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Advisory Committee Members:
1. John Scoblic - Ketchikan AC
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3. Otto Florschutz - Wrangell AC
4. Mike Saunders - Upper Lynn Canal AC
5. Jim Beard - East Prince ofWales AC
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Public Panel Members:
1. Matt Donohoe - Alaska Trollers Association (ATAISelf)
2. Tom Ohaus - Southeast Alaska Guide Organization (SEAGO)
3. Seth Bone - SEAGO
4. Tony Phillips - SEAGO
5. Theresa Weiser - Southeast Charter Boat Owner's Association (SCBOA)
6. Kent Hall - SCBOA
7. Jim Roesch - Self, Charter
8. Randy Gluth - Self, Sport
9. Tory O'Connell- Self, Longline/biologist
10. Mike Reif - Self, Longline & charter
II. Linda Behnken - Alaska Longliner Fishermens Association (ALFA)
12. Kathy Hansen - Southeast Alaska Fishermens Alliance (SEAFA)
13. Julianne Curry - Petersburg Vessel Owners Association (PVOA)
14. JeffFarvour - Longline
15. Richie Davis - Seafood Processor's Cooperative (SPC)

Federal Subsistence Representative:
I. Rod Campbell

The Committee met February 21, 2009 at 3:10 p.m. and recessed at 4:45 p.m. The Committee
reconvened February 22,2009 at 8:15 a.m. and adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

PROPOSALS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE WERE: (27 total) 43, 330-355.
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PROPOSAL 43 - 5 AAC 28.089. GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR GROUNDFISH FISHERY
REGULATIONS. Delete portions of groundfish guiding principles as follows: 5 AAC 28.089 - delete
sections 1, 2 and 5.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, RC 151.

Timely Public Comment: None.

Record Comments: None.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• A panel member asked for clarification of why the Eastern Gulf ofAlaska was not included.
• The Eastern Gulf ofAlaska is not included in the guiding principles because Alaska Department

ofFish and Game staffwere developing biomass based approaches for species within its
management jurisdiction.

• A board member stated that the guiding principles had been removed from the regulations for
specific areas.

Department:
• The proposed change does not apply to groundfish fisheries in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska.

Department ofLaw: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• A panel member stated that the proposal was sarcastic.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: None.

Public Panel Reconunendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 330 - 5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS FOR THE EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA
AREA. Require location data described in logbooks to be expressed in degrees and decimal minutes.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

StaffComments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 8, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: None.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC lSI, RC ISS, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: Housekeeping.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• This will aid the department and will not pose a hardship for fishermen.
• This is already done in the geoduck fishery.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: Ketchikan.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 331 - 5 AAC 47.021. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR SEASONS, BAG POSSESSION,
AND SIZE LIMITS, AND METHODS AND MEANS FOR THE SALT WATERS OF
SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA; AND 5 AAC 28.150. CLOSED WATERS IN EASTERN GULF
OF ALASKA AREA. Close guided sport and commercial bottom fisheries in Port Frederick between
Christ Point and Cannery point.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 8.

Timely Public Comment: None.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 151, RC 155, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support aud Oppositiou:
• The committee discussed that the intent of the proposal is to create a Local Area Management

Plan (LAMP).
• The Sitka AC representative stated that some members of the Sitka AC were not comfortable

voting because it is out of their jurisdiction but felt that if the community wanted to start a
LAMP they should be able to do so.

• A panel member stated that there is a protocol for initiating the LAMP process, which requires
all stakeholders to be involved before engaging Board ofFisheries involvement.

• The Icy Strait AC stated that as the intent of this proposal was to begin the LAMP process, this
proposal can be withdrawn if the proposal language interferes with that process.

Department:
• The department reminded the panel that the state does not have any jurisdiction over the

management ofhalibut.
• The board has adopted a positive finding for customary and traditional use for groundfish in that

area.

Department ofLaw: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• The public panel wanted to express on the record a lot of support for developing a LAMP.

Opposition: None.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Icy Strait, Sitka.
Oppose: None.

Public Pauel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose the proposal and replace it with directive to begin
the LAMP process.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action (based on protocol).

Substitute Lauguage: None.
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PROPOSAL 332 - 5 AAC 28.150. CLOSED WATERS IN EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA
AREA; AND 5 AAC 47.021. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR SEASONS, BAG, POSSESSION,
AND SIZE LIMITS, AND METHODS AND MEANS FOR THE SALT WATERS OF
SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA. Close area around Naha Bay from all bottom fishing.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 9, AC 10.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 1, PC 9, PC 84.

Record Comments: RC 235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Many panel members feIt that this proposal was out of their area and desired to abstain.

Department:
• The department noted it does not have the authority to regulate halibut fishing.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• The Ketchikan AC was opposed because it would close commercial and sport fishing in that

area.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: Ketchikan.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 333 - 5 AAC 28.160. LINGCOD ALLOCATION GUIDELINES FOR EASTERN
GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Amend the regulation to raise guideline harvest level for lingcod in
central outside Southeast Alaska area.

Staff Reports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 9, AC 10, AC
12.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 36, PC 50, PC 68, PC 80, PC 85, PC 89, PC
99, PC 112, PC 113.

Record Comments: RC 98, RC 151, RC 152, RC 155, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department:
• Effort in the directed fishery was relatively low in 2004 and 2006 and the guideline harvest level

(OHL) was not achieved. This may account for increases in CPUE in 2007 and 2008. The
longline fishery has left a lot of its bycatch allocation. Longliners are constrained by the 5%
bycatch limit and there has been no DSR fishery recently so there has not been bycatch taken in
that fishery.

• The current guideline harvest range (ORR) was put in place in 2000. Prior to that time the ORR
was quite a bit higher and under that level CPUEs were declining. Since the institution ofthe
new ORR, CPUEs have increased. There is no stock assessment for lingcod. Currently lingcod is
managed to the upper end ofthe ORR and there has not been harvest up to that end. Ifharvest
was reaching the upper end of the ORR for several years and there were still high CPUEs the
department would consider raising the OHL.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• The intent of the proposal was not to raise the OHL or reallocate lingcod but to update the

possibly outdated science as to how the OHL is detennined.
• Several panel members stated that if there is any way in the future to perfonn a stock assessment

it should be perfonned.

Opposition:
• Lingcod could be vulnerable because of their life history and should be managed conservatively.
• Everyone would like more infonnation on all species, but there are limits to funding.
• Lingcod stock assessment is difficult and the department made considerable efforts towards this

without developing adequate methods.
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• The Ketchikan AC is opposed to this proposal due to concern for conservation ofthe resource.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: Ketchikan.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose as written with the comment on the record that it is
desirable to have the best possible science.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 334 - 5 AAC 28.165. LINGCOD ALLOCATION GUIDELINES FOR EASTERN
GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Increase allocation oflingcod to sport fishery.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab IS, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC I, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 6, AC 2, AC 8, AC 10, AC 12, AC IS.

Timely Public Comment: RC I, Public Comment Tab, PC 36, PC 50, PC 55, PC 68, PC 80, PC 85, PC
89, PC 97, PC 99, PC 112, PC 113.

Record Comments: RC 93, RC 98, RC lSI, RC 152, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Support for this proposal was withdrawn by the proposer (RC 93) because at the time of

submission it appeared there was underutilization in directed and longline fisheries. It appears
there was more effort in 2008 and the longliners may increase their effort in the future.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport: None.

Opposition:
• The lingcod fishery is valuable for longliners. It has recently been underutilized because of drops

in halibut quota in which lingcod is bycatch and also the lack of openings for directed DSR
fishing, which has a relatively large lingcod bycatch allowance. There is a proposal to change
bycatch allowances to better allow longliners to utilize their allocation.

• Lingcod has recently been commercially underutilized in the Southern Southeast Outer Coast
(SSEOC) because the price was low for lingcod and high for fuel so it became less economically
viable, and sport catch dropped as well. It would be better to wait and see what happens than to
change allocations.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.
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Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 335 - 5 AAC 28.165. LINGCOD ALLOCATION GillDELINES FOR EASTERN
GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Allocate lingcod equally between the sport fishery and the directed
commercial dinglebar fishery.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 8, AC 9, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 36, PC 50, PC 55, PC 68, PC 80, PC 85, PC
89, PC 97, PC 99, PC 112, PC 113.

Record Comments: RC 41, RC 98, RC 151, RC 152, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Support for this proposal was withdrawn by the proposer with RC 41.
• Ketchikan AC took no action because the proposal was withdrawn.

Department:
• In some cases this will increase sport allocation and in some cases it will increase the directed

dinglebar allocation.

Department ofLaw: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport: None.

Opposition:
• When the lingcod plan was put together there was an extensive collaboration between people of

all different gear groups and the longline group was allocated less than its historic percentage of
the catch in recognition of the entry level permit fishery for lingcod. This was supported as long
as the longline fleet had enough of an allocation to prosecute other fisheries without exceeding
their lingcod allocation. Currently, halibut is at low levels but halibut stocks may recover and
quotas increase at some point in the future so the amount oflingcod caught as bycatch by
10ngliners could increase. The work done to arrive at the existing allocation should be respected.

• In the past dinglebar fishermen were required to have the vessel monitoring system (VMS) to
fish in federal waters but this is no longer required. The VMS was cost prohibitive, and
participation in the ding1ebar fishery may increase without this requirement.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 336 - 5 AAC 28.173. LINGCOD POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS
FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Increase the bycatch allowance of lingcod from 5% to
10% in the Central Southeast Outside Section.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 35, PC 36, PC 68, PC 85, PC 89, PC 112.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• There was a request for clarification ofwhether the allowance would be set at either 5% or 10%

or be set between 5% and 10%.
• Support was expressed for granting emergency order (EO) authority to the department to adjust

the bycatch allowance or return it to 5% each year depending on activity in the various relevant
fisheries and extending the upper limit to 20%, with the reminder that the commercial allocation
will not be exceeded. This should also be based on the best available science.

• A board member stated this model has the flexibility to be safe for stocks despite general
opposition to bycatch increases.

Department:
• The clarification was made that the typical upper limit is 20% and bycatch limits exceeding 20%

must be set by the board.
• The department would know early in the season what halibut catch limits will be and whether

there will be directed DSR fishery so department could make timely decisions.
• The department would prefer a range ofbycatch allowances between 5 and 10% or possibly

higher.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Support was expressed with recommended changes to ensure the allocation is not exceeded but

there is an opportunity for more full utilization. Ten percent may be too high or too low at some
point in the future. The department should have the ability to be flexible with clear direction
from the board to be sure the allocation is not exceeded.

• The Wrangell AC supported the proposal with the caveat that they would not support it if it
prevented the prosecution of a dinglebar fishery.

• This will give longliners the ability to benefit fully from their allocation.
• The Sitka AC supported this proposal as amended with EO authority for the department.
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Opposition:
• The ATA board supported a 10% bycatch limit but had not voted on a limit higher than that and

so the panel member representing the ATA could not express support for the amended language.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: Sitka, Wrangell.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support with EO authority given to alter the bycatch
allowance from year to year and a 20% upper limit.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language:

5AAC 28.173 Lingcod possession and landing requirements for Eastern Gulf Of Alaska Area.
(a) In the Southeast District, a vessel fishing for

[(I)HALffiUT WITH LONGLlNE GEAR MAY NOT LAND OR HAVE ON BOARD
LINGCOD IN EXCESS OF 5 PERCENT, BY ROUND WEIGHT, OF ALL HALffiUT ON
BOARD THE VESSEL, EXCEPT THAT IN THE ICY BAY SECTION, A VESSEL MAY NOT
HAVE IN EXCESS OF 10 PERCENT, BY ROUND WEIGHT, OF ALL HALffiUT ON BOARD
THE VESSEL;]

(2) sablefish may not land or have on board lingcod, except as specified in (3) of this subsection;
(3) halibut and sablefish at the same time may not land or have on board lingcod in excess of the

amount of bycatch set by the department specified in the first emergency order ofthe season,
[FNE PERCENT], by round weight of all halibut on board the vessel. The commissioner may, by
emergency order, close the fishing season and immediately reopen the season with a different
bycatch level based on harvest data.
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PROPOSAL 337 - 5 AAC 28.165. LINGCOD ALLOCATION GUIDELINES FOR EASTERN
GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Make surplus dinglebar quota available to the troll fleet.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 9, AC 10, AC
15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 36, PC, 50, PC 68, PC 80, PC 85, PC 113.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 152, RC 214, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• The proposer wishes to withdraw support for the proposal (RC 214).

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• This could be workable in fisheries that are short, such as the Fairweather fishery. Support was

expressed for adding any leftover poundage from the directed fishery to the troll fishery after
directed fishing is closed.

Opposition:
• The Ketchikan AC and panel members stated the proposal does not seem possible because the

fisheries are concurrent.
• The annual catches vary. Reallocation does not make sense because catches are not consistent.

There are areas where trollers do not catch their full bycatch allocation so it seems wrong to
allocate them more.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: Ketchikan.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 338 - 5 AAC 28.113. LINGCOD FISHING SEASONS FOR EASTERN GULF OF
ALASKA AREA, and 5 AAC 28. 133. GROUNDFISH AND HALIBUT TAKEN WITH SALMON
TROLL FlSIDNG GEAR IN THE EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Allow trollers to retain
lingcod as bycatch during April in the Icy Bay Subdistrict.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1, AC 2, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 68, PC 85, PC 112.

Record Comments: RC 98, RC 151, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• At that time of the year there will be nest guarding males caught. That has harmed stocks in the

past.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Opposed.

AC Positions: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 339 - 5 AAC 47.020(7). GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR SEASONS AND BAG,
POSSESSION, ANNUAL, AND SIZE LIMITS FOR THE SALT WATERS OF THE
SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA. Allow guided and nonresident anglers to keep one lingcod over 55
inches annually.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Connnents: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Connnittee Connnent Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 9, AC 10, AC 12, AC 15.

Timely Public Connnent: RC 1, Public Connnent Tab, PC 36, PC 68, PC, 80, PC 85, PC 89, PC 97, PC
99, PC 112.

Record Connnents: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department:
• The department reconnnends changing the language referring to sport anglers in the lingcod

fishery to distinguish only between resident and nonresident anglers, and to discontinue
distinguishing between guided and nnguided anglers. In Southeast Alaska only approximately
2% of guided anglers are residents.

• The department clarified that nnguided resident anglers were permitted to keep fish over 55"
long.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport:
• The department recommendation for distinction between nonresidents and residents as opposed

to other categories of sport anglers received support from the panel.
• The possibility of catching a trophy will generate a lot of interest in sport fishing for lingcod

without substantially increasing the sport lingcod harvest.
• Charters will not go out looking for trophy fish. A panel member stated there is a trophy program

for other fish, but not for lingcod. Large lingcod will not be targeted, but anglers should be
allowed to keep a trophy if they catch it.

• A panel member stated a precedent was set for a trophy fishery when the 48" minimum size limit
for king sahnon went into effect for the 2008 season. Lingcod are more likely to survive hook
and release fishing than king salmon.

Opposition:
• The quota is in round pounds. If fish up to 55" can be kept the GHL could be exceeded.
• The large fish are all female and the eggs from large females are more successful. These fish

should not be targeted.
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• The fishing effort would cycle through a lot of fish in order to obtain the trophy fish. The fish are
difficult to handle, which presents challenges for a catch and release fishery. The trophy size
should be reduced because the current desired 55" length promotes high levels ofcatch and
release.

• The 48" minimum regulation for king salmon created a catch and kill fishery, and the same
would occur with lingcod.

• If a trophy fishery is allowed, fishing pressure in specific areas where there are large fish will
increase. This could lead to an elimination oflarge lingcod.

• Although the Ketchikan AC voted to support this proposal, some members were concerned about
the potential for a catch and release fishery.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral on the proposal but would like to discontinue distinction between guided and
unguided in favor ofresidents and nomesidents.

AC Positions: Support: Ketchikan.
Oppose: Sitka.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus.

Substitute Language:

5 AAC 47.060. Lingcod delegation of authority and provisions for management.
(a) The Alaska Board of Fisheries (board) has allocated the harvest of lingcod in seven management
areas of Southeast Alaska (Eastern Gulf of Alaska) to the commercial and sport fisheries under 5 AAC
28.160 and 5 AAC 28.165. The board recognizes that harvest regulations in the sport fishery may need
to be modified to attain the allocations in the seven management areas.
(b) If the commissioner determines that the regulations must be modified to attain the allocation, the
commissioner may establish, by emergency order, minimum size limits, maximum size limits, and
annual limits in any of the seven management areas for [GUIDED AND] nomesident sport anglers.
(c) Repealed 3/13/2004
Cd) Nonresident bag and possession limit of one lingcod 55 inches or greater in length; from May
16-November 30; One fish annual limit.
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PROPOSAL 340 - 5 AAC 47.021. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR SEASONS, BAG,
POSSESSION, AND SIZE LIMITS, AND METHODS AND MEANS FOR THE SALT WATERS
OF SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA, and 5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF EASTERN GULF
OF ALAKSKA AREA DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, SECTIONS AND SECTORS, and 5 AAC
28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA.
Amend boundary for lingcod sport fishery near Cross Sound and Yakobi Island.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

StaffConunents: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Conunittee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6.

Timely Public Conunent: RC 1, Public Conunent Tab, PC 36, PC, 50, PC 68, PC80, PC 85, PC 89, PC
97, PC 99, PC 112.

Record Conunents: RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Snpport and Opposition:
• Referring to table 335-3, a panel member stated that there appears to have been low directed

fishing effort for lingcod in the Northern Southeast Outside (NSEO) management area. The
member asked whether the department had the authority to transfer surplus from the directed
fishery to other user groups.

Department:
• Regulations in the Yakutat area may become more restrictive in the future because harvests have

increased in 2008.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• The sport fishery has been over its allocation in multiple years. The initial allocation process was

complicated and to make the proposed changes would be like starting over.
• Part ofthe problem with the directed lingcod fishery in NSEO is that sometimes the fish were

not there at certain times of year for unknown reasons.
• Fish populations and fishermens' reasons for targeting or not targeting a given species change

from year to year. A user group should not lose its allocation if it does not fully prosecute a
fishery in a given year.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral on allocative aspects. Oppose modification of lingcod management area
boundaries.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 341 - 5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES FOR EASTERN
GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Modify allocation of demersal shelf rockfish between commercial and
sport fisheries.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19, RC 37.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 12, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 35, PC 36, PC 50, PC 68, PC 84, PC 85, PC
89, PC 97, PC 99, PC 112, PC 113, PC 117.

Record Comments: RC 23, RC 77, RC 98, RC 149, RC 151, RC 152, RC 155, RC 185, RC 203, RC
205, RC 170, RC 230, RC 235, RC 228, RC 229, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• This proposal received a lengthy discussion from the panel members as to the feasibility of the

charter fleet stayiog within its 16% allocation and how the allocation was arrived at during the
2006 Board ofFisheries meeting.

• All members of the panel expressed a desire to protect demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) and
awareness oftheir vulnerability to overfishing.

• Charter industry representatives described industry willingness to participate in rockfish
recompression and other conservation methods as part of their desire to protect the resource.

• The 10ng1ine industry representative described current information-sharing projects to help
10ng1iners avoid areas of high rockfish abundance and willingness to assist the charter fleet in the
creation of similar proj ects for themselves.

• There was lengthy discussion as to whether yelloweye are targeted in the charter industry or
whether yelloweye are incidental to other targeted species.

• ReqUiring recompression and release will lead to increased avoidance because recompressing
rockfish is cumbersome.

• Overfishing Level (OFL) had been exceeded for several years, which could have resulted in
federal interv\)ntion, before 2006.

• The board wished to clarify that in 2006 and 2007 the people who could not fish were the
directed fishers and the people who continued unimpeded were the sport and halibut fishermen,
and also clarify that subsistence is a fairly consistent amount of pounds from year to year, not a
percentage.

Department:
• The 18.3% that the sport fishery was reported to have taken last year is a preliminary number.

Further clarification was made that the sport harvests over 20% were prior to allocation of 16%
to the sport fleet.

• There is an error in table 341-1 in RC 19. The correct table can be found in staff comments RC 2
table 341-1.
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• Anticipated subsistence removal has been deducted from the commercial total allowable catch
(TAC) and the department would like guidance from the board on how to account for estimated
subsistence harvest ofDSR in the future.

• In 2000, full retention ofDSR taken in state waters by the commercial fisheries was required;
then in 2005 the regulation was extended to federal waters. The discard mortality was estimated
to be lower in 2005 than it was in prior years without full retention requirements because the fish
were supposed to be retained. The estimated discard mortality from 2005 and subsequent years is
10% ofthe reported commercial halibut bycatch of yelloweye landed.

• The methods for estimating DSR bycatch in the commercial halibut fishery were updated in
2007.

• DSR is managed very conservatively. The TAC is set well below the overfishing level.
• In 2006 and 2007, there was no directed commercial DSR fishery because there was not

sufficient quota to open an orderly fishery.
• The public should not anticipate coastwide closure to sport fishing in 2009. In 2006 the

department indicated that there would be discussion with industry if it became necessary to
implement time and/or area closures.

• There is no clear trend in exceeding the sportfish allocation and there is no regulation that
immediate action will be taken if the sportfish GHL is exceeded. Time and area closures to sport
fishing in the immediate future are unlikely.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• The current allocation to the charter industry is very close to their recent historical harvest and

there is uncertainty regarding the future size of the TAC and how subsistence removals will be
applied to the TAC.

• All management tools under current regulation, except for time and area closures, have been
used to try to keep the sport harvest within its GHL. Implementation ofthese closures would be
highly detrimental to the charter industry.

• Halibut discard mortality in the longline sector was high. The discards were factored into the
allocation process and contributed to high DSR allocation to the commercial sector. Discard
mOltality in the halibut fishery is higher than the entire sport catch. During 2000-2005 there was
a consistent level of sport catch. The commercial industry took more than the TAC during that
time. Discard mortality has decreased.

• The commercial industry was awarded a high allocation as a result of overharvesting the TAC.
• The charter industry has done its best to avoid targeting DSR, but could not get down to the

allocation. There is concern that with subsistence to be taken off the top in the future there will
still be trouble and closures in future years.

• The charter industry is not looking to take valuable fish away from another sector, just to have
enough to operate. The charter industry wants bag limits to remain low to discourage targeting.

Opposition:
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• Some charter operators oppose this proposal.
• The DSR has been an important part of halibut fishery for 50 years and became valuable as a

directed fishery when value added product was developed and is important for winter sales. The
directed fishery keeps processors working in winter and is available as an entry level fishery.

• When DSR is taken in halibut and longline fisheries, DSR must all be kept, creating full
accountability. The full retention requirement ofbycatch avoids waste. Work has been done with
the fleet to keep everyone accountable.

• The board set the DSR allocation during the last meeting and said don't come back looking for
more. The board looked at the history in setting the initial allocation and just the last 5 years
were used as the basis for the allocation, giving the charter fleet more than they would have had
if their long term history had been used. The charter fleet asked for and got an additional 2%.

• Everybody knows how to avoid rockfish if they work at it.
• Alaska Longline Fishermens Association (ALFA) has a strong desire to stay within its allocation

and keep the directed fishery option for a small boat fishery. The longline fleet has worked hard
to avoid rockfish.

• The charter fleet says they expect bookings to be down next season and last year were barely
over their allocation. There is every reason to believe sport allocation is adequate because the
bag limits in the sport fishery are lower and they are expecting fewer bookings.

• It is a bad precedent to reward people for going over their allocation.
• The sport catch of yelloweye increased in 2008 because there was a change in the king sahnon

management plan and there was targeting of yelloweye.
• A panel member recommended keeping 16% allocation and putting in a 10% conservation

allocation buffer that would come from the commercial allocation. If a sector hits their allocation
they can use the buffer for the current year to avoid closure.

• The commercial fishery has a more stable number of users and is easily monitored. In guided
sport, it is different. Because of the endless number ofpotential clients, the only cap is a cap on
the resource.

• Sport charter clients demand something when the primary species is not available. Yelloweye
unfortunately become that target as a fallback.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language:

SAAC 28.160 Harvest guidelines and ranges for Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area.
(c) (1) (A) The annual allowable catch of demersal shelf rockfish is calculated based on the federal

total allowable catch (TAC) of demersal shelf rockfish with 84% allocated to the commercial fisheries
and 16% allocated to the sport fisheries, after the estimated subsistence harvest is deducted from the
TAC"--,
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PROPOSAL 342 - 5 AAC 28.111. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH FISIDNG SEASONS FOR
EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Clarify split season allocations for DSR in internal waters.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, PC 99.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• This was seen as a housekeeping measure and was not discussed further.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport: None.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 343 - 5 AAC 28.111. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH FISIDNG SEASONS FOR
EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Open a summer season for directed fishing of demersal shelf
rockfish.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 12, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 50, PC 68, PC 84, PC 85, PC 89, PC 97, PC
99, PC 112, PC 117.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 151, RC 155.

Narrative of Support aud Oppositiou:
• There was discussion as to how this regulation could be enforced because it would be difficult to

determine what the target species was if all species were on board a vessel.

Department:
• Staff stated that the adoption of this proposal would put state regulations in direct conflict with

federal regulations.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• This could lead to conservation problems.
• Enforcement difficulty.
• There could be potential for exceeding TAC and this is not worth the possibility of fishing during

the summer despite better weather in summer.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.
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Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 344 - 5 AAC 28.111. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH FISHING SEASONS FOR
EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Extend the commercial DSR fishery into the summer months
for jig gear in internal waters areas.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 68, PC 85, PC 89, PC 112, PC 117.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 155.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department ofLaw: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• There was opposition based on staff comments and allowance ofmore directed fishing for other

gear groups. The commercial sector is satisfied with the current balance and does not want to
exceed the OFL.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.

280f40



Alaska Board ofFisheries Committee F Report 02125109

PROPOSAL 345 5 AAC 28.171. ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING
REQUIREMENTS FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Adjust bycatch allowance for
demersal shelf rockfish.

Staff Reports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 8, AC 10, AC 12, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 36, PC 68, PC 85, PC 89, PC 99, PC 117.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 212, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• There was a request for explanation of how much flexibility the department would have.

Department:
• This proposal would allow for full utilization ofDSR in any given year and allow the department

to adjust bycatch allowance taking into account the size of the halibut quota and whether there is
a directed DSR fishery.

• Twenty percent is in regulation as the upper limit. The department would have to look at past
harvest to set a bycatch allowance and it would take some time and work.

• This regulation would not affect the opportunity for a directed fishery.
• The department made the clarification that discard at sea is currently not permitted.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport:
• The longline fleet currently has reduced harvest/income because ofhalibut quota reductions.
• This would add incentive for compliance with full retention regulations.
• It is not appropriate to say the commercial sector should not catch their full allocation when the

sector has worked hard to remain under its allocation.
• This won't increase catch but will allow people to sell more of their catch and realize more of the

value of their catch as there have been cuts in other fisheries.

Opposition:
• DSR are a valuable long lived species that should be managed conservatively.
• There is potential for commercial fishermen to make sets targeting DSR on the way in from

fishing for halibut or making sets in shallower water to catch more yelloweye. The average ex­
vessel value was about $1 per pound. This species should be an incidental catch to higher value
fisheries.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language:

5 AAe 28.171. Rockfish possession and landing requirements for Eastern Gulf of Alaska
area. (a) In the Southeast District, a CFEC pennit holder must retain, weigh, and report all demersal
shelf rockfish taken. Except as provided in (b) of this section, all demersal shelf rockfish in excess of
10 percent, round weight, of all target species on board the vessel must be weighed and reported as
bycatch overage on an ADF&G fish ticket. All proceeds from the sale of excess demersal shelf
rockfish bycatch shall be surrendered to the state. The commissioner may, by emergency order,
close the fishing season and immediately reopen the season with a different bycatch level based
on harvest data.
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PROPOSAL 346 - 5 AAC 28.111. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH FISHING SEASONS FOR
EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA and 5 AAC 28.171. ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND
LANDING REQUIREMENTS FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA, and 5 AAC 28.160.
HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Repeal
directed fishing for DSR and make it bycatch only with a bycatch rate to be set by emergency order.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 35, PC 50, PC 68, PC 85, PC 89, PC 99, PC
117.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 155, RC 212, RC 235.

Narrative of Support aud Opposition:
• The proposer would like to withdraw their support for this proposal (RC 212) based on their

support for the DSR fishery as an entry-level fishery and based on the department's support of
proposal 345.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No action due to withdrawal of support by proposer.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 347 5 AAC 28.171. ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING
REQUIREMENTS FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Restore the directed fishing for
slope rockfish in internal waters.

Staff Reports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

StaffComments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 8, AC 9, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 50, PC 85, PC 89, PC 112.

Record Comments: RC 151, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Support aud Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• There was a working group to discuss this during the last board meeting and it was rejected.
• These species are bycatch in commercial and deepwater recreational fisheries.
• The species are extremely longlived, up to as many as 200 years.
• There is little information about these species.
• The bycatch limit on this species is adequate.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose due to biological concerns.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 348 5 AAC 28.171. ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING
REQUIREMENTS FOR EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Clarify intent of full retention
regulations, housekeeping.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

StaffComments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC I, Advisory Connnittee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 8, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, PC 99.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 151, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• This was seen as a housekeeping measure and there was no further discussion.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport: None.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 349/350 - 5 AAC 47.021. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR SEASONS, BAG,
POSSESSION, AND SIZE LIMITS, AND METHODS AND MEANS FOR THE SALT WATERS
OF SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA. Require the use of a recompression device for releasing rockfish
caught in sport fisheries in Southeast waters.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, Proposa1349 - AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 9, AC
10, AC 12, AC 15. Proposa1350 - AC 2, AC 9, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, Proposal 349 - PC 11, PC 50, PC 68, PC 89, PC
99. Proposa1350 - PC 11, PC 50, PC 68, PC 89, PC 99.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 203, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Proposals 349, 350, and 352 were all discussed together.
• There was some question as to whether charter boats would have to give up a rod fishing for

halibut to release fish.
• There was a suggestion to amend the proposal so that if a vessel is trolling it should not be

required to release fish at depth.
• Many charter operators were present at a presentation demonstrating the effectiveness ofrelease

tools. An offer was also made to bring researchers to the next board cycle to present on the
recompreSSIOn Issue.

• The board applauds efforts to explore uses of these devices but requests clarification about
specifics ofthe devices.

• With bird avoidance devices (BADs) there was initial difficulty determining what would work
for what boats; there were opportunities to experiment and a grace period for implementation.
There was a recommendation to give the fleet opportunities for innovation.

• Charter representative stated desire for charter operators to help gather information about
survivability, such as instituting a tagging program.

• Clients may be familiar with OR, CA, WA where there is a 100-year rebuilding plan for
yelloweye and no yelloweye can be kept.

• There was discussion regarding recent research done on recompression devices and whether or
not recent research is applicable to Alaska sport fisheries at this time.

Department: Referenced staff comments.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Release at depth really does work, and clients appreciate it.
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• These measures will not result in higher catch and release. Anglers are required by law to keep
their fIrst fIsh. They are good to eat, but not good sport to catch.

• There is currently 100% mortality of caught fIsh, and this will improve survival. If fIsh live even
a short time a different angler could catch the same fIsh, reducing overall mortality. The fIsh are
not floating behind the boat.

• It is unlikely there will be prolonged catch and release fIshing with adoption of this proposal.
• Release is time consuming; charter boats would be likely to avoid the area if they were mandated

to release.
• Charter operators want to do something and are willing to wait another cycle or implement now,

even without any change to the estimate ofmortality.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support with amendments for vessel in the process of
trolling.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 351 5 AAC 28.171. ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING
REQUIREMENTS IN EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Require DSR caught in excess of
bycatch limits in commercial fisheries to be released at or near the bottom.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab IS, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 9, AC 10, AC 12, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC II, PC 36, PC 50, PC 68, PC 85, PC 89, PC
99, PC 112.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 201, RC 236 RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Withdrawn; proposer understands that it is not practical. RC 201 withdraws support by proposer.

Department: None.

Department ofLaw: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• Being required to retain rockfish is a disincentive for catching them because it takes time and

hold space. Fish have been on the hook too long for recompression to be successful.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 352 - 5 AAC 47.065. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH DELEGATION OF
AUTHORITY AND PROVISIONS FOR MANAGEMENT. Require the release of demersal shelf
rockfish (DSR) in excess of a sport fish angler's bag limit at or near the bottom.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 11, PC 50, PC 68, PC 89.

Record Comments: RC 155.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• This proposal was discussed in conjunction with proposal 349 and 350.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support with amendments for vessel in the process of
trolling.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 353 - 5 AAC 47.065. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFlSH DELEGATION OF
AUTHORITY AND PROVISIONS FOR MANAGEMENT. Require the retention of yelloweye
rockfish and add specifications to release of other rockfish.

Staff Reports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC 19.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 12, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 50, PC 68, PC 99.

Record Comments: RC 98, RC 151, RC 155, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Proposer was unaware of other release mechanisms and proposals at the time ofsubmitting

proposal. The intent of this proposal was to allow release of fish that seemed like they could
swim down on their own rather than to retain apparently healthy fish.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Quillback and other small rockfish caught in shallow water can swim down on their own; it

seems like a waste to have to kill the fish.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose.

AC Positions: Support: Sitka.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 354 - 5 AAC 28.150. CLOSED WATERS IN THE EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA
AREA. Allow the sale up to bycatch limits of black rockfish captured in areas closed to the directed
fishing ofblack rockfish.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

StaffComments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, PC 99.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 151, RC 155, RC 235, RC 257.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support, Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 355 - 5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA
DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, SECTIONS AND SECTORS, and 5 AAC 28.150. CLOSED
WATERS IN EASTERN GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Allow directed black rockfish fishing in areas
currently closed except for Sitka Sound.

StaffReports: RC 3, RC 4, Oral Tab 15, Written Tab 29.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 6, AC 8, AC 10, AC 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89.

Record Comments: RC 42, RC 155.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Oppose.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: Ketchikan.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Conunittee Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Substitute Language: None.
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S. Kevin Monagle - Juneau Area Management Biologist (Note taker), Commercial

Fisheries
6. Dave Harris - Juneau Area Assistant Management Biologist (Note taker), Commercial

Fisheries

Advisory Committee Members:
1. John Scoblic - Ketchikan AC
2. Tad Fujioka - Sitka AC
3. Jeff Fraker- YakutatAC
4. KC Mapes - Yakutat AC
S. Steve Hendershot - Edna Bay AC
6. Otto Florschutz - Wrangell AC

Public Panel Members:
1. Eric Jordon - Chum Trollers Association
2. Rick Bierman - Self
3. Stan Malcom - Petersburg Charterboat Association
4. Don Westlund - Self
S. Fred Fayette - Self
6. Greg Bigsby - Lynn Canal Gillnetters
7. AaronBean-Self
8. Linda Danner - Chum Trollers Association-not present
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9. Dave Otte - Alaska Trollers Association President
10. Jev Shelton - Self
II. Arnold Enge - United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters
12. Ed Hansen - Southeast Alaska Fishennen's Alliance
13. WaltPasternak-Self
14. Tom Fisher - Self
15. Jim Becker - Self
16. Paul Ipock - Self
17. Mathew Stroemer - Self
18. Mark Moats - Seafood Producer's Coop board

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

The Committee met February 21,2009 at 3:05 p.m. and adjourned at 5:25 p.m.

PROPOSALS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE WERE: (19 total): 244*,245*,246*,247*,248*,249*,
250*,251*,252*,320,321,322,323,324,325,326,327, 328, 329. *also addressed in Committee
E.
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'PROPOSAL 244 - 5 AAC 33.364. SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA ENHANCED SALMON
ALLOCATION MANAGEMENT PLAN. Amend this regulation to modify enhanced salmon
allocation plan for Northem Southeast Alaska.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab i8, RC 4 Oral Tab 6.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, 4,8,9,10,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC I, Public Comment Tab, PC 19,20,21,25,37,48,55,75,82,87,89,92,
94,95,99, 101, 102, 108, 113,116.

Record Comments: RC 25, 29, 39, 50, 51, 91, 103, 1I I, 152, 160, 163, 175,235.

Narrative of Support aud Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Current Joint Regional Planning Team process is flawed; two gear groups can agree to oppose

the third.
• This would be the first time fish would be taken from one gear group and given to another, rather

than increase hatchery production to balance the allocations.

Opposition:
• Support for the Regional Planning Team (RPT) agreement.
• Taking non-regional hatchery production out of consideration also removes coho projects and

leaves trollers further below their allocation.
• New production no longer a viable option because most hatcheries are near their production

capacity.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Wrangell.
Oppose: None.
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Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 245 - 5 AAC 33.364. SOUTHEAST ALASKA AREA ENHANCED SALMON
ALLOCATION MANAGEMENT PLAN. Amend this regulation to modify enhanced salmon
allocation plan for Northern Southeast Alaska.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 18, RC 4 Oral Tab 6.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, 4, 6, 8,9,10, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC I, Public Comment Tab, PC 21, 48,55,82,89,92,94,99, 102, 108, 113.

Record Comments: RC 25, 29, 39, 50, 51, 91,111, 150, 152, 160, 163, 175, 182,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law:
• Although the board has broad authority, the board's authority to amend hatchery permits is

limited.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support~

• In response to Department of Law comments, RC 182 was submitted to review and revise
enhanced allocation plan.

• Current Joint Regional Planning Team process is flawed; two gear groups can agree to oppose
the third.

• This would be the first time that fish would be taken from one gear group and given to another,
rather than increase hatchery production to balance the allocations.

Opposition:
• Support for the RPT agreement.
• IfNorthern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (NSRAA) production is removed, then

onus for allocation falls on Southern Southeast Regional Aquacultnre Association (SSRAA).
• Removes coho projects and leaves trollers further below their allocation.
• New production no longer a viable option because most hatcheries are near their production

capacity.

SSFP: Not discussed.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Wrangell.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 246 - 5 AAC 29.150. CLOSED WATERS; and 5 AAC 33.350. CLOSED
WATERS. Close Coffman Cove to commercial trolling, gillnetting, and seining.

StaffReports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

StaffComments:·RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, 8, 9,10, 12, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC I, Public Comment Tab, PC 21, 55, 89, 92, 94, 99, 108, 113, 119.

Record Comments: RC 25,29,39, III, 152, 175,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• PC 119 withdraws tbe proposal due to a misunderstanding.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None

Support: None.

Opposition:
• Consensus to oppose in Committee E.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action due to proposal withdrawal. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 247 - 5 AAC 29.1S0(i). CLOSED WATERS. Amend regulation to be consistent with
what is now being implemented by emergency order.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC I, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2,8,9, 10, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, 99, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 152, 175,235.

Narrative of Support aud Opposition:

Department: Housekeeping. This puts into regulation what is currently done by emergency order.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support as housekeeping.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 248 - 5 AAC 29.100. MANAGEMENT OF THE SUMMER SALMON TROLL
FISHERY (i)(1). Uncouple troll and set gillnet openings in the Yakutat Area.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

StaffConunents: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC I, Advisory Conunittee Conunent Tab, AC 2, 8.

Timely Public Conunent: RC I, Public Conunent Tab, PC 92,113.

Record Comments: RC 29,67, 152, 175, 194,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• More opportunity for trollers.
• Will relieve congestion for Situk River set gillnetters as this would provide more options for set

gillnetters who are also trollers.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Yakutat.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Reconunendation: Consensus to support.

Board Conunittee Recommendation: Consensus to support. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 249 - 5 AAC 29.120. GEAR SPECIFICATIONS AND
OPERATIONS; 5 AAC 33.331. GILLNET SPECIFICATIONS AND OPERATION. Allow drift
gillnet and troll gear on board a vessel while participating in either fishery.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2,7,8,9,10,12,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 5, 89, 99.

Record Comments: RC 29,155, 175,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Allows switching between trolling and gillnetting more efficiently.
• Reduces fuel costs.
• Avoids loss of fishing time.
• Reduces fleet carbon "footprint".

Opposition:
• Fisherman could carry gear for someone else.
• More "high-grading" offish between gear types.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Wrangell, Petersburg, and Sitka.
Oppose: Craig.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 250 - 5 AAC 33.XXX. NEW SECTION. Make a new regulation to allow one unit of
troll gear and one unit of drift gillnet gear to be on board vessel simultaneously in Southeast Alaska.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: RC None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2,8,9,10, 13, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 40, 89, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 152, 155, 175,235

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Allows switching between trolling and gillnetting more efficiently.
• Support if 252 is passed.

Opposition:
• Fisherman could carry gear for someone else.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Wrangell, Petersburg, and Sitka.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 251 - 5 AAC 29.XXX and 33.XXX. NEW SECTIONS. Add gear stowage
requirements for dual licensed vessels and allow salmon harvested from only one gear type onboard.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2,8, 10, 12, 13, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 75, 89.

Record Comments: RC 29,155, 175,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Allows switching between trolling and drift gillnetting more efficiently.

Opposition:
• Fisherman could carry gear for someone else.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Craig, Wrangell, Petersburg, and Sitka.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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*PROPOSAL 252 - 5 AAC 29.XXX and 33.XXX. NEW SECTIONS. Require vessels participating
in both troll and giIInet fisheries deliver product from one fishery before starting the next.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3, 4.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC I, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, 6, 8, 9; 10, 12, 13, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC I, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, 92, 99, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42, 152, 155, 175,235

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: The department supports this proposal. This proposal is closely linked to proposals
249,250, and 251 and the department strongly recommends that this proposal be adopted if the
board adopts any of these proposals.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support due to no opposition.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 320 - 5AAC 29.090(a). MANAGEMENT OF THE SPRING SALMON TROLL
FISHERIES. Amend the regulation to allow uncaught king salmon remaining from the winter fishery
GHL to be available during spring troll fisheries.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1,2,6,8,9,10,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 11,82, 83, 92, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42, 50, 51, 98,152,155, 184,214,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• After consultation with ATA and the department, author submitted revised version as RC 184.

Department: Revised proposal is likely to result in a small increase in catch, which is not expected to
increase the number of king sahnon non-retention days during the summer fishery.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Supports revision.
• NSRAA says this will allow additional opportunity (time and area) to access hatchery kings.

Opposition:
• Oppose as written.
• Sport fishery cannot roll over unharvested fish.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus. Jensen conflicted.
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5 AAC 29.090. MANAGEMENT OF THE SPRING SALMON TROLL FISHERIES.

(F) when the pre-season Chinook salmon Abundance Index is at least 1.15 and the amount
of the winter troll fishery GHL remaining on May 1, is 10,000 or more king salmon, the following
provisions are in effect:

L

(i)

(ii)

between 10,000 and 15,000 fish, 250 additional non-Alaska hatchery­
produced salmon will be added to the maximum allowable number of non­
Alaska hatchery-produced salmon to be taken as provided in CD) of this
section;
greater than 15,000 fish, 500 additional non-Alaska hatchery-produced
salmon will be added to the maximum allowable number of non-Alaska
hatchery-produced salmon to be taken as provided in (D) ofthis section.
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PROPOSAL 321 - 5AAC 29.080(a). MANAGEMENT OF THE WINTER SALMON TROLL
FISHERY. Amend the regulation to adjust guideline harvest level in winter salmon troll fishery for
Alaska hatchery component.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, 6, 8, 9, 10, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC I, Public Comment Tab, PC 11,92, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42,152, 155,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Will increase hatchery percentage in overall harvest because winter fishery has higher hatchery

percentage than the summer fishery.

Opposition:
• Concern that this proposal would allow the winter catch to exceed the 45,000 fish winter fishery

cap and could lead to more non-retention days during summer fishery.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Sitka.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 322 - SAAC 29.080. MANAGEMENT OF THE WINTER SALMON TROLL
FISHERY. (b)(2). Removes the closure in winter salmon troll fishery for District 8.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2,8,9,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 40,62,68,92,109, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42,152,200,215,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

• ATA submitted RC 215 to withdraw the proposal due to recent discussions.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Snpport:
• Wrangell AC supported only with amendments in RC 200 to protect area of high local sport use.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Wrangell.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No action.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 323 - 5AAC 29.090(f). MANAGEMENT THE SPRING SALMON TROLL
FISHERIES. Repeal subsection (f) of this regulation.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1,2,6,8,10,13.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42, 155,220,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

• The department submitted RC 220 clarifying the intent of the proposal to treat this area as a
spring troll area that will be managed under provisions of 5 AAC 29.090(d)(I)(D).

Department:
• This area is no longer used by the department as an index of pink and chum salmOl;t abundance.
• The department currently has the regulatory authority to establish this area as a spring troll area

to be managed under provisions of 5 AAC 29.090 and intends to do so.
• Spring troll fisheries are managed for king salmon, not pink and chum salmon. However, pink

and chum salmon harvested incidentally to king salmon may be retained and sold.
• If the area is managed as a spring troll area, it could be open longer and the resultant king salmon

catch may be greater than it is as the pink and chum salmon index area with a king salmon cap of
500 fish.

• Any increase in the harvest of non-Alaska hatchery-produced (Treaty) king salmon is not
expected to result in an increase in king salmon non retention and incidental catch and release
mortalities during the summer troll fishery.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• Concern that operating as a spring troll area would be too restrictive and essential tender support

may be unavailable.

SSFP: Not discussed.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Support.

AC Positions: Support: Sitka.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: Consensus to support. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 324 - SAAC 29.090(f). MANAGEMENT THE SPRING SALMON TROLL
FISHERIES. Allow fishing 7 days a week in the Cross Sound Pink and Chum area from the second
Monday in June through June 30, or until 500 king salmon are harvested.

StaffReports: RC 3 RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC I, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1,2,6,13.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42,81,152, 155,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department:
e This area is no longer used by the department as an index ofpink and chum salmon abundance.
• Spring troll fisheries are managed for king salmon, not pink and chum salmon. However, pink

and chum salmon harvested incidentally to king salmon may be retained and sold. \

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Support for increasing amount of fishing time available in the area.
• Proposers want to create a stable fishery for pink and chum salmon which includes seven days

per week openings.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Sitka, Elfin Cove through a panel member.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to support.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action due to action taken on proposal 323. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 325 - 5AAC 29.110. MANAGEMENT OF COHO SALMON TROLL FISHERY.
Extend closing date for coho salmon troll fishery to September 30.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1,2,6,8,9,10,13,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 11, 92, 94,113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42, 51, 73,152,155,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department:
• The requirements to extend the fishery are less restrictive than those to close the fishery. Data

analysis may not be timely enough to close iflow abundance warrants a closure.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• The late season is more of a local fishery and effort will be low as boats prepare for other

fisheries during this time. Trollers are currently shut down at this time, but not gillnetters.
• Support, because packers are expensive to operate and under the current regulations it is not

known until immediately prior to September 20 whether the coho salmon fishery will be
extended and packers required.

Opposition:
• There is an existing allocation plan for wild coho that this proposal could upset.
• This would extend burden of conservation to inside fisheries; troll extensions are currently

granted in times of high abundance.
• It is easier for the department to extend the fishery past regulation closure than to close early, and

can extend in specific areas of high abundance.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.
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Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 326 - SAAC 29.110. MANAGEMENT OF COHO SALMON TROLL FISHERY.
Amend regulation to delay the start of the coho salmon retention period from the current June 15 to July
10 and would extend the summer troll fishery though September 30.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2,6,8,9,10,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 11,32,89,92, 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42, 152, 155,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department:
• During years when the first king salmon retention period is less than ten days, non-retention days

for both king and coho or complete closures would be needed prior to July 10'h and would reduce
fishing opportunities.

• The department opposes implementation ofnon-retention periods for any species that will result
in increased incidental mortalities.

• Coho troll catch and release mortality is estimated at 26% and could result in longer August coho
closures.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition:
• Sufficient numbers of coho are available in southern areas to open on June 15.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral on the allocative issues this proposal may present but opposes the
implementation of non-retention periods for any species that will result in increased incidental
mortalities.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: Craig.
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Public Panel Recommendation: Consensus to oppose.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 327 -5 AAC 29.110(a) MANAGEMENT OF COHO SALMON TROLL FISHERY.
Extend closing date for troll fishery in portion of Behm Canal and Clarence Strait to September 30 to
target coho produced at the Neets Bay hatchery.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 2, 8, 9, 10, 15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 21, 89, 92, 94, 99, 108, 113.

Record Comments: RC 25, 29, 42, 51, 73,111,152,214,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:

Department:
• The department would not likely conduct test fisheries or open limited experimental fisheries in

this mixed stock area.
• A management plan would need to be developed prior to establishing an fishery targeting

hatchery coho outside of existing terminal harvest areas.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Support for the joint RPT plan and this proposal is supported in that plan.
• Processors would like to see access to these fish.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: While neutral on the allocative aspects ofthis proposal, the department opposes the
concept of allowing increased fishing time in regulation in a mixed stock fishing area outside of
any THA based only upon the presence of hatchery fish.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.
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Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No recommendation. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 328 - SAAC 29.120. GEAR SPECIFICATIONS AND OPERATIONS. Amend the
regulation to allow holders of transferable hand troll permits to use two powered troll gurdies.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1,2,6,7,8,9,10,12,15.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 89, 92, 113.

Record Comments: RC 28, 29, 42, 150, 152, 155, 192,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• Author submitted RC 92 withdrawing this proposal in response to Department of Law's

comments.

Department: None.

Department of Law:
• Proposal conflicts with CFEC regulations and is beyond the board's authority.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support: None.

Opposition: None.

SSFP: Not discussed.

POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: While neutral on the allocative aspects of this proposal, the department opposes the
proposal due to the significant management changes and increased costs and workload that
would result if adopted.

AC Positions: Support: None.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No action.

Board Committee Recommendation: No action due to lack of authority. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language: None.
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PROPOSAL 329 - SAAC 29.120 (e). GEAR SPECIFICATIONS AND OPERATIONS. Increase
allowable number of hand troll gurdies to four after July 1 west of Cape Spencer.

Staff Reports: RC 3 Written Tab 17, RC 4 Oral Tab 3.

Staff Comments: RC 2.

Deliberation Materials: None.

AC Reports: RC 1, Advisory Committee Comment Tab, AC 1,2,6,7,8, 12.

Timely Public Comment: RC 1, Public Comment Tab, PC 113.

Record Comments: RC 29, 42, 67,152,155, 194,214,216,235.

Narrative of Support and Opposition:
• RC 194 submitted by author as substitute language.

Department: None.

Department of Law: None.

Federal Subsistence Representative: None.

Support:
• Current situation unfair as power troll can fish six gurdies and hand troll only two in this area.

Prior to 1981 hand trollers were allowed to fish four gurdies.
• Gear restriction was imposed due to high effort; currently there are around half as many hand

troll permits available as at the time the restriction was imposed.
• It is difficult for hand trollers to work four gurdies, but if they want to in this area, let them.
• Will help Yakutat hand trollers in the difficult economic times of today.
• Proposers willing to exclude summer king salmon fishery if concession will help pass an

amended proposal.

Opposition:
• Some trollers object to the current inequality of allowing power trollers to operate six gurdies

west of Cape Spencer compared to the four allowed east of Cape Spencer, and feel allowing
hand trollers to operate extra gurdies west of Cape Spencer will expand this inequality.

• If hand trollers want to add additional gurdies, buy a power troll permit.
• Could increase the cost of a hand troll permit for fishermen wanting to enter the fishery.
• There will be an increase in effort in the area.

SSFP: Not discussed.
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POSITIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADF&G Position: Neutral.

AC Positions: Support: Yakutat.
Oppose: None.

Public Panel Recommendation: No consensus.

Board Committee Recommendation: No consensus. Jensen conflicted.

Substitute Language:

5 AAC 29.120. GEAR SPECIFICATIONS AND OPERATIONS.

2/24/2009

(e) No more than two troll gurdies and four fishing rods may be on board any salmon hand troll
vessel. A downrigger may not be used in conjunction with a fishing rodl

(1) notwithstanding (e) above, no more than four gurdies may be on board a hand
troll vessel following the end of the initial summer fishery king salmon opening;

(2) prior to the opening of the winter troll fishery as specified in 5 AAC 29.070(b)(1),
(e) above applies;

(3) only two gurdies may be operated in waters open to commercial troIling south of
the latitude of the southernmost tip of Cape Spencer;

(4) four gurdies may be operated only in the waters of the exclusive economic zone
north of the latitude of the southernmost tip of Cape Spencer following the end of the first
summer fishery king salmon retention period through the end of the summer troll fishery.
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[Management Brief]

Adherence of Myxobolus cerebralis Myxospores to Waders:
Implications for Disease Dissemination

KIZA K. GATES,* CHRISTOPHER S. GUY, AND ALEXANDER V. ZALE

U.S. Geological Survey, Montana Cooperative Fis/zel)' Researc/z Unit,
301 Lewis Hall, Montana State University, Bozeman, Montana 59717, USA

TRAVIS B. HORTON

Montana Fis/z, Wildlife and Parks, 1420 East 6th Avenl/e, Helena, Montana 59620, USA

Abstract.-The vectors involved in the spread of whirling
disease, whieh is caused by Myxoboll/s cerebralis, are only
partly understood. However, the parasite has rapidly become
established in many regions, suggesting that it is easily
disseminated. We gained insight into transport vectors by
examining the surface porosity of common wading equipment
materials and the adherence of M. cerebralis myxospores to
them. Interstitial spaces within rubber, felt, lightweight nylon,
and neoprene were measured on scanning electron microscope
images. Myxosporcs were applied to each material, the
material was rinsed, and the myxospores rccovered to assess
adherence. The mean interstitial space size of rubber was the
smallest (2.0 ~Lln), whereas that of felt was the largest (31.3
pm). ll1C highest recovery rates were from rubber and the
glass control. Percent myxospore recovery varied by material,
the recovery from felt being lower than that from all other
materials. The potential forfeit to carry even small numbers of
myxospores suggests that the introduction of M. cerebra/is by
felt-soled wading boots is possible.

The vectors involved in the spread of whirling
disease, which is caused by Myxobolus cerebralis, are
only partly understood. Thc parasite has rapidly
become established in many regions and is responsible
for major declines of some salmonid year-classes in
North America (Nehring and Walker 1996; Vincent
1996; Bergersen amI Anderson 1997; Bartholomew
and Reno 2002). Movements of infected fish can
account for many infection sources. However, a
number of infections suggest other transport vectors.
For example, the stocking of rainbow trout Oncorhyn­
chus mykiss into streams with wild salmonid popula­
tions in Montana ceased in the early 1970s, and thus M.
cerebralis was probably not introduced by state
agencies stocking infected fish (Vincent 1987). In
addition, the disease-free status of private and federal
hatcheries in Montana suggests that transport of
infected hatchely fish before the 1970s was an unlikely
source of the infection (Baldwin et a1. 1998).
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Identification of M. cerebralis transpOlt vectors is a
high priority for managing the parasite. Some potential
vectors include movements of infected fish, fish-eating
birds, pet store trade in aquatic oligochaetcs, anglers,
boats, motors, and other aquatic recreational equipment
(Meyers et a1. 1970; Halliday 1976; Bergersen and
Anderson 1997; Ba11holomew et ai. 2005). In addition,
transfer of the parasite could result from movement of
water or soil among drainages (Bergersen and
Anderson 1997; Baldwin et a1. 1998). Fishing access
sites, in particular, can become degraded from
concentrated use by humans. Degraded habitats may
harbor greater abundances of the oligochaete host
Tubffex tubifex (Zendt and Bergersen 2000), and M.
cerebralis myxospores may be more likely to be found
in such areas (Nickum and Bartholomew 2001).
Further, dominance of sediments by fines has been
associated with high site-specific whirling disease risk
(Krueger et a1. 2006). Fishing access sites may
represent areas where soil, water, and myxospores are
contacted by humans and moved to other sites.

Inadvertent transpOlt of viable myxospores by
humans is a potential vector of parasite introduction.
The myxospore stage of M. cerebralis is resistant to
environmental stresses, such as smoking (Wolf and
Markiw 1982), aging, freezing, chemical exposure, and
digestion by fish-eating birds and fish (Hoffman and
Putz 1969; El-Matbollli and Hoffmann 1991). Myxo­
spores can withstand temperatures from -20°C to
+60°C (Hoffman and Putz 1971; Hoffman and Markiw
1977) and can resist biodegradation for years while
retaining infectivity (Halliday 1976). Recent investiga­
tions have indicated that myxospores do not retain their
infectivity after ultraviolet irradiation or complete
desiccation (Hedrick et a1. 2008); however, the resilient
features stiJJ make it likely thm myxospores will persist
in the environment and survive overland transpOlt by
humans in dark, moist conditions.

The ability of anglers and recreationists to transport
soil and waleI' containing M. cerebralis myxospores
among fishing access sites depends on the type of
equipment used and the exposure of that equipment to

1453



1454 GATES ET AL. (
water and soil. The predominant materials used in the
construction of wading boots and waders are lUbber,
felt (outer soles), lightweight nylon (breathable lami­
nate, including Gore-Tex), and neoprene. The smface
patterns and propc11ies of these matclials may dictate
whether it is probable that M. cerebralis myxospores
will adhere to them or become lodged within them
when exposed.

We examined the surface patterns of rubber, felt,
lightweight nylon, and neoprene and determined
whether M. cerebra/is myxospores adhered to these
materials. Our goal was to contribute to a better
understanding of the secondmy transport mechanisms
for this parasite. Such infonnation may aid the
development of effective control strategies and im­
prove prediction of future parasite spread (Johnson et
aI. 2001).

Methods

SUiface patterns of wading materials.-The four
materials tested (mbber, felt, lightweight nylon, and
neoprene) varied in both design and construction: the
mbber material consisted of fabric with a mbber
overlay; the felt material was a dense mat of randomly
woven synthetic fibers; the lightweight nylon material
included two layers of nylon, a coating, and a
waterproof laminate; and the neoprene material con­
sisted of a neoprene foam layer with fabric layers on
the top and underside of the foam. Magnified images
(200X) of all material types were taken with a scanning
auger electron microprobe at the Montana State
University Image and Chemical Analysis Laboratory.
Preliminary images revealed different weave patterns
between two commercial brands of lightweight nylon
and neoprene. 11ms, both types of both materials were
examined. Lightweight materials were selected from
the products that manufacturers considered to be their
"value" lightweight breathable laminate waders, which
sold for less than US$180 and therefore rcpresented an
affordable wader for most anglers.

The interstitial spaces within each material were
measured to quantify whether myxospores could be
absorbed into the material. Material images were
imported into Adobe Photoshop (Adobe Systems
2003), and vertical transects were placed over each
image at I-em intervals. Images were calibrated in
SigmaScan Pro (SPSS 1999) according to the scale
imprinted on each image by the scanning auger
electron microprobe. ll1ree ve11ical transects were
selected randomly, and the interstitial spaces along
each were measured to detmmine the average intersti­
tial space size for each materiaL The images were
assumed to be two-dimensional for these measure­
ments with no account for depth of fibers. An

interstitial space was defmed as a gap between adjaccnt
fibers greater than 1 ~lm. Although much smaller than a
myxospore, l-~(m spaces were measured to character­
ize the material smface thoroughly.

My;rospore adherence to wading lIwterials.-Myxo­
spores were extracted and isolated from rainbow trout
supplied by the Montana State University Aquatic
Sciences LaboratOlY by means of the continuous
plankton centrifuge method (O'Grodnick 1975).
Myxospore abundance was estimated with a OA-mm
Neubauer hemocytometer and compound microscope
(Markiw <md Wolf 1974). Counts were replicated three
times per grid on the hemocytometer. When the three
replicate counts exceeded the mean ± 10%, additional
replicate counts were taken. After myxospore concen­
tration was estimated, the sample was diluted with
dechlorinated water to obtain a concentration of
approximately 35,000 myxospores/mL of water. This
solution wa." agitated for 2 min to sLispend the
myxospores before they were applied to wading
materials.

A volume of 0.6 mL containing about 20,000
myxospores was drawn from the stock solution with
a micropipette, the micropipette tip was positioned
directly on the surlace of the test material, and the
solution was expelled onto a 3_cm2 piece of material.
The volume expelled daily varied from 0.5 to 0.7 mL,
new myxospore solutions being prepared each time.
The myxospore solution was left on the material for 7.5
min to allow the myxospores to settle (Gates 2006).
111is length of time corresponds to the settling rate of
silt particles (Tan 1996), which are comparable in size
and density to M. cerebralis myxospores. We assumed
that myxospores would settle at a rate similar to that of
silt pm1icles. The settling time promoted physical
contact between the myxospores in solution and the
material. The material square was then rinsed for I s at
a water pressure of 2.11 kg/cnl with a hand pump
pressure sprayer containing water and aqueous sodium
hexametaphosphate (a mild de-aggregating detergent)
at a concentration of 6,200 mg [NaPO]J6/L of water
(Lemmon and Keral1s 2001). Sodium hexametaphos­
phate was added to de-aggregate myxospores (Lem­
mon and Kerans 2001) and simulate a mild soap
solution that might be used by anglers to dean
equipment. The 2.11 kg/cm2 water pressure equals
the output of a residential 15-m garden hose and
therefore simulates the cleaning of angling equipment
at home (Rumbarger 2003). The l-s interval was the
estimated fraction of time that a 3_cm2 piece of a boot
or wader would be sampled if the leg was rinsed from
the knee down for 30 s (Gates 2006). The rinse solution
was collected in a 50-mL centrifuge tube. Aqueous
[NaPO]J6 was added to the rinse to increase the volume

(
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FIGURE I.-Images of wading equipment material types at 200X magnification: (A) lightweight nylon 1, (B) lightweight nylon
2, (C) neoprene 1, (D) neoprene 2, (E) felt, and (F) rubber.

to 5 mL. The rinse solution was then agitated for 4 min
by repeated inversion of the centrifuge tube to
distribute rinsed myxospores evenly tlu'oughout the
solution. Mter agitation, myxospores rinsed from the
material wcre counted as described above. 111is proccss
was perlonned on all six material typcs (mbber, felt,
lightweight nylon 1, lightweight nylon 2, neoprene 1,
and neoprene 2) and a glass control. Three replicates
were performed to produce a mean percent myxospore
recovery for each treatment (material).

Unevenly distributed myxospores in solution pro­
duced variability in the hemocytometer counting
procedure, creating slight differences in thc amounts
of myxospores applied to each treatment (20,000 ±
3,367). Ninety-five percent confidence intervals were
calculated for the myxospore quantities in each
experiment to measure the variability in counts. The

confidence intervals reported are actually means of
several such intervals because the experiment was
conducted over the course of several days and separate
confidence intervals were calculated each day. All
measures of variability are listed as means ± 95%
confidence intervals. The confidence intenrals of the
myxospore quantity added to each treatment were used
to calculate myxospore recovery as a percent (the
number of myxospores rinsed as a function of the
numbcr exposed to each treatment) to prevent vari­
ability in the results.

An analysis of variance (ANDVA) and least-squares
means multiple comparison procedure with a Tukey
adjustment were used to determine whether interstitial
space size and percent myxospore recovery differed
among material types (SAS Institute 2005).
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Discussion

Any material with interstitial spaces of 9 ~un or more
could trap M. cerebralis myxospores because the
myxospores are about 8.7 ~Lm long and 8.2 ~l1n wide
(Lorn and Hoffman 1971; Neluing et al. 2003). Felt

FIGURE 2.-Mean interstitial space size for lightweight
nylon, neoprene, felt, and rubber materials (gray bars) and
relative frequency of interstitial spaces more than 9 flm (black
bars). Measurements were taken along randomly selected
transects of images at 200X magnification. The values
associated with gray bars with the same lowercase letter arc
not significantly different (error bars = 1 SE).
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FIGURE 3.-Mean percent myxospore recovery for light­
weight nylon, neoprene, felt, and rubber. The valucs
associated with bars with the same lowerca<;e Ictter are not
significantly different (crror bars = I SE).

and both types of neoprene had the greatest number of
interstitial spaces large enough to trap myxospores. TIle
decrease in percent of myxospores trapped among felt,
neoprene 2, and neoprene 1 corresponded to decreases
in mean interstitial space size.

The lightweight nylon materials trapped fewer
myxospores than both types of neoprene and felt.
The different weave patterns of the lightweight
materials did not result in significantly different percent
recoveries, but the relative frequency of interstitial
spaces large enough to trap myxospores was low for
both types. In addition, the lightweight materials had a
water repellent layer that may have aided in rinsing the
material clean.

The similar myxospore reCOVClY for mbber and the
glass control suggests that rubber wading equipment is
the easiest to clean effectively. Spaces on lUbber were
bubbles and ridges on the sUlface of the material. TIle
lack of interstitial spaces combined with the small size
of the spaces suggests that rubber docs oot have the
slllface features that would trap myxospores. These
results, combined with the water repellent propelties of
rubber, make it a good candidate for angling equipment
that will not transport whirling disease myxospores and
other aquatic nuisance species.

Exposure of wading equipment to myxospores in the
field could occur through several different meclla­
nisms. Myxospores in the water column could be
pressed against the material by water velocity or could
be encountered by stepping on or lying on top of
sediments containing myxospores. Our experiments
simulated water velocity by pressing the myxospore
solution onto each material. The settling time provided
an exposure peliod of several minutes to promote
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MY_Tospore Adherence to Wading Materials

Myxospore recovery was highest from rubber and
the glass control (Figure 3) and differed significantly
among materials (F6 . 14 = 43.11, P = < 0.001). The
mean percent recovelY from felt was significantly less
than that from all other materials (Figure 3). Felt
trapped all myxospores, neoprene 2 trapped 27% of
myxospores, and neoprene 1 trapped 13% of myxo­
spores.

Results
Swjace Patterns of Wading Materials

Rubber had the smallest mean interstitial space size
(2.0 Ilm) and the fewest spaces (n = 5; Figures 1, 2).
Felt had the largest mean interstitial space size (31.3
~lm). The two lightweight nylon materials had the
greatest Humber of interstitial spaces (11 = 53 for
lightweight nylon 1, and n = 40 for lightweight nylon
2); however, the spaces were small «8 \lm; Figure 1).
The different fiber weave pattems of the two types of
lightweight nylon and the two types of neoprene
caused differences in the mean interstitial space size
(Figure 2). Interstitial spaces differed significantly
among materials (F" 12 = 8.76, P = 0.001). Felt had
significantly larger· interstitial spaces than all other
material types (Figure 2).
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physical contact between the myxospores in solution
and the material. In laboratOlY tests, felt-soled waders
exposed to myxospores by stepping on sediments
containing pattially decomposed whirling disease­
infected rainbow trout were found to transmit the
myxospore and subsequently infect the oligochaete
host (P. Reno, Oregon State University, personal
communication).

A small number of myxospores placed in an
environment can lead to disease propagation (Stevens
et al. 2001). The potential for felt to cany even small
numbers of myxospores suggests that introduction of
M. cerebralis by anglers is possible, although the
processes neceSSaIy to release myxospores from felt
were not explored in this study. It is possible that
myxospores are not released from felt and thus do not
pose a transport risk; however, waders and boots did
transfer the parasite to susceptible hosts in a
laboratOly experiment (P. Reno, personal commurii­
cation). If fishing access sites represent areas of
increased whirling disease risk from habitat degrada­
tion, they may also represent sites where anglers are
more likely to expose their wading equipment to
myxospores. Many unanswered questions remain
regarding the transpolt vectors and conditions neces­
salY for proliferation of M. cerebralis. We recom­
mend the use of rubber-soled wading boots over fc1t­
soled boots in M. cerebralis-infected drainages
because felt can retain M. cerebralis myxospores
after exposure.
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FOR IMMEDLnE RELEASE:

Trout Unlilluted Asks ManufactureJ"s to Eliminate Prodm..'tion of Felt-Soled
""Vaders and Eqnipment by 2011 '

Wlart will help prevent spread ofaquatic nuisance species in A.merica's rivers and streams.
1

SALT LAKE CITY'-At its annual meeting today, Trout Unlimited (TU) asked fishing equipment
manufacturers lQ.-stcip producing felt-soJed:waders and wadipgtshoes by 2011 to help stop the
spread of aquatic nuisance species (ANS) qy anglers in Amei'ica's rivers and streams.

c
c

-~

Many waders, ..va,rnng boots and shoes used by anglers have felt-soled bottoms that are used to
provide tractionl,~lliewalking in~water. Felt m_a material that tr-ansmits aquatic nuisance
species such as New Zealand mud _,spaiIs, the invasive algae called didymo and the parasite that
causes whirJiIlg diseas~, a disease:filftn to treut~Felt soles can very ea~ilybec2I!!eiqlp[~gn!:!tect
with mud and other organic matter, and become difficult or impossible to clean and disinfect.

""Wllile the elimination offelt sales on waders and boots will not entirely preveilt the spread of
ANS, this action ,,,ill help reduce the risk and help protect our precions aquatic resources," said
David Knmlien, executive director of the Whirling Disease Foundation. This action \-yill also
help make the public more a\-vare of the threat ofANS and hopefullyv,r:ill motivate them to
change their behavior and practices related -to other aquatic recreational_ activities that may also
contribute to the spread ANS."

New technology elTId materials provide viable alternatives to felt. Some manufacturers are
already using these ne'·ver matetials on wading shoes and angling products.
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Preventing the proliferation of aquatic nuisance species CANS) is central to TV's mission to
conserve and protect North America's trout and salmon fisheries. The impact ofANS to native
species is substantial, second only to loss of habitat, and is responsible for causing losses in
biodiversity, changes in ecosystems, and-impacts on economic enterprises such as agriculture,
fisberies,.and international trade. The costs of preventing and controlling invasive species are
not v'lell understooQ or documented, but estimates indicate that the costs are quite high.
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"It's like a war on our streams, rivers anq lakes, "ith a new enemy rearing its ugly head eacb
week. First, whirling disease, then mud snails, then some invasive aquatic plant," said Jack
Williams, Trout Unlimited's seriier scientist. 'We have to be more aggressive in our battle
against the spread of invasive species."

ANS are present in many -rivers, strea-illS nnd lakes around tbe cOlmtl},_ Fore.xample,. zebra
mussels were first [OUiIG in Like St. O"tI;: ncar De-troIt, Michiga..l in 1986 an.d nQ';Y infest \\'aters
from Vermont to Oklahoma, Lleh yeai' S30 million is spent in the Great Lakes to monitor and
controi zebra mussels, whicb are responsible for massi\'c changes in the Great Lales ecosystem
induding elimination of native mussels and creating toxic alg8e blooms. Additionally, zebra
mussels are creating signific<lilt impacts-on Great Lakes fisher)' resources and fishery IJ~storatioll

efforts. The invasive algae didymo, often c1.il!e<I "rock 5not", is present in rivers thFOllghollt the
countl}', from the Upper Connecticut River in New Hampshire, to South Dakota's Rapid Creek.
Didymo ,vas first seen in New Zealand, in 2004. The countl}' has placed a ban on felt -boots for
the upcoming 2008 sea.son. A number of U.S. states where aquatic nuisance species are found
have reportedly discussed the possibility of outla<vingfelt-soled wading equipment.
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http://www.tu.orgisite/apps/nlnetlcontent2.aspx?c=kkLRJ7MSKtH&b=3158879&content_id={C3...1/28/2009
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A UNIFIED SUBSISTENCE FISHERIES
HARVEST ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

Developed by Subsistence Fisheries Harvest Assessment Working Group
December 2000

Recommendations beginning on page 2 are in bold. The basic justification is indented.
Supporting/explanatory points are listed as "bullets." Examples are in italics. The
Appendix contains definitions of terms.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Collection of accurate harvest data is an essential component of any effective resource
management program.

Both baseline and time series data are needed, with frequency of updates dependent
upon management and user needs.

Partnerships strengthen harvest assessment programs.

New programs need to build upon successful existing programs and coordination of
programs should be a primary goal.

Programs must be developed to fit local circumstances and needs.

Costs, including the potential for long term funding sources, must be considered when
designing and modifying programs.

Programs need to foster communication and trust.

Ultimately, program success depends upon acceptance by the participants in the
fishery.

Program results need to be available in a timely manner, understandable to the public,
and readily accessible through both written reports and a centralized database.

Collection and application of traditional ecological knowledge and other contextual
information are integral components of successful harvest assessment programs.

Confidentiality of information will be protected consistent with state and federal law.

Harvest assessment programs need to be subject to systematic and periodic evaluation.

B-8
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SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS BY PROGRAM COMPONENT

A. General (operational plans and funding)

A.1. All programs need to develop and be guided by an operational plan.

A. 2.The essential components of an operational plan are as follows:

A purpose statement, including research questions andlor management
issues addressed, goals, and objectives

Key personnel
Partnerships
Coordination with other harvest assessment and resource assessment

programs
Description of study area
Data collection methods, including data collection instruments
Data analysis methods
Timeline
Costs: direct, indirect, and in-kind
Potential uses of the data
How the results will be reported back to the public
Evaluation procedures, including community feedback and peer review

Justification: presently, many programs, including some that have operated for
years, have little to no written documentation of their procedures or their costs.
This makes evaluation of their performance and their results difficult.

A.3. When considering the development and implementation of a harvest
reporting system, the management agency needs to make a commitment to
sufficient funding to design and support an effective program that is appropriate
to local circumstances.

Justification: Harvest assessment programs with inadequate funding will cut
corners in key components such as community outreach, follow-up data collection
methods, and program evaluation. Management bodies must recognize, up-front,
the differing costs of various harvest assessment methods and choose methods
that are consistent with data needs and available funds.

B. Organization of programs

B.1. The management agencies responsible for the fishery must be involved in all
harvest assessment programs because they are ultimately responsible for
resource management. Their level of involvement may vary based upon
partnership arrangements, among other factors.

8-9



Subsistence Fisheries Harvest Assessment Recommendations; December, 2000

Justification: the management regime (the laws under which managemenf takes
place) defines ultimate responsibility and authority for subsistence fisheries
management. The Alaska Board of Fisheries and Federa[ Subsistence Board
determine reporting requirements and other subsistence regulations. As staff,
ADF&G and federal agencies are responsible for implementing the regulations and
managing the fisheries.

B.2. Community and public involvement is a key element in all effective harvest
assessment programs; it can take several forms and exist at a variety of levels.

Justification: Community involvement builds awareness of the program and
understanding of the need for the information. [t enhances communication, builds
trust, and promotes understanding and acceptance on the part of subsistence
fishers. For example, a tie in with· existing tribal natural resource programs can
help avoid duplication of effort and intrusiveness. Community involvement can
also build a sense of shared ownership and responsibility for the program results.

B.3. When developing a harvest assessment program, become informed about
other harvest assessment programs taking place in the communities or area, and
attempt to coordinate with them.

Justification: Multiple rounds of interviewing or multiple forms to keep records on
may become burdensome for fishery participants. Through community
consultation, opportunities for coordination of data collection efforts might be
identified. Such coordination might also result in cost savings for programs.

B.4. Fisheries harvest assessment programs must seek collaborative stewardship
arrangements with tribes and user organizations, which can take a variety of
forms.

See ADF&G (1999) statement on collaborative stewardship

Justification: collaborative stewardship is a strong form of partnership that will
enhance understanding and acceptance of programs. A key outcome is
willingness on the part of fishers to answer questions to the best of their ability
during interviews and record data accurately on permit reports or calendars.

B.5. Tribal governments, at a minimum, shall be informed about all subsistence
fisheries harvest assessment programs in their regions.

8-10



Amended
Proposal 245- 5 AAC 33.364 Southeastern Alaska Area Enhanced Salmon

Allocation Management Plan.

The board is requested to direct a thorough review of the Southeast Alaska Area Enhancement
Plan with a view to revising and updating the plan as necessary. Among the topics that should
be considered are:

1. Creating separate plans or separate catch accounting for the two regional aquaculture
associations

2. Altering the compliance accounting procedures
3. Reviewing the reference base period
4. Assessing the methods to ensure equitable distribution ofbenefits from enhancement

taxes
5. And incorporating consensus-based methods for future decision-making.

Issue: The enhanced salmon allocation plan for southeast Alaska is outdated especially for the
northern region. It has not been reviewed or revised for 15 years. The plan mandates a
percentage sharing arrangement for enhanced salmon that is tied to a more than 20 year old
pattern ofharvests by the commercial fleets, is based on active fleet sizes that are no longer
accurate, employs an inappropriate statistical accounting procedure and does not adequate reflect
the past twenty years oframped up production from new and existing hatchery production.

What will happen if nothing is done? The enhanced salmon allocation applied in Northern
SEAK will become even more detached from the realities of the salmon resources and salmon
fisheries. Existing conflicts will continue to increase

Will the quality ofthe resource harvested or products produced be improved? N/A

Who is likely to benefit? Fishermen of all gear types should benefit from a more fair, equitable
and secure arrangement for accessing salmon that are produced with support of enhancement
taxes.

Who is likely to suffer? No one should suffer from this change if equitably put together

Other Solutions considered? (a) Staying with the status quo. The current arrangement is
seriously out of date. It is also subject to inequitable manipulation. (b) Create a new enhanced
allocation task force.
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5 AAC 29.090. MANAGEMENT OF THE SPRING SALMON TROLL FISHERIES.

(F) when the pre-season Chinook salmon Abundance Index is at least 1.15 and the
amount of the winter troll fishery GHL remaining on May 1, is 10,000 or more king
salmon, the following provisions are in effect:

(i) if the number ofking salmon remaining on the winter troll fishery
GHL is between 10,000 and 15,000 fish, 250 additional non­
Alaska hatchery-produced salmon will be added to the maxiinum
allowable number of non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon to be
taken as provided in (D) of this section;

(ii) if the number of king salmon remaining on the winter troll fishery
GHL is greater than 15,000 fish, 500 additional non-Alaska
hatchery-produced salmon will be added to the maximum
allowable number of non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon to be
taken as provided in (D) of this section.



liAAe 29.090. MANAGEMENT OF THE SPRING SAL.MON TROLL FISHERIES.
F. When the. pre_season chinooksalmon AbLmdance Index Is atreast 1.15 and the amount of the winter troll fishery GHL. remaining on May 1, is 10,00.0 or more

king saimon, the following provisions are in effect
I, if the number of king salmon remaJning on the winter troll fishery GHL. is between 10,000 and 15,000 fish, 250 addiUonal non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon

will be added to the maximum allowable number of non-Alaska hatchery produced salmon to be taken as provided In {D} of this section;
Ii. if the number of king salmon remaining on the winter troll fishery GHL. is greater than 15,000 fish, 500 additional non,A1aska hatchery king salmon will be

added 10 the maximum allowable number of non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon to be taken as provided in (O) of this section.

There seems to be a grouping of points below 1.15 and anything lower than that proVides, on average, only enough fish for the firsl summer opening
for a 4-5 day fishery.
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Season Gatch % allgear troll spnng treaty treaty Summer Season Alloe. Agreement 1st opening oot Cot

1994 1.67 ''''00 44% 253,790 197,390 9,301 54,400 133,689
1995 0.91 11,900 64% 101,874 83,974 6,330 15,800 61,844 10 days 1.14 117,582 95,452 66,816 81,134 56,794
1996 0.90 '.<00 51% 100,909 91,509 7,760 7,700 76,049 10 days 0.71 82,572 67,112 46,978 57,045 39,932
1997 1.37 21.000 41% 195,593 174,593 15,291 19,300 140,002
1998 1.27 32,800 26% 182,342 149,542 19,235 30,400 99,907
1999 1.12 1l.OOO 48% 135,950 104,950 14,183 28,800 61,967 6 days 1.15 142,298 99,315 69,521 84,418 59,092
2000 1.10 36.100 53% 131,718 95,618 9,585 33,000 53,033 5 days 1.14 117,582 74,997 52,498 63,747 44,623
2001 1.14 22,600 49% 140,182 117,582 9,773 19,800 88,009
2002 1.74 29.400 46% 263,839 234,439 14,524 27,400 192,515
2003 2.17 50,854 34% 325,569 274,715 20,212 46,474 208,029
2004 2.06 52.886 36% 309,777 256,891 23,503 46,710 186,678
2005 1.90 50.464 31% 286,808 236,344 35,323 44,990 156,031
2006 L73 48,919 26% 262.403 213,484 40,470 44,926 128,088
2007 1.34 46.872 38% 191,618 144,746 27,521 42,160 75,065
2008 1.07 21.825 49% 125,371 103,546 30,333 18,885 54,328 5 days 1.07 125,371 76,153 53,307 64,730 45,311
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PROPOSAL 341: 5AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES FOR EASTERN
GULF OF ALASKA AREA. Increase the amount of Southeast Alaska demersal shelfrockfish
(DSR) total allowable catch (TAC) allocated to the sport fisheries from 16% to 25% and
decrease the amount of the TAC allocated to commercial fisheries from 84% to 75%.

Table 241-1. Total Allowable Catch (TAC) in metric tons and mortality by fishery ofDSR in the
Southeast Outside Subdistrict (SEO), 1982-2008.

Sport
TAC Directed Halibut Halibut Discard Sport Total SEO Percent of

Year (mt)' Fishery Fishery Mortality' . Mortalitl Subsistence Mortality TAC
1982 106 14 28 148
1983 161 15 . 29 205
1984 543 20 15 578
1985 395 100 13 512
1986 451 43 20 514
1987 803 52 18 873
1988 660 515 37 21 573 3.20%
1989 420 356 119 15 490 3.60%
1990 470 207 136 17 360 3.60%
1991 425 386 119 18 523 4.20%
1992 550 364 189 16 569 2.90% (1993 800 345 272 ,20 637 2.50%
1994 960 283 154 175 34 .646 3.50%
1995 580 177 112 108 25 422 4.30%
1996 945 345 85 179 28 637 3.00%
1997 945 267 87 217 38 609 4.00%
1998 560 241 117 190 47 595 8.40%
1999 560 235 112 174 73 594 ' 13.00%
2000 340 183 94 148 80 505 23.50%
2001 330 172 147 122 71 512 21.50%
2002 350 136 153 140 87 516 24.90%
2003 360 102 174 107 74 457 20.60%
2004 450 173 155 179 104 23 611 23.10%
2005 410 42 195 162 90 16 489 22.00%
2006 410 0 205 21 77 24 303 18.80%
2007 410 0 198 20 60 21 278 i4.60%
2008 382 42 148 15 705 21 5 275 IS.30%
1 There was no TAe prior to 1988.
2 Halibut Fishery "Landings" for 2006-2008 also include landings from all other non DSR directed groundfish and test

fisheries.
3 Estimated based on NMFS test fishing. For 2006-2008 it is assumed to be 10% ofharvest.
4 Estimated using SWHS h~est estimates. creel species composition sampling, and catch estimates from creel sampling and

logbooks.
5 Prelhninary estimate. .'"
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LISA MURKOWSKI
ALASKA

COMMITTEES:
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

RANKING MEMBER

JBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY

FOREIGN RELATIONS
RANKING MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON

EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS

<Bniud ~tatcg ~cnat£
.WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0203

(202) 224-6665

(202) 224-5301 FAX

510 L STAEET, SUITE 550
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501-1956

(907) 271-3735

101 12TH AVENUE, ROOM 216
FAIRBANKS, AK 99701-6278

1907) 456--0233

P.O. Box 21247
JUNEAU, AK 99802

(907) 586-7400

110 TRADING BAY ROAD, SUITE 105
KENAI, AK 9961 1-7716

(SO?) 2SS-:-S808

HEALTH, EDUCATION. LABOR,
AND PENSIONS

INDIAN AFFAIRS
VICE,CHAIRMAN

Ms. Rhoda Jensen
Mayor Pro Tempore
City and Borough of Yakutat
PO Box 160
Yakutat, Alaska 99689-0160

Dear Ms. Jensen:

January 9, 2009

'REGEt\)'Eli
FEB 132009

CITY OF Y.A.KUTAT ,
....".........-._,~,.,.,.. ~ .~~,..... «--- •• ~ ","".

540 WATER STREET, SUITE 101
KETCHIKAN, AK 99901-6378

{S07} 225-6880

851 EAST WESTPOINT DRIVE, SUITE 307

WASILLA, AK 99654-7142
(907) 376-7665

P.O. Box 1030
311 WILLOW STREET, BUILDING 3

BETHEL, AK 99559-1030
(907) 543-1639

Thank you for contacting me regarding the petition by the City and Borough of Yakutat
to the Alaska Board of Fisheries and for sending me the City and Borough's Resolution 08-
118. I appreciate hearing your concerns and of your attempt to have the State of Alaska Board of
Fisheries consider reopening Area D for the spring king salmon troll fishery.

I am a strong supporter of the Alaska Board of Fisheries process. It is an open and
transparent public process that allows the stakeholders ofAlaska to participate in the
management of our State's fisheries. The Board process is a large part of the success that Alaska
has enjoyed in managing one ofthe few sustainable fisheries in the world. I applaud you for
working in the process and hope the Board will address your petition. Please do not hesitate to
contact me if I may be of assistance.

Again, thank you for contacting me.

Sincerely,

Lisa Murkowski
United States Senator

HOME PAGE AND WEB MAIL
MURKOWSKLSENATE.GOV
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Chapter 1: Chinook Salmon

these data along with estimated harvests were used in a stock-recruit analysis to establish an
escapement goal range for the Stikine River of 14,000 to 28,000 large chinook salmon (Bernard
et al. 2000; Appendix 1.2). This biological escapement goal range has been reviewed and
accepted b)"the Chinook Technical Committee, ADF&G,and the joint Transboundary Technical
Committee.

AlsekRiver

In 1981, ADF&G set the Alsek River goal at 5,000 chinook salmon, based on the 1979 Klukshli
River weir count of 3,200 and a guessed expansion factor of 1.56 for the remainder of the
drainage. The Transboundary Technical Committee developed an initial system-wide
escapement goal range, developed circa 1985, which was 7,200 (U.S. estimate) to 12,500
(Canadian estimate). This goal was in effect through 1991. In 1991, the joint goal was revised to
an index goal of 4,700 (Klukshu weir count of escapement; Pacific Salmon Commission 1991).
A stock-recruit analysis was initially developed in 1996 but underwent review by the ADF&G,
CDFO (including Pacific Scientific Advice Review Committee), Transboundary Technical
Committee, and Chinook Technical Committee, with subsequent revision through 1998. In the
final technical report, McPherson, Etherton, and Clark (1998) recommended a revised Klukshu
River chinook salmon escapement goal of 1,100 to 2,300 chinook salmon, and this revised goal
was reviewed and accepted by ADF&G,the Transboundary Technical Committee, and the
Chinook Technical Committee in 1998 (Appendix 1.3).

The current escapement goal was based on an analysis of the stock-recnutment relationship of
parent year spawners and returning adults, using a Ricker' model to estimate stock-recruitment
parameters. Note that the biological escapement goal range of 1,100 to 2,300 chinook salmon
spawners cQunted past the Klukshu River weir is an index for the Alsek River drainage. Mark~
recapture studies conducted jointly with Canada since 1997 indicate that the Klukshu River
supports about one-fifth of the total spawners in the Alsek River drainage (pahlke and Etherton
2001). It is anticipated that by 2006 a drainage-wide escapement goal for the Alsek River will be
developed.

SitukRiver

The 1981 escapement goal was set at 5,100 fish. In 1982, the goal was revised to 2,000 large
fish. In 1991, ADF&G revised the Situk River chinook salmon escapement goal to 600 large
spawners based upon a spawner-recruit analysis (Unpublished memorandum available from
Scott McPherson, ADF&G), which was reviewed and used by the Chinook Technical
Committee. The Alaska Board of Fisheries directed ADF&G to manage the stock for a range of
600 to 750 large spawners in 1991. In 1997, ADF&G revised the Situk River escapement goal
range to 500 to 1,000 large spawners, to conform to the Department's escapement goal policy
and to provide a more realistic maximum sustained yield range for management. The Chinook
Technical Committee reviewed and accepted this change in 1998.

Because the biological escapement goal analysis for the Situk River stock was done over 10
years ago and substantial new information has accumulated since that time, the biological
escapement goal analysis was updated for this Alaska Board of Fisheries cycle (see Appendix
1.4). We estimated parent spawners and subsequent recruitment for the 1977 to 1994 brood

•
afor R (run size) andS (stock size) the Ricker model is parameterized asR =aSexp{-jB+£}, for E- a random variable.
a is defmed as Rickers productivity parameter. f3 is defined as Ricker's carrying capacity parameter.
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Chapter 1: Chinook Salmon

years. Statistical testing revealed that time series autocorrelation was present in the residuals
output from a Ricker model.

We corrected for the autocorrelation and estimated stock size (S) that maximizes sustained yield
(SMSY, point estimate) to be 730 large spawners, and a range predicted to produce 90% of
maXimum sustainable yield of 450 to 1,050 large spawners (Scott McPherson, unpublished). This
range is not substantially different from the prior biological escapement goal range. This analysis
will be presented to the Chinook Technical Committee for review before June 2003.

Chi/kat River

The 1981 escapement goal was set at 2,000 large fish, based on a guess of the fraction of the
total escapement represented by the survey counts.ADF&G compiled available escapement, age,
and harvest data for this stock, and a review team recommended a biological escapement goal
range of 1,750 to 3,500 large spawners for the Chilkat River chinook salmon stock (Appendix
1.5) as measured in the annual mark-recapture program (the authors' unpublished data). This
analysis has been accepted by ADF&G and will be presented to the CTC for review before June
2003.' .

King Salmon River

In 1981, ADF&G set the index goal at 200 large fish, based upon the prior highest survey counts
of200 spawners in 1957 and 211 spawners in 1973. In the mid-1980s, ADF&G revised the King
Salmon River chinook escapement goal to 250 large spawners counted through the weir (total
escapement). In 1997, ADF&G revised the goal to 120 to 240 total large fish, based upon a
spawner-recruit analysis for the 1971 to 1991 brood years (McPherson and Clark 2001). This
range is ADF&G's most current estimate of maximum sustained yield escapement and has been
accepted by an ADF&G review team and the Chinook Technical Committee as a biologically
based escapement goal (Appendix 1.6).

Andrew Creek

In the early 1980s, ADF&G set the Andrew Creek chinook salmon escapement goal at 750
large fish total escapement. In 1997, an initial stock-recruit analysis was developed that
underwent review by ADF&G and the Chinook Technical Committee. This analysis was
completed in 1998, and the technical report (Clark et al. 1998) recommended a revised
biological escapement goal range of 650 to 1,500 large chinook salmon, which was accepted
and adopted by theADF&G and the CTC (Appendix 1.7).

Ullllk River

The 1981 ilDF&G goil! was 1,800 large index spawners. This goal was mistakeruy based upon a
1978 count thought to be 1,765 fish, which was revised downward in 1985 to 1,106 fish upon
discovery that some tributary counts were entered twice. The corrected count was still the largest
pre-1981 index count. In 1994, ADF&G revised the goal to 875 large index spawners, based
upon a spawner-recruit analysis (McPherson and Carlile 1997), which the Chinook Technical
Committee reviewed and accepted. In 1997, ADF&G revised the goal to a range of 650 to 1,400
large index spawners as recommended in the McPherson and Carlile (1997) report and in
compliance with the ADF&G Escapement Goal Policy. The Chinook Technical Committee
reviewed and accepted this change in 1998 (Appendix 1.8). This stock is one of those that
ADF&G anticipated being updated for the current Alaska Board of Fisheries cycle. Analysis is
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CENTRAL COUNCIL
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ANDREW P. HOPE BUILDING
320 West Willoughby Avenue • Suite 300
Juneau, Aiaska 99801-1726

Indian Tribes of J\lllS1<l'

CENTRAL COUNCIL OF TLINGIT AND HAIDA INDIAN TRIBES OF ALASKA
Seventy-Third Annual General Assembly

April 16-19, 2008
Juneau, Alaska

Resolution GAl 08-26

Title: King Salmon Quota

By: Yakutat Tlingit and Haida CommunitY Council

WHEREAS, Central Council ofTlingit and Haida Indian Tribes ofAlaska (Central
Council) is a federally recognized tribe ofmore than 26,000 tribal citizens; and

WHEREAS, The Unites States ofAmerica and the Canadian Governments have entered
into a unilateral agreement to share and to protect the fish species known as the King Salmon in
order to ensure the King Salmon survive and reproduce itself forever; and the agreement between
the two countries will be known here, for short, as the King Salmon Quota; which sets a number
or allowable amount ofKing Salmon that can be safely caught each year; and

WHEREAS, within the two countries, each state receives a number of King Salmon that
they are allowed to be caught by all user groups within that state, such as Alaska, and it is the
duty of that state to make sure they do not surpass that number of King Salmon caught by all
user groups, whichinc1udes hand and power trollers. Among the states involved is the State of
Alaska, and they are bound to ensure they live up to the agreement through the Department of
Fish (Fisheries) and Game, that develops the regulations and enforces those regulations; and

WHEREAS, these King Salmon are caught by the regulations set forth by the Alaska
Department of Fisheries and must abide to the laws of the United States and the State of Alaska
Constitutions and we, as citizens must also abide by those regulations; and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska sets openings with regulations that allow King Salmon
from the Quota to be caught and one such opening known as the "Hatchery Opening". That
opening is for catching King Salmon near hatcheries and closes all other areas to catching King
Salmon. Only thirty-five percent (35%) caught are hatchery king salmon the other sixty-five
percent (65%) are Quota King Salmon.

TEL. 907-586-1432 www.ccthito.org TOLL FREE 800-344-1432



GA Resolution 08-26
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Page 2

WHEREAS, the other areas that are closed, Fisherman and other user groups are denied
their rightful share of the International King Salmon Quota that is, by right and pennit, to be
shared by everyone in the state that is presently bring denied them not for renewable resources
problems but simply because Yakutat is not located near a hatchery; and

WHEREAS, the State ofAlaska, within their constitution, forbids the State ofAlaska to
make regulations that deny their citizens from making a living and the closing of some areas
such as Yakutat. It would be like having all the grocery stores in Juneau shut down by the State
and having the residents of Juneau shop in Yakutat. The sea supplies a great part of our Grocery
stores, among the most revered are the King Salmon; and

WHEREAS, Yakutat has QuotaKing Salmon swimming through our area and
hand/power trollers have been unable to fish Quota King Salmon during the hatchery openings,
thereby having a detrimental effect on the fishing elements of Yakutat (fisherman, cannery
workers, grocery stores, oil companies, hardware stores, and all other businesses that depend
upon fisherman); and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Seventy-Third General Assembly of
Central Council ofTiingit and Haida Indian Tribes ofAlaska convened in Juneau, Alaska on
April 16- I9, 2008, hereby supports (by all means necessary) Yakutat Tlingit and Haida Tribal
Members and other Yakutat citizens to ie-open the hand and power troll season in the areas
around Yakutat for the ability to participate in the spring troll King Salmon Quota during the
months of May and June, OR to have the State of Alaska "cease and desist" fishing until such
time that all permits are capable ofparticipating in said fishery.

BEIF FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Central Council ofTlingit and Haida Indian
Tribes ofAlaska send copies of this resolution to the Alaska Congressional Delegation, Central
CouncilofTlingit and Haida Indian Tribes ofAlaska Tribal Judges, State ofAlaska Fish and
Game Departments, Alaska Senator Alert Kookesh, and Alaska Representative Bill Thomas.

ADOPTED this 19th day of April 2008, by the Seventy-Third General Assembly of
Central Council of Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska.

CERTIFY

= President William E, Martin
ATTEST



YAK-TAT KWAAN, INC
RESOLUTION 08-0927

WHEREAS, Yak-Tat Kwaan, INC is a ANCSA Native Corporation and,

WHEREAS, Yakutat has within their small community, eighteen power
trollers and 69 hand trollers that depend on fishing for a living, and are presently
excluded from making a living during May and June of every year since 1981,and

WHEREAS, The United States of America and the Canadian
Governments have entered into a unilateral agreement to share and to protect the fish
species known as the King Salmon in order to ensure the King Salmon survive and
reproduce itself forever; and the agreement between the two countries will be known
here, for short, as the King Salmon Quota; which sets a number or allowable amount of
King Salmon that can be safely caught each year, and

WHEREAS, within the two countries, each state receives a number of
King Salmon that they are allowed to be caught by all user groups within that state, such
as Alaska, and it is the duty of that state to make sure they do not surpass that number of
King Salmon caught by all user groups, which includes hand and power trollers. Among
the states involved is the State of Alaska, and they are bound to ensure they live up to the
agreement through the Department of Fish (Fisheries) and Game, that develops the
regulations and enforces those regulations; and

WHEREAS, these King Salmon are caught by the regulations set forth by
the Alaska Department of Fisheries and must abide to the laws of the United States and
the State of Alaska Constitutions and we, as citizens must also abide by those regulations;
and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska sets openings with regulations that allow
King Salmon from the Quota to be caught and one such opening known as the "Hatchery
Opening". That opening is for catching King Salmon near hatcheries and closes all other
areas to catching King Salmon. Only thirty-five percent (35%) caught are hatchery King
Salmon. Only thirty-five percent (35%) caught are hatchery King Salmon the other sixty­
five (65%) are Quota King Salmon.

WHEREAS, the other areas that are closed, Fisherman and other user
groups are denied their rightful share of the International King Salmon Quota that is, by
right and permit, to be shared by everyone in the state that is presently bring denied them
not for renewable resources problems but simply because Yakutat is not located near a
hatchery; and



WHEREAS, the State of Alaska, within their constitution, forbids the
State of Alaska to make regulations that deny their citizens from making a living and the
closing of some areas such as Yakutat. It would be like having all the grocery stores in
Juneau shut down by the State and having the residents of Juneau shop in Yakutat. The
sea supplies a great part of our Grocery stores, among the most revered are the King
Salmon; and

WHEREAS, Yakutat has Quota King Salmon swimming through our area and
hand/power trollers have been unable to fish Quota King Salmon during the hatchery
openings, thereby having a detrimental effect on the fishing elements of Yakutat
(fishemian, cannery workers, grocery stores, oil.companies, hardware stores, and all
other businesses that depend upon fisherman); and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Yak-Tat Kwaan, Inc
Board of Directors met in Yakutat, Alaska on September 27, 2008, hereby supports (by
all means necessary) Yak-Tat Kwaan, INC shareholders and other Yakutat citizens to re­
open the hand and power troll season on the areas around Yakutat for the ability to
participate in the spring troll King Salmon Quota during the months of May and June, or
to have the State of Alaska "cease and desist" fishing until such time that all permits are

. capable of participating in said fishery.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT THE Yak-Tat Kwaan, Inc Board
of Directors send copies of this resolution to the Alaska Congressional Delegation,
Central Council of Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska Tribal Judges, State of
Alaska Fish and Game Departments, Alaska Senator Albert Kookesh, and Alaska
Representative Bill Thomas.

ADOPTED this 27th day of September 2008, by the Yak-Tat Kwaan, Inc Board
of Directors.

CERTIFY

Melony Jackson-Lord, Vice President
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CITY AND BOROUGH OF YAKUTAT
RESOLUTION 08-118

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF YAKUTAT, ALASKA
REGARDING KING SALMON QUOTA IN AREA D.

WHEREAS, the City and Borough of Yakutat, according to the 2008 Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategies (CEDS) for Yakutat has a population of 606 citizens in 2007 (less twenty­
five percent since 2000, which then the population was 808), and;

WHEREAS, Yakutat has within their small community, eighteen power trollers and 69 hand
trollers that depend on fishing for a living, and are presently excluded from making a living during
May and June of every year since 1981 and;

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska, Department of Fish and Game, division of fishery has provision
for the enclosed petition with a hundred-twenty-six signatures, within the Commercial Fishing
Regulation, under General Provisions, 5ACC96-.626 WINT-BOARD POLICY (a)underAS-''!4;­
62.220 that allows this enclosed Yakutat petition to be considered as a non-emergency change,
since the Petition involves the re-opening to be considered as a non-emergency change, since the
Petition involved the re-opening and inclusion to the 2009 Spring King Salmon Season in May and
June of 2009, and;

WHEREAS, also Under the General Provision of the Commercial Fishing Regulations, 5AAC
39.999. POLICY FOR CHANGING BOARD AGENDA (a), (1), (C), and (b) Explanation is as
follows: (a), (1), (C) is to correct the elimination of Area D and others from trolling during the
present Spring King Trolling Season that were grandfathered in from the year 1981 and (b) to
allow all the Hand and Power Troll permits in the State of Alaska to catch their fair share of the
Pacific Salmon Treaty King Salmon Quota: and;

WHEREAS, the City and Borough of Yakutat Supports the enclosed Resolution of the Tlingit
and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska that was passed in Convention unanimously this April of 2008
and applauds their effort to help our Community of Yakutat in our effort to promote a more stable
economy,

WHEREAS, the City and Borough of Yakutat carmot find any passage nor law in the Pacific
Salmon Treaty that forbids Yakutat "Area D" fishermen from participating in the Pacific Salmon
Treat Spring Troll Fishery for King Salmon; and;

WHEREAS> the main thrust of The Pacific Salmon Bilateral Agreement pertaining to Yakutat is
toward the Alsek River, which is in the United States and Also in Canada; and

WHEREAS, the 2005 Situk River Management Plan refers to a river that is the United States only
and is not part of the Bilateral Pacific Salmon Treat:

BE IT RESOLVED: the City and Borough of Yakutat in our regular meeting held on, September
4, 2008 here by petitions the State of Alaska Board of Fisheries under 5 ACC 96.625 to accept this
petition and to amend the present State of Alaska regulations that prevents "Area D" and other
legitimate areas from participating in the Pacific Salmon Treaty Spring King Salmon Quota;

SPONSORED BY D. STONE, MAYOR
RES 08-118
Page 1 of2



" a resident of Yakutat, h~r~by sign thii petition to request th@ Stilt@ of Alilikil to itgp th@ iII@!Jftl preGtie€! of
using the State of Alaska Department of Fisheries regulations to.forbid certain areas and user groups from
catching their fair share of t"e Spring Quota King Salmon (between May 1, through June 30), which is in the
agreement between the Canadian/United States Unilateral King Salmon Quota agreement. The King Salmon

Quota is to be caught and shared by all user gro.ups. not just the hatchery areas.
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I, a resident of Yakutat, hereby sign this petition to request the State of Alaska to stop the illegal practice of

wsihg the State of Alaska Department of Fisheries regulations to .forbid certain areas and user groups from
catching their fair share of the Spring Quota King Salmon (between May 1, through June 30), which is in the
agreement between the Canadian/United States Unilateral King Salmon Quota agreement. The King Salmon
Quota is to be caught and shared by all user groups, not just the hatchery areas.

PRINTED NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
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es,t of Yakutat, hereby sign this petition to req..est the State of Alaska to stop the illegal practice of
--_.J the State of Alaska Department of Fisheries regulations to ,forbid certain areas and user groups from
catching their fair share of the, Spring Quota King Salmon (between May 1, through June 30), which is in the

agF@@m6nt b6tW@@R tho 6IR9dliR/URltod!Ust@§ Uiiil5t@l'al Kli\§ §51iii8n 6Uoia agreement. The king salmon
Quota is to be caught and shared by all user groups, not just the hatchery areas.
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I, a resi.. _.lt of Yakutat, hereby sign this petition to request the State of Alaska to stop the illegal practice of·

using the State of Alaska Department of Fisheries regulations to .forbid certain areas and user groups from

catching their fair share of the Spring Quota King Salmon (between May 1, through June 30), which is in the
agreement between the Canadian/United States Unilateral King Salmon Quota agreement. The King Salmon

Quota is to be caught and shared by all user groups, not just the hatchery areas.

PRINTED NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
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I, a resL ,t of Yakutat, hereby sign this petition to reql.ll,;ost the State of Alaska to stop the illegal practice of

using the State of Alaska Department of Fisheries regulations to .forbid certain areas and user groups from
catching 1I:heir fair share of the Spring Quota King Salmon (between May 1, through June 30), which is in the
agreement between the Canadian/United States Unilateral King Salmon Quota agreement. The King Salmon
Quota is to be caught and shared by all user groups, not just the hatchery areas.

PRINTED NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
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I, a resit.....1t of Yakutat, hereby sign this petition to request the State of Alaska to stop the illegal practice of

using the State of Alaska Department of Fisheries regulations to forbid certain areas and user groups from
catching their fair share of the Spring Quota King Salmon (between May 1, through June 30), which is in the
agreement between the Canadian/United States Unilateral King Salmon Quota agreement. The King Salmon
Quota is to be c,aught and shared by all user groups, not just the hatchery areas.

PRINTED NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
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Source: Yakutat Comprehensive Development ~Ian, 1976.

~
This pn:ject was supported. in part, by Fed·
eral Coastal Zone Management Program Im­£ plemen",Mn Fund' (P.l. 92-583. Sec. 306)

~"""'T. -. granted to the State of Alaska by the Office
~ -', . ._, of Coastal Zone Management. National Oce·

''"''.''''"'." ..,...",,, ank and Atmospheric Administration, U.S.
"'''"' '::;'~;"~:,O'l<''"'''"'' Department of Commerce.
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MALCOLM ROSS 9072352992»

February 21, 2009

To: The Alaska Board of Fisheries

Meeting currently in Sitka, Alaska

RE: Proposal # 209 "Equal Share Fishery"

Dear Board of Fish members,

I know this seems terribly late In the game, but it has come to many of us permit holders attention, that

the BOF may be seriously considering proposal # 209. The reason that this is such a shock to many of us

is that we were told that this proposal was "dead in the water" because of the Supreme Court's decision

on the Chignik Cooperative.

Since I was one of the fishermen who created the Chignik Cooperative, and since I have worked

intimately with the Department of law, ADF&G, Board Members, and others to change this law to allow

the Chignik Cooperative to be re-authorized, I am extremely well versed on this topic I We spent

thousands of $$, hired professional lobbyists in Juneau for the past 3 years since the Supreme Court

decision, and worked closely with The Alaska Department of law to somehow "solve" the BOF dilemma

in being able to allocate within a fishery. And to date, we have not had any luck In this process-or so I

thoughtl I am a fisherman who was totally supportive of the Chignik cooperative - because that is what

Is was - a true cooperative where fishermen worked together, and where the local community benefited

by what we were doing. While we were creating the Chignik Coop, I FOUGHT AGAINST the Sitka "Equal

Share" fishery - because they do totally different things, and the benefit is for far fewer people!

I also have participated In the BOF process for over 20 years and have been to at least (4) prior Sitka

Herring BOF meetings where the BOF discussed, studied and wrestled over the Sitka "Equal Spare" idea

over and over again. Every single time, the BOF decided against the "Equal Share' fishery in Sitka

because of the numerous social, economic and political problems it caused.

SO after all of this, since it was a small, single proposal for the Sitka meeting this year, most of us, even

after talking to our processors, the Department of Fish and Game, and some Board members, figured

that it was never going anywhere, mainly because nothing had changed with regard to the "Grunert

Decision" against the Chignik coop -So many of us did not attend the Sitka BOF meeting because we

were told that Proposal # 209 had no chance!

Now, we hear that the Department of Law has rendered a "new" decision with regard to the "Grunert"

Supreme Court decision - apparently, they are now saying that if the BOF 00u ALL permit holders into

the exact same allocation (100% equal share) then they DO have the authority to do this! I am totally

shocked by this "New" opinion, especially since I have personally been so intimately Involved in trying to

get the Legislature to allow the BOF to have the authority to allocate within fi.hPflp<. with r"8~rd to
Chignik!

P2/4
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I can only assume, that since the Department of Law was so concerned that the "Grunert'" decision

could potential challenge the legality of the Chatham Black Cod "Equal Share" fishery, and since there

has been a strong lobbying attempt to get this clarified so that the Sitka Equul Shure fishery could be

attempted, that now we have this "new" legal opinion by the Department of Lawl

The result of this is that you, the Alaska Board of Fisheries, mainly comprised of new members, who

really have no prior knowledge of the LONG history of the Equal Share battle In Sitka, are being

presented with a proposal THAT SEEMS TO HAVE NO OPOSITIONI THIS IS NOT THE CASE! There are

many permit holders, Pilots, crewmembers, tender men, etc, etc, who would be negatively affected if

you pass this proposal-AND THE REASON WEARE NOT THERETO TELL YOU, IS BECAUSE WEALL WERE

UNDER THE IMPRESSION THAT THE "GRUNERT" (CHIGNIK) SUPREME COURT DECISION WOULD NOT

AllOW YOU TO EVEN CONSIDER THIS!

I had a conversation with Dave Gordon, ADF&G manager of the Sitka Fishery a couple months ago, and

we talked about the up-coming BOF meeting. Neither of us even considered the Equal Share proposal

to have a chance, because we knew what the Department of law had said about this issue! WE are
totally being caught by surprise here - and it is unfair that you Board Members do not get a chance to

hear the real truth about what this "Equal Share" fishery does to the Sitka Herring Fishery.

If SO permit holders get an equal share, they will all pile on a just of couple boats, hire no pilots, no crew,

need way fewer tenders, and bring all the fish to the dock in Sitka to just a few processors. Th is sounds

like good "Economic" sense - but Is much like paying the Wall Street big-Wigs huge bonusesl The city of

Sitka will suffer huge economic loss! Instead of 500·600 permit holders, crew members, pilots, tender

men, processors showing up In Sitka in March - a much appreciated time of year for the bUSinesses of
Sitka; only a few permit holders will show up to TAKE their "Equal Share' out of Sitka sound, and like a

bunch of Carpet Baggers, leave with their $$, and have minimal financial impact on Sitka. Pilots will no

longer be needed, crew no longer needed, tenders no longer needed, and several processors completely
eliminated from the fishery.

YES - this may sound good for some of us permit holders, BUT what you BOF members, who have not

heard all this SEVERAL times before don't realize, are all of the downstream affects that this has on the

Sitka Communityl I am personally shocked that the Department of Law changed their mind on thiS
issue, and THAT is why NONE of us who are opposed to thiS fishery are there in Sitka to tell youl

PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE PROPOSAL # 209 - without hearing ALL of the facts on this LONG, well
discussed battle!

There are many new permit holders who have paid huge amounts of money for these Sitka permits, and

who have invested a tremendous amount of $$ in vessels and gear specifically for the Sitka Herring
fishery. They did this AFTER believing that this "Equal Share" idea was long dead! It has been heard In

front of the BOF over and over again and voted down every time! Nothing has changed, except for a
new O..partment of law Opinion I
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I have complied a lIst of permit holders and pilots in just a couple of hours, who are ABSOLUTlEY

AGAINST THIS PROPOSALl 1 I am sure there are more, and obviously processors, hundreds of

crewmembers who would be out of jobs, tenders etc. who are against it as well. I don't believe that the

businesses and people of Sitka even have a clue as to how devastating your decision would be! They

have not had a chance to be heard from either. We would have been in Sitka to tell you all of this past

history, if it had not been for this totally unexpected, last minute change of opinion from the

Department of lawl

Sincerely,

Please feel free to contact me to discuss any of this history or my involvement in the fishery - and I can

give you phone numbers for the fishermen and pilots below if you wish to speak with them! PLEASE do

not shove this management regime down our throats, without even hearing all otthe past history, AND

from all ofthe participants! 1

Jamie Ross

Thank you very much for your time,

F/V "Shadowfax"

Homer, Alaska (907) 299-2081

Fishermen contacted in the last hour against Proposal # 209 Pilots against

Jamie Ross

Erik Fellows

Ken Jones

Brad Heil

Dave Hilty

Frank Foody

Beaver Nelson Mark Engler

Rob Nelson Billy Vollendorf

Phil Fogle John Hillman

Gary Suydam Merrill Dana

Steven Suydam Dennis Thacker

Sam Mutch Doug Reimer
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Prop 248. In the early 80's there were no protective corridors in place to limit the flercentafJe of
fish being taken that were destined for the Situk river. There were a large number of boats that
would troll back and forth right outside the mouth of the Situk 7 days a week that were having a
significant impact on the Situk river coho stocks at the time, and it was felt by the local gilln,et fleet
that the percentage of fish being taken in this manner was uneven. Other than years of unusually
high abundance, the gil/net fleet is open from Sunday noon through Wednesday noon, and closed
the rest of the week to allow escapement up the river. A proposal was ratified and sent in by the
Yakutat Advisory Commitfee and approved by the board of fish to make It so when gil/net fishing is
closed to meet weekly escapement goals, trolling would be closed in state waters from
approximately 10 miles east of the mouth of the Situk to Pt. Mamby( approximately 30 miles west
of the mouth of the Sltuk.) Since that time the state has determined that having boats trolling in
front of the river was a bad idea at any time when the cohos are running, and implemented
permanent no trolling corridors that extent approximately 5 miles on either side of the river, and out
to the 3 mile line. Over time the overall changes in prices of fish, fuel, etc., have made a lot of
changes to both Yakutat's gillnet fleet, and the local and transient troll fleets. There was a time
when 100-150 power trollers would fish the area described, increased costs and logistics have cut
these numbers down considerably. A gillnet permit for the Yakutat area allows the permit holder to
fish many ocean areas and rivers between the areas of Cape Fairweather and Cape Suckling,
however most rivers that once were accessible and produced significant catches of fish for the
gil/net fleet, have become cost prohibitive to fish any more. This has caused a condensing of the
gillnet fleet on the only river in the district you can drive to, the Situk. With so many gil/net permits
on the river, per capita catches have decreased, and caused many to iook for other ways of
producing cohos. There are now approximately 60 to 70 handtroll permits that are being fished out
of converted gillnet skiffs and pleasure boats, many of these people are dual permit holders who
aren't interested in participating in the already over crowded gil/net fishery on the Sltuk. There
are four main problems with the current law as it is. 1) It's redundant. The state already has a
permanent protective corridor in place around the mouth of the Situk, the existing 40 mile corridor
that denies access to all of Yakutat bay diJring times of gil/net closures is excessive. The current
law manages the entire Yakutat bay area which is a mixed stock area based solely on stock
asessment from one river, the Situk.2) In late August and all of September the weather is such that
there are many days when the small local troll fleet, comprised of mostly small boats, is forced to
go 3 miles out into the open ocean in order to fish, causing a serious safety concern. 3) The
current regulation has cost lost fishing time for the troll fleet during the late summer king salmon
opener by prohibiting fishing anywhere inside Yakutat bay after August 7th, unless the Situk river is
open to gil/netting, conserving king salmon was never the intent of this ordinance as adopted. 4)
Having commercial troll closures in the described area has created an atmosphere of inequality as

2/9/20094: 15 PM
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sportfishing aboard charter boats in this area is exempt from the ordinance and allowed to harvest
fish 7 days a week. Basically the current law makes a 3 day per week super exclusive zone for the
guided sportsfish fleet. .

248 basically just states that the Yakutat advisory committee, which originally implemented the
current I~w, no longer sees it as necessary, needlessly prohibitive to !~elO~ 11~~lr~~ tt;Jp 5/iP,C J '1,000 r;L) 1­
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Proposal 329- Up until about 19s5 power trollers were allowed to use 6 lines and hand trollers 4
lines in federal waters west of cape Spencer. At that time both user groups were reduced by 2
lines in the interests of conservation Since that time, power trollers right to use 6 lines has been
reinstated, while hand trollers has not. The prevailing feeling on this amongst those who troll in this
area is that if the rights to the extra 2 lines is going to be restored for one user group, then it
should be restored for the other. 329 asks simply for that. There may be some who feel that this
might cause hand trollers state wide to want 4 lines in the area they fish in. The simple answer to
that question is; do they power troll with 6 lines in your area? The answer, of course, is no. The
cape Spenser to cape Suckling area is unique in this fashion. Mathematically speaking, 3 lines
should be allowed for hand trolling here where 6 power troll lines are allowed. While we can't argue
against the math of this, I invite everyone to consider how hard It would be for a small hand troll
vessel to drag 3 lines without driving around in a circle all day, I bet if you asked anyone who
power trolls in this area, they would much rather see the hand trollers get 4 lines so they troll in
straight line, rather than have a bunch of boats trolling in circles all over the drag.
The last devil's advocate question that gets bounced off of this proposal is, how many more fish
would be taken if it passes. Remember, 6 or 4 lines can only be fished in federal waters, 3 miles
offshore. Out of the 60 to 70 handtroll permits in this area, approximately 50 to 60 of them are
being fished out of a 19 ft. open skiff, or small converted pleasure craft. the numbers of days that
the handtroll fleet can even go out an fish this area is limited to flat calm days, so realistically the
catches are not likely to be that significant.

Prop 314
Currently the sportfisherman utilizing the early part of the sockeye run are potentially taking home
the bag limits of other sportsfishers from the latter part of the season on years of weak run
strengths.
this proposal is just proper management practice. This is how it's done on almost all other heavily
sport fished rivers around the state. Proposal 314 does not take away from ADFG the option to
increase the bag limit once run strengths have prove to be strong, it simply starts the season
conservatively in order to preserve fishing opportunity at a later date.

In the past, initial 6 fish bag limits, coupled with a weak SOCkeye return mid-run have caused
escapement goals to fall below minimum. This causes reactionary measures to kick in, historically

this means going to hook'and release only.
Starting out conseratively with 3 fish limit, 6 in posession will avoid this drastic measure while

maintaining the ADFG's option to increase the baglimit by emergency order on years of over
abundance.

Prior to 1997 sport sockeye harvests in the Situk fiver vI/ere under 1% of the commercial
harvests. Since 1997 there have been 2 emergency closures and a peak in the sport harvest was
reached in 2004 when 35% of the sport/conllllerciai take was attributed to sport fishing
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Opening Testimony (4 lines for outside waters Cape Spencer to Cape S·uckling).

The hand troll fleet west of Cape Spencer is needlessly hampered in their fishing effort by the

unnecessary restriction of fishing only two lines. Up until the implementation of the limited entry in the

hand troll fishery,four lines were allowed. When the limited entry system was originally enacted, there

were 2162 hand troll permits in the fishery. There are now 1066 actively fishing permits. 1096 permits

have been eliminated. The himd troll fleet is loosing 38 permits a year on average since 1980 and will

bottom out in the near future at 734 permanent hand troll permits.

In a resolution{No.79-57 FB)by the Chairman ofthe board offish,dated December 11,1979,it was

stated that the troll catch would be allocated to result in an 80/20 split,{80% power troll,20% hand troll).

The hand troll catch over the last ten years has averaged 6.3%.

Due to the reduction in the number of permits,the relatively low impact of the hand troll fishery,we

feel that the reestablishment to four lines is warranted. We would like to see this gear change effective

for the entire troll season,July-1 through the closure of the troll season.

The Troll fishery in the Yakutat area is closely tied to the management of the Situk River set-gill-net

fishery. Some portions of {181-60)troll area are permanently closed during the coho troll season and

others are closed when the Situk River gill-net fishery is closed. As it standS now ,when the Situk River

gillnet period closes the troll fleet must move to outside waters. Power trollers can fish six lines in

outside waters and hand trollers can fish only two.

Originally,the use ofsix lines by the power troll fleet was allowed west of Cape Spencer due to the high

cost of fuel and the distance to the fishing grounds. This arbitrary limit of two lines for hand trollers is

not based on any biological necessity,and unnecessarily hampers the hand troll fleet in out side waters

west of Cape Spencer.

j
I



Amendments to proposal 329

Hand trollers are required to only have two hand gurdies mounted on board their vessel from October

11 to the end ofthe July King salmon season. Only four hand gurdies may be used from the end of the

July king salmon season to September 20. As discussed in committee we all felt these two amendments

would keep the effort of the summer king salmon fishery the same as the past. And by having the extra

two gurdies not mounted in the winter and spring fisheries would keep fowl play to a minimum.
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SinCereIY,~~
Sitka Herring Group
Feb. 21, 2009

Sitka Herring Group
410 Calhoun
Juneau,Plk.99801

Mr. Chainnan, Board members:

The following draft Equal Harvest Share (EHS) management plan for the Sitka Sound
Sac roe herring seine fishery is being submitted as an attempt to present a workable
format for conducting such a fishery. The plan is based on the protocols used during the
so called Co-op fisheries that have already taken place in Sitka during several years when
harvest ofremaining quotas was deemed to be uncontrollable or necessary to optimize
quality. While these EHS have allowed for a more complete and precise harvest of
available quotas, the inherent difficulties in obtaining written consent of all 51 pennit
holders makes the present procedure largely ineffectual and arbitrary.

In addition to following, the general protocols of the previously conducted EHS fisheries,
this draft plan additionally attempts to address issues that have become evident to the
Sitka Herring Group and N)F&G personnel. The general issues covered in the attached
plan are as follows:

a. Calculation of share amount
b. Registration and provisions to allow for "harvest pools"
c. Department "emergency order" authority, and ability to control harvest

capacity during open periods, and provisions to assure equitable treatment to
all pennit holders

d. Provisions to limit high grading
e. Provision to limit "dumping" of lower quality sets
f. Transfer provisions to allow for the catch reconciliation and overage control
g. Tender reporting requirements
h. Plccountability through dockside validation

Please consider the updated following draft management plan as a template for the
development of an EHS fishery.



Proposed Equal Harvest Share Management Plan for the Sitka Sound Sac Roe Fishery

In managing the commercial Sac roe herring fishery in Section 13-B north of the latitude
ofAspid Cape (Sitka Sound, etc.), the department shall

I) Manage the fishery consistent with the applicable provisions of 5 AAC 27. 110
(b), 5AAC 27 .160 (g), and 5 AAC 27.190;

2) Manage the fishery as an Equal Harvest Share fishery so that each participating
and valid GOIA permit card holder shall be awarded and equal share of the
annual GHL to be taken during the open season as set by the department under the
following guidelines:

a. The department shall determine the annual equal harvest share by
dividing the annual guideline harvest level by the number of CFEC
permits and interim use permits eligible to be fished in the fishery.

b. All permit holders must be registered with a local representative of
the department before participating, and be on board the harvest
vessel during the fishery. Permit holders may register to operate in
"harvest pools" that include multiple permit holders if applicable.
Harvest pools shall appoint a designee to report harvest information
to the department as specified in this section.

c. The commissioner, by emergency order, will establish opening
parameters including time, area, and effort levels restrictions and
reporting requirements in consideration of the following:

The department may restrict the number of active fishing
vessels for any given opening as deemed necessary to
provide for an orderly fishery; the number of fishing
vessels shall be determined through preseason and inseason
consultation with Industry in consideration of providing a
fair and equal opportunity for all CFEC permit holders

The department may require that all vessels actively fishing
during an open period to report to the department
immediately prior to making a set and report the outcome
ofthe set including the location, the amount ofherring
harvested, roe percentage, and other information as
determined by the department to be necessary for the
management of the fishery. Roe samples must be available
before any Fishery takes place.

The fishery will only occur during daylight hours



d. All sets sampled at ten (10) percent and above shall be retained and
completely pumped for delivery to a registered herring buyer. If
excessive catch is occurring the department may close the fishery.

e. All herring in a set shall be retained and completely pumped if the
transfer of herring into a vessel has been started, or if the set has
been dried up, or if the herring have been held in a pursed seine net
for longer than 45 minutes. No sets may be released without
approval from a department representative

f. Catches in excess of an individual permit holders EHS or harvest
pool cumulative EHS may be transferred to other registered permit
holders or harvest pools. All proceeds from overages not transferred
shall be surrendered to the state. Permit holders may be prosecuted
under AS 16.05.723 for overages not transferred in excess of 5%

g. All tender vessels with herring on board must contact and provide to
the department prior to leaving the fishing grounds, the amount of
herring on board in tons, the name of the vessels permit holder(s)
and harvest pool(s) that made the deliveries, and the name of the
processing facility the herring will be landed. Also the expected
date and time ofarrival at he processing facility

h. Dockside validation as specified by the department shall be required
for all deliveries to processing facilities
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5 AAC 27.510. Fishing season and periods for Kodiak Area.

(4) [TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SAC ROE HERRING FISHERY, A CFEC PERMIT
HOLDER MUST REGISTER WITH THE DEPARTMENT FROM APRIL I
THROUGH APRIL 14.] before participation in the sac roe herring fishery after May
7, a CFEC permit holder must be registered with the department.

5 AAC 27.535. Harvest strategies for Kodiak Area

(e)(l)[(C) HARVEST OR EFFORT, OR A COMBINATION OF BOTH HARVEST
AND EFFORT, THE DEPARTMENT MAY ALLOW ONE GEAR TYPE TO
OPERATE IN AN AREA DURING ANY OPEN PERIOD WITHOUT REGARD TO
THE ALLOCATION SPECIFIED IN THIS SUBSECTION;]

(e)lS) notwithstanding any other provisions of this section, from May S through
June 30, the department may open any area to any or all legal gear tvpes.



StaffComments on Proposal 376 RC 199

PROPOSAL 376 - 5 AAC 27.535. Kodiak herring sac roe harvest strategy; 5 AAC 27.510.
Fishing seasons and periods for Kodiak Area.

PROPOSED BY: Bruce Schactler.

WHAT WOULD THE PROPOSAL DO? This proposal seeks to rescind the current allocation
regulation and apply fishing time separated by time, but not area. The proposal also indicated
that the allocation strategy could be reinstated when needed or justifiable.

WHAT ARE THE CURRENT REGULATIONS? Under statewide provIsIOns (5 AAC
27.535)(e), ADF&G shall manage the sac roe herring fishery to provide opportunities for gillnet
permit holders to harvest approximately 25 percent and purse seine permit holders to harvest
approximately 75 percent of the total preseason guideline harvest level for the Kodiak
management area.

5 AAC 27.510(a) Unless otherwise provided for by emergency order, herring may be taken
during the sac roe season from April 15 through June 30, as follows:

(1) from April 15 through May 7 fishing periods for purse seines are from 12:00 noon until
9:00 p.m. on odd-numbered days, and from 9:00 a.m. until 12:00 noon on even-numbered days if
a harvestable surplus is available; from May 8 through June 30, fishing periods for purse seines
are from 12:00 noon until 10:00 p.m. on odd-numbered days, and from 9:00 a.m. until 12:00
noon on even-numbered days if a harvestable surplus is available;

(2) from April 15 through June 30, the fishing periods for gillnets are from 12:00 noon on
odd-numbered days until 12:00 noon on even-numbered days;

WHAT WOULD BE THE EFFECT IF THE PROPOSAL WERE ADOPTED? Adoption of
this proposal would eliminate the allocation strategy and change the fishing schedule as dictated
in the current management plan.

BACKGROUND: A Kodiak allocative herring sac roe harvest strategy (5 AAC 27.535) was
developed through a Board of Fisheries (board) Herring Task Force (established in 1999). The
task force consisted of purse seine and gillnet permit holders, and department staff. The harvest
strategy provides opportunity for gillnet permit holders to harvest approximately 25% and purse
seine permit holders to harvest approximately 75% of the total Kodiak Management Area herring
sac roe guideline harvest level (GHL).

The harvest strategy requires the department to establish GHLs by section, based on historical
harvest data, current and past fishery performance, commercial catch samples, and aerial
surveys. The department is then required, for each district that has more than one section open to
fishing, to assign, by section, 20% to 30% of the district GHL to gillnet permit holders and 70%
to 80% of the district GHL to purse seine permit holders.

During the 2005 Kodiak board meeting, several modifications were made to this allocative
harvest strategy. One allowed the depariment to combine adjacent sections within a district and
manage them as a single unit when information indicated that adjacent sections were actually a
single herring stock. The plm was also chmged so that purse seine md gillnet gear may be

1



allowed to fish the same section to achieve the allocation percentages by gear type within a
district. Also, the provision concerning section harvest overages being applied to a district GHL
was eliminated from the plan.

Further changes to the helTing sac roe management plan occulTed during the Kodiak January
2008 board meeting. A new regulation required all pelTllit holders participating in the 2008
fishery to register with the department prior to the fishery season opening date of April 15. New
regulations also allowed the department, based on the department's assessment of harvest or
effort, or a combination of both harvest and effort, to allow a gear type into an area regardless of
the allocation. The department attempted to use the preseason registration to ascertain district
effort levels by the gillnet fleet and intended to rollover any unused gillnet allocation to the purse
seine fleet. However, the gillnet fleet indicated preseason that all of their district allocations
would receive gillnet effort; thus, the department did not have any gillnet allocations to rollover
into the seine allocations. The CUlTent harvest strategy does not provide the department with
inseason criteria to adjust allocations by gear.

In the 9 years since the inception of the allocative harvest strategy, an average of 9 gillnet permit
holders have made deliveries, with an average of less than 4 mal<ing deliveries since 2006. In the
9 years prior to the allocation strategy, an average of 55 gillnet permit holders harvested helTing
during the sac roe fishery. The gillnet harvest percentage has declined from an average of 20%
(1991 - 1999) to an average of 10% (2000 - 2008), with 1% or less occUlTing in the recent three
years (2006 - 2008). It would be difficult to predict future harvest given the volatility of the
herring sac roe market. HelTing sac roe prices have increased in the previous 2 seasons; however,
effort levels by gillnet permit holders remains very low.

Table 1. Kodiak: Management Area helTing sac roe comparison of harvested and unharvested
GHLs by gear type.

GHLnot
GHL Harvest harvested

by Gear Type by Gear Type by Gear Type

Seine Gillnet Seine Gillnet Seine Gillnet
1,270 465 1,290 80 0 385
1,135 405 1,412 282 0 123
1,380 480 1,274 403 106 77
1,920 680 1,738 254 182 427
2,225 625 2,894 273 0 352
2,625 850 2,932 531 0 319
2,745 960 2,617 26 128 934
2,915 1,085 2,510 36 405 1,049
3,220 1,070 3,086 13 134 1,057

Total Total

Year GHL Harvest
2000 1,735 1,370
2001 1,540 1,694
2002 1,860 1,677
2003 2,600 1,992
2004 2,850 3,167
2005 3,475 3,463
2006 3,705 2,643
2007 4,000 2,546
2008 4,290 3,099

Average
2000 to 2,895 2,406

2008
5 Year
2004 to

3,664 2,984
2008

All values are in tons.

2,159

2,746

736

918

2

2,195

2,808

211

176

106

133

525

742



DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: The department is OPPOSED to this proposal as written,
although the department is NEUTRAL on the allocative aspects of the proposal. This proposal
does not provide sufficient information for the department to determine how it would manage the
herring sac roe fishery if this proposal is adopted.

The proposal indicates the department will manage the sac roe herring fishery similar to prior
management strategies that separated gear by time. The department is unclear about exactly
which management strategy is being referred to.

If this proposal is adopted, the department will need guidance from the board on establishing
criteria for implementing allocations between purse seine and gillnet gear.

COST ANALYSIS: The department does not believe that approval of this proposal would result
in a direct cost for a private person to participate in this fishery.

3



Otto Florschutz
Wrangell AC

Alaska Board ofFish

Proposal 322
The Wrangell AC supported this proposal amended to read:

Close the Stikine River side of Greys Passage from the west end of Greys
Island to the west end ofRynda Island.
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Proposal 341

Issue: The sport fishing sector has implemented all the management tools within their
tool box except for area and time closure. To avoid use of area and time closure the
following solution is offered.

Solution: Increase the sport allocation from 16% to 25% and reduce the commercial
allocation from 84% to 75%.

I am opposed to Proposal 341 as written
I can support a compromised version of Proposal 341

Suggested Compromises to Proposal 341

The Bigger Issue: DSR is our "spotted owl" species for the outside waters of
southeast. DSR are extremely long Jived and very slow to recover once the stocks are
depressed. Foremost, DSR stocks must be managed particularly conservatively.
Secondary, but also exceedingly important, area and time closures must be avoided for
the sport fishing sector now, and either the sport fishing or commercial sectors in the
future.

A Better Solution: Tins allocation suggestion is humbly offered as a better approach
to maintain a healthier DSR stock and avoid area,and time closures.

10% " Conservation / Emergency Only All6cation*
, 16% Sport Fishery Allocation

74% Commercial Fishery Allocation

• Conservation I emergency only allocation will not be harvested except to avoid area and time
closures by the sport fishery or commercial fishery __plus more (develop & implement
additional tools to stay within allocation) and more '

An Addition to the Better Solution: This solution includes the adoption of
Proposal 349, a proposal that requires sPOlt fishers to use recompression devices in the
release of rockfish. The science of the West Coast and Alaska suggest "potential"
pronJise in the "successful" release of DSR. I would suggest the ADF&G Department be
very cautious and consider a very low percentage of survival of released fish, Requiring
the release of rockfish will create an additional incentive to avoid rockfish. Having
release many rockfish, I can state releasing rockfish is a burden to the point of avoidance.
For only a few percentage points of survival I will avoid rockfish first to avoid the hassle
ofreleasing.

Submitted by Mike Reif (commerciallongline I charter fisher)



There is an error in the regulation book that needs to be corrected. The correct

wording that was passed by the Board in 2006 is shown below with the corrections

?/ilJlJE'f? j.INR.t:J,
-highligh:ted. The District 8 fishery has been managed using the correct wording

the last three years and the Department would like to have the correct wording in

the regulation book to prevent confusion.

5 AAC 33 is amended by adding a new section to read:

5 AAC 33.368. District 8 King Salmon Management Plan. The purpose of the

management plan in this section is to provide for abundance based management, reduce

the conflicts between commercial and sport fishermen, and reduce the incidental harvest

of steelhead, as follows,

(1) District 8 will open on the second Sunday in June except, the

commissioner may open, by emergency order, drift gillnet fishing in the waters of

District 8 beginning on the first Monday in May through the second Saturday in June;

(2) the commissioner may not establish a fishing period on a Saturday,

Sunday, or a State ofAlaska or Federal holiday;

(3) the commissioner may not establish a fishing period later than 8:00

a.m. the Wednesday before the Memorial Day weekend;

(4) fishing periods will begin at 8:00 a.m.; and

(5) fishing peliods may not exceed four days a week.



Compromise - Proposal 341

Date: February 22, 2009

Submitted By: South East Alaska Guides Organization, (SEAGO)

In the spirit of compromise and following committee discussions, we

offer the following:

Change proposal #341: 20% sport and 80% commercial.



Petersburg Vessel Owners Association
PO Box 232

Petersburg, AK 99833
Phone & Fax: 907.772.9323

pvoa@gcLnet • www.pvoaonline.org

February 22, 2009

RE: SUPPORT PROPOSAL #209, SITKA SOUND COMMERCIAL SAC ROE
FISHERY, EQUAL SPLIT

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board Members,

Petersburg Vessel Owners Association (PVOA) took a 'no position' stance on proposal
#209, Sitka Sound equal split based on information provided questioning the legality of
the issue. Given new information presented at the Board of Fisheries finfish meeting
clarified the legal issues in question, the majority ofPVOA Sitka Sound permit holders
would like to SUPPORT PROPOSAL #209.

Sincerely,

Julianne Clmy
Director



DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES

February 22, 2009

Alaska Board of Fisheries, Sitka Alaska

SARAH PALIN, GOVERNOR

2030 Sea Level Dr. #205
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 99901
PHONE: (907) 225-5195
FAX: (907) 225-3756

RC207

Subject: open area for the herring pound fishery in Craig and Klawock, proposal 215.

The department wants to ensure that the board realizes the importance of the Fish Egg Island
subsistence closure for the herring pound fishery.

The Craig herring pound fishery was initiated in 1991 with a cooperative effort by the ADF&G, the
Klawock/Heenya Corporation and the Shaan-Seet Corporation.

One of the initial conditions agreed to by all parties was that the area around Fish Egg Island wouid
remain closed due to its historical use as a subsistence area for the harvest of roe on kelp.

The original open area for the commercial fishery was designed using the following criteria;

• Being able to seine herring and move them no further than one mile from the pound iocations;
• Sheltered area for pound locations;
• Proper water depth;
• Away from the macrocyctis beds near Fish Egg, Alberto, and Wadleigh Island where traditional

subsistence harvest occurs;
• Near the area where herring will school prior to spawning;
• Out of major shipping lanes.

The Alaska Board of Fisheries established regulations for the Section 3-B (Craig/Klawock area) herring
spawn-on-kelp in pounds fishery in 1992.

The fishery in section 3-B is the largest spawn on kelp subsistence fishery in the state. The majority of
the harvest occurs on and around Fish Egg Island. The department issues on average 156 permits
(1966 to 2006 avg.) to subsistence users for this fishery.

I have attached a chart of the Fish Egg Island subsistence closure.

Thank you.

Scott Walker
Area Management Biologist
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Ketchikan Alaska 99901 (907) 225-5195
scott.walker@alaska.gov
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Alaska Board of Fisheries
2009
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Charge to the Alaska Department ofFish & Game and the Southeast AlaskwlEnhancement Task
Force

Findings: The Alaska Board of Fisheries recognizes that the commercial salmon industry came
together in an effort to address salmon enhancement allocation issues through the 12-9-08 RPT
consensus. While this consensus addresses many of the current issues of allocation between
seine, gillnet and troll gear groups, the RPT proposal falls short in addressing any long-term
solutions. In fact, many parts of the RPT proposal sunset in three years without addressing any
of the underlying challenges. The Southeast Alaska Salmon Enhancement plan fmally adopted
in 1994 has not had any substantive review to date. The Alaska Board of Fisheries expects that
many of the allocation issues associated with the RPT proposal of2008 to reappear before the
board in the next board cycle.

Purpose: Due to the potential ofhaving a reoccurring problem before the Board of Fisheries, the
Alaska Board ofFisheries believes that it is in the best interest of the commercial salmon
industry in southeast Alaska to review and where appropriate recommend changes improved the
future performance of the salmon enhancement plan for southeastern Alaska. This review of the
salmon enhancement plan shall be reviewed by a reconstituted salmon enhancement task force.
The task force shall have a written report ready for the Alaska Board of Fisheries prior to the
2012 Southeast Alaska board cycle.

1. The Department ofFish & Game (F&G) shall provide staff for technical support and to help
facilitate meeting planning. The Southeast Alaska Salmon Enhancement Task Force is
hereby formed and shall have the following voting membership of9. Each task force
member will be permitted a designated voting alternate. The task force will operate by
consensus only and be made up of the following members:
• Three gear group members from the Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture '

Association (NSRAA) represented by one seine seat, one troll seat, and one gillnet seat.
• Three gear group members from the Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture (SSRAA).

Association represented by one seine seat, one troll seat and one gillnet seat.
• One seat, Executive Director or employee designee ofNSRAA.
• One seat, Executive Director or employee designee of SSRAA.
• One seat, Executive Director or employee designee of the non-regional PNP Douglas

Ishmd Pink &Chum (DIPAC).

2. The Board of Fisheries requests that the task force seats shall be filled by knowledgeable
individuals interested in working together for a common good and who will approach any
review ofthe salmon enhancement plan with an open mind.

3. The Board ofFisheries expects the task force and associated F&G staff to meet at minimum
ofthree times per year for two day or longer workshops. Agenda items shall be confmed to
the review and evaluation of all aspects ofthe southeast salmon enhancement plan, and the



February 22, 2009

Alan Reeves
PO Box 741
Wrangell, AK 99929

Board Support Section
Alaska Dept ofFish and Game
John Jensen, Chair
1255 West 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board ofFish Members,

RE: Committee B - King Salmon Management Plans

Proposal #227 - District 8 King Salmon Management Plan

This would provide conceptual Language for an amendment to proposal #227 that has
been agreed upon with a few District 8 gillnetters and trollers.

5 AAC 29.095(a) District 8 King Salmon Management Plan

When the transboundary river fishery is open, trolling will be open 5 days per week in
District 8 - Monday through Friday.

Comments: We understand that with this amendment, both the troll and gillnet fishery
will be operating at the same time. This amendment allows the sport fishery to have
access in the area without either commercial group operating on the weekends.

Sincerely,

Alan Reeves



GO
SouthEast Alaska Guides Organization

Date: February 22, 2009

Proposal 137; Amended language establishing bag and possession limit on Blackcod

Chairman Jensen, Board Members,

5 AAC 47.020. General provisions for seasons and bag, possession, annual and size limits for the salt
waters of the Southeast Alaska Area.

( ) Blackcod (Sablefish) may be taken from January I - December 31: 10 fish daily bag limit,
1 daily bag limit in possession and no annnallimit, no size restrictions.

Explanation; the precedence for a 10 fish daily bag limit has been established in Southeast Alaska on
species that are abundant and have little documented harvest by sport fishers, Dolly Varden, Brook
Trout and Grayling among others. Blackcod certainly fall into that description. Difficulty in
accessing the Blackcod resource due to its prefened habitat, specialized gear requirements and
sportfish gear restrictions will all act as barriers to large scale harvest. Anyone wishing to target
Blackcod will be further constrained by tide and weather conditions limiting their ability to effectively
fish at the depths reqnired.

For those recreational fishers willing to spend the time and money attempting to take Blackcod, A
reasonable harvest opportunity should be provided.

Thank you for your consideration.

TomOhaus
President
Southeast Alaska Guide Organization, SEAGO
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Substitute language for 376

5 AAC 27.510(a)(4) is repealed and readopted to read:

(4) before participation in the sac roe herring fishery after April 30, a CFEC
permit holder must be registered with the department.

5 AAC 27.535(e)(I)(C) is repealed and readopted to read:

(C) notwithstanding any other provision of this section, from May 1
through June 30, depending on the level of registered effort, the department may open to either
gear group any area with remaining allocation available if the fishery would not result in
overharvest of the resource.
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance
9369 North Douglas Highway
Juneau, AK 99801
Phone 907-586-6652
Fax 907-523-1168 Website: http://www.seafa.org

February 22, 2009

Board Support Section
Alaska Dept of Fish and Game
John Jensen, Chair
1255 West 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board of Fish Members,

Committee F - Groundfish

RE: Proposal #345

~
~~

E-mail: seafa@gcLnet

Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance would like to withdraw proposal #346 based
on staff support for proposal #345.

Sincerely,

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director
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THE HERRING COMMITIEE

Just a quick note to express my interest as to what will be happening when you deliberate on
all the things before you.

I started on boats in 1941 though I was only one of the eaters on the boat though by the time
J was ten, I became a deckhand for my grandfather spending many years on deck before I
owned my on rig.

I lived through the bad years, when finally we became a state and could correct the excesses
of the fisheries under the Federal management, which I believe was the excess use of the
Traps.

I have watched the herring fisheries start from a minimal amount barely able to sustain a
harvest, to today where I believe that the Department of Fisheries herring model has gotten
out of hand and needs to be reconfigured to reflect the fact that there are no 3-4 year old
herring, to re-Iook at the over harvest of 9-10 year old fish that are about to leave the
fisheries.

You have heard a lot of anecdotal information about how much herring there seems to be, I
have spent winters and summers trolling in most bays in Fredrick Sound, Chatham Straights,
Stevens Pass, Sumner Straights and the outside waters from Noyes Island to Cape Edwards,
I will say that after the reduction plant herring seiners were done fish there were not much
herring left of the SE, Alaska herring stocks.

I have watched many of the bays with little dabs of herring slowly add volume to their schools
This doesn't mean that they are commercially viable, what looks like a large school of fish
when hundreds of bays herring move out in the straights to feed shouldn't be fished on
because we already have seen what happens when this occurs.

I am neither for or against Co-op fisheries, though I will say that if most of the fisherman were
in favor of Co-op it would show in how the fisheries was conducted since 1978.

I am not in favor of fishing Salisbury Sound on anecdotal information, this is not science and
never will be. A stock assessment needs to take placed and a threshold needs to be put into
place if the size of the stock warrants it,

I can see this adjacent stocks concept opening fisheries all over SE Alaska, I also say that
there is a real problem with the model concept that the Department of Fisheries is using to
allow fisheries to take place, this can be shown in the area's that herring fisheries have take
place and have been lost, Foggy Bay, Cat Island, Auke Bay, to name a few, then there is the
winter herring fisheries that have lost fish, around Ketchikan, Wrangell Narrows, Port
Camden.

Good luck with your deliberations, I know with all the pressure it will not be easy.

RALPH GUTHRIE
380 KAAGWAANTAAN
SITKA, ALASKA 99835
907-747-8913
907-738-3058



Alaska Trollers Association
130 Seward 5t., No. 2·11
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586·9400
(907) 586-4473 Fax

February 22, 2009

John Jensen, Chairman
Alaska Board of Fisheries
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: New Positions on Select Proposals

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board Members:

We offer the following revisions to ATA's positions, based on discussions with various stakeholders.

PROPOSAL 288 Clarify ATA's position on non-resident Possession/Annual Limits for coho salmon

ATA's proposal was submitted using the existing regulation to show our commitment to support no less than the
current 12 fish as a non-resident annual limit. This was offered because testimony over the years from the guided
sector seemed to indicate that non-resident anglers do not regularly take home more than the possession limit, so It
seemed appropriate and sufficient for most circumstances. Now we learning that might not be the case.

ATA is open to a higher annual limit and creative ways to combine bag and annual limits to meet the diverse needs
':If gUided anglers. While we would first prefer to see a proposal from the guided industry or the Board, we would be
lappy to share ideas in this regard and work through any areas of disagreement on this important topic.

The most important thing to our members is that the Board of Fisheries takes whatever action is necessary,
at this meeting, to implement annual limits. We will have representatives at the entire meeting to participate in
any further discussions.

Additionally, we remain committed to the concepts of accountability - each fish that's caught is counted - and
monitoring and enforcement of meaningful bag, possession, and annual limits.

PROPOSAL 320 Allow unharvested winter chinook to be caught in spring fishery SUPPORT w/Amend

ATA developed a compromise with the proposer, who submitted RC 184, and now supports the following:

SAAC 29.090 MANAGEMENT OF THE SPRING SALMON TROLL FISHERIES

(F) when the pre-season Chinook salmon Abundance Index is at least 1.15 and the amount of the winter
troll fishery GHL remaining on May 1 Is 10,000 or more king salmon, the following provisions are in effect:

(I) if the number of king salmon remaining on the winter troll fishery GHL is between
10,000 and 15,000 fish, 250 additional non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon will be added
to the maximum allowable number of non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon to be taken as
proVided In (D) of this section;

(ii) if the number of king salmon remaining on the winter troll fishery GHL is greater than
15,000 fish, 500 additional non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon will be added to the
maximum allowable number of non-Alaska hatchery-produced salmon to be taken as
proVided in (D) of this section.



PROPOSAL 327 Extend to September 30th the troll closure date in Behm Canal SUPPORT

ATA submitted this proposal in an attempt to catch late returning Neels Bay hatchery coho. After discussing with
ADFG their concerns, we modified our proposal and request the following: (

Establish an experimental troll fishery in Behm Canal to target coho salmon returning to Neels Bay hatchery
through September 30. The fishery will be used to collect coded wire tags and genetic samples, with the
goal of developing a management plan to access late returning Alaska hatchery-produced coho.

PROPOSAL 329 Increase number of HT gUrdies to 4 West of Cape Spencer SUPPORT w/Amendment

ATA was originally opposed to this proposal, but worked with the proposer on to develop a revised plan:

1. Only two hand gurdies will be allowed West of Cape Spencer from October 1 until the end of the July
chinook fisheries.

2. Four hand gUrdies will be allowed West of Cape Spencer, in those waters where power trollers are allowed
6 gurdles, from the end of the July chinook fisheries through September 30.

PROPOSAL 337 Make any surplus dinglebar lingcod quota available to the troll fleet WITHDRAWN

ATA withdraws support for this proposal.

Thank you for your time and commitment to serve.

Best regards,

Dale Kelley
Executive Director

(
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Alaska Trollers Association
130 Seward St., No. 211
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400
(907) 586-4473 Fax

February 22, 2009

John Jensen, Chairman
Alaska Board of Fisheries
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: Districts 8 & 11 Transboundary Rivers Directed Chinook Fishery

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board Members:

In 2005, the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSG) Transboundary Rivers agreement proVided for directed Chinook
fisheries in the Taku and Stikine Rivers in both the US and Canada. Most Chinook from these fisheries do not
count against the long-standing PSC Chinook quota. The PSC sets the annual Allowable Catch (AC) for both
nations, and the countries are free to develop management plans that meet the needs of their respective user
groups. In Alaska, harvesters include sport, gillnet, and troll. In 2006, the Board of Fisheries developed
management plans for the Transboundary Rivers fisheries.

ATA submitted and/or took positions on a number of proposals relative to the TBR fisheries. Since proposals
were submitted, new information has come to light and negotiations occurred between some of the TBR
stakeholders. We offer the following revisions to ATA positions.

PROPOSAL 227 District 8 TBR Fishery SUPPORT w/MODIFICATION

Attached is an outline of ATA's position relative to time and area in District 8. ATA is asking for a 5 day per
week fishery from May 1 - June 30, in existing areas, whenever a directed Chinook fishery is allowed in the
district. In addition, ATA supports closing the troll fishery on Memorial Day.

Our previous position asked for 7 days per week, based on low troll catch rates relative to the gillnet fleet.

PROPOSAL 228 Open a portion of Fredrick Sound to trolling Mon-Wed in May/June WITHDRAW

ATA has withdrawn support from this proposal.

PROPOSAL 229
SUPPORT

Increase non-resident annual limit on Stikine River Chinook to 8 fish

ATA previously opposed this position.

PROPOSAL 2301231 District 11 TBR Fishery Time & Area SUPPORT wlMODIFICATIONS

Attached is an outline of ATA's position relative to time and area in District 11. The proposal includes a stepped
approach relative to U.S. TAC, which is abundance based. You will note thatATA does not support any troll
fishing in the district until the U.S. TAC reaches 11,001.

The new position modifies several lines and reduces some of the fishing time previously requested. It is
important to understand that trollers are not as effective as other gear types in terminal areas, so providing
trollers adequate time and area are essential to fair sharing of the Taku River Chinook.



PROPOSAL 322 Remove the Stikine River winter troll closure in District 8 WITHDRAW

ATA has removed support for this proposal due to strong objections from Petersburg anglers. The closure was
originally established to protect Stlkine River Chinook. According to ADFG, the Stikine Chinook run is rebuilt
and management has changed significantly, making this closed area unnecessary. There is no fixed allocation
of the Stikine River Chinook. Therefore, this closure is not necessary for conservation or allocation and is,
instead, strictly social in nature. We ask that the Board of Fisheries recognize this fact, by incorporating into the
official record and any associated findings comments from RC-2 ADFG Briefing Documents:

... As a result of the aforementioned management and associated stock assessment
improvements, the department believes that the Stikine River closure is no longer necessary for
conservation or protection of retuming Stikine River king salmon prior to March 31.

The March 31 date would make the District 8 regulation consistent with the Sections 11-B, 11-C
and 11-D regulations in 5 MC 29.080(b) (3) (B) that were adopted at the 2003 board meeting
(ADFG, RG-2, p.323).

2
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0-11,000

11,001 -17,500

17,501 - 30,500

30,501 - 63,000

ATA Position on District 11 Directed Chinook Fisheries

No troll fishery

1. 11A: Area

• Piling Point to Outer Point
• Marmion Island Light to Circle Point

11A: Time

Monday to Wednesday - no weekends - in any week that a directed king
salmon drift gillnet fishery occurs.

2. 118: Time and Area

7 days/week in all of 118 any week that a directed king salmon drift gillnet
fishery occurs.

3. Trolling closed in all of District 11 Memorial Day weekend

1. 11A: Area

• Piling Point to Outer Point
• Marmion Island to SalisbUry to PI. Greeley

11A: Time

4 days/week - no weekends - in any week that a directed king
salmon drift gillnet fishery occurs.

2. 118: Time and Area

7 days/week in all of 11B any week that a directed king salmon drift giilnet
fishery occurs.

3. Trolling closed in all of District 11 Memorial Day weekend

1. 11A: Area

• Piling Point to Outer Point
• Marmion Island to Salisbury to Pt. Greeley

11A: Time

5 dayslweek - no weekends - in any week that a directed king
salmon drift gillnet fishery occurs.

2. 118: Time and Area

7 days/week in all of 11 B any week that a directed king salmon drift gillnet
fishery occurs.

3. Trolling closed in all of District 11 Memorial Day weekend
2/22/2009 3;14;54 PM



District 11 Rationale

From Statehood until the chinook fishery was closed (1977), the troll fleet averaged 35% of the Taku River
harvest share, Considering the modification and improvement of gillnet gear in the 605 and 705, ifs likely that
the troll percentage of harvest was even higher than 35% pre-statehood, (

ATA recognizes that achieving a fixed allocation or percentage would be unduly disruptive for other users,
However, trollers still want an opportunity to harvest a fair share of the salmon runs they helped to rebuild,

Under the Taku River King Salmon Management Plan, trollers averaged just 16 fish (0.001 %) of the commercial
harvest in 2005 and 2006. Trollers need more fishing time and area to achieve a level of parity with the gillnet
fleet. ATA is asking for modest increases in time/area to help accomplish this goal. Practical differences in
gear efficiency in terminal areas makes it unlikely that increased time and area would significantly impact the
balance of harvest, but it could do a lot to provide opportunity for the local fleet during a slow time of year.

Typical gillnet harvest rates are many times that of the troll fishery. In 2005, gillnetters in District 8 harvested at
a rate 4.5 times that of the trollers. CPUE in District 8 averaged 2.4 for troll and 10.6 for gillnetters in 2006-08 ­
or 5 gillnet fish for every 1 fish caught by trollers. In 2008 alone, that ratio was 7: 1. Trollers need more fishing
time and area to catch fish, particularly in terminal areas. ADFG estimates that if trollers had been open 7 days
per week in District 8 these past three years, they would have averaged only about 1000 more fish.

limiting the fishery to the backside of Douglas Island and the Taku River area keeps trollers out of hatchery
release sites for the sport fishery and other prime sportfishing areas. Sportfishing on the backside of Douglas
Island is fairly low key until July/August, when trollers head to other fishing grounds. We are asking for a slight
line modification that is unlikely to create troll/sport conflict.

Pacific Salmon Treaty Taku River Quota

Taku Chinook 2005 2006 Average

Troll Fishery
Kina Salmon 21 11 16

Permits Fished 3 4 3.5
Davs ooen 35 18 26.5

CPUE 0.2 0.2 0.2

Projected troll
harvest if fishery
open 7days/week 36 33 34

Drift Gillnet Fishery
Kina Salmon 19,840 10,936 15,388

Permits Fished 121 120 120
Days open 32 26 29

CPUE 5.1 3.5 4.3
Sport Fishery

Kina Salmon

Total
District

Troll Giltnet
Troll

11 &
Giltnet

1960 1,155 8,398
1961 2,380 7,173
1962 1,500 5,580
1963 2,002 2,229
1964 4,765 2,178
1965 6,098 3,650
1966 4,607 4,221
1967 3,243 5,166
1968 3,534 4,454
1969 2,794 5,091
1970 2,084 2,762
1971 952 4,947
1972 250 4,544
1973 1,748 7,054
1974 1,408 2,378
1975 1,572 1,899
1976 50 1,369
1977 112 539
Total 40,254 73,632 113,886

Percent 35% 65%
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Allowable Catch
Lower Upper

o 5,000
5001 20,000

20,001 30,000
30,001 50,000
50,001 100,000

US AllocatIon
Lower Upper

o 0
1 11,000

11,001 17,500
17,501 30,500
30,501 63,000

Canadian Allocation
Lower Upper

o 5,000
5,000 9'f
9,000 12,0.

125,000 19,500
19,500 37,000
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Figure 230-1.-2006 Taku River directed king salmon fishing areas.
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Figure 228-1.-District 8 directed Stikine River king salmon fishely areas.
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ATA Position on District 8 Directed Commercial Chinook Fisheries

Infent
Unless otherwise noted, the directed king salmon troll fishery in District 8 shall occur throughout
the district from May 1 through June 30, whenever a directed commercial king salmon fishery is
allowed.

The directed fisheries must be managed to ensure that both the directed troll chinook and gillnet
sockeye fisheries continue unimpeded.

Time and Area

District 8

1. Trolling shall occur 5 days per week, with the following exceptions:

• No trolling on the weekends.

• No trolling Memorial Day Weekend

Hatchery Access and Sockeye Fishing in Lower Chinook Abundance Years

IfStikine River abundance does not allow a directed commercial king salmon fisheries in Dist.8:

• The troll fleet will operate under the terms of the spring troll fishery regulations
targeting Alaska hatchery kings.

• Tne gillnet fleet Wllllieglfi fishing on tne second StifidiiY lfi JUne, tiiklfig diifiOok
incidental to the sockeye fishery.



District 8 Rationale
From Statehood until the Stikine River chinook fishery was closed (1977), the troll fleet averaged 31% of
the harvest share. The percentage was higher than that pre-statehood. (

Since 2006, trollers have averaged just 11% of the commercial harvest and 9% ofthe combined sport and
commercial harvest of Stikine chinook.

Typical giIlnet harvest rates are many times that ofthe troll fishery. In 2005, gillnetters in District 8
harvested at a rate 4.5 times that ofthe trollers. CPUE in District 8 averaged 2.4 for troll and 10.6 for
gillnetters in 2006-08 - or 5 gillnet fish for every 1 fish caught by trollers. In 2008 alone, that ratio was
7:1. Due to the nature of their gear, trollers need more fishing time and area to catch fish, particularly in
lemiinal afeas. ADFG est!ffiales tIml if Ifollefs liaa Jjeen open 7 days per WeeK iii DislfiCf 8 lliese past
three years, they would have averaged only about 1000 more fish.

While it would be difficult to achieve a fixed allocated number or percent without unduly disrupting other
users, trollers stm want an opportunity to harvest a t'air harvest share of the fish they heiped to rebuild. To
do that, the troll fleet is seeking additional time and area.

•

Pacific Salmon Treaty St/kine River Quota Aiiocation

Stikine Chinook 2006 2007 2008 Avg

Troll Fishery

Chinook 1,895 1,313 1,055 1,421
Permits Fished 90 76 92 87

Days open 44 30 37 43
CPUE 2.7 3.1 1.7 2.5

Projected troll
harvest if fishery 2,794 2,822 1,767 2,461
open 7days!week

Difference in catch 900 1,509 712 1,040

Drift Gillnet Fishery

Chinook 19,728 8,918 7,643 11,896
Permits Fished

Days open
CPUE 13.0 10.5 8.2 10.6

Sport Fishery

Chinook 2,944 3,268 1,035 2,416

TCltal All Gililf 24,566 13,4(19 9,13~ 15,733

US Allocation

Tolal
District 8 Troll Gillnet Troll &

Gillnet

1960 4,337 0
1961 2,413 0
1962 461 588
1963 1,590 1,207
1964 1,406 2,303
1965 804 2,490
1966 1,041 3,340
1967 1,670 6,245
1968 898 3,623
1969 1,323 4,512
1970 1,680 2,677
1971 721 3,321
1972 1,608 8,090
1973 3,285 8,913
1974 1,972 7,846
1975 682 1,529
1976 301 1,101
1977 262 1,287
Totai 26,454 59,066 85,52/!

Percent 31% 69%

Troll Gil/net Sport
2666 1,895 1§,128 2,944
2007 1,313 8918 3,268

2008 1,055 7,043 1,035
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Amendments to proposal 329

Hand trollers are required to only have two hand gurdies mounted on board their vessel from October

11 to the end of the July Kingsalmon season. Only four hand gurdies may be used between Cape

Spencer and Cape Suckling in Federal waters from the end of the July king salmon season to September

20. As discussed in committee we all felt these two amendments would keep the effort of the summer

king salmon fishery the same as the past. And by having the extra two gurdies not mounted in the

winter and spring fisheries would keep fowl play to a minimum.

Yakutat AC Jeff Fraker Date 2-22 09.



Steve Demmert
FN JuliaKae
S.L. Demmert Fisheries, Inc.
13619 Mukilteo Speedway D5-343
Lynnwood, Wa 98087
Mobile Phone 1-206-909-0341

Alaska Board of Fisheries
Sitka, Alaska

Febmmy 23, 2009

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board Members:

I would like to present some photographs ofherring roe on branches that I delivered and made
available to community members in Sitka, Alaska in April 2008. This was a fishing industry effort.

Steve Demmert, Board ofFisheries Februmy 2009



'" I

Sincerely,

Steve fle/Yl/Ylert, r71/ Ja!;a k'ae

Steve Demmcrt, Board ofFisheries February 2009



Amendment to proposal .JI '-j

When the inriver run of sockeye salmon to the Situk River weir has reached 40,000 fish by the 7th day of

July, the commissioner shall, raise the in river bag limit to six fish per-day and 12 in possession.

Yakutat AC Jeff Fraker Date-2-23-09



GO
SouthEast Alaska Guides Organization

Compromise - Proposal 296-298

Date: Febmary 22, 2009

In the spirit of compromise and following committee discussions, we offer the following:

We would like to offer the following changes to Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance
document Conceptual Substitute Language for Proposal #296-298 as discussed in committee
with the following substitutions. Deleted in Brackets [ delete ]; Bold underlined = insert

Conceptual Substitute Language for Proposal #296-298:

All fishing gear must be [kept in immediate control, and gear may not be left unattended while

fishing] closely attended; Downriggers may be used with a line if the line releases from the

downrigger while playing and landing the fish; Rod holders may be used; the rod must be easily

removed [without delay]; rod may be left in the holder while playing fish; and electric reels may be

used if designed for sport fishing and attached to a fishing rod.

1. The terms: "kept in immediate control, and gear may not be left unattended while fishing"
are not currently defined in the regulation book.

2. The term: "closely attended" is defined in the sport fishing regulations.

Thank you for your consideration.

Stan Malcom
Board Member
Southeast Alaska Guide Organization, SEAGO



DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES

February 23, 2009

Department clarification of the intent of department proposal 323

SARAH PALIN, GOVERNOR

304 Lake Street, Room 103
SITKA, ALASKA 99835
PHONE: (907) 747-6688
FAX: (907) 747-6239

In our proposal 323 to repeal section (f) of 5AAC 29,090, MANAGEMENT OF THE
SPRING SALMON TROLL FISHERIES (Cross Sound Pink and Chum fishery) we
inadvertently left out our intent to implement a spring fishery that will be managed under
the provisions of subsection (D) of this regulation, Under the current provisions of 5
AAC 29,090, the department has the authority to establish and open spring troll fisheries
by emergency order. It was, and always has been our intention to do so in the same
geographical area currently delineated in subsection (f) if the Board adopts this proposal.



BJ NELSON

February 23,2009

Alaska Board of Fisheries
Meeting In Sitka AK

PHONE No. 907 235 6787 Feb.23 2009 2:51PM P01

AE: Proposals 1f?09 & 210 and '0,000 Ton car

We oppo.... oonv<l>nlng the Sitka Sound Sea Roe herring f1shory Into any coop type 01 lish"ry
and Iimit!n!! OiEl quota in opposition to Fish & Gamcs' GOund biological dirt".

#,. Proposal # 209 & 2'0 were nol oonGldered lawful by IhEl Dapartmenl of Law a~ mP.Anlly As
Ihe Cordova 80"'<.1 or Flslierieo m"etlng ttlls last Decembcr wh"re we were assured tha equal
split propuollion lor Silka herring was a dead lsaua. For ttle Dept. of Lew to change their posifioM
on U"s aillie last moment does not allow s1akeholdcro the time to prepare a response.

The stakeholder response to the equal split proposals In tho 2000 eOF meeting is well­
docur""nted as virtually all people affeated by tho proposed actions were opposed to liS passage
olher Ulan'"herring se;ne permit hold..rs who felt they were at a competitive disadventQga in
the fishery as presently conducted.

#2. P.....age of thOBO proposals will resuilin Q hug.. 10"'" of Job" In the tendering. fish
"polling, and aotual fishing crews as the fleet and support eIIort consolidates. Thi" will take a
very lucrallve fi,,"ery with wldesproad coonornlc benefits and concentrate those benefit in the
hands 01 50 permll holders. Our governr",,,,lls Irylng to create jobs - this proposal elifnlnafee jobs
wltll no b,mefa to the resource.

#:3. Permit v"'ues lor Sllka permlb continues to go up- forolng equal split will raduoo thoGO
vatues as fl5h&rmen will be limited In their economic returns.

114. Roe qualily i6 unlikely to be ImprOVed without eXGeSsrve IJslftlngMof fIsh reSUlting in an
unnesessary handling mort"'ity. ADF'O wlii not aliow this.

#5. !:quai spbt is already available: to the lleel II all permit holdars agroe> to It "" we lIuv"
do"" many Umes in the past when biological or economic conditions have warranled.

#6. Equal splil 1-"',,"'1£00 fI&illng boats, lender and spotter pilots who have upgraded their
eClulpmenl and skills a"d redlalrillul"a valuo to tl10 undor pcrlom1ers wIlo do not upgrade.

117. If "qual split Is passed, perrnlttransfers will ""68S as the permit bocome<> !l guo.rantood
retirement progrem. Young newcomers wlii have no opportunity to enter the fiehery, Is this how
wo want our fisherlee to be?

H6. ADF'G has done a very competent Job of managing the SItka sao roe fishery with ample
opportunity for all user groups to m....t their needs. The herring stocks ara strengthening - not
weakening. Placing a 10,000 ton cap on th" fish"ry would be a pOlitical decieion.

Alaska's fishery resources should be managed basod on sound biological information
Se""",Jh"",J "necdoLal "oldllmers· reoolleotlons, anthropology, psychological studies and such
should not be used as the 68ls for BOund managom..nl prQotices.

Sincerely,

Emil Nelson, Permit Holder
owner

Rob Nolson, Permit holdor, 90nt

I~ ()) /UUAVL-.

v tELSd ({/.- r~"l, "(...h1"'~­

d' c7:hfW C1:f!..,~/mOt1 tJUQ1



Sitka Fish &> Game Ad\lisor!j Committee
Tad Fujioka, Chairman

214 Shotgun Alley Sitka, AK 99835

Re: Proposal 309 (Establish Allocation of Coho for Guided Sector)

Since offering my oral testimony on Wednesday asking the board to help
Sitka and the rest of Southeast Alaska heal the divisions within our
communities, several people have asked me for examples ofwhat I meant. I
intentionally left references to specific user groups out of Wednesday's
testimony because there are disagreements between many of them, and all
such disagreements are potentially worth addressing.

While there are many such conflicts, Proposal 309 Establishing an
Allocation of Coho to the Guided Sector, is the best single example that I
can point to of a specific proposal that protects the groups involved from the
frightening threat of their future being controlled by a different sector. This
proposal, while offered by a troller, protects both trollers and guides. The
trollers are given the certainty that they will not be asked to repeatedly cut
back to make room for a charter industry that has a recent history of
irregular, but increasing coho harvest. Equally important, the charter sector
is protected from clumsy attempts by the troll sector to regulate an industry
that they don't fully understand. If this proposal is passed, neither SEAFA
nor the ATA would have reason to call for a 12 fish annual limit, the
redefmition of preserved fish or for prohibiting catch and release. The
Guided industry will have the management of their future in their own
hands. It will be up to this industry, not the trollers or other traditional
commercial fishermen to determine the best way to serve their clients within
the bounds of their allocation.

I suggest that those who support the charter industry, take a good look at this
proposal and recall the bitter fights over king salmon prior to the firm
allocation and institution of the king salmon management plan. The king
salmon management plan is a good example of a policy that has greatly
reduced the level of tension over what formerly was the most hotly contested
issue between these user groups for many board cycles. Nobody wants this
fight again.

I further suggest that given the history of king salmon, lingcod and
yelloweye, the day for a charter allocation of coho will come. While Witll a
strong resistance, it might not happen this year, but in 3 years the issue will



remain, unresolved and festering. Within six years the parallels to the king
salmon struggles will be undeniable. Given that charter bookings are down
this year and likely will remain down in 2010 as well, the charter fleet is
better off taking the offer that is on the table today then waiting three years
and seeing the lower catches of 2009 and 2010 get included in the average at
that time.

Simultaneously, I urge those whose are aligned with the troll industry to also
remember the long bitter fights over king salmon, and to be willing to
support a charter quota even somewhat higher than the ten-year average in
order to secure a peace for the long-term good of the industry.

All fishermen are optimists by nature, and thus it is natural for those on both
sides of the issue to think that they will prevail in the end. Rather than this
rosy view, I suggest that the only realistically assured outcome without such
an allocation is more hostility, more bitterness, and more of the behavior that
is detrimental to all in the fishing community.

Our AC supported this proposal 10-2-1. The dominate comment from the
minority was that the lO-yr average was not the appropriate time period.
The arguments that I've outlined above are for the adoption of some
predictable allocation scheme. The specific means for obtaining the number
are much less important than support for the general concept. Whether the
ultimate allocation is a fixed number, a range, a percentage of an early m­
season estimate, a rolling multi-year average, or some other mathematical
construct, is a minor matter in comparison to the adoption of the means to
provide long-term stability for coho allocation. Even ifyou don't believe the
10-year average to be optimal, please at least support the formation of a task
force charged with developing an alternative, with the understanding that the
10-year average will be used beginning in 2012 unless the taskforce can
come to a consenus on a different proportionment method. The Sitka AC
asks for your support on this proposal. It is the first step towards peace for
the community at large.

Tad Fujioka
Chairman Sitka AC
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance
9369 North Douglas Highway
Juneau, AK 99801
Phone 907-586-6652
Fax 907-523-1168 Website: http://www.seafa.org

February 22, 2009

Board Support Section
Alaska Dept of Fish and Game
John Jensen, Chair
1255 West 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Jensen and Board of Fish Members,

RE: Committee D - Sport fisheries

~..•......

~

~~
E-mail: seafa@gci.net

Proposal #137 - SEAFA members urge the Board to implement a 2 fish daily bag
limit and 2 bag limits in possession and no annual limit along with recording
requirements for sablefish (blackcod). We believe that this stock does have some
biological and conservation concerns. We do not believe that all the pertinent
information came out in the committee process.

We would request that you ask the Commercial fisheries division how the
sablefish TAC is determined? What and how the allowance for other removals is
determined? What the effect to the stock would be if a new growing fishery with
unknown quantities being removed would do to the management of the commercial
fishery on a fully utilized stock that is in a decline?

We would also suggest that the Board consider requiring the charter fleet to
record what species are being harvested and release that are currently listed
under "other" on the logbook so that next board cycle the board might have better
information to determine the removals occurring from the resource.

Proposal #368 (138) - Withdrawn SEAFA would like to withdraw this proposal
from Board consideration and instead we support a task force to look at the issue
of possession limits and other issues.

Proposal #286 - Develop a task force: As we stated in committee, we believe
that the task force to address the issue of possession limits should be
reconstituted. To that end we have attached a draft charge for development of a
task force regarding possession limits.



Proposal #296-298
As we stated in committee we are offering this conceptual language for Proposals
#296-298. It is based on the Washington State sport-fish regulation summary.
We are asking for conceptual language to allow regulation, law and enforcement
specialists to write the final language as appropriate.

Conceptual Substitute Language
• All fishing gear must be kept in immediate control, and gear may not be left

unattended while fishing;
• Downriggers may be used with a line if the line releases from the downrigger

while playing and landing the fish;
• Rodholders may be used; the rod must be easily removed without delay; rod

may be left in the holder while playing fish; and
• Electric reels may be used if designed for sport fishing and attached to a

fishing rod.
• A fishing rod is a tapered, often jointed, rod equipped with a hand grip upon

which is mounted a reel to deploy and retrieve the fishing line.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We are available at any time to discuss
these issues further.

Sincerely,

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director



Sitka Tribe of Alaska

Response to Committee Report:
Committee A - Southeast Herring

February 23,2009
Alaska Board of Fisheries

RC225
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TO: Alaska Board of Fisheries
FROM: Sitka Tribe of Alaska
RE: Response to Committee A Report· Support Proposal 200 / Oppose Proposal 217
DATE: February 23, 2009
RC114

The limited sampling ADF&G has done in the area is insufficient to detect age composition
differences and aerial survey coverage is spotty. ADF&G lacks any knowledge on Salisbury
Sound herring stocks. The only hard data on stock separation is from the Sitka Tribe of Alaska
and the results show a difference. A 2005 and 2006 study by the Heather Meuret-Woody at Sitka
Tribe, and Dr. Brenda Norcross and Dr. Nate Bickford from the University of Alaska Fairbanks
of herring otolith microchemistry of trace elements [(Mg/Ca, Sr/Ca, Sr/Sr, and Ba/Ca) and stable
isotopes analysis (0180 and 013C)] has concluded that there are 2 stocks of herring in Sitka (Le.
Sitka Sound (north and south of Makhnati Island) and Salisbury Sound).

• Both edge and core chemistries of the examined otoliths revealed 2 distinct chemical
signatures: Salisbury Sound and Sitka Sound.

• Discriminant analysis of stable isotopes supported the trace element findings; carbon
isotopes distinguished 2 distinct herring spawning locations (i.e. Salisbury Sound and
Sitka Sound).

• Carbon isotopes were also able to distinguish herring that hatched in Salisbury Sound
from those that hatched in Sitka Sound.

• Other differences in the Salisbury Sound stock such as: timing of spawn, run time,
differences in age composition, non-contiguous spawn.

a Salisbury Sound herring population spawns 14-18 days after the main spawning
event in Sitka Sound.

a Age composition of Salisbury Sound herring is younger than Sitka Sound herring.
a Spawning event is limited to specific areas in Salisbury Sound and is not

contiguous with Sitka Sound herring spawn.
• ADF&G's agenda is to group Salisbury Sound herring with Sitka Sound herring in order

to guarantee the large GHL is harvested.
• There is no conservation strategy for Salisbury Sound in the current mauagement plan.
• In 2006, 4,204 tons of herring out of the total GIlL of 9,942 tons was harvested in

Salisbury Sound, however only 3.8 miles of spawn was documented in Salisbury Sound
out of 57.4 miles of total spawn (Davidson et. ai, 2009).

SUGGESTED OPTIONS: Commercial harvest herring in Salisbury Sound
proportionally and move boundary to encompass all of B-A.
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Sitka Tribe of Alaska

Scalier plot of otolith chemistry of the edge of Pacific herring otomhs in S~ka Sound and ellipses
accentuallng grouped data, 2005 and 2006. The larger circles represent various collection locations

(Meurel-Woodyel. af. 2008). Zone 1: Salisbury Sound, Zone 2: Sitka Sound north 01 Makhnati Island,
Zone 3: SlIka Sound south of Makhnali Island.
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3: Sitka Sound south of Makhnalf Island.
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To: Alaska Board of Fisheries
Re: Committee Report for Committee A - RCI71 - Southeast Herriug
Date: 23 February 2009
Subj.: Comments regarding Committee Report for Proposal 203 - harvest rate
From: Evelyn Brown and Vince Patrick

Preface. In our Record Comments 43 and 53, we addressed a set of proposals for Sitka hening in their
larger contexts. At this final stage, possibly the most important context is that the issues behind a core set
of related proposals have been ten years in the making. It seems totally unfair and completely
umeasonable to task the Board with their resolution in ten days. But the problems are real, they are
before us today, and we must do the best with what we have. To that end, our comments here on
corrections and omissions are followed by suggested optious.

Harvest rate. This was not raised in committee in part as a courtesy to Dr. Dressel. It was only
the day prior that we had the first opportunity to collaboratively review recent results. Our
results and those of Peter Hulson, ASA consultant to ADF&G during August through December
2008, are very similar. Although we do not speak for our colleagues, we believe among us there
is general agreement that the state ofhening since 1999 can be described by either lor 2:

1. The strong increase in egg-deposition since 1999 is reliable and the change for
natural survival in 1998 (64% to 85%) and the change for maturation rate in 2002
(from 33%, 93%, 100%, 100% to 12%,33%,63%, 85% at ages 3, 4, 5, and 6) required to
keep the ASA model in balance are both real and the pre-fishery mature biomass
estimate of 73k tons is reliable.

OR
2. The strong increase in egg-deposition is less accurate and mile-spawn is more accurate,

the corresponding near-constant estimated biomass since 1999 requires little change for
natural survival and little or no change for maturation rate (i.e., past ecosystem and
physiological properties persist), and the pre-fishery mature biomass estimate is 38k to
43k tons.

AND
It is NOT POSSIBLE to determine which of these two obtains because the required additional
data is not part of the current management protocol (e.g., juvenile surveys, observations to
validate maturation rates, surveys for immature to mature ratio). With the data available, it is not
possible to know whether the 2009 GHL of 14.5k tons is 20% or 35% harvest rate.

At this time, the most critical tool is the ASA model and the realism of the major changes for
survival and maturation required for the model to keep up with egg-deposition. Confirmation of
the realism of the changes is essential for confident selection of 1 and dismissal of 2.

SUGGESTED OPTION: Immediate peer review of the ecological and
physiological changes made to the ASA for Sitka herring.

Without peer review, the sole option is the precautionary reduced harvest (10%) of 203.
In Prince William Sound, maturity was accelerated in 1997 (from 0%,79%, 100% to 46%, 77%, 100%
ages 3, 4, 5) and natural survival is nearly unchanged (0.78 and 0.5 for ages 3-4 and 5-9). The delayed
maturity in Sitka has not been repOlted for any other southeast stock managed using ASA.

Evelyn Brown and Vince Patrick 23 February 2009 page I of I



To: Alaska Board of Fisheries
Re: Committee Report for Committee A - RCI71 - Southeast Herriug
Date: 23 February 2009
Subj.: Comments - Committee Report for Proposal 203 - threshold for fishing - amended
From: Evelyn Brown and Vince Patrick

Preface. In our Record Comments 43 and 53, we addressed a set of proposals for Sitka herring in their
larger contexts. At this final stage, possibly the most important context is that the issues behind a core set
of related proposals have been ten years in the making. It seems totally unfair and completely
ull1'easonable to task the Board with their resolution in ten days. But the problems are real, they are
before us today, and we must do the best with what we have. To that end, our comments here on
corrections and omissions are followed by suggested options.

"Threshold for Fishing" - c correction. One of us failed to restate successfully in committee
the recommended revised "fishing threshold" and its rationale as stated in RC53 (lines 124-131
and Figures 1 and 2). In brief, RC53 states

• the smallest spawning biomass for Sitka herring during all of the post-1979 period
(from the ADF&G 2007 ASA) is 23.7k short tons;

• this is the smallest observed (ASA estimated) spawning biomass in the 29-year sequence
of spawning and recruitmeut that has sustained the above 23.7k tou biomass.

• escapement biomass of 27k short tons as the post-fishery target provides a 15%
margin of safety between the post-fishery target and the smallest observed stock­
sustaining spawning biomass.

• existing practice is 10% harvest rate at the "fishing threshold," hence, the "fishing
threshold" for pre-fishery mature biomass is 30k short tons.

The Committee Report correctly notes that this is an updatiug of the prior method; it includes
recognition of two distinct population sizes in the 1964 to 2008 record and of a "never occupied"
biomass range from 10k tons to 23k tons that separates the upper and lower spawning biomasses.
The recommended threshold is based on ADF&G ASA estimates of spawning biomass (S.
Dressel) and also on recent age structured analyses of Sitka herring by Funk (2005) and by
Hulson, et al (2008).

(The existence of two distinct and separated stock sizes is readily evident in record for Prince
William Sound and in some of the smaller southeast herring stocks with Tanakee Inlet the best
example. See page 3.)

SUGGESTED OPTIONS: Amend to propose threshold for upper biomass
level and construction of guidelines for the lower population size:
(1) 30k ton threshold if the spawning biomass is greater than 20k tons;
(2) initiate studies for appropriate harvest guidelines for spawning biomass
less than 10k tons.

(During the 1960s and 1970s, there were harvests on the order of 500 tons.)

Evelyn Brown and Vince Patrick 23 February 2009 page 10f2
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To: Alaska Board of Fisheries
Re: Committee Report for Committee A - RCI71 - Southeast Herring
Date: 23 February 2009
Subj.: Comments - Committee Report for Proposal 203 - subsistence & spawning
From: Evelyn Brown and Vince Patrick

Preface. In our Record Comments 43 and 53, we addressed a set of proposals for Sitka herring in their
larger contexts. At this final stage, possibly the most important context is that the issues behind a core set
of related proposals have been ten years in the making. It seems totally unfair and completely
unreasonable to task the Board with their resolution in ten days. But the problems are real, they are
before us today, and we must do the best with what we have. To that end, our comments here on
corrections and omissions are followed by suggested options.

Subsistence & Spawning. The extremely unusual failure for subsistence harvest of herring eggs
in 2002 is the driving but not obvious factor bebind mauy herring proposals. But among all the
proposals presented to the Board, there is not a single one which addresses the direct cause of the
failed subsistence harvests in 2002, 2003, 2005, 2007 and 2008: spawning distribution.

In 5 years out of 8 since 2002, the spawning distribution for Sitka herring, like so many other
parameters for the stock dming this period, became something never before seen:

• During the 38 years between 1964 and 2002, Sitka herring spawned on the west side of
Sitka Sound south of Inner Point and north of Schoals Point 3 times: 1966, 1967, 1996.

• In 2002 and 2003, Sitka herring spawned on the west side of Sitka Sound.
• In 2005, 2007, and 2008 Sitka herring spawued on the west side and breeched the ancient

barrier of Shoals Point, spawning to the south and east and closer to the Gulf of Alaska.
For even the most casual observer, this screams two obvious questions:

1. What caused this huge behavior change?
2. What is the significance of this change for future recrnitment?

The answer regarding the significance for subsistence harvest of helTing eggs is immediate: the
ancient behavior that was the basis for the "traditional harvest areas" is now dismpted.

What was the response of ADF&G to this never before seen behavior? Nothing.
• ADF&G initiated no precautionary study when it redefined harvest schedules in 1998.
• ADF&G initiated no study regarding the causes of the extremely rare spawning behavior

that occurred four years after the harvest change.
• ADF&G initiated no study when it reoccurred in 2003 and then with a vengeance in

2005.
• From 2002 to today, ADF&G has initiated no study to access the consequences of the

new behavior for recmitment.
Sitka Tribe of Alaska could commence its own research into these obvious questions. But what
would it do with the results given the ADF&G attitude to the questions?
SUGGESTED OPTION:
(1) It is in everyone's interest to begin to get answers to the two basic questions.
(2) If the circulation pattern reported by Sunderg is even close to accurate, the sac roe fleet
should be at the front of the queue for answers regarding the future prospects for
recruitment for Sitka herring (and for the market price for sac roe permits.)

Evelyn Brown and Vince Patrick 23 Febrnary 2009
•
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TO: Alaska Board of Fisheries
FROM: Sitka Tribe of Alaska
RE: Response to Committee A Report - Support Proposal 204
DATE: February 23, 2009
RC 113, 114, 117, 122

ADF&G statistics reflect registered catch, not unaccounted mortality induced by fishing gear
such as: escapee mortality, net bursts, severe stress, severe scale loss, severe skin loss, and
released mortality.

• ADF&G has not conducted any studies on test fishing mortality despite the concerns of
Sitka Tribe. The department is unable to accurately assess the level of herring mortality in
released purse seine sets.

• In 2008 Sitka Tribe staff observed and documented the unaccounted magnitude of
underwater discarding and surface mortality, the result of the commercial herring
fishery. Underwater video of dead herring on the bottom after the fishery demonstrates
that net capture mortality can be significant.

• Significant mortality from net capture has been observed in the PWS pound fishery.
Stating that it "doesn't exist" and ignoring the possibility of an affect is not prudent nor
does it demonstrate a conservative approach.

• In 2000 there were 67 test sets, totaling 4,891 tons while the actual GHL was 5,120 tons,
or 96% of the harvested herring were "tested" and then released.

• In 2007 there were 47 test sets, 21 of which were done prior to the sac roe fishery,
80% of the tested fish were over 10% roe, and 5,217 tons of herring were ''tested.''
Also over 50% of the test sets were conducted in the Tribe's highest used subsistence
herring egg area.

(Davidson et al, 2009 - Regional Information Report 1108-24, p. 30)

Sum of GHL
# of test Avg set set minus %

sets sizes sizes GHL test change
Year made (tons) (tons) (tons) sets in GHL
1999 34 128 4,352 8,476 4,124 -51%
2000 67 73 4,891 5,120 229 -96%
2001 48 92 4,416 10,597 6,181 -42%
2002 47 107 5,029 11,042 6,013 -46%
2003 51 101 5,151 6,969 1,818 -74%
2004 53 154 8,162 10,618 2,456 -77%
2005 49 134 6,566 11,192 4,626 -59%
2006 29 121 3,509 10,412 6,903 -34%
2007 47 111 5,217 11,904 6,687 -44%
2008 14 116 1,624 14,723 13,099 -11%

Average 44 114 4,892 10,105 5,214 -53%
Total 439 48,917 101,053 52,136

SUGGESTED OPTIONS: Limit the amount of test fishing conducted to no more
than 25% of the GRL.

Sitka Tribe of Alaska February 23, 2009



February 23, 2009
Response to Report of Committee A

Proposal 234: STA snpports ADF&G's Option D to adopt a range of 193,000 to 322,000 pounds
(rounded to 200,000 to 325,000 pounds) as the amount reasonably necessary for subsistence (ANS).

• This is a range based on data gathered through STA and ADF&G's annual customary and traditional
hening egg harvest survey.

• This range is based on the mean estimated harvest in 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2006, the years in which
reasonable opportnnity has been provided to subsistence users (as indicated when the estimated harvest
has exceeded the low range of the cunent ANS).

• Survey data indicating a reduced participation by subsistence harvesters of herring eggs is best explained
by the reduced number of days of spawn, not a reduced interest in subsistence helTing eggs.

• STA believes the statement contained in Committee Report A from ADF&G Subsistence division
regarding why ANS is not being achieved' (in 2005, 2007 and 2008) is ilTelevant to establishing the
appropriate ANS level and as such should be struck from the record. If included in the record, STA
would like to contribute that our position is that in years where reasonable opportunity has not been
provided it is because the commercial sac roe fisbing has impacted the duration of hen·ing spawn and the
location of spawn distribution. This is the basis (in addition to conservation concerns) for STA's efforts
to put forth Proposals 203 and 204.

381,226

Toml e~tinlllretlpUlll\d~ofhetdilg 51);'\'1'11 hance.ted 1,y subsi.tence mien; in Sitlm, 2002-20011.

Mike Turek, ADF&G Division of SUbsist"nee, Juneau, 2008.

1 Changes in stock abundance due to natural fluctuations, harvest by other fisheries, duration of spawn, spawn
distribution, weather, changes in demand, availability of other resources and reduction in pmticipation in harvest
monitoring program or undelTeporting are possible reasons for not achieving ANS.



February 23, 2009
Response to Report of Committee A

Proposal235: STA opposes 235 because it is duplicative of the curreut herring egg harvest survey
being conducted by STA and ADF&G and a permit system would result in less accurate data being
collected than that currently beiug obtained.

• STA and ADF&G's annual hening egg harvest survey is a collection of the best available data regarding
actual subsistence herring egg harvest.2

• The Sitka ADF&G Commercial Fish Division requires subsistence harvesters to attain and return harvest
permits for spawn on kelp. When this pelmit data is compared to the hawest estimates attained by our
annual hening egg harvest survey there is as mnch as a 50% difference in harvest estimates attained.
The average annual variation over the seven year survey period has been 34.7%, with permits under
reporting annual harvest.

• Public confidence in the ADF&G and STA annual customary and traditional helTing egg survey could be
bolstered by ADF&G securing consistent funding for their participation in the survey.

• In 2005 the Sitka Tribe collaborated with the Division cif Subsistence on a similar project. While still in
draft fOl"ffi, review copies of the final repOlt are being circulated which show: Harvest estimates from the
salmon permit system were only 41 % of the subsistence harvest estimated through the face-to-face
surveys .3

• One report published by ADF&G's Division of Subsistence cites research conducted by ADF&G, the
USFS and ISER which found:
"In 1988, researchers with ADF&G, USFS, and Univ. ofAlaska's Institute ofSocial and Economic Research

conductedface-ta-face surveys of randomly sampled households in Southeast, Alaska communities to document

harvest and use ofall wild resources for the previous 12-month period. Estimates ofharvest ofsalmon for home
use based on these harvest surveys can be cOlnpared to pelwit harvest reports jar the same year. Hal1'est

estimates provided during the personal interviews resulted in a regional harvest estimate that is several times

larger than that based on returned permits: based on the permits, an estimated 30,737 salmon were harvested
for home use in lUral Southeast Alaska in 1987, compared with an estimated 172,293 salmon based on face to face

interviews. The researchers gave several reasonsfOl~ what they concluded was, more accurate informationfrom

the interviews: they offered confidentiality to respondents, provided broader coverage in terms ofgear types, and in

a number a/households providing information made it easierfor users to respond with inf01mation.4

2 According to comparisons of survey and permit data from the subsistence spawn on kelp in Sitka and three published repOlts
(available upon request), subsistence pelmits do not accurately reflect the amount of subsistence resources being taken. See ADF&G

Technical Paper No. 340, The Validity and Reliability ofFishelies Harvest Monitoring Methods, Sitka 2005, Michael F. Turek, and

Brad Robbins; Alaska Depmtment ofFish and Game. 2002. Alaska Subsistence Fisheries: 2000 Annual Report. Division of
Subsistence. Juneau, Alaska; Statewide Subsistence Fisheries Harvest Monitoring Strategy, Study Number FIS 00-017, Final Report,

James A. Fall and Roland Shanks.

3 Alaska Department ofFish and Game. Division of Subsistence. "The Validity and Reliability of Fisheries Harvest Monitoring

Methods, Sitka 2005." Threk, Michael F. and Brad Robbins. Draft, August 2008.

4 Alaska Depmtment ofFish and Game. Division of Subsistence. "Alaska Subsistence Fishelies: 2000 Annual Report."



DSR Allocation

Every charter operator who testified said:

Behnken 2/21

pf1p 3$]

o The economy has downsized their business and they expect much fewer clients (we
heard 40%)

o They do not target yelloweye (this was also the predominate testimony in 2006)

Fact: In 2007 the charter industry was able to stay below their DSR allocation even with a 2 fish halibut
bag limit (took 1.9 million Ibs of halibut
(http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/currenUssues/halibuUssues/ADFG_halibutdata908.pdf).

Fact: The 2009 halibut charter quota is down to 788,000 pounds - NMFS has published a rule to
implement a one fish bag limit - since yelloweye is a bycatch the catch should automatically be
reduced by at least half given the 1.91 million Ib catch last year and this year's management target.
(Unless they sue to get more of the resource as they did last year).

Fact: The DSR quota was reduced in 2008 for everyone yet the charter industry took 10 tons more
than they took in 2007. The reason an allocation is based on percent is so that sectors share in
conservation -

o The charter industry did not work to reduce their bycatch in 2008, clearly they can take
less fish as they did in 2007. The Staff report indicates there was targeting for rockfish
because of reduced king salmon fishing.

Fact: the average weight for retained charter caught yelloweye is much higher than the average
'veight for the commercial yelloweye landed.

o This could indicate high grading and it is likely that released fish are smaller in size than
those retained.

SEAGO supports decompression release of yelloweye which could allow for increased survival, yet no
one testified to this as a future solution. Published studies indicate an 82% survival rate if rockfish are
released within 2 minutes of surtacing (CalState Longbeach) and 100% survival of fish to 30 days for
the ones that survived initial release (OSU).

Fisheries nmnngcmcn' imillicntions
Theresu[ts of thiS research prQvide evidence of both

short-term and .Jong-h~nn ptlst.rel~"'l<;e survivul of Hne-eaught­
sOllthem C,Ufomia nearshore and shelf rockfisj} nx:OIll­
pressed to capture depth ,from 55- to 89 m). Findings
suggestthot the- utility of recompression devices is high if
used wililin minutes of capiure. A vnrlct}' (Jf nssisted releose
(i.e., recompression) melhod", including inverted "\vdghle-d
milk f,:rntcs lIud "fish descenders"J cunenlly exist. to return
Dve-donated fish- to depth following capture- (Theberge nnd
Parker 2005). Althuugh the use of .re_coulpression devices
WQuld not be pfflctk~f11 lhl' !l stti(~tlj-' cotc1Hmd-reJellse fish­
ery. recompression would provide .n practic-nl menllS for de­
cren.~iJll! discard JnorhlHty of inddcntaUv caught rockfish.

http://www.usc.eduforgfseagrantfPublicationsfPDFslJarvis Lowe rocktish barotrauma.pdf

Fact: The directed commercial fishery has been managed on time/area closures since it's inception.
) idea that an entire coastline or season would need to be closed to charter fishing to meet a

., lanagement target or that yelloweye are "everywhere" is disingenuous.



Fact: The commercial fishery has worked to reduce their bycatch so that they would have room for
an increasing halibut fishery as fhese stocks rebuild. Taking fish from this historic sector, fo provide for
growth in the charter sector sends a terrible message to the commercial fleet - take as much fish as
possible every year or charter will take it from you. (

In 2006 the BOF considered a 80/20 spilt and rejected it for the 84/16 split to prevent targeting in the
charter fishery.

(
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