fish smaller than 35 cm FL was considered as first marine year without analysis. The 

majority of the fish were first marine year (46.2 %), with the remaining fish being in either their 

second, third, fourth, or fifth years (7.6 %, 25.2 %, 15.1 %, and 5.9 %, respectively). 

 

Figure 3. Biological characteristics of Chum salmon 

The most common prey items by weight in Chum salmon stomachs were jellies (Coelenterata) - 

44 %, euphausiids (Thysanoessa spp. and Euphausia pacifica) – 24 %, appendicularia (Oikopleura) 

- 15 % and pteropods (Limacina helicina and Clione limacina - 10 % (Figure 8). Pteropods were 

especially abundant in fish caught on the shelf. Amphipods (Themisto pacifica) and pelagic 

polychaetes (Tomopteris spp.) were frequently noted in the stomachs, but were a minor proportion 

of the overall diet. In general Chum salmon ISF was low, ranging from 40 ‱ during deep sets to 

181 ‱, in fish caught on the shelf, and averaging 53.9 ‱ overall.  
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Table 1. Average biomass (kg) and abundance of Pacific Salmon in the Gulf of Alaska 2020 using different 

catchability coefficients (q): 0.4 - first marine year, 0.3 - second marine year and older. 

Species q 
Average 

catch, ind. 

Average 

catch, kg 

Relative 

biomass, 

kg/sq.km 

Relative 

abundance, 

ind./sq.km 

Total 

biomass, 

103 t. 

Total 

abundance, 

mln. ind. 

Oncorhynchus gorbuscha 0.3 2.8 0.7 5.3 19.7 3.5 12.8 

Oncorhynchus keta 0.3 1.8 2.0 15.8 13.5 10.2 8.7 

 0.4 3.0 0.9 4.7 16.2 3.1 10.5 

Oncorhynchus kisutch 0.3 2.4 1.6 12.7 18.5 8.2 12.0 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 

Oncorhynchus nerka 0.3 0.3 0.2 1.7 2.7 1.7 .1 1.8 

 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.9 4.5 0.6 2.9 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.3 1.4 0.9 0.9 

 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.5 2.3 0.4 1.5 

All species  11.5 5.9 43.1 79.1 28.0 51.3 

 

Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) 

A total of 51 Sockeye salmon were caught in 12 stations. Sockeye salmon were 47% female and 

ranged in length from 240–480 mm. Sockeye salmon mainly occurred in the northwestern part of 

the survey area with SST less than 7ºC (Figure 2). The area of GoA where most Sockeye salmon 

were expected to be caught was not fished in 2020.  However, total Sockeye salmon abundance and 

biomass in 2020 for the area that was sampled were estimated as 4.7 million individuals and 

1.7 thousand tons, respectively. In contrast to 2019, most of the Sockeye salmon caught were of age 

n.1 and n.2. In 2020, surface waters in the northwestern GoA were about 1 °C cooler compared to 

2019. In 2020 Sockeye salmon were caught at stations approximately 100 nm south of stations that 

caught Sockeye salmon in 2019.  

Another notable difference between the 2019 and 2020 Sockeye salmon catches was the high 

abundance of n.1 age fish (<35 cm; Figure 4). Scale analysis (fish smaller than 35 cm FL were 

considered as first marine year without scale analysis) showed - 72.5% of Sockeye salmon were in 

their first ocean winter, 25.5 % in their second winter in the ocean, and only 2 % were in their third 

winter. The average condition factor for Sockeye salmon was 1.03, and specimens with the highest 

condition factor (1.1) were caught on the shelf area near Dixon Entrance (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Biological characteristics of Sockeye salmon 

The most common food items by weight in Sockeye salmon stomachs were euphausiids - 58% 

(Thysanoessa spp. and Euphausia pacifica), followed by pteropods 16% (mostly Limacina helicina), 

and amphipods 11% (Themisto pacifica and Primno macropa; Figure 8). Feeding intensity was 88.3 

‱ and was higher than for other salmon species with the exception of Chinook salmon. The highest 

stomach fullness (ISF 224.0 ‱) was recorded in individuals caught on the shelf where stomachs 

were mostly full to very full (3–4 fullness index). In the case of deep sets, average ISF was 59.0 ‱ 

and stomachs were mostly semi-empty (1–2 fullness index). 

Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) 

Coho salmon was the second most abundant salmon species caught during the 2020 GoA expedition 

despite previous assumptions that Coho salmon is not abundant in GoA (Myers et al. 2016). Total 

Coho salmon catch was 118 fish, with an estimated abundance and biomass of 12 million fish and 

8.2 thousand tons, respectively. Lengths of Coho salmon ranged from 31 to 46 cm, with most fish 

between 38 and 42 cm. Almost 80% of Coho salmon were caught in trawl 4, in the southern part of 

the grid (Figure 2C), but none were caught at the same location 17 days later.  
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Only seven fish had adipose fins removed and one had a coded wire tag (CWT), suggesting the 

contribution of hatchery origin fish could be low. However, fin clipping is not standard for hatchery 

fish from northern BC and therefore the proportion of hatchery origin fish might be larger. 

Condition factor varied from 0.8 to 1.3 and averaged 1.09 (Figure 5). Stomach contents was 

dominated by squid (Okutania anonycha)—91 % (Figure 8). ISF was relatively low (34.7 ‱) due 

to the high number of empty stomachs. In contrast, in 2019 Coho salmon stomach contents were 

dominated by pteropods (Clio pyramidata) and average ISF was four times higher, at 136 ‱ 

(Сомов и др. 2019). 

 

Figure 5. Biological characteristics of Coho salmon 

Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) 

The total catch of Pink salmon was 136 fish, with an estimated abundance and biomass of 12.8 

million fish and 3.5 thousand tons, respectively. Most of the Pink salmon were caught in trawl 3 

(n=126) followed by trawl 25 on the continental shelf (n=7), trawl 7 offshore (n=2), and trawl 26 on 

the continental shelf (n=1). Similar to the 2019 expedition, we were unable to determine the general 

distribution patterns of Pink salmon. It is expected that wintering pink salmon are concentrated 
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along the northern and southern fronts of the Subarctic Current during winter (Radchenko et al. 

2018). In 2019 and 2020, pink salmon occurred mainly along the southern front of the Subarctic 

Current in February–March, and possibly farther south. Another possibility is that abundances were 

very low. This appears to be one explanation for 2019 as the final Pink salmon returns along the 

west coast of North America were low (Velez-Espino et al. 2020). As with Coho salmon, no Pink 

salmon were caught during repeat trawls at stations with high Pink salmon catches 17 days earlier 

possibly indicating that Pink salmon were in large schools that moved throughout the survey area. 

Genetic identification should help determine their migration routes. Interestingly, pink salmon 

abundance was significantly higher in 2020, despite their odd-even cycle dynamics suggesting the 

opposite. 

Pink salmon stomach contents were dominated by euphausiids (50 %), fish larvae (24 %) including 

small proportion of flatfish eggs, the last of which was especially prominent in fish caught on the 

shelf. Pteropods and amphipods constituted 12 % and 10 % of pink salmon diet, respectively (Figure 

8). Stomach fullness index and condition factor were poor at the deep set stations (ISF = 5.5 ‱; 

condition factor – 0.87), and good at the stations on the shelf (ISF = 352 ‱; condition factor – 1.1). 

Notably, results for Coho salmon and Pink salmon fullness and ISF may be skewed by data from the 

‘super abundant’ trawls data (sets 3 and 4).  
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Figure 6. Biological characteristics of Pink salmon 

Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 

Chinook salmon were caught in the last two trawls of the survey, in sets 51 and 52. Two immature 

adults were caught at set 51. Two immature adults and 24 juveniles in their first ocean winter (<35 

cm in length) were caught in set 52 (Figure 7). In 2020, 58 % of Chinook salmon were adipose fin 

clipped and 4% carried a coded wire tag. Chinook salmon stomach contents were dominated by 

euphausiids (65%), squid (15%), and fish (13%); pteropods and crab zoea were also present.  
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Figure 7. Biological characteristics of Chinook salmon 

Steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 

A single individual of Steelhead trout (40.1 cm FL and weight - 0.555 kg) was caught in the trawl 8 

approximately 600 nm from the shore. Stomach content consisted predominantly of squid 

(Abraliopsis felis) and Euphausiids (Euphausiidae gen. sp.). ISF was 36.0 ‱; condition factor – 

0.86. 
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Figure 8. Preliminary results of onboard diet analysis of Pacific salmon species caught in the Gulf of Alaska 

expedition March–April 2020. 

Predation and Parasitism on Salmon 

Marine survival of salmon in both the eastern and western Pacific Ocean is undoubtedly affected by 

predator-prey relationships (Bugaev and Shevlyakov 2007, Sviridov et al. 2004, Welch et al. 1991) 

and parasitism that may negatively influence the health of salmon (Sviridov et al. 2004). The degree 

to which wounding and infestation affect Pacific salmon abundance is an increasing concern for 

researchers who often report lacking sufficient data to assess the impacts on stocks (Beamish et al. 

2005; Bugaev and Shevlyakov 2007; Welch et al. 1991).  For instance, pink salmon in the western 

Pacific can lose 3.9–17.8 % of its abundance (2.0–49.2 million fish) while migrating to spawning 

grounds in July-August; total losses of pink salmon abundance caused by salmon shark (Lamna 

ditropis), daggertooth (Anotopterus nikparini) and long snouted lancetfish (Alepisaurus ferox) can 

reach 25–30 % of its total abundance (Мельников 1997). 

Wounds 

Wounds were documented on 3.4% of salmon with all species represented. Wound types included 

both healed and open injuries, lesions, and abrasions (superficial marks) such as those associated 
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with sea lice. Sockeye and Coho salmon had the highest incidence of wounds by species at 7.8% and 

6.8% respectively. Wounds were observed 3.8% of Chinook while chum and pink showed a lower 

incidence of 2.1 and 0.7%, respectively. Scarring was more prevalent than fresh wounds (63%) and 

abrasions were least common wound type.  

Predator Wounding 

Only one predator of salmon, the daggertooth, was caught during the 2020 GoA survey.  This 

piscivorous fish is wide spread in the Pacific Ocean and has been of interest to salmon researchers 

due to evidence of its ability to attack both immature and mature salmon (Radchenko and 

Semenchenko 1996; Welch 1991). Daggertooth attack wounds demonstrate a characteristic single 

slash mark on one side of the body often located posteroventral from the dorsal fin, running at a 45° 

angle (Beamish et al. 1999, Welch 2007). Daggertooth were caught in four trawls in the 

northwestern and northeastern regions of the study area. Total catch was 4 individuals, all immature, 

the lengths of which ranged from 288 mm to 410 mm and averaged 331 mm. Average weight of the 

daggertooth catch was 44 g and ranged from 17 g to 80 g.  Salmon species were present in two of 

the four trawls containing daggertooth, specifically 1 chum and 1 sockeye, both 3 year-olds. Neither 

salmon exhibited signs of wounding associated with the daggertooth which is consistent with the 

size of the daggertooth specimens and their limited capabilities to damage salmon at this size. 

Daggertooths can reach an average length of 85 cm (Beamish et al. 2005) and weight of 1 kg; larger 

individuals are more equipped to attack and injure salmon. A notable observation is the presence of 

a partially digested fish in the stomach of a daggertooth in trawl 37. This fish was difficult to 

identify but probably belonged either to family Microstomatidae or Bathylagidae. 

Parasitism: Sea lice and Black Spot Disease 

Observations of sea lice were done both onboard during sampling of catches and through review of 

video footage from GoPro cameras installed in the trawl net while fishing. Several species, 

including the hatchery steelhead caught in trawl 8, were documented as having a higher number of 

sea lice attached to their bodies while in the net than afterwards, thus the incidence of sea lice 

infestation is undoubtedly higher than the calculations based on direct observation of researchers 

onboard.  This inconsistency is also noted by Beamish et al. (2005) in a report outlining sea lice 

prevalence in the coastal waters of British Columbia.   

The presence of sea lice was documented in 75 % of trawls containing salmon with a broad 

distribution across the study area with no clear pattern overall. Infestations were observed on all six 

species of salmon (5.1 % of total salmon catch) (Table 1). Sockeye and Chinook salmon presented 

the highest proportion of infestations of sea lice (7.8 and 7.7 %, respectively) with the exception of 

the only steelhead represented in the survey (100 %). Differences in average size between infested 

and untouched fish suggest that generally larger fish are more subjected to sea lice infestation. Coho 

salmon and Pink salmon had no significant difference in sizes, whereas fish spending more than 1 

winter in the high seas (Sockeye, Chum and Chinook salmon) have a higher frequency of infestation 

(Table 2). One explanation for this could be that the longer the marine period is, the longer fish is 

exposed to favorable conditions for infestation; thus, are more likely to be affected. However, the 

high rate of sea lice loss of trawled fish could severely bias the quantitative data upon infestation 

incidence. 
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Black spots, likely caused by the trematode fluke, Cryptocotyle lingua, were apparent in 11 % of 

trawls containing salmon on 3.2% of the total salmon catch. The metacercaria of this complex 

organism encapsulates in the skin of salmon resulting in melanisation of the cyst (Cairns et al. 

2005). This marine parasite may increase susceptibility of salmon to other diseases and is known to 

affect condition factor if heavily infected (Bruno et al. 2013). Chinook salmon caught on the 

continental shelf in the last trawl of the survey presented with the highest incidence of black spots 

(13 %). Chum and pink salmon were the only other species observed with this infestation (3 and 4.9 

%, respectively). Despite the lower incidence of black spots than Chinook, chum presented the 

highest intensity of black spots with one individual showing more than 100 spots on the left side of 

its body.  Apart from wounding and parasitism, one sockeye salmon and the steelhead trout showed 

signs of bacterial infection causing fin rot and the loss of a pectoral fin on both specimens. 

Table 2. Sea lice incidence on salmon with average fork length 

Species Number 

Average Fork Length (mm) Incidence 
Total 

Incidence 

No sea lice 

observed 

Sea lice 

observed 

(% of 

species) 

(% of 

total 

catch) 

Steelhead 1 
 

401 100 0.2 

Sockeye 26 302 401 7.8 0.7 

Chinook 51 298 515 7.7 0.4 

Pink 136 396 462 4.7 1.9 

Chum 234 316 322 4.4 1.1 

Coho 118 398 391 4.4 0.9 

Comparison of salmon condition in the Gulf of Alaska in 2019 and 2020  

The present data allowed a preliminary comparison of salmon condition factors from the 2019 and 

2020 GoA expeditions.  

Pink salmon were smaller in 2020 and showed lower average body condition compared to the 2019 

survey (Figure 9, Figure 10). The lower body condition was mostly due to the large number of 

small, low body condition pink salmon caught in set 3. 

Similar to pink, trawl sets 3 and 4 captured a large number of first winter Chum salmon that skewed 

the overall catch to a smaller size class (Figure 9). Large adults seemed to be in slightly better 

condition in 2020 than in 2019 (Figure 10). 

Coho salmon exhibited similar size, weight, and body condition indices in both years (Figure 9, 

Figure 10). Both 2019 and 2020 had the same proportion of fish with an adipose fin clip or CWT 

(6% ad-clipped, 1% CWT).  

Since the 2020 expedition was unable to sample the northwest GoA where most adult Sockeye 

salmon were caught in 2019, the 2020 Sockeye salmon size distribution is skewed towards smaller 

individuals in their first and second ocean winter (Figures 9 and 10). 
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In 2019, only three Chinook salmon were captured. In 2020, 28 Chinook salmon, mostly juveniles, 

were caught on the shelf off Vancouver Island. Due to differences in abundance, age class, and catch 

location, direct comparison is not possible for Chinook salmon from these two surveys (Figure 9, 

Figure 10). Most of the Chinook salmon caught in the GoA on the shelf were hatchery marked. In 

2019, 2 of the 3 Chinook salmon were hatchery marked, but none carried a coded wire tag. In 2020, 

58 % of Chinook salmon were adipose fin clipped and 4% carried a coded wire tag. 

 

Figure 9. Size and weight comparison of salmon captured during the 2020 and 2019 GoA expeditions. 2019 

catches shown in red, 2020 catches in blue. 
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Figure 10. Comparison of Fulton’s condition factor of salmon captured during the 2020 and 2019 GoA 

expeditions. 2019 catches shown in red, 2020 catches in blue. 

Abundance of non-salmon fish, squid and macroplankton species 

Mesopelagic fish 

Mesopelagic fish were a significant component of the bycatch and mostly occurred in night-time 

trawls (Figure 11A-F). Five species from two families (Myctophidae—Tarletonbeania crenularis, 

Stenobrachius leucopsarus, Diaphus theta, Symbolophorus californiense and Bathylagidae – 

Lipolagus ochotensis) were encountered. The average catch of all mesopelagic fish was 0.65 kg in 

2020, which is comparable to the average catch of 0.61 kg in 2019. 

Tarletonbeania crenularis was the most abundant mesopelagic fish. The average catch during night-

time was 372 individuals (0.49 kg) per trawl, while in 2019 it was 229 individuals (0.54 kg). 

Biomass and abundance were estimated as 7.9 thousand tonnes or ~6 billion individuals (Table 3). 
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While T. crenularis occurred in almost every night trawl, the highest catches (> 1 kg) were observed 

in the southwest and low catches (< 0.5 kg) were observed in the northeast sector (Figure 11A). 

Unlike 2019, the 2020 survey caught a high proportion of small T. crenularis (< 30 mm SL) due to 

the smaller mesh cod end (see below). Overall, body length (Standard length - SL) varied from 18 to 

82 mm (Figure 12). Among all mesopelagic fish caught, T. crenularis was the only species in which 

sex could be determined (based on the presence/absence of caudal photophore). The sex ratio of the 

sampled population was 30 % males and 70 % females.  

The second most abundant mesopelagic species was Stenobrachius leucopsarus with an average 

catch of 336 individuals (0.06 kg) in the night-time trawls, occurring in 95% of night sets. The 

average catch in 2019 was only 16 individuals (0.014 kg) and the frequency of occurrence was only 

36 %. The estimated biomass and abundance of S. leucopsarus in 2020 were 0.99 thousand tonnes 

and 5.5 billion fish, respectively (Table 3). Standard length ranged from 14 to 90 mm. A large 

proportion of fish (~50 %) were small individuals (< 30 mm SL) due to the 4 mm mesh size in the 

trawl cod end (Figure 12). For comparison, when 10 mm mesh was used in 2019, fish less than 30 

mm SL individuals comprised only 4 % of the total catch, and the smallest size was 25 mm. The 

most abundant catches in 2020 were in the northwestern part of the study area with SST < 7 oC 

(Figure 11). 

Diaphus theta occurred in 15 out of 22 night sets with an average catch of 36 individuals (0.071 kg) 

per night trawl. Total biomass and abundance were estimated as 1.1 thousand tonnes and 583 

million fish, respectively. Spatial distribution was similar to S. leucopsarus with the highest catches 

observed in areas with SST below 7oC (Figure 11). Size (SL) varied from 22 to 86 mm, with most 

individuals having SL between 52–56 mm.  

Symbolophorus californiense was the least abundant myctophid with an average catch of 0.7 

individuals per night trawl (0.006 kg) and was present in 8 of 22 night sets on the southern boundary 

of the study area (Figure 11). Total biomass and abundance were estimated as 0.09 thousand tonnes 

and 10.3 million individuals, respectively. Standard lengths ranged from 90 to 150 mm.  

The only mesopelagic fish of the Bathylagidae family caught in the upper 20 m was Lipolagus 

ochotensis. On average, night-time catch was 4.3 individuals (0.024 kg) with estimated total 

biomass of 0.37 thousand tonnes and an abundance of 66.2 million fish. Standard length (SL) varied 

between 60–180 mm (Figure 12). All catches (n=7 sets) were found in the southwestern corner of 

the study area where SST was equal to or higher than 8 oC (Figure 11).  

Besides mesopelagic fishes, a variety of fish larvae were also found in night trawls, including 

benthic fishes from families such as Sebastidae, Xenocongridae, Pleuronectidae, Paralichthyidae 

(Table 3). The highest combined catches (0.3–0.6 kg) were in the southernmost stations in the deep 

sets as well as on the shelf. Relatively small catches (< 0.1 kg) of larvae were encountered in the 

central and northeastern parts of the study area and no catches in the northwest (Figure 13).  
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Figure 11. Mesopelagic fish catches (kg): (A) Tarletonbeania crenularis; (B) Diaphus theta; (C) 

Stenobrachius leucopsarus; (D) Symbolophorus californiense; (E) Lipolagus ochotensis; (F) all five species; 

during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska 

 

Figure 12. Length frequency of the most common mesopelagic fishes during March–April 2020 in the Gulf 

of Alaska 
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Figure 13. Fish larvae catches (kg) during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska. 

Cephalopods  

Squid are a major diet item of Pacific Salmon in offshore waters and therefore are an important 

component of the growth and survival of salmon in high seas (Davis et al. 1998; Kaeriyama et al. 

2004). Squid are particularly important component of the diet of higher trophic level species—Coho 

salmon, Chinook salmon, and Steelhead (Aydin 2000; Davis 2003; Atcheson et al. 2012). Despite 

their importance, very little is known about squid in high seas with the winter period being 

particularly understudied. Gulf of Alaska winter expeditions of 2019 and 2020 are the first major 

studies of squid in the Gulf of Alaska in the winter.   

During the GoA 2020 expedition, Cephalopods were represented by seven squid species from six 

families and one pelagic octopus Japetella diaphana (Table 3). Almost all cephalopods were caught 

at night. The most common species were: Onychoteuthis borealijaponica, Abraliopsis felis, and 

Boreoteuthis borealis. By biomass, squid catches were dominated by the large O. borealijaponica 

with an average night-time catch of 0.78 kg (6.8 individuals). A. felis was the most abundant squid, 

with an average catch of 0.071 kg (25.2 individuals) per trawl. The average catch of B. borealis was 

0.054 kg (9.1 individuals). In addition, gonatid larvae were found in 7 trawls.  

Other cephalopods occurred in trawls sporadically. Okutania anonycha were caught in five trawls 

on the southernmost sample area with the highest catch in close proximity to the continental slope. 

Notably, salmon were present in all trawls with O. anonycha in the catch. This species is an 

important prey of Coho salmon and Chinook salmon and it was commonly observed in Coho salmon 

stomachs in the 2020 expedition (Figure 8). During the GoA 2019 expedition, no O. anonycha were 

caught in trawls and were only sporadically seen in Coho salmon and Chinook salmon stomachs 

(Сомов и др. 2019). Opalescent inshore squid (Doryteuthis opalescens) was caught in one trawl, 

25 nm from the Juan de Fuca Strait. Juvenile Humboldt squid (Dosidicus gigas) (preliminary ID) 

were caught in Dixon Strait. Fragments (arms) of Taonius borealis were found in the stomach of 

Black rockfish (Sebastes melanops), but were not observed in any trawl catches. T. borealis is a 

deep water (> 400 m) species and is almost never caught in surface trawls.  
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The main catches of O. borealijaponica were in the eastern and south-eastern parts of the study area. 

Conversely, A. felis occurred mostly in the south-western parts. The spatial distribution of B. 

borealis did not have a clear pattern (Figure 14). 

Compared to the GoA 2019 expedition, fewer squid species were encountered in 2020 as Gonatus 

madokai, G. onyx, Moroteuthis robusta, and Taonius borealis were not observed in 2020 trawls. The 

most abundant squid in 2019 was Boreoteuthis borealis with an average catch of 1.1 kg, which is 20 

times higher than in 2020. O. borealijaponica was the second most abundant squid in 2019 with an 

average catch of 0.76 kg, followed by A. felis with an average catch 0.086 kg. During the 2020 

expedition, catches of B. borealis were much lower while catches of O. borealijaponica and A. felis 

were at the similar level. Low catches of B. borealis in 2020, which was expected to be the most 

abundant squid, may have been due to the shallow vertical opening of trawl gear that rarely 

exceeded 20 m. Several studies suggest that during nighttime upward migrations Boreoteuthis 

borealis mostly occupy the 20–60 m layer and only occur in the upper 20 m layer sporadically 

(Bower and Takagi 2004, Watanabe et al. 2006), hence this species could have been missed due to 

the difference in trawling depth. 

 



30 

 

 

Figure 14. Squid catches: (A) Onychoteuthis borealijaponica; (B) Abraliopsis felis; (C) Boreoteuthis 

borealis; (D) Okutania anonycha; during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska 

 

Figure 15. Length frequency of main squid species during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska 
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Gelatinous, crustacean, and molluscan plankton and micronekton 

Hydrozoan and scyphozoan jellyfish were observed in nearly every trawl, with a maximum catch of 

23 kg (Figure 16). The most common taxa were Aequorea sp. with 83 % frequency of occurrence 

and an average catch 1.2 kg, there was a clear distribution pattern with the highest catches in the 

north and northwest (Figure 16A). The second most abundant jellyfish was Phacellophora 

camtschatica which was encountered in 32 % of trawl sets, average catch was 0.734 kg with no 

distinct distribution pattern (Figure 16E). Chrysaora melanaster was caught only in 10 % of trawl 

sets, average catch was 0.49 kg; all catches located in the northern areas with SST below 7 ℃ 

(Figure 16D). For comparison, C. melanaster was the most abundant species in 2019 with average 

catch—22.6 kg; center of its distribution was 54.2 N 143.8 W which was beyond the 2020 study 

area. Less frequently observed jellyfishes were Calycopsis nematophora, Periphylla periphylla, 

Aurelia spp.   

Among other gelatinous macroplankton, the ctenophore Hormiphora cucumis was the most 

abundant with average catch 0.16 kg and 75 % of occurrence. This taxon was mostly encountered in 

the central and northern parts of the survey area (Figure 16B). The mollusc Corolla spp. showed a 

clear distribution pattern by being caught only in the southern GoA (Figure 16C) where SST was 8–

9 ℃, its average catch within the whole study area was 0.05 kg and frequency of occurrence—14%. 

Less frequently observed species included Salpa aspera, Pterotrachea spp., Limacina helicina, and 

Clione limacina.  

Euphausiids were present in almost all night catches (predominantly Thysanoessa spp. and 

Euphausia pacifica). Most of the euphausiid catches occurred in waters with SST < 7 ℃ and on the 

shelf (Figure 17). On average, 9.1 kg of euphausiids were caught at every night trawl in 2020, 

substantially more than the average of 0.1 kg per trawl in 2019. An important contributing factor in 

this would have been the smaller cod end mesh size used in 2020 (4 mm) vs 2019 (10 mm). 

Quantitative analysis of the bongo net samples can help to reveal if euphausiid biomass did indeed 

differ between 2019 and 2020. 
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Figure 16. Gelatinous micronekton catches (kg): (A) Aequorea spp.; (B) Hormiphora cucumis; (C) Corolla 

calceola; (D) Chrysaora melanaster; (E) Phacellophora camtschatica; (F) all jelly species; during March–
April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska 

 

Figure 17. Euphausiid catches (kg): catches consisted mostly of Thysanoessa spinifera and Euphausia 

pacifica during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska 

  



34 

 

Oceanographic conditions 

The 2020 survey was conducted in the southern transitional zone of the Sub-Arctic Current (Figure 

18A). Surface current flow was predominantly south-eastwards (Figure 18D) while the geostrophic 

flow (0–250 m) was westward (Figure 22). Weak, jet-like currents were evident in the northern part 

of the survey area, while at least two anti-cyclonic Haida eddies were visible west of Haida Gwaii 

(Figure 18D).  

A strong south-east to north-west gradient was observed in surface ocean properties off the 

continental shelf, temperature decreasing and salinity and oxygen increasing (Figure 19). This 

temperature gradient was evident in the mixed layer in the north-south section (Figure 20). Mixed 

layer depth (MLD; not shown here) was calculated as the depth at which surface sigma-t was 0.125 

> than surface. Off the shelf, MLD ranged between ~ 80–130 m, while on the shelf MLD ranged 

between 26–60 m. The mixed layer depth was largely driven by salinity (Figure 20). Surface water 

on the continental shelf was fresher than the offshore region, and freshest east of Haida Gwaii in 

Dixon Entrance. The depth of the 2.5 ml.l-1 oxygen horizon (concentrations below this level may 

affect salmon and other micronekton physiological performance) decreased from ~ 300m in the 

south to ~ 200 m in the north and was lowest west of Dixon Entrance (< 175 m) (Figure 21). 

Overall, the distribution of sea surface properties in 2020 was similar to those observed in 2019. 

Satellite based SST anomalies (1993–2015 mean) indicated that GoA waters were warmer than 

long-term average in both years (Figure 18B, C).  

Considering the mean sea surface temperature for the entire region (45–60N, 125–155W), 2020 

surface waters were 0.33 °C cooler than in 2019. The biggest difference in surface waters 

temperature occurred in the northern GoA (52–60N), where in 2020 it was 0.82 ℃ cooler than 2019, 

while in southern GoA (45–52N) surface waters in 2020 were 0.06 °C warmer than in 2019 (Figure 

18B, C). In both years, shelf and near shelf waters were cooler than the 1993–2015 mean, but 2020 

was generally cooler than 2019. 

Surface chlorophyll concentrations were patchy and were the highest near the shelf and in the south-

central to western part of the survey where they reached ~1.1–1.9 µg L-1 in surface waters < 10 m 

during leg 1 (Stations 3, 4, 7, 10) (Figure 19). Chlorophyll-a biomass integrated over the top 100 m 

of the water column showed a clearer north to south difference, with values being ~ 2-fold higher 

south of 50o N, and generally high throughout the southern survey area (Figure 21). The north to 

south CTD section showed that chlorophyll-a biomass was elevated throughout the mixed layer 

except at stations 4 and AJ where the surface 15–30 m were depleted (Figure 20). Both surface and 

integrated chlorophyll-a values reached double the maximum level measured in 2019. This 

difference between surveys was likely at least in part due to the difference in voyage timing, with 

the 2020 survey occurring ~ 4 weeks later than the 2019 survey and thus being later into the spring 

productive season.  It is worth noting that chlorophyll concentrations recorded at some of the 

southern stations listed above exceeded values recorded in Spring or Summer at the off-shelf 

stations on Line P measured between 2009 and 2018 (Boldt et al. 2019). The high chlorophyll 

concentrations measured by in situ fluorometer in 2020 need to be verified against pigment samples, 

however, they suggest that the 2020 spring period may have been unusually productive in the 

southern GoA. Interestingly, there were clear differences in oceanographic conditions at Station 3 

between when it was first sampled on 15 March and when it was sampled again on 3 April. The 

mixed layer was ~ 0.5oC warmer on 3 April (Figures 23 and 24) and chlorophyll concentrations had 

decreased to <0.4 µg L-1. This change may have been due to one or a combination of warming and 



35 

 

change in water mass, potentially influenced by frontal movement. The fact that high densities of 

salmon were sampled on the first sampling of Station 3 but were absent on the second sampling 

indicates that salmon may have been associated with the cooler and more productive water mass 

sampled on 15 March.  

 

Figure 18. Satellite based SST (A), SST anomaly compared to 1993–2015 mean in 2020 (B) and 2019 (C) 

and current velocity (D) in the study area; data: marine.copernicus.eu 
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Figure 19. Water conditions within study area, March–April 2020 
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Figure 20. South (right) to north (left) section of temperature, salinity, and chlorophyll-a biomass from 

stations sampled between 28 March and 3 April 2020 

 

Figure 21. Depth of the 2.5 mL/L oxygen level (left) and Chlorophyll a biomass (mg.m-2) integrated 

between 0–100 m (right) within study area, March–April 2020 
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Figure 22. Geostrophic currents (0–250 m) during March–April 2020 in the Gulf of Alaska (map created by 

Anna Kurnosova, TINRO) 

 

Figure 23. Differences in vertical temperature profile at the station 3 (the highest salmon catch on March 15 

and no catch on April 3) 
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Figure 24. TS plot of all stations with density contours (left) and averaged vertical temperature profiles 

indicating different water masses (right) within study area, March–April 2020  
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Summary 

This document provides preliminary findings of the GoA winter (March–April) 2020 expedition. 

This survey was a continuation of the first scientific effort started in 2019. It furthered international 

collaboration on an unprecedented scale with contributions from Russia, the United States, and 

Canada. The 2020 expedition was able to capture more salmon than the 2019 expedition, despite 

covering a reduced sample grid due to logistical limitations. Overall, a more heterogeneous 

distribution of salmon was observed for many species, reflected in high patchiness of salmon catch. 

Two-thirds of salmon individuals were captured in just two highly productive sets in the south 

central survey area, characterised by the highest phytoplankton biomass and warmest sea surface 

temperatures for the survey. The same locations failed to produce any catch when sampled two 

weeks later. A warmer mixed layer and lower phytoplankton biomass suggested that different water 

masses were sampled. In contrast to 2019, the 2020 expedition surveyed several stations on the 

continental shelf and slope. These stations were characterized by a predominance of first winter fish, 

including Sockeye salmon, Chum salmon and Chinook salmon. The northern GoA was not sampled 

which may explain the larger proportion of smaller and younger Sockeye salmon in 2020. Indeed, 

during the 2019 survey the maturing Sockeye salmon was caught in the northern GoA. Interestingly, 

pink salmon catches were significantly higher in 2020, despite them being composed by the even 

year Pink salmon stock. Overall, the 2020 expedition has made an important contribution of data 

furthered a unique collection of the GoA high seas ecosystem components, including Pacific 

salmonids. It will advance our knowledge on a poorly understood open ocean phase of Pacific 

salmon in the GoA during winter-spring. The survey also highlighted the value of a research 

program that builds upon the joint international expertise from across the North Pacific, and bodes 

well for further research in 2021. 
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Table 3. Species composition of trawl catches and abundance estimations.  

N Species Family q Lmin Lmax F NF 
Average 

catch, ind 

Average 

catch, kg 

Relative 

abundance, 

ind/sq.km 

Relative 

biomass, 

kg/sq.km 

Total 

biomass, 

ths. t. 

Total 

abundance, 

mln. Ind. 

Fish 

1 Oncorhynchus gorbuscha Salmonidae 0.3 27.5 38.5 4 1 2.78 0.75 5.32 19.7 3.45 12.8 

2 Oncorhynchus keta Salmonidae 0.3 35.8 59.1 13 7 1.71 1.84 14 13 9.06 8.42 
   0.3 60.8 70.2 1 0 0.06 0.21 1.77 0.52 1.15 0.34 
   0.4 25.4 35.8 3 1 3 0.88 4.72 16.2 3.06 10.5 

3 Oncorhynchus kisutch Salmonidae 0.3 31.5 46.1 9 8 2.37 1.63 12.7 18.5 8.24 12 

4 Oncorhynchus mykiss Salmonidae 0.3 40.1 40.1 1 1 0.02 0.01 0.1 0.17 0.06 0.11 

5 Oncorhynchus nerka Salmonidae 0.3 36 47.8 8 5 0.33 0.2 1.7 2.74 1.1 1.78 
   0.4 23.2 34.5 7 5 0.71 0.15 0.94 4.54 0.61 2.95 

6 Oncorhynchus tshawytscha Salmonidae 0.3 31 54.4 2 0 0.16 0.16 1.31 1.36 0.85 0.88 
   0.4 23.5 29.4 1 0 0.37 0.09 0.55 2.33 0.36 1.51 

7 Clupea pallasii Clupeidae 0.4 16 21.6 1 0 0.14 0.01 0.06 0.91 0.04 0.58 

8 Ammodytes hexapterus Ammodytidae 0.1 2.3 4.6 1 0 16.3 0 0.07 392 0.04 254 

9 Diaphus theta Myctophidae 0.1 2.3 8.5 15 15 36.1 0.07 1.76 899 1.14 583 

10 Stenobrachius leucopsarus Myctophidae 0.1 0 10.5 20 20 336 0.06 1.52 8475 0.98 5499 

11 Symbolophorus californiense Myctophidae 0.1 9 20.3 8 8 0.67 0.01 0.14 16 0.09 10.4 

12 Tarletonbeania crenularis Myctophidae 0.1 1.9 8.2 21 21 372 0.49 12.1 9256 7.87 6006 

13 Lipolagus ochotensis Bathylagidae 0.1 0 18.1 7 7 4.29 0.02 0.57 102 0.37 66.2 

14 Anotopterus nikparini Anotopteridae 0.3 28.8 41 4 0 0.08 0 0.03 0.65 0.02 0.42 

15 Sebastes melanops Sebastidae 0.5 41.9 52.1 2 0 0.06 0.1 0.52 0.31 0.34 0.2 

16 Sebastes sp. Sebastidae 0.1 0.6 3.8 6 2 146 0.01 0.17 3518 0.11 2283 

17 Sebastes sp. 2 Sebastidae 0.1 1.3 2.5 2 0 9 0 0.03 219 0.02 142 

18 Trichodon trichodon Trichodontidae 0.5 29 29 1 0 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.1 0.02 0.07 

19 Thalassenchelys coheni Xenocongridae 0.1 23.5 33.5 6 5 0.37 0.02 0.54 9.23 0.35 5.99 

20 Glyptocephalus zachirus Pleuronectidae 0.1 6 6 1 1 0.02 0 0 0.51 0 0.33 

21 Microstomus pacificus Pleuronectidae 0.1 0 5.8 10 8 1.52 0 0.03 37 0.02 24 

22 Pleuronectidae (мол.) Pleuronectidae 0.1 1.5 2.1 1 0 8.63 0 0.02 219 0.01 142 

23 Citharichthys sordidus Paralichthyidae 0.1 2 3.6 4 3 1.08 0 0 25.9 0 16.8 

24 Citharichthys stigmaeus Paralichthyidae 0.1 0 4.1 7 5 5.9 0 0.04 142 0.02 91.9 
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N Species Family q Lmin Lmax F NF 
Average 

catch, ind 

Average 

catch, kg 

Relative 

abundance, 

ind/sq.km 

Relative 

biomass, 

kg/sq.km 

Total 

biomass, 

ths. t. 

Total 

abundance, 

mln. Ind. 

Squids 

25 Onychoteuthis borealijaponica Onychoteuthidae 0.1 6.1 25 17 15 6.81 0.78 19.3 168 12.5 109 

26 Boreoteuthis borealis Gonatidae 0.1 1.9 13.9 17 17 9.1 0.05 1.32 225 0.85 146 

27 Gonatidae sp. Gonatidae 0.1 1.1 3.9 7 7 1.48 0.01 0.13 37.6 0.09 24.4 

28 Okutania anonycha Gonatidae 0.1 3 8.1 5 4 5.9 0.04 1.01 146 0.66 94.5 

29 Doryteuthis opalescens Loliginidae 0.1 5 9 0 0 7 0.15 3.85 178 2.49 115 

30 Dosidicus gigas Ommastrephidae 0.1 1.5 5.4 1 1 0.12 0 0.01 3.08 0.01 2 

31 Japetella diaphana Bolitaeninae 0.1 3.5 3.5 1 1 0.02 0 0 0.48 0 0.31 

32 Chiroteuthis calyx Chiroteuthidae 0.1 0 0 1 1 0.02 0 0 0.51 0 0.33 

33 Abraliopsis felis Enoploteuthidae 0.1 1.9 5.6 16 15 25.2 0.07 1.76 627 1.14 407 

Jellies 

34 Aequorea sp. Aequoreidae 0.1 0 0 41 17 0 1.21 29.7 0 19.3 0 

35 Calycopsis nematophora Bythotiaridae 0.1 0 3.1 2 2 0.57 0 0.02 14.1 0.02 9.12 

36 Corolla calceola 
Gastropoda, 

Cymbuliidae 
0.1 0 3 12 7 8.61 0.05 1.18 193 0.76 125 

37 Chrysaora melonaster Pelagiidae 0.1 13 32 5 3 0.69 0.49 12.1 17.1 7.82 11.1 

38 Periphylla periphylla Periphyllidae 0.1 2.5 2.5 1 1 0.02 0 0 0.5 0 0.32 

39 Hormiphora cucumis Pleurobrachiidae 0.1 0 4.5 37 16 19.5 0.16 4.01 466 2.6 302 

40 Pterotrachea sp. Pterotracheidae 0.1 0 5.5 5 3 0.27 0 0.01 6.49 0.01 4.21 

41 Salpa aspera Salpidae 0.1 0 0 2 2 0.02 0.01 0.25 0.5 0.16 0.33 

42 Phacellophora camtshchatica 
Scyphozoa, 

Phacellophoridae 
0.1 0 53 16 10 0.69 0.73 17.9 16.8 11.6 10.9 

43 Aurelia labiata Ulmaridae 0.1 0 23 11 4 0.29 0.07 1.63 6.93 1.06 4.5 

44 Aurelia limbata Ulmaridae 0.1 22 22 1 0 0.02 0.01 0.27 0.46 0.17 0.3 

Crustaceans 

45 Euphausiidae gen. sp. Eupausiidae 0.1 0 3.5 23 20 682 9.12 229 64990 149 42166 

46 Pasiphaea pacifica Pasiphaeidae 0.1 0 0 1 1 2.96 0 0.05 74.4 0.03 48.2 

Remark. F—Frequency of occurrence, FN—frequency of occurrence during night-time trawls 
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Table 4. Technical parameters of trawls and Pacific salmon catches 

№ X Y Date/time* 

Technical parameters Conditions 
Total 

catch, kg 

Salmon catch, ind (kg) 

AS HD VO HO** W Course 
Depth, 

m 
SST Wind 

Waves, 

m 

Day/ 

night 
Sockeye Coho Chum Pink Chinook 

1 -128.06 48.42 12.03.20 21:20 4.9 14.2 11.8 46.2 275 110 2600 8.5 W 7 m/s 1.8 night 4.312 - - - - - 

2 -129.52 48.42 13.03.20 9:00 5.2 2.0 15.8 44.2 240.3 160 2000 8.7 NE 13 m/s 3 day 1.495 - - - - - 

3 -136.98 47.42 15.03.20 11:13 4.7 0.0 17 46.8 277.7 70 4100 8.5 NE 7 m/s 2 day 109.3 - - 165 (76.2) 126 (33.1) - 

4 -138.51 47.40 15.03.20 22:19 5 0.0 16 46.7 260.2 60 4150 8.3 N 6 m/s 1 night 82.53 - 96 (67.3) 10 (13.1) - - 

5 -138.54 47.33 16.03.20 0:30 4.6 28.7 8.7 51.2 384 208 4200 8.3 N 5 m/s 1 night 2.267 - 2 (1.32) - - - 

6 -140.00 47.41 16.03.20 9:55 5.3 0.0 18.8 43.7 236.2 191 4200 8.3 N 8 m/s 1 day 0.118 - - - - - 

7 -141.49 47.44 16.03.20 19:08 5.3 0.0 17.7 45.5 254 191 4300 8.4 NE 3 m/s 0.5 day 1.317 - - - 2 (1.04) - 

8 -142.98 47.43 17.03.20 4:02 4.7 0.0 18.3 45.2 260 202 4400 8.2 N 3 m/s 0.5 night 8.702 - - - - - 

9 -143.01 48.40 17.03.20 13:39 5.4 0.0 18.2 44.3 242 284 4300 7.7 light 0.5 day 3.267 - 2 (1.57) - - - 

10 -144.48 48.40 17.03.20 22:02 5.2 0.0 18 44.8 248.8 260 4400 7.5 calm 0.5 night 11.02 - - 1 (2.25) - - 

11 -145.98 48.42 18.03.20 6:52 5.1 0.0 18 44.8 246.5 253 4600 7.1 calm 0.5 night 5.244 - 3 (1.25) 1 (1.49) - - 

12 -147.50 48.39 18.03.20 15:20 5.1 2.2 17.7 45 261.2 7 4800 7.4 NW 3 m/s 0.5 day 1.601 - - 1 (0.81) - - 

13 -147.53 49.41 19.03.20 0:12 4.8 0.0 17.7 45.3 255 101 4600 6.7 NW 12 m/s 1.5 night 12.71 3 (1.67) 2 (0.92) - - - 

14 -147.51 50.42 19.03.20 11:21 5.2 3.7 16 44.8 254.7 157 4500 6.5 N 7 m/s 1 day 2.028 - - 1 (1.39) - - 

15 -147.51 50.32 19.03.20 13:24 4.8 30.5 8.7 51.5 392.5 8 4500 6.5 N 7 m/s 1.5 day 1.308 - - - - - 

16 -147.52 51.40 18.03.20 23:22 4.9 2.5 19 43.5 243.7 98 3100 5.4 N 10 m/s 1 night 24.62 15 (4.46) - 1 (1.41) - - 

17 -146.02 51.42 20.03.20 8:09 4.9 1.7 19.2 43.5 248 156 4200 5.7 NE 9 m/s 1 day 13.09 10 (3.27) - 3 (2.37) - - 

18 -145.96 51.34 20.03.20 10:13 4.7 29.2 11.3 50.3 397.8 310 4300 5.7 NE 9 m/s 1 day 7.533 - - - - - 

19 -146.01 50.41 20.03.20 19:03 5.2 5.5 17.8 42.5 240 162 4050 6.9 N 5 m/s 1 day 19.1 - - 20 (18) - - 

20 -144.50 50.40 21.03.20 3:56 4.6 4.8 18.2 43.2 248.5 350 4180 7.3 light 0.5 night 11.79 1 (0.46) 6 (3.24) - - - 

21 -144.51 51.50 21.03.20 13:03 5.1 5.2 17 43.3 253.2 84 4156 6.1 SW 7 m/s 1 day 4.844 1 (0.69) - - - - 

22 -143.01 51.48 21.03.20 21:19 5 7.8 16 42.5 240 16 4077 6.5 SW 13 m/s 1.5 night 9.245 1 (0.25) - - - - 

23 -140.04 53.38 22.03.20 2:07 5.3 4.0 18.3 41.8 230.7 105 3550 5.9 NW 14 m/s 2.5 night 19.86 - - - - - 

24 -135.55 54.35 24.03.20 8:25 5.5 0.0 20 43.8 244 124 2950 6.6 NW 6 m/s 1.5 day 1.023 - - - - - 

25 -134.04 54.56 24.03.20 16:22 4.7 2.0 18 44.8 260.8 104 226 6.9 WNW 7 m/s 1 day 22.38 14 (2.89) - 22 (14.1) 7 (2.03) - 

26 -132.47 54.39 26.03.20 5:40 5.7 6.8 21.2 37.7 197.5 279 250 6.1 W 7 m/s 0.5 night 3.987 - - - 1 (0.41) - 

27 -134.00 54.40 26.03.20 13:43 5.5 1.7 18.3 38.5 168.3 95 290 6.3 W 3 m/s 0.5 day 36.19 - - - - - 

28 -134.03 53.42 26.03.20 23:03 5.1 0.0 21 42.8 236.7 147 2850 6.8 W 7 m/s 0.5 night 27.57 - - 1 (1.64) - - 

29 -135.48 53.41 27.03.20 8:19 5.2 0.7 20.5 44.2 261.8 252 2000 6.8 W 7 m/s 0.5 day 12.46 - - 4 (6.11) - - 

30 -137.03 53.41 27.03.20 16:48 5.1 0.0 21 42.3 231.7 113 3300 6.6 W 11 m/s 1 day 7.631 1 (1.45) - - - - 

31 -137.03 52.40 28.03.20 2:36 5.3 0.0 21.2 42.3 231.7 100 4100 6.4 W 10 m/s 1.5 night 12.1 1 (0.77) 1 (0.34) - - - 

32 -138.65 52.40 28.03.20 21:28 4.9 0.0 20.2 42.8 229.7 90 3550 6.4 W 12 m/s 2.5 night 16.87 1 (0.22) - - - - 
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№ X Y Date/time* 

Technical parameters Conditions 
Total 

catch, kg 

Salmon catch, ind (kg) 

AS HD VO HO** W Course 
Depth, 

m 
SST Wind 

Waves, 

m 

Day/ 

night 
Sockeye Coho Chum Pink Chinook 

33 -138.58 51.41 29.03.20 12:20 5 1.5 19.7 43 239.5 98 3600 6.6 W 13 m/s 1.5 day 0.85 - - - - - 

34 -138.56 50.41 31.03.20 5:25 5.1 0.0 20.5 42.5 228.3 110 3600 6.8 NW 10 m/s 2 night 8.407 2 (0.93) 2 (1.72) - - - 

35 -138.52 49.46 31.03.20 13:50 4.8 0.0 20.3 43.3 239.8 165 3700 7.3 N 5 m/s 1 day 0.196 - - - - - 

36 -140.00 49.44 31.03.20 22:36 5 0.0 20 43.3 233.8 177 3800 7.3 light 0.5 night 9.125 - - 1 (0.92) - - 

37 -141.51 49.43 01.04.20 8:05 5 0.0 19.7 44.5 255 175 3850 7.3 N 2 m/s 0.5 day 1.497 - - - - - 

38 -141.49 48.41 01.04.20 16:26 5 0.0 19.5 45.3 272.3 118 4200 8.1 light 0.5 day 0.662 - - - - - 

39 -140.02 48.38 02.04.20 0:38 4.9 0.7 20.7 43.7 259.2 41 4070 7.8 E 5 m/s 0.5 night 1.603 - - - - - 

40 -138.51 48.42 02.04.20 9:31 5.2 0.0 20.7 43.7 244.7 119 3600 8 E 5 m/s 0.5 day 1.307 - - - - - 

41 -138.48 47.38 02.04.20 18:27 5 0.0 19.7 43.7 240.5 316 4150 8.1 SE 7 m/s 1 day 0.654 - - - - - 

42 -138.49 46.37 03.04.20 5:20 4.8 0.0 19.8 43.2 234.8 35 4250 9.4 N 5 m/s 1.5 night 5.143 - - - - - 

43 -136.96 47.40 03.04.20 16:37 5.2 0.0 20.3 43.3 236.2 278 4100 8.7 E 3 m/s 0.5 day 0.001 - - - - - 

44 -135.42 47.40 04.04.20 2:40 5 0.0 20 43.8 243 102 4000 8.7 NW 5 m/s 0.5 night 5.722 - - - - - 

45 -133.98 47.40 04.04.20 11:06 4.9 0.0 20 43.2 234.7 114 4000 8.8 N 3 m/s 0.5 day 0.366 - - - - - 

46 -132.51 47.41 04.04.20 19:20 4.8 0.0 17.5 46.3 273.7 104 3200 8.8 N 10 m/s 1 day 1.178 - - - - - 

47 -131.07 48.41 05.04.20 6:36 5.1 0.7 20 42.7 233.3 110 2900 8.4 NW 10 m/s 1 night 8.617 1 (0.16) 4 (3.38) 3 (3.65) - - 

48 -130.15 48.42 05.04.20 12:04 5.1 1.8 19.2 43.5 244.7 117 2000 8.5 N 10 m/s 1 day 1.196 - - - - - 

49 -129.12 48.43 05.04.20 17:22 5.4 0.5 19.7 43.8 248.7 129 2400 8.3 N 8 m/s 0.5 day 0.18 - - - - - 

50 -128.02 48.41 04.04.20 23:10 4.8 0.0 19.2 47.3 303 114 2650 8.8 N 7 m/s 1 night 23.6 - - - - - 

51 -126.20 48.48 06.04.20 7:55 5.6 1.0 21 40.2 206.5 118 465 8.9 NWN 3 m/s 0.5 day 24.85 - - - - 2 (3.42) 

52 -125.45 48.51 06.04.20 12:25 4.7 5.7 17.3 45.3 292.7 35 95 9 light 0.5 day 82.52 - - - - 24 (8.6) 

Remark: *—Vancouver time; **—estimated parameter (see material and methods); AS—Average 

speed, nm; HD—Headrope depth, m; VO—Vertical opening, m; HO—Horizontal opening, m; W—

Warps, m 

 


