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February 8, 2013

Aaron Schrier
1320 Holly Dr, . :
Bazeman MT 50715 ECEIVE
aaschrjer@vahoo.cotn :

IN 60507 il FEB 1712013

ADF&G . BOARDS
Board Support Section
Naknek/Kvichak Section

RE: Proposal 250; Bristol Bay Permit Stacking

Dear Alaska Board of Fisheties,

[ have set netted in Briste] Bay for 14 years, my family bas set gill netted in Alaska my entire life, and
this letter is in response to Propasal 250 —~ 3 AAC 06.331. I support permit “stacking” in Bristo] Day,
but for the entire bay, not just certain sections. A set net permit works in any of the districts and T don't
like the idea of different districts having “special” permit regulations. ] think all of the districts should
be treated equally, 1 would be very concerned if some districts gained privileges and others did not —

This could have unforescenble consequences and generate future problems,

1 do not support proposal 250. I do support stacking permits, but oply for the entire Bristo] Bay, not
just Egegik and Ugashik. T could support proposal 250, if the other districts of the bay were written in

as well.

Thaok yon for your time,

Aaron Schrier
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Bart M Meyer
PO Box 1785 -
vitka, AK 99835

(907)747-5517

i February 9,2013

ATTN: BO¥ COMMENTS
Boards Support Section
ADEG :
PO Box 115526 - ‘
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 :

Members of the Board:

[am an Alaska resident of 54 years and have set net fished the Kvichak Section since
1977, When the Kvichak Section was closed, I fished both the Alagnak River Special
Harvest Area and Naknek River Special Harvest Area fisheries, [have participated in the
BOF regulation process in the past.

T am writing in regards to Proposal 250 which would amend 5 AAC 06.331 to allow a
CFEC permit holder to operate up to: foux set gillnets in the Ugashik and Egegik Districts
on permanent basis.

Iam opposed to Proposal 250 as written.

However, 1 do support allowing a CFEC permit holder to operate up to four set gillnets jn
all districts of Bristol Bay (special consideration might be warranted in Togial, given
the special harvest considerations already in place for that fishery.) The reasons
submitted by Alaska Board of Fisheries in support of Proposal 250 are the same reasons
that were submitted by others durmg the December, 2012 Bristol Bay Finfish meeting.

1am particulariy troubled that the Bpard would consider, and actually submit this
proposal, out of cycle giving special eonsideration to Egegik and Ugashik District “dual
permits”. In order for the public to have adequate opportunity to provide input on this
prﬂposal it should have been considered in December, 2012 (fust three months ago)
with all of the other Bristol Bay praposals, so that the reasons for treating Egegll{ and
Ugashik different than the other districts could be understood.

As Tlong time set netter, { agree thatholding two permits can allow for adequate fish
opportunity in poor fish return years and in years when processor limits affect market.
In my opinion, one CFEC permit holder operating two permits would not adversely
affect fishery management, allocation, or displacement of local ownership.

| | | BOARDS

E@EW/E
| FEB 11 2013
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I steongly encourage the Board to allow “dual set net permits” in all districts of Bristol
Bay and not approve Proposal 250 as written. To deny this opportunity in the
Naknek/Kvichak, Nushagak and Togiak Districts, while allowing it in Egegik and Ugashik
Districts would be patently unfair for the other district set net permit holders.

Very traly yours,

Pt M
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Kevin Schrier

7030 NW Churchill Way
Corvallis, OR 97330
Permit #5N&0602
February 8, 2013

Boards Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526

Junean, AK 39811-5526

[ am strongly in favor of permit stacking. 1think it allows participants the
opportunity to make a living wage. That said, [ am strongly opposed to “cherry
picking" particular districts in which to allow stacking, ] think this is an “all or none”
issue and should be treated as such -- it would be patently unfair to allow Egegik
and Ugashik dual permits and not the other districts.

The fact that your Board would introduce a proposal to consider permit stacking
anywhere is encouraging; 1 think this impHes that at some level you think it's a good
idea. That it would oxly introduce it for Egegik and Ugashik is troubling; | can’t help
but feel this implies some powerful lobbies have tied your hands in the other
districts. :

I encourage you to revisit the setnet stacking issue on a “global” level and give this
option to ALL districts in Bristol Bay.

Sincerely,

Kevin Schrier

FEB 1 1 2013
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Policy Implications of Recent
Genetic Stock Identification (GSI)
Studies to Area M Salmon Fisheries

Comments to the
Alaska Board of Fisheries

Area M Seiners Association
Aleutians East Borough
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Comments to the Alaska Board of Fisheries Policy and Salmon Genetics inAgegM

Executive Summary

The Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough (AEB) have thoroughly reviewed new
genetic stock identification (GSI) information made available by the Western Alaska Salmon Stock
Identification Program (WASSIP) studies. Stock composition estimates of some non-local sockeye and
chum stocks are substantial, as expected in these historic fisheries. However, newly available estimates
of harvest rate, which for the first time allow for a direct evaluation of mixed stock harvests against total
run size of non-local stocks, indicates that the Area M fisheries pose no significant, or even measurable,
threat to the sustainability of those non-local stocks.

Current regulatory fishery management plans for the South Peninsula June fishery, the Northern District
fishery, the South Peninsula Post-June fishery, and the Southeastern District Mainland (SEDM) fishery
have all been developed in compliance with the Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy, the Mixed Stock
Salmon Fisheries Policy, and statutory Allocation Criteria. Information from WASSIP, and from a
smaller genetics study in the SEDM, provides no evidence that the existing regulatory plans need to be
changed.

The Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough oppose Proposals 179-183 that seek to
further restrict the South Peninsula June fishery. Area M Seiners and AEB also oppose Proposals 201-
205 and 208 that seek to further restrict the Northern District fishery. Further, the groups oppose
Proposals 209-210, and advise caution in evaluating any potential action under Proposal 211.

The WASSIP studies have provided new and important information about the harvest of sockeye and
chum salmon throughout western Alaska. Results showing very low impacts on non-local stocks by the
various Area M salmon fisheries are positive affirmation of the value and validity of current regulatory
management plans.

Overview

Commercial salmon fisheries have been pursued in the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands since the
beginning of the previous century. Many of the harvests are known to be of migrating fish, on their way
from ocean feeding grounds to spawning areas around the North Pacific. Of particular note are the
harvests of sockeye and chum salmon in the South Alaska Peninsula June fishery, as well as portions of
the harvests of sockeye salmon in the Northern District fishery of the North Peninsula and in the
Southeastern District Mainland fishery.

These directed harvests on passing fish have been approved by the federal and territorial governments and
by that of the State of Alaska for decades; they support the fishing economy of an entire corner of Alaska
comprising the eastern Aleutian Islands and the Alaska Peninsula.

There continuously arise, however, persistent objections to these historic fisheries from participants in
sockeye and chum salmon fisheries in other portions of the state, particularly in the Arctic-Yukon-
Kuskokwim (AYK) region, the Bristol Bay region and, on occasion, the Chignik area. Oftentimes these
objections have been couched in terms of dramatic conservation concerns; rarely has it been
acknowledged that these are largely allocative rather than biological issues.

Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough Page 1



S . . . PC28
Comments to the Alaska Board of Fisheries Policy and Salmon Genetics in#gegM

Various tagging studies, since the early twentieth century, have identified generally what stocks are
harvested in these fisheries, but they could not reliably determine how many fish were being harvested
from each stock.

In the mid-1990s, an allozyme-based genetic stock identification (GSI) study provided more specific
information about the proportion of the harvests in the South Peninsula June and Post-June fisheries that
were attributable to specific spawning stocks. But, these early GSI studies provided only stock
composition information (i.e., stock-specific harvest divided by total fishery harvest). Without a
comparison of these stock-specific harvests to the total stock size of the various spawning populations,
there was no direct way to ascertain whether or not these mixed stock harvests had any biological or
conservation effect, or even any noticeable effect at all.

Late in 2012, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) provided the results of a massive and
modern GSI study on sockeye and chum salmon harvests from all coastal fisheries in the Chignik area,
the South Alaska Peninsula, the North Alaska Peninsula, the Bristol Bay area, and the AYK region. This
Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program (WASSIP) study is significantly superior to
previous efforts for a number of reasons: 1) use of up-to-date genetic techniques, involving single
nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) markers, 2) compilation of comprehensive sockeye and chum salmon
spawning stock baselines, 3) conduct of massive sampling efforts in all pertinent fisheries, and 4) use of
improved statistical techniques to determine reliable estimates, and potential error, of stock composition
of the harvests.

But perhaps the most significant aspect of the WASSIP studies is the provision of estimates, and potential
error, for total run, or stock, size of the various sockeye and chum salmon stocks involved. This is not a
trivial addition; in fact, this is the first time that ADF&G has provided comprehensive estimates of total
run size for most of these areas in western Alaska. And, it is these estimates of total run size that provide
context for understanding the effects, if any, of the stock-specific harvests in the various mixed stock
fisheries.

The resulting estimates of harvest rate (stock-specific harvest divided by total run size) give, for the first
time, an indication of whether or not the mixed stock fisheries in Area M and elsewhere are having any
potential biological effect on any particular stock.

In addition to the WASSIP studies, ADF&G has also published a smaller GSI project conducted in 2010-
2012 on the Southeastern District Mainland (SEDM) fishery. This work provides only estimates of stock
composition, rather than the more complete suite of run size estimates and harvest rates, but stock
composition for the SEDM fishery can be used to assess the applicability of the existing regulatory
allocation plan.

In this set of comments the implications of new insights into the stock composition and harvest rates of
the major Area M fisheries will be explored with regard to existing fishery management plans. In
particular, the various proposals for changes to management plans for the South Peninsula June fishery
and the Northern District fishery, that have been submitted to the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) from
user groups outside of Area M, will be evaluated against the policies under which the BOF generally
operates.

Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough Page 2
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Fortunately, there have been no proposals submitted from constituents outside of Area M to restrict the
Southeastern District Mainland and the South Peninsula Post-June fisheries. Therefore there is limited
discussion of those fisheries here.

Brief Review of the Fisheries

There are four major salmon fisheries in Area M, each of which is subject to a well-established, formal
regulatory management plan: the South Peninsula (South Unimak and Shumagin Islands) June salmon
management plan (5 AAC 09.365), the Northern District salmon fisheries management plan (5 AAC
09.369), the Post-June salmon management plan for the South Alaska Peninsula (5 AAC 09.366), and the
Southeastern District Mainland salmon management plan (5 AAC 09.360).

All of these salmon fisheries focus primarily upon sockeye salmon, and much of the harvest is upon
migrating stocks. Chum salmon are also an important component of the South Peninsula June and Post-
June fisheries. In the June fishery these chum salmon are generally from migrating stocks and within
recent decades, as a result of significant advocacy from constituents outside of Area M, fishermen have
been required to, or have decided to voluntarily, restrict their harvests of chum salmon.

All of these fisheries are longstanding, and important to the region. Pertinent harvest numbers are listed
in Table A, and illustrated by fishery in Figures 1-4.

South Peninsula June fishery

Harvest records for the South Peninsula June fishery go back to at least 1911. It has long been
recognized that a large proportion of the sockeye salmon harvested are of Bristol Bay origin, but the
fishery has been promoted and maintained in order to provide an economic base to the Alaska Peninsula
region and to provide early, high quality fish to market.

The area available to Area M fishermen is only a portion of the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands
management area, limited to waters east of Scotch Cap on Unimak Island, rather than extending along the
hundreds of miles otherwise included in Area M out the Aleutian Chain. Also, there are various gear
restrictions and, of course, limited entry that restrict the total amount of fishing effort that can be imposed.
The result is a very low intensity fishery that is spread across a large number of stocks, many of which are
traveling to spawning grounds hundreds of miles away.

In 1975, as a result of overall declines of the Bristol Bay sockeye run, the South Peninsula June fishery
was further limited to an annual guideline harvest level (GHL) of 8.3% of the preseason, inshore forecast
of harvests in the Bristol Bay area. Reportedly, this allocation was derived simply as a prorated share of
the total Bristol Bay harvest, based upon relative participation levels between Area T and Area M.

The difficulty with basing an allocation on a preseason forecast of harvest is that such forecasts are
routinely incorrect; worse yet, for many years the Bristol Bay preseason forecast was biased substantially
low compared to the subsequent actual annual harvest. In effect, for a couple decades, the Area M fleet
was not provided with full opportunity to harvest its share of the Bristol Bay sockeye run during June.

Beginning in 1986, after a couple years of unusually high chum salmon catches, the South Peninsula June
fishery was also limited to an annual cap on chum harvests. This was out of consideration for potential
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Table A. Salmon harvests (no. fish) for major Area M fisheries, 1975-2012.

South Peninsula June Northern District S. Pen. Post-June SE District Mainland
Year Sockeye Chum S:C ratio Sockeye Sockeye Sockeye
1975 240,099 100,822 2.4 230,339 293 3,156
1976 303,584 410,270 0.7 620,390 11,674 59,844
1977 240,719 115,996 21 437,406 26,545 48,589
1978 486,811 121,892 4.0 856,551 61,379 31,197
1979 851,351 104,103 8.2 1,905,270 209,755 90,658
1980 3,206,275 508,865 6.3 1,347,748 310,278 96,665
1981 1,820,965 563,947 3.2 1,793,315 218,667 202,540
1982 2,118,701 1,095,044 1.9 1,401,537 140,487 86,793
1983 1,961,569 785,631 25 2,060,687 292,536 302,387
1984 1,388,203 337,120 4.1 1,533,112 334,781 595,044
1985 1,791,400 433,829 4.1 2,512,954 272,059 80,957
1986 471,397 351,769 13 2,305,445 545,160 206,532
1987 792,964 443,019 1.8 1,065,094 410,755 244,895
1988 756,687 526,711 14 1,449,656 635,804 81,160
1989 1,744,505 455,163 3.8 1,665,411 825,372 89,224
1990 1,344,529 518,545 2.6 2,258,027 875,237 166,322
1991 1,548,930 772,705 2.0 2,210,179 465,874 289,727
1992 2,457,856 426,203 5.8 3,496,458 765,575 215444
1993 2,973,744 532,247 5.6 3,798,096 497,933 210,927
1994 1,461,263 582,165 25 2,748,282 408,089 221,657
1995 2,105,321 537,433 3.9 3247514 731,651 159,381
1996 1,028,970 359,820 2.9 1,853,017 215,721 284,076
1997 1,628,181 322,325 5.1 2,092,556 325,261 304,629
1998 1,288,725 245,619 5.2 1,036,237 764,947 117,131
1999 1,375,399 245,306 5.6 1,660,269 1,355,842 217,026
2000 1,251,228 239,357 5.2 1,866,436 530,913 202,435
2001 150,632 48,350 3.1 1,096,286 350,517 106,607
2002 591,106 378,817 1.6 1,333,030 290,657 153,469
2003 453,147 282,438 16 1414223 378,410 222,651
2004 1,348,073 482,309 2.8 2,335,359 641,326 210,545
2005 1,004,395 427830 2.3 2,941,247 1,087,549 245,153
2006 932,291 299,827 31 2,312,642 840,225 777513
2007 1,589,840 297,539 5.3 3,359,425 848,832 0
2008 1,713575 410,932 4.2 1,952,460 356,456 31,669
2009 1,167,918 696,775 17 2,389,542 403,187 151,765
2010 818,865 271,700 3.0 2,175,173 287,491 167,756
2011 1,359,441 423,335 3.2 903,081 334,883 222515
2012 1,528,018 392,305 3.9 707,015 247,246 218,601

Notes: South Peninsula June harvests, and sockeye:chum (S:C) ratios, are from ADF&G, FMR 12-42, Appendix B21.
Northern District harvests are from ADF&G, FMR 12-51, Table 4.
Southeastern District Mainland (SEDM) harvests are from ADF&G, FMR 12-42, Appendix C7.
South Peninsula Post-June harvests exclude SEDM, and are from ADF&G, FMR 12-42, Appendix D10.
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Figure 1. South Peninsula June Fishery Sockeye and Chum Salmon Harvests, 1975-2012
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Figure 2. Northern District Fishery Sockeye Salmon Harvests, 1975-2012
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Figure 3. South Peninsula Post-June Fishery Sockeye Salmon Harvests, 1975-2012
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Figure 4. Southeastern District Mainland Fishery Sockeye Salmon Harvests, 1975-2012
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effects on chum salmon fisheries in the AYK region. Interestingly, and unfortunately, the premise of this
limitation was an incorrect assumption that the effects would be largely on the Yukon fall chum run,
which had been weak in recent years. Subsequent GSI work, both in the mid-1990s and more recently in
WASSIP, has shown that Yukon fall chum salmon are almost non-existent in the June fishery chum
catches.

Management of the June fishery under the combined sockeye GHL and chum cap proved challenging; it
required hourly monitoring of catches in remote areas and comparison to multiple, sometimes conflicting
objectives. Yet controversy continued, advocacy disputes between AYK/Bristol Bay interests and Area
M fishermen escalated, and the department’s performance in managing the sockeye GHL/chum cap
program was constantly criticized.

In 2001, the sockeye GHL and chum cap were both eliminated, but the resulting windows and ratio
management program even more drastically restricted the June fishery. As illustrated in Table A and in
Figure 1, sockeye harvests plummeted immediately, even though there was no corresponding decline in
the Bristol Bay run. lronically, the ratio of sockeye salmon caught per chum salmon (S:C ratio, Table A)
declined dramatically as well, indicating that this new management program was much less effective in
limiting chum salmon harvests than it was in limiting sockeye catches.

In 2004, the June fishery management plan was revamped again, this time toward a simple, set fishing
schedule of 88 hours beginning on June 7, interspersed with 32-hour closures, with a final fishing period
of 64 hours. This management plan restored much of the sockeye harvest levels, but also maintained
modest and consistent chum salmon harvests. For the past nine years, the June fishery has prospered
under a simple, elegant management program that is now well-established, supported by the fleets, and
meets the needs for limiting non-local sockeye and chum salmon harvests to reasonable and historic
levels.

Northern District fishery

The commercial sockeye salmon fishery along the north coast of the Alaska Peninsula has also been
prosecuted for about a hundred years. Today fishing effort is focused primarily within the several
hundred mile reach from Izembek Lagoon to Port Heiden, with most deliveries being processed at the
facility in Port Moller.

Management of the Northern District fishery is predicated upon assuring sufficient sockeye salmon
escapement into local streams. Four of these systems have longstanding weir monitoring projects:
Nelson, Bear, Sandy, and lInik. Other major systems, such as the Meshik and Cinder rivers, are surveyed
aerially, sometimes several times per season.

While management of the fishery is directed at local stocks, it is understood and inevitable that substantial
harvests are also derived from stocks of the much larger and nearby Bristol Bay run. Substantial
contribution of Bristol Bay stocks to the composition of the Northern District harvest has been suspected
from fishing patterns and the annual movement of fish and several tagging experiments; now it is
confirmed by the WASSIP studies.

Due to the nature of the coastline in the Northern District, which does not include many embayments
within which fishing can occur, the regulatory fishery management plan is based upon a practice of
“dispersed management” rather than the more terminal fishery management practiced in Bristol Bay. The
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benefits of dispersed management, which actually is practiced in most areas of the state, include keeping
harvest pressure away from concentrations of fish as they gather near the mouths of their spawning
streams. By varying the distance that the fishing fleet must maintain from the stream mouths, and by
carefully allotting the amount of time available for commercial openings, managers have been very
successful in meeting multiple sockeye salmon escapement goals in the area year after year.

The inevitable, and longstanding, harvest of migrating Bristol Bay stocks has engendered controversy and
anxiety, similar to that for the South Peninsula June sockeye harvests. While this is unfortunate enough,
the controversy has also hampered the fleet’s and the department’s ability to fully harvest available local
stocks in the district. Only gradually have fishing areas and periods been added to the Northern District
regulatory management plan in recent years, in order to directly access lInik River stocks, and then
Meshik River stocks — but still there is not yet opportunity to access the relatively sizable Cinder River
stock — all because of the ancillary harvest of fish from adjacent and substantially larger Bristol Bay
stocks.

South Peninsula Post-June fishery

Most of the non-local stocks migrating to the west and north of Area M have passed through the South
Peninsula area by July. As shown in previous tagging and GSI studies, and as confirmed by the WASSIP
results, contributions of Bristol Bay sockeye and Coastal/Western Alaska chum salmon decline after the
June fishery and decline further as the Post-June fishery progresses.

In the past there have been allegations that, since the June fishery does not appear to harvest many Yukon
fall chum, then the Post-June fishery must be harvesting them. But, the previous allozyme GSI work and
the current WASSIP studies indicate otherwise; Yukon fall chum harvests are negligible in the Post-June
fishery as well.

There have been long-suspected contributions of Chignik-bound sockeye salmon to the harvest of the
Post-June fishery, and the WASSIP studies confirm this established pattern. Also, in some years, there is
an abundance of small, generally “immature” sockeye salmon present in the Shumagin Islands section
(and the western sections of the Chignik area), which are likely to be Bristol Bay sockeye that will return
to spawn in subsequent years.

The Post-June fishery management plan provides for the management of local stock escapements and for
the restriction of fishing when immature salmon are abundant.

Southeastern District Mainland (SEDM) fishery

Sockeye salmon taken in the mainland portion of the Southeastern District of Area M have long been
known to be of substantially Chignik River origin, but it has not been possible to determine very precisely
what the stock composition of the harvest really is. A rudimentary tagging study in the early 1960s
suggested that perhaps 80% of the harvest, at least through late July, was Chignik-bound, and this
established the basis of the allocation plan within the SEDM regulations.

Thus, 80% of the SEDM harvests during the allocation period are deemed to be Chignik-bound sockeye,
except those caught in the Northwest Stepovak section which contains the local Orzinski Bay run.

Allowable fishing time in the SEDM is loosely tied to the annual forecast of the Chignik sockeye runs as
well as to seasonal progress of Chignik area harvests. And the overall harvest of SEDM sockeye during
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the allocation period is limited to an estimated 7.6% of the sockeye salmon harvest in the Chignik area.
All of these components are embodied in the SEDM regulatory management plan.

Nature of the Proposals to the BOF

A number of proposals have been submitted to the Board of Fisheries by constituents and groups from
outside of Area M, particularly from areas in the AYK region and from Bristol Bay. These proposals aim
to further restrict the harvest of chum salmon in the South Peninsula June fishery and to further restrict
the harvest of sockeye salmon in the South Peninsula June and the Northern District fisheries.

Proposals 179 — 183 all look to limit fishing time, area or gear in the South Peninsula June fishery, based
upon a rationale that further restriction of the fishery is needed to provide conservation of various
sockeye, chum, and even stocks of other species of salmon in Bristol Bay and the AYK. The proposals
are all framed, in large part, as dealing with conservation rather than allocation issues.

Proposals 201 — 205 and 208 all look to limit fishing time or area in the Northern District fishery, also
based largely on assertions of the need for conservation of migrating stocks, mostly sockeye salmon
moving into Bristol Bay.

These proposals for the South Peninsula June and the Northern District fisheries variously point to

“stocks of concern”, “expanding mixed stock fisheries”, and other key phrases in order to invoke the
Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy and the Salmon Mixed Stock Fisheries Policy.

No proposals have been submitted, during this cycle to the BOF, to restrict the South Peninsula Post-June
or the SEDM fisheries.

Brief Review of New GSI Studies

The WASSIP studies comprise the largest, most comprehensive genetic stock identification program on
salmon conducted anywhere. It evaluated hundreds of thousands of samples taken from commercial and
subsistence fisheries along thousands of miles of coastline for sockeye salmon (2006-2008) and chum
salmon (2007-2009). As part of WASSIP, the department compared these mixed stock fishery harvests
against baseline standards from hundreds of known spawning populations of sockeye and chum salmon
throughout the region from Chignik, the South Peninsula, the North Peninsula, Bristol Bay, the
Kuskokwim area, the Yukon River, Norton Sound, Kotzebue Sound, as well as spawning populations to
the east and west of the “WASSIP area.”

Using sophisticated statistical techniques, the department was able to provide comprehensive estimates of
the stock composition of the various mixed stock harvests. These estimates of stock composition provide
direct information on the proportion of any fishery’s harvest that is derived from any particular stock
(stock-specific harvest divided by total fishery harvest).

The resolution of the genetic techniques for sockeye salmon was highly specific, allowing for
discrimination among stocks to detailed, local spawning areas (regional and subregional reporting
groups). For chum salmon, the level of genetic discrimination was not quite so detailed, necessitating
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geographic aggregation of some spawning populations into larger stock groupings (regional reporting
groups).

Regardless of the ultimate resolution of these stock groupings, however, the information provided by
WASSIP on the stock composition of the various fisheries along the coast from Chignik to Kotzebue is
very useful. It generally confirms previous information on the dependence of the South Peninsula June
fishery on Bristol Bay sockeye stocks, the coincident harvest of a broad range of chum salmon stocks in
the June fishery, and the substantial proportion of Bristol Bay sockeye taken while pursuing local sockeye
stocks in the Northern District fishery. In this regard, the WASSIP studies provide detailed but not
surprising information on the stock composition of the Area M salmon harvests.

But, the real value of the WASSIP studies is the additional estimation of total stock size for the various
spawning populations, and the subsequent derivation of harvest rates which describe the specific impact
of Area M and other area harvests on particular sockeye and chum salmon stock groupings along the
coast. While stock composition compares a fishery’s stock-specific harvest to the total harvest in the
fishery, harvest rates compare a fishery’s stock-specific harvest to the total run size of each stock. Itis
only in this latter context, using harvest rates, that any information is available on potential biological
effects of a fishery on any particular stock of interest.

Stock composition

Tables B — J provide a general summary of WASSIP results for sockeye and chum salmon harvested in
the South Peninsula June fishery and for sockeye salmon harvested in the Northern District fishery. Ina
single view, these tables provide ADF&G’s estimates for stock composition, stock-specific harvest, total
run size, and resultant harvest rates of these major Area M fisheries on regional reporting groups (i.e.,
stock groupings) of sockeye and chum salmon in the North Pacific.

These results show no real surprises about the stock composition of these fisheries. Asia and
Coastal/Western Alaska (CWAK) stocks of chum salmon constitute large proportions of the June fishery
chum salmon catch (Tables B — D). Of course, the 50-60 percent stock composition of CWAK chums
include fish from a wide range of spawning populations spanning a huge area from Bristol Bay,
Kuskokwim Bay and Kuskokwim River, the Yukon River, and Norton Sound. And, the massive Bristol
Bay stocks of sockeye salmon constitute a large proportion of the June fishery sockeye salmon catches
(Tables E - G).

For the Northern District fishery, Bristol Bay sockeye stocks constitute a large proportion of the sockeye
salmon harvests, although local North Peninsula stocks provide a large proportion of the harvest as well
(Tables H -1J).

Harvest rates

The truly important information provided by WASSIP are the estimates of total run size and the
subsequent calculation of stock-specific harvest rates. These harvest rates, which are sometimes referred
to as impact rates or exploitation rates, provide a view of harvests compared to total run size and thus
provide the context for evaluating any biological effects.

Looking again at Tables B — D, the stock composition of the June fishery chum salmon harvests on
CWAK chums ranges around 50-60 percent. But, because the estimated run size of CWAK chums ranges
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Table B. June, South Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2007, chum salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates by
stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Chumstock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate

(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)

Asia 204 60,728 - -
Kotzebue 0.4 1,265 812,275 0.1
CWAK 59.9 177,840 8,401,581 21
Upper Yukon 13 3,720 1,105,252 0.3
Northern District 0.2 718 724,126 0.1
Northwestern District 0.8 2,462 1,447,460 0.2
South Peninsula 1.1 3,281 3,200,468 0.1
Chignik/Kodiak 1.7 4,911 2,449,575 0.2
East of Kodiak 14.2 42,152 - -
Total 297,077

Table C. June, South Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2008, chum salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates by
stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Chum stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate

(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)

Asia 28.6 117,105 - -
Kotzebue 1.0 4,089 1,211,008 0.3
CWAK 52.3 214,428 6,001,760 3.6
Upper Yukon 17 6,861 895,238 0.8
Northern District 1.3 5,286 951,652 0.6
Northwestern District 33 13,715 1,333,844 1.0
South Peninsula 1.9 7,810 2,292,472 0.3
Chignik/Kodiak 32 13,242 1,946,912 0.7
East of Kodiak 6.7 27,574 - -
Total 410,110

Table D. June, South Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2009, chum salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates by
stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Chumstock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate
(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)
Asia 25.7 178,598 - -
Kotzebue 0.4 2,471 744,622 0.3
CWAK 60.5 420,633 6,123,152 6.9
Upper Yukon 0.2 1,470 574,892 0.3
Northern District 0.8 5,509 810,528 0.7
Northwestern District 4.4 30,932 478,720 6.5
South Peninsula 11 7,635 2,701,080 0.3
Chignik/Kodiak 23 16,128 2,598,353 0.6
East of Kodiak 4.6 31,820 - -
Total 695,196
Notes: Stock composition data here are calculated as stock-specific harvests divided by total harvest.

Harvest rates are defined as stock-specific harvests divided by total run size.

Harvest and harvest rate data are from ADF&G SP 12-25, Tables 152-178 .

Total run (stock) size data are median values from ADF&G SP 12-25, Tables 4-6.

Total run (stock) sizes and harvest rates for Asia and East of Kodiak were not calculated in WASSIP.
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Table E. June, South Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2006, sockeye salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates
by stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Sockeye stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate

(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)

Norton Sound 0.0 4 76,043 0.0
Kuskokwim Bay 0.7 6,230 1,974,503 0.3
Bristol Bay 427 397,917 43,692,596 0.9
North Peninsula 21 19,526 3,155,675 0.6
South Peninsula 0.3 3,077 152,728 20
Chignik 328 305,407 2,300,159 13.3
East of WASSIP 215 200,130 - -
Total 932,290

Table F. June, South Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2007, sockeye salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates
by stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Sockeye stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate

(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)

Norton Sound 0.0 97 65,371 0.1
Kuskokwim Bay 17 27,458 1,510,627 18
Bristol Bay 84.8 1,347,599 47,223,298 29
North Peninsula 15 24,556 3,609,080 0.7
South Peninsula 0.1 930 156,204 0.6
Chignik 36 56,518 1,644,480 34
East of WASSIP 8.3 132,682 - -
Total 1,589,838

Table G. June, South Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2008, sockeye salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates
by stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Sockeye stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate
(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)
Norton Sound 0.0 0 28,527 0.0
Kuskokwim Bay 23 39,143 1,252,716 3.0
Bristol Bay 85.9 1,472,802 42,552,172 35
North Peninsula 32 55,491 2,870,068 19
South Peninsula 0.3 5,464 217,221 25
Chignik 33 57,193 1,562,232 37
East of WASSIP 49 83,482 - -
Total 1,713,575
Notes: Stock composition data here are calculated as stock-specific harvests divided by total harvest.

Harvest rates are defined as stock-specific harvests divided by total run size.

Harvest and harvest rate data are from ADF&G SP 12-24, Tables 87-89 .

Total run (stock) size data are summed from median values in ADF&G SP 12-24, Tables 3-5.
Total run (stock) size and harvest rate for East of WASSIP were not calculated in WASSIP.
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Table H. North Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2006, sockeye salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates by
stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Sockeye stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate

(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)

Norton Sound 0.0 5 76,043 0.0
Kuskokwim Bay 0.8 16,477 1,974,503 0.8
Bristol Bay 40.6 831,012 43,692,596 19
North Peninsula 54.8 1,122,894 3,155,675 348
South Peninsula 0.0 44 152,728 0.0
Chignik 0.1 1,180 2,300,159 0.1
East of WASSIP 37 76,184 - -
Total 2,047,796

Table I. North Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2007, sockeye salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates by
stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Sockeye stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate

(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)

Norton Sound 0.0 933 65,371 14
Kuskokwim Bay 0.7 22,330 1,510,627 14
Bristol Bay 40.8 1,230,495 47,223,298 26
North Peninsula 54.3 1,636,571 3,609,080 44.6
South Peninsula 0.1 1,528 156,204 0.9
Chignik 0.1 2,177 1,644,480 0.1
East of WASSIP 41 122,514 - -
Total 3,016,549

Table J. North Alaska Peninsula fishery, 2008, sockeye salmon stock composition, harvests, and harvest rates by
stock (regional reporting group); total stock size for each reporting group also included.

Sockeye stock Stock composition Harvest Total stock size Harvest rate
(Regional reporting group) (%) (no. fish) (no. fish) (%)
Norton Sound 0.0 0 28,527 0.0
Kuskokwim Bay 10 17,328 1,252,716 13
Bristol Bay 471 823,287 42,552,172 19
North Peninsula 51.7 903,634 2,870,068 30.5
South Peninsula 0.0 0 217,221 0.0
Chignik 0.0 3 1,562,232 0.0
East of WASSIP 0.2 3,716 - -
Total 1,747,969
Notes: Stock composition data here are calculated as stock-specific harvests divided by total harvest.

Harvest rates are defined as stock-specific harvests divided by total run size.

Harvest and harvest rate data are from ADF&G SP 12-24, Tables 93-95 ; does not include
"terminal harvests" (e.g., Nelson Lagoon).

Total run (stock) size data are summed from median values in ADF&G SP 12-24, Tables 3-5.

Total run (stock) size and harvest rate for East of WASSIP were not calculated in WASSIP.
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from 6 to over 8 million fish, the actual effect of the June fishery catch of CWAK chums is a harvest rate
of only 2 to 7 percent. That is, the number of CWAK chums taken in the June fishery is equal to only 2
to 7 percent of the total number of chum returning to CWAK in any particular year.

Other details in the WASSIP reports, such as credibility intervals (Cls) and coefficients of variation
(CVs), indicate that such low percentage harvest rates are smaller than the error involved in even
estimating the CWAK stock size. Thus savings of these chums would not be measurable in the CWAK
area even if none were harvested in the June fishery.

Looking at Tables E — G, the stock composition of the June fishery sockeye salmon harvests on Bristol
Bay sockeyes ranges around 40-85 percent. But, again, because the huge run size of Bristol Bay sockeyes
ranges in the tens of millions of fish, the actual effect of the June fishery catch is a harvest rate of 3.5
percent or less. The June fishery harvest of Bristol Bay-bound sockeye is much smaller than the error
inherent in estimating the Bristol Bay run size; it is actually smaller than some of the annual excess
escapements that occur in the massive Bristol Bay systems.

Similarly, looking at Tables H — J, the stock composition of Northern District sockeye salmon harvests on
Bristol Bay stocks ranges around 40-50 percent. But this level of harvest on Bristol Bay-bound stocks
equates to a harvest rate of only 2 or 3 percent, well below any level of detection among the tens of
millions of sockeye that annually return to fisheries and spawning grounds in Bristol Bay.

Interestingly, here in the Northern District there is also substantial contribution from local, North
Peninsula stocks, resulting in stock composition estimates of 47-55 percent. These stock compaosition
estimates for local stocks are slightly larger than those for Bristol Bay stocks but, tellingly, the harvest
rates of the Northern District fishery on local North Peninsula stocks are much higher, at 30-45 percent,
than the single digit harvest rates on Bristol Bay stocks. This indicates that the Northern District fishery
is focusing upon local stocks, but is coincidentally overwhelmed by the massive Bristol Bay sockeye
migration to adjacent areas.

Application of Major Policies

The Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) has, over the years, developed a process with which to evaluate
proposals and potential modifications to the state’s salmon fisheries. This process includes consideration
of any proposed action against provisions of the Policy for the Management of Sustainable Salmon
Fisheries (5 AAC 39.222) and the Policy for the Management of Mixed Stock Salmon Fisheries (5 AAC
39.220). Consideration of any allocative proposal is made against provisions referred to as the Allocation
Criteria, found in state statute (AS 16.05.251(e)) and repeated in regulation.

The Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy comprises many pages of regulatory text. The BOF has
condensed the operative portions of that policy into a couple-page “checklist” organized under nine topic
headings. The Mixed Stock Fishery Policy asserts two main tenets: 1) the board’s preference in
assigning conservation burden and allocation of harvest opportunity is through the application of specific
fishery management plans, and that 2) in the absence of a regulatory management plan, the burden of
conservation should be shared among pertinent fisheries in close proportion to their respective harvests of
particular stocks.

Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough Page 14
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Consideration of the South Peninsula June fishery

Proposals 179-183 all seek to limit the South Peninsula June fishery, out of various stated concerns for
the conservation of Bristol Bay sockeye salmon stocks and AYK chum salmon stocks. Given the very
low harvest rates of the June fishery on Bristol Bay sockeye and CWAK chums, there is no apparent or
likely effect on the conservation of these stocks. In fact, the small stock-specific harvests from the June
fishery are below any reasonable level of detection compared to the large total run sizes of Bristol Bay
sockeye or CWAK chums.

These same conclusions are applicable to specific sockeye salmon stocks within the Bristol Bay drainage
as well. This is illustrated in the very detailed, and extensive, harvest rate information provided for
subregional reporting groups within the WASSIP reports (e.g., ADF&G, SP 12-24). There are no harvest
rates attributable to the South Peninsula June fishery that pose a risk to the conservation of any specific
stock of Bristol Bay sockeye.

These same conclusions are likely also applicable to specific spawning stocks of chum salmon in the
AYK region. Even though the harvest rate calculations from the WASSIP studies apply to the large
CWAK chum stock grouping, there is no information nor reason to believe that any one stock within the
CWAK group is inordinately vulnerable to the June fishery compared to any other. In fact, previous
tagging studies indicate that, aside from the distinct Yukon River fall chum run, all of the various summer
chum runs to Bristol Bay and the AYK have overlapping presence in the Alaska Peninsula/eastern
Aleutian Islands area, thus none should be uniquely vulnerable to higher harvest pressure in the June
fishery.

The South Peninsula June fishery is constrained to only a small portion of the total area available in Area
M, and it is subject to a longstanding regulatory fishery management plan, most recently amended in
2004. For the past nine years the June fishery has operated under a stable, effective management regime.
During that same time, there has been marked improvement in the one sockeye stock of concern in Bristol
Bay (Kvichak River), and there has been continuing improvement in the status of various AYK chum
salmon stocks, including Norton Sound.

In 1996 the BOF declared in published findings (96-164-FB) that various management restrictions on the
June fishery have “...resulted in substantial burdens of conservation being imposed on the Area M
fishery...”

In 2001, the management plan for the June fishery was substantially altered, placing much more severe
restrictions on fishing time and flexibility, and resulting in substantial reductions in the sockeye harvest
but, ironically, no real reduction in relative chum salmon harvests.

In 2004, the BOF corrected problems with the 2001 plan, and declared in published findings (2004-229-
FB) that: 1) “...the proportion of Bristol Bay sockeye in the June fishery sockeye catch (i.e., stock
composition) is quite high, but the impact of these catches on the total Bristol Bay sockeye run (i.e.,
harvest rate) is very low”, and 2) “...the impact of the June fishery on specific stocks of AYK chum
salmon is negligible and that reducing the chum harvest in the fishery would not produce detectable
results or measurable benefits to AYK chum runs.”

Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough Page 15
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The 2004 BOF findings go further to state that, “The 2004 June Fishery Management Plan is consistent
with sustained yield principles, the subsistence statute (AS 16.05.258), the Policy for the Management of
Sustainable Salmon Fisheries (5 AAC 39.222) and the Policy for the Management of Mixed Stock
Salmon Fisheries (5 AAC 39.220).” And, the findings state that in developing the 2004 plan, the board
considered the precautionary principle and the allocation criteria.

Results from the recent and comprehensive WASSIP studies validate the 2004 conclusions of the board
and provide further support for the current regulatory management plan. The June fishery management
plan imposes a substantial burden of conservation on the fishery (through time, area, and gear restrictions)
and fairly allocates respective harvest opportunity on the various sockeye and chum salmon stocks among
various user groups. If anything, the June fishery management plan unduly restricts Area M fishermen’s
opportunities to enjoy high harvests at times when stock abundances are plentiful, while fishermen in
Bristol Bay and the AYK will have ample opportunity to intensively harvest highly abundant returns.

Consideration of the Northern District fishery

Proposals 201 - 205 and 208 all seek to limit the Northern District sockeye fishery, out of various stated
concerns for the conservation of Bristol Bay sockeye salmon stocks. Given the very low harvest rates of
the Northern District fishery on Bristol Bay sockeye, there is no apparent or likely effect on the
conservation of these stocks. In fact, the relatively small harvests of Bristol Bay sockeye in the Northern
District fishery are below any reasonable level of detection compared to the large total run sizes to Bristol
Bay.

These same general conclusions for the Northern District are applicable to specific sockeye salmon stocks
within the Bristol Bay drainage as well. The very detailed, and extensive, harvest rate information
provided for subregional reporting groups within the WASSIP reports (e.g., ADF&G, SP 12-24)
illustrates that there are no harvest rates attributable to the Northern District fishery that pose a risk to the
conservation of any specific stock of sockeye salmon within Bristol Bay.

In 1996, the BOF declared in published findings (96-165-FB) that, “Like past boards that have rejected
proposals to restructure the North Peninsula fisheries, the board found no reason to reduce fishing
districts, seasons, or harvests in the Northern District.” The current WASSIP results corroborate the
board’s findings from 1996, which evaluated the dispersed management strategy and acknowledged the
interception of migrating stocks.

Since that time, there have been some improvements made to the Northern District management plan,
largely in order to directly access lInik River and Meshik River sockeye near the northern boundary of
Area M. WASSIP results indicate that catches, for example in the Outer Port Heiden section, exert higher
harvest rates on these local stocks than on passing Bristol Bay stocks. While catches in this section have
a fairly high stock composition of non-local Bristol Bay fish, the harvest rates on local stocks indicate an
appropriate targeting of the fishery by these more recent additions to the management plan.

General comments on Area M fisheries with regard to pertinent policies

The current regulatory management plans for the South Peninsula June fishery and the Northern District
fishery satisfy pertinent factors in the Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy. These plans have, especially
now with the advent of WASSIP, dealt with data uncertainty and they account for existing harvest
patterns. Given the very small harvest rates, there is no measurable impact of these fisheries on spawning
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stock escapement. Very effective management systems have been established and applied to regulate
human activities. A precautionary approach has been applied, whereby the fisheries are constrained from
imposing any significant pressure upon any particular non-local stock. The best information is being
applied, as are principles and criteria for sustainable salmon fisheries.

The current regulatory plans for the June fishery and the Northern District fishery also satisfy conditions
of the Mixed Salmon Fisheries Policy. These management plans, which greatly restrict the potential of
these fisheries, have provided for appropriate sharing of the burden of conservation. Recent additions in
the June fishery, such as access to fishing area around Dolgoi Island (2004), and in the Northern District,
such as better access to the Meshik River sockeye run in the Outer Port Heiden section (2007), were
provided with very specific purpose; they were appropriately added to the management plans in full
consideration of the Mixed Stock Policy.

Any new restrictions to either the South Peninsula June fishery or to the Northern District fishery would
presumably be based upon allocative grounds. As such, they would need to be justified against the
various Allocation Criteria. The reimposition of a sockeye GHL, reestablishment of a chum salmon cap,
and various reductions in fishing time and area that have been proposed would substantially complicate
the management of both these fisheries and could potentially jeopardize the effective escapement-based
management program in the Northern District. Such restrictions could also substantially damage the
economic and social livelihood of the hundreds of fishermen in Area M, with no discernible benefit
accruing among the thousands of users in Bristol Bay and the AYK.

The WASSIP studies have shown large non-local stock compositions, but low harvest rates on non-local
stocks, for sockeye and chum salmon in the South Peninsula June and for sockeye salmon in the Northern
District fisheries. The existing management plans fairly and appropriately allocate the burden of
conservation, and satisfy parameters of the Sustainable Salmon and the Mixed Stock Salmon policies.
Any significant changes to these management plans may not fairly satisfy statutory Allocation Criteria. A
delicate balance has been designed, between users in Area M and those in Bristol Bay and the AYK.

Similar arguments can be applied to the South Peninsula Post-June fishery and the Southeastern District
Mainland (SEDM) fishery. Stock composition estimates from WASSIP, as well as the department’s
recent SEDM genetics study, indicate expected stock contributions from Chignik sockeye stocks. If
anything, the SEDM studies show a surprisingly close correspondence to presumptions of Chignik-based
stock contributions to that fishery, deemed at 80% (except for the NWSS), that were derived from a
rudimentary tagging study in the early 1960s.

Both the Post-June and the SEDM fisheries are also managed under longstanding regulatory management
plans, and they are understood to fairly allocate burdens of conservation and harvest opportunity; they are
understood to comply with provisions of the Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy, the Mixed Stock
Fisheries Policy, and the Allocation Criteria. There are no proposals by constituents from outside the
region to further restrict the Post-June or the SEDM fisheries, and no indication from the WASSIP (or
SEDM) studies that any changes are warranted.

Summary

The WASSIP reports provide an astounding amount of new and detailed information on the stock
composition and, now, potential impacts of mixed stock sockeye and chum salmon harvests in western
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Alaska. In large part, the stock composition estimates contain no really surprising information, but they
do corroborate stock composition information provided from earlier genetics studies.

The harvest rate information, however, is new. WASSIP provides a holistic picture of the mixed stock
harvest of sockeye and chum salmon stocks from across western Alaska. In particular reference to the
salmon fisheries in Area M, this new and comprehensive information on harvest rates clearly shows that
the stock-specific harvests pose no significant, in fact not likely even measurable, risk to sockeye salmon
stocks in Bristol Bay or to chum salmon stocks in the AYK.

Some advocates have lamented that WASSIP did not serve its purpose, because the application of even
these modern genetics techniques has not been able to distinguish subregional reporting groups within the
large Coastal/Western Alaska (CWAK) chum salmon reporting group. While this lack of discrimination
is regrettable, it is also understandable, given the likely common evolutionary history of chum salmon
within the area. But, there is no compelling reason to believe that any one particular subregional
reporting group of chum salmon within the CWAK reporting group is more at risk in Area M fisheries
than the others. And the harvest rate on CWAK chum salmon in the South Peninsula June fishery is
vanishingly low.

Rather than being a source of disappointment, the WASSIP results are a very positive development. The
evidence of low harvest rates on non-local stocks within the mixed stock Area M salmon fisheries is
positive affirmation that the existing regulatory management plans for Area M fisheries are prudent,
precautionary, and protective of Bristol Bay sockeye and AYK chum salmon stocks.

None of the changes recommended in proposals submitted by constituents from outside Area M are
warranted. No alteration of the current management plans are needed to provide for the sustainability of
these stocks. Therefore, the Area M Seiners Association and the Aleutians East Borough oppose
Proposals 179-183 that would further restrict the South Peninsula June fishery and Proposals 201-205 and
208 that would further restrict the Northern District fishery.

In addition, Area M Seiners and the AEB oppose Proposals 209-210, even though they are labeled as
“placeholder proposals”, due to their inappropriate presumption that the WASSIP genetics data would
compel further restriction to the Area M fisheries. We advise caution as well for any use of Proposal 211,
especially if a specific proposed action might be outside the scope of the proposals that have been
appropriately submitted prior to the BOF’s proposal deadline last April.

We believe that an understanding of the WASSIP (and SEDM) results, and a positive affirmation of the
current regulatory management plans by the Board of Fisheries, can greatly help quell the ongoing debate
among western Alaska user groups. In the future, financial resources and department staff can be better
used to more fully monitor stock-specific escapements, reduce the errors in estimating total run size, gain
a better understanding of parameters that actually affect the productivity of these stocks, and design
creative harvest opportunities in the AYK.
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© 1647 Willow Pass Rd. Ste# 160
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Boards Support Section BOARDS
AK Dept of Fish and Game

Juneau AK 29811-5524
Proposal 250 set net permit stacking

My [amily has becn operating four set tiet permits on four sites in the Naknek/Kivohak district
since 1968, My mother brother and mysel{ still operate the permits we were issued by CFEC in
1976, My son has inherited the permit my father was issued by CFRC in 1976, My mother is not
able to Hsh any more and we have small children coming up whe are interested, Set net permit
stacking has been useful to us beeause we were able to hold and control the permits in the family,
retain possession of our aites which must be leased to a permit, and use all permits during good
and bad season,

' 'We ask that you include the Naknek/Kivchak district in your proposal
and that you pass this proposal into regulation.

Thank you for your consideration

Dixie Grossi
Enrico Grossi
Gus Grossi
Domenico Grossi

gusf436i@yahoy.com
{925) 382-4850
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February 26 - March 3, 2013 c
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Comments on Proposal 175-5AAC 09.360 - Establish a
schedule in Southeast District Mainland Area

My name is Jack Foster Jr., forty-five years experience in all
three salmon fisheries in the area; my comments are on
Proposal 175 and other proposals to reinstate fishing time to
the South Peninsula Mainland Fishery for the set net fleet. The
mainland fishery for June and July should be given back to the
set netters as the 2 previous record runs to Chignik basically
prove that we don't have a big impact on their fishery.

The N. W. Stepovak Area should be managed from outside the
bay to prevent overstocking; this also gives an idea of run
strength in season, while allowing a more measured
escapement on the front of the run.

The set net fleet should not be held accountable for pink
escapements, because the fleet has little impact on the
escapement canght by us versus the seine fleet. Pink
escapement should be met before the bays are open to seining
to minimize “here today and gone tomorrow” fish.

The August mainland fishery for set netters should be less
restrictive, as the fleet is a very slow paced easily managed and

in reality we just don’t catch that many pinks uniess there are
large runs of large fish, because most of us use 5 % “ mesh and
the smaller {ish swim through the web and are not caught in
the setnet.

BOF Comments Proposal 175 Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands Feb 26-Mar 3, I
2013
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The September and October fishery needs to he reestablished
as before because local fish are in the area and after 100 years
of commercial set net fishing and the low effort of fishermen at
the end of the cycle. Because of the foul fall weather, it takes a
certain type of individual to want to get into a small skiff and
harvest salmon in 30 to 50 m.p.h. winds on the open ocean,
besides the fish still seem to be running, and I don't see the
harm of 10 or 20 set net fishermen are going to impact the
salmon fishery this late in the run.

In conclusion, despite historic runs to the chignik area, the
S.E.D.M. set net fleet has been able to fish, and despite fishing
time that more closely resembles the original management
plan, except for the closures in August, September, and
October, in the last two years the chignik run appears to be
quit healthy, and while there may be a percentage of chignik
fish in1 the area history proves that the actual percentage of the
chignik run is very small. There fore the severe economic
binders the board has placed on Southeast District Mainland,
should be removed. Management needs to quit reinventing the
wheel, on the mainland and quit changing the plan every cycle,
because in the end this is a business, the salmon are a state
recourse that the fishermen in this area have as much right as
anybady, to harvest. Considering the fact that [ pay the state for
fishing privileges thru my registered sites, which have been in
place as long as the fishery has been executed. I don't think it
is to much to ask for what we all have invested millions in to he
treated as a business, as it stands the actions of the board and

staff have depressed and cut the value of my permit by 30,000
thousand dollars with no actual proof of benefitting anybody
only hurting and depressing our economic income. The board
process should be brought to this area when our cycle comes
up so0 you quit diluting our time with the board with parties of

BOF Comments Propaosal 175 Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands Feb 26-Mar 3,
2013
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non participants diluting our time, who have nothing to lose by
interjecting their opinions, rather than the experience the local
fishermen can bring to the table from a lifetime of participation
in the fisheries.

For the Southeast District Mainland Saimon Management Plan
area | support proposals 175-5AAC 09.360, 177-5AAC
09.3XX, 174 -5AAC 09.360, 173 -5AAC 09.360, 178-5AAC
09.360. Other salmon proposals [ support are 187 5AAC
09.365, 190 5AAC 09.366 and 194 5AAC 09.335.

1 oppose proposals 179 -3AAC 09.365, 180 -5AAC 09.365
(x), 181 -5AAC 09,365, 182-5AAC 09.365; 5AAC 09.369 and
183 - 5AAC 09.310.

Jack Foster Jr.
Amy M Foster

BOF Comments Propusal 175 Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands Feb 26-Mar 3, i
2013
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Sheibi Bishop
PO Box 1047
Homer, AK., 99603

907-399-1007

permit #304T61442

February 12, 2013

Dear members of The State of Alaska Board of Fisheries

Thank you for addressing the Bristol Bay set-net permit stacking proposals during the upcoming
aren M meetings.

I .am in favor of one person holding and fishing two Bristol Bay set-net permits.

Sincerely, Shelbi Bishop

el Bishat]
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907-299-0260 BOARDS |

permit #304T59936

February 12, 2013
Dear members of The State of Alaska Board of Fisheries

Thank you for addressing the Bristol Bay set-net permit stacking proposals during the upcoming
arca M meetings.

L am in favor of one person holding and fishing two Bristol Bay set-net permits,

Sincerely, Stephen Bishop
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Boards Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

ETVET
FEB 17 9013

Fehruary 12, 2013

Subject: Setnet Permit Stacking In Egegil,, Ugashik, and Naknelk/Kvichak

Members of the Board:

| was horn and raised in Bristol Bay, and have been setnetting there for most of
my life. | am currently the president of the Kvichak Setnetters Association (KSA)
representing 44 permit holders and fishermen. | would like to comment on
proposal 250 which would amend 5 AAC 06.331 to allow a CFEC permit holder to
operate up to four set gillnets in the Ugashik and Egegik Districts on permanent
basis.

The majority of the KSA strongly support permit stacking. Allowing a permit
holder to operate more than one net increases the financial return and makes
fishing a more viable career cholice, With prices down {on an inftation adjusted
basis) a single set net permit does not provide sufficient annual income.

However, we are opposed to the proposal 250 as written, because is limits
permit stacking to only certain districts in Bristol Bay when we believe it should
be allowed in all districts of Bristol Bay,

Please amend proposal 250 to include this opportunity for all Bristol Bay set

gillnet fishermen,

Sincerely,

—ES %‘/’ ot

Eike M. Ten Kley
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We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for Proposal 177- 5 AAC 09.3XX, Southeastern District
Post-July Setnet Salmon Meanagement Plan, to create a Southeaster District Post-July Setnet Salmon

managernent plan in regulation as follows:

Under a new plan, which could be called "Southeaastern District Post-luly Yetne Salmon Management

Plan", set netters would be allowed to fish Monday through Friday, from % am Monday morning until
9pm Friday evening, starting August [ and ending OCHEES@ ETVER
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Board of Fisheries Personal Comment Book FEB ] 2 2013
Sent Viz Fax: 907.465.6094 A BOARDS

REF: SETNET PERMIT STACKING — UGASHIK
Permit stacking is very beneficlal to our family operation for the following reason:

My husbhand and | started setnet fishing in Ugashik Bay in 1984, This will be cur 25" season. When we started this, it
was planned to be our future retirement Incoma, but without the stacking this will not be possible. My husband is 73
and cannot be in the boats due to chronic dizziness and | am 68 and have a very unstable back that the doctars have
said | am not to be in the boats either. [ still go over every year and help out at the cabin with mending and hanging
nets, cooking for the crew, etc. My husband is unable te make it anymare. We are fortunate to have 2 grown sons
who are involved in the operation and have been since they were young. Each now has their own permit and would
stack each ¢f ours on theirs so we could continue to have some income,

Also the other advantage of stacking is being able to have additicnal income, Today one permit barely covers your
expenses, with the high cost of plane fares, fuel, crew share, food and fishing gear, When we first started fishing we
could live all year on the incame, but not in taday’s world. There is no advantage for young people to buy into the
fishery. A good example is last season we did a temporary transfer on my husband’s permit with the possibility of
selling 't to the young man. As it turned out we were short a million + fish in the bay and had lots of drift boals
thanks to Fish & Game in King Salmon telling the drifters to go to Ugashik for lots of fishing time. Qur shartage of the
million plus fish was intercepted by the area M fisherman (80% of thair catch was Ugashik stock). 5o the share of the
pie for setnetters was very small and he didn’t feel there was enough income ratios to expenses and labor to warrant
buying a single permit and he Is right. So having the ability to stack an additional permit makes all the effort and
expenses warthwhile. It helps with retirement, kid's college tuition, mortgages, and the economy in general,

Another advantage of stacking Is In our case; my hushand’s and my permits would be transferred to our sons and
upan our death there would nat be the problems of having to get them transferred or foreing them to sell. They
could stay in the family and eventually go on dewn 1o our young grandchildren. What greater legacy for us.

So really in a nutshell we have Fish & Game, Area M and now the Board of Fisheries all working against us. We work
hard for our money, butit seems like we are always having to fight for Just a smal! piece of the pie and at my age I'm
getting tired of all the uphill batties.

Can anyane tell me what does stacking hurt? Stacking benefits the present fisherman and the future generations to
come se | hope you all will approve setnet permit stacking,

If you have any guestions please give me 2 call at 509.4564.3608.

Sincerely,
Py . rf ..1
%“‘J e pasa il B /’ f?’/ F
NS Al L
Karen Freeman " Douglas Freemsn ‘ Rrad LaRock Ernest Plerce

Permit No. 623348 Permit No. 60430Z Permit No, 600058 Permit No. 60781A
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George (Will) Bishop =TT =
PO Box 1047 ) ECEIVE

Homer, AK. 99603 FEB 17 2013 D

907-299-3377
BOARDS

February 12, 2013

Dear members of The State of Alaska Board of Fisheries

Thank you for addressing the Bristol Bay set-net permit stacking proposals during the upcoming
area M meetings.

I am in favor of one person holding and fishing two Bristol Bay set-net permits. As a current
duel permit holder I feel it is necessary to continued to be able to hold two permits in order o
make this a financially viable fishery for myself and many other fishers. .

Our overhead has continued to rise exponentially (airfare, gear, food, fuel and freight) while
fish prices have topped out. Additionally families such as my own whose children hold permits
but are now in coliage and required to apply themselves in internships during the swmmer
months will have to suffer the financial loss or trust those permits in crewmembers names,
Either way a lose-lose situation. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, George (Will) Bishop
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Re: june Chum Paol- South Unimak / Shumagins
Dear Alaska Board of Fish Members:

After reading the proposals for the upcoming Board of Fish meeting I noticed that proposals
179 - 181 involved reinstating some level of Chum Cap in the June salmon fishery at South
Unimak and the Shumagins, As a long term [since 1988) Office Manager at Peter Pan Seafoads
Port Moller location | wish to make known to you our long standing policy of a mandatory
“Chum Pool” as this information may help your decision making,

The purpose of the Chum Poql is to make sure that there will be no monetary benefit for any
fisher to target Chum Salmmon in the June South Unimak and Shumagins fiskeries.
Participation In the Churn Pool is mandatory for anyone delivering salimon to Peter Pan
Seafoods in those fisheries and the process is as follows:

« Each gear type within cach management area has its own Chum Pocl. Example - Fish
caught by & setnet permit in the Shumaging will be pooled with other setnet catchas in
the Shumagins. Setnet catches in South Unimak are pooled separately.

« By examining the fish tickets the determination is made of how many days were fished
b each fisherman in each gear type. This is done after the completion of the June
fishery. _ ,

= Within each managemeunt area the total pounds of chum salmon caught by each gear
type are divided by the total number of days fished by that gear type. This daily catch
average is multiplied by the number of days fished to determine each fisherman's
chim value.

In summary, we have a long standing policy of a mandatory Chum Pool governing our
purchase of Chum Salmon in the June South Unimak and Shumagins fisheries. The purpose of-
this i to malke sure there is ho monetary benefit to target Chum in those areas at thaf time.

Raspectfully Submitted,
o o L

/ Leg Anne McDermott
/ Office Manager - Port Moller
(206) 727-7242

TOTAL P.0QO1
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My, Karl Johnstone, Chair .
Alaska Board of Fisheries BOARDS

Aleska Department of Fish and (ame
P.0. Box 1155286
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Chair Johnstone:

The Alaska Board of Yisheries will deliberate 201272013 reguiatory ptoposals that address
Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Istands commereial, sport, and subsistence finfish fisheries
beginning February 26, 2013. We understand that the Board will be considering approximately
61 proposals at this meeting,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), working with
other Federal agencies, has reviewed these proposals and dees not believe that adoption of any of
these proposals will have an impact on Federal subsistence users and fisheries in this aren. We
may wish to comment on these proposals if issues arise during the meeting that may have an
impact on Federal subsistence users and Gshieries,

We appreciate the appartunity to comment on these tportant regulatory matters and Jook
forward to working with your Board and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on these

issnes,

cc:  CoraCampbell, ADF&G Jennifer Yuhas, ADF&G, Anchorage
Tim Towarak, Chair FSR Drew Crawford, ADF&G Anchorage
Jeff Regnart, ADF&G, Anchorage Interagency Saff Committes
Hazel Nelson, ADF&(3, Anchorage Administrative Record

Charles Swanton, ADF&S, Jurean
Menica Wellard, ADF O, huneay

TAKE PrRIDE® 4
INAMEHICA%
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To Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Boards Support Section
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From Sam Bain

Re: Proposal 250 concerning permit stacking in the Bristol Bay setnet fishery.

Position; I am against permit stacking.

Greetings Board members,

The decision the Board made in Naknek this December was the right one. Permit stacking is
against the spirit of the Bristol Bay fishery. With quality improving, runs strong thanks to great
management and cooperation from the fleet, and prices back up, this is no time to stack permits.
This is the time to share the incredible natural wealth with the hard working, small-scale
fisherman or woman. Permit stacking hoards the resource to the greediest in a manner out of

. proportion with setnetting’s relative simplicity. It is not capital intensive- you don’t need
hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of the latest equipment to setuet. Alaska has maintained
the natural resource, and now needs to maintain its human resource. As any fisheries economis:
can tell you, consolidation in the industry means fewer jobs and more benefits to fewer people.
For bering sea fisheries like pollock dragging, some consolidation may make sense, but not for
setnetting out of skiffs for a month or so a year. -

Ive boen setnetting in Bristol Bay for ten years but unfortunately, due to permit stacking, I have
not been able to afford to buy a permit myself. [ am a year round commercial fisherman,
dedicated to wotking only sustainable fisheries, but I'm scared of being priced out of the Bristol
Bay market. My family depends on the income I make setnetting, I want to be able to bring my
kids with me some day, but that wont happen if I can never afford a permit because the privileged
few afe hoardin g the resource, Please, don’t shut the door on yet another fishery that a young
person of mederate means hopes to get into, :

Thank }fo ,

/

Sam Bain
Port Townsend, WA
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