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February 4,2011 

State of Alaska 

43961 Kalil()rllsky BetIClt Roml • Suite F • S()ldoiJU1, Alaskll 99669:..8276 
(901) 262-1492 • FILX: (907) 262-2898 • EMail: ARI'arji;:Jllusk(Ulet 

Department of Fish & Game 
Board Support Section 
Chairman Vince Webster 
Attn: BOF Comments 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Chairman Webster, 

KPFA's mission is "Ensuring the Sustainability of Our Fishery Resources". Our goal is to continue to 
strengthen our fishing community (MSA) and to promote the economic stability of the fishery. 

The Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association (KPFA) is a non-profit 501(c) (6) commercial fisheries advocacy 
trade group representing Cook Inlet (CI) fishing families for 56 years. Primarily representing salmon set net 
permit holders from Kachemak Bay to Susitna River, from the West Side of CI to East Side of the Kenai 
Peninsula. 

Comprised of generations of family style set net fishing cooperatives with a few other adventurous individuals, 
residents make up better then 82% of the 736 (CI) permit holders and the remaining majorities are US citizens. 

The Commercial Fishing Entry Commission (CFEC) executed a demographics report for (CI) fishing people in 
2004. Interesting to note is that 47% of the participants were between the ages of 40-59, 30% were in the 10-39 
age group and 23% landed in the 60-90 age class. Participation since limited entry (1973) indicates 51.9% have 
held permits for 19-.ll yrs. and 42.8% have participated for l-.ll yrs. Out of2710 different permit holders in.ll 
yrs approximately 1525 have changed ownership. Of the other 49 states, 19 states have permits holders. The 
state of Alaska has 25 cities in the CI greater area and still others villages elsewhere within the state that are 
considered home for CI Setnetters. 

A profile defining stable Alaskan'S; commercial fishing economies benefit many of south-central large and 
small communities. Many family units are homesteaders; pioneers and are an integral fiber that binds the 
infrastructure within our state. 

Article VIIL Section 15 of the Alaska's Constitution power of the State to limit entry into any fishery for 
purposes of resource conservation, to prevent economic distress among fishermen and those dependent upon 
them for a livelihood. .. 
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In the fourth edition to the Alaska Legislative Affairs Agency's, Alaska's Constitution A Citizen's Guide, by 
Gordon Harrison, Article VIIL Natural Resources; 

Section 1. Statement of Policy 
It is the policy of the State to encourage the settlement of its land and the development of its 
resources by making them available for maximum use consistent with the public interest. 

Section 2. General Authority 
The legislature shall provide for the utilization, development, and conservation of all natural 
resources belonging to the State, including land and waters, for the maximum benefit of its 
people. 

Section 4. Sustained Yield 
Fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands, and all other replenishable resources belonging to the State 
shall be utilized, developed, and maintained on the sustained yield principle, subject to 
preferences among beneficial uses. 

Alaska Statue 16.43.010 (a) ... promote the conservation and the sustained yield management of Alaska's 
fishery resource and the economic health and stability of commercialfishing in Alaska by regulating and 
controlling entry of participants and vessels into the commercial fisheries in the public interest and without 
unjust discrimination. 

Alaska Statute 38.04.910 (12), "sustained yield" means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a 
high level annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the state land consistent with 
multiple use; 

5 AAC 39.222. Policy for the management of sustainable salmonfisheries. 
(c)(2)(B) salmon escapement goals, whether sustainable escapement goals, biological escapement 
goals, optimal escapement goals, or in river run goals, should be established in a manner consistent with 
sustained yield; unless otherwise directed, the department will manage Alaska's salmonfisheries, to the 
extent possible, for maximum sustained yield; 

KPF A would like to assist the Board with these Constitutional guidelines while they review proposals for the 
2011 Upper Cook Inlet Regulatory meeting. 

We believe that the principles that would continue to promote healthy resource development are centered on 
acquiring the best available science with the expertise from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 

The members ofKPFA understand the complexities that confront BOF members when they are subject to 
stakeholders views on fisheries allocation. We offer a simplified view of the challenges before you. Please 
review; figure 1.2, figure 1.4 and figure 3.1. These diagrams are described in brief in "Managing Small Scale 
Fisheries, Alternative Directions and Methods" chapters 1.5.2 - 1.5.4. 

While not being a perfect model, the inclusion of "social values" are intangible benefits, are messy and rather 
vague. The Maximization of a single objective is much easier than optimization. A healthy fishing industry, in 
which the primary users of the resource are able to sustain a decent standard of living and return on their 
investment, is obviously in the best interest of the country. The interests of the resource users and of the public 
do not always coincide, particularly when short-term interests predominate. 

What is the best approach for a planning structure for CI management and harvest of salmon stocks bound for 
their natal streams? The management objective driven (MOD) process requires industry input as to the size of 
the participants, a political process then establishes the allocative policies. Industry again continues to press for 
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a management strategy. Not until this political posturing is over and near the end of the decision making phase 
does biological input take place. It becomes secondary to the principles of maximized yield. The managers are 
then managing people instead of the resource. In season management with the modem concepts of adaptive 
management are restrained because of the "social objectives ". 

The stock assessment driven (SAD) flow diagram is more traditional to the Alaskan management principles. It 
requires a high degree of science to assess the targeted stocks, a biologically directed management approach. 
The department would then suggest the best strategy for maintaining high yields and a healthy environment. 
They would consider utilizations that would maintain the near maximum sustainable yields for each fishery. 
Industry would then have a chance to participate within the goals and objectives. 
Politics then determine the final policies that maintain the rules of procurement while not violating the long 
term health and utilization of the resource. 

KPFA is insistent that the principles of high sustained yield with strong guidelines to maintain environmental 
standards should be the first rule in CI fisheries management. Managers of both sport and commercial division 
should formulate different strategies that complement each other not conflict. Departments should actively seek 
guidance from stakeholders on how best to participate in the fishery resources. They should engage the users to 
be realistic in their approach to maintain the goals. The public should support reasonable achievable 
expectations within a fully utilized resource. 

It is in the best interest of the state and for resource stability to have open discussions with stakeholders, 
department personnel and BOF members. Restrictions on the open meeting process from past boards should not 
and cannot be tolerated. Back room bargaining, interest group coercion of department personnel, closed 
meetings with board members and the public, ADF &0 staff that are instructed to work on proposals for 
individual board members with secrecy, and that are aligned with a single interest group, or individual staff that 
are advocating for the own interest or a division's goal is not the way to accomplish a fair promulgation of the 
laws of the state and of the country . 

. KPF A members and associates will be available to Board of Fisheries members throughout the regulatory 
meeting. Weare interested win discussing all the fisheries issues with you. Please do not hesitate to question 
our views and our science. We are to assist you with our extensive support information. Just look for those of us 
with a KPFA button or visit us in the Egan Center meeting room #9, just next to the BOF meeting room on the 
North side. 

Respectfully, 

Robert Williams, President 

Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association 

Enclosures; Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Comments on Proposals 2011, Resident Demographic graph, 
Managing Small-scale Fisheries Figures 1.2, 1.4, 3.1, Chapters 1.5.2 - 1.5.4 
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Proposal321- 5 AAC 21.310. Fishing seasons; 
Support 
This proposal extends the season in Kenai/Kasilof/East Forelands section and removes the 1 % language. Season would 
continue to close through August 15 or until closed by emergency order (EO) under even years. 

Historical season opening and closures have diminished the set net fisheries harvest opportunities since Statehood. 
Proposal 321 addresses late season harvest of sockeye excess to escapement needs. 20% or more of the sockeye 
escapement into the Kenai River on average appear after July 31. 

Pink salmon return in abundance to the Kenai River throughout the month of August. Typically these salmon run in the 
highest concentration on the spring tides. Current restrictions in time and production severely hinder the access to the 
resource. 

Economic viability of a salmon fishery requires reasonable access to the abundance of the resource. 
We request the Department and the Board to write a conservative Kenai River Pink Salmon Management Plan that will 
allow the set net fishery access to an under utilized resource; while maintaining a less than 2% exploitation rate currently 
harvested on Kenai Coho salmon returning to the East side beaches. 

Proposal 322 - 5 AAC 21.310. Fishing seasons (b) (2) (C) (ii); 
Support 
This proposal will open the Kenai and East Forelands sections o/the East Side Set Net (ESSN) on July 1, 
additional changes address the ending season date by establishing August 15 as the official closing date. 

From 1978 until 2000 the ESSN fishery opened in the Kenai and East Forelands section on July 1. Changes in 
management plans reduced the opportunity to harvest known Kasilof stocks in this area. 

Drift fishermen are open from the third Monday in June or June 19 and fish within all areas of the Central 
district except the traditional setnet areas which are closed at this time. This at a minimum restricts the two 
setnet sections from fishing 20 or more days in each and every season. 

We see no 'biological reason for this area to remain closed during this time frame. The result is that this area 
suffers an economic loss and reduces the time in which to train and improve safety. 

Late season instability creates an unreasonable economic hardship for ESSN fishing operations in that they 
must either let crew go earlier or extend contracts. This requires an additional expense if the areas are closed on 
this arbitrary 1 % closure rule. We have requested a definition of "season's total sockeye harvest" as it is not 
clear to what fishery this is relative too. We consistently question the valid intent to this rule and consider the 
closure particularly applies to a loss of real income for the Kenai and East Forelands sections. Considering that 
20% or more of the final escapement of Kenai sockeye are traveling through these sections at this time, this is 
another restriction to this area that is not scientifically defensible. 

Proposal 323 - 5 AAC 21.310. Fishing seasons (b) (2) (C) (ii); 
Support 
This proposal deletes the one percent rule and extends the regular season within the ESSN to August 15 without 
restrictions on the Commissioners Emergency Order (EO) authority. 

This restriction interferes with the orderly historic harvest of sockeyes for all areas of the ESSN and especially 
to the sections close to the salmon terminus areas. This is a directed harvest for sockeye and the directed harvest 
of pink salmon that are bound for the Kenai river. 
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This restriction continues to restrict the fisheries managers from implementing "in season" management tools 
that is a hallmark of Alaskan fisheries management. This provision negates run timing and other variables that 
affect harvest of stocks excess to sustaining escapement levels. 
The result of the current restrictions is a significant economic loss of harvest opportunity for the local 
community, the local cOlnmercial fishermen and the local fish processing facilities. 

This proposal should alleviate some of the loss in harvest opportunity of the fishermen who direct their efforts 
toward harvesting an abundant number of pink salmon and restores the Departments EO authority to manage for 
a harvestable surplus of stocks. 

We direct the Board to 5AAC 21.357. Kenai River Coho Salmon Conservation Management Plan that was 
repealed 06.11.05. There is no conservation issue for coho in the Kenai River or adjacent Cook Inlet (CI) 
systems. There is no conservation concern from the public as is apparent for liberalization proposals for sport 
caught coho in and around the CI watershed. A minimal harvest by setnet fishermen on coho does occur as 
incidental harvest but this a very small percentage as compared to in-river harvest records. 

Proposal 324 - 5 AAC 21.331. Gillnet specifications and operations (a) XX; 

Support 
This proposal asks the board to exercise its authority to allow one person to operate two Cook Inlet CFEC 
salmon set gillnet permits with a full complement of gear at the same time. This proposal is considered 
((restructuring" and is grouped with proposals 117 and 118. 

AS 16.05.251 Regulations of the Board of Fisheries (i) ... the board may adopt, at a regularly scheduled 
meeting at which the board considers regulatory proposals for management of a specific salmon fishery, a 
regulation to allow a person who hol~s two entry permits for that salmon fishery an additional fishing 
opportunity appropriate for that particular fishery 

5 AAC 06.331 Gillnet specifications and operations (u) adopted 04.09.10 for Bristol bay set net fishermen that 
hold CFEC permits to fish two full compliments of gear. 

There are approximately 983 set net permits in Bristol Bay and 736 in CI. Bristol Bay has about 69% held in 
State resident hands and 82% in CI are residents. Recent CFEC reports indicated that in the last three years of 
permit transfers in Kodiak area, 90% of the transfers remained within the same family. 

This proposal allows the set net fishing families in CI to maintain stability within their family orientated 
cooperatives. Stabilizing operational planning is an important consideration in lowering the cost of fishing 
operations and to better utilize the available time allowed for commercial fishing to improve quality. 

*It will promote an increased net economic benefit to the participants 
*There will be not interaction between regions as current requirements in CI require area registration 
*There are no known mitigation measures to those dependent on the fishery and in fact this proposal will allow 

family members to continue education objectives, work on specialized trades in the lesser seasons, recover 
from complex medical conditions, allow elders to maintain there presents in their fishery and further 
strengthen the family unit. 

*There will be and increase in efficiency as quality improvements take a great amount of time and product to 
justify the considerable effort to maintain high standards of quality. Some family members will be able to 
devote more time to promote the refined market while in season. 

*There will be no changes in management as there will be minimal changes to gear or locations that are 
currently harvesting salmon. Our organization would not promote a change that would disrupt the current 
balance in gear. We truly believe that this is a move for efficiency and not for divergent purposes. 
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*This stabilization in participation will allow consistent production to be better utilized by the local processing 
industry. The community is better served by continuing the CI brand of salmon by improving quality which 
will be accomplished by hiring crew that will better handle the resource, and by the economic activity that 
will be continue to be sustained by the consistent resource. 

One of the greatest aspects of commercial set net fishing in CI has always been the family unit. Generations of 
families continue to identify their life's endeavors as commercial fishermen. Grandfathers & grandmothers, 
fathers & mothers, uncles & aunts, brothers and sister, cousins, in-laws, friends & others always come to the 
fish site with seasonal enthusiasm and strong lessons on life. Many creWlnen who move on to other occupations 
will contact our family members many years latter to reminisce on the fond memories and life lessons learned. 
This is a true Alaskan experience and must remain intact. This proposal will continue this proud tradition. 

Proposal 325 - 5 AAC 21.360. Kenai River Late Run Sockeye Management Pla~; 
Support 
Revise the Kenai River Late Run Sockeye Salmon Management Plan to a single spawning escapement goal and 
a single OEG range, as measured at river mile 19 (sonar station). . 

Since 1999, in 10 of the 11 years, the abundance based goals and tiers operated under forecasted returns have 
been incorrect; in season management before and after July 20 is inconsistent, possibly shifting to different tiers 
and thus other management provisions. Impacting the final; spawning escapement goal, yields, resource use and 
resource user's in season. 

Regardless of annual run strength, the level of escapement must be maintained in order to achieve the spawning 
goal objectives. Maximum benefit of this fishery resource will not be maintained or utilized without strong 
consideration to biological management. 

Our main objective in this proposal is to maintain maximum benefit and use of the resource in seasonand for 
future returns. 

Defined escapement goals benefit; regulators, fishery managers, stakeholders and public participants. 

Simplification of the management plan will give clear understanding and guidance to managers and resource 
users. 

We want to formally object to comments to this proposal submitted by the Department. In the section titled, 
"What would be the effect if the proposal were adopted?" the state made assumptions to what our proposal was 
asking for. We did not request a departure in this plan that would change any windows or recommendation for 
limiting EO openings. King salmon management is addressed in its own directed plan and this proposal does 
not question allocation directives. We see no direct or indirect connections with any closures to the I(enai River 
sport fishery or for the early or late season Russian River sport fishery. 

We do believe that management actions taken in-season would be dependent on run strength and run timing of 
the sockeye run. We do believe that there would be less need to open commercial fisheries because there was 
time allowed within a given tier; but believe that more thought will be given in to harvesting fish for all users. 
Both sport and commercial fishing managers should be accountable for their performance and in-season 
management should be real time and responsive to the health of the different salmon runs while affording 
opportunity to harvest the resource by all user groups. Active management requires co-operative managers. 

We believe that the Department wished to place thier comments into controversy; objective was to make this an 
allocative proposal. We would ask the BOP members to ask which division or particular manager decided to 
make a statement that obviously is not NEUTRAL in intent. We further would like to register a complaint in the 
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lack of integrity and respect to the public that the Department did not apply in reviewing this proposal and with 
- . 

many of their repetitious "cut and paste" comments for other proposals. The Department did not have to wait 
six months to develop these comments, very little research or useable information was applied in addressing 
proposals. If the Department had taken a sufficient time to contact the individual public submitters since the 
April 10 mandatory submittal date, maybe more relevant conclusions could have been stated, more useful 
information may have been detailed for the public and the Boards regulatory process. 

Proposal 326 - 5 AAC 21.360. Kenai River Late Run Sockeye Management Plan (c) 
(This proposal was erroneously cited as 5 AAC 21.360. Kenai River Late-Run King Salmon Management Plan) 
Support 
This proposal would delete this section (c) and require the board to revisit the justifications for these 
restrictions; changes the language in (b)(2) achieve the inriver [goalsJgoal ... Finally it would reinstate an 
OEG range of (400,000 to 700,000 bendix counted) sockeye. 

We believe that the best indicator of MSY relies on what is tabulated in the Markov table which is nothing more 
then what has occurred over time in real numbers of fish that have escaped into the Kenai River. Ranges for 
escapement should be developed around the Biological Escapement Goal (BEG). We would request a direct 
answer on why after many years of fact finding scientific evaluations which included a very expensive genetics 
analysis that this River continues to have a Sustainable Escapement Goal (SEG) designation. The Department 
has decided to redefine the early run Russian River run as a BEG but does not believe that it can come to a 
similar conclusion for the mainstem Kenai River. After 43 years of data gathering and a 90 to 100% belief that 
Maximum Sustained Yield (MSY) / (BEG) lies within the midrange of the suggested (SEG) range, the 
conclusion still remains that Department managers still cannot determine and re-instate a BEG for the Kenai 
River? 

We understand that the BOF still has the authority to maintain an Optimal Escapement Goal (OEG) range. We 
suggest that the least amount of risk in establishing an OEG should be centered on the Best Available Science 
(BAS). Board members should review 5 AAC 39.223 Policy for statewide salmon escapement goals. 

The 2010 preseason predicted a low return; an average return post season analysis indicated otherwise. We 
question the limited genetic information used to determine the harvest proportionality. We have yet to see the 
report that is scientifically defensible that substantiates this result. We do know that the returns are erratic and 
do not comply with a definition of high sustained yield or Optimum Sustained Yield. 

The Department suggests that we are requesting lowering the range by lOOk sockeye but fails to explain in 
detail that they did just that with their recommended DIDSON SEG range. The Department has assumed that 
for years on low returns that the sockeye inriver fishery above the counter will harvest the same number of 
sockeye as on a large return and therefore has set an arbitrary extra lOOk on previous inriver low range goals. 
We ask the Department to prove that a consistent take of sockeye is had when concentrations of sockeye are 
low. Simple analogous logic for most users would not Cl;gree. 

Protecting, maintaining and managing for higher yields continues to improve the quality of the resource and 
substantially improves harvest opportunity. 

Proposal 327 - 5 AAC 21.360. Kenai River Late Run Sockeye Management Plan (c); 
Support 
Removes windows from the Kenai River Late run Sockeye Management Plan; deletes references to allowable 
hours of EO per week based on estimated run projections. 

Windows fail to provide predictable fishing success inriver. Salmon migrate throughout CI in various degrees of 
abundance based on complex changes in tidal currents, wind, fresh water concentrations and temperatures to 
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just to name a few variables. The assumption that sockeye will return on a given day at a given time is 
unrealistic. The result of this unrealistic expectation is to request more no fishing days/windows. The same 
outcome will occur and those that do not achieve their expectation will continue to rely on a fishery resource 
that is neither predictable nor stable. 
Meanwhile the commercial fishing community continues to be denied to harvest targeted abundant recourses in 
an orderly and historic manner. 

A limit on EO hours per week impedes the Departments ability to mange salmon fisheries, to achieve spawning 
escapement goal objectives, and to open and close fisheries in a timely manner based on inseason stock 
assessments. 

Windows and hourly restrictions in regulation conflict with the Boards primary management directive to the 
department; to achieve in river spawning goals and to distribute the escapement of sockeye salmon evenly 
within the goal range. 

Proposal 328 - 5 AAC 21.360. Kenai River Late Run Sockeye Management Plan (g); 
Support 
This proposal adds additional language that will give the Department a clear management directive to ensure 
equal burden sharing in the event of a conservation necessity in order to achieve the lower end of the Kenai 
River sockeye escapement goal 

Current language gives the Department direction in providing a personal use fishery while establishing a side 
board that requires achieving the lower end of the OEG. The current plans fails to establish what steps will be 
taken to achieve this goal when other fisheries are closed for conservation. The additional language also offers a 
relief from this restriction if inseason abundance assessments should change. 

Proposal 329 - 5 AAC 21.365. Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan (b); 
Support 
This proposal adds deleted language that continues to support the BEG range as is defined in 5 AAC 39.222 
Policy for the management of sustainable salmon fisheries (SSFP). This additional language does not change 
the BOF's authority to direct a management plan to managefor an OEG. 

Since 1987(24 yrs) the BEG for the Kasilof River has been set at 150k to 250k. DIDSON vs. Bendix numbers 
are statistically identical. In 2002 language changed to reflect an OEG range of 150k to 300K. Language that 
opened the terminal area designated 275k as the action point. In 1986,5 AAC 21.365 Kasilof River sockeye 
salmon special harvest area management plan (a)This management plan governs the harvest of Kasilof River 
sockeye salmon excess to spawning escapement needs ... 

We agree with the Department in its authority to establish SEG's and BEG's as it is defined in 5 AAC 39.223 
Policy for statewide salmon escapement goals (PSSEG). In (b) (2) it is clearly the Departments responsibility to 
establish biological escapement goals. Further in (b) (8) notify the public whenever-a new BEG ... is established 
or an existing BEG ... is modified. In addition (c) (2) ... the board will provide an explanation of the reasons for 
establishing an OEG and provide, to the extent practicable, and with the assistance of the department, an 
estimate of expected differences in yield of any salmon stock, relative to maximum sustained yield, resulting 
from the implementation of an OEG. 

We would also like to remind the Department that under the SSFP (c) (2) (B) ... the department will manage 
Alaska's salmon fisheries, to the extent possible, for maximum sustained yield; 

We are thoroughly shocked at the opposition the Department has with this proposal as stated within their 
comments. The Department must by regulation undergo escapement goal reviews and report to the BOF at their 

8 

8 of 16 Public Comment #77



3 yr. regulatory cycled meetings. What is the real issue with having the BEG stated within this or any other 
salmon management plan? 

This is in direct disregard to both the SSFP and the PSSEG. We believe that it is the commissioner's duty (AS 
16.05.020 Functions of Commissioner (2)) to maintain the highest degree of science in establishing 
escapements that will sustain Alaska's salmon resources. The Department is accountable to the people of this 
state. The Alaska supreme court has established that the state's resources are in a "Public Trust". If the 
Department is not willing to maintain this responsibility then who is. Is the Department referring it's duties to 
the State legislature? 

We should hope not; we continue to highly recommend that the Department will maintain their integrity and 
professionalism by continuing to establish the guidance for maintaining MSY or optimum sustained yield 
(OSY) whenever their is sufficient science to support this conclusion. 

Proposal 330 - 5 AAC 21.365. Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan (0; 
Support 
This proposal adds additional language that will require the Department to open that portion of the Kasilof 
section within one-half mile of the mean high tide mark when the Kasilof River Special Harvest Area (KRSHA) 
is opened by the commissioners emergency order authority. 

Our Association believes that we should fish in the traditional and historic areas before utilizing the KRSHA 
terminal fishery. We offer this amendment to the current plan as a further tool to managers in order to reduce 
the conflicts between other set net fishermen and other users. It is our intent to reduce the number of set nets 
within the harvest area thereby increasing potential harvests for the remaining users within the terminal area. 
We are promoting an orderly and manageable fishery. 

The Department is not clear with their opposition of this proposal. We understand that the managers can modify 
any portion of an emergency opening as it authorizes time, area, methods and mean~. We believe that this 
change would give more authority to the Department to modify the current open waters outside of the terminal 
area in order to achieve the minimum goals for the K_enai OEG whlle attempting to not exceed the top end of 
the Kasilof River BEG. Harvest proportioning analysis indicates that at times a high percentage of sockeye 
harvested within the terminal area are bound for other systems. We believe that restrictive nature of the half 
mile has proven to be very effective in maintaining a high harvest of Kasilof bound sockeye as compared to a 
relatively low harvest of Kenai bound sockeye. Compared to the total annual harvest of Kenai sockeye, that 
portion that is harvested within the half-mile is typically minimal. 

KPF A agrees with Proposal 170. We would like to note that the Anchorage and the Kenai-Soldotna Fish and 
Game Advisory committees both voted in support of this proposed action. 

Proposal331- 5 AAC 21.365. Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan (0 (1) (3); 
Support 
This proposal extends the set gillnet area 600 feet seaward withi11: the terminal area when the KRSHA has been 
authorized by the commissioners EO authority. 

Allocation of the surplus harvest away from the traditional fisheries is of serious concern to set net fishery 
within the waters of CI. We oppose any measure to undermine traditional fisheries. 

We have calculated that setnet fishermen are restricted to an area that is approximately 6.6% of the total harvest 
area. Set net fishermen are restricted from fishing within the channel entrance to the Kasilof River. Extreme 
mudflats conditions completely leave this setnet dry on most if not all outgoing tides. Many drift fishermen will 
reregister an open setnet skiff to fish in the waters just outside of the 600 ft line. Many set net fishermen are 
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drawn across this line because of tidal conditions and congestion. Enforcement has a difficult time with 
determining this spot because of the multiple use confusion. 

The additional 600 feet will alleviate serious disorder and improve the quality of the harvest for set net 
fishermen. Please note that setnet permits comprise 57% of the CFEC limited entry salmon permits in upper CI. 
This requested change will allow setnet fishermen to operate within less then 15% of the total allowable area 
designated as the KRSHA. 

The following are comments that we took up and discussed. 

Cook Inlet Subsistence and Commercial Fishing 

Committee A Support Comments/Modifications 

Seasons 

Fishing Periods 

Gillnet specifications 
and operations 

Committee A 

Fishing Periods 

Gillnet specifications 
and operations 

Requirements and 
specifications for use of 
200 fathom of drift 
gillnet in the CI area 

322 
321 
323 
105, 106 
106, 107 
109, 167 

KPFA Proposal 
KPFA Proposal 
KPFA Proposal 
Harvestable surplus of Kasilof Sockeye, minimal Chinook 
harvest, reduces the chance of a terminal harvest area, and 
economic benefit for upper K-Beach 

110 Amend it to after August 15, under utilized salmon resource, 
makes it consistent with other management plans 

111 Allows for fishermen to utilize a full 12 hour tide in their 
area 

112 Under utilized salmon resource, no stock of concern 

324 
117,118 

Oppose 

113 

KPFA Proposal 
Already in regulation in other areas of the State 

Comments/Modifications 

Ambiguous proposal, isn't clear to the intent of the proposer 
114 Violates the EO directive and makes it impossible to manager 

for the goaL 

116 

120 

Allocative, economic hardship for commercial fishermen. 
Department addressed this in 2008 and discredited the study 

Changes the allocation and does not address the conservation 
concern 
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Cook Inlet Subsistence and Commercial Fishing 
Committee A Oppose Comments/Modifications 

Closed Waters 

Committee A 

Subsistence 

Fishing Districts, 
Subdistricts 

Seasons 

Gillnet specifications 

121 Restrictions are already in place to address the conservation 
concerns 

No 
Action 

102 
103 

104 

108 

Comments/Modifications 

Support of the intent 

and operations 115 

Requirements and 
specifications for use of 
200 fathom of drift 
gillnet in the CI area 

119 Tabled 

Drift and Northern District Salmon Management Plans, Commercial Fishing 
Committee B Support Comments/Modifications 

Central District Drift 
Gillnet Management 
Plan 

122 

125 

Clarification of BOF intent 

Deletes the 3 tier management system and returns 
management back to the Department to manage for MSY 

Northern District 131 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

132 Creates economic opportunity to surplus stocks 
134 Clarifies the count 
138 Commissioner has EO authority to restrict the fishery as 

needed 

139 To be managed as specified in 5AAC 77.540 (d) 
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Northern District King 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

145 More data is always good 

Drift and Northern District Salmon Management Plans, Commercial Fishing 
Committee B Oppose Comments/Modifications 

Central District Drift 
Gillnet Management 
Plan 

Northern District 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

Northern District King 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

Committee B 

Pink Salmon 

Northern District 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

123 
124 

126 
127 

133 

136 

Department has changed escapement goal in the Northern 
District based on Weir count data, too restrictive, BOF "and 
Department need to address area 1 
Allocative 
Too broad in restrictions as written 

Needless restricting of the Northern District set netters, no 
conservation concerns 

Unreasonable approach to the escapement goals in these 
systems, the Department is taking action on these tributaries 

140 No conservation concern, Commissioner already has the 
authority to close the fishery by EO 

141 Restricts the Departments ability to manage 

142 
Department already manages these systems conservatively 

143 Harvest caps have not been reached in the Northern District 
and have been less than 20%. SSFP - offers opportunity for 
all users 

144 Violates the SSFP 

No 
Action 

129 
130 

135 

Comments/Modifications 

Based on KPFA Proposal 321 

Based on action taken on 134 

137 Based on action taken on 134 

Kenai and Kasilof River Salmon Management Plans and Upper Cook Inlet Salmon 
Management Plan 

Committee C Support Comments/Modifications 
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Kenai Late Run Sockeye 
Management Plan 

327 KPFA Proposal 

326 KPFA Proposal 
325 KPFA Proposal 

Kenai and Kasilof River Salmon Management Plans and Upper Cook Inlet Salmon 
Management Plan . 

Committee C Support Comments/Modifications 

Early Russian River 
Sockeye Salmon 

Upper Cook Inlet 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

Kasilof Sockeye Salmon 
Management Plan 

Committee C 

Kenai River Late Run 
King Salmon 
Management Plan 

Kenai Late Run Sockeye 
Management. Plan 

Upper Cook Inlet 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

149 Under MSA, 1 0 National Standards, fisheries will be 
managed by a BEG 

151 
21.360 ( c), no reason to manage at three goals, doesn't work 

152 (b)(1)(b)(3) - cautious in the language addressed in (a) 
128 Removes 3 tiered management 

156 

160 

329 

330 
331 
162 
169 
170 

Oppose 

146 

147 

148 

158 

159 

Run has met and exceeded escapement goals, no reason for 
this to be an exclusive fishery, brings economic value to the 
community 

Goes back to a BEG and gets rid of 3 tier management 

KPFA Proposal 

KPFA Proposal 
KPFA Proposal 
In favor of BEG of 150,000 to 250,000 
Based on KPFA Proposal 330 
Based on KPFA Proposal 330 

Comments/Modifications 

Allocative, concern that if the mouth of the Kenai River is 
opened it will have a direct impact on achieving the in river 
escapement goals 

Allocative, windows does not allow for the Department to 
manage the fisheries, over escapes the river. Restrictions are 
already in place. At the 2008 BOF these issues were 
addressed 
Not practicable, no way to separate the Russian River and 
Hidden Lake fish 
Not enough information by proposer 

Language is already in regulation, addressed in Kenai River 
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Kasilof Sockeye Salmon 161 
Management Plan 

Sockeye Management Plan, creates conflict in management . 
plan. 
Decoupling plan, eliminates KRSHA 

Kenai and Kasilof River Salmon Management Plans and Upper Cook Inlet Salmon 
Management Plan 

Committee C' Oppose 
163 

164 

165 
166 
168 

No 
Committee C Action 

Kenai Late Run Sockeye 150 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

Upper Cook Inlet 
Salmon Management 
Plan 

153 
154 

157 

Upper cook Inlet Personal Use Fishing 

Comments/Modifications 
Management in Kasilof is already coupled with Late Run 
Kenai River Sockeye Management Plan to meet this 
objective . 
This violates the objective of management in Kasilof River 
and meeting the goal in the Kenai River Late Run Sockeye 
Management Plan 

Takes away the authority of the Commissioner 

Kasilof River Management Plan addresses this issue 
Too restrictive, not biologically sound management, micro 
managing 

Comments/Modifications 

Too Vague 

Already out of regulation 

Committee D Support Comments/Modifications 

Personal Use Fishing 328 KPFA Proposal 
155 Shares the burden of concern 

No 
Committee D Action Comments/Modifications 

Personal Use Fishing All other Based on KPFA Proposal 328 
proposals 
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.:. ... .... ->-

LOW 

RESOURCE USER CONFLICTS 
• 

RANGE OF SOCIAL BENEFITS (OSY) 

fOOD (MSV) 
• • 

PROFIT (MEV) EMPLOYMENT . , 

fiSHING EFfORT ----t ........ HIGH 
FISHING MORTALITY 

LOWER FISH ABUNDANCE 

LOWER CATCH PER UNIT EFfORT 
SMALLER FISH IN CATCH 

LOSS OF SPECIES 
LOWER VALUE PER UNIT WEIGHT 

Figure 1.2 Fisheries yields and objectives. 
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