
 
 

 
 

 

 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

    

    

     

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

    

    

   

   

    

On-Time Public Comment List
	
Southeast and Yakutat Finfish
	
February 23–March 3, 2015
	

John Murray ................................................................................................................................................... PC 01
 

Seafood Producers Cooperative .................................................................................................................... PC 02
 

United States Department of Commerce NOAA ........................................................................................... PC 03
 

Robert Odmark .............................................................................................................................................. PC 04
 

Alan Dale ........................................................................................................................................................ PC 05
 

Arthur Thurn .................................................................................................................................................. PC 06
 

Brian Zwick ..................................................................................................................................................... PC 07
 

Buck Laukitis................................................................................................................................................... PC 08
 

Charles Clement ............................................................................................................................................. PC 09
 

David Klepser (1) ............................................................................................................................................ PC 10
 

David Klepser(2) ............................................................................................................................................. PC 11
 

Donald Klepser (1).......................................................................................................................................... PC 12
 

Donald Klepser(2)........................................................................................................................................... PC 13
 

Mike Fox (1) ................................................................................................................................................... PC 14
 

Mike Fox (2) ................................................................................................................................................... PC 15
 

Rudy Franulovich............................................................................................................................................ PC 16
 

Fred Sears....................................................................................................................................................... PC 17
 

Heather Meuret (1) ........................................................................................................................................ PC 18
 

Heather Meuret (2) ........................................................................................................................................ PC 19
 

Heather Meuret (3) ........................................................................................................................................ PC 20
 

Heather Meuret (4) ........................................................................................................................................ PC 21
 

Jacob Rodriguez ............................................................................................................................................. PC 22
 

Jeffrey McKean............................................................................................................................................... PC 23
 

Joseph Lyle Weyhmiller ................................................................................................................................. PC 24
 

Karl Jordan ..................................................................................................................................................... PC 25
 

Kevin Klepser.................................................................................................................................................. PC 26
 

Charles W. Treinen ........................................................................................................................................ PC 27
 

Mark Saldi ...................................................................................................................................................... PC 28
 

Nick Martin (1) ............................................................................................................................................... PC 29
 

Nick Martin (2) ............................................................................................................................................... PC 30
 



 
 

 
 

 

 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

    

   

    

    

   

    

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

    

    

   

    

   

   

   

   

    

On-Time Public Comment List
	
Southeast and Yakutat Finfish
	
February 23–March 3, 2015
	

Chickie James ................................................................................................................................................. PC 31
 

Leonard Leach ................................................................................................................................................ PC 32
 

Zeb Strong ...................................................................................................................................................... PC 33
 

Ronn Buschmann ........................................................................................................................................... PC 34
 

Territorial Sportsman ..................................................................................................................................... PC 35
 

Ryan Kelly ....................................................................................................................................................... PC 36
 

Steve Merritt .................................................................................................................................................. PC 37
 

Thomas S. McAllister...................................................................................................................................... PC 38
 

Will Bousley (1) .............................................................................................................................................. PC 39
 

Will Bousley (2) .............................................................................................................................................. PC 40
 

Taku River Old Timers King Salmon Coalition ................................................................................................ PC 41
 

Norman Elliott ................................................................................................................................................ PC 42
 

Ole Gundersen ............................................................................................................................................... PC 43
 

Paul Beese ..................................................................................................................................................... PC 44
 

Paul Pipes (1).................................................................................................................................................. PC 45
 

Paul Pipes (2).................................................................................................................................................. PC 46
 

Tad Fujioka ..................................................................................................................................................... PC 47
 

Jim Wild.......................................................................................................................................................... PC 48
 

Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association, Inc.......................................................................... PC 49
 

Richard Yamada ............................................................................................................................................. PC 50
 

Ben Atwood ................................................................................................................................................... PC 51
 

Rex Barber...................................................................................................................................................... PC 52
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ......................................................................................................................... PC 53
 

Ryan Kaap....................................................................................................................................................... PC 54
 

Kent Barkhau ................................................................................................................................................. PC 55
 

Brian Lynch..................................................................................................................................................... PC 56
 

Clay Bezenek .................................................................................................................................................. PC 57
 

Eric Bezenek ................................................................................................................................................... PC 58
 

John Dimond .................................................................................................................................................. PC 59
 

Eric Jordan ..................................................................................................................................................... PC 60
 



 
 

 
 

 

 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

   

    

    

   

     

    

    

    

     

    

    

    

    

     

   

    

    

    

   

     

On-Time Public Comment List
	
Southeast and Yakutat Finfish
	
February 23–March 3, 2015
	

Steve Vlahovich ............................................................................................................................................. PC 61
 

National Park Service .................................................................................................................................... PC 62
 

Alaska Longline &ishermen’s !ssociation ...................................................................................................... PC 63
 

Richard Curran (1) ......................................................................................................................................... PC 64
 

Richard Curran (2) ......................................................................................................................................... PC 65
 

Richard Curran (3) ......................................................................................................................................... PC 66
 

Al Wilson ....................................................................................................................................................... PC 67
 

Murray R. Hayes ............................................................................................................................................ PC 68
 

Kim Elliot ....................................................................................................................................................... PC 69
 

M. Signe Wilson ............................................................................................................................................ PC 70
 

Richard J. Davis .............................................................................................................................................. PC 71
 

Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance ..................................................................................................... PC 72
 

Terry Friske .................................................................................................................................................... PC 73
 

James Carter Hughes ..................................................................................................................................... PC 74
 

Petersburg Vessel Owner’s !ssociation ........................................................................................................ PC 75
 

Max Worhatch .............................................................................................................................................. PC 76
 

Jay Miller ....................................................................................................................................................... PC 77
 

Fred Sears ...................................................................................................................................................... PC 78
 

Joint Southeast Regional Planning Team ...................................................................................................... PC 79
 

Southeast Regional Planning Team ............................................................................................................... PC 80
 

Southeast Alaska Seiners .............................................................................................................................. PC 81
 

Joel Randrup (1) ............................................................................................................................................. PC 82
 

Ray Wadsworth ............................................................................................................................................. PC 83
 

Chum Trollers Association (1) ....................................................................................................................... PC 84
 

Mark Roberts (38 signatures) ........................................................................................................................ PC 85
 

Kenneth Jones (1) .......................................................................................................................................... PC 86
 

Kenneth Jones (2) .......................................................................................................................................... PC 87
 

Kathy’s Net Loft & 'ear Supplies .................................................................................................................. PC 88
 

Lance Preston................................................................................................................................................. PC 89
 

Mary Ann Peterson (1) ................................................................................................................................... PC 90
 



 
 

 
 

 

   

     

    

    

    

   

    

    

    

     

    

     

    

   

    

    

     

    

    

    

    

   

   

   

    

 
 

On-Time Public Comment List
	
Southeast and Yakutat Finfish
	
February 23–March 3, 2015
	

Mary Ann Peterson (2) ................................................................................................................................... PC 91
 

Mary Ann Peterson (3) .................................................................................................................................. PC 92
 

Alaska Trollers Association ............................................................................................................................ PC 93
 

!laska Independent Tenderman’s !ssociation ............................................................................................. PC 94
 

Carl Peterson (1) ............................................................................................................................................ PC 95
 

Carl Peterson (2) ............................................................................................................................................ PC 96
 

Chum Trollers Association (2) ....................................................................................................................... PC 97
 

Daniel Patterson ............................................................................................................................................ PC 98
 

Southeast !laska &ishermen’s !lliance ......................................................................................................... PC 99
 

Matthew Donohoe ...................................................................................................................................... PC 100
 

Bruce J. Gabrys ............................................................................................................................................ PC 101
 

Jesse West ................................................................................................................................................... PC 102
 

Joel Randrup (2) .......................................................................................................................................... PC 103
 

Joel Randrup (3) .......................................................................................................................................... PC 104
 

John Burke ................................................................................................................................................... PC 105
 

Linda Danner ............................................................................................................................................... PC 106
 

Matthew Lawrie .......................................................................................................................................... PC 107
 

Robert Briscoe ............................................................................................................................................. PC 108
 

Doug Chaney ............................................................................................................................................... PC 109
 

Purse Seine Vessel Owners’ !ssociation ..................................................................................................... PC 110
 

Organized Village of Saxman ....................................................................................................................... PC 111
 

Form Letter (Six signatures) ........................................................................................................................ PC 112
 

Sitka Tribe of Alaska .................................................................................................................................... PC 113
 

Thatcher Brouwer ....................................................................................................................................... PC 114
 

United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters ........................................................................................................... PC 115
 



 

                                   

    

 

   

   

   

  

  

    

    

 

   

     

 

    

      

  

 

  

  

  

  

     

 

   

    

 

PC 76
1 of 3

February 8, 2015 

Board of Fisheries 

February 23 – March 3, 2015 

Dear Vice-Chair Kluberton and Members of the Board of Fisheries; 

I’m Max Worhatch and I am a fisherman. I live in Petersburg. I fish commercially for salmon, crab, 

herring, and halibut, all in the Southeast region. I also sport fish and hunt. I am currently the President of 

the United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters. I also serve on the Petersburg Advisory Committee. 

My comments on the following proposals today are on behalf of myself and myself alone. 

Proposal 155- OPPOSED I feel that our current sport regulations are adequate to meet the needs of 

participants. 

Proposal 157- OPPOSED 28 inches has been the standard for a long time. If release mortality is an issue, 

then lowering the minimum size would only work if 100% retention were implemented as well. 

Proposal 158- OPPOSED Current regulations are acceptable and work well for all. 

Proposal 159- SUPPORT This proposal addresses a growing sector of users that will only get larger. 

Having a generous annual limit will allow nonresident fishermen to enjoy the resource, while protecting 

fish stocks in high use areas. 

Proposal 160- SUPPORT See 159. 

Proposal 174- OPPOSE While I oppose this proposal, I am in agreement with the proposer that the 

spring hatchery access troll fisheries occurring in corridors that are natural migration routes for king 

salmon that are bound for local trans-boundary rivers without a TAC makes little sense. These fisheries 

are to access Alaska hatchery king salmon. A 20% Alaska hatchery component is considered very good. 

That means 80% of the fish caught in what is considered a very good area are either wild or of non-

Alaskan hatchery. In years of low abundance, sport and gillnet fisheries are curtailed, and rightfully so, 

while hatchery access fisheries are continued. 

Proposal 175- OPPOSE It is my feeling in working through the JRPT and the hatcheries, that the system 

we have in place is working good enough.  

Proposal 176- OPPOSE  For the same reasons as above. 

Proposal 183- SUPPORT This is a joint proposal agreed upon by USAG and SEAS to address opportunity 

needs for our respective fleets.  
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Proposal 186- SUPPORT  This is a joint proposal agreed upon by USAG and SEAS to address opportunity 

needs for our respective fleets.  

Proposal 187- SUPPORT  This proposal would add gillnet to the rotation in the Southeast Cove Terminal 

Harvest Management Plan. Should this become a rotational fishery, it is important that all gear groups 

have some access when deserved. 

Proposal 188- OPPOSE 187 is a better plan as it includes all user groups. 

Proposal 190- Support This joint proposal allows the seine fleet to utilize enhanced fish that would 

otherwise be taken as cost recovery, much more than needed by DIPAC. While there has been incidental 

sockeye, a large percentage of these fish have been enhanced. This fishery gives the seine fleet 

opportunity to harvest DIPAC chum in an effort to get into their enhanced allocation range. 

Proposal 191- OPPOSE 

Proposal 207- SUPPORT This proposal if adopted would allow the gillnet fleet to access pink salmon in 

years of high abundance in an area that is currently closed to them during the month of August. This 

area is very small, and adjacent to area currently used by the gillnet fleet on a weekly basis. While 

slightly complicated, this is the result of the net groups striving to find common ground in finding 

solutions to concerns expressed by their fleets. 

Proposal 208- OPPOSE The proposer refers to this as a conservation issue as well as a fairness issue. He 

does fail to mention while there are sport restrictions, there have been no closures for that fishery, and 

this fishery harvests the bulk of treaty fish, even with no allowable catch. He also fails to mention that 

the commercial troll fleet prosecutes a hatchery access fishery for king salmon in district 8, even in years 

of no allowable catch. He also fails to mention that on an annual basis there is a hatchery access fishery 

prosecuted in natural corridors for both the Stikine and Taku rivers. Hatchery access fisheries target king 

salmon of Alaska hatchery origin. If an area has a 20% catch component of Ak hatchery, it is considered 

very successful. Many of the areas open for hatchery access troll do not achieve this. There is 

undoubtedly wild fish from our local trans-boundary rivers taken. Data shows the vast majority of king 

salmon taken by the gillnet fleet in district 8 are enhanced. Most gillnet fishing in district 8 these weeks 

occurs in areas where there is very few Stikine king salmon taken, but a high percentage of enhanced 

fish are.  In the prosecution of the sockeye fishery in district 8, it is very normal that king salmon are 

harvested while targeting sockeye. Management is cognizant of effort and can adjust area and time to 

meet these concerns. 

Proposal 209- SUPPORT  Some in the gillnet fleet would like to become more efficient in their ability to 

harvest pink salmon.  In high abundance years, it would be nice if the fleet could capitalized on solid pink 

returns in a manner that is acceptable to management and industry. Historically, the gillnet fleet is 

lagging, especially in high abundance years, in pink catch. This could provide an alternative and move 

boats to pink areas, spreading the fleet out. 

Proposal 210- SUPPORT I support anything that will reduce my costs. 
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Proposal 226- OPPOSE I support current time and area only for this experimental fishery. Wild stock 

interception in this mixed stock fishery is unknown and could have an effect on net fisheries that are 

currently managed for those wild stocks. There is anecdotal evidence of a high catch rate of immature 

king salmon in this fishery that could result in high release mortality. There are projects in the works that 

will allow for chum trolling opportunity in the near future. 

Proposal 227- OPPOSE See proposal 226 comments. 

Proposal 228- OPPOSE There is currently an option for a ten day closure.  Most years we see some type 

of August closure. Coho returns the last two years have been strong. Local systems region wide had very 

good returns, allowing for plenty of fish for subsistence, personal use and sport fishing interests. 

Proposal 229- OPPOSE- I would reference my comments for 226.  I cannot support an increase of time 

or area in this highly experimental fishery with so many unknown consequences. 

Proposal 231- OPPOSE 

This concludes my written testimony for these proposals. I appreciate the opportunity to comment and 

your consideration.  See you in Sitka. 

Sincerely, 

Max Worhatch 

253.279.0707 
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Hello, 

I Jay Miller support 176,226, and 229 proposals. The reason why, is I fish with my 

young family on the inside waters. These inside fisheries being successful is one of the 

only ways my family can make power trolling possible. I support 176 so we can make 

the hatcheries accountable for the 3% fish tax we pay for all gear groups. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jay Miller 
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Recommendations to the Alaska Board of Fisheries from the Joint Southeast 
Regional Planning Team 

Since the Southeast Alaska Area Enhanced Salmon Allocation Plan (Allocation Plan) was adopted 
by the Alaska Board of Fisheries (Board), the Joint Southeast Regional Planning Team (Joint RPT) 
has taken on the responsibility of making recommendations to the Board concerning proposals that 
affect the allocation of enhanced salmon, as well as submitting Board proposals that the Joint RPT 
believe would fairly affect the allocation of enhanced salmon. The last two Board cycles, 
recommendations came in the form of an “Industry Consensus” letter. These letters were a product of 
industry representatives meeting in conjunction with Joint RPT meetings, to negotiate consensus 
positions on published Board proposals. These letters were adopted by the Joint RPT and submitted as 
recommendations to the Commissioner of ADF&G and the Board. 

For the 2008/2009 Board cycle, the letter contained several recommendations on hatchery production 
and harvest management, as well as recommendations on eight Board proposals. 

For the 2011/2012 Board cycle, the letter contained recommendations on eight Board proposals as well 
as support for the USAG and SEAS agreement which withdrew 12 Board proposals. 

This Board cycle, gear group representatives negotiated compromises prior to the Board proposal 
submission deadline, resulting in far fewer proposals being submitted by the gear group organizations. 
As a consequence, an industry meeting was not held this year after the publication of Board 
proposals. The following Joint RPT recommendations support the gear group agreement as well as 
contain recommendations on other proposals that affect the allocation of enhanced salmon. 

Proposal 175– Oppose 

The Joint RPT opposes proposal 175, which would recommend the Board establish a task force to 
review the entire Allocation Plan. The author of this proposal does not seem to understand that there are 
ongoing processes to address changes to fisheries and production needs. The Joint RPT meets twice a 
year to review hatchery permit requests, review the status of the allocation plan, and to make 
recommendations to the Commissioner of ADF&G, the Board, and to hatchery producers. The Joint 
RPT has evaluated reconvening a task force to review the Allocation Plan several times, including as 
recently as the fall of 2014. In 2011, a full day workshop was devoted to this subject. Substantial efforts 
have been made to work towards the allocation percentages established in the Allocation Plan, 
including new production and additional opportunities. All involved parties have consistently used the 
Allocation Plan and its guidelines to focus debates and reduce user conflict when considering production 
and terminal management decisions. In this sense, the plan is working. The Joint RPT believes a 
“better” plan, reached by a consensus, is currently unlikely and therefore not a productive use of time 
and resources. 
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Proposal 176– Oppose 

The Joint RPT opposes proposal 176, which would require NSRAA and DIPAC to have a separate 
allocation plan for harvests of the salmon they produce, with specific goals to reach specified 
allocation percentages, and annual modifications. 

The Joint RPT does not support 176 because: 1) a substantial portion of hatchery-produced salmon is 
harvested in traditional common property fisheries. Hatchery associations do not control these 
fisheries; therefore it is unrealistic to meet allocation goals through controlling harvests. Production 
levels and location of release sites is a major factor affecting gear group harvests levels by species. 
Production decisions involve many factors besides allocation and require long term planning and 
commitments. 2) One of the strengths of the current plan is that allocation imbalances can be 
addressed region wide, providing many more options for trying to address them. If all of southeast 
production and fisheries can’t be considered for meeting the guidelines of the Allocation Plan, it would 
be even more difficult, more impracticable, and more expensive to try to meet allocation percentages. 
3) SSRAA should not be left out of a plan. SSRAA does not have its own internal allocation plan. It 
looks at the region-wide allocation percentages when making its decisions, and tries to do its part in 
helping to meet the region-wide percentages. If SSRAA had to look at a SSRAA-only plan, it would 
have to reconsider some of its current production and special harvest area (SHA) management. 

Proposals 177,178,179,180, 181– Support 

The Joint RPT supports the adoption of proposals 177,178,179,180, and 181. These proposals all put 
in regulation what is currently being successfully done under emergency order. None of these 
proposals, if adopted, will have any significant effect on wildstocks or allocation of enhanced stocks. 

Proposal 183– Support, Proposal 182– Withdraw 

The Joint RPT supports proposal 183, and therefore withdraws proposal 182. Proposal 183 would 
allow for a different time formula from the one in regulation and from the one that has been in place 
the last six years for the Deep Inlet SHA. 

In the previous two Board meetings, the Joint RPT has recommended changes in the net rotation time 
formulas at Deep Inlet (and Anita Bay). These changes have been recommended in order to address the 
gillnet fleet being above its allocation percentage and the seine fleet being below. As part of an 
agreement between USAG and SEAS this proposal would allow a different time formula to be used. 
The Joint RPT supports the compromise efforts of USAG and SEAS. The Joint RPT supports 
experimenting with a plan that would require changes in the formula based on the previous year’s effect 
on the allocation percentages, and designing a schedule that is related to the different inseason 
opportunity needs of the two fleets. The Joint RPT agrees that this new approach should be revisited in 
three years. 
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Proposal 184– Support 

The Joint RPT supports proposal 184, which would allow trolling in Kendrik Bay. Although not likely 
to be substantial, if adopted, this regulation would provide additional enhanced salmon opportunities to 
the troll fleet, the gear group most below their allocation percentage. 

Proposal 186– Support, Proposal 185– Withdraw 

Joint RPT supports proposal 186, and therefore withdraws proposal 185. Proposal 186 would allow for 
a different time formula from the one in regulation and from the one that has been in place the last six 
years in the Anita Bay SHA. The regulatory change would be in place for three years. 

The reasons for Joint RPT support of proposal 186 are the same as comments made to proposal 183. 

Proposal 187– Support, Proposal 188– No Action 

The Joint RPT supports proposal 187, which would allow commercial drift gillnet gear in the 
Southeast Cove SHA. Passage of this regulatory change would require no action on proposal 188. 

This proposal is part of the USAG/SEAS agreement. The Joint RPT supports the compromises 
necessary to make an agreement. This change in the regulation may shift some potential harvest 
between the seine fleet and the gillnet fleet, but it is not intended to reduce the potential harvest by the 
troll fleet. If and when commercial opportunities are allowed in Southeast Cove, the gillnet fleet may 
have some opportunity. 

Proposal 190– Support, Proposal 191– No Action 

The Joint RPT supports proposal 190, which requires some sockeye salmon harvested in Amalga Harbor 
SHA during seine chum salmon fisheries to be counted as part of a wild stock sockeye salmon cap in 
Northern Chatham Strait seine management. Proposal 190 is part of the USAG/SEAS agreement. This 
proposed regulation change allows for a seine harvest of hatchery fish in Amalga Harbor while 
addressing wild stock and sockeye allocation concerns. Seine harvest in Amalga Harbor SHA should 
help the seine fleet get closer to its allocation percentage in some years. This regulatory change would 
sunset following the 2017 season. Passage of proposal 190 would require no action on proposal 191. 
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Proposals 193, 199, 200– Oppose 

The Joint RPT is opposed to proposals, 193,199, and 200. These regulatory changes, if adopted, 
would restrict or eliminate seine harvests in the Hidden Falls SHA. 

Proposal 193 would limit opportunities to harvest hatchery fish at Hidden Falls to a maximum of one 
day a week. This would decrease the quality and the value of salmon caught at Hidden Falls. The chum 
and Chinook salmon would deteriorate during the lengthy time between harvests. 

Proposals 199 and 200 would stop salmon seining at the Hidden Falls SHA for 5 years or forever. The 
result would be millions of hatchery-produced salmon being wasted. 

Proposal 225– Support, Proposals 226 & 227– No Action 

The Joint RPT supports proposal 225 and recommends a sunset date be amended to December 31, 
2017. Passage of proposal 225 would require no action on proposals 226 and 227. 

The Joint RPT supports this “experimental” fishery because it could provide the troll fleet with 
additional opportunities to harvest hatchery chum salmon without significant impacts on wild stocks. 
The Joint RPT believes an additional three years of data will help draw reliable conclusions about the 
efficiency of this fishery. 
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907-463-5080  
Board of Fisheries 

February 23 – March 3, 2015 

Sitka, Alaska
 

Dear Vice Chairman Kluberton and Board of Fisheries Members: 

Southeast Alaska Seiners (SEAS) submit these comments on proposals you will be considering at the upcoming 
meeting concerning fisheries in southeast Alaska.  SEAS is a 501 (c)(6) not for profit and represents the 
interests of seine fishermen, tender men, crew, and families associated with salmon seine fisheries throughout 
southeast Alaska.  SEAS members participate in salmon seine fisheries from Ketchikan, Petersburg, Hoonah, 
Kake, Hydaburg, Craig, Klawock, Wrangell, Sitka and Juneau. Approximately 75% of the 300 boat fleet has 
had membership in SEAS members, with around 50% being consistent annual dues paying members.   

Of these, approximately 30% of the Southeast seine fleet are SEALASKA members or married to a 
SEALASKA member.  In other words SEAS represents 30% Native Alaskan fishermen and 70% non-Native 
Alaskan fishermen. These members hail from Ketchikan, Juneau, Kake, Hoonah, Sitka, Hydaburg, Craig and 
Klawock.  There are also SEALASKA shareholders who live in Seattle, Stanwood, Bellingham, Mercer Island 
and Lake Forest Park.  A few of our SEALASKA members will be here testifying but the vast majority are 
preparing for herring season, crabbing or doing vessel maintenance.  SEAS looks forward to working with the 
board this year on proposals pertaining to our longstanding, sustainable, historical fishery here in Southeast 
Alaska. 

Re: Opposition to Proposals 173, 175, 176, 188, 191, 193,194, 195, 196, 197,199 200, 202, 203, & 204; 
Support for Proposal 146, 183, 186, 187, 190, 198, 207 

Oppose Proposal 193 – Prohibit commercial seine fishing in ADF&G district 12-sub 15 and district 14-sub. 21 
& 23, Oppose Proposal 199 – prohibit seine fishing within Angoon Possessory Boundary, and Oppose 
Proposal 200 – close waters to seine fishing with Admiralty Monument Proclamation. The following comments 
apply to these three proposals 193, 199, & 200: 

These proposals seek to limit or eliminate the purse seine fishery in most of District 12 to no more than 15 
hours in any 7 day period in the best case and completely closing parts or all of District 12, Sub-district 15 and 
District 14, Sub-districts 21 and 23 asserting that the purse seine fishery in these areas interferes with the ability 
Page 1, Southeast Alaska Seiners (SEAS) Comments to BoFish, February, 2015 
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2 of 18of the residents of Angoon to meet their subsistence needs for salmon. It further supposes that broad time and 

area restrictions are necessary to “protect and maintain subsistence salmon stocks and fisheries in the Chatham 
Straits Area.”  

SEAS opposes these proposals in their entirety, Proposal 193, 199 and 200.  The harvest rate on Kanalku 
sockeye by the purse seine fleet was 8% on the largest return of pink salmon and the most productive purse 
seine fishery in the history of the region, going back to 1878.  Any changes to fishing time and area will result 
in hardship and loss of economic opportunity not only for the seine fleet but recall that 30% of these foregone 
opportunities will accrue to Tlingit and Haida brethren of the Kootznoowoo Corp and Angoon people:  notably 
the traditional and historical fishing grounds of the Kake and Hoonah people, while being fished by not only 
Kake and Hoonah fishermen but also fishermen from Hydaburg, Klawock, Craig as well as SEALASKA 
members from Juneau, Petersburg, Sitka and Ketchikan.  So any adjustments, be they slight, would hamper the 
ability of Native Alaskans to conduct their century old occupations of commercial purse seining. 

Since the mid-1980's there has been a massive resurgence of pink salmon through the Icy Strait and 
Chatham Strait corridor, producing the largest 3 salmon runs in history as well as the 5th , 6th , 8th , 9th and 10th 

largest.  Without this incredibly important corridor to conduct mixed stock fisheries on years of high pink 
salmon abundance, the balance in Southeast Alaska's purse seine fishery fails.  On a good northend run about a 
third to half of the Klawock and Craig Tlingit fishermen and the Hydaburg Haida fishermen come to Chatham 
Strait to fish.  This fact along with the Chatham fishery's existence helps to anchor a lot of the boats so as to 
maintain a reasonable balance of fishermen in the other Native traditional and historical fishing grounds as well.  
Not only is this an unwarranted attack on the traditional Kake, Hoonah and Angoon (ironically) fishing grounds, 
it would have reverberations throughout the other Native communities of Southeast Alaska.    

The Chatham purse seine fishery has been  managed very conservatively in June and throughout the first 2­
3 weeks of July to limit the impact on subsistence sockeye stocks in upper Chatham Straits; recent Genetic 
Stock Identification (GSI) research by the department shows that the purse seine fishery has very limited impact 
on subsistence sockeye stocks, specifically Kanalku Lake sockeye. The proposed restrictions would interfere 
dramatically with the commercial fishery harvest with substantial economic impact. In short, a problem is 
asserted but not demonstrated that severely restricting the seine fishery would substantially change subsistence 
stocks or fisheries. Subsistence harvest and opportunity are being met and will be addressed herein. 

1) The purse seine fishery in upper Chatham Straits is managed to limit exploitation of subsistence 
sockeye stocks 

The fishery is conducted largely after the subsistence stocks have passed through the commercial fishery. The 
following graph (Fig.16) demonstrates this point showing that the average opening date for the purse seine 
fishery in the statistical area 112-16, (which is 45 miles distant from Kanalku) falls on July 19, at which point 
80% of the subsistence harvest of Kanalku is completed.  The avearge opening for 112-17, (which is closer to 
Kanalku), falls on July 28, at which point 92% of the subsistence harvest has occurred. 
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ADF&G stock status report 2014: “In Southeast Alaska, sockeye salmon production is the result of 
run strength to many small stocks and a few very large stocks. To prevent over fishing of individual 
stocks, the majority of the purse seine effort is directed into mixed stock areas, held to conservative 
levels, and spread over as many stocks as possible. Van Alen (2000) maintained that this style of 
management "effectively moderates exploitation rates and reduces the risk of overexploiting individual 
runs, or temporal segments of runs, as occurred historically." 

Figure 16 from the ADF&G stock assessment report clearly shows the relationship between the first 
seine openings in 112-16 and 112-17 and 80% and 92% of subsistence harvest completed at Kanalku 
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Map figure shows areas closed by ADF&G E.O. in past ten years to protect
 returning sockeye near Angoon and Basket Bay. 
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Figure 15 and Figure 8 are lined up to show the first seine fishery date with escapement to base of falls. 
Note that subsistence fishery takes place in saltwater 1.5 miles from the Kanalku Lake. There appears 
to be a lag time of one to two weeks from saltwater to base of falls. In both cases whether subsistence 
harvest or escapement, the fish are far from the fishery 
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Table 1 show the escapements to Kanalku, Kanalku barrier where up to 50% of the sockeye die, Sitkoh, 
and Lake Eva, important subsistence harvest systems. Note that in 2012 & 2014 there was very little 
seining in Chatham; those years do not vary greatly from the 2013 escapement of 1,427, the year of the 
record seine harvest. 
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2) The purse seine fishery has very limited impact on sockeye stocks in upper Chatham Straits. 

These proposals contend that the seine fisheries intercept large numbers of the Kanalku sockeye stock in seine 
fisheries north of Angoon particularly in Districts 12 and 14.  To address these concerns expressed by the 
citizens of Angoon and the Federal Subsistence Board, the State of Alaska committed substantial funds to 
conduct Genetic Stock Identification of sockeye harvested in the Upper Chatham Straits purse seine fishery.  
ADF&G’s recently published analysis Genetic Mixed Stock Analysis of Sockeye Salmon Harvests in Selected 
Northern Chatham Strait Commercial Fisheries, 2012-2014 provides scientific GSI data which is contrary to 
the proposers conjecture. This report using precise genetic stock identification for the northern sockeye stocks 
including Kanalku shows that although present in the catch, Kanalku (2013) represents 236 sockeye caught or 
236 fish in the areas sampled, representing about a 9% harvest rate. The 2013 seine season was the largest 
seine harvest in history when some 90 million pink salmon were caught Southeast wide, even so the Kanalku 
catch sample expanded out to less than 1% of the total sockeye caught in the sampled northern districts. In 2012 
and 2014 the Kanalku catch was significantly less than the already small harvest of 2013. 

Figure 9. Genetic Stock Identification for Kanalku Lake stock represented 236 fish. Here it is 
shown in proportions with other stocks identified in the 112-16, 112-14, &112-17 seine fishery for 
2013, the high harvest year. In 2012 & 2014 seine openings were very limited and therefore 
Kanalku and other fine scale reporting groups had to be pooled for statistical analysis and those 
years are not represented here, although total for all Chatham small were 208 & 194 in 2012 & 
2014, respectively.   
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The escapement to Kanalku Lake for the study years was 1,938 to 2,289 sockeye. Kanalku is a unique system 
due to its barrier falls which often prevents 50% of the fish from entering the lake on years of high water 
velocity.  In 2012, 2013 and 2014 approximately 10 times more Kanalku sockeye were killed by the falls 

Page 7, Southeast Alaska Seiners (SEAS) Comments to BoFish, February, 2015 



      
  

 
      

  
  

  
 

  
 

  
  

  
   

    
      

  
  

 
  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

than were harvested in the Chatham purse seine fishery (see Table 1, page 5 above). The USFS has 
documented the need for fish passage improvement since 1968. In 2013 and 2014 work was done to deepen the 
plunge pool at the base 16 foot partial barrier. Success of the sockeye is determined by fitness but more 
importantly by the hydraulic dynamics created by the falls at high water or at very low water events. During the 
study years 2012 – 2014 the sockeye making it into the lake was 1,100 to 1,400. Limnological studies are 
indeterminate as to whether the escapements are commensurate with lake productivity. 

Most importantly ADF&G closes waters by time and area to seine fishing in order to allow Kanalku and 
other sockeye stocks to pass. In June and early July few areas are open for seining, including test fisheries, 
Augusta, Hawk Inlet and Hidden Falls.  These areas were open in 2012 and 2014 when the seine harvest rate on 
Kanalku sockeye was closer to 0% than it was to 1% harvest rate.  This is a time when many sockeye pass into 
terminal areas, approximately 80% of the sockeye run is in or near the terminal area before the seine fleet 
begins fishing Chatham Strait.   Rare is the case but occasionally a massive record return of pink salmon pushes 
the bell curve out early enough to breach the 80% range, meaning that in almost all fishing seasons, the 
Chatham fishery doesn't begin until 80% of the subsistence stock and harvest are past the Chatham fishery (see 
graphs 15 & 8, page 4 above).  Even in those unusual years it is likely that 70% of the subsistence sockeye have 
passed prior to the fishery.  This is why the very low harvest rate of 9% is achieved when the seine fleet has a 
record year as it did in 2013.  When the seine fleet fishes just hatchery access and test fisheries the harvest of 
Kanalku sockeye shrinks to near zero.  ADF&G’s Nothern Chatham Strait Sockeye Salmon: 2014 Updated 
Stock Status, Fishery Management, and Subsistence Fisheries presents escapements, fishing districts, opening 
dates and subsistence harvest which demonstrate the department’s wise use of management tools and the results 
they deliver for Kanalku sockeye escapement and subsistence opportunity. 

Management measures work as this graph shows; Kanalku cumulative catch is 236 fish 
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In 2013, Kanalku subsistence harvest, sockeye at base of falls that did not reach the lake, plus lake 
escapement represent 91% of the return. The commercial interception of sockeye in the seine 
catch represents 9% of the return. 

PC 81
9 of 18

3)  The purse seine fishery in upper Chatham Straits harvests substantial numbers of pink salmon 
therefore restricting the weekly opening to no more than 15 hours or eliminating all purse seining would 
prevent harvest of large numbers of salmon, with concurrent loss of economic value. 

The purse seine fishery in upper Chatham Straits targets pink salmon, which are largely bound for streams in District 15 to 
the north and Districts 9 and 10, 11, & 12 to the south and east. The harvest in District 12 comprises a substantial part of 
the region wide seine fishery harvest in Southeast Alaska.   As recently as 2011 it represented nearly 40% of the entire 
Southeast fishery.  Pink salmon in north Southeast Alaska generally follow a two-year cycle, possibly due to recent freeze 
and drought cycle that has resulted returns in odd year larger than those seen in even years.  When the Icy Strait and 
Chatham Strait resurgence began in 1982, the cycle was even year dominant.  In 1985 this switched dramatically after the 
phenomenal 7 to 1 spawner recruit in 1989. The odd year cycles have been dominant in the northend since, with a strong 
even year accompanying cycle in 1992, 1994 (the current SE record for northend in its day, to become eclipsed by 1999, 
2001 and then 2011 and 2013), and 1998-2004.  Then in 2004 we had the drought of the century, followed by a relatively 
awful winter in 2006, followed by a devastating northend winter in 2010 (worst we'd seen since the resurgence of 1982).  
Since the purse seine fleet is strictly managed to harvest pink salmon surplus to spawning escapement needs, the seasons 
of 2012 and 2014 were not fished on the northend, save for test and hatchery terminal harvest areas. Not surprisingly 
nearly zero Kanalku sockeye were caught in those years.  Seemingly then in 2008 and 2010 the sockeye catches would 
also have been near zero.  One would expect to see a bimodal influence on Kanalku sockeye abundance since the seine 
fleet harvest big pink years in 2007, ’09, ’11, & ‘13 but were nearly off the water in 2008, ’10, ’12, &‘14.  Since the total 
numbers of Kanalku sockeye in the terminal area differ very little in the four big odd years of fishing, (with an inferred 
harvest rate of 8% based on the 2013 GSI study) and 4 complete years of little or no fishing and zero harvest rate in the 
even-years, it appears the seine interception is not detrimental to Kanalku subsistence harvest and escapement. 

In 2013, a strong year for pink salmon, the traditional, historical purse seine fishery in district 12 harvested 8,653,730 pink 
salmon which comprised about 10% of the region-wide seine fishery harvest of pink salmon.  The District 12 fishery in 
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than 40,000 which is mostly composed of Chilkat, Berners, and Chilkoot Lake stocks, all very large systems. 

The purse seine fishery is initiated or not each year based on the abundance of pink salmon. There is a very careful entry 
into the pink salmon management depending upon strength of the pink salmon cycle but with regard to the bell curve of 
the Chatham sockeye stocks and subsistence fisheries. In most years about 75% of the Chatham small stocks have passed, 
although on occasion when the pink salmon cycle is phenomenally large or early. Even then there is great care taken to 
defer until stat week 30 (third week of July).  In 2013 beginning on July 21(notably and ironically the standard last day of 
Kanalku subsistence fishing for Angoon residents) (stat week 30) and continuing to September 7 (stat week 35) the 
fishery was open for a total of 78 hours each week with two 39-hour openings.  While harvest is important, sustained 
yield is foremost. Consequently the purse seine fishery is managed with caution even when abundance is very 
high.  In 2013 the escapement index value in District 112 was 278,000, which is well above the lower bound 
SEG of 119,000 index fish. 

4)  The Decline of Subsistence Harvests and Participation in Commercial Fisheries, Angoon 

There has been a major decline in salmon limited entry permits held by Angoon residents as reported by 
ADF&G Subsistence Division and CFEC (Chatham Stock Assessment report pg. 22; and Turek, 2000). In 
summary, there has been a decline in CFEC permits from 134 in 1980 to 3 permits in 2013. There has been a 
decline in population since 1990 when it was 640 to 457 in 2013.  Finally, there has been a decline in 
subsistence participation. These declines, especially with commercial permits lower mobility and range for 
subsistence harvest, which tends to focus harvest closer to home.  

Fundamentally proposals 193, 200, & 200 do not have scientific merit and therefore should be voted down. 

The Sitka ADF&G Advisory Committee Sitka opposed proposal #193 by a10:0 vote with 2 abstentions, and opposed 
proposals #199 & #200 by unanimous vote 12:0 

Oppose Proposal 194 & Oppose Proposal 195 – Close portions of Lisianski Inlet to purse seine gear. 

These proposals assert that the purse seine fishery in Lisianski Inlet harvests local coho causing a conservation concern. 
No scientific evidence is provided to indicate or demonstrate a conservation concern.   It is very likely that some local 
coho stocks are caught but unlikely at a level that creates a deleterious effect. Southeast Alaska coho stocks showed 
record returns in 2013 and 2014 (see graph below). Both years were well above the recent 5 year average and even the 
average is considered by ADF&G to be robust. 
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Graph from ADF&G web site for 2013 and 2014 S.E. coho harvest (all gear) of more than 3 million fish 
compared with 5-year average (lower green line). 
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Furthermore, coded wire tag data shows that the Lisianski seine fisheries catch a variety of coho stocks with 
Hidden Falls hatchery program leading the mixed stock interception by a wide margin (Lisianski CWT pivot 
table below). In 2013, for example just over 10,000 coho were caught with the 2.2 million pinks harvested in 
Lisianski (Table 194-1 below). Of these coho 4,500 were from Hidden Falls; another couple dozen originated 
from Medvejie. The closest ADF&G indicator stock with CWT marked coho is Ford Arm Lake on the outside 
of Chichagof Island in which the expanded catch data shows that in 2013 122 coho were caught. Ford Arm 
Lake remains a healthy and productive coho stock.  

Table of expanded coded wire tag data for Lisianski seine catch for odd years 2007 – 2013, note 
numerous stocks are present with Hidden Falls hatchery coho being the dominant stock in the catch. 

Lisiansk Inlet Seine Catch CWT Expanded Catch 

Site 2007 2009 2013 Total 
(W)FORD ARM LK 113-73 29 33 122 184 
(W)NAKWASINA R 113-43 9 9 
(W)STIKINE R 108-40 7 7 
(W)TAKU R 111-32 9 9 
MACAULAY 130 130 
HIDDENFALLS 98 4,562 4,193 
MEDVEJIE 26 26 
PORT ARMSTRONG 177 177 
Grand Total 362 132 4,710 5,203 

Year 
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ADF&G management report Table 194-1 shows the Lisianski harvests since 2001. It is clear from the 
catch data that odd year harvests can be large and have varying degrees of mixed stock catch. Coho 
harvest has ranged from zero to 10,379 with an even year average catch of 41 coho and an odd year 
average of 2,616. The largest coho harvest year 2013 consisted of 44% Hidden Falls coho, or 4,562 fish. 

Table 194-1.–Lisianski Inlet (113-95) purse seine fishery harvest, 2001-2014. 

Yea r Soc keye Coho Pi nk Chum Es ca pement I ndexa 

2001 2,436 784 529,181 7,460 652,000 
2002 - - - - 147,432 
2003 206 - 9,615 817 335,790 
2004 - - - - 87,000 
2005 958 628 136,330 4,923 539,000 
2006 55 55 113,049 2,660 233,000 
2007 1,643 1,927 706,743 14,045 428,000 
2008 25 203 81,489 2,298 248,000 
2009 1,732 1,265 597,973 8,138 343,000 
2010 14 10 11,531 522 249,000 
2011 4,368 3,331 1,650,084 18,573 397,000 
2012 3 22 6,407 945 273,000 
2013 6,711 10,379 2,226,343 92,638 789,000 
2014 - - - - 268,000 
Aver a ge 1,297 1,329 433,482 10,930 356,373 
Even-yr a vera ge 14 41 30,354 918 215,062 
Odd-yr a vera ge 2,579 2,616 836,610 20,942 497,684 

a Pi nk s al mon es ca pemen t i ndex ma na gem en t ta r get ra nge for the Li si a ns ki s toc k gr oup is 80 ,0 00 -270,000. 

The pink salmon escapement index for Lisianski stock group is 80,000 to 270,000 which has been met every 
year since 2001. In fact, the target range has been exceeded by a wide margin in seven of the past fourteen 
years. ADF&G manages Lisianski by time and area with several areas designated as closed waters (see ADF&G 
management map below). The major coho streams are at the head end of Lisianski and within closed waters. In 
addition, normal coho fall stock run timing to freshwater is mid-September to early October, subsequent to the 
seine fishery. 

Most of the stocks of coho identified by CWT in the seine catch have eighty nautical miles to go on their 
journey. It is likely most of the local Lisianski stocks are farther out to sea in August. In August there is usually 
a troll closure to allow coho to pass to the inside waters of Southeast. During this period of August the 
department pulls the seine line farther into Lisianski to eliminate the purse seine hookoffs at Soapstone Pt and 
adjacent points. 
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Map of Lisianski showing existing ADF&G 5 AAC 33.350 closed waters and proposed closure lines. 
Most of the requested closure area is already closed waters. 
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A final point regarding allocation of coho which was promulgated at the 1989 Board of Fish meeting in Juneau 
is pertinent to this issue. In the recent ten years 2004 – 2013 the seine allocation is 6% below their target range 
and the troll 7% above their target range.  This adds up to around 6.5 million coho salmon.  If the proposer 
wishes to address a fundamentally new approach to coho management in the net fleets, might we suggest that 
the entire question of SE wide coho allocation and harvest be considered in its entirety.  Since the seine fleet 
harvests an average of 13% of the coho in all of S.E. Alaska and troll harvest 68%, seeking to address the local 
troll fishery might have 5 times the benefit on the average vessel.  Considering that most years in Lisianski are 
low harvest years, pulling a troller or two off the ocean would probably bring more cohoes back to Pelican than 
shutting down the entire seine fishery in Lisianski Inlet. 

Certainly adopting any of these proposals to a community which asks for fishery closures not based upon merit 
or actual issue, but upon speculative notions and convenience would cede authoritarian control to a local entity.   
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SEAS doubts that this is a precedent that Alaska Trollers Association nor most S.E.Trollers would want to 
follow.  Alaska management is based on sound science, not gear type or community speculation. 
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Table showing Board of Fish designated allocation percentages of coho among gear groups and actual 
results in percent and catch averages. Note the past ten year average shows trollers 7% above their 
prescribed allocation. 

Lisianski isn’t a huge driver in the S.E. allocation of coho (the Hidden Falls coho in 2013 do not count toward 
the allocation as they are hatchery fish), but reduction of any coho catch by the seine fleet and consequent 
increase by the trollers would only widen the allocation gap set by the board. 

These proposals were voted down by Sitka ADF&G Advisory Committee meeting. 

Oppose Proposal 196 & Oppose Proposal 197 New statistical areas for Lisianski Inlet 

Parsing of the statistical areas will not result in higher quality catch data or better management decisions, 
although if the department believed that it would have such a result we would be in support.  The traditional stat 
areas have been used for management for all of this century and most of the last.  There is no fundamental 
reason to change the stat areas save for the speculative nature of the proposer’s desire to have a hatchery and 
therefore must be looking to change the lines to accommodate potential hatchery production. 

Sitka AC took no action on these proposals 

Oppose Proposal 201 – Close waters to seine fishing around Angoon and Basket Bay. While SEAS supports 
the intent and spirit of this proposal, ADF&G’s proposal #198 uses lat/long and is more precisely described. 
Proposal 198 accomplishes the same end. 

Sitka ADF&G Advisory Committee opposed this proposal 7:4, 1 abstain. The AC likewise supported ADF&G’s 
proposal 198. 

Support Proposal 146 – ADF&G published Customary and Traditional Uses of salmon and Options for 
Revising Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subsistence Uses of Salmon in Districts 12 and 14, Southeast 
Alaska which provides six new options for establishing a specific ANS for each district. The ANS is based on 
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all salmon used for subsistence and not just one species or stock. Given that sockeye and Chinook salmon have 
a five to six year life cycle is seems logical to use a ten year period for the base years in formulating the range 
of harvest. Using the 10-year standard deviation has statistical merit but sets District 14 low range at only a 100 
salmon. 
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Option C: 10-year low and high harvest from 2014 ADF&G Subsistence Division Report 

Support ADF&G Proposal 198 – Establish closed waters in regulation near Angoon referred to as Parker Pt to Pt 
Samuel and an area encompassing Basket Bay on the Chichagof shoreline. These areas have been closed to 
seining for most of the past ten years and this proposal formalizes the areas in regulation. 

Sitka AC supported this proposal 11:0, 1 abstain 

The following group of proposals encompasses the body and spirit of the SEAS-USAG-PVOA-PSVOA 
agreement between the net fleets. 

Support 183 – Agreement among SEAS, USAG, PVOA and PSVOA representing the gillnetters and seiners 
net groups in Southeast.  This proposal is part of a broad suite of proposals encompassed in this section.  This 
proposal turns back the clock for a 3 year sunset to allow 2-1 gillnet to seine opportunity in Deep Inlet post 
week 30.  This change does not bring the fleets closer to enhanced allocation numbers but is part of an overall 
strategy to work with new production and adopt a wait and see approach rather than changing traditional and 
historic fisheries. 

Support 186 – Agreement among SEAS, USAG, PVOA and PSVOA representing the gillnetters and seiners 
net groups in Southeast. This proposal is part of a broad suite of proposals encompassed in this section.  This 
proposal turns back the clock for a 3 year sunset to allow 2-1 gillnet seine opportunity in Anita Bay post week 
30. This change does not bring the fleets closer to enhanced allocation numbers but is part of an overall 
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historic fisheries. 

Support 187 – Agreement among SEAS, USAG, PVOA and PSVOA representing the gillnetters and seiners 
net groups in Southeast. This proposal is part of a broad suite of proposals encompassed in this section.  This is 
a placeholder proposal to allow all 3 gear groups to be part of the discussion of future (post 2019) potential SE 
Cove harvest opportunity. 

Support 190 – Agreement among SEAS, USAG, PVOA and PSVOA representing the gillnetters and seiners 
net groups in Southeast. This proposal is part of a broad suite of proposals encompassed in this section.  They 
rise or fall together so if the board is inclined to change course on any of these proposals just be aware that a 
change to any changes all.  This proposal seeks to include up to 2,000 wild harvest Amalga sockeye on the 
Hawk Inlet cap. It represents the best compromise between the representatives of the abovementioned four 
groups. 

Support 207 – Opens the beach in special high abundance pink salmon years for gillnetters who have been 
slightly offshore in 6-D. Part of the same SEAS, USAG, PVOA, and PSVOA agreement intended to assist 
gillnets in harvesting more pink salmon. 

Oppose 175 – Southeast Enhanced Salmon Allocation Plan is working well.  No need to change. 

Oppose 176 – Same comments as 175.  Southeast Enhanced Salmon Allocation Plan is working well. No need 
for change. 

Oppose 188 – All 3 gear groups should be allowed to be in a THA or SHA.  The proposal is ill-timed and 
selfish in nature.  SEAS, USAG, PVOA and PSVOA as well as all of our accompanying chum gillnetters and 
chum seine divisions of our organizations stand opposed to this proposal. 

Oppose 191-  SEAS, USAG, PVOA and PSVOA agreed to count the first 2,000 wild sockeye as satisfaction for 
area changes and conservation.   This has been the average harvest in 2012 - 2014.  Also this proposal would 
poison the other aspects of this multi-proposal agreement among the four fishing organizations.   
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Final group of proposals that SEAS opposes: 

Oppose 173 – This proposal would damage the state of Alaska’s ability to manage.  We are opposed to the 
entire premise that subsistence needs are not being met. This issue has more to do with the 2,200 sockeye killed 
at Kanalku falls rather than the 236 harvested by the seine fleet in the years 2012-2014. Please see extensive 
comments on Kanalku harvest, escapement, genetic stock identification, and barrier falls mortality for 
opposition to proposals 193, 199, & 200. 

Oppose 202 – SEAS members are polled biannually and are opposed to changes, be they large or small, that 
allows vessels built larger than 58 feet to be brought to Southeast to fish salmon in the seine fishery. 

Oppose 203 –  Oppose Jason Schull.  Absurd proposal that begs the question, “when are we going to require a 
2nd signature?” for future board of fish proposals. 

Oppose 204 – Unenforceable and negatively affects small family businesses. Small planes and fish spotting is 
a tradition in Alaska; adopting this would put people out of work. 

Oppose 228 –  Record coho returns.  10 day closure is a conservation tool in the toolbox.  Leave it there.  

Southeast Alaska Seine members and executive director will be at the Sitka meeting; we would welcome the opportunity 
to talk with board members about the fishery, these proposals and answer any questions. We would also like to serve on 
the board committee formed to address these proposals. 

Thank you for your time and commitment to the board process and the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,
 
Robert M. Thorstenson, Jr., 


Executive Director,
 
Southeast Alaska Seiners
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Kathy’s Net Loft & Gear Supplies 

Kathy & Ed Hansen 


9369 North Douglas Highway 

Juneau, AK 99801 


(907) 586-6652 Fax: (907) 523-1168    

E-mail: gillnet@ak.net
 

February 9, 2015 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Tom Kluberton, Vice-Chairman 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

RE: Southeast & Yakutat Finfish Proposal# 210 

Dear Vice-Chair Kluberton and Board of Fish Members, 

Kathy’s Net Loft and Gear Supplies submitted and supports this 
proposal for the use of single-filament (mono) gear in the Southeast 
Alaska drift gillnet fisheries. 

Our customers support the idea of having the choice to use single-
filament gear for a variety of reasons but cost is the main one.  For 
example in 2015 you could purchase mono gear for $12.55lb while the 
multi-twist Momoi Mt gear is $14.65 lb or MST gear is $18.60 lb and 6-
strand gear (MA6) is $19.00 lb with highest cost Yamaji Peak gear at 
$24.50. For a bale of equivalent gear (110 str fms or approximately 
55 hung fathoms) the mono gear is $307.50; the MA6 gear would be 
$475.00 and the PEAK gear would be $588.00.   

Another reason is that in several of the fishing areas there is what 
fishermen call “slime” in the water column that gets on the net.  The 
slime gets between the filaments in multi-strand making it harder to 
keep clean and severely reducing the fishing ability of the net.  We 
believe that single-filament gear will shed the slime easier. The 
following link will take you to a short U-tube video of slime on a net 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5XxTZC2ijgA . 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game did a gillnet evaluation in 1987 
which is included as attachment A.  This study shows that single-
filament gear is substantially more efficient on pink salmon in which 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5XxTZC2ijgA
mailto:gillnet@ak.net
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the gillnet fleet is behind on their allocation of and no noticeable 
difference on sockeye salmon.  The study went on to imply that there 
was a difference between multi-strand and six strand gear with coho 
salmon and that adjustments to the long term data base would be 
necessary because the gillnet coho CPUE is used as an indicator of 
abundance but the further studies that were determined to be 
necessary were never conducted and the multi-filament and six strand 
are both legal gear used in the fishery with no indication of how much 
of one type of gear is used versus the other.  How would this situation 
be any different than if single-filament gear was added as a choice 
where some fishermen were using it and some weren’t? 

We have contacted the Upper Cook Inlet management biologist and 
discussed the use of single-filament web in the Cook Inlet fisheries.  
When the Board of Fish first approved the single-filament web in 2005, 
they put a three year sunset period on its use as well as a limit of no 
more than one-third of the total allowable gear could contain single-
filament web. During this time, ADF&G did not do any studies to 
determine the catch differences between gear or manage their fishery 
differently than normal. They did hear from fishermen at the 2008 
Upper Cook Inlet Board of Fish meeting from fishermen that they 
either really liked the gear or really hated the gear but it had economic 
cost benefits. 

There was a study that was passed around at the Prince William Sound 
meeting from the Wildlife Conservation Society titled Review of 
Seabird Bycatch in Set-Gillnets with Specific Reference to Mitigating 
Impacts to Yellow-billed Loons (Bentzen, Rebecca & Robards M. D. 
2014). We have reviewed this document and upon close inspection of 
this study there are no definitive studies or conclusions that single-
filament web would be more harmful to seabird or marine mammals 
than the current legal gillnet gear in Southeast Alaska .  There is only 
speculation that it might occur. The same situation is true in the 
Board of Fish comments submitted by National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) in opposition to proposals #209 & #210.  The NMFS 
comments are all speculative in nature, they use throughout the 
comments the phrase “may result” in greater entanglement or other 
such statements. The report does go on to say on page 14 that, “ 
Overall in Alaska, there is little overlap between the commercial gillnet 
fisheries and loons or eiders; the Alaskan commercial fisheries in the 
Gulf of Alaska and Southeast Alaska primarily operate during the 
summer when adults and some proportion of immature birds have 
moved north to Arctic habitats, limiting their impact (Federal Register 
Notice Vol. 74 No. 56 March 25, 2009). 
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Based on the strong support by fishermen in Southeast Alaska, the 
information learned from Upper Cook Inlet fisheries, that the bycatch 
concerns raised are speculative in nature and the Department has 
been able to adjust without changing time or area in the gillnet fishery 
when the more efficient six-strand gear was approved we recommend 
that the Board approve the use of single-filament web in Southeast 
Alaska. We also recommend that the following three criteria be 
adopted with this proposal: 

1.Make the regulation effective on January 1, 2016 
2.Sunset Clause for reconsideration in three years at the next 

Board of Fish meeting 
3.Registration required with the area management office for the 

district you will be fishing in if you have any single-filament 
gear in your net. This requirement would allow the local area 
management biologist to be able to know which fish tickets 
might be influenced by the use of mono in the net. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  We will be at the 
meeting and able to provide additional information on this proposal.  

Sincerely, 

Kathy & Ed Hansen, Owners 
Kathy’s Net Loft and Gear Supplies 



GILLNET GEAR EVALUATION STUDY 
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ABSTRACT 

Four test fisheries were conducted in Southeast Alaska in 1987. The 

objective was to compare the efficiencies of four different mesh types 

including multifilament, mono-twist with center core, six-strand monofilament 

and single-strand monofilament. The experiments were conducted in two 

districts, glacial and clear water, and in two time periods, summer for 

sockeye and pink salmon and fall for coho and chum salmon. The results 

showed a general increase in efficiency with six- and single-strand mesh. 

Analysis of variance tests shows that single-strand was significantly more 

efficient in catching pink salmon in both districts, and that six- and 

single-strand were significantly more efficient for coho and chum salmon in 

the clear water district. No significant differences were found for sockeye 

salmon. 

KEYWORDS: Salmon, Southeast Alaska, gillnet mesh efficiency. 
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The most important factors associated with gillnet selectivity are: mesh 
size, elastic stretching of the net, inelastic stretching of the net (includ- 
ing stretching of the knots), hanging ratio of the net, strength and flexibi- 
lity of the twine, and visibility of the twine (Clark, 1960). Other than 
mesh size, the most important characteristics of a gillnet are 'its visibili- 
ty, stretchability of mesh, and tangling capacity (Hamley, 1975). Dif- 
ferences between gear types in the construction of the mesh may translate 
into differences in efficiency. 

Prior to 1960, Alaska did not have any gillnet mesh regulations and all types 
of gear were legal. After statehood, monofilament nets became illegal. From 
1960 to 1978 monofilament gear was not allowed, and was defined as any net 
which had any single filament of more than 50 denier (50 grams/900 meters of 
filament). Legal nets were those which had mesh comprised of many small 
fibers or strands. In 1978, the Alaska Board of Fisheries redefined a legal 
net as one whose "gillnet must contain no less than 30 strands." The new 
regulation eliminated any reference specifying individual fiber diameter. 
Consequently gear was developed which contain 30 strands, but of unequal 
sizes. The most common of this new type of gear was "mono-twist with center 
core", which had a core strand comprised of 24 very fine filaments around 
which a minimum of 6 heavier strands were wrapped. This gear was very 
similar to the traditional multistrand monofilament nets used in other areas 
of the country, but cost substantially more. Recognizing the physical 
similarities between "mono-twist with center corew gillnet mesh and the less 
expensive six-strand monofilament gillnet, the Alaska Board of Fisheries 
legalized six-strand monofilament gillnet gear in several areas of the state, 
including Southeast Alaska, beginning in 1988. The new regulation stated 
legal gillnet web must contain at least 30 filaments of equal diameter, or 
the web must contain at least 6 filaments each of which must be at least .20 
millimeter in diameter. 

Southeast Alaska has 4 distinct drift gillnet salmon fisheries located in 
regulation districts 101, 106 and 108, 111, and 115 (Figure 1). Gillnet 
catch-per-unit-of-effort (CPUE) is used by the Department of Fish and Game as 
a major indictor of the strength of the salmon returns and is used to manage 
these fisheries. Inseason CPUE is compared to historical averages to decide 
weekly gillnet fishing time and areas opened to gillnet fishing. In addi- 
tion, gillnet coho salmon CPUE is monitored by the Department as an indica- 
tion of coho salmon abundance in the inside waters of Southeast Alaska, and 
is used as a data base to manage the outside troll coho salmon fishery. 

As a result of the recent gear changes in the Southeast Alaska gillnet 
fisheries, it is unknown to what extent salmon CPUE patterns during the past 
few years are reflective of changes in gillnet gear efficiency and therefore 
not reflective of run strength. In order to standardize inseason and histori- 
cal CPUE to more accurately manage the Southeast Alaska's gillnet fisheries 
and outside coho salmon troll fishery, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
conducted a gillnet gear evaluation study during 1987. 
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The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of four different 
gillnet web materials upon catch rates, size selectivity and sex composition 
of sockeye and coho salmon, utilizing the gillnet mesh sizes commercially 
used to harvest each species. In order to determine the effect of water 
clarity and visibility on the catch rates of the gear types, the study was 
carried out in glacial and clear water sites and over 24-hour fishing periods 
in each of the four weeks of the study. 

The center-core and six-strand meshes were assumed to be more efficient 
compared to the older commercially used multifilament gear, and a factor of 
relative efficiency was therefore assumed to be needed to adjust historical 
CPUE databases. Single strand monofilament was included as the fourth mesh 
type. Although it is commonly used in other states it is not a legal gear 
type in Alaska. 
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The study was conducted in two separate gillnet fishing districts in South- 
east Alaska. Gillnet districts 111 (Taku/Snettisham) and 106 (Sumner 
Straits) were selected to represent glacial and clear water conditions 
respectively (Figure 2). Two test boats were chartered for a full 24-hour 
period each week for four weeks in District 111 and 106 during the peak of 
each district's sockeye and pink salmon returns and for another four weeks 
during each district's coho and fall chum salmon return. Four individual 
experiments were conducted, where one experiment comprised four weeks of test 
fishing in one district. Thus two experiments, summer and fall, were con- 
ducted in each of two districts. 

Sam~line Methods 

Each vessel fished a 200 fathom net comprised of four different 50 fathom 
panels of gillnet web with hanging ratios of web to corkline of 2.2 to 1. 
Gillnet mesh size used during the sockeye and pink salmon fishery was 5 1/4", 
while that for the coho and fall chum salmon was 6 1/4". Mesh size was based 
on net manufacturers stretch measurement made with dry web material. Mesh 
color and thread size matched that which is currently used in each area as 
suggested by local net distributors. The 5 1/4 " nets fished in Districts 
111 and 106 used 85 lbs and 95 lbs of leadline, respectively, per 100 fathoms 
of net. Cork spacing on the corkline was 42" center to center. The 6 1/4" 
nets used 120 and 110 pounds of leadline per 100 fathoms of net, with cork 
spacing every 36". 

The panels in each net were comprised of the following types of gillnet mesh: 

1. Multifilament nylon with 30 strands (Uroko "2000n), referred 
to as multifilament in this report. 

2. Mono-twist with center core (Uroko "Diamond"), referred to as 
center-core. 

3. Six-strand monofilament (Uroko), referred to as six-strand. 
4. Single strand monofilament (Uroko), referred to as single-strand. 

Within each net, panels were separated by five fathom spaces to avoid panels 
leading fish to adjacent panels. Panels were ordered randomly at the 
beginning of each 24 hour fishing period, and re-ordered randomly approxi- 
mately half-way through the 24 hour fishing period. When setting the nets, 
the end panels were.alternated in relationship to the beach in an attempt to 
reduce any catch bias caused by fish leading the shore. 

Species, sex, length and weight were recorded for each fish caught by panel 
type for each set. The time when the net was set, the time each panel 
started to come into the boat, and the time each panel was completely onboard 
were recorded. Fishing time was defined as that period from when the first 
float left the vessel to when the last float was reeled back on the boat, and 
was calculated as: 
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where, 

T = fishing time in hours 

tout = time first float of net leaves the boat 

tin1 - time panel starts coming into boat 
tin2 - time panel totally on the boat. 

The method by which each fish was caught in the web, and those which dropped 
out, was recorded. The method of entanglement was divided in the following 
categories: 

1. Drop outs 
2. Those fish caught only by mouth or maxillary - tangled. 
3. Those fish caught past their gills or gill plates - gilled. 
4 .  Those fish caught past the head - wedged. 

Analvsis Methods 

All data were entered on micro-computers using LOTUS 1-2-3 (LOTUS 1985) 
software; statistical analyses was conducted on a VAX mini-computer using SAS 
statistical software (SAS 1985a,b). The experimental design was a randomized 
complete block design with two- and three-way factor analysis. Analyses were 
carried out for each species and for males and females separately and 
combined. Two and three-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to 
examine the effect of gear type on three dependent variables (Table I), which 
were : 

1. Length (mm) 
2. Sex-ratios 
3. Catch rates. 

The data were blocked by sets within boats, as the catch rate was highly 
variable between sets. The analysis for catch rates and sex-ratios were 
conducted as 3-way analysis for the summer experiments, with week, period and 
mesh type as the three factors (Table 1). In the fall fisheries, period was 
not included as a factor as few or no night sets were taken, and the analysis 
became a 2-way study. Boats and sets within boats were considered random 
effects, as were weeks, while period and mesh type were fixed. The analysis 
of length included week, mesh type and entanglement mode as factors in a 3-  
way study, and entanglement mode was treated as a fixed effect in the model. 
The F-ratios used (Table 1) for testing the hypothesis were determined for 
this mixed model using procedures outlined in Zar (1984). Multiple com- 
parisons of mesh types were made using the Tukey-Kramer test (Neter and 
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Wasserman 1974, SAS 1985b p. 470-476), and the maximum experimentwise error 
rate was controlled to 5% ( - 0.05). 
Chi-square tests were used to determine whether there was any effect of mesh 
type on the mode of fish entanglement. The number of fish caught by each 
entanglement method was compared for each mesh type to the average distribu- 
tion for all mesh types combined. The significance probabilities (p) are 
reported for all of these tests in the results. For the purpos.es of this 
report significant probabilities of less than 0.05 were considered statisti- 
cally significant. 

Relative Gear Efficiencv 

The estimation of relative gear efficiency was an important objective of the 
study. Collins (1987) in a similar study derived a net efficiency factor as 
a ratio of catch rates such that, 

where, 

R - ratio of catch rates 
r - "truen efficiency factor 
M - natural mortality 
q2 - catchability of mesh type 2 
E - effort, 

and F(M, q2, E, r) is a function of r, mortality, catchability and effort. 

When effort is small then, 

The ratio R is calculated as a ratio of CPUE for the mesh types being 
compared, 

where, 

C1 - catch per hour fished for mesh type 1 
C2 = catch per hour fished for mesh type 2. 

The mean ratio R was calculated for center-core (C1), six-strand (C1) and 
single-strand (C1) compared to multifilament (C2), and also for six-strand 
(C1) compared to center-core (C2) using CPUE values summed for each boat and 
week. The average ratios (R) were calculated, 

PC 88
14 of 47



where, 

Rij - ratio of C W E  values for 2 mesh types for week i and boat j. 
n - the number of weeks x boats. 

with variance, 

Var ( R )  - s 2 / n  

where 

s2 - variance of R i j  . 
These ratios and their 95% confidence intervals were calculated. A ratio of 
one would indicate that there was no difference between the two mesh types 
being compared. Therefore, the results of the ANOVA tests comparing mesh 
types were first examined and the ratios calculated only for those mesh types 
which were found to be significantly different. 
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RESULTS 

The 1987 test fishery was conducted in Taku Inlet and Sumner Strait during 
the weeks from July 9 to July 31 (Summer fishery), and during the weeks from 
August 27 to September 18 (Fall fishery). In Sumner Strait the summer 
fishery occurred from July 8 to July 30 and the fall fishery from August 20 
to September 2. Sockeye and pink salmon were the major species, caught during 
the summer test fishery; coho and chum salmon were dominant during the fall 
test fishery (Table 2). 

A total of 1,476 sockeye salmon were taken during the summer fishery in Taku 
Inlet in 74 sets, and 874 sockeye were caught in Sumner Strait in 97 sets. 
An additional 4,933 pink salmon were taken in Taku Inlet and 1,676 pink 
salmon in Sumner Strait. In the fall 466 coho salmon were taken in Taku 
Inlet in 66 sets, and 478 coho salmon in Sumner Straits in 96 sets, with 
1,094 chum salmon taken in Taku Inlet and 293 in Sumner Strait. 

In Taku Inlet the catch of sockeye and pink salmon peaked in the second week 
(July 16), but in the first week in Sumner Strait (July 2). In the fall, 
coho and chum salmon were most numerous during the last week of the test 
fishery in Taku Inlet (September 17), and coho salmon were most numerous in 
the second week in Sumner Strait (August 26). Chum salmon were not caught in 
great numbers in any week in Sumner Strait (Table 2). The results presented 
here are for sockeye and pink salmon caught in the summer fishery, and for 
coho and chum salmon taken in the fall fishery. 

Sex Ratios 

The comparison of percent males in the catch did not show any significant 
differences between mesh types (Table 3). However, in Sumner Strait the F- 
statistic for the boat-effect was significant for all species; there was a 
significant difference in the male to female sex-ratios between the two boats 
fishing. Although the sample sizes were small, the number of fish per set 
averaged 3 to 18 fish in Sumner Strait (Table 4). This difference in sex- 
ratios may have been due to incorrect sexing of the salmon on-board, hence 
the data for Sumner Strait were combined for comparison of the catch rates of 
salmon. In addition, some samples of pink salmon in Taku Inlet were not 
separated by sex and these were also combined for analyses. 

Leneth and Method of Entanelement 

The average length for sockeye salmon ranged between 580 and 598 mm in the 
experiments (Table 5) and did not differ between Taku Inlet and Sumner Strait 
(Figure 3). Pink salmon were, on the average, larger in Sumner Strait (520 
mm) compared to Taku Inlet (490 mm). In the fall fishery coho salmon and 
chum were larger in Taku Inlet compared to Sumner Strait. Coho Salmon 
averaged 660 mm in Taku Inlet and chum salmon averaged 650 mm, while in 
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Sumner Strait coho salmon averaged 640 mm and chum salmon 640 mm (Table 5). 
No significant differences were found comparing the average size of salmon 
caught by the four mesh types in each experiment (Table 6). 

Comparison between weeks fished indicated that in four cases,. pink salmon in 
Taku Inlet, female pink salmon in Sumner Strait, male coho salmon in Sumner 
Strait and female chum salmon in Taku Inlet, the mean size was significantly 
different between the weeks fished (Table 6). Ninety-five percent confidence 
intervals were calculated for these cases (Table 7). These indicated that 
for pink salmon in District 111 the average size was larger in the first week 
compared to the later weeks, and that there was an apparent increase in size 
for male coho in District 111 and female chum salmon in District 106 over the 
weeks. These differences could be due to several factors, including: 

1. the increase in fish size due to growth over the weeks, 
2. changes in body configuration as the males develop spawning 

characteristics in the later weeks, such as an increase in 
the girth to length ratio and kype development, and 

3. size differences due to changes in stock composition over the 
four week period of the study. 

In all cases the average size of fish was significantly larger for tangled 
and gilled fish compared to wedged fish (Figure 4). The dominant mode of 
entanglement differed between species and location (Table 8). Sockeye salmon 
were gilled more frequently in both locations, with a higher percentage of 
females wedged compared to the males. Pink salmon were wedged over 80% of 
the time in both areas. The 5 1/4" mesh used during the summer was "sockeye 
gearn; that is, it targeted sockeye salmon. Sockeye salmon length frequen- 
cies averaged around 590 mm in this gear (Table 5). Pink salmon are much 
smaller (Table 4), and so would be expected to wedge more easily. In the 
fall, coho and chum salmon were gilled most frequently in Taku Inlet, but 
were wedged more frequently in the nets in Sumner Strait (Table 8). Again, 
this was probably a function of size as Sumner Strait coho and chum salmon 
were smaller than Taku Inlet coho and chum salmon (Figure 3). 

The number of drop-outs was included in the data collected for each mesh 
type. However, very few drop-outs were actually recorded during the fisher- 
ies and this "entanglement moden was not included in the analysis. 

Comparison of the number of fish caught by each entanglement method were 
significant for sockeye salmon in both locations and pink salmon in Taku 
Inlet (Table 9). In all cases, these significant tests appeared to be due to 
the fact that the single strand gear had a higher percentage of fish wedged 
in the net. 

Catch Rates 

Examination of the observed distribution of catch per hour fished indicated 
that it tended to be skewed to the right. A log-transformation was used to 
normalize the data prior to the analysis, and the mean CPUE and 95% con- 

PC 88
17 of 47



fidence intervals were calculated using log-transformed data and the mean and 
confidence interval transformed back to the original variable (Table 10 and 
11, Figure 5). Although there seemed to be a general trend in CPUE with 
multifilament being the least efficient and single strand the most efficient 
(Figure 5), the results of the statistical analyses comparing the CPUE 
between mesh types differed depending on the species and areas fished (Table 
12). 

Sockeye Salmon 

Total mean CPUE for sockeye salmon ranged from 1.7 to 2.6 fish per hour in 
Taku Inlet (Figure 5), with peaks of 5.2 to 11.3 fish per hour in the second 
week (Table 10). In Sumner Strait the mean CPUE ranged from 1.3 to 1.6; the 
peak catches occurred in the first week, ranging from 4.1 to 10.6 fish per 
hour fished. The results from the ANOVA showed no significant differences in 
CPUE between mesh types for sockeye salmon (Table 12). 

Pink Salmon 

The CPUE for pink salmon (Figure 5) was found to differ significantly between 
mesh types in Taku Inlet (Table 12). The CPUE ranged from 5.8 to 11.1 fish 
per hour in Taku Inlet and 1.3 to 4.0 fish in Sumner Strait (Table 10). The 
single strand gear was the most efficient type of mesh for catching pink 
salmon in both areas and was significantly different from multifilament and 
center-core gear in Taku Inlet (Table 13). 

The relative efficiencies of these mesh types for pink salmon ranged from 1.3 
to 2.2 in Taku Inlet and 1.0 to 3.0 in Sumner Strait (Table 14). The single 
strand gear was twice as efficient as multifilament gear in Taku Inlet (Table 
14) and three times as efficient as multifilament in Sumner Straits (Figure 
6). 

Coho Salmon 

The CPUE values were relatively low in all weeks for coho salmon (Table ll), 
with the means ranging from 0.8 to 1.1 in Taku Inlet and 0.5 to 1.2 in Sumner 
Strait (Figure 5). The results of the ANOVA tests for coho salmon differed 
between Taku Inlet and Sumner Strait (Table 12). In Taku Inlet, a glacial 
environment, no significant differences were found in CPUE between the mesh 
types (Table 12). In the clear water area, Sumner Strait, a significant 
difference in CPUE was found for coho salmon (Table 12), where single strand 
gear was significantly more efficient than multifilament, but no other 
comparison was significant (Table 13). 

The relative efficiencies of mesh types ranged from 1.3 to 1.8 in Taku Inlet 
and from 1.2 to 2.6 in Sumner Strait (Table 14). In Sumner Strait the single 
strand was almost three times more efficient than the multifilament (Figure 
6). 
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Chum Salmon 

The mean CPUE ranged from 1.5 to 2.1 for chum salmon in Taku Inlet and from 
0.3 to 0.8 in Sumner Strait (Figure 5). In Taku Inlet a high catch occurred 
in the fourth week (3.4 to 5.6 fish per hour), but no similar peak occurred 
in Sumner Strait where catches remained low for the duration of the test 
fishery (Table 11). In Taku Inlet there was a significant difference in CPUE 
between mesh types for female chum salmon (Table 2), but none .of the 
pairwise comparisons were significant (Table 13). In Sumner Strait the ANOVA 
tests were significant and the pairwise comparisons showed that single strand 
was significantly more efficient than multifilament. 

The relative efficiencies for chum salmon in Sumner Strait indicate that 
single strand gear is over three times as efficient as multifilament (Figure 
6); however, the CPUE values were very low for chum salmon in all weeks in 
Sumner Strait. 
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There was a trend towards increasing efficiency across the gear types 
included in this study, with multifilament mesh the least efficient and 
single-strand the most efficient. Generally, CPUE and gear efficiency 
increased as the number of strands decreased in the web (Figure 6). Water 
clarity, time of day, the species and the sex of the fish, and behavioral and 
morphological differences were all variables which effected the efficiency of 
each mesh type. The results of these studies seem to agree with Ali (1984) 
that the greatest factor influencing the efficiency of gear types is water 
clarity. Gear efficiency also increases as the number of strands decrease, 
and the transparency of gillnet gear is closely correlated to the number of 
strands which comprise the gear twine. 

The results of this study are also similar to those found for sockeye salmon 
in a gillnet study conducted in Bristol Bay in 1984 (Bue 1986). Bue compared 
multifilament nylon to center-core gear and found that center-core caught 
significantly more sockeye salmon in clear water compared to the multifila- 
ment gear. Although the sockeye salmon results did not follow the same 
pattern in Southeast Alaska, the coho and chum salmon results did. The 
trends for these two species showed larger differences between gear types in 
Sumner Strait, which has clearer water than Taku Inlet (Figures 5 and 6). 

The largest amount of variation in all of these studies occurred among the 
individual sets themselves, This variability, which is inherent in any field 
study of this kind, must complicate the task of measuring differences in 
efficiency between gear types and estimating the relative efficiencies of 
different mesh types. It is even more difficult to apply the results to the 
fisheries, as the variation among the fishermen will be greater than the 
variation measured between sets or boats in a controlled test fishery. 

Catch rates for sockeye salmon were not significantly different between the 
gear types compared in this study, neither in the clear water areas nor in 
the glacial fishing areas (Table 13). The single strand monofilament gear 
caught more pink salmon independent of water clarity. The mesh size used was 
not an optimum size for harvesting pink salmon; most of the fish were wedged 
in the nets (Table 8). The results might be different with smaller mesh 
sizes in a directed pink salmon fishery. Coho and chum salmon were caught 
more efficiently in single-strand gear in clear water conditions, but not in 
glacial conditions (Figure 6). No difference was found between the recently 
legalized six-strand monofilament nylon gear and the mono-twist with center- 
core used commercially for the past several years (Figure 6). The six-strand 
gear did appear to be twice as efficient as the multifilament in clear water 
(as represented by the Sumner Strait results Figure 6), but our results were 
inconclusive, probably due to low catch rates and small sample sizes. 

The implication for management of these results are important. In all cases 
where significant differences were found, single strand was more efficient 
than the other gear types. This gear is not legal in Southeast Alaska. If 
it were to become legal for use in the region's gillnet fisheries extensive 
adjustments would be needed to standardize the catch and effort data bases. 
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Gillnet fisheries in Southeast Alaska are, in some locations and for some 
species, U.S./Canada Treaty fisheries. In the case of coho salmon the 
gillnet CPUE is used as an indicator of abundance and it is important that 
the historical data base be comparable to inseason CPUE. The results 
indicate that the six-strand gear may be more efficient than the older 
multifilament gear for coho salmon in clear water fisheries. In order to 
address this problem additional study is planned in Sumner Strait, which will 
focus on the two gear types, multifilament and six-strand, to hopefully 
provide a more precise estimate of relative efficiency by increasing the 
samples sizes. 

PC 88
21 of 47



LITERATURE CITED 

All, M. T., and Y. B. Abu-Gideiri. 1984. Gillnet selectivity in Lake Nubia 
fisheries. Hydrobiologia 110:315-317. 

Bue, B. G., and Fried, S. M. 1984. Bristol Bay gill net mesh size studies. 
Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries. Bristol Bay Data Report 
84-2O:l-18. 

Clark, J. A. 1960. Report on selectivity of fishing gear. 
International Alantic Fisheries. Special Publication 2:27-36. 

Collins, J. J. 1987. Increased catchability of the deep monofilament nylon 
gillnet and its expression in a simulated fishery. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. 
Sci. 44 (Suppl. 2): 129-135. 

Hamley, J. M. 1975. Review of gill net selectivity. Journal of the 
Fisheries Research Board of Canada 32(11):1943-1969. 

Lotus. 1985. 123 Reference Manual Release 2. Lotus Development Corp. 
pp. 344. 

Neter, J. and W. Wasserman. 1974. Applied linear statistical models. 
Regression, Analysis of Variance and Experimental Designs. Richard D. 
Irwin, Inc. pp. 842. 

SAS Inc. 1985a. SAS User's Guide: Basics Version. 5th Edition. SAS 
Institute Inc. pp. 1290. 

SAS Inc. 1985b. SAS User's Guide: Statistics Version. 5th Edition. SAS 
Institute Inc. pp. 956. 

Zar, J. H. 1984. Biostatistical Analysis. 2nd Edition. Prentice-Hall, 
Inc. pp. 718. 

PC 88
22 of 47



Table 1. Model used for Analysis of Variance in 1987 Test Fishery (Zar, 
1984). 

Model, 

Source of 
Variation Model Effect F-ratio 

Boats *i Random (Block) 
Sets B Nested in boats 
Weeks Ck Random 
perioda/~ntanglementb 01 Fixed 
Mesh Type % Fixed 
C x D  
C x E  
D x E  
C x D x E  
Error e(ijklrn) 

a) Period: 1-day, 2-night 
This factor is included in analysis of catch rates and sex ratios in 
summer experiments. In fall experiments analysis of catch rates and sex 
ratios this factor (D) is eliminated and the analysis is a two-way 
study, with the effects CD, DE and CDE also eliminated. 

b) Entanglement mode: 1-tangled, 2-gilled, 3-wedged. 

C) Mesh type: I-multifilament nylon, 2-monotwist center core, 
3-six-strand monofilament, &=single strandmonofilament. 
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Table 2. Number of S e t s  and Catch in  Tes t  Fishery 1987. 

Number Chi nook Sockeye Coho Pink Chum 
o f  S e t s  Salmon Salmon Salmon Salmon Salmon 

Taku I n l e t  

Summer - Week 1 2 2 18 167 4 1265 72 
2 8 1 563 24 11 58 171 
3 2 3 4 404 8 1603 166 
4 2 1 1 344 36- 907 7 4 

Total 

Fal l  - Week 1 
2 
3 
4 

Total 

Sumner S t r a i t  

Summer - Week 1 
2 
3 
4 

Total  

Fal l  - Week 1 
2 
3 

Total  
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Table 3.  Resul ts  of ANOVA Comparing Percent Males Between Mesh Types i n  1987 
Test F i ~ h e r y . ~  

Taku I n l e t  Sumner S t r a i t  

Sockeye Salmon 

Boat 
Week 
Day 
Mesh Type 

Pink Salmon 

Boat 
Week 
Day 
Mesh Type 

Coho Salmon 

Boat 
Week 
Mesh Type 

Chum Salmon 

Boat 
Week 
Mesh Type 

a P i s  t he  s ign i f i cance  probab i l  i t y .  S ign i f i cance p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  l e s s  
than 0.05 were considered s i g n i f i c a n t .  
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Table 4 .  Number of Sets and Average F ish  Per Set i n  1987 Test  Fishery.  

Taku I n l e t  Sumner S t r a i t  

Summer Fa1 1 Summer Fa1 1 

7 4 6 6 92 9 6 Sets 

Sockeye Salmon 

Tota l  147 1 
F i  sh/Set 20 

Pink Salmon 

Tot  a1 
F i  sh/Set 

Coho Salmon 

Tota l  
F i  sh/Set 

Chum Salmon 

483 1107 174 293 T o t a l  
6 17 2 3 F i  sh/Set 
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Table 5. Mean Length ( L ) ,  Standard Deviat ion (S) and Sample S i z e  ( ~ ) a  
f o r  Salmon Caught i n  Test  Fishery 1987. 

Mu1 t i  f i l  ament Center -Core 
N L S N L S 

Six-Strand Si nql e-Strand 
N L S N L S 

Taku I n l e t  

Sockeve Salmon 

Ma1 e 154 594 41.9 183 594 39.2 201 598 40.0 209 594 40.5 
Femal e 141 589 21.5 163 586 22.5 72 588 23.9 196 589 22.8 

Pink Salmon 

Ma1 e 421 485 27.6 577 486 27.3 624 483 27.2 871 480 44.0 
Femal e 278 492 18.7 304 494 19.3 328 491 22.7 532 490 20.1 

Coho Salmon 

Ma1 e 56 664 40.5 65 669 44.3 71 660 36.1 83 656 46.7 
Femal e 42 646 35.0 39 647 35.1 45 648 33.6 6 1  646 26.5 

Chum Salmon 

Ma1 e 135 656 37.9 116 655 38.6 145 655 39.0 158 654 35.6 
Female 107 646 27.7 98 647 27.3 155 648 33.3 173 646 28.9 

Sumner S t r a i t  

Sockeve Salmon 

Ma1 e 84 592 43.2 110 587 40.4 93 589 44.2 98 595 37.6 
Femal e 97 591 24.4 116 585 30.1 128 591 22.7 148 587 30.3 

Pink Salmon 

Ma1 e 125 521 31.9 244 525 28.1 187 518 30.5 36.7 517 28.6 
Femal e 110 524 23.5 163 525 25.2 150 522 21.6 326 519 20.2 

Coho Salmon 

Ma1 e 39 637 39.9 66 630 37.0 54 633 39.5 99 634 38.9 
Femal e 31  639 34.3 45 634 32.0 69 636 24.9 75 636 33.5 

Chum Salmon 

Ma1 e 18 646 28.0 36 637 38.4 28 647 34.5 51 642 28.3 
Female 20 642 35.4 37 630 31.6 47 625 30.4 56 631' 29.7 

a Sample s i z e  (N) i s  not  equal t o  t o t a l  ca t ch  of pink salmon. 

PC 88
27 of 47



Table 6. Comparison o f  Mean Length (mm) of Salmon i n  1987 Test  ish her^.^) 

Taku I n l e t  Sumner S t r a i t  

Ma1 e Femal e Male . Female 

Sockeve Salmon 

Week 
Panel 
Entanglement 

Pink salmonb 

Week 
Panel 

Coho Salmon 

Week 
Panel 
Entangl ement 

Chum Salmon 

Week 
Panel 
Entanglement 

a P i s  t he  s i g n i f i c a n t  p r o b a b i l i t y .  P-values of l e s s  than 0.05 were 
considered s i g n i f i c a n t .  

b 80-90% o f  p i n k  salmon were wedged i n  nets. Analys is  o f  mean l e n g t h  
inc luded o n l y  wedged f i s h  as very small numbers were tang led  o r  g i l  l e d .  
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Table 7 .  95% Confidence Interval o f  Mean Lengths by Week. 

Taku Inlet 

Male Pink Salmon 

Sumner Strait 

Female P i n k  
- 

Week 1 
2 
3 
4 

Mean 

Sumner Strait Taku Inlet 

Male Coho Chum Female 

Week 1 
2 
3 
4 

Mean 
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Table 8 .  Percent Caught by Each Entanglement Mode by Species and Sex i n  
Test Fishery 1987. 

Taku I n l e t  Surnner S t r a i t  

Tang1 ed G i  11 ed Wedged Tang1 ed G i  11 ed Wedged 

Soc keve Sal mon 

Ma1 e 
Fernal e 

Pink Salmon 

Ma1 e 
Femal e 

Coho Salmon 

Ma1 e 31 .6  45.4 22.9 5.4 37.6 57.0 
Femal e 15.0 43.3 41 .7  1 .4  29.1 69.5 

Chum Salmon 

Ma1 e 
Femal e 
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Table 9. Comparison of Mode of ntanglement Between Mesh Types 
in Test Fishery 1987. a5 

pp -- - - - 

Taku Inlet Sumner Strait 

Sockeve Salmon 

Ma1 es 
Females 

Pink Salmon 

Ma1 es 
Females 

Coho Salmon 

Ma1 es 
Femal es 

Chum Salmon 

Ma1 es 
Females 

a) P is the significance probability and a value of less than 
0.05 is considered significant. 
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Table 10. Mean Catch Per Hour Fished (CPUE) f o r  Summer Test F ishery 1987. 

M u l t i -  
Number f i 1 ament Center-Core S i  x-Strand S inq l  e-Strand 
Sets Sockeye Pinks Sockeye Pinks Sockeye Pinks Sockeye Pinks 

Taku I n l e t  

Week 1 
ay 19 1.16 6.95 

Night  3 0.34 2.10 

Week 2 
Day 5 8.69 9.30 
Nigh t  3 6.16 2.67 

Week 3 
Day 19 2.33 6.80 
Night  4 0.49 2.30 

Week 4 
Day 2 0 1.50 5.49 
Night  1 0 0 

Tota l  74 1.70 5.78 

Sumner S t r a i t  

Week 1 
Day 18 
Night  1 

Week 2 
Day 16 
Night  9 

Week 3 
ay 2 0 

N igh t  3 

Week 4 
Day 14 
Nigh t  11 

Tota l  9 2 
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Table 11. Mean Catch Per Hour Fished for Fall Test Fishery 1987. 

Number Mu1 ti f i  1 ament Center-Core Six-Strand Sinqle Strand 
Sets Coho Chum Coho Chum Coho Chum Coho Chum 

Taku Inlet 

Week 1 17 0.26 1.00 0.27 1.18 0.26 1.42 0.27 1.02 
2 17 1.02 1.10 1.08 0.85 1.61 1.11 1.76 1.39 
3 19 1.06 1.61 0.73 1.77 0.90 2.36 1.09 2.72 
4 13 1.18 5.53 1.51 3.36 1.65 5.46 1.77 5.65 

Total 6 6 0.81 1.77 0.79 1.54 0.97 2.08 1.08 2.13 

Sumner Strait 

Week 1 24 0.66 0.35 0.95 0.58 1.07 0.59 1.41 1.14 
2 48 0.43 0.37 0.99 0.48 0.83 0.52 1.28 0.63 
3 2 4 0.47 0.16 0.67 0.67 0.97 0.36 0.91 0.81 

Tot a1 9 6 0.48 0.30 0.87 0.53 0.89 0.48 1.21 0.76 
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Table 12. S i g n i f i c a n c e  o Tests  Comparing CPUE Between Mesh Types f o r  1987 
Test  F i ~ h e r y . ~  f 

Taku I n l e t  Sumner S t r a i t  

Ma1 e Femal e A1 1 A1 1 I.) 

Sockeve Salmon 

Week 
Per iod  
Mesh Type 

P ink  SalmonC 

Week 
Per i od 
Mesh Type 

Coho Salmon 

Week 
Mesh Type 

Chum Salmon 

Week 
Mesh Type 

a P i s  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  p r o b a b i l  i ty  where a p -va lue  o f  1 ess t han  0.05 was 
cons idered  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Sexes were combined f o r  Sumner S t r a i t  data.  

P ink  salmon were n o t  a1 1 sexed, and cannot be separated. 
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Table 13. Pai rwise Comparisons o f  Mesh Types f o r  Experiments With 
S i g n i f i c a n t  ANOVA Results.  

-- - 

ANOVA S i g n i f i c a n t  Panel 
Locat ion Species p-va l  ue Compari sons 

Taku I n l e t  Pink Salmon .002 S ing le-St rand vs. Outer Core 
I t  vs. M u l t i f i l a m e n t  

Chum Female .039 None 

Sumner S t r a i t  Coho Salmon .005 S i  ng le-Strand vs. Mu1 t i f i l  ament 

Chum Salmon .018 Single-Strand vs. Mu1 t i f i l  ament 
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Table 14. R e l a t i v e  E f f i c i e n c y  o Mesh Types as Est imated by Ra t i os  of  CPUE f o r  
Tes t  F i s h e r i e s  1987. a f 

Center Core/ S i  x-Strand/ Sing1 e -S t rand  S i x -S t rand  
Mu1 t i  f i 1 ament Mu1 t i  f i 1 ament Mu1 t i f i l a m e n t  Center  Core 

Mn S t .  E r r  C V  Mn S t .  E r r  CV Mn S t .  E r r  CV ' Mn S t .  E r r  C V  

Sumner 

Taku I n l e t  

Sockeye 1 . 0  .09 25.3 1.42 .25 50.7 1.18 .13 31.1 1.39 .15 29.7 

Pinks 1.26 .24 54.4 1.58 .20 35.7 2.19 .47 60.0 1.36 .12 25.0 

Sumner S t r a i t  

Sockeye 1.63 .33 57.9 1.78 .46 72.3 1.65 .33 56.6 1.08 .12 30.7 

Pinks 1.83 .28 43.5 1.61 .21 36.8 2.96 .SO 48.1 1.02 .21 56.8 

Taku I n l e t  

Coho 1.33 .30 63.0 1.52 -37 68.6 1.78 .52 82.1 1.34 .36 75.2 

Chum 0.98 .14 38.9 1.33 .24 50.4 1.50 .36 67.9 1.34 .07 15.4 

Sumner S t r a i t  

Coho 1.73 .35 49.8 1.92 .23 29.3 2.61 .56 52.7 1.21 .15 29.9 

Chun 3.07 1.30 103.6 2.43 .60 60.0 3.76 .84 54.9 .99 .14 34.0 

a Mn = Mean R a t i o  = CPUE Mesh T Y D ~  1 
CPUE Mesh Type 2 

S t .  E r r  = Standard e r r o r  o f  mean r a t i o .  

CV = C o e f f i c i e n t  of v a r i a t i o n  = (s tandard deviation/mean)*lOO. 
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Figure  1. Southeast Alaska D r i f t  G i l l n e t  F i sh ing  Areas. 
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Figure 2 .  G i l l n e t  Gear  E v a l u a t i o n  Study Areas.  
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Sockeye salmon 

6s 

Coho Salmon 
6 7 4  

62 
Taku male ' Sumn. male Taku female Sumn. femal' 

Pink salmon 

"S 

I z *' 
Taku male ' Sumn. male 

' 
Taku fomale ' Sumn. femal 

Chum salmon 

620! 
Taku rnale Sumn. male Taku female Sumn. femalt 

F igu re  3. Average l e n g t h  (mm) and 95% conf idence i n t e r v a l  of 
salmon i n  1987 t e s t  f i s h e r i e s .  
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TAKU INLET SUMMER FISHERY 
)OC*tVC W O W  - MAUS 

SUMNER STRAIT SUMMER FISHERY 
M C U f V I  Y L m W  - MAUS 

O M  I-- 

TAKU INLET SUMMER FISHERY 
)OCKCYC YLmW- f S Y I U ¶  

O N  

O M  

a30 

SUMNER STRAIT SUMMER FISHERY 
SOCK~VC YLWW - f C Y I U S  

0 2 0  

F igure  4.  (page 3 o f  4 )  
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Coho salmon - Taku Inlet 

Coho salmon - Sumner Strait 

2 . b  

1 .5 -  

c 1.  

E i 
0.5- 

Chum salmon - Taku Inlet 

cpue518.cM fall 

. 

1 

Chum salmon - Sumner Strait 

O'w MULnFlL ' CNTCORE 5 S m A M  16mANO 

0. 
MULTlFlL ' CNT CORE 6-STRAND 1-STRAND 

I 

Mesh Type Mesh Type 

Figure 5. Catch-per-hour-f i shed ( C P U E )  and 95% confidence 
interval by mesh type and species i n  the 1987 
tes t  fisheries.  
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Sockeye salmon - Taku Inlet Pink Salmon - Taku Inlet 

Sockeye salmon - Sumner Strait Pink salmon - Sumner Strait 

Mesh Type Mesh Type 

Figure 5. (page 2 o f  2 )  
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1 0 . o C m ~ m m  Sockeye salmon - Taku lnlet Pink Salmon - Taku Inlet 

Sockeye salmon - Sumner Strait 

Mesh type 

Pink salmon - Sumner Strait 

v! 
C e n w n l  Sixlmuili Singlo/muttl Sixcenter 

I 

Mesh type 

Figure  6. Rat io  o f  CPUE and 95% conf idence i n t e r v a l  s tandard iz ing  
mesh types t o  m u l t i f i l a m e n t  i n  1987 t e s t  f i s h e r i e s .  
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Figure 6. (page 2 o f  2 )  
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Board of Fisheries Positions
 
February 2015
 

113 Prohibit all fishing around Cache Island for bottomfish, crab, and shrimp. OPPOSE 

The proposer has suggested a 300' no fishing zone around Cache Island, but provides insufficient justification.  

Emphasis is placed on relieving stress from overfishing and the 'cornucopia' effect they anticipate will occur by 

closing local fisheries.  ADFG points to healthy resources in the face of stable fishing effort and low level 

harvests.  Commercial longliners and trollers utilizing the area to harvest halibut and salmon incidentally catch 

miniscule numbers of groundfish in the stat areas that include Cache Island, with trollers landing an average of 

$251 worth of product over the last 5 years.   So what's the point? And why 300' feet?  ATA opposes arbitrary 

imposition of marine sanctuaries.  'No Fish' zones may well have a place in a management strategy, but should 

be developed to serve a specific purpose, be grounded in solid data, and include well thought out goals and 

objectives.   This is particularly true in a region that is so reliant on ample fishing opportunity for a wide range of 

user groups.  This proposal would provide few, if any, added benefits for the resource, would reduce fishing 

options, and complicate management and enforcement in a time of tightened budgets.  Cache Island is not in 

need of sanctuary status. 

139 Define mechanical jig separate from dinglebar troll and establish hook limit. SUPPORT 

ATA supports clarifying the difference between jigging and dinglebar gear, but suggests some work with the user 

groups on language.  Concern has been expressed about literal interpretation of such terms as, “oriented 

vertically”- and, “may not be pulled through the water or deployed while the vessel is underway”.  The nature of 

operating a fishing vessel on a dynamic ocean means that, at times, you have to be moving forward just to be 

going nowhere, so the language needs to allow for times the boat might be in gear and the lines may not be 

totally still or vertical. Unfortunately, there have already been enforcement problems due to the verbiage of 

these particular regulations, so fishermen have cause to fear literal interpretations.  Affected fishermen, ADFG, 

and enforcement can surely put heads together to come up with clear language to achieve the intent of these 

definitions. 

140 Increase commercial lingcod size limit to 30". OPPOSE 

The sponsor claims there will be positive impacts on lingcod recruitment from increasing the size limit to 30", 

but this appears to be based on supposition, not data.  Additionally, there is no justification given as to the 

selection of the dorsal fin/tip of tail measurement.  Based on fleetwide experience and ADFG statements, 

lingcod stocks in Southeast are abundant and conservatively managed. Increasing the size limit does not appear 
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2 of 13to offer benefits for the resource, could reduce the commercial harvest, and is likely to shift effort away from 

male fish onto larger, more fecund females.  That could ultimately harm the lingcod resource and all user 

groups. 

41	 Allow trollers fishing Sitka Sound up to 2 lingcod per troll trip. SUPPORT 

Trollers fishing in and near the Sitka Local Area Management Plan (LAMP) area can't retain lingcod.  Trolling for 

coho and chum often means crossing LAMP boundary lines, which is complicated by requirements to offload any 

lingcod caught in other areas prior to fishing inside the LAMP. Lingcod harvested in the LAMP used to be 

counted against the Central Southeast Outside (CSEO) lingcod quota; much of that quota now goes unharvested. 

The troller’s lingcod quota shortfall is largely due to  L!MP management.  Lingcod was allocated amongst the 

users prior to the LAMP being established. The LAMP management plan subsequently denied trollers access to 

lingcod incidentally caught in this traditional area, thus reducing their ability to catch the CSEO quota.  It seems 

reasonable to allow trollers to retain a couple of fish for personal use and count that harvest against the CSEO 

quota.  Reporting the catch would not be burdensome for fishermen or ADFG, because both commercial and 

personal use harvest are already supposed to be reported on fish tickets and there is a system in place.  

157	 Reduce the king salmon size limit to 26". OPPOSE 

ATA opposes changes in the size limit for Chinook salmon, due to likely increases in sport catches, which could 

lead to more sportfish restrictions and potential allocative disputes between the fleets, particularly in years of 

low abundance.  !nd, !laska’s Pacific Salmon Treaty commitments to maintain standardized fishing regimes. 

Early in the treaty process, British Columbia decided to increase its size limit, in part to derive more value for 

their fleets' quota harvest of king salmon.  This created immense tension between the parties.  In 1999, both 

countries committed to maintain standardized fishing regimes, to the extent practicable, in order to implement 

an abundance based system for Chinook. The current size limit is a factor in some stock assessments, which 

makes data consistency an important consideration.  Trollers can certainly appreciate the frustrating fact that 

king salmon are smaller in recent years, but we still support maintaining the current size limits for the reasons 

stated. 

159	 Saltwater: Nonresident annual limit of coho, sockeye, pink and chum salmon is 3 times the 

daily bag limit; no limit for residents. SUPPORT 

ATA supports the intent of this proposal and has long asked for meaningful and enforceable possession limits of 

some reasonable amount.  The reason ATA supports annual limits for non-residents is to head off conflicts 

between user groups, particularly in times of shortage.  Resources are fully allocated in our region and it seems 

important not to build unreasonable expectations for any user group, particularly one that remains unlimited. 

We don't think it's appropriate to set limits on resident harvest beyond normal bag and possession limits.  Non-

resident annual limits exist for Chinook salmon and could be used for coho, at minimum.  Utilizing existing tools 

to report this information to ADFG could hopefully assist in more timely and accurate enumeration of yearly 

harvest, which is not finalized for quite some time.  Other states and countries have implemented such systems 
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3 of 13to control the volume of fish nonresident can remove from their areas.  Given Alaska's commitment to 

sustainability, and laws governing the sale of sport caught fish and wanton waste, it's puzzling that the Board of 

Fish and ADFG have been reluctant to consider utilizing annual limits until there is a conservation need or 

allocation battle.  The Chinook annual limit seems to work well and is apparently thought to be enforceable.  

Our members believe that most people abide by possession limits, but have also witnessed abuses here in 

Southeast and on important rivers like the Chilkat and Russian.  Much of that stems from the 'processed' 

loophole, whereby processed fish don't count against the possession limit.   Annual limits, based on all forms of 

sport caught fish held in possession back to place of residence, could discourage people from taking large 

quantities of fish from the state.  What the appropriate limit would be warrants a discussion, and certainly the 

variability of annual abundance could allow flexibility, as it does for king salmon. 

160	 Freshwater Nonresident annual limit of coho, sockeye, pink and chum salmon is 3 times the 

daily bag limit; no limit for residents. SUPPORT 

See Proposal 159 comments, with proviso that it's unclear if the proposers intend this to be in combination with 

saltwater catch, or separate.  Combined annual limit for fresh and saltwater would seem easiest to enforce. 

Some areas have seen increased pressure in freshwater by the guided industry. 

167	 Open freshwaters along the Juneau road system to sportfishing for hatchery kings; includes 

use of bait in Fish Creek Pond and snagging. SUPPORT 

ATA supports this proposal, which will allow Juneau-Douglas anglers to catch king salmon from the local 

hatchery that stray into local streams.  In addition to their longstanding king salmon program, Douglas Island 

Pink and Chum (DIPAC) was the recent recipient of Chinook Salmon Mitigation monies, to provide additional 

king salmon for both anglers and trollers.  There are several king salmon release sites in the Juneau area and 

ADFG has been liberalizing the sport fishery to take advantage of these fish and remove them from local creeks.  

While ATA opposes sport fisheries in Southeast rivers that support king salmon, that is not the case here - there 

are no wild king salmon stocks in these waters.  It is important to catch hatchery kings for a variety of reasons, 

including the opportunity help mitigate losses incurred by all fishermen under the Pacific Salmon Treaty.   The 

fact that ADFG intends to remove the size limit on these fish will provide an added bonus for the maker of 

proposal 157.  Most of Alaska's hatchery fish do not count against the quota, so there should be no conflict 

between commercial fishermen and anglers.  This seems like a great opportunity for the Juneau marine 

sportfishery. 

168	 Open freshwaters along the Juneau road system to sportfishing for hatchery kings; includes 

snagging. SUPPORT 

See Proposal 167 comments. 
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4 of 13174 Establish Taku River Management Plan OPPOSE 

Beginning in 1963, restrictions were imposed on both sport and commercial fisheries to conserve Southeast 

Chinook stocks. Sport fishing for king salmon in Southeast rivers was restricted; directed troll and gillnet 

fisheries on the Taku and Stikine Rivers were closed; and any fishery with an incidental take of king salmon was 

restricted. After 40 years of sacrifices, sport fisheries were liberalized and in 2005, commercial fishing was re-

opened for both Alaska and Canadian fishermen. Today, conservative management, including a freshwater 

prohibition, provides for Chinook fisheries in marine waters. 

The Taku River is one of the most studied salmon systems in the world and fish from its waters are subject to an 

international treaty agreement and a dynamic state management program.  Taku River Chinook are a resource 

shared by Alaska and Canada.  Adults transit Alaska waters and most spawn in the Canadian portion of the river. 

The Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) implements sharing agreements between the US and Canada, which only 

allow a directed Chinook fishery if escapement needs and allocative criteria are met. Since its inception in 2005, 

the directed Taku River fishery has been opened only three years - 2005, 2006, and 2009.  That’s not because 

these Chinook stocks are ailing, but simply that there hasn't been enough surplus beyond escapement needs to 

open a directed fishery. 

Chinook salmon productivity is known to fluctuate and is currently on the low end statewide.  For the Taku, this 

is widely thought to be the result of ocean conditions, not harvest.  According to the Joint Chinook Technical 

Committee of the Pacific Salmon Commission, the fleets exploitation rate on the Taku stock have been low, 

averaging just 20% since 1999 (PSC Joint Chinook Technical Committee Annual Report of Catch and Escapement 

for 2013, Report TTCCHINOOK (14)-2, p.103). 

Proposers suggest shutting down spring troll fisheries when Taku kings are expected to meet the point goal -

why would any fishery be shut down for 'conservation' if stocks are achieving MSY?  ADFG managers put 

escapement first, as they should, and they achieve the MSY goal nearly every year. The Biological Escapement 

Goal (BEG) was established in 2009. Since then, the lower end of the goal range (19,000) has only been missed 

one time.  The lower end of the range is simply that - anything within the range is considered safe and 

anticipated to achieve MSY, which is why ADFG typically manages for the mid-point of the range.  The BEG is 

19,000 - 36,000 large king salmon, with a point goal of 25,500.  From 2009-2014, escapement has averaged 

23,354; well within the BEG and only about 2,200 fish short of the (mid-range) point goal. Hardly a crisis.  It’s 

unfortunate that the terminal area has not been opened for a directed fishery, but the troll harvest has nothing 

to do with that.  Regardless whether or not there is a directed fishery, some catch of Taku kings is allowed each 

year. These fish are harvested by both sport and commercial fishermen and most are counted against !laska’s 

treaty chinook quota. This catch has been stable over time and is taken into consideration by ADFG for planning 

and assessment purposes. We strongly disagree with the makers of this proposal, who claim that Taku River 

stocks are in a fast decline and in need additional protection.  More importantly, ADFG has not identified the 

Taku River Chinook as a stock of concern. 

Troll, gillnet, and sport harvests of Taku River king salmon are well-monitored; regulated under several existing 

management plans; and subject to additional restrictions as needed through emergency order. ADFG has 

proven that they have the tools to effectively manage multiple fisheries and achieve MSY escapement in the 

Taku. It is difficult to think that an additional layering of management would further benefit Taku Chinook, or 

even other users.  To go that route would be costly, complicate management, and increase the potential for 

overescapement, which tends to depress Chinook runs. 
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5 of 13The proposers use the guise of conservation to point to perceived problems with the troll fleet's spring fisheries, 

but make no mention of guided and unguided harvests that also occur in the outer districts. The troll harvest of 

Taku kings was anticipated and factored into both the treaty quota and the base catch provisions under the 

treaty's transboundary rivers agreement. The longstanding system of reporting and aggressively sampling the 

troll harvest allows for timely and accurate reporting of catch, which is much different than the sport fishery.  

Troll caught fish are reported on a fish ticket every few days and assessed against the troll fleet's portion of the 

treaty quota.  The quota itself is derived through yet another highly conservative treaty program that also 

considers the health of Taku.  

The spring troll fisheries take place in small areas and, contrary to the claims made by the proposers, are 

managed with a complex plan that includes triggers and caps and the separation of fish from each of about 27 

areas throughout the region.  The spring management plan is strictly enforced by fishery managers, who will not 

hesitate to take additional action when necessary.  A prime example occurred during the 2014 spring fisheries in 

southern southeast.  Time and area restrictions were implemented over a large area that included many spring 

fishing areas, in order to protect Unuk River Chinook stocks. 

If a fishing area hits a spring fishery cap, or doesn't catch a certain percentage of Alaska hatchery fish, it is shut 

down.  In 2013 there were less than 77 trollers operating in four unique areas in D14.  The harvest was 1,449 

fish, but not all of them were wild Taku king salmon.  Chinook salmon from other regions and hatcheries feed in 

and transit this area, as do kings from the nearby Douglas Island Pink and Chum (DIPAC) hatchery in Juneau.  In 

2014, there were no more than 34 trollers in D14; they caught only 257 kings.  Again, not all of the kings caught 

in this area would have been from the Taku River.  Between 2005-2011, trollers averaged less than 1,200 total 

fish in all D14 areas. 

The troll fishery has historically harvested Taku River king salmon, just like anglers and gillnetters.  From 

Statehood until the directed Taku Chinook fishery was closed (1977), the troll fleet averaged 35% of the Taku 

River harvest share.  Considering the modification and improvement of gillnet gear that occurred in the 60s and 

70s, it's likely that the troll proportion of the Taku harvest prior to statehood was even higher.  Since 2005, 

directed commercial fisheries have only occurred three times.  The restrictive time and area afforded to trollers 

in the terminal area, due in part to concerns expressed by sponsors of this proposal, led to a catch of less than 

50 fish - total - over those three years.  

ADFG has taken a neutral stance and called out this proposal as it truly is, allocative.  We have to agree, because 

there is no conservation problem in need of a fix.  ADFG does a great job managing fisheries to achieve 

escapement goals in the Taku River.  The only year since the BEG was set that missed the low end of the range 

(19,000) was 2013 at 18,002 fish.  Even that year the fish returned at more than 85% of the goal. In 2014, 

23,532 fish escaped - well within the range.  The Taku River is not considered a stock of concern by the biologists 

who study and know them best.  We urge you not to impose additional, unnecessary management regimes on 

the Department. 

175 Evaluate potential changes to enhanced salmon allocation plan. OPPOSE 

This proposal essentially seeks to reconvene the Southeast Alaska Allocation Task Force to review the 

Southeastern Alaska Area Enhanced Salmon Allocation Management Plan (5 AAC 33.364).  While the troll fleet 

has chronically lagged behind under the current allocation plan, we do not support re-opening the plan for 
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6 of 13review.  At this point in time, doing so would be an unnecessary expenditure of time and monetary resources.  

The reasons that have thus far prevented the troll fleet from reaching its allocated percentage are many and 

varied. The RPT and individual operators have been working hard to find the right mix of solutions to address 

the problem.  There are a number of new and expanded projects for king, coho, and chum salmon set to come 

online over the next several years, which could positively impact the troll fleet’s hatchery allocation percentage.  

Therefore, ATA prefers that the RPT continue to work within the parameters of the current allocation plan, in 

hopes of achieving the goals originally established for all of the Southeast commercial fleets. 

176 Develop detailed harvest plans for NSRAA and DIPAC. OPPOSE 

Proposal 176 would require NSRAA and DIPAC to develop annual hatchery harvest plans with the intent to 

achieve the goal of reducing the current troll allocation underage by half over the next 5 years, and completely 

correct the imbalance by 2024.  These plans would have to be approved each year by the Board of Fisheries. 

ATA is concerned that the proposal might not have the desired effect without significantly disrupting other 

fisheries.  ATA encourages all operators to manage hatchery production and harvest with intent to achieve 

allocation goals. However, we also believe that it is important to allow hatchery boards the latitude to problem-

solve and make decisions based on their unique circumstances.  Requiring annual management plans to be 

developed by date certain, with subsequent Board of Fisheries approval, would create additional workload for 

the Board and remove important flexibility that our associations need to achieve their many goals and 

objectives.  The RPT and Board of Fisheries’ policies and processes allow for periodic review of production, 

management provisions, and hatchery outcomes - including allocation.  ATA prefers to work with the other gear 

groups to find solutions within the existing system.  Hopefully the Board of Fisheries will limit their involvement 

at this time to acknowledging the troll fleet's chronic underage and encouraging hatchery operators to continue 

offering us new opportunities as they arise. 

184 Open Kendrick Bay Terminal Harvest Area to trolling. SUPPORT 

Opening Kendrick Bay SHA to trolling when it is open to the seiners would be consistent with management in 

other SHA's and provide an opportunity for trollers to get closer to their enhanced allocation goal. 

187 Add drift gillnet fishery to the Southeast Cove Terminal Harvest Area OPPOSE 

This area was originally designed to be troll and seine only.  While ATA doesn't object to all three gear groups 

harvesting the hatchery fish they pay to produce, trollers remain well below their allocated percent and 

gillnetters are consistently above.  We'd like to see the troll fleet get closer to goal before adding gillnets to the 

mix. 

188 Modify seine and troll fishing schedules in Southeast Cove THA. OPPOSE 

6 



 
 

             

  

 

    

   

 

 

  

 

 

             

   

   

 

 

        

 

     

 

    

    

   

 

             

 

 

         

             

 

           

 

 

 

PC 93
7 of 13193 Restrict and prohibit seining in portions of D12 & D14 to protect subsistence. OPPOSE 

ATA opposes eliminating any fishery without reasonable justification that doing so will provide a meaningful 

solution to a problem.  Fishery data, run timing, and genetic stock identification do not support a direct 

correlation between the seine fleet harvest and the success of Angoon subsistence users.  Many other factors 

appear to be impacting the resident's subsistence harvest, including a declining population and loss of over 150 

commercial permits since the 1980s. In addition, it would appear that ADFG and the seine fleet has been making 

accommodations in an attempt to address concerns and help meet the subsistence priority.  Taking away ADFG's 

management flexibility could harm the seine fleet and Southeast communities, yet provide no benefit to 

subsistence users in Angoon. 

194 Close portion of Lisianski Inlet to seining. OPPOSE 

This proposal would lock the seine fleet out of a historic area without sufficient cause.   Recent years have seen 

extremely large concentrations of pink salmon in the area, which has attracted more seiners than normal. 

Hopefully, as pink salmon abundance returns to more normal levels there will be less tension between 

fishermen in the area. 

195 Close portion of Lisianski Inlet to seining. OPPOSE 

This proposal would lock the seine fleet out of a historic area without sufficient cause.   Coho stocks have been 

robust for many years and stocks in the Lisianski area are highly mixed.  Recent years have seen extremely large 

concentrations of pink salmon in the area, which provide important feed and nutrients to other species, like 

coho. However, ADFG reports that in big pink years, like 2013, there have been large die-offs in some streams -

of both pinks and juvenile coho - from oxygen deprivation as a result of overcrowding.  It is important that these 

large pink runs be harvested.   

199 Prohibit seining within the possessory boundary of Angoon for 5 years. OPPOSE 

See Proposal 193 

200 Close waters within Admiralty Monument proclamation boundary to commercial seining. 

OPPOSE 

201 Close certain waters of Chichagof and Admiralty Island to seining. OPPOSE 
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208 Restrict mesh size to 6 inches in D8 during years of no directed king salmon fishery. 

SUPPORT with amendment 

ATA supports a 6" mesh restriction in D8 during years with no directed king salmon fishery for the following 

reasons: a) as a tool to conservation of Stikine River king salmon; and, b) to allow trollers better access to Anita 

Bay hatchery kings. 

In years when there is no directed king salmon fishery, a 6” mesh restriction is often implemented during the 

D11 sockeye fishery to avoid catching kings.  There is no similar rule enacted in D8 and it appears that the 

manager might not even have EO authority to do so.  In recent years D8 gillnetters haven't caught many wild 

king salmon, but that could change.  At minimum, it would make sense that all tools, including a 6" mesh 

restriction, be available to address the wide variety of circumstances that confront ADFG managers. 

Please note that this proposal would benefit from an amendment to ensure that it is not imposed for the entire 

year, which could be the effect of this proposal, as written. Southeast kings return in the spring, so restrictions 

during that timeframe seems reasonable, but gillnetters must be allowed to use larger mesh at other times of 

the year to catch hatchery fish and large coho; reduce impacts on other species; etc.   Therefore, barring any 

significant conservation need, ATA would like to see a mesh restriction put in place only until July 1.  

Restricting gillnetters to sockeye nets through July 1 in years without a directed fishery would allow trollers 

better access to returning Anita Bay king salmon. At 18%, trollers are still chronically behind in the hatchery 

allocation (range is 27-32%).  Gillnetters are averaging 35% and remain consistently over their range (24-29%).  A 

short-term mesh restriction, during a sockeye opening, could provide another opportunity to help correct this 

imbalance, particularly given the high value of king salmon. Trollers and gillnetters fish some of the same spring 

areas and compete for Anita Bay fish. As a practical reality, trolling in proximity to a working net fleet usually 

leads to significant reductions in troll harvest.   By July 1, most trollers head to the outer districts to begin the 

summer fishery, so a mesh restriction would be in place a relatively short period of time and some hatchery fish 

would still be available to gillnetters when the mesh restriction is lifted.  Reducing competition with gillnetters 

for a couple weeks in the terminal areas would give trollers a better chance to catch fish that are being 

produced to mitigate their losses under the salmon treaty.  And again, the restriction would only be in place if 

there was no directed Chinook fishery in the district. 

220 Modify Yakutat winter troll boundary line. OPPOSE 

ATA opposes a line modification at Yakutat, because it is likely to increase the winter catch. 

Boundary lines for the winter troll fishery were set quite some time ago with a view to distributing a relatively 

small quota between a three-season fishery and large, diverse fleet.  This was a contentious negotiation 

amongst the fleet and many lines were brought in to slow down catch. Even with a relatively small number of 

trollers, the Yakutat fleet has averaged 10% of the entire winter harvest over the last 10 years, with a high of 

17% in 2013.  It would be difficult to support this request for Yakutat without some parity for areas like Sitka or 

Craig, etc.  In addition to winter fishery lines, other provisions were put into a package of regulations that ATA is 
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9 of 13often hesitant to modify, because, while not perfect, it has worked relatively well for the fleet overall and was a 

compromise deal. 

A little history might help here: 

In 1992, catch in the winter fishery was growing fast, primarily due to increased Chinook abundance. Catches 

that had run about 25,000 shot up in the early 90's.  This, coupled with substantial growth and catch in the 

guided sportfishing industry collided with a very low treaty quota.  Chinook were allocated between commercial 

and sport and trollers were tasked with trying to address a dwindling catch share and shorter summer season.  

The Board of Fish established a Chinook Troll Task Force (Task Force) and charged them with designing 

management changes that would: 

• ensure a minimum summer season of 10 days, preferably 20 

• minimize the incidental mortalities to the greatest extent possible 

• maximize the value of the troll product 

• recognize the historic composition of the fisheries 

(BOF,92-133-FB) 

The Task Force was made up of 12 trollers representing all sectors of our diverse fleet, and all geographic fishing 

areas, from Dixon Entrance to Yakutat; 2 processing representatives; and, the ADFG troll manager.  The Task 

Force's primary goals were: 

• to comply with the Board of Fish mandate, 

• to maintain traditional fishing and management patterns, and 

• to maintain the historic allocation 

The winter fishery was the most contentious part of the Task Force's work.  They recognized the winter troll 

season as extremely valuable to the region's economy and also that Chinook abundance was going up. Harvest 

caps were discussed, from 0-70,000 fish.  Ultimately, they chose 45K, as a mid-range, which was also about twice 

the historic average catch.  Then, actions were taken, like line changes in highly productive areas.  The goal was 

to balance healthy winter and spring fisheries with the need to move some fish to the summer fishery, and to 

extend the season and reduce incidental mortality.  Any future surplus quota fish were anticipated to accrue to 

either expanding the spring access fisheries to catch hatchery add-on fish that don’t count against the quota; or 

to the summer fishery, to achieve the stated BOF goals. 

Unfortunately, on average, the Chinook quota is still close to what it was in 1992, despite rebuilt runs and good 

to excellent abundance.  This makes it important to continue saving fish for the summer fishery where we can.  

Most winter trollers also fish the spring and summer fisheries, so the fish saved are still accessible to them. 

222 Clarify that spring troll fisheries are based on Alaska hatchery-produced kings. SUPPORT 
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10 of 13223	 Change troll fishery king salmon summer harvest proportions from 70:30 to 60:40. OPPOSE 

ATA opposes changing the summer troll harvest proportion, which was also implemented under the Chinook 

Task Force plan discussed at proposal 220.  The question of whether or not to change this proportion has been 

debated by trollers for many years and we continue to hear concerns.  Many trollers think that waiting until mid-

August to harvest a bigger portion of king salmon could make it difficult to harvest the full quota and could have 

disproportionate impacts on trollers around the region, particularly north to south. 

The Task Force developed the current troll management strategy based on roughly 263K, which was the treaty 

quota at the time.  In the early to mid-1990s the quota was modified each year for treaty, ESA restrictions, and 

the trollers’ repayment of a large quota overage taken by the guided sportfishing industry. The point being that 

the Task Force was working with a lower number than we will likely have this year, yet they still established a 

70:30 split, in part, to make sure that all the fish got caught and that trollers throughout the region had fair 

opportunity to catch them. 

Abundance, availability, catchability, and weather can be significant factors, especially from mid- August on. 

There can also be differences between northern and southern Southeast. Moving fish later in the year could 

hurt the southern troll fleet.  As for lengthening the season, again that can vary greatly – as witnessed last 

season when CPUE in July and August was much higher than normal and the fish were harvested quickly. 

Another thing to keep in mind is that relying on an abundance index (AI) could get tricky, because the quota 

associated with them has changed over time. In 1999 the quotas associated with the !I’s were higher than in 

2009, and it could change again in 2019 when the treaty is renegotiated, if not before. 

224(ATA)	 Allow ADFG to implement trip limits if there is insufficient Chinook quota remaining 

for a competitive troll opening. SUPPORT 

The troll fleet would like to see an option put in place for ADFG to utilize trip limits to harvest relatively small 

numbers of Chinook salmon that might otherwise be left on the troll quota. There is a regulation of this type on 

the books for lingcod with similar language to our initial proposal. ATA has been working on specific trip limit 

methodology and intended to present it by way of these written comments. However, there has been a change 

of plan since receiving staff comments and finding that ADFG opposed the trip limit concept.  We disagree with 

several of the department’s conclusions regarding anticipated problems, so contacted them. The result is that 

ADFG committed to meet with ATA to try and work through some of the issues. ATA hopes to deliver a 

mutually agreeable concept for your review early in the Sitka meeting. 

226	 Remove sunset clause from D12 & 14 hatchery chum fishery and change its status from 

'experimental' to permanent. SUPPORT 

227	 Remove sunset clause from D12 & 14 hatchery chum fishery and allow ADFG to open fishery 

for up to seven (7) days per week. SUPPORT 

In 2012, the Board approved the Northern Chatham Strait Enhanced Chum Troll Fishery as an experimental 

fishery with a sunset, due to a lack of data. It’s since been found that the fishery catches about 85% hatchery. 

Over the past 5 years wild chum indicator stocks have met escapement goals in 4 of 5 years.  In addition, there 
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11 of 13are no known conflicts with anglers utilizing the area. Therefore, we believe this fishery is a good candidate for 

a normal management regime and request that the experimental designation and sunset provision be removed. 

Additionally, we ask that the fishery be allowed up to 7 days per week.  This would help the fleet attract a buyer 

to the area.  The short timeframe of the fishery has made it less than desirable for most processors.  Reliable 

packer service would benefit the fleet with less running time, and could also help to improve product quality. 

228 Close the commercial troll fishery from August 1-10 each year. OPPOSE 

ATA strongly opposes implementation of a mandatory closure and questions the need to digress to old school 

management practices that don’t benefit the resource or user groups.  The fishery is presently managed on wild 

stock coho abundance, which is evaluated in-season, based on real-time data. Any closure of the troll fishery 

could be 1 day to 3 weeks, or more, depending on the needs of the coho resource. This form of sustainable 

management is !laska’s hallmark and has proven superior to arbitrary, fixed-length closures.  

Proposers state that fish are not making their way to the inside areas because of the troll fishery, but no 

supporting documentation is presented to support their claims. 

The data we’ve reviewed shows no meaningful correlation between troll openings and success rates for the 

inside fisheries.  In fact, it shows that there is very little you can do to the troll fleet that predictably moves fish 

to inside waters, particularly in years that the fish want to hang offshore feeding or waiting for rain.  For 

instance, in 2010 the troll closure was just 4 days, yet the gillnet fleet more than doubled their coho allocation 

and trollers came in under their allocation.  

Escapements are being met, there are large runs most years, and gillnetters are over their allocated percentage; 

from 1989-2010 they were over their percentage 50% of the time.  That just wouldn’t happen if the troll fleet 

was preventing adequate numbers of fish from making their way to inside waters. 

ADFG pays close attention to conservation needs of the stocks and the status of inside fisheries, prior to making 

decisions about troll closures.  Troll closures have ranged from over 30 days in some areas to zero days 

regionwide. On average, the troll fishery is closed 4-5 days in mid-August.  Only one year in recent history has 

the fishery been closed less than 2 days, because there is always a two day closure before the August Chinook 

fishery.   ADFG conducts a mandatory assessment in late July, to determine whether or not the troll fishery 

needs an early conservation closure. 

Many things can account for low catch rates ranging from coho behavior and size, to weather, to management 

changes over time, to what species is most abundant and/or valuable, or whether people are actually fishing.  

There is no doubt that !ngoon’s has seen a steep decline in both residents and fishing permit holders.  That has 

got to be effecting subsistence harvest and all other fisheries in the area. 

Proposal 228 makes unsupported claims with respect to both conservation and allocation.  The data clearly 

shows that the length the troll closure has little to no bearing on the inside fisheries.  

Comparing gillnet and troll catches reveals no correlation between the length of the troll closure and success 

rates for inside fisheries.   In fact, the gillnetters have had some of their best coho fishing in years with shorter 

coho closures.  In 2000, trollers had a 10 day closure and the gillnetters caught just 11% (2% below allocation) 

and trollers caught 67% (6% above).  In 2003, there was ZERO troll closure and the gillnetters caught 20% (7% 
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12 of 13above) and trollers caught just 58% (3% below). In 2010, the troll closure was 4 days – gillnetters caught 25% 

(roughly twice their allocation) and trollers caught 60% (under).  Many of those fish would have traveled 

through the waters around and near Admiralty Island. 

Coho fisheries are well-managed and all user groups are benefitting under an abundance-based system, which 

allows for variable length closures based on the needs of both the resource and all user groups. A mandatory 10 

day closure is unnecessary, is unlikely to produce the effects desired by the proposers, and would cause 

significant financial harm to the troll fleet.  

If a mandatory August 1-10 closure had been implemented in each of the last 10 years, the troll fleet would have 

lost, on average, $2.23 million dollars each year. That would have meant forgoing about 2.6 million coho salmon 

with an ex-vessel value of $22.3 million. 

229	 Open an area between No. Chatham Strait and Homeshore to trolling, to allow transit for 

trollers participating in D12 & 14 hatchery chum fishery. SUPPORT 

This proposal is attempts to correct a logistics issue for trollers fishing chum in D12 and D14, who have to pull 

their gear or troll many miles out of their way just to transit between Chatham and Homeshore.  This may not 

seem so problematic until you know that most trollers have a top speed of only 6-8 knots.   Trollers have worked 

with ADFG to draw lines that would allow a small transit corridor.  That chart can be found in staff comments. 

230	 Restrict trolling in 15-C on July 1 to be concurrent with the drift gillnet fishery. OPPOSE 

Forcing trollers to fish 15-C concurrent with the gillnetters would effectively close an area traditionally open for 

trolling, simply based on a supposition that the troll fleet will expand in number and harvest. 

It would take a big increase in effort to push the troll catch to any significant level in this area. Effort to date has 

been so low (<3) that for most years that the data is confidential.  Since 2005, a handful of trollers in 15-C have 

caught a total of 4,715 chum.   

A large increase in effort is highly unlikely given the difficultly trolling around gillnetters, the terminal nature of 

the fishery and the dampening effect of those things on troll catch rates. There are better troll opportunities 

elsewhere that time of year; 15-C is unlikely to see a large influx of trollers. 

Gillnetters have little to fear from trollers; gillnet harvest rates are usually many times that of trollers.  For 

example, in 2005-06, troll and gillnet CPUE in the District 11 fishery was 0.2 and 4.3 respectively.  To compare, 

CPUE in District 8 averaged 2.4 for troll and 10.6 for gillnetters in 2006-2008 – that’s 5 gillnet fish for every 1 fish 

caught by trollers.  In 2008 alone, that ratio was 7:1. 

231	 Reduce area opening to trolling in Naha Bay. OPPOSE 

Is this a sanctuary from all gear types fishing wild salmon, or is it just to keep commercial trollers out? The West 

Beam Chum fishery is important for about 200 trollers on average who target Neets Bay hatchery chum from 
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13 of 13late June until into September.  ATA opposes arbitrary imposition of marine sanctuaries, particularly those 

without a reasonable, scientific purpose and well thought out goals and objectives.  The supporters offer no 

data to back their conservation claims.  Information on the river systems located around Loring is limited, but 

ADFG's 2014 aerial and foot surveys revealed evidence that the runs are healthy and abundant, which is 

consistent with past years.  The proposal will add complexity to enforcement.  In addition, incorrect information 

is given about a local boundary marker. This marker was not moved to a different location; it just went missing 

and was replaced to original position by ADFG as soon as it was noticed. 

233 Allow downriggers as legal commercial hand troll gear year-round. SUPPORT 

ATA supports expanding the current winter regulation and allowing the year-round use of two fishing rods 

attached to two downriggers, by those handtrollers who prefer this option to hand gurdies. 
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[[[[[[[SY�Y`_a[_Z�_eX_�Yc[Xd[s_�We�[XsY[_`Y_[_�_Wa_UaY[Xd[X`daaY`c[[�dTaZ[UY[Xs_X[rWcsY`c[[�dTaZ[edX[s_�Y[Xd[�Taa[XsYW`[�Y_`[�sYe[X`_ecWXWe�
UYX�YYe[d�Ye[rWcsWe�[hdeYcz[qacd[XsWc[�`d�dc_a[�dTaZ[s_�Y[XsY[YrrYuX[dr[c�`Y_ZWe�[XsY[raYYX[[�sWus[[�dTaZ[[Y{�_eZ[`YaW_UaY[XYeZY`[cY`�WuY[
Xd[S�_ecde[�_`Ud`z[[[tsWc[�dTaZ[`YZTuY[`TeeWe�[XWVY[_eZ[ude�YcXWde[_X[XsY[YeZ[dr[XsY[Z_]z[[qT`XsY`Vd`Y|[XsY[XT`UTaYeX[XWZY[`W�c[cdTXs[dr[bX
^dT�Y`Zde[V_][[�`d�WZY[[�Y`][�`dZTuXW�Y[rWcsWe�[d��d`XTeWXWYcz 

[[[[[qd`[XsYcY[`Y_cdec[]dT`[r_�d`_UaY[udecWZY`_XWde[dr[b`d�dc_a[ggi[Wc[`YgTYcXYZz 

^_`a[bYXY`cde 

\d_`Z[pYVUY` 

^sTV[t`daaY`c[qccduW_XWde 

[ 
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^_`a[bYXY`cde 
STUVWXYZ[fe 

ghihgjkl[mnogngi[bp 
qrrWaW_XWde 

^sTV[t`daaY`c[qccduW_XWde 

bsdeY 
ijv[vlg[mvmw 

xV_Wa 
y_aWX_eivwgwz]_sdd{udV 

qZZ`Ycc 
\d|[lim 
SWXy_}[qa_cy_[iiwml 

~~ 
�Y_`[p`{[^s_W`V_e} 

[[[tsWc[aYXXY`[Wc[,`WXXYe[We[cT--d`X[dr[b`d-dc_a[gg.[,sWus[YcX_UaWcsYc[_[rdT`[Z_][_[,YYy[rWcsY`][_ade/[XsY[qZVW`_aX][[csd`Y[We[�WcX`WuX[ko{[[[[qc 
_[X`daa[usTV[rWcsY`][ZY0Yad-YZ[d0Y`[XsY[]Y_`c[X`daaY`c[s_0Y[cX`T//aYZ[Xd[rWeZ[_`Y_c[Xd[rWcs[,sY`Y[XsY][udTaZ[Weu`Y_cY[XsYW`[u_Xus{[[ 
1dVYcsd`Y[Wc[_[/`Y_X[Y|_V-aY[dr[cTus[_[rWcsY`]{[feY[dr[XsY[UW//YcX[[-`dUaYVc}[sd,Y0Y`}[s_c[UYYe[udecWcXYeu]{[[feY[]Y_`[XsY[rWcsWe/[Wc 
-`dZTuXW0Y[_eZ[XsY[eY|X[Wc[aWyY[rWcsWe/[We[XsY[pd2_0Y[�YcY`X{[[tsY[XsdT/sX[s_c[UYYe[Xs_X[[[V_]UY[cdVY[]Y_`c[rWcs[`YXT`e[Xd[XsY[�3bq^ 
s_XusY`][0W_[3u][[SX`_WX[_eZ[dXsY`[[]Y_`c[0W_[[^s_Xs_V[SX`_WX{[[[3e[gjkk}[We[_e[_XXYV-X[Xd[Y|-_eZ[XsY[_`Y_[_0_Wa_UaY[rd`[rWcsWe/[_eZ[Xd[XYcX[XsWc 
XsYd`]}[XsY[^tq[,d`yYZ[,WXs[XsY[tY``WXd`W_a[S-d`XcV_e[qccduW_XWde[_eZ[XsY[�Y-_`XVYeX[[Xd[YcX_UaWcs[_e[Y|-Y`WVYeX_a[rWcsY`]{[tsY[_`Y_ 
,_c[[cdTXs[dr[4TeXY`[[\_][_ade/[XsY[qZVW`_aX][3ca_eZ[[csd`YaWeY[Xd[1_,y[3eaYX{[[tsY[rdT`[Z_][_[,YYy[-`d-dc_a[,_c[-_ccYZ[U][XsY[\f4[_eZ 
udeX_WeYZ[_[cTecYX[ua_TcY[dr[mk[�YuYVUY`[gjko 

{ 

[[[[[4`_eya][XsY[Y|-Y`WVYeX_a[rWcsY`][,_c[aYcc[Xs_e[udeuaTcW0Y{[[fea][X,d[]Y_`c[dr[Z_X_[,_c[udaaYuXYZ{[[[tYeZY`c[,Y`Y[s_`Z[Xd[cusYZTaY[_eZ 
rWcsWe/[XWVY[,_c[adcX[_X[XsY[YeZ[dr[XsY[rdT`[Z_][rWcsWe/[-Y`WdZ[_c[0YccYac[[`Yadu_XYZ[Xd[d-Ye[rWcsWe/[5deYc{[4d`[XsYcY[`Y_cdec[XsY[rWcsY`] 
c_,[aWXXaY[-_`XWuW-_XWde[U][X`daaY`c 

[[[[[tsY[_/`YYVYeX[,sWus[YcX_UaWcsYZ[XsY[Y|-Y`WVYeX_a[rWcsY`][-`YuaTZYc[XsY[^tq[r`dV[YeZd`cWe/[_[-`d-dc_a[cTus[_[ggv[,sWus[-`d0WZYc[rd` 
_[cY0Ye[Z_][_[,YYy[rWcsY`][We[XsY[_`Y_[_eZ[Xd[Xs_X[Y|XYeX[[gg.[Wc[_e[WV-Y`rYuX[-`d-dc_a{[[3X[ZdYc}[sd,Y0Y`}[-`YcY`0Y[_ZZWXWde_a[d--d``TeWX] 
rd`[_[0W_UaY[udVVY`uW_a[rWcsY`]{[[4d`[Xs_X[`Y_cde[XsY[^sTV[t`daaY`c[qccduW_XWde[T`/Yc[_Zd-XWde[dr[b`d-dc_a[gg.{ 

[ 

^_`a[bYXY`cde 

\d_`Z[pYVUY` 
^sTV[t`daaY`c[qccduW_XWde 
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^_ ẀYa[b_XXYcde` 
STUVWXYZ[f` 

ghihgjkl[mnglnlo[bp 
qrrWaW_XWe` 

SYW`Y[sYddYa[et`Ycu[vWVWXYZ[Y X̀c][wYcVWX[KeaZYc 

bKe`Y 
LjgMlkjooi 

NV_Wa 
^_ ẀYaVw_XXYcde`OPV_WaQReV 

qZZcYdd 
kijj[SYdX[TWRUYcde [̀SXQ[ 
STWXY[kkL[\eV[kW 
SY_XXaYu[S_dKW`PXe [̀iokki 

vY`PXK[X[Yd[_d[dX_XYZ[e [̀_[ZYddYad[errWRW_a[ZeRTVY X̀dQ 

[ 

Y[_V[_[wTcdY[dYW`Y[ZYddYa[et`Yc[_`Z[ewYc_Xec[_`Z[K_ZY[K_Z[XKY[YVRWXW`P[wcWZWaYPY[er[VY_dTcW`P[_[ZYddYa[_X[XKY[ZeRU[Xe[d_XWdr][_` 
_`e`]VeTd[RWXW[Y [̀XKY[Z_][UYrecY[Y[t_d[aY_ZW`P[rec[XKY[dTVVYc[dY_de Q̀[[qX[XKY[XWVY[Y[t_d[_[KWcYZ[dUWwwYc[e [̀_[XY`ZYc[RK_cXYcQ[[\KY[tW`Z 
t_d[UaetW`Pu[XKY[Ue_X[t_d[dTcPW`P[e [̀WXd[aW`Yd[U_RU[_`Z[recXKu[_`Z[tWXK[Xte[er[V][RcYt[VYVUYcd[_`Z[_[]WdK[_`Z[SWaZ[vWrY[Y r̀ecRYVY X̀ 
errWRYc[tY[ZWZ[eTc[UYdX[Xe[T àe_Z[_aa[XKY[XY`ZYc[R_cPe[e X̀e[XKY[ZeRUu[_`Z[YdX_UaWdKYZ[_[`ecV_a[ewYc_XW`P[XcWVQ[[Tetu[d_ZY[_aa[]eTc 
ReVVY X̀du[tY[tYcY[^TdX[ZeW`P[eTc[UYdXu[_`Z[Y[U`etu[Y_ZY[KY_cZ[WX[_[VWaaWe`d[XWVYd[dW`RY[XK_X[Z_]u[`XK_X_d[`eX[Ket[]eT[VY_dTcY[_[Ue_XaQ 

[ 

\KY[Re`RYc`YZ[RWXW[Y [̀K_Z[cYwecXYZ[XK_X[eTc[ZYddYa[t_d[`ZYrW ẀXYa][eZYc[lo[rYYXa[YX[t_d _̀X[_[PcY_X[XWVY[rec[]Yaaet[X_wY[_`Z[_[ZYa_]YZ 
ZYw_cXTcYQ[[[SY[tYcY[KY_ZW`P[eTX[Xe[PWaà YX[XY`ZYc[_`Z[W [̀r_RX[XKYcY[t_d[`e[lo_[aWVWX[rec[XY`ZYcW`PQ[[^YdwWXY[XKY[XWVW`Pu[WX[dYYVYZ[UYXXYc[Xe 
UY[_Z_Wa_UaY[_X[XKY[ZeRU[XKY [̀a_XYc[ZTcW`P[_[rWdKW`P[dY_de Q̀ 

[ 

\KY[ZYddYa[et`Yc[t_d[Y`P_PYZ[W [̀_`eXKYc[rWdKYc][_`Z[`eX[_Z_Wa_UaY[U][wKe`YQ 

\KY[ZYddYa[K_Z[_[b]Nbhq^]cd[XcW_`PaY[_`Z[RTccY X̀[b]Nb[_cY_[X_Pu[_`Z[_[RTccY X̀[qe[cYPWdXc_XWe [̀dXWRUYc[rec[XKY[]Y_cQ[[Ỳ [XKY[ZYddYa 
ZeRTVY X̀du[Y[wceZTRYZ[XKY[b]Nb[cYPWdXc_XWe [̀XK_X[dX_XYZ[XKY[aY`PXKu[_d[tYaa[_d[_ [̀qa_dU_[SX_XY[cYPWdXc_XWe [̀cYRYWwX[XK_X[dX_XYZ[aY`PXKQ[ 
\KYcY[t_d[_[cYRY X̀[V_cW`Y[dTcZY][XK_X[dX_XYZ[XKY[ZYddYa[aY`PXKu[_d[tYaa[_d[_[f ẀXYZ[SX_XYd[Xe``_PY[ZeRTVY X̀[XK_X[dX_XYZ[WXd[aY`PXKQ 

[ 

\e[d_XWdr][XKY[Re`RYc`YZ[RWXW[Y [̀tY[dYX[eTX[Xe[VY_dTcY[XKY[Ue_XQ[[YX[XeeU[XKcYY[Z_]d[_`Z[tY[R_VY[Tw[tWXK[Z_cWeTd[ZYddYa[aY`PXKd[tWXK[_ 
c_`PY[er[`Y_ca][g[rYYXQ[[fTc[rWYaZ[VY_dTcYVY X̀d[ZWZ[`eX[V_XRK[eTc[ZeRTVY X̀dQ 

`^eRU[VY_dTcYZ[aY`PXKa[t_d[`eX[e [̀_`][er[V][ZeRTVY X̀du[UTX[WX[t_d[tK_X[tY[R_VY[Tw[tWXKQ[[\KY[Ue_Xd[XcWV[K_Z[XKY[VedX[dWP ẀrWR_ X̀ 
WVw_RX[e [̀XKY[VY_dTcYZ[aY`PXKQ[[[\KY[w_W X̀YZ[t_XYc[aW`Y[t_d[`eX[w_c_aaYa[tWXK[XKY[ZYRU[ec[XKY[UYYa[_d[r_c[_d[tY[ReTaZ[XYaa[_`Z[XKY[UTaUKY_Zd 
tYcY[`eX[_X[ij[ZYPcYYd[tWXK[XKY[ZYRUQ[\KY[Ue_X[ReTaZ[UY[ae_ZYZ[W [̀XKY[rce X̀[_`Z[XKY[waTVU[UeU[KT`P[eTX[w_dX[XKY[Y`Z[er[XKY[UTaUeTd[UetQ[[ 
\TX[YVwX][KeaZd[_`Z[_[dYW`Y[e [̀XKY[dXYc [̀XKY[waTVU[UeU[dtT`P[_rX[_`Z[XKY[c_UY[er[XKY[Uet[UYR_VY[VecY[ZYcXWR_a[_`Z[XKY[ZYddYa[VY_dTcYZ 
dKecXYcQ[[fTc[`ZeRU[VY_dTcYZ[aY`PXKa[K_Z[_[c_`PY[XK_X[t_d[_rrYRXYZ[U][tW`Z[UaetW`P[XKY[waTVU[UeUu[ZYddYa[XcWV[ewXWe`du[_`Z[`TVYceTd 
ZYrW ẀXWe`d[rec[tKYcY[tY[dX_cXYZ[VY_dTcW`P[_`Z[Y`ZYZu[XK_X[V_ZY[XKY[tKeaY[wceRYdd[dTU^YRXWZYQ 

[ 

\KY[errWRYc[_`Z[Y[Re r̀YccYZ[XK_X[UTaUeTd[Uetd[tYcY[`eX[W`RaTZYZ[W [̀XKY[VY_dTcYVY X̀u[UTX[XKY[RTccY X̀[qcY_[p[gjji[d_aVe [̀cYPTa_XWe`d[UeeU 
XK_X[Y[K_Z[e [̀Ue_cZ[ZWZ[`eX[ReVVY X̀[e [̀UTaUeTd[Uetd[ec[_`RKec[ceaaYcdQ[[[Y[K_Z[`eXKW`P[W [̀tcWXW`PQ[gTYdXWe`d[Re X̀W`TYZ[Xe[_cWdY[ZTcW`P[XKY 
wceRYddQ[[[\KY[errY`dWZY[eZYc[aY`PXK[w_cXu[rceV[XKY[ZeRUu[t_d[XKY[UTaUeTd[UetQ 

[ 

q[V_cW`Y[_cRKWXYRX[K_Z[ZYRWZYZ[XKY[UTaU[aY`PXK[rec[YrrWRWY`R][XKceTPK[XKY[t_XYc[_`Z[_[wcerYddWe`_a[V_cW`Y[dTcZY]ec[K_Z[VY_dTcYZ[XKY[cYdX 
er[XKY[Ue_X[eTX[er[XKY[t_XYcQ[[[\KY[ZYddYa[ZeRTVY X̀d[_`Z[RTccY X̀[ZYR_ad[dKeTaZ[K_ZY[cYwcYdY X̀YZ[Td[W [̀XKWd[V_XXYcQ 

[ 

\]wWR_aa][XKY[fSbd[Wd[XKY[PeZYc Ẁ`P[UeZ][W [̀XKWd[V_XXYc[_`Z[XKY][ZYaYP_XY[ZYddYa[VY_dTcYVY X̀[Xe[_[dKecX[aWdX[er[hT_aWrWYZ[ecP_ Ẁ[_XWe`dQ[[ 
YXd[`eX[wc_RXWR_a[Xe[VY_dTcY[_[Ue_X[W [̀XKY[t_XYc[_`Z[WXd[`eX[W`ZTdXc][dX_`Z_cZQ[[`sYddYa[vY`PXKa[Wd[_ [̀ewYc_XWe`_a[tecZ[XK_X[W`Recwec_XYd[XKY 
KT`ZcYZd[er[W X̀cWR_RWYd[er[ZYddYa[ZYdWP ù[wTcwedYdu[rT`RXWe [̀_`Z[R_w_RWX]Q[[[p_cWXWVY[Xc_ZWXWe [̀_`Z[wcYRYZY`RY[_cY[_ade[r_RXecdu[XK_X 
W r̀aTY`RY[VY_dTcYVY X̀[PTWZYaW`Yd[XK_X[_RRcYZWXYZ[_PY`RWYd[cYrYc[Xe[tKY [̀VY_dTcW`P[Ue_XdQ 
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\KWd[YV_VwaY[Wd[_[wcYXX][r_VWaW_c[e`YQ[[]ec[XKY[wTcwedY[er[qa_dU_ [̀rWdKYcWYd[tY[K_ZY[ZYRWZYZ[XK_X[UTaUeTd[Uetd[_cY[`eX[W`RaTZYZ[W [̀_ 
ZYddYad[aY`PXK[ZYdRcWwXWe Q̀[[[SY[_cY[Re`dRWeTd[er[eTc[Y`ZWce`VY X̀_a[WVw_RX[UYR_TdY[tY[aWZY[err[WX[_`Z[WX[V_UYd[_ [̀YVWdXW`P[wWYRY[er 
YhTWwVY X̀[VecY[YrrWRWY X̀Q[[\KY[fSbd[eVWXd[dtWV[dXYwdu[XcWV[X_Udu[VeXec[Uc_RUYXdu[UTVwUW`du[eXKYc[_XX_RKVY X̀d[_`Z[_`RKec[ceaaYcd[W` 
rWdKW`P[ZYddYa[aY`PXKQ[[[\Te]_ X̀[Y`ZYaewY[Wd[XKY[ZYrW Ẁ`P[rWPTcY[XKY][_cY[_rXYcQ[[[fTc[qa_dU_ [̀aY`PXK[aWVWX[Wd[_ [̀YrrecX[Xe[V_`_PY[XKY[R_XRK 
R_w_RWX][er[eTc[raYYXu[Xe[_WZ[XKY[rWdKYcV_ [̀_`Z[UWeaePWdX[V_`_PYVY X̀[w_cX`YcdKWwQ 

[ 

SX_UWaW[Yc[weaYd[_`Z[ZWZYcd[RK_`PY[XKY[wYcrecV_`RY[RK_c_RXYc[er[_[`_ccet[Ue_X[Xe[XK_X[er[_[tWZYc[Ue_XQ[q[UTaUeTd[Uet[V_UYd[_[dKecX 
t_XYcaW`Y[VecY[aWUY[_[ae`PYc[t_XYcaW`YQ[[q[wTcdY[dYW`Yc[R_ [̀K_ZY[_[V_W [̀UeeV[XK_X[YVXY`Zd[_rX[UY]e`Z[WXd[dXYc [̀_`Z[dWZY[ceaaYcd[XK_X[YVXY`Z 
UY]e`Z[WXd[UY_VQ[[[\KYdY[YVXcYVWXWYd[_aaet[XKY[V_RKW`Yc][Xe[ewYc_XY[eTXdWZY[er[XKY[UTe]_ X̀[Y`ZYaewYQ[[q [̀_`RKec[ceaaYc[YVXY`Zd[UY]e`Z[XKY 
KTaa[_`Z[Wr[]eT[VY_dTcY[_ [̀_`RKec[ceaaYc[]eT[_cY[VY_dTcW`P[_[wWYRY[er[cWPPW`P[XK_X[ZeYd[`eX[_rrYRX[XKY[UTe]_ X̀[Y`ZYaewYQ[[Ỳ `eZ_XWe`d[W` 
cWPPW`P[K_ZY[W`RcY_dYZ[eTc[ZYddYa[YrrWRWY`R][_`Z[_UWaWX]Q[[\KY[_UeZY[_cY[YaYVY X̀d[er[cWPPW`P[XK_X[ewYc_XY[eTXdWZY[_[ZYddYad[UTe]_ X̀ 
Y`ZYaewY[XK_X[_cY[ReVVe ù[_wwcewcW_XY[_`Z[`eX[_[w_cX[er[_[aY`PXK[ZYrW ẀXWe [̀tY[_cY[Xc]W`P[Xe[V_`_PYQ 

[ 

\KYcY[Wd[_ [̀ewY [̀ZYdRcWwXWe [̀er[_ [̀_XX_RKVY X̀Q[[\KWd[_aaetd[rec[W``eZ_XWe [̀_`Z[_[tWZY[c_`PY[er[t_XYc[Rc_rXQ[Te[aWVWX[Xe[XKY[aY`PXK[ec[dX]aY[er 
_ [̀_XX_RKVY X̀u[WX[R_ [̀UY[_[XKWcX][reeX[ae`P[R_Xt_aU[rec[dwY_cW`P[daYYwW`P[dtecZ[rWdK[ec[_[teeZY [̀R_cZW`P[er[_[XewaYdd[V_WZY ù[ec[_` 
W r̀a_X_UaY[ZTRUQ[[[SWXK[XKYdY[YdX_UaWdKYZ[XcY`Zd[W [̀VW`Z[_ [̀_XX_RKVY X̀[ec[cWPPW`P[R_ [̀K_ZY[_`][dK_wY[WX[`YYZd[XeQ[[[Yr[deVYe`Y[Wd[_rc_WZ[er 
dY_[Ve`dXYcd[XKY][R_ [̀K_ZY[_[XewaYdd[_[dY_V_WZY [̀T`ZYc[XKYWc[Uet[dwcWXQ[[[Yr[]eT[X_UY[_[SSYY[_VwKWUWeTd[a_`ZW`P[Rc_rX[_`Z[wYcRK[_` 
W r̀a_X_UaY[ZTRU[e [̀WXd[ceer[]eT[R_ [̀w_c_ZY[WX[_ceT`Z[Xet Q̀[[[Yr[deVYe`Y[RTXd[err[XKYWc[Uetu[_`Z[cYwTcwedYd[XKY[eaZ[V_XYcW_a[_d[_ [̀_XX_RKVY X̀ 
rec[XKY[_`RKecu[WX[R_ [̀aeeU[^TdX[aWUY[_[UetQ[[ 

[ 

\e_X[UTWaZYcdu[_RRcYZWXYZ[dTcZY]ecd[_`Z[Ue_X[et`Ycd[K_ZY[UYY [̀TdW`P[XKYdY[dX_`Z_cZdQ[[[Y[dYW`Y[S_aVe [̀rec[_[aWZW`PQ[[\KY[ZYddYa[Y[et [̀`et 
t_d[wTcRK_dYZ[UYR_TdY[WX[ReTaZ[SYW`Y[S_aVe [̀W [̀qa_dU_Q[[[Y[UeTPKX[_[dYW`Y[wYcVWX[rec[V][Ue_X[_`Z[_[`YXQ[[[Y[R_aaYZ[XKY[be_dX[dT_cZ[V] 
dYaru[cY_Z[XKY[RTccY X̀[qa_dU_[cYPTa_XWe`d[_`Z[wceZWZYZ[wWRXTcYd[er[tK_X[Y[W X̀Y`ZYZu[_`Z[tWXK[XKY[PTWZ_`RY[er[_ [̀_RRcYZWXYZ[dTcZY]ec[Y[K_Z[V] 
Ue_X[cYUTWaX[Xe[XKY[wTUaWdKYZ[dX_`Z_cZdQ 

\KY[b]Nb[cYrYcY`RYd[XKY[fSbd[VY_dTcYVY X̀[ZYdRcWwXWe [̀rec[WXd[rYYdQ[[[SK_X[XKY[fSbd[ZYXYcVW`Yd[rec[aY`PXK[Wd[_[tecU_UaY[ZYrW ẀXWe [̀rec 
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance 
9369 North Douglas Highway 
Juneau, AK 99801 
Phone: 907-586-6652 Email: seafa@gci.net 
Fax: 907-523-1168      Website: http://www.seafa.org 

February 9, 2015 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Tom Kluberton, Vice-Chairman 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

RE: Southeast & Yakutat Finfish Proposal Comments 

Dear Vice-Chair Kluberton and Board of Fish Members, 

Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance (SEAFA) is a multi-gear/multi-species 
non-profit membership based organization representing our 300+ members 
involved in salmon, crab, shrimp and longline fisheries of Southeast Alaska 
and Yakutat. Our longline division represents our members in groundfish 
fisheries in Southeast Alaska and halibut fisheries in SE and the Gulf of 
Alaska. We appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments on the 
proposals for the upcoming Board of Fish finfish meeting. 

SEAFA has no written position on any of the herring proposals but may offer 
comments during the Board of Fisheries process. 

Proposals 131- 134: SEAFA supports these proposals to allow the use of 
pots for sablefish in the inside waters of Southeast Alaska with the 
development of a regulatory regime that would allow a fisherman to choose 
the gear (longline or pots) that is suitable for their operation and to 
minimize conflict between the different gear types.  We support this 
potential change as a conservation measure to help reduce mortality of 
sablefish due to whale predation. 

Proposal 135: Support.  We see this proposal as housekeeping if the above 
proposals are not adopted. 
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Proposal 136 & 137:  Support. SEAFA supports the adoption of a reasonable 
harvest limit or restrictions for personal use sablefish fishing.  Since there 
already is a harvest record required in this fishery, the regulation for an 
annual limit could be easily integrated into this program of recordkeeping.  
Having an annual limit of sablefish or a vessel possession limit or limiting the 
number of hooks will help reduce the abuses of putting out more gear than 
necessary, and slow down personal use sablefish from being sold because of 
having caught excess fish.  If a hook limit is implemented SEAFA believes if 
should be more like 50 or less hooks per set.  You can make a second set in a 
day if you don’t get enough but more hooks than this leads to waste.  Table 
136-1 of the RC2 (Staff Comments) estimate the average number of hooks 
per permit, per year fished was 235 and 160 for 2012 & 2013 respectively.  
Sablefish stocks in both SE state and federal waters have been on a decline 
(RC2 staff comments) and there is no evidence of a strong recruitment class 
coming into the fishery. 

Proposal #138: Support. SEAFA supports the Department’s proposal to 
require dinglebar, mechanical jig, or hand troll gear groundfish fishermen to 
report their data providing latitude and longitude in the logbooks so actual 
harvest is accurately accounted for per statistical sub-district.  Better 
accounting helps maintain sustainable fisheries. 

Proposal #139: Support. SEAFA supports defining mechanical jigging gear 
separate from the dinglebar troll gear.  Clarity in regulations is always 
helpful. 

Proposal #140: Oppose. SEAFA opposes changing the size limit of 
commercially caught ling cod.  There are no known conservation issues with 
ling cod in the Southeast region. The 27” size limit on ling cod was based on 
biological information to protect immature females.  The proposers are 
trying to match the sport fish size limits with the commercial size limit but 
the sport fish size limit is a result of allocation (i.e. the size that keeps the 
harvest below their GHL for the year). 

Proposal #142 & 145: Support. SEAFA considers both these proposals 
housekeeping as they have no effect on the fishery or regulations because 
the regulations published by EO yearly are more conservative. 
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Proposal #113: Oppose. SEAFA opposes this proposal by the Naha 
Conservation Society to establish a marine conservation zone which would 
prohibit all (commercial, sport & personal use) bottomfish, crab and shrimp 
fishing. This proposal was considered in 2012 and at the January meeting 
for shellfish and did not pass and we do not see any conservation or 
biological reasons on any of these species for adoption this cycle.  There are 
closed waters near Cache Island already. 

Proposal #144: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes this proposal to repeal mandatory 
retention requirement for non-pelagic rockfish.  This regulation was 
implemented in order to help conserve the resource and keep the sport fish 
fishery within their allocation. 

Proposal #146, 147 & 148: Support. SEAFA supports revising the salmon 
amounts necessary for subsistence (ANS) for the Angoon (District 12) and 
Hoonah (District 14) by separating them from the non-subsistence area of 
Juneau and District 16 which does not have a C&T finding for the district.  
SEAFA supports and acknowledges that subsistence customary and 
traditional use is a priority in the State of Alaska.   
     Two proposals were submitted to the Board of Fisheries for 
consideration during the 2009 cycle that requested changes for Angoon, 
one was to the Amount Necessary for subsistence on an individual stream 
basis. Provided below is additional information on this proposal and why the 
decisions were made in 2009. Failure to act on this proposal in 2009 is part 
of the background basis for the ETJ petition submitted by Kootznoowoo and 
their justification that the State of Alaska processes does not consider 
their subsistence priority. Proposal #236 was a request to modify findings 
regarding the amount of salmon reasonably necessary to provide for 
subsistence uses (ANS) in the Southeast Alaska Area. The staff comments 
for this proposal summarized how the ANS finding for Southeast Alaska 
salmon were determined in 2006 which replaced the 1993 finding. At the 
Jan 2006 meeting, the previous finding was considered low because it was 
based on reported rather than estimated subsistence harvest.  The current 
ANS findings are for Districts 11, 12, 14 and 16 combined at 4,178 – 10,133. 
During the committee meeting held during the middle of the Board of Fish 
meeting (committee C) there was a discussion of this proposal and the 
committee report summarizing the discussion contained the following 
statements. 
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Department: Department cannot manage a subsistence salmon ANS (Amount 
Necessary for Subsistence) on a stream specific basis.  
Federal Subsistence Representative: stated that they support using the 
best available information but are neutral on what the ANS numbers should 
be or how they are derived. 
Support: Support the department’s option 2 in Staff Reports (RC3) (which 
was to take no action, with a directive to ADF&G and the public to develop 
comprehensive options for the next Southeast Alaska Finfish meeting (in 
2012) for more precise ANS findings for salmon).   
Opposition: Public expressed concerns about managing for specific stocks as 
opposed to mixed stocks, as agreed to in the US/Canada Pacific Salmon 
Treaty. 
The board took no action and directed the Dept. to look at this more 
comprehensively and suggested that another proposal be submitted next 
cycle sub-dividing the ANS finding to derive an Angoon Community ANS 
separate from the rest of the Juneau Management Area. During 
deliberations, Board members tried to work further on developing a current 
ANS findings but the subsistence staff was unable to produce at such short 
notice the information being requested and prior ANS worksheets.  No 
proposal was submitted in the 2012 cycle. Failure to act on this proposal is 
part of the justification for the ETJ petition and the failure of the State 
of Alaska to consider the subsistence priority. 
     SEAFA believes that an ANS finding for salmon should be for a 
reasonable opportunity to gather salmon of ALL SPECIES combined and 
from a combination of systems. We do not support setting an ANS finding 
for just sockeye salmon from just the Kanalku system.  Part of the change to 
the access to sockeye specifically for subsistence was that historically seine 
vessels would keep sockeye from their commercial catches.  When it got to 
the point where there were no more seine vessel owned by Angoon residents 
was at the point when Angoon residents started to be concerned about 
meeting their subsistence needs. While there isn’t access to local seine 
vessels anymore there are charter vessel within the village that are capable 
of crossing Chatham Straits to fish some of the traditional other sockeye 
sites. 

Proposal #154: Support. SEAFA supports this Department proposal to 
correct the regulations moving the District 5 Shipley Bay gillnet fishery 
from the personal use section to the subsistence section. 
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Proposal #155: Oppose.  SEAFA does not support party fishing on charter 
vessels. A bag and possession limit belongs to the individual fisherman not 
to the charter vessel.  This definition is consistent across the state and 
should be maintained and is also consistent with federal halibut regulations. 

Proposal #156: Oppose.  We don’t believe that bow and arrow is an 
appropriate gear type for fishing.  
Proposal #157: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes changing the sport fish king salmon 
size limit from 28 inches to 26 inches.  We believe that there would be 
Pacific Salmon Treaty considerations to this proposal and would require 
changes to the sport fish king salmon management plan to provide additional 
management measures. 

Proposal #158: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes this proposal requesting set bag 
limits on an annual basis.  The king salmon management plan has been working 
fairly adequately since 2003 to maintain the sport fishery within the sport 
fish allocation but even so has still with changing bag limits inseason 
exceeded its share of the allocation in 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010 
although some years was very close. 

Proposal #159 & 160: Support. SEAFA support this proposal even though 
there is no conservation concern for salmon.  Our preferred solution would 
actually be to change the possession limit so that processed fish counts as 
part of the possession limit and therefore a possession limit is actually a 
possession limit as it is in almost any other state.  In our belief in listening 
to SE RAC meeting that the issue this proposal is trying to address is the 
large amount of fish that a non-resident takes home and then trades and 
sells to neighbors in order to finance the fishing trip to Alaska.  Non­
residents should be required to fill out harvest records and have limits 
before subsistence or personal use fishermen should have these 
requirements. 

Proposal #166: AMEND. SEAFA supports part of this proposal and opposes 
part of this proposal.  SEAFA supports changing the effective date for D-11 
sport fishery to April 1st to help simplify and clarify regulations.  SEAFA 
does not support opening the upper waters of Taku Inlet.  We strongly feel 
this proposal has Pacific Salmon Treaty implications; this area was closed to 
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protect king salmon and rebuild the run.  An extensive process through the 
Juneau Douglas Fish and Game Advisory committee reviewed this closure 
when the PSC considered the Taku and Stikine fisheries as rebuilt and 
started allowing directed fisheries when there is surplus fish to escapement 
allowed to be harvested under the sharing arrangements negotiated under 
the Pacific Salmon Treaty. The Taku king salmon did not meet escapement 
goal in 2014 and another poor return is expected in 2015.  This is not the 
time to make changes that harvest additional Taku king salmon. 

Proposal #167: Support. SEAFA supports this proposal.  The Department 
has been implementing these regulations by yearly EO’s – this puts the 
current practice into regulation. 

Proposal #168: N/A based on Proposal #167. 

Proposal #172: Support. SEAFA supports this Department proposal to 
clean up unnecessary and confusing regulations. 

Proposal #173: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes this proposal that would require the 
board to address habitat, conservation, subsistence priority and consult with 
local affected communities if C&T subsistence might be affected.  The 
Board of Fish currently through their legislative, regulatory, policies and 
guidelines are already required to address and consider habitat, 
conservation and subsistence priority. The individual board members may not 
publically convey all their considerations and elaborate as fully as this 
proposal would require on the record but they are a part of the current 
process. The portion of the proposal that local affected communities if C&T 
subsistence might be affected must be consulted is also a part of the 
process if the members of the community took part in all aspects of the 
Board process by establishing and participating in a local fish and game 
advisory committee, by having local tribes and community associations 
submit written testimony providing information about possible effects of a 
proposal and by participating in the board meeting.   

Proposal #175: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes at this time the establishment of a 
new task force. If changes to the SE Enhanced Allocation Plan becomes 
necessary it would become apparent to the Regional Planning Team (RPT) and 
they would be the appropriate body to take steps to reconsider the 
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allocation plan. An important component of the SE Enhanced Allocation plan 
is the Board of Fish Finding (#94-148). 

Proposal #176: Oppose.  The SE Enhanced Allocation plan is a region wide 
plan and not a species and site specific plan.  While the proposal states the 
joint RPT and hatcheries have failed to develop a successful solution to solve 
the troll imbalance there are other factors that influence decisions.  The 
hatchery associations spend the largest portion of their budgets trying to 
provide coho and king salmon to the troll fleet.  What the hatchery boards 
cannot influence other than putting the hatchery fish in the water and 
working with the Board of Fish and Department to provide time and area is 
having the troll fleet target the hatchery fish.  There are substantial 
amount of king and coho salmon that are produced by the associations that 
end up being cleaned up in THA by the gillnet and seine fleet which further 
exacerbates the situation.  There are many trollers that will not participate 
in the hatchery spring king salmon fisheries because they are hatchery fish, 
or don’t fish the chum salmon peaks because they are occurring at the same 
time as the summer king salmon opening. It might be that the troll allocation 
percentages were not set at an appropriate level but the RPT and hatchery 
associations have always tried to provide fish, time and area which is all they 
can do. 

Proposal #177 & duplicate proposal #178: Support. SEAFA supports this 
proposal submitted by NSRAA to close a small portion of the Mist Cove SHA 
in order to protect the floats, barrier nets, net pens and provide safety to 
the NSRAA staff. 

Proposal #179 and duplicate proposal #180: Support SEAFA supports this 
proposal submitted by NSRAA to close a small portion of Kasnyku Bay SHA 
to protect coho, chinook, and chum salmon broodstock to commercial fishing. 

Proposal #181: Support:  SEAFA supports this ADF&G housekeeping 
proposal to formally codify the Neck Lake SHA. 

Proposal #184: SEAFA supports this SSRAA generated proposal to allow 
troll of chum salmon to occur in the Kendrick Bay THA June 15 to 
September 30 and allow the Department to close trolling if necessary by EO 
during this time period. This would provide an opportunity for trolling 
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concurrently with seine openings. 

Proposal #188: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes this proposal and the strategy 
behind it.  Allowing one of the net gear groups to fish periodically through 
the week allows the darker chum salmon to be kept cleaned out of the area 
and better quality fish to be sold into the marketplace by all gear groups. 

Proposal #189: Support. SEAFA supports this proposal submitted by the 
Department to remove an incorrect reference to the Northern Southeast 
seine salmon fishery management plan. 

Proposal #192: No Action. SEAFA supports the Board taking no action on 
this proposal as it is already required that all salmon taken for personal use 
during commercial fishing operations (regardless of gear type) to be 
recorded on a fish ticket. 

Proposal #193: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes this proposal that closes the seine 
fishery and takes away management flexibility by the department.  The 
reports provided by the department for this meeting and in particular 
Northern Chatham Strait sockeye salmon: 2014 updated stock status, 
fishery management, and subsistence fisheries. (by Bednarski, J., D. K. 
Harris, and S. C. Heinl. 2014) provides the information and background for a 
determination that purse seine fishing in District 12 as managed by ADF&G 
provides adequate protection of the salmon to provide for the customary 
and traditional amounts of salmon.  There is no apparent correlation between 
the amount of escapement and harvest combined and the time, effort and 
harvest of salmon in district 12 by the seine fleet.

 A similar proposal was brought forth in 2009 (Proposal #262) and staff 
comments at the time stated, the Department was “neutral on the allocative 

aspects of this proposal”. But did state “The department has for many years 
implemented effective conservation measures to protect sockeye salmon stocks 
in Chatham Strait that are important to subsistence users.”  “These measures 
include closing waters in the approaches to the terminal areas of Kook and 
Kanalku lakes and structuring fishery openings so that local Chatham Strait 
stocks are provided adequate time, free of commercial exploitation, to reach the 
terminal areas. . . . The Chatham Strait sockeye salmon issue appears to be a 
socioeconomic rather than resource competition issue.  Local Chatham Strait 
sockeye salmon stocks are small with inherently limited productivity.  Recent 
increased subsistence harvest demands have been placed on these stocks that 
do not appear to be sustainable when directed at only one particular stock (i.e. 
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Kanalku Lake). However, these harvest demands may very well be sustainable if 
the harvest is spread over several stocks. 1” 

SEAFA believes that this is still true today and that it is still appropriate 
for ADFG to manage the seine fishery by Emergency Order. This 
management provides flexibility to react to in-season changes and abundance 
of all species, monitoring stream & escapements.   
     The Northern Southeast seine salmon fishery management plan is an 
allocation plan between gillnet and seine fleets for north bound sockeye 
salmon. 

Proposal #194 & 195: Oppose. SEAFA opposes closing a portion of Lisianski 
Inlet to commercial fishing. We support the department having the 
flexibility to manage by EO authority based on what they are viewing in 
season for escapement, subsistence priorities and on run strength. 

Proposal #198 & 201: Support. SEAFA supports the department proposal to 
codify the areas around sockeye streams in the Angoon that have been 
closed by EO authority for over 10 years to provide for a subsistence 
priority. 

Proposal #199, & 201: Oppose. SEAFA opposes this proposal to close the 
seine fishery. See comments above on proposal #193. 

Proposal #203: Oppose. SEAFA does not believe that the maximum speed 
at which a purse seine can be towed is the appropriate way to regulate seine 
gear if the issue is the new nets being fished. See staff comments. 

Proposal #204 & 205: Oppose. The use of spotter planes has historically 
been used in the fishery and their use does not create a conservation issue. 

Proposal #206: Support. SEAFA supports this ADF&G housekeeping 
proposal. 

Proposal #208: Oppose as written.  SEAFA opposes the proposal as written 
for a maximum mesh size of 6” when there is no directed king fishing in 
District 8. A maximum mesh size is problematic with gillnet web as the web 
permanently stretches as it is soaked in water and fished.  So although the 

1  2009  staff comments RC 2 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=fisheriesboard.pastmeetinginfo 
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fisherman buys a net they expect to be legal, often it is not legal after it 
has been fished. That said, SEAFA does not oppose the Department having 
the management tool in District 8 to require maximum 6” web when 
necessary to protect escapement. 

Proposal #209: Oppose. SEAFA opposes this proposal to use deeper nets 
with a maximum mesh size of 4-7/8 inches. See comments on Proposal #208 
about maximum size nets.  If looking to increase pink salmon harvest in the 
gillnet fishery, single filament web would be a more effective tool.  When we 
queried are members about this proposal we had many oppose the proposal 
and almost no support for the deeper nets. 

Proposal #210: Support.  SEAFA supports this proposal to allow single-
filament web. When our members were queried, only one fisherman reported 
back to the office that they oppose this proposal. Many fishermen 
appreciated having the choice but weren’t sure if they would buy a single-
filament net or not.  The benefits are the cost of buying the cheaper single-
filament web compared to the cost of 6 strand or multi-strand gillnet web.
    In 1987, the department evaluated 4 different types of gillnet web2 

including the six strand gear that became legal in 1988.  In this report² it 
states, “No difference was found between the recently legalized six-strand 
monofilament nylon gear and mono-twist with center-core used commercially 
for the past several years. The six-strand gear did appear to be twice as 
efficient as the multi-filament in clear water (as represented by the Sumner 
Strait results figure 6) but our results were inconclusive, probably due to 
low catch rates and small sample sizes.” They go on to state that the gillnet 
coho catch is used as an indicator and has treaty implications, the same as 
the staff comments in RC2 this year but the gillnet study states, “The 
results indicate that the six-strand gear may be more efficient than the 
older multi-filament gear for coho salmon in clear water fisheries.  In order 
to address this problem additional study is planned in Sumner Strait, which 
will focus on the two gear types, multi-filament and six-strand, to hopefully 
provide a more precise estimate of relative efficiency by increasing the 
sample sizes.” The six-strand gear is a legal gear where the more inefficient 
center core gear is now no longer legal.  The department adjusted to these 

2 Alexandersdottir, M., Muir, J., and Lynch, B. Gillnet Gear Evaluation Study in Southeast Alaska, 1987 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Commercial Fisheries Division, Juneau, Alaska, Sept. 1988 
Regional Information Report No. 1J88-19 http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/FedAidPDFs/RIR.1J.1988.19.pdf 
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gear changes without effects on the fishery. SEAFA supports the following 
three additional criteria for passage of this proposal: 1.) the gear does 
not become legal until January 1, 2016; 2.) fisherman fishing with 
single-filament gear be required to register with the Department in the 
district they are fishing so that the managers can know the number of 
fisherman in the district using mono, the amount of mono in the net so 
they department could when looking at CPUE data over the short term 
determine if the boats fishing mono have significantly different catch 
rates; and 3.) a sunset date in three years so that fishermen and 
department can report back to the Board about the use of mono (i.e. 
did the department change the amount of time fished in any district 
because of increased catch rates with the use of mono).  

Proposal #211: Support. SEAFA supports this Yakutat Advisory Committee 
proposal to remove the sunset clause for the set gillnet permit stacking 
regulation. 

Proposal #212: Support. SEAFA supports this Yakutat Advisory Committee 
proposal to allow the owner of two commercial set gillnet permits to fish 
both permits throughout the Yakutat region. 

Proposal #213: Support. SEAFA supports this Yakutat Advisory Committee 
proposal to allow the historical practice of allowing set net fishermen to co­
op their fish by splitting on the fish tickets the number of fish by permit 
holder upon an agreed upon settlement rather than trying to assign one net 
and keeping the fish separate from that net with other nets. 

Proposal #214: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes this proposal for deeper nets while 
there is a management concern for Chinook salmon but supports the 
department having the management authority to allow deeper nets when 
appropriate and there are no management concerns. 

Proposal #215: Support. SEAFA supports this proposal to allow 60 mesh 
deep nets in Yakutat Bay after July 1st . 

Proposal #216: Support. SEAFA supports this proposal to change the day 
of the week that gear on the East River switches from one to two 20 fathom 
gillnets. 
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Proposal #217: Oppose. SEAFA opposes this proposal to establish and 
opening date in regulation for the Tsiu as it takes away department 
flexibility to respond to in-season information. 

Proposal #218: Support.  SEAFA supports this ADF&G housekeeping 
proposal to bring clarity to the closed waters of the Lost River due to 
physical changes to the river landscape. 

Proposal #219: No Position. SEAFA would highlight part of the issue raised 
in this proposal regarding using the Anadromous Waters Catalog for 
determination of streams for protection by the 500 yard closure.   

Proposal #222: Support. SEAFA supports this ADF&G proposal to clarify 
that it is Alaska hatchery salmon that counts towards the 20% necessary 
for a spring troll fishery not any hatchery fish. 

Proposal #223: Oppose. SEAFA opposes this proposal to change the 
allocation between the two summer king salmon openings.   

Proposal #225: Support. SEAFA supports extending the sunset date for an 
additional three years for the District 12 and District 14 Enhanced Chum 
Salmon Troll Fisheries Management Plan but also believes it is very 
important for ADF&G to gather additional data on this fishery to make sure 
that harvest of out-migrating smolt being caught on the smaller chum salmon 
hooks is not causing the declines in the Chilkat and Taku chinook returns. 

Proposal #226, 227 & 229: Oppose. SEAFA does not at this time support 
this as a permanent or expanded fishery until more is known about the 
interaction of the small chum salmon hooks on out-migrating Chinook salmon. 

Proposal #228: Oppose. SEAFA opposes a mandatory 10 day closure for 
coho at the beginning of August.  This takes away the departments 
flexibility to manage all fisheries while protecting the resource first.  

Proposal #231: Oppose.  SEAFA opposes an increased closure for trolling in 
the waters of Naha Bay.  This is the same proponents for creating a marine 
reserve in Proposal #113. They just don’t want anyone in the area. 
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Proposal #232: Support. SEAFA supports the Departments proposal to 
clarify the definition of power troll gear. 

Thank you for considering our comments on these proposals.  We will be at 
the meeting and can provide more information during the Board of Fish 
public process or please contact us if we can provide any additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy Hansen 
Executive Director 
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