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The proposed action would not modify restrictions in State waters within 3 nm of the Sutwik
Island haulout, or in that portion of the 20 nm closure area around haulout that occurs in
Federal waters. The proposed action would not modify restrictions that apply to vessels
with an FFP that harvest Pacific cod in the parallel Pacific cod fishery within the 20 nm
closure area around Sutwik Island. The proposed action would not modify management of
hook-and-line, jig, or trawl Pacific fisheries in parallel waters within the action area. Under
status quo management, the State permits vessels to use jig gear to harvest Pacific cod in the
parallel fishery around Sutwik Island without restriction. Under status quo management, the
State prohibits the use of hook-and-line and trawl gear for the harvest of Pacific cod in the
parallel fishery within State waters around Sutwik Island.

ESA consultations and Steller sea lion protection measures

The ESA consultation history for effects of the GOA Pacific cod fisheries on the SSL WDPS is
extensive. Most recently, NMFS issued a biological opinion (BiOp) on the authorization of the
Alaska groundfish fisheries under the FMP, including the GOA Pacific cod pot fishery, on
November 24, 2010 (2010 FMP BiOp). The 2010 FMP BiOp concluded that the groundfish
fisheries, as authorized, were likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the SSL WDPS and
adversely modify designated critical habitat.

The GOA Pacific cod jig and pot fisheries were not implicated in the jeopardy and adverse
modification finding. The jeopardy and adverse modification finding in the 2010 FMP BiOp
was based on potential connections between the continued decline of SSL WDPS populations in
the western and central Aleutian Islands and the Aleutian Islands Atka mackerel and Pacific cod
fisheries. NMFS subsequently modified the SSL protection measures in the Aleutian Islands
Atka mackerel and Pacific cod fisheries in 2011 (75 FR 77535, December 13, 2010; corrected 75
FR 81921, December 29, 2010) and 2015 (79 FR 70286, November 25, 2014) to ensure the
fisheries were not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the WDPS or adversely modify
its designated critical habitat.

NMFS has implemented protection measures to reduce potential competition for prey between
the GOA Pacific cod fishery and SSLs since 1990. No-transit areas were instituted in 1990,
trawl closures in 1992, and Pacific cod pot fishery measures in 2001. The following section
summarizes SSL protection measures in the GOA Pacific cod fishery, analyzed in the October
19, 2001 BiOp on the Authorization of BSAI and GOA Groundfish Fisheries, 2010 FMP BiOp,
proposed (67 FR 56692, September 4, 2002) and final (68 FR 204, January 2, 2003) rules:

Harvest Control Rule

To protect prey abundance for the SSL WDPS, the harvest control rule stipulates the Pacific cod
acceptable biological catch be reduced when Pacific cod spawning biomass is estimated to be
less than 40 percent of the unfished biomass. Pacific cod fishing would be prohibited in the
event the estimated spawning biomass is below 20 percent of the projected unfished biomass.
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Area Closure

Numerous areas are closed to Pacific cod harvest in the GOA to protect prey availability in

important sea lion foraging areas. Table 1 provides Pacific cod fishery restrictions in the GOA
for specific rookeries and haulouts. *

1 See Table 5 to 50 CFR 679 for a list of all rookery and haul-out sites, by latitude and longitude, throughout the

GOA and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and associated closures for all gear types. See Table 12 to 50 CFR 679 for a
list of 0 to 3 nm “no groundfish fishing/no transit” locations.



Table 1. Area closures in the GOA Pacific cod fishery

No Fishing Zone for

No Fishing Zone for

No Fishing Zone

Site name Trawl Gear Hook and Line Gear for Pot Gear
(nm radius) (nm radius) (nm radius)
Chuginadak ? 20 10 20
Samalga 20 10 20
Ogchul 1. 20 10 20
Polivnoi Rock® 20 10 20
Emerald I.42 20 10 20
Unalaska/Cape Izigan® 20 10 20
Unalaska I./Cape Sedanka? 20 10 20
Old Man Rocks? 20 10 20
Akutan |./Cape Morgan? 20 10 20
Rootok? 20 10 20
Tanginak 1.2 20 10 20
Tigalda/Rocks NE? 20 10 20
Aiktak? 20 10 20
Ugamak 1.2 20 10 20
Round? 20 10 20
Bird I. 10 - -
Caton I. 3 3 3
South Rocks 10 - -
Clubbing Rocks S 10 3 3
Clubbing Rocks N 10 3 3
Pinnacle Rock 3 3 3
Sushilnoi Rocks 10 - -
Olga Rocks 10 - -
Jude 1. 20 - -
Sea Lion Rocks (Shumigans) 3 3 3
Nagai |./Mountain Pt. 3 3 3
The Whaleback 3 3 3
Chernabura . 20 3 3
Castle Rock 3 3 3
Atkins 1. 20 3 3
Spitz 1. 3 3 3
Mitrofania 3 3 3
Kak 20 20 20
Lighthouse Rocks 20 20 20
Sutwik 1. 20 20 20
Chowiet I. 20 20 20
Nagai Rocks 20 20 20
Chirikof I. 20 20 20
Puale Bay 10 - -
Kodiak/Cape Ikolik 3 3 3
Takli I. 10 - -
Cape Kuliak 10 - -

>Trawl closure around this site is limited to waters east of 170° 0’00 W longitude
3 Restriction area includes only waters of the Gulf of Alaska area.

4 See 50 CFR 679.22(a)(7)(i)(C) for exemptions for catcher vessels less than 60 feet (18.3 m) LOA using jig or

hook-and-line gear between Bishop Point and Emerald I. closure areas.
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No Fishing Zone for

No Fishing Zone for

No Fishing Zone

Site name Trawl Gear Hook and Line Gear for Pot Gear
(nm radius) (nm radius) (nm radius)
Cape Gull 10 - -
Kodiak/Cape Sitkinak 10 - -
Shakun Rock 10 - -
Twoheaded I. 10 - -
Cape Douglas (Shaw 1.) 10 - -
Kodiak/Cape Barnabas 3 3 3
Kodiak/Gull Pt 10, 3 - -
Latax Rocks 10 - -
Ushagat I./SW 10 - -
Ugak |.° 10, 3 - -
Sea Otter I. 10 - -
Long I. 10 - -
Sud I. 10 - -
Kodiak/Cape Chiniak 10 - -
Sugarloaf I. 20 10 10
Sea Lion Rocks (Marmot) 10 - -
Marmot I.8 15, 20 - -
Nagahut Rocks 10 - -
Perl 10 - -
Gore Pt 10 - -
Outer (Pye) . 20 10 10
Steep Pt. 10 - -
Seal Rocks (Kenai) 10 - -
Chiswell Islands 10 - -
Rugged I. 10 - -
Pt Elrington”- & 20 - -
Perry 1.6 - - -
The Needle® - - -
Pt Eleanor® - - -
Wooded I. (Fish I.) 20 3 3
Glacier 1.6 - - -
Seal Rocks (Cordova)’ 20 3 3
Cape Hinchinbrook’ 20 - -
Middleton 1. 10 - -
Hook Pt.’ 20 - -
Cape St Elias 20 - -

5> The trawl closure between 0 and 10 nm is effective from January 20 through June 10. Trawl closure between 0 nm

and 3 nm is effective September 1 through November 1.

& The trawl closure between 0 and 15 nm is effective from January 20 through June 10. Trawl closure between 0 nm

and 20 nm is effective September 1 through November 1.

7 Contact the Alaska Department of Fish and Game for fishery restrictions at these sites.
8 The 20 nm closure around this site is effective only in waters outside the State waters of Prince William Sound.
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Figure 1. Federal and parallel Pacific cod non-trawl (pot and hook-and-line) fishery restrictions
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Vessel Monitoring

Any vessel participating in the GOA Federal or parallel Pacific cod pot fishery is required to
have an operable vessel monitoring system (VMS) onboard when the directed Pacific cod pot
fishery is open to ensure compliance with the SSL protection area restrictions. NMFS does not
require VMS on vessels using jig gear due to the fact they generally are not restricted except
within 3 nm of rookeries (no fishing zones in Table 21 to 50 CFR part 679) and in the Seguam
foraging and Bogoslof areas (areas outside of the Central GOA). Vessels using jig gear are
exempt from most of the closure zones beyond 3 nm of rookeries due to their slow rate of
extraction and small number of vessels which prosecute these fisheries. (See 67 FR 956, January
8, 2002).

Fishing Seasons
The annual GOA Pacific cod fishery in the Western and Central regulatory areas is divided into
two seasons (50 CFR 679.23(d)(3)):

A season - January 1 through June 10 for hook-and-line, pot, and jig gear;
January 20 through June 10 for trawl gear

B season - September 1 through December 31 for hook-and-line and pot gear;
June 10 through December 31 for jig gear;
September 1through November 1 for trawl gear

The Eastern GOA has no seasonal apportionments.
Seasonal Allocations

To disperse Pacific cod harvests over time and reduce the likelihood of localized depletions, the
catch allocations for the GOA Pacific cod fishery are divided into two seasons:

A season - 60 percent
B season - 40 percent

All directed fishing allowance and incidental catch of Pacific cod that may occur in other
groundfish fisheries before June 10 are managed such that total harvest in the A season is not
more than 60 percent of the annual TAC.

Description of the Gulf of Alaska Pacific Cod Pot Fishery

Thorough descriptions of the Federal and parallel GOA Pacific cod fishery are provided in the
2010 FMP BiOp and the final rule for Amendment 83 (76 FR 74670, December 1, 2011) to the
GOA FMP. They are incorporated here by reference. Amendment 83, implemented in 2012,
changed the Western and Central GOA Pacific cod TAC allocation from an inshore/offshore
allocation to an allocation among harvest sectors (catcher vessels and catcher/processors using
trawl, pot, hook-and-line, and jig gear) (76 FR 74670, December 1, 2011). The sector
allocations under Amendment 83 further dispersed the GOA Pacific cod harvest in time relative
to the action analyzed in the 2010 FMP BiOp.

Amendment 83 further stabilized the GOA Pacific cod fishery by 1) prohibiting federally
permitted vessels without properly endorsed licenses from participating in the parallel Pacific
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cod fishery and 2) limiting the ability for vessels to reactivate a surrendered FFP to one time in
three years. Before Amendment 83, vessels could surrender their FFP and participate in the
parallel Pacific cod fishery without being subject to Federal observer coverage, VMS, or
recordkeeping and reporting requirements and then have their FFP reactivated an unlimited
number of times to re-enter Federal fisheries. Amendment 83 has improved the temporal
dispersion of the GOA Pacific cod harvest and the data available for managing the fishery and
enforcing SSL protection closure areas.

While the directed fishery for Pacific cod in Federal waters (3 nm to 200 nm) are open, directed
fisheries for Pacific cod in State waters, referred to as parallel fisheries, are prosecuted under
virtually the same rules as the Federal fisheries, with catch accrued against the Federal TAC.
The State also manages separate Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) fisheries for Pacific cod in
State waters. Catch from the State GHL fisheries is not deducted from the Federal TAC. The
State GHL fisheries are opened when Federal/parallel fisheries are closed. The State GHL
fisheries are not allowed to harvest more than 25 percent of the combined acceptable biological
catch limits of Western, Central and Eastern GOA Pacific cod (76 FR 11111, March 1, 2011).
The proposed action would not modify any aspect of the State GHL fishery.

Proposed Change to the Gulf of Alaska Pacific Cod Pot Fishery

The proposed action would modify the State’s management of the GOA Pacific cod pot parallel
fishery relative to the action analyzed in the 2010 FMP BiOp. The proposed action would allow
the State to authorize the use of pot gear in State waters more than 3 nm from the Sutwik
Island haulout, where it overlaps State waters (Figure 3). This would resulting in additional
State waters being open during the GOA Pacific cod pot parallel fishery. The State would
undertake this action under its regulations that apply only to State waters. No change would
be required or made to Federal regulations under the proposed action. The proposed action
would not change the GOA Pacific cod TACs or seasonal TAC apportionments.

Action Area

The action area is the GOA management area (Figure 2). This action would solely address
management of the Pacific cod pot parallel fishery in a portion of State waters within the State
Chignik Management Area, shoreward of GOA Federal reporting area 620, and west of 156° W
longitude.

The area affected is within the 20 nm area of SSL critical habitat around the Sutwik Island
haulout, which is closed to Pacific cod fishing with pot gear in Federal and parallel fisheries to
conserve prey for SSLs (see 68 FR 204, January 2, 2003). The 20 nm closure area around
Sutwik Island that does not overlap State waters would not be affected (Figure 3). The 3 nm
area closures in State waters around the Sutwik Island and Kak Island haulouts would remain
unchanged. Three additional 20 nm Pacific cod pot fishery closure areas of SSL WDPS critical
habitat around Lighthouse Rocks, Chowiet Island, and Chirikof Island are adjacent to, but
are not included in, the area affected by the proposed action.
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Figure 2. Gulf of Alaska Federal reporting areas



Figure 3. Proposed modification of SSL protection measures for the parallel Pacific cod
fishery in the Chignik Management Area (Central GOA)

Effects of the Proposed Action

The area that would be opened under the proposed action is currently closed to Pacific cod
fishing with pot gear during the parallel fishery to conserve prey in nearshore habitats that appear
to be important for SSL foraging. Here, we analyze whether, based on the best available
information, the proposed action is likely to adversely affect the SSL WDPS.

For purposes of the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action
on the listed species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are
interrelated or interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02). The applicable standard to find
that a proposed action is “not likely to adversely affect” listed species or critical habitat is that all
of the effects of the action are expected to be insignificant, discountable, or completely
beneficial. Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and are those that one would not
be able to meaningfully measure, detect, or evaluate, and should never reach the scale where take
occurs. Discountable effects are those that are extremely unlikely to occur. Beneficial effects
are contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species.

10
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Current Harvest

Current harvest of Pacific cod by pot vessels in the proposed area is limited due to its
remoteness. Based on recent effort (2013 through 2015) in the parallel fishery, the nearest active
fishing grounds to the area proposed to be opened are about 50 nm to the west. Vessels without
FFPs that fish in those adjacent areas are relatively small (generally less than 60 ft length overall
(LOA)) and deliver to western GOA processors. The two nearest ports to the proposed action
area that receive Pacific cod are Sand Point and Kodiak, approximately 125 nm west and 350 nm
east from Sutwik Island, respectively. Transit time for delivery trips to those ports from the area
proposed to be opened is between 24 and 48 hours. Because processors require Pacific cod to be
delivered no more than three days from harvest, the extended delivery time results in actual
fishing operations of only 1-2 days, thereby limiting potential catch. Consequently, most of the
non-FFP Pacific cod pot vessels that deliver to Kodiak or Sand Point processors do not fish in
the Central GOA west of 156° W longitude.

NMEFS assumes that any Pacific cod harvest in the area proposed to be opened would be
harvested by vessels that do not have an FFP and that have participated in the parallel fishery in
the Central GOA west of 156° W longitude with pot gear since 2013. Harvest records from
2013 through 2016 show that four vessels meet those criteria, and only one of those vessels
fished more than one year from 2013 through 2016.

The Pacific cod harvest by non-FFP pot vessels from 2013 through 2015 is provided below in
Table 1 as a baseline harvest level from which to determine and evaluate the potential change in
harvest under the proposed action. For the period from 2013 through 2015 the maximum
number of trips per year by any non-FFP vessel in parallel Pacific cod pot fishery the Central
GOA west of 156° W longitude was five, with an average harvest of 25 metric tons (mt or tons)
of Pacific cod per trip. The total harvest of Pacific cod per year for all non-FFP pot vessels in
the parallel fishery during that period and in the action area was less than 300 tons per year.

Six additional non-FFP vessels participated in the parallel fishery in the Central GOA west of
156° W longitude with pot gear prior to 2013. However, these vessels have not fished in the
action area since 2011. As explained below, the sector split implemented under Amendment 83
in 2012 changed the participation and temporal extent of the parallel Pacific cod pot fishery.
Therefore, this analysis is limited to the years after 2012 when the pot cod sector was allocated
its own TAC. Prior to the sector split, all Pacific cod pot and hook-and-line vessels competed in
a race to harvest the shared GOA Pacific cod TAC before the trawl “A” season began on January
20. Before Amendment 83 was implemented, the trawl harvest opening resulted in the Pacific
cod TAC being taken quickly, closing the area to all gear for Pacific cod.

Since the implementation of Amendment 83, the Pacific cod pot harvest has been prosecuted at a
more moderate and consistent pace. Amendment 83 also prohibited vessels without properly
endorsed LLP licenses from participating in the parallel Pacific cod fishery, and limited the
ability for vessels to reactivate a surrendered FFP to one time in three years. The number of
vessels that fish for Pacific cod in State waters during the parallel fishery has declined since the
implementation of Amendment 83 and the amount of observer coverage and vessel location
monitoring in the parallel fishery has increased.

11
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Harvest under the State’s GHL fisheries opens after the closure of the parallel fishery. Harvest
may continue through August. Vessels participating in the GHL fisheries are allowed to fish in
the SSL WDPS closed areas, with the exception of the 3 nm no-transit zones. For comparative
purposes, harvest in the GHL Pacific cod pot fishery in the Chignik area from 2013 through 2015
is shown in Table 2. Vessels that fish in the GHL Pacific cod fishery in this area represent a fleet
that does not fish in the parallel fishery.

Table 2. Central GOA Pacific cod pot harvest: west of 156° W longitude (2013-2015)

Vessel %o quvest
. Mgt . Harvest Number of Taken in SSL
Permit Fishery Year -

Type Area (t) vessels No-Fishing
Zones***

2013 150-300* 1-4* 0

Chignik Parallel 2014 150-300* 1-4* 0

2015 150-300* 1-4* 0

Non-FFP 2013 4,356 19 oL

Chignik GHL 2014 4,575 12 90

2015 5,124 17 82

2013 197 3 0

\orPand | chignik | Parallel | 2014 864 4 0

2015 527 6 0

*For reasons of confidentiality, the exact harvest and number of vessels cannot be reported.
** Includes the non-FFP vessels in the 2013-2015 Chignik parallel fishery reported in the rows above.
*** GHL fisheries are not restricted from fishing in areas closed to other fishing for SSL protection.

Pacific cod pot and non-pot harvests (2013 through 2015) for the Central GOA and the Central
GOA west of 156° W longitude are presented in Table 3. In Federal waters for those years, the
average Pacific cod harvest by non-pot gear is greater than the average pot gear harvest.
However, in the State waters parallel and GHL fisheries, Pacific cod harvest by non-pot gear is
lower than that of pot gear.

Table 3. Central GOA Pacific cod harvest: non-pot vs pot gear: 3-year avg (2013-2015)

Central GOA Harvest (t) - Central GOA Harvest (t) —
All Areas West of 156° W longitude
Non-Pot * Pot Total Non-Pot* Pot Total
Federal and State
waters (excluding 25,318 10,757 26,393 3,709 1,213 4,922
GHL)
FFP and Non-FFP 2,667 2,921 5,588 59 52g*** 588
Parallel Fishery Only
Non-FFP Only 252%* 1,027 1,279 3** 300*** 303

* Non- pot gear comprises hook-and-line, jig, non-pelagic trawl, and pelagic trawl.
** Non-pot gear for “Non-FFP Only” comprises hook-and-line and jig.
*** Upper estimate of non-FFP harvest in the Chignik parallel fishery.

12
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Effects of the Expected Temporal Distribution of Catch on the SSL WDPS

NMFS expects the overall temporal distribution of the GOA Pacific cod pot fishery to be
unchanged relative to the status quo. No net change under the proposed action is expected for
the total duration of the GOA Federal and parallel fisheries for Pacific cod with pot gear. As
noted above, the fishery is broken into two seasons with approximately 5-6 total weeks of active
harvest. The “A” season allocation is generally harvested within 5-6 weeks of the January 1 start
for hook and line, pot, and jig gear. The “B” season allocation is not always achieved. No
change to the seasonal TAC would occur under this proposal.

Effects of the Expected Spatial Distribution of Catch on the SSL WDPS

The proposed action would open 651 nm? (green shaded area in Figure 3), or 65.1%, of the total
1,000 nm? area closed for SSL WDPS protection in the state waters Chignik Management Area
to non-FFP vessels fishing for Pacific cod with pot gear (light and dark purple and green shaded
areas in Figure 3). For comparison, the 651 nm? affected by the proposed action represents
4.6% of the total 14,118 nm? closed to Pacific cod fishing with pot gear in the GOA (see blue
areas in Figure 1) and 1.6% of the total SSL critical habitat area (41,590 nm?) in the BSAI and
GOA. The proposed action would not modify any other SSL area closures in Table 1.

The proposed action may result in slight changes to the spatial distribution of Pacific cod harvest.
The proposed action would allow only vessels without an FFP to fish in the area proposed to be
open during the Pacific cod pot parallel fishery. The closure would remain in effect for vessels
operating in the parallel fishery while holding an FFP, because those vessels must comply with
all Federal regulations (50 CFR 679.22 (b)(2)(iii)) and this action does not propose a change to
the Federal regulations. As noted above, this action is expected to affect approximately four
non-FFP pot vessels that harvested Pacific cod in the Central GOA parallel fishery west of 156°
W longitude from 2013 through 2015.

If all four vessels shift their parallel Pacific cod pot fishing effort into the proposed open area,
NMEFS estimates that a maximum of 1,000 t (5 trips * 4 vessels * 25 t per trip) may be harvested
in the proposed open area based on the 2013 to 2015 data. However, the 2013 through 2015
harvest of 150-300 t shown in Table 1 represents a more realistic expected harvest estimate for
the proposed opened area as it incorporates more realistic operating logistics. The 300 t estimate
also may be high, since these vessels typically fish close to the Western GOA line to conserve
fuel costs. Fishing in the proposed opened area would require vessels to incur longer transit
times and higher fuel costs, possibly reducing the number or duration of trips to this area.

A further increase over the estimated harvest of 300 t is possible under a provision in
Amendment 83 which allows a floating processor to operate in the area under a Community
Quota Exemption (CQE). If a floating processor were to exercise this option due to the proposed
action, it may attract additional non-FFP vessels to fish in the area. However, the CQE floating
processor has a regulatory processing limit of 1,000 t per year. At this time, no operators have
expressed interest in operating a CQE floating processor.

Harvest levels in the State GHL Pacific cod pot fishery in the Chignik Management Area are
expected to be similar to those reported in Table 1. That fishery is prosecuted during a different
time period from the Federal and parallel Pacific cod pot fisheries, and GHL vessels are not
required to abide by the SSL protection measures. Thus, vessels in the GHL fishery are not

13
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affected by the proposed action. Likewise, Pacific cod harvest in Federal waters is expected to
be similar to harvest for the 2013 through 2015 period, because the proposed action would not
affect those vessels.

In summary, NMFS estimates that implementation of the proposed action would likely result in
approximately four vessels harvesting no more than 300 t of Pacific cod per year in the newly
opened area in the parallel Pacific cod fishery over 5-6 weeks in January and February. The net
effect of the proposed action is an estimated shift in the spatial distribution of approximately
0.8% of the combined, annual Federal and parallel Pacific cod harvest in the Central GOA.

Effect of the Action on SSL WDPS

There have been no reports in the List of Fisheries of direct, incidental or intentional takes of
SSLs in the Pacific cod pot fishery off Alaska. Therefore, NMFS concludes that opening the
proposed area to fishing for Pacific cod with pot gear during the parallel fishery is not likely to
result in any direct incidental takes of SSLs.

Two SSL WDPS haulouts are in the area that would be opened under the proposed action at
Sutwik and Kak Islands. SSL counts from the most recent surveys (NMFS 2015) at the Sutwik
and Kak Island locations are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. SSL counts at Sutwik and Kak Island haulouts 2013 through 2015

2013 2014 2015
YEAR - - ;
Sutwick Kak Sutwik Kak Sutwik Kak
NON-PUPS 298 210 Not Surveyed 262 194
PUPS 19 0 Not Surveyed 36 0

The annual rate of change in SSL WDPS abundance in the Central GOA increased from 2000
through 2012 (NMFS 2014) and continued through 2015 (NMFS 2015) as seen in Table 5,
although not at the higher rates of the adjacent Western and Eastern GOA areas. The reasons for
those differences are presently unknown.

Table 5. SSL WDPS Annual Rates of Change from 2000 (% yr?)

YEAR/ 2013 2014 | 2015

AREA |WGOA| CGOA | EGOA |WGOA | CGOA | EGOA |WGOA| CGOA | EGOA
NON-

bUps | 360 | 197 | 498 | 409 | 261 | 522 | 395 | 268 @ 507
PUPS | 358 © 193 | 434 : 327 | 214 | 444 @ 328 @ 282 : 431

Through this analysis NMFS has shown that a small number of non-FFP vessels may harvest
approximately 300 t of Pacific cod each year from January through February in the area
proposed to be opened to pot gear in the parallel fishery. Under the proposed action, all vessels,
whether with an FFP or not, would be prohibited from fishing for Pacific cod with pot gear

14
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within 3 nm from the Sutwik Island haulout. All vessels with an FFP would be prohibited from
fishing for Pacific cod with pot gear within 20 nm from the Sutwik Island haulout during the
Federal/parallel Pacific cod pot fishery.

NMES projects the potential for a shift in the spatial distribution of less than 1 percent (0.8%) of
the Central GOA Pacific cod harvest under the proposed action with no change to the overall
Pacific cod TAC or temporal dispersion of the harvest.

The 2010 BiOp discusses the impacts of prey availability to SSL that may arise from competition
between fisheries and SSL and states, “Competition occurs if the fisheries reduce the availability
of prey to the extent that sea lion condition, growth, reproduction, or survival is diminished, and
population recovery is impeded.” Prey encountered by an individual foraging SSL in part
determine its net gain in energy and nutrients that affects its condition, growth, reproduction, and
survival. Connors and Munro (2008) have shown that the winter Pacific cod trawl fishery in
their Bering Sea study area does not result in localized depletion of Pacific cod at the scale of the
fishery removal. Thus, although the fishing removals may have an immediate localized effect on
fish abundance, the effect may be obscured by characteristic rapid fish movement (less than one
week) over a geographic scale greater than the fishery removal. Qualitative inference from the
study area to other areas, including the area proposed to be opened under this action, requires
consideration of similarities in fishing pressure and Pacific cod behavior and movement.
Although additional information is needed on the size and duration of prey density decreases that
impact SSL foraging success on a local scale, it is a reasonable assumption based on the findings
of Connors and Munro (2008) that the slow pace and very low level of expected harvest under
this action would not result in localized depletion of Pacific cod.

Because the effects of this action are limited to a potential spatial redistribution of less than 1
percent of the Central GOA Pacific cod harvest by a small number of non-FFP vessels, NMFS
concludes that the effects of the proposed action on the SSL WDPS would not be able to be
meaningfully measured, detected, or evaluated and, therefore, would be insignificant. This
conclusion is further supported for the following reasons:

e Amendment 83 to the GOA FMP resulted in further temporal distribution of harvest and
reduced the number of participants fishing in State waters during the parallel Pacific cod
fishery relative to the regime that existed when NMFS implemented the SSL protection
measures, including the 20 nm closure to pot gear around Sutwik Island.

e SSL abundance at Sutwik Island increased from 2002 through 2015 concurrent with GHL
Pacific cod harvests inside SSL critical habitat west of 156° W (Table 2). The GHL
harvests inside SSL critical habitat are more than 10 times the harvest expected to occur
in State waters within the 3 nm to 20 nm closure around the Sutwik Island haulout under
the proposed action.

e Localized depletion of Pacific cod is not expected to occur as a result of the action due to
the slow pace and low level of harvest by a limited number of vessels using pot gear.

¢ NMFS implemented area closures for Pacific cod fishing with pot gear at 39 of the 78
SSL rookery and haulout sites in the GOA (Table 1). Greater area closures may not
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correspond with greater SSL population increases. A cursory examination of a Central
GOA site with no area closures for any gear type (e.g., Caton Island) shows an increasing
abundance of SSLs whereas only one animal has been counted over the last 12 years at a
site with 20 nm closures for all gear types (e.g., Samalga) (Fritz et al. 2016). NMFS has
not conducted a robust analysis of the efficacy of the closure areas on SSL abundance
and notes that the proposed action would modify one of the 39 area closures in the GOA
for only a few vessels fishing in the parallel Pacific cod pot fishery (Table 6).

Table 6. Count of GOA rookery and haulout sites with area closures (20 nm, 10, nm, 3 nm,
and none) for Pacific cod fishing with pot gear

Closure Area Number of SSL Sites Number of SSL Sites
(FFP/non-FFP)
20 nm 21 21/20
10 nm 2 2
3nm 16 16/17
None 39 39

Determination

Because the proposed action is likely to result in insignificant effects on the GOA Pacific
cod fishery and, therefore, in insignificant effects on the SSL WDPS and designated critical
habitat, we conclude that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the SSL
WDPS. We request your concurrence with this determination.
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ACR 10 October 18-20, 2016 Petersburg Vessel Owner’s Association
PO Box 232 Petersburg, AK 99833 (907) 772-9323 email: pvoa@gci.net

October 4, 2016

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board of Fisheries

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811

Email: dfg.bof.comments@alaska.gov

RE: Comments for October 18-20 Work Group Meeting for the ACR 10 concerning the Southern
Southeast Sablefish Fishery

Dear Board of Fisheries Members,

Petersburg Vessel Owner’s Association (PVOA) is composed of over 100 members participating in a
wide variety of species and gear type fisheries. An additional 35 businesses supportive to our
industry are members. Targeted species include salmon, herring, halibut, sablefish, cod, crab,
shrimp, pollock, tuna, geoduck, and sea cucumber.

PVOA'’s mission statement is to:

“Promote the economic viability of the commercial fishing fleet in Petersburg, promote the
conservation and rational management of North Pacific resources, and advocate the need for
protection of fisheries habitat.”

PVOA continues to support legalizing pot gear for the C61C Southern Southeast Sablefish
fishery and ask that the Board of Fish address ACR 10 before the Southeast Shellfish/Finfish
cycle in 2018. We believe that this fishery is in need of action before 2018 for conservation issues, as
well as economic reasons.

First and foremost, the Department of Fish and Game during the work session on August 30™ stated
that they couldn’t estimate the amount of sablefish taken by whales during their stock assessment
surveys or the commercial fishery when killer whales are occupying Clarence Straits. Our members
agree that this is problematic for them in the management of the fishery and accounting of total
removals for each year. It also affects the biomass and consequently the available acceptable
removals for all user groups in the area.

Additionally, when vessels either for survey purposes or commercial fisheries suffer predation form
whales, they are forced to set additional gear increasing their interactions with bycatch of many
types of rockfish and other species.

The Southern Southeast Sablefish fishery is currently broken into two seasons. The hook and line
gear get the first 75 days from June 1 to August 15 and pot gear gets the second 75 days from
September 1 to November 15. Our members have a conflict in seasons between the hook and line
season and various southeast salmon fisheries’ seasons. PVOA members support re-opening the
hook and line season on August 25" to prevent this timing conflict and enable the fishery to occur
when less whales are in Clarence Straits. This re-opening would also allow permit holders to choose
to fish their equal quota share in the fall when prices for sablefish are often higher than in the spring.

At the 2015 Southeast Finfish meeting, our membership supported similar proposals 134 and 135
that would allow hook and line longline fishermen the option to convert to pot gear. We also
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supported the Emergency Petition in August of 2016 that would have allowed pots or an extension
of the season.

Thank you for your service and considering our comments. Petersburg Vessel Owner’s Association
represents 6 of the 20 active permanent and interim C61C permits. We would be happy to answer
any questions, please email us at: pvoa@gci.net.

Respectfully,

Megan O’Neil
Executive Director



Submitted By

Christopher Tobias
Submitted On

9/30/2016 4:28:37 PM
Affiliation

Sport Fishing Guide

Phone
907-521-2927
Email
chris@roehard.com
Address
PO Box 877922
Wasilla, Alaska 99687

Dear Board Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

I am writing to you in hopes that you would support the common sense
proposal to strengthen Alaska'’s fish habitat permitting for the future of
sustainable salmon. As a sport fishing guide, | whole heartedly support the
diverse Alaskan authors who have put this request before you. The
importance of this proposal can be seen by the array and background of the
individuals that united around a common solution. From sport fishers, to
commercial fishers, business owners, tribal representatives and scientists,
one unanimous conclusion was reached. Title 16 needs to be

strengthened to provide the ADF&G the necessary tools to protect and

preserve our salmon stocks for current and future generations.

My wife, Hillery, and | own Roe Hard Guide Service, which operates on
the Susitna River Drainage. We make a large portion of our living guiding
clients for all five species of Salmon. Without a healthy fishery and
depleted resources we would not be able to operate in any way shape or
form that would be beneficial to us and our clients. A healthy fisher is not
only important for us as Alaskans economically, but it is imperative we
maintain a healthy fishery so future generations can enjoy and prosper off

of our natural resources.

The issue at hand is that Title 16, the Alaska Statute that deals with all
things fish and game, has not been amended since statehood. Although the
statute contains statements for how the State of Alaska will plan or
development of important salmon habitat, it lacks clear criteria and
specificity for the ADF&G to determine whether habitat permit

applications should be approved or denied.
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The Alaska Board of Fisheries should listen to the people of this great
state, and the authors of the proposal, and use its authority to recommend
that Title 16 be updated to incorporate principles and criteria from the
Sustainable Salmon Policy, which were specifically developed to “ensure
conservation of salmon and salmon'’s require marine and aquatic habitats,
protection of customary and traditional subsistence uses and other uses,
and the sustained economic health of Alaska’s fishing communities.” 5
AAC 39.22(b). Such a recommendation is consistent with the Board’s
statutory duties to conserve fish and game and assure that their use

continues to be available on a sustained yield basis.

The State of Alaska’s first industry was fishing, and the need for the
conservation based management was a primary impetus for statehood. In
economically tough times, Alaska'’s fishing industry remains a reliable
economic engine for countless Alaskan families and communities.
Thousands of Alaskans, such as myself, are employed as fishing guides,
tourism operators, commercial fishers, seafood processors, marine
mechanics, and so on. Given the grave importance and long-term potential
of Alaska’s salmon fisheries to sustain many more generations of fishing
families, we must ensure that our laws and development decisions are
stringent an concise when it comes to protecting salmon habitat.

Thank you for your service on our state Board of Fisheries. Please forward

the need for action to update our fish habitat law onto the state legislature.

Sincerely,

Christopher and Hillery Tobias

Owners

Roe Hard Guide Service
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Submitted By PC 24
David D Athearn 1 0f 1
Submitted On
10/1/2016 5:16:09 AM
Affiliation
Retired sport fisherman

Phone
907 321 3678
Email
athearn@agci.net
Address
4237 Marion drive
Juneau, Alaska 99801

lam a 73 year old, 40 year residence of Alaska. |suggest that seniors be allowed to use bait in fresh water as well as children under the
age of 16. ltis very difficult to hike up and down streams at my advanced age and being allowed to use bait would increase my chances of
catching my winter supply of fish while staying close to my vehicle. |feel this would have minimal impact on the fresh water fisheries and

be a good accomadation to older Alaskans. Thanks for considering my proposal.


mailto:athearn@gci.net

Submitted By PC 25

Terry Nininger 10f1
Submitted On
10/1/2016 10:27:45 AM
Affiliation
Phone
907-357-1606
Email
nininger@alaska.net
Address

P.O.Box 877944
Wasilla, Alaska 99687

RE: Letter of Support for EF-F16-037: Establish Shell Lake As A Conservation Concern

In the interest of rehabilitating the Shell Lake sockeye adult escapement and smolt emigration, Shell Lake should be classified as a stock
of conservation concem, (Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy, (SSFP), 5 AAC 39.222 (f) (6), “conservation concern”). In recent history
there has never been a greater need to restore a salmon population than what currently exists at Shell Lake.

Adult escapement into Shell Lake has dropped from 69,800 in 2006 to 215 fishin 2016. Out migrating smolt has dropped from 80,600 in
2007 to 12 fishin 2016. Itis only because of the efforts by a private organization, Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association, (CIAA), that there
are any remaining sockeye in Shell Lake.

As referenced in the SSFP, “conservation concern means concern arising from a chronic inability, despite the use of specific
management measures, to maintain escapements for a stock above a sustained escapement threshold (SET)". Yes, “a conservation
concern is more severe than a management concern”. A conservation concern has rarely, if ever, been used by the BOF but the Shell Lake
issue is unique. Previous management efforts have failed to address the complete collapse of this run. Based on euphotic volume, the
estimated adult sockeye salmon potential production in Shell Lake should be 10.3% of the entire Susitna River drainage.

The sockeye problem at Shell Lake is complex. Certainly, the pike populationis a primary factor, as is the presence of disease and
beavers. But that does not take away from the need for an action plan that precludes further harvest of sockeye. You cannot maintain the
same level of harvest and still reduce the mortality factor. Additionally, the action plan should include further understanding of what can be
done to reinstate the salmon population.

The Alaska Board of Fisheries needs to take a bold and unprecedented position to declare the Shell Lake sockeye a stock of
conservation concern. In the short term this may compromise the interests of sports and personal use fishermen and commercial
fishermen, but in the long run it is the only action that will return this fishery to its original and natural state.

Terry Nininger


mailto:nininger@alaska.net

Submitted By PC 26
Joshua Cress 10f1
Submitted On
10/1/2016 12:56:38 PM
Affiliation

Phone
907-202-3053
Email
jicress@alaska.edu
Address
50374 Speedy Hill St.
Kenai, Alaska 99611

Dear members of the Board,

My name is Joshua Cress and | am writing regarding the prosed changes to Title 16 of the Alaska State Constitution and ensuring
sustainable salmon habitats are preserved. | am an Alaskan of 11 years, and a lifelong Alaskan in spirit. | have lived on the Kenai
Peninsula for the entirety of my residence and have worked in the fisheries industry first-hand both as a deckhand and as a seasonal
employee for the Department of Fish and Game.

Salmon are very important to me and to our state as you are very well aware of since you are tasked with regulating our salmon and
making the difficult decisions for salmon fisheries. It is my opinion that the proposed changes to the Alaska State Constitution, Title 16, are
reasonable, but more importantly necessary. The fact that this section of the constitution has not been updated since its original ratification
is downright negligent, both to Alaskans and the salmon they so value. Considering that 1 in 7 Alaskans are employed by the seafood
industry (1), and that industry totals an export value of 3.27 billion dollars annually (2) the future of Alaskan’s and Alaska’s economy are at
stake. Consider also the lower-48’s salmon fisheries. In 1999, 40% of historic spawning ranges were unoccupied by salmon in Oregon,
Washington, Idaho, and California (3). We do not make further definitions to Title 16, or manage our salmon in a sustainable and biological
manner, our future may look similar.

I urge you to consider Alaskans and their salmon, and would like to urge you once again to make this necessary change tot Title 16 and
send it to the senate. Implementing the Sustainable Salmon plan that was created by the Department of Fish and Game would be a very
wise decision.

I thank you for taking your much valued time to review this plea.
Sincerely,

Joshua J. Cress

References:

1. Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute 2014 Annual Report — http://ebooks.alaskaseafood.org/ASMI_Annual_Report/

2. Alaska Seafood Market Institute Economic Value Report — http://www.alaskaseafood.org/industry/seafood-market-info/economic-
value-reports/

3. Climate Change Impacts on the United States - Foundation Report: The Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change
- National Assessment Synthesis Team (U.S.)
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Submitted By PC 27
Nyangath Diew 10of 1
Submitted On
10/1/2016 6:10:29 PM
Affiliation

My name is Nyangath K Diew. I'm a student at UAA and I'm writing today because of how important salmon is to me and my family, as it is
to so many Alaskans, especially the Native families. They depend on salmon and that's how they feed their families.

I'm writing in support of the proposed update to Alaska’s fish habitat permitting process.

I strongly support the proposal because most of my family members work in the fishing industry - that is how they make a living and take
care of their families. Please consider this and make the right decision for us and for everyone that will be affected by this including our
future generations.



Submitted By PC 28
Summer Kerr 10f1
Submitted On
10/2/2016 10:45:25 AM
Affiliation

Dear Board of Fisheries members -

I am a lifelong Alaskan born just 2 months after Alaska became a state. |live in Anchorage, and have lived in the Mat-Su where for years |
have fished recreationally and eaten wild salmon.

Part of being an Alaskan is salmon. Before the Trans-Alaska pipeline was built much of our economy and social activity centered around
salmon, other local fish and wild game. Alaska fish and game connected us as one people, no matter what race, religion, education level
each of us had. We cared more about being stewards of our state than becoming rich off things that would change our way of life.

Teaching kids and teens how to catch, prepare and cook salmon teaches many skills and as a mother of two sons is a drug-free activity
that encourages healthy lifestyles and builds a sense of community, which in turn encourages our youth to protect our environment and
keeps them out of activity that leads to delinquency.

I respectfully request the Board of Fisheries define what is undefined in Title 16 so our fisheries are protected from harm and salmon will
thrive. |also ask the Board to include a provision which mandates public notice be made and public input be strongly considered for any
permits for construction that may impact salmon streams.

Salmon are a true and proven renewable resource - if we protect our salmon then future generations will be able to continue our way of life.



Submitted By PC 29
Monika Carhart 10f1
Submitted On
10/2/2016 7:04:57 PM
Affiliation

Board of Fish Directors,

I am relatively new to Alaska, and | have been awed by her many treasures. Coming from the lower 48 | have seen the ravages of man
throughout the states and my concern for Alaska’s treasures is mainly toward sustainability. These salmon resources can be around for
many generations to come - this is needed for all creatures in Alaska, from the trees to top predators, man included. |urge you to adopt
the proposed changes to Title 16, so that this magnificent state can remain so for generations to come.

Thank you,

Monica Corhart
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September 21, 2016

To: Board of Fisheries
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: ACR 9
Dear Board Members,

To provide background, at the Southeast Finfish meeting in February 2015 my father, Darrell Kapp,
submitted a proposal to allow Sitka sac roe herring seine permittees the opportunity to harvest herring
eggs using the alternative method of Open Pound roe on kelp (Proposal 126). It was found by the
Department of Law (DOL) there was an overlap in Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC)
regulations between the Sitka Sound seine (GO1A) and Northern Southeast herring pound (L21A)
administrative areas. DOL stated, “The board likely does not have authority to allow additional users
into this limited entry fishery without prior action by the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
(CFEC).”* Consequently, the Board tabled the proposal until the statewide meeting in March 2016 and
sent a letter to CFEC on March 3, 2015 asking them to re-define the administrative area for the Northern
pound fishery to exclude Sitka Sound so a decision could be made on Proposal 126.” CFEC responded to
the Board they were accustomed to the Board first making methods and means decision conditioned on
subsequent regulatory action by the commission but felt there was a prima facie case for a regulatory
proposal.> CFEC held a hearing in Juneau on November 6, 2015 and determined in January 2016 to take
no further action on the proposal, but allowed that should the Board take positive action on Proposal
126, CFEC would reconsider the matter.® The DOL, in their review of Proposal 126 for the Board'’s
statewide meeting in March 2016, stated, “The Board does not have the authority to adopt this

proposal.”’

If the Board could not take action on the proposal due to the inaction of CFEC then which agency has the
statutory authority to make the decision?

Before testimony at the CFEC hearing started, the CFEC Chair stated: “the thing that | would like all of
you to note is that our proposal does not address the merits of proposal 126.”° Though it was brought
to everyone’s attention that merits of proposal 126 were not going to be debated, the testimony
presented at the CFEC hearing was identical to testimony presented to the Board at its SE Finfish
meeting in February 2015. The difference was the Board had a more robust understanding of the issues

! Dept of Law Memorandum, February 11, 2015

2 Board of Fisheries Letter, March 3, 2015

® CFEC Letter, May 13, 2015

* CFEC Letter, January 8, 2016

> Dept of Law Memorandum, March 4, 2016

® BOF Statewide Meeting PC#14 p. 5-6 CFEC Hearing Transcription 11-6-15
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surrounding proposal 126 and CFEC did not. CFEC made clear their hearing was not to debate the merits
of proposal 126 so; consequently, they did not receive the same information that was provided to the
Board. CFEC lacked the information about the experimental fishery, marketing reports, and everything
else that would go into making a better informed decision with regards to proposal 126. Understanding
that the merits of proposal 126 were going to be decided by the Board, | attended and testified at the
meeting asking CFEC to change the administrative area definition pursuant to AS 16.43.200’ to exclude
Sitka Sound so the Board could decide on proposal 126 in accordance with AS 16.43.950.%

| did not effectively debate proposal 126 in front of CFEC because | was informed the Board of Fish was
the appropriate forum. Unfortunately, as far as | can tell, the CFEC’s no action decision was based on
what appeared to be a majority opinion of people in the room regarding roe on kelp markets and not
based on anything pertaining to the Limited Entry Act. This was disappointing and leaves many
guestions unanswered:

e What is the relationship between the permit holder and the access to a biomass of fish?

e Who has the right to harvest the biomass the permit holder or the gear?

e Does adding another harvest method for a permit holder in a fully utilized fishery change the
individual’s right of access to the biomass in the fishery?

e Are the two fishery areas, set up by CFEC, representative of the historical biomass areas of each
fishery and the management of each fishery?

e Why were two large areas allowed instead of small areas?

o  Why were the administrative lines allowed to overlap yet not overlap completely?

o If the Board of Fisheries is supposed to determine the approval of proposals then why can action
or, in this case, no action from CFEC prevent them from doing so?

These are only some of the questions that should have been answered.

We believe the CFEC made an unfitting decision when they established the administrative area for the
L21A fishery. They had a choice® but exceeded their statutory responsibility and planned for the
expansion of the L21A fishery by choosing a large area definition . CFEC regulates entry into existing
fisheries not future fisheries.’® They overstepped their statutory responsibility by overlapping the GO1A
area and the L21A area. In addition, CFEC didn’t correct the area overlap and usurped the Board'’s
statuary responsibility for development and utilization of fisheries.™

’AS 16.43.200 Administrative Areas

®AS 16.43.950 Applications of Regulations of Board of Fisheries

° CFEC Letter, January 8,2016, paragraph #4

19 AS 16.43.100. (3) establish administrative areas suitable for regulating and controlling entry into the
commercial fisheries.

' AS 16.05.251. (12) regulating commercial, sport, guided sport, subsistence, and personal use fishing as
needed for the conservation, development, and utilization of fisheries;
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The Board has the responsibility to set the means and methods of harvest in an area' but it seems there
is a conflict with CFEC on how to do it. A memo circulated in the past from CFEC states that following
favorable Board action on the proposal, CFEC would stand by to propose complementary regulations.”

In this case, the Board was not allowed to act on the proposal so CFEC was not obligated to make the
needed change. Granted the following is only an assumption, but if the Board would have been allowed
to adopt the proposal then they would have been able to express their reasoning behind supporting it to
CFEC. Perhaps the Boards adoption of the proposal would have been compelling enough for CFEC to
take action as requested.

We are requesting the Board of Fisheries to make sense of what is appearing to be a “chicken and egg”
situation and allow us to again offer a proposal similar to 126 for Board of Fisheries consideration at the
swiftest possible time. If CFEC could not “debate the merits” of proposal 126 and the Board is not
authorized to adopt proposal 126 then how does proposal 126 get a fair hearing?

Alaska State Statute states CFEC shall establish administrative areas reasonably compatible with areas
for which specific regulations are adopted by the Board of Fisheries’. The Board is told by DOL they
can’t adopt the regulations but Alaska State Statute also states that nothing in the Limited Entry Act
(CFEC) limits the powers of the Board of Fisheries, including the power to determine legal types of gear®.
Why, with respect to these statutes, does CFEC have the power to stop potential approval of a Board
proposal when nothing in the Limited Entry Act limits the powers of the Board of Fisheries?

Thank you for your time and consideration of this important matter.
Regards,

Ryan Kapp Darrell Kapp
GO1A Permit Holder

2 AS 16.05.251. Regulations of the Board of Fisheries. (4) Establishing the means and methods employed in
the pursuit, capture, and transport of fish.
* CFEC Memorandum January 12, 2000 submitted as RC 100 during 2016 SE Finfish meeting
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Submitted By PC 32
John Moosey 10f1
Submitted On
10/3/2016 9:40:33 AM
Affiliation
Mat-Su Borough

Phone
9707-861-8689
Email
John.Moosey@matsugov.us
Address
3250 E. Dahlia Avenue
Palmer, Alaska 99645

Letter of Support for HQ-F16-084 Incorporate Portions of the Sustainable Salmon Policy into Alaska Statute 16
Dear Board of Fisheries members,

On behalf of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Fish & Wildlife Commission, | support in concept proposal HQ-F16-084-to Incorporate
Portions of the Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy, (SSFP), AAC 39.222, into Alaska Statue 16. The Alaska fish habitat permitting
process currently lacks criteria necessary to determine whether permitting decisions will adequately protect salmon populations and
related fish habitat. The Board of Fisheries developed the SSFP to “ensure conservation of salmon and salmon’s required marine and
aquatic habitat”. As referenced in the proposal, “elements of the SSFP should be incorporated in Title 16 and applied to ADF&G
permitting decisions”.

I respectfully request the Board of Fisheries to formally request the legislature to incorporate portions of the SSFP into Title 16.
Sincerely,

John Moosey, Borough Manager


mailto:John.Moosey@matsugov.us

Submitted By PC 33
Tawni Neeser 1 0f 1
Submitted On
10/3/2016 10:52:50 AM
Affiliation

Dear Board Fishery members,

My name is Tawni Neeser. |was born and have lived in Alaska my entire life. Fishing has been a family tradition for generations, and
something we not only enjoy but we rely on. 'm writing to you in support of the proposed Title 16 amendments. |urge you to push for the
legislature to adopt these changes.

As Alaskans, itis our responsibility to speak on behalf of the salmon and to protect them and their habitat. Additionally, we need to protect
our environment. Fishing is a crucial source of income for the state, and one day | look forward to fishing our pristine Alaskan waters with
my children and grand-children, and that they can do the same. Please consider these amendments for future generations of Alaskans.

Thank you for your time.



Submitted By PC 34
Ryanne Tyler 10of 1
Submitted On
10/3/2016 1:39:13 PM
Affiliation

Phone
(907) 696-1837
Email
ryanne.tyler@hotmail.com
Address
20231 Paul Revere Cir
Eagle River, Alaska 99577

My name is Ryanne Tyler and as an Alaskan, salmon are important to my community as well as myself and the environment. Why are
salmon important? They provide clean, healthy stream ecosystems even when we pollute them. They are also important as a food
resource for several communities throughout the state, some even surviving off of them. In my community, the Eagle River runs straight
through the town and was populated by many salmon in the past. However, over the years | have noticed a decline in salmon and not many
people venture down to the river any more. People have to travel to far off rivers, such as the Kenai, in order to get their supply of salmon.
We are blessed to live in a state that has such an abundance of salmon. But as our population grows, the salmon population decreases
especially with people illegally fishing or polluting our rivers. What can we do about this? It's simple, really. Amend Title 16 with the
Sustainable Salmon Policy as a guide for permitting projects in fish habitat. This could be a positive change to ensure healthy salmon
habitat for generations to come.


mailto:ryanne.tyler@hotmail.com

Submitted By PC 35
Alexis 1 0f 1
Submitted On
10/3/2016 2:33:06 PM
Affiliation
Lucassen

Phone
(509) 993-6852
Email
alucassen@zagmail.gonzaga.edu
Address
1601 Nelchina St
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Alaska Board of Fisheries -

I am writing to encourage your recommendation of the proposed title 16 changes to the legislature. As a recent graduate of Gonzaga
University in biology and environmental studies, | studied fisheries management and completed a summer internship doing salmon and
ecosystem monitoring and research within the Wood-Tikchik watershed of Alaska. Itis my belief that the attached proposal is necessary
to preserve Alaska’s pristine salmon runs, and prevent further damage.

In my hometown of Spokane, WA, tribes are fighting to return salmon to the area, but sadly, | believe this is a dream that will never come
true due to dams and development that Washington state has become so reliant upon. As a new resident of Alaska, | love having a culture
strongly rooted in fish and pristine habitat, and | don’t want to see our salmon runs become what they are in Washington and elsewhere in
the lower 48.

As an Alaskan resident and someone who has worked hands-on with Alaskan fisheries, | have a lot rooted in the success of this proposal,
just as everyone else who lives and visits this state does. |hope that the Board of Fish accepts this proposal that will increase public
awareness, define what “proper protection of fish and game” is and assume that all waters have fish habitat until proven otherwise.

Thank you for taking the time to hear what | have to say, and for your work to protect salmon.

Sincerely,

Lexi Lucassen


mailto:alucassen@zagmail.gonzaga.edu

Submitted By PC 36
Eric Booton 10f1
Submitted On
10/3/2016 3:08:14 PM
Affiliation

Phone
3039814366
Email
eric.booton@westernalum.org
Address
1510 Nunaka Dr.
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

Hello Board of Fish members,

My name is Eric Booton, I live in Anchorage, and like many Alaskans, spend my spare time with a fly rod in my hand, chasing wild salmon
and trophy trout. The river is where I find my peace and fishing is a cornerstone to my identity.

I am writing to urge you to support the resolution to update Title 16. Alaska stands alone as the last remaining salmon stronghold in the
United States, featuring strong salmon runs and pristine habitat. Being the final frontier for salmon, we have the luxury of looking back on
the costly mistakes that have been made throughout the Lower 48 and learn from them.

Habitat loss is the greatest contributing factor to the loss of anadromous fish runs and in Alaska it is imperative that we set high standards
for protecting fish habitat.

Each year the State of Alaska issues thousands of permits for projects in critical fish habitat, without opportunity for public notice - being
that the fish, wildlife and waters are reserved for the people of Alaska, it is only fair that the people should have the opportunity to weigh in
on projects that will have a large impact on fish habitat and clean water.

To ensure our salmon runs are protected for the future, it is important that we update Title 16 to ensure Alaskans like you and me have a
voice in permitting decisions and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game has the tools it needs to protect anadromous waters.

Under current fish habitat permitting law, only waters in the Anadromous Waters Catalog require a fish habitat permit for development - but
seeing that Anadromous Waters Catalog is woefully incomplete since less than 50% of the waters in the state has been catalog - a wise
improvement would be to assume that all waters are anadromous unless proven otherwise.

A strong and reliable fish habitat permitting process that carefully balances development and salmon, is critical the future of salmonin
Southcentral Alaska, our economy that relies heavily on the fishing industry, and all Alaskans.

As an Alaksan angler, | support the Alaska Board of Fish's use of its authority to recommend to the Alaska Legislature that fish habitat
permitting laws be strengthened as outlined in the resolution to update Title 16 and request that you take action at this work session.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Eric Booton
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Submitted By PC 37
Ryan Astalos 10f1
Submitted On
10/4/2016 12:34:27 PM
Affiliation

Phone

4407088147
Email

ryanasto1@gmail.com
Address

540 Irwin

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

My name is Ryan and | live in Anchorage but travel across the state to find great fishing spots and to have the ability to fill my freezer with
wild salmon. llove being able to find these fishing spots in the Cook Inlet Watershed, whether it be dipnetting on the Kasilof or fly fishing on
the West Cook Inlet. My favorite fish that | ever caught was a silver on the Chuitna and seeing that fish jump out of the water with a purple fly
hanging out of it's mouth was just the biggest adrenaline rush. Because | care about these great opportunities, | felt passionate enough

to share these stories with you. And beyond my love of fishing, | also have a biology degree and have the understanding that if we don’t
conserve salmon habitat then we run the risk of not being able to enjoy the fishing experiences that | shared. | also want to make sure that
someday my kids can fish on the Chuitna like | have.

And for these reasons | support your action on the Stand for Salmon Proposal to strengthen Alaska’s Fish Habitat Permitting. Title 16
surrounding fish habitat permitting has not been updated since statehood and as times change and bigger threats come to light, the state
should adapt and strengthen this law. | would like the board to take into account the following requests; to ensure that public voice is heard
when fish habitat permits are issued on a larger scale, such as the Chuitna coal mine or the Susitna Dam. | would like clear definitions of
what a company has to do in terms of mitigation if they are to to even think about disrupting salmon rearing habitat. | would also like the
board to ensure that there are clear definitions of what it means to protect salmon habitat and what sufficient protections actually means. |
would also like the board to to make it so that it is assumed that every stream has anadromous fish unless otherwise noted, not the other
way around. | would like to see these concerns brought to light to the legislature so that the vision of protecting salmon habitat is reflected
in our laws. We have a huge culture in Alaska surrounding salmon through subsistence, sport and commercial fishing, let's make sure that
our current and future generations can continue to eat, fish and enjoy salmon by protecting their rearing habitat.
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Submitted By PC 38
Samantha Russell 10f1
Submitted On
10/4/2016 12:25:52 PM
Affiliation

Phone
907-232-6668
Email
russell.rabbits@gmail.com
Address
2650 N. Snowshoe Lane
Wasilla, Alaska 99654

Cook Inlet Salmon put fod on my table, provide recreation and creat thousands of jobs for Alaskans around the inlet. These annual salmon
runs generate hundreds of millions of dollars in economica activity every year and sustain our unique Alaskan way of life. They really are
what make Alaska great.

Alaska's constitution and Sustainabl Salmon Poliy were meant to provide strong protections fr our state's unrivaled fisheries and
guarantee residents a voice in the decision making process. Despite these protections, our system fails to provide protections for our
fisheries and often leaves Alaskan voices out of the process.

Please do everything in your power to protect Cook Intlet Salmon (and all other salmon) as well as MY voice and my children's voices when
it comes to the future of Alaska's fish, water, and habitat.
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Submitted By PC 39
James Tunnell 10f1
Submitted On
10/4/2016 11:33:09 AM
Affiliation
Chase Commuinty

Phone
907-733-1246
Email
tunnell_james@hotmail.com
Address
P.O. Box 143
Talkeetna, Alaska 99676

Chase Community Council
Po box 205
Talkeetna AK. 99676

chasetrail45@gmail.com

To: Alaska Board of Fish
From: Chase Community Council
Date: October 3, 2016

Subject: Support for the Sustainable Salmon Proposal

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fish:

The Chase Community Council is the northern most-recognized community council in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.The western
boundary is the Susitna River from Talkeetna to Gold creek and our south and east boundary is the Talkeetna River to Disappointment
Creek. We are affected by many permitting and development issues that impact Alaska fisheries in Cook Inlet. The Alaska railroad travels
along the entire western boundary of our council area along the Susitna River and regularly proposes herbicide spraying along the tracks.
We are the first community downstream of the proposed 730 foot Susitna —\Watana dam. At the same time, our community includes prized
hunting, fishing and recreational areas for Alaskans. For example, we include Clear Creek king salmon fishing and we are in GMU 13E.
The value of these resources to our residents and to Alaskans has putus on the frontline of protecting our fisheries and wildlife habitat. We
have found Alaska’s permitting process to favordevelopment interestsover protection of the natural resources and services that support
our community and our neighbors. The Susitna and Talkeetna Rivers provide food and transportation that supporta lifestyle for this “off-
the-road” community. The Susitna supports the 4th largest King salmon run in Alaska and we strongly support efforts to prioritize and
protect this valuable resource.

The Sustainable Salmon Proposal is a step toward strengthening our ability to protect these valuable resources for our community and for
Alaska. Please support passing this along to the legislature so we can discuss the merits of strengthening the visionary Sustainable
Salmon Policy at a time when Alaskans will rely upon our constitutionally protected resource now more than ever in the state’s history.

Sincerely,
James Tunnell
James Tunnell

Chair of the Chase Community Council
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Submitted By PC 40
Alec Valdez 10f1
Submitted On
10/3/2016 5:22:00 PM
Affiliation

Hello -

My name is Alec Valdez. My weekends growing up were spent on the water fishing all the salmon Alaska has to offer. For Alaskans
salmon is much more than just a food source or a natural resource - it's a way of life. Without salmon Alaska won't be the same.

We need to take proactive steps now, to invest in something that once it is lost, won't come back. Ifitis lost we won’t be able to supply
others with an important food source, our tourism will be slashed and it just won’t be the same.

When projects are offered that pose a 20-30 year solution, we need to remember that those solutions are short term. The salmon we have
run for as long as the world as been around - please remember that when | have a son | can take him to enjoy the same fun | have, with
enough fish to fill the freezer. Please take a look at modifying title 16, to preserve Alaska’s fish.





