Public Comments Index

Wallis Adams PC1
Christian Ornt PC2
UCIDA PC3
KAFC PC4
USFWS PC5
John Burns PC6
V.C. Anderson & Signitories PC7
Thomas Buchanan PC8
CIAA PC9
Mark Elf PC10
Allen Dodd PC11
Chuck Ruppenthal PC12
DNR PC13
KRSA PC14
Donald Yagura PC15
National Park Service PC16
Tyler Alward PC17
Lee Markham PC18

· tAlfi ,-,Ll, A1)(Jvvt5
,/030 v'A3;/OIJ clfc L£.
.~ __ .IJNfI{Q. gl1tq.£:/A?< _ ._t~lSI) ._. _......__ . ._._ ..__. .. ..

RECEIVED .

nm
n 2~.DIJ
.,.,t.9 .. 2
:"" i.L

{"'-P

_

B:OARD$.

Public Comment #1

RECEIVED

9/23/10
To the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

BOA.KL:. 2

I am writing to you to give my opinions of the 2010/2011 BOF Proposals.

Proposal #25 - Support - Having watersheds with very similar runs should be managed in a similar
manner. If action is taken on one area, the other will be impacted due to the close geography. If the
Anchor is closed due to low escapement, increased fishing pressure will have a negative impact on Deep
Creek.
Proposal #28 - Support - With such a small run of King Salmon on the Anchor River & Deep Creek,
allowing a yearly harvest of 5 king salmon is having a negative impact on the stocks. Allowing the
harvest of 5 puts added fishing pressure on the watersheds and is having a negative impact on the
escapement. Change the annual limit back to 2 kings per year from each drainage.
Proposal #29 - Support - With such a small run of King Salmon on the Anchor River & Deep Creek,
allowing a yearly harvest of 5 king salmon is having a negative impact on the stocks. Allowing the
harvest of 5 puts added fishing pressure on the watersheds and is having a negative impact on the
escapement. Change the annual limit back to 2 kings per year from each drainage.
Proposal #30 - Support - With such a small run of King Salmon on the Anchor River & Deep Creek,
allowing a yearly harvest of 5 king salmon is having a negative impact on the stocks. Allowing the
harvest of 5 puts added fishing pressure on the watersheds and is having a negative impact on the
escapement. Change the annual limit back to 2 kings per year from each drainage.
Proposal #31- Support - The retention of steelhead is not allowed on Deep Creek or Anchor River, but
using bait has a high mortality rate. Action should be taken to reduce the mortality of outgoing
steelhead in the spring / early summer from incidental by catch while king fishing. As well as the late
season as the steelhead start entering the watershed with the coho salmon.
Proposal #32 - Support - The retention of steelhead is not allowed on Deep Creek or Anchor River, but
using bait has a high rnortality rate. Action should be taken to reduce the mortality of outgoing
steelhead in the spring / early summer from incidental by catch while king fishing. As well as the late
season as the steelhead start entering the watershed with the coho salmon.
Proposal #33 - Support - The retention of steelhead is not allowed on Deep Creek or Anchor River, but
using bait has a high mortality rate. Action should be taken to reduce the mortality of outgoing
steelhead in the spring / early summer from incidental by catch while king fishing. As well as the late
season as the steelhead start entering the watershed with the coho salmon.
Proposal #34 - Support - The retention of steelhead is not allowed on Deep Creek or Anchor River, but
using bait has a high mortality rate. Action should be taken to reduce the mortality of outgoing
steelhead in the spring / early summer from incidental by catch while king fishing. As well as the late
season as the steelhead start entering the watershed with the coho salmon.
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Proposal #35 - Support - The retention of steelhead is not allowed on Deep Creek or Anchor River, but

using bait has a high mortality rate. Action should be taken to reduce the mortality of outgoing
steelhead in the spring / early summer from incidental by catch while king fishing. As well as the late
season as the steelhead start entering the watershed with the coho salmon.
Proposal #37 - Support - The weir on the Anchor River does create a bottle neck of fish. These fish

become harassed more than normal and are exposed to higher stress levels that could lead to higher
mortality rates. This will lead to an overall decline in the fish stocks.
Proposal #38 - Support - There has been a significant increase in fishing pressure on Deep Creek and

the Anchor River in the late fall over the past several years. The fish are preparing for a long winter
under the ice and exposing them to high stress leve! prior to their winter overstay wi!! have a significant
impact on their mortality rate.
Proposal #39 - Support - There has been a significant increase in fishing pressure on Deep Creek and

the Anchor River in the late fall over the past several years. The fish are preparing for a long winter
under the ice and exposing them to high stress level prior to their winter overstay will have a significant
impact on their mortality rate.
Proposal #40 - Support - There has been a significant increase in fishing pressure on Deep Creek and

the Anchor River in the late fall over the past several years. The fish are preparing for a long winter
under the ice and exposing them to high stress level prior to their winter overstay will have a significant
impact on their mortality rate.
Proposal #41- Support - There has been a significant increase in fishing pressure on Deep Creek and

the Anchor River in the late fall over the past several years. In addition to the elevated fishing pressure,
there seems to be a significant increase in guides that fish these waters for steelhead. I have
experienced a guide bring 5-6 clients into a single hole and work the water for a full day, catching
multiple steelhead. As they work the one hole, they are undoubtedly catching some of these fish
repeatedly, increasing the potential of stressing the fish to the point of death. I am not against guides
on these rivers, they have to make a living and they are providing a service to those who might not have
the means to experience steelhead fishing. But the large groups that are brought out can engulf these
waters. And not to group all guides together, some practice illegal activities when guiding their clients
on these waters. If you do a simple search for Anchor River Steelhead on YouTube, you will see some
guides that are holding the steelhead out of the water. I have brought these videos and other websites
to the attention of the local fisheries biologist and she in turn has forwarded them on to the troopers.
Proposal #42 - Support - There has been a significant increase in fishing pressure on Deep Creek and

the Anchor River in the late fall over the past several years. In addition to the elevated fishing pressure,
there seems to be a significant increase in guides that fish these waters for steelhead. I have
experienced a guide bring 5-6 clients into a single hole and work the water for a full day, catching
multiple steelhead. As they work the one hole, they are undoubtedly catching some of these fish
repeatedly, increasing the potential of stressing the fish to the point of death. I am not against guides
on these rivers, they have to make a living and they are providing a service to those who might not have
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the means to experience steelhead fishing. But the large groups that are brought out can engulf these
waters. And not to group all guides together, some practice illegal activities when guiding their clients
on these waters. If you do a simple search for Anchor River Steelhead on YouTube, you will see some
guides that are holding the steelhead out of the water. I have brought these videos and other websites
to the attention of the local fisheries biologist and she in turn has forwarded them on to the troopers.
Proposal #172 - Support - The Personal Use Salmon Fishery is a great program for the residents of
Alaska, but there are some flaws in the program. One of the biggest is expecting individuals to be
educated on the policies of the PU fishery. With such a high harvest potential, increased knowledge can
only improve the fishery. Ignorance isn't bliss when it comes to the PU Fishery.
Proposa! #174 - Opposed - The Persona! Use Salmon Fishery is a great program for the RESIDENTS of
Alaska. Allowing Non-Residents to use the PU fishery will significantly increase the harvest of Alaska's
resource. Allowing tourist to come to Alaska and leave with over 100 fish will put a significant strain on
the fish stocks.
Proposal #215 - Support - The majority of bead fishing done on the Kenai River is C&R. Anything that
can be done to reduce the mortality rate of C&R and deformation of the fish should be instituted. A
large number of Rainbow Trout and Dolly Varden have significant scaring from what appears to be from
being hooked multiple times. If a small thing like pinching a barb could reduce the chances of this, it
should be seriously considered
Proposal #245 - Support - Give the drift boat user group an additional day on the water. This will help
reduce the hydrocarbon released in the Kenai River in July and will cut down on bank erosion. Allowing
guides a drift day will open their clientele base to those who wish for the solitude that can be offered by
the drift only days.
Proposal #246 - Support - Give the drift boat user group an additional day on the water. This will help
reduce the hydrocarbon released in the Kenai River in July and will cut down on bank erosion. Allowing
guides a drift day will open their clientele base to those who wish for the solitude that can be offered by
the drift only days.
Proposal #266 - Support - Willow Creek is a very small river that is used by both power boats and nonmotorized watercraft. I am afraid that there is the potential for a serious mishap on the river and a raft
versus a jet sled could be bad for only one group.
Proposal #275 - Support - Little Susitna is a very small river that is used by both power boats and nonmotorized watercraft. I am afraid that there is the potential for a serious mishap on the river and a raft
versus a jet sled could be bad for only one group. Limiting the horsepower could help avoid such
incidents.
Regards,
Christian Ornt
Anchorage, AK
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United Cook Inlet Drift Association
43961 K-Beacb Road, Suite E • Soldotna, Alaska 99669. (901) 260-9436 " fax (907) 260-9438

.. info@ucida.org.

Date:

RECEIVED

October 15, 2010

OCT t 5 2010
BOAROS
Addressee:

Board of Fisheries
State of Alaska
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811~5526

RE:

Proposals 8: Resurrection Bay - Restore historic gillnet fishery
Proposal 7: Gear Modification

Proposal 4:

Fishing Season Modifications

ProposalS;

Fishing District Modifications

The above proposals are all important and need to occur simultaneously in order to restore
historical gill net salmon harvests. Please consider the following:
1. Area H - includes all geographic locations referenced. (See map included.)
2. No CFEC issues.
3. This is a gear type issue.
4. Gear types change occurred when the State of Alaska tried to kill out natural
occurring salmon stocks in Resurrection Bay. (See historical review as provided by
Tom Prochazka.)
5. Gillnet fishing operations cost less than seine operations. Can effectively fish on
lower fish densities and do not require tendering services.
6. Can harvest salmon in locations that are not suitable to other gear types.

Sincerely,

Roland Maw, PhD
UCJDA Executive Director
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Cook Inlet Salmon Fisheries
- Bv DistrictSelect from the following districts:
Eastern & Outer J Kamishak, Barren Islands & Southern I Northern & Central
or click on the map below.
Map Tips
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For information on Cook Inlet salmon fisheries please visit our
Cook Inlet, Lower Cook Inlet or Central Region Salmon Fisheries web pages.
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Tom Prochazk~

Roland Ma\¥
PO Box 530
Kasilof, AK 99610

POBox 29
Moose Pass, AK 99631

May 25; 2010
Hi Roland,

This is a follow . . up to our conversation at the May 15,2010, board meeting.
I have copied the backgroWld portion of a 1975 ADF&G, Sport Fish Study
on Coho Salmon in the Resunoection Bay area. It has infonnation on what

took place at Bear Lake in the

~960s

and 1970s.

If you have any more questions or need more info~ation, please let me
know and I'll see what I can get for you.
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BACKGROUND
Wi Id coho pToduction in Resurrection Bay is believed to be directly affected

by the extreme fluctuations in stre am flows and water temperatures character-

istic of its drainage streams.

The Resurrection Bay coho sport fishery was

then and is now the largest maxine sport fishery for salmon in Alaska.

.As

such; there ""as a definite need to stabilize P.esurrection Bay coho production,

particularly on low return years ~ to satisfy the rapidly,

gXi:5W'~~

angler

demand obsel,"Ved in this' fishery since 1960.

Bear Lake, located seven miles north of SewaTd, was chosen for coho rearing
enhancement because it is the largest (445 acres), stable body of fresh water
in the 'Resurrection River d'X'ainage~ and accessible by road~

!t was dete:nnined

after suxveying in 1962 to Tehabilitate BeaT Lake with rotenone in 1963 to
eradicate all predator

and competitor fish species inhabiting the lake.

With the lack of predation and competition, Bear Lake could then p,toduce a
high sustained smolt yield from annual coho fingerlin'g plants.

Pre-rehabilitation spe,cies abundances '''ere measured by a temporary weir

situated at the Beax Creek-Salmon Creek confluence from 1961-1964.
migrations averaged 921

a~ult

Upstream

coho (1961-64), 4 1 801 adult sockeye (1961 ... 65)

and 10~543 DollyVar4en ,char (1961-·62).

Qqwns't:ream ,migrations in 1962-1963

averaged 1~9.33 coho smofts, 51,,232 sockeye smolts and 17,8.38 Dolly Varden.

Though threespine stickleback downstream migrations, were not estimated at
the weir, this species was known to be abundant in Bear Lake a.ccording to

beach seine sampling .
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Bear Lake was rehab iIi ta ted tvith powdere d

on August 26, 1963.

1"0 te.none

at; 1. a ppm (5% level)

A five-foot h;igh dam waS erected at the outlet to

contain the treated water until detoxification and prevent subsequent
immigration of undesirable species into the lake.

Bear Lake detoxified by

October 17, 52 days after rehabilitation and received its first annual
fingerling plant that winter through the ice.

All fingerling plants

e&cept the 1966 stocking were fin-marked at Fire Lake

Uatche~y

to facilitate

smolt survival evaluation.
The Good Friday earthquake on March 27, 1964, destroyed the outlet dam,

which washed

ou~.completely

of all fish ascend:i.ng
barrier was

repaired~

B~a:r

on May 25.

This allowed unobstructed entry

Creek into Beal:' Lake until June 15, when the

A permanent weir was constructed 1,750 feet

~~wnstream

from the outlet to assess Bear Lake's coho smolt production and returning
.adult migration ..
Whether due to insufficient rotenone treatment or the outlet barrier being

destroyed, Bear Lake became reinfested with threespine sticklebacks.

Also,

Dolly'Varden were able to negotiate the weir during fall flood levels and
immigrate into' the lake on most years.
Before rapid "expansion of

the··6·t~ck~ebeck

population. occuX'red Bear Lake t s

coho and sockeye smolt production increased several fold

favorable rearing conditions from 1964-1966.

as

a r~sult of

Coho smolt biomass (weight)

production attained 4.2 lb. for each pound of fingerlings planted in 1964.

Smolt age structures changed from predominantly age

growth exceeding that of former age 2.0 smelts.

2~O

to age 1.0 with

Smelt survival from stocked

coho fingerlings reached 43.5% and 48.1% of the 1964 and 1965 plants, respectively~

Had sufficient coho fingerlings been available for stocking Bear
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Lake at desired densities in 1963-1965, coho smolt production undoubtedly
would have been considera.bly h,igber.

Bear Lake's enhanced smal t produc tion

increased pre-rehabilitation abundances of adult sockeye and coho by 11
and 3.5 fold,

respect1vely~

for one complete life cycle.

Bear Lake's high smolt production was short-lived, however, due to the
sticklebacks' rapid takeover of the rearing environment beginning in

1967.

Smolt age structures reverted to age 2.0 dominance with diminished

growth and lowered fingerli,ng-to-smolt survivals.

Coho fingerling plants

were terminated after 1967 because smolt production was obviously dropping
below pre-rehabilitation levels,.

By 1968 ~ threespine sticklebacks had

already reached prehabilitation abundance io
In 1969) it was determined to rehabilitate

th~

Bea~

lake.
Lake

again~

Stickleback

population sampling in 1970 showed that this species inhabited a.ll areas
and depths in Bear Lake, t'hel"~by necessitating not only sufficient rotenone

but uniform.toxicant dispersion throughout the water column for a complete
fish kill.

Bear Creek weir was reconstructed in 1969 and made entirely

fish-tight by removing the sloping upstream fence and adding three

permanent~

perforated plate screens immediately above the upstream migrant trap.
Bear Lake was rehabilitated again in 1971 ·and conduc.ted

essan,~:tal1y

the,

same as in 1963 except that 100% emulsified instead of pOl;.j'dered rotenone

was used.

Overall treatment level was 1.6 ppm rotenone at 5% concentration.

Caged live fish suspended from surface to bottom (40 and 60 feet) were
all dead within one week.

Population sampling two days following rehabili-

tation showed that thre!E!spine stickleba:cks compriseq 98.8% of the total
sample (0.= 9,065) col1ec ted randomly on and around Bear Lake.
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it was concluded that obtaini,ng less than total lake. rehab'ili tation in

1963 utltimately resulted in

lo~er-than-normal

salmon production in Bear

Lake over the long term.

Bear Lake remained toxic into the winter of 1971-72, a.nd finally detoxified
shortly after spring overturn.

Lmnual coho fingerling plants in Bear Lake

resumed in June, 1972, at desired stocking denSities.
were enumerated, sampled weekly for age and size

Resultant smolts

composition~

and fin-

marked for recognition in the fishery before being released at Bear CLeek
weir.

No threespine

stickleb~cks

have yet been detected in Bear Lake during

£al1 population sampling by electrofishing or at Bear Creek weir since the

1971 .rehabilitation.
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Kenai
Area
Fisherman's
Coalition
PROTECTING YOUR FISHING R1GHTS & RESOURCES

P. O. Box 375 Kenai, Ak. 99611 (907) 283-1054 dwimar@gci.net

Board of Fisheries
ADF&G / Board Support
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau,l\k.99811-5526

Oct. 22, 2010

RECEIVED

OCT 2 : 2010
Dear Board Members,

BOARDS

Please see the attached listings of our comments on the Lower Cook Inlet (LCI) proposals.
In general, we are advocating for more conservative measures with regards to Chinook salmon
management on the Lower Peninsula Rivers. Most streams statewide are experiencing a downturn in Chinook
returns. In the Anchor River for instance, where stocks are enumerated, we have experienced recent low returns
and have failed to make our escapement goals two of the last three years. During these uncertain times, we
believe it is prudent to manage more conservatively with the option to liberalize when stocks are plentiful.
With regards to Coho salmon, we did not support the proposed concepts of one-size fits all regulations
designed to standardize bag limits for the entire Cook Inlet region or Kenai Peninsula. Coho are only
enumerated on a couple of rivers throughout the Cook Inlet area so there is allot of uncertainty of in-season run
strengths until we are well into the season. We believe the current bag limit structure is appropriate and allows
managers the flexibility to determine management options on a stream-by-stream, or area-by-area basis.
We vigorously support the concept that ADF&G needs to develop a Rockfish Management Plan for
Cook Inlet waters. Because of the slow growth of this species they can be easily over harvested. With the recent
use of precise GPS tracking and the possibility of more charter boats concentrating on these stocks it is
imperative that we manage them more closely. Recent mandated reductions in the halibut charter fleet may push
some displaced operators to concentrate on other popular species such as Rockfish.
We look forward to attending the upcoming LCI meeting and working with the board on these
important fishery issues.

Respectfully Submitted,
Dwight Kramer
KAFC Chairman
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Kenai Area Fisherman's Coalition
2010 Lower Cook Inlet
Proposal Comments
Proposal # 20

Make a portion of Silver Salmon Cr. fly fishing only.

Oppose ... HOM ADF&G advises that stocks seem stable per their annual aerial
surveys.
Proposal #21

Reduce Coho limit to 2 fish for entire West side.

Oppose ... Stock are stable and current limits can be adjusted by EO if necessary.
Proposal #22

Increase Coho limit to 3 for entire West side.

Oppose ... Leave as is. Streams N. of West forelands where the limit is 2 are not
enumerated and are closer to population centers where they could receive extra pressure.
Proposal #23

Increase Coho limit to 3 fish for entire K.enai Peninsula.

Oppose ... The only stream on the Peninsula that maintains Coho enumeration is on
the Anchor R. so a more cautionary approach is prudent.
Proposal #24

Make Anchor R. escapelnent goals a range rather than a threshold.

Support ... This is our proposal and makes sence for reasons stated in the proposal.
Proposal #25
Cr ..

Management actions taken on the Anchor would also apply to Deep

Oppose ... Because these are two different watersheds we think it is prudent to rely on
the Department to make stream appropriate decisions. Deep Cr. is managed much more
conservatively than the Anchor.· R. and we are concerned that liberalizing actions taken
on the Anchor may not be appropriate for the smaller Deep Cr. run.
Proposal #26 & #27 Anchor and Deep Cr. open 1 week early and close 1 week early
and close on Wednesday.
Oppose ... We oppose extending Deep Cr. openings, but we do Support ... closing the
Anchor R. on Wednesdays.
Proposal #28, #29 & #30 Reduce the combined annual limit in the Anchor and Deep
Cr. to 2 per year instead of 5.
Support ... More conservative approach while still providing adequate opportunity.
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Proposal #31
No bait Anchor and Deep Cr. Aug. 20 - Dec. 31 and Memorial dayJune 30 to protect declining steelhead runs.
Oppose ... We do not see this as necessary during the I(ing run but would support the
Aug. 20 - Dec. 31 time frame as more beneficial to protect stee1head mortality.
Proposal #32

No bait Anchor & Deep Cr. until goals -are met.

Oppose
Proposal #33, #34 & #35

No bait Anchor & Deep Cr. year around.

Oppose ... To restrictive, as there are already very few fishing days and some of those
will be further restricted by poor water conditions where bait might be the most affective
way to harvest fish. We do, however, Support ... the single hook '%" gap or less hook
size restriction.
Proposal #36 Make circle hooks mandatory in the Anchor R. "lining" dmnage to fish
and improve the quality of the fishing experience.
Oppose ... We understand the resistance to the "lining" method of fishing but it would
be hard to define a circle hook since the come in a variety of styles and are· evolving all
the time. Additionally nobody knows if they would be affective when used with other
more traditional gear types.
Proposal #37

Prohibit fishing within 300yds of Anchor R. weir when operating.

Oppose ... This would remove one of the traditional holes on the river. ADF&G has
done this over the years on an EO basis when they are worried about escapement
numbers and remains a viable option for them.
Proposal #38 & 39
Stee1head.

Close Anchor & Deep Cr. Nov. 1 until King opener to protect

Support ... But prefer proposal #40.
Proposal #40 Close Anchor, Deep Cr., Ninilchik, and Stariski Cr. Nov. 1 until King
opener to protect Steelhead.
Proposal #41 & 42

Limit guides to 2 clients and may not fish while clients present.

Support ... Support in general because guides with multiple clients are starting to
become more prevalent and displacing local anglers.
Proposal #43 Allow fishing from shore in salt water closed areas when Deep Cr. and
Ninilchik are open to fishing.
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Support . .. This would eliminate the enforcement issue of trying to define the
boundaries of the mouths of these streams.
Proposal #44, #45 & #46 Increase Anchor R. Salt water closed area from 2mi. to 4mi.
like it used to be.
Support . .. This is a more conservative approach and can be increased by EO in large
runs.
Proposal #47
Close salt water King fishery within 1 mi. of shore from Bluff Pt. To
Ninilckik R. whenever Anchor and Deep. Cr. are closed by EO.
Oppose ... To restrictive and unnecessary.
Proposal #48
requirements.

Increase King limit Oct. - Mar. N. ofBluffPt. with no recording

Opposed ... Most of these fish harvested during this time are feeder Kings from a
variety of locations and where the escapement capabilities are unknown at the time of this
fishery.
Proposal #49

Allow archery fishing whenever snagging is allowed.

Neutral
Proposal #50

Prohibit removing salmon from salt water before releasing.

Support
Proposal #51 Mandate ADF&G to develop a Rock Fish Management plan and reduce
Rock fish limits.
Support ... The recent use of GPSs has increased the capabilities of fishermen to easily
hone in on good fishing area. These fish are slow growing and can take a long time to
recover from over-fishing. Additionally, charter operators displaced from the halibut
fishery may tum to the Rockfish fishery to continue their livelihood, and thus place an
unforeseen burden on these stocks.
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U.s.

FISH. W1LDLn'E

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
IN REPLY REfER TO:

1011 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199

SERVICE

~

FWS/OSM 10082/BOF LCI

OCT 2 7 2010

Mr. Vince Webster, Chair
Alaska Board of Fisheries
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526
Dear Chair Webster:
The Alaska Board of Fisheries will deliberate 2010/2011 regulatory proposals that address
Lower Cook Inlet commercial, and sport finfish fisheries beginning November 15, 2010. We
understand that the Board will be considering approximately 51 proposals at this meeting.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, working with other
Federal agencies, has reviewed these proposals and developed the enclosed preliminary
comments on proposals which may have an impact on Federal subsistence users and fisheries in
this area. We may wish to comment on other proposals if issues arise during the meeting which
may have an impact on Federal subsistence users and fisheries.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look
forward to working with your Board and the Alaska Department ofFish and Game on these
issues.
Sincerely,

Probasco
t Regional Director
Enclosure
cc:

Denby S. Lloyd, ADF&G
Tim Towarak, Chair FSB
John Hilsinger, ADF&G, Anchorage
Craig Fleener, ADF&G, Juneau
Charles Swanton, ADF&G, Juneau
Tina Cunning, ADF&G, Anchorage

JeffRegnart, ADF&G, Anchorage
James Hasbrouck ADF&G, Anchorage
George Pappas, ADF&G, Anchorage
Lisa Olson, ADF&G, Anchorage
Jim Marcotte, ADF&G, Juneau
Interagency Staff Committee

TAKE PRIDE·~ ~

INA,MERICA. ~
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FEDERAL STAFF COMMENTS ON
ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES PROPOSALS
for the
LO~RCOOKINLETMANAGEMENTAREA

State of Alaska
Board of Fisheries Meeting
November 15-18,2010
Homer, Alaska
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Federal Comments
The following comments address these proposals only as they affect Federally qualified
subsistence users and resource conservation.
Proposal 20 requests a portion of Silver Salmon Creek on the west side of Cook Inlet be
designated a "fly fishing only area". The proposal specifically addresses coho salmon.
Existing State Regulation:
5 AAC 62.122. Special provisions and localized additions and exceptions to the
seasons, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the West Cook
Inlet Area

Unless otherwise specified by an emergency order issued under AS 16.05.060, .the
following are localized additions and exceptions to seasons, bag, possession, and size
limits, and methods and means specified in 5 AAC 62.120 and 5 AAC 75 for the West
Cook Inlet Area:
2) In drainages between the West Foreland and Cape Douglas, the bag limitfor salmon,
other than king salmon, is three fish per day and six in possession, ofwhich three per day
and six in possession may be coho salmon; after taking a bag limit of coho salmon 16
inches or greater in length, a person may not sport fish for any species offinfish during
that same day;
Existing Federal Regulation:
Cook Inlet Area

§_.27(i)(10)(iv) You may only take salmon, trout, Dolly Varden, and other char under
authority ofa Federal subsistence fishing permit. Seasons, harvest and possession limits,
and methods and means for take are the same as for the taking of those species under
Alaska sportfishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board (FSB)? No.
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: Yes. All Federally qualified rural
residents are eligible to harvest salmon in Silver Salmon Creek under a Federal permit.
Seasons, harvest and possession limits, and method and means for take in the area
affected by this proposal are the same as for the taking of these species under Alaska
sport fishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein. Therefore if
this proposal is adopted, Federally qualified subsistence users would be required to
conform to State methods and means when fishing in the designated fly-fishing-only area
and use only single hook flies. The use of flies is generally considered a less efficient
harvest method than lures and adoption would reduce harvest efficiency for subsistence
users. The Federal inseason manager has the authority to issue a Special Action to
temporarily change Federal regulations (effective for a maximum of60 days) to maintain
the current allowable gear types for Federally qualified subsistence users fishing within
Federal jurisdiction. A proposal would need to be submitted to the Federal Subsistence
Board to request a permanent change in Federal subsistence regulations.
Federal PositionlRecommended Action: Oppose. Federal Subsistence Management
Program staff support conservation of the resource. However, if there is no conservation
concern, this proposal would unnecessarily reduce harvest opportunity for Federally
qualified subsistence users to harvest coho salmon in Silver Salmon Creek.
Proposal 21 requests a decrease in the coho salmon bag (daily harvest) limit from 3 to 2
coho salmon in a portion of West Cook Inlet.
Existing State Regulation:
5 AAC 62.122. Special provisions and localized additions and exceptions to the
seasons, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the West Cook
Inlet Area
Unless otherwise specified by an emergency order issued under AS 16.05.060, the
following are localized additions and exceptions to seasons, bag, possession, and size
limits, and methods and means specified in 5 AA C 62.120 and 5 AA C 75 for the West
Cook Inlet Area:
2) In drainages between the West Foreland and Cape Douglas, the bag limit for salmon,
other than king salmon, is three fish per day and six in possession, ofwhich three per day
and six in possession may be coho salmon; after taking a bag limit ofcoho salmon 16
inches or greater in length, a person may not sport fish for any species offinfish during
that same day;

Existing Federal Regulation:
Cook Inlet Area
§_.27(i)(10)(iv) You may only take salmon, trout, Dolly Varden, and other char under
authority ofa Federal subsistence fishing permit. Seasons, harvest and possession limits,
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and methods and means for take are the same as for the taking of those species under
Alaska sport fishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board (FSB)? No.
Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: Yes. Seasons, harvest and possession
limits, and method and means for take in the area affected by this proposal are the same
as for the taking of those species under Alaska sport fishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5
AAC 57) unless modified herein. Therefore ifthis proposal is adopted, the Federal daily
harvest limit for coho salmon 16 inches and longer for Federally qualified subsistence
users would default to the State sport fishing regulations and be reduced from 3 to 2 coho
salmon per day. In the waters within Lake Clark National Park draining into and
including that portion ofTuxedni Bay within the Park, only residents of the Tuxedni Bay
area would be affected as they are the only rural residents with a positive customary and
traditional use determination for salmon in this area. In the remaining waters of Lake
Clark National Preserve that flow into Cook Inlet (e.g. Silver Salmon and Shelter Creeks)
all Federally qualified rural residents are eligible to harvest salmon under a Federal
permit. As in Tuxedni Bay, the seasons, harvest and possession limits and method and
means of take would default to the State sport fishing limit. The Federal inseason
manager has the authority to issue a Special Action to temporarily change Federal
regulations (effective for a maximum of 60 days) to maintain the current three coho
salmon daily harvest limit for Federally qualified subsistence users fishing within Federal
jurisdiction. A proposal would need to be submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board to
request a permanent change in Federal subsistence regulations.
Federal PositionlRecommended Action: Oppose. Federal Subsistence Management
Program staff support conservation of the resource and would support this request if the
Alaska Board of Fisheries and ADF&G determines that adopting this proposal is
necessary for the conservation of coho salmon. However, unless a conservation concern
exists, this proposal could unnecessarily reduce harvest opportunity for Federally
qualified subsistence users to harvest coho salmon in this portion of Cook Inlet.
Proposal 23 requests an increase in the bag (daily harvest) and possession limit from 2 to
3 coho salmon in the Kenai Peninsula Area.
Existing State Regulation:
5 AAC 56.120 General provisions for seasons, bag, possession, and size limits, and
methods and means for the Kenai Peninsula Area.
Unless otherwise specified in 5 AAC 56.122 or by an emergency order issued under AS
16.05.060, the following are the general seasons, bag, possession, and size limits, and
methods and means that apply to sport fishing for finfish in the Kenai Peninsula Area:
2) salmon, other than king salmon,
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(A) 16 inches or greater in length may be taken from January 1 - December 31; bag and
possession limit of three fish, ofwhich only two may be coho salmon;
Existing Federal Regulation:
Cook Inlet Area
§_.27(i)(10)(iv) You may only take salmon, trout, Dolly Varden, and other char under
authority ofa Federal subsistence fishing permit. Seasons, harvest and possession limits,
and methods and means for take are the same as for the taking of those species under
Alaska sportfishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.
Additionally for Federally managed waters of the Kasilof and Kenai River drainages:
(B) In addition to the dip net and rod and reel fishery on the upper mainstem of the
KasilofRiver described under paragraph (i)(10)(iv)(A) of this section, residents of
Ninilchik may also take coho and pink salmon through a rod and reel fishery in
Tustumena Lake. Before leaving the fishing site, all retained salmon must be recorded on
the permit and marked by removing the dorsal fin. Seasons, areas, harvest and
possession limits, and methods and means for take are the same as for the taking of these
species under Alaska sportfishing regulations (5 AAC 56), exceptfor thefollowing
methods and means, and harvest and possession limits:
(2) For coho salmon 16 inches and longer, the daily harvest and possession limits
are 4 per day and 4 in possession.

(E) For Federally managed waters of the Kenai River and its tributaries, in addition to
the dip net and rod and reel fisheries on the Kenai and Russian rivers described under
paragraph (i)(10)(iv)(D) of this section), residents ofHope, Cooper Landing, and
Ninilchik may take sockeye, Chinook, coho, pink, and chum salmon through a separate
rod and reel fishery in the Kenai River drainage. Before leaving the fishing site, all
retained fish must be recorded on the permit and marked by removing their dorsal fin.
Permits must be returned to the Federalfisheries manager at the end of the fishing
season. Incidental caught fish, other than salmon, are subject to regulations found in
paragraphs (i)(10)(iv)(F) and (G) of this section. Seasons, areas (including seasonal
riverbank closures), harvest and possession limits, and methods and means for take are
the same asfor the taking of these species under Alaskafishing regulations (5 AAC 56
and 5 AAC 57), except for the following bag and possession limits':
(5) For other salmon 16 inches and longer, the combined daily harvest and
possession limits are 6 per day and 6 in possession, of which no more than 4 per
day and 4 in possession may be coho salmon, except for the Sanctuary Area and
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Russian River, for which no more than 2 per day and 2 in possession may be coho
salmon.
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board (FSB)? No.
Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: Yes. Seasons, harvest and possession
limits, and method and means for take are the same as for the taking of those species
under Alaska sport fishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.
Therefore, if this proposal is adopted, the Federal daily harvest limit for coho salmon 16
inches and longer, for Federally qualified subsistence users fishing in Federally managed
waters of the Kenai Peninsula District, north of but excluding the Kenai River drainage,
within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge and the Chugach National Forest would
default to the State sport fishing regulations and be increased from 2 to 3 coho salmon per
day.
However, the Federally managed waters of the Kasilof and Kenai River drainages within
the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge and the Chugach National Forest have specific
regulations, including harvest and possession limits. Therefore if this proposal is
adopted, Federal daily harvest and possession limits, for non-Chinook salmon 16 inches
and longer, for Federally qualified subsistence users (residents of Hope, Cooper Landing,
and Ninilchik) fishing with rod and reel in Federally managed waters of the Kasilof
(including Tustumena Lake) and Kenai River drainages would not change. Federally
qualified subsistence users would still be allowed a daily harvest and possession limit of
4 coho salmon, 16 inches and longer, except for the Sanctuary Area and Russian River,
for which no more than 2 per day and 2 in possession may be coho salmon. When the
Federal Subsistence Board adopted these limits they were double the daily harvest and
possession limit for coho salmon for sport anglers. A proposal would need to be
submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board if an increase in the subsistence harvest limit
was sought.

Federal PositionlRecommended Action: Neutral. Federal Subsistence Management
Program staff support conservation of the resource, and has some concerns that
increasing the coho salmon daily harvest and possession limit could adversely impact the
coho salmon population. If this proposal is adopted, State and Federal managers would
need to closely monitor harvests to ensure they remain within sustainable limits.
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Attn: Board ofFish COMMENTS
··;;!l J303Ci
Boards Support Section, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax 907-465-6094
Regarding the 2010/2011 Proposed Changes in the Cook Inlet Finfish Regnlations

PROPOSALS 2 & 3 - I SUPPORT for the following reasons:
It makes openings in the Lower Cook Inlet harvest area consistent

with each other. Currently Kamishak District opens on June 1 and
that works well for that district.
Opening the Eastern and Outer Districts on June 1 will encourage
fishermen to return to traditionally fished areas that have not been
surveyed or fished in years, if there is adequate return. It would allow
fishermen to timely harvest early run fish (males) and allow the
fishermen to receive top dollar for those early caught fish.

PROPOSALS 4, 5, 7, & 8 - I OPPOSE for the following reasons:
We don't need any conflict of different gear types in our area or the
increased pressure on a delicately balanced return of fish. In some
areas kings and cohos are entirely allocated to sportfishing and
gillnetters would not be able to release live fish that are solely
allocated to sportfishing. Allowing gillnetting in Lower Cook Inlet
will adversely affect both commercial and sport fishing throughout
the entire area.
If the Board approves any or all of Proposals 4, 5, 7,or 8, I request
that the Board concurrently approve an amendment that allows
commercial seining in Upper Cook Inlet.
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Attn: Board of Fish COMMENfS
Boards Support Section, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Regarding the 2010/2011 Proposed Changes in the Cook Inlet Finfish Regnlations

PROPOSAL 12 - I OPPOSE for the following reasons:
If this is allowed it is very likely that there would be many years that
commercial fisherman would not be allowed to fish, depending on
fish returns and CIAA's budget shortfalls. It is grossly unfair to
commercial fisherman to be locked out of the entire fishery, with
absolutely no input or control over the projects, budgets or
expenditures of CIAA. Fishermen are being asked to relinquish their
entire incomes for an organization that has shown limited success
and multiple failures.

I am a Lower Cook Inlet Seine Permit Holder:
Signed,

'uc~c::
Signature

Printed Name & Address:

J/

C,

A./)/J dey 5 d /Ii.

3/ 3~b-t"
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Board of Fisheries
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Regarding proposed changes in 2010/2011
Proposals

2 &

3 - I SUPPORT for the following reasons:

I proposed this change because I've been fishing in this area for 39
years and since the late 1980'S many of my traditional fishing areas
have not been surveyed or opened for commercial fishing. I've tried
every avenue I can think of to get ADF&G to monitor the runs and
open them for fishing and nothing I've tried is working.
In fact, in 1993 Jeff Hettrick, the manager ofthe Trail Lakes Hatchery
operated by Cook Inlet Aquaculture, told me "You'll never see
another commercial opening in Resurrection Bay" for any other
harvest - not pinks, and not any of the runs I traditionally fished. It's
been ClAA's goal to keep all harvesting in Resurrection Bay limited to
their farmed reds and now, in other proposals, they want to keep all
the reds to themselves too, effectively forever.
To add injury to insult, in the ADF&G 2010 Report [RC 3 - October
2010] on Salmon Stocks in Resurrection Bay the department
acknowledges that they rarely monitor Resurrection Bay and they
propose to drop all escapement goals and monitoring 4 viable streams
that used to produce a significant amount of pink salmon.
I know these runs like the back of my hand and I've commercially
fished them since I was 12 years old. The streams had a hard time
because of the 1986 flood and the 1989 oil spill and after that, ClAA
came in and ADF&G pretty much stopped monitoring the streams even when I called in to report significant returns, my "on the
ground" reports were ignored.
According to the ADF&G "2006 Lower Cook Inlet Annual Finfish
i/:f!l ~ (j)
Management Report" from 1980 to 1986586,000 pinks were
commercially harvested in Resurrection Bay. I continue to monitor"\~.\ .~ o('{
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these streams and take photographs of the returns and even the eggs
in stream.

No amount offailure to monitor is going to change thefact that
there really are fish there and ADF&G staffjust doesn't want to
spend the time or money monitoring them.
In 1996 the ADG&G biologist created an imaginary line down the
middle of the Bay and abandoned all responsibility for management
of the creeks on the west side of Resurrection Bay. Not because of
conflict with sport fishing boats - we seiners have sport fishing boats
weaving around our nets all the time, every year, on the east side of
the Bay and there's no conflict. Boat traffic spreads out as soon as it
clears the breakwater, so there's no conflict there either.
I have asked ADF&G to add another biologist to their staff, if the
burden of monitoring the entire 4 districts is too much for a single
individual, and received back ambiguous replies that neither address
the specifics nor suggest alternatives. They offer to solve nothing at a
time when I am being economically impacted due to the BOF granting
CIAAALL the legally commercially harvestablefish in Resurrection
Bay.
I continue to protest a lack of attention to the Outer and Eastern
District to every level of ADF&G and am given many excuses, but the
bottom line is that I am prevented from fishing my traditionally
fished areas by bureaucracy and not due to lack of fish.
Opening up Eastern and Outer Districts on June 1st will allow ADF&G
to monitor the early catches via fish ticket to determine run strength
in all areas fish are caught in because they have no intention of
monitoring in person or aerially. If they fear over fishing, they can
put stream guards in place.
It makes openings in the Lower Cook Inlet harvest area consistent

with each other. Currently Kamishak District opens on June 1 and
that works well for that district and I believe it will work just as well
in the other two districts.
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Additionally, it will encourage fishermen to return to traditionally
fished areas that have not been surveyed or fished in years, if there is
adequate return. It would allow fishermen to timely harvest early
return males, which would prevent the full escapement from being
mostly male fish, as it is now, and allow the fishermen to receive top
dollar for those early caught fish.
I will not give up trying to re-open wild Alaskan stock of pinks that
have been traditionally and historically harvested by Lower Cook
Inlet seiners.

Proposals 4, 5, 7, 8 I OPPOSE for the following reasons:
We don't need any conflict of different gear types in our area or the
increased pressure on a delicately balanced return of fish. In some
areas kings and cohos are entirely allocated to sport fishing and
gillnetters would not be able to release live fish that are solely
allocated to sport fishing. Allowing gillnetting in Lower Cook Inlet
will adversely affect both commercial and sport fishing throughout
the entire area.
If the Board approves any or all of Proposals 4, 5, 7, or 8, I request
that the Board concurrently approve an amendment that allows
commercial seining in Upper Cook Inlet.
In the mid 1990's this issue was brought up a Board of Fisheries
meeting that I attended and at that time the Board put a "Finder" on
this to quash the idea if it was ever brought up again.

Proposal 6 - I SUPPORT for the following reasons:
Any opportunity to re-open a viable traditional fishery is a good idea
for ALLfishermen.

Proposal 10 - I support as amended as below:
Closed waters. Amend paragraph (g)(l) to update the appropriate
closed waters boundary line for commercial salmon fishing in
Thomas M Buchanan Comments - Alaska Board of Fisheries Proposals 2010/2011 Page 3 of9
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Resurrection Bay of the Eastern District in the Lower Cook Inlet, as
follows:
5

AAC 21.350. Closed waters.

(g) Eastern District
(1) waters of Resurrection Bay from the ADF&G
markers which are 100 yards, on the south and north
shores, from Tonsina Creek with ADF&G buoys
approximately 100 yards east ofthe official markers.
(2) the area inside of the breakwater on the east side of
the Alaska Railroad dock to the Monument at the south end
of Ballaine Avenue.
I have several reasons for requesting an amended proposed longitude
and latitude designation.
This area is fished mainly with small jitneys that do not have
plotters on board. The proposed line is approximately 7 miles long
and that makes it extremely hard to visualize this line.
1.

Because this fishery is such a public area, with Resurrection Bay
being heavily utilized by both sport fisherman and commercial
fisherman, I believe it is far more appropriate to have official
regulatory markers posted for all closed waters of Resurrection Bay.
This will help with any possible conflict between sport and
commercial fisherman regarding open and closed areas because it will
be much easier for everyone to be able to easily, visually, determine
any violations.
2.

3. I challenge the department to name a specific instance of conflict
between sport and commercial fisherman in the bay prior to the
change to Lat Long in 1996. Traditionally, seiners have fished all of
Resurrection Bay and we continue to fish amidst sport fishing boats
on a daily basis (when we are ALLOWED to fish) all without conflict.
The sport and even the big tour boats regularly sidle up to our sets to
take pictures or trollers will weave their way between sets and hooks
without conflict.
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The quality of the resource harvested will increase dramatically when
we are allowed to return to our traditionally fished runs and species.
Everyone will benefit MORE from my amendment because the
markers will be easily visible and policeable by anyone, public and
enforcement personnel. No one is likely to suffer from my proposed
amendment however all the commercial fishermen will suffer from
the currently proposed regulation because none of the jitneys
currently fishing Resurrection Bay have plotters onboard to
determine a Lat/Long position.

Proposal 12 - I OPPOSE for the following reasons:
In 2009 ClAA did not "ask the BOF to recognize the benefits of their
enhancement programs" as stated in the proposal - they asked for a
bailout to replace grant moneys that dried up. ClAAasked for one
year's revenues from all fish harvested in Resurrection Bay - the BOF
gave them TWO years of complete revenue from Resurrection Bay,
idling all the local Seward commercial fisherman because the cost
recovery efforts for that harvest were given, in both years, to Homer
fishermen.
The new proposed plan would not "provide for a reasonable
distribution of the harvest of sockeye salmon from enhancement
projects among seine and set gillnet commercial fisheries..." as stated
in the proposal because the plan puts the ever increasing needs of
ClAAahead of commercial fisherman, effectively putting all Lower
Cook Inlet commercial fishermen out of business. This allocation of a
public resource to benefit a single entity is in violation of the public
trust to manage all resources to the benefit of all of the people of
Alaska.
Lower Cook Inlet Seiners and Setnetters have NO control over the
budgets, management practices, projects or other expenses of ClAA
and the projects of ClAArange into the Upper Cook Inlet area as well
as Lower Cook Inlet.
If the BOF desires to assist CIM for another two years, I propose an
amendment to the Trail Lakes Hatchery Sockeye Salmon
Management plan which would close Upper Cook Inlet to commercial
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fishing and designate it as a "cost recovery" fishery and let the Upper
Cook Inlet fishermen pay the CIAA budget shortfall, which is only fair
as the financial burden for the past two years has fallen solely on the
shoulders of the Lower Cook Inlet fishermen, yet CIAA projects
extend north into the Susitna drainage.
Lower Cook Inlet fishermen are being asked to relinquish their entire
incomes for an organization that has shown limited success and
multiple failures and two years was more than enough time to prove
that this organization is not capable of being self-sustaining and it is
time for it to be dissolved or to scale its programs back to what it can
afford to do without financially impacting Lower Cook Inlet
commercial fishermen.

What will happen of nothing is done? CIAA's continual focus
on terminal harvest fisheries is a dead end that sustains only itself
and CIAA. If CIAA goes away, commercial fishermen will return to
their traditionally fished grounds, which is the best course of action
possible. In fact, CIAA's "enhanced" fish are being assisted in survival
in Bear Lake, to the detriment of the natural run! The planted fish,
what are a naturally early run red, are being let through the weir and
the natural Bear Lake run, which is a later returning run, are being
killed and harvested for sale. This was NEVER the plan when
aquaculture was proposed. Enhancement, not replacement, is viable
if necessary, but replacement while killing the natural run is farming.
The proposal states that "Significant commercial, sport, and personal
use harvest opportunities for sockeye and coho salmon will be lost."
This is untrue. If CIAA takes all the fish they plant PLUS the natural
runs, it benefits only the organization. In fact, if CIAA is forced to
stop their programs due to budget shortfalls, all commercial, sport
and personal use fishermen will benefit because they won't be
prevented from fishing in their traditional areas at times when
natural runs are returning.

Will the quality of the resource harvested be improved? The
proposal states that the proposal "..will allow CIAA to continue to
harvest high grade fish for cost recovery." In which statement they
lose the point entirely, or show their true colors, because they are only
concerned with fish they are recovering for their own ever-increasing
Thomas M Buchaoao Comments - Alaska Board of Fisheries Proposals 2010/2011 Page 6 of 9
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budgetary needs. In fact, the quality of the fish will be enhanced
when CIAA is out of the picture entirely, as proven by their success at
Chenik Lake - which is flourishing now that CIAA has pulled out of
the area and has left the natural run alone.
Who is likely to benefit? Only CIAA will benefit, as shown via the
past two years, in which most Lower Cook Inlet Permit holders had to
either give up fishing or buy permits to other areas in order to feed
their families.
Who is likely to suffer? The proposal states that in the short term
Resurrection Bay and Katchemak Bay fishermen will be harmed, but
they have nothing to back this up. First of all, harming any fisherman
any more than the two years that they already have is completely
unacceptable. Secondly, there is no guarantee that CIAA won't
continue to lose monies, revenues, grants and further, won't increase
their budgets to benefit programs outside the boundaries of Lower
Cook Inlet, all at the expense of only Lower Cook Inlet commercial
fishermen.
Other solutions? Yes, let CIAA find funding elsewhere; reduce the
programs to only those which qualify for grants; dissolve the
organization completely.

Proposal 13 - I OPPOSE for the following reasons:
In no instance should any organization, outside of the State of Alaska,
be allocated or allowed to control a fishery that impacts both
commercial and sport fishing just to meet their objectives. CIAA does
not have a stellar track record for management of any resource and to
completely cut off ANY river, to sport and commercial fishing, so that
CIAA can meet arbitrary goals is against every fair use doctrine.
What would happen if CIAA decided that they needed brood stock
from the Kenai River, or the Russian River? Would CIAA be allowed
to manage those rivers and close them to all fishing?
This is so overreaching that it's unbelievable that it's even been
proposed. I believe that it's a fair assessment of just how
Thomas M Buchanan Comments - Alaska Board of Fisheries Proposals 2010/2011 Page 7 of9
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overreaching and self aggrandizing that ClAAhas become proposing putting themselves in direct conflict with commercial AND
sport fishermen. I can't imagine what's next: they want all fish
returning to any part of southcentral Alaska?
The issue, as stated in the proposal, has several important omissions.
First, there is a NATURAL run of reds, silvers and even kings that
funnel through the mouth of Resurrection River. The anecdotal
evidence of 300% is a nice story, and sounds like a good scapegoat for
a poor return, but it's not enough to give full control over a viable
sport fishery to ClAA.
In no instance should an organization be allowed control of a fishery
just to subvert Alaska Department of Fish and Game management
and meet their own arbitrary goals.

What will happen of nothing is done? ADF&G will continue to
monitor this fishery and manage it appropriately. CIM may need to
remove their involvement at Bear Lake and focus on other more
viable projects.
Will the quality of the resource harvested be improved? No,
there's no effect on the quality ofthe fish if they are harvested by
either sport or commercial fishermen. There is adequate escapement
in the lake and that's the final determination of the quality ofthe run,
regardless of who harvests it.
Who is likely to benefit? Only ClAAwill benefit.
Who is likely to suffer? All other fishermen, sport and
commercial, will suffer. CIM's intent to prevent all harvesting of
what they perceive to be "their" resource will result in zero harvest for
all users.
Other solutions? Yes, let ADF&G manage the fishery to the benefit
of all users.
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Proposal 14 - I OPPOSE for the following reason:
'The issue is that this terminal fishery, created by CIAA, benefits
MAINLY personal use fisherman even though it was intended, as with
all aquaculture, to support commercial fishing. No terminal fishery
that requires constant maintenance by any agency is in the best long
term interests of any fishery. CIM should have focused on restoring
natural runs that were impacted by the oil spill and other disasters.

What will happen of nothing is done? Hopefully CIAA will stop
wasting money on this program.
Will the quality of the resource harvested be improved?
'There will be more ocean resources for all natural fish if this artificial,
terminal, fishery goes away.
Who is likely to benefit? Only CIM will benefit because, as we've
seen in other areas where they are allowed "first use" to meet their
budget needs, their budget will probably never allow for another
personal use opening again.
Who is likely to suffer? CIM's intent to prevent all harvesting of
what they perceive to be "their" resource until their budget needs are
met will result in zero harvest for all fisherman, therefore all
fishermen will suffer if this is approved.
Other solutions? Yes, let ADF&G manage the fishery to the benefit
CIAA has never profited from this fishery and neither do commercial
fishermen. If CIAA stops stocking salmon in this area it will not have
a significant impact on commercial fishermen.
I was born and raised in Seward; I am a second generation
commercial fisherman and have been commercial fishing since 1972
and am a Lower Cook Inlet Permit Holder:

~A.~

Thomas M. Buchanan
tmbfish@gmail.com
Thomas M Buchanan Commenrs

PO Box 925

>

Seward, AK 99664
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From: Mark Elf

516~599~3538

To: Board Of Fisheries

Date: 10/3112010 Time: 10:08:26 AM

Page 2 of 3

Mark Elf
65100 Forrest Park Ave,
Ninilchik, AK 99639
516-508-8294 cell

Proposal # 25 "'" I Oppose
The Anchor River and Deep Creek Rivers are two different rivers, Since Deep Creek has
no weir, tlsh counts on the Anchor River should not impact regulations on Deep Creek
since numbers of tlsh can't be substantiated,
Proposal # 31 Oppose
Many of us bait tlsherman would have the JOy oftlshing mined by this proposal if it
were to be approved, Those that want to tlsh with artitlciallures should be able to do so,
RIGHT NEXT TO THOSE THAT WANT TO FISH WITH BAIT!
Proposal # 32 Oppose
I don't think Fish & Game can make a quantitled decision on Deep Creek by using the
weir counts on the Anchor River, It makes no sense to regulate Deep Creek with fish
counts from the Anchor for the suggested dates!
Proposal # 33 - Oppose
This proposal is obviously from a person or people who are "PURISTS," They want 10
impose their way of fishing on everyone, If this proposal were to be approved it would
certainly hurt the tourism industry, bait industry and would min the joy oftishing using
bait for all of us that choose to do so, Eliminating bait to protect steelhead populations is
an absurd idea, More tlsh are harmed or killed by excessive catch and release practices or
mi~identitication of a ~pecie~ - hanre~ting a Steelhead thinking it' ~ a Silveri
Proposal # 34 - Oppose
Many of us bait tlsherman would have the JOY of tlshing mined by this proposal if it
were 10 be approved, Those that want 10 tlsh with artitlciallures should be able to do so,
RIGHT NEXT TO THOSE THAT WANT TO FISH WITH BAIT!
Proposal # 35 - Oppose
Many of us bait tlsherman would have the JOY of tlshing mined by this proposal if it
were to be approved, Those that want to fish with artitlciallures shonld be able to do so,
RIGHT NEXT TO THOSE THAT WANT TO FISH WITH BAIT!
Proposal # 36 Oppose
This is a most ridiculous proposal. Anyone who has ever tlshed Salmon know that setting
the hook immediately when the tlsh bites is essential in order to "hook" the tlsh, If you
"set" the hook with a circle hook you pull the hook and its bait, whether it is artitlcial or
natural, out of the fish's mouth!
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From: Mark Elf

516~599~3538

To: Board Of Fisheries

Date: 10/3112010 Time: 10:08:26 AM

Page 3 of 3

Proposal # 41 & # 42 - I Appose
Guides should be allowed to take up to 6 people per trip with no more than 2 trips per
day. Limiting guides to 2 persons per day would hurt tourism and put many guides out of
business. Guides help tourists leam how to catch fish, how to release fish safely,
encourage tourism and help Fish & Game with fish counts and other important statistics
that help fish management. Guides should be allowed to demonstrate fishing techniques
to clients and fish with their clients occasionally to help them master the techniques!
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SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF MINING, LAND & WATER
SOUTHCENTRAL REGION LAND OFFICE

550 WEST 7TH AVENUE, SUITE 900C
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-3577
PHONE: (907) 269-8503
FAX:
(907) 269-8913

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Through the Chairman, to the Alaska Board of Fisheries

FROM:

Raymond Keough (Natural Resource Manager I)
Adam Smith

(Natural Resource Manager II)

Shore Fishery Leasing Manager
Leasing Unit Manager

THRU:

Richard Thompson (Natural Resource Manager III) Southcentral Regional Manager

DATE:

October 29, 2010

SUBJECT:

Lower Cook Inlet Finfish Proposal 1: 5 AAC 21.200(d)(2)
Fishing districts, subdistricts, and sections
1. Change western boundary line in Seldovia Bay Subdistrict
Proposed by: David Chartier

This memo provides the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) with agency comments regarding the
proposed changes to the Lower Cook Inlet Finfish regulations, specifically Proposal 1: 5 AAC
21.200(d)(2), change the western most boundary line in Seldovia Bay Subdistrict.
The Shore Fishery Leasing Program: As manager of the state-owned tide and submerged lands,
the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), issues Shore fishery Leases for commercial setnet
fishing development. With a lease the leaseholder has “first priority right” to use the site, and may
exclude others from fishing their leased site, when they are physically present and fishing. Shore
Fishery Leasing Regulations (11 AAC 64) direct the administration of the setnet leasing program
and within multiple sections of 11 AAC 64., DNR is directed to manage and administrate our
program using the distances, gear and open fishing areas as established in the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game (ADF&G) Commercial Finfish Regulations (5 AAC 03 – 5 AAC 39). Therefore
proposals and changes in ADF&G Finfish Regulations can have serious implications on the
administration of the DNR setnet leasing program, and our lessees.
Proposal Summary: Mr. David Chartier has a longstanding Shore Fishery Lease ADL 225421,
Tracts A, C and D (HW and LW) in the immediate area around Point Naskowhak, on the upper
northwestern shores of Seldovia Bay. Mr. Chartier has held a limited entry permit to commercially
setnet for 34 years and was first issued a Shore Fishery Lease in early 1994. Mr. Chartier has
continuously renewed and actively fished the site (Tract A) (see diagram) at Point Naskowhak and
has always maintained his setnet lease in “good standing” with our Department. Mr. Chartier has
“Develop, Conserve, and Enhance Natural Resources for Present and Future Alaskans.”
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also actively fished this area for decades, even before he obtained a Shore Fishery Lease. In late
2008, Mr. Chartier applied to amend his setnet lease to move Tracts D HW and LW and also move
Tract C. When this proposal was forwarded to ADF&G during the 2008-9 notice period it was
discovered that Tract A of his lease was now outside of the regulatory description of Seldovia Bay
Subdistrict, when using the presently published North American Datum (NAD) 83 coordinates now
found in regulation. Below is a background to this issue, similar to that already provided within the
ADF&G comments.
Proposal Background: Prior to 1977, commercial salmon fishing regulations for Cook Inlet
contained no definition describing waters of Seldovia Bay Subdistrict. Instead, regulation 5 AAC
21.330 GEAR (b) (1) (D) stated that set gillnets were allowed along “the west shore of Seldovia
Bay from Point Naskowhak to a point at the latitude of Powder Island at 59° 25' 30" N. lat., 151°
44' 15" W. long.”. From 1977 through 1990, a provision of 5 AAC 21.200 FISHING DISTRICTS,
SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS (d) (2) contained the following description: “Seldovia Bay
Subdistrict: all waters south of a line from Point Naskowhak to Seldovia Point”.
With the intention to provide accurate descriptions of prominent headlands and other landmarks
found in regulation, ADF&G identified and published coordinates for Point Naskowhak and
Seldovia Point beginning with the 1991 season. The new description was listed under 5 AAC
21.200 FISHING DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS (d) (2) as follows: “Seldovia
Bay Subdistrict: all waters south of a line from Point Naskowhak at 59° 27' 30" N. lat., 151° 44' 30"
W. long. to Seldovia Point at 59° 28' 15" N. lat., 151° 42' W. long.”. These coordinates were
derived from nautical charts that were based on the NAD for 1927.
Then after the 1995 season (after Mr. Chartier’s lease was issued), ADF&G updated the coordinates
of the two points by utilizing more recent geographic information contained in the NAD of 1983.
From 1996 through 1998, the newly published description and regulatory coordinates were:
“Seldovia Bay Subdistrict: all waters south of a line from Point Naskowhak at 59° 27' 12" N. lat.,
151° 44' 34" W. long. to Seldovia Point at 59° 28' 13" N. lat., 151° 42' 22" W. long.”. Finally,
beginning with the 1999 season, the coordinates for the two points were converted from NAD83
minutes and seconds to NAD83 decimal minutes as follows: “Seldovia Bay Subdistrict: all waters
south of a line from Point Naskowhak at 59° 27.20' N. lat., 151° 44.57' W. long. to Seldovia Point at
59° 28.22' N. lat., 151° 42.37' W. long.”. This description has remained in regulation to the present
time.
As stated earlier in 2008, ADF&G responded to a request for comments about Mr. Chartiers shore
fishery lease amendment in Seldovia Bay, and after further investigation it showed that the
published NAD 27 coordinates used to delineate Point Naskowhak between 1991 and 1995 actually
fell some distance away from the intended physical land point, slightly to the north and in what
appeared to be open water. Using the coordinates published from 1991 through 1995, the Shore
Fishery Lease in question was located within the legal regulatory description of Seldovia Bay
Subdistrict, and therefore the Shore Fishery Lease was issued in open fishing waters and was in fact
valid. Although now when using the presently published NAD 83 coordinates now found in
regulation, the Shore Fishery Lease in question unfortunately lies outside of the regulatory
description of Seldovia Bay Subdistrict.
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The ADF&G has been very open to discussions and has acknowledged that an error was made in
identifying and publishing accurate coordinates for Point Naskowhak between 1991 and 1995,
during which time the referenced Shore Fishery Lease was issued by DNR. After discovering the
inconsistency during the winter of 2009/10, ADF&G temporarily issued an emergency order for the
2010 fishing season only, moving the boundary line slightly northward and thus allowing the
referenced Shore Fishery Lease to fall in waters legally open to fishing. This emergency opening
was beneficially to the leasee Mr. Chartier and enabled him to continue to utilize his traditional
fishing site and lease as he has done for so for many years.
Affects of the Null Alternative: Respectfully, if the Board decides against this proposal DNR will
be forced to close Tract A of ADL 225421 issued to Mr. Chartier, as per Shore Fishery Regulations
11 AAC 64.050. This would stop Mr. Chartier from leasing and fishing an extremely productive net
that he has relied financially upon for many years, thus causing serious financial hardship. Other
associated impacts include magnifying user conflicts that already exist in this area, the issue of
enforcement, and the extra time and funds that will be needed to delete this lease tract. DNR has
already received another application in this area seaward of Mr. Chartier’s lease, thus not changing
the regulations may also impact other potential lessee’s.
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The Department SUPPORTS this proposal, per the information
above and respectfully asks The Board to seriously consider the impacts not to approve this
proposal. DNR is aware that although it is generally not ADF&G, policy to place coordinates in
semi-open water this is a unique situation where we do have an exposed land mark right nearby. Mr.
Chartier has been fishing in that exact location for decades, and also has his longstanding DNR
lease that is an extremely valuable to him and his family. While we understand the history behind
the closure line and the adopted coordinate process, this issue can be remedied with little adjustment
and “makes sense” from a resource and land management standpoint. Both DNR and ADF&G staff
have consulted on a number of occasions regarding this matter and also conducted a joint field
inspection in June, 2010 and identified the suitable exposed rock platform (59° 27.37’N. Lat., 151°
44.63’W. Long) that is an ideal reference point for the fisherman and for enforcement officials.
This point is located nearby to the intended, prominent and highly visible headland. With the
headland as a visual reference and the new GPS location as proposed, this would be easily
identifiable to fisherman and enforcement officials. Please also note the above referenced
coordinate is slightly different than that proposed in the handbook, although the one in bold above
was taken in the field using an accurate GPS unit.
Other Alternative: Another alternative for the Board would be to keep the existing location in
regulations, and then add a “dogleg” out to the new proposed location (59° 27.37’N. Lat., 151°
44.63’W. Long), then back across to the coordinate already listed at Seldovia Point. Therefore the
Subdistrict could read “all waters south of a line starting from Point Naskowhak at 59° 27.20' N.
lat., 151° 44.57' W. long.,then up to a point at 59° 27.37’N. Lat., 151° 44.63’W. Long, then
directly across to Seldovia Point at 59° 28.22' N. lat., 151° 42.37' W. long”. This type of regulation
has been adopted in the past and we could work on the exact wording during the actual meeting.
As documented above many proposed changes in area and/or statewide ADF&G Finfish Salmon
Regulations can directly affect the administration of the Shore Fishery Leasing Program and DNR
land management in general. In summary we believe that the adoption of Proposal 1 would
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acceptable to all involved. To the Board, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
proposal. DNR staff will be in attendance at the meetings in Homer in November 2010, and would
like to offer our services as part of any committee formed regarding this proposal and also be
available to answer any questions regarding the DNR Shore Fishery Leasing Program in general. In
the future our Department and Division plan on being more proactive through regular attendance of
BOF meetings and aim to work closer as a sister agency with the Board regarding fishery and land
management issues that affect many areas of our state. For more information about the Program and
our
associated
Statues
and
Regulations
please
visit
our
website
at:
http://www.dnr.alaska.gov/mlw/shore/index.htm .
Attachments: SFP 1627
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October 29, 2010
Alaska Board of Fisheries
Board Support Section, ADFG
ATTN: Jim Marcotte
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Delivered via FAX: 907-465-6094
RE: KRSA Comments on 2010 Board of Fisheries (BOF) Lower Cook Inlet Finfish Proposals
Dear Chairman Webster and members of the Board of Fisheries:
Please see the attached comments from the Kenai River Sportfishing Association (KRSA) and the MatSu Mayor's Blue Ribbon Sportsmen’s Committee (MSMBRSC) regarding the 2010 BOF Lower Cook
Inlet finfish proposals at the regularly scheduled meeting in Homer November 15 - 18, 2010.
Our comments are limited to proposals 20, 21, 22 and 23, where we ask action on them be postponed to
a time certain when all related aspects of the issues can be considered together.
Thank you for your time and attention to our comments in your consideration of these proposals.
Respectfully,

Ricky Gease, Executive Director
Kenai River Sportfishing Association
907-262-8588
ricky@kenairiversportfishing.com

Larry Engel, Representative
Mat-Su Mayor’s Blue Ribbon Sportsmen’s Committee
907-745-4132
larryengel@gci.net

Attachment: Kenai River Sportfishing Association and Mat-Su Mayor’s Blue Ribbon Sportsmen’s
Committee comments on Proposals 20, 21, 22 and 23
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Proposals 20, 21, 22 and 23:
Proposals 20 – 5 AAC 62.122 and 21 – 5 AAC 56.120 (2)(A), submitted by David Coray, and proposals
22 – 5 AAC 62.120(2) and 23 – 5 AAC 56.120, submitted by the Kenai River Sportfishing Association
and the Mat-Su Mayor's Blue Ribbon Sportsmen’s Committee, seek to address methods and means and
a daily bag and possession limit for coho salmon in West Cook Inlet and Lower Cook Inlet Freshwater –
Salmon.
Proposals 21, 22 and 23 are on the agenda during both the Lower Cook Inlet Finfish and Upper Cook
Inlet Finfish meetings of the Alaska Board of Fisheries during the 2010/2011 cycle. These proposals are
part of a total of 15 proposals submitted by these same authors that seek to address the issue of bag and
possession limits, stock status and commercial harvest of coho salmon in a comprehensive manner.
Kenai River Sportfishing Association and the Mat-Su Mayor’s Blue Ribbon Sportsmen’s Committee
asks that the Board consider postponing action on these three proposals and also Proposal 20 which
addresses methods and means for coho salmon in a stream located in West Cook Inlet until a time
certain when all pertinent issues related to this subject can be considered together. We suggest that
action should be taken during the Upper Cook Inlet meeting.
The management of coho salmon in Upper Cook Inlet has been in a state of flux for about ten years.
During the 40 year period between statehood and 1999 the sport fishery for coho salmon was managed
passively with a daily bag and possession limit of three fish. In the commercial fishery coho were
considered a bycatch in targeted sockeye fisheries and a target species themselves during August and
September. An observed downturn in abundance of coho salmon, particularly in the Kenai River, in the
late 1990's resulted in a series of restrictive measures being adopted for both sport and commercial
fisheries. On the sport fish side conservation measures included reducing the bag and possession limit
from three to two fish. On the commercial fish side conservation measures included restricting the drift
fleet from some of the more productive areas in the middle of Cook Inlet in an attempt to pass coho and
sockeye salmon on through to more terminal fisheries and the rivers. Over the years since 1999 the
commercial fisheries, particularly the set net fisheries, are pretty much back to normal when it comes to
conserving coho salmon. The drift fleet is still restricted to the more southern part of the Central District
of Upper Cook Inlet for an opening or two in early/mid July but this restriction is more in an effort to
pass sockeye salmon through to the Northern District than to reduce harvest of coho. The sport fisheries
are still restricted to a bag and possession limit of two fish.
The conduct of the commercial fishery in 2010 is typical of recent years and provides all the justification
necessary for reestablishing the sport fish historical bag and possession limit of three for coho. The
commercial fishery harvested just over 200,000 coho salmon during the 2010 season. Not one single
commercial opening was restricted or closed specifically to conserve coho salmon. In answer to a
question posed to the UCI commercial fishery staff, they indicated that coho harvests of 50,000 more or
less over the course of the season would not have affected their execution of the commercial fishery.
The conclusion here is that the department feels 50,000 coho one way or the other taken in the
commercial fishery is good management but that sustained yield then rests on the difference between a
restricted bag and possession limit of two fish and the historical norm of three fish in the coho sport
fishery. We respectively disagree and look forward to this debate.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

From:

Donald C. Yagura

19230 Ridge Street
Kasilof, AK 99610

While my current schedule will not allow me to be present, in person, at your upcoming
meeting, I would certainly like to provide my input on several ofthem that concern me, as an
avid angler who fishes each year on some of the referenced rivers.

Proposal # 2S - Oppose - virtually every river has its own "personality", with varying runs of
anadromous species, and the Anchor and Deep Creek are no exception. I think to compare one
with the other Is unfair, If not unreasonable, and the regulations imposed on one should not
uniformly be placed on the other. For example, the more well known Kenai and Kasilof rivers
are regulated separately, for good reason.
Proposal # 31 - Oppose -I feel the use of bait should be available as an option to sport anglers,
There are perhaps other viable means available rather than a prohibition on bait, such an using
barbless hooks and/or hook size restrictions? Besides, not all anglers are as profiCient with their
casting prowess. To limit one to artificial (flies or lures) only - particularly for beginners or
novice anglers could potentially severely impair their ability to catch fish

& enjoy their fishing

outing.
Proposal # 32 - Oppose - see my response to # 25 (above)
Proposals #'s 33-35

Oppose ~ see my response to # 31 (above)

Proposal # 36 - Oppose - My concern with respect to considering the use of circle hooks on the
Anchor river is that will this soon be expanded to other rivers as well? To the best of my
knowledge, I am not aware of circle hooks being utilized in fresh water, whether in AK or any
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other state for that matter. The use of circle hooks would seemingly pertain to bait fishing only,
as I'm not convinced that circle hooks can be used on a lure, such as a spinner or spoon. Thus,
to some extent, please again response to proposal # 31 (using a barbless, rather than circle
hook? Restrict smaller size hooks which are more easily inhaled deeper?)
Proposals #5 41 & 42 - Oppose - First off, a state such as Alaska, more than most others, relies
heavily on the tourism industry, given its vast and diverse fishing resources, for both beginners

& experts alike, and to limit the number of anglers per guide would likely put some guides out
of business or severely impair their livelihood. I am not a guide, but have benefitted from the
knowledge and expertise of many guides, in Alaska and elsewhere. For the casual or especially
the first-time fisherman, being able to utilize the services of a local guide is essential, and I am
aware in Alaska many families or groups plan a fishing excursion or two as part of their Alaskan
experience. I don't see why a guide should not be permitted to take a group of anglers fishing.
Granted, I realize some of the smaller coastal rivers of Cook Inlet can get a little crowded at
times, but I've found there is usually plenty of room if one gets there early enough, during midday or during late afternoon, or If they are willing to explore a bit.
Again, I don't think that a group that prefers to fish together, with the services of a gUide,
should be split up, or possibly even be deterred from fishing a particular destination because
the guide is prohibited from taking more than two clients at a time. The Kenai and Kasiloffor
instance, albeit larger rivers, allow a guide up to four anglers, and the Kenai especially gets very
crowded during its peak runs.
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FROM:NPS REG OrR 9076443816

TO: 919074656094

United States Department of tbe Interior
NATIONAL

PARK SERVICE

A1aska Region
240 West 5'" A.venue, R<)OID 114
Anchorage, Ala~ka 9950t
IN RH.PLY .ltl:iN::R TO

L30 (AKRO-StJBS)

OCT J9 2010

ATTN: BOF COMMENtS
Mr. Vince Webster, Chairman

Ala.ska. Board ofpisheries
Boards Support Section
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Bo){ 115526
Juncau, AK 99811-5526
Dear Cha.; !1l1,ln Webster:
During your November 2010 meeting you will be addressing proposed regulatory changes affecting the
Lower Cook Inlet Managemmt Area to indud.: the west side of Cook Inlet. The National Park Service is
the land management agency for Lake Clark National Park and freserve, a portion of which is
immediately adjacent to Cook Inlet on its west side. This Conservation. Unit is partially within the State's
West CO(lk Inlet Management Area.
We share with you (he desire to implement a sound management strategy for the nshery resources of this
Il:Janagemcnt area. The enclosed comments address proposals 20 and 21.
Conservation ofthe fishery resource is the primary objective of both State and Federal regulators and

l:llarJagcrs. We therefore offer the comments On these proposals in the spirit of cooperation with the State
rcguJatory process. We believe that through a cooperative StatciFederal regulatory and Illanagelllent
process thaI emphasizes fishery conservation, that the fishery resources will be perpetllated for the use
al).d cnjoYlllcnt of all user groups for this anq future generations.
Tha.nk you for considering our comtllents. If you or your staffhas questions, please COll.tact Nancy
Swanton. Subsistence Program Manager, at 644·3597 or Dave Nelson, Fishery Biologist at 644,3529.
Sinc(.'rcly,

Su.c Tl. Masiea
Regional Director
Undo.ure
co:
Denby Lloyd, Commissioner, ADF&G
Debora Cooper, Associate Regional Director, Resources and Subsistcnce, NPS
David Mills, Subsistence Team. Leader, NPS
Mary McBurney, Subsistence Manager, Lake Clark National Park
Nancy Swanton, Subsistence Program Manager, Fi.s\leries, NPS
Dave Nelson, Fishery Biologist, NPS
Rod Campbell, Fisheries Liaison to ADF&G, Offtce of Subsistence Management
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. State of Alaska
Board of Fisheries Meeting
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Homer, Alaska

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Ala~ka Region
240 West 5111 AVC11ue, Room 114
Anchorage, Ah\sk,' 9950,1
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National Park Service Comments
The following comments address these proposals only as they affect Federally qualified
subsistence users and National Park Service fishery resources.

l'roposal20 requests a portion of Silver Salmon Creek on the west side of Cook Inlet be
designated a "fly fishing only area". The proposal specifically addresses coho salmon.

Existing State Regulation:

5 AAC 62.122. Special provisions aod localized additions and exceptions to the
seaSOIJS, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the West Cook
Inlet Area
U7!.less otherwise specified by an emergency order issued under AS 16.05.060 , the
following are localized additiolls and e:xceptions to seasons, bag, possession, and size
limits, and methods and rneans specified in 5 AAC 62.120 and 5 AA.C 75 for the West
Cook f nlet Area;
2) in drainages be/ween the West Foreland and Cape Douglas, the bag limitfor salmon,

otiler than king salmon, is three fish per day alld six in possession, of which three per day
alld six in possession may be coho salmon; after taking a bag limit of coho salmon 16
inches or greater in length, a person may /lot sport Jishfor any species offi l1 fish during
that same day;

Existing Federal Regulation:
Cook lnIet Area
§~.27(i)(1O)(iv)

You may only take salmon, trout, Dolly Varden, and other char under
authority of a Federal subsistellceflshing permit. Seasons. harvest and possession limits.
and methods and means for take are the .l'ameas for the taking O,f those species under
Alaska sport fishing regulatiolls (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board (FSB)? No.
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lmplld to Federal subsistellce userslfishcries: Yes. All Federally qualified rural
residents are eligible to harvest salmon in Silver Salmon Creek under a Federal permit.
Seasons, harvest and possession limits, and method and mean, for take in the area
affected by this proposal are the same as for the taking of these species Under Alaska
sport fishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein. Therefore if
this proposal is adopted, Federally qualified subsistencc users would be required to
conform to State methods and mean!; when fishing in the deSignated f1y-fishing.only area
and usc only single hook flies. The use of flies is generally considered a less efficient
harvest method than lures and adoption would reduce harvest efficiency for subsistence
userSe
National PHrk ServicelRecommended Action: The National Park Service sUppOJts
conservation of the resource. However, there is no information presented with the
proposal tlIat indicates a conservation concern ..Because there is no known concern, this
proposal would unnecessarily reduce harvest opportunity for Federally qualified
subsistence users to harvest coho salmon ill Silver Salmon Creek. Tn this case, the Park
Service would Oppose the proposal as unnecessary and unduly restrictive.

Proposal2! requests a decrease in the coho salmon. bag (daily harvest) limit from 3 to 2
coho salmon in a portioll of West Cook Inlet.
Existing State Regulation:
5 AAC 62.122. Special provisions and localized additi.ons and exceptions to the
seasons, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the West Cook
Inlet Area

Unless otherwise specified by an emergency order issued under AS 16.05.060 , the
following are localized additions and exceptions to seasons, bag. possession, and size
limit.~, and methods and means specified in 5 AAC 62,120 and 5 Me 75 for the West
Cook Inlet Area:

2) in drainages hetyjle{!n the West Foreland and Cape Douglas, the hag limitior salmon,
other than kin.!; salmon, is three fish per day and six in possession, of which three per day
and six in possession may be coho salmon; ({Iter taking a b(1g limit of coho salmon 16
inches or greater in length, a person may not spar/fish for any species offinfish during
fhat same day,e
Existing Federal Regulation:
Cook Inlet Area

§_.27(iH IOXiv) You may only take salmoll, trout, Dolly \farden, and other char under
authority (4 a Federal subsistence fishing pennit. Seasons, harvest and possession limits,
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and methods and means for take are the same as for the taking of'those species under
Alaska sport fishing reNutatjolls (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.

Is a sImilar issue being addressed by the ))'ederal Subsistence Board (FSB)? No.
Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: Yes. Seasons, harvest and possession
limits, and method and means for take in the waters of Lake Clark National Park and
Preserve affected by this proposal are the same as for the taking of tho,e species lmder
Alaska SpOit fishing regulations (5 AAC 56 and 5 AAC 57) unless modified herein.
Therefore if this proposal is adopted, the Federal daily harvest limit for coho salmon 16
inches and longer, for Federally qualified subsistence users would default to the State
,POlt fishing regulations and be reduced from 3 to 2 coho salmon per day. Tn the waters
within Lake Clark National Park draining into and including that portion of Tuxedn! Bay
within the Park only residents of the Tuxedni Bay area would be affected as they are the
only rural residents determined to have customary and traditional use in this area. In the
remaining waters ()f Lake Clark National Park that flow into Cook Inlet (e.g. Silver
Sal mon and Shelter Creeks) all F ederall y qualified rural residents are eligi bIe to harvest
salmon under a Federal permit. As in Tu){edni Bay, the seasons, harvest and pos$essiOI1
limits and method and means of take would default to the State sport fishing limit in
effect at the time the permit was issued.
National Park ServiceIRecommended Action! The National Park Service supports
conservation of the resource. However, there is no inform.ation presented with the
proposal that indicates a conservation concern. Because there is IlO known concern, this
proposal would unnecessarily reduce harvest opportunity for Federally qualified
~ubs.istel1ce users to harvest coho salmon in the waters of Lake Clark National Park on
the west side of Cook Inlet. In this case, the Park Service would Oppose the proposal as
unnecessary and unduly restrictive.
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Tyler Alward Comments
Apose 25,31-36,41,42
Proposal 25:
To compare the Anchor River and Deep Creek River is unjust. Since how the
Anchor River is the only one with a weir,
Proposal 31:
The use of bate should be aloud like it has been for years. Locals and tourist
fisherman count on getting a chance to bring some fish home.
Proposal 32:
The fish numbers in the Anchor River cannot possibly be compaired to Deep
Creek.
Propossal 33:
This propossal is selfish and unjust to all fisherman. We should not have to fish as
one small group does.
Proposal 34:
Same as "33".
Proposal 35'
Same as "33".
Proposal 36:
Setting the hook is a must on fishinf salmon in the river. You cannot catch a
salmon on a circle hook!
Prosossal 41 and 42;
Guides should be allowed to take as many people as they can hanndk We are
teaching people to fish as we do; share the wealth. To limit guieds two a day is
selfish and rude. Why do we want the teachers of the river to be out ofbuisness.
Tourists from all over the world come to have a good time, and that what guieds
do; show them how to have fun. If any person complains about having not enough
holes, they should just get there earlier.
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ATTN: BOF COMMENTS
Board Support Section
Alaska Dept. ofFish and Game
Juneau,AK

Please make sure these comments are included in the board's packet of comments, as I
have sent these before the written comment deadline.

Thank you
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Board Support Section
Dept. of Fish and Game

P.O. Box 11526
Juneau, AK 99811·5526

31 s1 October 2010
Emailleemarkham@btinlernet.com

Dear Members,
I have added notes below to my opposition to some of the proposals that I feel will impact my'
angling enjoyment on the rivers of the lower Kenai Peninsula. I have fished these rivers regularly for
nearly 15 years now, and travel from the United Kingdom, I hope my thoughts are taken into
consideration, as some of the proposals are of great concern to me as an avid fisherman and
conservationist.
Proposal 25.
Oppose. If Deep Creek is seen as an important fishery, which it is, then surely it
deserves monitoring correctly in its own right. Having fished both streams for 15 years, I personally
don't believe that the two react,in the same way. The proposal seems ambiguous. If it has been
noted that there is a decline in the fish runs on Deep Creek, then one would assume that some level
of monitoring is already in place. Surely one can't know that runs have declined and yet not know
what fish are running Into the stream. It is understandable that Deep Creek becomes pressured
when the Anchor River is closed. This is especially true in the case of non-resident anglers who may
have traveled long distances to experience fishing on the Kenai Peninsula, and have a limited time
frame. To assume one stream reacts just the same as another, and to make a closure based on that
assumption can only be damaging in particular to the neighboring Ninilchik river. In my opinion,
Deep Creek should be monitored correctly in its own right. If the proposal is to reduce pressure on
Deep Creek When the Anchor river is closed, then what consideration is being made on the Ninilchik
which would bear the weight of not one river closure but two?
Proposal 28, 29 & 30 Oppose. Fish and Game must be able to provide data on exactly how many
anglers fill their 5 fish limit on these fisheries alone. I think that .information should be considered
before making any restrictions to limit thresholds. Also, con5id~ration should be made to restrict
proxy fishing on these rivers.
Proposal 31,32,33 &34 Oppose. These Rivers are classed as "Sport Fisheries" and a,s such attract
sporting anglers. Many businesses depend on the tourist dollar to survive. Any angler who has
fished these waters regularly will agree that the use of bait is an important part of their armory in
order to achieve the goal of catching fish. The reduction of the bait season by a month and a half, or
for the whole year could severely impact on the local economic environment. I agree that
Steel head stocks should be protected, but surely some eVidence of the exact impact in numbers
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needs to be produced and carefully considered during the open bait period.
In 15 years of fishing these rivers right up to the September 1" closure, I have only hooked 2
Steelhead. aoth were released immediately, without removal from the water. Only once during that
period did I ever see the unfortunate sight of a Steelhead on the bank by another angler. On that
occasion, the angler was unaware that it Was in fact a Steelhead. Awareness and identification of
the species is surely a more prudent option than the potential crippling effect of bait bans on the
local economic environment. Although fishing on the Kenai Peninsula has to consider the locals, it
cannot be ignored that the economy massively depends on tourism. Ban bait completely and the
tourists will go elsewhere. Maybe this is what the proposers wants, because they certainly don't
consider the economic impact, and seems to be a very selfish proposition. I travel half way around
the world every year to fish those rivers. Ban bait and I won't come, so my dollars are lost. I surely
am just one of thousands. There are other venues in Alaska and Be that would gladly take my dollars
and find more globally considerate solutions than this proposal. In addition, by banning bait from
these streams, the potential snagging and environmental damage could Increase.
It is many times more difficult to catch Salmon using artificial means. When using bait, such as cured
salmon roe, there Is only one means of presentation, which is to drift the bait through the stream.
This is a gentle method that nearly always results in a clean hook set, and the returh of the terminal
tac~le intact. If this hook set happens to be in a Steel head, at least the fish stands a chance of
SUrvival. Take this option away and force the angler to use artificial methods and you will find much
more environmental damage. Artificial methods depend more on movement of the lure than bait
fishing does. Due to its nature, the angler is more aggressive in their approach. This will lead to
mOre snagged (foul hooked) fish, and more terminal tackle being left on the stream bed, in trees on
opposite banks, and so on. Better a Steelhead returned with a single hook set in the gum, than
having been dragged in backwards on a spinner or fly in the back or fin. It Is common knowledge
that a fish correctly hooked in the mouth comes to the bank more quickly, with less stress, than one
hooked outside the mouth. No consideration has been made by these proposals for t~e welfare of
the Ninilchik River. Ban bait on Deep Creek, which is just one mile away, and the pressure on the
Ninilchik River would be devastating.
Proposal 36
Oppose. The use of Circle hooks removes the need to set the hook correctly. This in
turn will allow the angler to be less vigilant in their sport, with the consequence being that more fish
will be allowed to swallow the hook deeply, thus causing more damage. I don't see how this can be
environmentally friendly to any species.
Proposal 41 & 42 Oppose. To ask a guide not to fish Is a ridiculous suggestion. How can somebody
teach a method without being able to demonstrate it? It's like asking a French teacher to teach
French without being allowed to speak the language.
It Is the guides that teach anglers how to fish correctly and to care for the environment, welfare ahd
rules of the fishery. Surely a guide should be allowed to handle as many clients as they can
reasonably cater for. I have fished both with guides and alone and have nothing but praise for them.
Without the expertise of a guide, I would not know how to correctly deal with a fish both banked or
not. I was taught by a guide the Importance of keeping a fish in the water, if releasing it. How many
non guided anglers do this? Not many frOm my observations. Better a fishing spot is filled with
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anglers under the supervision of a professional, than those that don't understand how to treat the
fishery with respect. I don't say this with the intention of saying all non guided anglers are ignorant
to the rules, but I say this with the welfare of the fishery In mind.
Never once in 15 years have I been asked by a "non guide" to return a fish that was hooked outside
the mouth. Yet when fishing with a guide; I have on numerous occasions had the decision taken
away from me by the guide who doesn't even allow the fish to be removed from the water until
they have established a correct hook set.
I have come to a favorite fishing spot on some occasions and found a guide already filling it with
clients. I always ask if I can fish alongside if possible, and never once have I been refused. What Is
wrong with simple manners and communication? Why should It resort to confliCt, and why should it
require a regulation to have to handle bank side manners?
To limit the number of clients to 2 is an outrage. If I were to turn up with three children am I to tell
one of them they can't fish, or equally am I to tell two of them they can't fish with dad, and will
have to go elsewhere with another guide? Fishing is not, and never has been a $010 sport. It is a
sport that allows families to enjoy time together, no matter If there's more than 2.
In conclusion ...
It appears that some of these proposals are being made by selfish individuals that want exclusivity
to the rivers themselves on their own terms. There is no consideration being made to tourism and
the local community that depends upon it. Some of the proposals being made here appear to be
manufactured by a small group of individuals that don't represent the welfare of the fishery,
tourism or the community, and yet they hide behind the flimsy screen of "protecting" the welfare of
the fishery. Shame on them. I trust the board will make the right decisions, and continue to provide
and protect the wonderful gift that nature has given us.
Lee Markham
Broadoaks, Buntingsdale Road,
Market Drayton
Shropshire
TF92EN
United Kingdom.
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