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ATTN: BOF COMMENTS
.%-Boards Suﬁiaport Séction
Naska Dem of Fash and Game
\PD Box 11'3526 l

juneau, Aliska 99811-5526

iRE: Propogals 15, 44 thru 54, and &2

15. QPPOSE: The%re i5 no requirement to obtain a lease on a setnet site in order to engage in
legal operations. rbnce a fisher has established himself/herself on a site in a consistent manner,
éhe/she as, for thm duration of the fishing season, all of the rights tha!. a lessee would have on a
leased sitd. To aslt a non lease operator to serially remove, replace their ground tackle is a
jburden onla class mf people, This requirement may cause loss of harvist or fishing time
‘between hort o;:ﬂenmg:-; because of the time required to do this extra work or because of fack
‘of access iue to tldal action. This proposal would put some operaturm needlessly at risk for

ri\nolatinns ‘

. 44 thru 54, SUPF’i{I)RT' 1 and my two adult children hold and operate two setnet permits on
two leased net Imﬂes We all have other jobs and careers when we are not fishing. This is a
‘necessity in any @mnomy We consider our Alaska operation to be the same as a small family
farm. Ouy mtantmn is that one or two of us will always be holding and operating these two
 sites and ﬁfnerm I‘I:S Two permits have given us the ability to use doubli gear in times of poor
harvest ar d to harve two market limits during times when processing capacity is limited due to
big harvedts in mlLlltlpIE districts. We believe that the two permits have enabled us to stay in
 business ¢ uring the paradigm shifts, good times, bad times, which coine to all fisheries.

 Iwould like to add that | have been involved in this fishery for 42 years, | own a house and
storage fecility in:Naknek. We make a point of buying our goods, services, and equipment i
the Naknek, King Salmon area.
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*52 SUPPORT; A w’rhulesale restructuring of our fishery was rejected; howaver, there is the
wpamtv tof mpusé restructuring adjustments to the present limited entry system which may
I:im beneficial, | he.'he:ve that Bristol Bay salmon limited entry permits function in the same way,
mmally and economically, as small family farms. Any restructuring should be rigorous and
should not e easi Iiv or quickly done. | am in full support of codifying a careful and rigorous
|procedure ‘ 4 these types of changes can have far reaching economic, social, and biological

ok fom?md to reports, testimony, and deliberation on this proposal, and because

is comfnlicated and may be subject to unintended consequences, 1 expect the

E Thls\has been a fair system which works for the user groups.

I thank you all, Boa;rd and Support Section, for your hard work and diligence, and | look forward
1o seeing ybu in action.

ii-larlan Baillre\/
jMar’tina Bailey

INigel Bailely
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RECEIVED

Comments on the Bristol Bay Finfish Proposals NOV 19 2012

BOARDS
ANGWE

Proposals 44-54 concerning ownership of two set permits.

As a setnet fisherman who has been fishing as a way of life since 1969, |
support dual permit ownership. I have 4 years in Cook Inlet, 4 years on
the Yukon Delta and 35 years in the Bay. I have seen good years and
bad more than once.

[ believe the ownership of 2 permits allows for a solid, viable fishery.
The cost of entry into the fishery changes little or not at all---- one is not
required to purchase 2 permits. What other enterprise can one go into--
part-time-- where one has the opportunity to gross the investment in a
couple of seasons? Try buying a liquor license.......or open a restaurant.

Supplemental proposal allowing for dual drift permit ownership:

This is a well-thought out articulate proposal. [ am in favor of it as
written. It allows the drift fleet the same opportunity as the setnets have.
It means less gear in the water, which has been something that the Board
has been striving to accomplish for years. A win win situation for
everyone.

Thank you, John Schandelmeier
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Chris Poulsen

PO Box 236

Togiak AK, 99678
ATTN: BOF COMMENTS

Bord Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game RECEIVED
PO Box 115526

Juenau AK, 99811-5526 NOV §9 201

BOARDS

To the members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries;

I have fished Bristol Bay most my life. I live in Togiak and have made a living fishing Salmon, Halibut
and Herring. I am a third generation fisherman and have passed on my knowledge to many young
fisherman. Please consider my comments on these proposed changes to the regulations.

PROPOSAL 10 5 AAC 27.865(b)(7) Bristol Bay Herring Management Plan

I do not agree with this proposal:

I think the regulation should be left as it is. There should be more effort to redevelop the spawn on kelp
fishery so the local participants can have the economic benefit of this resource. Even though it has been
years since a commercial harvest has occurred there is a active subsistence fishery that continues well into
June. Also there is harvest in the region for food and bait for the local halibut fishery into Iate June.

PROPOSAL 11 AAC 27.865(b)(8) Bristol Bay Herring Management Plan

1 do agree with this proposal:

This proposal addresses a problem we encounter in the management of the Togiak Herring fishery,

And would give the managers the incentive to open more of the district to gill-netters. In the early days
when the fish first arrive to the district it would be a benefit to be allowed more area to find and harvest
good quality fish. When I started fishing herring we fished more of the district and sold quality fish from
the Togiak subsection as the herring entered the fishing district. We have not been allowed to fish in the
Togiak section for many years.

PROPOSAL 12 AAC 27.865 Bristol Bay Herring Management Plan
I do agree with this proposal:

PROPOSAL 13 AAC 27.865 Bristol Bay Herring Management Plan

PROPOSAL 14 AAC 27.850 Closed Waters in Bristol Bay Area

I do not agree with these proposals:

There is no need to close the fishing season or area for the purpose of gathering spawn on kelp. Many
factors affect the quality of spawn on kelp. The weather is a main factor . South blowing storms that are
common and batter the kelp beds making it low quality . Tide timing after the spawn . The tide may not
expose the kelp for harvesting . Observation of the kelp grounds can be difficult. With so few fishing
Herring its hard to document where heavy spawn has occurred to direct the kelping effort. I understand
the difficulty in finding good kelp but I don’t agree that these proposals will achieve the result they intend.
The fact that gas price is near 7 dollars a gallon makes looking for spawn on kelp expensive and
prohibitive for some. With a cooperative effort from ADF&G fish spotters and processor transports
sharing observations of heavy spawn with harvesters that could achieve the desired result.
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PROPOSALS 44-54 -5 AAC06.331. Gillnet specifications and operations. Repeal sunset clause for dual
set gillnet permits for single permit holder.

1 do agree with these proposais .

I have been set netting Togiak for 25 seasons. If the sunset clause is not removed I will not be able to
make a living set netting. The ability for one person to hold and fish two permits achieves many of the
goals of consolidation ,local involvement ,quality and profitability. Many set net operations are mutable
permit family businesses. As the demographics of our fisheries age, permit stacking gives family
operations the stability they need to stay profitable. Children can build there own successful business at
the same time the aging parents are not forced into poverty. According to the CFEC report on average set
net earnings (09-1N February 2009) in 2007 residents earned around 23,000 dollars. Not what I would
call profitable. Consolidation improves earnings allowing investment in quality improvement. Local water
shed ownership is increased because there is a greater chance to make a living.

The local crew have a chance to earn more. New entrants into the fishery have the opportunity to build a
stronger more divers and profitable business. If the sunset clause is not rescinded the negative effects will
be immediate on all set netters. Permit values will plummet and already strong operations will be put at
risk. Crew will loose opportunity and local families will suffer. Set net sites that have been fished for
decades will be lost . The points made in these proposals are valid .

RESPECTFULY, Chris Poulsen
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ATTN: BOF COMMENTS

Boards Support Section

Alaska Departmert of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

PROPOSAL 7 -5 AAC 67.022 Reduce king salmon bag limit between Constantine
and Newenham. | oppose the proposal as written.

As currently proposed the smallest user group is being asked te bear all the
burden by reducing their fishing to improve the escapement (sport fishing). In
round numbers the commercial fishery consumes 10,000 Kings; the escapement is
approximately 10,000 Kings; the subsistence fishery consumes approx, 1000
Kings; and the sport fishery consumes 1000 Kings. That is a total return before
any harvesting of 22,000 Kings. The 1000 Kings harvested by the sport fishing is
less than 5% of the total run. This proposal would cut in half the number of Kings
over 28" you are allowed to retain daily. If you are serious about improving the
escapement of Kings on the Togiak the Board should look at the whole pie and

not just the smallest piece of the pie.

I am not opposed to reductions in harvest as long as we take a comprehensive
look at the entire fishery and don’t just single out the sport fishery. | am well
aware of the problems with the King salmon runs on the Kenai river, the Cook
Inlet streams and the Nushagak river. Those areas have much more pressure
from commercial and sport fishing than we have on the Togiak. There are only
two permanent outfitters on the Togiak who are selling sport fishing trips and two
canneries processing Kings. | have worked closely with US Fish and Wildlife the
last 4 years as they have done studies on where the Kings are spawning
thoughout the entire Togiak Systerm. Although the runs are not as great as they
were 10 years ago the Togiak has a healthy run of King salmon.

To reduce the harvest of King salmon on the Togiak river so that Bristol Bay would
have consistent bag limits is penalizing the Togiak because of problems that have
occurred on the Nushagak.

PROPOSAL 8 — 5 aac 67.022 Reduce king salmon limit in the Togiak and Kulukak
rivers. | oppose the proposal as written with respect to the Togiak River. | do

not know anything about the Kulukak river.
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As currently proposed the smallest user group is being asked to bear the biggest
burden by reducing their fishing to improve the escapement (sport fishing). In
round numbers the commercial fishery consumes 10,000 Kings; the escapemaent is
approximately 10,000 Kings; the subsistence fishery consumes approx. 1000
Kings; and the sport fishery consurmes 1000 Kings. That is a total return before
any harvesting of 22,000 Kings. The 1000 Kings harvested by the sport fishing is
less than 5% of the total run. This proposal would cut in half the number of Kings
over 28" you are allowed to retain daily. If you are serious about improving the
gscapement of Kings on the Togiak the Board should look at the whole pie and
not just the smaflest piece of the pie.

| am not opposed to reductions in harvest as long as we take a comprehensive
look at the entire fishery and don’t just single out the sport fishery. 1 am well
aware of the problems with the King salmon runs on the Kenai river, the Cook
Inlet streams and the Nushagak river. Those areas have much more pressure
from commercial and sport fishing than we have on the Togiak. There are only
two permanent outfitters on the Togiak who are selling sport fishing trips and two
canneries processing Kings. | have worked closely with US Fish and Wildlife the
last 4 years as they have done studies on where the Kings are spawning
thoughout the entire Togiak System. Although the runs are not as great as they
were 10 years ago the Togiak has a healthy run of King salmon.

o T

l:arry Lund
Owner
Togiak River Lodge
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ATTN Boards Support
Bristol Bay Board of Fisheries Comments
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax 907-465-6094
November 19, 2012

Members of the Board-

My name is Bronson Brito and | am writing to represent my opinions as well as those of my wife
and daughter’s regarding our interests in the Bristol Bay Salmon Fishery. | am a fourth generation Bristol
Bay drift fisherman, | make my home year round in Dillingham, AK and have been the Captain of a small
aluminum drift boat, the F/V Sea Breeze, for 8 salmon seasons.

| began fishing on my Father’s boat as a child and took over my own boat at age 17. | Captain the
F/V Sea Breeze to fish the sockeye salmon run and have extended my season fishing the last two Pink
seasons with my brother Angelo Brito joining me as a dual permit holder. We are a small operation
working winter jobs in addition to fishing in the summertime. Fishing is a passion for my family; my wife
and | hang our own nets, | do my own boat work including engine repair and vessel modification. |
employ two crew members on a yearly basis and contribute to the local economy with every purchase. |
look forward to the Salmon run all year. We are not a high lining operation but we do live off of the
income fishing generates for us; it is what allows us to continue to live in Rural Alaska. It is not only our
source of income but an entirely consuming course of life every summer. Please take our family’s
comments into consideration when making your decisions at the Bristol Bay Board of Fisheries this year.

Proposal’s 24, 25 — Allow seine nets in Bristol Bay, Create a salmon troll fishery in Bristol Bay. Oppose

We are adamantly opposed to allowing new gear in the Bay, the implications this could have for
the existing fishermen could be devastating. Allowing seiners would create the need for an all new
allocation plan, separate openings, different vessels allowances and potential enforcement nightmares.
Seiners also occupy more space in the water with their gear and would create more conflicts among
user groups. The practice of trolling as a whole we do not agree with and absolutely do not want it in the
Bay. We have enough interception and by catch concerns as it stands without adding another method of
harvest.

Proposal’s 32 — 35 — 32 ft vessel length increase — Oppose

We care about keeping this fishery active for locals who depend on the run for their livelihoods.
We are the members of a fourth generation family of fishermen who live year round in Dillingham. For
generations we have effectively made our livings from fishing out of 32ft drift boats that are not these
monster 32 ft by 18 ft vessels. Our family’s boat is a 32 ft aluminum hull stern picker with an 11 ft gunnel
to gunnel deck space. In this size boat we are able to effectively run a 7 % ton RSW system (that is over
15 yrs old)chilling 7,000 lbs with extra bin capacity open and able to slush ice fish if necessary during the

F/V Sea Breeze: Captain Bronson A. Brito & Family
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peak of the run. Our system allows for quadrants in the bins so if our catch is small or large we can
adjust flow to chill all or just some of the bins. To say producing quality catch is impossible with the
vessel restrictions is just not true. Yes, you have to use ingenuities to make systems like this work, and
yes, longer boats would add more space for chilling equipment, extra deck space and processing
capabilities but it would alienate the core of our local fleet and would devastate the fishery for most
everyone who makes their living at it each season. We plan to fish as family as long as it is sustainable;
we look forward to the run every year. If an increase to vessel size were allowed, we would no longer be
able to compete. It is absurd to suggest adding four feet onto the back of the existing boats in Bristol
Bay would be economical. When you add on a modification such as this it’s not merely taking on four
feet of aluminum or fiberglass; it’s an entire hull modification in order to maintain maneuverability, this
would lead to entire deck modifications, keel, steering, rudder control and ballast of the vessel.

We want to raise our children here in Bristol Bay and pass on our assets to them but in order to
do this we have to be able to make a living at fishing. Fishing is always a gamble but at least with this
limit in place the playing field is level.

Proposal’s 36, 37, 38 Dual Drift permits to be owned and operated in one person’s name — Oppose

We as a family are in support of the dual system as written. If this were to be enacted it would
be too easy for available permits to be bought and fished by very few. It is a limited entry fishery, which
is a good thing, duals do get more gear out of the water by allowing for fewer boats to catch more fish;
but in the system we have now, more than one person has the potential of benefitting from the permits.
Allowing for one person to operate two permits in their name would make getting into the fishery an
impossible feat.

Proposal’s 41, 42 Disallow permit stacking for Drift boats in Bristol Bay — Oppose

We currently utilize the dual as it was intended, and would like to maintain this option in the
future. When the run diminishes at the end of the season and it no longer becomes economical to pay
crew, we have condensed our families’ fleet down. The typical situation is having two permit holders
who previously fished their own boats to join and fish from one boat as a dual operation. This cuts
costs, is effective and safe when catch is low. Fuel costs are high and when the run is on the tail end or
we are fall fishing for Pinks or Coho, the only way it makes sense is for us to fish together, split expenses,
while utilizing both permits.

The other reason we currently support the Dual system is that we want our children to be able
to enter in the fishery and when permits are affordable we would like to buy one for our daughter, but
the only way for this to work is if we can teach her to fish it while being able to make the payment.

The dual also allows for someone who currently owns a permit to be able to fish even if they
cannot afford a full complement of gear, it benefits the captain of the vessel utilizing the permit and the
owner of the permit. We understand that many have been “leasing” emergency medical transfers in

F/V Sea Breeze: Captain Bronson A. Brito & Family
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order to pad their boats with gear; but this does not impact us enough to make us want the system
eliminated.

Proposal’s 58-61 — Create a general district — Oppose

We will always be opposed to a General District in any concept! This would create enforcement
issues, potentially allow for fishery interception of salmon headed to the Yukon/Kuskokwim and the
Togiak District and would be impossible for managers of Bristol Bay river systems to effectively manage
their salmon stocks.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

B/L(B-'L):mn_|zzﬁ:a

Bronson A. Brito

Captain F/V Sea Breeze
Dillingham, AK
ADF&G # 36377

F/V Sea Breeze: Captain Bronson A. Brito & Family
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BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Opposition to Proposals to 36, 37, 38, 39 and 40 for Permit Stacking

A. Other Alternatives For Profitable Fishing

There are comparatively better alternatives to improving the financial bottom line for
fishermen than giving an “additional opportunity” to dual permit holders. In 2002, United States
Senator Ted Stevens said, “We have a price problem, and the price comes from competition
overseas.”’ The Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC), and Bristol Bay
Regional Seafood Development Association (BBRSDA)” are focusing on quality and increasing
the price for fishermen.

Substantial progress is being made in the fishery in these areas. Ice barges, ice machines,
and other equipment exist where they did not before. The vigorous, focused effort has been
making a difference. From 2002 to 2011, average gross earnings for Bristol Bay drift netters and
set netters increased dramatically: driftnetters, $21,480 (2002) to $70,236 (2011), and b)
settnetters, $11,167 (2002) to $31,210 (2011).> Permit prices show a similar upward movement:
a) driftnetters, $19,700 (2002) to $143,900 (2011), and b) $11,900 (2002) to $35,900(2011)." In
2012, fishermen received an estimated $1.15/1b. for chilled sockeye.’

These efforts are positive for all fishermen and lift all boats. They avoid negativity and
arguments among fishermen.

B. Permit Stacking
1. Eliminate Present Permit Stacking.

I ask that the Board eliminate the present permit stacking in which two permit holders can

' Anchorage Daily News, February 24, 2002, E-1, “Salmon Solution.”

2 www.bbrsda.com, Projects and Strategies, Improving Quality and Value.

3 Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Fishery Statistics, Fishery Participation and Earnings,
SO3T and SO4T Salmon, Drift Gillnet, Bristol Bay. Non-resident fishermen’s gross earnings were even

higher.
* Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Permit Value Report (SO3T and SO4T),

http://www.cfec.state.ak.us/pmtvalue/X S03T.HTM, and

http://www.cfec.state.ak.us/pmtvalue/X _S04T.HTM. Drift Permit value decreased to estimated
$96,700 in October 2012, but set net permit value continued to increase to estimated $42,200 in
October 2012.

5 Base price: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static’home/news/pdfs/newsreleases/cf/226013052.pdf. ,at
pages 1-2, and chilling bonus: my own chilling bonus.




fish 200 fathom of gear. It creates two classes of fishermen. Further, it allows those with 200
fathom to cork those with 150 fathoms, creating an unfair advantage for those with 200 fathoms.
It is more difficult fishing against someone with a longer net. Also, when processors impose
limits, those with 200 fathoms are allowed higher limits. When processors give price
adjustments, those with 200 fathoms appear to be the producers and obtain the price adjustments
while those with 150 fathom may have been better fishermen in terms of quality and fish
caught/fathom fished but do not get the adjustment.

2. If Don’t Eliminate Present Permit Stacking, Retain Current Permit Stacking
Without Modification.

If the Board is going to allow permit stacking, I ask that it retain the present permit stacking
without modification. The intent of the present permit stacking was to allow a fisherman with
insufficient capital to join with another fisherman to fish for their mutual benefit. The Board
should limit this means of permit stacking to this original intent.

3. Do Not Expand Permit Stacking.

The Board should not expand permit stacking to allow one fisherman to own and fish more
than one permit. This creates two classes of fishermen. It favors the “well-to-do” over the less
affluent. It will have a disparate impact on watershed residents who have fewer job opportunities
than those who live in urban areas. I ask that the Board give substantial weight to the goal of AS
16.43.290(3) by considering:

the number of entry permits sufficient to avoid serious economic hardship to those
currently engaged in the fishery, considering other economic opportunities
reasonably available to them.

1d

Additionally, every fisherman historically has fished the same length of net (150
fathoms) in the drift fishery. Allowing one fisherman to fish more net than another fisherman
allocates fish among drift fishermen. Obviously, the fisherman with more net will almost
certainly catch more fish than one with less net. The Board will be dividing fish within a group
that has historically fished on equal footing in terms of net. Fishermen entered the fishery with
the understanding that everybody fished the same length net.

A huge flaw with the proposals is that the real determining factor is how “rich” you are.
Most fishermen I know cannot afford to buy a second permit.® Only the wealthy can actually
afford a second permit unless someone inherits one. The proposals do not consider time fished,
investment made, a reasonable average rate of return to the fishermen participating in the fishery,
serious economic hardship to those engaged in the fishery, and other economic opportunities
reasonably available to those fishermen engaged in the fishery. See AS 16.43.290.

As stated above, in 2011, the average gross earnings for driftnetters was $70,236. We

¢ Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Permit Value Report (SO3T).



have other alternatives that are much better than permit stacking to increase the financial bottom
line for fishermen. BBEDC, a watershed Corporation, deserves credit for its substantial financial
effort and contribution in raising the tide for all boats.

ﬁated: (¢ L

eph'R. Faith
PO Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S03T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo




BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Opposition to Proposals to 58, 59, 60, and 61 for a General District

I oppose the proposals for the creation of a general district. These proposals amount to
interception of fish headed to a terminal fishery. The proposals for a general district after July 17
or after August 1 could easily result in the interception of silvers and reds headed for other
districts such as the Nushagak and Togiak districts. Interception obviously can have serious
consequences on escapement in terminal rivers, as well the well being of subsistence, sport, and
commercial fisheries in the terminal rivers.

Dated:i [ JL

e

seph R. Faith
O Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S03T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo




BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Opposition to Proposals to 63, 64, and 65 for Bristol Bay Allocation Plan

I oppose the allocation plans of the above proposals. They are actually reallocation plans to
benefit one group at the expense of another group. I can’t afford to give up income that helps
feed my family. The present allocation plans are based on historical catches in the various
fishing districts.

Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S03T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo



BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Opposition to Proposals 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36 to Eliminate 32-Foot Vessel Rule

1. 32-Footer Very Effective

The Board should make rules for the general situation, not the exception. 32-foot
boats adequately handle every fishing period for almost every fisherman every year. 32-
footers are more boat than is needed for the amount of fish caught almost always. One
period, maybe two, a year a few fishermen could use a bigger boat when they catch a
boatload. But the Board should not change the policy to accommodate such a limited
circumstance. The rest of the year, these fishermen, as well as all other fishermen, have
extra space on a 32-footer.

2. Proposal Promotes Race For Bigger Boats And Overcapitalization

Allowing bigger boats into the fishery will cause overcapitalization of the fishery.
Practically everything that has to be replaced or repaired on a bigger boat will cost more
(i.e. engine replacement, shafts, props, RSW, etc.). Bigger boats will result in more
expenses and waste of resources. We should not be figuring out ways to increase
expenses for fishing operations. We should be figuring out ways to increase profits, so
fishermen have more take-home pay.

Allowing bigger boats would likely set off a race to own bigger boats. To keep
up, fishermen will necessarily pay substantial amounts for bigger boats and create more
debt, causing more economic distress to the fishery.

On a related subject bigger boats will likely set the wheels in motion for future
Board meetings at which the Board will be asked to reduce the number of permits to
another optimum level. Bigger boats will have higher expenses. To justify the higher
expenses, those fishermen will want more fish to pay those expenses and will want to get
those fish from other fishermen.

3. Proposal Promotes Race for Fish

With bigger boats, fishermen will want to fill their boats with fish. There won’t
be enough fish to fill the capacity of the bigger boats. The present fleet of 32-footers can
already catch more than 100% of the run. The race for fish will be on. There will be
increased competition on the fishing grounds. There will be increased demands on Fish
and Game from frustrated fishermen who aren’t catching enough fish during the season.
As mentioned above, there will more Board of Fish meetings to figure out how to
accommodate the increased capacity of the fishing fleet.



4. Quality Can Already Be Achieved With 32-Footers

Quality can already be achieved with 32-foot boats. The quality problem is not
due to the length of a 32-footer. The quality problem for drift netters is due to long sets,
round hauling, improper fish handling, compressing fish, holding fish too long, not
cooling fish, fish pumps on tenders, and canning fish.

Increasingly more 32-foot boats have RSW and slush systems and achieve quality
with both systems. The obstacle to an RSW system has little to do with the capacity of a
32-footer, but rather everything to do with the cost of installation and maintenance.
Show an RSW company the money, and the RSW company will show anybody a unit
that will work on any 32-footer.

The processor also help obtain quality by requiring delivery every 8 hours.
Similarly, Fish and Game assists quality with shorter fishing periods (i.e. 4 hours) that
result in fish being delivered to the processor.

Moreover, quality could easily be reduced with bigger boats because it will
increase the likelihood that bigger boats will hold the fish on their boats longer than 32-
footers do now. Some of the larger boats already hold their fish for 24 hours, as
compared to only 4 to 8 hours for most of the boats in the fishery.

5. Quality Is Being Addressed By Private Industry and Fishermen

Quality is being addressed by the Bristol Bay Economic Development
Corporation, Bristol Bay Regional Seafood Development Association, processors, and
fishermen.

In recent years, substantial progress has been made with respect to quality:

e an ice barge in the Nushagak district;
an ice barge in the Naknek/Kvichak district;
an ice barge in the Egegik district;
an ice machine at the processing plant in Ekuk;
an ice machine at the boat harbor in Dillingham.
an ice machine on a private tender tendering for Icicle on the Nushagak;
an ice machine at the Togiak Fisheries plant in the Togiak district.
an ice machine used by Cooper River Seafoods in the Togiak district.

Market prices are doing an effective job of pushing every fisherman to focus on
quality. In 2012, fishermen received an estimated $1.15/Ib. for chilled sockeyes ($1.00
base price plus .15 for chilling bonus.")

6. Quality Depends On Individual Fishermen, Not Bigger Boats
As stated above, quality is a function of many factors such as long sets, handling

fish properly, compressing fish in the holds, chilling, and so forth. A bigger boat does
not mean that any of these factors will be addressed. It still comes down to how these

! Base price: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/home/news/pdfs/newsreleases/cf/226013052.pdf., at pages
1-2, and chilling bonus: my own chilling bonus.




factors are addressed by individual fishermen.
7. Claim that Fishermen Will Use Bigger Boat For Processing Is Speculation

There is also a claim that bigger boats will allow for more on-board processing.
How many fishermen is this? Without actual numbers, the Board will simply be
speculating and could be making a decision based on something that won't happen much,
if at all. Further, nothing is stopping anybody from bringing in a bigger boat now and
processing off it. That’s what processors do. The opportunity to process off a bigger
boat already exists.

8. Infrastructure Changes in Bay Communities Will Require Time
and Money

Bigger boats will require changes for boat hauling, harboring, and storage in Bay
communities. Boat haulers will need bigger trailers. Boat storage spaces will have to be
enlarged. Boat harbors will have to create special areas for bigger boats, and likely are
too small now to accommodate a lot of bigger boats and likely will require expensive
expansion projects.

S

seph R. Faith

O Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S03T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo




BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Opposition to Proposals to 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and 54 for Repeal of Sunset
Clause for Set Net Permit Stacking

1. Permit Stacking Will Benefit the “Well to Do” At the Expense of the Poorer
Fisherman With a Smaller Operation, and Local Watershed Communities

Permit stacking will favor the “well to do” over the less affluent. Most fishermen I know
cannot afford to buy a second permit.' According to the CFEC, “since January of 2010, when
permit stacking was allowed, the fair market value of set gillnet permits rose 64.2% from
$25,700 to $42,200.”> New entrants into the set net fishery “went to a historic low of 6% in
2011.” Permit stacking has largely benefited non-residents and nonlocals, not local watershed
residents. “Starting in 2010, when permit stacking regulations came into effect, the count of
individuals who held two permits at year-end rose substantially, especially among nonresidents
and nonlocals.” In 2012, ninety-two non-residents and nonlocals stacked permits, while only
thirteen locals stacked them.’

The acquisition of dual permits will not be based on dependence on the fishery of fishermen
and local communities, or other alternative jobs one has in his region (AS 16.43.290(3), but on
the wealth of the purchaser of the second permit. Permit stacking is more realistically a devise to
allocate the resource away from the small and poorer fishermen, thereby creating serious
economic impacts on local communities.

2. Permit Stacking By A Single Person Will Create Two Classes of Setnetters: Dual
Permit Owners, and Single Permit Owners.

Permit stacking by a single person will create two classes of setnetters: dual permit owners,
and single permit owners. Notwithstanding AS 16.05.251, which allows “additional fishing
opportunity,” a fisherman with dual permits will be granted an allocation of fish over a fisherman
with a single permit, greatly changing the traditional fish allocation amongst fishermen within a
single fishery. According to the CFEC, “[e]ach of the single permit operations effectively landed
fewer fish as stacked operations increased their share of the landings.”

A fisherman with dual permit owners will receive an allocation of fish not received by a

' Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Permit Value Report (SO4T).

2 CFEC Report No. 12-02-N, Bristol Bay Set Gillnet Permit Stacking, at page 15, November
2012.

Id., at page 13.

*Id., at page 5.

°Id., Table 1, at page 5.

SId, at page 12.



fisherman with a single permit by virtue of being able to put more net in the water and assuredly
catch more fish. Dual permit owners will also be able to cycle two fifty fathom nets to double
the catch they traditionally would have caught with only one net, depriving other set netters fish
they would have traditionally caught.

Processors will almost certainly favor dual permit owners over single permit owners by
giving dual permit owners higher limits on limit days, and giving them production bonuses for
delivering more poundage when a single net owner may have, in fact, delivered higher quality
fish.

Dual permit owners, under current regulation, will be able to split their two nets, giving them
opportunities to fish on one—two—three—or four site(s), as compared to two at most for the
single permit owner. It seems that enforcement will have an almost impossible task of enforcing
laws, with a set net permit holder having the ability to fish a combination of nets, including
cycling those nets, on multiple sites, miles apart.

Permit stacking will also creates an environment for a hostile takeover mentality of the single
permit holders by squeezing them out of the fishery through the many advantages the dual permit
owner will receive over the single permit owner.

3. Permit Stacking Has The Potential To Unconstitutionally Impinge on the Common
Use And No Exclusive Fisheries Clauses of the Alaska Constitution

Permit stacking has the potential of impinging too much on the common use and no
exclusive fisheries clauses of Alaska’s constitution. Permit stacking could cut the number of set
net fishermen in half from the traditional number of 993 fishermen to 497 fishermen’ and
become too exclusive.

S

[Joseph R. Faith

PO Box 1316

Dillingham, AK 99576

Bristol Bay Drift (S03T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo

7 Id., Table 1, at page 5 (993 SO4T permits in 2003).
2
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Attn: Bristol Bay BOF Comments
Board Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Po Box 115526

Juneau, Ak 29811-5526

Fax: 9é7-465-6894

Proposal 239- SAAC 67.822(g) (6)
Special Provisions for Seasons, Bag, Possaession,Size Limits,Methods,
and Means in the Bristol Bay Area.

Sirs:

My name is Bob Toman, I have operated a sport fishing camp (Tomans King
Camp)} on the lower Nushagak since 1998, OQur camp is located about 4
miles downstream from Portage Creek. I have been a guide in Oregon for
44 years.

I oppose Proposal 239 making it mandatory to fish with a single
barbless hook for Chinook Salmon in waters of the Nushagak River,..
I do agree to allow bait.

The Department already has all the tools to manage the fishery in the
Nushagak-Mulchatna Chinook Management Plan...

Which includes bag and possession limits, reduce the seasonal bag
limit, prohibit the wse of bait, and close the filshery to fishing for
Chinook Salmon..

Over the years 1 have participated in many studies with the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The largest and most important is the
Hook and Release Mortality Study on Spring Chinook Salmon that was
conducted from 2800 until 2084, I participated in catching them and am
pne of the authors of this study..This study is published in ‘the North
American Journal of Fisheries Management Vol. 24, No. 2, May 2084 and
copyrighted by the American Fisheries Soclety 2004...The resulting
numbers from this study have allowed for the Spring Chinvok Fishery to
be resumed on the Columbia River for the first time since the 19%68's, .,

I have included the published study for you to read....

some points;

Spring Chinooks arc mostly angled for during April and May and they
spawn in October and November . Caught and released ones have to summer
over during the warm water months of the year, which increases thelr
mortality, over say a shorter in river stay before spawning (like the
Nushagak Chinooks).

If they are hooked in the jaw there is a 2.3% mortality.

Style and size of hook (treble or single), type of lure, or use of bait
doesn’'t seem to matter as long as they are hooked in the jaw.

since, I first saw the results of the study I have modified my angling
methods to maximize hooking the fish in the jaw. In our camp our guldes
are instructed to Fish in a manner that hooks the Fish in the jaw.
(Most camps on the Nushagak do also)...It's easy to adjust angling
methods to achieve this and I would prefer to have rules that required
hooking in the jaw over a blanket single barbless hook rule. Although,
it seems a single barbless hook is best it isn't under all
circumstances..On some lures the single hook gets too far in the mouth

1of2 1171972002 12:39 PM
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and hooks the Fish in the gill arches..Sometlmes its better to use one
single hook....Sometimes it is better to use treble hooks . Sometimes
it is better to use two single hooks.... I would prefer to have that
option. In our camp the occasional "bleeder” is a kept fish and tagged
by the client...

Using a single bBarbless hook appears to make sense, but without any
science backing up single hooks and mortality, under all salmon fishing
methods, it just becomes another needless rule that makes somebody feel

good.

;:%ziﬁgpu
o ert(ﬁkﬁ?%ﬁ;ﬁ;¢www
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Nisthy Amgpiven Journal of Fisheries Management 24367378, 2004
@ Copyright by the Amorion Fisharion Sociary 2004

Hooking Mortality by Anatomical Location and Tts Use in
Estimating Mortality of Spring Chinook Salmon Caught and
| Released in a River Sport Fishery

RoBERT B. Linvpsay, R, KIRR SCUROEDER,* AND EENNETH R. KENASTON

Orayom Department of Fish gud Wildlife, 28635 Mighwey 34,
Corvallis, Oregon 7333, US4

RostrT N, TOMAN

Toman's Guide Service LLC, 1872 South Eay! Semple Roed,
Clackamos, Oregon 97015, USA

Makry A. BUCKMAN

Creston Department of Fich and Wildlife. 28055 Highway 34,
Clorvallis, Oregon 97333, USA

Abstract~~We estimated the hooking mortality of spring Chinook salmaon Qucorhynchus tsbawe
yischa that were eaught and relgased to determine whether selective fishing on hatchery Chinoolk
salmot would reduce barvest mortality of wild fish in & sporl fishery in the lower Willametio
River, Oregon, Hooking mortality in the fishery was estimated from hooking mortality rates lor
cach of ﬁ‘\ch anatomicnl locations (jaw, 2 3% twongue, 17.8%: eye, 0.0%; gills, 81.6%; and csoph-
agusestomach, 67.3%) and from the frequency of these anatomical Toeations in the sport fishery
(jaw, 81,5%; tongue, 5.1%; eye, 0.4%, wills, 5.1%,; and esophagus-stomach, 7,8%), Mortality rates
by anatomizal location were estimated from rocaptures of 869 tagged fish thas werg experimentally
angled and of 825 tagged controls that were trapped in 8 nearhy fishway. Anatamical hook locationa
in the lower Willameie River aport fishery wers determined with croel surveys, We catimated
hooking mortality ratcs of 12.2% for wild Chinook salmon caught and released in the sport Ashery
and 3.2% [fer the entire sun of wild Chinook satmon based on n mean sesounter rate of 26%,
Hool: Tocation wayg the primary factor affesting recapturs of Wooked fiah, but fish langth, gear type,
biceding, and the elapsed time to unhoolk fish were also significant factars. A selactive sport shery
in the lower Wiliametie River can be used to roduce harvest mortality on runs of wild Chinook
salmon while maintaining fishing apportunity on hatehery Chinool salmon, The effoct of sclective
fisheries for Chinook splmon i other rivers would depend on the frequency distribution of ana-
tomigal hook locations and on river-spacific ehepunter rates.

Selective fishérics for anadromous salmonids
are rapidly begoming a standard management tool
to reduce harvekt tmertality of wild fish while
maintaining angling opportunity. Regulatimg agens
cies often mandate sclective fisherics to target
abundant hatc!w#‘y fish while ceducing effects on
wild fish. Anglers afso volantarily cateh and re-
lease Tigh to selget for an atiribute, such ag large
size, where crecl limits are low (Bendock and Al-
cxandersdottir 1993). Selective fisherics arc our-

rently being used in Qregon to target hatehary Chi-

nook salmon Orcorftynchus  tshawytscha, eoho
salmon 0. kisuidh, and steslhead . mykizs, Be-
CAUSE many wi]_cl populations of these speciss in
Orogon are in low abundance gnd ate lsted under

* Corresponding aLthor: schroedk@fslorst.edy
T Retived. i
Reoeived Sc:plcmlﬂm“ 3, 2002 avcepred May 23, 2003

3 of 14

the Bndangered Specics Act, angling opportunity
is being maintained by reguiring anglers to release
wild fish, but allowing them to keep matrked hatuh-
ary fish~-ugually identified by an excised adipose
fin. This stratcgy assumes that mortality from the
catch and release of fish is low.

Few studics have been published on hooking
mortality of anadromous Pacific salmon in seloe-
tive sport figheries in freshwater (Bendock and Al-
exandcrsdottir 1993). Studics of hooking moriality
in hoolk-and-line salmon fisheries in saltwater arc
mote common (Wertheimer 1988; Cfjernas et al.
1993; Lawson and Sampson 1996; Grover ot al,
2002) and have found that mortality s largely de-
pendent on fishing technigue and anatomical hook
location, In general, hooking mortality in com-
mercial troll fisherias is higher than that in salt-
water sport fisherics (CTC 1997), cxoept in ogvan
sport Asherias off California where a drift-mooch-
ing technique was used (Grover et al, 2002}, Scv-

167
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cral gtudies \ha\fc oxamined catel-and-release fish-
ing for steelhead in freshwater (Pettit 1977; Hoo-
ton 1987) and for trout spccies (Mongille 1984;
Muoneke and Childress 1994). Most of these stud-
ies estimatel hooking mortality over short periods
and lack controls.

We began!a study in 1998 to cstimate the hook-
ing mortality that would occur on wild spring Chi-
nook salmon if they wate cawght and released in
a selective Aspoﬂ fishery for hatchery salmon
(rmarked with an adiposc fin olip} in the Willametts
River, Orogé‘n. The study fgeused on the large,
main-stem fishery below Willamette Falls at river
kilometer (vkm) 43, which provided 171,000
angler-days and aceounted for gbout 70% of the
Willamette basin catch of spring Chinook salnion
amually from 1981 1o 1995 (calculated from Fog-
ter and Boatder 2002), Smaller fisheries ocour in
tributarics and jn the main stem above the falls,
Fisheries for spring Chinook salmon are supported
by antwal releases of about 5 million hatchery ju-
veniles, which mitigate for damgd that block necess
to or inundate natural production areag in the Wil-
lamette basing Natural spawning still occurs in
most large tribntaries snd in a fow smaller ones
that drain the Cascade Mountains. Subsequent to
the initiation of owr study, wild spring Chinook
salmon in the Willamette River were listed as a

threatened specics under the Endangered Species’

Act (NMFS 1'999), in part because of concem
about excossive Rarvest,

Study Site

The Willamette River is the largest interior river
in Oregon and Rows porth through the Willamette
River valley, the most populated region in the
state, entering the Columbia River near Portland,

Otegon (Figuee 1), The river drains a basin 31,080

km?, bounded on the west by the Coast Range and
on the east by the Cagcade Movuataing, Annwal
flows in the Willamette River (measursd at Salem,
Oregon, 92 rkm sbove Willamette Falis) range
from 200 m?¥/s.in summer to 3,640 m/y during
floods. Flows ranged from 306 to 1,215 m/s dur-
ing our siudy in'late April and May, but we could
not sample at Willamette Falls when flows ex-
coeded about 850 /s, Water tomperatures ranged
from 9°C to 18°C during our study, the higheat
temperamres octurring in 1998, Spring Chiaook
salmon spawn in September and October in most
of the large, cast-gide tributaries to the Willamette
River. All of the hatcheries in the Willamette River
bagin are located on these tribuataries (Figure 1),
The Willamette River is divided into upper and

4 of 14

lower reaches by Willamette Falls. The heipht
{12.5 m} and horgeshoe shape of the falls concen-
trate adull Chinook salmon before they negotiate
a fishway to continue their upstream migration, A
countitg chamber equipped with a viden camera
at the head of the fishway provides complete
counts of figh mns above Willamette Fall:, Most
of our experimental fish migrated above the falls
amd wera recaptured at hatcheries 212-290 thm
upistrearmn, Others were cecapltured above the falls
in wributary fisheries, in traps operated at diversion
damis on twe lerge ttibutaries (1 14-296 rkm up-
steeatn of the falls), and on spawning grounds, A
fow were rocaptured in the Clackamas River, o
tributary that enters the Willamette River about 3
thin below the falls. The creel survey of the sport
fishery below the falls is divided into three sco-
tions: lower (rkm 0-10), middle (rkm 10-32) end
upper (un 32-43; Figure 1), The lower survey
section inchudes a heavity fished gide channel
(Multnomah Chanuel, 35 rkm long).

Methods

Our study was composed of two parts. JFirst, we
estimated hooking mortality vates of adult spring
Chinook salmon caught and released in an exper-
unental fishery at Willamette Falls for cach of five
hook locations: jaw, tongme, eye, gills, and
espphagus—stomach. Hook location i & gigeificant
factor affecting hooking mortality of salmon that
are onught and relegsed (Wertheimer 1988; Werth-
eimer et al. 1989; Bendock and Alexandersdottiv
1993, CTC 1997, Grover et al. 2002), Secondly,
we surveyed the sport fishery in the lower Wil
lamette River and estimated the frequency that hap-
vested fish were hooked in each of the five hook
locationz, We applied these frequencies to the
hooking mortality rates by hook location to cal-
culate: hooking mortality for fish canght and re-
Teased in the sport fishery. The effest of catch-and-
release fishing on the wild ron was determined by
nultiplying the hooking mortality rate by the mean
cncounter rate of wild and hatchery fish in 1981—
1995 in the lower Willamette River sport fishery.
We agsumed this cheounter rate was applicable to
wild fish in a selective fishery, although wild and
hatghery fish could not be separated o 1981-1995
begauge mogt hatehery fish were not marked,

Mowtality in the Experimental Fishery

Tagging and recapiire.~The Willamotte River
offered n unigque opportunity 1o estimate hookmg
mortality of spring Chinook salmon canght and
released, Virtually all fish migrate theough the fi sh-

e =
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Willamerte Ealls

QREGON

Flaume I.MMn;L of the Willametic River basin, Oregon, showing spring Chinook salmon hatcheries; Willametts
Falls test fishing .de trapping arens; and the epper (A), middle (B), and lawer {C) creel survey sections ol the

lower Willamette River sport ishery,

way at Willamch:l‘,e Falls, and most enter upriver
hatcheries weeks later. The concentration of Chi.
nook satman at he falls allowed us to tag a large
mumber of fish that we caught with sporifishing
gear. Concurrently, we captured and tagged a con-
trol group of salmon i the nearby fishway. We
adjusted the recapture rate of tags from hooked
groups by the récapiure raie of tags ffom control
groups Lo estimdre hooking mortality by hook 1o-
cation, We taggdd aduli spring Chinook salmon at
the falls from late April to late May during their
upaLream rigracion,

During the 3 Jl ears of the study we angled 869
Chinook salmon with a varicty of lerminal gear—
prawn, salmon cggs, spinner, ping, wobbler.each
including a varigty of hoaks (Table 1). We gen-
erally fishcd near the apex of the fally, an area
closed to public|boating and fishing (Figure 1), A

5of 14

fishing guide provided the boat, sport fishing tuck-
le, and the expertise for catching fish, Two meme
bets of the public fished on the boat cach day. Two
biologists on the boat handled the fish caught, re-
corded data, and fished when there was opportu-
nily.

Fish were played atd netted in a normal manner.
Neted fish were lifted into the boat and plased
into & 190-L tank pactially filled with water. One
biologist retnoved hooks with needle-noged pliers
and removed the figh from the nat, We cut the line
and ufl hooks in place when a fish was hooked
on bait in the gills or in the csophagus—stomach,
asswming that leaving hooks in place wonld cinse
less datnage than removal (Muonegks and Clildress
1994, 8chill 1996; Schisler and Bergersen 1906),
Most anglers would aceept eutting off an inex-
pensive hook if it improved the chanee that a re-

PAGE B7/18
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Tagiy | —Mumbeérs of spring Chitook salmon caught on various types of gear tagred, and released tn an experis
mental Gshery at Willametts Falls, Oregon, 1o evainate hooking wortality, 1998-2000,
Terttingl Hoaok type  Number of MNurnber of
goar type (all barbed) hooks Fook size fiah caught
Prawn® Ringle I 4/0, 5/0 "2
2 0410, F/Qm5H) Ha
Salman egys Rinple 1 A4, 510 03
Spinner Singls 1 A0, 60 13
i Treble 1 2 140, 240 140
Tyt Stngle I 20, 30 17
| 2 20 1
Troble 1 3,02, 170 M
3 55, ded, 3-3, 2-2, 1-1, 53, 43, 1/0-1/0 165
Wabshler Single [ 30 [V
Treble i 1, % 43

* Varnacular of Ovegon anglevs for northern shrimp.

leased fish would |swevive, Lures were always pre-
moved regardloss of where a fish was hooked. We
did not tag fish tfjat weare foul hooked or had a
severe injury untdlated to hooking. We placed the
unanesthetized fish hoadfirst o a rownd, plastic
cylinder mountcd"in the hottom of the tank. To
calm the fish, the cylinder was darkebed with a
rubber covering. Fish ware then tagged, swahbed
with iodine at the tag insertioh point to teduce the
rvigk of infection, |and rcleased. Fish were tagped
at the hase of the dorsal fin with a heavy-duty,
T-anchor tag {Flay FD-94) ihat was individually
humbetad and ingluded an Oregon Depariment of
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) telephone number. The
time to tag, meagure, and release a hooked fish
{process time) aviraged 40 & (range 11-126 g).
We recorded the tag oumber, hook location,
blaeding, fork ICJlgth (om; Figure 23, bait type
(spinner, salmon ciggs, eic,), and hook type (singls
or trehle, number [of hooks, and size). For the Few
fish simuItamouslgt hooked in more thar ong hook

[EE: ]
e = T8 g
ranpE = 55 » 08 tm

0K Y0 BOBA BSBN 04
o Jength (Gm}

L]

!

oy
Figume 2.—Length-frequency histogram of spring
Chingok salmon calight, tagged, and released in the ex-
perithental fishery flor spring Chinook salmen at Wil-
lzmette Fallg, Willamette Rivet, Oregon, F998-2000,

6 of 14

Incation on gear with two books, we recorded the
hook iocation that would most lkely cause the
greatest reduction in survival (o.g., gills move like-
ly than longne), Fish hooked in the maxillary bonc
or the roof of the mouth were included with those
hooked in the jaw, We recorded the elapsed tirne
(o unhook and remove the fish from the figt onee
the fish was in the tank (unhook time) for 2 sol-
sample of fish in 1999 and 2000, Sex of fish wis
not recorded because it could not be externally
determined.

We tagged a control group of 825 Chinook salm-
on captured in the fishway at Willametta Falls dier
ing the same time that hooked groups were caught.
One control group of 393 fish were trapped in the
fishway and returned to the river (river control) in
the same area that hooked groups were caught.
Boeause we were uneortain how returning these
figh (o the river might affcet their behavior, o gao-
ond control group of 430 was relensed directly into
the fishway (fshway control). The fishway trap had
a small viewing window and pneumatically op-
erated gates, which allowed ns to shunt Chinsok
salmon into a eage or to pasy them up the fishway
if they were severely injured or already taggud,
Trapped salmon ascended an aluminum sizep pass
{Clay 1995) info a waterfilled, wooden trough 3.7
m long X 0.6 m deep. We gently horded individual
fish into the narrow end of the trough (0.3 m wide)
annd into a Vashaped metal iosert fitted with handles
and a rubber hood, We processed the fish without
anesthetic and in the same manner ag the haoked
group. We lifted the figh with the metal insert and
slid them throngh o plastic tube back itto the fish-
way above the trap (fishway control) ot into an
alumrinum tube partially filled with water for trans-
port to the river (river eontrol), Figh in the fishway
control group alid into a tank suzpended in (he

PAGE  BBS1B
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TABLE 2.~Red hptuﬂ: of adult spring Chittook salmon (V) tagged ot Willamette Falls, Otvepgon, atd the wamber of

days frotn tagping to recapturs, 19982000,
|

Propottion

Dhgys trom togging

Recapture trngrringd by o 10 recapture
| Hites b Control Hooked Meadian Rty
Patchieries 508 0.74 0.78 G4 Fa-132
Nraps a1 nit. 007 57 10—168
isheries BR 0.13 0.13 o 1-05
Spawning s 13 .02 0.0z 1446 118168
\_.'(smbined T

Of tha 670 renppiarag, 220 were reoeptared below Willametie Fabla, of which 14 were in the

" Clnckamns River,

figshway. Fish m the tiver contral group were trans.
ported by hand 1rucl abour 40 moalong the top of
the fishway and lowered into a tank suspended in
the tivet, Fish |in both groups volitionally swam
out of the tanks after recuperating.

Length measuesiments of conkrol fish may have
heen undercstimated during the study because the
V-shaped insert (with measuring scale attached)
eould cagily slide away from the end of the trough
while procegsing fish. The end of the trough
formed the stop for the spout of the figh, and any
moverment of [the insert would underestimate
length. The magnitude of the measurement error
could not be datermined and precluded estimating
lengths of contral groups,

Three biolog
a similar numby
gataphing perio

ists tagged =z fish and each tagged
er of hooked and control fish during
ds, We assessed (ag loss in 1998 by

tagging each fish with an additional filament tag

(Floy FD-67F)
1998, 1% had

logt the filamen

Of 220 tagged fish examined in
ost the numbered tag and 6% had
t tag. Conscquently, only a single,

munbered tag fwag used 1w tag Chinvok salmon
after 1998,

A tagged Chinook salmon was considered a sur-
vivor if 1l was recaptured, regardless of the number
of days after tagging, Fish from hooked and gon-
trol groups werg recaptured primarily at hatcherics
{Table 2) baeanke hatehery spring Chinpok galmon
compose a high percentage of Chinook salmon in
the Willamerte] River. Tags were also collected
from fish cauglit by anglers in the main stem and
in tributaries, dt teaps on two tributaries, and on
spawning grounds. The proportions of hooked and
control fish recaptused were not significantly dif-
ferent among rpeapture sites (x* = 2,35, d¢f = 3,

P =047,
Stewistical  anabises—Hooking  mortality by
hoolk location was estimated from combined 199 8-,

2000 data. We
recapiure rates

msed a chi-sguare test o compare
of river control fish with thosc of

7 of 14

fishway controls and found no sigrificant differ
ente within years (P = 0.07, 0.20, and 0.93 for
19982000, respectively) or among years (2 =
0.82). Recapiure rates of the combined control
groups were also not different among years (P =
0.19). Basged on the homogencity of reeapiure raies
of control Tish, we pooled hooked fish over yoars,
assuming that any differences in recapture rates
were the result of factors associated with therr
eatel and release.

We egtimated a hooking mottality rate for cach
lwoolt location (4,) with the squation

'ﬁg w ] - (Cff/b), (.n

whete a; i% the proportion of hooked fish recap.
tured for hook location /, and b is the proportion
of control fish recaptured. The variance of (83) was
estimated by methods described by Grover o al.
(2002). 1f the 95% confidence imterval (C1) cal-
culated from this variance included zero, we con-
cluded that mortality was oot significantly diffor-
ent than zero.

We applied point estimales of hooking mortality
by hook location in equation (1) 1o the frequeney
of those hook locations in the gport fishary hy
making tWwo assumptions. First, we assumed that
anatamical hook location is the primary factor af-
fecting movtality of fish caught and released. Seo-
ond, we assumed that fish hooked in the same hoolk
tocation would suffer similar mortalicy regardless
of the terminal gear nged o hook the fish, This
assumption was necessary because the terminal
gear used in the experimental fishery did not cover
the range of gear used by anglers in the sport figh-
cry. To test these assomptions we used lopistic
regression models and the likelihood-ratio chi-
square statistic (Agresti 1990; BAS Institote 20007
to identify factors that affected recaptars ratos. For
factors with complete datp sets (hook location,
bleeding, gear type, fish Jengeh, and tivar Oow:
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Fraurg 3.-DMstribution of the angler catch of spring
Chinoolk salmon 1p three creel survey sections of the
Willamette River below Willamette Falls, 19982001,
and the mean distripution fo 193 119925 (calenlated from

Foster and EBoatag
tions were chacle
sz,

N = B6D) we uy

v 2002, Additionsl angling repala-
L in 1998-.2000 becouze of low run

ed forward stepwise regression.

For partial data sets (aphook time N = 463, pro-
ceasing time N = 253, and river temparature N =
643) we uscd infividual logistic regressions. We

also used logistid
flow and river to
of the control gy
Honoking Mortall

Anatpmical h

determined for 19
glery condusted |
lower Willamett
Crocl elerks ron
salmon, the type)
number of hours
The distributi
survey seotions
and Boamer 2007
3 of the 4 vears
the sport fishery
wore enacted 1n
sizes of wild fish

regressions to determine if river
peraturs affectod recapture rates
up.
v in the Spowt Fishery
ok locations of spring Chinook
the genersl sport fishery were
98--2001 via crecl surveys of an-
vy ODFEW in three seolions of the
River {Foster and Boatner 2002),
rded the ok location of caught
of gear used by anglers, and the
ifferent types of gear were nged,
n of sport cateh among the three
has higtorically differed (Foster
3, but was atypisal in 1998~2000,
we monitoved hook locadions in
Figure 3). Additional regulations
hese 3 yewrs beeause of low run
Mean frequency distributions of

hook locations in 1998~-2001 alse differed among

the three survey
farent types of g4

wections because anglevs used dif-
ar, Consequently, to obtain a sin-

gle frequency di[stribution of hook locations that

would repressnt

typical fishing season in the low-

er river, we caloulated a mean fregqueney weighted
by cateh (W) for each hook location [ with the

gauation

Wy e

< S

(2)
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where [, is the frequency that Chinaolk salmon in
the sport fishery were hooked in anatomical lo-
cation 7 in sutvey section & in year ¢, and ¢, is (he
proportion of sport catch in survey section /4 in
year ¢ (1981-1995 data from Foster and Boatner
2002,

Equations (1Y and (2) were nsed (o catimate a

hooking mortality rate for Chinook salmon caught
and released () in the lower Willamette River
sport fishery as

3

§ = 3 . (3)

28

L |

Hooking mortality relative to the run of wild fiah
(&) wes then estimatod as

. . 1 1905

7 5(15 ,:‘?‘;‘s. hr)~
where h, is the encounter rate in the spott fishery
m year ¢ (datz from Foster and Boater 2002).
Encounter rates do not include sport figheries in
tributaries or in the main stem above Willamette
Falls or account for multiple angler encounices
with fish caupht and released, The hooking mor-
tality estimates of squations (3) and (4} also as-
sume that wild Chinook salmon caught and re-
lensed in a selective fishary would have the same
distribution of hook locations as hatchery and wild
Chinook salmon caught and kept in 19982001,

Conftdence intervals for hooking mortality cs-
timates (§) and () were calculated from bootsiap
estimates of standard crprorg (Efton and Tibshirani
1993). Estimates of §yu, and §,, were gencrated
{1,000 repetitions) by resampling binomial distri-
butions defined by {N, p} for each of oy and 4 in
equation (1), where & is the number of fish tagged,
and p is the proportion of tagped fish recapturad;
and by resampling from original data sets of §/ ¢,
and & in equation (2) and cquation (4). Confidence
intervals (95%) were estimated as § and § 2
5By Bootstrap estimates were normally distrib-
uted and bias between bootstrap means and orig-
ing] estimates of § and § were neghigible (—0.02
and —001, respectively),

We compared the effects on hooking mortality
of additional regulation of fishing seasons in 1998~
2000 with those in a typical season ropresented by
19811995 data. Additional regulations in 1998
2000 inclnded early slosuess when catch quolas
were reached, reswicted days of the week, and re-
duced daily and anoual creel limits. Regulationg
returned to notmal in 2001, excopt that regiiations

i

(4

PaGE
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TabLe 3---Morttality tates by hook loeation of spring Chinoolt salmon that were caught in the expetimental sport,
Tishary, tapged, and raleased st Willamette Falls, Oregon, 1998-2000. Recapture of control groups, 19982000, i shown

for reforics.

Mortafity rate

Number Wutrtber (95% oonfidance
Ciraup fitgrped recaptrEd interval)
Hooleed
Jawe 633 270 0,023 (—0.068-0.113)
Tongue A 14 0177 {(~0.103-0.453)
Eye 15 7 0.0000 (—0.5G4-0.425)
Gills ) {3 9 DRIG (R.725-0.907)
Esophagus—stomach i} 1] Q673 (0.323-0.828)
Conirpl ®25 360

" pfoeiulity etirhatieg logs than zore wore assarsed to be moro,

required the release of unmarked Chinook salmon,
We calcolated a single frequancy distribution of
hool locations Tor 19982000 by weighting the
mean frequency distributions of hook locations for
gach of the three survey sections by the mean pro-
pottion of cateh in each scction over the 3 years,
Hooking mortality and bootstrap confidence in-
tervals were caleulated in the same manner as that
for a typical fishing scason desctibed above.

Resulis
Mortality in the Experimental Fishery

Beoausc of confounding affects and small sam-
ple size, hooking mortality rates in the experi-
mental fishory at Willamette Falls could not be
isolated by the hook chavacteristics (i.c., hook
type, number, size; Table ) or by the five goar
types. Thercfore, terminal zear was grouped into
only two goar types, bait {prawn, salmon eggs) and
lure (spinner, plug, wobblet), and thelt sipnificance
in the stepwise madel was examined,

Tooking tmortality rates were towest for Chi-
nook salmen hooked in the jaw and highest for
those hooked in the gills and in the esophagus—
stomach (Table 3). Estimated mortality rates of fish
hooked in the jaw, tongue, and sye werc not sig-

TasLk 4 —Summary of the depwise logistic regresgion
atplysia of explanatory factors on recapture rates of spring
Chinook salmon canght and refeased in the experimental
fishery at Willamewe Falls, 1993-2000,

-2 Log Chisgepuare
Faslor likelihnod af valuc P

Intereept 1132332

Hook location 1.055.518 4 THR17 <0004
Length 1,046.070 i #8458 00024
fiar 1 1 SRR 1 . 0RZ, [tRiA s
Bleeding 1,034,742 1 S.846 0.0156
River flow 1,034 387 1 0388 0.5513
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pificantly diflerent from zevo (P = (.71, (0,34,
(.81, respectively), although sample size for lish
hooked in the eye was small (Table 3), Mottatity
rates of fish hooked in the gills and in the esoph-
agus-stomnach were significantly greater than sero
(P = 0.001).

Anatoinical hook location was the primary ja2c-
tor affecting rocapture of fish in the stepwise re-
grassion model {Table 4), Hook location accounted
for 79% of the variation explained by the model,
which validated one of the underlying assumptioos
of the study, Figh Igngih, gear type, and kleeding
wete also significant factors o the model, but not
river fiow {Table 4). For partial data gets, pro-
cesging time (P = 0,.42) and river temperature (P
= 0,53) wire virelated to recapture rates, but un-
hook time was significanuly related (2 = 4.8, df
= 1, P = 0.0339). The mean time to unhook ligh
wag lower for fisl recaptured (34 g, 8E = 2) than
Tor thoge not recaptured {39 5, 8E = 1), River {low
(P = 0.68) and river temperature (F = 0.64) wore
not significant factors in the recapiure of the cons
trol group,

The significance of gear type in the slepwisc
regression model invalidated our assumption of
similar mortality within hook locations regardless
of tie gear used, To determine the potential eftect
oh egtimates of hooking moriality, we examined
each hook location separately (legistic regression}
to ideatify heok locstions where rocapture rates
wote significantly affectad by pear, W found 1hal
gear type was not related to recapture of (ish
hooked in the eye (P = 0.20), in the tangue (/' =
0.48) or in the gills (P = 0.42), but was related to
recapinge of fish hooked in the jaw (P = 0.004),
Figh hooked in the jaw on lures were recaptired
at a lower rate than thosg caught on bait. although
fish hooked in the jaw had low mortality (2.3%)
averall. Fish hooked on lures took longer to un-

FacE 11416
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TanLe 5--Mean (BE) frequency distributions of hook logations by ereel survey section for spring Chinaok salthon
cgtipht in the lower Willamette River, Oregon, sport fishery, 1998-2001. The frequency disttibution for combingd
sections was caleulated by weighting cach scction distribution by 0.348 (S8E = 0.020), 0,138 (5 = 0.009), and 0.514
(BB = 0.024), the mean propartions of total catch estimnated annually i the upper, middle, and lower sectinos, Tospee-
tivaly, in 1981--1995 (caloulated from Foster and Roamer 2002).

Creel sutvey section

Combsiried?

0.815 (0021}

Mook loeation Upper Middle Laower

Frwe 0,782 (0.051) 0.725 (0.04R) 0.862 (0.002)

“Ton e 0046 (0.015) 0.0074 (0.006) 0.049 (0,025) 051 (0.014%
Tye OOR7 (D.005)  0BOT (0.004) 0002 (0002)  0.004 (0.003)
cills 00N (0020 0057 015 0.036 (0.016)  0.051 (0.005)
Esophugmiwstormach 0095 (0D.033)  0.13% (0.038)  0.051 (0.014)  DO7E (0.0F 1)
Sample size a0 08 732 2050

b Booptsteap cstimate of standard error.

hook (mean = 42 3, 5E = 2) than did fish hooked
on bait (mean = 30 5, SE = 2; f-foest, P <2 0.001),
which may have contributed (o the lower recapture
of fish hooked on lures. Mo fish were hooked in
the esophagus—stomach on lures,

Hooking Mortality in the Sport Fishery

We examined the anatomical hook locationg of

2,030 spring Chinook salmon caught by sport an-
glors in the lowar Willamette River in 1998-2001,
Most of these fish (81.5%) were hooked in the jaw
{Tahle 5). Fish hooked int locations producing high
mottality (gills or esophagus- stomach), composed
12.9% of the caich. Based on hook location fre-
guencies in the sport fishery and the corresponding
hooking moriality rates for each hool location in
the experimental fishery, wo ¢stimated a hooking
mortality rate of 12.2% (93% CI = 1.8-22.6%)
for wild spring Chinook salmon that wonld he
caught and rcleascd in @ selective sport fishery in
the lower Willamete River, Hooking mortality rel-
ative (o the run of wild Chinock salmon in the
Willamette River was 3.2% (£ = 0.5-5.9%) based

oh 4 mean encounter rate of 26% (SE = 19%) in
1981-1995 {calculated from Foster and Boatner
2002).

The frequency digtribution of hook locations
varied among survey sections (Table 8) and wag
generally associated with differences in the type
of gear anglers used to catch Chinook salmaon (Tie
ble 8). Bait predominated in all sutvey sections,
but Pacific herving Clupea pallasi was most com-
monly used in the fower seotion and prawns (vers
nacular of Orvagon anplers for northern shrimp
Pandalus barealis) or ghost shrimp Callfangssa sp.
were fnost commonty used in the upper section.
Anglers who used prawns or ghost shrimp gen-
grally hooked more figh in the gitls and esophagus -
gtomach and fewer in the jaw than did anglera who
used Pagific herring or lares (Table 7).

When additional regulations were enacted in
1998--2000, the catch distribution of Chinool
salmon shifted from the lower survey section Lo
upper gurvey sections compared with 198119935
and with 2001 (Figure 3). Because anglers in upper
soctiona used a higher proportion of gear thit

TARLE 6,-—The mean (SE) frequaney distribution of hours that anglers vsed ditforont typos of gear to fish for spring
Chinook salmon in exch of threc crecl survey sections of the Jower Willamette River, Oregon, 1998.-2001. Frequancios

may not add to 1.00 Jdue o rounding,

Mean (SE) frequency of pear usage by survey section

Granr type Llppsesr Midlle Lowwer
Pacific herring® 0.06 (0.01) 0,52 (0,08) 1,74 {0.05)
Prawn or ghost shrimp 0.53 (0.04) 0,38 (0.05) .08 (0.017
Salmon cggs® 0.06 (0.02) 20,01 (0,000 001 (D.00)
Rpitaver 0,13 (0.0 DOF (001 0.0 (0.0
Plup, 0.07 (0.02) 0,04 {0,013 0.0R (0.02)
Wbbler 0.05 (0.02) 0,01 (00) 08 {0.00)
Winged attractor 10 (0.05) =001 (000} 0,08 {0,00)
Missellancous .01 (0.00) =001 (00) 001 {0000

#lacludes & fow northem anchovies Engrendic mordme, Proific sardines Serdinops sapax, wnd

milachots Thaleichthye pecificns.

Uinedndes gaimon cgps used in combination with prawng or phost shrimp,
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Tawvie T—Froquency distributions of hool locations  abave Willamette Falls or of being caught and re-
for the three most common types of gear uscd o catch  fepged, Natural differences in size-related mortal-
?f:;;ﬁn('::_:::ioﬁq;::‘;m? 9 gmg_;rgcmlower Willamete Rivet. ity are unknown but could bave affecied sstimates
e S T of hooking mortality if lengths differed betwaeen
Fanaation hooked and control groups, The significance of
Esoplmgus Sample  Beat type invalidated our assumption that fish
Yeor faw  Tonpue Eye  Gilla  stomach  aige hooked in the same anatordeal lacation would xof-
Pacie herring fer gimilar mortality repardless of the gear used
199" ag4 0I5 000 0.0 0.02 17 becanse fish hooked in the jaw with lures had lower
1959 085 o4 000 0.06 0.06 AR recapture rates than those hooked in the jaw on
£000 085 003 001 0.03 0.0% 349 bait. Fish hooked on tares toole longer to unhool
2001 082 0DE L0105 0.6 86 ) .
than fish hooked on bait, and unhook time was
Prawn ar ghost shrimp . i} et ]
008 0358 608 000 015 029 ol inversely related to recaptire rates, ‘
1999 084 003 000 003 o10 13 Bacanse about 60% of the jaw<hooked (ish
2000 1% JUR YV (X (J R 11 i v n.t4 364 caught in owr exporimental fshory were hooked
20t 07z enoo00l 0N 0.0 "7 on Inres compared with about 20% in the sport
Spinner fishery, we may have overcetimated hooking rior-
1494 006 004 000 00D 0.00 22 tality Tor the jaw, Mad we used the same ratio of
1499 0.6¢ 003 D00 OU3 0.03 7 hures and bait as in the sport fishery, booking moi-
2000 08y 0.08 0.4 004 0.02 i . ‘ 4
2001 0% 003 000 009 0.03 50 tality would have been roduced Gom 12.3% o
. . . 10.3% far fish caught and released and from 3.2%
Trreludes one fish caught on § nortlem anchovy. . .
o 2.7% rvelative to the run, However, bait (prawns
and salmon cggs) and Tores (spinners and plhigs)
booked fish in the gills and esophagus-stomach  were broad categories within which componcnts
{Tables ¢, 7}, hooking mortality estimates inv  (hook types, hook sizes and body suyles, ete) could
ereased from 12.2% for typical years (1981-1995)  not be isolated in our study. Tn addition, the range
to 14.3% (CI = 3.5-25.0%) in 1998-2000. Fow- and intensity of use of specific types of tetruinal
ever, the increased hooking mortality in 1998-  gear differad between the spore fishery and the
2000 was offset by o reduction in mean encounter  experimental fishery. For example, Pacifie herring
rate from 26% in 198119925 to 11% (SE = 3%)  was not used in the experimental fighery but was
in 1998-2000 (calculated from Foster and Boatner  comumon in the aport fishery and had a hook lo-
2002). The addition of catch-and-relenss regula-  cation profile more similar to lutes than to bait,
tions for Chinook salmaon in 2001 did not change  Therefore, the adjustments in hooking mortality
the catch distribution among survey scolions com-  estimates because of differences between bait and
pared with the distribution in 1981-1995 (Figure lures should be viewed with caution,
H Qur estimate of 3.2% hooking mortality for wild
spring Chinook salmon in the lower Willamette
Discussion River sport fishery does not include fisherics in
We found that hooking mortality of gpring Chi-  the main stem above Willamette Falls or in wrib-
nook salmon caupht and relzased in the lower Wil-  utarics, which accounted Tor abowt 30% of the total
lamctte River sport fishery is largely dependent on annuval harvest in 1981-19935 (calculated from ) os-
anatomical hool location, which is conststent with  ter and Boatner 2002), Combining all figheries, we
other hooking mortality studies on salmon (Werth-  cstimate that sport anplers would encounter 37%
gimer 198%; Bendock and Alexandersdottic 1993 of the wild spring Chinook salmon in the Willum-
Gjernes et al. 1993 Grover et al. 2002). Tength, cttc Bagin, Assuming the hooking moriality rate
gear type, bleeding, and uohook time were also  of 12.2% estimated in the lower river fishery {s
significantly tolated to recapture of hooked fish.  applicable to other fisheries in the basin and by
Other studics have shown that bleeding is a sig-  wsing a 6.4% multiple encounter rakc for figh pre-
nificant factor In survival of fish caught and re-  viously caught and rcleased (OQDFW 2001, we
leased (Wertheimer 988, Bendock and Alexan-  estimate the basinwide morality for the run of wild
dersdottiv 1993), The signiticance of length in owr  spring Chnoolk salmon would be 4.8% in a ¢ateh-
study was difficult to interpret because of the ab-  andwrelease Ashery, This estimate agsumes that the
sence of length data for the control group. Size froquency distribution of hook locations in the
affeets could be a function of natral mortality  main stem above the falls and in tributarics is the
11 of 14 Public Comment #68
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same as that in the lower Willamette River sport  contrast, fish hooked in the gills and the csophagus—
fishery. However, we found that the distribution  stomach had high moriality rates. In a smdy of the
ol hook locations depends on the types of goar  California gcean sport fishery (Grover et al. 2002),
anglers use and that pear types varied among sur-  mortality from hook injury ol the eyes was 46%,
vey sectiony below Willametie Falls, Predominate  but the incidence of that injury in the fishery wus
gear types and the resulting hoolt location distri-  low (6%). Cirele hooks vsed in that study were
butions are unlikely to be the same in upper and  reported to be difficult to remove from the eve,
lower river fisheries. Hooking martality in othor  The mortality rate for fish woked in the esophagus
rivers would depend ot the type of gear anglers  —stomach in the California fishery was 85%, higher
use, the hoolk location distribution, and river-spe~  thai the 67% we observed in the Willamette Rivorn
cific encounter rates. However, their estitnate for thia tocation was pa-

Our hooking mottality rate of 12.2% for Chi-~ tially based on projected mortality of fish killed
nook aalmwon that are caught and released is highet  and necropsied after they had sorvived a 4-d hold-
than the 7.6% mortality vats reported for a Chinook  ing period, Our estimate of mortality for Chinook
salmon fishery in the Kenal River, Alaska (Ben-  salmon hooked in the gills was 81%, similaz to the
dock and Alexandersdottit 1993). Anglets in the  73% observed it the Ketai River (caleulated from
Willamette River hooked a higher percentage of Bendock and Alexandersdottir 1992) and the §1-
fish in the csophagus-gtomach (7.8%), a high mor-  85% for Chinoolk salmon taken in the Alaskan troll
taliy location, than in the Kenai River (0%). In  fishery (Wertheimer 1 988; Wertheimer et al. 19849).
addition, waler temperatures in the Willamette Our estimates of hooking mortality could be low
River during tagging averaged 12.8°C compared  if we removed hooks more gently from fish than
with mean water lemperatwres of 10.7°C in the  would anglers. However, we also assessed bloed-
Kenai River during tagging (calewlated from Ben-  ing, measured length, and tagged the figh before
dock and Alcxandergdortiv 1990, 1991, 1992). it was released, time anglers wonid not spend be-
Studies have consistently demonstrated that hook-  fore releasing fish. Tn addition, we hoisted fish inlo
ing mortality increases with water iemperatores (ve-  the processing tank inside the boat expoging them
viewed in Muoncke angd Childress 19947}, briefly to ajir, Air exposure has been shown to in-

Our estimate of hooking mortality for Chincok  crease mortality (Forguson and Tofts 1992), The
saltmon canpht and roleased in the Willamette Rive  lower Willamette River fishery is primarily a boat
er is cssontially the same as the 12.3% estitnated  fishery, 50 it is unncecssary Lor atglers 10 expose
for gport fisheries in saltwakar targeting Chinook  fish to the air bafore removing hooks. With cdu-
salmon 33 em or larger (CTC 1997), The hooling  cation, we expect that most anglers would vse
mortality rate of 32.2% estimated for Chingok  more carc in releasing nnmarked spring Chinook
salman less than 33 om (QTC 1997) is consider-  salmon,
ably lhigher than our estimate, but most Chinovk Hoolced fish were recaptured at various sites at
salmon in onr study were much larger than 33 ¢m about the same frequency as control fish, tndieat-
and ngne were smaller, Bstimates of hooking mor-  ing catch-and-release angling did not influence the
tality in commercial troll fisberics for legal and  migratory bebavior of fish that survived. Most of
sublegal Chinook satmon are nearly double those  these fish were recaptured at hatcheries wheta they
in sport fisheries (Wertheimer 1988, CTC t997).  were used as part of the broodstock, although the

Several stmdies have considered the tongue, reproductive success of experimental fish was not
eyes, gills, and psophagus-stomach to be “eriti-  delermined. Two studics found thar gaich and ru-
cal” or “vital" hooking locations that result in  lease of steelhead did not affect their return w
high mortality of rcleased tish (Mongillp 1984:  spawning sireams (Pettit 1977, Hooton 1987),
Muaneke and Childress 1994). The tongue, gills, Catgh-andsrelease angling alse did not influence
and cyes were consldered vital hooking Iocations  the reproductive suecess of steclbead (Pettit 1977)
of Chingok salmon in the Kenai River (Bendock  or of Atlantic salmon Safmg salar (Booth et al.
and Alexandersdottir 1993), None of their sdy  1995),
fish were tisted as being hooked in the esophagus— Our study showed that # selective sport fishery
stomach, although about 50% of the fish tageed  requiring the releage of wild spring Chinook sahu-
had been cavght on bait by spott anglers, We found  on gan decrease harvest mortality while maintaim.
that mortality ratos of fish hooked in the cye and  ing sport cateh of hatchery Chinool salmon. Man-
the tongue were not signifteantly different from  agers can reduce booking mortality of wild fish by
wero, Wat sample sizes Tor the eye were small. T eegulating terminal gear to decrease the incidence

12 of 14 Public Comment #68



11/19/281%

13:31 5838R25792

SALMON HOORING MORTALITY BY ANATOMICAL SITE

of hooking fish in the gills and the esophagus ot
stomach in fisherics where these hook Jocations
are comman. For example, eliminating the use of
hait may reduce the ineidence of deeply Wooked
fish and reduce mortality, although in the Willam.
atte River sport fishory the distribuation of hgol
locations for some baits was similar to that of
lures, However, climinating the use of bait may
also reduce the catech of hatchery fish, Educating
anglers in proper release technigques would also
reduce hooking mortality, For example, cutting the
ling has been shown to reduce postrelease mor-
tality nf deenty honleed fish (Nmnnrke and il
dress 1994: Schill 1996; Schigler and Bergersen
1996). Cutting the line should be encouraged bat
may not be acceptable to anglers when Ligh are
deeply hooked with expensive lures. Fish should
b kept in the water and nthooked guiekly becanse
we found that mortality was higher for fish that
taok fonger o unhook. Managers should be aware
that changes in angling regulations can shifi offort
antong river scetions, which conld affect hooking
mottality provided fishing lechnigues also vary
among sections.
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To:
Board of fisheries
State of Alaska

From:

David Hilty

1834 Mission Rd
Kodiak Ak, 99615

This is a letter of support for proposal 10 of the Bristol Bay management plan.

Dear Mr. Chairman and board members.

My name is David Hilty, [ am a thirty five year resident of Alaska and have been
involved in the commercial fishing industry for my entire working career. I have also
been involved in the Dutch Harbor Food and Bait fishery as a fish spotter for the last 20
years,

The Dutch Harbor food and bait fishery has a long history of supplying bait herring to the
Bering Sea crab, pot cod and tong line fleet. In recent years with inereased crab and cod
quotas, there has been more demand for Dutch Herring than the existing harvest level can
supply, which has forced suppliers to buy bait from cutside of Alaska to fulfill the
fishermen’s needs. Proposalk 10, if approved would allow the utilization of a portion
of a the Togiak quota that has not been used for nearly the last ten years and re
enter it into a fishery that has high demand and currently garners a higher price
than any other Togiak herring prodact.

It is my hope that in the futare all Togiak herring markets and demand will improve and
that roe on kelp quota will be harvested for its intended purpose. But until then, please
vote for proposal 10 to allow Alaskans to harvest this otherwise stranded quota for the

benefit of the State, the fisheries and fishermen.

Thank you,
David Hilty

Public Comment #69



11/19/2812  16:38 4866525958 FEDEXKIMKDSZ2266 PaGE  Bl/82

Board of Fisheries Comments
PO Bax 115526

Juneau, AK 99802
907-465-6094 fax

Please consider modification to Proposal 239-8AAC 67.022(g)(6)
“"SUPPORT AS AMENDED”

Support “Single Mook”

Oppose “No Bait”

Membears of the Board,

As the managers of this precious resource, your responsibility is to make quality
decisions on how best to utilize the resource while ensuring healthy escapement to
seed future returns, Using the best available science and a little commaon sense will
almost always lead you to that quality decision. | gladly travel to Alaska every year to
sportfish, and spend a substantial amount of money while there just like most sport
fisherman do, and I'm counting on you to make a quality decision on this issue,

As someone who has been involved fisheries conservation issues for several years, it is
concerning that there is NO DATA accompanying this “ISSUE”. As with all decisions in
life, the more information you possess the better decision you are able to make.
Without first determining that there actually is a problem, and then quantifying the size
of it, you are attermpting to solve a problem that may not even exist.

Single Hook Provision:

| am in favor of going to single hook only for the entire Nushagak Mulchatna
watershed.

Hook mortality studies that | have seen are inconclusive as to whether single hooks are
clearly the best choice. Some studies show a benefit te utilizing single hooks, while at
least one study indicates that deep hooking fish is more likely with single point vs. treble

hooks, resulting in higher mortality. With that said, it is my experience that your ability
to quickly unhook and release fish is substantially improved with a single hook.

This proposal makes some sense.

No Bait Provision:

| am not in favor of the No Bait provision.

1 of 2 Public Comment #70



1141942012 16: 38 JAEEEZEI5E FEDESKINKOSZZ6E FACE #2402

This provision essentially already exists within the Nushagak Mulchatna King Salmon
Management Plan. ADFG can already implement this measure whenever they feel that
it is necessary.

The overwhelming benefit from going “No Bait” is less harvest. Currently, the sport
fishery on the Nushagak River is utilizing roughly half of its 5,000 fish allocation in the
Nushagak Mulchatna King Salmon Management Plan,

You are solving a problem that doesn’t exist.

Lastly, ) have to question the motives for this proposal. When reading “WHO 1S LIKELY
TO BENEFIT/SUFFER”, there is no mention of any conservation benefit, just reducing
catch rates of sport anglers. According to the NMKSMP, there is no need to reduce: this
rate. If allocation needs to be addressed, it would appear as though that should happen
in a different forum,

Please make a quality decision in this matter.

Respectfully,

Stan Brogdon
President, CCA Washington
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BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Oppogition to Propoesals te 36, 37, 38, 39 aﬂd 40 for Permit Stackin

A, Other Alternatives For Profitable Fishing

There are comparatively better alternatives to improving the financial bottom line for
fishermen than giving an “additional opportunity” to dual permit holders. In 2002, United States
Senator Ted Stevens said, “We have a price problem, and the price comes from competition
overseas.” The Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC), and Bristol Bay
Regional Seafood Development Association (BBRSDA) are focusing on quality and increasing
the price for fishermen.

Substantial progress is being made in the fishery in these areas. Ice barges, ice machines,
and other equipment exist where they did not before. The vigorous, focused effort has been
making a difference. From 2002 to 2011, average gross earnings for Bristol Bay drift netters and
set netters increased dramatically: drifinetters, $21,480 (2002) to $70,236 (2011), and b)
settnstters, $11,167 (2002) to $31,210 (2011).> Permit prices show a similar upward movement:
a) driftnetters, $19,700 (2002) to-$143,900 (2011), and b)$11,900-(2002) to $35,90042011).*-In
2012, fishermen received an estimated $1.15/Ib. for chilled sockeye.’

These ¢fforts are positive for all fishermen and lift all boats. They avoid negativity and
arpuments among fishermen.

B. Permit Stacking
1. Eliminate Present Permit Stacking,

I ask that the Board eliminate the present permit stacking in which two permit holders can

' Anchorage Daity News, February 24, 2002, E-1, “Salmon Solution.”

: www bbrsda.com, Projects and Strategies, Improving Quality and Value.

* Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Fishery Statistics, Fishery Pagticipation and Earnings,
SO3T and SO47T Salmon, Drift Gillnet, Bristol Bay. Non-resident fishermen’s gross eamings were gven
higher.

¢ Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Permit Value Report (803T and S04T),
hittp:/fwww.efec state. ak us/pmtvalue/X S03T.HTM, and

http/Awww.cfec.state.ak us/pmtvalue/X. S04T HTM. Drift Permit value decreased to estimated
$96,700 in October 2012, but set net permit value continued to increase to estimated $42,200 in
October 2012,

" Base price: http//wwyv.adie alaska gov/static/home/news/pdfsmewsreleases/cf/226013052. pdf . at
pages 1-2, and chilling bonus: my own chilling bomys.
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fish 200 fathom of gear. It creates two classes of fishermen. Further, it allows those with 200
fathom to cork those with 150 fathoms, creating an unfair advantage for those with 200 fathoms.
It is more difficult fishing against someone with a longer net.  Also, when processors impose
limits, those with 200 fathoms are allowed higher limits. When processors give price
adjustments, those with 200 fathoms appear to be the producers and obtain the price adjusiments
while those with 150 fathom may have been better fishermen in terms of quality and fish
caught/fathom fished but do not pet the adjustment.

2. If Don’t Eliminate Present Permit Stacking, Retain Current Permit Stacking
Without Modification.

If the Board is going to allow permir stacking, T ask that it retain the present permit stacking
without modification. The intent of the present permit stacking was to allow a fisherman with
insufficient capital to join with another fisherman to fish for their mutual benefit, The Board
should limit this means of permit stacking to this original intent.

3. Do Not Expand Permit Stacking,

The Board should not expand permit stacking to allow one fisherman to own and fish more
than one permit, This creates two classes of fishermen. It favors the “well-to-do”™ over the less
affluent. It will have a disparate impact on watershed residents who have fewer job opportunities
than those who live in urban areas. [ ask that the Board pive substantial weight to the goal of AS
16.43.290(3) by considering:

the number of entry permits sufficient to avoid serious economic hardship to those
currently engaped in the fishery, considering other economic opportunities
reasonably available to them.

Id

Additionally, every fisherman historically has fished the same length of net (150
tathoms) in the drift fishery, Allowing one fisherman to fish more net than another fisherman
allpcates fish among drift fishermen. Obviously, the fisherman with more net will almost
certainly catch more fish than one with less net. The Board will be dividing fish within a proup
that has historically fished on equal footing in terms of net. Fishermen entered the fishery with
the understanding that everybody fished the same length net,

A huge flaw with the proposals is that the real determining factor is how “rich” you are.
Most tishermen I know cannot afford to buy a second permit.® Only the wealthy can actually
afford a second permit unless someone inherits one. The proposals do not consider time fished,
investment made, a reasonable average rate of return to the fishermen participating in the fishery,
serious econornic hardship to those engaged in the fishery, and other economic opportunities
reasonably available to those fishermen engaged in the fishery, See AS 16.43.290.

As stated above, in 2011, the average gross earnings for driftnetters was $70,236. We

¢ Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission website, Permit Value Report (SO3T).
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have other alternatives that are much better than permit stacking to increase the financial bottom
line for fishermen. BBEDC, a watershed Corporation, deserves credit for its substantial financial
effort and ¢ontribution in rajsing the tide for all boats.

ated:
&

eph'R. Faith
O Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S037T) Permit Holder
FV Margo
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BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK
COMMENT

Opposition to Proposals to 58, 59, 60, and 61 for 2 General District

[ oppose the proposals for the creation of a general digtrict, These proposals amount to
interception of fish headed to a terminal fishery. The proposals for a general district after July 17
or after August 1 could easily result in the interception of silvers and reds headed for other
districts such as the Nushagak and Togiak districts, Interception obviously ¢an have serious
consequences on escapement in terminal rivers, as well the well being of subsistence, sport, and
commercial fisheries in the terminal rivers.

J"Lv

seph R. Faith
O Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S05T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo

[ated: ’
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BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK

COMMENT

Opposition 1o Proposals to 63, 64, and 65 for Bristo]l Bay Allocation Plan

I oppose the allocation plans of the above proposals. They are actually reallocation plans to
benefit one group at the expense of another group. I can’t afford to give up income that helps
feed my family. The present allocation plans are based on historical catches in the various
fishing districts.

seph R, Faith

O Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (S037) Permit Holder
FV Margo
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BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES

FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK

COMMENT

Qpposition to Proposals 32, 33, 34. 35, and 36 to Eliminate 32-Foot Vessel Rule

1. 32-Footer Very Effective

The Board should make rules for the general situation, not the exception. 32-foot
boats adequately handle every fishing period for almost every fisherman every year, 32-
footers are more boat than is needed for the amount of fish caught almost always. One
period, maybe two, a year a few fishermen could use a bigger boat when they catch a
boatload. But the Board should not change the policy to accommodate such a limited
circumstance. The rest of the year, these fishermen, as well as all other fishermen, have
extra space on a 32-footer.

2. Proposal Promotes Race For Bigger Boats And Overcapitalization

Allowing bigger boats into the fishery will cause overcapitalization of the fishery.
Practically everything that has to be replaced or repaired on a bigger boat will cost more
(i.e. engine replacement, shafts, props, RSW, et¢.). Bigger boats will result in more
expenses and waste of resources. We should not be fipuring out ways to increase
expenses for fishing operations. We should be figuring out ways to increase profits, so
tishermen have more take-home pay.

Allowing bigger boats would likely set off a race to own bigger boats. To keep
up, fishermen will necessarily pay substantial amounts for bigger boats and create more
debt, causing more economic distress to the fishery.

On a related subject bipger boats will likely set the wheels in motion for future
Board meetings at which the Board will be asked to reduce the number of permits to
another optimum level. Bigger boats will have higher expenses. To justify the higher
expenses, thoge fishermen will want more fish to pay those expenses and will want to get
those fish from other fishermen.

3. Proposal Promotes Race for Fish

With bigger boats, fishermen will want to fill their boats with fish. There won't
be enough fish to fill the capacity of the bigger boats. The present fleet of 32-footers can
already catch more than 100% of the run. The race for fish will be on. There will be
increased competition on the fishing grounds. There will be increased demands on Fish
and Game from frustrated fishermen who aren’t catching enough fish during the season.
As mentioned above, there will more Board of Fish meetings to figure out how to
accomunodate the increased capacity of the fishing fleet.

Tl/e8 3w s3ruas1a wioszwnd Of 10 LCEGZERA0E I;Bu:tzltlc %‘Qﬂﬂﬁqt #11



4, Quality Can Already Be Achieved With 32-Footers

Quality can already be achieved with 32-foot boats. The quality problem is not
due 1o the length of a 32-footer. The quality problem for drift netters is due to long sets,
round hauling, improper fish handling, compressing fish, holding fish too long, not
¢ooling fich, fish pumps on tenders, and canning fish.

Increasingly more 32-foot boats have R8W and slush systems and achieve quality
with both systems. The obstacle to an RSW system has little to do with the capacity of a
32-footer, but rather evervthing to do with the cost of installation and maintenance.
Show an REW company the money, and the RSW company will show anybody a unit
that will work on any 32-footer,

The processor also help obtain quality by requiring delivery every 8 hours.
Similarly, Fish and Game assists quality with shorter fishing periods (i.e. 4 hours) that
result in fish being delivered to the processor.

Moreover, quality could easily be reduced with bigger boats because it will
increase the likelihood that bigger boats will hold the fish on their boats longer than 32-
footers do now. Some of the larger boats already hold their fish for 24 hours, as
compared to only 4 to 8 hours for most of the boats in the fishery.

5. Quality Is Being Addressed By Private Industry and Fishermen

Quality is being addressed by the Bristol Bay Economic Development
Corporation, Bristol Bay Regional Seafood Development Association, processors, and
fishermen.

In recent years, substantial progress has been made with respect to quality:

» anice barge in the Nushagak district;
an ice barge in the Naknek/Kvichak district;
an ice barge in the Egegik district;
an ice machine at the processing plant in Ekuk;
an ice machine at the boat harbor in Dillingham.
an ice machine on a private tender tendering for Icicle on the Nushagak;
an ice machine at the Togiak Fisheries plant in the Togiak district.
an ice machine used by Cooper River Seatoods in the Togiak district.

Market prices are doing an effective job of pushing every fisherman to focus on
quality. In 2012, fishermen received an estimated $1.15/Ib. for chilled sockeyes (§1.00
base price plus .15 for chilling bonus.")

6. Quality Depends On Individual Fishermen, Not Bigger Boats
Ag stated above, quality is a function of many factors such as long sets, handling

fish properly, compressing fish in the holds, chilling, and so forth. A bigper boat does
not mean that any of these factors will be addressed. It still comes down to how these

fernewsreleases/c 226013052 pdf., at pages

! Base price: hizp:/www.adfu alaska gov/staticthome/news/
1-2, and chilling bonus: my own chilling bopus.
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factors are addressed by individual fishermen.
7. Claim that Fishermen Will Use Bigger Boat For Processing Is Speculation

There is also a claim that bigger boats will allow for more on-board processing.
How many fishermen is this? Without actual numbers, the Board will simply be
speculating and could be making a decision based on something that won't happen much,
if at all. Further, nothing is stopping anybody from bringing in a bigger boat now and
processing off it. That's what processors do. The opportunity to process off a bigger
boat already exists,

8. Imfrastructure Changes in Bay Communities Will Require Time
and Money

Bigger boats will require changes for boat hanling, harboring, and storage in Bay
communities. Boat haulers will need bigger trailers. Boat storage spaces will have to be
enlarged. Boat harbors will have to create special areas for bigger boats, and likely are
too small now to accornmeoedatz a lot of bigger boats and likely will require expensive
expansion projects.

O Box 1316
Dillingham, AK 99576
Bristol Bay Drift (303T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo
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BEFORE THE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
FOR THE DECEMBER 2012 MEETING AT NAKNEK.

COMMENT

Qpposition to Proposals to 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and 54 for Repeal of Sunset
Clause for Set Net Permit Stacking

1. Permit Stacking Will Benefit the “Well to Do” At the Expense of the Poorer
Fisherman With a Smaller Operation, and Local Watershed Communities

Permit stacking will favor the “we]l to do” over the less affluent. Meost fishermen 1 know
cannot afford to buy a second permit.! According to the CFEC, “since January of 2010, when
permit stacking was ellowed, the fair market value of set gillnet permits rose 64.2% from
$25,700 1o $42,200, "> New entrants into the set net fishery “went to a historic low of 6% in
2011 Permit stacking has largely benefited non-residents and nonlocals, not local watershed
residents. “Starting in 2010, when permit stacking regulations came into effect, the count of
individuals who held two permits at year-end rose substantially, especially among nonresidents
and nonlocals.™ In 2012, ninety-two non-residents and nonlocals stacked permits, while only
thirteen locals stacked them.®

The acquisition of dual permits will not be based on dependence on the fishery of fishermen
and local communities, or other alternative jobs one has in his region (AS 16.43.290(3), but on
the wealth of the purchaser of the second permit. Permit stacking is more realistically a devise to
allocate the resource away from the small and poorer fishermen, thereby creating serious
economic impacts on local communities.

2, Permit Stacking By A Single Person Will Create Two Classes of Setnetters: Dual
Permit Ohwners, and Single Permit Owners.

Permit stacking by a single person will create two classes of setnetters: dual permit owners,
and single permit owners. Notwithstanding AS 16.05.251, which allows “additional fishing
oppartunity,” a fisherman with dual permits will be granted an allocation of fish over a fisherman
with a single permit, greatly changing the traditional fish allocation amongst fishermen within a
single fishery. According to the CFEC, “[elach of the single permit operations effectively landed
fewer fish as stacked operations increased their share of the landings.”®

A fisherman with dual permit owners will receive an allocation of fish not received by a

‘ Conunermal Fisheries Entry Commission website, Permit Value Report (304T).
2 CFEC Report No. 12-02-N, Bristol Bay Set Gillnet Permit Stacking, at page 15, November
2012.
*Id., at page 13.
*Id., at page 5.
*Id., Table 1, at page 5.
“1d, at page 12.
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fisherman with a single permit by virtue of being able to put more net in the water and assuredly
cateh more fish. Dual permit owners will also be able to cycle two fifty fathom nets to double
the catch they traditionally would have caught with only one net, depriving other set netters fish
they would have traditionally caught.

Processors will almost certainly favor dual permit owners over single permit owners by
giving dual permit owners higher limits on limit days, and giving them production bonuses for
delivering more poundage when a single net owner may have, in fact, delivered higher quality
fish.

Dual permit owners, under current regulation, will be able to split their two nets, giving them
opportunities to fish on one—two-—three—or four site(s), as compared to two at most for the
single permit owner. It seems that enforcement will have an almost impossible task of enforcing
laws, with a set net permit holder having the ability to fish a combination of nets, including
cyeling those nets, on multiple sites, miles apart.

Permit stacking will alsa creates an environment for a hostile takeover mentality of the single
perrnit holders by squeezing them out of the fishery through the many advantages the dual permit
owner will receive over the single permit owner.

3. Permit Stacking Has The Potential To Unconstitutionally Impinge on the Common
Use And No Exclusive Fisheries Clauses of the Alaska Constitution

Permit stacking has the potential of impinging too much on the common use and na
exclusive fisheries clauses of Alaska’s constitution. Permit stacking could cut the number of set
net fishermen in half from the traditional number of 993 fishermen to 497 fishermen’ and
become too exclusive.

Eatﬁed: ] 1%

(Joseph R, Faith

PO Box 1316

Dillingham, AK 99576

Bristol Bay Drift (803T) Permit Holder
F/V Margo

7 Id., Table 1, at page 5 (993 SO4T permits in 2003).
2
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November 16, 2012

Attn: BOF COMMENTS

Board Support Section

Alaska Departrent of Fish and Game
PO Box 113526

Junesn, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board membera:

We are writing in opposition of Bristol Bay Herring Proposal 13, Closing the Topiak fishery until 2016
will have unattended consequences for other herring fisheries in Western Alaska. This proposal will not
pddress the first issue listed in the proposal as being lack of participation by local residents.  The other
1s3ue listed of lost opportunity for harvesting subsistence herring roe on kelp could be addrosses in other
way without the drastic measure of cloging the fshery.

The Togial: herring fishery is the major produser of Bering Sea herring,  If this fishery is cloged the
markets for Bering Sea herring will likely drv up. The rest of western Alaska does not product enough
herring to keep these markets apen. A redoction in the amount of herring available from Togiak would
likely improve the ability of the small fisheries in Western Alaska to sell herring but a closure of Togiak
will barm these smaller fAsheries,

The Norton Sound fishery relies on a processor to cotne north after the Toglak fishery is somplete and
before Bristal Bay salmon fishery, Without the Togiak fishery the cost to bring a processor to Norton
Sound before Bristol Bay Salmon will make it unceonamical to do so.

Local participation in the fishery will only decrease a three year closure of the fishery.

A battar solution to improve the subsistence spawn on kelp fishery would be to close major subsistence
areas to commercial fishing and reduce the commercial harvest rate,

Wesley W, Jones %—y‘/—\

Fishery Biologist

CSEC Wil At wr el Breonsage o elea harseat of g Bnelig Bon Ssbnesps 0 momale ol potieid: saeonee deeeiapnmeed Drounh goleslin, g, devloing sov! fingncial
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P.Q. Box 193, Unalakieal, AK 99684, Ph; (807) 624-3193, Fax: (907) 624-3183
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Alaska Independent Fishermen’'s
Marketing Association

F.0. Box 60131

Seattls, WA 98160

Phone/Fax (206) 542-3830
aifma’l@seanet.com

November 19, 2012

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

PO Box 25526

Juneau, Alaska 99802-5526

Dear Board of Fisheries Members:

The Alaska Independent Fishermen’s Marketing Association (AIFMA) has reviewed the
proposed regulatory changes related 1o the Bristol Bay area salmon fisheries. Following this
cover letter are our comments and position that we would like for you to consider during the De-
cember 2012 meeting addressing these proposals.

We have addressed each proposal in the order they appear in the proposal packet. If our position
changes prior to your deliberations on any proposal we will provide you with a written amend-
ment to that proposal.

ATFMA represents permit holders who fish for salmon in Bristol Bay, Our mission is to protect
the renewable salimon resource and promote economic sustainability for commercial salmon
permuit holders in Bristol Bay.

Thank you for the opportunify to provide comment on these proposals.

Bincerely,
David Harsila
President
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS

ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES

2012 PROPOSED REGULATORY CHANGES

BRISTOL BAY AREA

SALMON FISHERIES

Submitted by:
AIFMA (Alaska Independent Fishermen’s Marketing Assoclation)
Post Office Box 60131
Seattle, Washington 98160

November 19, 2012
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ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES
BRISTOL BAY SALMON PROPOSALS REVIEW

Proposals 1-14 — Neutral

Proposal 15 — Support
Set gilinet anchor gear left in the water at unregistered sites will continue to displace
drift gilinet area.

Proposal 16 - Oppose:
This proposal may be inconsistent area-wide in Bristol Bay.

Proposal 17 — Neutral
Proposal 18 — Neutral

Proposal 18 — Oppose
This proposal may be inconsistent area-wide in Bristol Bay.

Proposal 20 — Neutral (See proposal 15 above.)
Proposal 21 — Neutral
Proposal 22 — Neutral
Proposal 23 — Neutral

Proposal 24 — Oppose
The harvestable surplus of salmon for the commercial fisheries of Bristol Bay is fully al-
located between the drift gillnet and set gilinet gear groups.

Proposal 25 — Oppose
I';t‘l:fa proposal would create a Bristol Bay resident-exclusive fishery contrary to State
Proposal 26 — Neutral
Proposal 27 — Neutral
Proposal 28 — Neutral
Proposal 28 — Neutral

Proposal 30 — Neutral

Proposal 31 — Neutral
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Proposals 32-35 — Oppose

Overcapitalization and Overharvest Capacity

Bristol Bay is burdened with overharvest capacity and overcapitalization resulting in
economic stress. Introducing a new class of vessel in Bristol Bay will exacerbate these
conditions and destabilize the fishery. We do not recognize a compelling reason to re-
peal the 32-foot vessel length limit.

The CFEC published the Bristol Bay Salmon Drift Gillnet Fishery Optimurm Number Re-
port in 2004 documenting the overcapacity issue in Bristol Bay and recommended an
optimum number range of 800-1,200 permits. Reducing capacity was recommended
o maintain an economically healthy fishery.

Removing the length limit would benefit a few fishers, desiring larger-capacity boats and
would allow longer vessels, with unlimited tonnage from other areas, to enter the Bristol
Bay fishery. The result would be increased harvest capacity and capitalization in the
fishery. Fishermen owning 32-foot vessels would be economically and negatively im-
pacted by their vessels being devaltued in the marketplace. Local communities would be
devastated.

Today's 32-foot vessels are more than adequate to harvest and refrigerate the harvest-
able volume of salmon at this time. Today's Bristol Bay gillnetter has a beam of 15 feet,
or more, comparead to just 11 feet 25 years ago. This has resulted in a nearly doubling
of cubic capacity. These vessels are capable of refrigerating 20,000 pounds of salmon,
traveling at high speed with accommaodations for four people. These vessels operate
safely in shallow waters and are consgidered state-of-the-art gillnetters by the industry.

Our current management plan includes small special harvest areas where larger ves-
sels would be unsuitable. Short duration fishing openings have diminished the need for
higher capacity vessels.

Quality

No document exists that demonstrates that the larger the vessel, the better the quality
of fish. This notion is rhetorical at best. Currently, larger 32 foot vessels operating within
the waters of Bristol Bay catch, handle, refrigerate and very adequately produce high
quality salmon safely. All fishers are gaining access to ice to enhance quality and have
an obligation to operate their vessel safely under all conditions to the best of their ability.

Harvesting salmon in Bristol Bay from longer, larger heavier vessels may resuit in a
mixed bag, or perhaps, poorer quality than anticipated or hoped. Qur fishery has been
admonished for years for producing bruised, and otherwise damaged fish, due to ex-
cessive towing of the gillnet gear. Excessive towing results in too much strain and {en-
sion exerted on the salmon by the netting. Heavier, larger vessels would result in more
tension and strain on gear and fish during normal fishing operations. Bruising and scale
loss are associated with reduced values.

Bristol Bay is a highly specialized and unique area in Alaska and should not be com-

pared to other areas regarding this issue. All vessels currently fishing in Bristol Bay are
capable of chilling salmon.
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Processing at sea strays far from the intent of a CFEC issued permit to drift gillnet in
Bristol Bay for which the 32 foot rule is directed and therefore should not apply.

Safety

The safely record regarding vessels in Bristol Bay is good. The majority of accidents at
sea can be attributed to collisions and grounding. These occurrences would be in-
creased, if longer, larger vessels with greater tonnage were allowed in Bristol Bay.
Larger vessels would be of deeper draft and encounter a higher incidence of grounding.
Potential collisions involving larger vessels will result in far more vessel damage and
personal injuries.

Proposals 36-38; Support

These proposals will allow the dual permit regulation to be more effective. The dual
permit regulation has accomplished three goals and has been generally accepted in the
Bristol Bay fishery. The goals are 1) continuing to keep local watershed fishermen on
the water, who own a permit, 2) continue to reduce harvest capacity by removing gear
from the water and 3) increasing proportional catch percentage by each boat as boat
numbers decrease,

These proposals would allow one person to own and operate two Bristol Bay drift gillnet
permits issued under the CFEC in accordance with the regulation 5 AAC 06.33 that al-
lows two driftnet permit holders to operate an additional 50 fathoms of gear when used
oh one vessel,

Bristol Bay driftnet fishers, on average, have experienced a chronic decrease in eco-
nomic value of their individual businesses, adjusted for inflation, over time. There is
overharvesting capacity in Bristol Bay, see CFEC optimum number report 04-3N, Octo-
ber, 2004. During the 2011 season 1,435 vessels operated in Brigtol Bay, whereas the
report recommends that the optimum number of vessels fishing be between 800 and
1,200. Proposal 37, if adopted, will be the final step to allowing the fleet to adjust to the
recommended optimum number.

Fishers operating in Bristol Bay will continue to struggle economically under the burden
of overharvest capacity. The local region is impacted the most without alternative eco-
nomic opportunities to help support the high costs of a fishing business in Bristol Bay.
More local people will opt not to invest in the fishing businass and more permits will
leave the area. Excessive fishing competition will continue to drive costs up further im-
pairing the sustainability of the fleet and rendering the fishery less efficient.

Improved Economics

If proposal 37 is adopted, important economic, fishery and management improvements

will be accomplished,

* The number of vessels in operation will mares likely be reduced to the recommended
number cited in the CFEC Optimum Number Study of 800-1200 permits. This im-
portant analysis by the CFEC revealed a critical economic balance point for the well
being and sustainability for the commercial drift fleet in Bristol Bay. Generally spaak-
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ing, the balance sheet for fishing operations appears sustainablée when a high price
for salmon ocours or an excellent run of fish happens. During many off-years the
balance sheet is not sustainable and fishers cannot make their payments or make a
livable income. This proposed regulation will provide the help needed to improve the
economic model for fishers in Bristol Bay for all seasons including the off-years.

» The improved economic profile and balance sheet for an individual operating a drift-
net operation in Bristol Bay will more likely perform in accordance with lending insti-
tutions’ qualifications. The watershed residents, along with others from the state of
Alaska, will more likely have the confidence to invest in the fishery, if the ability to
repay loan obligations is improved and fits a reasonable and established economic
loan model. The number of permits held by local and Alaska State residents would
likely increase with the combination of a favorable loan program and an improved
balance sheet for fishing operations. The slice of the pie, so to speak, will be made
slightly larger for the operating fleet and provide a turning point for the community

and the Bristol Bay fisheries for the future as the boat numbers continue to decrease
over time.

Please see CFEC Report 12-05N Qctober 2012 that shows a steady increase of
earnings between 2004 and 2011, or since the two permit law was put info effect.
This report shows all three permit holder groups, Borough, Other Alaskan, and Non-
resident with increased earnings from 2004-2011.

» The decrease in total number of vessels fishing will have additional benefits includ-
ing, reduced costs from intense competition and improved safety on the water. A
more orderly fishery may lower the cost of fisheries management, and reduce the
cost of enforcement.

Improved Quality

This proposal will significantly contribute to improved quality of salmon harvested from
the waters of Bristol Bay. By achieving the CEFC optimum number range, the intense
competition, “race for the fish”, will be effectively diminished. Fisher's atiention and work
will be redirected to help themselves improve profits by focusing on increasing the quali-
ty of fish harvested that will then be available for higher value markets.

Everyone Benefits

Fishers who choose not to invest in a secand permit gain the advantages of reduced
boats, gear and competition on the water, but do not bear the costs to achieve it. If there
are disadvantages, they are outweighed by the individual economic gains that wouid be
realized by individual fishers to improve and promote their businesses,

Those individuals, that currently own a permit and choose to become the second permit
holder on somenne else's vessel, will become far more valuable for this purpose in the
future should this proposal become law.

Direct testimony from set gillnet fishers who currently utilize this law reflects a clear and
positive effect for their fishing operations. The drift gillnet fishers should also be able to
help themselves and their fishing businesses accordingly.
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Proposal 39 — Neutral
Proposal 40 — Neutral

Proposal 41 - Oppose

The proposer arbitrarily ties the cause of the decline in watershed permit ownership to
permit stacking. The decline began long before the two permit law was adopted, which
in itself beckons for a different conclusion. The dual-permit law goes a long way to en-
courage watershed residents, who do own permits, to participate in the fishery, The dis-
tressed economics of the Bristol Bay fishery and the lack of alternate incomes are more
likely the cause and effect that has resulted in watershed residents selling off permits.

Proposal 42 - Oppose

The proposer states that permit stacking law is the cause for declining catches for local
Bristol Bay residents and is alsc the cause for the lack of capital for local residents to
invest in the purchase of permits. Should the dual permit law be rescinded, 300-400
parmits could be reintroduced on an additional 300-400 vessels with full complements
of gear. This would be devastating to the fishermen's income in the region, dramatically
increase the race for fish and otherwise send the Bristol Bay fishery into the dark ages.
The illogic of the rational used to rescind such an important law for Bristol Bay is essen-
tially confusing and misleading for the reader.

Proposal 43 - Neutral

Proposals 44-54 — Support

These proposals elaborate many important reasons why permit stacking has worked
well in the set gilinet fishery fo enhance their businesses and achieve profitability. Re-
scinding this law will cause certain economic harm to those that have made an invest-
ment based on the permit stacking rule. Many local families owning set gillnet opera-
tions will be impacted.

Proposal 55 — Neutral

Proposal 56 — Oppose
This regulation has worked well to aliow flexibility for fishermen during early fishing op-
portunities in lieu of the general district,

Proposal 57 - Neutral

Froposals 58-61 — Oppose
General district options did not achieve the targeted goals and have proved to be a
source of consternation and problematic for local communities.

Proposal 62 — Neutral

Proposals 63-65 ~ Qppose
. These proposals provide no new information that would be the basis for changes in the
current allocation plan. Managing for escapement is not the function of the current allo-
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cation plan. The current allocation plan works well and is the benchmark for Bristol Bay.

Proposal 66 — Oppose

The current allocation plan was adopted by the Board of Fish in 1997 and has become
une of the critical features of the management of commercial fisheries in Bristol Bay.
The: law has benefited the fishery immeasurably and has allowed the two stakeholder
groups to move forward in their respective businesses,

Proposal 67 — Oppose
ADF&G is more than capable of managing for catch and escapement.

Proposal 68 — Oppose
Proposal 69 — Oppose
Proposal 70 — Neutral

Proposals 71-72 — Oppose
Drift gillnetters should be inciuded in these proposals.

Proposal 73 - Oppose
Without a catch allocation plan that applies to the NRSHA, reducing the complement of
drift gillnet gear will result in a loss of fish for the drifters.

Proposal 74 — Neutral
Proposal 75 — Oppose
Proposal 76 — Oppose
Proposal 77 — Oppose
Proposal 78 ~ Neutral
Proposal 79 — Support
Proposal 80 - Support
Praposals §1-82 — Support
Froposal 83 — Neutral
Proposal 84 ~ Neutral
Proposal 85 — Neutral
Proposal 86 — NedLitral

Proposal 87 — Neutral
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Novernber 19, 2012

BOF Comments

Boards Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
P.O. box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Izetta Chambers and my family and | are involved In the commercial sethet salmon fishery in
Bristol Bay. | seasonally manage our small family-owned fish processing business, Naknek Family
Fisheries. Qur company purchases the majority of our fishery products from Naknek beach set net
fishermen.

I grew up in Naknek, where | started participating in the Bristol Bay fishery at the age of 9 years old. |
currently reside in Dillingham, Alaska during the off-season. 1 submit this comment letter in response to
several proposals before the Board of Fisheries for consideration at your December 2012 meeting in

Naknek,
Proposal 16 Support

Allowing set gillnet gear to remain in place between fishing periods on consecutive tides alleviates the
hassle of removing gear for only short periods of time. Currently, when there are small closures
between tides, the gear would not be in the water anyway. Requiring the gear to be pulled hetween
these short openers creates added work for set gillnet salmon harvesters, increases costs, and
exacerbates fatigue among the fleet. It serves no biological management purpose to pull between
during these short closures, and the regulations should be modified to allow the gear to remain
hetween openers.

Proposal 32, 33, 34, 35: Oppose

The 32-foot limit on Bristol Bay drift vessels should remain. Increasing vessel length would only hasten
the decline in local permit ownership, and would disenfranchise our local fishing fleet, many of which do
not have the capital to invest in bigger boats.

Proposal 55: Support

This proposal bears a lot of merit, and allowing a setnet fishing operation with two set gillnet permits to
fish 100 fathoms on a single site would provide more equity between set net and drift net fishermen.
Currently, set gillnet harvesters are riot afforded the same opportunity to maximize the potential of
stacked permits. It will limit costs, and will increase the quality of the fishery product, as nets will not
remain in the water as long if they are being picked at the same location. Running back and forth
between two sites decreases the quality of the harvest because the nets are soaking In the water for a
longer period of time.

Proposal 63 (partial), 64, 65: Support
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I strongly support increasing the allocation in the Naknek/Kvichak District to 22%. Currently, a higher
percentage of the setnet fleet consists of local watershed residents, compared to the drift fleet.
Increasing the allocation percentage benefits local Alaskan residents, and contributes to a more
economically viable Bristol Bay region. The current allocation is inadequate in the Naknek/Kvichak
District and does not reflect the breakdown between drift and set net fishing fleets. This is because the
allocation is based on outdated numbers, when there were more drift boats. The allocation serves no
biological purpose and has been viewed by many in the set net fishing fleet as exacerbating the problem
of “forgone harvest.” If the allocation continues in its current form, it creates unnecessary hardship for
lacal set net fishermen,

Proposal 66: Support (if no Increase)

In the event that the allocation for the set gillnet fleet does not increase, | would support abolishing the
allocation altogether. This would provide more flexibility in management of the resource by our area
managers and eliminate the forgone harvest conundrum.

Proposal 71, 72: Support

| support the opening of the Naknek River Special Harvest Area (NRSHA) o set gillnet gear when the
Naknek River escapement goal is met, There are currently very few available fishing locations available
to new entrants to the Nakne set gillnet fishery. That is because many of the setnet sites are already
leased. This proposal would amelioarate the forgong harvest of surplus salmon, while supporting local
fishing families who are just getting into the setnet salmon fishery. My husband recently purchased a
set net permit, but we are not able to capitalize on this investment fully, dué to no available sites in the
Naknek/Kvichak District,

Thank you for your consideration of my comments and | welcome ¢uestions in response to these
comments at the upcoming Board of Fisheries meeting in Naknek. | would also like to personally thank
the Alagka Board of Fisheries for deciding to hold thelr meeting in a coastal community. This makes
participation In the public process much easier for local residents. It is terribly expensive for a Bristol
Bay resident to travel to Anchorage for these meetings, and | am sure that there are many people who
are extremely grateful for the opportunity to attend the meeting and to tastify in person on proposals
that are impartant to them,

Respectfully,

|zetta Chambers
Bristol Bay resident, small business owner
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| Alaska Peninsula

Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference Aleutian Chain

Bristol Bay
3300 Arctic Boulevard, Subte 203 Anchorage, AK 99503 p: 507.562. 7380 www.swamc.org ‘ Kodiak lsland
Pribifof tslands

November 19, 2012

Monica Wellard, Executive Director
Alaska Board of Fisheries, ADF&G
P.0. Box 115526; 1255 W. 8th Street
Juneau, AK99811-55%26

Director Wellard:

The Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference (SWAMC) supports independent analysis of important
decisions regarding allocation of Alaska’s fisheries resources.

The Board of Fish will hear important testimony about allocative decisions regarding the State's
Bristol Bay salmon resources at their December 2012 meeting in Naknek. These are complex
decisions, where stakeholders on both sides of the issue will profess the importance of varying
outcomes; the Board will be tasked with reaching a decision that affects these stakeholders’
livelihoods, regardless of which decisions are made. We understand that the Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission is providing comments and analysis regarding this particular meeting, and we
commend their efforts; however, we are concerned that ¢ll decisions are not receiving the proper
degree of analysis in regards to the socioeconomic outcomes.

We refer you to the Alaska Seafood Economic Strategies {2006} document drafted for the Murkowski
administration, under direction of Representative Alan Austerman, as Fisheries Policy Advisor.
Priority Strategy 2 is stated here:

2. Invest in the state’s capacity to take proactive, consistent, and analvtically based positions on what
is in the best interests of Alaskans. This will require an independent body that conducts
comprehensive sociveconaomic and market analysis ond drows on data and resources from ocross alf
state departments. Current analytical positions in the various state departments have neither the
time nor breadth to address key fisheries Issues. The most immediate needs for analytical support are
in the NPEMC process and at the Board of Fisheries.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council staff’ operates as such a policy making body,
analyzing important decisions affecting Federal Fisheries and armed with independent analysis, Some
Board of Fish decisions will have a dramatic affect on Alaskans livelihcods, and it is in this body's
purview to ensure it is allocating resources for the best interest of Alaskans.

This letter does not support the outcome of any one decision regarding the Board's December 2012
meeting in Naknek, only to ensure the Board has the resources it needs to fully understand the

socioeconomic implications of all allocative decisions.

In making this recommendation, SWAMC is joined by University of Alaska fisheries economist Gunnar
Knapp. Thank you for hearing our concerns.
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Sincerely,

M W
Andy Var[%er,
SWAMC, Executive Director

Gunnar Knapp
ISER, Fisheries Economist

Economic development and advocacy for Southwest Alasko
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Economic Development District {EDD) and Alaska Regional Development Organizatian [ARDOR)
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Novernber 19, 2052

ATTN: ‘Bristol Bay BOF Coitrnants
Boards Stipport Section

Alasky Departmant of Fish and Game
R0, Box 115526

Jungau, Al 298135526

Fax: Q907-465-6094

1. Accordingto, SAAL 08361, NUSHAGAK-MULCHATNA CHINOOK SALMON MANAGEMENT PLAN,
The Department slready has the ability to:
a. Reduce bag limit and possession Hmits
b, Reduce season limits
¢ Rrohibit the use of bait
' A closyre of the satmorn spart fishery

2. The catch and retease mortality rate was aiready factored into. the allocation for Sport fishing
when the NUSHAGAK ~ MULCHATNA CHINOOK SALMON MANAGEMENT PLAN was negotiated between
sport fishetmen and commercial fisharman. 4 Chinook Limit vs 5 Chingolin the unit,

EN The restriction of bait should not be Uséd as an atlocation issug. The Nustagak Chinook Salmon
allocation s clearly outlined tn thie NUSHAGAK ~ MULCHATNA CHINOOK SALMON MANAGEMENT PLAN,

4. There is no evidence cited ar data presented that supports the theory of single hook baits
having 1 higher mortality rate than single hook lures.

5. High catch rates are associated with very iarge daily ascapement, The volume of Chinogks can
be so large that the 5 to 7% mortality rate associated with @ catch and release fishery does not have an
dmpact,

8. The sport fishing Industey needs every apporfunity to.catchifish, In dirty water-without balt,
which i commons on the Nushagak River, welose that opportunity.

7 The mortatity rate assotlated with catch and release King Salmot Hishing Is less than the dropout
rateinthe commercial “r'i;siﬁelr_!s_r‘ when usihg sockéve gear. The kings gettangled In the gear and drown
and when the met is being ratrieved the net straightens aut the kings go to the bettom of the bay.

8. Eliminating bait would affect all of the Iocal Dillisgham anglers who fish the Nushagak Rivet. in
most cages, the local commumnity has limited access v opportunity to'fsh the Nushagsk River for Bings,
On days of low escapement their opportutity to harvest kings isgreatly redtricted or reduted without
the use of balt. Most all of Ditingharm anglers who spert fish use bait.

g, The Nushagak run of Kings.come in waves. Alarge escapaiment ong day can be foliowed by fow
escapetnent the foliowing 3 days, The catch per unit effort drops off significantly on the down days,
Eliminating batt would dramatically affect an angler’s ability to catch kings on the low volume days.,
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10, The Nushagak River has the mast profific Chinook salmon fisheties inthe woild, 1t alsohas the
least amount of sport fishing pressure when compared.to other systems acrass the. state o country,
There is no justification autside the guidelines of the NUSHAGAK-MULCHATNA CHINOON SALMON
MANAGAGE PLAN to accept this profosal.

Economic Impacts

1 am alife long Alaskan. | pwn private property an the lower Nushagak Rivar and eperate a business
called Nushagal River Adventures. § employ 7 to 10'staff, Not only myself and my staff but many
businiss that we work with will also be affected from local aiv{axd’s, local boat supply, local lumber,
local fuel, local biarge, tocal food and beverage,

| have participated in the success of sa.many of these businesses during the last 7 years, A resiriction
like. no. balt wil significantly impact the number of return clients dnd that affects many.

Conservatidn:

I general fishing guides are consérvationminded. We'do not get paid per fish but maintaining a quality
fishery. This Is Invextreme contrast to the BSAI Potluck fishery thet discarded for weste over 450,000
hincak Saimon during the last 10vears. { See attached chart from NOAA)

The Nushagak Committe was presented anargument that from a Keral Rivisr study of released fish
mortality that the Nushagak martality from-cateh and release fishing would be around 3,000 fish. But
these 1w Fivers are notequal, 1 have guided bath of thase rivers and the Kings released on the Kenal
Rivet can be in the 56, 60, 70'nd aven 80 I rangs. The tody size of Kenal River King Salmonison the
upper end of the range for Kings but the Nushagak body size is on the lower size 6f the range making It
easier and quicker b reladse thise fish unhiarimed. Also the Nushagal River does not have the water
quaiity fssues lfke the Kenai from being near.a large population center praducing massive higat trafflc
and oif contamination:toadd additional stressors £0 those King Salman,

Personal Opintori:

I'believe that the Nushagak Riverls & very healthy run The Nushagak Riverls ane of the mast heavily
effortad rivier in altof Alaska

The eiidence Is not thidre that the Short Fishing industry i§ hidrting the King retyms. There are guldalines
i place to restrict the retantion of flsh and possible closura if the river does not meet (s escapement
umbers. Low returns megns no ratention but big numbers does not give us.additional retentlon, Our
retainad portion of the King run is small and the economic impact is-high, understand that the Poilock
industey s a massive bitllon dotlar market bt the kilfing and discarding of over 450,000 King Salmon is a
‘much larger prablem, not the use of Bait by a imited number of fisherman ot the Nishagak River,

Sincerely,

Brad Glroux
1900 Virgo Ave
Anchorage, AK 99516
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Oust Tangulng Ir
Koliganck, Alaska 99576

Movember 18, 2012

Alaska Bourd of Fisheries

Boards Support Section

Alaska Depavtment of Fish and Game
PO Pox 1153526

Junesnu, Alaska 998115520

Dear Chairman Johnstone;

My name is Gust Tungung Jr. 1am a lifelong resident of Koliganek, Ataska, 1 have o
drift pormit and boat and have captained {n Bristol Bay for 20 years.

My son, who has fished with me since he was € and now is 23, is applying for a loan they
BBEDC and if he gots a deift permit thra the RBEDC progranmy, we will iry o get another
boal far hira, But, if this deesn™ work aut, we will fish together with im as a £ permit,
holder on my boat. Hopefully this will get onough moncey puf away n g few vears (0 have
a down payment on purchasing anothey boat,

1 think for us having the ability to have an extra 50 fathoms with both of us fishing
together will make # more likely that he cun, pay ofY the permit loan and pet money
together for imother boat,

Sineerely

Ft ey f

Ghust thz,mn gy

Public Comment #77
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Bristol Bay Board of Fisheries
€/0 Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AKX 99811
Fax 907-465-4004
November 19, 2012

Members of the Board,

WHERE WE FISH - Ekuk, Alaska - Ekuk is home to Nushagak Bay's second oldest, still operational
salmon processing facility. Founded in 1903 as North Alaska Salimon Company the plant has remained in
operation through the years under various owners, | think there was an interruption for World War Il
Through most of the 60’s 705'80's and 90's the plant was owned and operated by the Brendal family as
Colombia Wards Fisheries and then Wards Cove Packing. It was home to four can lines and a large
freezer plant capable of freezing then around 400,000 1bs. of Headed & Gutted salmon per day. The fish
were supplied from three source’s they had a setnet fleet of about 80 permit holders at Ekuk Beach,
these fish were pick and delivered to the plant by 4x4 pickup trucks. | believe this source of fish was tha
bread and butter of the company as it produced high volumes of fish and ragquired no tender service.
The second source was about 80 boats this fleet was comprised of about 75% local fisherman a good
portion of which were from the villages of Manokotak, Togiak, New Siw, Ekwok and Pertage Creek, The
third source was the |gusik Beach Setnet fleat 60 to 70 parmit halders which was tendered by landing
craft style tenders, This fleet was made up almost entirely by individuals from Manokotak using small
skiffs and four wheelers primarily.

In the late 90's and 2000 the large plant was brought to its knees. There were several major factors
that crippled the plant, salman values were at an all-time low, and returns to the Nushagak district were
average but the ratio of salmon returning to the districts two main river systems had become a concern
to the Department of Fish and Game as a result. ADFEG adopted the use of the Wood River Special
Harvest Area which had heen invented the year or two before to allow for the harvest of surplus
Sockeye at the tail end of Red Season while protecting early Nushagak bound Coho and as a
management tool used in season to protect Nushagak bound sockeye. In 1999 Wood River only
openings occurred and in 2000 fishing went in early and stayed in leaving the Ekuk plant without a
source of fish. The Truck fleet at Ekuk had no way to participate in the new management plan along with
Igushik set netters. The local Wards Cove fleet had few captains that wished to attempt fishing in the
vary cut throat and compatitive law breaking mess that was the \Wood River fishery. There were boats
high and dry on bars, lying on their sides spilling fual out there breathers and most of the fleet shied
away. Myself and others were told by the then plant superintendent Steve Skogmo that the plant was
no longer viable with the extensive use of the Wood River Special Harvest Area, and decisions were

made to close the plant.

As you ¢an imagine this had a HUGE impact on the area’s resident fisharmen, not only had they
fished for Wards Cove but the company managed many of the fisherman’s personal finances. They took
care of taxes, advanced maney for heating oil and other essentials throughout the winter, They bought
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hoats, trucks, nets, paid for net hangers, mechanics, engines, and transmissions, anything from the
campany store, meals, housing.... whatever was needed to keep you out of trouble and going in the
fisherias. With that in mind it's not hard to understand the outsourcing of permits from the area. As
these people became responsible for administering their own fishing businesses many of them failed the
crash course and sold out. Now in 2012 there are only about 30 permit holders aperating in Igushik. It
took until the 2011 season for fleet in Igushik to get even close to adequate tender service,

As for happenad at Ekuk, we had Yard Arm Knot come in and buy the plant in 2001. YAK tendered fish
out of there all the way to Naknek for two years while they completely gutted the cannery portion of the
plant and took whatever else they wanted leaving the plant in shambles. After this, the decision was
made to donate the leftovers to charity. The Plant then fell into the hands of Jeremy Oliver. Oliver failed
in his attempt to operate the plant In 2003. It was a big disaster costing the fisharrnan at Ekuk thier fish
and their entire seasons. This disaster made State and National news, headlines reading: ROTTON fish
from Bristol Bay narrowly headed off from the market place by Alaska D.E.C officials. BIG MESS IN EKUK
ALASKA, D.E.C. ended up burying the pack out behind the plant. The fisherman went in and cieaned up
the MESS and winterized the plant as best they could, the plant was later bought in 2004 by Jerrald Ball
a long time resident and businessman from the area, and he attracted Joe Kelso, the Managing partner
and John Lawrance of Seattle, Washington, Togethet with lerry’s brother Newt, who was recently killed
ina tragic plane accident. Together, they built up and aperated Ekuk Fisheries for the last nine seasons.

The plant can now handle as much as 600,000 1bs of Head & Gutted product per day and has a fleet of
trucks with between 97 and 103 setnet permit holders fishing for them on an average season. They have
no Drift fleet, but have done some customn processing for Leadercreak in the past. They do thison a
limited basis because on a good day the set net fleet plugs the processing capacity at Ekuk Fisheries.

HOW WE FISH - With very strong tidal current on much of Ekuk Beach, and mudflats on the rest, this
coupled with direct exposure to the open bay makes conditions very difficult, and often unsafe to fish in
with skiffs. As a result of this few people have a skiffs, and few people have the skillset for skiff fishing.
Only eight of so out of the hundred permit holders have this capability. We use them in emergenties, or
to haul fish out 1o tenders in the late season after the Ekuk plant is closed. 1 also use mine in the Wood
River Special Harvest Area If | Have to, but ordinarily fishing has been carried out with use of a running
lines tn which the net is connected and then the net deployed by pulling on the running line with a
truck. This can be accomplished with ralative safety in nearly all weather, once the net has soaked for a
time, it is pulled hack in and the fish are picked, loaded into slush ice an the back of ane of the trucks
and delivered, Fishing has been conducted in this way since 4x4 trucks became reliable in the 1950's. |
puess the ice is relatively new, we have been icing for the last nine years effectively.

| have fished Ekuk both ways, and can see why the old timers got rid of their skiffs long ago. | have kept a
skiff for My operation for many years because | like to fall fish but most at Ekuk choose nat to own one.
Trucks are much more efficient. Not every outfit had their own truck in the ald days, many pulied there
nets by hand and the cannery truck would come by and pick their fish up before the tide, and before
that fish were hauled with a dog cart. Now everyone has at least one truck per site. Sorry for the long
history lesson but feel it's necassary information to understand where I’'m coming from in my comments
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WHO | AM - My name is Lioyd Thomas Q'Connor, 49, I'm a lifelong resident of Dillingham. | have
fished Ekuk since | was 3 months old. | currently hold one of the communities elected Dillingham seats
on the Nushagak Advisory Committee. | have three kids and one grand son, all who fish Ekuk with my
wife and me. | also have two brothers who fish Ekuk with their families. My Uncle, Aunts, Cousins, all
have sites on Ekuk beach. My 98 year old grandfather still fishes the site next to mine. Five generations
of my family all fishing side by side, it's a Super Cool Place to fish. It's a similar story for other families as
you go down the beach, and like my family, many of the other families have fishing history’s thatgo
back into the thirty’s, some even earlier. Soma of the families were year around residents of Ekuk, in the
past | had Friends that attended school there. Many of these are large family style operations with an
average of four people per site. In addition to my interest in Ekuk, my Son-in-law is a Drifter in the
Nushagak along with the rest of his family. His father and brothers as well as his grandfather, he (s a
fourth generation fisherman.

Proposals 58-59-60 & 61 GENERAL DISTRICT — OPPDSED

50 as you might expect | am opposed to any proposed changes that would increase the chances of a
Wood River opening. We oppose all the propasals that would create 2 general district. First becayse
there would be the probability of fish bound for the Nushagak River being harvested in such a district,
the Nushagak River stocks run early and the strength of the Nushagak ESCAPEMENT determines
whether we fish in or out of the Wood River. As a whole, Ekuk fishermen have no way to participate in
the Wood River openings and if they are long-term then our processing plant will no longer be viable. It
does not take too many days to take the profitability out af the season for the Ekuk processor.
Secandly | oppose the general district Idea because there is absolutely ne provision for setneters of any
kind to take part in it. In short | think it’s a VERY BAD IDEA biologically and economically.

Proposal 32-33-34-35 Vessel Length Increase ~ Opposed

lam opposed to any change to the 32 foot [imit. My son in law and | built up a 28 foot by 12 foot boat
last winter in our shop behind the house. It has 24 holds and bolds 16,000 Ibs of slush iced fish. [t has 20
feet of uncluttered workable deck space. This baat has plenty of capacity and is very capable with room
for RSW if we choose it over ice In the future. There i5 a reason why Nascar has throttle body restrictor
plates. They level the playing field, and make it easier far the teams with less money to be able to
compete. In this case the teams with less money are the local fisherman, and the restrictor plate is the
thirty two foot limit. Flease support the thirty bwo foot limit.

EEE L EL SRR R IR EN I EL ST ES NI LSRR RS SRR LRl LTRSSt LEEE LS LS

OF NOTE - 1am opposed to any change that would get rid of the 48 hr transfer into the Nushagak.
Though 1 would support the idea of making the Nushagak a semi exclusive destination similar to Togiak If
you drop your card here you stay here till July 27.
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Proposals 79, 80— WRSHA separate gear openers ~ Qpposed to as written - see amendment

| oppose the two proposals that would split the gear types in the Waod River as they are written,
However | would support the dea of splitting the Wood River Special Harvest Area into two parts, an
upper ant a lower section divided by the Muklung River and then alternating gear typas drift In the
bottom section, setriets up top then switch. | think this used in conjunction with a lottery system that
would determine the occupants of the first ten setnet sites for each opener would get rid of most of the
headaches for the troopers, and would make the Wood River a much safer, and more equitable place to
fish,

Proposal &3 — When the Nushagak Disrict is closed and the WRSHA is open, allow set gillnet permit
holders to remain in the Nushagak District with 25 fathoms of gear. — See Amendment below

Of Course | support the Idea of doing something for the historically non-mobile setnet fleet at Ekuk 5o in
the event of prolonged openings in the WRSHA we dao not lose our processing company. However let's
face it the WRSHA area is a huge bummer for most of the fisherman in the Nushagak. Most of us, Drifter
and Setnetter alike, would do most anything to stay out of there and never ever have to go in. i think a
good alternative to this proposal would be an added tool for Department allowing for the reduction of
gaar size to 4 ¥ inches. This would serve to target the smaller Wood River bound fish and allow greater
apportunity for the larger Nushagak bound fish to get by. This would begin working to correct the
imbalance in the Nushagak and Woaod River runs while still fishing in the main district and would save
the use of the WRSHA as a last resort, | believe this is a much more equitable and sustainable solution to
the problem,

Proposal’s 36, 37, - Allow a person to awn and operate two Drift permits in one name- OPPQSED

I'm opposed to the concept of drifters having the ability to stack two drift permits in the name of gne
individual. | believe this would serve to drive up the price of permits and would more importantly serve
to empower teams with more money. | think it would also remove some of the opportunity for a permit
holder that does not have a boat. Let’s say my boy could buy a permit, say with the help of BBEDC and
then jump on a boat as a D permit it could serve as a stepping stone for him before he was ready to get
his own hoat, If gne could own two permits then the market for hiring a pecmit holder would be
raduced,

Proposal’s 41, 42 Disallow permit stacking for Drift boats in Bristol Bay — Oppose
As written by my Son in Law, | support his opinion as my own.

We currently utilize the dual as it was intended, and would like to maintain this option in the
future, When the run diminishes at the end of the season and it no longer becomes economical to pay
crew, we have condensed our families’ fleet down. The typical situation is having two parmit holders
who previgusly fishad their own boats to join and fish from one boat as a dual operation. This cuts
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costs, is effective and safe when catch is low. Fuel costs are high and when the run is on the tail end or
we are fall fishing for Pinks or Coho, the only way it makes sense s for us to fish together, split expenses,
while utilizing both permits,

The other reason we currently support the Dual systerm is that we want our children to be able
to enter in the fishery and when permits are affordable we would like to buy one for our daughter, but
the only way for this to work is if we can teach her to fish it while being able to make the payment.

The dual also allows for someane who currently owns a permit to be able to fish even if they
rannot afford a full complement of gear, it benefits the captain of the vessel utilizing the permit and the
ownher of the permit. We understand that many have been “leasing” emergency medical transfers in
order to pad their boats with gear; but this does not impact us enough to make us want the system
eliminated.

Another concern of mine would be that if Dual’s are eliminated it would allow all these permits
currently fished as duals thelr own compliments of gear, essentially putting more gear into the water.

Proposal's 74, 78 — SEE NQTE

| sat on the Nushagak Advisory Sub-committee assigned o review proposals 74 and 78 with the
Department for and these are my opinions and observations from that meeting.

Proposal # 74 - Bendix to Didson Nushagak Sonar King Salmon escapement — Support

| support the Department proposal to adjust the KING SALMON escaparnent goals on the Nushagak
River to better reflect the efficiency of the new sonar equipment. This seemed to be a mastly straight
forward housekeeping to me. They have already been doing the conversion in 2010-2011 and 2012.

Praposal # 78 — Revise Sockeye Salmaon Escapemaeant Reference Points - GPPOSE

I DO NQT support the Departmeant’s proposal to change the escapement goals for SOCKEYE on the
Nushagak River as written, FIRST OF ALL DEPT'S JUSTIFICATION INFORMAION IS NQT EVEN FULLY QUTI
It is my opirion that the one million trigger numbaer for the 0.E.G. needs to reflect the new sonar inputs
for forecasting. So the trigger number needs to go up as well. | Question the added escapement values
for brood table analysis. The B.E.G. number goes from 340,000 1o 400,000 But only about 11% or
37,400 of that is from the conversion to the new equipment so raughly 377,400 ends up being the
adjusted number far aquipment, 50 on top of that is the 22,600 that is added on as recommended
increase in the escapement goal. First these additions are not mentioned in the proposal, and second
the escapement goal recommendations that the Department put out for the other rivers, NONE of
which have sonar counting systems, and seems sort of random to ma. Add 100,000 1o the Wood 700 to
800 thousand, add 100,000 to Naknek 800 to 900 thousand, add 100,000 to the Egegik 800 to $00
thousand, and once again add 100,000 to the Ugashik WHICH ONLY HAD A 500,000 goal to start with up
to 600,000 all seems very random.

50f6 Public Comment #78



AL0 L LD L Lo gd 875445937
25937 COMMERCTIAL FISHERIES F&GE  B6/66

Page 6 0f G

Then we asked how the recommendation came about, we were told they are a result of a seven year
study of fifty years of data coming from the genetics of the scale samples taken from the commercial
harvests and counting towers used to make adjustments to the brood tables. One would think the result
of a long term study of the brood tables would produce some more refined information reflecting the
individual Rivers escapement goals. Not just throw another hundred thousand on top. | have a lot of
Faith in pur A.D.F.&G. area manager Tim Sands and as Tim pointed out adding a 100,000 to the Wood
may not be a bad idea it would serve to further cushion the Nushagak when trying to balance the ratios
batween the two rivers. In hind sight | think this would have worked well over the last ten years.

{ think tying any escapement increases to the year's forecasted return might be the best idea as | think
we may be headed for some lean years, with the cold ocean conditions wa seemn to be stuck with for a
while, 50 Back to the Proposal #78, My recommendation is, adjust the escapement up the 11% or so for
the new sonar equipment across the board so the O.E.G, would go up from 235,000 to between 258 000
and 260,000, It's not a lineal conversion so | think when you get to the lower end of the range at
235,000 the conversion s & little less than 11% these are rough estimates but close enough to explain
my concerns, then adjust the forecast trigger number on the Q.E.G. up from the 1,000,000 up
accordingly. I'm Very apprehensive of adding anything more to the minimum Nushagak escapement
goals a5 it would increase the chance of a Wood River only opening. 22,600 sockeye is a couple of days’
worth of decent escapement when we're fishing in district isn't it? Please proceed with extreme
caution when considering adjusting escapement goals, this could be a very long term (at least 10 to
15 years) and very Very VERY expensive EXPERIMENT. Maybe the Department staff would lika to bet
their retirement on the success of this experiment. If not maybe responsible research staff should
reconsider risking mine and my family’s economic futures,

Thank you for your time and consideration,
] ]

Lliayd Thomas O'Conner

Lifelong Ekuk Setretter
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Peter Andrew
P.0. Box 1074
Dillingham, AK 99576
907-842-4392

11-19-12

Mr, Chairman, Board of fish members

I am a drift fisher of thirty plus years, born in Kankanak Hospital in Dillingham and
raised in New Stuyahok on the Nushagak River. I now live here in Dillingham, work at
Bristol Bay Native Association, and sit on the Boards of Directors of the Bristol Bay
Native Corporation and Nushagak Electric and Telephone Cooperative.

I'd like to comment on a few Bristol Bay proposals that will affect our economy to the
negative. If you notice proposals that hurt our region are not submitted by water shed
residents? Salmon fishing is the biggest part of our region’s economy.

I see a disaster in the making in the department’s interest in increasing escapement goals.
The Kvichak is the classic example of how putting more fish up the river does not result
in more fish returning. The last 20 years tell that tale as foregone harvests have cost the
industry tens of millions of dollars. Please keep escapements at their current levels.

The 32’ limit needs teo say in place. | believe and know in my heart the most of all water
shed residents will be unable to afford to buy or modify their boats. In all the years of
fishing in the bay safety has never been an issue regarding the length of boat.

The 32 limit 15 sufficient to prosecute the fishery. We have improved the quality of
Bristol Bay’s salmon with our slush bags and bleeding practices have seen the price of
salmon more than double in recent years. Abandoning the 32 limit will not help
watershed residents; quite the contrary.

Please keep “permit stacking” status quo

The intent of permit stacking was to help those fishers that were in trouble during times
of very low prices and weak runs. There are still significant numbers of watershed
residents that have lost boats or engines and are unable to recapitalize back into the
fishery. Permit stacking allows those permit holders to participate in the fishery,

I do not support opening any version of the “General district.”
Thank you, sincerety,

Peter Andrew
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11/17/12

Attn: BOF Cornunents

Boards Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: (907) 465-6094

Re: Proposal Comments for Bristol Bay Finfish Meeting 2012,

Dear Board Members,

We, Dylan and Sarah Braund, participate in a family setnet operation in the Nushagak
District. We have submitted comments below. Thank you for your public service and
consideration on these matrers,

Proposals 44-53 Repeal Sunset Clause
SUPPORT

*  We co-authored Proposal 54.

» For your convenience, we have attached the original Restructuring proposal
submitted to the Board for consideration during the 2009 BOF meeting (see end of
document).

*  We support this proposal for the following reasons:
1. We have two sons, ages 2 and 5 who have grown up setnetting since they were
infants. We would like to pass on our dual permits and the sites to our boys so
that they can continue to participate in this lifestyle.

2. Many family setnet operators whose children have moved on to other
occupations would otherwise be forced to relinquish ownership rights.

3. Adaptability will enable the setnet fleet to better cope with future
challenges. Dual permit set gillnet operations allow setnet fishermen to be more
adaptive and flexible to changing market and fishing conditions. This is
especially important given the following detrimental economic conditions:
steadily increasing food, fuel, ice, equipment, gear, fright and other operational
costs; recent smaller returns of salmon, the possibility of more variability of
future salmon runs due to ocean acidification and proposed industrial
development in the region; and the eccurrence of significant and continued
processor consclidation in the Bay. In Sum, the fishery faces significant present
and future economic challenges, Therefore, providing the set gillnet fleet with
increased adaptability through passage of this proposal will help ensure these
challenges can be addressed with successful gutcomes.
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4. Product quality will be increased. Increased profitability derived from fishing
dual set gillnets allows more disposable income to invest in capital
improvements that increase product quality. Operational efficiency derived from
dual permit setnet operations enables fishing gear to be actively managed
continuously resulting in more frequent picking, delivers, and therefore better
quality harvest.

5. Direct Marketing enterprises are more viable. A more consistent annual
production afforded by dual nets provides a solid foundation from which an
operation can vertically integrate. Dual nets enable a fisherman to project a
reagonable annuzl harvest with greater certainty despite changing runs from
year to year. This production floor is essential to: justify direct marketing capital,
fixed costs, and variable costs; and build long-term direct marketing clientele
and ensure that orders are met, Furthermore, expanded harvesting capacity
enables a higher average daily catch during scratch fishing, thereby incentivizing
fishermen to add "shoulders” to the fishing season, making Bristol Bay direct
marketers more competitive with other fishermen around the state and on the
West Coast who enjoy longer fishing seasons and therefore can guarantee direct
marketing clients fresh product for a longer period of time. It is incumbent on us
as fishermen to figure out innovative ways to improve the viability of our
fishery. A production floor and efficient fishing operation are critical to building
a viable direct marketing enterprise. This proposal addresses those issues.

6. Removal of section SAAC 06.331(u) will: make it more difficult to develop direct
marketing enterprises; undermine existing direct marketing enterprises; reduce
setnet operational efficiencies and profitability; make it more difficult for
families to hold on to permits and sites they intend to pass on to their children
who have been raized as fishermen but are not yet old enough to hold a permit;
compel longtime setnetters, whose kids have grown up and pursued other
interests, to transfer permits and sites over to crew to maintain their existing
operation, or sell off a portion of their Jongtime family setnet operation; and
create unnecessary administrative worl and expense for setnetters, CFEC, and
DNR Shore Fishery Division both: in the short-term due to 2 significant volume
of transfer applications from dual permit holders; and in the long-term because
most dual setnet permit holders will opt to transfer permits to family and crew
which generally results in more permit and site transfer from year to year.

* This propesal adds additional language to subsection (u) intended to address
inconsistencies in the regulations and aid in enforcement of the regulation by
clarifying the original intent of the proposal - that a dual setnet permit holder
shall fish the permits in the same manner as if they were held by two separate
permit holders with no greater privileges or encumbrances. This language is
intended to trumph any other conflicting regulations. This additional language
addresses the issue of concern raised by the Department regarding 5AAC
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06.370(1), Registration and reregistration, with regard to dual set gillnet
operation.

Proposal 17 - Address ambiguity in regulations pertaining to permit stacking.
SUPPORT
* The intent of the setnet permit stacking regulation was for the permits to be

operated in exactly the same manner as if they were held by two separate
individuals, with no greater privileges or encumbrances. In the absence of this
explicit language, a few unanticipated inconsistencies in the regulations were
discovered. This praposal addresses an unanticipated ambiguity in the regulations
pertaining to the seaward operation of gillnets operated by dual set gillnet permit
holders.

Proposal 84 -dual setoet permits in Wood River
SUPFORT
= If the Wood River fishery continues to be employed as a desirable management tool

by the Department and the Board removed the sunset provision pertaining to dual
permit setnet holders this ambiguity in the regulation should be addressed. An
unanticipated inconsistency in the regulations places an unanticipated
encumbrance on dual setnet permit holders. The existing regulations prevent a dual
permit holder from fishing both permits as if they were held by two separate
individuals by restricting fishing in the Wood River Special Harvest Area. This
proposal seeks to remove that unanticipated regulatory conflict.

Proposals 21 and 22 - Additional Setpet marking requirements
OPPOSE

» [Existing setnet marking requirements are more than adequate to ensure
accountability of gear and an orderly fishery, The setnet identification markings are
regularly checked by peace officers.

+ Setnet fishermen identify their gear through signs, multiple buoy markings,
indicating lights, nets, and multiple identification numbers on skiffs. Thus,
identification of properly marked setnet gear is not an issue for enforcement or
safety.

+ Additional marking requirements do not benefit setnet fishermen.

* It would be difficult for many setnet operators to comply with this proposal.
Examples include; setnet fishermen who operate 16ft lund skiffs who do not have
space on their skiff for additional markings; setnet fishermen who fish large
mudflats in small skiffs that necessitate utilization of small buoys, and setnet
fishermen that place their sign on their site by walking through % to 1 mile or more
of knee deep mud who could not carry a larger sign.
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Proposal 15 - Proposed restriction on lawful operation of setnet gear.
OPPOSE
* This proposal wouid make it illegal for setnet fishermen to comply with the
Department of Natural Resources Shore Fishery lease application process wherein it
requires new shore fishery lease applicants to stake an “unregistered” fishing area
for the duration of the fishing season. Thus, this proposal would effectively preclude
the entire setnet fishery from applying for a new set gillnet shore fishery lease.

* Setnet fishermen are legally authorized to fish areas of beach where no other
fishermen hold a shore fishery lease, The lawful operation of set gillnet gear almost
universally requires some type of permanent anchoring device at the fishing
location, This proposal would prevent setnet fishermen from fishing open beach
areas as has historically been practiced, Moreover, this proposal would put
setnetters who do not hold shore fishery leases (often new entrants) ata
competitive disadvantage or may even preclude access to the fishery.

* This proposal is highly allocative. Allocation among geartypes is already addressed
in the respective allocation plans. All fishermen share a common concern for safety.
Navigational concerns could be addressed through buoy color and maintenance,

Proposal 25 - Coho troll fishery

OPPOSE
* Anew fishery would make it more difficult for existing operators to establish direct

marketing efforts by allocating a portion of the fish to another gear-type.

Proposal 30 ~ Transport of salmon through Snake River

SUPPORT
* This proposal seeks to address a regulatory change that occurred during the last

Board cycle that ¢reated a navigational hazard for fishermen that seek to transport
fish out of the [gushik District. This proposal attempts to address the navigational
concern while upholding the intent of the Board's previous action - to prevent
illegal fishing the Snake River section.

Proposals 32-35~- Lift 32 foot limit

OPPOSE
* This proposal would profoundly impact small boat fishermen and local

communijties,

Proposals 58 - 60 ~ General District

OPPOSE
* Anintercept fishery hurts small boat fishermen, setnetters, and the resource.
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Proposal 79 -80- Separate openings in the Wood River Special Harvest Area
OPPOSE
* The Department has maintained the position that biology takes precedence over
allocation. Thus, this proposal is contrary to management intended to protect the
resource, This proposal allocates fish while compromising the Department’s ability
maximize the harvest and ensure escapement into the Wood River is not exceeded.
* The issue in the Wood River is that seven sites on the East side of the River catch
maost of the fish unless a significant volume of fish passes through the River. This
makes the fishery extremely inequitable among participants and even more 50 for
the majority of setnetters who do not have the gear to participate. A more desirable
option is to eliminate the Wood River Special Harvest Area from the management
plan. Harvest from this area produces inferior quality fish, erodes stream banks,
causes continual diesel slick in the water, compromises safety, and generally brings
out the worst in the fishery.

» Ifthe Board elects to adapt alternative openings in the Wood River Special Harvest
Area we recommend the following changes for setnet openings in the Wood River
Special Harvest Area:

1. Change the minimum distance between setnets from 150 feet to 600 feet or even
900 feet (450 feet is not adequate to spread the fish). This would enable a more
equitable distribution of fish and partially address the issue where the first 7
Eastside sites catch all the fish.

2. Allow setnet fishermen to fish seaward of other nets. A setnetter would be able
to operate a setnet seaward of another setnet provided 150 feet seaward
distance was maintained, If the drifters are not fishing, setnet fishermen should
be given maximum opportunity to harvest fish. Allowing setnet fishermen to
operate across the river would alleviate some competition for the front sites and
make the gear type more efficient. A more efficient setnet fleet would maximize
the harvest of surplus fish and enable the drift fleet return to the water sooner.

3. Open setnet fishermen on holdover tides if there are separate opanings and
setnets are allowed to be operated seaward of other setnets.

Proposal 83 - Allow setnetters to remain in Nushagak District with 25 fathoms.
Support if drift fishermen are afforded same opportunity.
* Amend management plan to provide Department with authority to minimize drift

and setnet gear as @ means of conserving Nushagak bound sockeye while harvesting
a portion of Wood River sockeye in the Distriet, In lieu of Wood River openings
department would have authority te restrict setnetters to 25 fathoms per permit
and drifters to 75 fathoms per permit (gear could remain onboard}. A gear
restricted, district-wide fishery that benefits all Nushagak fishermen is more
desirable than an in-river fishery that rewards a few aggressive fishermen, The
Board should consider any management tool that can be granted to the Department
that would prevent Wood River openings.
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Thank you for your time and consideration on these matters.

SRS Jetome

Dylan and Sarah Braund -~ Nushgak Setnetters
Box 1898
Homer, AK 99603
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Alaska Board of Fisheries — Restructuring Form
) What regulatory ares, fishery, and gear type does this restructuring proposal affect?
Bristol Bay, Salmon, Set Gillnet (804 T).
2) Please thoroughly explain your proposal.

Proposed Amendment 1o SAAC 06,331 Gillnet specifications and operations,

This proposal asks the Board to exercise s authority under HB231 to allow a person to own and
operate two Bristol Bay CFEC sel gillnet permits in accordance with existing regulations and the
proposed regulatory amendment, Presently, a fisherman may hold two permits, but can only fish one.

Multi-permit set gillnet operations are a common practice in Bristol Bay and the set gillnet fisheries
throughout Alaska. If at one time the multi-permit model was utilized out of economic greed, it is
now used out of necessity.

Annually increasing operating costs, inflation, and a stagntant gross income derived from Bristol Bay
set gillnetting are marginalizing the st gillnet fleet. The ten year average annoal per petmit gross
garnings for Bristol Bay set gillnet is $17,5396 (CFEC Basic Information Tables 1999-2008). Single
permit operations are generally not economically viable under current market conditions. This
problem is further compounded by the increasing need to purchasa icing-related infrastructure.
Additienally, niche markating is not a feasible alternative for many single permit operators. Annual
catches resulting from a single set gillnet are highly variable. Unpredictable production coupled to 4
remote fishery undermines building an effective direct marketing business plan,

Consequently, many set gillnet fishermen have sought to increase their production and minimize
their operating costs by adding perrits to their existing operations. Technological improvements in
the set gilinet fishery (i.e. larger skiffs/trucks, hydranlics, beavier nets/equipment) combined with
additional permits have crabled many set gillnet fisherman to maintain a profitable business and
offer competitive wages 10 crewmambers despite an adverse economic climate. Unless run sizes
dramatically increase, the grounds price substantially Improves, or operating costs significantly
decline, the only economically viable option available 1o set gillnet fishetman is to fish multiple
permits.

Unfortunately, the current regulatory scheme does not promote this multi-permit business model.
Existing raulti-permit operations and young fisherman seeking to cstablish an economically viable
set gillnet operation have been faced with a sitilar tough choiee: downsize and marginalization; or
purchase petimits and shore fishery leases and transfer those vested interests to family members or
crewtembers, thereby relinquishing all ownership rights, Under the current regulatory strueture, the
set gilinet operation with the largest family has a distinct advantage over other fishermen.

This praposal asks the Board to remove a regulatory hurdle that currently makes it more difficult for
existing fishermen to devalop or maintain a profitabie business model by fishing muhiple set gillnct
permits, This proposal will not authorize additional gear into the fishery.

Specific questions to be addressed under this section:

a. Will this proposal require initial harvester qualification for eligibility? If so, how would it work?
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The only criteria is the fisherman must hold two CFEC Bristol Bay set gillnet permits.
b. Are there new harvesting ailocations? If so, how are they determined?

No. The Bristol Bay Commercial Set and Drift Gillnet Sockeye Salmon Fisheries and Allocation
© Plan (5 AAC 06.355) still applies.

¢. What means, methods, and permitted fishing gear are proposed?
No changes in the means, methods, and permitted fishing are proposed.
d. Is a change in vessel length proposed?
No.
€. Are the transferability of permits or harvest privileges affected? If so, explain.

No. Permits would still be transferred in accordance with CFEC guidelines. Harvest privileges (50
fathoms of gear in the aggregate per permit) would remain unaffected,

f. Is there a defined role for processors? If so, please describe.

~ No, There is not a defined role lor progessors, However, quality could be more cfficiently monitored
and tender coordination move efficiently implemented as multi-permit operations would be more
formally recognized within the industry,

#. Will this proposal be a permanent change to regulation? If not, for how long?
Yes. This proposal would permanently amend existing regulations,
h. If adopted, will yonr proposal require 9 change in monitoring and oversight by ADF&G?

No. One permit holder would simply be requxred to fill a separate fishing district registration form
(“green card™) for each permit,

i Will vertical integration (e.g. harvesting and/or processing) or consolidation occur? Will limits be
imposed?

Vertical Integration:
Yes. Vertical integration will be an indirect result of this proposal. A horizontally integrated set

- gillnet operation can meore aseurately project 2 mininmmn annual average harvest. This increased
predictability will provide an essential foundation from which an operation can vertically integrate to
take advantage of value added processing and direct marketing niches, A set gillnet operation with
more available capital to spend on product quality improvements will direetly contribute to the
overall marketability of Bristol Bay sockeye.

Consolidation:

Yes, Consolidation among set gillnet pennit holders will ocour. However, this effect will be limited
in soope by three circumnstances. First, consolidation within the set gillnet fleet hag already oceurred
as a result of the low grounds prices since the late 1990%s. Purther consolidation will largely be
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limited to utilization of dormant permits (CFEC Bit Tables — 2008: 131 unfished set gillnet permits).
Second, the amount of prefitable shore fishery leases is finite. Shore fishery leases in close proximity
to existing operations are difficult to purchase. Finally, given the condensed run timing in Bristol
Bay, there are practical constraints that limit how many permits can effectively be fished by a multi-
permit set gillnet operation.

Limits:

No. The primary purpose of this proposal is to remove a regulatory impediment to multi-permit
operations. Any limits would compel fisherman to resume existing practices that relinguish
ownership tights to family and crew.

Jj» How do you propose to monitor and evaluate the restructured fishery?

A method of reviewing the effectiveness of the restructuring would be to monjtor and evaluate the
fair market value of permits and the amount of permit latency as an indicator of the fishery’s
economic health, Additionally, monitoring and evaluating the number of dual permits would provide
information on the level of consolidation within the set gillnet fishery that is currenitly not available.
Information of this nature could be derived from CFEC reports.

k. Is there a conservation motivation behind the proposal? If so, please explain.
Mo. There is not a ditect conservation motivation intended by this proposal.

1. What practical challenges nced to be overcome to implementing your proposal, and how do you
proposc overenming them?

Practical Challenges:

The Board has authority to implement this proposal: given that legislation authorizing the regulation
has been enacted by the Legislature and the Board has approved a similar regulation in the Kodiak
sct gillnet fishery. The key practical challenges include: a) attaining broad-based support among the
permit holders in the Bristol Bay set gillnet fishery; b) attaining support from local advisory
committess; and ¢) atiaining support fromn other potentially interested stakeholders and communities
in Bristol Bay. ‘

Implementation:

The practical challenges facing this proposal can be overcome through a valid restructuring process
that provides sufficicnt notice and opportunity for comment from interested stakeholders. After
evaluating the econorie, social, and political issues raised by this proposal a determination can be
made whether the potential benefits to the Bristol Bay set gillnet fleet outweigh any negative
ramifications of the proposal.

3) What are the ohjectives of the proposal?

a. Increase the profitability of the Bristol Bay set gillnet flect (owners and crew) by legitimizing
the existing practices set gillnet fishermen have used to cope with an adverse sconomic climate.

b. Remove the transactional difficulties and expenses inherent in managing a multi-permit st
gillnet operation.
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¢. Remove the economic advantage large fishing families have over: families with young children
who are not old enough to hold a permit, families whose kids have grown up and pursued other

interests, and single owner/operators.

¢, Becondary effects:
i. Inercased permit values
13, Activation of unused permits
ili. More competitive crew pay
iif. More predictable minimum annual harvest (i.c. foundation for building effective
business model)
fil. More dispusable income to invest in product guality improvement

4) How will this proposal meet the objectives in guestion #37

This proposal provides a regulatory mechanism that authorizes a set gillnet fisherman to run &
dual-permit operation that does not rely on relinquishing ownership rights,

5) Please identify the potentiz] allocative impacts of your proposal. Is there an allocation or
management plan that will be affected by this proposal?

Latent set gillnet permits will probably become active. Thus, there will be a corresponding
statistieal reduction in the cateh per unit effort of Brigiol Bay set gillnet flaet. The Bristol Bay
Commercial et and Drift Gillnet Sockeye Salmon Fisheries and Allocation Plan (5 AAC 06.355)
will remain unaliered so the impact on the drift fleet will be negligible.

6) If the total value of the resonrce is expected to inerease, who will benefit?

All current Bristol Bay set gilinet permit holders will benefit from an increased fair market value
of their permit. All single permit holders will be afforded the opportunity to horizontally integrate
their existing operation. All multi-permit operations will benefit from the protection to their
investments in additional permits, shore fishery Joases, and equipment. Any further consolidation
of permit ownership that occurs will result in more efficient, capitalized, vertically integrated,
quality conscious set gillnet operations. Qver time there will be a cumulative positive effect on
ex-vessel prices as product quality improves.

7) What will happen if your fishery is not restructured as your propaosal recommends, and how is
this proposal an improvement sver current practices?

Set gillnet fishermen will continue to rely on methods and means of permit consolidation not
originally intended by the State’s limited entry program. Large families will énjoy a competitive
advantage over other permit holders. Essentially, the same group of fishermen who are similarly
situated, other than the size of their family, will continue to be afforded differing opportunities for
success under the current regufatory scheme,

8) Considering the history of the commercial fishery, what are the potential short- and long-term
positive and negative impacts on;

a) the fishery resource;
1) Biological — No negative biological impact,
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2) Management system — Catching power of the set gillnet fleet will be increased to the extent
latent parmita become utilized.

3) Eeonomie utilization — A mote efficient coordination of fishing effort and equipment will
anable a more economically beneficial use of the resource.

b) harvesters:
1) Economic Efficiency of the Harvesting Function:

. The same nuraber of fish will be harvested more efficiently and profitably.

{i. The percentage of pross incomne attributed to overhead and operating costs will
decrease,

iii. Increased profitability of set gillnet operations will contribute to loecal ceonomies.

iv. Permit latency will be reduced.

v. There will be lucrative and stable employment for erew.

vi. Consolidation among remaining set gillnet fishermen will open new salmon markets,
improve quality, and provide greater negotiating leverage. Consequently, tmorc
competitive buying and market acoess will materialize for all fishormen.

2) Sprecies Interdependence impacts - No species interdependence impacts.

3) Harvesting assct ownership impacts — Permit latency will be reduced. There will be a
reduction in the financial risk and administrative expenses associated with crew and family
member trangfers.

4) Distribution of produet valuwe - To the extent latent permits are utilized, the catch per unit
effort will be statistically diminished.

5) Market access — Access to traditional saimon markets will remain unaffected. The opportunity
for developing secondary markets will be improved.

¢) the sector, species, and regional interdependence relationships:
1) Gear types — The set gillnet fleet will probably more effectively harvest their historical
allocation percentage in some digtricts. Any potential impact to the drift fleet would be offset by
additional fighing titne granted by the Department to ensure allocations are met.

2) Communities — Without giving the set gillnct fleet the tools necessary to remain profitable,
this component of the fishery will continue to provide lower than expested economic
contributions to communities in the region.

d) safety;
The net effect to safety is negligible. Any reduction in safety due to fewer skiffs or trucks on the
fishing grounds would be offset by the better equipped and maintained skiffs and trueks enabled
by more capitalized operations,

¢) the market;
1) Market access and product form =~ Market access will not significantly change or will
improve. New product forms will probably be explored due to increased predictability of
minimum annual harvest, more available capital, and greater certainty with regard to ownerships
rights of an additional permit,
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2) Market timing - Incteased catching power will add “shoulders™ to the season by enabling a
dual permit holder to maintain a higher daily average for a greater duration.

3) Competitive opportunities — Increased quality and value of the resource would encourage
more eompetitive buying and better market access,

f) processors;
1) economice efficiency of the processing function - To the cxtent enactment of this

proposal improves quality, processors will have an improved product to market.
Processor/fisherman coordination will be facilitated by fewer separate permit holders
and the legitimizing of existing multi-permit operations,

2) species interdependence impacts — No species interdependence impacts.
3) processing asset ownership impacts — No processing ownership impaets.

4) distribution of product value - This proposal is not expected to affect
processor distribution of value. Any reduction in production value resulting from direct
marketing would be negligible given the overall size of the Bristol Bay harvest.

5) market access - The proposal will not reduce the number of permits authorized by
CFEC 50 there is not any significant effoct on processor aceess to product,

g) local communities:
1) employment enhancement, displacement, and loss — The proposal will result in

fewer individual fishing operations. Some crew jobs may be lost due to the operational
efficiencies of a dual permit operation. However, given there were 131 latent permits in
2008 (assuming 2 crewmembers per permit) 262 potertial erew jobs were not realized,
Consequently, any reduction in available crew jobs, resulting from consolidation, would
be offset by the existing absence of potentially available jobs stemming from permit
lateney. Remaining operations will be more profitable. Remaining crew jobs will be more
lucrative and secure,

2) municipal revenve impacts - A more profitable set gillnet fishery will contribute
positively to municipal local revenue.

3) indusiry infrastructure impacis — Industry infrastructure is impacted to the extent
that the proposal promotes profitable operations that justify further investment in
infrastructure.

4) species interdependence impacts — No species interdependence impacts.

5) ownership of local harvesting and processing impaets - Presently, insolvent set
gillnet operations resulting from poor market conditions and reguiatory constraints is the
predominant contributing factor to the etosion of local permit ownership.

Adoption of this proposal may have an effect on the retention of local ownership of
CFEC set gillnet permits in the Bristol Bay region. The potential magnitude of this offect

is uncertain piven that multi-permit operations are already in existence and there were
131 latent set gillnet permits in 2008 (CFEC Basic Information Tables), An increased fair

[
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market value of permit prices may encourage financially disadvantaged stakeholders
(both 1ocal and non-local) to sel) their permit.

This proposal is intended to increase the opportunity for participants in the set gillnet
fishery to run a profitable figshing operation. The opportunity t0 run & dual permit
operation would be available to both local and non-local permit holders, There are loan
programs available to local residents for the purchase of limited entry permits though the
Bristo] Bay Feonomic Development Corporation, the State of Alaska Department of
Revepue, and the Commercial Fisheries and Agriculture Bank.

Tt should ba neted that this issue was not digpositive when the Board previously
passed the Bristol Bay drift gillnet permit stacking proposal.

6) gain or loss of associated buginesses — profitability would be increased through 1h1s
proposal thereby contributing to the preservation of local businesses.

%) What is your understanding of the level of support for your proposal among the harvesters,
processors, and local communities?

This proposal is an addendum to an existing restrusturing proposal already submitted to the
Board and considered under its Restructuring Committes, Sufficient notice and comment

is necessary to determine whether there is broad suppart among harvesters, Procassors,
and local communities. It will be particularly important to determine the level of support
within the set gilinet fleet as this proposal provides it with direct benefits and has
negligible impacts on other potential stakeholders,

1L0) What are the potential shart and long-term im pacts on conservation and resource habitat?
Impacts on conservation and resourge habitat are negligible.

11) What are the potential legal, fishery management, and enforcement implications if this proposal
is adopted? What other governmental actions may need to be taken into account?

This proposal has ne legal, fishery management, and enforcement implications. The Board has
authorized similar proposals for other fisheries and gear types. This proposal will simply allow a
fisher to operate two permits under present regulations.

Submitted By: Name (signature tequired)
Individual or Group Dylan liraund and Tom Rollman Jr.
Address 2409 Marilaing Dr, Anchorage, AK  Zip Code 99517 Phone (907) 243-3668
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Movember 19 2012

ATTN: Bristol Bay BOF Commenis
Boards Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

PROPOSAL 239 — 5 AAC 67.622(g)(6). Special provisions for seasons,
bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means in the Bristol

Bay Areaq.
Members of the Board,

I & in OPPOSITION to Proposal 239 - 5 AAC 67.022 (g) (6) Special provisions for seasons,
bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means in the Bristol Bay Area for the
following reasons:

1. According to, 5AAC 06.361. NUSHAGAK-MULCHATNA CHINOOK
SALMON MANAGEMENT PLAN, The Department already has the ability to:
a. Reduce bag limit and possession limits
b. Reduce season limits
c. Prohibit the use of bait
d. A closure of the salmon sport fishery

2. The catch and release mortality rate was already factored into the allocation for
Sport fshing when the NUSHAGAK - MULCHATNA CHINOOK SALMON
MANAGEMENT PLAN was negotfiated between sport fishermen and
cornmercial fisherman.

3. The restriction of bait should not be used as an allocation issue. The Nushagak
Chinook Salmon allocation is clearly outlined in the NUSHAGAK ~
MULCHATNA CHINOOK SALMON MANAGEMENT PLAN.

4, There is no evidence cited or data presented that supports the theory of single
hook baits having a higher mortality rate than single hook lures.

5. High catch rates are assoctated with very large daily escapement. The volume of
Chinooks can be so large that the 5 to 7 % mortality rate associated with a catch
and release fishery does not have an impact.

6. The sport fishing industry needs every opportunity to catch fish. In dirty water
without bait, which is common on the Nushagak River, we lose that opportunity.

7. The mortality rate associated with catch and release King Salmon fishing is less
than the dropout rate in the commercial fishery when using sockeye gear. The
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11.

Resp ectfu]ly‘,

Mark Vmgoe

P.O. Box 4311

kings get tangled in the gear and drown and when the net is being retrieved the
net straightens out the kings go to the bottom of the bay.

Eliminating bait would affect all of the local Dillingham anglers who fish the
Nushagak River, In most cases, the local community has limited access or
opportunity to fish the Nushagak River for Kings. On days of low escapement
their opportunity to harvest kings is greatly restricted or reduced without the use
of bait. Most all of Dillingham anglers who sport fish nge bait.

The Nushagak run of Kings come in waves. A large escapement one day can be
followed by low escapement the following 3 days. The catch per unit effort drops
off significantly on the down days. Eliminating bait would dramatically affect an
angler’s ability to catch kings on the low volume days.

The Nushagak River has the most prolific Chinook salmon fisheries in the world.
It also has the least amount of sport fishing pressure when compared to other
systems across the state or country. There is no justification outside the
guidelines of the NUSHAGAK-MULCHATNA CHINOON SALMON
MANAGAGE PLAN to accept this proposal.

There is certainly the perception among a large segment of the population that
fishing policies and regulations are designed to benefit the Commercial industry
at the expense of those who use the resource for Sport or personal use, As an
individual with no reason to incur a monetary gain in the Nushagak 1 do not
condone the continued one-sided favoritism shown to our resources. It's time to
end this and offer a balanced approach.

Palmer, Ak, 99645

P.8. 1 do own property on Lake Aleknagik and have personally fished in the area for the past 22

years.
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Alaska Board of Fisheries
Bristol Bay Finfish
December 4-12,2012
Comments for the Bristol Bay Proposals by Kim Rice
Bristol Bay Fisherman for 26 years
Proposal 57: Stop the intercept of Bristol Bay Salmon in the North
Peninsula by Area M Fishers. Put the North Peninsula Salmon Fleetin a
Terminal Area around the Bear River. Do not allow an allocation of
Briston Bay Salmon to the North Peninsula Area M Fishers.
Proposal 32-35: No- 32 Feet is number.
Proposal 36: Yes
Proposal 37-42: No, Status Quo is working.
Proposal 44-54: Yes, Dual Permit for Setnet fishers is a good program,
itis working as intended.
Proposal 55: No
Proposal 82: No
Proposal 58: No. Does not work. Mixed stock fishery should be
allowed to be harvested in District of Origin.
Proposal 59,60,61: No. Setnet fishers and local Drift fishers rely on

post July17 fish. Fish could be stopped at the milling areas North
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and South of Egegik. If passed, the result would kill our chances of
harvesting late run stocks in Egegik.
Proposal 63-65: | believe the Board of Fish should revisit the East side
Setnet Allocation plan.
Proposal 24: No
Proposal 25: No
Proposal 200: No. It would be another intercept fishery.
Proposal 204: No. It would be another intercept fishery.
Proposal 56: Yes. [ support the prior boat registration plan.
Proposal 16: No. All setnets should be pulled at closure.
Proposal 18: No.
Proposal 19: No. 1000 feetis the rule.
Proposal 20: No. Can fish anywhere a spotis open.
Proposal 21: No. Notneeded.
Proposal 22: No. Notneeded.
Proposal 23: No. Numbers needed by Troopers.
Proposal 31: No.

Proposal 17: Yes.

Page 2 Kim Rice Comments for Bristol Bay Proposals
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November 18", 2012

RE: Trout Unlimited’s Alaska Program Supports BOF proposals 2, 3 and 4
Dear Alaska Board of Fisheries Members,

We formally submit aur support for the following Board of Fisheries proposals that will be
considered this December during the Bristol Bay FinFish meeting in Naknek. These proposals
support the long-term health of the world-class Bristol Bay rainbow trout fisheries and are
important the high-quality recreational experience the thousands of anglers that come to the
region to fish seek.

Anglers from around the world travel to Bristol Bay in pursuit one of the most sought after
recreational angling experiences on earth. Bristol Bay’'s trophy rainbow trout, and abundant
salmon form the cornerstone of a recreational economy valued at more than $160 million each
year.

Trout Unlimited (“TU") is a national conservation organization dedicated to the protection and
restoration of coldwater fisheries and their habitats. Over 800 sportsmen and women in Alaska
are TU members. Thase members, along with our Alaska staff and many other TU members
wha visit Alaska to fish, are committed to efforts to protect and restore Alaska’s valuable
coldwater fishery resources and Bristol Bay is a focus area for us.

WE SUPPORT Proposal 2 - 5 AAC 67.022(g)(5). Passing this proposal will protect the Nushagak
River rainbow trout and clarify sportfishing regulations. We support this proposal unless it
interferes with upstream subsistence users then we
encourage the board to find a compromise that
protects the fishery while ensuring a subsistence
lifestyle can be maintained.

WE SUPPORT Proposal 3 - 5 AAC 67.022(x).

Minimizing impact on a fish is an important principal of
catch and release fishing. Using barbless hooks is one
way to minimize an angler’s impact on a fish because it makes it easier to remove a hook from a
fish and typically causes minimal dameage to the mouth and jaw of the fish. Even minimal
damage from hooks can cause long-term deformities that effect how the fish looks, its ability to
eat and its survivability. For example, this Kenai River rainbow has a deformed jaw. While this
likely influences its ability to eat, and therefor its growth; it also affects the quality of the

Trout Unlimited: America’s Leading Coldwater Fisheries Conservation Organization
Alaska Office: 419 Sixth Street, Suite 200/ Juneau, AK /99801
{907) 586.2588 » Fax: (907) 463.3312 » www.tw.org
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angling experience (people don’t pay big money to fish for deformed rainbows). Many fly
anglers voluntarily use this method already...it is considered a standard in catch and release
angling ethics. The more angling pressure that is placed on a river, the more important it is to
take proactive measures to protect the health of fish that can be caught time after time. By
mandating barbless hook use it ensures that the trophy rainbow trout fishery continues to
thrive.

WE SUPPORT Proposal 4 - 5 AAC 67.030. Putting eggs, fish parts or other edible materials in
the water with the intention of luring in fish, or “chumming”, while sportfishing has been
shown to increase mortality of caught fish. Fish tend to take an artificial lure, fly or egg more
aggressively when accustom to having an easy source of food nearby. This causes hooks to be
swallowed more often, which increases injury and mortality. Allowing chumming in areas that
have already banned bait also affects the quality of the angling experience. Most anglers who
visit Bristol Bay are seeking a remote, wild, authentic fishing trip — and that experience is
compromised if they see another user “chumming” for trout.

Trout Unlimited is committed to the long-term health of the Bristol Bay fisheries. The above
propasals support a healthy fishery and important economic drivers of the region. If you have
any questions about our comments or would like to talk further, please don’t hesitate to
contact us.

Respectfully,

Tim Bristol
Trout Unlimited - Alaska Program Director
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Gunnar Knapp
Professor of Economics
Institute of Social and Economic Research

University of Alaska Anchorage

3211 Providence Drive

Anchorage, Alaska 99508
907-786-7717

Gunnar.Knapp@uaa.alaska.edu

November 19, 2012

To: Alaska Board of Fisheries
By fax: 907-465-6094
From: Gunnar Knapp
Re: Brief comments relating to restructuring proposals to be considered at the Board of

Fisheries Bristol Bay Finfish Meeting, December 4-12, Naknek, Alaska

I have been studying the economics of Bristol Bay salmon fisheries for many years. In particular
I have been interested in two questions:

e How to increase the profitability and competiveness of Bristol Bay salmon fisheries
e How to maintain fishery participation and benefits for local watershed residents

These questions are central to the issues raised by several of the proposals to be considered by
the Board at its December 2012 Bristol Bay finfish meeting

Below are two brief comments relating to these proposals. | am neither supporting nor opposing
any specific proposals. My purpose is rather to point out some issues I hope you will think
aboult.

1. There has been a continuing decline in the share of permits and earnings held by Bristol
Bay watershed residents. This decline is well documented in CFEC Report No. 12-02-N
(CFEC Permit Holdings, Harvest, and Estimated Gross Earnings by Resident Type in the Bristol
Bay Salmon Gillnet Fisheries, 1975-2011), page 6 and 10.

I personally find this decline highly troubling. Everything I hear suggests that rural Alaska,
including the Bristol Bay region, is facing severe economic challenges deriving from a wide
variety of factors such as high fuel costs and lack of employment opportunities. Finding ways to
create economic opportunity in rural Alaska should be an urgent public priority.

One obvious way to create economic opportunity in the Bristol Bay region is to increase

participation in the fishery—one of the richest fisheries in the United States. And yet we seem to
be moving backwards rather than forwards in this respect.
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Why is this relevant to the proposals under consideration by the Board? Because any regulatory
change that allows new Kinds of investments which make the fishery relatively more profitable
for those able to make the investment will tend to cause a net transfer of permits over time from
groups who are relatively less able to make the investment to those who are relatively more able
to make the investment. Why? Because over time, markets tend to allocate assets—including
fishing permits—to those who are able to earn the highest profits from them, and who will be
able to bid the most for them whenever they are for sale.

Comparisons of the vessels used in the Bristol Bay fishery by residency of permit holders (Table
below) suggests that Bristol Bay residents are relatively less able to make vessel investments
than non-local residents. This in turn suggests that regulatory changes that allow new kinds of
investments may tend to further increase this investment gap. This in turn could lead to
additional net permit loss over time. | am not asserting that this would necessarily happen: | am
only asserting that it is a real possibility.

Comparison of Vessels Used in the Bristol Bay Drift Gillnet Fishery, by Residency of Permit Holder

Group 1983 1988 1993 1998 2003 2008
Bristol Bay Residents 9 11 14 18 22 26
Ig}v\(/eézg;sage Othgr Alaska Residents 9 11 14 17 21 24
(years) Residents of Other States 11 12 13 16 20 24
Average 10 11 14 17 21 25
Average Bristol Bay Resid_ents 239 279 282 294 287 337
|horsepower of Othgr Alaska Residents 243 271 315 345 350 373
vessels Residents of Other States 252 286 335 368 372 382
Average 245 278 311 336 336 364
Average Bristol Bay Residents 10 12 12 12 12 12
|displacement of |Other Alaska Residents 12 13 13 13 14 15
vessels Residents of Other States 12 12 13 14 14 14
(gross tons) Average 11 12 13 13 13 14
Bristol Bay Residents 239 288 282 294 287 299
Ig‘gg?; ;‘lfe' Other Alaska Residents 306 | 334 | 364 | 357 | 357 | 360
vessels (gallons) Residents of Other States 283 311 348 352 350 364
Average 276 311 331 335 331 341
[Percent of Bristol Bay Residents 0.5% 0.5% 2.3% 4.5% 5.5% 7.7%
vessels with Other Alaska Residents 1.3% 2.3% 7.5% 13.7% 15.3% | 20.8%
refrigeration Residents of Other States 0.5% 2.0% 8.1% 155% | 17.8% | 22.2%
capacity Average 0.8% 1.6% 6.0% 11.2% | 12.9% | 16.9%

Northern Economics. 2009. The Importance of the Bristol Bay Salmon Fisheries to the Region and its

Residents. Report prepared for the Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation. 193 pages. Data are
from tables on pages 136 and 137 of report. Based on data provided by the Commercial Fisheries Entry

Commission.

Given this situation and the importance of the issue, it troubles me that the State has not

undertaken more detailed economic analysis of this issue and of how the proposed regulatory
changes might affect local permit ownership before considering significant regulatory changes.
CFEC’s comments in its memorandum of November 7 begin to address this issue—but not in the
detail needed to fully inform the Board of Fisheries about the potential implications of the
proposals.
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2. Be careful of regulatory changes which allow permit holders who make vessel upgrade
investments to increase their catch share. This may create an incentive for investments which
are profitable only because they reduce other operations’ catches and which reduce total net
value of the fishery. CFEC, in its memorandum of November 9 regarding Proposals 32 through
35, alludes to this concern as a rationale for its opposition to these proposals. CFEC notes the
potential for further increase in the total cost of harvesting without a commensurate increase in
ex-vessel value. What concerns me is not only that the fleet as a whole may increase costs
without commensurate increases in ex-vessel value, but also that permit holders who are unable
to make the investments may lose catch share and value.

Note that I am neither supporting nor opposing Proposals 32 through 35. Rather, | am arguing
that in considering these proposals you should consider the extent to which larger fishing vessels
would or wouldn’t gain a competitive fishing advantage allowing them to increase their catch
share. | don’t know enough to argue that they would or wouldn’t gain such an advantage: my
point is that you should ask and find out if they would.

The “best” regulation would allow for higher quality and price without giving the vessels a
competitive fishing advantage; the “worst” would give vessels a competitive fishing advantage
without actually resulting in higher quality and price.

Note, however, that even the “best” regulation would tend to result, over time, in net permit
transfers to those groups most able to make additional investments.

Public Comment #84



	pc61
	pc62
	pc63
	pc64
	pc65
	pc66
	pc67
	pc68
	pc69
	pc70
	pc71
	pc72
	pc73
	pc74
	pc75
	pc76
	pc77
	pc78
	pc79
	pc80
	pb81
	pc82
	pc83
	pc84



