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ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Re: Oppose Finfish Proposa1312 

31 January 2012 

RECBVED 
f£"' ~ .. ''"'"'! 

BOARL. 

I oppose Finfish Proposal 312 as it is arbitrary and capricious in that it prohibits the 
flexibility for the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to manage the troll coho catch 
in a fair and equitable manner and, in the long run, is likely to result in the direct reallocation of 
cohos away from the troll fleel. 

Proposal 312 is disruptive and will prove to be unfair to the troll fleet, particularly during 
years of high coho abundance. The commercial harvest guideline allocations between gear groups 
has long been settled history (since 1989) through exhaustive and extensive Board discussion. The 
only realistic way for industry to be held as close as possible to these established guideline harvest 
percentages is for our common regulatory agency, the ADF&G, to manage each fishery first for 
sustained yield, then as closely as possible for allocation. 

Proposal 312 states: "Who is likely to suffer? Outside water commercial troll fishermen." I fail 
to see where I, who at times fish as an "inside troller", stand to "benefit" when the reality of Proposal 
312 will close ill.l trolling. The rationale of using "inside waters commercial fishermen, i.e., inside 
trollers" .Y.erS..Y.S. "outside water commercial troll fishermen" in this proposal is disingenuous, and 
demonstrates a lack of knowledge oftroller movements. 

I am a second generation Alaska troller fishing both inside and outside waters, beginning in 
1964 crewing for my dad aboard the F/V Pegge. It is disheartening to see the return to another 
"fish war" between gear groups. It is unacceptable for the United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters 
Association to attempt to manage the troll fleet's coho allocation. 

I urge the Board of Fish to reject Finfish Proposal 3 12. Thank you for this opportunity to 
comment. 

Respectfully, 

~f'u/ 
Charles E. "Ed" Wood 
FNTalon 
P.O. Box 383 
Petersburg, AK 99833-0383 
907-772-3480 

cc: Alaska Trollers Association 
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Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Dear Sirs, 

W. B. CAMERON 
FN MYRNA ROSE 
3640 Tongass Blvd. So~oe Juneau, AK 99801 

907-789-9072 
Fax:907 -789-7324 

e-mail:wlcam@a:salaskanet 

ZIOlt n : 
~303¢1 

February 1, 2012 

In regard to your proposed regulations, I would submit the following. 

#253 I am in favor of this regulation. 

#285-#287 I am not in favor of repealing the 58' vessel limit in the 
S.E. Seine Fishery or of the increased length of vessels to 
75' but I am in favor of excluding stem ramps and rollers in the 
58' limit for S.E. Alaska 

#288 I am against this proposal. 

#312 I am strongly against this proposal. A mandatory ten day 
closure is an unjust hardship for the troll fishery. H conservation 
is the issue, why aren't all the fisheries participating? 

Thank you for your consideration of the above. 

cc: ATA; SEAFAR 

William B. Cameron 
FNMymaRose 
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RECEIVED 

FEB .D 2 2012 
To Whom It May Concern, 1124/2012 ·B9ARos 

1 am Philip "Rich" Stage. I have had a residence in the Township of 
Loring, located on the northern shore ofNaha Bay Alaska for over thirty-one years, and 
have been an Alaska resident for Forty years. I have recently learned of the proposals 
# 141,142,143,144 presented for discussion at your next SE- Yakutat Fin Fish Meeting 
scheduled in Ketchikan this corning in February 24, 2012. The first order ofbusiness for 
me would be to come out in loud opposition to these proposals. While these proposals are 
generated from an understandable concern for the perceived over fishing of this particular 
area, I cannot support it in that it is not based on science but emotion and anecdotal 
reports. The authors of these proposals sincerely feel that these areas are in need of 
protection, they have little to base their concerns upon, nor do they have the community 
support their title (Naha Conservation") might suggest. I have fished these areas for 
years, and yes there has, in my opinion, been a decline in bottom fish as well as shrimp 
and crab. I have little doubt that it is due to the increase of charter fisheries, lodges, and 
increasing local pressure, but above all commercial over fishing. This is to be somewhat 
expected as the area is one of the most popular recreational areas for Ketchikan and a 
subsistence area for the local residents. As would be expected, there is bound to be a 
clash between the immediate local population and those from outside the area. However, 
to make restrictions on this area before it is properly supported by a study or scientific 
finding is not appropriate at this time. I would think it hard to enforce, unfair and without 
just cause for people making a living in this area, weather it be from visitor based lodges, 
recreational, or subsistence use. I can fully understand the frustration it causes those of us 
with a historical investment in these areas especially when a commercial shrimper, 
crabber, or long liner fills Naha Bay and the immediate area with more pot and long line 
buoys than you can count. I do believe that these techniques' have a heavy impact in a 
confined area already hard hit by the combined above mentioned factors. Therefore I 
would like myself counted as being in support of some sort of moratorium for heavy 
commercial harvest in these areas for bottom fish as well as crustaceans. I think it would 
help the area to recover and give a window of opportunity for a study to be conducted to 
get some baseline information as to what the area can actually support. I believe a study 
to be justified, in that the Naha area has been and hopefully will continue to be 
historically used for these activities. A moratorium might alleviate some of the pressure 
and help with the ever growing concern over the Naha and its immediate surrounds. It 
would also help with soothing concerns for those involved in historical subsistence, 
recreation, and help insure the healthy ecosystem needed for the success for those 
investing in small scale "Mom and Pop' lodges, at least until the area can be evaluated. 
All too many times an area seems to have to completely collapse before a deserving 
closer look takes place. If a commercial fisher has cleaned out an area, they can just pull 
up and move on. But many times they can literally leave hardship in their wake for those 
actually living in that area. Therefore I believe some room needs to be provided to 
breathe deep and take a closer look before it is too late to make a prudent decision. Then 
it might be easier to proceed with fair decisions predicated on science and understanding. 

Philip Stage 
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1/29/1012 

Dear Board of Fish, 

RECENEJ 
~It, 'Jtt~? ..-~.~ ... . i"tft.r ~,. ' r , 

!'9AADs 

I was born in Kenai, Alaska in 1953. My father was a teacher at that time in Kenai and 
went from teaching into the commercial fishing business starting in 1955. As a family 
we started fishing on set net sites, then went into drift gillnetting, and finally into herring 
seining and salmon seining. 

I now operate my own seiner, the FN AGHILEEN, with family members and friends. 
We have fished in the Sitka sac roe herring fishery since 1986. The fishery is very 
important to us as we are a "fishing family" and depend on our investments in all of the 
Alaskan fisheries that we participate in. The Sitka fishery is the first fishery of the year 
for us and we count on it to jump start our entire fishing season. Not only do we depend 
on this commercial fishery but it also helps begin the spring season for local Sitka 
businesses, tendermen, fish buyers and processors. 

I would like you to know that I strongly support the following proposals coming before 
the Boart of Fish in February: 
I support proposal numbers 227,245 and 273. 

I oppose the following proposals up for consideration: 
I oppose proposals 230,231,232,238,and 239. 

Please take into consideration that we have always fished under the guidelines provided 
by the scientific community set up by the State of Alaska. Any attempt to alter how we 
participate in the Sitka herring sac roe fishery based on emotional bias or non-scientific 
and factual evidence presents no valid reason for taking away fishing opportunity for 
fishermen and businesses directly involved in the local Alaskan communities. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

?- 1-~ 
John C. Mitchell 
FN AGHILEEN 
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December 31, 2011 

Board of Fish 

Re: Proposal 292: Change the SE Drift Fishery Schedule 

Dear Board of Fish Members, 

RECETVED 

JAN 3 1 2012 

BOARDS 

We are writing in opposition to proposal 292, which would change the start day and time of the 

Southeast Salmon Drift Gillnet fishery from Sunday at 12:00 PM to Monday at 8:00AM. 

The proposal states that the only people likely to suffer are "State fishery monitors who receive 

overtime pay for weekend openings". However, this proposal would have severe consequences for a 

segment of the fleet like us, who need to fish Sundays in order to have a viable business. 

Many fishing families employ people (captains and crewmembers) that have other jobs outside of the 

fishery, and their ability to participate in the fishery would be drastically reduced if the fishing time were 

changed from Sunday to Monday. Additionally, these fishermen invested in boats, permits and gear 

under the assumption of the traditional Sunday fishery model. 

This proposal would effectively force our family and others like us out of the fishery altogether, as well 

as make it more difficult for other fishermen to maintain a crew, as most other crewmembers cannot 

support themselves on fishing income alone. 

Because this proposal would have severe unintended consequences for some members of the fleet, as 

well as crewmembers who maintain other jobs, we respectfully request that this proposal be declined. 

We would, however support a proposal for an earlier start time on Sunday, if necessary. 

Sincerely, 

~eFanning 
F/V Kelsie Dawn 

Juneau, Alaska 
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January 25, 2012 

Board of Fisheries 
Juneau, AK 99 

RE: Proposals 233 and 234 Equal split 

lfB)~©~llW~~ 
UlJ JAN 3 1 2012 lld) 

FISH AND GAME HQ 
ACCOUNTING 

I oppose converting the Sitka Sound Sac Roe herring fishery into any kind of equal split 
co-op type of fishery. 

1 . Stakeholder response to equal split proposals for Sitka are virtually all opposed 
other than those herring seine permit holders who feel they are at a competitive 
disadvantage in the fishery as presently conducted. 

2. Passage of these proposals will result in a huge loss of jobs in the tendering, fish 
spotting, and fishing crews as the fleet and support effort consolidates. Alaskan 
processing jobs will be lost if Canadian processors end up contracting for the 
majority of the catch. Passage of 233 and 234 will take a very lucrative fishery with 
widespread economic benefits and concentrate those benefits in the hands of 48 
permit holders. We should be maintaining those benefits for all those involved in the 
Sitka herring fishery. These proposals eliminate jobs with no benefit to the resource. 

3. Permit values for Sitka permits continues to be among the highest in the State. 
Forcing equal split will reduce those values as fishermen will be limited in their 
possible economic returns. 

4. Roe quality is unlikely to be improved without excessive "sifting" of fish looking for 
higher roe % resulting in unnecessary handling mortality. ADFG will not allow this. 

5. Equal split is already available to the fleet if all permit holders agree to it as we have 
done many times in the past when biological or economic conditions have warranted. 

6. Equal split penalized fishing vessels, tenders, and spotter pilots who have upgraded 
their equipment and skills and redistributes value to the under performers who do not 
upgrade. 

7. If equal split is passed, permit transfers will become rare as the permit becomes 
purely an investment vehicle leading to guaranteed retirement income. Aspiring up
and comers will have fewer opportunities and little reason to enter the fishery. Is this 
how we want our fisheries to be? 

8. ADFG has done a very competent job of managing the Sitka sac roe fishery with 
ample opportunity for all user groups to meet their needs. The herring stocks are 
strengthening- not weakening. 

9. Regarding the ramming and jamming incidents which many use as a justification for 
requesting equal split, I have fished Sitka roe herring since 1985, with above average 
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success, and have yet to hit or be hit by anyone. The same groups of individuals tend 
to be involved in most of the incidents. Perhaps some attitude adjustments will be 
necessary if they can't get insurance. 

RE: Proposals 238 and 239 Prohibit herring fishing in "core" area. 

These proposals should be rejected. There is no scientific evidence to support the 
belief that the fishery is affecting the subsistence harvest. ADFG spawn surveys show 
that there are plenty of eggs available in the near-town "core" area every year and that 
the fishery does not prevent herring from spawning there. Alaska's fishery resources 
should be managed on sound biological information. Second, third, or 4+ hand 
anecdotal "old-timers" recollections, anthropology, psychological studies and such 
should not be used as the basis of sound management practices. 

General comment: Just because the ex-vessel price fell by 213 from the previous year 
does not mean the total economic value of the fishery fell commensurately. Tendering, 
processing, and other support sectors will continue to provide value at the same level or 
higher than past years, especially with the increased quota. 

Sincerely, Ji;~~Jt.t~ 

Emil "Beaver" Nelson, permit holder 
POB 130 
Homer, AK 99603 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISII AN D WILDLIFE SERVICE 
I 0 II E. Tudor Road 

IN REPLY RH~R 10 Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199 

FWS/OSM 12002.SF 

JAN 2 5 2012 

Mr. Karl Johnstone, Chair 
Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Dear Chair Johnstone: 

The Alaska Board of Fisheries will deliberate 2011/2012 regulatory proposals that address 
Southeast and Yakutat commercial, sport, personnel use and subsistence finfish fisheries beginning 
February 24, 2012. We understand that the Board will be considering approximately 145 proposals 
at this meeting. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, working with other Federal 
agencies, has reviewed these proposals and developed the enclosed preliminary comments on eight 
(8) proposals which may have an effect on Federal subsistence users and fisheries in this area. We 
may wish to comment on other proposals if issues arise during the meeting which may have an 
effect on Federal subsistence users and fisheries. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look forward 
to working with your Board and the Alaska Department ofFish and Game on these issues. 

CC: Cora Campbell, ADF&G 
Tim Towarak, Chair FSB 
JeffRegnart, ADF&G, Anchorage 
Hazel Nelson, ADF&G, Anchorage 
Charles Swanton, ADF&G, Juneau 
Jennifer Yuhas, ADF&G, Anchorage 

Peter J. Probasco 
Assistant Regional Director 

Scott Kelley, ADF&G, Juneau 
Brian Frenette ADF&G, Juneau 
George Pappas, ADF&G, Anchorage 
Lisa Olson, ADF&G, Anchorage 
Monica Wellard, ADF&G, Juneau 
Interagency Staff Committee 

TAKE PRIDEel:f=:: ~ 
INAMERICA~ 
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FEDERAL STAFF COMMENTS ON 

ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES PROPOSALS 

For The 

SOUTHEAST AND YAKUTAT MANAGEMENT AREAS 
FINFISH 

State of Alaska 
Board of Fisheries Meeting 
24 February-4 March, 2012 

Ted Ferry Civic Center 
Ketchikan, Alaska 
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Federal Comments 

The following comments address these proposals only as they affect Federally qualified 
subsistence users and resource conservation. 

Proposals 238/239 request establishment of a subsistence herring fishing only area in 
Sitka Sound. 

Existing State Regulation 

Subsistence Fish/ish Fishing 
5 AAC 01.700. Description of the Southeastern Alaska Area. The Southeastern 
Alaska Area includes all waters between a line projecting southwest from the 
westernmost tip of Cape Fairweather and Dixon Entrance. 

5 AAC 01.705. Description of districts and sections. Districts and sections are as 
described in 5 AAC 33.200. 

5 AAC 01.716. Customary and traditional subsistence users of fish stocks and 
amount necessary for subsistence users. 
(7) herring and herring spawn in waters of Section 13-A, and Section 13-B north of the 
latitude of Aspid Cape; 

Herring Fishery 
5 AAC 27.150. Waters closed to herring fishing in Southeastern Alaska Area. 
(a) Herring may not be taken in Wrangell Harbor inside a line from the southwest point 
of the A laska Wood Products, Inc. wharf to the light on Shekesti Point. 
(c) Wrangell Narrows is closed to herring purse seining between the latitude of Blunt 
Point and the longitude of Prowley Point Light. 
(/)Repealed 12/29184. 
(g) Herring may not be taken in any waters of Favorite Bay. 
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(h) Herring may not be taken in 
(1) District/ , in the waters ofClover Pass. Tongass Narrows, Moser Bay, and 

Naha Bay that are south and east of a line from Indian Point located at 55e 36.85' N lat., 
131 e 42. 03' W long., to the northeastern tip of Betton Island located at 551!J 32.56' N 
lat., I31 e 47. 66' W long., to a point on the southwest tip of Betton Island located at 55e 
30.22' N. lat. , 13/e 50.32' W long .. to Guard Island Light, to Va//enar Point located at 
55e 25.58' N. lat., 13li!J 51.09' W long.; 

(2) Kasaan Bay west of a line from Island Point to Grinda/1 Point, including all 
waters of Skowl Arm, Polk Inlet, McKenzie Inlet, and Twelve Mile Arm; 

(3) District 5; and 
(4) the waters of District 6 west of the longitude of Point Colpoys. 

Southeast Alaska Area 
5 AAC 33.200. Fishing districts and sections. 
(m) District 13: all waters north of the latitude of the southernmost tip of Helm Point and 
west of a line from the southernmost tip of Helm Point to the westernmost tip ofHazy 
Island to Cape Ommaney Light, south of a line projecting west from the southernmost tip 
of Cape Spencer, west of a line from the southernmost tip of Cape Spencer through 
Yakobi Rock to Yakobi Island, south of a line from the northernmost tip of Soapstone 
Point to the westernmost tip of Column Point and west of a line from the southernmost 
tip of Point Hayes to the northernmost tip of Point Thatcher; 

(2) Section 13-B: all waters south of 570 16' N. lat. ; 

Existing Federal Regulation 

§_.27(e)(13) Southeastern Alaska Area. The Southeastern Alaska Area includes all 
waters between a line projecting southwest from the westernmost tip of Cape Fairweather 
and Dixon Entrance. 

(i) Unless restricted in this section or under the terms of a subsistence fishing 
permit, you may take fish other than salmon, trout, grayling, and char in the Southeastern 
Alaska Area at any time. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Yes. Proposal 
FP09-05 (deferred) seeks to close the Federal Public Waters in the Makhnati Island area 
near Sitka to the harvest of herring and herring spawn, except for subsistence harvests by 
Federally qualified subsistence users. This proposal was first deferred by the Federal 
Subsistence Board in January 2009. The proposal was deferred again for another two 
years in January 20 I I. The second deferral was made to allow time for peer review of a 
Sitka Tribe of Alaska authored research paper on herring management and population 
assessment of Sitka Sound herring. Additionally, the Sitka Tribe's Herring Research 
Priority Planning Group may provide additional recommendations regarding the 
proposal. The Federal Subsistence Board will take up the proposal at the next fisheries 
regulatory meeting in January 20 13. The State currently has fishery management 
authority for all waters in the Sitka Sound area unless the Federal Subsistence Board 

2 
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finds it necessary to restrict non-Federally qualified use within the waters under Federal 
jurisdiction. 

Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: The Federal Subsistence Board has not 
adopted a specific customary and traditional use determination for herring in this area; 
therefore all rural residents of Alaska may harvest herring and herring spawn. The waters 
under Federal jurisdiction comprise approximately 800 acres surrounding the Makhnati 
Islands (see map of Federal Public Waters in the marine waters of Sitka Sound). Whether 
an area is opened or closed to commercial fishing will not affect whether a subsistence 
fisher can continue to use all waters of Sitka Sound for subsistence purposes. 

0 
l ilillnl I I I 

Federal position/recommended action: Neutral. The Federal Subsistence Board will 
consider a similar proposal to close the non-subsistence herring fisheries in waters under 
Federal jurisdiction in January 2013. Their decision will be determined independently 
using the information available at that time. 

3 
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Proposal 247 requests that a management plan be developed for Juneau Road system 
sport fisheries. 

Existing State Regulation. 

A fisheries management plan specific to the Juneau Road system is not in State 
Regulation. 

Existing Federal Regulation 

A fisheries management plan specific to the Juneau Road system is not in Federal 
Regulation. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. 

Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: No. As described, the options 
suggested for inclusion within a regulatory management plan would have no effect on 
either Federally qualified subsistence users or Federal subsistence fisheries. 

Federal position/recommended action: Neutral. There is a positive Federal Customary 
and Traditional Use determination for all fish on the Juneau road system. The Federal 
subsistence fishery is managed with a Federal Subsistence Fishing permit. The permit 
lists restrictions designed to provide conservation for sensitive fish stocks and address 
conservation issues. All Federally qualified subsistence users must obtain and comply 
with the federal permit and restrictions listed on it. If the Board adopts this proposal, the 
U.S. Forest Service would like to participate in developing a management plan. 

Proposal 250 requests that sport fishers be allowed to retain Chinook salmon caught in 
freshwater streams in Southeast Alaska. 

Existing State Regulation 

5 AAC 47.022. General provisions for seasons and bag, possessions, annual, and 
size limits for the fresh waters of the Southeast Alaska Area. 
(b) In the fresh waters east of the longitude of Cape Fairweather: 

(1) king salmon: sport fishing for king salmon is closed; 

4 
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Any Chinook salmon taken incidentally while subsistence or personal use fishing for 
other species may be retained. In some locations, there is a Chinook salmon personal use 
fishery to harvest fish in excess of hatchery needs. 

Existing Federal Regulation 

§_.27(e)(J3) (ii) You must possess a subsistence fishing permit to take salmon, trout, 
grayling, or char. You must possess a subsistence fishing permit to take eulachonfrom 
any freshwater stream flowing into fishing Sections I C or I D. 

§_.27(e) (viii) If you take salmon, trout, or char incidentally with gear operated under 
terms of a subsistence permit for other salmon, they may be kept for subsistence 
purposes. You must report any salmon, trout, or char taken in this manner on your 
subsistence fishing permit. 

§_.27(e)(I 3)(xiv) You may take Chinook, sockeye, and coho salmon in the main-stem 
of the Stikine River only under the authority of a Federal subsistence fishing permit. Each 
Stikine River permit will be issued to a household. Only dip nets, spears, gaffs, rod and 
reel, beach seine, or gil/nets not exceeding I 5 fathoms in length may be used. The 
maximum gil/net mesh size is 5112; inches, except during the Chinook season when the 
maximum gil/net mesh size is 8 inches. (A) You may take Chinook salmon from May I 5 
through June 20. The annual limit is 5 Chinook salmon per household. 

§_.27(e)(J 3)(xx) There is no subsistence fishery for any salmon on the Taku River. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. 

Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: Adoption ofthis proposal will change 
allocation of Chinook salmon between the Federal subsistence and the State managed 
fisheries . A total of 39 Chinook salmon have been taken in the Federal subsistence 
fishery, all from Prince of Wales Island streams, since the inception of the permitting 
program in 2003 (excluding Yakutat and the Stikine River). While the numbers of 
Chinook currently taken in the Federal subsistence fishery is small, the numbers available 
for harvest are limited and conservation concerns could arise if another user group is 
allowed to take Chinook salmon in freshwater. Except for the harvest of hatchery excess 
Chinook salmon, Federal subsistence users are the only group currently authorized to 
harvest Chinook salmon in freshwater between Cape Fairweather and Dixon Entrance. 
There are no Federal regulations restricting this harvest except for the Taku and Stikine 
Rivers, but current harvest patterns do not contribute to conservation issues and are 
sustainable. The harvest of Chinook salmon in the Federal subsistence fishery is closely 
monitored, and all fishers are required to possess a subsistence fishing permit. The Taku 
River is closed to subsistence fishing and the Stikine River is the only targeted 
subsistence Chinook salmon fishery in the Region. 
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Federal position/recommended action: Oppose. The Federal Subsistence Management 
Program opposes this proposal for Federal public waters (waters within the exterior 
boundary of the Tongass National Forest, excluding marine waters) for which there is no 
Chinook salmon fishery management plan. All Chinook salmon stocks are fully 
allocated among user groups. Most Chinook salmon spawning stocks are small and could 
not sustain additional directed sport harvest in addition to the mixed stock fisheries 
harvests already allowed. For some of the larger streams, a fishery management plan 
could allow a freshwater sport fishery by formally allocating the resource between user 
groups, providing for the continuation of subsistence use, and requiring monitoring of 
harvest and escapement. 

Proposal 269 would establi sh a catch report card system for subsistence, personal use 
and sport finfish fisheries 

Existing State Regulation 

Subsistence Finfish Fishing 
5 AAC 01.730. Subsistence fishing permits 
(a) Eulachon in the Unuk River, and salmon, trout, char, and herring spawn on kelp may 
only be taken under authority of a subsistence fishing permit. 
(b) Permits will not be issued for the taking of coho salmon from the Taku River and 
Stikine River drainages, or for king salmon. However king or coho salmon taken 
incidentally by gear operated under terms of a subsistence permit for other salmon are 
legally taken and possessed for subsistence purposes as described in OJ of this section. 
(c) In the Chi/kat River, the subsistence fishing permit holder shall be physically present 
at the net while it is fishing. 
(e) The department shall adhere to the following when issuing subsistence salmon fishing 
permits: 

(3) possession limits may be established if resources are limited relative to 
anticipated harvest levels; 

(4) the department may not set any possession limit which jeopardizes the 
sustained yield of a stock; 

(6) the department may require the permit holder to report daily harvests on the 
catch calendar which accompanies the permit. 
(g) When issuing a herring spawn on kelp subsistence fishing permit, the department may 
specify on the permit the times and locations for harvesting and the species of kelp that 
may be taken. The annual possession limit for herring spawn on kelp is 32 pounds for an 
individual or 158 pounds for a household of two or more persons. The department will, in 
its discretion, issue an additional permit for herring spawn on kelp above the annual 
possession limit if harvestable surpluses of herring spawn on kelp are available. 
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(i) The department shall not issue a p ermit for the taking of steelhead trout, but steelhead 
trout taken incidentally by gear operated under the terms of a subsistence p ermit for 
salmon are legally taken and possessed for subsistence purposes. The holder of a 
subsistence salmon p ermit must report any steelhead trout taken in this manner on his or 
her p ermit calendar. 
OJ Salmon, trout, or char taken incidentally by gear operated under the terms of a 
subsistence permit for salmon are legally taken and possessed for subsistence purposes. 
The holder of a subsistence salmon p ermit must report any salmon, trout, or char taken 
in this manner on his or her permit calendar. 
(k) In addition to the reporting requirement under (e) of this section, the department will, 
to the extent practicable, use a harvest monitoring program with surveys and interviews 
to record the harvest of herring spawn on branches, kelp, and seaweed taken in the 
waters of Section 13-A and Section 13-B north of the latitude of Aspid Cape. 

Sport Fishing 
5 AAC 47.024 Harvest record required; annual limit. 
(a) The following provisions regarding harvest records and annual limits apply to 
nonresident anglers sportfishingfor king salmon in the waters described: 

(1) a nontransferable harvest record is required, and must be in the possession of 
each nonresident ang ler sport fishing for king salmon in the waters described in 5 AAC 
47.005; 
c) The following provisions regarding harvest records and annual limits apply to sport 
fishing for steelhead in the waters described: 

(1) a nontransferable harvest record is required, and must be in the possession of 
each p erson sport fishing for steelhead in the Southeast Alaska Area; 

Personal Use Fishery 
5 AAC 77.682. Personal use salmon fishery 
(a) Salmon may only be taken under the authority of a p ersonal use fishing permit. 

Existing Federal Regulation 

§_.27(c) Fishing permits and reports. (1) You may take salmon only under the 
authority of a subsistence fishing permit, unless a permit is specifically not required in a 
particular area by the subsistence regulations in this part, or unless you are retaining 
salmon from your commercial catch consistent with paragraph (d) of this section. 
(2) If a subsistence fishing permit is required by this section, the following permit 
conditions apply unless otherwise specified in this section: 

(i) You may not take more fish for subsistence use than the limits set out in the 
permit; 

(iv) If specified on the permit, you must record, prior to leaving the fishing site, 
daily records of the catch, showing the number of fish taken by species, location and date 
of catch, and other such information as may be required for management or conservation 
purposes; 
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§_.27(e)(I 3)(ii) You must possess a subsistence fishing permit to take salmon, trout, 
grayling, or char. You must possess a subsistence fishing permit to take eulachonfrom 
any freshwater stream flowing into fishing Sections I Cor 1 D. 
§_.27(e)(I 3)(xix) In addition to the requirement for a Federal subsistence fishing 
permit, the following restrictions for the harvest of Dolly Varden, brook trout, grayling, 
cutthroat, and rainbow trout apply: (F) The permit conditions and systems to receive 
special protection will be determined by the local Federal fisheries manager in 
consultation with ADF&G. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No 

Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: No. Federally qualified subsistence 
users in Southeast Alaska are already required to report harvests of salmon, trout, 
grayling, and char on Federal or State subsistence fishing permits. 

Federal position/recommended action: Oppose for subsistence fisheries. This 
regulation would be duplicative for Federally qualified subsistence users in Southeast 
Alaska since they are already required to report harvests of salmon, trout, grayling, and 
char on Federal or State subsistence fishing permits. 

Neutral for sport and personal use fisheries. It is important to account for harvest 
removals by all fisheries to ensure that fishery resources are sustained and harvest 
opportunities are maintained. We assume that the State already obtains reliable estimates 
of harvests in sport and personal use fisheries, but defer to their judgment on whether a 
"catch report card" is needed. 

Proposal 273 would require a permit for subsistence herring eggs on branches in Sitka 
Sound or alter the harvest monitoring program to measure landed weights. 

Existing State Regulation 

5 AAC 01.730. Subsistence fishing permits 
e) The department shall adhere to the following when issuing subsistence salmon fishing 
permits: 

(/)fishing effort must be allowed in places and during times when resource 
abundance will allow a harvest without jeopardizing the sustained yield of the stock and 
in a manner which provides for an orderly fishery; 

(2) any gear must be allowed which is efficient and economical in light of local 
circumstances and which provides for an orderly harvest without waste of the resource; 

8 

10 of 16 Public Comment #7



(3) possession limits may be established if resources are limited relative to 
anticipated harvest levels; 

(4) the department may not set any possession limit which jeopardizes the 
sustained yield of a stock; 

(5) a permit is valid for the entire season in which it is issued; 
(6) the department may require the permit holder to report daily harvests on the 

catch calendar which accompanies the permit. 
(g) When issuing a herring spawn on kelp subsistence fishing permit, the department may 
specify on the permit the times and locations for harvesting and the species of kelp that 
may be taken. The annual possession limit for herring spawn on kelp is 32 pounds for an 
individual or 158 pounds for a household of two or more persons. The department will, in 
its discretion, issue an additional permit for herring spawn on kelp above the annual 
possession limit if harvestable surpluses of herring spawn on kelp are available. 
(k) In addition to the reporting requirement under (e) of this section, the department will, 
to the extent practicable, use a harvest monitoring program with surveys and interviews 
to record the harvest of herring spawn on branches, kelp, and seaweed taken in the 
waters of Section 13-A and Section 13-B north of the latitude of Aspid Cape. 

Existing Federal Regulation 

§_.27(a)(18) Provisions on ADF&G subsistence fishing permits that are more 
restrictive or in conflict with the provisions contained in this section do not apply to 
Federal subsistence users. 

§_.27(e)(J 3) (ii) You must possess a subsistence fishing permit to take salmon, trout, 
grayling, or char. You must possess a subsistence fishing permit to take eulachon from 
any freshwater stream flowing into fishing Sections I Cor I D . 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. 

Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: Federally qualified users harvest 
herring, herring spawn-on-kelp and herring spawn-on-branches from both Federal public 
waters and waters exclusively under State management authority. In Sitka Sound, 
Federal public waters include approximately 800 acres of marine waters surrounding the 
Makhnati Islands (located near the Sitka airport). Federally qualified users would need to 
comply with additional permitting and monitoring requirements when harvesting outside 
ofFederal Public Waters if this regulatory proposal is adopted. 

Federal position/recommended action: Neutral. Herring or herring spawn are not 
included as a species or a fish product that require a Federal subsistence fishing permit. 
Therefore, a Federal or State subsistence fishing permit is not required for Federally 
qualified users to harvest herring, herring spawn-on-branches, or spawn-on-kelp from 
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Federal public waters. If this proposal is adopted by the Alaska Board of Fisheries, it 
would have no effect on the harvest of herring spawn-on-branches from waters under 
Federal jurisdiction. 

Proposal 282 requests that conservation measures be modified for Chinook salmon in the 
"Situk-Ahrnklin and Lost River King Salmon Management Plan" by redefining closed 
waters, changing "non-sale" to "nonretention", and defining management triggers based 
on the "projected escapement" rather than on the "projected in river run". 

Existing State Regulation 

5 AAC 30.365. Situk-Ahrnklin Inlet and Lost River King Salmon Fisheries 
Management Plan 
(a) The purpose of the management plan in this section is to provide for the biological 
escapement goal requirements of spawning king salmon to the Situk-Ahrnklin River 
systems. This management plan provides guidelines to the department in an effort to 
preclude allocation conflicts between the various user groups of the king salmon 
resource. Action points and associated ranges within the plan are intended to be based 
on the current king salmon escapement goal ranges for the Situk River system. 
(b) The biological escapement goal for the Situk River king salmon is 730 three ocean 
age and older fish, with a range of 450- 1,050 fish. 
(c) The department shall manage the commercial, sport, and subsistence fisheries as 
follows: 

(I) if the projected inriver run of king salmon to the Situk River weir is less than 
350 three ocean age and older fish, the commissioner shall close, by emergency order, 
the king salmon ... 

(2) if the projected inriver run of king salmon to the Situk River weir is 350- 450 
three ocean age or older fish the commissioner ... 

(B) may, by emergency order, implement one or more of the following 
management measures for conservation purposes: 

(i) establish a "non-sale" king salmon season in the Situk-Ahrnklin 
Inlet and Lost River set gill net fisheries; 

(ii) close the commercial salmon troll fishery in the waters of 
Alaska bounded on the west by the three-nautical-mile limit and on the 
north by a line extending seaward from 59e 29. 70' N lat., 139e 44.00' W. 
long. and intersecting the three-nautical-mile limit at 59e 27. 77' N. lat., 
139e 49.28' W. long. and on the south by a line extending seaward from 
59e 20.30' N lat., 139e 16.50' W. long. ·and intersecting the three
nautical-mile limit at 59e 18.25' N lat., 139e 21.94' W. long.; ... 

(3) if the projected inriver run of king salmon to the Situk weir is 451- 730 three 
ocean age or older fish, the commissioner shall, by emergency order, implement one or 
more of the following management measures for conservation purposes: 
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(A) establish a "non-sale" king salmon season in the Situk-Ahrnklin Inlet 
and Lost River set gil/net fisheries; 

(B) close the commercial salmon troll fishery in the waters of Alaska 
bounded on the west by the three-nautical-mile limit and on the north by a line 
extending seaward from 59~ 29. 70' N. lat., 139~ 44.00' W long. and intersecting 
with the three-nautical-mile limit at 59~ 27. 77' N. lat., 1 39~ 49.28' W long. and 
on the south by a line extending seaward from 59~ 20.30' N. lat., 1 39~ 1 6.50' W 
long. and intersecting the three-nautical-mile limit at 59~ 1 8.25' N. lat., 1 39~ 
2 1.94' W long.; ... 

(D) restrict the sport harvest of king salmon in the Situk River by 
implementing one or more of the following management measures: 

(i) close portions of the Situk River to sportfishingfor king 
salmon; 

(4) if the projected inriver run of king salmon to the Situk River weir is greater 
than 730 three ocean age and older fish but less than 1,050 fish, the department shall, ... 

(B) manage the commercial salmon troll fishery as specified in 5 AA C 
29.100 in the waters of Alaska bounded on the west by the three-nautical-mile 
limit and on the north by a line extending seaward from 59~ 29. 70' N. lat., 1 39~ 
44.00' W long. and intersecting the three-nautical-mile limit at 59~ 27. 77' N. lat., 
1 39~ 49.28' W long. and on the south by a line extending seaward from 59~ 
20.30' N. lat., 1 39~ 1 6.50' W long. and intersecting the three-nautical-mile limit 
at 59~ 18.25' N. lat., 139~ 21.94' W long.; 
(5) if the projected inriver run of king salmon to the Situk River weir is greater 

than 1,050 three ocean age and older fish, the department shall manage the commercial, 
sport, and subsistence fisheries as necessary to harvest large king salmon in excess of the 
biological escapement goal range; to achieve this goal the commissioner may, by 
emergency order, implement one or more of the following management measures: ... 

Existing Federal Regulation 

§_.27(e)(1 2) Yakutat Area. 
(i) Unless restricted in this section or unless restricted under the terms of a subsistence 
fishing permit, you may take fish at any time in the Yakutat Area. 
(ii) You may take salmon, trout (other than steelhead), and char only under authority of a 
subsistence fishing permit. You may take steelhead trout only in the Situk and Ahrnklin 
Rivers and only under authority of a Federal subsistence fishing permit. 
(iii) If you take salmon, trout, or char incidentally by gear operated under the terms of a 
subsistence permit for salmon, you may retain them for subsistence purposes. You must 
report any salmon, trout, or char taken in this manner on your permit calendar. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. 
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: The ability of Yakutat residents to 
harvest salmon in the Situk River for subsistence uses is affected by State management of 
the commercial set gi llnet fishery in the Situk-Ahmklin estuary and the commercial troll 
fi shery in the Yakutat area. 

Federal position/recommended action: Neutral. The Federal Subsistence Management 
Program is very concerned by recent low returns of Chinook salmon to the Situk River. 
The Federal Subsistence Management Program supports efforts to identify and account 
for all sources of fishing mortality on this stock, and would like to be involved with any 
discussions and committee work concerning revisions of the "Situk-Ahrnklin and Lost 
River King Salmon Management Plan". The U.S. Forest Service's Yakutat District 
Ranger is the in-season manager for Situk River Federal subsistence fisheries , and is 
responsible for specifying permit conditions that recognize the Federal subsistence 
priority while providing for conservation of the Chinook salmon population. 

Proposal 294 would require reporting of commercially caught salmon and steelhead 
retained for personal use. 

Existing State Regulation 

Subsistence Finfish Fishing 
5 AAC 01.015. Subsistence fishing permits and reports 
(a) Salmon may be taken only under the authority of a subsistence fishing permit issued 
by the commissioner, unless a permit is specifically not required in a particular area by 
the subsistence regulations in this chapter, or unless the fisherman is retaining salmon 
from the fisherman's commercial catch consistent with 5 AAC 39.010. 

Southeast Alaska Area 
5 AAC 33.395. Reporting requirements 
The commissioner may, by emergency order, close a commercial salmon fishing season 
and immediately reopen a commercial salmon fishing season during which a CFEC 
permit holder shall be required to report on an ADF &G fish ticket, at the time of landing, 
the number ofsteelhead and the number of king salmon, 28 inches or greater in length, 
taken but not sold. For the purposes of this section "landing" means the act of ofjloading 
fish from a CFEC permit holder's vessel. 

General Provisions 
5 AAC 39.010. Retention of fish taken in a commercial fishery. 
(b) Except as otherwise specified in 5 AAC OJ- 5 AAC 39, a commercia/fisherman shall 
report on an A DF &G fish ticket, at the time of delivery of the commercial catch, the 
number of steelhead retained from the commercial catch but not sold. For the purposes 
of this subsection, "delivery" means the offloading of the finfish for sale or for transport 
to a buyer for later sale. 
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Existing Federal Regulation Federal regulations do not address the issue of reporting 
commercial retention, although §_.27(i)(13)(ii), (xvii) and (xviii) address subsistence 
taking of steel head in the Southeast management area. 

§_.27(i)(13) Southeastern Alaska Area. 
(iii) In the Southeastern Alaska Area, a rainbow trout is defined as a fish of the species 
Oncorhynchus mykiss less than 22 inches in overall length. A steelhead is defined as a 
rainbow trout with an overall length of 22 inches or larger. 
(xvii) Unless otherwise specified in paragraph (e)(13) of this section, you may take 
steel head under the terms of a subsistence fishing permit. The open season is January 1 
through May 31. The daily household harvest and possession limit is one with an annual 
household limit of two. You may only use a dip net, gaff, handline, spear, or rod and reel. 
The permit conditions and systems to receive special protection will be determined by the 
local Federal fisheries manager in consultation with ADF&G. 
(xviii) You may take steelhead trout on Prince of Wales and Kosciusko Islands under the 
terms of Federal subsistence fishing permits. You must obtain a separate permit for the 
winter and spring seasons. 
(A) The winter season is December 1 through the last day of February, with a harvest 
limit of two fish per household. You may use only a dip net, handline, spear, or rod and 
reel. The winter season may be closed when the harvest level cap of I 00 steelhead for the 
Prince of Wales/Kosciusko Islands has been reached. You must return your winter season 
permit within I 5 days of the close of the season and before receiving another permit for a 
Prince of Wales/Kosciusko steelhead subsistence fishery. The permit conditions and 
systems to receive special protection will be determined by the local Federal fisheries 
manager in consultation with ADF&G. 
(B) The spring season is March 1 through May JI, with a harvest limit of five fish per 
household. You may use only a dip net, handline, spear, or rod and reel. The spring 
season may be closed prior to May 31 if the harvest quota of 600 fish minus the number 
of steel head harvested in the winter subsistence steelhead fishery is reached. You must 
return your spring season permit within 15 days of the close of the season and before 
receiving another permit for a Prince of Wales/Kosciusko steelhead subsistence fishery. 
The permit conditions and systems to receive special protection will be determined by the 
local Federal fisheries manager in consultation with ADF&G. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. 

Impact to Federal subsistence users/fisheries: No. 

Federal position/recommended action: Support with Modification. The Federal 
Subsistence Management Program supports this proposal with a modification to require 
that all steelhead retained in commercial fisheries be reported on fish tickets. Accurate 
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accounting of the steelhead harvest is important to both State and Federal management 
and should be a standard requirement for commercial and non-commercial fisheries. The 
Federal Subsistence Management Program does not agree that reporting the harvest to 
sport fishery creel census personnel will result in a more efficient or accurate harvest 
estimate than including this take on a fish ticket. The Federal Subsistence Program 
continues to support reporting all mortality sources of steelhead in all fisheries in 
Southeast Alaska. These data have not been available since 1994, when the Alaska 
Board of Fisheries adopted 5 AAC 33.394, which prohibited the sale of steelhead taken in 
commercial salmon purse seine and drift gillnet fisheries. Management of steelhead 
populations is complex and controversial, and the Federal Subsistence Board has received 
numerous steelhead proposals in past fishery regulatory cycles. Questions related to the 
level of steel head by-catch in commercial fisheries are brought before both the Federal 
Subsistence Board and the Southeast Regional Advisory Council on a regular basis. 
However, managers are not able to provide answers on the current level of take in 
commercial purse seine and gillnet fisheries. Adoption of this proposal, with the 
requested modification, would provide valuable information on steelhead take in 
Southeast Alaska fisheries . 

End 
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United States 
USDA Department of 
=??-:;7"'55 Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Alaska Region 
Tongass National Forest 
Juneau Ranger District 

8510 Mendenhall Loop 
Juneau,AJ( 99801 
Phone: (907) 586-8800 
Fax: (907) 586-8808 

e 

Shannon Stone 
Alaska Board of Fish 
PO Box 11526 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Dear Ms. Stone: 

File Code: 2630 
Date: January 26, 2012 

The Juneau Ranger District is writing in support of Proposal #247 that seeks to develop a 
management plan to protect and enhance the Juneau Roadside Sport Fishery. Several aspects of 
the proposal are directly in line with US Forest Service objectives to promote the stewardship of 
fisheries resources. If Proposal #247 is adopted, information gathered on the roadside fishery 
would help the Juneau Ranger District better manage fisheries resources to the benefit of local 
users. In addition, continued efforts to evaluate alternative stocking options for a put-and-take 
fishery will help further support the shared goal of providing a variety of fishing opportunities 
accessible to all age groups. 

Our agency frequently works in coordination with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game and 
other participating organizations to create, enhance, and restore fishing opportunities across the 
state. The Forest Service has been an active partner in the successful Hunters Education program 
in Juneau and fully supports this same model being applied to teach students about safe, 
responsible and sustainable fishing practices. Education and opportunity are some of the most 
valuable gifts to offer a community and Proposal #247 will help fulfill these objectives. 

Sincerely, 

.\~~ .M tt~oU 
MARTI M. MARSHALL 
District Ranger 

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recyded Paper G 
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Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Re: Proposals before the board 

Honorable Board of Fish Members, 

My name is Theresa Allen-Olson, I am Alaska native, I live in Sitka. 

RE('~ I' , ~..._, 
.......,~ "~v 

JA•.t 2 4 '~P .~ t..~ ... 

BOARDS 

I was raised in Fairbanks, my family live along the river systems of the interior and on the coast. 

I do not support Proposal numbers 238 and 239, that will close areas to the commercial sac roe 
fishing fleet in Sitka Sound. 

There is no lack of subsistence opportunity or area in Sitka for roe on branches. 

The sac roe commercial fishing fleet has had no negative impact on the herring in the 
Sitka Sound region, the harvest formulas are working. The herring stocks in Sitka Sound are 
expanding and are extremely healthy, with no foreseeable reason that should change. 

My family, are subsistence, sport, and commercial users of our resources. We have 
always had ample opportunity for the harvesting of subsistence products in this region, 
including herring roe on branches. 

Closing protected waters will put people needing the work and income in harm's way. 

Families in Sitka encourage friends and relatives to plan vacations to Sitka during this 
season to see this fishery along the road system. This viewing keeps the fishery transparent. 
The general public has the right to see the harvest of this and all resources when possible. 

There is no real conflict between these user groups; they can work together. 

I have enclosed photos of the subsistence product provided at the dock. 
People with full time jobs, or no boat and involved in other activities love that 
they can swing by the dock and pick up as much herring eggs as they need 
without any expense to them. 

Tha~~-~ 
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Roe on branches provided by the F/V Julia K. 

Note size of bagged product for pick up. 
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Alaska Department of Fish & Game 

Boards Support Section 

P.O. Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Re: Proposals before the board 

Honorable Board of Fish Members, 

~~C~lV~u 

JAt~ 2 4 2:12 

BOARDS 

My name is Sidney Wyman, I am an Alaska Native as well as a Sitka Tribe member. I reside in Sitka, 

Alaska and am involved first hand with the sac roe fishery. 

I do not support proposals 238 and 239, that will close areas within Sitka Sound to the commercial sac 

roe fishing fleet. 

I believe there is no shortage of subsistence opportunities to those who harvest herring roe on branches 

around Sitka Sound. 

The commercial fishing fleet has no negative impact on the herring stock in Sitka Sound region. The 

commercial fleet is heavily regulated and managed by an extremely knowledgeable team of people who 

care first and foremost about the resource and take all issues, comments, and welting being of every 

participant into consideration before opening any area to the commercial fishing fleet. 

I have seen this fishery grow since I was a little girl fishing on the docks in Crescent Harbor from a fleet 

coming and going in two weeks to now over a month. Because it is being managed properly, it is being 

fished by people who want the best for everyone involved, including those who use the resource for 

subsistence use. 

If you were to come to Sitka during this time of year there is an excitement in the air that you cannot 

explain. It's an energy that locals want everyone to feel and thus invite families and friends to come to 

Sitka to see the excitement we are so lucky to witness first hand. 

Closing protective waters to the commercial fishing fleet is unnecessary. My friends and family continue 

to gather roe on branches that meet their needs and even the needs of their gardens. 

There is plenty of opportunity to gather herring eggs without forming a subsistence only area. 

Respectfully submitted, 

t?llf{)YYz-
Sidney Wyman 

Public Comment #10



January 18, 2012 

Alaska Dept of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

To Whom It May Concern: 

R ~-=~ lvEC 

JA' I 2 J, _,..,., , 
-~ ; i..olj, 

SOARD$ 

Please find enclosed my written testimony to the Board of Fish concerning the 
herring proposals that will be considered at the Ketchikan meeting at the end of 
February, 2012. 

Thank you for your help in getting this to the Board Members for their 
consideration. 

~~ 
Charles R. Olson 
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COMMENTS TO THE BOARD OF FISH, STATE OF ALASKA, FOR THE FEBRUARY 
2012 FINFISH MEETINGS IN KETCHIKAN 

My name is Charles Olson. I am a resident of Sitka, AK and a recently retired Sitka ~ 
roe herring fisherman of 32 years. I still participate in the Hoonah Sound roe on :;u 
kelp fishery. I will testify on several of the proposals before you on this finfish cycle ~ 
all of which are related to herring. 

On proposal 225 I support all of the changes proposed by the Dept. of Fish and Game 
except Item K, Line 3. The requirement to have the permit holders name on the 
Tow Pen would be too cumbersome since often a Tow Pen is pushing fish for 5 or 6 
different fishermen. It is more appropriate to have the ADFG number of the 
support vessel required on the Tow Pen as it will be on the bouys and other 
supporting equipment. 

I do not support Proposal 231. The Department has done an excellent job of 
controlling the fishery. In the past ten years they have never exceeded the guideline 
harvest level by more than 2% and have under harvested 60% of the time. It would 
increase the risk of going over the harvest level because the Dept. would try to hit 
the number as close as they possibly could. 

I do not support Proposal 232. The current harvest formula was established by the 
Board of Fish after a great deal of deliberation. The reason that the formula was 
changed was because they increased the threshold level for the Sitka herring fishery 
from 7,500 tons to 25,000 tons. This increase was so large that they felt that the 
resource could support a higher harvest rate as the biomass grew. They were 
obviously correct since the resource has grown significantly every year since. 
This is a formula that works well and there is no reason to change it. 

I support Proposal 233 and 234. The fishery continues to be dangerous and 
destructive to the vessels and gear involved in the harvest. In the past five years my 
net has been run over with significant damage on four occasions costing me 
thousands of dollars to rebuild it. There have been numerous boat collisions and it 
is only a matter of time until someone is killed or seriously injured. A controlled 
fishery would provide better product to the market and increase the revenue in the 
fishery. 

And finally, I am adamantly opposed to Proposal 238 and 239. There is absolutely 
no need for a subsistence only area in Sitka Sound for herring eggs on branches. 
The area that they are proposing is the core area of the commercial fishery. It is the 
area with sheltered waters that are safe for the commercial fleet to operate. It is the 
area where the community is able to view and participate in the fishery. It is the 
area that the fish consistently return to spawn in vast numbers creating an 
opportunity for all user groups. My family has participated in the harvest of eggs on 
branches for years and have never had a problem harvesting all of the product we 
need for family and friends. This is just a ploy by those who made this proposal to 
limit the ability of the commercial fleet to harvest the entire quota. This is problem 
that is fabricated rather than real. 
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Sara E. Miller 
Fishing4AKTokens 
4029 Deborah Dr. 
Juneau, AK 9980 I 
(907) 463- 1262 

Dear Board of Fisheries: 

I am writing this letter in support of BOF proposal #325. 

January II , 2012 

My husband and I are chum troller association members. My husband has been a troller in southeast Alaska 
since 2008 and I have been a crewmember on his boat throughout the years. I recently received my Ph.D. in 
fisheries from the University of Alaska Fairbanks specializing in salmon. 

My husband is new to the commercial industry and we own a small troller in Juneau. Due to the size of our 
boat, my husband prefers to fish the inside waters, closer to Juneau. In recent years, he has been able to 
profit from the new niche market for brite chums. My husband foregoes the first Chinook salmon opener to 
instead target these chums in early July in the inside waters of lcy Strait. 

A market for these chums is increasing in profitability not only for the commercial fisherman and their 
families, but for the processors and the economies of the local communities. The 20 II ADFG figures show 
Icy Strait troll chums worth over a million dollars to the fishermen. Commercial fishing has a ripple effect. 
These new markets for the commercial trollers means more fish for the processing plants in northern 
southeast Alaska, which could increase employment in the processing plants, along with bringing more 
money to the local communities of southeast Alaska as Elfin Cove, Hoonah, Pelican, and Juneau. 
Fishermen visit these communities to refuel and restock food and supplies for their trips, along with getting 
a good meal and rest for a night at a local restaurant and hotel. My husband has frequently used the local 
airlines and float plane services to fly parts to remote locations where he is harbored. 

Along with the economic benefits, as a fishery biologist, I know the importance of good management and 
low by-catch in the salmon industry. This proposal gives ADFG the flexibility to manage for hatchery 
chum troll harvest in these areas as well as hatchery Chinook troll harvest. The inclusion of the Hawk 
Inlet/Funter Bay area in late June would disperse the troll fleet toward known availability of hatchery 
chums. Since chum trollers are capable of selectively harvesting hatchery chums by the size of their hooks, 
speed of their boat, and by not using bait, this fishery has virtually no by-catch. Plus, chum trollers fish 
mostly offshore, away from the sportfishermen and charter boats. 

Based on the economic returns to local communities of southeast Alaska and ultimately to the state, 
enhanced opportunities for sound management by ADFG, and increased opportunity for safer fishing for 
my family and other commercial fishing families, I urge the Board of Fisheries to accept proposal #325 on 
behalf of the commercial salmon trollers and their families in Southeast Alaska and the Chum Trollers 
Association. 

Sincerely, 

. ,/,_, / . //,/11, 

Sara E. Miller 
Wife of a SEAK Troller 
AT A and CT A member 
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Alaska Board ofFish 
Box 11526 
Juneau, AK 
99811 
Attention: Shannon Stone 

RECEIVED 

J .. '.' ') r, l'l"'•j 
'"'·~ .. u .... .,._ 

BOARDS 

As a teenaged resident of the city of Juneau, I am in strong support of 
proposal #247. Being so young, l do not have a boat of my own to take 
out at my will to get to good fishing spots. As a result, I am limited to what is along the road 
system. I feel that this proposal wiU improve the current flSh 
populations and make it so that when I am old and gray, I will be able to take my 
grandchildren fishing along the road system and still have a chance 
to catch fish. 
Thank you for considering this proposal 

Luke Brockmann 
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ATTN: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section 
ADF&G 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Ak99811-5526 

Greetings, 

1/ 2 3/ 12-

My family and I live in Sitka and I have been a troller for 23 years. Although I 
participate in the longline and sea cucumber fisheries trolling is the mainstay of my 
operation. 

I am writing to support Proposals 325 and 326 dealing with expanding access to chum for 
the troll fleet. 

Chum is the species that is most widely produced by the hatcheries because they are 
easier and more affordable to grow. Trollers are behind in the enhanced fish allocation 
ratio. Given fish production trends as they are, if we are going to ever get closer to the 
allocation we will need to catch more chum. These are two ideas that give trollers a 
better chance at getting chum while minimizing impact to other user groups. 

Thank you for your time and service. 

Bert Bergman 
80 I Charles St. 
Sitka AK. 99835 

LK~ 
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Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Honorable Board of Fish Members: 

My name is Karen Johnson. I live in Sitka, Alaska. I am an Alaska native and Alaska 
subsistence harvester. 

Over the years I have subsistence harvested herring roe and have never had any trouble 
meeting my needs or my families and friends needs. Even after the commercial sac roe herring 
fleet has fished. 

I have even gathered without the use of a boat and gotten as much as I needed. 

I do not support proposals# 238 & #239. 

There is ample opportunity for subsistence harvest of eggs on branches and even kelp, 
without restricting the commercial fleet, by forming a subsistence only area. 

Respectfully submitted, 

< 
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January 11, 2012 

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

Dear Board Members: 

Post Office Box 32712 • Juneau, Alaska 99803 

Telephone: (907) 789-2399 • Fax: (907) 586-6020 

RECEIVED 

~JAN ' ~ 2011 

~ 

The following comprises the position of the Territorial Sportsmen on the proposals for the 
Southeast Finfish meeting on Feb. 24, 2012 in Ketchikan. 

The Territorial Sportsmen is a conservation organization comprised of about 2000 residents of 
Juneau and Southeast Alaska. We have a wide range of projects and interests relating to 
hunting and fishing conservation and education in the region. We have developed the following 
comments for your consideration. 

Proposal210. We favor developing methods to release unwanted rockfish, or rockfish which 
may be caught after the bag limit for a species is taken. We support proposal210, but note that 
a major education effort will be necessary to implement this rule if it applies to unguided 
residents. 

Proposal 211. We prefer proposal 210 instead. 

Proposal 213. We are opposed if this were intended to be applied to residents. The existing 
regulation is much easier to comply with for the same benefit. 

Proposal 214. We support requiring dead and injured sablefish to be retained as part of the 
commercial quota instead of being discarded in order to retain more valuable larger fish. 

Proposal 216. We favor repeal of the overly restrictive nonresident bag limits. Restrictions that 
are not necessary for conservation should be relaxed. The resource belongs to everyone. 

Proposal 224. We oppose allowing ling cod to be used as bait. This proposal cannot be remotely 
justified as long as there are extremely restrictive sport bag limits in place for the same species. 

Proposal 249. We are opposed to annual limits for sockeye, coho, chum and pink salmon for 
anyone in Southeast, resident or nonresident. There is no conservation problem identified that 
would warrant such an onerous restriction. 

1 
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Proposal 250. TSI is not opposed to creating new fresh water fisheries, if the stocks are not 
already allocated. Taku King salmon are fully allocated among existing fisheries. Further 
pressure on this resource is not warranted. 

Proposal 252. We are opposed to restricting electric reels to handicapped persons. This 
proposal is just a back door approach to closing the sport black cod fishery, which is not 
warranted by any measure. 

Proposal 255. As we indicated in proposal 250, we are not opposed to opening a new fishery 
on the Taku, "if' the resource is not already allocated. The Taku River has been closed to king 
salmon sport fishing for many decades. This river is highly regulated for achieving king salmon 
escapement pursuant to international treaty. There is no harvestable surplus that is not already 
fully allocated to existing users. There is adequate opportunity available for everyone to harvest 
Taku king salmon in salt water. If more liberal fishing is warranted, the salt water restrictions 
can be adjusted to take more fish. 

Proposal 269. We are opposed to requiring further catch reporting for all subsistence, personal 
use and sport fisheries. No measurable benefit would accrue from implementing such a costly 
and unnecessary reporting regime. 

Proposal 271. We favor clarifying the closure of the personal use sablefish fishery before and 
after the commercial fishery. 

Proposal 274. We are opposed to expanding the personal use fishery to include the use of nets 
or power and hand troll gear for king salmon and coho salmon. These species are already taken 
at maximal yield levels in existing fisheries. King salmon particularly do not need additional 
harvest. This relaxation would just change who gets to harvest the available fish. The resource 
has been fully allocated for a long time. 

Proposal 277. We are opposed to allowing dip netting in the Taku River, particularly for king 
salmon. Taku salmon stocks are fully allocated and under intense management and exploitation 
by management agencies and user groups in two countries. There are numerous opportunities 
in marine waters to take Taku bound fish. Additional pressures are not warranted. There is no 
large surplus of salmon going unharvested in this system. 

Proposal 278. We are opposed for the same reasons set out in the previous proposal. 

Proposal 308. We are opposed to increasing troll effort in inside waters. Although the stated 
target is chum salmon, king and coho salmon will be directly harvested. King and coho stocks 
are already harvested at maximal levels in the region by existing fisheries. Increasing troll effort 
will upset existing allocations for these stocks. If this added effort is approved, there will be a 
major push to allow 6 lines everywhere at all times that the troll fishery is prosecuted, all under 
the guise of catching more chum salmon. And if you allow a 50% gear expansion here, how will 
you justify disallowing it everywhere else? 

2 
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Thank you for considering our comments. We plan to send a representative to the Ketchikan 
meeting. 

Sincerely, 

-'""'~ ~ 4t: ~ 
, President 

Territorial Sportsmen 
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ATIN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

Dear BOF and Boards Support 

Sitka, AK 
Dec. 281

h, 2011 

RECEIVED 

JAN 1 0 20i2 

BOARDS 

Chum Trollers Association would like to notify the BOF, ADF&G, 
and Boards Support Section that we support the amended wording for 
BOF proposal #325 adopted by the JRPT. Amended proposal 
(Sections to be omitted highlighted in yellow) attached. 

Following is the wording adopted by the JRPT on proposal #325, page 
306 of the proposal book: 

• Proposal #325 (chum hatchery access to trolling in June in sub-districts of 
districts 9, 12, and 14} The JRPT conditionally supports the proposal with the 
following recommendations: that section (iii) District 9 and sub-district 114-50 is 
withdrawn from the proposal, and that the proposal sunsets in 3 years; and that a 
chum salmon management plan is developed in that three year period. •t is 
expected that the proposed management plan is brought back to the JRPT for 
review and possible submittal as a BOF proposal for the next cycle. This 
proposal could help the troll fleet who is below their allocated range of enhanced 
stocks. Since this fishery would be expanding into new areas and amount of 
effort there are concerns about the composition of stocks that will be harvested 
and effects on other fisheries. 
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Proposal 325 Page 307 (Sections in yellow to be deleted in line with ADF&G concerns, JRPT and ATA amendments.) 

Regulation Proposal Form 1. Alaska Administrative Code Number: 5AAC 29.090. Book Page No.93 

2. What is the problem you would like the Board to address? 

• There is a Board of Fisheries plan, 5 AAC 33.364, which allocates SE enhanced salmon. The troll allocation 

range is 27-32%. Trollers have harvested 19% since plan inception. Trollers are short approximately $2.3 

million per year. 

3. What will happen if this problem is not solved? 

In recent years trollers have been paying 35% of theSE salmon enhancement tax while only receiving 19% of the benefit. 

Without passage of this or similar proposals trollers will continue to be well short of their harvest share. 

4. What solution do you prefer? In other words, if the Board adopted your solution, what would the new regulation 

say? 

SAAC 29.090 (k) Notwithstanding (a)- (d) of this section the commissioner may, by emergency order. extend the 

length of, or set, weekly fishing periods during the spring fishery to optimize the troll harvest of hatchery chum 

salmon in the following areas: 

(i) District 14, subdistricts, [114-50], 114-21, 114-23, 114-25 

(ii) District 12, South of the latitude of Pt. Howard and North of the latitude of Hawk Pt. 

[(iii) District 9, (Within Section 9A,} South of latitude 56 degrees 21' and North of latitude 56 degrees 15.83'1 

5. Does your proposal address improving the quality of the resource harvested or products produced? If so, how? 

Troll harvested June chums are usually exceptional "chrome brite" quality and individually handled with great care, live

bled, and immediately chi lled. 

6.Solutions to difficult problems benefit some people and hurt others: 

A. Who is likely to benefit if your solution is adopted? Trollers, processors, tenders, processing workers, local 

communities, and consumers. 

B. Who is likely to suffer if your solution is adopted? 

If approved this proposa l will move harvest rates toward allocation goals causing a slight reduction in net groups catch. 

7. list any other solutions you considered and why you rejected them. 

We developed and brought 22 ideas to improve troll harvest share of SE enhanced salmon to the December 2009 Joint 

Regional Planning Team. Based on feedback from other groups we honed those ideas down to less than 10 in the 

winter of 2010. They included ideas such as chum trolling in parts of 15 and all of 12 in June. 

We thought about proposing that SE hatchery operators and Joint Regional Planning Team be directed by the BOF to 

prepare and submit individual and regional plans for bringing trollers within their allocation as soon as possible. In 

March of 2011, after hearing from numerous individuals, groups, ADF&G personnel, and our membership, we decided to 

submit this proposal for June and another for July. 
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Jan 1, 2012 

Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Shannon Stone, 

RECEIVED 

JAN 0 6 2011 
·BOARDS. 

I would like to submit the following 44 pages for public comment on proposals 301, 302, and 303. If you 

have any questions please call me at 218-252-2337. 

Thank you and have a great day! 

Dan Ernhart 

Tsiu River Coalition 

PO Box 1403 

Cordova, AK 99574 

dan@ernhart.com 
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PROPOSAL 301, 302, 303 January 1, 2012 

The information contained in this public comment is in two parts. 1. The three proposals submitted to 

the Board of Fisheries. These are the original copies as they were sent in. They were somewhat 

changed when put into the proposal book. I would like you to review the complete proposals as 

submitted. These will make more sense. 2. The complaint letters, pie charts, numbers sheet are to 

illustrate the way commercial harvesting is conducted on the Tsiu River. They will also show how it has 

been negatively impacting the sport fishing experience and killing local business. There are also three 

DVDs that have video and pictures that show how commercial harvesting is done on the Tsiu River. If 

anyone wants to see them please contact me for a copy. 

Please keep in mind that the city of Yakutat requires all persons that wish to do business, (except for 

commercial harvesters), on the Tsiu River to: 

A. have a long term lease with a yearly lease payment 

B. have survey and appraisal for property used for business or pleasure 

C. have a substantial bond for clean up or abandonment (which is over $100,000 for some lease holders) 

D. pay property taxes 

E. have a Yakutat business license 

The commercial harvesters are not lease holders. They are allowed to conduct business without any of 

the above mentioned stipulations, with the exception of possibly a business license. All others were 

bound to meet the requirements A, B, C and D before a business license would be granted. 

As you read the letters and look at the videos and pictures you will probably start to wonder how the 

city of Yakutat can force one user group (lease holders) to comply with all their demands to operate a 

business while allowing another user group (commercial harversters) to come in and do business 

without any requirements. And, it is that same, noncompliant user group that is hurting the legitimate 

businesses and degrading the Alaskan experience for everyone else with their 'I don't give a hoot' 

attitude. It is neither fair nor right. 

Thank you for your time in reviewing this matter. I strongly suggest reading through the enclosed state 

law pages and the letter by Dan Ernhart before the other letters and video. It will help explain what you 

will be seeing and reading. Please contact me with any questions or comments. 

Dan Ernhart 
Executive Director- Tsiu River Coalition 
Po Box 1403 
Cordova, AK 99574 
email- dan@ernhart.com Cell - 218-252-2337 
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PROPOSAL301,302,303 January 1, 2012 Pq,coe J 
My name is Dan Ernhart. I have managed the lodge on the Tsiu River for Alaskan Wilderness 

Outfitting Company (AWOC) for the past 17 years. I also conduct tours and provide guide services for 

sports fishers. 

In my experience the majority ofthe sport fishers who come to the Tsiu are older, affluent guests 

who have fished all over the world and choose our lodge as among the best. I'm told that we offer 

the best fishing and outdoor experiences. In fact, some of our best repeat customers say they never 

go to the same place twice, as there are so many options and new places to see. When customers, 

new and returning, first come to our lodge they are very excited to see the wildlife, mountains, rivers 

and to catch fish; in general enjoy and partake in the Alaskan experience. 

By contrast, when the commercial harvesting operation is in motion our customers have had to 

witness and endure the killing of seals, the loss of trumpeter swans, bears and other wildlife as well 

as abusive behavior. Our customers have had commercial harvesters literally throw nets at their feet, 

tell them to find other places to fish and run large, noisy, powerful jet boats in circles around them. 

This behavior is intimidating and intrusive to people who have chosen a vacation which used to offer 

them breath taking beauty and tranquility. 

I have seen clients on their last vacations with friends and family become degraded and demoralized 

by the behavior of the commercial harvesters. These are hard working folks who have spent 

thousands of dollars on their trip and spent many days in a journey to have an experience stolen from 

them that they will never get back. One commercial harvester with a total lack of regard for the law, 

the environment and human decency has the power to destroy another person's hard earned 

vacation with no recourse for the victim. Alii can encourage my clients to do is move to a different 

spot; usually above the fish and game marker. These spots get over-crowded fast as the harvesters 

have intimidated other sport fishers out of their fishing holes. There have even been times when the 

commercial harvesters go above the marker; on those days my clients literally have nowhere else to 

go. 

There are many laws being broken that, if were upheld, would eliminate the problems between sport 

fishers and harvesters such as: 

• Forcing people out of their fishing holes 

• Operating jet boats within 10 feet of people standing waist deep in the river 

• Harvesting above the fish and game marker 

• Nets stretched more than half way across the river (sometimes all the way across) 

• Nets not in a predominantly straight line 

• No buoys on the nets to identify them 

• No Alaska (AK) numbers on the boats for identification 

Commercial harvesters also degrade the environment. They are not required to hold a lease or bond 

and there is no recourse for the devastation they leave behind. The enclosed videos will show 
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Pacae s 
abandoned atv's and trailers, rusted out fuel barrels and dilapidated cabins dotting the sand dunes of 

the Tsiu River. I have personally witnessed eight shacks and their contents fall into the Tsiu River and 

the video will show evidence of that as well. 

I have tried to call in these violations, but it is difficult when I cannot identify the boats or nets that 

are not numbered. The representative of the Fish and Game, who is on site during the commercial 

harvesting season, has historically chosen to not report illegal activities, and in 2008, this individual is 

the brother of the fisheries manager (Gordy Woods). When I asked Mr. Woods if he takes into 

consideration the sport fishing element, he said the Tsiu River is only managed for commercial 

harvesting and that there is no sport fishing management plan in place. Mr. Woods is empowered to 

open commercial harvesting. In 2008 he announced 31 days of commercial harvesting openers in a 

49 day period. That means that there were only seven days out of a 49 day period that were free of 

commercial harvesters, and fully available to our clients. The openers are from 9 am on the opener 

to 9 am on the day of the closure. Even though the nets are pulled at 9 am the sport fishing 

opportunity is very limited due to the fact there are very low numbers of fish below the marker. And 

all the fish above the marker have been scared to death and are stressed out. They do not bite very 

well. We have to wait for the next tide to see if more fish will be coming in. Then there is usually an 

opener the next morning at 9 am. Just when the fish are starting to fill in the emptied out holes the 

nets go back in and the cycle starts again. 

Equally troubling is the fact that the commercial harvesting operation is under the control and 

management of the city and borough of Yakutat. That is, the cannery, harvesters, pilots, fish and 

game management, and F&G on site representative all economically tied to the local community. 

Look at the numbers: 

the numbers of sport fishers increased between 2000-2004 when there was no commercial 

harvesting on the Tsiu and then peaked in 2005. 

the number of sport fishers decreased between 2005-2008 when commercial harvesting resumed 

on the Tsiu. 

It' s no coincidence. The way commercial harvesting is conducted on a river the size, depth and length 

of the Tsiu is filthy, obnoxious, dangerous, and causing people to stop coming to the Tsiu. Ultimately 

hurting someone's vacation, someone's employment, and someone's business. That's not right. 

If you look at it from a purely economic standpoint, sport fishing on the Tsiu employs many more 

people, the revenue base is extremely higher and is potentially even higher, the taxes and lease 

payments to Yakutat is higher and potentially even higher. And the impact on the environment and 

the fish resource is extremely lower. 

The amount of investment in both time and dollars that the lodges on the Tsiu have put into the 

infrastructure and building business here is enormous. The lodges all pay sales taxes, property taxes 

and lease payments every year. The lodges all have a huge bond on their lease sites in case of 
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abandonment or for clean up. The lodges all had to get a survey and appraisal done. The lodges all 

have business licenses. 

The amount of investment in both time and dollars the commercial harvesting operation has put into 

infrastructure and the area pales in comparison. There are no property or sales taxes, no lease 

payments to make. No bonds to pay in case of abandonment or for clean up. No survey or appraisals 

to pay for. 

AWOC spends in excess of $100,000.00 a year on advertising and promotions. We travel all over the 

country working the streets to get those precious few new groups each year. AWOC has been 

advertising the Tsiu for 28 years and has many long time guests and employees. AWOC has seen a 

dramatic decline in the number of guests returning the last 5 seasons. Many long time guests have 

stated they will never come back as long as there is scare harvesting with motorized vehicles on the 

Tsiu. 

I have had the question asked, "why is there all of a sudden a problem? What is different now that 

there are so many complaints?" There has always been a problem. 1995 was my first year on the 

Tsiu and even then I would get run out of my fishing holes by commercial harvesters. Ironically, it 

was Greg Derrick running me out. He is now a lodge owner on the Tsiu. In the 80's and 90's there 

was a great big lake above the marker. Plenty of area for fish and anglers to escape the activities 

going on down stream. Then there was no commercial harvesting between 2000-2004. During the 

last 17 years the lake was slowly filling in with sand blowing in during the storms. So the area we used 

to be able to sport fish and get away was gone and was forced to fish the main channel and the 

mouth of the river which was fine since there was no commercial harvesting conflict. Then when 

commercial harvesting resumed in 2005, there were new, young faces driving the boats. The price of 

salmon had fallen off, the price of fuel had risen and these young guns were aggressive. Now that 

our safe haven for sport fishing was gone, we were left shrugging our shoulders wondering what the 

heck to do. Then, in the years to follow, the number of sport fishers has dropped off so much so that 

we are finding our backs against the wall. There are already 2 ofthe 5 lodges for sale on the Tsiu. 

And 2 others have turned into ghost towns. It's getting ugly. The Tsiu River employs me year around. 

This is the way of life I have chosen. I have spent most of my adult life building, developing and 

turning this lodge into one of the greatest sport fishing destinations in Alaska. That is becoming 

endangered. Endangered because of a few boats and a handful of young guys that like to hang out 

and have fun on the Tsiu? It really is ridiculous when you think of the possibilities and potential this 

river and area has for tourism. People will simply spend their money somewhere else where they 

don't feel disgusted and mad when they leave. Tourists should feel welcome and leave here wanting 

to tell everyone about their adventure, what they did, the animals they saw and feeling a sense of the 

great Alaska outdoors. 

The Tsiu River has seen tremendous changes in the last 17 years. Physically, socially and 

economically. 
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The waterway of the fishery has physically changed. (The lake above the F&G marker that was 

once a safe haven for both fish and sport fishers is gone. Filled in with sand from storms. That 

means over half of the usable waterway has vanished. So now the scare tactics of harvesting 

with powered boats are moving the fish out of reach of sport fishers.) 

The state of Alaska opened up the area in 1997 to permitting for long term leases. (before 1997 it 

was yearly leases and temporary tent camps only. Commercial harvesters were allowed stick 

frame buildings without permits or leases; sport fish operations were not.) 

The number of users in each user group has changed (Sport fishers have sky rocketed, 

commercial harvesters have dwindled to almost nothing, and at times, completely disappeared) 

In 2004 the state of Alaska transferred ownership ofthe land of the Tsiu area to the city of 

Yakutat. 

The economic value from the different user groups of the fishery has changed. 

The fisheries management needs to catch up with what is going on today. 

We are interested in: 
1. stopping the scare tactics with powered boats that the commercial harvesters use. 
2. change the commercial harvesting boundaries. 

3. change the way the Tsiu fish are counted. 
4. bring all persons w ishing to do business on the Tsiu River up to date with Yakutat's permit and 

leasing requirements. 
We believe that by stopping the powered boat scare tactics, and have all businesses become current 
with the city of Yakutat regulations, it will virtually eliminate all illegal activity currently taking place 
as seen on the videos and the complaint letters. Plus, make it a much safer and enjoyable 
environment for all user groups. Look at these laws: 

5 AAC 39.290. Closed waters 
_(a) Commercial fishing for salmon is prohibited at all times within the streams and rivers of Alaska 
and within 500 yards of any salmon stream or over the beds or channels of streams and rivers of 
Alaska at all stages of the tide or as specified in regulations having particular application to 
designated streams or areas. The restrictions in this subsection do not apply in the Kodiak Area 
..... _(d) The Ugashik, Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers, the Yakutat Area and any other river where a legal 
commercial f ishery now exists are the only exceptions to this closure. 

5 AAC 75.060. Molesting of fish 
_Molesting or impeding spawning or the natural movement of fish contrary to the lawful methods 
and means of sport fishing is prohibited. 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions 
_The following methods of taking game are prohibited: _ 
_ (5) except as otherwise specified, with the use of a motorized vehicle to harass game or for the 
purpose of driving, herding, or molesting game; 

5 AAC 39.190. Driving salmon prohibited 
It is unlawful to drive or attempt to drive salmon from waters closed to salmon fishing . 
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§ 05.25.060. Prohibited operation 
Page b 

A person may not operate a boat on water of the state_ 

(1) for a recreational purpose or another purpose, .... in a reckless or negligent manner so as to 

endanger the life or property of another person 

The Ugashik, Yukon, Kuskokwim and Situk rivers are extremely large bodies of waters compared to 
the Tsiu River. The Tsiu River, with its average depth below 2 feet, is not a suitable river for scare 
harvesting with any powered boats. 

Our argument is: 

The scare tactics used by powered boats: molest, impede spawning and the natural movement of 

fish, put an undue amount of stress on the fish and scare them out of reach of all user groups by 
pushing them upriver into unfishable waters. 
The danger factor: people standing in the water in this very narrow river with large, high 
powered, flat bottom jet boats zig zagging on the edge of being out of control. 
The amount of stress: it puts on consumers trying to sport fish and enjoy the great Alaskan 
outdoors. 

When the decision was made to manage the Tsiu River for commercial harvesting only was probably 
because there was no sport fishing going on there at the time. But now the Tsiu River has become a 
hugely popular, worldwide sport fishing destination and the laws and management should be 
updated to protect the river and take into account the changes that have happened in the last 17 
years. 

One fmal tl10ught from the Fish and Game code: 

Sec. 16.05.092. Fisheries rehabilitation, enhancement, and development. 
The department shall 

( l) develop and continually maintain a comprehensive, coordinated state plan for the orderly present and long-range 
rehabWtation, enhancement, and development of alJ aspects of the state's fisheries for the perpetual use, benefit, and 
enjoyment of all citizens and revise and update this plan annually; 

(2) encourage the investment by private enterprise in the technological development and economic utilization of the 
fisheries resources; 

The Tsiu River is not just another river in the middle of nowhere. It really is a world-class, worldwide 

destination for sport fishing silver salmon. There is nowhere else in the world a person can go and 

catch the numbers and size of silver salmon day after day, year after year, consistently. This place is 

as special as it gets. It is one of a kind, and should be treated that way. Not like an empty beer can 

tossed on the beach. 

Dan Ernhart 

Tsiu River Coalition 

email- dan@ernhart.com 

PO Box 1403 

Cordova, AK 99574 

218-252-2337 
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Harassment Law 
Sec. 16.05.790. Obstruction or hindrance of lawful huntlne. fishin&:e traRRiDI:· or vtewin&: offish or pme. 

PQcae 7 
(a) Except as provided in (e) of this section, a person may not intentionally obstruct or hinder another person's lawful hunting, fishing, 

trapping, or viewing of fish or game by 

(1) placing one's self in a location in which human presence may alter the 

(A) behavior of the fish or game that another person is attempting to take or view; or 

(B) feasibility of taking or viewing fish or game by another person; or 

(2) creating a visual, aura l, olfactory, or physical stimulus in order to alter the behavior of the fish or game that another person is 
attempting to take or view. 

(b) For purposes of(a) of this section, "lawful" means 

(1) in compliance with 

(A) this title, regulations adopted under this title, or applicable federal statutes and regulations; 

(B) the Marine Mammal Protection Act (P.L. 92-522) or the Endangered Species Act (P.L. 93-205); or 

(C) federal regulations adopted under 16 U.S.C. 3111 - 3126 relating to subsistence hunting. fishing. or trapping on federal land; and 

(2) with the permission of the private landowner if the hunting. fishing. trapping. or viewing of fish or game occurs on private land. 

(c) Notwithstanding AS 12.25, only a peace officer may arrest a person for violating this section. A peace officer who has probable 
cause to believe that a person has violated this section may arrest or cite the person or order the person to desist 

(d) In a prosecution under this section, it is an affirmative defense that the person was lawfully entitled to obstruct or hinder the 
hunting, fishing. trapping. or viewing offish or game. 

(e) This section does not apply to 

( 1) lawful competitive practices among persons engaged in lawful hunting, fishing, or trapping; 

(2) actions taken on private property with the consent of the owner; or 

(3) the obstruction or hindrance of the viewing of fish or game by a person actively engaged in lawful fishing. hunting, or trapping. 

(f) A person who violates this section is guilty of a misdemeanor and Is punishable by a fine of not more than $500 or Imprisonment for 
not more than 30 days, or both. 

Sec. 16.05.791. Civi l remedies for violation of A<; J 6.05 7'l 

(a) A person aggrieved by conduct or threatened conduct in violation of AS 16.125.721! may petition a superior court to enjoin the 
respondent from engaging in the conduct. 

(b) A person aggrieved by a violation of AS 1 (j o:,.]'JQ is entitled to recover general damages and special damages, including license 
and permit fees, travel costs, guide-outfitting fees, costs for special equipment and supplies, and other related expenses. 

(c) A court may award punitive damages in addition to the damages set out in (b) of this section. 

It is ille~l to drive fish from closed waters 
5 MC 39.190. Drlvin&: salmon Rrohiblted. 
It is unlawful to drive or attempt to drive salmon from waters closed to salmon fishing. 
*****************'******* 
1. Most rivers are closed to commercial fishing. But Yakutat area is an exception. 
5 MC 39.290. Closed waters. 
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PctCje 2 
_(a) Commercial fishing for sa lmon is prohibited at all times within the streams and rivers of Alaska and within 500 yards of any salmon 
stream or over the beds or channels of streams and rivers of Alaska at all stages of the tide or as specified in regulations having particular 
application to designated streams or areas. The restrictions in this subsection do not apply in the Kodiak Area ..... _(d) The Ugashik. Yukon 
and Kuskokwim Rivers, the Yakutat Area and any other river where a legal commercial fishery now exists are the only exceptions to this 
closure. 
************************** 
2. The Tsiu js specifically open up to 1/2 mile below Duck Camp Island. 
5 MC 30.350. Closed waters. 
_(a) Salmon may not be taken in the following waters:_ 
(12) Tsiu River: upstream of AOF&G regulatory markers located approximately one-half mile downstream from Duck Camp Is land . 
••••••••••••••••••• 
3, Gillnets are legal. 
5 MC 30.3 31. Gill net specifications and operations. 
(A) Tsiu River, one net not to exceed 15 fathoms;(90 feet) 
••••••••••••••••••• 
4. Gill nets may not be less than 75 yards apart or cover more than 1/2 river 
5 MC 30.335. Minimum distance between units ofeear. 
_No part of a set gill net may be set or operated within 100 yards of any part of another set gillnet, except that in the Tsiu and East Rivers, no 
part of a set gill net may be set or operated within 75 yards of any part of another gill net... ... 
Set gill nets may not obstruct more than two-thirds of any salmon migratory waterway, except in the Tsiu River, where set gill nets may not 
obstruct more than one-half of the waterway . 
••••••••••••••••••••••• 
5. For game it js illegal to herd 
5 MC 92.080. Unlawful metbods oftakine &arne: exceptions. 
_The following methods of taking game are prohibited: _ 
_(5) except as otherwise specified, with the use of a motorized vehicle to harass game or for the purpose of driving. herding. or molesting 
game; 
•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
6. And the sportfish regs have a prohibition on molesting fish. 
5 MC 75.060. Molestine offish. 
_Molesting or impeding spawning or the natural movement of fish contrary to the lawful methods and means of sport fishing is prohibited. 

§ 05.25.060. Prohibited operation 
_A person may not operate a boat on water ofthe state_ 
(1) for a recreational purpose or another purpose, .... in a reckless or negligent manner so as to endanger the life or property of another 
person 
_SLA 1961, ch. 63, § 3; SLA 1976, ch. 60, § 1; SLA 1982, ch. 117, § 3; SLA 2000 cb. 28. § 13. 

18 AAC 34.105. Handling. (a) A PROCESSOR shall inspect SEAFOOD products and FOOD INGREDIENTS to assure that they are 
WHOLESOME, and that they are not misbranded or adulterated. Only WHOLESOME and unadulterated products may be processed. Records of the 
condition of incoming SEAFOOD products must be retained for the time specified in I 8 AAC 34.92<xb). 
(b) A PROCESSOR shall identify, by label or otherwise, and segregate SEAFOOD caught while sport fishing, subsistence fishing, or personal use 
fishing from commercially-caught SEAFOOD during all aspects of PROCESSING. 
(c) A PROCESSOR who handles, stores, or transports SEAFOOD products shall do so under conditions that prevent product contamination and 
deterioration of the product and the productCONT AINER. The PROCESSOR shall hold SEAFOOD products upon receipt at a temperature of not 
more than 45° Fahrenheit until PROCF.SSING of the SEAFOOD product begins. 
(d) Vessels or vehicles, including TENDERS, used to transport raw SEAFOOD products must provide ADEQUATE ice or other temperature control 
and ADEQUATE protection against bird droppings and sun when holding or tnmsporting SEAFOOD products. 

Sec. 16.05.831. Waste ofsalmon. 

(a) A person may not waste salmon intentionally, knowingly, or with reckless disregard for the consequences. In this section, "waste" means 
the failure to utilize the majority of the carcass, excluding viscera and sex parts, of a salmon intended for 

( I) sale to a commercial buyer or processor, 

(2) consw11ption by humans or domesticated animals; or 

(3) scientific, educational, or display purposes. 

(b) The commissioner, upon request, may authorize other uses of salmon that would be consistent with maximum and wise use of the resource. 

(c) A person who violates this section or a regulation adopted under it is punishable by a fme of not more than $10,000, or by imprisonment for 
not more than six months, or by both. [n addition, a person who violates this section is subject to a civil action by the state for the cost of replacing 
U1e salmon wasted. 
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Pct~e 9 
1999-2009 

The average 10 year coho setnet catch in Yakutat is 147861 

The average 10 year coho setnet tsiu catch is 29743 

The 10 yr average tsiu coho catch is 20% of all Yakutat 

The 10 yr avg for all setnet salmon in Yakutat is 331068 

The 10 yr avg of tsiu coho catch is 9% of all set net salmon in yakutat 

The 2008 tsiu setnet catch is 49212 

The 2008 tsiu catch is 65% above average 

The 2008 tsiu fish tax revenue is thus 65% above average 

The 10 year average catch is 40% lower than 2008 

The 10 yr avg fish tax at 40% lower than 2008 is $7200 (estimate) 

In 2008$3,370,000 was generated in salmon sales in yakutat 

5% of that came from com fish tsiu cohos $168,500 

2008 catch was 65% above average 

The 10 yr average com fish TOTAL revenue is $102,121 (estimate) 

The 2007 sportfish property tax and lease ONLY revenue is $101500 

In 2007 only about 60% of the beds were used at lodges 

The 10 year average sport fish harvest is 2293 

The 10 year average total harvest for both groups is 32036 

Total average tax and lease revenue from tsiu is(com+sport) $108700 (estimate) 

Sport fishers take 8% of total harvest to generate 93.4% of the tax revenue 

Com fish take 92% of the total harvest to generate 6.6% of tax revenue 

In 2007 bed tax and sales tax for sport fishing is $65,500 

With only 60% of beds being used, the amount of tax revenue from sport fishing could potentially go up 
25-30%. Which would equal another $17,000-20,000. Just in taxes! 

There is not a lot of upside to com fish tax revenue or total revenue. 

I wish I had the total revenue amount for sportfishing. It has got to be well over 1 million. The people of 
the state and local communities would be better served with this river increasing its sports fishing 
presence and decreasing the com fish presence. 
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Tsiu River revenue and use as documented by 

Sheinberg Associates Executive Summary Feb 2009 

2007 Tax and Lease Revenue 

2007 Number of Fish Harvested 

Paca e l 0 

• Commercial 

• Sport 

• Commercial 

• Sport 
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PROPOSALS 301, 302, 303 Pa~e l ~ 
To Whom it May Concern: 

I wanted to take this opportunity to express my thoughts about the commercial harvesting of salmon on the Tsiu River in Alaska. 

I have been putting together groups of fly fishermen and taking them to various fishing destinations since the early 1980s. I have been bringing 

such groups to the Tsiu River since 1987. I have continued to bring groups to the Tsiu because this trip has consistently offered excellent 

accommodations and food, friendly and helpful service, and excellent salmon fishing. But during the last three years in particular the salmon 

fishing experience has deteriorated badly, primarily because of the commercial fishing operations allowed to exist on the river. 

On my trips north I have been allowed to bring as many as 12 anglers to the AWOC lodge. On some years I have had to tum people away. I have 

almost always had at least 10 people-mostly repeat customers each of whom spends upward to $4000 to make this Alaskan trip. Last year I had 

only 8 people and 4 of them averaged catching only one salmon per day. Two were virtually skunked. A few years ago that would have been 

unheard of on the Tsiu. These men have all looked upon this trip as an annual get together. Next year none of the four will be returning. For the 

first time, I am having trouble recruiting anglers to come to Alaska. The current commercial fishing practices on the Tsiu are killing off that river 

for sport fishermen. 

There seem to be more commercial fishermen on the Tsiu than ever before-now occupying virtually every spot where fresh-run salmon hold. 

These commercial fishermen repeatedly circle boats to herd and harass the salmon with utter disregard for any sport fishermen there. In the 

photographs I have enclosed, the commercial fishermen circled their boat so closely that my angling friends had to let their lines sink to the 

bottom to keep them from being cut by the boats. 

We are told that nets can only be stretched halfway across the river. Yet I have seen places where less than 6 inches of water flowed over a 

wide sand bar. That shallow area is treated as "half the river", the net being stretched over the entire remaining water the only water the 

salmon could move through. 

These commercial fishermen are so efficient at harvesting the salmon that we now have trouble catching fish on the day following the 

harvesting. If there are no fresh fish coming into the river on those days, there are few fresh fish left in the river. It has never been this bad. 

I have heard rumors that game wardens were alerted and visited the commercial operation last season. If so, I suspect the commercial 

fishermen were tipped off Perhaps the wardens were looking out for their commercial-fishing neighbors. At any rate, when we arrived, the 

wardens had gone and the abuses were, if anything, worse than ever. 

As disturbing as this is, I am just as disturbed by the complete disregard these particular commercial fishermen have for the salmon fishery 

itself. They really have a short sighted view. Over the last 60 years I have seen the salmon runs in California diminish, and now am beginning to 

see the same type of events converge on Alaska salmon runs. Over 60 years of fishing has taught me that we can no longer treat salmon runs as 

if they will always be there. Unlike California, fisheries management people needs to step in actively while such runs still exist. These 

commercial practices on the Tsiu need to be seriously monitored and altered and violations emphatically enforced, if not for the balance with 

sport fishing, at least for the future of the salmon runs. 

Sincerely yours, Alvin R. Kyte Fishing Author and Teacher 

my wife and family hve been fishing the Tsiu for the past 8 years. Some years have been better than others, but 
we always have had a good trip. 
The past 2 years we have had to put up with the commercial fisherman, they have no respect for the sport 
fisherman. Two years ago they raced their boat out to the mouth of the river fouling up all the lines in the water. 
and last year they took just about all the fishable water with their nets, so on those days the sport fisherman were 
froze out. I would like to add that for us to come to Alaska to participate in your wonderful fishing, that we spend 
almost 5 thousand dollars per guest for air fare, lodging, license,etc. In closing I can't see Alaska Fish and game 
making a small stream like the Tsiu a stream for the commercial fisherman . 

Arthur and Donna Alger 3937 Chaboya Road San Jose California 95147 
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I was one of the group of five fishing on the Tsiu the morning of Sept 17th. we were fishe ~~a:.:., strip of dry 
land across from where the planes land and near the north boundary for commercial fishing. Around 9:30 or so 
a boat landed down stream from where I was and they started setting a net right in front of Tom Moe, one of our 
group, while he was trying to land a fish. There was no courtesy shown and no conversation between our guide 
and the commercial fisherman. We were made to feel as if we were trespassing on their private property. This was 
our last day of fishing and as with most trips the last day is the one that carries alot of the memories, in this 
case it definitaly left a black mark on the trip. 

We've been coming to Alaska for the past ten years and I have to say this is the first time that I've been run off by 
commercial fisherman . It would be disappointing to think that we would have to deal with this every time we came 
to Alaska to fish . There is room for both sport and commercial if a small amount of courtesy could be shown. 
Earlier in the week a commercial set a net near us and held off on driving the fish into the net until we moved. 
That worked and everyone was happy. 

I've attached several pictures showing my fly line and the boat driving the fish . I didn't get a picture of the 
boundary but he started driving the fish just on the north side of the line. Anything you can do would be very 
much appreciated. If you need anything else please let me know. 

Sincerely, Art Morrison Office 800-929-7188 ext 201 Cell 253-208-5390 e-mail artrn@artmorrison,~om 

October 30, 2008 

I have brought two groups of family and friends to the Tsiu River to experience the fabulous scenery, excellent accommodations and service 

that AWOC provides as well as the exciting salmon fishing. Our first trip was in late September 2006 and once again in late September 2007. 

These trips were very special for us and we still talk about the fabulous experiences they were. 

During both trips we were surprised at the brazen attitude of the commercial salmon fishermen. I respect their right to have access to the 

salmon but do not support their actions when they put recreational fishermen in danger. I have spent a good sum of money to take my family 

and friends to the Tsiu and am extremely disappointed by the unprofessional actions of the commercial fishermen and clear lack of supervision 

of their daily activities. 

There has never been a day of fishing on the Tisu that we did not have to quickly reel in and get to the shore area because some half wit 

commercial fishermen was blasting directly towards our positions which we had been fishing in for sometime. This would happen several times 

a day as well know. It was obvious they intentionally came all the way across the river to harass us. I have even had occasions when I could not 

get to the side of the river fast enough and they would speed up stream between me and the river bank missing me by less than 30 feet lit was 

clear to me that the commercial fishermen believe this is their river and we recreational fishermen are trespassing. 

Alaska affords the fishermen such unforgettable experiences but being run over by an out of control commercial fishermen on the Tsiu is not 

one I want to remember. 

I do hope the authorities can provide some resolution to the Tsiu fishing conflicts between recreational and commercial fishermen before 

someone is run down or the commercial activities escalate to the point that we recreational fishermen stop coming to such a special part of 

Alaska. 

Sincerely Bill McKemy Reno, NV. 

S log posted on internet Posted by • , .. ;,r,, , on 2006-09-18 20:19:39 

1 just retwned from a week long trip to the Tsiu in Alaska and was really upset over the amount of commercial fishing that is going on this year. 
Attached is a letter I senllo the commissioner of Alaska Fish and Game. I urge anyone who has had the pleasure lo enjoy this wonderful fishery 
lo contact the Alaska Fish and Game with their comments on this issue. Maybe with enough input, they will do something about the number 
permits and/or days allowed netting. 

To lhe Commissioner ofFishGame@FishGamc.state.ak.us 
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-- --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Pct~e JS 
I have just returned from a fishing trip on the Tsiu River, located between Cordova & Yalrutal This was our sixth trip there for silver salmon, for 
myself & two friends. I would like to plan a fishing trip for six to Diericks Lodge, for 2007, but I am concerned due to the extensive amount of 
commercial netting I witnessed this year on this magnificent river. Last year there was minimal amount of netting, but this year it seems that the 
netting has doubled or more. Talking to the owner of the lodge, it is apparent that the netters are allowed twenty-four hours on and twenty-four 
hours off of salmon netting. This involves blocking off two-thirds of the river, in prime water, with each nel It is almost impossible for any fish 
to pass and spawn. We tried to go above the nets and fish for salmon, but there wasn't any in the upper reaches of the river due to the extreme 
salmon netting pressure. lt seems that three lodges have to fish in one area near the mouth below the last net. But due to the netters swerving back 
and forth in their boats to push the ftsh to the nets, this creates extreme muddiness down below. 1ltey didn't even care that we were at a certain 
stretch of river ftrst, but just implemented their nets right above us and ran boats back and forth to push the salmon into the nets. I'm sure that 
since this is a four year salmon, that there will be a very small run in 2010. 

I hope the Fish and Game will not let this situation continue, as this will certainly ruin the sport fishing possibilities and future runs on this 
magnificent river. 
I would like the Alaska Fish and Game to look into this matter and see if anything can be done about the amount of commercial netting or 
amount of days that will be allowed. 

I would appreciate a response to this letter. 
TI1ank you very much, James Mancuso < .r.:!!tll.hn_J !.L<'t}l com 

Feb 12, 2009 

Dan-1 would like to add my comments as well hoping you will have a chance to pass them along to the appropriate parties. We did 
not return to the Tsiu River Lodge last fall due to the problems I experienced with a commercial fisherman running his boat next to 
shore where I was fishing. He ran down stream within 10 feet of shore even though the river was 100-150 feet wide at that point. In 
doing so he came within one foot of running me down and then turned as he passed by and started laughing. If I were to return to 
Alaska and the Tsiu it would only be if I was heavily armed in order to protect myself from another occurrence like this. It is very 
unfortunate that there are very few fisheries left in Alaska that even come dose to the Tsiu but the Tsiu is being ruined for the 
recreational fisherman by the commercial fisheries. 

Bruce Bosch 

November 19, 2008 Alaska Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Dear Sirs: 

I have fished the Tsiu River for the past four years as a guest of the Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company based in Cordova. Five to six of us 

come up from Oregon for the wonderful fly fishing for Coho salmon that the Tsiu River has to offer. We have had a great time each year with 

the exception of having to deal with the commercial fishermen who "work" the river with their nets for the Coho. 

Two years ago, we had been fishing a stretch of the river not too far up from the mouth when the commerdal fishermen came in and put their 

nets below us and then proceeded to go round and round with their boat to herd the fish into their nets. They then went up stream from us 

and proceeded to walk down the middle of the river aslapping the water surface with long poles, thus driving the fish downriver back to their 

nets. The river at that point is narrow enough that they were only about three rod lengths (about 30 feet) from where we were standing and 

fishing. We were all disgusted with this and one of our guys yelled to the commerdal fisher that he was ruining our "water". And the reply was 

something to the effect that he had to make a living. We told our guide that we wanted to go somewhere else to fish since our spot had be 
totally ruined. 

This past season (September 2008), we had gotten into a great fishing spot by 8:00am and had been fishing for over an hour when the 

commercial guys came up on the opposite side of the river, put up their nets just below where we were fishing and then went roaring up the 

river with their boat coming quite close to several of the fishermen. Needless to say, the upstream movement of the fish to where we were 
fishing was severely restricted. 

We enjoy fishing the Tsiu River because of the relative remoteness of the area, the great fishing and the wonderful hospitality of the Alaskan 

Wilderness Outfitting Company. We also see fishermen from other guide camps on the river but have never had any conflicts. There is plenty 

of river for the sportsman fisher. However, it is really distressing to have this serene situation ruined by several commercial fishermen who are 

bent on getting their harvest regardless of what others are doing. 

Sincerely, Bruce L Wulf 656 Lamplighter Circle SE Salem, Oregon 97302 
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C. Allen Pool273 San Bernabe Dr. Monterey, CA 93940-6123 831-372-5564 PaecJe L b 
November 1, 2008 To Whom It May Concern: 

With the exception of one year, I have, since 1998, had the pleasure of fishing on the Tsiu River as a guest at the camp of the Alaskan 
Wilderness Outfitters Company in either August or September. Each trip was unique. The setting is beautiful beyond words as has been 
the abundant supply of incoming Silver salmon. 

Only one feature has prevented the experience from being perfect That has been the bad manners, rudeness, and illegal activities of 
some of the commercial fishermen. Each time that I have fished on the river at the same time as the commercial fishermen, some of 
them, not all, have used their boats to interrupt me and others while we were fishing a school of fish. They would run and circle their 
boats between us and the school offish so as to herd the school into their nets. Many times, they have done so without regard for our 

fishing and our safety. 

At the times I and others have called out to them, they expressed their rudeness by saying such things as i'm just making a living", "This 
is my income", or "F ..... you H . This past September a woman was fishing about 15 yards to my left There was a school of fish between 
her and the opposite bank. A commercial fisherman raced between her and fish and commenced circling in front of her and herding the 
fish to his net. In doing so, he came dangerously close to her. When she called out to him, he respond holding up to her his middle finger. 

I don't begrudge the commercial fishermen their right to fish or to make a living. However, they should do without infringing upon the 

rights of others and without violating the law. Greater enforcement of the fishing regulations is needed. Without vigors enforcement, 
those commercial fishermen who have behaved badly and have violated the Jaw will continue to behave badly and violate the law. 

'{{.~~ 
tfully C Allen Pool Respec • · 

This past September tenth through the fourteenth completed my fifteenth consecutive trip to the Tsiu River, Alaska. It was my worst 
fishing experience here or anywhere! 

Several years ago was my first experience observing commercial fishing operations on the river. There was a mutual respect 
between the commercial fishermen and the anglers. During my break period, I had the opportunity to talk to some of the commercial 
fisherman, some of whom were hard working husbands and wives, trying to make a living. They gained my deepest respect. Some 
of them apologized to us for their activities but they operated within the law. 

However, in recent years there has been an increase in the violations of accepted legal commercial fishing practices. 
1. The illegal practice of herding fish into the nets by spinning their boats and forcing the fish into the nets verses the natural 

captivity of fish swimming into the nets was most disturbing. The bow man was 
tauntingly laughing and waving to us. The aural effect of the boat motors were also altering the natural behavior of the fish. 

2. Nets were anchored more than halfway across the river. This year some were placed 90% across the river and later reversed to 
cover the remaining 10%. This was done in front of a line of anglers. A 

net anchor was dropped haughtily at the feet of one of our guides. 
3. One of the boats circled within ten feet of shore in front of me and ran over my fly line. He continued to harass the anglers by 

obstructing our casting and herding the salmon into the nets. 
4. Miraculously, when peace officers responded to the complaints and visited the river, all conditions changed to an orderly harvest 

by the commercial fishermen. It was obvious that there had been an internal 
"tip off." The following day the few obnoxious commercial fishermen returned to their unlawful practices. 

Until these violations are corrected, I would not recommend anyone to fish this river. Unfortunately, the fishing lodges, business in 
Cordova and the state of Alaska will be negatively impacted. 

People from different parts of the world seek to experience the natural beauty of Alaska and their fine people. With proper 
enforcement, the mutual lawful sharing of the Tsiu River can be returned. 

Respectfully, Donald Langrock dslangrock@earthltnk net 530-632-3561 (Cell) P.O. Box 1416 Williams, CA 95987 

1m05 1n t'10 pa•.t tw<nty yE'·ars. It 15 an E xpens1ve 
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Edward Rabinowe 34201 Big Meadow Lane Deer Island, OR 97054 (503) 366-3565 ERabinowe@juno.cOIIl 

Attn: Dan Emhart 

Thank you for continuing your effort to make the fishing experience on the Tsiu River even better. I have been fortunate to have spent vacation 

time on the Tsiu for the past 20 years. Doubly fortunate to spend time with AWOC for the best in Alaskan wilderness adventure in the 

business. 

In my 40+ years of fishing vacations, the commercial fishing on the Tsiu is unique. Never before or elsewhere have I been run out of my fishing 

hole by a power boat. I enjoy wading and fly casting to salmon. The commercial fishermen just set their nets near where you stand f ishing and 

run the fish into the nets with power boats running over you lines in the process. A wading fisherman has no choice but to leave the river for 

safety. It is hard to argue while wearing waders and carrying a fly rod with power boats swerving just feet from you while they clean all the fish 

out of the river and deprive you of your spot on a stretch of public open water where you were fishing. 

Vacation cost on the Tsiu is significant, as is the sportsman's dollar in Alaska, and A WOC excels in giving you what you pay for. The commercial 

fishermen have no respect for the tourist dollar or the tourist's safety, sport fishing or common decency. 

Sport fishermen are always willing to share a river. I have never heard of a sport fisherman asking a commercial fisherman to move his net no 

less try to run him off. The Tsiu should be as available to me with my current fishing license as it is to anyone else. 

Please continue your work to assure that we all have fair access to the Tsiu River. I look forward to fishing there again. 

Tight lines, Ed Rabinowe 

I have taken 11 other fishing trips in Alaska and none compare to the fishing, habitat, accomodations, guides (you), and the list goes on. Silver 

salmon fishing el supreme!!! 

Gardner(sdgdmdut@hotmail.com) who accornodatied me twice- once with my sons and one with a friend-and his sentiments are the same as 

mine. Hope to see you again this year. One comment- in the two consecutive years we went, it was much different the second year with 

moderate overcrowding (if you can be overcrowded in Alaska!) and also the brand of fishermen seemed to be more the combat, slob type, all 

of which may have been my imaginations rather than real but Don noticed the same thing. Best of luck with your endeavor and if 1 can be of 

any assistance, please let me know ... 

Jerry Young, MD 2431 Hillside Drive Soda Springs, Idaho 83276 chi~fp_pw@hqtmaU,~o_rT) 

To Whom it May Concern: 
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I am writing this letter in hopes that something can be done about the persistent and increasing problem of the commercial harvesters 

interfering/endangering us sport fisherman in the Tsiu river. 

My friends and 1 have been long time annual customers of the Alaskan Wilde mess Outfitting Companyin the Tsiu. We date back to the years 

when we lived in your "tent city" prior to the establishment of your present permanent cabins in your present location. I cannot recall one year 

when we did not experience unpleasant encounters with the commercial harvesters. Their nets usually (if not always) would stretch across at 

least 80 to 90% of the width of the river. They would run their noisy high powered boats across our fishing lines and many times come 

dangerously close to many of us who were already standing in the river even though we were there first prior to their arrival. During this years 

visit to the Tsiu (2008), our guide spoke to the commerdal fisherman who seemed to be in charge of his group reminding him we had been 

fishing in this location prior to their arrival and that they were running their boat dangerously dose to us, and the response our guide received 

was "I don't care"--as a result, we had to leave that spot and went elsewhere. I might add that the above described encounter this year was 

not an isolated experience but also repeated in prior years. 

I find it increasingly difficult to enjoy my fishing in the Tsiu because of these repetitive unpleasant encounters with the commercial harvesters 

and would appreciate it if you can forward my comments and experiences to the proper authorities. It seems to me that we should be able to 

share the river with each other without conflict. It is my hope that I can continue to return to the Tsiu annually to fully enjoy what otherwise is 

a very fulfilling and enjoyable fishing experience. Anything you can do to help ensure this goal would be decisive in our returning to the Tsiu. 

Sincerely, Gilbert J. Hum 1771 Longhill Drive Monterey Park, CA 91754 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Three to four of us have fished Alaska in early September for the last six years. It has been a wonderful experience until this year. We fished at 

the Alaskan Wilderness Outfitters Tsiu River Lodge. I personally spent over $10,000 on this trip. 

We had fished the Tslu River in 2005, and had a great experience. This year's trip, however, was less than anticipated. The commercial 

f ishermen on the river created substantial problems for the sport fishermen. It was apparent they were using their boat and outboard motor to 

move or herd the salmon into their nets. 

In so doing they had complete disregard for me and two companions who were fly fishing the northern river bank. They (the two commercial 

fishermen) would point their boat at full throttle directly at us and then just before reaching our location they would make a sharp tum to 

prevent a collision with us. We had to carefully time our casts to prevent our line from tangling with their boat and motor. 

Their actions were very intimidating and dangerous. Carelessness or poor judgement in their maneuvering could have resulted in a serious 

accident. The wake from their boat rocked us. 

It is my conviction they purposely intended to intimidate us and frighten us from fishing the river. Noise from the outboard motor spoiled the 

opportunity for a true Alaskan wilderness experience. There is abundant room for commercial and sport fishermen on the Tsiu, but each must 

respect the others rights and territory. 

I am convinced those two commercial fishermen were deliberately trying to make our time on the river unpleasant and frightening-they were 

successful. 

• Gordon Smith PO Box 1933 Belgrade, MT 59714 

Dear Dan: I come to Alaska to enjoy the scenery, the mountains and all natural things. T commercial fishermen 
are noisy, they do wholesale fishing and I usually stop fishing since there are few fish left after those fishermen kill 
them all or they simply hide and cease feeding. The fishermen bring a lot of equipment to the river and it now 
resembles a typical USA working operation with lots of nose, disturbance of river banks and roads. I have stopped 
coming to Alaska and I seek my appreciation of nature elsewhere! 

Dr. Harold Frey 5720 Olinda Rd. El Sobrante, CA 94803 
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I came to the Alaskan Wilderness Lodge for a fishing trip in summer of 2007. I had taken at least six prior trips 
with them. I came from Philadelphia on my last fishing trip and it is a grueling series of plane rides to finally arrive 
at the Lodge on the Tsiu River. There is also a series of expenses involved in lodging expenses in Cordova and 
Anchorage. I point these items out since fishing at the Tsiu River involves sacrifice and strength to arrive there in 
addition to saving for the funds to pay for everything. 

In 2007 I was exposed to the activities of the commercial fishermen in the Tsiu River. They had large nets, they 
had aluminum motor boats with strong Horse power motors to herd the salmon into the nets. It had a huge 
negative effect on my fishing experience. They drove the boats within my casting range from shore trying to herd 
the salmon into the nets. They moved the nets around so that we were forced to fish around their fishing territory 
and at times that was a chaotic situation. We worked hard to locate fishing opportunities on the river and often the 
salmon were a confused and skittery group. 

The worst part of the experience was the large amount of noise from the motors as they ran in circles to herd the 
fish into the nets. How in the world can one have a positive experience with several boats running in circles and 
coming close to the shore where I was fishing? I would look at these fishermen at work and I felt like leaving and 
going home. I did not come to Alaska to see noisy boats circling the River and it influenced my decision for the 
summer of 2008. I did not return in 2008. 

At this time I am considering a return to the river for summer of 2009 but I assure everyone that the status of the 
fishermen will influence my decision on returning. I have spent thousands of dollars to both catch wild salmon and 
to have a pleasant and enjoyable experience. That is not possible with the actions of the commercial fishermen. 

I am concerned about the actions of the commercial fishermen and it will definitely influence my decision on 
returning for a fishing trip to the Tsiu River. 

Dr. Harold Frey 5720 Olinda Rd. El Sobrante, CA 94803 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I have fished the Tsiu River twice, once in September 2003 when there was no commercial fishing on the River. It was my first experience fly 

fishing for silver salmon and I had a wonderful time. 

I returned to the Tsiu River in 2007 to learn that there was commercial fishing on the River. The commercial fishermen placed nets out from the 

bank half way across the river on alternating sides of the river. Thus most of the fish were caught by the nets. Also, the commercial fishermen 

used boats to herd the fish into the nets. I caught only 3 fish the whole time I was there. 

A major reason to go to Alaska is to catch fish. I can fish without catching fish here in California. As long as there are commercial fishermen on 

the Tsiu River I will be quite reluctant to return. 

Regards, James S. Jenks 72 Corliss Drive Moraga, CA 94556 

. ,,_",,ii:~~~ .. ,,, __ , AJ'iil - -·---.. ·-------------- -----

gregorJIJTI 0 
Official Member 

lf:l'i:i~i:til 
\ __ TSIU River , Alaska 

Join Date: Jun 2008 
Location: Millbrae, Cal 
Posts : 85 

Just got back from flyfishing the Tsiu river ... located between Cordova & Yakutat, below Anchorage ... This was my 
6th trip , & probably the last one ... This river has probably the best runs of silver salmon in alaska ... A lot of nearby 
rivers have diminished runs in eluding the Situk river at Yakatut... Problem is every commercial fisherman is keying 

lin on the new increased prices they're getting for wild alaska salmon ... about $1 per pound or so? ... Of the 5 days we 
stayed at the lodge, it rained really hard except for two half days ... And when we were doing great in areas , the 
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commercials move right in & pull out gill nets & drive the salmon up past us into the nets with their boats ... Seems 
to get worse now the prices have risen .. Turns out the lodge has a couple of permits to fish also & i reconized the 

!
owners son helping them out ... Needless to say , I was pissed & let him know that you can't have it both ways .. Too 
bad , cause we used to get 50-100 fish a day when the weather was good ... Now that california & Oregon have 

!closed the salmon fishing, that this will only make things worse .. We still did well , untll:;he boats moved in ... Wish i 

!had better news to relay to you about all wanting Alaska salmon fishing reports ... Jim ~ 
Dan,l am writing this to say how much I appreciate your efforts to protect the quality of the sport fishing on the Tsiu River. Before I 
started coming to the Tsiu two years ago,a group of friends and I had made over 20 annual trips to Yakutat where we fished the local 
rivers for silvers. We even made a couple of trips up in the summers to try the sockeye runs. We all enjoyed the fishing experience, 
realizing that some runs were going to be great and some down. However, we started looking for a new destination as the fishing around 
Yakutat deteriorated and the crowds increased. We found ourselves scheduling day trips just to get away from the commercial nets and 
the increasing crowds. Fortunately, a friend from my office, Jim Perry, had been traveling to the Tsiu and bringing back tales a great 
salmon run and wonderful accommodations with your company at the Tsiu Lodge. 

Accordingly, two years ago, I coordinated a trip for most of my group to the Tsiu, and this year, after one last trip to the Lost River and 
Yakutat, we returned to the Tsiu. On my first trip to the Tsiu,l was actually a little disappointed by the number of nets in the lower 
river. There seemed to be more than on the Lost river. Moreover, the commercial fisherman were even more aggressive. If we were 
fishi ng along a cut bank, they would set nets a 30-40 yards above us or below us. Periodically, they would start up their boats and race 
around the river, occasionally spinning their boats as they moved towards their set nets. It was clear that they were chasing fish. After 
waiting for a while they would then go pick the fish out of their nets. The cycle was pretty regular: 1. Set nets, wait; 2. Fire up boats and 
go down or upstream and race back towards the net while doing some spinning; 3. Wait for 10-15 minutes; 4. Pick fish from net. Wait 
for a while and start process over. Fortunately, the nets were only in the river a portion of our visit. 

This year, we arrived later in the season, and the nets really were not an issue for us. However, I understand from a friend who came up 
earlier and stayed at another lodge on the Tsiu that the same aggressive actions by the commercial fisherman were again being practiced 
this year. The noise of the boats, the obvious herding of fish, and the 'this is our place· aggressive attitude of some ofthe commercial 
fisherman are putting a great sport fishery at risk. This year, it was such a joy to not to have to deal with the unnecessary conflict 
between us as sports fishermen and the commercial fishermen. I feel very fortunate that I do not have to try to make a living in the 
elements in which they work, but there is really no excuse for their abrasive attitude. As a group, we spend a lot of money in our efforts 
to find a beautiful and enjoyable environment to spend a few days each year fishing. The accommodations that you provide really add to 
that experience. However, the noise of the speeding boats, the obvious herding of fish and the aggressive behavior of some of the 
commercial fisherman will ruin both the quality of sport fishing on the Tsiu and the reputation of the Tsiu as a great place to fish with 
rod and reel. 

Several years ago on the Setuk, I saw a confrontation between a commercial fisherman and a sports fisherman almost end in fist fight on 
a gravel bar. The commercial fisherman was speeding up river in a boat and got too close to a fly fisherman who was trying to back out 
of the hole. This is not a good situation when some of the participants are actually carrying firearms. There is room for both types of 
fisherman on the Tsiu. I encourage those who regulate commercial fishing on the Tsiu to take whatever action is necessary to control the 
aggressive behavior (e.g., setting nets from opposite banks in an off-setting manner to essentially block the river, racing or spinning of 
boats, etc.) of some commercial fisherman. The economic impact can be substantial when the sports fishing community believes that 
they are not a welcome part of the community. The Tsiu is a great river, but there are other places to fish in both Alaska and Canada 
where sports fisherman do not have deal with the stress of nets, racing motors and angry commercial fisherman setting nets around 
them. 

Dan, keep up your efforts to make the Tsiu a better place for all of us. Give my best to your team. They do a great job. 

Regards, Jim SAALFELD GRIGGS PC - Jim C. Griggs - Lawyer- tel: 503-399-1070- e-mail: w.r~JU.2_W.('(lll\ - www.s~Jaw.com 

Feb 12, 2009 

Dan, 
It was nice to see you again at the Portland Sportsmen's Show here in Portland last week. 
I'm saddened by the fact that we won't be back fishing with you since we had such a great time at the Lodge with you/crew over the 
past few years. 
That last episode with the commercial interests on the river a year ago last September (2007) caused us to re-think how important 
catching fish is vs. losing life/limb due to blatant attempts by high speed fish boats to ''force" us off the river. 
As you know I've been in the boat business since 1967 and I understand what boat wakes and aggressive operators can do to 
people. 

21 of 39 Public Comment #18



p aca e J-./ 
Life, limb, and equipment, were put at risk by what I witnessed by some of the commercial boats on the river that year and I haven't 

returned as a result of those actions. 

I've been visiting Alaska since 1972 and I've fished/hunted all over the state during the ensuing years. Unfortunately I won't be back. 

I hope the commercial and sport fish interests can co-exist in the future. It certainly doesn't look like it's happening at this juncture. 
Last season we discovered Costa Rica, since we didn't return to Alaska, and I guess that's where my tourist$$ will be spent in the 

future. 

Good luck with you problem I hope it doesn't cost you the business! 

Jim Irwin 

I Li Dan .. sorry to reply so late . .I've had some serious health issues & it put things on the back bumer .. But yes I've had issues with commercial 
fishermen on the Tsiu river.. On a great day on a beautifull stretch catching silvers, a commercial boat dropped a net right in front of us & 
commenced to roar back & forth to drive the fish right through us into the nets . .It went from a super situation of fishing, wonderfull snow 
covered moutains , occasionally a eagle flying by ... to a loud constant roar of outboard motors & no explanation from the commercials to us, 
except a shrug of shoulders etc .. Another time we had 5 great days to fish & instead of the usual one day for commercials & one day off we were 
informed that the DFG were allowing four of the five days we had to co,ercials to make up for poor weather they had for a month or so .. We 
have to take the weather no matter what it may be so why the preferential treatment for commercials? It was a expensive trip to be treated so by 
the Alaska DFG>I had been going to the Tsiu for 6 years in a row, but that was my lasl.i thought the Alaska visitors travel guides were always 
asking what they could do to intice new travelers to visit Alaska ... Well this certainly was'nt the way I expected .. to be treated .. ./ can spendmy 
money in other areas & be treated much better Jim Mancuso 

October 30, 2008 

Our group has been fishing with Alaskan Wilderness on the Tsiu since year 2000. In the past few years, the commercial fishing industry 
has made our experience rather difficult It is almost to the point where fishing the Tsiu on commercial days is an experience in being 

harassed. 

Nets are placed right in front of the sport fis hermen with us being pushed out of the way from a good fishing hole. When the nets are out, 

then the boa ts run at high speed with loud motors herding the fish into the nets. This is not the serene fishing that brings pleasure to us. 

This year, 2008 the boats ran at high speed between us on the river where we were 20 feet apart This included running over our lines 

with fish on the hook. The wake from the boats almost knocked me into the water. When the boat ran between us, the driver held his 

index finger aloft to salute us. There was ZOO yards of water that he could have used instead of between us. 

We have no way to counter the action of the commercial fishermen as weare there on a recreational trip for a few days. The expense of a 

trip to the Tsiu makes me wonder if I want to continue with the harassment from the commercial fishermen. 

As the Tsiu is one of the few clear water streams in Alaska, I believe it should be reserved for recreational fishermen. 

Jim Miner 2871 Tam O'Shanter Drive ElDorado Hills, CA 95762 

James A. Perry 3385 Country Club Dr. S. Salem. OR 97302 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am delighted to provide my comments regarding what I see is an almost total disregard by most of the gill net fishermen of the rights of sport 

fishermen who are sharing the river vim them. First of alii believe that there is a proper place for commercial fishing, but not in a small 

confined space such as the Tsiu given the manner in which such commercial fishing seems to be conducted. 

I have been fishing the Tsiu for a number of years now and have been planning my trip as late in the year as I can in hopes of avoiding the gill 

net fishermen. The reason for this is the total disregard most of these guys have for the sports anglers. 

Let me give you some examples. I have been fishing a stretch of water and have gill netters who apparently don't have boats wade through my 

fishing water hitting the water with oars herding the fish downstream into their net. I have had gill net fishermen in motorized dorys speed 

downstream through water I am fishing doing "donuts" through the hole and around their net to herd fish from the entire river into their net. I 

have been forced out of the area I am fishing for fear of being swamped by boats speeding in confined areas dose to me. 
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As you know, I am responsible for bringing a number of anglers to Cordova and to the Tsiu. The economic impact which we have, not just to 

Alaskan Wilderness Outfitters but to the community and state is not insignificant. 

If I had my preference, gill net fishing in the river should be outlawed, particularly given the shrinkage in the size of the river over the last 

several years. If it is not banned entirely, it should be more tightly regulated. Including the regulations which are all ready in effect currently, 

herding of fish should be banned entirely. A speed limit of 5 MPH maximum should be imposed on all motorized boats. Better yet, motors 

should be banned entirely. 

The Tsiu is a precious resource. The economic benefit to the State of Alaska of this resource is not well served by its exploitation by a few 

commercial fishermen. 

Frankly, if these conditions do not improve soon, I am no longer interested in coming to the area for my annual salmon fishing trip. I have 

discussed this with several of my companions who are in agreement. As a matter of fact, there are five individuals who have been with me on 

prior trips who are so turned off because of their confrontations with gill netters that they are unwilling to return. 

Sincerely, James A. Perry 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Our group has been coming up later and later in the season just to get away from the net situation. This means, as it did in 2010 
that we missed out because of weather. I think that there is a consensus of our group that if we have to put up with power boats 
going through the runs we are fishing, herding fish to their nets, or for that matter putting up with, as we did 3 or 4 years ago netters 
wading down through the runs smacking the water with oars right in front of us, we will find some where else to fish. I have no 
problem with commercial fishing as long as the runs can sustain it without destroying the sport fishing {which brings a lot more 
money to the Alaska economy). I have big problems with commercial fishermen using their boats, oars or anything else to herd 
fish. Jim Perry 

February 2, 2009 To whom it may concern: 

I am writing to describe my experience during a recent visit to the Tsiu River and offer my opinion about what should be done. 

In September 2008 I made my first visit to the Tsiu River Lodge, operated by the Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company, to fish for 
silver salmon. The first morning of fishing started out great, with several salmon hooked and landed within an hour. However at 9 
AM the commercial salmon fishery opened and all hell broke loose. Small power boats were launched and the gill netting began. 
And almost as quickly the sport fishing was completely disrupted. The commercial fisherman came ashore throwing their net 
anchors at our feet and setting their net across the river channel directly in front of us. To add insult to injury they then motored a 
couple hundred yards upstream and began to run their boat in circles herding any salmon in the river downstream into their net. 
Needless to say this was the end of the fly fishing in this reach of the river. We moved off to a new area however the fishing, not to 
mention the aesthetics, throughout the portion of the river accessible to us was severely compromised for the balance of the day. 
Fortunately the fishery did not continue the following day but in order to avoid another confrontation with the gill netters we delayed 
our arrival on the river the next day, further impacting our fishing. 

I can say unequivocally that this was not the angling experience I came to Alaska for. I understand that commercial fishing has an 
important place in Alaska history and is an important element of the economy, but what I experienced was incredibly uncivilized 
behavior by at least a subset of the gill netters who showed a total disregard for our interests or our safety. The commercial 
fishermen tried to justify their behavior by saying they had been unable to fish due to weather and had only the one day to fish, but I 
too had been impacted by weather and was only gong to be able to fish a couple days after spending several days and many hard
earned dollars to get there. I would suggest that sport and commercial fisheries could coexist, but based on my experience in this 
instance with these fishermen, I have my doubts. 

I believe that unless steps are taken to reduce conflicts of this nature between commercial and recreational fishermen, the very 
considerable economic value provided by recreational anglers to the local economy and the state of Alaska will in the long run be 
diminished. The incomes of lodge operators, guides, support staff, local hotels and restaurants, fish processors and others depend 
on visitors having a good experience when they come to your state. I strongly urge you to consider re-examining the fishery 
management practices in place on the Tsiu River and try to find ways in which the conflict that exists there presently can be reduced 
or eliminated. It is hard to imagine that with the extensive commercial salmon fisheries in your state that this gill net fishery is 
crucial. But if it is to continue, I believe steps are needed to modify the methods being used there, particularly the egregious and 
dangerous practice of herding fish with motor boats through extensive reaches of the river. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I hope to hear about changes in the management practices on the Tsiu River that will 
make it worthwhile to consider visiting there again. 
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September 28, 2008 Alaska Department of Fish & Game P.O. Box 115526 juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Gentlemen: 

For the past 9 years, several of us fish the Tsiu River for Silver salmon during the month of September. The fishing is great and the 
lodging in Cordova and with the Alaska Wilderness Outfitting Company on the Tslu are the top of any fishing and hunting areas we 
frequent. 

The commercial fishermen on the Tsiu River have become aggressive over the years to the point that they push the sport fishermen out 
of the way when placing their nets. This year they were so aggressive that they would run their boats at high speed between two of us 
that were 20 feet apart while weare standing in 3 feet of water. There was over 100 yards of water that was available for the boats. The 
wake of the boats made it difficult not to fall into the river. At the same time the men in the boat waved their index fingers at the sport 
fishermen. 

The Tsiu is one of the few clear water rivers for fly fishing that I know of in Alaska. I ask that you consider the banning of commercial 
fishing on the Tsiu reserving the clear water fishing for the sport fishermen. 

We have made reservations to Fish the Tsiu again in September of2009. Atthe age of811 hope to make the trip for many more years. 

Yours truly Jim Miner 2871 Tam O'Shanter Drive El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I would guess that my trouble with the commercial fish people goes back 4 or 5 years. They have yearly become more belligerent each year. 

Our trip in 2008 was really the worst, not only because the stormy weather prohibited many of us old gents, but we were treated to show off 
boatsmanship. Such as running a boat very near the bank with a one finger salute. There was nothing we could do about this unsportsman like 

behavior. 

My long time fishing partner has gone on record as never returning to the Tsiu. I will return only if these injustices are corrected. 

Thank you for allowing me to add my 2 cents. 

John Anderson MS, DVM 

John M. Jackson, Sr. 5665 Power Inn Road, Suite 140 Sacramento, CA 95621 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I have been traveling to Alaska since 1971 to hunt and fish. Each year, I make several trips to Alaska, and have fished in many locations. In late 

August or early September, one of my favorite locations is on the Tsiu River to fish for silver salmon. 

Let me first point out, that I know that the commercial fishing industry in Alaska is a very important part of their economy. I also realize that for 

many people, commercial fishing is their livelihood. However, there should be some limits as to what the commercial fisherman can and cannot 
do. 

My group and I have encountered a few problems with the commercial fisherman on several occasions. Not only have we encountered the 

commercial fishermen cutting our lines or driving the fish away, they have also dropped their nets directly into the area of the river where we 
are fishing. 

This past season, in September 2008, was a prime example of some of the commercial fishermen's conduct. Our group, there were 7 of us, had 

gone out on the river early and we were fishing in a nice part of the river opposite of where the commercial fishermen fly their fish out to 

Yakutat. At this time each of us had caught one fish, and we were hoping to catch our limit, but because of the commercial fishermen's conduct 

noted below we were unable to catch anymore. 
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After we had been there for about an hour, two commercial fishermen came by in their boat, and dropped their net into the "hole" that we 

were fishing. Then they circled their boat on both sides of the net and after about 20 minutes, they had taken about 200 fish out of that hole. 
Needless to say, our fishing was over at that time. I have seen some bad conduct by commercial fishermen in the past, but this particular 

instance was the most atrocious behavior by a commercial fisherman that I have encountered. 

I have read the Harassment Law of the State of Alaska, and that the example I've given above, definitely falls within those parameters. 

I truly believe that with more aggressive enforcement of the existing laws, both the commercial fisherman and the sport fisherman should be 

able to coexist. 

Very Truly Yours, John M. Jackson, Sr. 

To Whom it May Concern: 

For about the past 10 years our group of 4-5 people has been coming annually to the Tsiu River with Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company to 

fish for silver salmon. 

The presence of the commercial fishermen is becoming a greater negative as to whether we return. 

The fishing nets often extend near the width of the river, there is no identification on the nets of the permit holder, the jet boats are deafening 

and have gone directly over my fishing line and severed it, the fish are herded out of our fishing site, and our presence is completely ignored 

near the point of contempt. 

During the 2007 season while we were there, it seemed as if the river was near completely emptied of salmon by the commercial harvesters, 
resulting in very poor fishing for the sportsmen. 

We have all felt that this river and its salmon run have produced many positive memories. The location, scenic beauty, and the quality and class 

offered to us by Alaskan Wilderness are outstanding. 

I think we contribute significantly to the economy and should have our presence recognized so that we do not feel harassed by these people. 

I suggest that the Fish and Game force them to conform to the laws of Alaska and be restricted as to frequency of access. 

John L. Sorensen, M.D., F.A.C.C. 219N. Cimarron Rd. las Vegas, NV 89145 

I want to comment on my sport fishing experience on the Tsiu. I have lived in Alaska 34 years, and I have fished all over the Alaska 
Peninsula at various lodges and at the Tsiu for three years (one full week each time). 

In all my experience of sport fishing in Alaska, I have never seen anything like the experience on the Tsiu. First, the silver salmon 

experience is by far the best fishing I have ever had. I love it Secondly, the commericial fishing on the river is like I have ever experienced 
a nywhere in Alaska. It is hard to believe that our state fishing regulations allow what happens on this incredible river. 

The Tsiu is a short, extremely shallow, narrow river. I cannot believe that commercial fishing Is allowed on this river because of its 
shallowness and importance to overall si lver salmon health. 

However, it is currently allowed, but the commercial fishermen abuse the priviledge by: 
1. Netting completely across the river--on a daily basis from my experience 

2. Driving boats with large, large horsepower to herd fish above and below the nets into the nets. 

3. Coming within yards of sport fishermen as they fish in the water. This year, a commerical fisherman came within yards of me at a 
FULL tilt while I am fishing in the water. Another woman at the lodge was also scared by a commercial fisherman coming fast within 
yards of her. She was terrified. I personally have been soaked with a wake from a boat while I was fishing. 

I a m concerned, not only for the sportfishing industry on this river, but most of all for the salmon. The Tsiu is shallow and small. The fish 
don't have anywhere to go when herded and when scared by the huge motors. The motors dig up the sand and change the flow of the 
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I believe that the Boa rd of Fisheries needs to take a long. hard look a t the way this river is currently managed and the abuse of 
regulations tha t ta ke place. It needs to change--not just for the sport fishermen--but for the long term conservation of the resource. 

Commercia l fishi ng on this river needs to be phased out, but in the meantime, much more heavily regulated and monitored. 

Kate Sandberg PO Box 1025 Girdwood, AK 99587 

Whom It May Concern, 

I come from a family of fishermen, consisting of generations of commercial fishermen peppered witl 

others whom have guide services for sport fishing on Lake Erie . As you can imagine, family gatherin~ 

are an intricate balance of joyous celebration and impassioned debates of each group ' s perspectives . 

is a historic competition for fishing rites that is not defined by: a time period, economic s tatus , c 

geographic location. 

Fisheries can appear to be healthy and self-sustaining, yet the ebb and flow of nature can be 

destroyed in an instant. Many more fisheries are diminished by t he action s of man, as has been 

documented countless times by many state agencies (i . e . , Fish and Game Departments or Departments 

of Natural Resources). The imbalance that man tends to create is the reason these agencies 

exist, so as to provide state and federal guidelines to protect fisheries for future generations . 

Many states investigate, document , and revise the laws as well as possession limits for both 

commercial and sport fishing annually . Thereby, providing resources for all user groups, as well 

as maintaining the balance of each fishery . At this time the Tsiu River fishery seems to be a 

location where concern is paramount. 

The situation occurring last fall on the Tsiu River seemed quite differen t from past years 

during my visits there . I am quite fortunate to say that I have fished many locations: all t he 

Great Lakes, fly- ins in Canada , Mexico, Aruba, Jamaica and many locations in Alaska. It is 

Alaska ' s beauty and diversity which brings me back frequently. However , the recent fishing 

tactics noted on the Tsiu River have me considering spendin g my vacation monies i n some other 

state. I was appalled by tactics employed by the commercial fisherman on the Tsiu . More 

difficult for me to grasp was the seeming lack of supervision or monitoring of the abuses that 

were taking place . I may be nalve. However, I thought that a portion of the monies collected by 

fishing licenses was to ensure that law enforcement could be employed to regulate the laws that 

are in existence. 

I think the contrast between the regulations I am used to in Ohio versus Alaska may have been 

the reason my sensibilities were insulted. The Ohio fisheries on Lake Erie are under supervision 

daily during the summer months. In fact, Wildlife officials from southern counties are 

temporarily relocated during the summer months to ensure adequate coverage of Lake Erie ' s 

fisherman, commercial and sport . It is just a daily happening. Perhaps that is why the abuses I 

witnessed and heard about enraged me . I stood in shame to admit that I was from a family of 

commercial fishermen. 

The guide staff of my outfitting company attempted to downplay the situation and act as 

professional as possible to ensure my safety. I assure you that I felt safer fishing among 

grizzly bears feeding on salmon than I did standing on the bank of the river in the presence of 

those commercial fisherman. Those men felt free to blatantly violate the laws of the state, as 

well as, plunder the balance of nature by overfishing the river, and the killing of wildlife. 

Again, not to fault my outfitters, but I did not feel safe when a power boat went shooting down 

the center of the river while I was standing on the sandy bank with my line in the water. Nor 
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did it seem ecologically plausible when nets were placed across the entire river to collect the 

fish during their river run. Those men seemed to be trying to prove a point, that they h ad more 

of a right to claim the salmon than did any other person or entity. I viewed their actions as an 

obvious disregard for the future of commercial fishermen. 

As a country, we often refer to Alaska as "The Last Frontier," the implication being once the 

frontier is gone, there cannot be another. Furthermore, without that frontier, there is less of 

a future for all of us. The implication, perhaps unfairly so, is that some people view Alaska as 

a state that must work more diligently than any other to protect that frontier , its wildlife, and 

its resources. 

After what I witnessed, I feel the State of Alaska needs to work harder at investigating how 

other states or federal agencies work to enforce and manage the laws that were created to 

regulate this balance. Please invest some of your e.nergies into protecting the Tsiu River. It 

is a beautiful place which can teach so many about nature. Thi s fishery i s so much more than two 

user groups attempting to benefit financially. It is about wildlife , the environment and the 

future . It is my belief that it is not just Alaska's job to protect i t s resources. I believe it 

is everyone ' s job to protect her resources. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. I hope that my words will assist you in 

taking action about the abuses occurring on the Tsiu River. 

Respectfully Yours, Kristen Quisno-Witt 
Customer of Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Co.8680 Genzman Rd.Oak Harbor, OH. 43449 

Feb 12,2009 To whom it may concern: 

I have fished with AWOC about 4 times. This year I decided not to return because of the hassle of dealing with the conunercial 
fisherman on the river. In 2007 I had a commercial fisherman run his boat at me in an attempt to chase me off the river. He came by while I was 
standing on a sandbar in the river and ran his boat at high speed within 2 feet of me. I le had lots of open water available and it was purely an 
attempt to drive my group off the river. I wiU likely not return to the river whiJe commercial fisherman are present Dealing with them in the last 
few years has mined the entire trip. I have no interest in ~ying thousands of dollars to fish in AJaska only to have commercial fisherman run 
their boats back and forth in front of me trying to chase the fish down river into a net while I try to fly fish. I don' t want to ~y to spend a week 
at the lodge if l can really only fish every other day. lf this situation changes, give me a call and I wiU come back to AWOC. 

Louis A. Feneira Member, Stoel Rives LlP Office: 503.294.9412 Mobile: 503.504.8940 Fax: 503.220.2480 

WillS A. DEMERS DENIS M , DONOVAN ATTORNEYS AT lAW 725 UNIVERSITY AVENUE SACRAMENTO, CAliFORNIA 95825 

(916) 929-9680 FAX NO. (916) 929-9798 

To Whom it Man Concern: 

I have been fishing and hunting in Alaska since 1971. Most years I make 2-3 trips to Alaska and have fished in many locations. One of my 

favorite locations is the Tsiu River for silver salmon in late August or the early part of September. 

On a number of occasions we have had "problems" with commercial fisherman cutting our lines, driving the fish away, or, in some instances, 

putting their nets directly into the area of the river where we are fishing. This last season, September, 2008, was a prime example of their 

conduct. 

There were seven of us in our group, we went out to the river early and were fishing in a very nice part of the river opposite of where the 

commercial fisherman fly their fish out to Yakutat We had been there for about an hour when two commercial fisherman came by in their boat 

'and after a moment came back and placed their net directly in front of us in the "hole" that we were fishing. At that time we had caught at 

least one f ish per person and were hoping to get additional fish for our limit but that ended right there. 
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The commercial fisherman then circled their boat on both sides of the net and within about 20 minutes took at least 200 fish out of that hole 

and our fishing was over. 

It is about the most blatant and egregious conduct by a commercial fisherman that I've seen although I have seen some that were almost as 

bad. 

I know that the commercial fishing industry in Alaska is a very important part of their economy and I realize that many fisherman need to do 

commercial fishing for a livelihood. However, there should be limits as to what they can and cannot do. 

1 have read the "Harassment Law" of the State of Alaska and this last example certainly falls within those parameters. 

It is my hope that a more aggressive enforcement of existing laws should enable both the commercial fisherman and the sport fisherman to 

coexist. 

Very truly yours, Louis A. DeMers 

Marjorie Thomas Report 

We were acosted by the fishermen when we were there. they almost ran us down in the river and their dog kept chasing our flies 
then he (the dog) got cought in one of their wenches. I thought the poor thing would loose a leg. 

I am a guide on the Tsiu River. I have seen years of commercial fishing a nd sports fishing going on side by side. The Tsiu is a short, 
sha llow a nd narrow river. Whe n the peak of fishing is unde rway the river becomes quite crowded. Every year the crowds seem to grow. 
With a ll the people standing in the river commercia l and sports fishing the use of high-speed boats has become dangerous. 

Because the Tsiu is a shallow r iver a flat bottom boat require a lot of speed to keep from dragging the bottom. Boats running up and 
down the river weaving through people is asking for an accident The boats must follow the channel, fisherman fish the cha nnel, not 

much room for error. I have witnessed numerous close calls. Once an angler actually have to dive out ofthe way to avoid being run over 
by a boat sliding out of contro l around a corner! 

There is very little respects give n to the angler visiting Alaska's Tsiu River buy the commercial fishing boats. It is bad enough that 
a ngles a re run out of fi shing holes buy nets la id at their feet It is just not safe or fair to run the angles off the river with a boat run in 
circle at high speeds in front of them. People come to Alaska for a special fishing experience, not to be run off the river buy dangers that 
could be regulated. Let me know if I can assist in making the Tsiu a safer place to experience. 

Ca ptain Matt Willia ms 

~- SIJJ. 5~ ~a..... fR.o..l '!.O.Jt.. '!D.Jt... '!.0<! 99362 009-529.971C 

Nov.3,2008 To whom it may concern; 

I would like to address the issue of the commercial fishermen and their total disregard for the rules and regulations of their occupation I Not to 
mention the downright rude and unethical treatment of the sport anglers! 

I am afforded the luxury of taking a fishing trip with my father and husband once a year. The past 4years, we have chosen the Tsiu as our 
destination. (My dad has been there 7 years). 

Scenario: 

I am standing in the river, attempting to learn how to fly fish, it is quiet and serene (except for the occasional YAHOOOOOO Fish ON"), and 

then all hell breaks loose. Here comes these deafening boats, roaring up the river, (in an area I did not think boats could get) knocking me over 

in the water, and then literally dropping their nets at my feet! I was scared and in shock, to think that something like this could happen. My 

guide came to my rescue. She asked the boat operators what they were doing. They replied with obscenities told us to go @•@+.@# ourselves 

and threatened bodily harm. By this t ime my husband, father, and friend recovered from the shock and wanted to get involved. We wanted to 

get all the info on these bullies, so we could talk to their boss, but there was no way to identify these people. No id numbers on the boats, nets, 

or vehicles. Our guide told us they were commerdal fishermen and suggested we report It to the warden. I did. I never received any reply. 

It is my understanding that there are rules and regulations for the commercial fisherman. I do not believe they abide by any of them! 
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Nets were stretched completely across the river; boats were hazing the fish into the nets and dead fish being thrown back into the water. I was 

appalled to see this very disgusting behavior. I am sure the department of fish and wildlife will be interested to see exactly what is going on. We 

have video tape and pictures to verify this tragedy. These men are dangerous. We were harassed by these bullies, were blatantly threatened 

and do not feel safe to fish while they are on the river. I cannot believe this type of barbaric behavior is allowed. 

We had a friend with us that was so traumatized by this, he refuses to ever come back. We will be giving it second thoughts also. We come to 

enjoy the wilderness and all it has to offer. We did not pay all that money to be in the middle of a war zone I 

I know they need to make a living also, but do it honestly. There is no need for this type of utter disrespect to the sport angler. That river is big 

enough for everyone. 

I am asking that you send someone out to watch exactly what happens. 

At least make them follow the law! 

Sincerely Mickie Maxson-Box 

Feb 10, 2009 To whom it may concern, 

Our group did not return to the Ts iu River this past fall to fish with A WOC. We fished on the Tsiu from 200 I - 2007 for 7 straight years. 

On our last trip the river had a commercial fishing operation on it. The commercials were basically fishing where the sportsman had access. 
They were running boats at high speed up and down the river and caused an Wlsafe situation. As you know the river is not big. Sportsman need 
to be able to wade the river in order to have casting and catching opportunities. 1be commercial boats on a small river not only spook all the 
fish, but are obviously antagonistic towards sports fisherman, leading to close encounters that will ultimately result in incidents of personal injury 
or worse. 

Frankly, I am dismayed that the State of Alaska allows this kind of situation to go Wlchecked or unsupervised. 

Needless to say our 2007 trip experience soured the Tsiu for us and we will not come back until this situation is resolved. 

Thanks, Tom 

Tom Mike Anderson, CPA Shareholder Geffen Mcsher & Co., P.C. 888 SW Fifth Ave., Ste 80 Portland, OR 97204 Office: (503) 221-0141 

To Whom it May Concern: 

We get very upset when the commercial fisherman come along and ruin our fishing spot. They are rude and obnoxious in our 
opinions. If we make it this year, we won't fish after September 1st when they make it impossible to enjoy being along the Tsiu doing 
my favorite activity-fishing for silvers! 

Jackie and Pat 

Just opened your letter about Conning a Tsiu River Coalition. Good idea. someone should have done it a long time ago. When we were there, 
we were told that the commercial fishermen could only fish every-other day, and only 3 day per week. I have friends that had fished there and 
said that the fishing was great, but they would never go back because one of the guys herding fish in a jet boat almost ran over his wife. We 

went anyway, and fow1d that they fished every day we were there, 5 days, and that they left their nets in the river 24/5 still herded fish with jet 
boat, and that no one was there checking them oul Seems like the guy that does the commercial fishing also owns a lodge, talk about double 

dipping. From what I have been able to find out, about I 00,000 fish show up and the commercial fishennen take about 60,000 of them. seems 

like a lot. any way good luck Paul 

I took a group of 4. My son, daughter, best friend and I. We stayed with Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting out of Cordova. Names you can use, 

Paul Reinsch, Joseph Reinsch, lea Anne Reinsch and George Knodle. 

Even though we had a great time, lodge was great, guides were great, food to die for, accommodations great, we would probably not return. 
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The commercial fishermen with their jet boats, DC 3s, 4 wheelers running up and down the beach, was not what we were looking for. Fishing 

was ok, can be great if you hit it just right We were told that 

the commercial fishermen could only fish so many days out of the week, But they were there all 5 days that we were there, and guides at the 

lodge said that they had been there fishing for some time before we got there. It seems that the silver run was winding down and they were 

trying to get all they could before they pulled out. Good luck Paul 

Sept. of2008l took my son, daughter, best friend to a fly out lodge on the Tsin I had heard that the Tsiu had one of the largest runs of Silvers 
on the planet. I had also heard that the river was fished commercially. When I contacted the lodge l asked about the commercia l fishing and was 
told 
that they were regulated and could only fish 3 days per week. We were there Mon. thru Sat and they fished every day. It was the last of the nm 
and they were trying to get as many as they could. lbey also used jet boats to heard the fish into their gill nets. They would nm the fish up and 
down the river pushing them into the nets. Often this was done just below where we were fishing, above where we were fishing and on several 
occasions they went right thru the hole where we were fiShing. Not the experience we had hoped for. lhe lodge where we stayed was great. 
great food, service, guides. lhe fishing was very good, not as good as we had hopped for, but good. However, we would not go back because 
of the way the commercial fisherman treated the river. Jet boats herding the fish, OC-3 flying in and out taking the fish to Yakutat, and 4 
wheelers racing up and down the beach from net to net was not what we were looking for. If there are set rules, as to how the fiSh can be 
harvested, then there needs to be someone out there making sure they are followed. Paul Reinsch, Lea Anne Reinsch, Joe Reinsch, 
and George Knodle 

PHIL ERICKSON 

3345 STONE VALLEY ROAD ALAMO, CALIFORNIA 94507 Phone (925) 837-0278 Fax (707) 922-1465 Ema11 
::>hiiErick@sbcglobal.net 

November 4, 2008 To all concerned, 

I have fly frshed the Tsiu River numerous times and fully enjoyed many of them, however my experiences the last three 
trips to the Tsiu were so bad that I have quit going to what was once one of my favorite venues. 

The sole reason for my discontinuing traveling from California to the Tsiu is the disruption and harassment caused by the 
commercial fishing elements! 

In my earliest encounters with the commercial operators, they appeared to respect us sport fishermen and avoided close 
encounters, sadly my last few trips that has not been the case. They act as though the river is theirs to do as they please 
and would like to drive us from the Tsiu by harassing us. When I have asked them to please not get so close, they totally 
ignore the request! 

Their techniques of herding the salmon are not only unbelievably noisy, but also make it impossible for sport fishermen to 
access very large portions of the river, many being the very best runs for fly fishing. Many times they come right in and 
place their nets where we are fishing. 

Sadly, until changes are made in the commercial fishing practices on the Tsiu, it will no longer be on my list of places to 
fish! 

Sincerely, Phil Erickson The Phishin Phool 

To Whom it may Concern: 

We are avid fly fisher men in our 70's who have fished the Tsiu and other Alaskan rivers for decades. We accept the need for 
commercial fishing as well as sports fishing on the Tsiu and hope that both groups can co-exist sensibly and harmoniously and have 
equal rights to the river. 

However, unfortunately, over the many years we have fished the Tsiu we have experienced hostile and aggressive attitudes and 
behaviors on the part of commercial fishermen towards sports fishermen. At times this hostility has become borderline violent and 
dangerous. For example, last year my wife Dr. Marlene White found herself trapped and encircled in 3 feet of water by 2 commercial 
fishing boats who came closer and closer at excessively high speeds. She was soon swamped, fell onto her rod in the frigid water 
breaking it. The propeller of one boat came so close it caught her line breaking it as well. I watched in horror while the fishermen 
laughed and continued driving their boats recklessly and provacatively while she lay in the water .. It took me a while to get to her 
and pull her out and she had to be immediately taken back to the lodge as she was soaked. Consequently, she was unable to fish 
the rest of the day. 
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After our first year staying at the Alaskan W ilderness Lodge we did not return for a few years because of similar unpleasant 
encounters with commercial fishermen. Last year we decided to return because of the superb facilities, expert fishing guides and 
the world class fishing for silvers the Tsiu is famous for. Now, once again we are reconsidering whether or not we want to put our 
lives in danger and return to Alaskan Wilderness Lodge at our age. Besides these types of incidents we have observed many other 
abuses and infringements of local fishing regulations. All of this seems unnecessarily stupid since it is sports fishermen who pump 
vast amounts of money into the local economy re: hotels, restaurants, liquor, sundries, transport, fishing licenses, etc. etc. while 
taking very little from the river. On the other hand, on more than one occasion, we have witnessed tons of silver salmon rotting on 
the beaches when weather did not permit planes to fly and take out the catch. 

It is our hope that we will be able to return to our favorite fishing lodge and river and that new equitable and sensible regulations will 
address the problems and issues of sports fishing people like ourselves. 

Sincerely, Ray Barker-Smith Dr. Marlene B. White 5931 Graysontown Rd. Radford, Va. 24141 540 639-0461 

To whomever it may interest. I was one of a party of four who visited two years ago in sept fishing for Silvers on the tsu. We had 
fun but something odd was experienced also. Commercial fisherman in boats buzzed us closely in the holes we fished . It seemed 
odd they did it. It occurred on days they had nets in, and on days they weren't "fishing". We were told it was legal and they were 
either herding fish into their nets or scouting where to set nets on the days they could fish. It didn't seem right and they certainly 
weren't considerate of what should be our rights in paying alaska license fees, and supporting alaska businesses. They ran their 
boats in circles in the holes, or near the holes we fished, even though their nets were several holes away( quarter mile or so ). 

I suppose some friction is inevitable between sport and commercial interests. I know they have families to support. I just think if we 
did to them what they did to us, seemingly intentionally herding fish away from their nets, we get shot at, and I wouldn't blame them 

Robert Bolton Providence Hospital Portland, Oregon 

To Whom it may concern: 

I have fished the Tsiu River for salmon in each of the past 8 years. My experience there on any given day can be described as either the GOOD, 

the BAD, or the UGLY. 

As suggested by my regular trips here, GOOD predominate. In no small part because of service and accommodations afforded me by Alaskan 

Wilderness Outfitting. And the fact that the salmon are frequently attracted to my fly. BAD days are mostly caused by uncontrollable factors 

such as non-biting fish and weather- wind, rain or high discolored water. 

Unfortunately, interactions between commercial netters and sport anglers frequently cause UGLY! Days that make one wonder if the cost and 

effort needed to fish these waters is really worthwhile. UGLY events indude: 

l . seeing a net placed entirely across the river in a narrow spot. 

2. being rocked by the wake from speeding boats (while standing in the river). 

3. watched jet boats herd salmon into nets. 
4. watched nets being set less than 15 yards from where I was fishing. 
5. regularly seeing nets placed in deeper channels along one shore and extend out to very shallow areas (with insufficient water for 

fish to swim) effectively blocking all migration upstream. 

6. being "buzzed" by DC3 cargo plane (used to transport netted fish) which flew only about 100ft above the ground a long distance 
from take off. 

All such experiences are inconsistent with a pleasant "wilderness" fishing experience!! 

I recognize that there is much I don't know about the economic and conservation considerations that are factors in formulating the regulations 

governing both sport and commercial fishing on the Tsiu. I can say with complete certainty that: (1) the economic value of a salmon caught by 

an angler is many times that of a netted fish. And (2) the number of salmon killed by anglers is but a fraction of that taken by netters. These 

factors together with the substantial investment made by the fishing lodges in their facilities should make sustainability of a high quality fishery 
a priority. 

Sincerely, Ron Ott 

Hey Dan, 

ft was good to hear from you. fd just like to say what a great time we had fishing the Tsiu this year. It was a trip of a lifetime for both of us. We 
have never caught fish like we caught there on the Tsiu. It was amazing. We just had a Christmas party and served baked salmon. Everyone 
loved it. We've been eating on them regularly and giving some of it away, sharing it with friends and family. One of our friends spent some time 
in Alaska, this year and didn't catch a fish. Their guide said it was a bad year. He didn't believe us when we told him about our trip but I showed 
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him the pictures and the fish. We have never caught fish like that Having said that, it was a travesty what I saw the commercial fishermen doing 
the that fishery. The methods employed to harvest the fish should rise to the level of being criminal. I mean blocking the river, using boats to 
harrass the fish into the nets, with complete disregard to the sport fishermen present in the river and after that, leaving transport tubs filled with 
salmon, on the riverbank rotting in the sun. The bears were the only ones who benefited from those salmon. It pissed me off then and it still 
does. You could see the wanton waste and you knew it was wrong but you felt so helpless to stop it. 

I'm not exactly sure what you have planned, referencing forming the 1RC, but we both agree something must be done, if that fishery is to 
survive. It's all about the money and big business and the commercial salmon fishing lobby, is the big bully on the block. Feel free to add my 
name to your list of supporters. I commend you for your effort. 

Sherry does facebook but I don't. I lope your holidays are going good_ Keep me posted. 

Ronnie/Sherry Robert~ 

Dear Dan 

When I returned home from my Tsiu trip I drafted an email and sent it to "Marston, Brian H (DFG)" 
<brian.marston@alaska.gov>, and explained the entire incident. Brian Marston is the contact person on the 
Yakutat Weekly Fishing Report from Alaska DFG. 
http :flwww .. ~f.adfg_,_state. 9 k. us}Fishin__g.BeQorts/index .cfm/FA/R1_, rruJortDetail/area key/18Pictures 
were attached to my email and are attached here. 

Brian Marston basically concluded that the incident was not worthy of a citation since it appeared that the 
fisherman was within the commercial fishing zone. He never mentioned any issue regarding harassment. I have 
lost his email response, but feel free to contact him regarding our correspondence. I did retain the draft of the 
email that I sent him and it is attached as follows : 

Dear Brian 

Last Thursday, September 17, 2009, at approximately 9:30a.m., I was fly fishing with four friends on the Tsiu 
river with Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company when a commercial net fisherman landed his jet boat in the 
bottom of the hole that we were fishing and proceeded and set his net across the bottom of the hole. I was 
playing a salmon that I had hooked at the time and the commercial fisherman just set his net about 20 yards 
downstream from where I was playing the fish. It was as if the commercial fisherman wanted my salmon to get 
caught in his net. I landed the fish, released it and watched in horror as the commercial fisherman went to the far 
top end of the hole above where my friends were fishing and proceeded to use his jet boat to herd all of the fish 
down steam into his nets. It was deliberate and intimidating. He used a series of figure 8 maneuvers that boiled up 
the river. He had miles of open water to set nets, but he chose our fishing spot to make his non verbal statement 
of disgust for sport fishermen . At the end of his boat maneuvers all of the salmon in hole were netted or spooked. 
We left to find another place to fish. 
I took pictures of the incident and believe that the commercial fisherman was upstream from the commercial 
fishing boundary and thus in violation of 5 AAC 39.190. Driving salmon prohibited (It is unlawful to drive or 
attempt to drive salmon from waters closed to salmon fishing) I have attached those pictures. One of the pictures 
shows the boundary marker on the shore as a white dot just above the bow of the boat. The other picture shows it 
near his shoulder. The boat is facing downstream in both pictures. I have sent high resolution pictures so may be 
able to confirm the violation and identify this despicable person. The rulprit was about 30 years old, black hair, fair 
complexion, black thin moustache, medium build and height. His wife and a small child looked on as he ruined our 
fishing . 
I have enjoyed sport fishing in Alaska for the last ten years and have been a tourist and business visitor in past 
times. I have always enjoyed the people and respected them and their unique way of life and ultimate respect for 
nature. This commercial fisherman is a huge stain on your tourism industry. Although the fishing was excellent on 
our trip, the story is about the ass that ruined it for us. Do all fishermen a favor and cite this individual or revoke 
his license. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 503 490 1474. 
Regards Thomas 0 Moe Attorney and CPA 
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To Whom it May Concern: 
During my trip to the Tsiu River Lodge with you in September of this year, I experienced an unpleasant 
situation on the river with the commercial fishermen. I think it is important that I relate this to you since it will 
affect my deci sion to return in the future. This was discussed with the guides at the lodge, but I thought it would 
be appropriate to advise yo u in writing since it will influence my deci sion to return in the future. Unless 
something is done to improve their conduct, I will not be returning to fish with you. 

I understand the commercial fishermen had the authority to fish the river during the time I was there from 
September 18 thru 23. llowever, their action of traversing the river in front of our fishing area, running within 
less than 30 feet of us, and forcing us to stop fishing for fear of injuring someone with the boat was arrogant and 
dangerous. They showed no respect for our presence on the river and allowed us very little peace and quiet to 
fi sh only a small part of the river. They also set their nets across the river from us and often ran in circles to 
drive the fi sh into their g ill nets. 

I personally watched one group of commercial fishermen load more than 53 fish into a cart for processing while 
our party of over 6 fishermen tried to harvest our limit of fish. I personally fail to understand the position that 
the Alaska Game and Fish Department has taken on commercial fishing versus sport fishing. The sport fishing 
industry clearl} brings in more revenue to the state than the commercial tishing industry. A relatively small 
number of commercial fi shermen are awarded the privilege of reaping the greatest amount ofthe available 
resource while the sport fi shermen are len with less and less. Regrettably, it has affected my decision to return 
in the future. 

Sincerely. Vernon Broussard 

My name is Tom Prijatel. My wife Katie and I own and operate Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting located in 
Cordova, AK. We have had a sport fishing lodge on the Tsiu River for 28 years. I am here to express our 
concerns over activities on the Tsiu River and ask for you to consider proposals 301, 302 and 303. 

Commercia l fishermen place there nets along the river, which is a single channel , average of2 ' to 3 ' deep holes 
where the fish arc holding up and use the boats to herd other fish back into the nets up to 400 yards away in a 
circular motion. They can clean the river of fish in 3 to 4 hours. This leaves very few fish in the river for any 
sport fishing until another tide or build up. With the growing number of sport fishermen on the river this has led 
to an increase in contlicts between the two user groups. These boats, with up to 90hp motors and very loud 
come dangerously close to sport fishermen already in place fishing. There have been many instances where the 
fishermen have been frightened out of the river. We have reported incidents to the proper authorities to no avail. 
We feel that this method of herding is not necessary and that the fish will eventually run into the nets while 
going up river, just taking a little more time. This would leave fish in the river at all times for both user groups. 
If the two user groups were fishing together, sport fishermen would actually be driving fish into the nets while 
fi shing. The numbers of fi sh arc not the problem. 

The natural value of the river has fallen dramatically and people just don't want to experience this. Our business 
has fallen off 50% in the last 5 years and other lodge owners have complained about vacant beds due to this 
problem. This will fall off more in years to come if we don't do something as you can see in the letter from our 
past guests. 
In no way are we trying to stop commercial harvesting on the Tsiu. We respect everyone's right to use the 
resource and hope this will be a start in making the Tsiu River the great sport fishing and commercial fishery 
that it is. We arc open to any suggestions and hope this subject will be addressed. Thank you. 
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PROPOSAL JOt ALASKA BOARD OF FlSHERlES AND ALASKA BOARD OF GAME 

REGULATION PROPOSAL FORM 
PO BOX 115526, ~AU, ALASKA 99811 -5526 

BOARD OF FISHERIES REGULATIONS BOARD OF GAME REGULATIONS 

0 
0 

Fishing Area 

Subsistence 

0 Sport 

0 Personal Use 

0 Commercial 

Game Management Unit (GMU) 

0 Hunting 0 Trapping 

0 Subsistence 0 Other 

JOINT BOARD REGULATIONS 

0 Advisory 
Committee 

0 Regional Council 

l. Alaska Administrative Code Number 5 
AA C 

0 Rwal 

2. What is the problem you would Uke the Board to address·? 

0 Resident 

0 Nonresident 

Regulation Book Page 
No. 

-Currently, harvesters are allowed to set nets in almost the entire fishable portion of the river. This proposal is for not moving 
the existing F and G escapement marker to a different location. It is in the right spot But to create different boundaries for the 
users of the river. Boundaries that do not interfere with current commercial harvest levels or opportunity, and addresses an 
ongoing problem of disappearing sport fishing area as well as the confrontations between the user groups. 

In the last 40 years the river has lengthened itself from I mile to about 4.5 miles long. It does vary from year to year but it is 
getting longer over time. This has increased the commercial harvest area over 4000/o. Conversely, in the last 20 years the 
" lake" above the marker has completely filled in with sand An area that sports fishers relied on to get away from the 
commercial harvest activities. This has decreased the area to sport fish above the marker to almost nothing. Forcing sport 
lishers to utilize the area below the marker. This could be considered an allocation issue. 

When you look at the commercial catch history you will see that no matter what the length of the river, the harvest numbers 
stayed within a certain range. 2010 is a perfect example of harvesting above the average with a little more than I mile of river 
to set nets. (The marker was moved due to low water conditions) The catch was the second largest in the history of the ri ver 
and was the ' cleanest' catch as well. (Not as many blush fish). 

Another problem with the way things are now is after a commercial opener there arc no fish left in the 4 mile area that the nets 
were in. Leaving very few or no fish for other user groups. The small area above the marker is over fished and the fish do not 
bite very well. And very few new fresh fish making it that far. So you hope more fish come in on the next tide and the river 
hopefully fills in overnight. But 9 am the next morning the nets go back in and the cycle starts again. 

With all that said, it only stands to reason to create these boundaries. I am proposing to allow 1.5 miles of river open to set 
netting. Starting at a point 500 yards up river from the mean high tide line then continuing for the next 1.5 miles. Unless the 
river changes to where there is only 2.5 miles of fishable water then the river is divided equally in half regardless of the length. 
The fish escapement marker should remain in the same spot. 

The 500 yard corridor is because the Tsiu River is the #I Coho sport fishing river in the world- and should be treated as such. 
The greatest sport fish opportunities are at the mouth on an incoming tide. It is the reason people come to here to fish. 
Everywhere else on the river is great but that is what makes this the most prized destination on earth for lots of people. 

There is absolutely no reason to set nets in the first 500 yards of this river. The fish literally shoot up river to the first holding 
pools above the tide line before they stop to rest Very few fresh fish hold in this area. 1bc netters will have the same 
opportunity starting at the 500 yard mark. and not have the problems associated with incoming tides. Like seals eating untold 
numbers of fish out of the nets and the constant confrontations with sport fishers. 

With this proposal both user groups will have equal opportunity at the fish. But by having nets in the first 500 yards one user 
group will not have equal access or opportunity at the resource. If you force all sport fishing above the netting area the fish will 
never get to them. 'fbc few that do gel by are stressed out and won' t bite; many have net marks. lb.is may cause an allocation 
issue. 

Let me give you an cxan1plc: Let's say there are 50 sport fishers (this is above average) at the mouth of the river and there are 
3000 tish (that is below average) coming in on a tide. With a limit of 4 per person that would mean 200 fish could be taken. 
Many sports fis hermen practice catch and release so 200 fish taken is above average leaving 2800(very conservative) fish to go 
up the 500 yards to the netting area. This happens in a matter of 3 hours. The netters have 24 hrs to gel those fish. This is just 
during the daytime tide. 1bere is always another when there is no one sport fishing. And on some tides, the fish never stop 
coming in- sometimes 3 or 4 days in a row at the peak. 
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6. Solutions to difficult problems benefit some people and burt others: 

Who is likely to benefit if your solution is adopted? 
a) the fishery resource; 

1) biological -All positive - there will be a smaller area that will be disturbed by the commercial activities. 
2) management - Should stay the same. 
3) economic utilization - All positive. The river and area are not being used utilized anywhere near its economical potential. 

b) harvesters; 
I ) economic efficiency of the harvesting fWlclion- Positive- they will be able to harvest just as many. And increase the value 
of the catch. 
2) species interdependence impacts - None. 
3) harvesting asset ownership impacts - lbere are no harvester assets on the Tsiu. Most harvesters are squatting in small shacks 
along the river. They do not pay for leases or taxes on improvements like other businesses that use the river. 
4) distribution of product value - Will more than likely increase with higher value fis h. 
5) market access- Will not be affected 

c) the sector, species, and regional interdependence relationships; 
It is all positive for the species because it is way less slress on the fish 's migratory route. The sector and regional 
interdependence relationships should remain intact and if anything get stronger with the potential increase in revenue. 

d) safety; 
Safety would increase dramatically by minimi7ing the chance for an accident on such a small river system. The closest hospital 
is in Cordova, which is an hour away by plane. So that equates to at least 3 hours from the time of the accident to the hospital 
in perfect conditions. And as much as 3 days in bod weather. 

e) the market; 
I ) market access and product form - Nothing should change here accept that the commercial harvest may be more valuable. 
2) market timing- I don' t believe this is much of an issue because of the relatively low quality of the salmon they are harvested 
mainly for the eggs. The low quality comment is because of the way the fish are handled. Tossed aroWld multiple times like 
basketballs, full of sand with little or no icc. Sitting on the dark sand in the hot sun, and at times, for a day or more. When the 
water is low and the sun is out the river water is 60 degrees or more. That means the fish are that same temperature when they 
are netted. The fish are 4 feet deep in a tote. It would take a lot of ice to cool them down to 44 degrees while sitting in the sun. 
3) competitive opportunities - Should stay the same for harvesters. Will increase for other users. 

t) processors: The processors should not be affected except that the quality of the product may be higher. 

g) local communities: 
The local communities will benefit the most By increasing the tax revenue to the cities and the increase of revenue to the Bed 
& Breakfasts, hotels, liquor stores, grocery stores and the local businesses that purchase their goods in those communities. 
I) Employment will increase. 
2) Industry infrastructure impacts - There will not be any on the harvester side. The other businesses may increase 

infrastructure thus increasing tax revenue. 
3) Ownership of local harvesting and processing impacts - none 
4) Gain or loss of associated businesses - There will not be any on the harvester side. The other businesses associated with 

sport fishing will gain if this proposal is adopted and there certainly will be loss ifnol 

Who is likely to suller if your solution is adopted? 
No one. 

7. List any other solutions you considered and why you rejected them. 
None. 

Submitted By: Tsiu River Coalition 
Name I Signature 

Individual or Group 

PO Box 1516 Cordova, AK 9957 4 
Address City, State ZIP Code 

218-252-2337 dan@ernhart.corn 
Home Phone Work Phone Email 

' Management report by Sheinberg Associates 
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PROPOSAL 302 ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES AND ALASKA BOARD OF GAME 
REGULATION PROPOSAL FORM 

PO BOX 115526, JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-5526 

BOARD OF FISHERIES REGULATIONS 

0 Fishing Area 

0 Subsistence 

0 Sport 

0 Personal Use 

0 Commercial 

JOINT BOARD REGULATIONS 

0 Advisory 
Committee 

0 Regional Council 

BOARD OF GAME REGULATIONS 

Game Management Unit (GMU) 

0 Hunting 0 Trapping 

0 Subsistence 

0 Resident 

0 Rural I 0 Nonresident 

0 Other 

Pa0 {? "3 7 

1. Alaska Administrative Code Number 5 
AAC 

Regulation Book Page 
No. 

2. What is the problem you wouJd like the Board to address? 

- Currently, commercial harvesters use powered boats on the Tsiu River to harass and drive, or herd 
Coho into set gillnets during each commercial opener (two to five or more 24-hour periods per week 
during the season). I propose to eliminate the use of powered boats to herd fish into set nets on the Tsiu 
River. This river is small and shallow and has only one channel in which the fish return. The river 
averages 20 yards wide and two feet deep;. The opportunity to harvest fish, in the same quantities, 
without the use of powered boats for driving fish on such a small river will remain intact 

Is a change in vessel length proposed? - No. 
Are the transferability of permits or harvest privileges affected? - No. 
Is there a defined role for processors?. - No. 

Will this proposal be a permanent change to regulation? If not, for how long? 
- This is a permanent change in the regulations for the Tsiu River. 

If adopted, will your proposal require a change in monitoring and oversight by ADF&G? 
- Powered boats will still be used to attend to nets, but the herding of Coho will not be allowed. 
This will require a slight change in monitoring and oversight by the ADF&G. However, it is not 
expected to be substantial. Currently, ADF&G monitors harvest and escapement 

Will vertical integration (e.g. harvesting and/or processing) or consolidation occur? Will limits be 
imposed? -No. 

How do you propose to monitor and evaluate the restructured fishery? 
-It will be monitored and evaluated with the way it is done now. Counting harvest and escapement 
and calling emergency openers as seen prudent. 

Is there a conservation motivation behind the proposal? If so, please explain 
- There is a conservation motivation in that scaring or herding large numbers of Coho into nets is 
not appropriate for the run. Regulation 5 AAC 30.331 2(b) says: 

Set gilfnets may not obstrnct more than two-thirds of any salmon migratory waterway, except in the Tsiu 
River, where set gillnets may not obstrnct more than one-half of the waterway. In the intertidal zone this 
applies at all stages of the tide. 0 

If the nets are set as stated above, then the escapement tends to be the correct amount for 
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sustainability. However, if the fish are herded or circled into the nets, the escapement numbers fall 
and the run is potentially harmed. As well, the herding process itself further stresses fish. 

The use of powered boats to herd fish directly impacts sport fishermen on the Tsiu as well . It is 
dangerous, spoils the sport fishing experience, and negatively impacts the run. 

What practical challenges need to be overcome to implementing your proposal, and how do you 
propose overcoming them? 
-The practical challenges will be to convince the harvesters that power boats are no longer allowed 
to scare fish and to ensure that penalties are given out when infractions occur to discourage further 
scaring of fish. Nothing else will be a challenge. 

What are the objectives of the proposal? 
a. to make the river safer for sport fishermen. 
b. to give the fish that ordinarily would not be gill netted a safe return and not to stir up the 
river beds. 
c. to give sport fishermen a better quality fishing experience on such a small river. 
d. to increase the tax revenue to the city ofYakutat from new and returning sport fishermen . 

How will this proposal meet the objectives in the previous question? 
a. the high powered boats make an unsafe environment for all users because the river is: 

Single channel river, most of it is not braided. The fish migrate up a single path in 
this river regardless of any braids. 
Short- 4 -4.5 miles long. 
Small- 60 feet wide. 
Shallow- less than 2-foot average;. 

With the conditions of the river as stated above, the sport fishermen have only one place to wade 
out to reach the single channel available to catch fish . Boats use the same channel at a high rate of 
speed. This causes many encounters of less than 10 feet between boats moving at high rates of 
speed and sport fishermen standing in soft sand in waist-deep water. The boats need to move fast 
because of the danger of getting stuck on all the shallow sand bars. This is a recipe for disaster. 

b. The run is harmed by scaring fish that would ordinarily make it past the nets into those nets. The 
repeated running down of fish that make it past consecutive nets stresses fish that are not netted. 
The same fish can be run down as many times as there are nets. 8-12 nets are normal. You have to 
remember that there is no clear path for the fish. The nets cover the entire migratory channel. So 
each fish has to escape each net to make it up river. 

c. The area is flat with no vegetation except for some grass You can see for miles in all directions. 
Thus you can see several of the high-powered jet boats constantly circling and hear the nonstop 
whining of the motors. Powered boats, by necessity, also must get close to sport fishermen, which 
is a scary experience. It appears often to be harassment to the sport fishermen. Between the noise 
and the fear factor, fishing on the Tsiu during commercial openers is difficult and not enjoyable. 

d. Most sports fishermen are very proactive pertaining to environmental issues. They are apt to 
spend money in locations safe from harassment where they can view wildlife within its natural 
setting. Direct tax and lease revenue from sport fishing verses commercial harvesting (where 
commercial harvest tax and lease revenue is already at its maximum) is a staggering 10:1 ratio;. 
Allowing commercial fishermen to use power watercrafts to herd salmon on the Tsiu diminishes 
this environment, creates potential safety issues and jeopardizes a huge untapped source of revenue 
for the local and state economies. 
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Please identify the potential allocative impacts of your proposal. Is there an allocation or 
management plan that will be affected by this proposal? 

This proposed regulation will not affect allocation. This is not a matter of someone has to give up 
something so someone else gets more. The netters will still catch just as many fish. This is due to the 
fact that the nets are 90 feet in. length. Easily covering and blocking the entire migratory channel, 
which is usually 20-30 feet wide'. The fish have no choice but to swim into the nets. 

What is your understanding of the level of support for your proposal among the harvesters, 
processo•·s, and local communities? 

The underlying sentiment for this proposal from the handful of harvesters on the river and the single 
processor that buys fish in Yakutat is negative. They would like to see nothing changed. The local 
communities are the typical 50/50. 

Sport fishermen: I find it interesting that this question didn't include other user groups that don't 
primarily harvest fish. The remote sport fishing community overwhelmingly supports this. Its members 
think it is rude, obnoxious, and pitiful that the #1 Coho sport fishing river in the world is treated in such 
a manner. The Tsiu River Coalition is made up of people that use the resource but actually harvest very 
few fish and contribute the lion's share of revenue from this resource. Business owners and 
professionals from many different fields all agree with this proposal. 

What are the potential short and long-term impacts on conservation and resource habitat? 
Both the short and long term impacts will be nothing but positive. The fish will be less stressed and the 
resource habitat will be healthier because there won't be high powered jet boats stirring up the 
spawning beds. 
1) development of fisheries resource - This fishery is long overdue for some development. Right now 
it is only managed for commercial harvesting. The management needs to include other user groups 
when making decisions about the fishery. 
2) impacts of proposal - (short term) There will be some slight adjustments made to the commercial 
harvesting; (long term) fishing conditions will improve and actually get better for everyone. 

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

Legal: I can't see any with the fishery itself Conflicts between user groups should drop significantly 
on the river. 
Management: Should make managing easier with a steady flow of fish being harvested instead of the 
peaks and valleys associated with the current structure. 
Enforcement: This is always a problem with a small remote fishery. But since the boats were causing 
the majority of the issues this should help alleviate a lot of enforcement problems in "a get all you can 
before the next guy does with total disregard for others and their safety" fishery. 

3. What will happen if this problem is not solved? 
The fishing on Alaska's Tsiu River is known worldwide. Without changes in the commercial fishing 
practices on this river, the value of the sport fishery will continue to decline. The amount of revenue to 
the city of Yakutat will continue to dwindle. Lodges (the largest direct revenue contributor by a 10 to 1 
margin) will have to slash their prices creating a discount special fishery, where no one makes any 
money, out of what was once a high quality, worldwide destination, or go out of business. 

This proposed regulation will be an improvement to the entire fishery, the environment and increase the 
overall experience and safety for everyone. Escapement numbers will be maintained as intended by 
Alaska fishing regulation and there will be more wildlife to see because they won't be scared away by 
the obnoxious activities. 
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POTENTIAL ESCAPEMENT- Refers the area below the escapement marker. These are fish waiting to move up to the 
spawning beds. In tJ1is area iliere are many factors tJlat could stop ilie fish from moving freely up stream. Such as low water 
conditions. This area IS free of any obstructions when doing aeriaJ surveys. The fish are in a single channel and swim on a 
single plane. (they are not stacked up on top of each oilier) The river is clear and shallow. What is seen from the air here is 
the actual number of what is iliere. Whatever ilie totaJ count is in this area must be divided in half to get an accurate 
potential escapement. 

Then you add the ABOVE MARKER and POTENTIAL ESCAPEMENT together to get accurate escapement numbers. 
And it is tJtis information tJtat has to be used to manage the fishery properly. 

In 2010 the POTENTIAL ESCAPEMENT (actuaJ #)was used in determining when to have commerciaJ openers. 

The WEEKLY ESCAPEMENT GOALS is meant to be used as a guideline to ensure enough fish get to the area ABOVE 
MARKER. There has to be a minimum of 5000 ABOVE MARKER to have ilie first cornmerciaJ opener. The BEG 
(biological escapement goal) of 10000 is the bare bones ntinimum iliat the F and G wants to have for sustainable future runs 
on the Tsiu River. 

20 I 0 was an extremely dry, low water year. And to compound matters a beaver dam was blocking l 00% of ilie salmon 
ntigration to t11e spawning beds. On or about Sep I it appeared t11at enough of the beaver dam was taken down so fish could 
get over it. But it was a small opening and only one fish at a time wouJd swim over. It wasn'tlike opening the flood gates. 

Looking at the chart, from Sep I to Scp 7 about 6000 fish moved into the ABOVE MARKER area. A liuJe rain ilie night of 
Sep 4 probably helped this. Then between Scp 7 and Scp 13, during ilie lowest water conditions seen yet iliis season, 9000 
fish moved into the ABOVE MA.RKER area. So it took aJI summer for 5000 fish to move above ilie marker in more 
favorable conditions and then in less ilian two weeks 15000 moved? That would mean aJmost all the fish in ilie entire 
POTENTIAL ESCAPEMENT area moved up. Or iliat a bunch of new fish swam through ilie potential escapement area to 
above marker area. EitJter way iliere would be fresh fish above t11e marker or in ilie potential escapement area. There was 
not. There were groups of people sport fishing in ilie area above ilie marker just about every day during iliis Sep 1-13 time 
frame. The fish were just getting darker and darker. Noiliing fresh or worili keeping. Sep 7, 8 and 9 not many fish came in 
ilie river. 2 A lull in the run? Or the three trollers off shore were catching them? It doesn' t matter. The point is iliat ilie 
possibility of 15000 fish, or more importantly, 9000 fish moving up between Sep 7-13, is a litde hard to believe. Plus iliere 
were four openers between Sep 6-13. The totaJ catch for these openers was about40,000.3 

POTENTIAL INCREASE ADD WEEKLY 
ABOVE MARKER ESCAPEMENT ABOVE MARKER escapement ESCAPEMENT GOALS 

escapement# (actual#) escapement# (actual#) escapement# (actual#) #,s) escapement# (actual#) 

21-Aug 2500 (5000) 3500 (7000) 6000 5000 (1 0000) 

24-Aug 2500(5000) 5500 (11 000) 0 8000 

28-Aug 2500 (5000) 6750 (13500) 0 9250 1 0000 (20000) 

3-Sep 3000 (6000) 5000 (1 0000) 500 (1000) 8000 

4-Sep 15000 (30000} 

7-Sep 5500 (11 000) 1 0000 (20000) 2500. (5000) 15500 

11-Sep 20000 ( 40000) 

13-Sep 1 0000 (20000) 7000 (14000) 4500 (9000) 17000 

18-Sep 25000 (50000) 

21-Sep 11 000 (22000) 7500 (15000) 1000 (2000) 18500 

24-Sep 30000 (60000) 

2 Where and when people were sport fishing, what they were catching, the strength of ilie run, rain and river conditions are 
from Dan Emhart ' s daily observation recordings. 
3 AJI aerial survey and commercial fish counts came from Gordy Woods (Yakutat area fisheries manager) via email. 

I 
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I do not support proposal 270. 

Members of the Board, 

This proposal seems reasonable on the surface but it is not. It is just another 
example of the culture within the process that unfairly favors commercial fishing 
interests over ordinary Alaskans' personal use. 

I will give you an example to illustrate my point. 

In the past ADF+G had a justified biological concern over Rock Scallops, and 
submitted a proposal to limit their bag limit to 4. At the board meeting in Sitka a 
commercial fisherman in the audience suggested weather vane scallops also be 
limited. The board responded by assigning a "stakeholders" group--uuLof audience 
members and asked them to recommend bag limits for rock and weathervane 
scallops. 

The "stakeholders" group consisted of several people in the commercial fishing 
industry, an ADF+G biologist, and a Wildlife Trooper. There was no one in the group, 
on the Board, or from ADF+G representing the interests of ordinary resident 
Alaskans. 

There was no information offered to justify any action in regards to the personal use 
harvest of weathervane scallops. The "stakeholders" group arbitrarily 
recommended a bag limit of 10 and the board adopted it as a regulation without 
comment. 

The meat from 10 weathervane scallops does not justify the time and expense 
required to go diving for them. This unjustified regulation effectively eliminated the 
personal use fishery for weathervane scallops to satisfy the whim of a single 
commercial fisherman. 

This unfair, unjustified, regulation has been in effect for over 10 years because the 
Board and ADF+G disregarded the interests of ordinary resident Alaskans in favor of 
the commercial fishing lobby. 

Proposal 270 is the same thing. It is ADF+G responding to the unfair demands of the 
commercial fishing lobby. 

In 2010 commercial fishermen sold over 9 million pounds of sablefish from waters 
that are largely unfishable by ordinary Alaskans. And, they retained all they wanted 
for their own personal use. Yet, they want to add more restrictions on ordinary 
resident Alaskans who are trying to efficiently fulfill their personal use needs. 

Mike Fox 
juneau 
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Members of the board, 

These comments provide catch data from ADF+G that help illustrate some of the 
reasons why I do not support their proposal #270. 

#1-It is unreasonable and unfair to increasingly limit resident personal use 
fishermen. Especially while allowing unlimited personal use catch for commercial 
fishermen. 

#2- It is unnecessary to further limit resident personal use fishermen when the 
environmental conditions already severely limit harvest. Sablefish are found in the 
deepest waters. Strong currents, wind, and rough seas are common because of the 
long fetches associated with these waters in Southeast Ak. 

#3-It is unreasonable and unfair to burden Alaska residents with permitting and 
catch reporting, while ADF+G has demonstrated a disregard for the same 
information from resident and NON-resident commercial fishermen. 

It is very common for both resident and non-resident commercial fishermen 
to retain fish for personal use. However: 

(1)-In 2010 only 22% of commercial permits reporting sablefish 
landings reported any sablefish retained personal use. 78% claimed 0 fish 
eaten onboard, 0 fish for the smoker, 0 fish for home pack, and 0 fish for 
family and friends. 

(2)-For King Salmon in 2010 in SE AK. Only 14% of permits reporting 
commercial catch reported any personal use catch. 

(3)- For Red Salmon only 9% reported a single fish retained for 
personal use. 

(4)-ln 2010 the State investigated only 2 cases in SE that 
(incidentally) included failing to report personal use catch by commercial 
fishermen. 

It is common knowledge that commercial fishermen frequently eat fish on their 
boats, take fish to their homes, and give fish to their friends and family. ADF+G has 
expressed no concerns about managing fisheries without accurate personal use 
catch reports from both resident and NON-resident commercial fishermen. 

It is unfair, and unreasonable, for ADF+G to recommend greater restrictions 
on Ak resident personal use fishermen than they do on, both non-resident and 
resident, commercial fishermen's personal use catch. 

111~ 
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Board Members. 

I do not support proposal 269. 

This proposal increases the burden on ordinary resident Alaskans. 

Ordinary Resident Alaskans are being treated unfairly. 

Fisheries management, and the board of fish, are unfairly influenced by the 
commercial fishing lobby and the commercial charter sport fish lobby. 

Example: 
Ordinary resident SE Alaskans are prohibited by regulation from taking any King or 
Coho salmon for personal use. While, non-res ident commercial fishermen's personal 
use catch is unlimited. 

It clearly is not fair to ban the residents of SE from taking any personal use king and 
coho salmon while allowing commercial fisheries, personal use catch by commercial 
fishermen, and a commercial charter fishery? 

Mike Fox 
Junea u. 
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Board Members, 

Reference Proposal 269. 

Please keep these comments in mind as you consider the next 10 proposals. 

It has been consistently demonstrated over the years that the most effective 
way to influence your decisions is to attend the meetings, participate in the 
stake holders discussions, and comment in person. 

Unfortunately, average Alaskan Residents suffer an extreme disadvantage in 
this regard. That disadvantage becomes evident in the regulations. For 
example ... 

SAAC 77.682(c) The department shall not issue a (personal use) permit for 
the taking of king or coho salmon ... 

It is grossly unfair that we conduct major commercial fisheries and 
commercially guided sport fisheries on king and coho salmon in SE yet 
completely shut out ordinary residents from personal use fishing those 
species. How is this fair? How is this in the broad public interest of the 
residents of southeast? No other region of the state so thoroughly denies 
ordinary residents from taking king and coho salmon for personal use. 

Another example ... The limits placed on (non commercial) black cod 
fishermen in recent years. That action was nothing short of a shameful 
embarrassment. 

When you look out at the audience, and read your comments, it is evident 
how this can happen. The majority of people involved have a monetary 
interest in being there. THEY CAN AFFORD THE TIME AND EXPENSE TO BE 
INVOLVED AND PRESENT. 

They are either being paid outright, or, being involved is part of running their 
business. It is their job. 

I ask you to represent the broad public interest. I ask you to consider the 
interests of all the residents of southeast who are too busy at work to attend 
your meetings. I ask you to consider those who can't deduct their travel 
expenses. I ask you to consider the people who can't make sense of the 
regulation process or management of their resources and are relying on 
THEIR board to be fair. 
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Personal use fish can be just as important to ordinary residents as they are to 
commercial fishermen, and we all deserve the same opportunity to catch them. 

We have lost sight of the fact that the reason commercial fishing is justified is 
because it supports an industry that is important to our state's economy. And, 
while allowing fishermen "not to sell" their commercial catch is nice for them, it is 
not part of the commercial fishing industry. 

"Catch not sold" is almost certainly not accurately reported on fish tickets, And, 
there is no way to check. When a boat delivers the buyer fills out the ticket and 
never weighs the "catch not sold" and no number goes on the ticket. A 
commercial fisherman can make a last set or drag for his "home pack" and no 
fish ticket is ever written at all. Seiners can (and do) head south with freezers full 
of fish that are never reported. 

Inaccurate "self" reporting on fish tickets is very easy and very common. The 
temptations are too many and too great. And, the chances of getting caught are 
too slight. 

Both resident and non resident commercial fishermen enjoy very liberal personal 
use opportunities while ordinary residents of southeast are severely limited. That 
is just not right. 

I appreciate your publ ic service, I know your sessions can be brutal, and I hope 
you can make fair decis ions. 

Mike Fox. 
Juneau 

z._ 
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Board Members, 

I do not support Proposal 269. It widens the gap between commercial and 
personal use fishermen's access to our resource. 

It is grossly unfair to apply more personal use fishing restrictions to residents 
who are trying to efficiently catch fish for their personal use; while both 
resident and non resident commercial fishermen can catch unlimited 
numbers of fish for their personal use. 

Resident and non resident commercial fishermen are allowed unlimited 
personal use catch that largely goes unreported. 

SAAC 39.010 allows any commercial fisherman to retain fish for their 
personal use needs. There is no personal use permit required, no limits, and 
historically in SE, no reporting. 

In some instances those fish are supposed to be self reported on fish tickets as 
catch not sold. 

However; catch information received from "self' reporting is self serving and 
inaccurate. 

I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use fishing of 
resident commercial fishermen. 

And, I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use fishing of 
other Southeast Ak. residents either. 

We all should be able to efficiently fulfill our personal use needs. 

Mike Fox 
Juneau 
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Board Members, 

I do not support Proposal 270. It widens the gap between commercial 
and personal use fishermen's access to our resource, and, this proposal 
is an over reaction to a problem that doesn't exist. 

It is grossly unfair to apply more personal use fishing restrictions to 
residents who are trying to efficiently catch fish for their personal use; 
while both resident and non resident commercial fishermen can catch 
unlimited numbers of fish for their personal use. 

SAAC 39.010 allows any resident or non resident commercial fisherman 
to efficiently catch fish for their personal use needs. There is no 
personal use permit required, no limits, no gear restrictions, and 
historically in SE, no reporting. 

In some instances those fish are supposed to be self reported on fish tickets 
as catch not sold. However; "self' reporting is self serving, inaccurate, 
and unreliable. 

I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use catch of 
resident commercial fishermen. They should be able to fill their 
smokers as in the past. 

I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use catch of 
other Southeast Ak. residents either. Their opportunity to catch 
sablefish is already severely limited by the, difficult to access, habitat 
favored by sablefish. 

All residents should be allowed to fulfill their personal use needs as 
efficiently as possible. 

Mike Fox 
Juneau 
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Board Members, 

I am in favor of proposal #27 4. It will help Southeast Alaska residents fulfill their 
personal use needs for King, Silver, and Red salmon. And, it is in support of the 
broad public interest of the residents of Southeast Alaska. 

Southeast Alaska Residents should be allowed an opportunity to efficiently harvest 
salmon for their personal use, similar to the opportunity currently provided for both 
resident and non resident commercial fishermen. 

Any commercial fisherman, from anywhere, can fulfill their personal use needs 
efficiently. SAAC 39.010 allows any commercial fisherman, regardless of residency 
status, to retain unlimited numbers of fish for their personal use needs. Typically 
boats come north with freezers full of groceries and go south with freezers full of 
fish. We allow a deckhand from Bellingham to take home unlimited amounts of king 
salmon for his personal use, while at the same time a resident of juneau is not 
allowed to take any. 

A person might argue that fish retained by commercial fishermen could just as well 
have been sold, so it doesn't matter if they are taken home to Idaho, Washington, or 
Hawaii. Well, it does matter. We allow commercial fishing because it is an industry. 
Fish that are not sold do not support the industry. All those fish do is fulfill the 
personal use needs of the commercial fisherman, his family, and friends. 

The intention of this proposal is to allow residents of SE to efficiently personal use 
fish in areas where there is already a commercial season. For example: gillnet in 
Taku Inlet, or trolling outside Yakobi Island. 

In other areas of the state this is already very common. Examples include the Bristol 
Bay Region and the Copper River Delta where residents are permitted to use gill 
nets to fish for king, red and silver salmon during the commercial season. 

A person might argue that a resident can fulfill their needs sport fishing. They can 
for some species, in some areas. However, there are many instances where it is 
impossible to efficiently fulfill personal use needs sport fishing. 

For example: In 2011 the average rod hours in the Juneau area to catch a king 
salmon during the months of May, June and July was 92. That's 92 hours of fishing to 
catch 1 king. The best week was June 13th-19th which required 45 rod hours to catch 
a single king. 

Residents of Southeast Alaska should have an opportunity to efficiently fulfill their 
personal use needs. Especially when we already allow exploitation of our resource 
for commercial purposes. 
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Summary: 

#1-The objective is to provide an efficient means for residents to fulfill their 
personal use needs for king, silver, and red salmon. 

#2- Resident and Non-Resident commercial fishermen are already allowed this 
opportunity. 

#3- The state is very liberal with the commercial fishing user group by allowing 
unlimited take for sale, and unlimited take for personal use. 

#4- Fish taken by commercial fishermen that are not sold, do not support the legal 
commercial fishing industry, or economy of Alaska. They do fulfill the personal use 
needs of commercial fishermen, their friends, and families. 

#5 -I do not support repealing resident commercial fishermen's ability to harvest 
fish for personal use. I question allowing non resident fishermen to harvest 
unlimited numbers of fish for personal use. 

#6-There is no efficient alternative to personal use fishing available to most 
residents of southeast Alaska. 

#7- The bottom line is that all Southeast Alaska residents deserve an opportunity 
to efficiently harvest all species of salmon for personal use, not just those employed 
as commercial fishermen . 

#8- I do not support reporting requirements for commercial fishermen's personal 
use harvest. Historically "self" catch reporting produces very inaccurate data that 
is unreliable and misleading. 

#9 -If there are enough fish for a commercial season, and commercial fishermen's 
personal use; then there are enough to allow residents an efficient personal use 
fishing opportunity. 

Mike Fox, 
Juneau 

2. 
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Board Members, 

I support proposal 277 with the following change. 

Allow the use of gill nets in Taku Inlet for personal use fishing during the 
commercial fishing season. 

It is grossly unfair to apply more personal use fishing restrictions to residents 
who are trying to efficiently catch fish for their personal use; while both 
resident and non resident commercial fishermen can catch unlimited 
numbers of fish for their personal use. 

Resident and non resident commercial fishermen are allowed unlimited 
personal use catch that largely goes unreported. 

SAAC 39.010 allows any commercial fisherman to retain fish for their 
personal use needs. There is no personal use permit required, no limits, and 
historically in SE, no reporting. 

In some instances those fish are supposed to be self reported on fish tickets as 
catch not sold. 

However; catch information received from "self' reporting is self serving and 
inaccurate. 

I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use fishing of 
resident commercial fishermen. 

I do support finding ways to help other residents efficiently fulfill their 
personal use needs. 

We all should be able to efficiently fulfill our personal use needs. 

Mike Fox, 
Juneau 
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Board Members, 

I support proposal 278. 

It is grossly unfair to apply more personal use fishing restrictions to residents 
who are trying to efficiently catch fish for their personal use; while both 
resident and non resident commercial fishermen can catch unlimited 
numbers of fish for their personal use. 

Resident and non resident commercial fishermen are allowed unlimited 
personal use catch that largely goes unreported. 

SAAC 39.010 allows any commercial fisherman to retain fish for their 
personal use needs. There is no personal use permit required, no limits, and 
historically in SE, no reporting. 

In some instances those fish are supposed to be self reported on fish tickets as 
catch not sold. 

However; catch information received from "self' reporting is self serving and 
inaccurate. 

I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use fishing of 
resident commercial fishermen. 

I do support finding ways to help other residents efficiently fulfill their 
personal use needs. 

We all should be able to efficiently fulfill our personal use needs. 

Mike Fox, 
Juneau 
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Board Members, 

I support proposal 279 with the following change. 

Increase the Taku sockeye salmon daily and annual limit to equal the 
commercial fisherman personal use limits. 

It is grossly unfair to apply personal use fishing restrictions to residents who 
are trying to efficiently catch fish for their personal use; while both resident 
and non resident commercial fishermen can catch unlimited numbers of fish 
for their personal use. 

SAAC 39.010 allows any commercial fisherman to retain fish for their 
personal use needs. There is no personal use permit required, no limits, and 
historically in SE, no reporting. 

I do not support adding more restrictions to the personal use fishing of 
resident commercial fishermen. 

I do support providing an equal opportunity for residents to efficiently 
personal use fish. 

We all should be able to efficiently fulfill our personal use needs. 

Mike Fox, 
Juneau 
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RECEIVED 

JAN 0 4 2011 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Alaska State Board of Fisheries: BOARCi~ 

I know you are very busy and have many issues to revue so I will do my best to~ keeptliis 
written testimony brief I am a salmon troller that currently lives and fishes out of the town of 
Sitka. I lived in Pelican during the 90s. I have been in the commercial fishing industry since 
1984. r longline a little; I have a small amount of sablefish and halibut IFQ's that I bought in the 
90s. I sat on the A TA board of directors for 15 years and retired last year. I make my living as a 
small time commercial fisherman in S.E. AK. I will comment on the troll issues that I consider 
the most important. 

In general, I support the status quo on most things. I support the status quo on the S. E. 
AK king and coho salmon management plans. There are a few exceptions I will discuss. 
Proposals 311 and 3 13 seek to extend the coho season on each end of the season. I support these 
proposals providing the ADF&G are comfortable with them. In short, I defer to the ADF&G. 
Proposal 312 mandates a 10 day closure in August. I am absolutely opposed to this. I suggest 
the BOF council Leon Shaw and the ADF&G on this proposaL There is no significant 
relationship between the length of the August troll closure and the harvest rates by gillnet 
fishermen. The gi llnet fisherman are only about 2% below their allocation level over the past 20 
years and they far have more than made up for that on their harvest of hatchery fish. Trollers on 
the other hand have been well under their enhanced fish allocation for 15 of the past 18 years. I 
will deal with that issue later. The ADF&G should be granted the flexibility to chose the August 
troll closure length. 

I would I ike to note proposal 310 witch asks that hatchery kings be counted off the count 
of the winter GHL of 45,000 kings. I could support thi s on two nonnegotiable conditions: 

1) It occurs on years of high abundance, i.e. an abundance index that generates a 
S.E. AK total king salmon quota of280K kings or more under the current king salmon 
treaty. 

2) Those asking for this increase in the winter harvest must prove through data 
supplied by the ADF&G and S.E. hatchery organizations that there is a significant net 
benefit to the fi shery and state economy through availabil ity of AK hatchery fish during 
the winter months that might ~ot be available. otherwise. I fish the winter fishe~out , I . 
don' t want to see any more sh1ft of the troll kmg salmon out of the summer unless there IS 

a very significant gain to be realized. I am skeptical that this proposal will generate a 
gain for anyone other than a couple of communities in S.E. AK (i.e. Sitka and Yakutat). 
The claim that a day of winter fishing is worth more than a day of summer king fi shing is 
flimsy and unproven. The end of April , when these extra fi sh would be caught, tends to 
have similar exvessel prices to the August king opener. Further, F AS troll summer 
prices, regardless of when they are caught, are just as strong as the April iceboat exvessel 
price. Also, stripping more kings out of the summer has potential to increase the length 
of the August troll closure due to increase CNR ( chinnook non retention) days in the 
summer. The fo rmer head troll biologist, Bryon Lynch, stated this likelihood at the 2006 
BOF meeting in Ketchican. Part of the value of king salmon summer fishing days 
includes the cohos that are caught. Thus it is not just a simple comparison of exvessel 
king salmon prices. These extra kings will not be caught in Jan when the price is $8 to 
$ 10 dollars per pound. They will be caught in April ifthe fishery has reached its 45, 000 
king GHL before April 30. The winter fi shery is all ready guaranteed 45K kings 
regardless of the abundance index generated quota. This is a very privileged position. 
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Still, the concept is worth studying, especially if it can be shown that a large amount of 
Alaska hatchery kings can be accessed that would not be otherwise. 

I now turn my attention to the allocation of enhanced fi sh issue. This allocation of 
enhanced fish by value was established over 20 years ago for the commercial fisheries as a 
means for distributing the value of enhanced fish between the gear groups in S.E. AK. It was 
agreed on at the time that all enhanced fish, regardless of what hatchery produced them would be 
counted. The two regional associations (NSRAA and SSRAA) receive the funds generated from 
the aquaculture tax although they have played integral roles with some of the other hatchery 
establishments in providing funds and guidance on projects. Through out the history of the 
allocation agreement the troll sector has been running close to I 0% below its allocation target. 
During this same period of time, one of the net fisheries has been significantly over. The 
allocation is a tricky thing to balance and I am not laying blame on anyone for this situation. 
However, there are a group of proposals that seek to address the allocation imbalance by 
augmenting troll access to enhanced fish in a variety of ways such as changing boundary lines, 
management prerogatives and opening schedules for specific areas. I support these proposals 
and will list them: 308(enforcement may nix this one), 314,3 15,3 16,317,3 19, 325,326,337, 
34 1, 343, 344. Chum salmon play an essential role in making headway towards an allocation 
balance and should be recognized as major and necessary component of the troll fishe~ow and 
in the future. There are many old school people in the fleet, some who claim to repres'ent the 
fleet, that fa il to acknowledge the increasing importance of chum salmon to the troll fleet. That 
said, I support the maintenance of the sharing program and thus oppose proposals 323 and 324. 

Thanks for the opportunity to testify. I hope you find this input useful. 

J. Carter Hughes 
F.V. Radio ~Q__ 
C.O. Seafood Producers Coop. 
507 Katlian St. 
Sitka, AK 99835 
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Monica Wellard 
Executive Director 
Board of Fisheries 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

October 28, 2011 

RE: Request to remove Proposal 273 for further consideration at the 2012 Board of Fisheries 

Dear Alaska Board of Fisheries, 

I believe Proposal 273, submitted by the Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance, should be 
pulled from the proposal packet and should not be allowed to be even considered at the Alaska 
Board of Fisheries meeting in February 2012. This proposal is requesting a huge personnel effort 
and funding support from the Department of Fish and Game. The Alaska Board of Fisheries does 
not have authority on thi~ matter, as the Board has no budgetary authority over the Department 
ofFish and Game. 

Proposal 273 is requesting implementation of a permit system and a CREEL survey program that 
the Department of Fish and Game currently does not have. This proposal requests the 
Department of Fish and Game staff to conduct CREEL sampling at six harbors for subsistence 
herring eggs harvesting over an unspecified time period. Currently there is no staff at the 
Department of Fish and Game that does CREEL sampling for subsistence herring egg harvests. 
The Department of Fish and Game CREEL program is for sport-caught salmon not for 
subsistence herring egg harvesting. Proposal 273 states the Department of Fish and Game staff 
will measure, weigh, and record the data of subsistence herring eggs harvested. Again the 
Department of Fish and Game does not currently have staff to do any of these measures. First 
they would need to spend significant staff time to implement a permit system and develop a 
CREEL survey methodology. The department would then need to hire six CREEL samplers, 
provide training, purchase state certified scales (probably six to be at each harbor), expend many 
hours measuring - not sure how one would go about measuring herring egg harvests ... then 
weigh the eggs, and record the data. Then the data would need to be sent to some Department of 
Fish and Game staff to be entered into a database. The data would need to be analyzed, the 
results would need to be interpreted, and a final report would need to be written, again there is 
currently no staff available for this. Additionally, the department would need to have permitting 
staff either hired or availaole to track permits, issue permits, and follow up on harvest data that is 
unreported. The subsistence salmon permits are a good example to compare with. The 
department spends significant time and funding to issue these permits and to follow up on the 
permits which have not been returned by November 10. Another example is in 2011 , the 
Department of Fish and Game spent a lot of time and energy following up on over 10,000 
subsistence halibut permits from 2010 that were not submitted by the due date of December 31, 
2010. 
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The few staff the Department of Fish and Game has already is obligated to manage the Sitka 
Sound commercial herring sac roe fishery which usually occurs a few days before the 
subsistence herring egg harvest, but does overlap in duration. Approximately two weeks 
following the sac roe fishery, the Department of Fish and Game staff are quite busy conducting 
the herring spawn deposition surveys. 

The current methodology the Department of Fish and Game uses to measure and quantify 
subsistence herring eggs harvesting is adequate. The Department has spent the last 2 years 
developing a more accurate survey instrument to document the subsistence herring egg harvests. 
For a budget of $5,000, the harvest data is collected in the field via survey and the data is 
submitted to the department for analysis and interpretation. A final report is written by the 
department staff. 

When asked who will suffer from Proposal 273, it really is the Department of Fish and Game 
staff and fi scal budget. The Alaska Board of Fisheries does not have authority on this matter, as 
the board has no budgetary authority over the Department of Fish and Game. Thus Proposal 273 
should not be considered at the 2012 Board of Fisheries due to its budgetary nature. 

Heather Meuret-Woody 
5 Maksoutoff Street 
Sitka, AK 99835 
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October 12, 2011 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have been coming to Alaska for sport fishing for the past 15 years and really enjoy the beautiful 
surroundings, local communities and the sport of fishing. 

This year, as in the past years, I have booked a charter with a group of :friends in July to enjoy 
salmon, halibut and shrimping for 4 days. Our group was ready to catch the "big one" then we 
found out that the halibut regulations were changed for charter boats. It went from being able to 
catch 2 halibuts down to 1 halibut under 37". lbis regulation was changed after we had booked 
the charter and airline tickets. We all agreed since we were there for only limited days of fishing 
that to target that small of halibut would not be worth it. 

This has happened more than once. Several years ago the halibut regulations were changed from 
one halibut any size and one halibut under 32 inches. The king salmon regulations changed by 
regulating the size and the number of fish you could keep. The cost of this trip for 4 is over 
$15,000.00 for the charter, motels, airline tickets and food. This is a boost to the Wrangell 
economy and would like to continue to do so, however it is disappointing when you expect to get 
fish and then the regulations are changed after we book the trip. 

We were only able to catch salmon and shrimp and to everyone' s disappointment "no" halibut. I 
truly feel that rules are important to regulate fishing however I feel this change was not good for 
the charters and defmitely our group was not happy. 

I feel that changes need to be beneficial to sustain the livelihood of the local charters and that 
there is a compromise that would help all. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
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Kim Elliot 
7 Maksoutoff Street,  Sitka, Alaska 99835 

(907) 747-7677 or (907) 738-0748 
Email: kelliot@gci.net 

 
ATTN: BOF COMMENTS     February 8, 2012 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK  99811-5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094       TOTAL OF 42 PAGES 
 
Introduction:  I was raised on various islands in Sitka Sound in the early 1960’s and have been a 
resident of Sitka the majority of my life.  I have worked a variety of marine related jobs to 
include:  as troll fish deckhand; for ADF&G in Craig the 1970’s as a fish tech collecting tagged 
salmon data;  as a herring roe technician during a sac roe fishery and on a 150’ herring sac roe 
fishery processor in the 1980’s; for NSRAA tagging salmon at Deer Lake and for NOAA at 
Little Port Walter helping with research studying the effects of oil spills on salmon spawn both in 
the 1990’s; I hold a 100 ton US Coast Guard  license with a towing endorsement and served as a 
Naturalist and Captain for Allen Marine in Sitka as well as a charter fishing captain with my own 
business.  I am now semi-retired.  In our retirement I look forward to serving as deckhand for my 
husband who has recently acquired a hand troll permit.  I have lived a subsistence lifestyle my 
entire life and am intimately familiar with Sitka Sound.  I hope this will give some weight to my 
words as I submit my comments to you.   
 
I must note that I am also a new member of the Sitka Fish & Game Advisory Committee 
however I was not involved in the decision making of that body until January of 2012 so these 
comments are on my own behalf.  I disclose this in the event you see my name in some 
committee minutes as I do not wish there to be any conflict seen in my community.   
 
PROPOSAL 307 – I  SUPPORT this proposal.  I have done my share of hard manual labor 
over the years which resulted in injuries to my shoulder joints that would make cranking the 
heavier weight used for hand troll gurdies very difficult for me.  Hand-powered downriggers use 
much lighter weight and carry a maximum of 2 rod/reel with 2 hooks per downrigger in the 
winter fishry as opposed to the other allowed gurdies which can host multiple leaders/hooks and 
allow for a much greater catch.  I do not believe that this proposal will threaten the power troller 
catch or increase the hand troll ability to catch fish.  It simply allows for older folks or those with 
injuries that don’t want to completely give up fishing to be able to continue a few more years 
without being forced to go to the power troll level.  I have used power downriggers when I was 
operating a charter vessel and unless I had one person for every rod/line in the water things could 
get pretty wild and I didn’t have to crank up those downriggers by hand!  This is not a 
completely new regulation it just extends it from winter only, to spring and summer as well. This 
is a permitted fishery so there won’t be any additional boats.  There are many more arguments to 
support this change but I have given you the most important.  I hope you will respond favorably. 
 
PROPOSAL 195 – I SUPPORT this proposal. My recent experience trying to gather abalone 
in Sitka Sound has met with dismal failure where I used to be able to find a few 10 years ago.  I 
don’t think this goes far enough.  Any sort of diving should not be allowed!  The other major 
problem is the influx of sea otters into Sitka Sound.  They certainly are not threatened here and 
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have virtually wiped out the abalone and sea urchins between Sitka and Redoubt where I usually 
gather.  
 
PROPOSAL 230 – I SUPPORT this proposal.  After hearing comments from Fish & Game 
personnel that indicate a need for more information in discussions about the Sitka herring 
population I support the absolutely valid comments made within the proposal to add additional 
requirements prior to consideration of a commercial fishery for herring in Section 13A and 13B.   
 
PROPOSAL 231 – I SUPPORT this proposal. I feel that this fishery should be held to its 
GHL.  Going over it 60% of the time is unacceptable and must be addressed.  Particularly in 
view of the 33% increased GHL for 2012.  I cannot help but feel it is wiser to err on the side of 
caution.   
 
PROPOSAL 232 – I SUPPORT this proposal. Other areas of Southeast have seen their herring 
populations decline even with their lower harvest rate.  Sitka should not have a higher harvest 
percentage than elsewhere.  A Sitka biologist raised the sac roe GHL 33% for Sitka this year yet 
I heard him say that although they do everything they can to have an accurate model that he 
cannot guarantee their forecasts.  Again I urge you err on the side of caution and support this 
proposal.   
 
PROPOSAL 233 & 234 – I ask that you OPPOSE both of these similar proposals. I used to 
think that this would be a good idea as I thought it would be better for the herring population.  I 
no longer think that is so.  As the fishery is now operated they have to open areas that allow all 
the boats to access herring.  Changing to a cooperative fishery would enable them to wait until 
the very last minute before herring spawn close in to shore and I believe this would disrupt the 
spawn.   
 
They could also have fewer boats out there but much more time to find the premium schools of 
herring.  I know that even when out in a small boat the herring move away from a boat to 
continue their spawning.   This wild fishery is the problem of the fishermen/captains that often 
ignore the “rules of the road.”  I do not believe it will result as stated in the proposal “a better 
managed fishery that is responsive to potential conservation concerns as well as to a more stable 
and robust subsistence fishery.”   
 
PROPOSAL 273 – I OPPOSE this proposal.  I personally harvest herring eggs and use them.  
I always get a permit to harvest the herring roe on kelp and ADF&G has trusted my reporting 
just as they do for my subsistence salmon permit report.   I ALWAYS report the amount of eggs 
I gather as does everyone I’ve ever discussed the issue with.  We (my family and I) harvest 
carefully only taking what branches we will use and leave the rest of the branches in the water 
for the thinner egg layers to hatch.  We put ours into coolers and/or plastic bags out on the 
grounds to protect them until we package them.  To have our eggs weighed upon arrival at the 
dock will require additional handling that will damage the eggs.  If they are weighed in the 
coolers they will be adding the weight of the cooler and water that they are transported in.  I have 
family I send eggs (50 lb. boxes) to every year and I have a very accurate idea of how many eggs 
I harvest.  In the last 10 years there have been several years where we were unable to gather our 
own eggs as they did not spawn in an area where we could get to them or it was an area where 
the surge made them full of sand.  Sometimes they spawned so thin we did not take them.  This 
is all in the core area referred to in Proposal 238 & 239 (see my additional comments and 
diagrams on those below).   
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PROPOSAL 238 and/or 239– I ask that you SUPPORT and pass one of these proposals.  
Both of these proposals have been well thought out and have very valid comments.  They 
supported virtually the same area to be closed to commercial fishing.   I believe Proposal 238 
submitted by the Sitka Advisory Committee failed with a tied vote.  I think if the Committee had 
been aware of the 33% increase in GHL which was announced a few weeks later it could have 
changed the outcome to support proposal 238 and/or 239.  The increased GHL will virtually 
guarantee the fishery will have to take place in the area most important to the subsistence herring 
egg gatherers and very possibly to the health of the Sitka herring population. Attached to these 
comments you will find a diagram (Addendum A – page 4) of the approximate area in Sitka 
Sound where the closed area is proposed.  I would also support any adjustments to the suggested 
closed area that you would deem appropriate.  I do think it is crucial that some part of that area 
be protected for more than just subsistence reasons which I will address in the next paragraph.  I 
have attached AFD&G diagrams (Addendum B – pages 5-15) showing the last 10 years of Sitka 
Sound Herring Spawn.  On the diagram for 2011 I have marked the approximate closure area.    
 
Aside from the obvious benefits to the subsistence gatherers and the health of the herring 
population which I support, there is another issue of grave importance.  In June, 2010, the highly 
invasive tunicate Didemnum vexillum (Dvex) was found in Sitka Sound’s Whiting Harbor and is 
continuing to spread.  October 22, 2011, a portion of the aquafarm facility in Whiting Harbor 
infested with Dvex broke loose in a storm and went out into Sitka Sound and broke up on the 
rocks in the Western Channel area.  Whiting Harbor is located within the proposed area that 
would be closed to any commercial herring fishery in Sitka and it identified on both Addendum 
A & B.   Since I have first learned about the Dvex the more I have learned about it and the more 
certain I am that this is a huge threat to Sitka’s marine environment (see Addendum C – pages 
16 - 23).    
 
I believe it is crucial that no fishing be allowed in this area that could aid the spread of the Dvex 
into the rest of Sitka Sound.  I became even more convinced after seeing a presentation made 
January 23, 2012 to the House Resource Committee in Juneau by Marnie Chapman, University 
of Alaska Southeast – Sitka Campus (Addendum D – pages 26-42 ).   
 
It is my suggestion that at the very least that one of these proposals be implemented for a few 
years so there is time to further survey the area for Dvex infestation.  The current problem that 
has prohibited the complete removal of the Dvex infested floats is the lack of available funding.  
It does appear that the Governor has put some funds into his budget but they still won’t available 
until well after the 2012 Sitka sac roe fishery.    
 
I regret that I am unable to present my comments in person at the upcoming Ketchikan meetings.  
I appreciate the difficult decisions you are going to be making during these meetings and know 
you will hear many wise comments.  I hope you will give my comments serious consideration 
and find that you can support my view.   
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Kim Elliot 
7 Maksoutoff Street, Sitka, AK  99835 
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Email Correspondence February 7 & 8, 2012 between Kim Elliot and several biologists involved in Whiting Harbor 
Dvex discovery regarding possible effects of Dvex on herring spawn areas. 
 
From: kim [mailto:kelliot@gci.net]  

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 3:59 PM 

To: Heather Woody (bwoodyham@gmail.com) 
Subject: Dvex/herring 
 
Hi Heather – I’m writing comments to the board of fish and was wondering if you saw anything that would make 
you think that herring won’t be able to spawn on Dvex? 
 
Kim Elliot 
7 Maksoutoff Street 
Sitka, AK  99835-7556 
(907) 747-7677  
email: kelliot@gci.net 
 
From: bwoody ham [mailto:bwoodyham@gmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 4:43 PM 
To: kim 

Cc: tammy.davis@alaska.gov; Linda.Shaw@noaa.gov 
Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 
 
ADF&G staff Tammy Davis (D. Vex contact) noted that no herring eggs were observed on D. Vex covered substrate 
during the 2011 herring spawn in Whiting Harbor. 
I copied her on this email. Tammy may be able to provide you with more information. This is one of the major 
concerns from Tammy and Linda Shaw (NOAA Habitat) - D. Vex may displace herring spawning activities. I also 
copied Linda on this email. 
 
Heather 
 
From: kim [mailto:kelliot@gci.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 9:19 AM 

To: 'Linda Shaw'; 'bwoody ham' 
Cc: 'tammy.davis@alaska.gov' 

Subject: RE: Dvex/herring 
 
Do you have anything I could add to define your concerns about how Dvex might affect the herring?  Does it grow 
on the seaweeds that the herring spawn on along the shore?  I couldn’t tell from the photos.  Thanks for any 
additional comments you might have. 
 
Kim 
 
From: bwoody ham [mailto:bwoodyham@gmail.com]  

To: kim 
Cc: Linda Shaw; tammy.davis@alaska.gov; Sarah Cohen; Marnie D Chapman; McCann, Linda 

Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 
 
Yes it grows on all seaweed and eel grass and any other substrates that herring spawn on, including bare rock. And 
while it grows on all of these living substrates, it slowly kills them by smothering and engulfing. Hopefully Sarah 
will have more on the toxicity. 
 
Heather 
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From: Linda Shaw [mailto:linda.shaw@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 9:59 AM 
To: bwoody ham 
Cc: kim; tammy.davis@alaska.gov; Sarah Cohen; Marnie D Chapman; McCann, Linda 
Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 
 
Hi - the link below connects to a paper that talks about Dvex acidity as it relates to scallop settlement in Georges 
Banks.... 
 
http://www.thegreenblue.org.uk/pdf/z%201341.%20Impact%20of%20the%20invasive%20colonial%20tunicate%20
Didemnum%20vexillum.pdf  * NOTE:  REABIC – Aquatic Invasions (2009) Volume 4, Issue 1:207-211 
attached to these emails (Addendum C1) 
 
From: McCann, Linda [mailto:mccannl@si.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 10:33 AM 
To: kim; 'Linda Shaw'; 'bwoody ham' 
Cc: tammy.davis@alaska.gov; 'Sarah Cohen'; 'Marnie D Chapman' 
Subject: RE: Dvex/herring 
 
Hi Kim, 
Linda S. summed up the concerns about D vex.  I support any efforts to prevent potential spread of D vex and to get 
funding for surveys in the areas where debris from the farm has washed up, particularly those that are critical to the 
herring fishery.  Currently, there is no funding in place for such surveys which could provide critical information.    
Thanks for taking up this issue! 
 
Platewatch Monitoring Coordinator 
Linda McCann 
SERC c/o Romberg Tiburon Center 
3152 Paradise Dr. 
Tiburon, CA  94920 
415 435 3528 office 
415 488 6270 home 
________________________________ 
From: kelliot@gci.net [kelliot@gci.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 2:14 PM 
To: 'Linda Shaw'; 'bwoody ham' 
Cc: tammy.davis@alaska.gov; 'Sarah Cohen'; 'Marnie D Chapman'; McCann, Linda 
Subject: RE: Dvex/herring 
 
Thanks to all!   I don’t know if any of you actually ended up with the letters written by the Sitka Fish & Game 
Advisory Committee but I did take copies of the Balsinger Brief document and the Council Didemnum notice Linda 
emailed me along with a couple of model letters I wrote to their meeting in December and they supported and sent 
letters to all involved agencies and representative including the Governor with a copy of those documents to include 
the Alaska Board of Fish.  The Advisory Committee had already seen the one on finding Dvex in Sitka. 
 
I am proposing to the State Board of Fish (and want to include paper copy of the presentation Marnie Chapman 
made to the House Resource Committee on 1/23/12 to update them) that because Dvex infested materials were 
blown toward the core of the herring spawning area that they consider approving one of two proposals that will be 
brought before them at the end of this month.  Both those proposals include closure of the commercial herring 
fishery in order to provide an area only open for subsistence.  Proposal 238 was submitted by the Sitka Advisory 
Committee and failed by a 7 for 7 against vote which is unfortunate.  Proposal 239 was submitted by Harvey Kitka 
on behalf of the Sitka Tribe Herring Committee and it also failed by a small margin.  Most unfortunate was that this 
all happened before the Committee knew of the 33% increase in GHL for the herring sac roe harvest AND before I 
could tell them that parts of the infested docks had escaped during the October 2011storm into that same area they 
had proposed to be closed.  I really think it is likely the Committee would have been more supportive of these 
proposals had they been fully informed.  It is likely that there are areas particularly between Whiting Harbor, the 

17 of 36 Public Comment #23



Apple Islands, Kasiana Island, Middle Island, Crow Island and over to Halibut Point Road shoreline where the Dvex 
infested materials landed and now could be spread by the fishery seine nets to other parts of Sitka Sound as well as 
to packers that could then carry it to other ports in Alaska and British Columbia.  I believe before net fisheries are 
allowed into this area there needs to be time allowed to thoroughly survey the area this coming summer. 
 
I would ask if any of you have objection to my making this email an attachment to my comments to the Board of 
Fish. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kim 
 
From: Linda Shaw [mailto:linda.shaw@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 10:23 AM 

To: kim 

Cc: bwoody ham; tammy.davis@alaska.gov; Sarah Cohen; Marnie D Chapman; McCann, Linda 
Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 

 
Thank you for the update Kim.  I have no objection to your use of these emails as attachments to 
comments to the Board of Fish.  Linda 

From: Linda Shaw [mailto:linda.shaw@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 10:29 AM 

To: Davis, Tammy J (DFG) 

Cc: kim; bwoody ham; Marnie Chapman; McCann, Linda; Sarah Cohen 
Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 

 
Yes, Tammy makes a good point - Marnie had been working on ideas for experiments to see 
what actually happens to herring eggs on D. vex.  It would be great to do those.  Linda 

 From: Davis, Tammy J (DFG) [mailto:tammy.davis@alaska.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 10:25 AM 

To: Linda Shaw; kim 
Cc: bwoody ham; Marnie Chapman; McCann, Linda; Sarah Cohen 

Subject: RE: Dvex/herring 

Hello Kim, 

Thanks, Linda for expanding the cc: list.   

I concur with what Linda Shaw states below.  The one caveat is that to our knowledge no research 
has been done to confirm or deny any interactions between D. vex and herring, herring egg 
deposition.  To understand potential impacts to the sac roe fishery, a better understanding of 
potential interactions would be necessary. 

Thanks for your interest- 

Tammy 

Tammy Davis  /  Invasive Species Program, Lead 

18 of 36 Public Comment #23



ADF&G /P.O. Box 115526 / Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

P: (907) 465-6183 / 1-877-INVASIV / C: (907) 209-2492 

 From: Linda Shaw [mailto:linda.shaw@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 9:28 AM 

To: kim 
Cc: bwoody ham; Davis, Tammy J (DFG); Marnie Chapman; McCann, Linda; Sarah Cohen 

Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 

 Hi Kim, 

Yes, it will grow on seaweed and just about anything else except fine sediments like silt and 
sand.   Also, it is known to secret an acidic substance that is toxic to other organisms that might 
try to settle and grow on it, so there is concern that it could actually kill herring eggs that might 
land on it.   I have copied Marnie Chapman, Linda McCann and Sarah Cohen on this email to 
add any additional thoughts they may have, as these folks are also working on this question. 

 Linda 

  
From: Linda Shaw [mailto:linda.shaw@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 2:33 PM 
To: McCann, Linda 

Cc: kim; Sarah Cohen; Darragh Clancy; Marnie D Chapman; bwoody ham; tammy.davis@alaska.gov 
Subject: Re: Dvex/herring 

 
Couldn't agree more!!! 

On Wed, Feb 8, 2012 at 2:31 PM, McCann, Linda <mccannl@si.edu> wrote: 

Kim, 
We are indebted to you for your efforts.  Education is critical!  Thanks and keep pushing! 
 
Platewatch Monitoring Coordinator 
Linda McCann 
SERC c/o Romberg Tiburon Center 
3152 Paradise Dr. 
Tiburon, CA  94920 
415 435 3528 office 
415 488 6270 home 
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Abstract 

The invasive colonial tunicate Didemnum vexillum has become widespread in New England waters, colonizing large areas of 
shell-gravel bottom on Georges Bank including commercial sea scallop (Placopecten magellanicus) grounds.  Didemnum 
vexillum colonies are also fouling coastal shellfish aquaculture gear which increases maintenance costs and may affect shellfish 
growth rates. We hypothesized that D. vexillum will continue to spread and may affect shellfish larval settlement and survival. 
We conducted a laboratory experiment to assess interactions between larval bay scallops (Argopectin irradians irradians) and D. 
vexillum.  We found that larval bay scallops avoid settling on D. vexillum colonies, possibly deterred by the low pH of the 
tunicate’s surface tissue.  The results of this study suggest that widespread colonization of substrata by D. vexillum could affect 
scallop recruitment by reducing the area of quality habitats available for settlement.  We propose that the bay scallop can serve 
as a surrogate for the sea scallop in estimating the negative impact D. vexillum could have on the recruitment of sea scallops on 
Georges Bank. 

 
Key words: Didemnum vexillum, invasive species, tunicates, scallops 

 

Introduction 

Since 1988, sightings of the non-native colonial 
tunicate Didemnum vexillum Kott, 2002 (Figure 
1) have increased substantially at locations on 
Georges Bank and in tidal lagoons and estuaries 
of New England, U.S. (Carman and Roscoe 
2003; Pederson 2005; Bullard et al. 2006; 
Bullard et al. 2007; Dijkstra et al. 2007; Osman 
and Whitlach 2007; Valentine et al. 2007a).  The 

specific vector of the D. vexillum introduction is 
uncertain, although international shipping, local 
boat traffic, and/or shellfish imports are among 
the likely sources (Wonham and Carlton 2005).  
Didemnids are colonial ascidians and are capable 
of both sexual and asexual reproduction. 
Didemnids also possess chemical defenses as 
evidenced by their highly acidic tunics (Pisut and 
Pawlik 2002). Didemnum vexillum exhibits a 
wide thermal tolerance of -2 to 24ºC (Valentine 
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et al. 2007a) and resides in a variety of habitat 
types (Osman and Whitlatch 2007).  In addition, 
didemnids possess other traits including multiple 
dispersal mechanisms, few known predators, and 
fast growth rates that enable them to invade, 
outcompete, and dominate new habitats around 
the world (Bullard et al. 2007; Lambert 2007; 
Osman and Whitlatch 2007). 

 

Figure 1. Photograph showing Didemnum vexillum used 
during this study attached to Vexar® mesh 

Didemnid colonization occurs on hard 
substrata and in areas of high anthropogenic 
disturbance such as docks, aquaculture gear, and 
mooring gear (Tyrrell and Byers 2007). Recent 
surveys in Long Island Sound and on Georges 
Bank revealed a benthos with up to 75% cover-
age by didemnid colonies at some sites (Lengyel 
et al. 2009; Whitlatch and Osman 2009). The 
direct impact of this coverage on benthic faunal 
communities is uncertain. However, there are 
several impact hypotheses including: 1) 
smothering of bivalves (Valentine et al. 2007b); 
2) reduction of structural complexity; and 3) 
reduction in available benthic prey (infaunal 
organisms) for finfish (Lengyel et al. 2009; 
Mercer et al. 2009). 

Clearly, the potential for negative ecological 
and economical impacts on commercially 
important finfish and shellfish is apparent.  One 
fishery that could be affected is the sea scallop 
(Placopecten magellanicus (Gmelin, 1791)) 
fishery of New England.  According to the 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), approximately 24,000 metric tons of 
sea scallops, valued at nearly $400 million USD, 
were landed in 2006 (NMFS 2007) representing 
one of the largest valued commercial fisheries in 

the U.S.  Sea scallops are mollusks with pelagic 
larvae that settle to the benthos and attach to the 
substrata using byssal threads (Langton and 
Robinson 1990). We hypothesize that an 
additional impact of didemnid colonization may 
be a substantial loss of habitat for settling sea 
scallops.  If this hypothesis is true, the continued 
spread of didemnids may impact sea scallop 
recruitment by reducing settlement substrate.  
For this reason, we designed a laboratory study 
to investigate the interactions between settling 
bay scallop (Argopecten irradians irradians, 
(Lamarck, 1819)) larvae (a surrogate for the sea 
scallop) and D. vexillum. Furthermore, the 
impact of D. vexillum colonies on the bay scallop 
fishery is itself of scientific and practical 
economic interest.  The specific objective of this 
study was to determine if settlement of larval 
bay scallops is negatively affected by the 
presence of D. vexillum. 

Methods 

To determine if larval scallop settlement is 
reduced by D. vexillum, we conducted a labo-
ratory experiment at the Chappaquiddick Island 
shellfish nursery of the Martha’s Vineyard 
Shellfish Group, Inc., Edgartown, Massachusetts.  
Due to the unavailability of larval sea scallops 
for this experiment, we used larval bay scallops 
as surrogates for sea scallops. The setting 
behavior of larval bay scallops and sea scallops 
are similar enough that this experiment's results 
likely mimic sea scallop setting under the same 
circumstances. 

We constructed two separate 500 L seawater 
systems representing an experimental and a 
control system with each system equipped with 
ten replicate settlement containers.  Both systems 
were constructed of identical materials and 
received a seawater exchange rate of 1.2 ± .5 
L/min.  Each settlement container consisted of a 
10 cm high x 30 cm diameter PVC ring with 118 
µm Nitex® nylon mesh glued to one side, 
creating a sieve-like container capable of 
receiving flow-through seawater and retaining 
larval bay scallops and D. vexillum colonies 
within the container (Figure 2). The benthic 
substratum in the experimental system containers 
was comprised of a colony of D. vexillum (25% 
of the bottom) and silicone (25% of the bottom) 
attached to pieces of Vexar® plastic mesh that 
rested on the nylon mesh (50% of the bottom of 
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the container) (Figure 2). The D. vexillum 
fragments were gardened onto the Vexar® mesh 
from naturally occurring D. vexillum colonies 
found in nearby waters. In the control containers, 
the substrate was comprised of silicone on 
Vexar® mesh (50% of the bottom) that rested on 
the nylon mesh (50% of the bottom) of the 
container (Figure 2).  In both container types, the 

silicone was applied in a fashion that simulated 
the lumpy texture and relief of the surface of a 
D. vexillum colony. This design allowed 
comparisons of impacts of the tunicate on bay 
scallop settlement at both the system level (i.e., 
between seawater systems containing D. 
vexillum) and at the individual container level 
(i.e., between the two substrate types). 

 

Figure 2.  Pictures depicting one replicate sieve from the experimental (A) and control (B) tanks.  D = Didemnum vexillum 
colony, S = silicone 

 
Bay scallop pediveligers (9 days post 

spawning) were stocked simultaneously into all 
containers at a stocking density of approximately 
32,500 larvae per container. Bay scallop 
settlement was observed regularly to determine 
when the larvae had begun to set.  On the fifth 
day, when the pediveligers were beginning to 
form byssus attachments to the substratum, the 
locations of bay scallop larvae and their density 
per cm2 were determined for each substratum 
type in each tank by visual observation using a 
dissecting microscope and transparent sampling 
grid.  The total number of bay scallops per cm2 
was determined for each type of substratum in 
control and experimental tanks.  These densities 
were compared using a Student’s t-Test (SAS 
version 9.1.3, SAS Institute, Cary, NC) with an 
alpha of 0.05 considered significant. 

To assess the tunic pH of the D. vexillum 
colonies during the trials, a pH probe was placed 
on the surface of the colonies of each container 
(n = 10) and allowed to press against the tunic 

along the entire length of the tip of the probe.  
To determine the pH at the interface of the tunic 
and seawater, a pH probe was placed at the 
surface of D. vexillum but was not allowed to 
sink into the tunic.  The pH of the silicone and 
seawater were also measured. 

Results 

No bay scallop larvae were observed to settle on 
D. vexillum colonies during this experiment.  In 
both experimental and control tanks, scallop 
larvae were observed to be predominately 
associated with the silicone substratum. When 
comparing total settlement of scallops on all 
types of substratum between systems, we 
observed a mean of 13.2 ± 6.0 scallops per cm2 

in the experimental system and a mean of 41.8 ± 
9.5 scallops per cm2 in the control system (Figure 
3). This difference was found to be statistically 
significant (t = 2.49, df = 18, P = 0.023).  
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The pH of the D. vexillum lobe was 3.8 ± 0.2 
and the pH of the seawater at the tunic surface 
was 5.9 ± 0.2.  The pH of the silicone and 
seawater was 7.5 ± 0.1.  

 
Figure 3.  Boxplots depicting the mean number of scallops 
per cm2 that settled in both the experimental (with 
Didemnum vexillum) and control (without Didemnum 
vexillum) systems.  The boundary of the box closest to zero 
represents the 25th percentile with the line in the middle 
representing the median.  The boundary of the box farthest 
from zero indicates the 75th percentile with the whiskers 
(error bars) indicating the 90th and 10th percentiles.  Outliers 
are indicated by black circles 

Discussion 

The results of this experiment suggest that 
D. vexillum is capable of deterring settlement of 
bay scallop larvae and by analogy sea scallop 
larvae.  We suggest that benthic coverage by 
D. vexillum may reduce bay scallop settlement 
and subsequently limit population recruitment to 
the fishery in New England coastal areas.  
Further, the expanding coverage of D. vexillum 
on the sea floor of Georges Bank may have the 
same effect on the sea scallop fishery. 

The acidity of the tunic imparted by lower pH 
to the laminar surface waters of the D. vexillum 
colonies provided a zone that was acidic 
compared with ambient seawater. We hypothe-
size that the acidic property of the D. vexillum 
tunic is a deterrent to larval settlement. High 
mortality and abnormal development of 
molluscan larvae have been observed at pH 
values lower than 6.75 (Calabrese and Davis 
1966).  However, it is uncertain if larval scallop 
interaction (i.e., attempts to settle) with 
D. vexillum actually caused mortality of the 
scallop larvae.  It is also unclear if the presence 
of D. vexillum colonies caused a delay in 
settlement, possibly having a negative effect on 

scallop nutrition or health, or causing crowding 
of scallops on the alternative silicone substrate.   

While we did not observe larval bay scallops 
settling on D. vexillum during the course of the 
experiment, we did note a few juvenile scallops 
on a D. vexillum colony in our field obser-
vations. It is likely that adult and juvenile 
scallops (which are quite mobile) can temporar-
ily survive the acidic environment of the tunic. It 
is yet unclear if D. vexillum is capable of causing 
direct mortality of shellfish by over-growth. 

This study provides the first documentation of 
the interactions between larval shellfish and 
D. vexillum. Given the potential impact that the 
tunicate could have on commercial shellfisheries, 
attention should be given to better understanding 
the specific ways that it impacts scallops, 
mussels, and oysters, with particular emphasis on 
the role of lower pH substrate on the setting 
behavior of larval shellfish. 
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DvexDvex in Sitkain Sitka

 Explosive growth and potential for spreadExplosive growth and potential for spread
WWhiting Harbor infestation hiting Harbor infestation 

 First First contain, contain, then then eradicate.eradicate.
Reduce possibilities for reintroductionReduce possibilities for reintroduction
 Learn more about the biology of Learn more about the biology of DvexDvex and and 

potential impacts in Alaskapotential impacts in Alaska

Growth Over 10 Week PeriodGrowth Over 10 Week Period
Appearance on 6/24/11Appearance on 6/24/11

Whiting Harbor, Sitka, AKWhiting Harbor, Sitka, AK

6/24/11
6/24/11

6/24/11
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7/9/117/9/11

7/22/117/22/11
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8/5/118/5/11

8/16/118/16/11
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9/1/119/1/11

9/1/119/1/11

6/24/11                   
(10 weeks previous)
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“Dangles”“Dangles”

Typical 7Typical 7--14 14 
day growth of  day growth of  
dangles.dangles.

Dangles attenuate and break freeDangles attenuate and break free
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Within a few days ……Within a few days ……

Intertidal Dvex Intertidal Dvex 
Sitka, AlaskaSitka, Alaska
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DvexDvex in Sitkain Sitka

 Explosive growth and potential for spreadExplosive growth and potential for spread
WWhiting Harbor infestation hiting Harbor infestation 

 First First contain, contain, then then eradicate.eradicate.
Reduce possibilities for reintroductionReduce possibilities for reintroduction
 Learn more about the biology of Learn more about the biology of DvexDvex and and 

potential impacts in Alaskapotential impacts in Alaska

Whiting Harbor infestation Whiting Harbor infestation 
First containFirst contain, then eradicate., then eradicate.

 We all have been saying “Whiting We all have been saying “Whiting docks are docks are 
deteriorating and may carry deteriorating and may carry DvexDvex out of out of Whiting” Whiting” 

 In fall of 2011, more than a year after In fall of 2011, more than a year after DvexDvex
discovery we lost dock structures out of discovery we lost dock structures out of WhitingWhiting

 Much has been cleaned up after stormsMuch has been cleaned up after storms
 There is still a rapidly deteriorating dock There is still a rapidly deteriorating dock 

structure in structure in WWhiting that is heavily infested with hiting that is heavily infested with 
DvexDvex and not well secured. and not well secured. 

 Ability Ability to quickly identify and carryout to quickly identify and carryout 
containment is crucial for communities. Still containment is crucial for communities. Still 
needs to be addressed in Sitkaneeds to be addressed in Sitka
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Whiting FarmWhiting Farm
DeteriorationDeteriorationSummer 

2010

Sept 26 

2011

EradicationEradication

We need to learn how to eradicateWe need to learn how to eradicate
 Smithsonian Environmental Research Smithsonian Environmental Research 

Center is testing eradication methods.Center is testing eradication methods.
 This spring the This spring the pplan is to scale up and try lan is to scale up and try 

application of salt to limited area of subapplication of salt to limited area of sub--
tidal habitat.tidal habitat.
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10% Acetic Acid (5 min)10% Acetic Acid (5 min)

Before After

1 Week 3 Weeks

DvexDvex in Sitkain Sitka

 Explosive growth and potential for spreadExplosive growth and potential for spread
WWhiting Harbor infestation hiting Harbor infestation 

 First First contain, contain, then then eradicate.eradicate.
Reduce possibilities for reintroductionReduce possibilities for reintroduction
 Learn more about the biology of Learn more about the biology of DvexDvex and and 

potential impacts in Alaskapotential impacts in Alaska
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Reduce possibilities for reintroductionReduce possibilities for reintroduction

 Ballast water, hull fouling, etc. all importantBallast water, hull fouling, etc. all important
Movement of docks other floating Movement of docks other floating 

infrastructure has huge potential for infrastructure has huge potential for 
spread of marine invasive speciesspread of marine invasive species

Moving a dock moves an entire habitatMoving a dock moves an entire habitat
 Very common in SE AK Very common in SE AK 
No legislation (?), little public awarenessNo legislation (?), little public awareness

British Columbia

Whiting docks pieced together from Whiting docks pieced together from 
local and distant sources local and distant sources 
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DvexDvex in Sitkain Sitka

 Explosive growth and potential for spreadExplosive growth and potential for spread
WWhiting Harbor infestation hiting Harbor infestation 

 First First contain, contain, then then eradicate.eradicate.
Reduce possibilities for reintroductionReduce possibilities for reintroduction
 Learn more about the biology of Learn more about the biology of DvexDvex and and 

potential impacts in Alaskapotential impacts in Alaska

Population geneticsPopulation genetics
DistributionDistribution
Ecological Ecological iinteractions and impacts nteractions and impacts 
Sexual reproduction & reproductive Sexual reproduction & reproductive ccycles ycles 
Asexual reproduction & growthAsexual reproduction & growth
Considerations for containment Considerations for containment & radication & radication 

Learn more about the biology of Learn more about the biology of 
DvexDvex and potential impacts in Alaskaand potential impacts in Alaska
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Impacts for Sitka and Alaska are UnknownImpacts for Sitka and Alaska are Unknown
 Example: Herring Eggs (below) Example: Herring Eggs (below) 
 We know patches of We know patches of DvexDvex can reach nearly 100% coverage Whiting.can reach nearly 100% coverage Whiting.
 We do not know if herring will spawn on We do not know if herring will spawn on DvexDvex or if herring eggs can or if herring eggs can 

survive on survive on DvexDvex..

 II

Where do we go from here?
Where does Dvex go from here?

Whiting HarborWhiting Harbor
Sitka, AlaskaSitka, Alaska

36 of 36 Public Comment #23



02/09/2012 15:04 350--547-0752 FEDEX OFFICE 5121 PAGE 01 

February 8, 2012 

Dear Board of Fisheries, 

I oppose Proposal312. 

I am a. second-generation salmon troller who had crewed out of Sitka for 24 seasons. As a child 
growing up in Sitka's troll fleet, I loved the August closures. They were my summer vacation- a 

chance to run around with other boat kids; the longer, the better. At the time, I didn't understand 
the financial blow that every day at the dock struck in my family's winter live.Hhood. 

Now, as an adult, I understand the struggle to make a living in an industry that offers no 
guarantees. Our individual survival means putting in every day on the water that we can, while 
long-term industry survival requires us to maintain a commitment to conservation. 

Veteran trollers often remind newcomers: "You can't catch last year's fish." We know that every 
season's salmon runs fluctuate wildly- when will they come in? How abundant will the run be? 
W11en will they head for the rivers?- and that a successful fisherman must bring individual 
deli.beration to every season, resisting the urge to view each year through the same lens. 

Successful management requires equally tailored consideration. The Alaska Department of Fish 
& Game does a tremendous job of in-season management. Through careful monitoring and data 
collection, ADF&G issues annual coho closures that are appropriate for that season.'s coho 
escapement and spawning allocation goals. 

As someone who hopes to troll for many more seasons, I'm thankful for ADF&G's protection of 
each run according to that year's unique needs. Proposal 312 offers no evidence as to why 
ADF&G's long-standing methods are newly lacking, no explanation as to why ADF&G 
suddenly requires micromanagement. In my experience, AD.F&G has never hesitated to issue a 
closure to do what's right for each year's runs. I believe in tlteir ability to continue to do so. 

Thank you for opposing Proposal312. 

Tele Aad.sen, MSW 
507 KatHan St 
Sitka, AK 99835 
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February 9, 2012 

Dear Board of Fisheries, 

My name is Joel Brady-Power, and I oppose Proposal312. 

My parents brought me aboard their troller, the Nerka, when J was just two weeks old. Since 
then, I've spent every summer of my life trolling in Southeast Alaska. J shifted ltom deckhand to 
captain at the age of22, whe.n my dad retired and I bought the Nerlca. My partner and I are now 
in our eighth season; this is our sole source of income and the life we love. 

As a fisherman, I know not to expect tbe same conditions from year to year. The fish will always 
be somewhere else, at a different time, hungry for a different lure than they wanted last year. 
Runs are not a constant - they fluctuate from year to year and that's why it's important that 
ADF&G continues to issue coho closures based on in-season management. Rigid thinking isn't 
how nature works, but that's what a mandatory J 0 day closure would reflect. Proposal 3 I 2 
throws out all of the science-based monitoring that ADF&G does. 

l believe Propo.sal312 is unnec~~sary. ADF&G already provides careful in-season 
management to the troll fishery. In the time I've been running the Nerka, our industry hasn't 
needed a 1.0 day closure. Our coho runs have maintained stability under ADF&G's in-season 
management. A mandatory 10 day closure seems like increased regulation for regulation's sake, 
not something that is required. It doesn't make sense to implement a mandatory policy that can't 
be changed a.s the natural conditions do. 

Thank you for opposing Proposal3l2 • 

.Toe! Brady-Power 
FNNerka 
5 Lost Lake Lane 
Bellingham, WA 98229 
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ALASKA INDEPENDENT TENDERMENS ASSOCIATION 

"Tending ta aur future" 

Dear Alaska Board of Fish, 

The Alaska Independent Tendermens Association (AlTA) represents about 70 tenders operating 

in Alaska waters. We also represent the majority of tenders involved in the Sitka Sac Roe 

Fishery. The tenders are often overlooked when discussing the Sitka fishery. We are by the 

Board of Fish's designation "Stakeholders" in this fishery. Tenders helped pioneer this fishery 

right alongside the fishermen. Were it not for the tenders this fishery would not be what it is 

today. AlTA is OPPOSED to proposals 232 and 233 creating an equal shares coop style fishery in 

Sitka. These proposals would create irreparable harm to the tender fleet by eliminating most of 

our jobs. 

These same proposals have come up over the last 3 cycles and have been rejected by the BOF. 

The reasons for justification keep changing. One ofthe original reasons was to "reduce or 

eliminate tender costs". That means reduce or eliminate many of our jobs lin the second cycle 

the big push was so fishermen could convert their shares to a roe on kelp fishery. Now the 

reason is for "safety". There is no excuse for fishermen to operate their vessel In an unsafe 

manner regardless of regulations. 

Many of us in the tender fleet have been involved in this fishery longer than most of the current 

permit holders. There are about 100 tenders participating In the Sitka fishery representing 

approximately 350 jobs. Many of the participating tenders have been involved in the fishery for 

more than 30 years. We have no permit to sell or lease, only our continued participation to 

help make a living. In years of abundance like this one, probably only half the tender jobs could 

be eliminated. In years of lower abundance up to 100% of the tender jobs could be eliminated. 

Quite frankly, loss of Sitka income would put many tenders out of business. 

Most of us tenders are small family run operations which cannot sustain such a major reduction 

in annual income. The economic impact to tender crews, seine crews, pilots, the city of Sitka 

and supporting businesses, their families, the families of crews and their respective 

communities all feel the impact of the ripple effect and loss of jobs and income. 

Sitka's herring fishery is not broken. The fishery is well managed. Stocks are increasing and 

harvests are within the GHL. Roe recoveries have been good to excellent. Sitka herring has one 

of the highest permit values in the state. Obviously if a fisherman is not happy with the fishery 

as it is, it will not be a financial hardship for him to sell out and buy into another more stable 

PO BtJJt 4.31 Peter•burg, AK 9983i!J A ltu ka Ton d fl rlil. tJTB 901 518 l724 
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AlASKA INDEPENDENT TENDERMENS ASSOCIATION 

"tending to our future" 

Income type of fishery. When it comes to Sitka please bear in mind "If It's not broken, don't fix 
itll. 

Limited Entry Itself prohibits regulations favoring one stakeholder over another within a fishery. 

Creating an equal share coop type fishery would certainly do this to the tenders. Please 
consider this in your thought process and deliberations. 

Consider also that the ONLY equal shares coop type fishery in the State of Alaska is the 

Chatham Strait Black Cod fishery. This was implemented for conservation reasons as the stocks 

were too low for a competitive fishery. It was also implemented with the 100% of the 

fishermen agreeing to it. This Is not the case In Sitka. 

Sitka already has in place the mechanism for a coop style fishery If all the permit holders agree 

on the need for it. Based on telephone conversations with some permit holders I believe that 

there are even more permit holders against an equal share type fishery than in the last cycle at 

BOF. 

In conclusion it is our position that such a radical change In the Sitka fishery would do more 

harm than good. Please reject equal shares (proposals 232 and 233) for Sitka herring as you 
have seen fit to do in the past. 

~ere;; 

~Z'L-
Jim Edson 

President of AlTA and owner/operator of the F/V Kupreanof 

PO Sax 431 Petersburg, AK 99833 A lu ka Ton ders. o rg 90'1 518 11'24 
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"Tending to ollr /lltl.lre" 

Dear Alaska Board of Fish, 

li!i 003/003 

Alaska Independent Tendermens Association (AlTA) is opposed to proposals 238 and 239 

creating fishing area reduction, for subsistence only zones. Sitka Sound has vast areas 
accessible to subsistence harvesters. Areas should not be restricted to subsistence use only 

anymore than they should be restricted to commercial use only. Fish have tails and will spawn 

where they feel like it, not always in the ''traditional" areas. All users groups should have the 

right to pursue a harvest based on the location of the spawning biomass. 

Reducing or restricting areas to one group or another could reduce ADF&G's ability to conduct 

a reasonable fishery for all. This could lead to loss of jobs and income in the commercial fleet 
or a reduction In subsistence harvest. 

In conclusion AlTA does not see that the benefit outweighs the risks for adopting proposals 238 
and 239 and urges you to reject them. 

~:z_ 
Jim Edson 

President AlTA and owner/operator F/V Kupreanof 

PO Sox 491 Petersburg, AK 9!1833 AI11Sk11 renders. o rg !107 518 1724 
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Board Support Section, ADFG 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Members of the Board, 

February 7, 2012 

I am submitting these comments on behalf of the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (ALFA). ALFA 

is a non-profit fishermen's association of over 100 vessel owners and deckhands. ALFA's mission is to 

support the sustainable harvest of marine fisheries while promoting healthy marine ecosystems and 

resilient coastal communities. ALFA is actively engaged in fisheries management, research, and policy 

development at the local, state and national levels. 

OVERVIEW: 

During your upcoming review of Southeast groundfish and finfish proposals, you will be asked to 

reallocate fish between users groups in multiple areas and multiple fisheries, but generally for the same 

reason: one group has reached or exceeded its allocation and wants more. Since very few species are 

under-subscribed in Alaska, the "more" must come from another user group. Many of the existing 

allocations that are being challenged were carefully negotiated by diverse user groups and carefully 

evaluated by a previous Board of Fisheries. Allocations are based on historic dependence and designed 

to conserve and fairly share resources between competing interests. In the case of lingcod, the 

allocations were set after much hard work and compromise; with rockfish, allocations were based on 

historic use and sectors were sternly directed by the Board to live within allocations. ALFA has 

respected existing allocations and, as detailed below, worked with the fleet to develop tools to assist 

fishermen in regulating catch and bycatch. As an overarching request, we ask that the Board reject 

proposals that reward overfishing with increased allocation or undermine stewardship by penalizing 

those who have conserved. 

PROPOSAL 212: Increase sport allocation of demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) ALFA OPPOSES 

ALFA opposes this proposal for four reasons: 

• The commercial fleet has depended on DSR as a valuable component of the mixed-species 

halibut fishery for over 30 years; 
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• The directed DSR fishery has high local importance to Southeast fishermen and processors since 

it occurs in the winter "off-season" when few other fisheries are prosecuted; 

• Commercial fishermen have worked hard to develop tools to control rockfish bycatch while the 

charter industry continues to overfish its 

allocation and claims rockfish bycatch is 

"unavoidable;" 

• Rewarding a sector for overfishing while 

penalizing a sector that has worked to 

conserve is contrary to sound resource 

management. 

Six years ago, the Board of Fisheries allocated DSR 

between commercial and sport/charter fisheries 

based on historic harvest and local dependence. At 

that time, the Board challenged both sectors to learn 

to live within their allocations. With support from the 

Oak Foundation and after years of research, design, 

and hard work, ALFA launched a Fishery Conservation 

Network (FCN) to support stewardship innovation 

within the longline fleet. 

HOW IT WORKS: FCN fishermen record catch and 

bycatch rate for each and every set. Data is recorded 

for each portion or segment of the set as it is hauled. 

This logbook data is verified with ADFG fish tickets, 

and then entered into ALFA's bycatch database. FCN fishermen also collect bathymetric data with a 

software program designed to map the seafloor. ALFA compiles the seafloor and bycatch data to assist 

fishermen with visualizing the reefs and pinnacles to avoid when longlining or trolling. Finally, ALFA has 

procured and translated into a usable format multi beam sonar maps that provide additional habitat 

detail. These maps allow fishermen to efficiently harvest halibut, sablefish and salmon without 

exceeding rockfish allowances. 

OUR SUCCESS: In 2011, 43 vessels and 70 quota share holders participated in the FCN. Between 2009 

and 2010, FCN fishermen reduced their rockfish bycatch rates in the halibut fishery by 20%. Bycatch 

rates in the sablefish fishery were reduced by 6%. The average bycatch rates for FCN members in 2010 

were 7.25% for rockfish in the halibut fishery and 1.42% for rockfish in the sablefish fishery-well below 

the allowed bycatch rates (10% and 15%, respectively) and our project targets. FCN fishermen are now 

also engaged in a pilot project to improve catch and bycatch accounting on smalllongline vessels by 

beta testing electronic monitoring, and in research to quantify and deter sperm whale predation on 

longline survey and commercial sets. 
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Squares identify areas with bycatch rate data in set quadrants exceeding directed fishing standards 

(pink, 2009; grey, 2010; red, 2009 and 2010) 

Because halibut quotas in Southeast have been reduced by 75% over the past six year and DSR bycatch 

is assigned as a fixed rate against halibut on board, the reduction in the halibut quota has driven a 

reduction in the rockfish available for commercial harvest. This reduction has left a portion of the 

commercial rockfish allocation un-harvested. The goal of the FCN is to provide fishermen with the tools 

to control bycatch rates to prevent resource waste and overharvest, not to continue to reduce bycatch. 

We have accomplished that goal and will continue to expand the FCN to ensure the fleet as a whole can 

control bycatch. Rockfish are a valuable component of the halibut fishery and have been for over 

thirty years. As halibut stocks rebuild the bycatch needs and the bycatch allowance to the halibut fleet 

will likewise increase. 

In 2009 charter operators argued that DSR should be reallocated to them since they were exceeding 

their allocation and therefore deserved more fish. At that time, the Board recognized that rewarding 

overfishing would set a poor standard for fisheries management, and rejected the proposal. At the 

same meeting, ALFA staff offered to assist the charter fleet with establishing their own bycatch network 

to assist charter operators with identifying and avoiding high rockfish bycatch areas. The charter 

industry did not accept the offer, nor did the charter industry take the initiative to develop bycatch 

avoidance measures. Hence the charter industry can claim that rockfish bycatch is "unavoidable" and 

that their "inadequate" allocation might trigger time and area closures for sport salmon or halibut 

fisheries. This deliberate failure to conserve the resource SHOULD NOT be rewarded with an increased 

allocation. Commercial fishermen face the same threat when halibut stocks rebuild-a factor that 

motivated ALFA's hard work to develop the FCN. ALFA urges the Board to respect the commercial fleet's 

economic dependence of DSR and the commercial fleet's commitment to resource stewardship, as 

evidenced by the work and resourced dedicated to the FCN. The Board should provide incentives to 
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conserve, rather than reward sectors that overfish. In the strongest terms, ALFA urges the Board to 

OPPOSE Proposal212. 

Proposal 216: Eliminate non-resident annual limit for sablefish: ALFA opposes 

-+l+e-GI"latR.a~r.ai-t.sahlefish-tishePj-iS-O+le-Of-t!le-most-¥aluable-State-ma.J:.'Iaged..groun.dflshJjsberi.t::;)_UJ_ _ _ _____ ---+ 

Alaska. As the Board is aware, the Chatham Strait sablefish stock has been in decline over the past 

decade. The commercial catch limit has been reduced from over 3 million pounds to the current 

882,000 pounds (see graphic below from ADFG). 
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selectivity and bighgcadi.ag}. Ua1ike previous years, the 2011 fure-1:,1 st 3:£coonts fi::,r differing selectivity by ag:e- dasr. 
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Some members of our association have participated in this fishery and depended on this resource for 

over 50 years. Other ALFA members have invested over $350,000 to enter the fishery. These historic 

users and new entrants who have made substantial investment in this historic fishery have accepted 

painful quota reductions over the past decade to conserve stocks. The Board should note that the 

decline has continued since the generous sport bag limits were established during the last Southeast 

Board cycle. Removing the annual limit will very likely increase the non-resident sport harvest of 

sablefish from this depressed resource, a reallocation that would directly contradict the Board's 

Allocation Criteria. Non-residents sport fishermen are the newest user group to participate in the 

Chatham Strait fishery; their opportunity to harvest sablefish has already been amply accommodated by 

the sport limits established by the Board during the last Southeast cycle. There is no defensible 

rationale for eliminating the non-resident annual sablefish limit. 
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Proposals 217-222: Reallocate lingcod between user groups- ALFA OPPOSES 

ALFA does not support increasing lingcod catch limits when the increases are not scientifically based, 

nor do we support reallocating lingcod between user groups. The Southeast lingcod allocations were 

developed through a lengthy consensus-based process. Longliners in particular compromised historic 

catc to accommo atenle arre ea hngcoansfiery above and beyond rtsl1rstorim~~t~ 

concerned by the disregard for science-based quotas expressed in some proposals and the disregard for 

historic dependence and past agreements expressed in others. These proposals can be grouped as a 

resource grab based only on one user groups desire to secure more at the expense of another and, 

without exception, more historic user group. We urge the Board to reject these proposals. 

Proposal 270: Require a permit for subsistence or personal use harvest of sablefish: ALFA SUPPORTS 

ALFA supports improving reporting and tracking of sablefish taken by subsistence and personal use 

harvesters. Existing regulations allow unlimited subsistence harvest of sablefish, with no restriction on 

gear or catch. Miles of longline are allowed and used. Some "subsistence" harvesters have landed 

thousands of pounds. Given the depressed status of sablefish stocks, accounting for and controlling 

these removals is critical. ALFA supports either the Board implementing a record keeping system and 

annual limits for subsistence and personal use sablefish, or the Board vesting that authority in the 

department. If annual limits are assigned, they should be reasonable designed to allow harvesters to 

meet family food needs without inviting excess. 

SUMMARY: 

During this Southeast Board cycle, the Board will review a number of ADFG proposals that improve catch 

accounting and management of Southeast finfish and groundfish resources. ALFA supports proposals 

that meet these criteria. We do not support proposals that promote poor stewardship, increased 

harvest by new user groups in fully subscribed fisheries, or reallocate resources from historic harvesters. 

ALFA strongly opposes proposals 212 and 216 as direct threats to the resource and to sound 

management principals; we also oppose proposals 217-222 as resource grabs that ignore historic 

agreements. In reaching decisions on Southeast proposals, ALFA urges the Board to maintain State 

commitments to sustainable resource harvest, to incentivize good stewardship, and to adhere closely to 

the established BOF Allocation Criteria. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Behnken 

(Executive director, ALFA) 

5 of 7 Public Comment #28



Alaska Longline 
FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION 

onservat1on etwor 
Empowering Stewardship Innovation through Research and Collaboration 

For the past three years, the seventy commercial 
fishermen of the Fishery Conservation Network 

(FCN) have successfully worked together to reduce 
rockfish bycatch rates and map seafloor habitat. 

What They've Done 

• Gathered and verified catch and bycatch rate data 
in the longline halibut and sablefish fisheries 

• Collected bathymetric data and mapped areas of 
the ocean floor 

• Compiled detailed maps that help them avoid 
seafloor structures where rockfish concentrate 

Measures of Success 

• Between 2009 and 2010, FCN fishermen reduced 
their rockfish bycatch to 7.25% (a 2oo/o decrease) in 
the halibut fishery, and to 1.42% (a 6% decrease) in 
the sablefish fishery. 

• These rates are well below the allowed bycatch 
rates of 10% in the halibut fishery and 15% in the 
sablefish fishery. 

What's Next 

Building on this successful collaboration, the FCN 
fishermen are also engaged in additional joint efforts: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Collecting genetic and behavioral data on Gulf of 
Alaska sperm whales 
Developing strategies and deterrents that minimize 
marine mammal predation on longline gear 
Operationalizing electronic monitoring on small 
longline boats 
Exploring fuel-efficiency strategies to reduce the 
fleet's carbon footprint 

"The Fishery Conservation 
Network demonstrates what 
fishermen can do when they 
work together. Continued 
development of innovative 
solutions to bycatch issues, 
such as the FCN, will 
contribute to successful 
fisheries management in 
Alaska." 

-Cora Campbell, 
Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game Commissioner 

Stewardship Gains 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

More efficient harvesting of halibut, salmon and 
sablefish 
Reduced rockfish bycatch and habitat impact 
Reduced risk of marine mammals entanglement 
Improved catch accounting 
Increased collaboration among fishermen to 
protect the resource 
Greater opportunity for additional progress in 
conservation and sustainable fishing practices 
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"For us, it's not just 
about catching fish, 
it's about caring for 
the resource. It's our 

- FCN Fisherman Jeff Farvour, 
F/V Suunta 

Stewardship Challenges 

Since 2006, halibut quotas in southeast Alaska 
have been reduced by 75%. Rockfish stocks are also 
declining. 

Because rockfish bycatch is assigned as a fixed rate 
against halibut on board, the reduction in the hali
but quota has also reduced the rockfish harvested by 
the commercial halibut fleet. 

This-reduction, coupled with the FCN fishermen's 
achievements, has left a portion of the Southeast 
commercial rockfish allocation unharvested. 

Rockfish remain a valuable component of the multi
species commercial halibut fishery. Rockfish have 
been taken as limited bycatch in the halibut fish
ery for thirty years. They are prized by consumers 
across the nation for their light white meat and firm 
texture. 

Alaska's community-based commercial fishing 
families deliver high -quality seafood to local 
processors for distribution around the world. 
Commercial fishing provides both a livelihood 
and a way of life to the fishermen and 
communities of southeast Alaska. 

Alaska Longline 
FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION 

Supporting Strong Stewardship 

When halibut stocks increase, commercial harvest 
of rockfish will once again increase. By using tools 
developed by the FCN, commercial fishermen will 
harvest their valuable rockfish allocation without 
exceeding specified levels. 

The FCN demonstrates what fishermen can do 
when they work together. Managers can support 
stewardship collaboration by enhancing opportuni
ties for-fishermen who demonstrate-a commitment 
to sustainable resource harvest. 

Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (ALFA) is a non
profit association of independent commerciallongline vessel 
owners and crewmembers who are committed to continuing 
the sustainable harvest of sablefish, halibut, and groundfish, 
· while supporting healthy marine ecosystems and strong 

coastal communities through resource stewardship and 
participation in federal, state, and local forums. 
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Public Comment #29



 Proposal ATA 
Position

ATA 
Proposal

141 Prohibit fishing for bottomfish/shellfish near Cache Island. O  
142 Prohibit non-resident fishing for bottomfish/shellfish in Behm Canal. O  
143 Prohibit non-resident fishing for bottomfish/shellfish near Naha Bay. O  
144 Prohibit non-resident fishing for bottomfish/shellfish near Cedar Island. O  

Proposals 141-144 request wholesale fishery closures for non-residents, and in the case of Cache Island 
(141), all users.  All proposals would establish marine protected areas, supposedly to rejuvenate local 
bottomfish and shellfish populations, yet the proposers fail to provide any specific data or circumstance to 
support their claims that the resource is in decline, or that it is poorly managed.  No information is given 
to suggest that the resource is being overharvested, by either non-residents or locals.  The proposers ask 
that waters around Cache Island be protected solely on the basis that the uplands enjoy some level of 
protection and because, ‘something is better than nothing’.  While marine sanctuaries have been applied 
as a useful tool in this state and others, they are not something to be implemented without definitive 
goals and objectives.  On its face, this suite of proposals offers the Board of Fisheries no concrete problem 
to act upon.  We urge you to vote no, as any action in support is likely to be arbitrary and excessive.

200 Clarify use of post-processed and reported commercial fish as bait. S  
206 Create a commercial spiny dogfish pot fishery in the Ketchikan area. S  
207 Increase the dogfish daily bag limit from 5 to 10. S  
212 Increase sport DSR allocation to 25% O  

The Board of Fisheries established the allocation between the commercial and charter fleets when the 
quota was higher, but it was well-known at the time that the quota would rise and fall.  It’s unfortunate 
that low halibut numbers are impacting both fleets, but it doesn’t seem appropriate to reallocate the DSR 
resource away from longliners, who have a long history of landing them.  When the halibut quota goes 
back up, both fleets will see benefits, and the commercial fleet will need the full DSR allocation as it was 
currently envisioned.  

216 Repeal nonresident sablefish annual limit. O  
217 Change lingcod allocation between commercial fisheries. O - as 

written  
ATA is interested in securing a troll allocation of lingcod in the Icy Bay Sub-District (IBS), but is not yet 
certain if ADFG will support an increase in the GHL as suggested in this proposal, or whether this is the 
appropriate allocation plan to meet the needs of all affected fleets.  More discussion amongst 
stakeholders would be useful.
  

218 Allow for retention of lingcod in other fisheries. S  
219 Increase commercial lingcod allocation in NSOS. S  

Lingcod in NESO are very healthy and the small GHL spans a large fishing area.  Proposals 218 & 219 will 
improve the utilization of lingcod, while reducing confusion for trollers who either can’t or won’t fish an 
area, or release fish, as opposed to risk being penalized if the quota is taken by the time they deliver. 
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221 Increase sport lingcod allocation in CSO/SSO. O  
While we appreciate the proposer’s attempt to provide additional fish to trollers and address under-
utilized lingcod - and are also frustrated by our inability to keep lingcod throughout the season - ATA does 
not support reallocation away from the other fisheries.  In particular, the reduced landings of lingcod by 
longliners could be a direct result of lower halibut quotas.  That allocation will be important to the 
longline fleet when the abundance of halibut goes back up.  For now, we support status quo.
 

240 Allow up to 1,000 tons Sitka Sound herring for commercial bait when sac 
roe fishery GHL exceeds 10K tons. S  

Bait herring has been in short supply recently and trollers who use bait are having a tough time finding 
sufficient product.  Setting aside a relatively small amount of herring to be harvested specifically for bait  
could help fill the gap. We note that this proposal was submitted by employees of three separate 
processors, who state that the longline fleet also needs an additional source of bait.
 

241 Eliminate winter bait herring fishery at Hobart Bay and reallocate to 
gillnet sac roe fishery. O  

This proposal could eliminate an important source of bait.  See comments at #240.

248 Change definition of 'bag limit' for anglers fishing from a vessel. O  
249 Establish nonresident annual limits for all species of salmon in SE except 

Chinook. S  
ATA has long supported meaningful and enforceable possession limits.  Annual limits have proven 
effective for Chinook salmon.  Expanding existing punch card requirements to include coho salmon would 
provide an aide for enforcement of possession limits; and, if turned in to ADFG, could assist with more 
timely and accurate enumeration of harvest.

250 Allow retention of king salmon in freshwater. O  
While there are a couple of large producers, most Southeast Alaska Chinook stocks are less abundant than 
those in the Kenai or the Copper rivers.  The majority of Southeast rivers are small and most Chinook 
populations number no more than 1,000 fish.  

     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 curtailed ; mixed stock 
commercial fisheries were restricted; directed troll and gillnet fisheries on the Taku and Stikine Rivers 
were closed.  A portion of Behm Canal, near Ketchikan, was turned into a sanctuary area and is still closed 
to both commercial and sport fishing.  Today, stocks are fully allocated and conservative management, 
including the freshwater prohibition, provides for Chinook fisheries in marine waters.  Care must be taken 
to maintain sustainability and to avoid disrupting existing sport and commercial users.  

    The Chinook fisheries in the Taku and Stikine rivers fall under intricate provisions governed by 
international treaty.  The Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) designed sharing agreements between the US 
and Canada, which only allow a directed Chinook fishery if specific criteria are met.  Consequently, since 
its inception, the Taku River fishery has only been opened three years - 2005, 2006, and 2009.  Would 
freshwater fishing be allowed in the years the Taku River was closed to other directed fisheries?

   Given 40 years of sacrifices made by all local fishermen, we hope the Board will refrain from re-opening 
freshwater Chinook fisheries based on conservation alone.  However, should you chose to allow this 
fishery, it would be reasonable to counted those fish against the sport Chinook quota, particularly in the 
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Taku, Stikine, and Alsek, which are bound by treaty sharing agreements.  Unfortunately, this could result  
in a significant re-allocation away from the marine sportfishery, which local users heavily rely upon.  

251 Allow two rods for non-guided anglers in saltwater. O  
252 Allow power assisted reels for disabled anglers. S  
253 Establish system to distinguish between vessels participating in HT and 

guided charter. S  
255 Create a Taku River king salmon sport fishery. O  

Taku River Chinook are a resource shared by Alaska and Canada.  Adults transit Alaska waters and spawn 
in the Canadian portion of the river.  Juveniles are broadly distributed and utilize critical habit in all  
sections of the Alaska’s portion prior making their way out to sea.  The Taku is one of several 
transboundary rivers subject to the terms of Annex IV, Chapter 1 of the Pacific Salmon Treaty (Treaty). 
Directed Chinook fisheries harvesting Taku fish are managed according to this agreement with Canada. 
Taku Chinook taken in mixed stock fisheries are further accounted for under Annex IV at Chapter 3. 
Alaska’s fisheries all occur in marine waters and are recognized by the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC).  

Chapter 7 of the treaty covers what is known as the ‘General Obligation’.  It states:

‘With respect to intercepting fisheries not dealt with elsewhere in this Annex, unless otherwise agreed,  
neither Party shall initiate new intercepting fisheries, nor conduct or redirect fisheries in a manner that  
intentionally increases interceptions.’  

While sport fishing is by no means a ‘new’ fishery, an in-river Chinook fishery is definitely a ‘redirected’ 
fishery with the potential to increase interceptions.  It also sets up a new situation for treaty negotiators 
to contend with, since this fishery has not been envisioned during any negotiation cycle.  

What kind of enforcement and creel census program would be implemented to adequately enumerate 
harvest, ensure conservation and allocation commitments, and otherwise measure the impacts of this 
new/redirected sportfishery?  What would be the cost to the state?  Would the marine sportfishery be 
restricted to provide for this fishery?  Would other user groups be impacted?

The proposers appear to be people who already utilize the Taku watershed.  They state that they have 
been ‘discriminated against when compared to other Alaskans’.  We don’t buy it.  The Kenai River is as far 
in distance from the Taku as it is in circumstance.  Every region is unique and every watershed is different.  
The beauty of our management program is that it’s based upon that simple truth.  ADFG and the user 
groups have worked together and made the tough choices to recover Chinook stocks in the Taku River. 
It’s been a long haul, but now all user groups are benefitting.  Taku River anglers have boats and already 
have quick hook and line access to Taku Chinook, just like other Taku River anglers.  Why now risk 
disrupting the balance of conservation and sharing between both Alaskans and Canadians?

260 Liberalize king salmon regulations near Ketchikan. O  
261 Increase king salmon bag limit near Neets Bay. O  
274 Allow personal use fishery to target coho and Chinook and include 

additional gear types. O  
277 Allow dipnets in the Taku R. for personal use. O  

See comments for proposals 250 and 255.

The proposers suggest that dipnets would be more selective than the set nets current used and would 
reduce bycatch.  This is probably true.  However, dipnets are also likely to be more efficient and catches 
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could climb, particularly if more users decide to get involved in the fishery.  Dipnets are less expensive and 
easier to use then a set gillnet and there could be more places to employ them.  

The proposal states that the fishery might reduce Canadian fishing opportunity, which could create issues 
for Alaska and the U.S. at treaty negotiations.  Additionally, enumerating harvest could be complicated by 
any change in personal use conduct.

Safety is mentioned as a key concern and proposers argue that dipnetting will be a safer way to fish. 
That’s difficult to believe, given the river’s chronic history of glacial-outburst flood events during key 
personal use fishing times.  About the only time the Taku isn’t prone to flooding is when it’s frozen.

Habitat issues should not be disregarded.  Where will this fishery occur and how many fishermen are 
estimated to participate?  The Taku River is a transition zone and is a very rich and unique ecosystem; 
salmonids and other species heavily utilize all areas of the river for spawning and rearing.  A look at other 
dipnet fisheries around the state provide verifiable evidence that streamside and nearshore habitat can 
quickly be impacted by an influx of users.  

278 Extend personal use fishery in Taku R. O  
Proposal 278 has significant Pacific Salmon Treaty implications.  Expanding the time period allowed for 
personal use could substantially increase the US catch rate and potentially impact Canadian harvests,  
which would quickly become an issue for negotiators.   

Safety is raised as an issue, but given the unpredictability of flood events in the Taku River, it’s doubtful 
that any change in regulation will lessen flood related risks for personal use fishermen.

279 Increase Taku R sockeye daily and annual bag limits based on number 
of people in household. O  

283 De-link Yakutat spring Chinook harvest from Situk River Mgmt Plan S

In 2006, the Board of Fisheries established a spring troll fishery for the Yakutat area and set a cap of 1,000 
fish.  In order for the fishery to occur, the forecasted return to the Situk River has to exceed 1050 fish.  
Since the fishery was put in place, that threshold has not been met.  Ironically, the fishery would have 
opened in nearly each of the ten years preceding the regulation.  What little data exists suggests that this 
fishery would have very little impact on Situk Chinook or other users.  The fishery would only run one day 
per week and could afford ADFG an opportunity to gather data on stock composition, while providing 
economic opportunity at a lean time of year. 

284 Establish increased fishing periods for troll when the directed drift gillnet 
fishery is open in 11-A and 11-B. S *

From Statehood until the 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 occured in the 60s and 
70s, it’s likely that the troll proportion of the Taku harvest prior to statehood was even higher than 35%.
  
ATA recognizes that achieving a fixed allocation or percentage would be unduly disruptive for other users.  
However, trollers still  want an opportunity to harvest a fair share of the salmon runs they helped to  
rebuild.  Providing more trolling time and area will help to achieve that goal. It makes absolutely no sense  
to base the length of troll openings on the length of gillnet fisheries.  Therefore, we request  that the 
number of allowable trolling days be de-coupled from the length of time the gillnet fishery is open. 

ATA supports a 5 day a week (Mon-Fri) fishery in 11-A; and, a 7 day a week fishery in 11-B, during any 
week that a directed king salmon drift gillnet fishery occurs on the Taku River
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The relative inefficiency of troll gear in terminal areas makes it unlikely that increased time and area 
would significantly impact the balance of harvest, but it could do a lot to improve opportunity for a few 
boats in the local fleet during a slow time of year.

Under the current Taku River King Salmon Management Plan, troll openings are based on the ratio of days 
open to drift gillnet vs. days open to troll.  The directed fishery is based on forecasted run strength and 
has occurred in only three years – 2005, 2006, and 2009.  Since only three (or less) trollers fished the 
opening in 2009, the catch data is confidential.  We were told that the catch number was quite low and 
similar to previous years.  

In 2005-2006, trollers averaged just 16 fish – far less than 1% (0.001%) - of the average commercial 
harvest of (15,404).  ADFG estimated that if trollers had fished 7 days a week throughout the entire 
District 11 they would still have only averaged about 34 fish per year.  

In 2006, trollers caught 11 (eleven) fish in 18 days, or less than one fish per day (0.6 fish).  That year, the 
gillnetters caught 1,138 fish per day and the sportfishery caught 2,415.  This means trollers caught just 
0.0005% of what the gillnetters, and 0.0002% of what anglers took home.   

It would take a big increase in effort to push the troll catch to any significant level.  Such an increase is 
highly unlikely given the terminal nature of the fishery and its dampening effect on troll catch rates.  

Gillnet harvest rates are usually many times that of the troll fishery.  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. 

288 Allow seiners to carry two seine nets. S  
Understand argument of needing extra gear in case of problems and this proposal seems reasonable.

289 Close D10 to seine and open to gillnet. O  
291 Allow seining for pinks at Pt. Adolphus in years of high pink abundance. O  

ATA doesn’t like to oppose reasonable opportunity for any fishery, but this area is complex and there are 
other places for seiners to access these fish (e.g. near Hoonah / Hawk Inlet).  2011 was a high abundance 
year for pinks and there were also lots of coho in Mudd Bay, which could easily have created conflicts 
between the fleets if more trollers had shown up.

294 Reporting commercially-caught salmon and steelhead for personal use. O  
This regulation is impractical and unnecessary.  Commercial fishermen are already required to report 
personal use harvest on fish tickets and troll deliveries are heavily sampled, which typically includes 
interviewing the skipper.  Creel census personnel have nothing to do with commercial fisheries and are 
not generally working in proximity to commercial fishing activities.  Where do you find a creel census 
person in Point Baker, or at a Hoktaheen buying scow?

295 Modify gillnet fishery in Zimovia Strait and Chichagof Pass to increase 
seine hatchery catch.

S – w/amd to protect 
troll king access

ATA supports additional opportunity to help seiners achieve their hatchery allocation.  However, given the 
efficiency of seine gear, we ask that accommodations be made to protect access for trollers who fish for 
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king salmon in the area during the same timeframe.  

296 Open gillnet fishery in D6 all season for pinks. O  
Could increase interception of Anita Bay Chinook and further exacerbate hatchery allocation imbalance.

298 Limit D5 seine pink fishery to increase gillnet harvest in D6. O  
Restricts managers from implementing abundance based management strategies.

299 Extend commercial closed waters in Taku Inlet. O  
ATA opposes any fishery closure proposal that involve questionable rationale.  Taku River stocks are well 
studied and ADFG has expressed no conservation concerns that warrant modifying the gillnet fishery.

301 Create separate sportfish area on Tsiu River. O  
302 Prohibit power boats driving fish into nets in the Tsiu River. O  
307 Allow downriggers in HT fishery all season. O  
308 Allow 6 lines in some inside waters to increase harvest of enhanced 

salmon. O  
This proposal could have the unintended consequence of forcing early closure of spring hatchery access 
areas, due to increased take of treaty Chinook.  Also, fishing more lines could create some logistical fishing 
conflicts in the smaller areas.

309 Allow 4 hand gurdies after July king opening. O  
Oppose as written - confusing.  Might not mind additional gear for breakage, but don't support additional  
gurdies in use.

310 Amend winter troll guideline harvest by adding hatchery produced kings. O  
ATA strongly supports the existing winter fishery, but opposes proposal 310.  This proposal would take fish 
from the spring and summer fisheries, which is not in line with the management objectives for the troll  
fishery.  It is questionable whether or not ADFG would be able to manage this provision in-season.  Late 
April is by far the busiest time of the winter season.  How soon could ADFG get the hatchery tags read in 
order to make the management call? Would they re-open the fishery if it was found that a lot of Alaska 
hatchery fish were delivered the last couple weeks of the winter fishery?  And what if the add-on number 
came in after the winter fishery was already closed?  Proposers suggest using the rolling average as an 
alternative, which would be a direct allocation away from the spring and summer fisheries.

The following is a snapshot of the history underpinning our request that the Board refrain from 
modifications to the winter fishery at this time.

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 the 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
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• 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 
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 to reduce spring trolling and 
move all remaining fish to the summer fishery, 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 add-on fish, or to the summer, to achieve the stated BOF goals. 

Unfortunately, the Chinook quota is still roughly the same as 1992, despite rebuilt runs and good to 
excellent abundance.  This makes it important to continue saving fish for the summer fishery, which has 
taken the brunt of the treaty harms.  Since most winter trollers also fish the spring and summer fisheries,  
these fish will still be accessible to them.

The proposer suggests that summer Chinook bring lower ex-vessel prices than winter fish.  That’s not 
always true.  Salmon prices are subject to a wide number of variables, including supply and demand.  For 
instance, some years the August fish are extremely valuable, while price nearly always drops at the end of 
the winter fishery when more of the fleet is fishing and spring kings hit the market from Canada and the 
Lower 48.  The potential loss of coho fishing time, through closures or other management actions that 
could be applied to balance the impact of low Chinook quotas, must also be factored in when determining 
dollar value to the fleet.  

311 Change troll coho opening date to June 1. S *
Neither ADFG nor ATA can recollect why the troll coho fishery starts on June 15 th.  It’s been that way since 
1962, but there is historical record detailing why.   Some think the reason was that the processors wanted 
to wait until the coho were bigger. Size is inconsistent throughout region, so that rationale makes little 
sense.  This proposal would change the coho opening date to June 1, so that we can land coho during the 
spring fisheries.  The areas are small and targeted on king salmon, so should cause no negative impacts to 
coho stocks or other users.  

312 Mandatory 10 day August troll closure. O  
ATA strongly opposes implementation of a mandatory closure and questions the need to digress to old 
school management practices.  The fishery is presently managed on wild stock coho abundance, which is 
evaluated in-season, based on real-time data.  This form of sustainable management is Alaska’s hallmark 
and has proven superior to arbitrary, fixed-length closures.  It’s likely that, in most circumstances, the 
proposers also prefer in-season management to fixed opening and closure periods for their own fishery.

Proposal 312 states that conservation and allocation are not being achieved by the area managers and 
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requests the Board of Fish step in and curtail the troll fishery.   No supporting documentation is presented 
by the proposers to support their claims.  

The proposers claim that the troll fishery is having a negative impact on coho stocks, which is affecting 
inside fisheries.  They fail to mention which ones.  To our knowledge, no sport or gillnet fisheries have 
been curtailed as a result of the troll fishery, but we have been closed to assist gillnetters and anglers.  The 
data doesn't reveal any correlation between troll openings and gillnet success rates.  In fact, it shows that 
there is very little you can do to the troll fleet to move fish to inside waters, particularly in years that the 
fish want to hang offshore feeding or waiting for rain.  It’s interesting that the proposers claim that ‘inside  
trollers’ will benefit.  Do they not understand that the closure will affect all trollers?  

We have talked with ADFG and are unaware of any specific coho conservation concerns.  In fact, when 
managers see problems that trollers can impact, they simply close all or part of the troll fishery.  ADFG 
pays careful attention first to conservation needs of the stocks, and then to the status of inside fisheries,  
prior to making decisions about troll closures.  We work closely with the troll managers during the fishery, 
to make sure they have the latest information from the fishing grounds.

The allocative concerns in proposal 312 are also difficult to understand, considering that both the gillnet 
and troll fleets are consistently over their long-term average.  Gillnetters nearly doubled their coho 
allocation in 2010, the very year this proposal was submitted.  From 1989-2010, the gillnet fleet exceeded 
its allocation 50% of the time.  Of course, all the fisheries have gone ogver their yearly allocations  – 
trollers 68% of the time, seiners 4.5%, and setnetters 32%.  But the largest annual relative deviation was 
landed by the gillnetters - at 92.3% - in 2010.  Trollers’ biggest annual relative deviation was 23%.

At 13.2%, it’s the gillnet fleet, not troll, that shows the biggest positive divergence from the long term 
coho allocation. Setnet and troll relative deviations were 1.6% and 5.3%, respectively.  The seine fleet 
deviation was -26% below the long-term allocation.   Perhaps it is actually the gillnet fleet that should be 
closed for 10 days in August to account for their stated conservation and allocative concerns?  

Seriously, there are many things that can account for low annual catch rates, or short and long term 
deviations from the allocated percentages.  This can range from coho behaviour and size, to weather, to 
management changes over time, to what species is most abundant and/or valuable and affecting fishing 
choices.  For instance, the gillnetters have put a lot of recent year effort into chum.

There is simply no correlation between the length of the troll closure and gillnet success rates.   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%above) and 
trollers caught just 58% (3% below).   In 2010, the troll closure was 4 days – gillnetters caught 25% and 
trollers caught 60%.

Proposal 312 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.  The 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.

313 Change troll coho closure date to Sept.30. S *
The troll coho fishery is managed on abundance yet closes on a fix date, unless ADFG extends the fishery 
on Emergency Order. While fishery extensions under this provision are appreciated, they come at the end 
of the season on short notice, which has led to confusion and logistical difficulties for the fleet and 
processors.  

Recent years have seen increasing numbers of both hatchery and wild coho arriving late in the season, so 
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it seems to make more sense to change the coho closure date to September 30.  ADFG could manage 
according to the actual stock timing and abundance and has full EO authority to close the fishery before 
Sept. 30, if conservation and/or other regulatory goals dictate.

314 Leave troll fishery open in D1, 6, and 8 September 20-30 if gillnetters are 
fishing the areas. S  

315 In Section 1-E redefine open area and extend troll fishery from Sept. 20 
to Sept. 30. S  

316 In Sec. 1-E redefine area open to trolling. S  
317 Redefine area and extend trolling in part of Sec.1-E (Neets Bay) to at 

least Sept 30. S *
We are looking for ways to access late returning hatchery coho to Neets Bay later in the fall.  This could 
help with the hatchery imbalance and to ensure our hatchery stocks get caught. There are very few boats 
that would fish in the tougher weather, and ADFG could always close the area if there were conservation 
concerns in low abundance years.  

It is interesting to note that late returning coho are not unique to Neets Bay.  Hatcheries around the 
region, and some wild systems, have also been seeing an increase in late returns.   For instance, the 
majority of Armstrong-Keta’s (AKI) cost recovery coho are caught during the second half of September and 
they are still catching the first half of October.   AKI uses the same coho broodstock as Deep Cove and 
Hidden Falls, which could have similar migratory behaviour.

318 Clarify when Sec. 1-F is open to trolling. S  
319 Open Chichagof Pass to trolling 7 days to access Anita Bay chum. S  
320 Increase troll area in 11-A for Taku R kings. S *

See comments at Proposal 284.  

Proposal 320 would make a single line adjustment in 11-A.  The line is currently drawn from Piling Point to 
Middle Point and we suggest a making it Piling Point to Outer Point.  The Middle Pt line does not follow 
the natural contours of the area, making it difficult to fish.  The change would also allow a more orderly 
fishery. The Middle Point line creates an awkward angle, so you could bottleneck with any boat – sport or 
commercial - fishing the beach on the back side of Douglas Island.  The Outer Point line would relieve this 
type of conflict.  Given the low effort and extremely low catch rate by trollers fishing the directed Taku 
Chinook fishery, this line change is not expected to negatively impact other users.

321 Amend closed waters for the Situk R troll fishery. S  
322 Amend closed waters for the Situk R troll fishery. O  
323 Hatchery allocation limited to production by regional aquaculture 

corporations. O  
324 Separate hatchery allocation by north & south. O  
325 Redirect spring troll management to target hatchery chum salmon to 

address allocation.
S – w/amendment

 
ATA supports proposal 325, with an amendment deleting these two areas:  (i) Althorp (114-50); and (iii) 
District 9 .  We don’t want Chinook taken by trollers fishing for chum to be counted in the designated 
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spring troll areas.  This could prematurely close important spring Chinook fisheries targeting hatchery fish. 
The proposers have informed us that they agree with these amendments.

Trollers have been harvesting more hatchery chum salmon in recent years.  This area is estimated to be 
catching 85% DIPAC hatchery chum.  Trollers have been able to enhance chum harvest values to the fleet 
and state, by delivering a quality product utilizing troll bleeding and cleaning techniques.   This is 
producing positive benefits for fishermen and local communities.  An added benefit is that these deliveries 
help to offset the hatchery allocation imbalance.

Trollers pay 35% of the Southeast Salmon Enhancement tax, but are realizing less than half that amount 
when it comes to allocating the value of the hatchery program. In 2011, trollers caught only 19% of their  
27-32% allocated range.  This amounts to around $4,000,000 of unrealized income for the fleet. The Icy 
Strait chum fishery provides an ideal opportunity for trollers to increase their allocated share without 
disrupting existing hatchery terminal area net fisheries.

326 Provide hatchery chum fishery in 11-A to address enhanced salmon 
allocation imbalance. S  

See general comments on proposal 325.

331 Revise Neets Bay management according to SSRAA's annual allocation 
plan. S  

333 Remove 1:1 gillnet to seine fishing rotation schedule for Neets Bay 
hatchery common property openings after the 2011 season. O  

Could further exacerbate the hatchery allocation imbalance.

334 Continue 1:1 gillnet to seine fishing rotation in Anita Bay THA through 
2017. S  

335 Continue 1:1 gillnet to seine fishing rotation in Deep Inlet THA through 
2017. S  

337 Establish new Herring Cove THA management plan to distribute harvest 
amongst user groups. S  

338 Expand Kendrick Bay THA to include McLean Arm for seiners. S  
340 Modify area in Anita Bay THA to enhance quality. S  
341 Establish a THA in Southeast Cove for seine/troll. S  
343 Open Hidden Falls THA to trolling Aug 1 - Sept 20. S  

ATA is hoping to provide additional opportunity for the fleet to harvest hatchery coho.  

344 Revise Deep Inlet THA boundary and season to increase troll access to 
enhanced Chinook. S  

Alaska Trollers Association   130 Seward #205   Juneau, AK  99801  (907)586-9400 10

Alaska Trollers Association
2012 Board of Fisheries Positions

10 of 10 Public Comment #30



Fe~. 6. 2012 3:44PM 

4 Nickerson. Suite400, Seattle, WA 98109 

P.O. Box 31179, Seattle, WA 98103~1179 

- (206!726-9900 ~ (206! 726-1667 

~nQft/I{XJ(ifia:liXI~(om 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Dear BOF and Boards Support, 

No. 6259 P. 2 

This letter is in support of the Chum Trollers Association (CTA) Board of Fisheries (BOF) 
Proposals# 325 and# 326.0ur company, Sitka Sound Seafoods, a subsidiary of North Pacific Seafoods 
Inc, has been processing salmon for fifty plus years in SE Alaska. Sitka Sound Seafood pioneered the 
purchasing of round troll pinks and chums beginning in 1990.High quality round chum and pink salmon 
troll deliveries continue to be important to our company. 

We have read proposals 325 and 326 and agree with CTA that passage of BOF proposals 325 
and 326 will facilitate orderly development and management of the chum troll fishery. 

The details of the SE enhanced salmon allocation plan and that trollers are well below their 
allocation, over $4 million short in 2011, are well known to us. We understand that as a long-term policy 
CTA would rather not see hatchery salmon taken from another gear group but development of existing 
and creation of new opportunities for the troll fleet. We agree with that approach as we buy salmon from 
other gear groups. We understand these proposals are carefully chosen not to displace any other gear 
group but to allow better troll access to hatchery chums. 

Trollers have proven they can effectively catch chums at multiple sites. In 2011 ADF&G reports 
indicate trollers harvested over 680,000 chums in SE Alaska for an estimated ex-vessel value of over $4 
million. In Icy Straits in 2011 estimates are that trollers harvested 175,000 chums and 345,000 pinks for 
an estimated value of over $1.6 million. 

Proposal 325, as amended by the SE enhanced salmon Joint Regional Planning Team (JRPT) 
proposes a chum troll management plan for Icy Straits where trollers are currently targeting hatchery 
chums under Chinook hatchery management and on the North West Admiralty shore where there are 
known concentrations of hatchery chums in late June. The JRPT has endorsed this proposal with 
amendments we support. 

Proposal# 326 proposes a chum troll fishery in a small part of District 11A the first 20 days of 
July. We think this proposal will provide increased troll opportunity on enhanced chum salmon and will 
improve access for trollers in the Juneau area. Troll harvest of these hatchery chums, now that Douglas 
Island Pink And Chum is retiring its debt, brings trollers closer to their share of enhanced salmon value 
and moves a good percentage of these troll caught chums into processors around SE Alaska. 

S~ly,)jf;;..{] 
£n'Baird 
General Manager Sitka Sound Seafoods 

Al .. ko 1'<1dflc So•foods 
627 Sheiikol Ave 
Kodiak. Alaska 99615 

(907! 486-3234 

(907! 486-$164 

Pedel"lon Point 
~0. Sox 99 
Naknek. Alaska 99633 

!907! 246-4461 

(9071 246-6657 

Sit/co Sound Soofoods 
329 Kat/ian Street 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 

(907! 747-6662 

(907) 747-6268 

Togidk Fi$htllries 
P.O. Box 30 

Togia~ Alaska 99678 
(907) 493·5331 

!907! 493-5133 
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4 Nlc!«:rson. Suite 400. Seattlr::, WA 98109 

PO. 8ox $1179, S.atti•, WA 98103-1179 
11'1110111. (2061726~9900 JIU (206) 726~1667 

www:northpadlicseafoods..com 

Attn: BOF Comments 

Board Support Section 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

P.O.Box 115526 

Fax: 907 465-6094 

Attn: Shannon Stone 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members, 

No. 6259 

This letter is in Opposition to Proposals 230, 231,232,238, & 239; and In Support Proposal273 

Oppose Proposal 230- apply ecosystem management to Sitka Sound herring management. 

p' 3 

The current ADF&G management plan is not limited in scope and relevance, quite the contrary. It is 

extremely thorough in real time visual (mammal, and bird activity) and acoustical information {from the 
ADF&G research vessel), as well as dive surveys to measure spawn density, spawn substrate, spawn 
depth and quality of spawn. The department and their team have done an outstanding job of managing 

the resource and maximizing opportunity for all user groups. The current harvest rate of 20% Is very 
conservative and certainly biologically defensible. This proposal has no merit. 

Oppose Proposal231- require ADF&G management to shutdown Sitka Sound herring fishery when GHL 

is within 10% of harvest quota. 

The ADF&G again has done an exemplary job of managing the Sitka Sound Herring Fishery. It has 

been under the harvest quota by 2% In the past 10 years! The latest historical data, and spawn 

deposition, show the biomass has been underestimated in 10 of the last 12 years. With this in mind, the 
harvest quota could have been even higher considering the current conservative 20% harvest rate. 
Managing to such a degree with this accuracy considering all ofthe area, and needs of all users should 
be commended. The consideration they have put forward in personal and professional understanding of 
the needs of each user group, along with the high degree of technically trained scientists Is one we 

should be proud of. The outstanding health of these herring stocks for future generations is a testament 

to the department and their excellent management practices. 

Aloako Pocinc Seoloods hdenon Pol11t Sitka Sound Seafoods Togiok Fishw'ivs 
627 Shelikof Ave P.O. Box 99 329 KatliotJ Street PO.Box30 
KodiatAioska 99615 N/Jk.nt!k Alaska 99633 Sitko, Alaska 99835 Togiak, A/t:Jska 99678 
/9071 486·3234 19071 246-4461 /9071 747-6662 (907) 49J·5JJ1 
/907) 486-5164 /907! 246-6657 1907! 747-6/168 (907) 493~5133 
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should be proud of. The outstanding health of these herring stocks for future generations is a testament 

to the department and their excellent management practices. 

Oppose Proposal 232- change harvest formula from 2 + 8 (spawning biomass in tons/25,000) to 8 + 2 

(spawning biomass in tons/25,000) 

The 2 +8 formula used by ADF&G in Sitka Sound is conservative for its large population size. In ten of 

the past eleven years the 2+8 formula resulted in a 20% harvest rate, and during that same time period 

the population has grown from an estimated 53 ton biomass to 145 tons I ADF&G has been very diligent 

in seeking outside consultants and experts to review their ASA models and recommendations. 

There is no biological basis for changing the formula. 

Oppose Proposals 238 &239- Establish subsistence only harvest in Core area· Makhnati to Gavanski to 

Crow Is. to Halibut Pnt., along roadside to breakwater. 

There is no information to support that the subsistence opportunity has been diminished in recent 

years. Considering the increasing stock abundance and spawn distribution, it is more likely that the 
subsistence opportunity is greater than it has been since ADF&G began managing this resource. 

ADF&G has been extremely understanding of the need to provide opportunities to the subsistence 
harvesters, and giving reasonable opportunity to harvest roe on branches. This is most notable with the 

vast majority (some 80%) of the sac roe harvest being taken outside the "Core Area" from 2002 to 20101 

Staying out of the core area is not always possible considering the nature of spawning patterns from 

year to year; however ADF&G prioritizes in trying to minimize the harvest in this area while still 

providing opportunity to prosecute a sac roe fishery. 

The "perceived" lack of subsistence harvest is more realistically a function of reduced effort and 

participation, weather, and spawn distribution. Considering these parameters, there are groups and 

individuals that have in the past and will in the future, assist in helping meet the needs when traditional 

means might fall short. 

The subsistence needs can be met with the current sac roe fishery management plan. 

Support Proposal273- Establish an accounting system for herring egg harvest In Sitka Sound through 

permit or sampling program. 

There is no current meaningful accounting system for monitoring the harvest of herring eggs on 

branches. Mail in "household" surveys Is not reliable. Considering the nature and importance for both 

subsistence and sac roe harvesters, the need for accurate, transparent and science driven data, is 
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imperative for accurate analysis to predict biomass of the Sound. The ADF&G could have dockside 

surveys where samplers would interview harvesters and use survey methodology such as weight, size, 

harvest methods and numbers of harvesters. 

This should not be considered an affront to the subsistence users, as there are other current programs 

such as subsistence halibut where permitting is required. Rather this would be a scientific and 

transparent measure to help in management practices to insure future sustainability. 

Thank you for your time and the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

John Baird 

General Manager 

Sitka Sound Seafoods 
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February 5,2012 

Attn: BOF Comments 

Board Support Section 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

P .0. Box 115526 

Fax: 907 465-6094 

Attn: Shannon Stone 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members, 

No. 6259 p' 6 

My name is John Baird, I am the General Manager at Sitka Sound Seafoods, a subsidiary of North Pacific 

Seafoods Inc. I reside In Sitka at 713 Katlian St. in Sitka and have been an Alaska residence for some 36 
years. 

First let me say, Thank you for your time and commitment acting on this board, and secondly to my 
opportunity to comment here. I have submitted written testimony speaking against Proposals 

230.231,232,238 & 239. And In Support of Proposal273 

My comments to follow are a general summation for my positions. 

I have been involved in many Alaskan fisheries, starting at ase 18 as a fisherman, and now working on 

the processing side for some 26 years. I have lived In Southeast Alaska and been directly involved in the 
Sitka Sac Roe fishery for 17 years as a fleet and Plant manager. My wife and I raised two children in 

Petersburg, both of whom have worked in the fishing industry and specifically in the Sitka herring fishery 
on tenders. We count ourselves lucky to have had the opportunity to see this herring fishery come from 
meager biomass and catches to extraordinary biomass and catches in those 17 relatively short years. I 

think this tremendous volume of fish we are seeing is a true testament to the ADF&G and their science, 

management, and model, In the health ofthe ecosystem in Sitka Sound today. 

Unfortunately this management team and its obviously successful program (of which you will see, plenty 
of scientific data to back it up) is being put into question by proposals and formulas (230,231, 232) that 

have no biological basis and would depart, as I said previously from a program that is working well I 

Alaska PacHtc Seafoods Pedenon Point Slllt<r S.Wnd $""food$ Togltrk Fl$her/e8 
627 Sheliko/ Ave AO. Box 99 329 Kat/ian Str~et A0.8ox30 
Kodiak, Alaska 991515 Naknr!k Alaska 99633 Sitka. A/ask/1 99835 Togiak. Alaska 99678 
(907) 486-3234 (907) 246-4461 (907) 747·6662 (907) 493-5331 
!9071 486-5164 !9071 246-6657 !.9071 747-6268 (9071 493-5133 
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Furthermore, proposals (238 &239) to establish a subsistence only harvest in the "core area, show no 

information to support that their subsistence opportunity has been diminished in recent years. 

Considering the increasing stock abundance and spawn distribution, it is more likely that the subsistence 

opportunity is greater than it has been since ADF&G began managing this resource. Only 20% of the 

quota has been taken between 2002-2010 in this "core area" The department has been extremely 

understanding of the need to provide opportunities to the subsistence harvesters and to deny this Is just 

plain wrong. From its inception to its end, I had the opportunity to serve as the processor liaison on the 
herring task force committee comprised of ADF&G, STA, Seiners, and Processors associated with the 

MOA (memorandum of understanding) and fishing Information given to STA before each opening. 

ADF&G was always considerate in these meetings of the needs and opportunities for the subsistence 

harvesters. The "perceived" lack of subsistence harvest is more realistically a function of reduced effort 

and participation, weather, and spawn distribution. Considering these parameters, there are certainly 

groups and individuals that have and will in the future, assist in helping meet the needs when traditional 

means might fall short. 

What will diminish If these proposals go through is the lack of viability of the sac roe fishery and all the 

economies that that are tied to it. Having the opportunity to fish the "core area" at times is absolutely 

necessary. Taking this area and opportunity away from the sac roe fishery marginalizes the opportunity 

to supply markets. If you can't supply the markets you lose the markets, if you lose the markets you lose 

jobs ... lots of jobs I You have heard testimony and will hear additional testimony with more detail in the 

economies of this fishery. Sitka Sound employs upwards of 50 local folks, as well as some from 

neighboring villages, and you will hear of even larger employee numbers from other plants in the region. 

Additionally and in even greater numbers will be jobs lost from seine and Tender operations, fuel 

companies, grocery stores, fishery supply stores, Motels, packaging manufactures, the list goes on and 

on. Those are just the jobs lost, now try and imagine all the lost revenue from these businesses and the 

number is staggering. 

Dave Gordon and all the staff that manage this fishery have done an outstanding job in their hard work, 

professionalism, and consideration for the all users of this resource. They have indeed carried out the 

state of Alaska mandate to "manage the resource sustainably and to maximize benefit for all the people 

of Alaska". 

1 strongly urge you to let them continue this work using their methodology that has brought this success. 

Again, Thank you for your time and the opportunity to comment. I plan on being here for the duration of 

the meetings and look forward to having the chance to visit with you again, and I would also appreciate 

your consideration to serve on any committee that discusses these proposals. 

General Manager Sitka Sound Seafoods 
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Board Support Section, ADFG 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Members of the Board, 

9077473462 p. 1 

I am a commercial fisherman and live with my family in Sitka, Alaska. Our family depends on 

commercial fishing for our livelihood, but fishing is also a way of life we have chosen that allows us to 

run our own business, work together as a family, and provide a valuable product to the public. We are 

committed to sustainable fisheries management, and want our two boys to have the same opportunities 

that we have had to a make their living harvesting Alaska's abundant fishery resources. 

I strongly oppose proposal 212, reallocate demersal shelf rockfish to the charter fleet 

Over the 30 years that I have fished, I have participated in both the halibut fishery and the directed 

rockfish fishery. Halibut fishing provides half of our family's annual income, and the rockfish we catch 

and sell during the halibut fishery is an important component of that income. Because rockfish are long

lived and easily overfished, we also work hard not to exceed rockfish bycatch allowances on our halibut 

sets. We joined the Fishery Conservation Network (FCN) launched by the Alaska longline Fishermen's 

Association (AlFA) in 2009, and have participated in both the bycatch logbook program and the habitat 

mapping program. The maps the FCN creates from our data have improved our fishing efficiency and 

our ability to control bycatch. I am well aware of the hard work and resources ALFA has committed to 

creating and refining the FCN, and proud to be part of this effort. 

In proposal 212, SEAGO claims rockfish bycatch is unavoidable. Clearly SEAGO members are not making 

any effort to avoid rockfish, because most of them are effective at finding and catching the fish their 

clients want. If you reward their irresponsible behavior toward the resource, you will be punishing 

those of us who have worked to be good stewards and encouraging overharvest. DSR allocations were 

set by the Board six years ago based on historic harvest. The commercial fleet has adhered to the 

allocations; the charter fleet has not. I am sure you do not want to send the message that more fish will 

be granted to sectors that exceed their allocations? 

Please do not adopt proposal212. If anything, the commercial fleet deserves more rockfish, not less. 

Sincerely, 

/' 
~ 

Kent Barkhau 
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Board Support Section, ADFG 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811·5526 

February 8, 2012 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Members of the Board, 

9077473462 p.2 

I OPPOSE proposal 212: reallocate rockfish from the commercial to the charter fleet. The rockfish 

allocation was set in 2006 after careful review and deliberation by the Board to fairly allocate between 

sectors based on historic harvest. The commercial fleet has not taken its full allocation over the past six 

years because halibut stocks are down and, since rockfish bycatch is allocated as a percentage of halibut 

catch on board, that has reduced the amount of rockfish available for commercial harvest. When 

halibut stocks recover, the commercial harvest of rockfish will once again increase. 

This year, for the firsttime in six years, ADFG allowed a directed rockfish fishery in central southeast 

outside. The rockfish harvested by local boats and delivered to community-based processors during this 

directed winter fishery provides an important income during the winter season when little other fresh 

seafood is available. This fishery would not have opened if the commercial allocation was any lower. 

I am a member of the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association's Fishery Conservation Network. ALFA 

started this network in response to the Board's challenge in 2006 to learn to live within rockfish 

allocations. By recording rockfish bycatch rates and mapping habitat, the FCN has provided commercial 

fishermen with tools to control rockfish bycatch rates. We will keep harvesting the rockfish that we are 

allocated because the economic value is important to our fleet, but we will be able to control bycatch 

rates to avoid overharvest. 

SEAGO is asking for more rockfish and claiming they can't avoid rockfish bycatch. The request is based 

on greed and laziness. Because they have exceeded their allocation in three ofthe past six years they 

believe they are entitled to more fish. That kind of fishery management bankrupted fish stocks on the 

East Coast. We expect better from fishery managers in Alaska. 

Please reject Proposal 212 

Sincerely, 

Public Comment #33



Public Comment #34



02/09/2012 18:02 9077479834 JOEL HANSON PAGE 01/02 

~BOAT COMPANY 
Captain Jo~l Hanson, A.l11ska conservat1on and Vessel Support 

417 Arrowhead Street, Sitka, AK 998~5 Tel/Fax: (907) 747~9834 Cell: (907) 7:a8-1033 
Wilderness Adventure Tours 

ATIN: BOF COMMENTS 

Boards Support Section 

VIA FAXSIMILIE TO 907-465-6094 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

P.O. Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Re: Proposal comments for the February 24-M arch 4, 2012 Southeast and Yakutat Finfish 

Board session: 

Proposal 210 - Support 
-Require release of demer.ml shelf rockfish at depth. 

This is a good conservation measure. Demersal rockfish suffer barotrauma when 

brought to surface from depth, yet high rates of survival can be achieved if fish are released 

through various means back into deep-enough water such that they are no longer buoyed by a 

ruptured air bladder and protruding stomach. 

Proposal 211 -Support 
-Require release af rockfish at 40 feet or greater. 

This is similar to the previous proposal and promises to provide similar resu Its. While 

we are generally in support of this proposal, we feel that the 40' stipulation may be difficult to 

enforce, and thus prefer the less exacting language found in Proposal210. 

Propo5al 213 - Oppose 
-£stab/ish a point system for the retention of rockfish 

While this system may be well-intentioned and designed to help prevent the possibility 

of seasonal or area closures to sport fishing, we feel it is overly complex and not appropriate in 

areas where rockfish populations are not depressed, nor where sport fishing pressure is light. 

Such a system may be appropriate and beneficial if applied on an area-specific basis, where and 

when necessary. 

Proposal 216 - Oppos" 
-Repeal the nonresident sablefish annual limit. 

Concerns persist regarding the health of the Chatham sablefish population. Until such 

time as commercial catch limits in this area are seen to increase from year to year, rather than 

decrease as has been the case for some time, the nonresident sablefish annual limit seems 

appropriate. 
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Proposal 248 - Oppose 
-Change the definition of "bag limit" for anglers fishing from a vessel. 

Sport fishing is not generally considered a team effort, but is often a solitary pursuit. 

The pooling of bag limits among a number of anglers fishing from a vessel effectively demeans 

the efforts of the solitary angler, and may tend to increase the overall sport catch over time, 

creating resource or allocation concerns. 

Proposal 249 - Oppose . 
-Establish nonresident annual limits for sockeye, coho, chum, and pink salmon in the Southeast 
Alaska Area. 

PAGE 02/02 

This proposal unintentionally appears to discriminate against nonresident sport anglers 

who target sockeye, coho, chum and pink salmon in southeast Alaska, while at the same time 

apparently allowing nonresident commercial fishermen on board seiners, trollers and gillnetters 

in this area unlimited opportunities to retain of a portion of their commercial harvest of these 

species as "horne freight." While thsre can be no doubt that nonresident sport anglers are 

responsible for a substantial amount of salmon removals, there should be clear conservation 

reasoning behind imposing annual limits on this group, and the limits should apply to all 

nonresident harvesters of the resource, commercial and non-commercial alike. It is, after all, 

not uncommon for out-of-state crew members off commercial fishing vessels to ship or take 

boxes of fish home at the end of a season, just as nonresident sport anglers are wont to do at 

the end of a fishing holiday. 

Proposal 269 - Support 
·Establish a catch report card system for subsistence, personal use, and sport finfish fisheries. 

The need to guarantee the sustainability of Alaska's fisheries resources trumps personal 

inconvenience concerns over time. Accurate catch records help fisheries managers set 

escapement targets from year to year, or even in-season. If catch report cards are used by 

subsistence, personal use and sport finfish fisheries in other states, a similar system should be 

analyzed for adoption in Alaska. 

Propo5al :!70 - Support 
·Require a permit for subsistence or personal use harvest of sable/ish. 

Concerns persist regarding the health ofthe Chatham sablefish population. This 

proposal will help by accounting for subsistence and personal use removals in this area. 

Proposal 294 - Support 
-ReqUire reporting of commerclal/y-caught so/man and steel head ret'r:Ji.ned for personal use. 

The author claims that " ... virtually no [personal use] fish are reported em fish tickets." 

This is unsubstantiated, but if true then we support the proposal. If, however, some commercial 

fishermen in fact do report their personal use harvest on fish tickets, but many do not, then 

there is the potential to address the issue through improved enforcement action, and the 

proposal may be of little benefit. 

The Boat Company- BoF Proposal Comments Page 2 
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Board ofFisheries 
Box 115526 
Juneau, AK. 
99811-5526 

Dear Members of the Board: 

Thomas B. Botts 
P.O. Box424 
Hoonah, Ak 
99829 

RECEIVED 
r· .. r-t':l 
r~z:; 0 6 

BOARDs 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on several of the proposals that 
are before you at this meeting. 

Proposals 325 and 326 involving the harvest of hatchery chum salmon by trollers. 
rm--a-resident ofJioonah-and' for th-e-past two years have taken part in the chum-salmon -
troll fishery in Icy Strait. It has made a tremendous difference in my bottom line to be 
able to target these fish. Being able to fish_ so clos~ to home has been a great blessin , __ 
both in fuel costs and convenience, but the best thing overall has been the increase in 
profit that I've enjoyed. It couldn't come at a better time. I'm finally able to afford some 
badly needed repairs to the boat that just wouldn't be possible if this fishery weren't 
available. 

I would like to express in the strongest terms possible that I vehemently oppose 
proposal 312. As you are aware, trolling is the least effective means of catching fish. Our 
season's have been pared back down through the years and a mandatory ten day closure 
is an additional hardship to have to deal with. Many in the troll industry are also involved 
in the halibut fishery and we are struggling to make ends meet with the drastically 
reduced quota. Please don't impose any further restrictions on this already struggling 

------------4frsrre~.-----------------------------------------------------------------------

~/f%/4-
Thomas B. Botts 
EN Bonnie I 
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February 8, 2012 
This is o.ur response to the Herring Cove sport fish proposed changes: 

My husband and I both agree to setting at time limit of 7am to 7pm for beach f shing. 
This will certainly help reduce the early morning (3:30) and late evening (10: 0) 
snag fishing activities, which can be exhausting as sounds travels. It especiall Is 
serious when some fisher people are intoxicated. 

We also agree that setting a mean tide limit is equally important due to fisher eople . 
often getting caught at high tide and having to trespass on local private prope ies 
or even continuing to fish directly under a deck or several feet within a privat 
residence leaving trash. 

We are not as concerned about snagging fish. 

·We are, however, very concerned about the lack of a small bathroom facility. 
Urination and defecation has been witnessed during the day. People fish for h urs, 
bring containers with food and drink and are in need of relief. 

If some of these changes are approved, we hope that it will be randomly en for ed so 
people will respectfully know that these are serious changes due to concerned local 
residents, as well as Fish & Game concerns for local habitat, w!ldlife and sport ish. 

TC! help alleviate the grossly large impact of sometimes groups of 40-50 peopl (we 
have counted, NOT including visiting tourists from vans and taxis) fishing dire tly in 
front of the Brand's residence, · ' · 
Over the past several years, property owners have blocked off and posted sign to 
stop people from using these right-of-ways which belong to all the people in t e 
Ketchikan community and it's visitors. Please check accurate maps in govern 
offices for right-of-way locations. 

We believe that all of the above will be beneficial to our community in that it ill 
help reduce the ever-growing congestion in Herring Cove, a progressively pop lar 
tourist site. 

Liz & Curtis Bower 
8332 S. Tongass 
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Att ; BOF comments 
Boards support section 

907-247-8230 

Alaska department of fish and game 

In regards to proposal #337 herring cove. Since 1999 the 
residents of herring cove have been asking for help in the 
management of the fishermen in the cove . as you are aware the 
fishery has grown and so has the influx of people. We are 
requesting that no snagging be allowed in the cove for reasons 
listed 
Miles of line that the seals, eagles.and bear get caught in. 
The beach is unsafe to walk because of treble hooks 
It is a safety issue for the workers of the hatchery 
I am sure that the lead levels in the creek area are very high 

Second there be a time line from 7am to7pm since the cove is a 
residential area and people are fishing at all hrs 
It will also be coordinated with a low tide time limit 2hrs before 
and 2hrs after; it will give law enforcement something to work 
from. 
The time line will also give the bears time to come eat as should 
be 
There are no restrooms ,garbage receptacles or safe access. 
We would also like you to take responsibility for the fishermen 
so we as home owners are not liable. 

Dennis and Janet brand 
8230 south tongass hwy 
Ketchikan Alaska 
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ATTN: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section ADFG 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Fax: 907 465-6094 

9077473462 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board Members, 

Subject: Oppose 216 and 212 

I have been a commerciallongline fishermen since 1976, and own and operate a 54 
long liner out of Sitka where I live. I also have served on the Sitka Fish and Game 
Advisory committee for 5 years. I care deeply about sustainable resource management 
and our State. 

I strongly oppose proposal 216. The Chatham Strait sablefish population has continued to 
decline since the last Board of Fisheries Cycle. This decline in biomass was 16% between 
2010 and 2011 and there is a downward trend since 2002 as evidenced by this graph from 
Sherri Dressel, ADF&G groundfish biometrician and included in a memo 7/16/2011 from 
Ms Dressel to Ms. Green (Groundfish Project Leader) discussing Chatham sabletish. 
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Ftgu.rr 1. Petersen estim..1.1es of exploitable biomass \Vith the 2011 forecast and 90%, confidence intervals. Unlike 
previou<.o years. the 2010 estimate ha!> beet1 adJusted to account for sdecti\1ity of the commercial fishery (both gear 
selectivity and highgrnding} Unlike previous years, the 1011 forecast accounts for differing seleclivity by age cla!':is 
:.110\ving tlH!· fCl'fec.ast 10 be greater than the pre,:iour; years· es1i.tn;\te. 

It would be irresponsible at this time to remove the annual limit for non-resident anglers. 
The effect of this proposal would be an increase in catch of these fish to the newest user. 
The Board of Fisheries Allocation Criteria speaks directly against this type of action. 
Non-resident anglers are already given an opportunity to catch sablefish with the current 
generous daily bag limit. These bag limits allow non-residents to take home a significant 
amount of fish while still allowing local traditional fisheries to continue. There is no 
reason for non-residents to take home large quantities of each high value fish they catch-
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their combined daily and annual limits for all species provide more than ample eating for 
the year. If they need more fish than this they should be supporting local businesses that 
sell commercial fish for take-home like Absolute Seafoods, Alaskan's Own, and Sitka 
Sound Seafood and Quality in Sitka. There are small tourist oriented businesses in all our 
communities that ship local fish anywhere. 

I also oppose Proposal 212. I attended the meeting in Ketchikan when this allocation 
decision was made. As a longline fleet we have worked hard to conserve the resource and 
have worked hard to reduce bycatch. When the halibut stock rebounds (and it is 
increasing this year in 2C) the longline fleet will need this allocation and our hope is the 
rockfish stocks will be strong. The charter fleet should be working at reducing their 
by catch of rockfish not increasing their allocation. The rationale for this proposal is that 
since the charter fleet is going over its allocation and the commercial fleet has remained 
under, the charter fleet is entitled to more fish at the expense of the commercial fleet. I 
am a member of ALFA's Fishery Conservation Network and I would advise the charter 
fleet to develop a similar program- their clients would benefit and likely support this 
effort. Both SEAGO (210) and the Sitka Fish and Game Advisory Committee (211) have 
proposals requiring rockfish in excess of bag limits be released using a release device 
which will allow sport anglers the opportunity to catch rockfish without resulting in 
exceeding their allocation. This is more appropriate and accomplishes the same thing 
without punishing good behavior and rewarding bad behavior. This proposal was first 
made in Sitka last cycle and if it had passed the charter allocation may not have been 
exceeded. 

In closing, I hope the Board action follows their Allocation Criteria in a meaningful way, 
opposing both these proposals. 

Thank you fcir your service, 

Sincerely, 

Dick Curran 
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Board of Fisheries 

February 24- March 4, 2012 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members: 

Oppose Proposals 238 & 239 - Establish subsistence only harvest in Core Area -
Makhnati to Gavanski to Crow Is. to Halibut Pt., along roadside to breakwater. 

E. C Phillips & Son submits these comments on proposals you will be considering at the 
upcoming meeting concerning fisheries in southeast Alaska. The Sitka Sac Roe fishery 
allows E. C. Phillips to operate during a time of the year that we would otherwise be 
shut down as a result of decreasing halibut and black cod quota's in area 2C. 
Processing of sac rae herring allow E. C. Phillips to provide 90 processing jobs in the 
Ketchikan community regardless of price that the processors sell the herring for or the 
ex vessel price the fisherman receive. Additionally E. C. Phillips will contract 
approximately 15 fish tenders to haul herring down to Ketchikan. The barge companies 
must bring supplies to Ketchikan in the months leading up to herring season and haul all 
the herring aut of Ketchikan to sell it. Economic stimulus resulting from that herring 
trickles down in the Ketchikan community and positively affects everyone from store 
and restaurant owners to insurance companies and fuel purveyors. 
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Richie Davis 

2347 Kevin Court 

Juneau, AK 99801 

February 6, 2012 

SEAFA 

Attn: Board of Fish Comments 

Boards Support Section 

Alaska Dept of Fish and Game 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Hello Chairman Johnstone, and Alaska Board of Fisheries Members, 

907-523-1168 

I'm Richard Davis of Juneau, Alaska as well as being a lifelong Alaskan Resident Angler for the past 45 

years. The commercial fisheries of Southeast and the Eastern Gulf of Alaska have sustained myself and 

my family. All of my income is obtained from participation in the commercial salmon, halibut, blackcod 

and misc. bottom fish harvest. I and 2 of my young adult sons are still reliant upon healthy, vibrant 

commercial harvest opportunities. 

I strongly OPPOSE Proposals 212, 216, 217, 220 & 221 All lingcod allocation change proposals should be 

stringently resisted. Tremendous effort from all user groups, F&G Advisory Committees, and the Dept 

culminated in a consensus management plan, complete with allocations, adopted In the mid-nineties by 

the Board of Fish. The regionally comprehensive resultant plan for lingcod harvest allocation needs to 

be preserved, and not revised or undermined by the desire of a single user group or individual. 

I also OPPOSE Proposals 250, 2S1, 255, 260,261, 274, 277, 278, 279, 299, 310, 31Z, 320, 323, and 324. 

I SUPPORT Passage of Proposals 215, 224, 253, 269, 284, 308, 311, 328, 330, 334, 335 & 334. 

Sincerely, ~ ,... 

Richie Davis 
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Steve Demmert 
FN JuliaK.ae 

DELTA MARINE 

Board of Fisheries 
February 24-March 4, 2012 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members: 

Re: Oppose Proposals 232, 238, & 239; Support Proposal 273 

206 762 2627 P.002 

January 7, 2012 

Please consider this letter testimony in response to Proposals 232, 238, and 239 regarding closure of the 
Sitka Sac Roe Herring fishery in the "core area" near the airport and downtown, and the method of 
determining the harvest quota based on total biomass. Also, please consider this letter support of Proposal 
273 for permitting and documentation of the Subsistence Herring Egg on Branches fishery in Sitka 
Sound. 

As a participant in the fishery for over 25 consecutive years as a small tender and participant for three 
years as a provider of subsistence eggs on hemlock branches, and understanding the Petitioners' 
position that subsistence needs arc not being met because of the commercial fishery, 1 can bring 
some insight into the lack of egg harvesting to fill a perceived subsistence need. T have tendered the Sac 
Roe fishery for over 25 years on 58 foot seiners that I have owned. But first of all, a brief history of how I 
was asked to participate in the subsistence harvest of herring eggs on branches for the purpose of 
providing for the community of Sitka, and subsequently otl1er communities around Southeast. 

In March 2008, when I purchased the Alice Hfrom Sitka's own family, the Enlocs, after Sonny's death, 1 
was asked ifi would carry on Sonny's tradition of bringing in egg covered trees to give away to the 
community. I didn't have to think very long or very hard about what an honor it would be to follow in his 
footsteps and continue to use his boat (albeit with a new name) to help feed the need. As a Ta Kwan Na 
Di/Eagle Tlingit who is a member of the Dcmmert family originally from Klawock/Crai&.it also struck a 
chord in me to respond to my upbringing to help others when asked. Demmert family members have a 
long standing history in Southeast Alaska as teachers and healthcare providers and of course, fishermen. 
All arc professions which provide in one way or another to the betterment of the communities in which 
they live. 

The Sitka Tribe of Alaska has, for years, been stating that their subsistence needs have not been met. The 
Tribe identified a problem and has been trying to blame the commercial fishery for the apparent lack of 
eggs to fill their needs. In 2008, Industry listened and came to me, an Alaskan Native, to harvest eggs tor 
the sole purpose of bringing them to the people tor free distribution un<-k'l" Cu~tomary and Traditional 
Harvest by a legally enrolled Alaskan Native. Our tirst year we were not very well prepared with mostly 
borrowed equipment (1 was asked very late before we needed to start working) except for my seiner 
which we used as the transport and distribution platfonn. Still we brought in an estimated I 5,000 pounds 
and gave it all away for free at the dock in El ia~on Harbor in Sitka. The second year we were better 
prepared and had a plan before we set out. 

That year, 2009, we began actually weighing our harvest with a State of Alaska certified scale and 
keeping records of how many trees we set, where we set them, how many trees we harvested and what 
our daily harvest was in pounds. Some trees were lost or were not recovered because our set lines were 
cut and some obviously stolen before we- could get back to 1llem. On one occasion we actually came upon 
a skiff with local occupants in it pulling one of our sets. When we confronted them they stopped pulling 
but cut our set line, watched it sink, and backed off, making it difficult for us to harvest that set. Still we 
harvested 25,000 pounds that year, excluding tree bolcs,jnst egg laden branches. At one point we had 
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trees on deck, headed into town and I asked one of the local crew members (who had crcwcd for years 
with Sonny Enloe in many fisheries including harvesting eggs on branches to give away) what they would 
have 0stimatcd the load on deck to be. He confidently replied they would have called it I 0,000 pounds! 
The actual weight from our scale measurement was close to 2, 700 pounds. It was then that I started to 
referring to harvests as "perceived weight'' and "actual weight''. I believe all other harvests can 
reasonably be considered "perceived weight" harvests and in 2009 and 20 I 0 our harvests were "actual 
weight" harvests. We are the only ones actually weighing our harvest and the only ones with hard data to 
contribute to the science, all other efforts are only best guesses and estimates. Additionally, after each 
day's distribution we left the harbor to return branches to the sea that were not taken from our deck so 
they could subsequently hatch or feed marine wildlife. 

2009 saw us with a surplus of eggs on branches to the community of Sitka proper when a second boat was 
brought in by the Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance to harvest trees to provide the last demand in 
Sitka. After five days giving away eggs at the harbor we loaded the hatch with the last of our sets and 
departed to provide to the communities of Hoonah, Angoon, and Kake. In Hoonah over 110 people 
flooded the dock to partake in our bountiful give-away on Easter Sunday and proclaimed it was the best 
Easter Egg Hunt they'd ever seen! When communities further south heard of this they asked where 
"theirs~ was, too? The second boat, the Traci C, in Sitka gave away 17,800 "actual weight" poW1ds after 
we departed. 

2010 1 started hearing rumors that Sitka Tribe Board was going to try to stop our harvest. 1 didn't know at 
the time what their motivation was, since they were the ones who had identified the "problem'' of not 
achieving their subsistence needs in the first place, and here we were doing a really good job providing 
eggs to meet that demand. We again, were well prepared to harvest and had learned well the two previous 
years about technique and setting methods and more importantly what size of trees to look for and use for 
substrate. Quantity now became the main emphasis. The harvest quota for sac roe herring was up and 
with the rum.ors of efforts against our program, 1 decided we should bring in as much as we Gould. I was 
asked to bring in 100,000 pounds. I didn't feel we could do it by ourselves, or that the demand was there 
for it, since "perceived weights" still ruled the emotional debate, but we'd try. We successfully harvested 
over 60,000 pounds, providing nearly 30,000 pounds for Sitka and gave it away in five consecutive days, 
returning nearly 1,000 pounds to the sea each night that was not taken from our deck during the day. After 
five days we speut a day harvesting all except three of our remaining sets and loading our fish hold with 
nearly another 30,000 poUJ1ds of trimmed branches, no boles, laden with eggs. We departed for Hoonah, 
Kakc, Angoon, and added Wrangell and Ketchikan, as well. The people of Wrangell met us with 
traditional Tlingit welcoming song and showed their gratitude with many ~rifts of food in return, Various 
other people in all communities have shared gifts of food with us over the years as well. The gratitude for 
the program was at times overwhelming and the smiles on most people's faces were easily evident. 

After we left Sitka Sound in 20 I 0 the second boat from the previous year was asked to go out and harvest 
our W.i three sets a week later, but most of them had been taken by then. Still the Traci C salvaged 3,000 
weighed poun.ds and tied to the dock in Sitka and attempted to give it away on the Saturday and Sunday 
after we had left. They were only able to give away 300 pounds after publicizing on the local radio 
stations as we had the week before. Apparently, the dem~.QP had been satiated. The rest was returned to 
the sea to hatch. 

In 2008, the first year we were asked to bring eggs to the dock, people who identified themselves as ST A 
members brought a pickup truck to the dock and backed right up to our rail and loaded it no less than 
twice. They were very thankful and appreciative to have been able to receive eggs from us to distribute to 
elders and others and we were pleased they cam.e and partook of the bounty. It didn't matter to me who 
came and took eggs, we were providing and a need was being met. I can relate the joy, gratitude, and 
appreciation that our efforts have brought to hUJ1dreds of Southeast Alaskans in person. Additionally we 
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heard from them about the many points around Alaska and out to the lower 48 as far away as Barrow and 
Florida that eggs are being sent after they are picked from our deck, 

In 2009, 1 observed Sitka Tribe to be using their own "pocket seiner" to harvest eggs for distribution to 
their outlets. By 2010 they had sold the boat and their ability to provide for themselves was again 
diminished and the usc of skiff:~ appeared to be their preferred method of harvest. Now, some members of 
the Sitka Tribe are complaining that 1 shouldn't be harvesting eggs to give away tor free to the public 
because I don't live in Alaska. Until2011 Enforcc.mcnt didn't consider my actions illegal, even knowing 
my boat is registered in Seattle and that I was not a resident. It has since come to light that many of the 
same STA members who arc complaining about our give-away program have been selling subsistence 
eggs for years. It further appears that their motivation for proposing to curtail or limit the herring fishery 
(232), and to push the fishery further out from the city (238 & 239) are fueled by greed and emotion 
rather than any hard science. Their contention that the fishery is preventing them from harvesting their 
subsistence desires is subterfuge. We were able to meet and exceed the local need and handsomely 
provide to five other Southeastern communities concurrently with a healthy commercial fishery 
harvesting record poundage. I believe we have demonstrated that with our efforts and those of individuals 
going out on their own, AND the efforts ofSTA with their own vessels, the subsistence needs ARE or can 
be met coincidentally with a healthy fishery. Further, it is my belief that the ONLY thing standing in the 
way of anyone's subsistence needs being met is the lack of ability to leave the dock with enough 
boats ofadcquate si;.:e and manpower to make the effort to engage in the harvest ofsubsistcncc 
herring eggs on branches. 

In light of the current concern about my participation in the herring eggs program during and after the Sac 
Roe fishery and our efforts to fultill subsistence needs of the people, let me clarify what l hear is the main 
concern. I now hear the main concern is that I am a non-resident. To the majority (but not allot) 2009-
2011 Sitka Tribe Board this is the issue. I have received support from many member of Sitka Tribe as 
well as residents of the outlying communities we also provided eggs to. To the people who benefited from 
our program and are not Board members, most of them cared more that I was providing a valuable 
subsistence resource and Tra.ditional Native food to them for free, not whether I am a resident or not. It's 
not that a substantial quantity of product can't be harvested, it's that a non-resident is harvesting the 
product. The Sitka Tribe News from Summer 2011 published an extensive letter stating their position of 
tJying to protect a subsistence resource from non-residents. The flip side of the position is that they still 
argue that their needs are not being met. So my efforts to teed their people for free were harmful to the 
resource, but the lack of their ability to fill !he need with their own people remains a problem. Pride 
cometh before a faJ I. It doesn't matter to the Petitioners that the end result is a truly positive result for 
hundreds of residents who cannot provide for themselves because they lack the boats, equipment, 
manpower, and/or time to harvest for themselves. As a non-resident, I am providing the material 
platforms and equipment to the program, just driving the busses. I have Alaska and Sitka residents on 
board during the herring fishery in which I am a small tender for the fishery and egg program, doing the 
actual work. When we work on the egg program I bavc had as many as four residents on board at one 
time and always no less than one full time crewman, depending the phase of the program. What has 
become apparent is that our program of providing for multiple communities for free distribution was 
cutting into the profits of some harvesters who had been selling in a "black market" and we dried up their 
markets. After complaining !hat subsistence needs were nol being met, now they're complaining because 
subsistence needs are being exceeded for free by someone else. For these reasons 1 also support Proposal 
273 for permitting and dockside documentation of the herring egg on branches fishery to enforce 
accountability and provide actual weight realism to perceived harvest needs. 

As a 25-plus year participa1i\ in the Sac Roe fishery and a three year egg provider, this is the crux of the 
proposals, as I see it: To limit the harvest quota (232) to an "emotional-based'' quota. !lot based on science, 
to move tlshery lines away from some areas close to town (238 & 239), and to change the method of 
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calculating the harvest quota relative to biomass observed by Fish and Game surveys (again 232). 
Emotion should not rule over science a.nd perceived weights of subsistence needs a.nd ha.rvcst should not 
carry more weight than actual weights documented (273). The sponsors of the egg on bra.nch give-away, 
Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance has shared our harvest data with STA but STA, who now feign 
against us, has had no hard data to share with SHCA. 

Sincerely, 

~~-~~ 
Steve Demmert 
FN Julia Kae 

TOTAL P.005 
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To the Board of Fisheries,  

 

 Hello , my name is Lawrence Demmert, I am a Alaska Native from Craig Ak.  I own 3 Boats that fish 

Herring, salmon , Roe on kelp and tender herring in Sitka. I hire natives as much as I can and employ up 

to  20 people in a season.   

 I have lived in and around the Craig/Klawock area for 50 years. I have harvested eggs on branches and 

on kelp. Over the years I have seen a decline in the amount of people who eat and harvest subsistence. 

Some years there are more harvesters, but it is a slow steady decline as the elders pass on. Many young 

people don’t eat the traditional foods and very few people go out for eggs any more in the area. I have 

also tendered and fished the Sitka herring fishery for over 20 years, I have seen the same decline in 

traditional food consumption there as in Craig/Klawock area . I OPPOSE the proposals to shut down the 

core area (prop238 and 239,242) and to change the harvest rates(230,231,232) and guidelines is based 

purely on emotion and absolutely no science. The Herring biomass has done nothing but grow for the 

last ten years. The science in the egg harvest that was done a few years ago, when the F/V Julia K 

assisted in the egg harvest, weighed and distributed the eggs and then returned thousands of pounds 

back to the water,  to show how much was actually needed/ wanted in these years, which, by the way, 

was severely over- inflated by the tribe in previous years 

  People who say there was more herring when they were young are not remembering correctly. I am 52 

years old and when I was young I traveled Se Alaska with my father wildlife was scarce, including all 

species of fish, which I blame on pollution and environmental poisons, and in the case of herring the 

reduction fishery reduced the herring population severely and the pulp mills all but finished them off. If 

you compare pulp mills shutting down to the abundance of herring, it goes hand and hand, everywhere, 

Sitka, Ketchikan and throughout British Columbia. My father, who was born in 1921, told me of the 

declines of the stocks, and the herring in Sitka was almost dead in the 40s and 50s, and my father in law 

, Rudy Johanson said there is no one alive who has seen more herring in Sitka than there currently is. 

 I support proposals 245,273. Allowing equal split in 1E and 1F stacking. 

Equal split 233,234 

I also strongly support the equal split proposals, this is a valuable management tool, it allows for a 

harvest spread out over a large area and not all the quota taken in a few areas, which should appease 

the subsistence groups, it also will stop the Illegal groups of fisherman that block and prevent other 

fishermen from legally pursuing the fishery! They will also increase safety by reducing the set size so 

boats won’t roll over, and slow the pace so there will be no need for ramming and running over nets, 

the Alaska law states that the State of Alaska shall conduct an orderly fishery, so the State is breaking it’s 

own laws by letting Sitka herring be so disorderly!! 

I oppose 235,236,237, they are proposed by a small group of fisherman with fast , shallow boats to get 

an upper hand in the fishery.  
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                                     Board Support Section 
                                     Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
                                     Fax 907-465-6094 
 
 
                                     From: Matt Donohoe 
                                                P.O. Box 3114 
                                                Sitka Ak. 99835 
                                                2/7/12 
 
 
 
 
 
Prop 217  
 
This proposal would do three things. One; create a specific allocation for each of the 
three commercial fisheries in the Icy Bay Subdistrict (IBS) that harvest lingcod. Two; 
increase the GHL for all users including sport by 20%. Three; set the allocation for 
longline (LL) and troll at 10% of the TAC each and the directed harvest at 46%. Sport 
harvest would remain at 33 and 1/3%. 
 
I support creating a specific allocation. Because the LL season starts on March 15th and 
the Directed dingle bar fishery begins on May 16th there is no quota left for Trollers by 
July 1st when the Troll fishery begins. In the years 2000 to 2005 and including 2008 Troll 
harvested an average of 6,637 lbs of lingcod. The BOF created a Directed Lingcod 
fishery in 2003 because neither LL or Troll were harvesting their allocation. Troll harvest 
eventually fell to zero due to the fishery not opening before the GHL was harvested. I 
support an allocation for all three user groups, the question is how much per gear type. 
 
The numbers presented by ADF&G are somewhat fuzzy because IBS is a relatively new 
management area. Some of the troll landings reported for IBS were actually caught in 
East Yakutat. Troll catch of lingcod from 2000 to 2005 is overestimated (this is stated by 
ADF&G). It is questionable whether trollers could harvest 10,000 lbs of lingcod bycatch 
a year in IBS. If the BOF increases the GHL by 20% the allocation would be 12,000 lbs. I 
recommend that the BOF allocate no more than 8% of the GHL to trollers, 14% to LL 
and 44% to the directed fishery. This seems reasonable and represents a slight reduction 
to LL and Directed which has to happen if trollers are to have an allocation. 
 
Regarding a 20% increase in total GHL. I would support this if ADF&G believes it is 
reasonable and will not harm the resource. 
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Prop 218 
 
I support 218 if ADF&G supports it. 
 
 
Prop 219 
 
I support 219 if ADF&G supports it. 
 
 
Prop 221 
 
I oppose 221.  ADF&G does no lingcod stock assessments in any region in Southeast 
Alaska. The only way ADF&G assess stock strength is by Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE). 
In the SSEOC fish buyers have been paying only $.75 per lb for directed lingcod while in 
Northern Southeast the price has been $2.35 per lb. In recent years lingcod fishing in 
SSEOC has been scratchy. Fishermen have not been able to pay the $4 plus price for fuel 
to fish for scratchy $.75 lingcod. Does the board of fish really want to establish a use it or 
loose it protocol no matter what the conditions on the ground are? If they do will it be a 
two way street? 
 
 
Prop 312 
 
What is the point of this Proposal? Since 1989 there has never been a year when the total 
projected commercial harvest of “Wild Coho” was less than 1.1 million. Why would we 
want to restrict manager’s options? Has ADF&G not done a good job of managing our 
“Wild” fish? Are the Southeast Alaska Drift Gillnetters not getting their allocation?  
From 1989 to 2011 Drift Gillnet positive deviation from allocation has been greater than 
any other gear group. This proposal is divisive and pointless. 
 
 
Prop 325 
 
I support 325.  Since the earliest days of Alaska hatchery enhancement of salmon, trollers 
have been well below their allocation. Other gear groups recognize this and that is why at 
the annual RPT meeting prop 325 was included in the letter of agreement. Enabling 
trollers to access enhanced Chum harvest is recognized amongst all commercial groups as 
the easiest way of eliminating or reducing a long term inequity. 
 
 
Prop 326 
 
I support 326 for the same reasons that I support Prop 325.      
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Dear Board ofFish Members: 

SILVERBAYSFDS.SITKA 

Steve Edenshaw 
100 Andrew Hope 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 
Phone #907-747-2730 

February 9, 2012 

li!J 002 

I would like to introduce myself, Steve Edenshaw. I am an Alaskan native born and raised in 
Alaska. I am married to Anna Hill from Sitka, Alaska. 

When I first came to Sitka I spent ten years as a commercial fisherman before pursuing a 
painting career. Two years ago I was employed with Silver Bay Seatbods in this capacity. It has been a 
reliable and steady source of income. Sac Roe fisheries is a major part of Silver Bay Seafoods 
production which allows me to be employed year round here in Sitka. During high school I worked al 
several canneries throughout SE Alaska and have been impressed by the high standards that Silver Bay 
Seafoods operates by in regards to their employees and work environment. 

I would like to share that in own opinion that the sac roe fishery has been handled okay. True, 1 
like with anything else there can be off years but I have never had a time when I was not able to get my i 
share of herring eggs. Sometimes I get them in Middle Island, north or south of town and it just depends ~ 
on where you see them spawning. I get plenty enough most years to share with family and friends and 
they appreciate that. 

This is only my opinion but I would like to state that I feel that the commercial sac roe fishery 
and the subsistence herring egg fisheries have co-existed without major negative impact and can 
continue to do so in the future without too many changes. 

In closing, if anyone has any questions 1 would be happy to answer any and all to the best of my 
ability. 

With best regards, 

Steve Edenshaw 
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F/V Ocean Gold 
Ed Hansen 
Phone: 907-586-6652 

February 9, 2012 

Attn: Board of Fish Comments 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Dept of Fish & Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 

FAX: 907-465-6094 

9369 North Douglas Hwy 
Juneau.AJaska 99801 

RE: Southeast Alaska Finfish Proposal Comments - Ketchikan 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members, 

I am a commercial, sport and personal use fisherman and an Alaskan 
resident since 1985. I have a home both in Juneau and in Hoonah. I have 
participated in almost every fishery in SE AK except the dive fisheries. 

Proposal1#253: SUPPORT 
I submitted this proposal while participating in the spring troll fisheries to 
try and address an issue developing. You would see charter boats with 
hand troll CFEC numbers on the side of the boat fishing in areas of high 
king salmon abundance that was closed to commercial fishing and then 
later you would see them at the processors but you never saw the vessel 
participating in the area open to commercial trolling. It would be nice to 
require some visual marking that would show what fishery a vessel is 
participating in when they are dually licensed for charter and trolling. This 
circumstance should probably cover both power troll and hand troll 
although you see most charter vessels with HT markings. 

Proposal #308: WITHDRAW 
I submitted and would like to withdraw this proposal and request that the 
board take no action on Proposal #308 which would have allowed 6 lines in 
some inside waters to increase harvest of enhanced salmon. I originally 
submitted this proposal as a way to slow down a vessel to participate in the 
chum trolling fishery. I participated in the RPT Industry Consensus process 
and notified them of my intent to withdraw the proposal. 
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I do not see chum trolling as a means to get the troll fishery within their 
allocation range when most of the troll fishermen who use to participate in 
the spring king fisheries switched over to chum trolling are now leaving the 
more valuable king salmon that was produced for the trollers benefit 
unharvested and being cleaned up by the net fishery creating the same 
in balance that occurred prior to the chase of chum salmon by trollers. 
SSRAA and NSRAA spend a significant portion of their budget raising king 
salmon to try and help the troll fleet. 

2 
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Mitch Eide 
Box 981 
Petersburg, Alaska 
99833 

Chairman Johnstone and Board ofFish Members, 

9077720000 

My name is Mitch Eide. I am a salmon, crab, herring and longline fisherman from 
Petersburg and a member of the Northern Regional Aquaculture Association Board 
of Directors, Southeast RPT, Northern Panel of the Pacific Salmon Commission and 
the Board of Directors of the Southeast Seiners Association. I am writing today to 
urge the board to adopt proposals 227, 233, 234, 245, 273, the 2011 RPT Industry 
Consensus and the SEAS USAG agreement, In addition I urge the Board to reject 
proposals 231, 232,234,235,236, 238 and 239. 

Proposal 227 is clarifying equal share for the Behm Canal herring fishery is for 
seine only. It is forwarded by the department and deserves support. 

Proposal 245 deserves support as it is the only responsible manner in which a seine 
fishery can be conducted in Behm Canal. 

Proposal273 deserves support primarily because it will provide more and better 
subsistence harvest data than is used currently and that is always the best course in 
resource management. This is particularly true when one user group uses the 
information to the determent of another user group. 

Proposal 231 would do nothing but lower the harvest of the available herring quota 
harming those who depend on the fishery as part of their livelihood, from permit 
holders to processing workers and their communities. The ADFG managers 
responsible for the Sitka Sound management of the fishery are professionals who do 
an excellent job of keeping the harvest within an exceptable range of the annual 
quota. 

Proposal 232 to change the formula for the Sitka Sound herring annual harvest is 
not deserving of board support. What does it do but lower the harvest in what is 
arguably the best-managed herring fishery in the state and certainly among the 
most robust. The stock has grown by a factor of 2 0 since the fishery commenced in 
the 1970s. Why change what appears to be working so well? The proposed changes 
would for no biological reason reduce harvest, which again affects communities 
dependent on the first high volume fishery to hit the docks after a long winter. 

Proposals 233 and 234· are worthy of support. These proposals would provide for 
elimination of the chaos in the Sitka herring fishery. There would be no more 
rammings, collisions, injuries and lawsuits resulting from the fishery. Additionally 
the subsistence issues being raised even though specious, would likely be greatly 
mitigated by the implementation of an equal share harvest program. Product quality 

p.2 

1 of 2 Public Comment #48



Feb 09 12 1 0:35a Eloise Whitethorn 9077720000 

would improve. These proposals would result in a reduced share of the catch for me 
personally, as my production has been well above average recently (though not 
always). Even so the up side ofless incidents, subsistence mitigation, and the 
probability of better product quality far outweighs any loss of harvest share. 

Proposals 235,236, 237 should have no action taken. The proposals by the Alaska 
Herring Seiners Association (What ever that it is? Go ogle it and see what comes up. 
In thirty years of herring fishing I've never heard of them.) would not do what they 
claim. These proposals would result in more openings and even more opportunity 
for the chaos that is the Sitka Sac Roe fishery at the start of an opening. They would 
contribute to the collisions and law suits that seem to increasingly plague the 
fishery. The Petersburg Advisory committee voted not to support these proposals. 

The Board should reject Proposals 238 and 239. There is opportunity for 
subsistence harvest in Sitka Sound every season. In years when the amount of 
herring eggs harvested falls short of the amount needed for subsistence (ANS) the 
reason cannot be laid at the feet of the commercial sector. There is not even a 
correlation between high commercial catch in the core area and low subsistence 
harvest. In only one year of the three years the ANS range has not been achieved, 
since 2002, was there significant commercial harvest in the core area. While in one 
year oflow subsistence harvest there was no commercial harvest These proposals 
lacks scientific or even antidotal evidence supporting the idea that closing the core 
area would increase subsistence harvest opportunity. Both these proposals failed to 
get the support of the Sitka Advisory Committee at the meeting I attended on 
December 6, 2011. The Petersburg AC did not support these proposals as well. 

Proposals 243 and 244 to eliminate herring seining in Behm Canal are nothing more 
than an attempt to grab the resource from one net group to another for no reason 
and are undeserving of support 

At the December joint RPT meeting seiners, gillnetters and trollers developed an 
agreement concerning enhanced salmon allocation in Southeast. The agreement 
deserves your support. Members worked cooperatively to overcome our differences 
and our efforts deserve adoption. 

The agreement between Southeast Seiners and United Southeast Gillnetters to 
withdraw support from many proposals should also receive support. Again 
negotiation among gear groups found common ground and deserves support. The 
adoption of these two agreements has the added benefit of reducing the Board's 
workload. Thank you for your time and energy. 
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ATTN: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section ADFG 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Fax: 907 465-6094 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board Members, 

2/9/2012 

Thank for this opportunity to comment. I oppose proposal 212. I got my start fishing in 
SEAK by crewing on a longliner for DSR rockfish in 1995-96, which gave me the 
experience to get a job long lining for halibut and on from there. These jobs are very 
valuable to young fisherman entering Alaska's commercial fisheries and provide 
employment for our communities in the winter when things tend to be a little slow in 
other businesses. Since then, I've halibut fished every year and have joined ALF A's 
Fishery Conservation Network (FCN) with like minded, conservation based commercial 
fisherman to live within our allocations and reduce rockfish bycatch. The FCN has 
worked very well for us. A similar system could easily be adapted to the commercial 
charter sector if they would simply step up to the plate and do it. It just takes trying. 

Proposal212 rewards exceeding an allocation at the expense of those that live within 
theirs and sends the signal to entry level, community based commercial fisherman that 
their fisheries are compromised to compensate for overfishing in another sector. In effect, 
proposal212 promotes overtishing over stewardship and is an insult to the fishing 
industry and sound fisheries management. 

l . d 

Many of the proposals before you are asking for reallocations of fully utilized resources. I 
ask that you weigh them carefully and encourage sectors to work together to come up 
with solutions instead of simply asking the BOF to condone what is essentially a resource 
grab. Commercially caught fish are increasingly valuable to our communities; they 
provide jobs, support infrastructure and a tax base year rq,und. 

' ;·; 
I '} . /;> ',/· ,J 

/ · · . • \ I I .. . 
/ i t'u' I 

I 
Sincerely, JeffFarvour 

l ( 

* The 2012 commercial winter DSR fishery (DSR & Lingcod bycatch provisions 
combined) could well be worth over 1M in ex-vessel value alone! 
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- --- --- ---Mr;-~ari-JehAsteAe-,-ehairmaA---------

Aiaska Board of Fisheries 

P.O. Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Fax. (907) 465-6094 

February 4, 2012 

RE: adopt proposal 285 

Dear Cf1airmanand members of the Board of Fisheries, 

RECEWED 

BOARDS 

Please repeal the 58ft restriction of length on Alaska salmon seine vessels. I was for these 

types of proposals three years ago and I am so today. 

I have a vessel of 58ft that is over tanked because it was built before the requirement of having 

RSW for better salmon deliveries. It was not designed for a hatch full of water, but we are 

getting by. If I could add a stern extension to my vessel it would float at a safer level and 

running to the tender with my skiff aboard would be possible. I want to add length to my vessel 

because it would be less expensive than having to "sponson" it with two side extensions in 

width. My boat is unsafe when we are tanked and allowing me to add on to the stern would 

make it safer and increase the water line length for better fuel savings. Please allow me to fish 

a boat longer then 58ft in Alaska salmon seine fisheries. 

------~_:_r:_:_:_r
5

_~_em_a_n __ g_·------~· . ~ ~/ -
PO Box 793 

Newburg, OR. 97132 
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Attn: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section 
ADF&G 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau AK 99811-5526 

Tad Fujioka 
214 Shotgun Alley 

Sitka AK 99835 
 

Feb 1 2012 
Chairman Johnstone: 
 
I am a 36-year resident of Southeast Alaska.  I have been fishing the waters of Juneau, then Gustavus 
and Sitka ever since I was old enough to hold a pole.  I have been able to catch at least one sport king 
salmon every season for over 30 consecutive years.  I have also fished commercially at times, 
including the last two seasons as a troller, though my perspective is still primarily informed by 
decades of experience as a local resident during which my fishing was limited to recreational and 
personal / family consumption needs.  For the past 7 or 8 years I have served as the Trapping 
Representative on the Sitka Fish and Game Advisory Committee and have been Committee Chairman 
for the past three years.  This experience has served to greatly expand my knowledge of other fisheries 
in the region and has made me a more informed citizen.  When I am chairing a meeting, I attempt to 
refrain from giving my personal opinion as much as possible.  I will not be able to attend the 
Ketchikan meeting in person, hence this letter is my primary means to provide you with my opinions 
that I intentional muted during most of the AC discussions.  Please see the Sitka AC comments for our 
committee positions.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide input in both of these formats into the 
decisions that you are about to make.  I am quite aware of how much effort and emotion goes into this 
process. 
 
For those of you without much background in Southeast, one major difference between Southeast and 
Southcentral has to do with the sport charter fleet and their typical clients.  Unlike Southcentral, in 
Southeast, “while there is likely some minor use of charter fishing services by Alaskan residents... 
assume that nearly all charter fishing clients are non-residents” (from Economic Impacts of the 

Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association October 2008 by the McDowell Group).  Both 
the serious fishing clients who book a multi-day stay with a lodge and make fishing the primary, if not 
only reason for their trip to Alaska, and the casual cruise ship passenger who takes a day (or half day) 
charter trip while visiting a port city are important components of the Southeast charter clientele, but 
local residents are not. 
 
Very few local resident anglers utilize the services of the Southeast charter fleet.  This does not mean 
that fishing is unimportant to Southeast Alaskans, but rather the opposite.  Virtually all of our 
communities are on the coast and have easy access to the water.  Just as the original inhabitants of the 
area have done for thousands of years, the current residents when they want to eat or catch fish, go 
fishing in their own boats or their friend's boats, or are given fish by a relative or friend.  Our reliance 
on the local fish is so high that private boat ownership makes more sense than chartering for the great 
majority of Southeast fishermen.  Hence, rather than assisting the local residents, the charter fleet with 
their non-resident clientele competes with local anglers for the same water and the same quotas.  
Hence I strongly discourage this board from making allocations to the "sport" sector as a single entity, 
and instead request that the board clearly distinguish between fish intended for residents versus fish 
assigned to non-residents.  It is unfair to local residents to have to compete against a profit-motivated 
industry on the water for the same fish.  The competitive advantages that money provides are even 
more clearly seen in the environment of allocation decisions such as this BOF meeting.  Please don't 
forget about local resident anglers who hold regular jobs and hence are unable to attend this meeting in 
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person, in the face of the large number of representatives from profit-oriented businesses (both charter 
and traditional commercial fishermen) who consider attendance at these meetings simply a tax-
deductible cost of of doing business. 
 
As far as specific proposals, I support proposals 210 and 211 to require that sport caught rockfish 
that are released, are done so in a manner that affords them a significant chance at survival.  The Sitka 
AC struggled trying to get our intentions accurately and precisely reflected in our wording of proposal 
211.  (Some rockfish species will submerge without assistance for instance.)  Many of us, including 
myself were not entirely satisfied with what was finally adopted, but we all believed that our concept 
was clear and that the board, if interested, had the superior resources to improve the language 
presented.  Research on rockfish re-compression has only begun to be studied in the past decade or so.  
The results are uniformly promising to the point that it is clear that prohibiting the release of floating 
rockfish is fully warranted at this time. 
 
The rockfish release requirement when applied in conjunction with proposal 213 which I also 

support, to replace the current rockfish bag limit with a point system would go a long ways towards 
reducing the sport-related mortality of rockfish.  This would negate the any rational for increasing the 
sport allocation of Demersal Shelf Rockfish (DSR) as per proposal 212 which I oppose as 
unnecessary, if these other steps are taken.  Before any increase in the sport allocation occurs, the 
sport charter fishery should  first be required to reduce their DSR bycatch rates.  The commercial 
halibut longline fishermen who participate in the Fishery Conservation Network have been able to do 
this quite effectively.  To reallocate the DSR that the Fishery Conservation Network has been able 
save away from those responsible for this improvement in bycatch rates would send a terribly 
discouraging message to others who are potentially willing to work towards bycatch reduction.  I 
would like to thank former BOF member Bonnie Williams for her eloquently-voiced understanding of 
this situation three years ago when this same proposal was previously discussed. 
 
As opposed to such a disincentive, proposal 213, the point system bag limit, is a way of providing a 
positive incentive for individual anglers to reduce their take of less-desired rockfish.  By offering 
anglers the right to retain additional rockfish of some species if they refrain from keeping other 
species, the fish that are harvested will end up in the coolers of those who value each species most 
highly.  Overall the same amount of fish can provide a more highly valued opportunity to the same 
group of fishermen. 
 
As a longer-term solution to much of the DSR allocation issue, I suggest that the BOF direct 
department staff to work with the North Pacific Council to separate the management of yelloweye 
from the other DSR species.  Currently, most of the other DSR species are underutilized, with very 
limited if any directed commercial harvest.  There is the potential to increase the sport harvest of these 
other species if the yelloweye quota could be separated out.  Currently the combined DSR quota is set 
conservatively, assuming that the entire catch will be yelloweye, since that is theoretically possible.  A 
separate non-yelloweye DSR quota could be established beyond the current allocations. 
****************************************************************************** 
I support proposal 251 to allow resident sport anglers to use two rods in salt water in order to at least 
partially restore their ability to compete against the profit-motivated charter fleet.  Department 
calculations suggest that this proposal would lead to a 15% increase in resident sport harvest.  While 
this a significant step in the right direction, even this doesn’t fully balance the long-term shift towards 
non-residents that drove the development of the king salmon management plan back in the 1980's.  
(When the ratio of resident: non-resident Chinook harvest was >2:1, where as more recently the non-
resident harvest has increased to the well beyond the resident's share.)  For analogous reasons, I am 
opposed to proposal 246 which would require that a resident sport angler using two rods release any 
fish that was not a king salmon.  King salmon are the only state-managed saltwater species that 
resident sport anglers target and harvest in numbers at all significant relative to the total combined 
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sport and commercial harvest.  As king salmon are the primary target of most of the resident effort, 
(aside from halibut which is federally managed) any increase in harvest of other species will be 
insignificant and primarily incidental. 
****************************************************************************** 
I  support a modification of proposal 250 to allow sport harvest of king salmon in freshwater, 
provided that all streams and rivers known to have wild king salmon runs remain as currently 
managed (with very few exceptions they are closed.)  There are enough hatchery king salmon being 
released around the region that at times there are fishable numbers of stray kings in streams where 
they do not belong. The Department, with the full support of the Sitka AC has opened all freshwater in 
the immediate Sitka area to liberal sport king salmon harvest to attempt to make good use of these 
strays before they have a chance to establish a rogue population.  Hatchery operators try to minimize 
the public's knowledge of straying, but it does happen.  I recall seeing a dozen or so kings in a single 
pool in Montana Creek in Juneau in the mid 1990's.  I caught and released one, just to confirm that 
they were indeed Chinook.  I can only assume that I was seeing but a small fraction of the total 
number of Chinook in that system at the time and that other streams in the vicinity of the DIPAC 
hatchery release site and other hatchery sites had a similar number of strays.  I do not support any 
additional  harvest of wild Chinook in freshwater as these local stocks are already fully allocated. 
****************************************************************************** 
I support a modified version of Proposal 330 establishing a closed area near the Medivije Hatchery, 
but oppose the proposal as written.  The proposal should be modified to include a sunset date of 2014 
give or take a year.  The reasons that led to the EO closure of this area which NSRAA now wants to 
make permanent, were related to human, not fish behavior.  I won't defend the abusive language or 
actions of certain individual hand trollers who fished that area, but I do advocate for those hand 
trollers who were and would still be able to fish the area responsibly.  A closure of several years is a 
sufficient punishment for the gear group.  A permanent closure unfairly punishes those without fault.  
Knowing that NSRAA and the department will not tolerate abusive actions in the future, ought to keep 
the few bad apples on good behavior and to provide an incentive for the rest of the fleet to keep those 
fishermen in line.  While certainly the king salmon stacking up near the mouth of Medivije Creek are 
darker than they once were, the sooner they are harvested, the more they will be worth when sold.  If 
the fish are not caught by commercial hand trollers they will only get darker before they are ultimately 
taken in cost recovery nets. I would much rather see these king salmon be caught and sold by common 
property trollers (whether snagged or not) than to see them as NSRAA cost recovery fish. 
****************************************************************************** 
I support Proposal 310 to stop counting Alaska hatchery Chinook against the winter troll quota.  This 
proposal highlights the differences within the troll fleet.  The winter fishery is conducted by year-
round residents.  The summer fishery draws many participants from out of state.  Per recent 
department records, approximately 10% of the winter harvest (or 4,500 of the 45,000 fish quota) has 
been Alaska hatchery fish.  Based on historic catch rates, 4,500 fish would extend the winter quota by 
about a week at the end of April when the prices are $2 or so higher than in the summer.  Those same 
4,500 would take the fleet less than 1/2 a day to catch in July, so the trade off in terms of time on the 
water is about 15:1.  It is not fair that the winter season should be curtained early in years when the 
Alaska hatchery programs are highly successful. I do not oppose allowing this proposal to take effect 
only to moderate and high abundance years, if there is a concern that the summer Chinook-retention 
period would be less than ten days total. 
****************************************************************************** 
I oppose Proposal 328 to allow the use of fish traps.  While I don't doubt that the proposer, NSRAA 
is trying to do right by fishermen, the practice described by this proposal is too dangerous to be 
allowed to continue. Over 50 years ago, Alaskans, in particular Alaskan fishermen, fought too hard for 
an outright ban on salmon traps for us to permit them to be used again, just to make things a little 
more convenient for a hatchery association.  While at this time NSRAA only seeks to use these traps 
to capture fish for broodstock, it is common practice for hatcheries to sell the meat of the broodstock 
fish.  It is a small leap from there to using the traps for cost recovery.  (Particularly in a year in which 
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the fish captured for broodstock are more than 50% male, in which case there would be some male 
fish leftover which would routinely be sold without spawning them.)   Once the use of traps for 
capturing cost-recovery fish becomes accepted practice, there would be pressure to position the traps 
farther and farther from the terminal area in order to catch brighter, more valuable fish. 
 
In addition to setting a dangerous precedent, the benefits of this proposal are mostly illusionary.    The 
fishing fleets think that they will be inherently better off if there are more common property openings.   
The math does support this.  The number of fish captured for broodstock will not be changed by this 
proposal.  Neither does it change the number of fish captured for cost-recovery (except to the extent -if 
any- that the traps can be operated more cheaply than a contract seine boat).  Hence, the number of 
fish leftover to be caught in the common property fisheries doesn't change.  The fleet will harvest the 
same value of fish regardless of how much time broodstock collection takes.  They will simply have to 
work harder and forego opportunities elsewhere if there are more openings.  This proposal risks much, 
for little if any gain in the end. 
****************************************************************************** 
I support Proposal 325 (as amended by the proposing organization, the Chum Trollers Association -
of which I am a member, to be limited to the waters of Icy Strait and Northern Chatham Strait) which 
would provide the department staff with the ability to open a directed chum salmon troll fishery in 
June.  
 
While the Icy Strait fishery is too far from Sitka for me to access with my small troller, I still 
encourage the Board of Fish to support this proposal since it will help to reduce the number of other 
trollers fishing near Sitka in June.  As I am sure you are aware, the troll fleet is far behind our 
allocated share of the salmon produced by Southeast hatcheries (and has been for many years).  Due to 
forces beyond human control, such as salmon life history, ocean conditions and global market forces, 
chum salmon hold the dominate share of the value of Southeast hatchery production.  Increasing the 
amount of troll-harvested chum is the only viable means of getting the troll fleet up to their allocation.  
The return on investment for the hatcheries is simply so much higher for chum than for other 
species,that the hatcheries can not afford to produce enough king or coho for trollers to get to the 29% 
level without a substantial harvest of troll chum. 
 
As the relative value of chums has increased, the number of trollers targeting them has increased 
every year.  As the fleet gets larger, they need access to more fish-containing water in order to remain 
productive without crowding each other.  Proposal 325 provides for this opportunity. The Hawk Inlet - 
Funter Bay area in Northern Chatham Strait is an area that I have sport fished for king salmon in the 
past.  Though this was 10-20 years ago, we would typically shake off 3-10 unwanted chum salmon for 
every king, so I know this area is a good one for anybody who wants to catch chum in June.  DIPAC 
chum returns are substantially higher now than they were 10-20 years ago, to the point that I have 
heard from sportfishermen who currently fish that area, that the chum are often so thick that it is not 
possible to catch a king.  (Note that the sport boats targeting king salmon generally stay near the 
beach, while a commercial troller dragging 40 fathoms of wire is forced to fish in deeper water beyond 
the sport fleet.  Hence, while the different gear groups may be in the same general area, they will tend 
to stay separated from one another, avoiding conflict.) 
 
The chum in Icy Strait and Northern Chatham Strait are particularly bright.  In the early years of the 
DIPAC returns, even experienced sportfishermen often confused these chrome-bright chums with 
coho or sockeye, as the watermarks were not even visible.  This excellent condition, combined with 
the higher level of handling care given to troll fish have made these fish worth more per pound than 
the same fish caught later on in their life cycle in the terminal area gillnet fisheries.  Additionally, as 
the fish are feeding only minimally on their migration, they lose weight enroute from Icy Strait to the 
terminal area fisheries.   Hence, not only are the troll-caught fish in Icy Strait worth more per pound, 
but they are heavier on average as well.  
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I realize that the gillnet fishermen of the Juneau area would prefer that the Icy Strait troll chum fishery 
not be expanded.  However, the Board should keep in mind that due to the difference in weight and 
price, and because a large fraction, of the troll-caught fish are actually bound for a cost-recovery 
fishery (and not the common-property gillnet fishery), that in 2011, the Icy Strait troll fleet earned 
$2.32, for every $1 in chum that the Juneau area gillnet fleet didn't get the chance to catch. 
******************************************************************************** 
I also support Proposal 326 which would allow the department to open chum trolling for up to 20 
days in July in a small isolated portion on the far northern edge of area 11A (northern Juneau waters).  
My first salmon fishing experience was trolling with my father using an Eagle Claw rod and small 
Penn reel in area 11A.  I was 4 or 5 years old that summer when we sold some of our catch to the fish 
buyer at the Tee Harbor marina where the skiff was moored.  The next summer we again fished the 
same area and caught similar numbers of fish, but did not sell any of them.  That past winter, the 
regulations had been changed, closing area 11A to commercial trolling.  I was too young to understand 
about fish politics and the changes to regulations, but I did miss getting to talk with the fish buyer and 
seeing my father proudly lift our few fish out of the skiff and on to the dock.  That was over 30 years 
ago, and it is time to revisit that blanket closure. 
 
I understand that the now much-larger sport fishing population of Juneau has a need for exclusive 
access to the kings and cohos in the immediate area.  However, the DIPAC hatchery produces 
primarily chum, and does so in an abundance far beyond the historic population.  (I recall catching just 
one or two chum per year, while nowadays it is common to catch 5 or 10 in an afternoon in June or 
July.)  A troll fishery that was limited to chum and pinks, and was situated well north of Juneau, 
beyond the typical sport fishing areas, could occur without harm to the local sport fishermen. 
 
While covering only a small area (smaller than the adjacent “postage stamp” that the gillnetters have 
designated for intensive chum harvest) and for a short duration of the season, proposal 326 has the 
potential to create a significant troll opportunity in the Juneau area.  Juneau is unique in the Southeast 
region in that there is currently no nearby water available for commercial trolling in the summer.  
Furthermore, many of the troll permit holders that live in Juneau have full-time jobs and are only able 
to fish part time.  Effort by these fishermen has historically been quite low due to the difficulties of 
accessing water that is legal and productive and still being able to be back to town in time to go to 
work.  This proposal would provide a very useful opportunity for part-time fishermen.  I understand 
that some full-time trollers feel that their livelihood is threatened by having to share the water with 
part-timers, but I do not agree with that attitude.  To the contrary, I fully support this opportunity to 
encourage less-serious trollers by providing an area that would be the most useful to them. 
 
The opportunity provided by proposal 326 is one that I would have been quite interested in, had it 
been available during the years that I attended Juneau-Douglas High School and college.  Fishing 
fleets all over the state are aging, and the troll fleet is no exception.  The chance to interest younger 
people in a commercial fishery that can be entered relatively inexpensively  (Hand troll permits are 
currently available for about $10,000 and in comparison to $86,000 SE driftnet permits, even $34,000 
power troll permits look like a bargain.) in a location that is easily accessible to residents of the largest 
city in Southeast is one that the Board of Fish should pursue.   
 
Thank you, 

Tad Fujioka 
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02/01/2012 13:44 805-772-2157 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Dep~"r'tment llf Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811·5526 
Fax: 907 ·465·6094 

Dear BOF and Boards Support, 

ASAP REPROGRAPHICS PAGE 01/01 

As a member of CTA and ATA, plus a life time troller since 1968, I am writing you in support of proposals 

#325 and 326, The participation in the inside troll chum fishery has increased dramaticly in the past two 

years and will continue this year. The majority of the increase of fishing in the icy straits areas is in the 

latter two weeks of june, before the first king opener and the migration of boats to Neets bay. 1 feel 

that an expansion of area will allow us to avoid marginal areas of potential conflict with sport and 
charter concerns. As quality standards improve, the quantity and value of troll caught silver bright chum 

demand will directly improve the individual fishermen, their communities and the state of Alaskas' 

bottom line. The Federal government has estimated that every dollars worth of fish landed revolves 
around the community six times. I personally have been spending a minimum of 75% of my gross in 

Alaska. These economics can only help small communities such as Hoonah and others diversify their 

dependence on outside sources of income. In summary, before the Icy Straits chum fishery the only 

option for trollers was to target king salmon. By relieving that pressure both king salmon stocks and the 

sport and charter fisheries should benefit, Your attention to the orderly expansion and management of 

the chum troll fishery is the single most beneficial action you can take for the state, the communities 

'"""' •m'll f'm'' """'""'"'"'h.,. M""· ~ ~ ~ 

1/ (YI"!fr Jf 
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02/08/2012 13:25 FAX 2088321878 

A.tlt:ntion: Bourd ol" ;:ish Comments 
Boardg Support Section 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

D<;ar rncmbcrs of tlH: Alaska [)epartmcnt of Fish and Game Board of Fish, 

liiD 001/002 

Please ac~cpt the J(Jilowing comnwnts fix inclusion in tho: 2012 Board of Fish meeting book I(Jr 
the Ketehikan meeting. 

Proposal 249 

I support proposal 249 because it could provide <lccunllc and timely account of .he 

harvest in the guided sport fishing sector, ·rhe commercial aspect of Jishing in Alaska !1as been 

regulated and monitored consistently through a V<Jdety of means, including weekly fish ticket 

reporting. "Ilw sports lishi11g industry has grown quite large, without comparable system of 

harvest reporting. 

Coho stocks are healthy and abundant so there is currenlly no biological reason to 

cstnhl.ish an l.U1mmllimit for non-residents, but an annual limit is still n good idea, A hi<, logical 

reason J(Jr this limit could present itself i11 the fi.1ture. If abundance of the stocks goes d'JWll, 

good and timely data will help with management decisions. 

T'here are social reasons to consider us well. When I go to the airport and sec !V'O people 

each leaving with live fifty pound boxes (150 pounds of 11sh a piece in 300 half pound mrtions) 

it is very apparent to tne that anglers can haY¢ a big impact on Alaska llsh stocks. The m1mhcr 

of'fish which r.~sidents witness being removed from Alaska by angk~r~ seems <~xcessive and it 

would be helpful to hnve a better tool to measure this harvest It should also be possibl') to 

establish annual limits that still allow non-resident anglers to harvest a reasonabk an)(lunt of 
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02/08/2012 13:25 FAX 2088321878 liiD 002/002 

11sh (to rnakc it worth there trip to Alaska), but not an excess offhh which m<ty damagn the local 

stocks. 

L•:vt~ry singk troll caught salmon landed must be documented on a llsh ticket. v•hich is 

:;cnt to ADFG within 7 days. The sports survey, which can take up to two years to glen :1 data 

!rom, Sl~cms ineffective f(lr counting non-resident harvests, particularly when c:omparcl! with a 

Hsh-ticket system. I would like to see ADI;'&G's accounting of guided angler harvest switch to 

some kind of harvest rt~l~ord f(>r all spcc.ics. lt seems .like good management to set rcaso nable 

limits and establish a consistt:nt harvest reporting system f()r the guirkd sport f1shing s ~ctor. in 

order tomaximiz<: (>Ur ability to maintain and protect these fisheries for fut\lrc gcncmti•ms. 

Extt;nding the current harvest record ust~d for species like lingcod. steelhead, tmd king 

sulmon to include other salmon species would he afli:lrdablc. and it wouldn't h<; much t .1 ask of 

spoMs Us herman to return those harvest records to ADF&G in a timely manner. These records 

would provide an a\.ccurat:c account of fish cnught hy the guided sports tloct. Th.is kind of 

accounting wou!d provide a mcaningt\1! tool which could be used in the future if the need f(lr in-

season regulation of sports harvest: bccm11e necessary. 

Thank you. 

Martin Gowdy 
FlY CharitY 
5047 49'11 AVE sw 
Seattle, W.;\, 
98136 

2 of 2 Public Comment #54



Feo. 9 2012 4:50PM Arrowneaa Transfer No. 0762 P I 

Providing Agent Services for: 

ALASKA 
IIIARIWLIND 

1517 Sawmill Creek Road 
Sitka, AK 99835-9704 
(907) 747·8647 phone 
(907) 747·6433 fax 

(907) 747-662e 

~~D·N 
-~~NSPORT 
• (907) 747-6626 

February 9, 2012 

Via fax: attn- Shannon 907-465-6094 

To: Beard of Fisheries 

Re: Comments en proposals to be considered at the Feb. 24- Mar. 4, 2012 meetings 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members, 

Arrowhead Transfer, Inc. is a multi-modal shipping company in southeast Alaska providing full 
time employment for 50 people in seven different southeast communities. Please let It be 
known that Arrowhead Transfer opposes any proposal before your beard that would arbitrarily 
reduce the AOF&G's guideline quota for the Sitka Sound sac roe herring fishery. We feel that 
any restrictions to the current management plan would have an adverse economic Impact on 
our business as well as the community of Sitka. This important fishery has historically been the 
start of our busy season and helps us sustain year round employment numbers. We actually 
have to bring extra drivers on board to cover the work load. It should be obvious that many local 
businesses benefit from the commercial herring fishery. Sitka's economy is struggling and the 
freight business is at the tipping point. Every pound of freight we ship south subsidizes the rate 
everyone pays for their groceries and other goods coming northbound. 

It is with some trepidation that we make these comments as others in Sitka have a different 
point of view, most notably some members of STA. While it Is not our intention to polarize our 
friends and neighbors we feel strongly that we should make a stand for a viable commercial 
herring fishery because it is so Important to the whole community. We feel that the ADF&G Is 
doing a good job managing the resource and that there are plenty of fish for subsistence users. 

Respectfully, 

;('t-L r!.. fl-w--··· 
Kim Eric Hanson 

Manager, Arrowhead Transfer, Inc. 

1 00 Mount Roberts Street Post Olflce Box 788 Post Otrlce Box 349 Post Office Box 707 Post Office Box 584 
Juneau, AK 99801-7700 Peteraburg, AK 99833-0788 Wrangell, AK 99929-0349 Craig, AK 99921·0707 Kake, AK 99830· 
0584 
(907) 086·3960 phone (907) 772-2288 phone (907) 874-3314 phone (907) 626-3419 phone (907) 760·3156 
phone 
(907) 568-3358 fax (907) 772-9318 fax (907) 874·3315 fiX (907) 828-3916 fax (907) 765-3150 lax 
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Feb 09 12 10:50a Scott Harris 

8 February 2012 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department ofF ish and Game 
P 0. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

RE: OPPOSITION to Proposal212 

To Whom It May Concern: 

907-747-5311 p. 1 

I am writing to state my opposition to Proposal 212 -Increase the sport allocation of demersal shelf 

rockfish to 25 percent. I have lived in Southeast Alaska for 9 years and fish for sport and subsistence. Our 

fisheries resou~rce is vital to our health, quality of life, and local economy. Both the charter and 

commercial fisheries play important roles in sustaining our economy. 

Therefore, conservative management- with the goal of long-term sustainability- of our fisheries 

resource should the principle behind Board of Fish decisions. Proposal 212 does not support 

conservative management. If passed, Proposal 212 would reward the charter industry for exceeding 

their annual GHL and penalize the commercial industry for practicing careful, and self-imposed, 

restraint. 

The proposal states that "DSR is an unavoidable bycatch" and that "release mortality is very high". These 

statements display a. gross disrespect for conserving the resource and fail to recognize that steps can be 

taken to minimize bycatch and mortality. Many of these steps are listed on the ADFG web page: 

In addition to my own fishing activities, our family pays for 1-2 charter excursions per year. In my 

personal experience on these trips, the charter operators made NO ATTEMPT to properly release DSR to 

minimize mortality. When I informed them of latest research and release methods, they stated it was 

impractical because they would have to stop trolling. 

When the charter industry demonstrates an organized effort to support sound management and 

practice conservation, I believe a proposal like this may be considered. However, because that has yet to 

happen, the Berard of Fish should not support Proposal 212. 

thank you, 

Scott Harris 

1815 Edgecumbe Dr 

Sitka, AK 99835 
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Mr. Karl Johnstone, Chairman 
Alaska Board of Fisheries 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 
TRANSMITTED VIA FACSIMILE 907.465.6094 

February 91
h, 2012 

Dear Mr. Johnstone: 

Please accept the following comments on proposals bein~ considered by the Alaska Board of Fisheries at the 
Southeast Finfish Meeting in Ketchikan from February 24 to March 41

h, 2012. 

I am submitting these comments on behalf of the Board of Directors and general membership of the Southeast 
Alaska Guides Organization (SEAGO). I, and members of the organization, will be present to speak to these 
comments during your deliberations. 

I appreciate your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Heath E. Hilyard, Executive Director 
Southeast Alaska Guides Organization (SEAGO) 

Southeast Alaska Guides Organization (SEAGO) 
907.244.4909 

heath@seagoalaska.org 
http://wvwv.seagoalaska. org 
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COMMENTS FROM SEAGO 
2012 Southeast Finfish Pro~osals- Alaska Board of Fisheries 

February 24 h- March 41
h, 2012 

Ketchikan, Alaska 

Proposal210: Demersal shelf rockfish delegation of authority and provisions for management (5 AAC 47.065)
Require release of demersal shelf rockfish at depth 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO submitted and continues to support mandating deep water release of 
DSR over an angler's bag, possession, or annual limit. Recent ADF&G studies show substantial survival 
rates of rockfish released at depth sufficient to allow recompression. We believe that the DSR resource 
and all saltwater anglers will benefit from this proposal being adopted 

Proposal212: Harvest guidelines and ranges for Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area (5 AAC 28.160) Increase the 
sporl allocation of demersal shelf rock fish to 25% 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO submitted this proposal to preserve angling opportunities for salmon and 
halibut on the entire outer coast of Southeast Alaska. The vast majority of DSR harvest and mortality is as 
by-catch in both the commerciallongline halibut fishery and the sport halibut fishery. Without sufficient by
catch allowance, both sectors are at risk of facing area closures. 

Under the current 84% commercial, 16% sport allocation, the commercial harvest has been comfortably 
below its fishery allocation since the allocation was set in 2006, while the sport harvest has been very near 
its allocation each year since 2006. The problem is that the sport bag and annual limits are as low as they 
can go (1 per day, 1 annual for non-residents). lithe TAC decreased or effort increased, the only tool left 
for managers to further reduce the sport harvest is time and area closures on the outer coast. These areas 
would have to be closed to all sport fishing, since DSR is an unavoidable by-catch. The commercial 
allocation, on the other hand, is set high enough that the average annual commercial harvest is only two 
thirds of the allocation. This remains even with a directed DSR longline fishery on top of the by-catch in 
the halibut long line fishery 

It is important to note that the sport harvest of DSR has not increased. In fact it decreased from over 100 
mt before the allocation was set in 2006 to 77 mt in 2006 to 51 mt in 2010 as the bag and annual limits 
were ratcheted down to the lowest possible levels. Unfortunately the 2010 harvest was 111% of the sport 
allocation. 

There are two high value fisheries, longline halibut and sport halibut, which depend on adequate DSR 
allocation to be able to function well. The current 84/16 split leaves one fishery with a huge buffer, while 
the other is right on the edge of area closures. A 75/25 split would still leave the commerciallongline 
fishery with plenty of DSR by-catch allowance, while giving the sport fishery a buffer to avoid future time 
and area closures. SEAGO is not seeking liberalized bag limits, and it is our hope that the sport harvest 
stays well below its allocation, leaving more of these valuable rockfish in the water. 
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Proposal213: Harvest record required; annual limit. (5 AAC 47.024)- Establish a point system for the retention 
of rockfish 
SEAGO Position: OPPOSE 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO opposes this proposal finding it to be confusing, difficult to enforce and 
not necessary for conservation purposes Furthermore, the presumption used to demonstrate the 
necessity for this regulation is no longer valid. Charter anglers are not prohibited from catching halibut 
and, in fact, will be allowed to fish under a more liberalized management measure than in 2011. The 
Southeast charter fleet anticipates angler effort toward halibut to be commensurate with or higher than the 
2011 season. 

Proposal216: General provisions for season, and bag, possession, annual, and size limits for the salt waters of 
the Southeast Alaska Area (5 AAC 47 020) -Repeal the nonresident sablefish annual limit 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO supports the repeal of the non-resident annual limit on sablefish (black cod) We 
assert that, based on harvest numbers, it is unnecessary. This management measure was implemented based 
on inflated numbers of potential harvest. Furthermore, annual limits are most commonly used to control harvest to 
an allocation. However, since there is no allocation of sablefish for the recreational fishery and actual harvest data 
does not indicate overfishing, we concur that the necessity of this annual limit has not been satisfactorily 
demonstrated. Speaking on behalf of charter operators and guided sport anglers, we find the existing regulation 
to be burdensome to non-residents sport anglers and charter operators. 

Proposal221: Lingcod allocation guidelines for Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area (5 AAC 28.165) -Increase sport 
allocation of lingcod in Central Southeast Outside Section and Southern Southeast Outer Coast 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO submitted this proposal to more closely align lingcod allocation with long 
standing harvest data in the various fisheries. Lingcod allocated to by-catch in the long line fishery in the 
CSEO and to the directed lingcod fishery in the SSEOC have been consistently underutilized for the past 5 
years. Lingcod allocated to by-catch in the commercial jigging fishery has been almost completely unused 
in the CSEO and SSEOC for the past 8 years Allocating these unused lingcod to both the sport fishery 
and to by-catch in the troll fishery would result in more optimal use of the resource. Trollers have been 
unable to keep lingcod after mid-August in 5 of the past 8 years in the SSEOC. Current guided sport 
regulations are a 1 lingcod per year limit with a slot limit of 30-35", or 1 over 55" (completely closed mid
season for CSEO and NSEO sections). Guided recreational anglers view this as overly restrictive. 

With more restrictive sport halibut regulations, bottom fish of lower commercial value can be of great 
benefit to the economic viability of guided sport operators. Trollers will benefit by being able to keep and 
sell their lingcod by-catch through the entire summer season in the SSEOC. 

Proposal 248: Special provisions for season, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the 
salt waters of the Southeast Alaska Area. (5 AAC 47.021)- Change the definition for "bag limit" for anglers 
fishing from a vessel 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT-(QUALIFIED) 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO generally supports a change in regulation of this nature. We argue that 
this change will prove less problematic for charter operators and anglers while minimizing by-catch 
mortality, particularly to species that are highly susceptible to death resulting from barotrauma (such as 
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yelloweye). We agree with the sponsor that the flexibility to retain or release fish based on a boat limit and 
mortal wounds, rather than based solely on individual limits, will benefit the resource. 

However, we also recognize that the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) may need to perform 
analysis to reasonably project how this change may impact overall harvest rates. 

Proposal 249: General provisions for season, and bag, possession, annual, and size limits for the salt waters of 
the Southeast Alaska Area (5 AAC 47.020 & 5 AAC 47022) Establish nonresident annual limits for sockeye, 
coho, chum and pink salmon in the Southeast Alaska Area 
SEAGO Position: OPPOSE 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO opposes this proposal believing there to be insufficient justification. Currently, 
there are no conservation or allocation concerns to necessitate this proposal We find this another attempt to set 
an "export limit" on non-residents sport anglers because of purported abuses by a small percentage of non
residents. We find no evidence to suggest that Alaska residents are being denied their opportunity to harvest the 
resource due to the current regulations regarding non-resident anglers. Furthermore, we find the characterization 
that non-residents do not share the value of the salmon resource with residents to be unsupported and 
prejudicial 

Proposal251: Special provisions for season, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the 
salt waters of the Southeast Alaska Area (5 AAC 47.021)- Allow the use of two rods by non-guided anglers in 
salt water 
SEAGO Position: OPPOSE 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO believes this to be a cumbersome proposal aimed at benefitting resident 
anglers We are concerned that this proposal could result in allowing non-resident anglers the use of two rods. 
The respective success of the guided versus non-guided angler is not determined by residency status or number 
of rods, but rather by the use, or lack, of professional guiding services. There is no evidence presented to 
suggest that there will be a measurable increase in catch by non-guided anglers if allowed the use of a second 
rod. 

Proposal260: Southeast Alaska King Salmon Management Plan. (5 AAC 47.055)- Liberalize king salmon 
regulations in the vicinity of Ketchikan 
SEAGO Position: OPPOSE 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO asserts that this proposal does not have sufficient protections to appropriately 
limit harvests to mitigate conservation and allocation concerns. SEAGO is concerned because the increased bag 
limit does not apply against non-resident annual limits and thus has the potential to significantly increase harvest 

Proposal261: Special provisions for season, bag, possession, and size limits, and methods and means for the 
salt waters of the Southeast Alaska Area (5 AAC 47.021) -Increase king salmon bag limits in the vicinity of 
Neels Bay 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO supports the increase in hatchery raised king salmon in the area described in 
this proposal The Neels Bay area has a high percentage of hatchery raised king salmon. The Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has stated, "King fishing is also notably inftuenced by hatchery releases 
from several public and private hatcheries in the Ketchikan area Whitman Lake, Carroll Inlet and Neels Bay 
hatcheries are the largest king salmon contributors in this area". 
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Furthermore, SEAGO believes that the proposal's sponsor has satisfactorily addressed any potential concerns by 
increasing the bag limit modestly while maintaining the annual limit for non-resident anglers We concur that this 
proposal will both increase sport angler aocess to king salmon while decreasing harvest pressure in other areas. 

Proposal269: Harvest record required; annual limit (5 AAC 47.024)- Establish a catch report card system for 
subsistence, personal use and sport finfish fisheries 
SEAGO Position: OPPOSE 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO opposes this proposal believing that it will not measurably improve the quality of 
the data collected, which is currently collected through multiple means (charter logbooks, CREEL census, and 
mail-in surveys) This proposal will create an additional data collection method with additional complications and 
additional funding requirements that we believe will not ultimately substantively improve resource conservation. 

Proposal270: Subsistence fishing perm~s; and Personal use bottomfish fishery (5 AAC 01.730 & 5 AAC 
77.67 4) - Require a permit for subsistence or personal use harvest of sablefish 
SEAGO Position: SUPPORT 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO concurs with the submitter that this proposal will improve data collection 
methods for subsistence and personal use sablefish harvests. The regulation change will allow the department 
to collect additional data, and thus improve management of the resources while minimizing complications to the 
harvesters associated with the permit application and data reporting processes. 

Proposal294: Retention offish taken in a commercial fishery (5 AAC 39.010)- Require reporting of 
commercially caught salmon and steel head retained for personal use 
SEAGO Position: OPPOSE 

Rationale/Comments: SEAGO opposes this proposal arguing that these fish are already recorded on ADF&G 
fish tickets. SEAGO believes that the current fish ticket mechanism is sufficient for data collection and reporting 
and that this proposal could, in practice, actually lead to reduced accountability What is needed to address the 
concern expressed in this proposal is additional enforcement rather than an additional data collection 
methodology. 
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BOF finfish proposal comments. 
1 message 

stephen hoffman <margcs123@gmall.com> 
To: mcs123@gci.net 

Shannon: 

Wed, Feb 8, 2012 at 8:36AM 

I would like to submit comments on two fin fish proposals that will be considered by the BOF during their Feb. 
24thru Mar.4, 2012 meeting in Ketchikan. 

1. Proposal 254. This proposal would allow the use of bait by young and disabled sport fishermen while 
fishing in " high use" and small cutthroat lakes in SE Alaska. I am totally against this proposal as it would 
result in high mortality on targeted and non targeted fish species in these systems. SE Alaska already has a 
number of lakes where bait is allowed. In addition. a "bait windoW'' fur coho salmon is already allowed from 
Sept 15 thru Nov. 15 region wide in most areas. Allowing the use of bait as proposed is not needed and 
would impact the conservation of cutthroat and rainbow trout throughout SE Alaska. 

2. Proposal337. This proposal would establish a new Herring Cove THA management plan fur commercial, 
sport, and personal use fisheries that utilize this area. I strongly support the proposal as submitted since it 
would put in regulation what ADF&G has been doing by EO over the last several years. Passage of this 
proposal would enable the commercial, sport, and personal use fisheries to plan :accordingly for their activities 
on annual basis without having to wait for ADF&G to issue an Emergency Order. I wouh:l also like to 
support an amendment to this proposal that would prohibit snagging by all users within the THA boundaries. 
My support for this amendment is based on the following factors. 

A Snagging within the THA results in damage to milling king and coho salmon that are returning to the 
Whitman Lake hatchery located within the THA, This results in damaged fish to be harvested by the users of 
this area, the presence of large weighted snagging hooks remaining in fish lost by snaggers, and negative 
impacts on the king and coho salmon returning to the Whitman Lake hatchery for brood stock. 

B. Snagging is not the only way for sport fishers to catch the milling king and coho salmon within the THA 
Besides the normal trolling methods used, vertical and horizontal jigging, using eggs or herring under 
bobbers, casting large spinners, and fly fishing are all effective methods to catch fish in this area, 

C. The social issues associated with a "snag or meal fishery" are also associated with the need to prohibit 
snagging within the THA. Problems with snaggers leaving large amounts of trash, trespassing, and 
rowdiness are all problems related to the snag fishery in the THA. 

Sincerely: 

d!::U-
po box 7064 
ketchikan, ak. 99901 
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February 7, 2012 ICICLE 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 

VIA FACSIMILE TO 907-465·6094 

P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99611-5526 

RE: Southeast Roe Herring Fisheries Proposals 232, 238 and 239 

Dear Board of Fisheries Members: 

Icicle Seafoods is an Alaskan corporation first started in Petersburg in 1965. We have participated In the 
southeast Alaska roe herring fisheries since their inception, and they are an important and integral part of our 
annual operations. It is for these reasons that we submit the following comments relative to the economic 
impact the southeast Alaska roe herring fisheries have on processors and their plants and communities in 
southeast Alaska. 

Proposals #238 and #239 would close much of the southeast Alaska roe herring commercial fishing area, 
and Proposal #232 would substantially reduce the harvest rate and tonnage available for harvest even 
though no biological support is provided that shows a need to reduce the harvest rate. This letter will discuss 
some of the economic fallout that will result from these proposals, from a processing perspective, based on 
comparing a harvest level of 10,000 tons to the current GHL of 29,000 tons. 

It goes without saying that a good part of the economic value of any commercial fishery is derived by the 
harvest sector. However, clearly there is additional value added to all fishery products as they are tendered, 
processed and shipped, and in some cases (maybe most) the post-harvest derived value well exceeds the 
harvest value. I believe this is the case with the southeast Alaska roe herring fishery, and that losing all or 
portions of the post-harvest derived value due to some of the proposed regulations will result in unnecessary 
economic harm to the region. Even though the fish price might vary significantly (as it has in the Sitka 
fishery over the last 25 years with prices as low as $100 per ton in the early 1990s and as high as $2000 per 
ton in the late 1990s), the value added post harvesting tends to be fairly stable. The following are some but 
certainly not all of the specific economic benefits and costs which will be impacted by a reduction in harvest, 
which in this case would be driven by factors other than resource biology. 

1. Tender payments. Tenders that haul the fish from the catching point to the processing 
plant are paid $125 to $200 per ton, depending on the delivery destination. Typically, the further the 
distance, the higher the fee. The fee to haul to Petersburg is generally $175 per ton. In 2011, we 
employed 15 tenders for this purpose; 7 were local Petersburg vessels, 5 were from other Alaskan ports 
(mostly Homer, Seward, and other southeast ports) and 3 were from Washington. If the proposals were to 
result in a total Sitka harvest of 10,000 tons, either by implementing an area closure which would limit the 
opportunity to harvest the GHL based on decades of sound science and fisheries management by the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (as Proposals #238 and #239 suggest), or by changing the harvest 
rate (Proposal #232), thiii! would reduce the amount of tender compensation to the lc;icle fleet alone by 
approximately $550,000. Most of the reduced compensation would be borne by Alaska based tenders as 
they comprise the majority of our tender fleet. Assuming this loss of revenue was similar across the entire 
southeast Alaska roe herring tender fleet, the loss would be in excess of $3,000,000. This does not account 
for the fuel these vessels would purchase from local southeast fuel vendors, and as their sales decline, their 
margins on other fuel sales must increase in order to protect their economic position. 

ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC. 
4019- 2htAvenue West • Seattle, WA 98199 

P.O. Box 79003 • Seattle, WA 98119 • Tel! 206-282-0988 • Fax: 206-292-7222 
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2. Pro~:essing labor. The labor cost to receive and process a ton of herring from the tender at 
the dock to the packaged frozen fish loaded into a container or tramper vessel varies based on total volume, 
size of fish, consistency of delivery, and mode of shipment (tramper shipment requires more labor), etc. If 
the proposals were to result in a total Sitka harvest of 10,000 tons In 2012, the net loss of income to 
processing employees, just for the lost Icicle portion, would be $280,000 to $300,000 annually. Our crew for 
the southeast roe herring season is comprised of mostly local Petersburg workers with families and houses 
and local roots (we do occasionally bring in folks from other southeast Alaska towns • most recently from 
Kake, Sitka, and Angoon), and this work is crucial to their overall economic health and comes at a time when 
there is little other processing work available. I think it Is fair to say that some of these folks would seek 
other jobs in other communities if this processing income was eliminated or greatly reduced. This in tum 
would impact the rest of our processing seasons and the economy for the entire City of Petersburg. 

3. Raw ftsh tax. A portion of the Alaska Fisheries Business Tax that Icicle pays to the State is 
returned to the local community. As a shorebased processor. we pay a 3% tax on the total fish price for all 
fish products processed in Petersburg. Since Petersburg is not located in an organized borough, 50% of this 
amount is returned to the City of Petersburg. AS. 43.75.130(a)(1). 

4. Plant overhead operating costs. Very simply, the more pounds we run through our plant, 
the less our overhead cost is on a per pound basis. Any reduction In volume that we face in one fishery will 
be made up either by increased per unit costs in other fisheries, a reduction of expenses (this usually means 
fewer people since that's our biggest overhead cost), less margin on all other products, or a combination of 
all of these. However, as processing plants lose their base (the pounds they process), they beoorne less 
and less economically viable. There are certainly examples of plants in the recent past that have stopped 
operating because their source of products diminished. Some of these are in communities with little other 
economic base. A reduction to 10,000 tons of herring would Impact our Petersburg plant in that there would 
be approximately $350,000 In overhead costs that would have to be allocated to other products. This might 
not be an issue in an overall good volume year, but will cause issues In years in which we have poor 
volumes in other fisheries. A reduction like this probably doesn't cause our Petersburg plant to cease 
operating, but these types of reductions based on something other than sound science certainly make the 
landscape more difficult. 

5. Shipment of products. We ship our frozen fish mostly by container, although depending on 
the year and the market, tramper shipments are possible. The cost of shipping is significant but the key 
issue for southeast Alaska is the impact a significant reduction would have on the local shippers (Alaska 
Marine Lines), their loss in revenue, and how they would "make up" for this - likely in increased costs for 
other shippers. This impacts everyone in southeast. 

We appreciate the opportunity to outline our concerns about these proposals. I plan to be· at the Board 
meeting in Ketchikan and will certainly be available to answer any questions you might have. 

Sincerely, 

ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC. 

~. tl/t7V~~-
John woodruff PV 
Vice President of Operations 
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A DIVISION OF ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC. 
P.O. Box 1147      Petersburg, AK 99833     Tel:  907-772-4294      Fax: 907-772-4472 

 

 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish members, 

 
  My name is Randy Lantiegne I am currently the southeast fleet manager for Icicle Seafoods in 
Petersburg Alaska. I have personally participated in the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery as a fishing boat 
deckhand, tender crewman, tender captain and now working in the processing industry. Having taken part 
in this fishery from four different perspectives it has given me a greater understanding of just how much 
this fishery means in its current management form to the economy all across Alaska.  
 
I would like to voice opposition to the following three proposals, which would significantly change how 
the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery is managed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game and certainly 
impede the commercial fishing fleet in harvesting the established herring quota. : 
 

PROPOSAL 238:  Establish closed waters for the Sitka Sound commercial herring fishery in 
order to provide an area only open for subsistence. 
 

PROPOSAL 239:  Exclude commercial herring fishing within a defined core spawning area 
within Sitka Sound to allow for a harvest of herring spawn to meet the amount reasonably 
necessary for subsistence. 
 
PROPOSAL 232: Would reduce the harvest rate and tonnage available for harvest, with no 
biological support. 
   
The proposals 238+239 mentioned above would have a direct impact on the operations at our Petersburg 
Plant by bringing uncertainty to whether there will be opportunity to harvest the herring quota. I have 
been involved in the fishery for many years and know that there are years when a large majority of the 
biomass stages in this area.  Not having access to this area would bring great uncertainty to expected 
harvest levels making it difficult for Icicle to budget and plan for the fishery.  We could not be certain on 
how many tenders to hire, the number of employees needed at the plant, how much packaging to have on 
hand and many other factors that a solid harvest opportunity provides us with. The economic viability of 
our company’s participation in the fishery would be significantly compromised.   
 
Proposal 232 provides no biological support that such a harvest rate which would significantly reduce the 
tonnage available for the commercial harvest. The Alaska Department of fish and Game has managed the 
Sitka Sound sac roe fishery with sound science and biological data to ensure that all user groups of this 
healthy resource will be able to utilize it now and in the future. 
 
The subsistence harvest of roe on branches is an important part of the Sitka Sound sac roe season, and in 
no way do I want to downplay the importance of that. I simply feel that having an area closure will take 
much of the certainty out of our business plan for the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery and still not have the 
desired effect in the subsistence harvest. 
 

1 of 2 Public Comment #60



 
 

 

PETERSBURG FISHERIES 

A DIVISION OF ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC. 
P.O. Box 1147      Petersburg, AK 99833     Tel:  907-772-4294      Fax: 907-772-4472 

 
 
 Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with comments on proposals #238, #239 and #232. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Randy Lantiegne 
Southeast Fleet Manager 
Petersburg Fisheries 
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P.O. Box 419, Yakutat, Alaska 99689 Phone: (907) 784-3392 Fax: (907) 784-3686 

ATTN: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section ADFG 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

FAX: 907-465-5526 

Dear Chainnan Johnstone and Board Members, 

Subject: Oppose 301,302 and 303 

~ 002/004 

I started coming to Yakutat in 1988 and have lived in Yakutat full time( since 1997) or at least 7 
months a year( since 1988). I started Yakutat Seafoods in 2005 and I have been the processor 
buying on the beach since 2005 that is mentioned in the above listed proposals. To give some 
background on the "Tsiu River Coalition", there are no members of the community of Yakutat 
who are part of the Coalition nor are any of the lodges at the Tsiu River members except Alaska 
Wilderness employees. I feel that it is important to know who the Tsiu River Coalition is when 
one looks at three above mentioned proposals. 

Some background to consider with all 3 of these proposals: 
1. Commercial fishing has been going on at the Tsiu River since 1932 
2. Escapement goals have been met every year. 
3. City and Borough of Yakutat tax revenue received from Commercial Fishing at the Tsiu 

River in 2010 was $17,500($10,500 raw fish tax and $7000 wharfage. Wages paid in 
2010 for processing Tsiu River catch was $55,000. Airfreight paid Alaska Airlines for 
flying Tsiu River coho's into the fresh market was $525,000. Fuel purchased for flying 
the Tsiu River coho off of the beach to Yakutat was $110,000. Earning received by the 
commercial fisherman was $400,000. My point is that there is a tremendous amount of 
economic activity associated with the commercial fleets catch also. This list can go on 
and on. 

4. To classifY long tenn residents of Yakutat as "squatters" or "squatting" is unacceptable. 
Many of the cabins that commercial fishennan are staying in have been passed down 
from family members who also fished the Tsiu River. To dehumanize individuals 
because they carmot afford to pay up to $600 per night to stay at a lodge is deplorable. 

5. City and Borough tax revenue received from the sport lodges for 2010 was 
$82,000($50,000 bed tax and $32,000 lease) 

6. The average number of commercial fishing openers(24 hour periods) over the last 10 
years is 10. The 24 hour eommercial fishing period has been shortened when catch 
exceeds hauling capacity. Average days that sport fishing goes on at the Tsiu River is 45 
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days( August 15 to September 30) During the closures of commercial fishing the sport 
fishery has 100% of the Tsiu River 100% of the time. 

7. The Tsiu River accounts for up to 25% of the total fish purchased by Yakutat Seafoods. 
We are Yakutat's largest employeer with a crew of up to 70 with a season that starts mid 
March and continue to mid October with a small full time winter crew operating too. 

8. The classification of quality of the Tsiu River coho as poor is erroneous. They are sold 
into the fresh market to Whole Foods Markets thru out the United States. In 2010 
Yakutat Seafoods shipped over 2 million pounds of seafood fresh on Alaska Airlines and 
75% of the Tsiu River coho were shipped fresh. In 2010 we flew over 400,000 pounds of 
ice to the Tsiu River to maintain the quality of the fish. 

Oppose 301 
We oppose this proposal. The Tsiu River is a ever chru1ging river, some years the mouth breaks 
out to the West creating a shorter river and other years it breaks out towards the east a11d creates 
a longer river. The Alaska Department of Fish and Grune uses the traditional markers and if 
needed based on water levels may move the markers as in 2010. Traditionally commercial 
fisherman have fished the mouth of the Tsiu a11d sometimes into the breakers. To change this 
marker because that is the "greatest sport fish opportunity" and because it is "the most prized 
destination on earth for lots of people" is irresponsible. The sport fishery already has the entire 
river almost 80% of the time. We feel that the existing marker regulations provide both groups 
the best method to coexist. We recognize that the Alaska Department of Fish a11d Grune "may" 
move the Commercial markers to respond to challenges that nature may create to guarantee 
escapement levels. The jest of this proposal is that the Commercial Fisherman who have been 
harvesting the Tsiu River for the last 80 years are messing up the aesthetics of the Sport 
Fishermans experience with a long list of complaints. The commercial fleet has no problem 
coexisting with the sport fisherma11, we recognize their right to go sport fishing and for Lodges 
to continue their business at the Tsiu River. We feel it is inappropriate for the Board ofFish to 
move the commercial markers to restrict the commercial fisherman and to increase the 
"aesthetic" value of another group. 

Oppose 302 
We oppose this proposal. In the Yakutat District it is legal to use jet boats to herd salmon. This 
takes place on several rivers including the Tsiu River. This is the most efficient way of 
harvesting salmon. Ifproposal302 were to pass the catch of the commercial fleet per openor 
would be less because of being forced to use inefficient methods which would le.ad to more 
openers based on over escapement which would lead to more commercial fishing time which 
leads to more conflict. We feel the current regulations work. 

Oppose 303 

We oppose this proposal. Once again we point out that the escapement goals for the Tsiu River 
have been meet each year. The escapement goal is 10,000 to 29,000 fish. Coho returns are 
basically males arriving first and once the male/female ration is 50/50 the peak of the run has 
arrived. Under this scenario we would harvest a larger number of females based on several 3 
openers a week versus two openers a week because the bottom end of the escapement goal has 
been met. I do not think it is in any of our interest to target the females of a run. I think that the 
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long term success of management on the Tsiu River shown by the Alaska Department ofFish 
and Game speaks of our opposition to this proposal. 

~ 0041004 

In summary I find it disturbing that the jest of all three of these proposals is to cast commercial 
fishermen as people who care very little for the resource, that the people associated \'lith 
commercial fishing on the Tsiu River to include fisherman, processors, pilots and Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game employees are of low character and not to be trusted and that the 
fisherman and processor has little or no regard for the quality of the fish harvested at the Tsiu 
River disturbing. The baseline of all three of these proposals is that the "experience" for the 
client of the Tsiu River lodges is being tainted by the people who make a living commercial 
fishing and that because in their opinion it is a world class fishing experience that they should 
not have to be bothered by local residents who have traditionally fished this river for generation 
after generation. I find this deplorable as I hope you do too. 

Thank you for your service. 

Sincerely, 

c-- '~ 
Greg Indreland 
Managing Owner 
Yakutat Seafoods 
Full time resident of Yakutat 
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Board Support Section, ADFG 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

February 8, 2012 

Re: Strongly Oppose proposals 216 and 212 

907-747-6042 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Members of the Board, 

I have lived in Sitka since 1991, and before that in Port Alexander and 
Petersburg since 197 4. My wife and I own the 66' Kariel, and have made a 
living as longliners since 1975, starting with a 30' gas powered plywood 
boat. 

p.1 

I strongly oppose proposal 216, ooldly asking the board to remove the 
generous annual limit of 8 sablefish in the northern southeast inside (NSEI) 
sablefish area for non-resident anglers. According to Fish and Game's own 
scientists, the biomass in the NSEI has been in decline since 2002 and the 
board itself wisely adopted the 8 fish annual bag limit in the last cycle. With 
a decent size average for sablefish the annual limit would allow for more 
than a 50# box of finished product to be taken home by each angler. And 
there are other popular sport fish available as well, to make anglers' cars 
stern heavy when they get home. The catch limit for commercial sablefish 
has been in decline for years, and is now less than half of what it was 10 
years ago. It is irresponsible and unreasonable to ask for an increased 
allocation for the newest users of the resource when the longliners continue 
to bear the brunt of conservation measures to assure the viability of the 
resource, struggling under falling quotas. 
I also oppose proposal212 which is a blatant resource grab, seeking to 
reallocate rockfish from the commercial halibut fleet, which has been 
keeping within its by catch limits, and give that rockfish to the commercial 
charter industry, which has not stayed within its allocation, and has made no 
effort to stay within its allocation. 
I am a member and participant in the Fisheries Conservation Network, a 
project initiated by the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association seeking to 
create tools and build cooperation to help us control our bycatch of rockfish 
in the halibut and sablefish fisheries. It is innovative and forward thinking 
and has been responsible for a decrease in rockfish by catch rates. 
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As you would know, our halibut catch limit in area 2C is less than 25% of 
what it was 7 years ago. With that decline in halibut target, there has been a 
corresponding decline in our rockfish bycatch. So now the charter industry 
wants to take that "saved" rockfish away so that when the halibut biomass 
trends back up, we who seek to control our bycatch would not have the 
rockfish necessary to fish the larger halibU1 catch limits. And the directed 
longline rockfish fishery, which is small enough, and one of few 
opportunities for smalllocallongliners to pay some bills in the winter time, 
would be sacrificed for the uncontrolled appetites and lack of conservation 
initiative of the charter fleet. What's right about that? 
Taking a fully subscribed fish resource from a responsible user group and 
reallocating it to a newer commercial industry with no initiative to live 
within its means does not sound like what this board of fish is about. Please 
show us why fisheries management in Alaska is showcased in other parts of 
the world, and why we have faith in the board offish process. 
Thank! You for your Service here. 

I 
Steve fish and Kari Johnson 
P.O. Box 6448 

I 

Sitka, iAlaska 99835 
' ' 

~\(~:3'o~ 

~fi(Z 
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BOF COMMENTS 1 KMJones, 

Kenneth M. Jones 
PO Box 1044 
Homer, AK 99603 
907.235.6417 
~tlD jooz@hotmajl com 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Sction 
Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 

via fax: 907.465.6094 

I support proposals #236, #237 & #273. 

I am opposed to proposals #230, #231, #232, #235, #238, #239, & #240. 

Opening Statement: Most of these proposals seek to curtail and restrict the Sitka 
commercial sac roo fishery. This looks to me like a solution looking for a problem. 

The Sitka herring stocks are healthy and the biomass Is Increasing. ADF&G has 
managed the resource and the fishery In an exemplary manner. The biomass has 
increased from 7,500 tons In the mid 1970s to almost 150,000 tons today, a twenty fold 
increase. Hump back whales used to appear for a few days now have a year round 
presence. ADF&G has a sophisticated model and that Is supported by extensive field 
work, Including divers who count deposited eggs. Today's large quotas are only 
possible because there are proportionally large amounts of eggs In the sound after the 
commercial harvest. 

Oppose #230: Add to the management criteria. 
The three components proposed are already included In the management plan 

Oppose #231 : Shut down the fishery if the catch is within 1 0% of the quota. 
The average catch for the past decade is 2% less than the GHL. ADF&G has 

shown the ability to reliably restrict the catch to the quota. 

Oppose 232: Change the Sitka harvest formula from 2 + a (biomass/25,000) to 8 + 2 
(biomass/25,000) to conform with other SE stocks. 

Other stocks in SE are much smaller than the Sitka Sound biomass and need to 
be managed differently. The growth of Sitka stocks while using (2 + 8) speaks to Its 
success. 

Oppose #238 & #239: Restrict the commercial harvest from Signal island to Harbor Pt. 
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60F COMMENTS 2 KMJones, 

There are now areas that ADF&G reserves for subsistence. While I support 
subsistence needs, until there Is solid data on the take of branches (proposed #273) it is 
impossible to make an Informed management decision. 

Oppose #240: Dedicate 5% of the quota to the bait fishery. 
The sac-roe fishery has traditionally produced the highest value to the fisherman. 

Hopefully this will continue, and I oppose giving up quota to another fishery at this time. 

Support #236 & #237: Modify seines to 1025 meshes deep and 150 fathoms long. 
Large quotas in Sitka won't go on forever. At some time the department will want 

to slow the CPUE & be able to have openings without fear of over shooting smaller 
quotas. 

Support #273: Establish a method to quantify the subsistence harvest. 
There should be no harm from having solid numbers. What can be the rational 

for not producing accurate data to support the subsistence harvest? 
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Industry Consensus 12/8/11 

The troll fleet continues to be below its target range; the seine fleet is below its target 
range; the gillnet fleet above its target range, based on the five year rolling averages 
calculated and finalized by ADF&G for the seasons up to and including 2009. Although 
the numbers for 2010 are preliminary and for 2011 very preliminary, it appears there has 
been movement in the right direction for the troll fleet, probably caused by their 
additional chum harvests outside of Neets Bay and at Homeshore; and for the seine fleet 
the movement has been in the wrong direction, probably largely explained by poor 
survivals at Hidden Falls and Deep Inlet and good survivals at DIPAC facilities. 

In recognition of the imbalance and the long-term trends in the distribution of enhanced 
fish the JRPT recommends to the Board of Fisheries and to the commissioner: 

Supporting the USAG and SEAS agreement (signed copy attached) regarding the 
following board of Fish proposals related to enhanced salmon allocation plan as follows: 

• Proposal #295 (modify gill net fishing in Zimovia Strait) JRPT recommends no 
action as proposal is being withdrawn. 

• Proposal #323 (remove PNP's production from allocation plan) JRPT recommends 
no action as proposal is being withdrawn. 

• Proposal #324 (create separate allocation plans for southern and northern 
southeast Alaska) JRPT recommends no action as the proposal is being 
withdrawn. 

• Proposal #331. The JRPT is not in unanimous support of the proposal as written. 
But, the JRPT unanimously supports modification of Neets Bay SHA 
management as follows: If #331 is not adopted the associations (SEAS & USAG) 
will jointly request a modification to the current Neets Bay regulation 5AAC 
33.370(b) 2 (A) which would delete [THE FIRST OPENING MUST BE FOR 
GILLNETS]; and ask the JRPT to support this modification, and, if this proposed 
modification is adopted, recommending to SSRAA that during any late summer 
or fall net rotation the net fleet below its range would have first start. If #331 is 
adopted SEAS and USAG will recommend to the SSRAA board continuing the 
current opening time ratios and rotations in the chinook and early summer chum 
portions of Neets Bay management and adding at least one more rotation; and 
continuing the 1-to-1 ratio in any late summer and fall net rotations with the net 
fleet below its range having first start. 

• Proposal #332 (ties Neets Bay opportunities to status of allocation plan) JRPT 
recommends no action as proposal is being withdrawn. 

• Proposal #334 (continue 1-to 1-ratios at Anita Bay) The JRPT recommends 
support of their proposal with changing the sunset date to 2014 instead of 2017. 

JRPT Industry Consensus 2011/2012 BOF Cycle Page 1 
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• Proposal #335 (continue 1-to 1-ratios at Deep Inlet) The JRPT recommends 
support of their proposal with changing the sunset date to 2014 instead of 2017. 

• Proposal #336 (reestablish rotational fisheries at Nakat) The JRPT recommends 
no action as proposal is being withdrawn. 

In addition the JRPT recommends to the Commissioner: 

• Supporting SSRAA's efforts to increase commercial fishing opportunities on 
salmon released at Neets Bay. 

In addition the JRPT makes recommendations on the following Board of Fisheries 
proposals that affect the Southeast Enhanced Salmon Allocation Plan: 

• Proposal #315 (extend coho season to 9/30 in Behm Canal) The JRPT supports 
extending the coho season to Sept 301

h in a portion of Behm Canal to allow 
additional opportunity on returning enhanced coho to SSRAA. 

• Proposal #344 (changing lines at Deep Inlet in May and June). The JRPT 
recommends support as it would increase troll opportunities on Chinook. 

• Proposal #340 (changing lines at Anita Bay) JRPT recommends support of this 
proposal. This should improve the quality of enhanced salmon harvested at Anita 
Bay with minimal impact on salmon enhanced allocation plan. 

• Proposal #308 (allow six trolling line in inside waters) Consensus that no action 
should be taken on this proposal for six troll lines as the proposer is withdrawing 
the proposal. 

• Proposal #311 (troll coho retention to June 1 from June 15) JRPT recommends 
support of coho retention by the troll fleet starting June 1. 

• Proposal #325 (chum hatchery access to trolling in June in sub-districts of 
districts 9, 12, and 14) The JRPT conditionally supports the proposal with the 
following recommendations: that section (iii) District 9 and sub-district 114-50 is 
withdrawn from the proposal, and that the proposal sunsets in 3 years; and that a 
chum salmon management plan is developed in that three year period. It is 
expected that the proposed management plan is brought back to the JRPT for 
review and possible submittal as a BOF proposal for the next cycle. This 
proposal could help the troll fleet who is below their allocated range of enhanced 
stocks. Since this fishery would be expanding into new areas and amount of 
effort there are concerns about the composition of stocks that will be harvested 
and effects on other fisheries. 

• Proposal #338 (SSRAA proposal for Kendrick Bay THA) The JRPT has 
consensus to support this proposal. This proposal adjusts the THA to reflect 
planned releases in Mclean Arm. 

JRPT Industry Consensus 2011/2012 BOF Cycle Page 2 
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• Proposal #343 (ADFG housekeeping proposal so that EO does't have to be 
issued every year for the coho fishery in the THA during the general season coho 
closure) The JRPT recommends modifications to this ADFG proposal that allows 
coho retention from June 1st to September 301

h. The August 1st date would 
prevent harvest of coho in a THA that releases coho when trollers can keep coho 
during the general opening of the summer season. Coho have historically been 
able to be kept during June 151

h to Aug 1st so no wild stock concerns exist. 

The JRPT recognizes that it is necessary to tread carefully in making adjustments to 
production or to SHA management. Fisheries and community activities develop around 
hatchery opportunities, and future survivals and market condition are difficult to predict. 
At the same time, the system needs to respond to the guidelines of the allocation plan by 
working towards providing fair opportunities for the fleets. 

The following Associations and individuals were present in the room and did not object 
to the following industry consensus points in this document that the RPT voted on: 
Alaska Trollers Association 
Chum Trollers Association 
Southeast Alaska Seiners Association 
Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance 
United Southeast Gillnetters Association 

Linda Danner, Eric Jordan, Ryan Wilson, Carl Peterson, Matt Stroemer, Matt Donohoe, 
Tad Fujioka, Doug Rendle, Dave Otte, Alan Anderson Bill Auger, Arnold Enge, Richard 
Eliason, Cheyne Blough, Chris Guggenbickler, Rudy Franulovich, Ed Hansen, Kathy 
Hansen, Bob Thorstenson, Roger Ingman, John Peckham, Mitch Eide, Doug Chaney, 
Lauch Leach, Nik Nebl, Allen Jacklet, and Bruce Wallace 

JRPT Industry Consensus 2011/2012 BOF Cycle Page 3 
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Letter of Agreement 

United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters (USAG) and Southeast Alaska Seiners (SEAS) 

December 8, 2011 

In the interest of cooperation and to facilitate a productive Board of Fisheries meeting 
the United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters (USAG) and Southeast Seiners Association 
(SEAS) agree to the following;. 

1. USAG agrees to withdraw BOF proposals: 289, 296, 297, 298, 323,324 and 333 
previously submitted to the Alaska Board of Fisheries for the 2011/2012 cycle in 
Southeast Alaska 

2. SEAS agrees to withdraw BOF proposals: 290, 291, 295, 332, and 336 previously 
submitted to the Alaska Board of Fisheries for the 2011/2012 cycle in Southeast Alaska 

3. Both SEAS and USAG will ask the JRPT to amend proposals 334 (Anita Bay THA) 
and 335 (Deep Inlet THA) in order to change the year of sunset of the 1-to-1 ratios to 
2014. 

4) USAG and SEAS agree to support modification of Neets Bay SHA management as 
follows: If #331 is nQ1 adopted the associations will jointly request a modification to the 
current Neets Bay regulation 5AAC 33.370(b) 2 (A) which would delete [fHE FIRST 
OPENING MUST BE FOR GILLNETS]; and ask the JRPT to support this modification, 
and, if this proposed modification is adopted, recommending to SSRAA that during any 
late summer or fall net rotation the net fleet below its range go first. If #331 is adopted 
SEAS and USAG will recommend to the SSRAA board continuing the current opening 
time ratios and rotations in the chinook and early summer chum portions of Neets Bay 
management and adding at least one more rotation; and continuing the 1-to-1 ratio in 
any late summer and fall net rotations with the net fleet below its range going first. 

5. SEAS and USAG will simultaneously deliver letters to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 
before January 1, 2012 to provide official notifiqation of withdrawal oft sals 
indicated in para~~r 1 and 2 above. / 
~~-TO 

Bill Auger, Presi nt Robert Thorstenson, Jr.,Executive Director 

USAG SEAS 
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Ryan Kapp 
955 Colony Ct. Bellingham, WA 98229 

(360)714-0882 (360)961-6722 kappjr@comcast.net 
 
To: Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Mr. Karl Johnstone, Chair 
Ms. Monica Wellard, Executive Director 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
Re:  Support Information for Proposal 285 
 
Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board Members, 
 
I have fished salmon and herring in Alaska as well as many other species up and down the 
west coast for over 25 years.  I would like to encourage the Board to support proposal 285.  
This proposal seeks to remove the current 58 foot limit on salmon seine vessels in the 
Southeast Alaska management area with an additional component of latent capacity reduction 
so the seine fleet as a whole will benefit moving forward.   
 
Currently, the Southeast salmon seine fishery is not providing an adequate return on 
investment in the fishery.  Even with the perceived up tick in the last couple of years the 
salmon seine business is not nearly where it should be as far as economic return.  The 
industry is no longer in the financial state that it was at the beginning of the last decade but 
this is not to say that everything is fine the way it is.  The industry is still stagnated, there has 
been little or no innovation in product quality since RSW, there have been very few rule 
changes in the prosecution of the fishery, many long time participants have left the fishery, 
and even though revenue appears to have come up the last couple of years it is still not 
keeping pace with the ever increasing expenses of operating in the fishery.  There have been 
no vessels built solely for seining in Southeast for a very long time.  New construction costs 
have increased so much that the salmon fishery alone does not produce enough revenue to 
encourage investment.  Other fisheries such as long lining or emerging pot fisheries are now 
the driver of new vessel construction. 
 
In the interest of improving profitability and economics of the salmon seine fishery that 
limitation on vessel length must be removed.  Doing so would improve the pool of boats 
available to the fishery as now there are extremely limited options available for upgrade.  
Additionally, it would allow for vessels to be modified by adding length to improve the 
vessels safety and efficiency.  Allowing longer vessels allows for new ideas and exploring 
areas of quality and marketing that are not possible with the current length limit.  By 
requiring an additional permit to bring an over 58’ vessel into the fishery the entire fleet, 
whether they choose to lengthen their vessel or not, will still benefit from an increased 
fishery value well into the future. 
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I have attached a document with information intended to support Proposal 285.  As most of 
the Board is aware, I have been promoting this concept for some time now and have spent 
many long hours doing research and gathering the information presented.  It will provide 
background on the history of the existing 58 foot regulation and the legislative steps which 
were taken to allow the Board to make this decision.  I will demonstrate the need for this 
proposal, the benefits from it, and attempt to dispel some of the criticism towards it.  
Hopefully the Board can use this information to better address the “what ifs” as they come 
along during the upcoming meeting process. 
 
The 58 foot limit was never intended to move the seine industry forward; it was intended to 
hold it back.  It is no longer necessary in the Southeast salmon fishery.  Thank you very much 
for your time spent considering this proposal. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
 
Ryan Kapp 
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Alaska Board of Fisheries 
 Proposal 285 – 5AAC39.117 Vessel Length 

 
 This document has been provided to the Board in the past and has been 
updated to provide information to the members not on the Board during the last 
cycle and as a refresher to those who were. 
 
Proposal #285 seeks to repeal the 58 foot limit for salmon seiners in Alaska.  
This regulation has been in effect for a long time and discussion should be 
promoted to determine if it still necessary in the fishery today.   
What was the intention when this regulation was enacted and did the regulation 
accomplish the intended purpose?  Is the rule serving the needs of the fishery 
and, if not, why is it still part of Alaska’s regulation?    
In order to answer these questions the history of the law was examined and 
yielded some very interesting things.   
 

The History of Alaska’s “58 foot law” 
 
A timeline of rulemaking actions which are relevant to Proposal 285: 
 
1924 - 1958:  The White Act of 1924 gave the Secretary of Commerce the 
authority to fix the size and character of nets, boats, traps, or other gear... (68 th 
Congress Sess 1. Ch. 270-272, 1924) The White Act favored the big companies’ 
fish traps and worked against the development of small operators in Alaska. (A 
Brief History of Alaska Statehood (1867-1959)by: Eric Gislason) 
During this time period salmon fish traps were prevalent in most areas of Alaska.  
Most of the traps were controlled by out of state companies which had 
lawmakers looking out for their interests.  Alaska Packers Association (APA) and 
Pacific American Fisheries (PAF) were the largest trap owners and influenced 
the lawmakers to use fishery regulations to protect their trap operations. Having a 
length limit on seine vessels (at this time the limit was 50 feet registered length, 
not overall) maintained the importance of the fish trap. Salmon seiners produced 
fish during this time but were not as efficient as traps and the companies did not 
want seine boats to become successful and diminish the production of the fish 
traps they controlled.   
1959:  Alaska Statehood.  Fish traps were abolished but Alaska adopted the 50 
foot measurement which was later changed to 58 feet overall length and put in 
statute.  The length limit may have been continued to attempt to stop an influx of 
boats from the California sardine fishery entering the salmon fishery.  This was 
the only way to control increased competition because limited entry was not in 
existence at that time. 
1972 - 1974:  Alaska Constitution amended to limit access to fisheries.  Limited 
Entry Act enacted and Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) begins 
to implement limited entry program for salmon and other fisheries. 
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1992 – 2003:  Various Panels, Task Forces, and Legislative Committees search 
for ways to improve the salmon industry and make various recommendations, 
including increasing vessel length, to both the Legislature and the Board of 
Fisheries. 
2002:  Legislature allows the holder of a salmon permit to hold an additional 
salmon permit for the same fishery but without additional fishing privileges.   
2004:  HB 409 is approved by the Legislature removing the 58 foot limit on 
salmon seine vessels from statute and giving the Board of Fisheries the ability to 
repeal the limit on an area by area basis. 
2006:  HB 251 is passed which states: the board may adopt, at a regularly 
scheduled meeting at which the board considers regulatory proposals for 
management of a specific salmon fishery, a regulation to allow a person who 
holds two entry permits for that salmon fishery an additional fishing opportunity 
appropriate for that particular fishery. 
2008:  Board of Fish excludes the bulbous bow of a seiner from the 58 foot limit.  
2011:  Board of Fish proposal 380 (not yet passed) seeking to define anchor 
rollers to prevent vessels from cutting off their bows and bolting them back on to 
become under 58 feet and thus legal to seine salmon. 
2012:  HB 261 (not yet passed) seeks to increase Alaskan ownership of Alaskan 
fisheries by enabling a larger number of state residents to purchase limited entry 
permits by allowing loans two percent below prime rate and increasing the 
maximum loan amount from $100,000 to $200,000. 
 
Summary: 
In 1924 Federal regulations led to holding the seine fleet back and maintaining 
the dominance of existing fish traps.  Upon statehood the traps were abolished 
but the length limit stayed in place.  Beginning in the early 1990’s various panels 
and committees looked for ways to improve the salmon fishery.  Recent 
Legislative actions have given the Board the ability to act on the various panel 
and committee recommendations.  Proposal 285 uses the ideas these panels 
and committees recommended to help the salmon industry continue to innovate 
and move ahead in an increasingly competitive global marketplace.  
 
 

Is the 58 foot law relevant today? 
With some understanding of the history of the 58 foot limit it becomes easier to 
evaluate it the rule is still helpful in the present day salmon seine fishery.  The 
original intention of the length limit was never meant to help the seine fleet but 
was an effective attempt to hinder its growth.  True, it was kept at statehood as 
an attempt to limit an excessive number of boats from entering the fishery but 
with the advent of limited entry the issue of excessive new entrants has largely 
been dealt with.  The amount of access to Alaska’s salmon fisheries are now 
controlled by the amount of permits available.  Clearly, a rule limiting length on 
salmon seine vessels in Southeast Alaska is no longer relevant. 
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The 58 foot law did not limit fleet capacity. 
The original intent of the 58 foot limit was to constrain the capacity of the seine 
fleet.  Many years have passed and it can now be seen that limiting length alone 
did not ultimately constrict or limit fishery capacity.  The salmon seine vessel has 
been held to 58 feet but the vessels have grown considerably in both width and 
depth.  Today’s vessels are being constructed with widths of 25-28ft and depths 
of 11-13ft.  This is a far cry from the vessels of fifty years ago and it must have 
been unforeseen at the time.  The chart below demonstrates the change in seine 
vessels over time: 
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The above chart shows average vessel tonnage and length in the decade that 
vessel was built in.  The average tonnage of a vessel built before the 1960’s was 
about 45 tons and the average tonnage of a vessel built in the last decade was 
125 tons or approximately 3 times the tonnage of a boat built 50 or more years 
ago.  The design of a 58 foot seine vessel has definitely changed over time 
because of the length limitation.  If the limitation did not exist, or was removed 
after limited entry, it could be argued that today’s salmon seiner would be longer 
instead of wider using more traditional length to width ratios.  The following 
pages demonstrate the changes of 58 foot seine vessels and also include some 
vessels over 58 feet for comparison: 
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The following vessel comparisons are done using the simplified method for 
calculating capacity:  Length x Width x Depth x .0067 = Vessel Tonnage.  

  
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Vessel built: Pre - 1940 
58 x 14.5 x 6.4 = 5382 
5382 x 0.0067 = 36 
 

36 tons 

 

Vessel Built 1966 
58 x 17 x 7.5 = 7395 
7395 x 0.0067 = 50 
 

50 tons 

 

Vessel Built 1979 
58 x 19 x 9 = 9918 
9918 x 0.0067 = 66 
 

66 tons 

 

Vessel Built 1981 
58 x 22 x 10.5 = 13398 
13398 x 0.0067 = 90 
 

90 tons 

 
 
Vessel Built 1976  
65 x 21.5 x 8.9 = 12438 
12438 x 0.0067 = 83 
 
83 tons 
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Vessel Built 2008 
58 x 25 x 12.5 = 18125 
18125 x 0.0067 = 121 
 

121 tons 

 

Vessel Built 1981 
65 x 22 x 10.5 = 15015 
15015 x 0.0067 = 101 
 

101 tons 

 

Vessel Built 1989 
73 x 23 x 9.8 = 16454 
16454 x 0.0067 = 110 
 

110 tons 

 

Vessel Built 1976 / 1989 
65 x 21.5 x 8.9 = 12438 
12438 x 0.0067 = 83 
 

83 tons 
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After looking at the previous examples it becomes apparent limiting length alone 
does not control fleet capacity.  Below is a selection from a fishing publication 
article referring to a recently built 58 foot vessel: 
 
…"We built her as big as we could. We built an 85-footer that's only 58 feet long," he says.  
Still, she's a small boat, and to help dampen the pitching and rolling motion, there's a bulbous 
bow and rolling chocks.   
… It wasn't easy working up the lines for a boat that deep and wide without ending up with 
something that looks like a shoebox. …"It was tricky getting a 26-foot beam into a boat and make 
it look like something."  
Working within the constraints of a 58-foot overall length… "you end up standing the bow stem 
almost vertical," and it's hard to bring the stern in at all…  
Not being able to lean the bow out to accommodate a goodly amount of flair or taper in the hull 
lines leading back to the transom means you are not going to have as shapely a hull form as 
you would for a longer boat, a hull that would track much easier through the water. 
However… "That's the nature of a super wide boat."  (Vessel names and Sources of quotes have been 
removed. Bold type added for emphasis) 
 
The few 58 foot vessels constructed today now have greater capacities than 
many vessels longer than 58 feet but are less efficient moving through the water.  
Is there still a need for a 58 foot limit on salmon seine vessels?  Vessels have 
been allowed to get wider and deeper but not longer.  Why?  Hull efficiency is an 
important thing today because fuel prices are soaring and adding width, even 
with a bulbous bow, is not as efficient as adding length to a vessel.  The following 
are facts of design from the Navy concerning hull efficiencies and length to width 
ratios:  
 
2.1 Displacement Ships 
2.1.1 Hydrostatic Displacement: Ships 

2.1.1.1 Historical Origin 
It is impossible and unnecessary to present here a history of the development of the displacement 
hull form. Let it suffice to point out that this hull concept dates to prehistoric times. 
2.1.1.2 Dominant Physics 
The lift/drag performance of displacement ships at high speeds is dominated by wave making 
drag. A displacement form moving through the water pushes the water aside as it moves. This 
disturbance of the water requires energy, specifically propulsive energy from the ship. 
Two major parameters affect the wavemaking resistance of the ship: Speed and Slenderness. 
Ship wavemaking drag increases rapidly with increasing speed. It is not possible to state a specific 
law for this increase - a law that holds true for all ships - but it is common to refer to a cubic 
increase in drag with speed. Specifically, it is commonly understood that ship propulsive power 
will increase as the cube of ship speed. Thus a doubling of ship speed will require an octupling 
(8=23) of installed power. 
1 Transport Factor is a measure of merit developed by Dr. Colen G. Kennell of the David Taylor 
Model basin. Dr. Kennell’s paper “Design Trends in High Speed Transport” was distributed to 
workshop attendees. Transport Factor is defined as: 
TF = 1.6878 / 550 * 2240 * (Full Load Displ. in Long Tons) * (Speed in knots) / (Total Installed 
SHP) 
This cubic relationship is close to true for “normal” speeds. But at very high displacement speeds 
the curve becomes even more steep. It is common for naval architects to limit their investigation 
of displacement ships to a speed length ratio of about 1.30. (Speed length ratio is the ratio of ship 
speed in knots divided by the square root of the ship’s length in feet. This is also known as the 
Taylor quotient Tq, after ADM David W. Taylor.) Above a speed-length ratio of 1.3 the increase 
in drag with increasing speed becomes greater-than-cubic. 
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Speeds greater than 1.3 are present in some displacement hull designs. The dominant question is 
“how important is wavemaking?” for the particular design. If one can make the wavemaking 
problem of lesser importance overall, then one may more readily consider speeds higher than 
Tq=1.3. The tool (or “one tool”) for this is ship slenderness. A slender ship disturbs the water less, 
and thus has less wavemaking drag. It also has more surface area and thus more frictional drag, 
but this does not suffer the same steep growth with speed as does the wavemaking drag. 
Slenderness is measured as the Length over Displacement ratio (L/1/3).  

 
Is the 58 foot limit still important in today’s fishery?  It forces boats to be modified 
or constructed in a way which makes them less efficient than allowing boats with 
more conventional length to width ratios.  The inefficiencies of a wider hull design 
were recognized by the Board in allowing bulbous bows to extend beyond the 58 
foot limit to try and gain efficiency.  This was a good thing but, under that same 
premise, why not remove the limit entirely and open up even more options for 
fishermen to gain efficiencies in their business?  
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EVOLUTION OF SEINE VESSEL CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN 
 
 In the early years most seiners were of wooden 
construction and built to a length of 58 feet because a rule 
put in place many years ago said they had to be.  There 
were a few longer boats “grandfathered” in but not really 
that many.  As time went on the boats changed.   
 58 foot boats made of wood that were originally 
built to be 14 or 15 feet wide in time became 16 or 17 feet 
wide. Fiberglass and steel construction with widths of 19- 
22 feet came next and most 
recently 24 to 26 feet.  All the 
while there were lots of boats 
built less than the 58 foot limit.   
 Boat designers began to 
use a “raised fo’c’sle” design.  
This increased length to the deck 
space without sacrificing 
accommodation space. More 
recently, as an alternative to the 
large expense of new 
construction, vessels that were 
built at, for example, 18 feet of width are now being 
widened.  

 
 Why, after all of this transition and 
change took place, is a limit on vessel length 
still necessary?  Clearly the limit was never 
about vessel capacity because nothing kept 
boats from becoming wider and deeper.  The 
limit on length should have been done away 
with long ago.  When the law was first written 
did the authors realize what these vessels 
would morph into?  
  
•   The new wide designs are a more 

inefficient than longer boats which is why 
most add a bulbous bow.  Why not build 
longer?   

•   If a “raised fo’c’sle” design was created 
due to a need for additional deck space. 
Why not build longer? 

•   Boats were allowed without limitation to 
be wider and deeper.  Why not build 
longer? 

 

Old Seiner Built 1914 
 
 

Seiners smaller than 58 feet 
 

Seiners built with a 
“traditional” house. 
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The 58’ limit on salmon seiners related to length limits in other fisheries. 
 

Many seiners in Southeast Alaska also participate in fisheries other than seining.  
As a matter of fact, according to CFEC data, around half of the SE seine fleet 
also participates in other fisheries during the year.  The long legacy of the 58 foot 
limit for salmon seining has influenced regulation in these other fisheries.  The 
state has incorporated 58 and 60 foot vessel length limits into fisheries all around 
the state such as: 

 Sablefish in Prince William Sound 
 Cod fisheries in Cook Inlet, Kodiak, Chignik, South Alaska Peninsula, Aleutian Islands, 

and Bering Sea. 
 King and Tanner crab fisheries in the Aleutians, Chignik, and South Peninsula. 

There are also 60 foot limits in these federally managed fisheries: 
 BSAI Cod fisheries 
 Aleutian Islands Pollock. 
 C class IFQs  
 Gulf of Alaska Pacific Cod fisheries 

 
The fisheries for these species above are not seine fisheries.  They are 
harvested by trawl, pot, jig, or long line.  There are vast differences between 
these harvest methods and seining. These other harvest methods give some 
advantage to a larger vessel over a smaller one in the actual harvesting of fish. 

 Trawling involves towing a net on cables directly behind the vessel.  The 
fish are caught in the net when the vessel overtakes them.  Larger boats 
have an advantage as they generally have more horsepower and better 
sea keeping ability so therefore they can keep fishing in conditions where 
it is no longer feasible for smaller, less horsepower, vessels to continue 
fishing because they lack the power to tow the net at the proper speed. 

 Pot fishing is done by setting traps on the sea floor to catch the fish or 
shellfish. The fish is harvested by pulling the trap to the vessel and 
emptying it.  Larger vessels have the ability to keep pulling their traps and 
harvesting in weather that may be too rough for smaller vessels to do the 
same. 

 Jig fishing is done by positioning the vessel over fish and putting hooks 
down in the water to catch the fish.  The larger vessel is able to maintain 
harvesting in worse weather compared to a smaller boat. 

 Long lining involves setting a line with many baited hooks attached to it 
which catch the fish.  The harvest occurs when the line with the hooks 
attached to it is drawn aboard the vessel.  The large vessel has ability to 
keep harvesting in rougher weather than the smaller vessel due to better 
sea keeping ability. 

 
In contrast, seining involves manipulating a net between the vessel and its skiff 
which holds the other end of the net in place.  The net is then towed upon to hold 
its position to trap the fish that swim in between the vessel and skiff.  The vessel 
and skiff then come together so the net encircles the fish, the net is brought in, 
and the bottom of the net is closed up to prevent the fish from escaping.  The 
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harvest takes place when the fish in the bunt end of the net are brought aboard 
the vessel.  In this method the harvesting of the fish more depends on the proper 
functioning of the net rather than the size of the vessel involved.  For a seine to 
be fished effectively it requires more finesse than power.  The net harvests the 
fish, not the boat.  Larger boats may be safer in rough seas but they still have the 
same difficulties operating a seine when weather is not cooperative.  Larger 
boats catch more wind and are harder for a skiff to assist when weather 
conditions worsen.  The larger boat drifts faster which causes the purse line to 
“fly” greatly reducing the nets ability to catch fish.  If anything a bigger boat is 
more likely to break things like purse lines and cork lines in these conditions than 
a smaller vessel. 
 
The other difference between these fisheries is in the way they are managed.  
The salmon seine fishery is managed by forecasting returns based on parent 
year escapement and other variables.  During the season the return is constantly 
evaluated and the season is opened and closed in various areas based on 
observed escapements.  The fishermen all use the same gear in the same areas 
for the exact same amount of time. The other fisheries are managed by a quota 
based on biomass estimates completed for each particular fishery.  The fishery is 
opened and is closed when the allowed quota has been reached for that season.  
Also, many of these other fisheries take place during times of the year when the 
weather conditions are not as good as they are during the summer salmon 
season.  Some of these fisheries are on an IFQ system so the fisherman with 
quota shares can go fishing when it is appropriate to do so. 
 
Because the harvest methods, management, and economies of the other 
fisheries are vastly different compared to salmon seining it is hard to tell exactly 
where they fit in as an argument for or against removing the 58 foot limit for 
seining in Southeast Alaska because whether or not the limit is removed for 
salmon seining the other fisheries will remain unchanged.  Additionally, many of 
the fisheries mentioned above are not done by fishermen who seine in 
Southeast.  The fisheries with the most participation by those who also seine in 
Southeast are long lining for halibut and sablefish.  
 
Alaska’s sablefish and halibut fisheries 
An outgrowth of the 58 foot restriction is the federal 35, 60, and 125 foot 
categories which National Marine Fisheries Service used to determine when 
observers needed to be aboard vessels and to prevent a full scale reorganization 
of the fleet which might have resulted from rationalizing the sablefish and halibut 
fisheries. The 58 foot limit influenced this and thus a 60 and 125 foot limit was 
used for regulation of observer coverage.  But observer coverage is changing to 
include vessels under 60 feet.  Electronic observer coverage may come into play 
as well.  Once observer coverage is expanded the 60ft regulation may no longer 
be necessary because every fisherman has personal quota so the size of the 
vessel the fisherman catches it on should not matter.  
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Southeast Fishery Value, Inflation, and Purchasing Power 
 
ADF&G and CFEC websites have charts showing harvest and effort along with 
fishery value.  Looking at these charts it can be seen that effort has declined by 
approximately 35% since around the year 2000.  Earnings per vessel bottomed 
in 2002 but have been increasing since until lessening in 2008 then going way up 
in 2011 in a combination of a huge return and prices that have not been seen in a 
very long time.  Even with the banner year of 2011 it is fairly naïve to think the 
current trend will continue into the future.  After all, who would have thought in 
1990 that ten years later their processor would call them to say they were not 
needed anymore?  It is great that the fishery has gotten some value back in 
recent years but this should not be a source of contentment and a reason not to 
look for new opportunity.  There are still some indicators that are cause for 
concern and steps should be taken to ensure the economic viability of the fishery 
for the long term. 
 
Has the value of Southeast’s average earnings per vessel really been improving? 
When the fishery values are adjusted for inflation are things still improving? 
If participation levels today were like the 1980’s would the value be the same? 
Is the revenue derived from the fishery keeping up with the cost of equipment? 
Is new equipment being built at a rate to replace aging equipment? 
 
Average Earnings: 
Some variables need to be considered along with the earnings data to better 
judge if the economies in the salmon seine business are improving.  Participation 
levels in the fishery are a big factor.  From 1978 - 2000 an average of 90% of the 
permits were fished.  Since 2000 only 65% of the permits have been used on 
average.  1989 had a value of 91 million and an average gross of almost 
$250,000 for 365 vessels.  In contrast 2010 had a value of 56 million and an 
average gross of almost $240,000 for 235 vessels.  If participation in 2010 was at 
1989 levels the average gross for a vessel would have been around $170,000 
which is much less than the 365 vessels averaged in 1989.  Even though the 
vessels fishing in 2010 had what could be considered a good year the increase in 
average vessel earnings was largely due to decreased participation levels. 
 
Inflation: 
In attempting to get a good grasp on the economic state of the SE seine fishery it 
is important that the purchasing power of the dollar over time be included in the 
calculation.  Using the above example comparing the 1989 and 2010 seasons 
and adjusting for inflation the average vessel earnings in 1989 of $250,000 would 
equate to around $450,000 in 2010.  The average vessel earnings in 2010 were 
$240,000 and would have been $170,000 if participation was at 1989 levels.  
Incorporating for inflation the average vessel earnings in 2010 were $210,000 to 
$280,000 less than what was earned per vessel in 1989 with the purchasing 
power of today’s dollar.  This does not indicate an industry that is progressing. 
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Vessel Construction Costs and Purchasing Power  
Understanding inflation and purchasing power can also help us understand why 
no new vessels are being constructed solely for the salmon fishery and minimal 
vessel construction is occurring overall.  The following chart shows the vessels 
registered to seine in SE and the decades when they were constructed: 

SE Fleet Construction
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In 1976 a 58’ vessel that was fairly well equipped cost around $175,000.  In the 
early 1980’s a new steel seiner cost $735,000 and fiberglass seiners were 
around $600,000.  In the early 1990’s a wide body fiberglass seiner cost around 
$1.55 million.  When the purchasing power of today’s dollar is incorporated that 
same vessel in 1976 would now cost over $700,000.  The steel seiner in 1981 
would be around $1.8 million and the fiberglass seiner would be $1.35 million.  
The wide body fiberglass seiners built in the early 1990’s would now cost $2.67 
million dollars.  Unfortunately it is even worse.  New construction costs have 
outpaced inflation.  Steel seiners are now being built for well over $3 million and 
the fiberglass isn’t much less.  When you compare the cost of construction to 
fishery value over time and incorporate inflation it is easy to see why building a 
new vessel for the salmon seine fishery would not provide an adequate return on 
investment.   
 
In addition to the observations in this section a couple other important things to 
note are:   

 In the 1970’s and 80’s there was a lot of new construction taking place. 
During this time there were double digit interest rates for financing.  Today 
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interest rates are the lowest in history and the only vessels being built are 
dependant on fisheries other than salmon to pay for them.  Money has 
never been cheaper to borrow and, compared to the past, there is nothing 
being invested into the salmon seine fishery.   

 In the 1970’s and 80’s insurance premiums were 3% of the insured value 
of the hull and most boats were insured for full replacement value.  Today 
there are insurance pools where the premium is still 3% of the insured 
value but a premium rebate is paid back if there are low claims in the pool.  
Most vessels insured today are not insured for full replacement value 
because it is too expensive.  Even though insurance pools make the 
premium cheaper than it was in the past many fisherman can no longer 
afford to insure their vessels for the cost of replacement. 

These points along with all the other things touched upon in this document show 
a need for improvement in the SE salmon seine fishery. 
 
The expense associated with participating in the fishery has outpaced the income 
derived from the fishery and consequently the equipment in the fishery is aging 
and not being replaced.  Proposal 285 will increase the options available to more 
cost effectively improve the fishery infrastructure. 
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How is vessel value determined? 
 

Boats will not lose value if the 58’ limit is lifted.  The restriction on length alone 
does not determine value.  Other criteria are much more significant. 

 
Before assuming repeal of the 58’ limit will make the current fleet lose value first 
determine what dictates that value. 
 
Fishing vessels are all unique. 
In order to determine vessel value several questions must be answered: 
How old is the boat? 
Is the hull wood, fiberglass, aluminum or steel? 
Has the boat been properly maintained and kept up? 
Are there upgrades on the boat to add more value? 
What condition is the engine in and how old is the engine? 
What does the boat pack in fish, fuel, and water? 
Is the electronics package modern or basic? 
What kind of accommodations does the boat have? 
Is there anything extra included with the vessel such as a skiff, gear, or permit? 
Where does the boat rank with others of similar, more, or less age and function? 
 
The above questions dictate the value differences inherent between individual 
seine boats.  Based on the vessel condition alone it is safe to assume that a 
newer large vessel in good condition with a recently overhauled engine and 
modern electronics would be worth more than a large old vessel in disrepair with 
an engine that smokes and makes odd noises from time to time.  A smaller 
fiberglass vessel which is newer and more modern is worth more than a large old 
wood vessel that has not been maintained.  Although there are different values 
between vessels fishery value is also a factor that causes values for the entire 
fleet of vessels to increase or decrease.     
 
Surveyors and brokers contacted indicated one of the major drivers to fishing 
vessel value was the overall value of the fisheries the vessel participated in.  If 
fishery value is high then vessels participating in that fishery would tend to have 
higher values and if fishery value was low then the vessels in that fishery would 
tend to have lower values.  In short, if the fish business is good it tends to drive 
up vessel values regardless of vessel length. 
 
The boat market follows typical supply and demand.  If there are a large number 
of boats available they will tend to be cheaper and if they are scarce then they 
will be in higher demand and thus more costly.  If fisheries are good more boats 
will be participating in them and therefore fewer vessels will be available to the 
sales market (less supply) and the ones on the market will see increased value 
(increased demand).  Conversely, if fisheries are bad then there will be less 
boats participating and more boats will be in the market (increased supply) and 
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lower fishery values combined with a lack of interest in participation (less 
demand) will result in a decrease in value. 
 
Not too long ago, when salmon fisheries had decreased value, there were more 
vessels available for purchase then what is currently available.  Those vessels 
available at that time were sold at a price that is less than what similar vessels on 
the market are selling for now.  Some examples: 

 A wood 58’ boat built in 1914 was sold more than 5 years ago for $20,000 there are 
currently boats similar with an asking price of $50,000. 

 A steel 58’ boat built in the 1960’s sold for $90,000 over 5 years ago and comparable 
boats to this, if you can find one, are now listed at $300,000. 

 A steel 58’ boat built in the early 1980’s sold around 5 years ago for $730,000 and 
comparable boats today should list at over $1.3 million.  A vessel of similar dimension 
built in 2009 is on the market for $2.9 million. 

 
The vessels in the example above are clearly valued differently based on 
individual characteristics.  The overall value increases throughout the spectrum 
were also dictated by an increased fishery value. 
 
Would removing the 58 foot limit have a detrimental effect on vessel values? 
 
Again, vessel values fluctuate with fishery values regardless of the vessel length 
so the appropriate question then becomes would removing the 58 foot limit have 
a detrimental effect on fishery value?  The answer is no.  Salmon is a global 
commodity and the fishery value is determined by size of the run and the price of 
fish and the levels of harvest.  True, increasing boats distributes the available 
benefits to more participants but this would be more a function of fishery value as 
well.  If more people are involved in the fishery obviously the better the fishery is 
positioned to support that increase.  When the value drops due to poor returns or 
poor prices it would be expected that participation would decrease as people left 
the fishery leaving benefits behind for participants who decided to stay in the 
fishery.  This would happen regardless of what size of vessels was used in the 
fishery.  Fishing is cyclical and vessel values have mirrored that throughout 
recent history.  If it were the case that adding bigger boats into the fleet would 
devalue the existing fleet it would have already happened with the sponsoring 
and wider vessel construction taking place today.  To say that allowing longer 
boats into the fishery, especially if it requires two permits to do so, will devalue 
the fleet is simply not true.   
Proposal 285 is designed to enhance future fishery value for the Southeast seine 
fleet.  It should not have negative effect on existing vessel values.  The existing 
fleet will still participate, still be competitive, and will have increased fishery value 
from the consolidation of permits and units of potential competing gear removed 
from the fishery.   
 
Proposal 285 gives fishermen who wish to upgrade their equipment or diversify 
their operations more options to do so.  Those who do not wish to change 
certainly do not have to but to say someone who upgrades their operation is 
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devaluing yours is nonsense.  The fisherman upgrading may be adding value to 
his business but it is not being done at another’s expense.  A vessel lengthened 
to 65 feet may be valued above its previous peer group of 58’ vessels but it 
certainly would not decrease the value of those vessels.  It does not “devalue” 
anything; it simply opens up more options in a wider range of vessel sizes than 
are currently available.  If anything the value, and subsequent price, of a longer 
vessel may increase with the value of the fishery it is now able to participate in.  
Again though, nothing indicates the existing fleet would be devalued as a result.   
 
There are some other aspects of Proposal 285 which were included to further 
ensure the preservation of vessel values: 
 
The 58 foot limit was taken out of Alaska statute and responsibility was given to 
the Board of Fish to make decisions on an area by area basis.  Proposal 285 is 
only applied to the salmon seine fishery in Southeast Alaska.  Southeast would 
be the only area where vessels longer than 58 feet are allowed to fish.  Vessels 
58 feet and under are permitted to fish in every other salmon seine area in 
Alaska likely making them more desirable.  Additionally, the other fisheries with 
60 foot limits will also help maintain the desirability of the existing fleet.  In short, 
the existing 58 foot and shorter vessels will always have value to someone. 
 
There will not be a big flood of vessels entering the fishery devaluing the existing 
fleet.  As with any business decision, it has to make economic sense to buy in 
and removing the length limit does not mean people will enter the fishery.  It has 
to be a good fishery.  For new participants and equipment to be brought into a 
fishery it would have to be taken out of another fishery and there would be an 
opportunity cost in doing so.  The requirement of two permits to bring in a longer 
vessel is a big part of this decision.  Realistically it is a better assumption that 
there would be a greater amount of vessel upgrades by existing participants than 
the amount of new fishermen and vessels entering the fishery.  The reason for 
this is existing participants be able to add length to their existing boat up to 65 
feet without acquiring another permit.  Existing participants already own a permit 
and therefore would have to buy only one more to bring in a new vessel over 58 
feet.  Potential entrants outside the fishery who do not own a permit would have 
an extra burden of purchasing two permits and if they wish to bring in a vessel 
longer than 58 feet.  The condition of having to hold two permits to bring in a 
vessel over 58 feet greatly decreases chances of a substantial amount of new 
participation and should alleviate concern over a new influx of vessels devaluing 
the existing fleet.   
 
There is a popular belief that Proposal 285 will reduce vessel values.  The 
information in this document goes a long way toward dispelling that belief.  The 
purpose of Proposal 285 is to create greater economic returns and efficiencies in 
the fishery and if the fishery is in a more valuable economic position, vessel 
values will reflect that as well. 
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Positives of Eliminating the 58’ Rule for Existing Vessels 

 
Much of the debate regarding removal of the 58 foot limit is focused on new 
vessels entering the fishery.  Proposal 285 would require new boats over 58’ 
entering the fishery to hold an additional permit but would allow for existing 
vessels in the fishery to add length up to 65 feet (or maybe more depending on 
the Board’s discretion) without having to purchase another permit. 
 
Adding length to a boat is less expensive than widening and far less expensive 
than acquiring a new or used boat of greater size.  To build a new vessel will cost 
in the millions of dollars.  Upgrading to a used vessel could cost hundreds of 
thousands of dollars.  A shipyard owner indicated the following: Widening an 
existing vessel could cost around $250,000 – $300,000. However, just adding 
some length to the stern could cost around $50,000 or $60,000 or maybe less 
depending on how it was done.  There are many benefits that could be had by 
just adding more space to the stern of a vessel.  The following are some of the 
positives additional length would provide: 
 
Extending the stern helps the vessel float better when loaded.  It allows safer 
packing of fish in the aft holds of many boats that would otherwise not be safely 
utilized which improves the economic efficiency of the boat.  Loaded or 
overloaded boats typically “squat” or sit lower in the stern compared to their trim 
when empty.  Some vessels in the fleet are currently “overtanked” and adding 
length may make it so they are able to safely use all the available space for 
packing fish.  Some processors have indicated that quality issues sometimes 
arise from vessels that don’t have adequate flotation to use their aft tanks to 
ensure proper quality of the catch.  This discrepancy also causes the front tanks 
to be over packed which jeopardizes the quality of those fish as well because not 
enough refrigerated water remains for proper circulation. Adding length and thus 
buoyancy to the stern of the vessel improves this condition. 
 
Commercial fishing is a notoriously dangerous occupation and anything that 
could provide increased safety would be a huge benefit.  There are many 
insurance pools with seiners who participate in Alaskan salmon fisheries.  These 
pools would realize tremendous benefit in allowing fishermen in their pools to do 
anything that would increase safety in their operations.  Some injury claims are 
unavoidable, accidents happen, but there are many more which could have been 
avoided with an increase in the working area available on lots of these vessels.  
The deck space available on many 58 foot and smaller seiners is cramped at 
best.  Additional length to the stern would create more working deck space.   
There is a lot going on when gear is being worked and the ability to increase 
space in the working area would help eliminate many unsafe situations that 
happen.  The net could be stacked further back from the house allowing more 
room to walk around open hatch covers so nobody falls in.  There would be more 
room to repair rips and fouls in the net in a much less time consuming and 
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cumbersome manner.  Added length reduces crew having to stand on the stern 
rail or side rail to stack the net, spread and clear the bunt, or hook up the skiff for 
the next set.  There is more room for the skiffman to get in and out of the skiff.   
 
Adding length would provide more pot storage if the vessel is involved in any 
fisheries where hauling more gear may improve efficiency. Also, pots could be 
stacked further back on deck creating more working space forward for baiting, 
hauling, sorting, etc. 
  
The stern extension, depending on the design, would decrease fuel consumption 
if it was designed to reduce drag.  Longer boats move through the water more 
efficiently. It improves the boats ride in a following sea or bucking into the swell.  
The extension piece could also be used as additional ballast depending on its 
configuration.  Vessels could pack additional fuel for long voyages taking better 
advantage of buying more fuel when it is cheaper or receive quantity discounts.  
Adding additional length even benefits shallow draft hulls because there is more 
“lift” to get the vessel on a plane in a shorter period of time.  Also, at day’s end, 
the skiff could be put on deck instead of towing it without overloading or trim 
concerns.   
 
Fishermen today are being forced to do more with less.  The ability to enhance 
value is an important part of this idea.  Fishermen who choose to could use the 
new space created to explore various means of pre-processing or value adding 
their products.  There would be more room available on deck to sort, bleed, cut, 
or whatever the chosen method might be to further enhance value. It difficult to 
tell the extent of value adding that will take place if the length limit is removed but 
the important thing is the option to explore possibilities will be there.  Using this 
proposal solely as a tool to increase capacity is not the answer because adding 
volume does not have nearly the positive effect as adding increased value.  High 
volumes tend to exacerbate problems with declining value.  Over time, more will 
eventually become less.  There have been no significant advances in product 
quality since RSW was introduced to the fleet.  It is important that fishermen are 
allowed and encouraged to continue to discover ways to increase the value of 
what they produce.   
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Concerns about Proposal 285 
 
Removing the 58 foot limit is viewed by some as a big change and there are 
some concerns about it.  Hopefully the following will alleviate some of those 
concerns.  The following arguments against removing the 58 foot limit were taken 
out of various documents submitted at the last SE Board meeting in 2009 as well 
as the statewide meeting in Anchorage in March of 2010: 
 
Allowing larger vessels to seine might reduce the value of existing vessels 
that are 58 feet and shorter. 
This subject was already addressed in the section about how vessel value is 
determined.  There should be no reduction in vessel value as there should be no 
reduction in fishery value. 
 
Large vessels would be more efficient in harvesting salmon than smaller 
vessels. 
Having the ability to use a vessel over 58 feet does not mean vessels over 58 
feet will be better than status quo.  Many fishermen use boats that are less than 
58 feet.  Every salmon seine fishery in the state has vessels of different sizes.  
Boats are a tool used to do a job.  Some are shallow draft to get close to the 
shoreline.  Some are more maneuverable to fish in tight areas.  Some have more 
horsepower and speed to beat their competition to the next set.  The fleet in 
Southeast has a packing range from 30,000 pounds all the way up to 200,000 
pounds.  Large and small vessels have different capacities but they have 
the same ability to harvest salmon.  If a disparity in harvesting efficiency 
between large and small boats was a big concern then this issue likely 
would have been addressed as vessels have become wider and deeper.  
These differences have existed for years but what maintains the balance is every 
seiner in the fleet is held to using the same net in the same open areas for the 
same amount of time.  Salmon harvests are managed by time, area, and gear 
and will continue to be with or without the length limit into the future.  The net 
catches the fish, not the boat.  In salmon seining it is the skill and knowledge of 
the skipper which dictates the level of success the vessel will have harvesting 
fish.  A skipper who chooses to fish on a particular hook off during an opening 
will be more or less successful than a fisherman who chooses to fish on another 
a few miles away regardless of the size of vessel they operate.  There is concern 
that Proposal 285 disadvantages people.  Disadvantaging someone means 
holding them back or taking something away from them.  Nothing will be taken 
away from another by removing the length limit.  Just because a bigger boat has 
the ability to hold more fish does not mean the boat holding less will catch less 
fish than it previously could. If a vessel holds 100,000 pounds it does not mean it 
will catch that amount every opening.  A vessel holding 100,000 pounds is not 
limited to 50,000 pounds if it is fishing next to a vessel that holds 150,000 
pounds.  To say eliminating the 58 foot limit gives a competitive advantage is 
only true if other people are limited in the same opportunity.  In this case, 
everyone would have the same opportunity.  It could be argued affordability is a 
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limiting factor and fishermen who could not afford to upgrade it would be 
disadvantaged.  The counter to this thinking is it may not come down to 
affordability but more so what someone chooses to spend money on.  Some 
would not see value in spending money for the upgrade and some would but the 
decision should be based on the individual’s position and not the position of 
others.   
 
Larger vessels would have easier time fishing in tougher weather. 
There has been repeated concern that a larger vessel has potential to fish in 
more inclement weather.  This is not true.  The net catches the fish, not the 
boat.  Larger boats may be safer traveling in rough elements but they still have 
the same pitfalls operating a seine when weather is not cooperative.  Seining 
requires some finesse in how the net is hauled.  Increased wind causes the boat 
to drift faster making the purse lines “fly” which greatly reduces a net’s ability to 
hold fish.  A bigger boat catches more wind and would have more difficulty.  
Whether the boat is 58 or 68 feet bad weather is still bad weather.  Accidents that 
happen while fishing in rough weather are not entirely dependant on the size of 
the vessel.  All seine vessels have the same nets, tow lines, and rigging which all 
share the same propensity to fail and cause injury. The operator of the vessel 
bears this responsibility regardless of the size of the boat.  Additionally, in seine 
fishing everyone has a skiff.  A bigger boat catches more wind and is heavier 
making it more difficult for it to be towed by the skiff.  Usually the first thing that 
goes wrong in rough weather is something bad happening to the skiff which 
affects everyone equally. 
 
If larger vessels are allowed to participate in highly competitive fisheries 
the potential for collisions may increase. 
Currently, the Sitka Sound sac roe herring fishery is known as one of the most 
competitive fisheries in the US if not the world.  There is no length limit in the 
Sitka fishery.  Collisions take place in that fishery on an increasingly regular 
basis.  The collisions involve boats of all different sizes but the common 
denominator is the skipper of the vessel.  Vessels themselves do not cause 
collisions, their skippers do.  All vessel operators are aware of the maneuvering 
capabilities of their boats.  It is the responsibility of the skipper to operate the 
vessel within its safe maneuvering capabilities.  It is not fair to say that an 
increase in larger vessels in a fishery would correspond to an increase in 
collisions.   
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Longer boats with greater capacity will not result in processors using 
fewer boats to catch and tender the same amount of fish. 
 
 
 

If the 58 foot limit is 
removed there will not be 
an immediate change in the 
fleet make up. 
     The current regulation has 
been in place for well over half 
a century.  It is irrational to 
think that the fishery will be 
“overrun” with large capacity 
vessels taking fish from the 
smaller vessels at the pleasure 
of the processor.  Processors 
will always need boats to catch 
fish for them.  In fact, many 
processors in Southeast 
Alaska are looking to expand 
their fleets.  There will be a 
need for many vessels, 
regardless of size. 
   
 

Processors can only handle 
so much volume regardless 
of the amount of vessels 
they employ.   
     Processors typically hire 
more fleet capacity than they 
can process.  In years of low 
run size they need as much 
fish as possible and more 
boats means more nets in the 
water and a better chance of 
getting more fish.  When the 
run comes strong the fleet is 
typically put on limits to match 
the packing ability of the 
company so the size of boat 
bringing fish to them is 
irrelevant as the limits are the 
same. 
 
 

The long term health of the 
tender fleet is a separate 
issue but the trend is 
obvious. 
     Tender fleets are declining 
and no vessels brought in to 
replace them.  Buy back 
programs took a lot of tenders 
out.  Accidents and age are 
taking the rest.  Processors 
compete for tenders every 
year.  Many companies have 
delivery programs for their 
fishing boats.  With fuel on the 
rise tenders are becoming 
more expensive to use and 
tender coverage has been 
reduced.  
 
 

PROCESSORS NEED BOATS 
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The “Graying of the Fleet” is a source of concern. 
 

The “graying of the fleet” is recognized as a potential problem in some Alaskan 
fisheries and this could be the real reason Proposal 285 is feared by some 
fishermen.   
 
Recent statistics indicate the average age of a SE seine skipper is over 60 years 
old.  The average age of the vessels used in the SE seine fishery is 42 years old.  
These two statistics show fairly clearly that the majority of the participants in the 
SE seine fishery have been there for a very long time and there are not as many 
younger fishermen who are able and/or willing to make investments to take their 
place.  Steps like Proposal 285 need to be taken to make the salmon seine 
business attractive to investment by a new generation of fishermen.   
 
Unfortunately, some of the older fishermen today may be a bit out of touch with 
the economic state of the fishery. The return on investment required from their 
operations is substantially less because all of the equipment and permits they are 
using were purchased and paid for a long time ago. This is the group most likely 
to contend the fishery is “fine the way it is” which is an easy statement to make 
when everything is paid for. It is much easier for a fisherman to make it financially 
through the ups and downs of a cyclical fishery if there isn’t a pile of money going 
to debt service in addition to all the other expenses of operating.  Additionally, if 
the equipment has been long since paid for and the fishermen are nearing the 
end of his career more emphasis would be placed on preservation of asset value 
to sell for retirement rather than investing to increase value.  Most fishermen near 
the end of their careers would not be inclined to upgrade their own equipment 
and therefore less supportive of others upgrading theirs.  It is unfortunate that 
this position can hold back opportunities for others to keep innovating.  
 
The hard truth is the salmon seine fishery is not “fine the way it is.”  It doesn’t 
take much of an economic background to see that the fishery has declined from 
where it has been in the past in terms of economic recovery and return on 
investment.  It is really discouraging there are fishermen who would cling to a 
rule designed to reduce opportunity and hold the fleet back as if it were the only 
thing helping the seine industry survive.   
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Proposal 285 and the SE Fleet Consolidation Program 
 
There have been efforts toward the Southeast Fleet Consolidation Program for 
many years.  During 2009 and 2010 Board meetings the bid process had not 
taken place and the amount of permits to be purchased was unknown.  Also, in 
March of 2010 an agreement between Processors and Program representatives 
established the Reduction Program could not cause the total number of permits 
available to fall below 260. This measure helped ensure the companies there 
would be an adequate amount of vessels to meet their processing needs into the 
foreseeable future.  Fortunately, the bid process has now taken place and the 
number of permits to be removed from the fishery is public knowledge.  62 
permits will be removed from the fishery if the Program is approved which will 
leave 317 permits in the fishery.  Participation averages around 250 permits 
recently which leave 67 permits as outstanding capacity in the fishery. Now that 
numbers are known the only question remaining is whether the Program will be 
approved or not.  Conveniently, this leaves only two options to consider how the 
Consolidation Program will mesh with Proposal 285: 
 
Scenario #1:  Southeast Fleet Reduction Program Approved 
If the Program is approved then Proposal 285 is a good way to supplement the 
Program and further reduce units of gear in the seine fleet.  Many in the fishery 
feel permit numbers should be lower and the Program didn’t go far enough.  With 
Proposal 285 longer boats could enter the fishery via permit stacking and the 
fleet would benefit from a unit of gear being removed from the fishery without 
being taxed for it.  The processors should be comfortable their volume needs will 
still be met as it should be assumed  for each additional permit removed from the 
fishery the corresponding vessel would be longer and likely have a greater 
capacity.  Units of gear would be removed from the fishery while the capacity 
levels within the fleet would not decline as much. 
 
Scenario #2:  Southeast Fleet Reduction Program Rejected 
If the program is rejected then Proposal 285 is still necessary and relevant.  One 
reason the Program could be rejected is the remaining participants in the fishery 
feel the tax they would pay is excessive for the benefit the Program would 
provide.  Even though everyone agrees that some form of capacity reduction is 
necessary in the fishery there is some disagreement as to how it should be paid 
for.  In this case Proposal 285 allows for permits to be stacked for the additional 
fishing privilege of fishing a boat longer than 58 feet.  Along the same lines as the 
Program this benefits the fleet by reducing competing units of gear but it places 
no additional cost or tax burden to the fleet.  The fleet may look into additional 
options associated with permit stacking to further reduce the amount of permits.  
Proposal 285 is a good first step in this direction.   
 
Whether or not the Consolidation Program is approved Proposal 285 will still be a 
benefit to the SE salmon seine fishery.   
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Some Closing Thoughts 
 
The current fleet continues to age, sink, and be removed from the fishery without 
being replaced because it is not cost effective to do so.  There will eventually be 
a need for an increase in capacity as vessels are lost.  To achieve an increase in 
capacity, which will be needed, without an increase in competitors, which is not 
wanted by the fleet, the existing fleet must have an easier path to expand. Sig 
Jaeger saw this years ago when he said, “When you start to limit vessels by size, 
you distort what is usually a natural process and you create a resistance to 
further change when later on it becomes necessary.”  
 
Things seem to be improving and 2011 was a huge year.  1989 was a huge year 
as well but who could have foreseen eleven years later processors would be 
reducing their fleets.  Fishing will always be a cyclical business.  This is why 
diversification is necessary for the fleet to be able exercise as many options as 
possible and have the ability to embrace new opportunities when they arise.  
Fishermen need better choice in what kind of vessel they use rather than the 
constraint of some arbitrary limit that was designed to keep them from additional 
opportunities. 
 
Proposal 285 could tend to benefit Alaskans specifically because they have 
access to financing only available to Alaskan residents at cheaper costs and 
better rates than fishermen outside Alaska.  This gives Alaskans a better avenue 
to upgrade their equipment expand their businesses.  This proposal isn’t so much 
about fishermen diversifying into SE Alaskan salmon as it is about providing 
Alaskan residents with the ability to diversify into other Alaskan fisheries as well 
as fisheries all over the West Coast.   
 
Proposal 285 will not solve all the seine fishery issues but it is an important step 
for the seine industry to continue to innovate and improve itself by having more 
options and opportunities in the future.  This proposal isn’t only about longer 
boats entering the fishery.  The proposal attempts to provide sustained benefit 
and economic viability to all fishery participants.  A Memorandum to the Board 
from the Alaska Department of Commerce dated March 9, 2010 said, “While 
proponents of the proposal argue that the change would minimally impact the 
industry, opponents agree that the impact would be small and, therefore, argue 
that the change is unnecessary.”  It is true that there would not be an immediate 
impact to the fishery.  This Proposal is designed for long term benefit rather than 
short term fixes.  Many years of Legislative effort have made it possible for the 
Board of Fisheries to act on Proposal 285.  Please support this proposal and 
encourage innovation in the Southeast Salmon Seine Fishery. 
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ATTN: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section, ADFG 
PO Box 115526 
juneau, Ak 99811-5526 

Fax: 907-465-6094 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Members of the Board, 

I am writing to ask you to reject Proposa\212. My husband and I are Sitka residents 
and members of ALFA and the Fishery Conservation Network (FNC). 

When we first became part of the FNC I was skeptical. Could you really avoid 
bycatch by sharing information? Would fishermen even share information? But 
once again, the commitment of the Southeast Alaska longline fleet to conservation 
and stewardship has amazed me. I am proud to be part of a group that has worked 
so hard to develop the tools we need to control our rockfish bycatch. I have seen 
volunteers put in hundreds of hours collecting and recording data and translating it 
into multi beam sonar maps that give us the information we need to harvest our 
targeted species without exceeding rockfish allowances. Even though we have not 
taken our full allocation in years, we have been willing to invest the time and energy 
into building a strong management tool that will keep us in within our rockfish 
allocation as halibut stocks rebound. 

It is my belief that by accepting Proposa\212, you would be punishing one user 
group for their forward thinking and their commitment to the future health of 
rockfish stocks, and rewarding another user group for overfishing and exceeding 
their allocations. 

In closing, bycatch overage IS avoidable, and we, the members of ALFA and the FNC 
have proved it. Rewarding overfishing sets a poor standard for fisheries 
management. Please reject Proposal 212. 

Thank you, 

Wendy Alderson and jason Gjertsen 
F/V Katie I 
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Attention: Board of Fish Comments 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

February 8, 2012 
3652 Lindsay Hill Road 
Quilcene, Washington 98376 

Dear members of the Alaska Department ofFish and Game Board ofFish, 

p.1 

Please accept the following comments for inclusion in the 2012 Board ofFish meeting book for 
the upcoming Ketchikan meeting. 

I will be attending most of the Board ofFish meeting and I am available to serve the Board in 
any fashion relevant to the meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Joel Kawahara 

Proposal 250 

I oppose proposal250, "Allow for the retention of king salmon in freshwater streams in 
Southeast Alaska Area as follows:" 

My reasons for opposing 250 are based on conservation of king salmon and on the existing 
opportunity to harvest king salmon in marine waters of Southeast Alaska. 
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The vast majority of king salmon spawning streams in Southeast Alaska are very small and 
support runs ofless than 1000 fish. Some harvest of these small runs occurs in marine waters by 
sport and commercial mixed stock fisheries. The commercial fishery has been restricted in time 
and area to protect these small runs. The sport fishery also has restrictions in time and area with a 
closure of parts ofBehm Canal behind Ketchikan as one example (5AAC 47.021 0)(2)). Since 
strict conservation measures are already in place to protect these small runs, it is unlikely that 
any of them could support in-river fisheries. 

There are a few larger rivers feeding into Southeast Alaska, including the Taku, Stikine, Chilkat, 
Chilkoot, Situk andAlsek. There are king salmon management plans for these rivers and king 
salmon are allocated to specific users on each of these rivers. In the case of the Transboundary 
Rivers, king salmon harvest is regulated under provisions of the Pacific Salmon Treaty. 
Allocation to Canadian fishermen is a major part of the treaty and the Board ofFish can not 
change the allocation of king salmon in the treaty on its own. 

The existing mixed stock marine king salmon fishery harvests many times more king salmon 
than would be available to river fisheries. If the Board offish were to establish in river king 
salmon fisheries, there would have to be an equivalent reduction in harvest of Southeast Alaska 
origin king salmon in the marine fisheries. This would result in the lost opportunity on thousands 
or even hundreds of thousands of king salmon in the marine fisht--ry. As a person invested in the 
marine portion of the Southeast Alaska king salmon fishery, I do not support losing my fishery so 
a hand full of people can fish in river. 

Proposal 255 

T .n.--~~~ ------~1 '"".t::/!'_ ,,~_...__1_1~_1_ 
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The vast majority of king salmon spawning streams in Southeast Alaska are very small and 
support runs ofless than 1000 fish. Some harvest of these small runs occurs in marine waters by 
sport and commercial mixed stock fisheries. The commercial fishery has been restricted in time 
and area to protect these small runs. The sport fishery also has restrictions in time and area with a 
closure of parts ofBehm Canal behind Ketchikan as one example (5AAC 47.021 (j)(2)). Since 
strict conservation measures are already in place to protect these small runs, it is unlikely that 
any of them could support in-river fisheries. 

There are a few larger rivers feeding into Southeast Alaska, including the Taku, Stikine, Chilkat, 
Chilkoot, Situk and Alsek. There are king salmon management plans for these rivers and king 
salmon are allocated to specific users on each of these rivers. In the case of the Transboundary 
Rivers, king salmon harvest is regulated under provisions of the Pacific Salmon Treaty. 
Allocation to Canadian fishermen is a major part of the treaty and the Board of Fish can not 
change the allocation of king salmon in the treaty on its own. 

The existing mixed stock marine king salmon fishery harvests many times more king salmon 
than would be available to river fisheries. If the Board of Fish were to establish in river king 
salmon fisheries, there would have to be an equivalent reduction in harvest of Southeast Alaska 
origin king salmon in the marine fisheries. This would result in the lost opportunity on thousands 
or even hundreds of thousands of king salmon in the marine fishery. As a person invested in the 
marine portion of the Southeast Alaska king salmon fishery, I do not support losing my fishery so 
a hand full of people can fish in river. 

Proposal 255 

I oppose proposal255: "Establish a Taku River king salmon sport fishery as follows" 

The Pacific Salmon Treaty is very clear on this issue. Annex IV, Chapter 1 Transboundary Rivers 
Taku River Chinook section specifically states: 
(iv) Unless otherwise agreed, directed fisheries on Taku River Chinook salmon will occur only in 
the Tak:u River drainage in Canada, and in District 111 in the U.S. " 

In order tc establish a directed sport fishery on king salmon in the Taku River, the Transboundary 
annex of the Pacific Salmon Treaty would most likely have to be re-negotiated. 

A substantial catch ofTaku River king salmon occurs in Taku Inlet. Any effort to create a sport 
fishery in-river would require an equivalent reduction in the Tak:u Inlet sport fishery. I do not 
believe the Board of Fish will find political support to infringe on the Taku Inlet sport fishery. 

The issue offaimess with the rest of Alaska being able to fish in-river for king salmon is a red 
herring. Each fishery is different, each river is different. I urge the Board of Fish to reject the 
argument of fairness when considering this proposal. Fairness as a criteria for civil rights stems 
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from "all men are created equal" and is unavoidable. Unfairness in fisheries stems from 
biological differences in fish and rivers and is also unavoidable. 

Proposal277 

Allow the use of dip nets in the Taku River for personal use. 

p.2 

I oppose proposal277 based on implications of the Pacific Salmon Treaty and on impacts to 
juvenile chinook and sockeye rearing habitat. I also believe the safety issue to be misrepresented 
by the proposers. 

Pacific Salmon Treaty does not allow additional gear tvpes. 

PST, Article IV: Conduct of Fisheries, paragraphs (3), (4), (5), and (6) describe the establishment 
of fishery regimes for each Party and are attached to the treaty in Annex IV. Paragraph 7 states 
that each Party shall establish and enforce regulations to implement the fishery regimes adopted 
by the Parties. 

The Pacific Salmon Treaty Annex IV, Chapter 1 ,Transboundary Rivers, paragraph 3, 
subparagraph (b) the Taku River, Section (I) Sockeye salmon, subsection (iii) The management 
of U.S. and Canadian fisheries shall be based on weekly estimates of the TAC of wild sockeye 
sahnon. 

The management of the US and Canadian fisheries requires weekly updates ofthe fisheries catch 
statistics in District I II (sub-areas ll-20, 31,32, 33, 34) and the Taku personal (seasonal 
estimate) use fishery. 

There is a direct relationship between the fishery regime for the Taku river and the seasonal 
estimate of personal use harvest. Changing the gear types and amount of gear by allowing dip 
nets will change the fishery regime and hence the seasonal estimate of catch. This may impact 
the escapement of sockeye, an action the treaty was enacted to prevent. 

The "WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER" response for Proposal 277 indicates it may be Canadian 
fishermen who suffer. The treaty does not allow this to happen because of unilateral actions on 
the part of the U.S. 

Impacts to salmon habitat on the Taku River, 

The proposal does not describe the areas dip nets would be allowed, or if there would be bank 
and boat dip netting. The proposal does not estimate the number or growth of personal use 
fishers using dip nets should the proposal pass. It must be noted that the growth and subsequent 
habitat issues caused by the Kenai and Copper Rivers dip net fishery were not estimated or 
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anticipated. It would be prudent to know what might happen to the habitat along the Taku River 
prior to allowing the use of dip nets. 

The following comments are derived from "Seasonal Habitat Utilization by Juvenile Salmon in 
the Lower Taku River, Southeast Alaska" NWAFC PROCESSED REPORT 88-32, December, 
1988. 

The Taku River below the Canadian border is used extensively by juvenile salmon for both 
migration and rearing. Rearing salmon dominate the population except in May when migrating 
smolts dominate. Rearing coho were most abundant in beaver ponds while sockeye and chinook 
were most abundant in channel edges. (Abstract, NWAFC 88-32) 

Channel edge habitats ranged from I ft. to 4ft. in depth. (Table 2, NWAFC 88-32) 

Densities of juvenile chinook and sockeye in channel edge habitat is at a minimum in July and 
increases through October when apparently these fish moved into side sloughs to overwinter. (p. 
9-12, NWAFC 88-32) 

My conclusion from the NWAFC report is that in the lower Taku River, channel edge habitat is 
use extensively by both chinook and coho. Thus it is important to know the extent of habitat 
disruption a dip net fishery would have on channel edges. Potential impacts to the rearing 
habitats of these very important species may have serious impact to their populations. 

The United States and Canada are also bound by the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 which 
provides that "boundary waters and waters flowing across the boundary shall not be polluted on 
either side to the injury of health or property on the other." Because the sockeye of the Taku 
River are spawned on the Canadian side of the border and are a shared resource of both 
countries, habitat degradations in US waters that harm sockeye populations would potentially 
violate the Boundary Waters Treaty. 

I also point out that the Sustainable Salmon Policy specifically addresses habitat disturbance in 
section (c) "Management of salmon fisheries by the state should be based on the following 
principles and criteria, (1) wild salmon stocks and the salmon's habitats should be maintained at 
levels of resource productivity that assure sustained yields as follows: .. " 
I strongly urge the Board to follow this policy guidance and reject proposal277 based on 
potential impacts to salmon habitat. 

Safety of navigation and fishing on the Taku River 

The proposers briefly discuss unsafe fishing conditions "depending on flow levels" at the 
existing Canyon Island set net areas. ("WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTIIING IS DONE" 
response) It is my belief that increasing the number and geographical distribution of fishers along 
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the Taku River in the summer months will simply put more people in the way of floods, based on 
a USGS report. 

The USGS has prepared a study of floods on the Taku River: "Hydrology and Glacier-Lake 
Outburst Floods (1987-2004) and Water Quality (1998-2003) of the Taku River near Juneau, 
Alaska", Scientific Investigations Report 2007-5027. Table 1 of this report provides a summary 
of glacial-outburst floods recorded at the Taku River gaging station from July 1987 through 
September 2004. Significant floods occurred from about mid June until mid October in that span 
of years. Flood components were more than double base flows in the larger floods. 

If the safety of fishing during high flow is of eoneern., it is not likely that dip net fishing will be 
safer than set netting during floods. 

Proposal 278 

I oppose proposal278 based on Pacific Salmon Treaty Transboundary River Annex 
considerations. 

Increasing the length of the personal use fishery period in the Taku will substantially alter the 
fishing regime on the Taku and will likely require Pacific Salmon Commission approval. 

Lengthening the personal use fishing season will increase catch in the personal use fishery, 
creating an allocation issue the Board ofFish must deal with should they enact this proposal The 
sockeye in question are allocated between Canada and the U.S. through the treaty and the Board 
ofFish can not unilaterally alter the terms of the Pacific Salmon Treaty. 

Regarding the safety issue of having a longer season, the flood season on the Taku has been from 
mid June to October over the time period 1989 to present. There is no predicability of these 
floods, so regardless of when a person with limited time plans their personal use trip, the river 
may be in flood conditions and unsafe and unfishable. 

The proposers do not list anything under "Other Solutions Considered". The Board ofFish may 
wish to suggest a reservation system for the personal use fishers. The National Park Service 
regulates the number of vessels visiting Glacier Bay National Park and many other sites around 
the nation. The ADFG could notif'y the personal use fishers that a reservation system exists, and 
it could be privately run by the Taku Users Group. Such a reservation system would not have the 
force of law, however, the existing system of first come, first served is also informal and not 
codified. I do not believe the Board ofFish needs to engage with this issue until the Taku Users 
Group has tried all of the options available to them. 
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Proposal312 

I oppose proposal312 because it attempts to supersede the Sustainable Salmon Policy (SSP), 5 
AAC 39.222. I also reference existing data from ADFG that shows the Southeast Alaska coho 
stocks meeting their spawning escapement goals and the long term allocation goals, contrary to 
the claims of the makers ofProposal312. 

The SSP delegates the management of salmon fisheries to the area managers with guidance from 
the Board ofFish in the fishery management plan. The first goal of the management plans is 
conservation of the salmon stocks and then allocation as determined by the Board ofFish. 
Proposal312 requires the Board ofFish actively manage Southeast Alaska coho salmon instead 
of allowing the SSP and ADFG to do its work. 

Proposal312 states that conservation and allocation are not being achieved by the area mangers 
and requests the Board ofFish step in and curtail the troll fishery. No supporting documentation 
is presented by the proposers - implying that the Board ofFish must verity the conservation and 
allocation status of Southeast Alaska coho if the Board is to act on this proposal. This is not the 
Board ofFish'sjob, unless you want it to be. 

Should the Board of Fish decide they want to be actively involved in Southeast coho 
management, they will open the flood gates to proposals in each and every fishery where 
someone thinks they can get a different deal from the Board than from existing policy. 

The Board will also have to actively review all pertinent biological data of all fish they chose to 
deal with. If the Board does not use the best available scientific information on each fish they 
chose to manage, they will certainly face legal challenge to their decision. 

ADFG Special Publication 11-23, Coho Stock Status and Escapement Goals in Southeast Alaska 
states" We identified no coho salmon stocks of concern in Southeast Alaska". The text of 
Proposal312 stresses conservation of the coho salmon resource as a motivation for proposal. 
Because ADFG does not identity any coho salmon stock of concern, I believe there is no 
conservation reason for the Board of fish to support this proposaL 

ADFG Fishery Management Report No. 11-10, "Annual Management Report for the Southeast 
Alaska!Yakutat Salmon Troll Fisheries" publishes the distribution of coho salmon harvests by 
commercial gear group in Table 3, page 22 and compares those catch percentages to the Board of 
Fisheries Allocation established in 1989. The deviations from the allocations for the period 1989 
to 2010 is +3% for troll, -5% for seine and +2% for gillnet. Based on these results, the long term 
management of the coho fishery by ADFG staff complies with the Board of Fisheries Allocation 
plan to a very high degree and Proposal 312 should not be supported. 
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Board Support Section, ADFG 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

February 8, 2012. 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Members of the Board, 

9077473462 p. 1 

I oppose proposal number 212, the reallocation of rockfish from the commercial sector to the charter 

sector. 1 feel that this proposal would set a dangerous management precedent. This proposal would 

punish commercial harvesters for adhering to board set allocations and reward the charter sector for 

ignoring and over harvesting. 

In 2006 the Board of Fish challenged all sectors to reduce their own rockfish catch to stay within 

allocation. The commercial sector has taken the boards challenge seriously and worked to reduce our 

rockfish bycatch. 1 participate in the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association's Fisheries Conservation 

Network. This program organizes longliners to work together with the best available technology to 

reduce unwanted bycatch. Participants have successfully reduced their bycatch by 20%. 

The commerciallongline bycatch has been below allocation and allowed a directed commercial fishery 

for yelloweye in some Southeast areas in the past few years. These openings represent appropriate 

sector accountability. It rewards the commercial fleet for reducing bycatch with additional opportunity. 

Proposai'212 would penalize the sector working within management constraints and reward a sector 

that regularly exceeds the allocation set the State of Alaska. I do not see why this could be considered a 

reasonable action for fisheries that are constitutionally mandated to be managed sustainably. The 

rationale behind this proposal should not be accepted as appropriate management of Alaska's fishery 

resources. 

I urge the board to oppose Proposal2.12. This proposal is a reallocation of resources to a group that has 

failed to live within management goals. I also encourage the Board to foster cooperation from all 

sectors to remain within their allocations. 

Stephen Rhoads 
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2/9/2012 Board Support Section, ADFG 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Ak 99811 '9' / )>(}, 442 cJ' 

Fax: 907 465-6094 

RE: Proposals 216, 252, 270 

1. Oppose Proposal216 

I've been a commercial fisherman for over 30 years arid have fished out of Chatham 
Strait since 1975 and Clarence Strait since about 1990. I was awarded a limited. entry 
sablefish permit in Chatham Straits and purchased a Clarence Strait sablefish permit. 
This resource has been historically fully utilized by commercial fishers. My experience 
in the area has allowed me the privilege to see the ups and downs of the resource. 
Current assessment models are indicating a downward trend in the fishery since 2002. 
(see attached memo and graph from Kristen Green, Grmmdfish Project Leader 7/14/11). 
Given the status of the resource and that the commercial sector is expecting reduced catch 
limits it is unreasonable to remove annual limits for non-resident anglers. 

The Author of this proposal claims an armuallimit for the non-resident is unnecessary 
and based on inflated harvest projections. I counter this claim in that annual limits for 
any fisher or sector, resident or not, should be necessary in order to conserve the resource 
and control underground marketing of non-commercially caught and processed product. 
Not doing so is being irresponsible to the resource, and the commercial sector whose job 
is to supply commercial markets, not outfitters through excess retention by any one 
angler. 

Regarding inflated harvest projections, please see attached evidences of catch by only 
two lodges out of Juneau in 2011 where average catch·of sablefish per week, per lodge is 
over 100 fish or 800 lbs given a 7.5 lb round weight average per fish. This information 
was ascertained from actual photos posted on the outt1tter's websites, some of which are 
attached. Given an 18 week season it is likely that over 30,000 lbs has likely been 
harvested in the 2011 sport season by only two of the lodges observed._ See attached 
Table "Evidence of Daily Sport Catch ofSablefish- 2011 ". 

The Author also suggested that no one was likely to suffer from this proposal. For 
reasons listed above the author fell short of acknowledging the limits on the resource and 
the commercial fishers historical participation in fully utilizing this resource. 

P.O. Elox 3302 • Seward, Ala$ka 99604 

Office (907) 224-5584 • Fax (907) 224-5572 • kruzof@ak.net 
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2. Support Proposal252 

I support allowing the use of electrical reels for dis-abled anglers only. Use of electric 
reels begins to re-define a tme sport angler to a mechanical one, which could eventually 
lead into an industrial harvester. Furthermore it allows for easier harvest of very deep 
water species like sablefish that has not been typically taken as a sport harvested item. 

2. Support Proposal 270 

I concur with ALFA's comments on this proposal. I support improving the reporting and 
tracking of sable fish taken by subsistence and personal use harvesters. Existing 
regulations allow nnlimited subsistence harvest of sablefish, with no restriction on gear or 
catch. Miles of longline are allowed and used. Some "subsistence'' harvesters have 
landed thousands ofponnds, without knowledge of managers. Tracking these removals is 
critical, especially during a time of declining stocks. I support either the Board 
implementing a record keeping system and am1uallinrits for subsistence and personal use 
sablefish, or the Board vesting that authority in the department. If annual limits are 
assigned, they should be reasonably designed to allow harvesters to meet family food 
needs without wanton waste. 

/?. ;/7 
( ~' I 

~~A:/!/' 
Jitl(Hubbard~rat:?"~ " , perator / 
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Figure 1. Petersen estimates of exploitable biomass with the 2011 furecast, 90% confidence intervals, and linearized 
trend line. 
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I Evidence of Daily Sport Catch of Sablefish-- 2011 
---1- ----,---,---"-----'-r---,-1 --,-------.---~--+---1-----

1~-~-----1--

Source- On Line Photos from 2 Lodges out Jun_eau - Random Weekly sam~_l!'l~ I I 
www.shellerlodge.com www.anchorpointlodge.com ---T __ ~---f 

! I ! ! 
Shelter Lodge: Anchor Point Lodge: 

' --,-1--
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Click Here for August 23 Gmup Photos ! Sl!eller ~ Page I of4 
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Click Here for August 23 Group Photos I Shelter Lodge 
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Feb 09 12 02:46p 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Board Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99801-5526 
Fax: 907 465 6094 

Dear BOF and Board Supports 

p.1 

I am writing to you regarding two proposals you will be reviewing this season. One 
concerning increasing chum access far trollers in Southeast (325), and one affecting the entire 
troll fleet (312). 
I have been trolling my whole life, first with my family, and far the last eleven years running my 
own boat. I bought into the fishery during a low paint far the salmon industry as a whole, and 
since that time have seen effort increasing steadily as salmon prices have improved and the 
troll fishery has become more profitable. One aspect of the fishery that has done as much as 
anything to improve the fortunes of the troll fleet has been the rise in exvessel prices for chum 
salmon, and the maturing of the targeted chum salmon troll fisheries. This has resuHed in a 
continual increase in effort in all of the chum fishery areas, with the Icy Straits fishery seeing 
possibly the most rapid rise in effort in the last three years. 

Proposal 325 works to expand hatchery chum access far trollers in Icy Straits which, in 
addition to addressing the historical disparity between our enhancement tax contributions and 
hatchery fish harvests, would help to spread aut effort, both within the Icy Straits chum fishery , 
and between chum and chinook fishing during the first chinook opener in early July. This would 
benefit the troll fleet as a whale by allowing the fleet more fishing time, be it because of the 
increased harvest areas proposed by 325, or because of the reduced effort on chinook that is 
likely to be seen as a result of increased chum opportunities. 
In addition to voicing my support for proposal325, I would like to speak against proposal312, 
which would unnecessarily hamper ADF&G's ability to manage the troll fishery by requiring a 
10 day closure, regardless of the Departments stance on the issue. This proposal would seem 
to adversely affect both the troll fleet and management, while offering no statistically proven 
benefit to inside waters net fishermen. 
I would like to reiterate the importance of the targeted chum fishery to my business, and to the 
troll fleet as a whole. While returns, as well as exvessel prices, will rise and fall, the options 
opened up by this fishery make for a more robust troll sector. Proposal 325 allows for more troll 
access to hatchery raised chum, and should be adopted for that reason. 
Thank you for your time, 

Matt Lawrie 
2015 Cascade Creek Road 
Sitka , AK 99835 
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Lofoteri.Fish 

.-IF! .. · .. ''Company 

Wi(d t.A.{aska Sa(mon 

P.O. Box 2028, Petersburg, Alaska 99833 
907-772-2680; 360-201-7287 (cell) 
www.eatalaskasalmon. com 
cynthia@eatalaskasalmon.com 

February 1, 2012 

Board of Fisheries, Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Grune 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Fax-;-90'J-46S-6094 -

'RECEIVED 
F,r:g D ~ ·~,o:-r,,. 

a>.. u L.:~:;t 

BOARDs 

Re: Southeast Commercial Finfish Proposal #292 (Change gi11net fishery openings from noon Sunday to 
~~~~-~--·8·:-ee~AM~Munday) 

Deru· Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fisheries Members: 

Proposal 292 requests that area gillnet openings are changed to start on Mondays at 8am, or alternatively 
Mondays at noon, instead of Sundays at noon. We gillnet for salmon in Districts 6 and 8 and have been 
direct marketing since 1999. We oppose this change because the switch would reduce sales for us and 
other small processors, as well as drunage the entire industry's past and future fresh salmon marketing 
efforts. 

The fresh Alaska salmon market is very strong. Much of this is due to the persistent marketing efforts of 
_____ ___,A'-""SML(AlaskaS.eafood__Marketing_Institute),.Jar.ge-pr-Ocessor_g_and-dir-eGt-mad{;eter-s~Gett-ing--:ffesh-fish-ta,-----

buyers, such as restaurants, in time for weekend sales is critical to sustain the detnand for fresh Alaska 
salmon. 

If the Board of Fisheries accepts proposal292, and gillnet openings begin on Monday instead of Sunday, 
the day to ship fresh salmon to the lower 48 would advance one extra day in the week. The new proposed 
schedule will result in the fresh product arriving on Friday afternoon, which is too late in the week for 
restaurants to have the salmon ready for their \veeksnd sales. If this beemnes the case, om business, and 
other small processors, would lose tnost or all of our fresh salmon sales. Sadly, the restaurants we sell too 
would be forced to find fresh fish elsewhere to meet their needs. Loosing these sales will not only have a 
significant impact on our business, it will negatively affect other processors, businesses and organizations 
that work hard to build and sustain the demand for Alaskan salmon. 

To allow direct marketers and small processors to meet weekend sales needs in the lower 48, and to 
continue supporting our state's admirable marketing efforts, please oppose proposal292 and keepc____ ____ _ 
the gillnet fishing schedule as is. 

We value the Board of Fisheries' public process and appreciate being able to submit this letter in our 
absence. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

ynthta Wallesz and George Meintel, Owners 
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February 9, 2012 

Alaska Board ofFisheries 
c/o Alaska Department ofFish and Game, Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115826 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Dear Board of Fisheries Members, 

I am writing in regards to the Southeast and Yakutat Finfish Board of Fisheries 
Meeting. 

PROPOSAL 285 ·Repeal 58 ft. limit in S.E. Salmon purse seine fishery 
PROPOSAL 286 Increase length limit for S.E. salmon seine vessel to 75 ft. 

I am against Proposal 285 and Proposal 286. The persons that are for these 
propo~ali:i do not have good enough reasons to remove the long-standing 58-foot 
limit, which for many years has been the legal limitation for every permit holder 
purchasing or constructing a vessel for this fishery. The fishing fleet has been 
developed on the standard of the 58-toot limit. 

PROPOSAL 288 - Allow seine vessel to transport two seine nets 

I am against Proposal288. Many permit owners with a long history of fishing 
in this fishery do not own vessels large enough to carry two seine nets. "[herefore, 
this proposal creates an unfair advantage for those with larger vessels. 

PROPOSAL 342 -Establish a registration fishery for the Hidden Falls THA to 
replace the cost recovery harvest with tax assessment. 

I am for Proposal 342. Proposal 342 will allow more fishing time, which will 
result in allowing the seine fleet to spread out during midweek openings therefore 
creating a more orderly fishery. 

Public Comment #76



02/09/2012 09:48 FAX l1ll 001 

Michael J Mayo Feb 8, 2012 

2808 Sawmill Creek Rd 

Sitka, AK 99835 

907-738-1698, 907-747-8788, fax 907-747-9313 

michaeljmayo@hotmail.com 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 

Board Support Section 

Alaska Dept of Fish And Game 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

PROPOSAL 216 

I oppose proposal 216 because it puts no annual limit on fishermen taking fish out 

of the state and is against conservation measures taken by the state, fishermen, 

and fishery groups to bring back the Sablefish in Northern Southeast Alaska. I 

have fished the Northern Southeast Sablefish fishery [Chatham] since 1977. 

Sablefish is a valuable economic resource to the fishermen who fish there and 

who have limited entry permits. Many Alaskans have purchased limited entry 

permits to fish the Chatham fishery. We have seen our production cut 82% since 

1993 [5,795,974/1993 to 1,063,000/2101). We have taken severe cuts to our 

harvest. Most of us, the Chatham limited entry permit holders, asked to have the 

harvest lowered when we saw a drop in the stock of Sablefish. 

Without a annual limit on nonresident sport fishermen we will see even further 

cuts. This will hurt us economically. We will lose money because there will be 

less fish to catch. The Chatham fishery limited entry permit holders are 

predominately Alaskan [76%] and almost all of the fish iS processed in the state. 
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This proposal would put outside [non resident] fishermen ahead of local Alaskan 

[resident) fishermen. For those of us who live here this would be a hardship. 

Any increase in the nonresident sport fish quota will make it harder for those who 

have purchased Alaska Chatham limited entry permits to make their payments. 

The State of Alaska Dept of Fish & Game has gone to great lengths to get under 

control the Northern Southeast Sablefish fishery. It has just finalizing the 

Chatham Straits total limited entry permit holders to insure economic stability to 

the fishermen and to help with the conservation of this resource. By not having a 

total annual harvest limit by sport fishermen it would undermine these efforts. 

Another solution is to limit the TOTAL harvest of sablefish by out of state 

fishermen. Limit it to the sport sablefish harvest of 2011. As the fishery increases 

it can be raised proportionally to the increase in the biomass of sablefish. This 

would put the out of state fishermen in the same boat as other fishermen, the F/V 

Conservation. It is time to stop penalizing conservation minded Alaskan 

fishermen and fishery groups. An annual limit for the out of state sport sablefish 

fishermen is in the best interests of conservation of the sablefish stock. 

Sincerely, 

fjl~f;;;: y ljrl"'O/ 
Michael J. Mayo 
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Michael J Mayo Feb 9, 2012 

2808 Sawmill Creek Rd 

Sitka, AK 99835 

907-738-1698, 907-747-8788, fax 907-747-9313 

michaeljmayo@hotmail.com 

ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 

Board Support Section 

Alaska Dept of Fish And Game 

PO Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Proposal 270 

I am in favor of this proposal. the Dept of fish and Game needs to know how 

many sablefish are being taken out of Northern Southeast inside waters. This is in 

the best interests of conservation and management. They cannot manage the 

fishery properly without this knowledge. However, I think this proposal should be 

expanded to put an annual limit on the subsistence users catch. I have heard 

rumors [I am trying to get this substantiated now] that one boat landed 12,000 lbs 

of subsistence sablefish into Petersburg this summer. Without an annual limit 

absurdities like this can/could/will happen. There needs to be an annual limit of 

subsistence caught sablefish. My family eats a lot of black cod. Maybe 12 to 20 

would be a good limit. 

I have fished the Northern Southeast Sablefish fishery since 1977. 

\, · I/Nv \/---
Sincerely, ?/(1", ·~ __ & ljri} 
Michael J Mayo ""'-- ' U 
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Feb 09 12 08:53p Kerry Maclane (907)747-5776 p.1 

2/09/2012 

Dear Board of Fish, 

This letter is in regards to Proposal 216 and 270. 

Comments on Proposal 216: 

I am a Chatham permit holder and have thirty-two (32) years invested in the fishery. I'm really fairly 

ignorant of when the Charter Industry started fishing for Blackcod. The first I heard of it was last year. 

However I am fairly informed about the participation and historic lack of real and effective regulations 

involving the halibut fishery for the charter fleet, as all of you are also. The current regulations on 

charter blackcod appear to be much more solid and definitive than they were for halibut. Eliminating the 

annual limit for black cod is going backwards. I'm not sure why it's even being considered. Eight trophy 

size blackcod (I have seen pictures of Charter caught blackcod that look to be about ten pounds or so) 

have a monetary value of about $720 to the commercial fishers, using 2011 ex-vessel prices. Putting up 

80 pounds of a sport caught species is plenty. Who is likely to suffer? The commercial permit holders 

who have been historically fishing Chatham and provide a product for the whole market, not just a 

select few. If any changes are made it should be to decrease amount of fish allowed. The permitted 

quota has been decreasing since 1993 and the effort from the Charter Fleet is going to grow as more 

charter boats start targeting blackcod. I vote NO on this one. 

Comments on Proposal 270: 

In this day and age all subsistence use of anything should be permitted and recorded. I vote a big Yes on 

Proposal 270. P.S. I am also a subsistence user. 

Thank you for your time and attention and also your dedication serving on the board. 
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February 6, 2012 

Karl Johnstone, Chairman 
Alaska Board of Fisheries 
P.O. Box 115526 
JlUleau, AK 99811-5526 

Re: Proposals 284 and 320 

Dear Mr. Johnstone and Board Members: 

~!:CEfVED 

FEB 0 2 2012 

§21!!Qa. 

I am a commercial salmon troller and longlineLWhoJi_¥eg__and_flsheRilllt of_luneau._Lsupport~th~~~~~~ 
Alaska Trollers Association (ATA) proposals 284 and 320, on management of the directed troll 
fishery for Taku River Chinook in District 11. 

Trollers had a long history of fishing in District 11 and averaged 35% of the harvest from 
statehood lllltil the early 70's when the directed fishery was closed for conservation reasons. All 
gear groups shared the pain of rebuilding and should now share adequate harvest opportllllities. 

In the fall of 2005 the Board of Fisheries formed a Task Force to develop management plans for 
gillnetters, trollers, and anglers in District 11. I served on the District 11 task force. Both groups 
did some good work and folUld common grolllld on many things. Proposals 284 and 320 address 

~----the remaining issues, wruclrlime has proven are nnport:anno resolve, in oraer to give tron'=er=so-oao--~~--~
fair shot at Taku River kings. 

Trollers considered asking for a specific allocation, but that would be hard to manage and 
disruptive for all users. The best and only way for trollers to get a fair share is with generous 
time and area. Trollers would like to see more time and area to access these Chinook. You will 
see that modifications being reqttested by ATA and local trollers are relatively small and attempt 
to keep all users in mind. 

Proposal 284 would give trollers more time. Linking us to the same number of days allowed for 
gillnet openings makes no sense, as our success rates in terminal areas is very different. Troll 
_gear is nowhere as effective as gillnet, as the data shows. 

In District 11; trollers averaged 16 Chinook in 2005 and ~006. -ThaCs way less than 1% -of the -
catch. During that same time period the gillnet fleet averaged over 15,000 fish. It's important to 
consider that even if trollers had fished 7 days a week, ADFG estimates onl_y slightincreasesin 
troll harvest would have occurred. 

ATA has requested 5 days a week in 11-A, and 7 days in 11-B, whenever the gillnetters are open 
for kings. The reason for the difference has to do with the conduct of local fisheries and the 
migration of fish. 

Area 11-B is more distant from town, so there is less sport effort there and trolling would have 
little impact anglers. 
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Area 11-A is closer to town, where anglers are fishing for Taku kings that time of year. Trollers 
have agreed not to fish weekends in 11-A;which would allow the sport fishery full access. Taku 
kings migrate through area 11-A towards the river, so a few more would pass to the gillnet 
fishery as well. 

Trollers have also agreed not to fish either area on Memorial Day. 

Proposal 320 would make a line adjustment in 11-A. The line right now is drawn from Piling 
Point to Middle Point. I support a line from Piling Point to Outer Point, because it would square 
off the area and give trollers a more natural fishing line. This would make for a more orderly 
fishery, because it follows the contour rather an arbitrary line. The problem with the Middle 
Point line is that it's at an angle, so you bottleneck with any boat- sport or commercial - fishing 

~~~~~~t,uh~e hea~onJhe~hackside~ofnuuglasJsland ~1'h~Outer~EointJine~w-<mld~:t:e.lie~~that~potential~~~~~~ 
conflict. 

These concepts are broadly supported by trollers who fish District 11. A lot of thought went into 
developing a plan that would fit the unique features of this area, minimize conflicts between user 
groups and secure adequate data for future management decisions. Trollers have been very 
supportive of other gear groups' attempts to secure reasonable fishing time and effort. Our 
communities will benefit as all three gear types harvest these fish. It is my hope that you will be 
favorable to the troll position on these very important fisheries. 

Best regards, 

Ken McGee 
F /V North Star 
2390 Engineers CutoffRd. 
Juneau, AK 99801 
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JAN-24-2012 16: 19 FRml: STEVE ~IERRITT 9078262364 T0:19074656094 

(Y)e -rc-ttf I 

Written testimony to Board of Fisheries conceming proposals being 
considered in the Southeast Alaska fin fish meeting February 24,2012. 

There are several proposals that attempt to solve the allocation imbalance 
between the troll and gillnet fisheries. 

We all agreed to the alloca.tion plan created in 1994 .. What the trollers didn't 
agree to is being short changed 7 to I 0 %every single year. The last five 
years the troll tleet has averaged 19% when its target allocation has been 27 • 
32, and the gillnets have averaged 39% and their target allocation is 24-29. 
I 
tTlhl.tnc~d ullocauon cslimatt:$ fl'l"t'~t.l.l.\tcd Apnl6 20 II lh the rpl. Rc_~ 

The reality is the over harvesters are going to have to give to make this right 
Cooperation is rare, especially when it involves this very aggressive gillnet 
t1eet. 

The troll tleet needs your help and it is going to take the adoption of 
proposals that actually give this fleet a chance to gain on this issue. 

ro solve this, it is going to take expanded troll harvest areas and additional 
fishing time fbr the trollers. Proposals 311, 314, 317 and 326 are the types of 
proposals that need to be adopted. 

311 will allow the h·oll fleet to harvest hatchety coho on June first rather 
than the 15th. The SSRAA's snow pass coho, is a summer coho and 
ditlerent ti·om the typical fall coho. Tt returns in the first pru1 of June and is 
a large high quality fish by the end of May. 

Gillnetters can keep these fish in May, yet trollers cannot keep them until 
June 15th. Last yeal'lllore than 50,000 of SSRAA 's summer coho were 
caught by the dl'ift fleet, and only 7,500 were caught by trollers. 2<snm website) 

311 adjusts the spring harvesting ofhatchety coho. Proposals 314 and 317 
extend fishing time on the fall end. They are specific to areas of high 
hatchery coho abundance. These ru·ell.s are typically closed to trolling on the 
20111 of September and the gil In etters ru·e allowed to continue fishing. These 
proposals allow trollers the needed additional fishing time to harvest 
hatchety coho and keep pace with the gillnetters. 

I 

P.1 
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I support proposal 325 _ 325 changes the management of some hatchery 
access areas to hatchery chum rather than hatchery king salmon 
management. The areas originally in this proposal that were of h1gher 
hatchery king percentages were amended out thoughtfully. There was no 
need to jeopardized those more valuable hatchery .king ru:eas by putting them 
under a chummanage.ment regime. 

For the most part 325 dlleS not involve a Jot of new area and there isn't new 
fishing time involved in it It is not surprising that it made it out of the rpt 
pmcess Tt does manage the areas for what they most valuable tor to the 
troll fleet Allowing the trollers to get the most bang for their buck so to 
speak. 

However 326, the new troll chum harvest an:a proposal, did not make it out 
ofthe rpt process. 326 involves additional troll area and potential harvest of 
hatchery chums. Due to Jack of cooperation ofthc gill net faction on the rpt 
it did not pass. It would definitely aid in solving the allocation imbalance. I 
ask that you pass 326, despite this of this lack of cooperation. 

I submitted proposal 252, the electric reel only ior the handicapped. I think 
it was a grievous mistake for this board to allow the electric reel tor 
thousands of nonresident sport fisherman visiting Alaska. During the 20 l 0 
Board of Fish meeting, the electric reel proposal 298 was suppot1ed only by 
the Petersburg and Ketchikan AC's of this region. The electric reel is a 
hruvesting tool not a sport tishin.g tool. If anything, it belongs in the 
personal use category where ha1·vest is the tocus and not spm1 fishing. I 
would accept an amendment to that effect if it would help passage of 252. 

I oppose proposal 312. This proposal is unwarranted and factually 
unsubstantiated by deprutment data. The attached data shows there is little 
relationship between the inside fishery hatvest and the length of the closu!'e, 

The Depmtment has done an outstanding job in meeting the Board of 
Fishery's suggested allocation guidelines. Since the allocatiou guidelines 
were adopted the average harvest percentages 1989 to 2010 are within 5% 
for all fisheries. See attached data. Considering the diversification of the 
troll, seine and gillnet fisheries, the development of new chum fisheries and 
all the e.nvironmental factors that truly effect coho harvest, the department 
has done an exceptional job. 

P.2 
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There are many factors that affect the inside fisheries harvest of coho. Least 
nf all is probably the troll closure length. Probably the biggest culprit that 
aftects coho movement to tht: inside waters is weather. 

On dry hut summers cohos will wait off shore for rainy and stormy weather. 
lnstinctunlly, they must know going to the creek when water levels are low 
will be counter productive .. In these years the coho don't get to the inside 
waters until late August or early September. The drill net window for 
harvest ofthese fish is shorter because of that Since these fish only move 
when it is storming, gillnetters are faced with weathe1· complications in this 
scenario. Many of the smaller gillnetters do not tolerated windy weather 
and the higger hoats have trouble getting their net to fish in such weather. 
This is probably the biggest factor that affects the driftnet harvest of coho in 
Suutheast Alaslm. 

Sincerely, Steve Merritt 

3 

P.l 
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Coho troll closures 

Year length dates 
.:woo 10 days 8/1 3 ---S/.:22 
2001 5 days S/1 3---8117 
2002 2 days 8/1 0---8/ II 
2003 0 days 
2004 2 days 8/ 10-8/i 1 
2005 4 days 8/10-8/13 
::!006 ()days S/S-S/11, S/23-27 
2007 5 days 8/11---8/ l 5 
2008 5 duys 8/1 1··--8/15 
2009 5 d~ys 8112--811 6 
2010 4 days 8/ll---8/14 
2011 5 days S/ I 0---8114 

Hatchery terminal harvest not included. 

gill net% 
10% 
11.4% 
19% 
20°/r, 
11 .. 2% 
104% 
14.9% 
104% 
17.9% 
14.6% 
24.8% 
l L9% 

T0:19074656094 

coho catch 

per use/subsistence 
745 
1071 
1245 
1:222 
DOS 
1183 

963 
663 

2452 
1931 
2278 

Condusion: The data above shows there is literally no correlatiou between the length of 
the troll coho closure and the amount offish the inside tisheries catch When the 
troiJers had a 0 day closure the gillnetters caught 20%. When trollers had a 10 day 
closuie gill nets got I 0%. 4 day c.losure they got 24%. 4 day closLtre they got 10%. 
There is n.o correlation peril1d. 

P.2 

!-'age,:. or; 

43 
Grand Total 696 767 431,543 735 465 446,730 

Prom: Hagerman, Grant T (DFG) 
C'--&.. 1\JI~_ .... ___ ...... _,,_, ... J -~-- -

398 103 
6 305 

149 835 436,:268 391.239 176 7 
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43 6305 
Grand Total 696 767 431 543 735 465 446,730 398 103- 149 835 436 268 }~1,239 176 7 

from: Hagennan, Grant T (DFG) 
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 11:15 AM 
To: 'capecross@lgcl.net' 
Subject: Coho allocation files 

Mark, 
Here are several files we Include in our annual report to the BOF, the 2010 ver~ion available at ~QJQ Tr.9.1.1 A.n~Y.'!l 

Man a_ge f!l.,.~.!..R5CP..I'.r!· I embedded these files into tho email as I don't know if you have MS excel or word. 

.£ill!:!.n>J:.rdal Troll J~u.r.KI:ieJu.t __llriJl.C;JIIu eJ 
Yl~nr Number Per<:tld Numhor :Percent Number J'ercellt Nur 

1989 1.415,512 65% 33 1,G84 15% 2521516 12% 176 

1.990 1,832,604 67% 377.844 14% 372,645 14% 148 

1991 1)19,060 59% 408,872 J 4q,~, SG5,71 '.) 2'1% 160 

1~92 1,929,S99 56% 499.792 J$% c19G,767 20% 290 

1993 2,39;,711 G7% 46•1,524 13% 431,543 1.2% 237 

1994 "4[,(, ,7 82 62.7% 95~,415 17% 135.4(,5 13.3% 343. 

1995 1,751),~21 .56% 595,039 19% 44G)30 14% 295 
1996 1,906,740 63.9% 440,235 j:)O!(, 39H,IilJ 13.3% 227 
1997 I, 170,460 64% 184,729 10°!11 149,835 8% 322 

1998 I ,636, 707 :59% 460.,88$ 17% 4JG,352 16% 197 

1999 2,272,619 694% 403,597 12% 391,•180 11.9% 187 

2000 1,124,854 67% 20G,GOI 12% 176.726 10% 170 

2001 1,843,997 62 8% 549,730 19% 335,30 I 11 4% 205 
2002 1,3Hl,060 54 So/o 423,903 18% 453,622 190% 200 

2003 ') ,220~ 782 57.8% 384.425 18%, 430.902 204% 74. 

200·1 1,91$,007 GS!l% 3BC>,G63 I;J'Ii, 316,589 1'12%. 19G 

2005 2,036, I 04 75.2.% 339,!i(\l 13 1~1 281,418 10.4% 82, 

ZOOG 1,3131,267 74 8% 103,447 6% 272.112 149% 8G,, 

2007 1,376,7'7 725% 247,463 13% 197,0S3 I 0 4Wo 76, 

2008 I ,273, 710 6.i.5% 219,G5S '11 1X, 358,657 17.9% 153 

2009 1,590,259 67.2% 296,127 J3(X) 345,025 146% 133 

2010 1.342,212 59 G% 189.~51 8!!tf) 557,415 2--tR% I G 1 

lOll uuo 286 64.9 1Yu 338,339 'i7%, 23R,l03 lJ .. ?%o IZS 
19S9-20 I 0 Average 1.72:U32 64% 3S4,%1 l4~Y(, 3o2136S 15% JSg 

B011rd of Fi sher1es Allc>catic>ns (Estabhshecl 
1989) c; I fiJi, JQ~% 13% 

SQ~ 10 ]):vHlht"'n fnn11 AllnGatwns 5.36tfl "27 1% 12 1°/0 

2011 DeVHtlton from Al.locntwns 6.4% -11 1% .. g 5o/i, 

.Vote: Annette hlnnd hi:trvcs:t 1s mcludcd; tcrm:innlarea h~it.tvcst 1s not tncludod 

1/15/2012 
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My name. is Steve Merritt. I troll 011L of Crnig, Alaska and I grew up in 
the town ofWrangell near ChichagofPuss This letter is in reference to 
Proposal# 295 made by the Southeast Alaska Se.iners Association dealing 
with a problem in this area This proposal would increase the seine chum 
catch in Anita Bay by modifying the gillnct fishery in Zimovia Strait and 
Chichagof Pass .. The Proposal is based on the chum sockeye ratio taken during 
traditional Distrlct 8 wtld stock sockeye drift net openings 

The rationale is that it will help to balance the allocation of Anita Buy fish 
between the gear gmups_ The drift net fleet has been using the traditional area 
8 Stikine river king /sockeye .salmon openings to harvest Anita Bay king and 
chum salmon. The. dritt net over ha1vest of Anita bay king salmon is nfl'ecting 
the allocation imbalance between the troll and the gillnet ileet and, the over 
harvest of Anita bay chum salmon is affecting the seine and gi!Inet nllocntion 

Chichagof Pass is one tJfthe main corridors the enhanced chum and king 
salmon use travelmg to the Anita Bay terminal area It is in the Chichagof 
Pass area the over harvesting of enhanced salmon by the gill net ileet is 
occurring during traditional district 8 drift net openings. To solve this problem 
there needs to be some adjustments to the area fished in the traditional District 
8 dritl net openings .. 

Isolating Chichagof pass is the first step_ The seiners suggest that when the 
ratio of chum:sockey exceeds 4; I. the area south of Young Rock would be 
closed to gillnetting .. 

I recmnmend moving that Young Rock line north about one mile to the 
latitude ofHat Island in ChichagofPa~~ The Young Rock line is inadequate 
because it doesn't include the entire Chichagof Pass COI'ridor. To isolate the 
West end ofChi.chagofPas~. another line needs to be m\'ated c111 the 
Southwest end ofWoronkofski Is .. Beginning at the latitude of Reef Pt. 
traveling West and intersecting Zarembo Island's eastern shore. 

In addition to c.losing the drift net fishery in this area when they exceed the 
4; 1 chum/sockeye ratio, T would amend that the above small section of 
district 8, also be closed to drift netting until the end of the third week of 
June. 

This will stop the unintended or intended, harvest of enhanced king salmon in 
Chichagof Pass, by the drift net fleet, during traditional Stikine river king and 
sockeye openings. This above area if closed will not prevent the dritlm~tters 
from harvesting their entitled Stikine river t1sh during a District 8 opening. 
The area remaining open in District 8 is quite large and closest to the Stik111e 

river delta. (see map attached) 

P.2 
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The Chichagof Pass area is described as area I 08-10 and 1 OS-20. 
Department dritl net catch data fbr these two areas shows an annual average 
catch of 1800 king salmon over the last .I 0 years. Most like.ly the majority of 
these fish are not Stikine river fish, but in J:act, Anita Bay enhanced tlsh The 
ADF&G opens these areas to trolling during June because of the high density 
of Anit~t Bay hatchery kings trave.ling this corridor to the terminal area. 
Specitically tor troll uccess to Anita Bay king salmon .. Troll harvest tag data 
shows 108-.10 and 108-20 are of high hatchery abundance. 

The Anita Bay kings are not necessarily gone from this area by the 3"1 week of 
June In fact the majority of them would still be there since it is difficult for 
troHers to get them to bite so close to the terminal area.. Most of the trollers 
hatchery fishing this area qtlit tishing the third week of June and head for the 
outside coast to participate in the July 1 troll opening .. So basically, this gives 
the troll fleet more time (about 10 days) to harve~t some of these llnicky fish 
before the drift net fleet is allowed to catch most oft hem 

After the end ofthe 3''1 week ofJune, the gillnetters would he allowed to thh 
this area during area 8 openings. They could fish this area unti.l they reach the 
4 chum to I sockeye ratio, atler which, this area wou.ld be closed to gill netting 
during urea 8 openings .. On.ly this time it would be to protect the, hatchery 
chum salmon trom being over harvested .. 

These steps are necessary to insure that the maj0rity 0fthe fish the dritlrlet 
fishery harvests during Stildne area opening~, are indeed wild fish, and not 
enhanced Ani!!t bay t1sh. Like the seiners have pointed out, these openings 
were intended for Stikine kings and sockeyes not Anita bay enhanced salmon, 

I would appreciate your in.tluence to adopt and amend #295, with the 
suggestions above, to solve enhancement a!lo(;aliun problem~ between the 
drift net fishery and both the seine and troll t1eets. While it may be hard to 
take, those who have been chronically over the hatchery allocation percentage 
will have give in order to balance the equation. That is just the plain rea.lity 
of the situation. 

Steve Merritt 

P.1 
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Table 319-_ Olift Gillnct Harvest in l 0&-1 0 and I 08-lO, 2002·201 J 

Yea•· King Soek!)C Coho Pink Chum 

4002 10 112 7;16 lGG 1}>5 

20IH 71) 679 {,588 4J)(>7 r>.H5 
1004 ~OJ I ,262 9)78 2,779 7 .. 997 

2005 1.129 4,437 7 ?49 1.9..1~2 ]Q_}Jl 

20M 21)2.3 5,25-1 12.J J s 15)47 2$8.750 

2007 4.473 (i_4(>5 IU22 l'-1,787 114,055 

2008 -\725 1382 11.046 7. 715 50.4&6 

2009 I .?:12 .5,089 RA33 r,, 71-1 JJ4AHl 

zo j() 1,47; 2}1G 17,K99 10110 .\7.4?0 

20 II 2..ns 3.508 4,899 J 7.863 ll5.1B 
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Dear Chairman Johnston and Board Members, 

Subject: Oppose 216 and 212; Support 270 

Thank you for considering my comments on several proposals. I have been commercial 
fishing in Southeast Alaska for 21 years. 

Proposal 216 - Eliminate non-resident annual limit for Sablefish -OPPOSE 

It's hard to imagine any good reason for removing an existing annual limit on a resource 
that is in decline. Eight sablefish per person per year is plenty- no one needs more 
than that. If anything, the annual limit shoud be smaller. I have a family of five, including 
three teenagers- we eat a lot, and we eat fish 4-5 days/week, and there's no way we'd 
eat 40 sablefish per year. Nonresident anglers are targeting multiple species and will 
generally be taking home considerable poundage of other fish as well. Removing the 
annual limit would encourage waste and black marketing. I personally overheard charter 
clients on a jet to Seattle talking about "paying for their trip" by selling the fish in their 
boxes. We all know this goes on, and annual limits are the simplest way to remove the 
temptation for this kind of abuse. 

Removing nonresident annual limits would almost certainly have the effect of · 
reallocating commercial quota to the guided sport industry. For a family of year-round 
Southeast Alaska residents with considerable investment in a Chatham Strait sablefish 
permit, this is an unwelcome idea, to say the least. The commercial quota has been 
steadily reduced over the last decade, so how could an increase in the nonresident 
sport catch possibly be justified? Please retain the nonresident annual limit by rejecting 
this offensive proposal. 

Proposal 270 -Require permit for subsistence/personal use sablefish -SUPPORT 

Declining resources justify careful monitoring. Permitting and reasonable annual 
limits are an acceptable way to support viable long term health of sablefish. As 
pressure on all fish resources increases, it makes sense to close gaping holes such as 
the existing unlimited subsistence harvest of sablefish. 

Proposal 212 - Increase sport allocation of demersal shelf rockfish - OPPOSE 

Rockfish are an important component of the commercial halibut fishery. Halibut 
fishermen have been body-slammed by cuts in recent years and have supported 
conservation in the interest of a long term fishery. If the halibut quota increases, the 
rockfish allocation will be needed and if not, directed rockfish fisheries will help offset 
lost halibut income. The commercial fleet has been innovative, proactive, and 
collaborative in developing ways to better control rockfish catch rates; ALFA can provide 
extensive details on how this has been done. The charter sector's position that rockfish 
should be reallocated from the commercial sector because they have been overfishing 
makes no sense and is akin to charter captains walking down the dock asking 
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commercial fishermen to hand them hundred dollar bills. Please send the charter fleet a 
strong message that they need to figure out ways to stay within their allocations by 
rejecting Proposal212. 

Thank you, 
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ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811·5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

Dear BOP and Boards Support, 

I<I NGS STORE INC PAGE 01 

My name is Jaroes Moore of Haines. I have participated in the commercial salmon 
industry for over forty years as a power troller. I aro a first generation fishennan having 
happily discovered in trolling, not only a good living, but a good life. My children grew 
up fishing summers with their mom and I and my two sons, Joshua and Jonathan are now 
also very successful fishennen. 

I aro writing to support BOF proposal #325 (as aroended by the JRPT) of the 
2011/2012 proposed regulation changes book. Over the past two decades I have been 
working on developing and refining technique for catching chum salmon and those 
efforts have been rewarded with considerable success. I have shifted more effort in this 
direction through the years and now with the development of an Icy Straits chum fishery 
I have targeted chums almost exclusively. 

The fish we produce in the Icy Straits fishery are nearly ocean bright and have 
generated some healthy competition aroong the processors as well as increased interest in 
the troll fleet. We saw a significant increase in effort this year. Although the chum fishery 
is the cleanest I have ever seen as far as bycatch, I am concerned that since there is no 
hatchery chum management plan in effect this valuable fishery could be closed under 
hatchery king management. To protect both directed chum and Chinook fisheries, 
common sense would suggest they be managed separately. 

I would like to point out several very positive effects of this newly developing 
fishery. 

• It allows trollers access hatchery chums in an area that does not disrupt terminal 
net fisheries. 

• Increased catch% of hatchery chums goes toward correcting imbalan.ces in 
allocated shares. Trollers are at 19% of an allocation of27-32% 

• There is a teal economic boost not only to the local small boat fleet, but also to 
the local communities of Hoonah, Excursion Inlet (Haines Borough), n.ot to 
mention Juneau, which all provide food, gear, fuel, repairs as well as processing. 

Again I urge you to approve BOF Proposal #325. A fishery such as this is the perfect 
training ground for my six grandchildren and allows their grandfather a productive place 
to fish in the relative calm of Icy Strait. 
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ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

Dear BOF and Boards Support, 

KINGS STORE INC PAGE 02 

My name is James Moore of Haines. I have participated in the commercial salmon 
industry for over forty years as a power troller. I am a fu:st generation fisherman having 
happily discovered in trolling, not only a good living, but a good life. My children grew 
up fishing summers with their mom and I and my two sons, Joshua and Jonathan are now 
also very successful fishermen. I am writing to urge you to adapt BOF proposal #326 of 
the 201l/2012 proposed regulation changes book. Here are some of my thoughts on the 
matter: 

1. Opening this small piece of area llA would serve to provide trollers access to an 
area near the release site which often proves very productive for chum troll gear, 
particularly during bright weather when the fish are sometimes deep. 

2. I would expect a modest number Of trollers to fish here, especially the first year, 
since the· area would open during the first Chinook opening. 

3. aecause chum fishing technique is species specitic and the proposed area is sited 
to avoid the king drags, the bycatch would be minimal. 

4. The small area proposed was selected to minimize gear conflict with both sport 
and gillnet fisheries which favor the edges and the flats for their lines, pots and 
nets. 

5. A fishery herecould be a real boon for small Juneau based trollers. As the July I 
summer troll Season approaches it is not an uncommon occurrence for strong 
southerly winds whip up making Lynn Canal an especially dangerous passage for 
them to negotiate. A good local option could be a lifesaver. 

6. Addition of more potentially productive areas for trollers to fish tends to disperse 
the troll effort which is better for production as well as for management. 

7. The additional opportunity for trollers to harvest hatchery chums would help to 
move the % enhanced salmon for trollers in the right direction. 
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Comments on Proposals f¢1' s-t~ & V~ Fir~fisll Febl--.r.try" 24-- Marelt 4, 
2012 by John Murray, 224 Observatory Street, Sitka AK 99835 Page 1 

Proposal 199 Support 

This proposal closes a loop-hole that is being used to circumvent the system by a small 
number of.boats. Where there is a loop hole, someone wm drive their boat through it. 

Proposal 206 Support 

We need to get a fishery going on spiny dog fish. This species is one of the only major 
predators which is not commmercially harvested to the detriment of the species. 
Management plan or not, start this fishery. 

Proposal 212 Oppose 

See what will happen if nothing is done? "Because OSR is an unavoidable bycatch while 
sport fishing ... " This is blatantly untrue because fisherman can reduce bycatch as proven by 
commercial hook and line fishermen. It should be pointed out the longline allocation for 
halibut are down this leads to reduced harvest of D.S.R. poundage. When halibut stocks 
rise, D.S.R. will be further utilized. 

Proposal 216 Oppose 

Black cod possesion limits are alaready adequate for non-resident at a fish. 

Proposal 218 Support 

This area has no conservation concems. It allows trollers to catch ling cod (when open) in 
both areas- CSEO and Sitka Sound. As it stands now if a troller had a ling-code on board 
they couldn't even anchor in Sitka Sound legally. We are talking about a small amount of ling 
cod 'in tota'l. 

Proposal 219 Support 

I am asking the Board for a modest increase of 2,500 pounds of ling cod in an area which is 
50-60 miles long and about 3-5 miles shore seaward. As shown in Table 219-1 ADF&G, the 
total harvest {ali gear) is 33,556 out of s guideline harvest r.r.rge(GHR) of 0-40,000.The 
proposed increase would go to the troll fishery bycatch. 

If passed this proposal would not harm resource and it would help trollers who fish in 
different regulatory areas remain legal. 5AAC 28.160 (e). 

Proposal 221 Oppose 

5AAC 28.165 Ling Cod allocation guidelines. These guidelines were worked out after much 
hard work. They do not need revising to placate an over capita lied charter fishery. 

Proposal 223 Support 

5 AAC 28.130 This proposal clarifies what one line is (see underlined). Some fishermen 
looked at this as one of those gray areas. It needs clarity (black and white). This is one of 
these loop hole deals. 
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Comments on Proposals for Southeast & Yakatat Finfish 
page 2 

Proposal 226 Support 

No. 0674 p' 3 

by John Murray 

Some fishermen that fish spawn on kelp in SE are slabs. The area in Hoonah Sound is a 
mess which impacts other users. They need to clean up their act. It is also a health and 
safety concem. 

Proposal 239 Support (with re\l'ised boundaries) 

I believe a closed area of a smaller size is not a bad idea. The current proposal is too 
large.A core area closure has merit I believe, this could create some peace in the valley 
which is needed. 

Proposal 240 Support 

Sitka Sound bait hening is preferred by fishermen. The stocks can handle this and it lessens 
the carbon footprint. The alternative is to bring in lower quality herring from the East Coast or 
other places in Southeast I would suggest taking 10% of the proceeds to go toward study 
of the fishery. Many of us believe there is a need for research. Example's where the funds 
could be used are mortality of herring in test fishery, stock composition,mortiality when a 
seiner lets a set go or a net is torn from a heavy set. 

Proposal 248 Oppose 

First, one can always stop fishing or move. Education is the answer here. This is the slippery 
slope proposal which is sure to bring up issues, i.e., catch and release, fishing ethics, 
enforcement issues. Good Luck. 

Proposal 252 Support 

I support power assist for disabled or challenged fishermen. Other fishermen do not need 
power assist to harvest. This is called sport fishing not meat fishing. 

Proposal 273 Oppose 

Unwarranted intrusion into a long time harvest practice. It is also burdensome to harvesters 
and it creates bad feelings among herring egg harvesters. 

Proposal 284 Support 

Trollers need more area to harvest their historic catch ofTAKU kings. The catch is negligible 
for trollers in this area because of the area restriction. Trollers have done their conservation 
duties to rebuild Taku Kings. We are only asking for some decent opportunity. 
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Proposal 310 Support 

5AAC 29.080 This proposal would add around 4,000 King salmon to the winter guildeline 
harvest range. When these fish ere at optimum value. A slight decrease in summer direct 
fishing times is the trade-<~ff. The benefit to the mostly local winter trollers outweigh the loss 
of a very small time period in the summer. We are talking about a very small loss of time in 
summer which will not affect overall mortility very much. 

Proposal311 Support 

These coho are available in some inside areas of Southeast. There is no bio:ogical or 
conservation reason not to open June 1st. 

Proposal312 Oppose 

Why this proposal is here at the BOF meeting is a good question. There is no conservation 
problem, i.e. stocks are within escapement range The gillnet allocation is over their range 
for coho by a small amount. Also, there is no correlation between troll closure days and 
gillnet catch. Micro management at its worst. 

Propsoal 313 Support 

Catch in recent years trollers have had season extension: 2003- 18K, 2004 7K, 2006 6.5K, 
2009 3.7K ... The catch is low for a number of reasons: weather is tough, availability down, 
most trollers have quit. Catch on extension years less than 1% of total catch. Hatchery 
allocation percentage will increase for trollers .. ADF&G can use EO to close if conservation 
of stocks are needed or close selected corridors.!! seems some of our major hatchery 
produced coho are returning later in season IE Neels Bay, Mist Cove and Port Armstong. 

Proposa: 314 Support 

While this is very limited compared to Proposal 313, it has merif if Proposal 313 fails. It will 
help trollers catch hatchery produced coho. This will help the hatchery allocation unbalance. 
It should be noted Southeast gillnetters are open during this time period. 

Proposal 3, 5 Support 

Same reasoning as Proposal 314. Proposal 313 is preferred. 

Proposal 317 Support 

Access to hatchery coho is needed to help balance hatchery allocation ratios for trollers. 

Proposal318 Support 

Housekeeping - clarification. 
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Proposal 319 Support 

This will he!p hatchery allocation ratios for tro!lers. 

Proposal 320 Support 

No. 0674 P. 5 

by John Murray 

Sharing the harvest when there is a harvestable surplus is fair and equitable. Trollers along 
with gillnetters took cuts to rebuild stocks. Gillnetters mostly benefit from conservation of 
resource. It should be noted trollers do have a history of harvest in this area. 

Proposal 325 Support as amended. 

This Proposal will allow trollers to harvest returning hatchery chums. This will help balance 
the Southeast enhanced salmon allocetion imbalance. Trollers need more area to make this 
happen. 
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Feb 6, 2012 

ATTN: BOF Comments 
Board Support Section ADFG 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Fax: 907 465-6094 

I feel very strongly on several proposals before you. 

Proposal 216 

This proposal wants to repeal the limit on nonresident sport fish sable fish catches. 

PAGE 01/02 

I definitely feel that should NOT happen!! The Chatham and Clarence sablefish fisheries are already fully 
allocated and with stocks at a low this will place additional strain on these fisheries. An unlimited new 

fishery in an already fully utili~ed and regulated one seem I udicrous to me as it will place fishermen with 

historic dependence on these fisheries at risk. To allow the nonresident sport fishers to go from an 
already too high bag limit to unlimited is asking to cause trouble with stocks, as well as opening the door 

for abuse by "sportsmen" by under the table sales of this extremely valuable fish. 

I feel the BOF should go the other way and decide in the way of conservative management here as to do 
otherwise will cause more and more problems. In reality I really feel that the present catch limit should 

be about){ of what it Is now. 

Proposal 212 

This proposal wants to reallocate the Demersal Shelf Rockfish between the sport charter and the 

commercial fleet by upping the sport charter from 16% to 25%. 

This ls SO WRONG Ill 

The whole rationale behind this proposal is completely flawed and rotten. 

If your child steals from the store does that mean the store then needs to give that same child more of 

the item for free because the child felt the need to steal it??? Nope. 

The sport charter has been going over their allocation- why??? Because they DO NOT care about 

conservation of the stock Ill The commercial fleet has gone to great measures to keep their catch under 
their allocation- why??? Because they DO care about the health of the resource. 
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To reallocate this will be rewarding the sport charter fleet who stole- and will be at the expense of the 

commercial fleet who has a historic dependence on it as both a directed fishery and a valuable 

component of the halibut fishery and has worked very hard to keep themselves under their allocation. 

Rewarding the fleet that doesn't care enough to stay within allocations is darn poor management· if that 

is the way the BOF is going to manage fisheries then what meaning do allocations and caps have?? 

There would be no reason for any fishery to stay within them if OVERFISHING gets you rewarded. 

Keep the allocations where they are and warn the sport/charter to get their catch under control or be 
penalized for it. 

:::·:~·~·c~;:·;~ t-JJ ~ ~~ 
Carolyn Nichols 

111 Knutson Drive 

Sitka, AK 99835 
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February 7, 2012 
 
Mr. Karl Johnstone, Chairman 
Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 
 
Re: Support Proposal #285 and #286. 
 
 
Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board Members: 

I am an Alaskan and I run a 54 foot wooden seiner for salmon in Southeast Alaska. The 58 foot limit 
is not just limiting my boat, it is limiting me.  It is limiting my options to upgrade my equipment to 
remain competitive not only in the salmon seine fishery but in my overall fishing business.  I have 
fished the 54 foot vessel for awhile and I am looking for another vessel to purchase so I can keep 
improving my position in the fishery.  There are some longer boats for sale that would work for me 
and my father has a 65 footer I run for Sitka herring which would work well for me in salmon.  
Because of the length limit I can’t consider them as options.   

I know there are many in the industry who may be content where they stand but I am not one of 
them.  I am a younger generation fisherman trying to grow in the industry and I am frustrated that 
those who have made it to a good position have the ability to make it more difficult for me to do the 
same by keeping this old rule.  When most of the older generation in the fleet got into seining things 
were better than they are now.  Boats cost less, fuel and other costs were cheaper, and fish prices 
were comparable so it was easier to pay for the boat and still have money to live on and spend time 
with family.  Fishing for salmon is improving and I want to upgrade to take better advantage but I 
can’t with the limited options available to me.  Maintaining vessel value is a big concern for a lot of 
fishermen and it also is for me but what is the point if nobody can afford to strengthen their business.  
I don’t think values for 58 footers will go down just because longer boats are allowed in Southeast. 
58 footers will still be valuable to seine in other areas.  Removing the 58 foot limit in Southeast 
would give me a better chance to have a more positive future in fishing. 

Respectfully yours, 

Nick Nelson 

F/V “Lovey Joann” 
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PROPOSAL 341 - 5 AAC 33.3XX. New Section. Establish a THA in Southeast 

Cove for seine and troll gear as follows:  

As per agreement reached with JRPT at the April 6, 2011 meeting KNFC/GCH 

would like to propose a THA mirroring our SEC SHA along with the 

accompanying Salmon management plan. Wording for proposed regulation would 

read as follows.  

District 9: Southeast Cove Terminal harvest Area Salmon management Plan. (a) 

The intent of this management plan is to distribute the harvest of hatchery-

produced salmon in the area described in (b) of this section between the purse 

seine, and troll fleets.  

(b) The department, in consultation with Kake Non Profit Fisheries Corporation 

(KNFC), Shall open and close, by emergency order, fishing seasons and periods to 

manage waters of Southeast Cove and adjacent waters which consist of the waters 

of Keku Strait enclosed by a line from a rocky point on the northern end of Kuiu 

island located on the east side of Southeast Cove at 56º 52.95' N. lat., 134º 01.33' 

W. long. to the northwest, corner of Hound Island at 56º 53.12'N. lat., 133º 56.77' 

W. long. Then northwest, connecting points along the northern shore of Keku 

Islands at 56º 53.98' N. lat., 133º 57.58' W. long. to 56º 54.90' N. lat., 133º 59.53' 

W. long. to 56º 55.93' N. lat., 134º 00.97' W. long. to 56º 55.95' N. lat., 134º 02.15' 

W. long. to 56º 55.22' N. lat., 134º 02.53' W. long. to 56º 56.37' N. lat., 134º 06.62' 

W. long. then to the northwest corner of Payne island 56º 57.45' N. lat., 134º 08.75' 

W. long. then south to a point on Kuiu Island at 56º 55.08' N. lat., 134º 09.25' W. 

long., as follows:  

(1) Salmon May be taken by seines and troll gear only during periods established 

by emergency order as follows: Openings for seines will be on Sundays following 

four consecutive days (Mon - Thus) of cost recovery harvest and two build up days 

(Fri and Sat) until set cost recover goals are met.  

(A)The department, in consultation with KNFC. shall close fishing between 

openings; openings will be abundance based  

(2) salmon may be taken by troll gear when the waters described in this sub section 

are closed to commercial net gear;  

(3) the commissioner shall close the seasons in the waters described in this 

subsection to trolling during hatchery cost recovery periods.  

(4) As per agreement with seine fleet at April 6, 2011 Joint Regional Panning 

Team meeting (JRPT) all fish caught within the waters described in this subsection 

will be charged a cost recovery assessment tax. (Similar to Hidden Falls).  

ISSUE: As per agreement reached with Southeast Joint Regional Planning Team 

(JRPT) at the April 6, 2011 meeting Kake Non Profit Fisheries Corporation / 

Gunnuk Creek Hatchery (KNFC/GCH) would like to propose the formation of a 

Southeast Cove (SEC) Terminal Harvest 325  
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Area (THA) mirroring our current Special Harvest Area, along with an 

accompanying SEC THA salmon management plan.  

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Trollers and seiners 

(primarily seiners) would continue to have a difficult time catching the 60% 

Gunnuk Creek Hatchery enhanced chum salmon. As per the performance goals set 

by the Southeast Alaska Allocation task force.  

Gunnuk Creek Hatchery with its 65 million permitted capacity of enhanced chum 

salmon playing a major role in bringing back seiners and trollers back within their 

allocations may be lost.  

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR 

PRODUCTS PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? No.  

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Seiners and trollers who will be able to get 

closer to their respective allocations. KNFC would be meeting the performance 

goals set by the SATF. The Community of Kake which may see a positive 

economic impact from having the fleets stop into the town  

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Only those in Kake who would see a public 

resource as their very own.  

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? There were no solutions that could 

address the need of meeting the 60% common property contribution and cost 

recovery needs without negatively affecting the other negatively other than this 

one.  

PROPOSED BY: Kake Non-Profit Fisheries Corporation (HQ-F11-119)  

*******************************************************************

*********** 
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PROPOSAL 341 - 5 AAC 33.3XX. New Section. Establish a THA in Southeast 

Cove for net (purse seine, gill net) and troll gear as follows:  

As per agreement reached with JRPT at the April 6, 2011 meeting KNFC/GCH 

would like to propose a THA mirroring our SEC SHA along with the 

accompanying Salmon management plan. Wording for proposed regulation would 

read as follows.  

District 9: Southeast Cove Terminal harvest Area Salmon management Plan. (a) 

The intent of this management plan is to distribute the harvest of hatchery-

produced salmon in the area described in (b) of this section between the net (purse 

seine , gill net), and troll fleets.  

(b) The department, in consultation with Kake Non Profit Fisheries Corporation 

(KNFC), Shall open and close, by emergency order, fishing seasons and periods to 

manage waters of Southeast Cove and adjacent waters which consist of the waters 

of Keku Strait enclosed by a line from a rocky point on the northern end of Kuiu 

island located on the east side of Southeast Cove at 56º 52.95' N. lat., 134º 01.33' 

W. long. to the northwest, corner of Hound Island at 56º 53.12'N. lat., 133º 56.77' 

W. long. Then northwest, connecting points along the northern shore of Keku 

Islands at 56º 53.98' N. lat., 133º 57.58' W. long. to 56º 54.90' N. lat., 133º 59.53' 

W. long. to 56º 55.93' N. lat., 134º 00.97' W. long. to 56º 55.95' N. lat., 134º 02.15' 

W. long. to 56º 55.22' N. lat., 134º 02.53' W. long. to 56º 56.37' N. lat., 134º 06.62' 

W. long. then to the northwest corner of Payne island 56º 57.45' N. lat., 134º 08.75' 

W. long. then south to a point on Kuiu Island at 56º 55.08' N. lat., 134º 09.25' W. 

long., as follows:  

(1) Salmon May be taken by net (Seine, gill net) and troll gear only during 

periods established by emergency order as follows: Openings for net gear will be 

on Sundays following four consecutive days (Mon - Thus) of cost recovery harvest 

and two build up days (Fri and Sat) until set cost recover goals are met. 

(A)The department, in consultation with KNFC. shall close fishing between 

openings; openings will be abundance based.  

(B) Rotation between net gear groups (seine, gillnet) will be allocation based,  

taking into consideration recommendations from the Joint Regional Planning 

Team (JRPT). 

(2) salmon may be taken by troll gear when the waters described in this sub section 

are closed to commercial net gear;  

(3) the commissioner shall close the seasons in the waters described in this 

subsection to trolling during hatchery cost recovery periods.  

(4) As per agreement with seine fleet at April 6, 2011 Joint Regional Panning 

Team meeting (JRPT) all fish caught within the waters described in this subsection 

will be charged a cost recovery assessment tax. (Similar to Hidden Falls).  
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ISSUE: As per agreement reached with Southeast Joint Regional Planning Team 

(JRPT) at the April 6, 2011 meeting Kake Non Profit Fisheries Corporation / 

Gunnuk Creek Hatchery (KNFC/GCH) would like to propose the formation of a 

Southeast Cove (SEC) Terminal Harvest 325 Area (THA) mirroring our current 

Special Harvest Area, along with an accompanying SEC THA salmon management 

plan.  

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Trollers , seiners and gill 

netters (primarily seiners) would continue to have a difficult time catching the 

60% Gunnuk Creek Hatchery enhanced chum salmon. As per the performance 

goals set by the Southeast Alaska Allocation task force.  

Gunnuk Creek Hatchery with its 65 million permitted capacity of enhanced chum 

salmon playing a major role in bringing back seiners and trollers back within their 

allocations may be lost.  

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR 

PRODUCTS PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? No.  

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Seiners, gill netters and trollers who will be 

able to get closer to their respective allocations. KNFC would be meeting the 

performance goals set by the SATF. The Community of Kake which may see a 

positive economic impact from having the fleets stop into the town  

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Only those in Kake who would see a public 

resource as their very own.  

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? There were no solutions that could 

address the need of meeting the 60% common property contribution and cost 

recovery needs without negatively affecting the other negatively other than this 

one.  

PROPOSED BY: Kake Non-Profit Fisheries Corporation (HQ-F11-119)  

*******************************************************************

*********** 
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Dear Board of Fish: 

I am a commercial salmon troll permit holder and am writing with regard to Proposal 
312. Proposal312 would remove ADF & G's discretion to have short mid-Auaust troll 
clos~res that enable the troll fleet to increase overall fishery value in years ol'moderate 
to high abundance. I oppose Proposal312. Proposal312 is a thinly veiled attempt to 
disguise an allocative measure as a conservation measure. 

The issue, according to the United Southeast Gillnetter's Association (USGA), is that 
the annual troll closure is ambiguously applied and USGA suggests that outside coast 
troll fisheries compromise inside fisheries as well as stock conservation, USGA 
provides no scientific or statistical support for either proposition. ADF & G always 
considers coho abundance in determining the length of the troll closure. When there 
is sufficient abundance, ADF & G implements a short closure of 4 to 5 days so that 
the troll fleet can maximize its fishing opportunities. 

I fiSh both the outer coast and inside waters and depend on coho salmon. My 
operation is representative of many trollers. I fish the summer season and every 
available fishing day is important to my operation. I make five day trips and typically 
deliver my fish into Sitka. The cohos in August when the closure occurs are of 
sufficient size that the USGA proposal actually would reduce the quality of the 
resource harvested by reducing the percentage of 7 pound and up fish that are the 
most valuable to the troll fishery. Additionally, the USGA proposal basically 
eliminates one trip from the annual summer troll fishery. This has tremendous 
significance, Depending on the price, a decent five day troll coho trip can be worth 
around $5,000 to an ice boat and twice that much to a freezer vessel. This loss is 
statistically significant across a fleet of hundreds of vessels that rely on the outer coast 
troll f1Shery. For example, ex-vessel revenues would decline by a million dollars if the 
proposal removes the equivalent of one decent fishing trip opportunity from just one
hundred ice boats and fifty freezer boats. This does not include related losses in 
processor profits and lost raw fish tax to troll dependent communities. The ability to 
maximize access to the coho resource when supported by abundance is important to 
thus not just the profitability of my own business but also the ability of processors to 
maintain market share and maximize employment and economic ripple effects in troll 
fishery dependent communities. Therefore, from economic standpoint, Proposal312 is 
unfair, unreasonable and just plain bad business. 

Further, under the relevant statutory factors set forth in the Alaska Statutes for 
allocating fishery resources, the Board of Fish must consider the history of the fishery, 
the number of residents and non-residents participating, that availability of alternative 
fishery resources, the importance of the fishery to the state's economy and the 
importance of the fishery to the regional and local economy. The troll fishery has 
depended on access to the coho resource for decades and typically involves over 800 
permit holders annually who employ one or two crew per vessel. It is particularly 
important in ports like Pelican, Sitka, Craig and Port Alexander and the Board should 
specifically recognize detrimental economic impacts to these communities that would 
flow from Proposal 312's intent of eliminating one troll trip per year for the wildly 
speculative benefit of Juneau gillnetters who have numerous alternative fishing 
opportunities. 
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This is simply unfair and is equivalent to directing USGA members to not fish for one 
of the most critical weeks of their season in order to achieve some speculative benefit 
to another user group that has ample alternative fishecy opportunities. This is strictly 
an effort by one gear group to allocate the coho resource to itself under the misguided 
and unsupported assumption that eliminating an annual trip from tb.e troll fleet in 
moderate to high abundance years would actually result in such a re-allocation. 
When fish are abundant on the outer coast, they will be abundant in inside waters. 
When there is low abundance, ADF & G will Implement the longer closure under 
existing regulations. I have trolled for nearly two decades and believe that ADF & G's 
Implementation conservation closures had been consistent and appropriate. There is 
no need to disturb this balance at this time or to remove the agency's discretion to 
ensure that tb.e troll fishecy maximizes its economic contribution to the region when 
biologically appropriate. 

Please deny Proposal 312. 

fJCttj ( C) (Up; 
Paul Olson 
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Klawock Cooperative Association, Tribe 
810 Bayview Blvd. 

P.002/004 

' P.O. Box 430 
· Klawock, Alaska 99925 

Phone~ 907·755-2285 
Fax; 907-7fio,s8oo 

RESOLUTION NO. 11-57 . 

Opposition to Proposal276-5 AAC 01.710. Fishing Seasons. Change the Subsistence sockeye 
fishery in.the Klawock River from five to seven days per week. 

WHEREAS: The Klawock Cooperative Association, {hereafter "TRIBE"), is a duly constituted Indian Tribe 
organized pursuant to the authority of Section 16 of the Act of Congress of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), 
amended May 1, 1936 (49 Stat. 1250), and 

WHEREAS: The Klawock Cooperative Association Tribal Council is a duly elected governing body of the 
Tribe, authorized to act by and on behalf of its members, and 

WHEREAS: The Klawock Cooperative Association adamantly opposes the Proposal 276 5 AAC 01.710 .. 
Fishing Seasons. Change the Subsistence Sockeye Fishery in the Klawock River from five to seven days 
~r-~and '. 

·NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The Klawock Cooperative Association adamantly opposes the 
Proposal276 5 AAC 01.710. Fishing Seasons. Change the Subsistence Sockeye Fishery in the Klawock 
River from five to seven days per week, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: A majority of the nine (9) Tribal Council whose signature appears next 
. to their name will c.onstltute approval of this resolution. · . · 

·a b)J/; fi1-4fl" lz(~tt~~ i~/.J-;:PiJ/1 
A. Webster Demmert, President Date ·· Donald Nickerson, jr; Vice-President ·Date 

' ' . ' ' 

Date Helen M. Jackson, Treasurer· Date 

Date 

;;..-,;7~;; 
Date 

Patricia Cottle Date 
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WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR . PRODUCTS 
PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? N/A. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENE.FIT? Subsistence users that only own outboards greater than35 
horse power. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one should suffer horse power is not a large factor. This 
regulation was originally to eliminate power skiffs. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Michael Douville (IIQ-Fll-174) 
'****************************************************************************** 

PROPOSAL Z76 - 5 AAC 01.710. Fishing Seasons. Change the subsistence sockeye fishery 
in the Klawock River from five to seven days per week as follows: 

Klawock subsistence sockeye nshery open July 7th to August 7th. 

ISSUE: Klawock subsistence fishery July 7th August 7th Monday thru Friday. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Those users that work Monday thru 
Friday will continue to be deprived of opportunity to fish. ' 

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR PRODUCTS 
. PRODUCED BE IMPROVED?. N/A. . 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFiT? ·Subsistence users that work week days will be able to fish.' 
. ' . 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one should suffer ir'week end is open. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Michael Douyille (HQ-Fll-171) .· 
*****************************************~**********'************************** 

PROPOSAL 277 - 5 AAC 77.682. Personal use sahnou fishery. Allow for use of dip nets iri •· · 
the Taku River for personal use as follows; · 

Ailow tak.ing of personal use salmon on the Taku River with dip nets in addition to set nets. 

ISSUE: Personal use fishery congestion on the Taku River because there are few suitable sites 
(3) for set nets on the Taku. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Personal use fisher conflicts will increase~ 
safety at the few sites can be an issue depending on river flow levels. 

250 
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PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 

REVIEWER LETTER 

Dear Review~r: August 2011 

The Alaska Board of Fisheries wHI consider the attached book of regulatory proposals at its 
October 2011 through March 2012 meetings. The proposals concem changes to the State's 
fishing regulations. Members of the public, organizations, advisory committees, and ADF&G 
staff timely submitted these proposals. The proposals are published essentially as they were 
received. 

The proposals in this book are presented as brief statements summarizing the intended regulatory 
changes. In cases where confusion might arise or where the regulation is complex, proposed 
changes are also indicated in legal format. In this format, balded and underlined words are 
add.ltions to the regulation text, and capitalized words or letters in square brackets [XXXX] are 
deletions from the regulation text. . 

You are encouraged to read all proposals presented in this book. Some regulations have 
statewide application and some regulations may affect, other regions or fisheries of the state. 
Also, some proposals recommend changes to multiple fisheries within an area or region. 

:in this book the proposals are first grouped by the meeting to which they pertain (see Proposal 
Index for each meeting). Within each meeting the proposals are then organized by region, 
fishery or species. These proposal lists are not in roadrnap order for the meeHng. The board will 
generate a roadmap for deliberations prior to each meeting when committee assignments are 
made. The roadmap may be changed up to and during the meeting. Agendas for each Board of 
Fisheries meeting will also be available prior to the meeting. 

Before taking action on thcse·proposed changes to the regulations, the board would like your 
written comments and/or oral testimony on any effects the proposed changes would have 
on your activities. 

After reviewing the proposals, please send written comments to: 

ATTN: :SOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 

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

Juneau,AJ{ 99811-5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

Public comment, in combination with advisory committee commcuts and ADF&G staff 
presentations, provide the Board of Fisheries with useful biological and socioeconomic 
information. Written comments become public documents. The following are recommendations 
for providing written comments: · 

Timely Submission. Submit written cpmments by mail or fax so that they are received no later 
!han two weeks prior to the meeting during which the topic will be considered (see Tentative 
Meeting Schedule on Page v). Written comments received after the two-week deadline will still 
be accepted but will not be inserted in board member workbooks until the beginning of the 
meeting or cross-referenced with individual proposals, 

r"'" .UU"tiUU"'t 

4 of 4 Public Comment #111



Feb 03 12 03:43p 

ATTN: ROF COMMENTS 
Boards support Section 
ADF&G 
P.O. Box I I 5526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
FAX: 907-465-6094 

Petersburg Charter Boat Association 
P.O. Box 1507 

Petersburg. AlaBka 99833 

RE: Proposal Comments, SE Finfish, February/March 2012 

Chairman Johnstone, Board Members, 

Please accept these comments on behalf of the Petersburg Charter Boat Association. Our 
association was formed in 1992 and currently consists of I 7 business members representing 21 
active charter vessels. Our membership is made up of day charters, ovemight charters and lodge 
ovmers. 

Proposal 21 0; SUPPORT.. .Rockfish release at depth .. .in light of new Dept. data showing the 
potenti~l benefit in rcduoiug release mortality, this proposal benetlts the resource and all user 
groups. If adopted, credit for reduced release mortality could help alleviate allocation issues 
between gear groups. 

Proposal 212; SUPPORT. .. Increase sport allocation of rockfish ... harvest data shows the 
commercial sector docs not utilize their current I.evel of allocation of rockfish for by-c.atch in 
on.l"r to prosecute their longline fisheries. At the same time the sport fishery is under very 
restrictive bag and annual limits just to stay within their allocation. A minor increase in the 
sportfish allocation in order to provide a small cushion, to prevent time and area bottomfish 
closures, will benefit all recreational users without any negative impacts to the commercial 
fishery. 

Proposal2!3; OPPOSE ... Harvest record, point system ... this is a complicated, potentially 
confusing method to determine what is a daily bag limit of rockfish. 

Proposa12!6; SUPPORT ... Remove annual limits on Sablefish ... annuallimits on sablefish are 
not necessary based on actual harvest numbers. Annual limits were put in place based on inflated 
numbers of poNntial harvest presented by commercial tishers. Annual limits are normally used to 
control harvest to an allocation. There is no allocation of sablefish tor the recreational fishery. 
Annual limits are burdensome to both gu.ided and non-guided recreational tlshers as well as 
charter operators wld arc not necessary to control harvest. 

Proposal221; SUPPORT .. Jncrease sport allocation of Lingcod ... the commercial Hlloc.ation of 
Liugcod is not being harvested. The sportfish regulations are very restrictive including a size slot 
limit, minimal bag and annual limits as well as season closures. A small reallocation to the sport 
fishery will provide increased harvest opportunity and better utilize this valuable public rc•ource. 
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Proposal 224; OPPOSE ... Use Lingcod for bait...Lingcod is too valuable of a ~csourcc to both 
the sport and commercial fisheries to be used as bait. 

Proposal248; NO POSIT!ON ... Bag limits to boat limits ... comment, we understand the issue the 
proposer is trying to address, leg~lizing what is ll common practi10c tor many people, including 
resident, non-resident, guided and non-guided fishers. Adoption might simplifY enforcement of 
bag limits for groups and we doubt it would have much impact on overall harvest. Charter guides 
can nm afoul of current regulations while honestly trying to assist the elderly or children. 
Probably wottld require a change in the definition of bag limit. 

Proposal 2,19; OPPOSE. .. Annual limits on all species ... no justification, no documented 
conservation concerns and no allocation issues. This proposal is yet another attempt to set some 
type of"export limit" on non"residents because of reported abuses by a small percentage <)fnon· 
resident sport llshers contributing to "conservation issues". The proposer makes no reference as 
to how commercial fisheries are "contributing to conservation issues" even though those fisheries 
harvest an overwhelming majority of most species listed in this propo8al. 

Proposal251; OPPOSE ... Two rods for non-guided ... poorly written proposal aimed at benetltting 
resident anglers but would allow all non-guided ane,lers this lldvalltage. Not clear as to intent lor 
salmon only or all species. 

Proposal252; OPPOSE ... Fk,cll·ic reels ... this issue was recently dealt with at a statewide meeting 
and reasonable regulations were adopted. Itt the proposers attempts to "preserve the integrity of 
what the definition of sport fishing truly is" he is merely stating personal opinion. (fly fishing 
purists don't think bait fishers arc true sport tlsher", <:tc) 

Proposal 253; OPPOSE AS WRJTTEN ... Charter to troll stand down ... not sure just how big of an 
issue this really is but a "slltn<.l <.lown period" between a vessel participating in these two fisheries 
would put an economic hardship on some. It is alrelldy illegal to commercial tlsh in waters closed 
to commercial t1shing and it's already iUeg11l to sell sport caught fish. With more enforcement this 
shuuldn 't be an issue. The requirement to remove or cover either the charter decal or HT and 
commercial numbers seems counter productive in identifying vessels engaged in the reported 
activity. 

Proposal 260; OPPOSE .. .Increase bag limit and area ... because the increased bag limits do not 
apply to an annual limit. Could significantly increase harvest of both hatchery and non-hatchery 
fish, 

Proposal 261; SUPPORT ... Increase bag limit and area ... this aroa has a high percentage of 
Alaska hatchery kings and a slight increase in bag limit would not have a significant impact on 
other user groups. Existing annual limits would still apply to control excess harvest 

Proposal269; OPPOSB ... Punch cards ... this would establish yet another data collection method 
with charter logbooks, creel census and the mail out survey and would require additional funding 
and Dept staff tim~. 

Proposal274; OPPOSE ... Personal use geartypes ... too liberal. Most personal use tisheries 
designate what type of gear can be used for that individual fishery. Not all gear types are 
appropriate for every fishery. 
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Proposal294; OPPOSE ... Reporting of personal use ... commercial fishers are already required to 
report commercial harvest retained tor personal use on fish tickets. Adoption of this proposal 
would likely result in even less accountability. Belter enforcement of current nogulations is 
needed. 

Proposal312; SUPPORT ... 1 0 day troll. dosur<:> ... short or no !noll do~ures allocate t1sh away 
tram the inside areas and user groups. Adoption of this proposal will benefit itlside users, both 
sport and cotnmercial, and contribute to conservation and escapement. 

Thank you for consideration of our comments, 

Stan Malcom 
President, Petersburg Charter Boat Association 
1~.0. Box 1507 
Petersburg, AK 99833 
907-518-0543 
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John Peckham 
7825 South Tongass 
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Mr. Chairman and Board members, 

Regarding Proposal 333: 

FAX NO. 

I have purse seined in Southeast Alaska since 1975. 

I am opposed to Proposal333. Adoption of this proposal would not help the current status 
of the Southeastern Alaska Area Enhanced Salmon Allocation Management Plan. 

In the 2008 industry consensus, not including Neets Bay in the SHAs that had sunset 
provisions was wrnoseful. 
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John Peckham 
7825 South Tongass 
Ketchikan, Alas.ka 99901 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Mr. Chairman and Board members, 

Regarding Proposal 286: 

FAX NO. 

I am opposed to removing the requirement that participants in the Southeast Purse Seine 
Fishery use boats that are no longer than 58 feet. 

I have purse seined in Southeast Alaska since 1975. 

The Southeast purse seine fleet does nt;lt need to become more eft1cient. The tleet can 
catch all available surpluses. 

The 58 foot limit has been in place for over half a century. Capital investments have been 
made in the fishery with the knowledge of this limit. It is unfair to those who have made 
these investments to change the rules. 

I don't believe the potential benefit of processing on board nor increasing the versatility 
of longer vessels outweighs the negative effects on the value of the existing tleet, nor the 
potential increase of capital requirements to be competitive in the fishery. 
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John Peckham 
7825 South Tongass 
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Mr. Chainnan and Board members, 

Regarding Proposal 296: 

I am opposed in Proposal 296. 

FAX NO. 

I have purse seined in Southeast Alaska since 1975. 

Adoption of this proposal would be inconsistent with 5AAC 33.363 which sets the 
allocation guidelines between the net t1eets. 

In general, salmon available in district 6 are fully harvested. Implementing proposal 296 
would reallocate not only pink salmon, but also chum and sockeye salmon from the seine 
fleet to the gillnet fleet. Although the gillnet fleet is somewhat behind in some years in 
their percentage of pink salmon set in the guidelines, they are very far ahead in their 
percentage of chums and relatively even in their percentage of sockeye. There is no 
reason to change current district 6 management. 
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John Peckham 
7825 South Tongass 
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Mr. Chainnan and Board members, 

Regarding Proposal 297: 

I am opposed in Proposal 297. 

FAX NO. 

I have purse seined in Southeast Alaska since 1975. 

Adoption of this proposal would be inconsistent with 5AAC 33.363 which sets the 
allocation guidelines between the net fleets. 

In general, salmon available in district 6 are fully harvested. Implementing proposal 297 
would reallocate not only pink salmon, but also chum, and sockeye salmon from the seine 
fleet to the gillnet fleet. Although the gillnet fleet is somewhat behind in some years in 
their percentage of pink salmon as set in the guidelines, they are very far ahead in their 
percentage of chums and relatively even in their percentage of sockeye. There is no 
reason to change current district 6 management. 

P. 05 

4 of 4 Public Comment #113



-- .... .._ uc..;l'"tf' ALFA 
, •. _.,- 7 (.(!_":)·~ 

vc\c.. 

Sc-ov~b 

--·-y ~~·'(' 'rl 
.'S, -t I<., c._ 

,_ 9077473462 
..._ ... \_'1' '-1 

· \-o, l<.IL"' 

~'t..~~V-~ 

""' ... ~''"C)"

s '"'(H' "'-· • 

0.0.::,(,.:_," '.l;· p rope~"'\ 

q..., ..... ~ s l' ~\"'' .... c..\-,\"-

11'-,_ 

I ~ 

w ; -1- \-.. ""'<.:) \" \. 

""'"""' v 12 d <!.~· ~ 

:Z\L_ "'""~ 
v~-"''1 

Public Comment #114



A!ten: BO F Comments 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
J wreau, Alaska 99811-5526 

RE: BOF PROPOSALS #325 AND #326 

Dear Mr. Johnstone, 

February 8, 2012 

1 am writing in support of BOF Proposals #325 and #326. For a number of years tr< llers have been seriously 
behind in their allocation of the value ofenhal1ced fish as established by the Board. 

If Proposal #325 is approved, more area will be ope1red in JLU1ll. Inherent in the prop' lsal is a three-year 
sl.lliSet clause. During this time the Depar!nii:mt will develop a managenrent plan. Undl :r present 
regulations, both Section 14 and Section 15 open on J~dy 1st_ IfProposal #325 is ad\1pted, the management 
plan will extend into July. li1 this way by-catch concems may be studied and the fishet y regulated via 
Emergency Regulations. 

P<!ssage of Proposal #326 would provide a 1wenty-day window in July ibr trollers to ( atch more fish 
near the terminal area, Amalga Harbor. 

As you may be aware DlPAC has paid off its' loans and under terms oflts' permlt, crulllOt conduct a 
targeted fishery other than cost recovery in Ore terminal area. In the area encompassin ~ #326, only churn and 
pinks may be retained. All other salmon species must be returned to the ocean unharr Jed. 

Also, there are about seventy gillnet boats wilth troll permits. This area would be easil~' accessible to this J:Ieet 
and extend the number of days each week tl:at a double-pemutted vessel migi!J.t fish. 

In my opinion, both Proposal #325 and Proposal #326 are win-win situations and 1 w )uJd urge adoption of 
both proposals by the Board. 

ZUL 
Carl Peterson 
f/v Last Dance 
P.O. Box593 
Snka,AJ( 99835 
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ATTEN: BOF COMMENTS 
February 7, 2012 

Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish au1d Game 

RE: BOF Proposals #325 anl!jl #326 

Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fisheries Members, 

In June, 2010, a small handful of Sitka boats went to Icy Straits to fish chum. We did not 
know if the fish would be there but, after number two diesel, it is hope that fuels the 

independent fisherman. Six boats 9rew to 23 as more boats arrived 3nd Hoonah boats 
joined the tiny fleet. Sitka fishermen~ shared their trolling techniques and Hoonah fishermen 
shared their extensive knowledge of local streams and rivers. I had not realized how 
significant this emerging fishery was' until a young stranger on a Hoonah dock extended his 
hand to my husband and said ''Thank you. It's about time someone did s lmething." 

The following year, between 114 and 120 trollers from as far away as Y1 kutat and Montery 
Bay fished Icy Straits, spending thousands of dollars on groceries, restau ·ants, supplies and 
fuel, all in local businesses by·passer:l by cruise ships as they docked out>ide of town at the 
tourist facility. "fhis new fishery was profitable and helped make up foe losses from poor 
Chinnok returns in surrounding cornmunlties. Hand trollers participate j alongside power 
trollers. Part·time fishermen from Hoonah were able to keep their jobs ashore and 
supplement their incomes. Chum salmon paid bills and repaired ion~ -neglected fishing 
boats. For one uninsured Hoonah father, chum salmon helped cover expE!nses related to his 
young daughter's surgery. Icy Straits also provided a welcome r~spite from more 
dangerous outside waters, offering safety for smaller boats and boats wit1 families; and, for 
one 82 year old fisherman from Mey~!rs Chuck, an opportunity for one las: hurrah. 

I am extremely proud of the comrnunity of men and women who opE ned Icy Straits to 
chum fishing. Where there was no chum fishery, there is now, in just t11o seasons, a one

million dollar fishery with potential f•or responsible growth. I believe the Icy Straits fishery 
has had a net positive effect 

I also believe the three-year management plan (Chum Trollers Associ at. on Proposal #325, 
as amended by the JPRT), will provide critical oversight and protecti<•n of the different 
salmon species along the Admiralty ~:hore as this area is explored for patE ntial development. 

Thank you for this opportunity to e~xpress my support for Board of Fist Proposal 325 and 
Proposal 326. l urge you to pass these two proposals as they would not only provide an 
opportunity to improve our Southea:st trollers allocation situation but povide a framework 
for responsible development of this valuable fishery. 

Sincerely, 

)n.4~Y'--
Mary Ann Peterson 
P.O. Box 593 
Sitka, AK 99835 

1:0/1:0 39\ld 
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Petersburg Vessel Owners Association 
PO Box 232 

Petersburg, AK 99833 
Phone & Fax: 907.772.9323 

pvoa@gci.net ● www.pvoaonline.org  
 
February 9th, 2012 
 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game   
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Via Fax: (907) 465-6094 
 
RE: BOARD OF FISHERIES 2012 SOUTHEAST FINFISH PROPOSALS 
 
Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board Members, 
 
PVOA is a diverse group of over 100 commercial fishermen and businesses 
operating primarily in Southeast Alaska. Our members provide millions of meals 
to the public annually by participating in a variety of fisheries statewide including 
salmon, herring, halibut, cod, crab, blackcod, shrimp, and dive fisheries. Many 
PVOA members are also active sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen 
who depend on sustainable and conservative management of Alaska’s fishing 
resources to ensure healthy fisheries for the future. We appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on 2012 Southeast Board of Fish finfish proposals. 
PVOA members reached general consensus on the following proposals:  
 
GROUNDFISH  
 
Proposal #200 – SUPPORT, Clarify the use of post-processed and reported 
commercial fish as bait. PVOA supports this Department proposal that would 
allow for the use of the head, tail, fins, and viscera of delivered and processed 
commercial sablefish, lingcod and thornyhead, shortraker, rougheye, and 
yelloweye rockfish, may be used for bait. When the Board prohibited the use of 
these species for bait, it also inadvertently prohibited the use of delivered and 
processed waste. Fishermen may unknowingly be using the delivered and 
processed waste of these species in violation of the law. By allowing delivered 
and processed waste to be used by the fishing industry it will allow every part of 
harvested fish to be utilized.  
 
#141- OPPOSE, Prohibit bottomfishing and shellfish near Cache Island by 
all users. PVOA is opposed to actions that close areas to fishing when there is 
no conservation concern for the overall stock of the area, or where there is no 
biological reason to close an area. Closing areas to personal use and 

1 of 15 Public Comment #117

mailto:pvoa@gci.net
http://www.pvoaonline.org/


Petersburg Vessel Owners Association Board of Fish FINFISH positions 2012 
 

2 

commercial fishing forces further crowding into areas traditionally fished by 
personal use and commercial harvesters.   
 
#142 – OPPOSE, Prohibit nonresidents from fishing for bottomfish and 
shellfish in a portion of Behm Canal. PVOA is opposed to actions that close 
areas to fishing when there is no conservation concern for the overall stock of the 
area, or where there is no biological reason to close an area. 
 
#143 – OPPOSE, Prohibit nonresidents from fishing for bottomfish and 
shellfish in a portion of Naha Bay. PVOA is opposed to actions that close 
areas to fishing when there is no conservation concern for the overall stock of the 
area, or where there is no biological reason to close an area. 
 
#144- OPPOSE, Prohibit nonresidents from fishing for bottomfish and 
shellfish near Cedar Island. PVOA is opposed to actions that close areas to 
fishing when there is no conservation concern for the overall stock of the area, or 
where there is no biological reason to close an area. 
 
Proposal #206- SUPPORT AMMENDED, Create a spiny dogfish fishery in 
Ketchikan area. PVOA members are fully supportive of the development of 
sustainable new fisheries in Alaska. However PVOA members would like to see 
the proposal expanded to more areas throughout Southeast. Although spiny 
dogfish in Southeast are vastly under surveyed which has resulted in extremely 
conservative stock assessments, PVOA is also fully committed to seeking 
additional funding for adequate stock assessments for this under surveyed 
species. We also highly encourage state and federal managers to pursue 
adequate funding for shark stock assessments in all areas of Alaska in order to 
ensure proper estimates of the biomass of all shark species. By allowing for a 
directed pot fishery for spiny dogfish, fish would be brought onboard live which 
would result in a higher quality product. Pot fishing ensures that bycatch rates of 
other species are minimal and results in little impact to bottom habitat.  
 
Proposal #207- SUPPORT, Increase the spiny dogfish daily bag limit. PVOA 
supports increasing the sport spiny dogfish bag limit from 5 to 10 daily. Given the 
potential for increased harvest and the uncertainty surrounding spiny dogfish 
populations it would be appropriate for the Board to require that spiny dogfish be 
broken out into a separate column in the sport fishing State Wide Harvest 
Survey) as opposed to being included in the general shark complex. We also 
highly encourage state and federal managers to pursue adequate funding for 
shark stock assessments in all areas of Alaska in order to ensure proper 
estimates of the biomass of all shark species.  
 
Proposal #208 – SUPPORT, Establish commercial fishing seasons for 
Pacific cod for the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area. PVOA supports this 
Department generated proposal that defines in regulation the season for the 
directed Pcod fishery in Southeast.   
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Proposal #209 – SUPPORT, Establish commercial fishing seasons for black 
rockfish for the Eastern Gulf. PVOA supports this Department generated 
proposal that defines in regulation the season for the directed black rockfish 
fishery in Southeast. 
 
Proposal #210 & #211 - Require release of demersal shelf rockfish at a 
depth sufficient to allow recompression. PVOA is supportive of actions that 
reduce rockfish mortality However PVOA is fully supportive of efforts to reduce 
DSR bycatch over efforts to reduce mortality. Requiring that rockfish be released 
at a certain depth would be difficult to enforce and monitor, however we look 
forward to data presentation that indicates mortality rates for released rockfish 
are low enough to pursue adoption of this proposal, as initial Department 
research reports a 95% survival rate on rockfish released at depth. The BOF has 
charged both the commercial and charter sectors with finding ways to reduce 
bycatch as opposed to asking for an increase in allocation. Reducing rockfish 
bycatch lessens impacts to DSR stocks which are typically long-lived and slow-
growing species.  
 
Proposal #212 – OPPOSE, increase the sport allocation of demersal shelf 
rockfish to 25%. PVOA fully opposes any reallocation of DSR as the BOF has 
charged both the commercial and charter sectors with finding ways to reduce 
bycatch as opposed to asking for an increase in allocation. The commercial 
sector has remained under their allocation since 2006 due to avoidance of DSR. 
Efforts by the Alaska Longline Fisherman’s Association (AFLA) to effectively map 
and avoid areas of high rockfish abundance are producing positive results. We 
highly encourage the Board to invite ALFA to give a short presentation on their 
Rockfish Reporting Network. Reducing rockfish bycatch lessens impacts to DSR 
stocks which are typically long-lived and slow-growing species. We also highly 
encourage state and federal managers to pursue adequate funding for DSR 
stock assessments in all areas of Alaska in order to ensure proper estimates of 
the biomass of all DSR species. 
 
Proposal #213 – SUPPORT, Establish a point system for retention of 
rockfish. It is our understanding that this proposal is written for sport charter 
anglers, and PVOA is supportive of actions where the sport charter sector 
establishes means to live within their allocation of DSR as opposed to requesting 
an increase in allocation.  
 
Proposal #214 – SUPPORT, Standardize sablefish retention and reporting 
requirements in regulation. PVOA supports this Department generated 
proposal that ensures uniform regulation in the Northern Southeast and Southern 
Southeast sablefish fisheries and establishes a reporting requirement for 
sablefish that are released in Southern Southeast. PVOA is also fully supportive 
of the Department reviewing and updating the current mortality rates associated 
with released sablefish in the Clarence and Chatham sablefish fisheries.  
 
Proposal #215 – SUPPORT, Amend the sablefish fishing season to allow 
permit holders to participate in stock assessment surveys. PVOA supports 
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this Department generated proposal that streamlines the process for contracting 
permit holders and vessels to participate in surveys.  
 
Proposal #216 – OPPOSE, Repeal the non-resident sablefish annual limit 
and reporting requirements. PVOA fully opposes repealing the annual limit for 
non-residents and repealing requirements for reporting on sport fishing licenses 
of sablefish. The current limits and reporting requirements are more than 
adequate for sablefish which are a fully-utilized, fully-allocated, and newly sport-
fished species. It is important that reasonable limits are placed on anglers in 
Alaska and that record keeping and reporting requirements are sufficient to 
gather information on this new sport fishery to establish a baseline of data. With 
both State and federal sablefish fisheries in a period of low abundance, it is 
reasonable to hold non-resident anglers to an annual limit and help establish 
reasonable expectations for anglers. Both the Chatham (Northern Southeast 
Inside or NSEI) and Clarence (Southern Southeast Inside or SSEI) sablefish 
stocks have been declining. The NSEI allowable biological catch (ABC) has been 
declining since 2003, and the SSEI ABC has been declining since 2006. The 
continually declining biomass in both the state and federal blackcod fisheries 
indicate that a conservation concern exists in Southeast. With the majority of 
sport harvest of sablefish occurring in NSEI, in the 2011 sablefish quota 
announcement the Department stated the ABC decreased 16% from 2010 to 
2011. In addition to continuous quota reductions, the Department also 
announced: “The newly available charter logbook data indicates that in 2010, 
guided sportfish harvest was approximately 3% of the 2011 ABC. We researched 
the best available data sources to update the percentage decrement of the ABC 
for unguided sportfish harvest, subsistence, personal use, and deadloss in non-
halibut fisheries; these mortalities were estimated to equal 2.5% of the 2011 
ABC.” As most Southeast charter clients are non-resident anglers, the 2010 
data indicates that non-resident harvest in NSEI is higher than unguided 
sport, subsistence, and personal use combined. This further illustrates the 
need to retain reasonable limits for sport anglers harvesting sablefish in 
Southeast Alaska.  
 
Proposal #217- Amend the lingcod allocation between longline, troll, and 
dinglebar fisheries in the Eastern Gulf. Without further clarification on how the 
individual user groups would be impacted under this proposal, PVOA is unable to 
support this proposal at this time. We look forward to the Department’s 
comments on this issue.   
 
Proposal #218 – Allow for retention of lingcod in the troll fishery. Without 
further clarification on how the individual user groups would be impacted under 
this proposal, PVOA is unable to support this proposal at this time. We look 
forward to the Department’s comments on this issue.    
 
Proposal #219 – Increase allocation for commercially caught lingcod in 
Northern Southeast Outside district. Without further clarification on how the 
individual user groups would be impacted under this proposal, PVOA is unable to 
support this proposal at this time. We look forward to the Department’s 
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comments on this issue.   
 
Proposal #220 – Reallocate a portion of the East Yakutat Section lingcod 
GHL. Without further clarification on how the individual user groups would be 
impacted under this proposal, PVOA is unable to support this proposal at this 
time. We look forward to the Department’s comments on this issue.   
 
Proposal #221 – OPPOSE, Increase the sport allocation of lingcod in 
Central Southeast Outside Section and Southern Southeast Outer Coast. 
The commercial fleet has avoided exceeding their allocation of lingcod in these 
areas and those fish should not be reallocated to the sport fleet. It is important 
that both sectors live within their allocations instead of requesting a reallocation 
of fish. The underharvest of lingcod in Southeast Alaska by the commercial fleet 
is likely due to the commercial halibut quota declining 76% since 2006. As 
opposed to reallocation, we are fully supportive of pursuing funding for additional 
stock assessment research to determine if abundance is being adequately 
estimated.  
 
Proposal #223 – SUPPORT, Clarify dinglebar gear in the lingcod fishery 
allowing for only one line. PVOA supports this Department generated proposal 
that will clarify existing regulations regarding the single-line dinglebar fishery.  
 
Proposal #224 – OPPOSE, Allow lingcod to be used as commercial bait. 
Lingcod is a fully-allocated resource in Southeast. By allowing one sector to use 
this species as bait will likely result in a reduction in the available allocation of 
lingcod which PVOA is not supportive of. However many of the lingcod proposals 
occurring in the 2012 Southeast BOF cycle further highlight the need for 
adequate stock assessments of lingcod. Many user groups remain concerned 
that lingcod stock assessments underestimate the current biomass levels in 
Southeast. As opposed to allowing for the use of lingcod as bait, we are fully 
supportive of pursuing funding for additional stock assessment research to 
determine if abundance is being adequately estimated. 
 
HERRING 
 
Proposal #225- SUPPORT, Allow combining of two units of gear in herring 
spawn on kelp fishery. PVOA supports this proposal that would allow the 
combining of two pens but does not allow additional kelp to be used or allocated. 
By allowing for the use of two sewn-together pens, a bigger swim pattern for 
herring is created that will reduce scale loss, increase available oxygen, and 
potentially increase survival of herring. This proposal would also likely improve 
product quality.   
 
Proposal #226 – SUPPORT NOTING CONCERN, Amend spawn-on-kelp gear 
marking and removal requirements. PVOA supports the Department’s intent to 
manage the herring pound fishery more effectively by clarifying and further 
defining the marking requirements for herring pound equipment and structures, 
establishes season dates, and requiring that all pound equipment be removed 
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from the water after the close of the fishery to avoid potential conflict with other 
users of the area. Concern was noted by PVOA members regarding the all-
encompassing nature of the proposal. PVOA members expressed concern with 
the addition of adding a permit holder’s first and last name to the tow pound and 
associated equipment, as pounds are operated by multiple permit holders and 
requiring that all permit holders list their name would result in a sign so large that 
it would impede harvesting abilities. A typical pound operation will have one 
support vessel and seven to 10 permit holders working off of the support vessel. 
As opposed to requiring all permit holders are listed on the tow pound, the Board 
could consider requiring a log book be kept that recorded permit holder 
information. PVOA is supportive of setting in regulation when the fishery will 
close to establish a set time frame for mandatory removal of herring pound 
equipment from a fishing area. As opposed to the Board adopting this 
proposal in its current form, PVOA members highly recommend that permit 
holders and the Department are tasked with developing workable solutions 
to strengthening herring pound regulations. 
 
Proposal #227 – SUPPORT, Amend the 1-E and 1-F commercial sac roe 
fishery to clarify only the purse seine fishery as an equal quota share 
fishery. PVOA supports this Department generated proposal that amends 
regulations to follow the intent of the Board for only the purse seine fishery in 
Behm Canal to be an equal split fishery.  
 
Proposal #228 – Remove the mesh restriction in the District 1-E and 1-F 
gillnet sac roe fishery. PVOA supports this proposal that will delete the 2 ¼ 
inch mesh restriction; we encourage the BOF to adopt proposal #229 that 
clarifies the 2 ¼ inch mesh restriction would be replaced (as opposed to deleted) 
with the state-wide standard of 2 1/8 inch.  
 
Proposal #229 – SUPPORT, Remove the mesh restriction in the District 1 
gillnet sac roe fishery. PVOA supports replacing the inconsistent 2 ¼ inch 
mesh restriction in the Behm Canal gillnet sac roe fishery with the state-wide 2 
1/8 inch mesh restriction. This action would create a uniform and efficient mesh 
size restriction throughout the region and will allow for effective harvest of herring 
in District 1.  
 
Proposal #230 – OPPOSE, Revise the commercial herring fishery 
management plan for Sitka Sound. PVOA is opposed to this proposal which 
will amend the Sitka Sound management plan to include age class strength and 
sex composition, ecosystem considerations of target and non-target species, and 
geographic distribution prior to consideration of a commercial fishery in 13-A and 
13-B. The Sitka Sound sac roe fishery has been operating sustainably since the 
early 1970s. The Sitka Sound sac roe fishery is one of ADF&G’s success stories 
for sustainable management. Within fisheries managed by the State, the Sitka 
Sound sac roe fishery is one of the most researched species and fisheries. The 
highly-regulated fishery has sustained decades of successful fisheries 
management and has subsequently resulted in herring biomass in Sitka Sound 
reaching record highs. Current herring biomass levels likely exceed pre-fishery 
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levels, as accounted by participants in the fishery who helped develop and 
establish the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery prior to limited entry. Further regulating 
a highly-regulated fishery without basis or merit is setting a dangerous precedent 
for fisheries management in the State of Alaska.  
 
Proposal #231- OPPOSE, Amend the GHL for the Section 13-A and 13-B 
herring fishery to close the season once harvest is within 10% of reaching 
the GHL. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that will further dictate how ADF&G 
will manage the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery. ADF&G has been successfully 
managing the Sitka Sound herring fishery for decades. The pulse nature of the 
fishery is best managed with a GHL that allows for a small amount of overage 
and underage of harvested herring. Without adequate justification to change the 
management plan, we cannot support needless over-regulation of the herring 
fishery.  
 
Proposal #232- OPPOSE, Repeal regulations for establishing the herring 
fishery GHL for Sections 13-A and 13-B. POVA is opposed to this proposal 
that will further dictate how ADF&G will manage the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery. 
ADF&G has been successfully managing the Sitka Sound herring fishery for 
decades. Without adequate justification to change the management plan, we 
cannot support needless over-regulation of the herring fishery. 
 
Proposals #233 & #234- SUPPORT, Establish an equal share fishery for 
herring sac roe in Sitka Sound. PVOA members with Sitka Sound herring sac 
roe permits continue to support equal split. It is our understanding that the vast 
majority of Sitka Sound permit holders are in support of equal split. Establishing 
an equal share fishery in the Sitka sac roe fishery would effectively address 
safety concerns within the fishery. The Sitka Sound sac roe fishery has been 
operating as a gladiator-style fishery with the safety of vessels, skippers, and 
crew being a major concern. Recent events in the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery 
have further highlighted the urgent need for a slower-paced, safer fishery. With 
the adoption of an equal share fishery, it will reduce the significant enforcement 
presence freeing Coast Guard and other personnel to be more evenly distributed 
to other fisheries being conducted at that time. Allowing an equal share fishery 
would drastically reduce the potential for fatalities, vessel loss, gear loss, and 
vessel damage. Managers, processors, and the fleet would be able to further 
coordinate to ensure that the best possible product is harvested. An equal share 
fishery would allow for a more consistent product stream to stabilize processing 
abilities. When the Board adopts equal share for Sitka Sound, permit holders 
must be given a seat at the table while a management plan is developed to 
ensure minimal loss of crew jobs, tender jobs, and vessels participating in the 
fishery.  
 
Proposal #235 - OPPOSE AS WRITTEN, Restrict fishing vessels from 
entering into the announced fishing area prior to openings in the Sitka 
Sound commercial herring fishery. PVOA members understand the intent of 
the proposal is to restrict access by ALL vessels to the defined fishing area until 
the countdown for an opening begins. By restricting all vessels from entering the 

7 of 15 Public Comment #117



Petersburg Vessel Owners Association Board of Fish FINFISH positions 2012 
 

8 

defined fishing area for two hours prior to an opening, it would not allow vessels 
to find herring to set on before an opening begins. Without the ability of vessels 
with permits (vessels allowed to fish) to find herring before an opening, vessels 
would no longer just be racing for a set, they would be racing to find herring at 
the same time as the other 50 permit holders. Instead of reducing the potential 
for fatalities, vessel loss, gear loss, and collisions, these events would be 
inevitable with adoption of the proposal as written. However, PVOA members 
would support regulations that formalize the current fleet agreement that 
vessels without permits do not enter the defined fishing area until the 
opening begins. The number of “support” vessels (tenders, divers, roe 
samplers, etc.) participating in the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery can often equal 
the number of vessels with permits fishing in an opening. By setting in regulation 
that only vessels with permits are allowed in the defined fishing area until an 
opening commences, it would increase the ability of the fleet to fish safely.   
 
Proposal #236 - OPPOSE AS WRITTEN, Change specification for herring 
purse seines to reduce depth of nets for Sitka Sound commercial herring 
fishery. PVOA members are unable to support the portion of this proposal that 
further restricts net depth due to the potential for reducing catching power. 
Deeper nets are well-suited for openings in deep water, and the ability of the fleet 
to be adaptive to fishing areas with shallow and deep nets should be maintained. 
However, POVA members fully SUPPORT the mesh size restriction of 1 ½ 
inches or less as this action will put Southeast in line with the rest of the State 
herring purse seine fisheries.  
 
Proposal #237 – OPPOSE, Change specifications for herring purse seine to 
reduce length of nets for the Sitka Sound commercial herring fishery. 
PVOA members are unable to support this proposal that would reduce the length 
of Sitka herring nets from 200 fathoms to 150 fathoms due to the proposal’s 
attempt to reduce catching power without adequate justification.  
 
Proposals #238 & #239 – OPPOSE, Establish closed waters for the Sitka 
Sound commercial herring fishery in order to provide an area only open for 
subsistence. PVOA members are unable to support proposals that close areas 
to commercial herring fishing to provide a subsistence-only area because closure 
of an area to commercial harvest does not ensure that herring will spawn in that 
area. As the herring biomass increases, ADF&G observed herring spawn have 
reached record levels. In reviewing ADF&G observed spawn maps, there 
appears to be ample opportunity for subsistence harvest in the Sitka Sound area. 
ADF&G works closely with local subsistence harvesters and the commercial 
herring fleet to ensure that commercial harvest is minimalized or not conducted in 
core subsistence areas. The efforts of the Herring Conservation Alliance to 
establish a network of transport vessels and subsistence harvesters has yielded 
successful results. Sitka Sound permit holders are fully committed to ensuring 
the partnership continues to ensure that subsistence needs are being met.  
 
Proposal #240 – OPPOSE, Re-allocate Sitka Sound herring to provide up to 
1,000 tons of herring for commercial bait when the sac roe fishery GHL 
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exceeds 10,000 tons. Although PVOA members are supportive of the concept of 
increasing the availability of bait fisheries, they could not support the proposal 
without support of the majority of permit holders. The winter bait fishery is 
currently underutilized, and further development of that fishery is encouraged 
before reallocating Sitka Sound sac roe harvest.   
 
Proposal #241 – OPPOSE, Revise the herring allocation for Hobart Bay to 
eliminate winter bait and to provide all the available GHL for gillnet sac roe. 
PVOA is unable to support this proposal that would reallocate all winter bait 
quota in Hobart Bay to the gillnet sac roe fishery. It is our understanding that the 
winter bait fishery in Hobart bay has only taken the available quota once since 
1997 when the Board split the two fisheries in the area.  
 
Proposal #242 – OPPOSE, Increase threshold for the West Behm Canal 
Herring Fishery from 6,000 tons to 15,000 tons. PVOA is opposed to this 
proposal that would arbitrarily raise the threshold for herring harvest in West 
Behm without basis. The Department opened the Behm Canal fishery in 2011 
and it will open again in 2012. The fishery news release for the 2012 stated: “The 
department uses a Biomass Accounting (BA) model to estimate abundance and 
to forecast the West Behm Canal herring stock. Herring abundance is estimated, 
in part, using aerial surveys designed to map spawning locations and record the 
length of shoreline with spawn, followed by dive deposition surveys which 
estimate the density of eggs and the average width of the spawn. In 2011, the 
department documented 17.9 nautical miles of herring spawn. This is the sixth 
highest length of herring spawn documented by the department in West 
Behm Canal since 1970.”    
 
Proposal #243 & #244 – OPPOSE, Eliminate rotational fishing opportunity 
for purse seining in West Behm Canal herring sac roe fishery and allow 
only gillnet sac roe fishing. PVOA is opposed to this reallocative proposal that 
needlessly eliminates the purse seine fishery in Behm Canal. Both the gillnet and 
the seine fisheries are important to the diverse herring fleet in Southeast Alaska. 
 
Proposal #245 - OPPOSE, Allocate of equal shares in the Southeast sac roe 
fishery in Section 1-E and 1-F by designation of permit holders to harvest 
herring for others. Although this proposal does not specify purse seine or 
gillnet, PVOA is not supportive this action that would allow a permit holder to 
lease a permit so they do not have to participate in the fishery. In an equal share 
fishery, each permit holder should be present to harvest available herring.  
 
SPORT SALMON 
 
Proposal #246 – SUPPORT, Clarify that the management measures for the 
use of two rods is for king salmon only. PVOA supports this Department 
generated proposal that clarifies sport fishing regulations.  
 
Proposal #247 - Develop a management plan to protect and enhance the 
Juneau roadside sport fisheries. Although the proposal seeks to establish a 
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management plan for sport fish, without a full understanding of the impacts to all 
fisheries in the region we are unable to support this proposal. It is our 
understanding that this proposal seeks to protect habitat for important fish stocks 
and we are unsure as to how the Board can assist in the development of the 
proposed management plan. We look forward to the Department comments that 
may clarify the impacts of this proposal.  
 
Proposal #248 - OPPOSE, Change the definition of “bag limit” for anglers 
fishing from a vessel. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that would liberalize 
the bag limit definition and may encourage the “meat hunting” mentality regarding 
sport fishing as opposed to a focus on the experience of recreational harvest.  
 
Proposal #249 – SUPPORT, Establish nonresident annual limits for 
sockeye, coho, chum, and pink salmon in the Southeast Alaska Area. PVOA 
supports this proposal that would establish reasonable expectations for non-
resident anglers and would place a higher value on the experience of 
recreational harvest and discourage the “meat-hunting” mentality. Each of these 
species are important to the regional economy as well as subsistence harvesters, 
and it is important to establish reasonable limits for visitors to Southeast Alaska 
as sustainability is the cornerstone of fisheries management in this state. Given 
the Southeast Regional Advisory Council submitted and supports this proposal, it 
indicates that the subsistence users in Southeast Alaska are also concerned with 
the impacts that unlimited harvest of salmon has on the expectations of non-
resident recreational anglers.  
 
Proposal #250 – OPPOSE, Allow retention of king salmon in the fresh 
waters of the Southeast Alaska Area. The Southeast Alaska king salmon 
fisheries are under treaty obligations with Canada and are carefully managed by 
ADF&G to protect seiners, gillnetters, trollers, personal use, sport, and 
subsistence harvesters. Given the success of ADF&G management of king 
salmon in Southeast, we are unable to support this proposal that would allow in-
river harvest of king salmon. King salmon are the longest living of the salmon 
species in Southeast, and it is important to continue to protect spawning habitat 
as well as spawning king salmon.  
 
Proposal #251 – OPPOSE, Allow the use of two rods by non-guided anglers 
in salt water. The current regulations allowing the use of one rod and reel in the 
summer months and two rods and reels in the winter months provides ample 
opportunity for non-guided anglers to harvest king salmon.  
 
Proposal #252 – SUPPORT, Allow the use of power assisted reels by 
disabled anglers only. PVOA is supportive of actions that continue to promote 
the recreational fishing experience and discourages the “meat hunting” mentality. 
The increased use of power assisted reels in Southeast Alaska has highlighted 
the need to ensure that meat hunting is discouraged but that disabled anglers are 
still able to experience Southeast’s recreational opportunities.  
 
Proposal #253 – SUPPORT, Establish system for distinguishing between 
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vessels participating in hand troll and guided charter fishing in Southeast 
Alaska. PVOA is supportive of this action especially if it would not allow charter 
fishing and hand trolling by the same vessel in the same day OR would regulate 
that all sport caught fish must be unloaded before a commercial trip begins to 
discourage the ability to fish in an area closed to commercial fishing  
 
Proposal #255 – OPPOSE, Establish a Taku River king salmon sport 
fishery. The Southeast Alaska king salmon fisheries are under treaty obligations 
with Canada and are carefully managed by ADF&G to protect seiners, gillnetters, 
trollers, personal use, sport, and subsistence harvesters. Given the success of 
ADF&G management of king salmon in Southeast, we are unable to support this 
proposal that would allow in-river harvest of king salmon. King salmon are the 
longest living of the salmon species in Southeast, and it is important to continue 
to protect spawning habitat as well as spawning king salmon. 
 
Proposal #256 – SUPPORT, Prohibit snagging at the mouth of Auke Creek. 
PVOA supports this Department generated proposal that helps protect fish in-
stream.  
 
Proposal #258 – OPPOSE, Reopen Sitkoh Bay Sockeye sport fishery. PVOA 
supports allowing the Department to open fisheries when data indicates an 
opening is warranted.  
 
Proposal #260 – OPPOSE, Liberalize king salmon regulations in the vicinity 
of Ketchikan. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that would liberalize the bag 
limit for sport harvesters to catch hatchery raised king salmon and would not 
allow these kings to count against the annual limit. We are also concerned with 
the impacts to treaty king salmon that may be intercepted in the area.  
 
Proposal #261 – OPPOSE, Increase king salmon bag limits in the vicinity of 
Neets Bay. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that would liberalize the bag limit 
for sport harvesters to catch hatchery raised king salmon in Neets Bay without a 
better understanding of the impacts to the directed commercial fishery. Without 
the commercial fleet participating in the broodstock programs and cost recovery 
programs to help provide fish and funds to Alaska’s hatcheries, the hatcheries in 
Southeast would not be able to operate.  
 
SUBSISTENCE AND PERSONAL USE  
 
Proposal #269 – SUPPORT, Establish a catch report card system for 
subsistence, personal use, and sport finfish fisheries. PVOA supports this 
proposal that would allow for adequate data collection regarding finfish harvest 
by subsistence, personal use, and sport fishers in Southeast Alaska. The Board 
in the past has determined that due to the inability of the Board to mandate 
ADF&G to spend money. However the continued submission of similar proposals 
highlights the concern regarding adequate data collection in all fisheries. We are 
fully supportive of advocating for these funds at the State Legislature to further 
Alaska’s legacy of sustainability.  
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Proposal #270 – SUPPORT, Require a permit for subsistence or personal 
use harvest of sablefish. PVOA supports this Department generated proposal 
that would allow for adequate data collection regarding sablefish harvest by 
subsistence and personal use fishers in Southeast Alaska. Sablefish are fully 
utilized, economically important to commercial and charter harvesters, and the 
biomass is on a continued decline in Southeast. Ensuring that accurate numbers 
of harvest by all users is collected should be a priority for this species. 
 
Proposal #271 – SUPPORT, Clarify prohibitions to commercial, 
subsistence, and personal use fishing by commercial sablefish permit 
holders. PVOA members are fully supportive of this Department generated 
proposal that clarifies when subsistence sablefish may be harvested. Good 
stewardship and less confusion will result by not allowing subsistence or 
personal use harvest during an open fishing period and requiring that all 
commercial sablefish are unloaded from a vessel before subsistence or personal 
use fishing.  
 
Proposal #272 – SUPPORT, Clarify subsistence herring and herring spawn 
customary and traditional use findings for waters of Sections 3-A and 3-B. 
PVOA supports this Department generated proposal that reduces redundancy.  
 
Proposal #273 – SUPPORT, Require a permit for subsistence herring eggs 
on branches in Sitka Sound or alter the harvest monitoring program to 
measure landed weights. PVOA is supportive of this proposal that will help 
gather better data regarding subsistence herring roe harvest to ensure that 
adequate data is available to determine if subsistence needs are being met. 
Subsistence is not only a means of acquiring food in Alaska but also a way of life. 
In order to assist in the collection of data, PVOA working through United 
Fishermen of Alaska (UFA) asked for an increase in the ADF&G subsistence 
budget in 2012 and we are pleased to report that the Governor included 
additional funds in his version of the budget. We are fully committed to helping 
ADF&G acquire the funds necessary to provide the Board with representative 
data of subsistence harvest in Southeast.   
 
Proposal #274 – OPPOSE, Modify the personal use fishery for salmon in 
Southeast Alaska to target king and coho and to include additional gear 
types. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that will allow permits for personal use 
salmon fishing with commercial gear types. This proposal would enable the 
ability to meat-hunt for salmon in Southeast and would provide a level of 
efficiency that is not needed for personal use harvest.  
 
Proposal #276 – OPPOSE, Change the subsistence sockeye fishery in the 
Klawock River from five to seven days per week. PVOA is opposed to this 
proposal that would lengthen the subsistence sockeye season without biological 
justification.  
 
Proposal #277 – OPPOSE, Allow dip nets in the Taku River for personal 
use. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that will allow for the use of dipnets in the 
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personal use fishery. It is our understanding that this proposal could have 
unintended consequences on Treaty fish, and that a personal use set-net fishery 
currently exists where the limit is 85 sockeye. This proposal is precedent setting, 
in that it would create the first dipnet fishery in Southeast.  
 
Proposal #278 – OPPOSE, Extend the personal use fishery season on the 
Taku River from mid-June through August. PVOA is opposed to this proposal 
that could have unintended consequences on Treaty fish.  
 
Proposal #279 – OPPOSE, Increase Taku River sockeye salmon daily and 
annual bag limit per household based on number of persons in the 
household. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that could have unintended 
consequences on Treaty fish.  
 
Proposal #280 – SUPPORT, Clarify that subsistence in District 15 includes 
Lutak Inlet and opens the day before commercial openings. PVOA supports 
this Department proposal that provides clarity on subsistence salmon fishing.  
 
SALMON  
 
Proposals #289, #290, #291, #295, #296, #297, #298, #308, #311, #315, #323, 
#324, #325, #331, #332, #333, #334, #335, #336, #338, #340, #343, #344  
PVOA supports the current allocation plans in spirit. Proposals that reallocate fish 
from one salmon gear group to another is best worked out by United Southeast 
Alaska Gillnetters (USAG), Alaska Trollers Association (ATA), and Southeast 
Alaska Seiners (SEAS). We support the results of the Industry Consensus and 
the Joint Regional Plan Team (JRPT) on salmon gear group issues.  
 
Proposal #285 – Repeal the 58' vessel limit in the Southeast salmon purse 
seine fishery. PVOA members were unable to reach consensus on this proposal 
that would repeal the length limit on seine vessels with a form of permit reduction 
to reduce capacity. The Southeast seine fleet is currently undergoing a permit-
reduction process that if successful would eliminate the reasoning for adopting 
this proposal.  
 
Proposal #286 – Increase length limit for Southeast salmon seine vessel to 
75 feet. PVOA members find it difficult to support this proposal without sufficient 
support from permit holders. Given the 58’ limit was set in place decades ago, 
the discussion on whether the 58’ limit is relevant or necessary may be 
warranted. Currently, seine vessels are the only vessels participating in the 
Southeast salmon fisheries that are limited in length. A large portion of Southeast 
seine permit holders participate in other fisheries that constrain the vessel length 
to 58’ which would put them at a disadvantage with regards to vessel length. We 
look forward to discussing this proposal further at the BOF meeting.  
 
Proposal #287 – OPPOSE, Exclude stern ramps and rollers in the 58 foot 
length limit for the Southeast Alaska area. PVOA members are unable to 
support this proposal that will allow the use of stern ramps and rollers without 
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adequate justification. The proposal cites the allowance of bulbous bows; 
however bulbous bows are used to increase vessel fuel efficiency and stability.  
 
Proposal #288 – SUPPORT, Allow seine vessels to transport two seine 
nets. PVOA members support this proposal that would allow for vessels to carry 
two seine nets in the salmon seine fishery. Currently Southeast herring seine 
vessels and salmon gillnet vessels are allowed to carry two nets. Given vessels 
are restricted in the size of net they are allowed to fish, there is no reason that a 
vessel cannot carry or transport two seine nets.  
 
Proposal #293 – SUPPORT, Provide minimum mesh size of six inches in 
districts 1, 6, 8, 11, or 15 by emergency order when needed to conserve 
sockeye and access chum. PVOA supports this Department proposal that will 
clarify conflicting regulations and will limit fishing to a six-inch mesh or smaller 
net during a one-week period in times of high king salmon abundance.  
 
Proposal #294 – OPPOSE, Require reporting of commercially-caught 
salmon and steelhead retained for personal use. PVOA opposes this 
proposal that would require commercially caught salmon and steelhead retained 
for personal use to be reported to creel census personnel at the point of offload. 
Current regulations require commercially caught salmon and steelhead taken for 
personal use to be reported on the offloading fish ticket. This process is more 
effective in gathering data than the proposal, as creel samplers currently do not 
collect data on tender vessels and many processing plants are located in 
communities without creel census personnel. Although the proposal seeks to 
gather additional data on personal use take, it will likely result in less information 
being reported. A more appropriate action would be to ask ADF&G and to issue 
written reminders of the current regulation that requires commercially caught 
salmon and steelhead taken for personal use to be reported on the offloading fish 
ticket. 
 
Proposal #299 – OPPOSE, Extend commercial closed waters in Taku Inlet 
to Point Greely–Point Bishop. PVOA is opposed to this proposal that would 
move the gillnet closed area line without adequate justification. This proposal 
could also have unintended consequences on Treaty fish. 
 
Proposal #319 - Increase troll opening in Chichagof Pass to seven days a 
week to access enhanced Anita Bay chum. PVOA members are looking 
forward to further discussion and Department comments to understand the 
effects of altering the Anita Bay rotational fishery to allow seven days per week 
harvest by the troll fleet.  
 
Proposal #328 – SUPPORT, Allow new gear type for broodstock capture in 
Districts 12 and 13. PVOA is supportive of this proposal that would allow for 
additional gear types to be used in the capture of broodstock in Hidden Falls and 
Deep Inlet. This proposal would increase efficiency and would allow for more 
control over the capture timing of broodstock which would reduce the likelihood 
of fishery closures to ensure adequate broodstock harvest.  

14 of 15 Public Comment #117



Petersburg Vessel Owners Association Board of Fish FINFISH positions 2012 
 

15 

 
Proposal #337 – SUPPORT, Establish a new Herring Cove THA 
management plan to distribute harvest between commercial, sport, and 
personal use fisheries. PVOA supports this Department proposal that will 
establish a Terminal Hatchery Area (THA) to access enhanced hatchery salmon 
between commercial troll, sport and personal use fisheries at Herring Cove. 
 
Proposal #339 – SUPPORT, Change the opening date for the Anita Bay THA 
to May 1. PVOA supports this Department proposal that eliminates the need for 
EO authority to open and close Anita Bay and sets these dates in regulation.  
 
Proposal #341 – SUPPORT, Establish a THA in Southeast Cove for seine 
and troll gear. PVOA is supportive of the establishment of a THA in District 9. 
This action will establish a cost recovery system and would utilize Gunnuk Creek 
capacity of chums.  
 
Proposal #342 – Establish a registration fishery for the Hidden Falls THA to 
replace cost recovery harvest with tax assessment. PVOA members are 
supportive of the concept of this proposal that would establish a registration 
fishery for the Hidden Falls THA to replace cost recovery harvest with a tax 
assessment. We look forward to further discussions regarding cost recovery 
changes in Hidden Falls that will minimize unnecessary fishery closures to 
ensure cost recovery fish is harvested.  
 
Thank you for the consideration of our comments on these proposals. We look 
forward to further discussing these proposals at the January 2012 meeting in 
Petersburg where PVOA members will be available to provide additional 
information. If we can answer any questions or provide any further details, please 
feel free to contact us. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Julianne Curry 
Director 
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Dear Chairman Jsohnstone and Board Members, 

I'm a resident commerciallongliner-troller fishing out of Port Alexander for over 30 
years. I bought a Chatham black cod permit over a year ago. 

Proposal 216: OPPOSE 

p. 1 

Chatham black cod stocks have been declining. It makes no sense to get rid of the 
annual limit. It makes more sense to decrease the annual limit. When stocks are in 
decline you conserve, right? (In the last ten years the commercial Chatham quota has 
dropped from over three million pounds to the current 882,000 pounds.) This proposal 
would be reallocating fish from a depressed resource to the newest user group, 
nonresident sablefish anglers. This would be against the Board of Fisheries allocation 
criteria. I think nonresident anglers are sometimes given too generous of limits, bag and 
annual, or no annual limits in some cases. Nonresidents shouldn't be taking home large 
quantities of each fish they catch. Isn't one 50-lb of mixed species enough? If they want 
more fish than this, they should buy it from a tourist oriented business that can ship fish 
anywhere. 

Proposal 270: SUPPORT 

Current regulations allow unlimited subsistence harvest of sablefish. Good record 
keeping is essential. Reasonable annual limits could be set that could support a family 
without inviting abuse. 

Proposal212: OPPOSE 

The charter fleet should live within their allocation. The commercial fleet will need their 
rockfish allocation for bycatch for the halibut fishery if it increases. Also, for the first time 
in six years, ADF&G allowed a directed rockfish fishery in the Central Southeast 
Outside area. This fishery would not have been allowed if the commercial allocation was 
reduced. 

Tha·n·k you f()r you;rcti e and consideration, 

/ .· ~ lc r::_ G"- / 
(/( ~.( / .c- --r 

Marty Remund 
FN Teasha, Port Alexander 
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Feb 08 12 1 0:02p User Name 90 7-8 7 4-2626 

ATTENTION: BOARD OF FISH CO'v!MENTS 

Dear Board ofFish members. 

Please include the following comments in the 2012 Board of Fish meetings. 

Written testimony in support of Proposal #314. 

I am in strong support of proposal #314 that would allow troller's an opportunity to harvest 
mainly SSRAA produced coho, after the 20'h of September, in districts 1, 6, and 8. 

p.2 

I think adding more fishing days in these districts would have a beneficial impact on the current 
allocation imbalance. In fact allowing trolling to be extended near any hatchery with late 
returning coho would be of help in the regard. 

Allowing troller's access to these fish later in September makes sense because in recent years, in 
general, hatchery coho have been returning later in the season. These are hatchery fish that 
troller's have helped to produce by paying the 3 percent aquaculture tax. 

When you consider the 5 year allocation average, the gillnet fleet has been well over their target 
percentage of 24 to 32 percent, while the troll fleet has been under their target range of 27 to 32 
percent. This allocation imbalance can not be solved if gillneter's are allowed to fish on mostly 
hatchery stocks after September 20'h, while the troller's season is over on September 20'b 

For example in 2010 the total average weekly coho gillnet catch rates in districts 6 and 8 were 
above average throughout the season. Weeks 35 through 38 had an above average hatchery coho 
component. 

In 2011 by the time you get to September 24'\ the average percentage of hatchery coho catch 
rate, in the traditional gillnet fishery, in district 1, is as high as 48 percent For the same time 
period in district 6 it is 60 percent. The later in the season. the higher the percentage of hatchery 
fish. The trend continues upward, in some districts, on into October. 

In the 2011 troll fishery, traditional and experimental, when the season ended on September 20'\ 
the coho salmon catch rate was 62 percent hatchery and on an uptic. If Proposal #314 were 
adopted, it would give troller's additional access to these specific areas known to have a high 
hatchery coho abundance. 

1 have seen it happen many times over the course of a 33 year career, which has been mainly 
trulliug out of Wrangell, where I have been ttied to the dock with the troll season finished on 
September 20'\ only to watch the gillnet fleet continue to fish, on into October some years, with 
good results on mostly hatchery produced coho. 
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I would like to see this frustrating situation corrected by adopting Proposal #314 and allow 
troller's more fishing time in late September. Data shows a large percentage of these fish have 
been paid for, in part, by troller's 

Written testimony in opposition of Proposal #312 

Being a troller, I find proposal #312 an easy one to oppose tor numerous reasol1S, and I definitelv 
oppose it. 

I've heard it said many times and I've said it myself, "Alaska is a role model for fisheries 
management". Historically, in my opinion, the Department has done a tremendous job managing 
the troll fishery with protection and conservation being their priorities. 

I would disagree with the wording of this proposal that" gillneter' sand inside water fisherman 
are the only ones to bear the brunt of coho conservation". I would also disagree that wild coho 
salmon will definitely reach inside waters if the ooutside troll fleet is automatically shut down. 
TI1ere is no conclusive data to support that statement. However if you look at the catch rate data 
and compare the gil net harvest to troll closure length you will see there is no correlation here. In 
other words the number of days the troller's are shut down has no relative impact on gillnet 
harvest. 

There are other annual factors to look at when determining coho movement to inside waters. I'm 
not a biologist, but l know from years of experience that ocean conditiol1S can be as 
tmpredictable as the weather. For example, a dryer than normal summer can have an effect on 
coho moving to inside waters. It could be an El Nino year, or even changing feed patterns can all 
have major impacts on coho moving to the inside. 

Another potential impact on coho movement is the fact that more troller's fished hatchery chums 
the last couple of years, which has allowed more coho to move to illS ide fisheries. 

With so many different conditions influencing coho stocks, and the distribution of these fish, the 
Department has to be flexible enough to respond to the in season management plan and not be 
locked into a USAGA proposal that, as the data shows, '>'ill not have the desired effect they say it 
will. 

In the what will happen if nothing is done section of Proposal #312 it states that ''the annual troll 
closure should occur automatically every year to allow for conservation and the length of the 
closure should be based on coho abundance". Isn't this exactly what happens now? The 
Department manages the troll fishery based on abundance and then automatically closes the 
fishery down for allocation and conservation. 

Please don't support Proposal #312. 

Thank you. Sincerely, Mike Rugo 

2 of 2 Public Comment #120



4400 Saw M a Ala 

PhonE~: x: ' 747- 8 

Board of Fisheries 
R.ECEJVED 

February 24- March 4, 2012 

Sitka Sac Roe Herring Proposals 
8-0ARD::-

Dear Board of Fish Members: 

I oppose proposals 230, 231, 232, 238, & 239: 

When I first came to Alaska in 1989~ I went to work for Ocean Beauty in Kodiak. After 

working there a couple of years as the dock foreman, l was promoted to superintend OIJ Qcean 

Beauty's floating processer the M/V Ocean Pride and spent three years between Dutch Harbor 

and Bristol Bay. I also spent five seasons in Bristol Bay working for Ekuk Fisheries and Leader 

Creek. I was hired by Silver Bay Seafoods in 2008 as the plant manager for the Sitka facility and 

arrived in Sitka on March sm. 

When I arrived at the plant on the sth, the crew at Silver Bay was busy getting the facility 

ready to process Sac Roe Herring for their first time. I could sense that it was a very intense and 

exciting time for everyone. I could also see there was a lot of work that needed to be finished 

before the first herring opener/ and based on historical information, they had ten days- maybe 

two weeks at best. It was a steep target and seemed to be almost unattainable. To the 

untrained eye (and even to the trained professional), it locked like mass confusion. A term the 

kids use today crossed my mind- "OMG." 

I could also see there were a lot of dedicated hard working people, who were tired and a 

little overworked but happy to be part of something exciting. No one was complaining. Silver 

Bay Seafoods was the new kid on the block and everybody in the industry wanted to see what 
they were going to do next. It was very easy to join in the excitement and match their 

enthusiasm. 

That was a pretty crazy first season. There are quite a few war stories told about it- some of 

which are pretty funny. It's much easier to look back and laugh at it today. Being part of 

something like this- the camaraderie; the blood_, sweat and tears; the hard work; the 

Silver Bay Seafoods LLC 
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dedication to make things go right- doesn't happen very often in most people's lives and some 

people never get to experience anything like it at aiL Sac Roe Herring changed aH of our lives. 

Innovation, Accomplishments, Perseverance and Hard Work 

Silver Bay's goal was to take the processing of herring to a new Jevel- to process herring at 

a higher volume than any other processing facility and to do it more efficiently, while 

maintaining above-standard quality and freshness. SBS accomplished that goal and improved 

on it each succeeding year. In 2011 we accomplished unprecedented production numbers~ 

(reducing the need to outsource production to Canadian processing plants) 

Silver Bay's Commitment to The Resource- Finding Ways to Expand into Other Markets, A 

Dedicated Crew and Their Contribution to Doing That 

in 2011, we started sex sorting. We are working on developing markets for the male herring 

and looking into other markets for the roe and flesh as well. Silver Bay is committed to 

maximizing herring revenue, and this filters back into the community of Sitka. The herring 

opera~ion we have today is one of the most efficient processes I have ever seen or been 

involved in. This was accomplished by a lot of hard work and dedication from the Silver Bay 

team of employees. 

What Herring Means to Our Employees and The Communit~ 

Most of the employees that started that first herring season in 2008 have stayed with us 

{myself included) and have become full time residents of Alaska. Personally I wouldn't be able 

to live here with my wife and two teenage boys if it weren't for the extra income I get from 

herring. If not for herring} I would most Hkely have to move back to Washington and only come 

up during the summer salmon season. 

We started out with a crew of about 100 employees the first year and have added more 

each year. This year (2012) .. we will have a crew of 190 people. And each year we have added 

more year-round Alaska employees to our roster/ employing every focal resident who applies 

and fulfills the terms of the job. Sac Roe Herring is important to an of our employees. They take 

a lot of pride in what they have accomplished, and, in return, herring season allows us to offer 

our key staff and core processing crew the opportunity to earn more year-round money, which. 
allows them to maintain residency in Alaska and become part of the local community .. We also 

Silver Bay Seafoods LLC 
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hire seasonal workers from other parts of Alaska such as Kodiak, Anchorage, PWS sound and 

other parts of SE Alaska. 

Without the extra season's income} they would not be able to maintain residency in Alaska, 

and we would also lose them to other compames 1n the lower 48. This would cause us to have 

to hire new employees every year1 and we wouldn't be able to attract the professional 

employees we do now. That would mean hiring people with less experience and qualifications 

(the ones at the bottom of the employment pool.} Those aren't the type of people we want to 
attract to SBS or to Alaska, and the money transient employees earn would go back to the 

lower 48. Sac Roe Herring has brought a lot of highly professionai people to Alaska most of 

which have taken up residency here. They are hardworking people with good morals- the kind 

of people you would want to have as your neighbor. This wouldn't be possible without this 

fishery. 

Sac Roe Herring helps out the community because the income earned by these employees 

stays in Alaska and helps sustain the local economy. A good example of that: this year three of 

our employees bought houses in Sitka. That wouldn't have happened without herring. The 

fishery brings families to Alaska1 and they have kids that go to the local schools and participate 

in sports and families who buy groceries and supplies in town. Silver Bay Seafoods and many of 

our employees participate in local fund raisers and donate to local charities. Alaska needs more 

people like this and without herring, they won't be there. Sitka's economy is struggling, the 

population has been flat for 15 years, tourism is down, and sales taxes receipts have declined; if 

it weren't for the growth of Silver Bay Seafoods the numbers for Sitka would be even worse. In 

fact, raw fish tax is one income source for Sitka that has increased in the past four years. 

Conclusion 

Sac Roe Herring is important not just to Silver Bay Seafoods but to aU of us. There are so 

many dynamics that benefit from this fishery, and every one of them would be hurt- or may 

even cease to exist- if the fishery is drastically reduced, restricted, or both. Restricting this 

fishery to the point where it becomes economically impossible for the commercial fishery and 

fisherman to make a profit wm not only end the fishery- but also will end the personal and 

community-wide economic benefits we enjoy because of it. 

Best Regards 

Wayne Unger 

Silver Bay Seafoods LLC 
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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 8, 2012 
 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
RE: Board of Fish Southeast & Yakutat Finfish Meeting Comments 
 
Dear Chairman Johnstone & Board of Fish Members, 
 
Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance (SEAFA) is a membership based 
association representing our members involved in salmon, crab, shrimp and 
groundfish fisheries of Southeast Alaska / Yakutat & Gulf of Alaska. 
 
SEAFA supports the Regional Planning Team (RPT) Industry Consensus 
agreement.  We participated in the process and support the positions listed in the 
agreement.  
 
Proposal #141: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes the establishment of a Marine Conservation Zone around 
Cache Island and the prohibition of fishing by non-residents for bottom fish and 
shellfish.  The proposal does not provide sufficient justification or information on 
the affect a marine conservation closure would have on the area.  If fish 
resources are depleted to the extent that a marine conservation zone is 
necessary, than the prohibition on bottom fishing and shellfish should be for all 
users not for non-residents only.  If the intent is to close an area to allocate 
harvest for subsistence and personal use only then the proposal should state that 
is the basis of the proposal and state how it would affect each of the users. 
 
Proposal #142: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes the establishment of a Marine Conservation Zone in a portion of 
Behm Canal and the prohibition of fishing by non-residents for bottom fish and 
shellfish.  The proposal does not provide sufficient justification or information on 
the effect a marine conservation closure would have on the area.  If fish 
resources are depleted to the extent that a marine conservation zone is 
necessary, than the prohibition on bottom fishing and shellfish should be for all 
users not just non-residents. 
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Proposals #143: Oppose 

SEAFA opposes the establishment of a Marine Conservation Zone in the Naha 
Bay to Donnelly Point to Cache Island to Indian Point and all places in between 
and the prohibition of fishing by non-residents for bottom fish and shellfish.  The 
proposal does not provide sufficient justification or information on the effect a 
marine conservation closure would have on the area.  If fish resources are 
depleted to the extent that a marine conservation zone is necessary, than the 
prohibition on bottom fishing and shellfish should be for all users not just non-
residents. 
 
Proposals #144: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes the establishment of a Marine Conservation Zone in the Naha 
Bay to Donnelly Point to Cache Island to Indian Point and all places in between 
and the prohibition of fishing by non-residents for bottom fish and shellfish.  The 
proposal does not provide sufficient justification or information on the effect a 
marine conservation closure would have on the area.  If fish resources are 
depleted to the extent that a marine conservation zone is necessary, than the 
prohibition on bottom fishing and shellfish should be for all users not just non-
residents. 
 
Proposal #200:  Support 
SEAFA supports ADFG’s proposal to clarify that the post-processed portions 
(head, tail, fins etc) of species prohibited for use as bait may be used.  We 
appreciate the Dept recognizing the unforeseen effect of the prohibition and 
allowing for further use of post-processed waste products for bait. 
 
Proposal #206: Support if Amended to Include all SE & Yakutat 
SEAFA supports the establishment of spiny dogfish fisheries throughout 
Southeast and Yakutat not just the Ketchikan area.  If the Board of Fish 
established a fishery framework and allowed fishermen to work collaboratively 
with the Dept on development of fisheries where appropriate, this would 
economically benefit the state, coastal communities, processors and fishermen 
that would participate in the fishery.  
 
Proposal #207:  Support 
SEAFA supports relaxing the bag limit for spiny dog fish if an angler is truly 
interested in harvesting the species and utilizing the meat.  We do not support a 
relaxing of bag limits if the meat of the spiny dogfish is not going to be utilized.  
 
Proposal #208 & 209: Support 

SEAFA supports these ADFG housekeeping proposals.  It clearly defines the 
season length and that ADFG can close the season when the GHL is reached by 
Emergency Order. 
 
Proposal #212:  Oppose 
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SEAFA opposes the proposal to reallocate the Demersal Shelf Rockfish. The 
Board of Fish has charged both sectors in 2006 to look at ways to decrease their 
own bycatch rather than ask for reallocation of the fishery resource. One method 
that the Commercial sector has worked towards this goal is by the development 
of the Fishery Conservation Network (http://www.alaskansown.com/fishery-
conservation-network.php )  While the commercial sector has not used their full 
allocation every year, it is necessary to maintain the allocation for when the 
halibut resource rebounds and the rockfish harvest incidental as bycatch to 
halibut fishing increases with more fishing effort. Hopefully there is a reversal of 
the halibut stocks in Southeast Alaska as the quota was slightly increased for the 
commercial sector and the charter sector stepped up in their GHL tiers to 
933,000 pounds that allowed for a relaxation to the 37” maximum halibut required 
in 2011.  Rockfish is also one of the few non-limited entry fisheries for a young 
fisherman to get involved in and we support keeping this option available for 
entry-level opportunities by not changing the allocation between sectors. Since 
rockfish are a long-lived, slow growing species, leaving rockfish in the water in 
years of low halibut abundance is not a bad thing. 
 
Proposal #214:  Support 
SEAFA supports ADFG’s proposal to standardize sablefish retention and 
reporting requirements between Chatham and Clarence strait fisheries.  The 
Dept summarized the issue and benefit of this proposal’s passage. 
 
Proposal #215: Support (corrected proposal published) 
SEAFA supports allowing permit holders to participate in the stock assessment 
surveys.  By allowing permit holders to participate in the stock assessment and 
use their equal quota share, it allows overall for less sablefish to be harvested 
from the biomass than conducting a separate stock assessment using fee 
receipts. 
 
Proposal #216: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes this proposal to eliminate the annual limit for non-resident 
sablefish anglers.  The sablefish allowable harvest objective (AHO) in 2008 was 
1,508,000 rd lbs and has been reduced to 880,000 AHO in 2011 or a 42% 
decrease in allowable harvest.  The Dept. is obviously concerned about the 
amount of sablefish being harvested as they submitted proposal # 270 to require 
permits and accounting from the subsistence and personal use fisheries.  At the 
2009 Board of Fish meeting the Dept. explained that they subtracted 3% of the 
allowable biological catch (ABC) off the top to account for sport, personal use 
and subsistence.  In 2011 with recording data in charter logbooks, 3% was 
subtracted for just the guided sport fishery and an additional 2-1/2% was 
subtracted for the unguided sport, personal use and subsistence fisheries.  This 
shows that the guided charter fleet was harvesting more sablefish than estimated 
at the time of the 2009 Board of Fish meeting and that the overall fishery has 
been and is still in a decline.  Based on the current status of the sablefish stocks, 
the annual limit should not be eliminated. 
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Proposal #217-222: Oppose 

SEAFA opposes these proposals to change the lingcod allocations. This 
allocation was developed through a length process involving all the advisory 
committees in Southeast Alaska and Yakutat, ADFG and users and a through 
review of the allocation criteria and historic uses. 
 
Proposal #223:  Support 

SEAFA supports clarifying that dinglebar gear is a single line. 
 
Proposal #224:  Oppose 

SEAFA opposes changing back the regulation to allow the use of lingcod as bait.  
Lingcod is fully allocated and SEAFA does not support changing the allocation 
between user groups. Passage of proposal #200 would allow the use of post-
processed lingcod scraps for bait. 
 
Proposal 228-229:  Support 

SEAFA submitted and supports proposal #229 to change the mesh size for West 
Behm Canal to be consistent with the rest of the Southeast gillnet sac roe 
fisheries.  We submitted a petition in 2011 that the Board of Fish adopted to 
repeal the specific mesh restriction of 2-1/4” contained within 5 AAC 27.131 (f) as 
an emergency rule. From data provided on the petition the “Trend lines for the 
data indicate that West Behm herring are consistently smaller in size for any 
given age class than Seymour Canal herring.  The mesh size of 2-1/4” is not 
commonly used in any of the herring gillnet fisheries in Southeast Alaska.  West 
Behm Canal is opened so sporadically that net suppliers do not stock 2-1/4” 
herring gear.  Publication notice of a fishery is usually given in November and 
average length of time from ordering of a net to customs clearing is approx. 120 
days.  The statewide regulation requiring  2-1/8” mesh for gillnet sac roe fisheries 
has allowed for sustainable fisheries throughout the state and there is no reason 
why all of Southeast Alaska gillnet sac roe fisheries should not be consistent with 
the statewide regulation of 2-1/8”. 
 
Proposal #246: Support 
SEAFA supports the proposal by ADFG to clarify that the use of two rods 
specified in the King salmon management plan is only for king salmon fishing by 
standardizing and clarifying the regulations. 
 
Proposal #247:  Oppose 
SEAFA opposes this proposal but is not necessarily opposed to the concept of 
ADFG, DIPAC and USFS collaboratively working together to enhance the 
Juneau roadside sport fishery.  The Board of Fish does not have the authority to 
mandate ADFG to spend funds on specific projects, ADFG already funds some 
local enhancement projects for sport fishing in the Juneau area working with 
DIPAC. The Board of Fish does not have the authority to secure easements to 
protect public access to roadside streams, lakes and ponds. Many of the 
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suggestions within this proposal does not consider the State’s policies on 
genetics for enhancement projects and transport permits/permitting. 
 
Proposal #248: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes this proposal to allow boat limits instead of a daily bag limit per 
individual.  Sport fishing is about the experience and the thrill of catching a fish.  
How disappointing to be on a charter vessel and not have an opportunity to catch 
a fish because someone else was luckier and caught fish before you did.  
 
Proposal #249: Support 
SEAFA agrees with the issue brought forward in this proposal that it is necessary 
to know the amount of fish being harvested.  Salmon is an important species in 
Southeast Alaska.  An alternative to annual limits would be to still require a 
harvest record that provides when, where, how many salmon are harvested. 
Since the proposal was submitted by the Southeast Regional Advisory Council it 
is apparent that the subsistence users of Southeast Alaska are concerned over 
the growth and use of the resources by non-residents.  Providing reasonable 
annual limits provides a clear expectation that a non-resident is encouraged to 
enjoy the experience and not provide meat or pay for their trip to Alaska.  
 
Proposal #251:  Oppose 
SEAFA opposes changes to the King salmon management plan.  This is a plan 
that has been developed over a number of years, balances the needs between 
residents and non-residents, and allows for benefits to the resident angler and 
the use of two rods during certain times at specified levels of abundance. 
 
Proposal #252: Support 
SEAFA supports this proposal to allow power assisted reels for disabled or 
legally handicapped individuals ONLY.  We submitted a proposal last cycle 
regarding the definition of a fishing rod and reel.  Other West Coast recreational 
fisheries have the following regulations regarding the use of electric reels.   

 Mexico – The use of electric reels is restricted to disabled fishermen only, after 
written authorization for the Ministry before use 

 Oregon – The following activities are unlawful: use of gurdies, winches or reels 
affixed to a boat to land fish (rod or line must be held in hand) except when used 
for retrieving crab rings or pots. 

 Washington –Use a rodholder; leave your rod in a rodholder while playing or 
landing a fish if the rod can be easily removed from the holder; Use an electric 
powered reel attached to a pole; Use a downrigger if the line releases from the 
downrigger while playing or landing a fish.  

 Canada - fish with a fixed weight (sinker) greater than 1 kg except on a 
downrigger line, in which case the fishing line must be attached to the 
downrigger by means of an automatic release clip. 

 
Proposal #253: Support 

SEAFA supports an identification system to determine by visual sight when a 
vessel is participating in a charter fishery and when participating in the hand troll 
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fishery.  This is particularly important during the spring King salmon fishery. At a 
minimum we would like to see a requirement that the CFEC numbers & HT are 
covered when participating in guided charter fishing trip.   
 
Proposal #260: Oppose 

SEAFA opposes an expansion of the Ketchikan THA for king salmon.  This THA 
was established to have the greatest harvest of enhanced fish while minimizing 
interception of wild stocks.  This is particularly important in consideration of king 
salmon opportunities because of the Pacific Salmon Treaty and our obligations 
under the treaty.  
 
Proposal #269:  Support 
SEAFA supports accurate and timely accounting of all fishery resources in order 
to manage for and maintain sustainable fisheries.  While we understand that the 
Board of Fish cannot pass a regulation that obligates the Alaska Dept. of Fish 
and Game to spend money, accurate accounting is critical to abundance based 
management.  We need to learn from the lessons of other west coast states, for 
example Washington State uses harvest records similar to what this proposal 
recommends for adoption and charges user fees to pay for the program.  We 
would support a letter from the Board of Fish to the Alaska State Legislature 
supporting the need for this type of accounting concept. Our members are 
commercial fishermen who also participate in sport, personal use and 
subsistence fisheries and in the past when we have viewed the statistics of 
personal use and subsistence fisheries it appears the amount of resources 
harvested has been greatly underestimated. 
 
Proposal #270:  Support 
SEAFA supports ADFG’s proposal to require subsistence & personal use permits 
and accounting of harvest.  Sablefish is a declining resource and accounting for 
all removals is important in sound management of the stock.  
 
Proposal #271: Support 

SEAFA supports ADFG’s proposal to clarify the current regulation using the 
interpretation that they have provided to the public.  Chatham & Clarence permit 
holders may be inconvenienced from past practices but they may keep fish from 
their equal share or set personal use or subsistence gear after all their EQS is 
harvested. 
 
Proposal #273: Support 
SEAFA supports permit requirements and accurate accounting of herring eggs 
on branches for subsistence use.  Having data of the amount of subsistence 
harvests would help in future decision making by the Board of Fish regarding 
ANS findings, and allocations between gear groups as conflict issues over 
herring are submitted every cycle. 
 
Proposal #274: Oppose 
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SEAFA opposes this proposal to allow the use of commercial gear types for 
harvest of personal use fishery.  
 
Proposal #288: Support 
SEAFA supports this proposal to allow a purse seiner in SE Alaska to carry up to 
two seines onboard.  In the Southeast Alaska drift gillnet fishery two nets are 
allowed to be carried on board as long as one is bagged and tied shut.  We do 
not see why the seine fleet shouldn’t have a similar provision for spare gear. 
 
Proposal #289: No Action 
SEAFA supports USAG in withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement to close district 5 to seining and open to gillnet fishing. 
 
Proposal #290: No Action 

SEAFA supports SEAS in withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement to increase seine fishing time in District 6 and reduce 
gillnet time in September. 
 
Proposal #291: No Action 
SEAFA supports SEAS in withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement to allow harvest of pink salmon along the Pt. Adolphus 
shoreline in District 14 during years of large abundance. 
 
Proposal #292: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes this proposal to change the season start times. We do have 
some members who support this proposal.  While we do understand that some 
individuals would like the starting date to change in order to attend church and 
weekend events with family, we have other members who direct market their fish 
and changing the starting date would create problems with getting product to the 
marketplace. This discussion has occurred at the gillnet task force meetings 
several times in the past and there has never been support for the change.  The 
Dept has also previously expressed concerns about starting a day later and 
getting data, sampling and other information for management. 
 
Proposal #293:  AMEND 

SEAFA supports the intent of this proposal submitted by ADFG to clarify 
maximum and minimum mesh sizes in the gillnet fishery.  As proposed this 
regulation change still does not address two possible situations that should be 
considered.  The first is currently happening right now in both Districts 11 & 15 
(proposal addresses 11 but not 15) where parts of the district a minimum 6” 
mesh restriction is implemented starting on the third Sunday to protect sockeye 
stocks at the same time 5 AAC 33.331 (d) requires the use of a maximum gillnet 
mesh size of six inches to protect king salmon.  As with identical crab buoys, 
gillnet mesh is not that accurate that you could have an exact 6” mesh size.  Our 
other concern is for those years when a directed Taku King fishery is not 
occurring and if there are significant conservation concerns over the Taku Kings 
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the Dept. would not be able to require a maximum gillnet mesh size of 6”.  The 
second possible solution would be to delete (d).  Our proposed solution to this 
proposal is as follows: 
 
5AAC 33.331 

(d) In Districts 11, [and] or 15, through the fourth Saturday in June, the Commissioner 

may, by emergency order, establish a [the] maximum gillnet mesh size [is] of six 

inches.  

(e) In Districts 1, 6, 8, 11, [and] 15, [during periods established by emergency order,] the 

Commissioner may, by emergency order, establish a [the] minimum gillnet mesh size 

[is] of six inches, except that . . .  

Proposal #294: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes this proposal as written.  It is already required that fish used 
from the catch for personal use be written on the fish ticket. To require that a 
commercial fisherman find a creel census taker before being able to eat a fish 
during a fishing trip or find a creel census taker when you reach town after 
unloading fish at the tender is problematic, inconvenient and does not gain any 
additional data.  
 
Proposal #295: No Action 

SEAFA supports SEAS in withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement that would modify the drift gillnet fishery inn Zimovia Strait 
and Chichagof Pass. 
 
Proposal #296: No Action 
SEAFA supports USAG withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement that would open the gillnet fishery in Section 6-D. 
 
Proposal #297: No Action 

SEAFA supports USAG withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement that would open the gillnet fishery in Section 6-D during 
the pink season when not open to seining. 
 
Proposal #298: No Action 
SEAFA supports USAG withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement that would limit District 5 seine fishery to 2 days per week 
to increase gillnet pink salmon harvest in District 6. 
 
Proposal #299: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes changing the gillnet boundaries in District 11.  This area is an 
important area to access our portion of the US TAC of Taku sockeye under the 
Pacific Salmon Treaty.   
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Proposal #300: Support 
SEAFA supports this proposal to allow fishing to occur in the fashion it has 
always been conducted and provides for additional safety by allowing permit 
holders to work together rather than by themselves. Accurate accounting is 
important, ADFG needs to know how many and where fish were harvested and 
that all fish are recorded on a fish ticket, does it matter how the proceeds from 
the boat load of fish is split. 
 
Proposal #301:  Oppose 
SEAFA opposes relocating the boundary for commercial set net fishing on the 
Tsiu River to provide a sport fish sanctuary.   
 
Proposal #307:  Oppose 
SEAFA opposes this proposal to allow the use of hand-powered downriggers in 
conjunction with fishing rods all season.  We were at the Board of Fish meeting 
working with trollers, Dept. and Board of Fish members when this regulation was 
implemented and it was intentionally made to be in effect for the winter fishery 
only. 
 
Proposal #308: No Action 

SEAFA supports this proposal being withdrawn that would allow six trolling lines 
on specified inside waters of SE Alaska as part of the industry consensus 
agreement.   
 
Proposal #310: Oppose 
SEAFA opposes changing the allocation of Pacific Salmon Treaty kings between 
seasons by adding the enhanced hatchery kings as an add on to the GHR.   
 
Proposal #311:  Support 

SEAFA supports allowing coho retention starting June 1st within the boundaries 
of the spring Chinook hatchery access areas.  SSRAA produces an early coho 
return to Neck Lake that this prohibition on retention prevents the trollers from 
benefitting from.  This proposal was supported in the RPT industry consensus. 
 
Proposal #313: Support 

SEAFA supports changing the season closing date to September 30th for the troll 
fleet.  The Dept has the authority to close the season if there is a conservation 
concern as easily as they can extend the season date if there are sufficient coho 
for harvest by the troll fleet.  The troll fleet due to the early closure date has 
trouble accessing SSRAA produced hatchery coho with the Sept 15 closure date.  
Access to the SSRAA coho’s would help with the allocation inbalance on 
enhanced fish. 
 
Proposal #314:  Support 

SEAFA supports allowing access to SSRAA produced coho salmon. Proposals 
314-315 & 317 are trying to address access to hatchery coho by the troll fleet but 
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offer different solutions. 
 
Proposal #315: Support 
SEAFA strongly supports this proposal submitted by SSRAA and supported by 
the RPT industry consensus that allows additional access to SSRAA coho by 
extending the summer season in section District 1-F. 
 
Proposal #316: Support 

SEAFA supports this ADFG proposal to allow a continuous troll drag in section 1-
E.  Pulling an resetting all the troll gear is time consuming and a lot of work. 
 
Proposal #317: Support 
SEAFA supports maintaining a portion of District 1-E open to trolling until 
September 30th to access hatchery coho. 
 
Proposal #318: Support 
SEAFA supports this ADFG proposal to clarify language when trolling is open in 
District 1-F. 
 
Proposal #323:  No Action 

SEAFA supports USAG withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement that includes only regional aquaculture associations in the 
Enhanced Salmon Allocation plan. 
 
Proposal #324: No Action 
SEAFA supports USAG withdrawing this proposal as part of the industry 
consensus agreement that separates the enhanced salmon allocation plan for 
northern and southern SE Alaska. 
 
Proposal #325:  Amend 
SEAFA supports the proposal as amended by the RPT industry consensus 
agreement. This proposal requests the development of spring hatchery chum 
salmon troll fisheries modeled after the spring king troll fisheries.  The industry 
consensus agreement requests that sub-district 114-50 (Port Althorp) and District 
9 from the proposal, put a sunset date in 3 years on the regulation.  While the 
RPT and SEAFA recognize that the troll fleet is below their enhanced allocation 
range, opportunities have existed that were not taken advantage of in the past.  
This fishery will be expanding into new areas, there is concern about the make-
up/composition of the harvest and stocks, impact to other users and possible 
conflicts that require this fishery be expanded with care and conservatively.  We 
support the industry consensus agreement for the development of a Spring Troll 
chum salmon management plan during the 3 years. 
 
Proposal #326:  

SEAFA is interested in reviewing the ADFG staff comments and Juneau Douglas 
Fish and Game Advisory committee comments on this proposal before 
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commenting on this proposal. 
 
Proposal #327: Support 
SEAFA supports this ADFG proposal to put hatchery open fishing periods in 
regulation. 
 
Proposal #328: Support 
SEAFA supports NSRAA’s request for net pen broodstock capture system as a 
legal harvest type.  This would benefit the fishermen and NSRAA. 
 
Proposal #329:  Support 

SEAFA supports the development of a SHA for Port Saint Nicholas.  This would 
define and allow the hatchery to start cost recovery operations in order to 
continue the program. 
 
Proposal #330:  Support 
SEAFA supports NSRAA proposal to close a portion of Bear Cove in Silver Bay 
to protect broodstock.  Protection of broodstock is critical to the long term well-
being of the hatchery program. 
 
Proposal #331: Comment 
SEAFA supports the RPT industry consensus agreement on this proposal 
submitted by SSRAA to allow the SSRAA board of directors to manage Neet Bay 
Hatchery on a yearly basis to benefit the gear group(s) out of their range. 
 
Proposal #332: No Action 

SEAFA supports SEAS withdrawing this proposal to change the Neets Bay 
hatchery management plan to provide common property access based on the 
enhanced salmon allocation plan. 
 
Proposal #333:  No Action 
SEAFA supports USAG withdrawing this proposal as part of the RPT industry 
consensus agreement for a 1:1 gillnet to seine fishing rotation for Neets Bay 
Hatchery. 
 
Proposal #334: Support/Amend 
SEAFA supports the RPT industry consensus to change the sunset date to 2014 
instead of 2017 and continuing the 1:1 fishing time ratio between gillnet & seine 
in Anita Bay. 
 
Proposal #335: Support/Amend 

SEAFA supports the RPT industry consensus to change the sunset date to 2014 
instead of 2017 and continuing the 1:1 fishing time ratio between gillnet & seine 
in Deep Inlet. 
 
Proposal #336: No Action 
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SEAFA supports SEAS withdrawing this proposal as part of the RPT industry 
consensus agreement that would have changed Nakat from a gillnet only THA to 
a shared gillnet/seine THA. 
 
Proposal #337:  Support 

SEAFA supports this ADFG proposal to establish a THA to access enhanced 
hatchery salmon between commercial troll, sport and personal use fisheries at 
Herring Cove. 
 
Proposal #338:  Support 
SEAFA supports this SSRAA proposal to expand the Kendrick Bay THA to 
include the McLean Arm for commercial seining.  The McLean Arm was 
approved by the RPT as a release site as an alternative to Kendrick Bay but the 
release levels of chum salmon in the area will be the same. The RPT industry 
consensus agreement supported this proposal. 
 
Proposal #339: Support 

SEAFA supports this ADFG proposal to set the date in regulation rather than 
having to issue EO to provide access to the Anita Bay THA from May 1st rather 
than June 1st.  This is an early season opportunity for all gear groups that is 
appreciated. 
 
Proposal #340:  Support 

SEAFA supports this proposal both from the standpoint of our salmon fishermen 
but also Dungeness crab fishermen.  This proposal changes the closed areas to 
reduce the conflict between crab and salmon fishermen.  We have now found 
that the hatchery king salmon tend to mill in the area that was closed and would 
be dark by the time the area was open and the fish harvested.   
 
Proposal #341: Support 
SEAFA supports this proposal for the development of a Southeast Cove THA. 
We attended and participated in the RPT where Kake Non-Profit Fishery 
Corporation was asked to submit this proposal. 
 
Proposal #342: Comment 

SEAFA realizes that this proposal still has some controversy surrounding the 
idea but we would point out that passage of this proposal would allow this type of 
cost recovery to occur but would not require it to be conducted this way but 
without passage of this proposal it could not occur.  This really just provides 
flexibility in how cost recovery at Hidden Falls may be conducted and SEAFA 
supports the NSRAA Board of Directors. 
 
Proposal #343: AMEND 
SEAFA supports the concept in this proposal but was written such that 
unintended consequences occur. The intent of this proposal is to prevent having 
to write an EO every year for this fishery but as written this actually closes down 
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historically access to coho within the area by the dates specified in the first 
sentence of new regulatory language.  We don’t object to the area defined during 
the mid-August troll closure.  The date should be June 15th or June 1st if the 
Board supports proposal #311 not August 1st.   
 
Proposal #344: Support 
SEAFA supports NSRAA submittal of this proposal to change the lines at Deep 
Inlet to allow additional access to the troll fleet on enhanced king salmon raised 
to benefit the troll fleet. 
 
 
There are additional proposals that we may comment on during public testimony 
and the committee process after we have seen ADFG’s staff comments and 
reports.  We would also like to request a SEAFA representative to serve on all 
committees. 
 
Thank you for your time serving on the Board of Fish and for considering our 
position on the various proposals. 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Kathy Hansen 
Executive Director 
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Alaska Board of Fisheries 
11 February 2012 

c/o ADFG, Boards Support Div. 
PO Box 115826 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Re: Southeast Finfish Board of Fisheries Meeting 

Dear Board of Fisheries Members: 

The Southeast Alaska Seiners Association (SEAS), founded in Ketchikan in 1968. 
represents the entire purse seine fleet in Southeast Alaska and maintains a dues paying 
membership of 110-125 seiners plus an additional45-60 local Southeast business 
members. SEAS would like to submit the following comments on a suite of proposals 
for the 2012 cyele. 
There are 3 areas we'd like to focus on: 

1. USAG-SEAS aggreemcnt. In early January, SEAS and USAG (United SE 
Gillnetters) submitted an agreement to not subject the Board to proposals that the two 
groups had submitted that were untoward each other group. SEAS would like to offer 
an apology to the department staff time and any other inconvenience our withdrawn 
proposals might have caused. SEAS is pleased that we could arrive at a detente' or 
compromise with USAG and feel strongly that these proposals were largely alloeative in 
nature and that it should not necessary to spend valuable Board time in light of the 
agreement between two traditional Board ofFish enemies. The SEAS proposals and 
USAG proposals are as follows: 

SUPPORT WITHDRAWAL of Proposals 289, 290, ,291, 295, 296, 297, 298, 323, 
324, 332, 333, 336, 

SEAS supports withdrawal of these proposals as part of the SEAS ·USAG agreement. 
These are all SEAS or ll SAG proposals and both groups have withdrawn their support 
from all of the above proposals. 

907-463-5030 
PO Box 23081 Juneau, AK 99802 
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2. RPT Agreement and Proposals: 
SEAS supports the RPT agreement going forth, with the proviso that the 6 year 

terms be reduced to 3 year terms for Deep Inlet and Anita Bay. SEAS also supports all 
other terms and references and proposals that the RPT references. 

Support Proposals 334-335 with the proviso that the sunset is reduced to 3 years. 

3. Other proposals Supported/ Opposed 

Support Proposal341- as is, to stay troll-seine only in theSE Cove SHA. Gunnuk 
needs to be contributing to the region and is attempting to do so through this proposal 

Support Proposal 340 to clean up the problems created by early season contraction of 
the Anita Bay King Salmon harvest area. This should have been taken out of cycle last 
year, in our opinion. The time is ripe for correcting this disastrous early season line. 
The siting of a release site for kings without an opportunity to harvest them for a month 
or so after they've arrived is just plain poor management practice. 

Support Proposal342 to allow NSRAA to advance 21" century versions of cost 
recovery that will enable ADFG management flexibility on years of decent northend 
returns. SEAS believes that prices to fishermen will increase under a fishery without 
cost recovery. 

Support Proposal 288 to allow seiners to have the extra gear on board for emergency 
rip ups or gear replacement. All other gear groups in Alaska, from Trawlers, gillnetters, 
longliners, crab pot fishermen, shrimpers and trollers are able to carry spare gear so that 
they don't lose fishing time. Seiners couldn't deploy both nets, unlike other gear types 
who are allowed to carry spare gear, but need to be treated fairly. Often a seiner is 
fishing in Chathan1 and his spare net is sitting in a warehouse in Ketchikan. 

Oppose Proposals 285 and 286 which seek to extend the 58 foot length limit. SEAS 
has consistently polled on this issue and there is less support for a change than there was 
last cycle and considerably less support than there was a decade ago. 70% of our 
members oppose these proposals at tl1is time. While SEAS is sympathetic to changes to 
increase our fleet's opportunity as evidenced by our support of Proposal 288, we cannot 
support a change that a supennajority of the fleet opposes. 

Thank you for consideration of our comments /~ 
,S;!lcerely 

ban 
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P.O. BOX 61 
Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-3509 

Board of Fisheries 

February 24 - March 4, 2012 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board of Fish Members: 

January 20, 2012 

The Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance (SHCA) submits these comments on proposals you will be 

considering at the upcoming meeting concerning fisheries in southeast Alaska. SHCA is a 501 (c)(6) not 

for profit and represents the interests of fishermen, processors, tender men, crew, and families associated 

with herring fisheries throughout southeast Alaska. SHCA members participate in the Sitka Sound 

herring sac roe fishery and other herring fisheries in Southeast. Forty-four sac roe permit holders of the 

48 total permits are SHCA members. Membership is defined by dues paid by the permit holders. SHCA 

looks forward to working with the board this year on proposals pertaining to our fishery. 

Re: Opposition to Proposals 230,231,232,238, & 239; Support for 227,245, & 273 

Support 227 ADFG proposal - clarify equal share for 1-E and 1-F sac roe is for purse seine, NOT gill 

net equal share. This is a housekeeping proposal by ADF&G and SHCA supports department. 

Oppose Proposal 230 - apply ecosystem management to Sitka Sound herring management 

This proposal is far too vague to fully understand what it means and how it would be 

implemented. However, in an attempt to take it as face value, ADF&G (department) already conducts a 

thorough analysis of ecosystem parameters in their model to predict biomass. For example, mortality from 

whales, birds, and other piscivores are estimated in the model, part of ecosystem accounting. The 

department adjusts mortality based on annual testing of biomass estimates by model hind casting. 

Considering the biomass has steadily increased by a factor of twenty (7,500 tn to I 50,000 tn) since the 
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department began managing herring in Sitka Sound in the mid-1960's, it is a testament to their 

management, their mathematical modeling, and the health of the ecosystem. One of the largest predators 
of herring is humpback whales and they have been increasing at a rate of 7% over the past decade 

according to research conducted by the University of Alaska, NMFS, eJ.al. 

Furthermore, many biolog ical parameters, or pieces of the ecosystem, are measured and 
accounted for in the department' s annual surveys. Dive surveys collect information on spawn density, 

spawn substrate, spawn depth, and quality. Aerial surveys capture the extent of daily spawn, multiple 
spawn events, and spatial distribution. The department has developed a sophisticated assessment program 
and employ Ph.D. scientists that model and analyze these data, in order to carry out its State of Alaska 

mandate to manage the resource sustainably and to maximum benefit for the people of Alaska. 

The 20% harvest rate at current biomass levels is demonstrably conservative and biologically 
defensible. This proposal has no merit and is simply proposed to harm a group, rather than solve a 
problem. 

This proposal was voted down by Sitka ADF&G Advisory Committee meeting. 

Oppose Proposal231- require ADF&G management to shutdown Sitka Sound herring fishery when 
GHL is within 10% ofharvest quota. 

If you look at ADF&G's historical data of the fi shery, especially in the past decade, it is apparent 

there is no issue here. The quota is rarely surpassed; in the past decade it is 2% under the harvest quota. 
Management precision of± I% is outstanding and difficult to expect better. ADF&G management utilizes 
sophisticated tools and highly trained personnel to prosecute the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery with 
precision, respect for subsistence needs, and careful data collection to maintain a healthy herring stock for 
future generations. In addition, looking deeper into the historical data, when the biomass for the harvest 

year is adjusted for total spawn deposition, the biomass has been underestimated in ten ofthe last 12 years 
and therefore the harvest quota could have been even higher based on the 20% harvest rate. Many 
fishermen say the department is too conservative and cite underestimating biomass as evidence. 

This proposal is an attempt to lower the harvest quota arbitrarily and without merit. The precision 
attained by the department in hitting the mark is a testament to their professionalism, careful execution of 
scientific principles, and good management. 

This proposal was voted down by Sitka ADF&G Advisory CQmmittee meeting. 

Oppose Proposal 232 - change harvest formula from 2 + 8(spawning biomass in tons/25,000) to 8 + 
2(spawning biomass in tons/25,000). 

There is no justification for changing the harvest formula. The formula is consistent with large 

biomasses of herring elsewhere in Alaska and coastal Canada from the Strait of Georgia to Prince Rupert, 
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where herring is also increasing in biomass. Populations of herring with lower total biomass are managed 
with the "8+2'' formula in Alaska for good reason; they are small populations, perhaps less resilient, and 
require a more conservative management regime. One size does not fit all , and should not. The "2+8" 
formula used by ADF&G in Sitka Sound is actually conservative for the large population size. In ten of 

the past eleven years the "2+8" formula resulted in a 20% harvest rate and yet during that same period of 
time the population has grown from an estimated 52,985 ton biomass to 145,042 tons, a nearly threefold 
increase. 

The conservation and protection built into the formula is in the harvest threshold side of the 
equation. Currently no harvest can occur in the Sitka Sound sac roe fishery until the biomass reaches 

25,000 tons (adopted by Board of Fish in 2009); as the biomass rises above 25,000 tons the formula 
provides for a harvest rate that begins at I 0% and rises to a 20% harvest rate maximum. Most herring 

stocks in southeast Alaska are considerably smaller than the minimum threshold of the Sitka Sound stock. 
The minimum threshold enabling a fishery has increased for the Sitka stock from 6,000 tons in 1977 to 
7,500 tons in 1983 and then was raised to 20,000 in 1997 as the biomass continued to increase. This was 
viewed as a conservation action even though there was not a biological need or a recommendation made 

by ADF&G. By way of compromise to minimize loss of commercial harvest, the board adopted the "2+8" 
formula at the 1997 meeting. ln 2009 the Board of Fish again increased the minimum threshold to 25,000 

tons for added conservation at lower stock levels, though there was no conservation need demonstrated or 
supported by ADF&G. This was done at a time when the herring expanded to nearly 90,000 tons in stock 
biomass. The 2012 projected biomass is estimated at 149,000 tons. 

There is no biological basis for changing the formula. ADF&G has been meticulous in seeking 
outside consultants and experts to review its ASA model, including UA professor Ted Cooney and a 

recent P.hD candidate at UW. In fact, in 201 1 Canada's Department of Fisheries and Oceans invited 
ADF&G to participate in a two day workshop with DFO modelers and biologists to meet with modeling 

experts from the University of Washington (Dr. Andre Punt) and University of British Columbia (Dr. 
Steve Martell) in Nanaimo, B.C. (per. comm. Dr. Sherri Dressel). The scope of the workshop included 
model functions, inputs, outputs, mortality factors, precautionary approach, and many esoteric modeling 
factors. The Canadian herring model was reviewed and frequent questions were asked of the Alaska team 

to bore into model criteria. Based on this review it is apparent the department is doing its due diligence to 
keep abreast of the latest modeling recommendations and science. (No publicly available document 
produced by ADF&G) 

If the "8+2" formula were implemented on a 100,000 total biomass the harvest quota would be 
16% or 16,000 tons rather than 20% or 20,000 tons with the current formula, a significant reduction 
without any benefit. The proposer states that management would benefit, however ADF&G as the 
manager of the Sitka Sound herring disagrees. Having one common formula does not make management 
easier; it simply makes management inefficient and un-reactive to actual conditions in the local area, a 
hallmark of Alaska fisheries resource management 

This proposal seeks to harm the fishery, which in turn would harm anyone associated with the 

fishery- the communities of Sitka, Petersburg, and Ketickan; crew, tender men, processors and 
associated service providers. In fact it would hurt STA members as many are fishermen and crew (6%). In 
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a survey conducted in 2009 it was found 74% of the permit holders were Alaskan, 18% permit holders 
were Alaska Native, and 29% Alaska Native when including spouse, family & permit holder. 

This proposal was voted down at Sitka ADF&G Advisory Committee meeting. 

Oppose Proposals 238 & 239 - Establish subsistence on ly harvest in Core Area - Makhnati to Gavanski 
to Crow Is. to Halibut Pt., along roadside to breakwater. 

The proposer's contention is twofold: I) sac roe harvests near or in the core area negatively affect 
subsistence egg on hemlock branch harvest, and 2) removing the core area from the fishery management 

unit will assure ANS. Both contentions lack supporting evidence and are contrary to conclusions in the 
Subsistence Division 2002-20 I 0 Report No. 343 (Holen D., et.al. 20 II), which in part states a s ignificant 
reason being " participation in the subsistence harvest has declined in recent years". In 1985 Gelmech and 

Gelmech published a report stating that herring egg subsistence in Sitka Sound is practiced by a small 
proportion of the community. Twenty-five years later as stated in the Subsistence Division Report No. 
343, that small number of harvesters has declined further. Five well known "high harvesters", who were 

fi shermen (sac roe & salmon) and harvested herring eggs for Sitka and outlyi ng communities have either 
retired or died. The reports' graph and table on page 24 and 25, respectively, tell the story of the decline 
in participation. The report also speaks to the desire to receive herring eggs which has remained nearly 
constant. 

The real question, then, is whether closure of the core area or any part of the core area is 
necessary to provide a "reasonable opportunity" for subsistence, as defined in AS 16.05.258(f). That term 
is defined as " ... allows a subsistence user to participate in a subsistence hunt or fishery that provides a 
normally diligent participant a reasonable expectation of success . . . . " Reasonable opportunity is available 

every year. Based on ADG&G survey transects heavy spawn densities have been documented at locations 
along the road side and/or within several miles of the Sitka road system in all years of the past decade (see 
attached maps). According to the Subsistence Report No. 343 the ANS guideline has been met six of the 

nine years documented in the report. In 2005, 2007, & 2008 when the lower ANS guideline was not 
reached it was not due to lack of reasonable opportunity, but rather reduced effort & participation, 

weather, and/or fuel costs, not to mention the reported numbers are not transparent. Spawn distribution 
does have a role in success, as the herring do not spawn with the same intensity at all given locations 
every year. Additionally, Report No. 343 calls into question their reported numbers by acknowledging the 
methodology was changed in 2010. The report does not discuss what the overhaul in methodology means 
to previous subsistence harvest estimates. The change certainly begs validation of, or qualification of 

previous results. In the conclusions the report speaks to container weight calibration in 2010 which is 
certainly a reaction to SHCA 's 2009 efforts at determination of actual weights as measured by a State of 

Alaska certified scale. Much additional work needs to be done to develop a scientifically defensible and 
transparent methodology. (See comment on proposal273) 

SHCA' s work in 2009 and 20 I 0 demonstrates there is reasonable opportunity for subsistence 
harvest of herring in Sitka Sound. Determining the total weight of herring eggs (actual measured weights) 
required to meet needs is a different question, but based on our work it appears to be closer to 50,000 lbs 
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for Sitka (see attached Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2009). Importantly, Subsistence Division 
reported at the ADF&G Sitka AC meeting that the 20 II herring egg harvest was between 50,000 and 
60,000 lbs. The board may need to revisit its ANS finding for herring in Sitka Sound at a future meeting. 

In the past decade, the department has made a serious effort to stay out of the core area when 
possible; it has not always been possible. However, the vast majority of openings have been conducted 
outside the core area based on ADF&G reporting. From 2002 to 2010, approximately 80% of the sac roe 

harvest has been taken outside the 'Core Area'. Regard less, the core area has had abundant spawn in all 
years. It is the one constant. In some years herring spawn in the Redoubt area or Deep Inlet but other 

years they do not; however, ADF&G spawn maps show consistent spawn in the core area year after year. 
Certainly there is variability in the spawn density but Kasiana, Middle, Crow, and a portion of the 

roadside consistently have annual spawn. 

Proposals 238 and 239 are intended to diminish the fishery and the harvest, likewise for proposa l 
232. The proposers claim that subsistence needs cannot be met with the current sac roe fishery 

management plan. This is patently untrue and there is good evidence to demonstrate otherwise. In 2008, 
2009, and 20 I 0 the herring fishermen, processors, tender men, and community members got behind a 
program to help meet this need. Please see separate report submitted by SHCA regarding the herring egg 
on hemlock branch pr9gram. Steve Demmert, captain and owner of the FIV Julia Kae, spearheaded the 
effort to harvest eggs and deliver them to the dock in Sitka the first year, as well as Sitka and outlying 

communities in 2009 & 2010. Prior to 2008 Mr. Demmert's vessel was named Alice H, and the skipper 

had a long tradition of harvesting and providing herring eggs to community members in Sitka. Upon the 
skipper's untimely death in 2007, Steve agreed to continue the tradition using the same vessel. 

If subsistence harvest information is used to curtail a fishery then that information needs to be 
transparent and verifiable, simi lar to commercial harvest data. There is no information to support that 
subsistence opportunity has been diminished in recent years. To the contrary, given increasing stock 
abundance and review of ADF&G spawn maps depicting spawn distribution, one can only conclude that 

subsistence opportunity is now greater than it has been since the department began managing the 

resource. 

The ability and desire to get out and collect the eggs may have declined for a variety of reasons, 

but there are groups and individuals ready to help with meeting that need. SHCA has demonstrated there 
is reasonable opportunity, and has been there to help meet a need that the communities of Sitka, Hoonah, 
Angoon, Kake, Wrangell, Ketchikan, and Klawock demonstrated with great enthusiasm and appreciation 

when the Julia Kae pulled up to their docks. 

These proposals were voted down at Sitka ADF&G Advisory Committee meeting. Proposal238, 

originally crafted at a poorly attended March 2011 AC meeting held during the sac roe fishery was 
ultimately voted down at the December 6, 20 II AC meeting. 
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Oppose Proposal 242 - Increase biomass threshold for initiation of a fishery from 6.000 tons to 15.000 
tons. 

There is no biological justification for raising the threshold. By this logic the proposer would 
simply raise the threshold as biomass increases with the result of no fishery, ever. 

Oppose Proposal 243 & Proposal 244- Eliminate purse seine fishery in 1-E and 1-F West Behm Canal. 

These proposals are simply a grab for allocating the total resource to one net group over another 
based on circumstances unrelated to the herring fishery. There is no biological justification for this 
proposal. 

Support 245 Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Proposal to allow 1-E and 1-F fishery equal 
shares to be stacked on other boats with sac roe permit. 

The sac roe fishery in southeast Alaska sections 1-E and 1-F have a minimum threshold biomass of 6,000 
tons; the 2011 GHL was 1,276 tons for Behm Canal. 5 AAC 27.197 (a) (2) allows for an equal share 
harvest. It is impractical and terribly inefficient for 48 seine penn it holders to each harvest 26 tons (half a 
boat load for most boats). This proposal requests that permit holders may allocate their share to a specific 
permit holder/harvest boat. If the regulation is not modified the fishery becomes uneconomical at low 
population biomasses. 

Support Proposal273- Establish an accounting system for herring egg harvest in Sitka Sound through 
permit or sampling program. 

The fundamental reason for this proposal is the ANS range (136,000 to 227,000 lbs) for 
herring eggs in Sitka Sound is not based on scientifically defensible data or data that is 
transparent. More to the point, the ANS guideline is being used by some, to claim the sac roe 
fishery is the reason ANS cannot be met. Based on SHCA's work in 2008 - 2010 collecting and 
delivering eggs in Sitka, this is simply not true. Our work outlined in the attached reports show 
needs can be and were met, and as important, reasonable opportunity is extant. In order to truly 
document the harvest of herring eggs and what quantity (by weight) meets those needs, a new 
methodology is required with greater scientific and statistical rigor than the current household 
survey methodology. SHCA understands that subsistence harvest throughout most of the State of 
Alaska does not require a permit or have "creel type censuses" to document harvest. However, 
Sitka Sound herring eggs and the sac roe fishery is a unique situation and demands a unique 
solution. 

A study design that provides scientifically defensible data could be relatively simple. The 
herring egg harvest including tree preparation is done in a short period of two weeks in late 
March or early April. The eggs are primarily brought across one of six docks in Sitka 
Starrigavan, Eliason, Thompson, ANB, Crescent, and Sealing Cove harbors. Based on 
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experience in 2009 and 2010 the majority of herring eggs come across the Eliason dock due to its 
drivable ramp and work float but also the dock's central location in Sitka, as well as proximity to 
the core herring spawn areas to the north (i.e., Kasiana, Middle Islands). 

In order to estimate harvest quantity, Subsistence Division samplers could 
observe/sample the docks for harvesters shortly after the first major spawn event. Harvesters 
could provide information to samplers or, less invasively, samplers could estimate weight of 
harvest, number of harvesters, and size of containers used to transport the harvest, and frequency. 
All docks should be surveyed although proportional sampling could be done much as the king 
salmon creel survey methodology. The majority of eggs cross the docks in a seven day period, 
and therefore the duration of the survey can be short. 

Estimating effort could consist of two elements: 1) interviewing harvester as they transit 
the docks as outlined above and 2) observations on the core subsistence areas for number of 
branch sets, size of branch sets, number of harvesters making sets, and size of harvest vessels. 
Success rate should be estimated by combining effort with harvest amounts, lost or stolen branch 
sets, and weight of eggs per set. 

SHCA is willing to aid in this effort as it did in 2009 and 2010 when we turned in 
detailed reports to Subsistence Division. SHCA, Sitka Tribe of Alaska, and Subsistence Division 
working together could provide scientifically defensible data with which to make management 
decisions. The dozens of community members that came to receive eggs from the Julia Kae are a 
resounding demonstration of that sentiment. 

****************************************************************************** 

SHCA members and associate members will be at the Ketchikan meeting; we would welcome the 
opportunity to talk with board members about the fishery, these proposals and to 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, 
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Summary 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ALASKA NON Sitka Tribe ALASKA AMERICAN NATNE NATIVE PERMIT NATNE PERMIT 
PEOPLE ON VESSEL RESIDENT RESIDENT MEMBER NATIVE NATIVE SPOUSE DEP. HOLDERS HOLDERS 

FISHING VESSELS 270 192 78 7 66 17 22 n 50 9 
TENDER VESSELS 143 113 30 9 28 1 5 19 
PILOTS AND CREW 28 17 11 1 2 0 0 0 
CORKING SKIFFS 74 59 15 15 23 3 7 28 

TOTAL 515 381 134 32 119 21 34 124 
PERCENT 74.0% 26.0% 6.2% 23.1 °/e 4.1% 6.6% 24.1% 18.0% 

NUMBERS ARE BASED ON ACTUAL CONTACTS 
37 TENDERS WERE NOT AVAILABLE 
NUMBERS OF EMPLOYEES IN PROCESSING PLANTS ARE MISSING 
11 OR MORE CORKING SKIFFS ARE NOT AVAILABLE 
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SOUTHEAST HERRING COI\SERVATION ALLIANCE 

~-
!..--,...· ~ .. 

P.O.Box 61 
Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-3509 

Herring Eggs on Branches 2009 Program 

Goal of Program: 100,000 lbs of eggs on branches, trimmed weight without bole of 
tree and help meet herring eggs subsistence needs in Sitka. 

2009 Board of Fish adopted ANS: 136,000 to 227,000 lbs herring eggs on branches 

Overview: 
Steve Demmert, FN Julia Kae was contracted to harvest 100,000 lbs of eggs on 
branches subsequent to the prosecution of the sac roe herring fishery. Steve Demmert 
had a crew of four counting himself for the cutting, gathering, placement, and retrieval of 
hemlock trees. Walt Samuelson, a local resident who grew up in Sitka and had a life 
time of experience harvesting 
herring eggs was one of the 
crew members. Mr. Samuelson 
formerly crewed with Sonny 
Enloe, FN Alice H (now FN 
Julia Kae) until Sonny's 
untimely death in 2007. The 
three person crew and skipper 
also helped with distribution of 
the eggs at Eliason Harbor. 

Photograph of beach along Sitka road system on April 9, 2009 showing 
heavy herring spawn which ultimately occurred from Sitka Channel to 
Starrigavan. 

Spawn was heavy in the core area from April 8 to April 11 with 
multiple spawning events around Middle Island, Kasiana Is, and 
Crow Is. Branch sets by Julia Kae and Traci C occurred primarily 
in this area from Hayward/Guide Island to Whiting Harbor. 

21 of 93 Public Comment #124



Page 2, Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2009 

The Traci C, skipper Charles Backus, also a Sitka resident and STA member with years 
of herring egg harvest experience, was also part of the harvest effort on April 3 after the 
sac roe fishery was completed. It became apparent that we could not set sufficient 
branches to reach 100,000 lbs without the aid of another large boat. Charles and crew 
cut trees and made branch sets for herring eggs through April 11 . 

Methodology and Program: 
Just prior to the last sac roe opening on March 28, 2009 trees were cut up to 6" 
diameter for herring egg sets. The rear deck of the Julia Kae (58' seiner) was loaded 
with some 54 trees which were set at locations in Hayward Strait, Middle Island and 
Kasiana Islands (see maps). Sets were also marked on a GPS plotter. Sets were 
anchored with rocks and marked with a buoy. 

I ~1 ~<{ 
/ 

.:J" 'i ,_.\ 
,/ ~ 

'f. 
.-11 

\ "' ll 

~ 

~-; tl' 
~'l ~("':.._ I .': . f'\. -...._.. ~ , 

Figure 1. Typical location map of sets made by FN Julia Kae. Date & time of set, 
number of trees in set and retrieval times were recorded on map 
and data sheet. A data sheet was used to record weights & comments. 

Mr. Demmert recorded set locations on maps, and also recorded set dates, times, and 
number of trees per set on data sheets. Sets soaked for a week to ten days until the 
herring spawned (see appendix). Ultimately, over 80 trees were set although some were 
lost to poor placement and storm surge; some sets were lost to theft. 

The last sac roe fishery opening was April 1, 2009; no spawn was observed by ADF&G 
by this date. Sea surface temperatures reported on the NOAA website were 4 to 4.5° C 
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for the period of April 1 - 6, 2009. On April 7 the sea surface temperatures hit 5°C 
degrees and the herring began spawning in a geometric progression for the three days 
thereafter; the initial spawn was 3 nautical miles, followed the next day by 10 nm, and 
then over 30 nm on the third day. On the fourth day spawn continued but at a reduced 
rate. On April 1 0 a record 39 miles (for one day) of active spawn was observed by 
ADF&G. During the spawn period additional trees were set and some sets were pulled 
from low or no spawn locations and moved to areas expected to receive greater spawn. 

During this period a second boat, the Traci C , was lined up to cut and set 
trees/branches. Charles Backus, skipper of Traci C made sets on April6, 7, and 8. 
Heavy spawn occurred on the 81h and 91h in most of the areas where the hemlock 
branches were set. Branches were checked daily for eggs. 

Figure 2 . Herring eggs on branches were trimmed and placed 
into a Trayco tote. Branches were heaped onto the tote to 
obtain weights from a State of Alaska certified Ocean King 
scale and then recorded on a data sheet. 

Figure 3. Scale weight for a loaded Trayco. Six 
hundred pound tote weights were loaded at 
approximately 1.5 to 2.0 times the tote volume (i.e. 
eggs and branches stacked high above the rim of the 
tote). 

Eggs and branches were collected beginning on April 9. Sets generally consisted of 
several trees. Individual trees were hoisted from the water along side of the boat; 
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branches were cut from the tree and placed on deck prior to continuing to the Eliason 
Harbor dock. Branches with eggs were weighed on the harvest boat (figures 2 & 3). The 
Julia Kae tied up at the work float at Eliason Harbor beginning on the April 9. Local rad io 
AM program Problem Corner was called at 11 a.m. each day, and local FM Raven 
Radio was notified; PSAs were broadcast from April 9 to April 13th. Newspaper stories 
also appeared in the Sitka Sentinel. 

Results 
Actual harvested herring egg on branch weights were determined by cutting all 
branches less than W' from the tree bole prior to weighing . Branches smaller than~ " 

were then placed in a Trayco tote and weighed. Weights were recorded and then eggs 
on branches were placed on a tarp on the rear deck of the boat. Daily loads were kept 
to approximately 3,500 lbs. Eggs and branches were kept moist with seawater and 
covered unless the harvest boat was tied to the dock for community members' 
convenience. Community members could come aboard to select their herring eggs or 
the crew would place eggs in bags or boxes for individuals that did not want to climb 
over the gunwale. 

The FN Julia Kae harvested 13,000 lbs of herring eggs on branches trimmed to a 
diameter of ~ " or less and delivered to Eliason Harbor where they were provided to 
anyone who showed up. The FN Traci C harvested 17,000 lbs of herring eggs in the 
same manner and delivered them to Eliason Harbor. The total herring eggs provided 
through a five-day period in Sitka in April 2009 was 30,000 lbs weighed in totes using a 
calibrated and State of Alaska certified scale. 

Additionally the Julia Kae collected 13,000 lbs of herring eggs which were transported to 
the communities of Hoonah, Angoon, and Kake. Approximately 4,000 lbs were provided 
at each community. 

Figure 4. Steve Demmert on the 
stem of the FN Julia Kae with 3,500 lbs of 
herring eggs on branches. Note no large 
trees or boles. The weights were taken 
subsequent to the large portions of the 
tree begin cut away. Eggs were rinsed 
with seawater every two hours. 
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The grand total of eggs harvested in Sitka Sound between the two harvest boats was 
43,000 lbs in 2009. 

On April 9 the Julia Kae arrived at Eliason Harbor and some 4,000 lbs of herring eggs 
were provided at the dock to approximately 100 people by the evening of the first day. 
The Julia Kae delivered herring eggs for four days prior to departing for Hoonah. The 
FN Traci C also provided herring eggs at Eliason Harbor with temporal overlap with the 
Julia Kae until April 12. Demand for herring eggs fell off on April 131

h and the effort was 
discontinued at 9 pm that day. All remaining eggs not claimed were returned to the 
ocean and not counted in the total weight provided to community members. 

The crew of the Traci C counted 150 people receiving herring eggs in one day and 
estimated the total number of people receiving eggs from the Traci Cat 300. The FN 
Julia Kae had a half day count of 100 people but did not count all people in subsequent 
days. Therefore, the total number of person visits receiving herring eggs in Sitka at 
Eliason Harbor was estimated to be in excess of 400. Numerous people visited more 
than once and therefore the total number of discrete community members receiving 
eggs is unknown. 

Figure 5. Steve Demmert helps box up 400 lbs of herring eggs on branches for Ketchikan Indian 
Association. Numerous groups or individuals came by to get herring eggs for community members or 
other communities such as Ketchikan and Craig. 
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Figure 6. Julia Kae at Eliason Harbor, 
Sitka, Alaska April 8, 2009. Skipper 
Steve Demmert delivered herring to 
local residents for four days. Some 
13,000 lbs of eggs on branches were 
given away. 

Figure 7 & 8. Prime herring eggs on 
branches. Eggs were often called 
gold and near perfection in 2009. 
Eggs were as thick as 1" on the 
branches 
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Discussion - herring eggs on branches 
As noted the goal was to harvest 100,000 pounds of herring eggs on branches. It 
became apparent during the weighing of the branches that the 100,000 pound 
goal was not likely to be attained. Initially it was believed that it would simply take 
more effort. However, a crew member Mr. Samuelson grew up in Sitka and 
harvested branches on this same boat as the FN Alice H (Sonny Enloe skipper), 
and unexpectedly provided the likely answer. Mr. Samuelson estimated a set 
hoisted up on the hydraulic block to weigh 10,000 pounds which actually weighed 
1,500 pounds when all branches and eggs were trimmed from the tree bole. 
Additional estimates by the crew demonstrated a similar result of overestimation 
of actual weight by a factor or 3 to 6 times. As the crew's experience grew with 
measured weights, the estimates naturally became more accurate. We call this 
phenomenon "actual weight versus the perceived weight". 

The discrepancy between actual and perceived weights was a complete surprise 
to everyone involved. Due to the unexpected revelation, further investigation of 
actual and perceived weights was conducted in a non-scientific manner at the 
dock with other harvesters. In one case a1/2 ton pickup was loaded with what 
one non-Julia Kae crew estimated to be 4,000 pounds. On another occasion an 
experienced harvester was asked what he thought he harvested (200 lbs.) which 
seemed quite reasonable based on our experience of actual weights. Additional 
work needs to be conducted in this area. 

Given what we determined to be an overestimate of weights by a factor of 3 to 6 
in most cases our actual harvest weight of 43,000 lbs represents a perceived 
weight of 129,000 lbs (factor of 3) to 258,000 lbs (factor of 6) of herring eggs on 
branches. Results were consistent when conducted on the second harvest boat, 
FN Traci C. As with two of the crew on the Julia Kae, the Traci C crew and 
skipper, Charles Backus, grew up in Sitk, are ST A members and have been 
harvesting herring eggs since childhood. 

Observing Sitka community members, young and old, gather up herring eggs into 
boxes and bags with such pleasure was a rewarding experience for everyone. 
Community members shared memories with some of the crew members from 
Sitka they hadn't seen in months or years, traded stories, marveled over the thick 
gold treasure, and connected on a level not common in large cities but not 
unusual in Sitka. 

Herring Egg on Branches for Hoonah, Angoon, and Kake - 2009 
The Julia Kae departed Sitka on April 11 and arrived in Hoonah on April 12. 
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Steve Demmert, skipper FN Julia Kae has at least one relative in each 
community where he distributed herring eggs. Each community was contacted at 
least a day prior to arrival so community members would be ready with 
containers to receive the herring eggs. Mr. Demmert received warm welcomes at 
each stop and described the experience as nearly overwhelming. In Hoonah over 
a hundred people (close to half the community) lined the dock at the time of his 
Sunday arrival. The deck was emptied of 4,000 lbs of herring eggs in short order, 
without so much as a raised voice or gentle shove. Politeness, grace, smiles, and 
gratitude permeated the day. 

Conclusions 

Steve Demmert and Charles Backus did an excellent job executing the project 
from beginning to end. Tracking set locations, harvest, weighing, and delivery to 
the dock was well documented for the first year. Interactions with community 
members in Sitka were excellent, as it was in Hoonah, Angoon and Kake. 

The perceived weight compared to the actual weight (certified scale weights of 
herring eggs) was unexpected and may explain the discrepancy between the 
ANS regulatory range and the actual herring egg weight required to meet 
subsistence needs. The ADF&G Subsistence Division household survey relies on 
non-observable estimates and not actual weights. Subsistence Division has 
noted that herring harvest effort has declined in recent years and further states in 
their report that it is one of several reasons for the decline in harvest. 

However, the decline in effort does not necessarily equate to a decline in desire 
for herring eggs. One important aspect of this program is helping others, that is, 
providing herring eggs to community members that cannot harvest for 
themselves. One thing the2009 program proved for certain is there was a greater 
supply of herring eggs for subsistence delivered to the dock than demand. 
Furthermore there was an almost unlimited volume of high quality eggs on the 
beaches in the Core Area; beaches adjacent to areas open for commercial 
harvest. 

The herring egg program utilized two harvest boats in 2009; however, depending 
on demand for eggs and spawn timing it may be possible to harvest sufficient 
eggs with one boat. Use of one harvest boat would require significant advance 
effort to gather the necessary hemlock trees. Roughly it takes one tree per 500 
pounds of eggs, and therefore a goal of 40,000 pounds of eggs on branches 
(actual weight) would require 80 trees or dense groups of branches. 
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One consideration for future operations is to have the second harvest boat 
stationed at another Sitka Harbor. Sealing Cove may be the second most used 
harbor due to easy access to the boat ramp for offloading eggs. 

Study Design for Community-wide Utilization of Herring Egg on Branches 
As noted in this report one of the problems encountered this year was actual weight 
versus perceived weight. This brings into consideration several questions: 

1. What is the actual weight of the subsistence harvest in Sitka Sound? 
2. What is the subsistence harvest effort? 
3. What is the success rate? i.e. what is the harvest/effort or CPUE? 
4. How does need/desire for herring eggs relate to availability in terms of 

distance to harvest area? 

A scientifically defensible methodology needs to be implemented in order to document 
the total harvest of herring eggs on branches in Sitka Sound and one that answers the 
above questions. The current methodology used by ADF&G Subsistence Division is not 
transparent and does not attempt to produce these kinds of data. 

A study design that provides the answers to the questions is relatively simple. The 
herring egg harvest including tree preparation is done in a short period of two weeks in 
early April and the eggs are primarily brought across one of six docks in Sitka -
Starrigavan, Eliason, Thompson, ANB, Crescent, and Sealing Cove harbors. Based on 
the 2009 experience the majority of herring eggs come across the El iason dock due to 
its drivable ramp and work float but also the dock's central location in Sitka and 
proximity to the core herring spawn areas to the north (i.e., Kasiana, Middle Islands). 

In order to estimate harvest quantity samplers could observe the docks for harvesters 
subsequent to the first major spawn event. Harvesters could provide information to 
samplers or less invasively samplers could estimate weight of harvest, number of 
harvesters, size of containers used to transport the harvest, and frequency. All docks 
should be surveyed but proportional sampling could be done much as the king salmon 
creel surveys are constructed. 

Estimating effort could consist of two elements: 1) interviewing harvester as they transit 
the docks as outlined above and 2) observations on the core subsistence areas for 
number of branch sets, size of branch sets, number of harvesters making sets, and size 
of harvest vessels. 
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Success rate should be estimated by combining effort with harvest amounts, lost or 
stolen branch sets, and weight of eggs per set. 

The cheaper, in terms of time or money, for a cherished commodity or service, the 
greater the demand for that commodity or service. Many factors come into play 
regarding use and need of anything , including herring eggs. Important factors include 
weather, fuel prices, availability of hemlock trees/branches, ability to keep sets once 
made, and much more. Spawn location is also important but since ADF&G has been 
managing the herring resource the core area has received some level of spawn every 
year. The herring biomass, spawn density, and miles of spawn have increased steadily 
since the sac roe fishery began in the mid-70's. Herring biomass has increased 15 fold 
in that period. 

Appendices 

2009 shoreline spawn map 

Hemlock tree/branch sets location maps 

Herring egg on branches weights 

Newspaper photographs pertaining to spawn and herring eggs 
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A letter addressing the people of Sitka and Sitka Tribes of Alaska: 

I would like to make a response to the herring eggs controversy: 

1 do not know the politics behind the issues and therefore I wish to speak only on how the Southeast 

Herring Conservation Alliance and Steve Demmert have impacted our community. Last year, the Julia 

Kae, Steve Demmert and his crew delivered herring eggs to Wrangell, Alaska. This was quite a gift to our 

community because it has been numerous years since a boat delivered herring eggs to our town. It was 

a wonderful event and the majority of the town came out to join in the receiving of the eggs. I see this 

not as one person giving, but as our culture stresses, "providing for the entire community" and that 

community is Southeast Alaska. 

I hope this distribution continues. I would like to thank, Steve Reifenstuhl, Executive Director of the 

Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance and Steve Demmert, captain of the Julia Kae for providing 

Wrangell with herring eggs. It strengthened our Native community through the act of sharing with us 

and the community sharing with you through bartering. 

Gunalche'esh, 

X'atshaawditee (Tammi Meissner) 

Wrangell Resident 
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An open letter to the people of Sitka and Sitka Tribe of Alaska: 

Hello, 

I would like to respond to recent events surrounding the subsistence harvest of herring 
eggs on branches. It has come to my attention that some members of ST A are concerned 
about my involvement in the program that has developed over the past three years to 
provide subsistence herring eggs on branches for those in the communities of Sitka, 
Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Wrangell, and Ketchikan. We provide for people who either are 
unable to harvest on their own or are not fulfilling their needs with their own efforts. 

Three years ago when I purchased the Alice H from Sitka' s own family, the Enloes, after 
Sonny's death, I was asked ifl would carry on Sonny' s tradition of bringing in egg 
covered trees to give away to the community. I didn't have to think very long or very 
hard about what an honor it would be to follow in his footsteps and continue to use his 
boat (albeit with a new name) to help feed the need. As a Ta Kwan Nadi!Eagle Tlingit 
who is a member of the Demrnert family originally from Klawock/Craig, it also struck a 
cord in me to help others when asked. Demmert family members have a long standing 
history in Southeast Alaska as teachers and healthcare providers and of course, 
fishermen. These professions contribute to the betterment of their communities and for 
humankind in general. 

In light of the current concern about my participation in providing herring eggs on 
branches let me clarify what I hear is the main concern. As a non resident, I provide the 
FN Julia Kae with Alaska and Sitka resident crew during the herring fishery in which I 
am a small tender for the fishery. When we set branches and retrieve eggs I have had as 
many as four residents on board at one time and always no less than one fuJI time 
crewman. In 2010 Henry Larsen (Munch) was instrumental in the success ofthe program. 
Additionally, I have had residents Andy Larsen, JeffKatasse, Walt Samuelson, Ernie 
Karras and Justin Schalon harvesting eggs on branches. 

How the hairs get split on my involvement is out of my hands but I have witnessed the 
joy, gratitude, and appreciation that our efforts have brought to hundreds of Southeast 
Alaskans. I hear from people that eggs are being sent all arOtmd Alaska and the lower 48 
as far away as Florida Lest the members of ST A forget, in 2008, the first year we were 
asked to bring eggs to the dock, ST A members brought a pickup truck to the dock and 
backed right up to our rail and loaded it no less than twice. They were delighted, very 
thankful and appreciative to have been able to receive eggs from us to distribute to elders 
and others. We were pleased they came and partook ofthe bounty. It didn't matter to me 
who came and took eggs, we were providing, and a need was being met. 

We weigh our harvest and contribute to the science and understanding of herring egg 
harvest in Sitka SOlmd. In 2010 we delivered nearly 30,000 pounds of herring eggs on 
branches to the dock in Sitka alone. After loading the Julia Kae with another 30,000 
pounds and setting off to Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Wrangell and Ketchikan, the Traci C a 
Sitka based boat harvested an additional3,000 pOlmds. The Traci C was at the dock in 
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Sitka the weekend after we left and for two days' efforts were able to give away only 300 
pounds. It appeared the demand had been met. The remaining eggs were returned to the 
sea to hatch. Much has been said about the impacts of the fishery on subsistence and I do 
not have enough first hand knowledge to get into the fray. But I think we are 
demonstrating that with our efforts and those of individuals going out on their own, AND 
the efforts of ST A with their own vessel, the subsistence needs ARE being met, 
coincidentally with a healthy fishery . 

In closing, I'd like to thank the members of ST A for identifying the need for someone to 
step up and fill a void in the subsistence harvest of herring eggs. Without a clear voice 
identifying the need, hundreds of families around Southeast and their friends and 
relatives may not be receiving the eggs they now do. I'm proud to be the one who was 
asked and proud of the success we' ve helped to achieve. Our program is now sponsored 
by the Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance, a group made up ofthe Sitka Sac Roe 
Herring fishermen. In one capacity or another, I hope to continue providing herring eggs 
on branches to the people of Sitka and Southeast into the future. 

Very truly yours, 
Steve Demmert 
FN JuliaKae 
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:-owned ne":"spaper serving Sitka sin ce 1940 • www.sitkasentinel.com WEEKEND EDITION 

Sitka, Alaska Friday, Aprill.O, 2009 12 Pages 

Fertile Shore I 

A fisherman jigs for herring in an area of spawn near the O'Connell 
Bridge Thursday afternoon. A Department of Fish a~d Game official 

said on Thursday there were about 31 miles of active spawn in Sitka 
Sound. (Sentinel Photo by James Poulson) 

49 of 93 Public Comment #124



.2009 KETCHIKAN, ALASKA VOL. 81 NO. 90 (USPS 293-940) 16 PAGES 

,..------------- TRADITIONAL DELICACY-------------, 

Alice Demmert lets her nephew, Gilford Peratrovich, pick out herring eggs Wednesday at h er h ome. Another n ephew of Demmert's 
participated io the herring fishery in Sitka receotly, and dropped off a couple of boxes of eggs for Demmert and her family. 
Peratrovich commented that "when we Native people eat this, we feel 10,000 years old. w Starr photo by Hall Andennn 
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~ • I • 

FREE EGGS·- Grace Gjertsen; 6, is all smiles as she 
receives a bag of herring eggs from_ Doug Smith, a 
crewman aboard the Julia Kat!; at Eliason Harbor 
Thursday. The crew plans to give out herring eggs 
at the harbor to anyone interested through .Satur-. . .. 

Daily Sitka Sentinel, Sitka, J 

. . 

I· 

day.1This 'is the second year the Julia Kae crew have 
stayed in Sitka, after working as fish tenders dur
ing the commercial sac roe fishery, to provide eggs 
to those without access to spawning areas. (Sentinel 
Photo by James Poulson) · 

. ; 
·~ 
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SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

~i. 
- ~.. ' .s·-

- ,.::,.- -- --- .,.. .. "' .-

P.O.Box 61 
Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-3509 

Herring Eggs on Branches & Subsistence Survey- 2010 

Goal of Program: Obtain 60,000 to I 00,000 lbs of eggs on branches, trimmed weight without 

bole of tree, and help meet herring eggs subsistence needs in Sitka and outlying communities of 
Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Wrangell. Ketchikan, & Klawock. Survey herring egg harvest to 

estimate weight of harvest from observations of Sitka's six boat harbors and docks. 

Abstract: 
FN Julia Kae and crew set branches, harvested. and deliver eggs to Sitka; they also transported 

eggs to fi ve outlying communities. A total of 70,321 pounds of eggs were harvested on branches 

less than Y2"' diameter. Of the total harvest, 35,763 pounds of eggs were delivered to Eliason 

Harbor and distributed to community members. A total of 5,494 pounds of live eggs were not 
wanted through the five days of delivery, and therefore returned to the ocean. In addition, 29,064 

pounds of herring eggs were transported and distributed to Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Wrangell , 

and Ketchikan (Klawock had representation in Ktn). 

A dock survey was introduced to the scope of work in 2010. Personnel made observations each 

day from April 7-12,2010. Observations were concentrated at the primary and secondary egg 

transfer harbors/docks, although observations were made at six docks through the period. 
Estimated weights were made based on container size and shape. The total herring egg harvest 

weight was estimated at 13,185 pounds (not including SHCA program), which certainly 

represents a minimum harvest weight. The actual harvest weight cannot be determined precisely 

although this estimate is thought to capture the majority of the harvest. An expanded dock survey 

methodology could easily determine estimates that are transparent, data driven, and most 

importantly could provide true precision and accuracy of subsistence harvest. 
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Page 2, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Photo I. Branch gathering in preparation lor herring egg spawning 

substrate. 

Photo 2. Hemlock trees/branches on an deck FN Julia Kae in 20 10. Two 

loads of branches were used to make about 32 sets consisting of2 to 4 
trees per set. 

Photo 3. Rigging anchor line and buoy on hemlock tree bole for 

20 I 0 herring subsistence set. 
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Page 3, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Photo 4. Rt:trieving set. rcmo1 ing branches to 112"" diamt:ter and filling Tra)CO tote 11 ith 
herring t:ggs for 11cighing. 

Figurt: I. Typical location map of sets made b)' F!V 

Julia Kae. Datt: & time of set, number of trees in set 
and retrieval times were recorded on map and data 

sheet: wt:ights & comments were recorded. 

Photo S. Branches, tree boles for discard were not counted in the egg 
11eights. 

Photo 6. On the herring egg harvest grounds gathering eggs in totes. 

weighing. and placing eggs on rear deck for delivery and disbursement at 

Eliason Harbor dock in Sitka 
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Page 4, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Methodology: 
Herring Egg Program 

The FN Julia Kae and crew cut and set 115 hemlock trees for herring egg spawn in 20 I 0. The 

boat was loaded with trees and sets were primarily in the Kasiana, Middle Island and Halibut 

Point Road areas. Sets were also marked on a GPS plotter. Sets were anchored with rocks and 

marked with a buoy. Trees were left to soak until the herring spawned. Once trees were covered 

with dense spawn, they were hoisted up via block on hydraulic gear so the butt end of the tree 

was sufficiently high to cut branches for retrieval of the eggs. 

Eggs on branches less than Y2" diameter were placed in a Trayco tote and weighed. Weights were 

recorded and eggs on branches placed on a deck tarp and covered until the next set was pulled. 

Approximately 3,000 to 5,000 lbs were brought on board before returning to Eliason Harbor. 

This weight was about the maximum weight that people would take in one day, depending on 

day of the week and demand. Herring egg branches were kept out ofthe sunlight and sprayed 

with water every couple hours to keep them moist and in optimum condition. 

Photo 9. Captain Steve Demmert and FN Julia Kae at harbor 
April2010. 

Photo I 0. Sitka community 

member loading box on the rear deck of Julia Kae in 20 I 0. 
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Page 5, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

The FN Traci C was lined up to finish the herring egg branch retrieval and distribution so the 
Julia Kae could begin transport and distribution of approximately 30,000 lbs. to outlying 
communities. Public service announcements on radio stations and word of mouth advertised the 
egg program. Newspaper stories also promoted notice. Outlying communities were notified by 
phone at least a day ahead of time to announce arrival of the Julia Kae. 

Photo 12. Loaded with 
herring eggs. the crew of Julia Kae ready for the 5 day journey to 
outlying communities in 20 I 0. 

Figure II . Herring egg distribution at Eliason Harbor on a 
sunny day. Note eggs arc shaded from sun. A fresh load just 
arrived. II people sharing the harvest. 

Estimate of Subsistence Harvest at Harbors/Dock Program 

The herring egg harvest, including tree preparation, is done in a short period of two weeks in 
late March or early April depending on herring spawn timing. The eggs are primarily brought 

across one of six docks in Sitka - Starrigavan, Eliason, Thompson, ANB, Crescent, and Sealing 
Cove harbors. Based on the 2009 experience the majority ofherring eggs come across the 
Eliason dock due to its drivable ramp and work float but also the dock's central location in Sitka 
and proximity to the core herring spawn areas to the north (i.e., Kasiana, Middle Islands). 

In order to estimate harvest quantity, samplers observed the docks for harvesters subsequent to 
the first major spawn event. Harvesters were not spoken to unless they approached the samplers. 
Samplers estimated the weight of harvest, the number of harvesters, the size of containers used to 
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Page 6, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance - Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

transport the harvest, boat size, and frequency. All docks were surveyed but proportional 

sampling was implemented to survey the greatest number of harvesters. 

Observations of branch sets by community members were made on the spawning grounds but 

were not part of the dockside survey and therefore will not be reported here. 

Results 

Herring Egg on Branches Distribution Program 

The F N Julia Kae set some 115 trees for a harvested total of 70,321 pounds of eggs. Of the total 

harvest, 35,763 pounds of eggs were delivered to Eliason Harbor and distributed to the 

community members. Approximately 3,000 lbs of eggs were picked from sets the Julia Kae 

made and delivered to Eliason Harbor by the Traci C. A total of 5,494 pounds of live eggs were 

not taken by community members through the five days of delivery, and therefore returned to the 

ocean. Three thousand of these pounds were from the last day when Sitka's appetite for eggs 

seemed to be sated and no one showed up to take eggs. 

Another 29,064 pounds of herring eggs were transported and distributed by the Julia Kae to 

Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Wrangell, and Ketchikan (Klawock had representation). 

Between April 7 and April 12, hundreds of people, some multiple times, came to Eliason Harbor 

to get herring eggs. No one person attempted to keep track of the numbers of people because all 
hands were helping people box, bag, or bucket eggs. The Julia Kae crew helped trim branches to 

community member needs in order to fit them into containers. Demand for herring eggs fell off 

on April 121
h and the effort was discontinued that evening. All remaining eggs not claimed were 

returned to the ocean and not counted in the total weight provided to community members. 

Estimate of Subsistence Harvest at Harbors/Dock Program 

Observations were made from April 7 to April 12, 2010. Based on estimates the total for all six 

harbors/docks was 13,185 lbs for the period. Breaking it down by dock: 

Eliason 9,500 lbs 

ANB Sibs 

Crescent 0 

Sealing Cove 1,960 lbs 

Old Thompson 1,220 lbs 

Starrigavan Boat Launch 500 lbs 

Total 13,185lbs 
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Page 7, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance - Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Discussion 
The goal was to harvest was 60.000 to 100,000 pounds of herring eggs on branches 

which was met with 70.321 lbs harvested. The estimated harvest not including the SHCA 

component was 13,185, although the survey missed some portion of the harvest. If we assume 

the estimate is roughly half the actual undocumented harvest, and double the 13,185 and round to 

30.000 lbs the combining subsistence harvest transiting Sitka's docks was on the order of 65,000 

lbs. with another 29.064 lbs going to outlying communities. Naturally, a portion of the estimated 
13,185 lbs was shared with friends outside of Sitka. however no estimate was made of that. 

Conclusions 

Herring Egg Program 

Harvesting is a time consuming and arduous task. The ' high harvesters' of the recent 

past, Sonny Enloe, Merle Enloe. George Hamilton, Leonard Skeek and others have either passed 

on or no longer fish. Without large scale platforms it is difficult to harvest large quantities of 

herring eggs unless hundreds and hundreds of community members participate. As Gemelch and 

Gemelch documented in 1985, and the 2011 Subsistence Division Report No. 343 reported, 

participation is declining. Reasonable opportunity was demonstrated in both 2009 and 20 I 0. 

Between 30,000 and 35,000 lbs were available, offered and received at Eliason Harbor, in '09 

and ' 1 0, respectively; however in both years by the time 30,000 lbs was distributed, the demand 

fell off. 

The herring branch program was a tremendous success in terms of harvest quantity, egg 

quality. documentation of weights, and distribution to Sitka, Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Wrangell, 

and Ketchikan. Success cannot be measured in quantity alone. the people and spirit shared was 

priceless. 

Estimate of Subsistence Harvest at Harbors/Dock Program 

This was the first year to estimate subsistence harvest using harbor/dock survey 

methodology. This type of survey is similar to the King Salmon creel census that ADF&G 

employs to estimate the number of sport caught king salmon in southeast Alaska. The Fish & 
Game census is far more complicated because sport caught kings occur throughout Southeast and 

for a duration of several months. Conversely, subsistence herring harvest in Sitka Sound 

transpires in a short duration of several days and across only six harbor/docks. The estimate 

arrived at in 2010 is not perfect but it is a demonstration of what could be done to accurately 

estimate ANS. 
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Page 8, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance - Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

delivered at Eliason. The other five docks represented the balance. The estimated total weight 

was 13,185 pounds; this does not include SHCA 's 35,000 lbs. Considering that the crew of Julia 
Kae was almost always at Eliason Harbor, the distribution point for SHCA eggs, it is likely we 

observed better than half the local harvest. 

Appendices 

20 I 0 shoreline spawn map 

Hemlock tree/branch sets location maps 

Herring egg on branches weights 

Newspaper photographs pertaining to spawn and herring eggs 

Subsistence harvest survey data 
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Date of 
Date ol Branch 
Branch Set Retrieval 

30-Mar 10-Apr 

3Q.Mar 1Q.Apr 

3Q.Mar 11-AJ'I 

3Q.Mar 11-Apr 

31-Mar 7-Apr 

31-Mar 7-Apr 

31-Mar 7-Apr 

31-Mar 7-Apr 

31-Mar 9-Apr 

31 -Mar 9-Apr 

31 -Mar 7-Apr 

1-Apr 12-Apr 

1-Apr 12-Apr 

1-AJll 12-Apr 

1-Apr 12-Apr 

1-Apr 12-Apr 

1-Apr 12-Apr 

1-Apr 12-Apr 

3-Apr 11-Apr 

3-Apr 11-Apr 

3-Apr 11-Apr 

3-Apr 11-Apr 

4-Apr 12-Apr 

4-Apr 12-Apr 

4-Apr 12-Apr 

4-Apr 

4-Apr 

4-Apr 

4-Apr 

4-Apr 12-Apr 

4-Apr 7-Apr 

4-Apr 9-Apr 

5-Apr 12-Apr 

5-Apr 12-Apr 

5-Apr 12-Apr 

5-Apr 12-Apr 

-

SHCA Herring Eggs on Branches 

Location 

North Kasiana Is. 

North Kasiana Is. 

North Kasiana Is. 

North Kas~ana Is . 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

Southwest Middle Is 

Southwest Middle Is. 

Southwest Middle Is. 

Southwest Middle Is. 

West Middle Is. 

West Middle Is. 

West Middle Is 

Road between H.P. & H.P.M 

Road between H.P. & H.P.M. 

Road between H.P. & H PM. 

Road between H.P. & H.P.M. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

West Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

South Kasiana Is. 

Southeast Middle Is. 

Southeast Middle Is. 

Southeast Crc:Ni Is. 

Southeast Crow Is. 

- --

Categories 
discard lo ocean but good eggs 
to Sitka Obs.) 
to Sitka by Traci CObs.) 
to Outlying Comm. (lbs.) 

Weight 

light spawn no retneval 

light spawn no retrieval 

light spawn no retrieval 

light spawn no retneval 

L__ ___ 

Actual Harvest numbers 

2,828 

4,190 

2,276 

2,788 

1,500 

2,215 

2,045 

1,260 

4,338 

2,132 

2,215 

1849 

n5 

360 

1,920 

382 

2,242 

2,589 

1,238 

1,884 

3,382 

1,000 

960 

1,330 

6,600 

2,742 

1,926 

1,726 

925 

1,075 

2,117 

5,494 
32,453 

3,310 
29,064 
70,321 

70,321 - 5,494 • 64,827 lbs provided 

~}<!_ 
Hcning Egg Form~ 

Total Egg Harvest 64,827 

Subtotal W eight Comments 

2trees 

3 trees 

4trees ·-
4trees --

12,080 --
3trees -
4trees -
4trees ---- - ---
3trees 

4trees -
Jlten, 1 ltH strW<d of egg> & bnndMis 

4trees -15,705 i 
- - I 2trees -- -l 

3trees 

3trees ~ 
3trees I 

3trees 

3trees 

4trees 

10,117 

0.00 

4trees 

4 trees 

3trees 

Traci C pulled, 4 trees 

Traci C pulled, 3 tnees 

Traci C pulled, 4 trees 

stolen, 4 tnees 

4trees 

3trees 

3 lrees, 1 "" strW<d of eggs & -

21,082 

3tree5 

2trees 

3trees 

2trees 

____ 5,843 

$~ i.> ~~s~sk D(J 
s-tA. ~vy'l 
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Page 9, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

20 I 0 shoreline spawn map 
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Page 10, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Hemlock tree/branch sets location maps 
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Page 11, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance- Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Herring egg on branches weights 
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Page 12, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance· Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Newspaper photographs pertaining to spawn and herring eggs 

82 of 93 Public Comment #124



Sharing the Bounty 
Crew of the seiner Julia Kae, center, pose as Sitkans help themselves Sunday at the base Qf the ramp at Eliason Harbor. This is the third year 
to hemlock branches loaded with herring eggs on the deck of the skipper Steve Demmert bas organized the goodwill effort to give eggs to 
boat at Eliason Harbor this morning. The crew collected some of the the community for free. Many of those pictured getting eggs are send-
branches they set on the Kasiana Islands and will give them away on- ing them to relatives in villages. Crew pictured are, from left, Demmert, 
ti16 p.m. tonight. The crew will be giving away eggs every day through Kevin Richey and Henry Larsen. (Sentinel Photo by James Poulson) 
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Wran~Jites met tbe F/V Juli4 Ku as it arrived witb a load of herring 

g egg feast arrives in harbor 

tons of 
Friday. It was 
that Wraogel 
decades. 

Kae brought nearly four 
eggs to Wrangell last 
first such load of eggs 
have seen in over two 

people were able to 
themselves and many 

ltf .. liv ..... ti to elders in the 

was made available 
of Steve Reifenstuhl, 

lJuector of Southeast Herring 

Conservation Alliance, skipper, Steve 
Demmert, and crew of the Julia Kae, and 
the Wrangell Traditional Foods Board. 

Wraogellites showed their gratitude in 
the traditional manner, bringing a variety 
of goodies to the skipper and crew as they 
came aboard the Julia Kae to collect their 
share of the bounty. 

James Stough Sr., right, holds up a 
branch that is heavily laden with her
ringegp. 
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Page 13, Southeast Herring Conservation Alliance - Herring Eggs on Branches Program 2010 

Subsistence harvest survey data 
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SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

P.O.Box61 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-3509 

Date 

Dock Location $<:-c:d ' ~ c g y Q. E-f9-r bar 

'1~~0 Observation Date , Boat type if known , Container type , Full/Half/other Name of Harvester if known _ 

___, - ---···· -·- ··- · I -.,. · -·- i : 1 ; 

Comments 

·----------------------------------------·-·-·-

1-····-·-·········-················--···-·······--·--·····-·········-- ..................... . 

~l" -------·-----------------·--· 

--·----·~~.1~--------------------········-····························· 
. -----------~---_1 _________ _)_ _________________ ~ -------

. ! S'~'~"'It)--\S tl--! i I 
4 , "(] -·-···-··----------·········-··-····-··-······-t···---·------·.Jr.---···-··-----·-------t------------------------··-t·-···--···----··-···-····----·-·-··1 ----------···--······------------------·--·······--····-··················· 

6:00 1 1-V}o~~'il<-r i h,tAfto""J ! ~v~l I ~cFl>\4 
------------------·-------1-----···--------------~--- ' -·----------··----·-----------------~ ___ __::rl ---'-------· ---------------·-· 

5": 3 '5 I 5 ' a.l ~ J I I £1" ! ~ '\ I t- I i 1.D \ ~ 
-s-·:ss---r----l\!1\--:;:q-~~~---J-------------r--------~-----------------

~ 7 ~~--~-----~-~~~~~~~Y-r------~-~l~• ---
6 .(l ~ _ __o__:______ I +- -~ y&> ~ --

~=-----···-······-l·--········-······-····-·--····-l-----~----~-----·-··t····-··--··· 
I i I 

'2."GS ' i I +-
~~ ~--l~t~~~~~ 
~----~---~~-~-~ ~~ - .--

1 l ! i . . -----~·----------· 

=:===~~~:=::=~~~---l~---------·----- ---------------------~-:-----------------------~===~==--==~=t==:=~=~~====+-------~=---:-·----·--------~:===: 
Other observations: 

·---------------
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SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

' ' 
·~ 

Date 
Dock Location AN ij He=(h;,[' 

P.O.Box61 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel No. 907-738-3509 

't:!.O Observation Date i Boat type if kno:n , Co~t~in~: tyre Full/Half/other , Name of Harvester if known , Comments 

--l ~ --15 i ~·"3 I Z'f~;; .. ~;:P1 ~vl\ ! I 4 .. Z5 ----- --·--.. -----·--·-r--.. -.. ·----·---·-.. -·-r ......... _. ________ ... ·--·--·--·--.. ---- i .. --.. -·-·---·--·-···-·-.. ·---·-~----··------------··-·---······--··--

IZ'Ib ~~~-=~~~~+~~~~~=r=~====l==-~=-~--=--=~= 
I r------·-1---------- ! I ; ----- I --

--

1 ! I : i 

~:·~: --····-·------··------J_. ________ ,_ .. _J. __ . ______ ., _____ ·--1-- ! -------·-- d 
------~ -----~ - ! ! I l ' I 

3 ~ I"> 

I I I I 
~·--.. ---·-·----.. ···-·1'·-·----·---···----··---+-----·----- ·----·---·-····-:·-------·--·····---~----·--------·-··-··-·- ..... __ _ 

1): to ........ -·--------··-·-····1 .. -... --·-·-···-···--·-·--· .. ·--···-· ...... J ...................... _______ ·--"-·--··-··-··-·-····-......... ~ ...... --.. ·----·----·-··-----·---·--~ .. -··--··-·-···-- -·--·· .. --.................... _ 

-1 ~ i i I 
'' 'l n - --t-------- i i '"" I I i 

-·-----·--------·-·---r--- ---+·-·-·--------- --·---------; ·-·------+--
! i 

-----i--------t-------
I 

Other observations: 

i 

; 
i 

·---·······-·--····---···--·-·J·---··-·-··-·-··-··--·-·--·-·------ -------- -·-----.. --·-··--·-········--·-·····-
1 
I 

' 

-·---------.. ---·-----·--- -----·------------------------··---------- ----- ·-·-···· 

---------- -----
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SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 
.f 

'~~ 

Date 

Dock Location c r(i(Ltt.+" l'fC'O.~' 

P.O.Box61 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-3509 

.., • •A Observation Date . Boat type If known . Container type . Full/Half/other Name of Harvester if known Comments 

'"i \)J I I ! ! 
_._, ~c 1 ; : i 1 _ 

1. . \.} -t .. ··---+----1 ------r- ---t-- ·-r- -----
1 1 I i i ! ; i i i --+-·-· -·•M----------'---------~-----··------------- __ ..., _______________ _ 
i I I I I 

g:;) 0 -·-·--.. -· .. ------............. _ t·· ... -....... -... .. .. _ .. -.......... .. .... J ............ - ......... --·--·-.. +·-.. -·-·-·-·-......... ---·-·+ .......... -.................................... ______ .............. j-·-----·---·--------------·--·----· .. ···-
-1 I j ------! j ! 

"=" ..::::~-----

----~-------

1 I i I 

-1 t==' i I ? ·.v:> ______ .. _____ r- , -----T-
i 

~ 

1 
l I 
I l 
I I 

---·--.. ·-·-·-----·---·--r-·-·-·-·-----·--·----....... 1 _________ ~-·-·------·---.. ---J t I I 

---l i 
--------.. -·--· .. ·--L·------·=-.. ·--·L .. _~ _______ _l_~===-t:=--·-·-----·--·--·------·-·-·--·-..L·--.. -·--------·---.. ---
Other observations: 
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SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

~~' 
_·_.::-.::•_- •• : :-... :~-.::--!;" 

Date 
Dock Location ~f<\f'i•lV;t\... P.)Otl:f Lt~~-v.U, \... 

" 

P.O.Box61 

Sitka, Alaska 9983S 

Tel. No. 907-738-3S09 

J : l.-O Observation Date i Boat type if kn~7, 
1 
Container type ; Full/Half/other Name of Harvester if known 

' '3: 1.0 ! ~ ;?·1lx'-t\c. t>.J lt l-)60 \k_s 
~ --·------: -----~itti----------•··-----·---· .... ·-
s :'o 

Other observations: 

I - - -- - - --

Comments 

~ ifl(:tk~ O_ifl tpti\.\-
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,~-:" 

Date 

SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

P.O.Bo~61 

Sitka, Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-3509 

DockLocatlon OlJ Thc.iYIO.S&~' ih£~_( 

__ ..... __ .,,._,, --· ... 
---~ .......... ·-·-.... ·· -··-···-· .. ,...... . _,.,.,_,,,_ ........ , .. _ .. ,_ -· ··-· .............. ""'·-···· -······-··-

I 

i I I -.. ·---------·-· ··-·--------- ------- -·-----
I 

-

- -

-·--------·-·-· ·-··-·---------- -··---·----·--·---·- ········-----······------ ------------- --·----···· 

-------· ·-------- --=r= -= _ .. _,_ 

·········----·------- ·--·-··-·····-------····-······--·- ·--·········-···--··--·--···-· =--=~------+--·--·-----·----·-·-----.................. _ ... 

c./':cJ 
s~'J 

'~ 

Other observations: t I l ' ' 
___ ---"'!S,::...!t~(.JL.\f-""'(,'--·- .S:..t\W T~l! tf\>L\< w;t'l\ s:J be;"!? ioQ.Jcd ec:,r •C'j e~btva..,ftJ /l.OO Lb5('1'191~. 
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UFA 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 
c/o ADFG, Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115826 
Juneau, AK 99811 

RE: SE Finfish Meeting 

Dear Board of Fisheries Members: 

Sitka Herring Group 
410 Calhoun Ave 
Juneau, AK 99801 
(907)723-8267 

9074632545 

2-08-12 

p.1 

The Sitka Herring Group is a dues paying group of23 members (45%) of the Sitka Sac Roe permit 
holders. There are at least a dozen other affiliated pennit holders with our cause who for whatever 
reason are not current with their financial support. Our group for formed for one reason and one reason 
only and that is convince you to take us into modern 21·" century herring management. 

The Sitka Herring Group Supports Proposals 233 and 234. 

It is time to change the Sitka Sac Roe fishery into an equal harvest share (EHS) fishery. While 
this has been discussed at the last 3 Board of Fisheries cycles the Board only has recently had the 
authority to change the fishery. The Attorney General's opinion at the Sitka meeting in the 2009 cycle 
was that the Board does have the authority to change a fishery to EHS. This is not the same as a 
coop. Each boat gets a separate and equal GHL, catches the fish and sells to their own processor. Or 
pools within a processor. But this is not a Chignik Co-op style change where the quota is pooled into 
one entity! Indeed you will find proposal 227 is a reminder of the stipulation that any herring purse 
seine herring conducted in the Ketchikan districts will be EHS by board directive in 2006. 

There will be a 2012 EHS fishery in the West Behm Canal fishery, or there will be no fishery at alL 
This has already been Alaska Board of Fisheries policy for new and emerging herring purse seine 
fisheries. This would be a good opportunity to see how it's going to work while the Board directs the 
department to get busy and prepare a 2013 management plan for Equal Harvest Shares in the Sitka Sac 
Roe fishery. 

The dispersal and timing of an EllS fishery vo.ill assist in making the time and space available to co
exist more neighborly with the local subsistence users in Sitka Sound. The precision with which the 
department could manage would also enable the fleet to be moved on and off areas that will lead to a 
much more equal dispersal of the spawn, which could help subsistence users have a better opportunity 
to harvest even with a large seine harvest occurring. 

The lack safety of the boats and people involved in the fishery has become a running joke across 
Alaska. If there ever was a fishery ti1at needed to be 'conserved and developed' in order to promote 
future access and management of the fishery, this is it. The 2nd opener in 2011 cost more in lost gear, 
fixed boats and lawsuits than the entire opener was worth. This is increasingly the case. Is it going to 
take a collision with a death or major injury to one of the participants to make the state of Alaska 
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UFA 9074632545 p.2 

respond with an appropriate management regime like EHS for this Sitka fishery. This is not a fishery 
but a crash 'em up derby. Why insurance rates have not caught up with this fishery is anyone's guess? 

The quality of the product and value of the fishery will be enormously advanced and enhanced 
with an EHS fishery. Markets and processors would know how much product they are buying in 
advance of the fishery, allowing them to make better market decisions. There have been companies 
who were concerned as they were located too far from Sitka to capitalize on these massive 
improvements that the EHS fishery would enable. But just because something is right to take action 
doesn't mean that we should delay this action due to processor location issues. Certainly all processors 
could get equipment over to the fishery to take advantage of a several week, steady productive fishery. 
The consideration of the fishery has never been a tail wagging exercise. The participants v.cill adapt 
their behavior to the t!shery if it is the right fishery for the resource and for the majority of participants 
and processors. 

The majority of the fleet is in favor of the EHS fishery. This has a long history in Sitka Sac Roe. 
The fleet has looked at this and the vast majority of the fleet has been requesting this change in 
management since 2003's Board of Fisheries cycle. Unlike some other recent requests for changes to 
established fisheries that had a narrow base of support by a few individuals, EHS in the Sitka fishery 
has always enjoyed robust support which we believe to be near the 80% mark at this point in time. 

Thank you for your co s!clemtion and we look forvvard to changing this fishery into something that 
Alaska can again b roud tom' and regulate. 

sinjef;·· ··~ __ /)<"1. 

Bob Thorstenson, Jr. 
Sitka Herring Group 
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::·> ··· .. :···"·.><·"."···.·" .:: "1: .. ··,:" 

Sitka Trib~·6fiAlaska 
:' ·,· •. : .. ', .,, , ' . I, ,, 

".,: ..... · .. :·.-,,:.,:1<".',·,,: .. :,."'•• .. ,·),,."'',':,::, 

Tribal Governkn¢r\l'fo{:Sit~a, Alaska 
' ~ ' :· ' \ '! ">·:·::::, .: 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Alaska Depanmem ofFish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
1255 W 8111 Street 
Juneau. AI< 99811-5526 

December 2. 201 I 

RE: Sitl.,;a T.-ibe of Alaska' Opposition to Board ofFish l'roposa.l273 

Dear Board ofFish, 

I. write on behalf of Si1:k.a Tribe of Alaska (STA). tribal govemmem lor over 'i, 100 tribal citizens 
located in Sitka. A.laska. As a tribal government, STA is responsible for healllh, welfare, safety 
and culture ofits citizens. STA would like to go on record as vehemently apMing Board ofFish 
(BoF) Proposal273. STA tlrmly believes that this proposal is unwarranted, discrimittarory, 
wasldul, and cost prohibitive forth~ State to enforc~ 

The Amoum Necessary for Subsistenc.e (ANS) (xiginally ser by the BoF was I 05,000 - 185,000 
pounds. At the 2009 BoF meeting the ANS was adjusted 10 136,000-227,0110 pounds. Since 
2002 STA has been \vmking with the Alaska Depanmem ·~ffish and Game's (ADF&G) 
Division of Subsistence (DOS) to moniror harvest trends and to track if subsistence ne<cds were 
being met by collecting subsistence herring egg harvesrer dma rhn)ugh a co1111bination of western 
science and Traditiont1l Ecological Kno\\dedge (TEK). The newly released report by DOS for 
2002-20 I 0 (The Subsislem;e Harvest of' Herring 5j;awn in Sitktl, A Iaska 2002-.. 2010 ... l~clmil.:al 
Pap.:r NO. 3-13) shows there were some years when subsistence needs were met and other years 
when they were not met (2005, 2007 and 2008) 

In 2010 STA and DOS staff refined data collection methods to increase the ability ofthe smvey 
results to stand up to inte.n~e peer review scrutiny. This revised methodology will allow staff to 
track additional parameters that can corroborate harvesters' surwy commems. Since this survey 
methodology has been approved by and meets the requirements of ADF&G DOS this proposal is 
Lin necessary. 

The proposer's comm<:nt that subsistence permits are not neceSS<<ry or requin;d in most 
subsistence areas is correct. In irmances wh.:re Sllbsistence permits are requir~d it is ±or the 
purpose of protecting the resource and not the commercial access to that resm:rce. In a few 
subsistence t!sheries harvesters are required to repo11 their harvest amounts. but STA knows of 
no subsistence t1shery that requires harvester> to have their harvest directly ventled by 
management oftlcials. With these points in mind this proposal would require h~.;rring egg 

o!·'1h IC.l!·lulr1 Str·l·'t.'\" • ~)llku, Al(t~kt1. 9•J:·u:; ~ ('·11.17r 7-~7-.:-'·2!'1} • F.·\.X (907J 1'·1i1 -~Hrl.5 
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harvesters to meet ,·estri~.tions not required by other subsistence li;;h and game harvesters and 
co~1ld be considered disc.riminawry 

The mandatory weighing provision of this pmposal W(lllld create addition;d hardship for the 
harvesters and decreaiie the quality ofthe harv"sl. Since rhe majority of tho :;ubsistence harvest 
takes place in a short period of time there would likely be a back log ofharv,;:sters \Nailing to 
have rheir hal'vesr weighed and off loaded This delay wi.ll prewnr tl1e harvesters n·om 
harvesting and processing their eggs in a tim~ly manner which will reduce the quality of harvest. 
Also, subsistence harvesters fr(lm other commllflitics would be requi.r~d tD o1tr load th<:ir boats for 
w~ighing and then hav~ to reload them tor the rerum trip home. This additional handling would 
cause egg clusters to 1\-agment, fall off the br~nches and become unusable. 

The mandatory weighing of eggs would also be a costly logistical nightmare for ADF&G. The 
proposal states thltt subsistence eggs woLJid be weighed at 6 docks within th<~ Sitka area. This 
would require ADF&G to come up 1vith staff and tl1e infrastructure to weigh ~•P to :235,000 
pounds of herring eggs on branches at these sites. Ultimately, the proposal would require the 
Board to allocate funding (which is o~mid.;: ~h~ Buard'o authority) to m~~t tho~ proposed 
requirements. ln pre\'ious yem·s, the proposer ba> indicated rhar his organizmion (Sourheast 
Herring Access Alliance, aka the Sitka Herring Conservation Alliance) would provide the 
fhnding and boats m w0igh subsistence herring eggs, but wisdy ADF&G dedi ned. To accept 
funding or logistical suppon from th~ industry 10 t\lgulate anoth~t' ~JSer group· would be putting 
the proverbial '·fo;\ in charge oftbe hen hou><:· and would uldma1ely lead to lidgarion against the 
Stare. 

lfv,;u have any qu~st1ons regarding this l~rtw or STA stance on this proposal please contact 
ST/\'s Resot.u·ce Prowc(ion Director, JeffFeldpausd1 at (907)7-'17-7469 or email 

Sincerelv, 

·~/. I I 
-~- t!t~c-.z.-~u..JJ' 

/Caw· nee Widmad; 
.. · · al Council Chairman 

I 
/ 

('c. Tad Fujioka. ADF&G Sitk<t Advisory Committee 
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Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
Petition Opposing Board of Fish Proposal •! 73 

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the Board of Fish proposal 273. This proposal would is 
unnecessary, discriminates against subsistence users, would inhibit sub:;istence needs from 
being met and would be excessively expensive for the State to enforce. We respectfully 
request that the Board vote in opposition to this proposal. 

Name 

]J ~a. 'll..~~b'_n_ 
~~ -!-,. 

PO 39\ld \115 

Address 

? of;, ro ti;?- s't+/::.r.., A-k: ffg3r"' 

/702 1;1;~/f rt~ .:5/f, i\1\ iif!t.:_ 
r:fco l?=> 1_r~g3 ::;,tkh~ A~ qq e &s-
Lo 11 M onashn:q fueeJ 
no\ \-\ P ~ -.~;t ·:!6 c._ , .S MG., , At 9'1 83'S 

((I z_ ~ e <:c., ""'! .6,., 0,... -:::;;,, + /f!:!:r., 'T "t &· :>..> 

(trZ fiJ2 <"(441 ;...., _lJr 'S ,-It::,_ <?K. <?"? f'=~ 

<o3'*;:? +J.e~ . 
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Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
Petition Opposing Board of Fish Proposal 2~'73 

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the Board of Fish proposal 273. This proposal would is 
unnecessary, discriminates against subsistence users, would inhibit subs:1istence needs from 
being met and would be excessively expensive for the State to enforce. We respectfully 
request that the Board vote in opposition to this proposol. 

Name 

'(a:Kb,o,v lW 9J\m:X:<VYfr\ 
~d&trZt> 
/b(r('}~Jokl 
I 

~ 
~ w. m~-~ 
;:?.r, \, 
~ "1>-

\ ;.a..., !lb.<(<' c J2_& 

:IJ/wlk std/;;~ 

so 39\ld \115 

Address 

n ''7 LL ?111(o HrJ(,=-31+'-L--..l.-jl \ __ _ 

I YCJY' A -- /::fifo,. !Jaf 

,!1>: ,/!lelA) .f}rcJ0ttgL I ) 1--
'[t?o ?J\'Jiti:£!. '£1:' ··----

KJA tWdc-7~~& 4klbQJ Ct4: 
f.<::> btw I:!:.~;P..s ~~ 2 . ff'< 771?3:;.. 

' 

.Po_ /S<ltt 1.59-'>.-~ ~ 
~-co s;~,..G~~~:£, ~. A-1: $'f?:;55" 

-- ( 1 

tam. ,'J;;;JS£ «t. 
80}· ? .:2. o/ !:( 

S,+f''.c 14-k. 't'?."'ii'J 

S:rT![/f 4tf '7'7ff'35 
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Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
Petition Opposing Board of Fish Proposal 2::73 

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the Board of Fish proposal 273. This proposal would is 
unnecessary, discriminates against subsistence users, would inhibit subsl'stence needs from 
being met and would be excessively expensive for the State to enforce. We respectfully 
request that the Board vote in opposition to this proposal. 

Name 

CbnuACu teP!?(f!4£Y\ 

t~rJJ;;~ 
..2lbulla (jm;~ 

90 39\ld \115 

Address 

':SJ\Bo ~-. \\~R S~--\-t"J0 

Po BuY ''3l.J .S.-+ B 
<?Ibn m v19Ml @- &rrtdlk_ 

am,o Mf'E ":idk.a=· =---
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February 9, 2012 
Dear Board of Fish Members: 
 
 This letter has been sent in regards to certain proposals that have been 
submitted and will be addressed at the Board of Fish meetings in Ketchikan later this 
month. Nearly all proposals addressed in this letter pertain to the Sitka Sound herring 
sac roe fishery. Myself, I address you as a current holder of one of these permits, one 
which has been in our family since the fishery’s inception. On behalf of my family, this 
letter comes addressed from at least ten of us that are Sealaska Corporation members 
and Tlingit & Haida members, and all of whom directly benefit in some way from this 
fishery and the time and season to harvest eggs or the herring themselves. 
 
Proposal 227 - Amend to clarify only the purse seine fishery as an equal quota 
share fishery:  
 
 Supported, with recommendations of clarifying that this be an equal share for 
purse seine permit holders, as opposed to gillnet permit holders. 
 
Proposal 230 - Revisions for the commercial herring fishery management plan for 
Sitka Sound: 
 
 Opposed. Much of what is being proposed here are guidelines that are undefined 
and would for them to be enforced would appear to provide irregularity to a model used 
by the ADF&G. For example, part one of this proposal suggests that stocks of herring 
be identified on a spawning area basis. The ASA model used by the ADF&G already 
includes factors in its modeling. Other factors such as depth of spawn and roe 
concentrations are not mentioned in part one of this proposal. Other factors that may be 
unfamiliar to me, but it is the vagueness of this particular part of this proposal.  
  
 Part 3 of this proposal recommends an assessment of the abundance of mature 
herring for each stock before allowing fishing to occur. Again, it is unclear what is being 
proposed here. From what I understand the ADF&G accomplishes this already with their 
test fisheries and sampling.  
 
Proposal 231 - recommending a fishery closure when the fishery has harvested 
within 10% of the quota: 
 
 Oppose. It has come to my attention that an overview of the last ten years will 
show that the fishery has been 2% under the harvest quota. Establishing a regulation as 
such appears again to undermine the ADF&G’s ability to manage a fishery that appears 
to be managed well given a changing quota that changes year to year.  
 
 
Proposal 232: Repeal regulations for establishing the herring fishery GHL, and 
implement a harvest rate percentage determined by the formula: harvest rate 
percentage = 2+8(spawning biomass(in tons)/25,000): 
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 Oppose. My first wonder with such a proposal is the science to support such a 
repeal. Having no science to back such a proposal implies that the ASA model currently 
used is flawed. Much of my understanding of how the ADF&G conducts their surveys 
from the air, by boat with sonar, their use of transects, and diving, appears to be 
regimented in a way that collects effective and credible data already. Though I am still 
unfamiliar with the details of how all data is collected and factored into the current ASA 
model, I view it as a model that continues to prove itself as herring populations appear 
to return healthy to the Sound.  
 
Proposal 238 & 239: the areas of Makhnati to Gavanski to Crow Island to Halibut 
Pt. along town shore to breakwater is to be reserved solely for subsistence use 
only:  
 
 Oppose. In recent years the ADF&G has taken measures to accommodate local 
concerns by refraining from holding commercial harvests in this “Core Area”. Fisheries 
have obviously taken place in these areas much less in recent history than prior to 
those years. Though there are concerns of inconsistent spawn in this area, thus the 
case to exclude the commercial aspect, end of season spawn data shows that spawn 
takes place in this area every year. My assumption as to the reason for concern of the 
inconsistent spawn in this area may simply be the inconsistency of the timing of spawn. 
In other words, spawning in the core area happens every year, but never at the same 
time.  
 
 Realizing fully that locals and visitors come to Sitka for the purpose of harvesting 
eggs (usually with branches), the timing of making reservations and plans can never be 
fully dependable because the herring ultimately spawn where they will. Once branches 
are set, relocating them is understandably not so easily done and may remain in place 
for that reason. Factors of costs associated with this inconvenience of having to wait or 
even relocate branches to further areas outside of the Core Area is also an 
inconvenience. That said, commercial fisheries rarely take place in the same areas 
every year as well, and abide by the same consistent change of fish movements. It is 
my concern that it is not the commercial fishery that is the cause for concern, but normal 
economic and natural factors: increase in fuel prices, plane ticket prices to get to Sitka, 
time off from work to harvest, and natural factors of the herring spawning where and 
when they ultimately do. 
 
Proposal 242 - increase the biomass threshold to hold a fishery from 6,000 tons 
to 15,000 tons.  
 
 Oppose. Again, such proposals only undermine the models used by the ADF&G 
and provide no reason for doing so.  
 
Proposal 243-244: eliminate a rotational sac roe fishery in West Behm Canal for 
gillnet purposes only, and exclude any purse seine fishery.  
 

2 of 4 Public Comment #128



 

 

 Oppose. This proposal lacks any scientific reason for doing so, and rather is 
aimed solely at benefiting gillnet fisherman over purse seine fisherman.  
 
Proposal 245 - allow 1-E and 1-F equal share permits to be stacked on other 
boats.  
 
 Support. With GHL numbers near 1,200 tons in 2011, a “one boat per permit” 
fishery is uneconomical once considered under 5 AAC 27.197 (a)(2), which allows for 
an equal split fishery. A fishery under these conditions would be costly for a harvest of 
just roughly 25 tons per boat.  
 
Proposal 273 - Require a permit for subsistence herring egg harvests on 
branches in Sitka Sound. Establish a monitoring program to obtain official 
weights eggs harvested.  
 
 Oppose. I do not believe that the locals of Sitka or any visitors coming to harvest 
need to obtain permits for a tradition that has taken place for generations. I believe their 
rights would only be infringed by requiring a permit for harvest.  
 
 I do believe, however, that there is a need to establish a more reliable 
measurement of weights that is being harvested on branches. Harvest figures stated by 
locals in recent years appear to give chance to guessing rather than official weights that 
could rather be obtained by a weight scale. I’m acknowledging the possibility of 
overestimations in situations that are left to one’s own eyes. A more credible and 
reliable number can be established with weigh-ins of branches on land. The egg harvest 
numbers provided and used to oppose the commercial fishery are the very numbers 
that are lacking official weigh-ins, thus the importance of the use of scales.  
 
 
Closing Remarks: 
 
 I feel it necessary to submit my thoughts and opinions relating to this fishery as it 
is a way of life that my family has and still does depend on. My name is Charles Skeek. 
My family and myself are Alaskan Native and our family has been involved with the 
Sitka Sound Sac Roe fishery before its beginning, starting with my father, Leonard 
Skeek. Up until just a few years ago, the permit was handed down to me. My father still 
benefits financially from this fishery and as suggested earlier, it is very much still a 
family tradition of ours to participate in this fishery. Up until around the year 2000, it was 
customary of my father to use his own boat, the F/V Keku Connie, to remain in Sitka 
following the commercial fishery in order to harvest eggs on branches. His subsistence 
harvest was transported by the Keku Connie to bring to his town of birth, Kake, and then 
continue on to his town of residence, Petersburg. My recollection of these days saw a 
large number of locals in Kake converging to the docs to meet my father as he freely 
and selflessly gave to anyone who came for eggs. No compensation for fuel or money 
was known to be taken by my father. It was simply a gesture of good will and tradition 
under his own interpretation. It is understandable that tradition becomes restrained 
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when economic and time factors come into play, but surely my father is a testament to 
what is required these days for one to harvest.  
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To: Shannon Stone 
ADF&G Boards Support Section 
Phone: 907· 465- 6097 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

FRONTIER SHIPPING PAGE 02/03 

Page 1 of2 

The Tongass Sportfishing Association, Chapter 573 of Trout Unlimited would like to submit 
the following comments on several fin fish proposals that will be considered by the Board of 
Fisheries during their Feb. 24 thru Mar.4, 2012 meeting in Ketchikan, Alaska. 

1. Proposal 248. This proposal would change the definition of" bag limit" for sport fishermen 
to a " boat limit" for sport fishermen in SE Alaska. TSA is opposed to this proposal as it has 
the potential to increase the harvest of all fish species in SE Alaska which could 
force ADF&G to implement additional restrictions on the sport fisheries operating in SE 
Alaska. 

2. Proposal 249 .. This proposal would implement annual limits on nonresident anglers for 
sockeye, coho, chum, and pink salmon in SE Alaska. TSA is opposed to this proposal as 
ADF&G has not indicated any conservation concerns with these species and implementation 
of an annual limit on these fish would be unnecessarily restrictive. 

3. Proposal 254. This proposal would allow the use of bait by young and disabled anglers 
while fishing in high use and small cutthroat lakes in SE Alaska. TSA is strongly opposed 
to this proposal as it would result in high mortality of targeted and non targeted fish species 
in these systems. Currently, there are a number of lakes throughout SE Alaska where bait is 
allowed as well as a "bait use" window for coho salmon from Sept. 15 thru Nov. !5 region 
wide in a number of systems . TSA feels that this regulation would negat!Yely impact 
rainbow and cutthroat trout populations throughout SE Alaska and should not be adopted. 

4.Proposal 261. This proposal would increase the sport fish king salmon limit in the Neets 
Bay area when the king salmon index number is 1.51 or higher. TSA supports this proposal 
as it would allow additional king salmon harvest opportunities for both residents and 
nonresident anglers when the abundance of king salmon is high. 

5. Proposal 269. This proposal would require all subsistence, personal use, and sport 
fishermen to fill out a catch report card for all species of fish. TSA is opposed to this 
proposal as it is an unnecessary requirement. Currently, subsistence, personal use and 
sport fishers are required to report their harvest on permits (subsistence and personal use), 
on their license for certain species ( nonresident anglers ). during creel census interviews 
and via a sport fish postal survey. TSA feels that this proposal is unnecessary and would 
add an additional cost to ADF&G. 

6. Proposal 337. This proposal would establish a new Herring Cove THA management plan 
for the commercial, sport, and personal use fisheries that operate in this area. TSA 
strongly supports this proposal as it would put in regulation what ADF&G has been doing 
by EO over the past several years. This will allow all participants in this fishery to know how 
and when this fishery will operate each year. In addition, TSA strongly supports the idea 
of prohibiting snagging within the THA by all users of this fishery. 
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Sincerely: 

!:lou!~ 
Chairman 
TSNChapter 573 Trout Unlimited 
907-617-1271 

'1 
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SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRODUCERS, PROCESSORS & MARKETERS OF PREMIUM QUALITY SEAFOODS 

February 7, 2012 

Board Support Section 
Attn: Shannon Stone 

Alaska Dept. of ~ish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK. 99811-5526 
Fax: 907 465-6094 

Dear BOF and Boards support, 

Do to changing circumstances we respectfully rescind proposal 240. 

Thank you for your time and the effort you have put forth. 

Sincerely, 

4"· c,:,.-., ~~A>;>~ 
Craig Shoemafer 
Seafood Producers Coop 
507 Katlian St. 
Sitka, Alaska 99835 

OITICE: 2875 ROEDER AVe. • BeLLINGHAM. WA 9a225 
PHONE (360) 733·0120 • FAX (360) 733-0513 

PLANT: 507 KATLIAN • SITKA. ALASKA 99835 
PHONE (907) 747-5811 • FAX (907) 747·3206 1 of 2 Public Comment #130
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SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRODUCERS, PROCESSORS & MARKETERS OF PREMIUM QUALITY SEAFOODS 

Chailman Johnstone 
Board ofFish Members 

February 8, 2012 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board ofFish Members: 

Seafood Producers Cooperative has pat1icipated in the Sitka Sound Sac Roe fishery for close to 
20 years. Processing this resource has provided a source of income for our 88 employees, There 
are many other resident and non-resident businesses and individuals who have also come to rely 
on this fishery to sustain their livelihoods. 

ADF&G has etfectively managed the harvest of this resource using a conservative model. They 
have attempted to conduct the fishery around the areas described in proposals 238 and 239 but 
should not be restricted in its responsibility to effectively harvest the allowable catch. 

Establishing an exclusive non conmmcial subsistence only area as described in the proposals 
will limit the Depatiment ofFish and Game's ability to prosecute the fishery and reduce the 
permit holders harvest potential. 

If Proposals 238 and 239 moves fmward the harvest area will be reduced, ADF&G's ability to 
conduct an effective fishery will be more difficult and the risk of harvesting the resource will 
impact the local economy. 

Seafood Producers Cooperative is opposed to proposals 238 & 239, 

?ully, 

.. ··~ g~fg~ 
SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 

OFFICE: 2875 ROEDER AVE. • BELLINGHAM, WA 98225 
PHONE (360) 733·0120 • FAX (:360) 733·0513 

PLANT: 507 KATLIAN • SITKA, 1 

PHONE (907) 747-5811 • FAX ( 2 of 2 Public Comment #130
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Charles W. Treinen 
2054 Arlington Drive 

Anchorage, Alaska 99517 
Phone: (907) 345-2414 ,Cell: (907) 229-2478 

E-mail: cwtteinen@aol.com 

February 8, 2012 

ATTN:BOFCO~ENTS 

Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
FAX: (907) 465-6094 

RE: Comment on Southeast Finish Proposals 

Dear Chainnan Johnstone and Board of Fisheries Members, 

As a SE sac roe herring seine permit holder since 1995 with a family business heavily 
invested in the herring fishery, I have a critical interest in seeing well managed and 
sustainable fisheries. Consequently, I am submitting these comments on selected herring 
pmposals that can critically affect my opportunities to harvest available fishery resources. 
Specifically, I am urging rejection of proposals 230, 231, 232, 238, 239, 240, 242, 243, 
and 244. I support taking action that will deal with the issues presented in proposal 245 
realizing that there are legal aspects. I also urge the board to take action on proposal 273 
in the interest of accurate catch accounting. 

Proposals 230,231 and 232: 

These three proposals, all submitted by the same individual, seek in some way to alter the 
Sitka Sound sac roe seine fishery management plan. After multiple cycles of SE fmfish 
Board ofFish as well as Federal Subsistence Board meetings, the deja vu aspect of these 
types of proposals is clearly evident to me. The proposer and those he may claim to 
represent, seem intent on doing whatever they can using whatever means they have to 
find fault with the way the commercial sac roe herring fishery in Sitka Sound is 
conducted, regardless of the best available science and data. For example, during the 
previous two in-cycle meetings, a purported scientific study concerning discrete herring 
otolith marks was hinted at but never released to justifY various restrictive pmposals. (To 
date the 'study', though 'shopped around' to various scientific venues, has not been 
published and apparently does not stand up to any kind of peer review). An underlying 
premise of the opponents to the commercial herring fishery seems to be that there are not 
as many herring now as there used to be--all the good years were in the past and all the 
bad years .are now. 

P. 1 
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While I believe that anecdotal information has some value in a historical context and can 
provide guidelines for collection of data that is valid, reliance on that type of information 
in making present management decisions has limitations and will seriously compromise 
harvest opportunity on one side and sustainability on the other. That Sitka Sound herring 
stock abundance in recent years has been on an upward trend is cle!'ll'ly show by the 
department's assessments and determination of guideline harvest levels. 

Not surprisingly, GHL increases are welcomed by the indu.~try, however, herring 
fishermen have long been concerned that the department has been grossly 
underestimating stocks and that we--as well as communities and the state--have been 
shortchanged by their reluctance to acknowledge the evidence of a larger herring stock. 
As herring fishermen, we are necessarily tuned into the sophisticated sonar and sounding 
equipment, have the observational experience, use aerial reconnaissance, and take the 
time needed to assess the herring stocks. My personal observations and those of my 
tellow herring fishermen has been overwhelming in a belief that the department has been 
artificially holding the GHL to something lower than what it should have been for most 
of the last 15 years and that the political pressure from opponents of the herring sac roc 
fishery as a whole has had a role in compromising the department's data and science. 
Coincidentally, the department's use of'hind-casting' to adjust for underestimation of the 
previous year's stock--at first glance--masks the fact that higher quotas have often been 
warranted. Discounted survey results from 2009 and an ongoing scale analysis 
discrepancy in 2010 have artificially reduced the GHL calculation in the previous two 
years. The much higher 2012 GHL is likely a vindication of the general impression held 
by those of us participating in the fishery and is still sufficiently conservative to assure 
sustainable harvests into the foreseeable future. 

Please take no action on proposal 230 in realization that the existence of a problem to 
address is not clear and that the fishery is already managed conservatively so that 
'ecosystem integrity' is assured. 

Please take no action on proposal 231 since it is effectively reducing the GHL without 
establishing a scientific basis to do so or establishing that a significant over-harvest is 
occurring. 

Please take no action proposal 232 in realization that the present management plan is 
sufficiently conservative, has probably overcompensated tor some of the competing users 
concerns and has a demonstrated track record of stock protection and growth. 

Proposals 238 and 239: 

Please take no action on proposals 238 and 239 attempting to establish 'core area' 
commercial closure for exclusive subsistence use. The same or similar proposals 
consistently find their way into the BOF proposal book as well a.5 on the Federal 
Subsistence Board agenda. Such proposals have been consistently turned down in both 
venues for good reason; there is little evidence of adverse consequences of commercial 
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herring fisheries and, conversely, little evidence that subsistence harvest would be aided. 
Department maps that show areas commercially fished in relation to areas where the 
herring spawned show little or no correlation to the proposed 'core area' closures. These 
proposals seem to address a problem that doesn't really exist. 

Proposal240: 

I oppose proposal 240 that seeks to reallocate harvest from the sac roe fishery to the bait 
fishery. While I believe that this reallocation would likely run into trouble with CFEC 
regulations, the proposal may have been submitted in the face of uncertain market 
conditions that are no longer as pressing as once thought. 

Proposal242: 
I oppose this proposal to raise the West Behm Canal herring threshold from 6,000 to 
15,000 tons. This proposal, couched in the usual righteousness, is based on 'beliefs' and 
fears rather than credible science so deserves little consideration. 

Proposals 243 and 244: 

Please take no action on these two similar proposals that seek to eliminate a seine harvest 
of sac roe herring in West Behm Canal. Both are submitted by the same individual who 
stands to make personal gains if passed. Justification for such an allocation change is 
weak at best, does not address a critical problem and disrupts an established Board
approved usage pattern. 

Proposal 245: 

I support taking some action on the issues presented by proposal 245 so that the available 
surplus West Behm Canal herring resource can be harvested in an orderly manner in a 
seine fishery. Realizing that there are legal restraints to 'designating another pe.rmit 
holder to catch an equal share quota', I would suggest the regulation be modified to 
specify a registration date prior to the fishery and then divide the GHL by the number of 
registered pennit holders rather than the overall pool of permit holders. All pmnit 
holders registered would by legal necessity be on the grounds. 

Proposal273: 

Please take action on Proposal 273 requiring a permit for Sitka Sound herring subsistence 
tlshery participants for all the reasons expressed by the Southeast Herring Conservation 
Alliance, a group consisting of SE Herring sac roe seine permit holders and others 
associated with the SE herring fishery. This proposal is regularly submitted for triennial 
Board review and regularly opposed by those claiming to represent subsistence roe on 
branches harvesters with feigned outrage over such an 'onerous' requirement Although 
it seems that the department's subsistence staff would welcome registration as a tool to 
provide reliable data, they have not been supportive. Nonetheless, written reports and 
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testimony on a roe on branches harvest conducted under the auspices of the Southeast 
Herring Conservation Alliance clearly demonstrate the ridiculous shortcomings of the 
data used and claims made in establishing the 'amount necessary' tor subsistence. After 
multiple in-cycle meetings, it is evident to me that the opponents of accountability are 
attempting to hide their actual harvests in order to achieve some other objective. I hope 
that this time the board will take a step toward accuracy in catch accounting for 
subsistence harvests so that fhlse and inaccurate data are not used as a means of 
furthering a separ-ate agenda Given the reported 'poaching' of subsistence roe on 
branches sets, a registration requirement might assist in making the subsistence activities 
more orderly. 
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 Alaska Board of Fisheries 
ATTN: BOF COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
 
The following are my comments on proposals 301,302,and 303.  The makers of these proposals the Tsiu 
River Coalition are a few out of state sport fishing lodges trying to tie up a little piece of Alaska all for 
themselves.  They are not satisfied with having the Tsiu river and a three mile wide lake system all to 
themselves for five days a week, They want to get ride of the gill netters on the two days that they are 
fishing.   They simply can’t stand to see  other user groups in the river.   
  The gillnet fishery is made up of 130 local owned permits,(170 permits all to gather ).  The Tsiu river is 
extremely important to the 20 to 40 permit holders and their crews that fish there every year. 
The gillnet fishery has been operating their nearly 100 years. We were operating at the Tsiu when the 
sport fishing lodges came in set up their operations. 
  The fishery has been well managed through the ADF&G and the regulations in place.  Healthy 
escapements have always been maintained.  The current fishing area and the two 24hr. openings allow 
for an even distribution  of the catch among the permit holders.  
  Send a message to the proposers here by voting these proposals down.  Let them know that in Alaska 
we share resources among user groups. 
  
Proposal 301 : 
This proposal would compress the commercial fishery into a much smaller space.  Placing the marker a 
half mile above the high tide line would cut out nearly two miles of fishing area.  The fishery would lose 
one mile of river, plus the one half mile of beach on either side of the of the mouth. the first few sets in 
the river would get the lion share of the fish, leaving the rest of the permit holders with little. This would 
create a lot of conflict between  gill net fisherman over those sets. The fishery went to the two 24hr. 
openings to allow the river to fill up with fish on the off day, that would make fish available for all permit 
holders up and down the river. 
  The proposal states the river is longer now and can support the change.  Not true.  The river mouth will 
move to the east gaining some length and then form a new mouth back to the west after a flood event. 
The river has done so 4 times in the last 30 years, the last time was in 2004. 
  The Hubbard  glacier is once again threating to cut off the Russell Fiord and flood the Situk river.  The 
loss of Situk fishery will devastate the gill net fishery.  Many permit holders will need to go to other 
rivers to fish.  The Tsiu River will become more important than ever, being the second largest producer 
of coho in the Yakutat area. 
  There many places in the Tsiu for sport fisherman to go fish without gill net fishers around. Sport 
fishers  have a 3 mile lake system, half mile above the commercial marker, plus many places in the river 
where commercial fishers are not fishing. All of these places have thousands of fish in them and provide 
excellent  opportunities.  
  This proposal should be voted down. 
 
Proposal  302: 
  This proposal would restrict the use of out boards on the Tsiu River.  Fishers need their out boards to 
conduct the fishery. This would be impossible to enforce because fish will get scared into the nets every 
time the skiff approaches the net. 
  The proposal claims this creates a unsafe situation for sport fishers. False.  Sport fishers can easily fish 
off of the bank of the river if they are at a set net site.  There is also lots of places to fish away from a set 
net site. Some lodges prefer to create conflict at the river by depositing their clients on a set net site and 
then complaining when they operate.  This proposal should be voted down. 
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Proposal 303: 
  This proposal is ridiculous.  This is just one more attempted to get rid of gill net fishery. 
The ADF&G does  a good job managing  this fishery.  Vote no on this proposal. 
 
 
John Vale 
PO Box 193 
Yakutat, Ak.  99689 
 
784-3423 
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To the Board of Fish: 

I fully support proposal #24 7 to develop and implement a management plan 
to protect and enhance Juneau's roadside sport fishery. I am a resident of Juneau, AK 
and I am a middle school teacher with the Juneau School District. I am both a salt 
water and fresh water sport fisherman and I want to see the quality fishing 
opportunities in our area continue. 

This quality includes fantastic coho and Dolly Varden fishing opportunities, 
but we are in danger of losing these opportunities if habitat and harvest are not 
monitored more closely. I believe a creel survey is essential for the roadside habitat. 
On the saltwater, I am surveyed several times per year by the creel survey. State 
troopers or Fish and Game an average of 1 time per year also board my family's boat 
to monitor fishing activity. I believe these same measures will make fisherman more 
accountable to their actions and give a baseline for future studies of the road system 
fishery. 

As a teacher, I am also in support of a sport fishing education curriculum at 
the middle school level. In fact, I have witnessed many adults that could benefit from 
this curriculum. Respect for this resource is not inherent, it must be learned. I have 
witnessed people that do not know the regulations, wantonly waste meat and 
harass the fish. This needs to be addressed along with the preservation of habitat. 
Revenue could be created in the future by grooming life-long sport fishermen that 
will buy fishing licenses and spend money on fishing gear. 

I would also like to see section C in the scope of work implemented: 
designate critical streams or parts thereof as designated catch and release areas. 
There are many areas that are hard hit by fisherman that could benefit from this, 
particularly, the Montana Creek confluence and the Cowee Creek bridge out the 
road. I do not want to see these fantastic coho runs turn into the Windfall sockeye 
fishery that only allows fishing one day per week with a bag limit of one fish. 

Please consider implementing this proposal for the sake of future 
generations. 

Jay Watts 

Dzantik' I Heeni Middle School Teacher 

Juneau,AK 
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ATTN: Board ofFish Comments 
Boards support Section 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau,Alaska 99811-5526 

Re: Proposal 3 1 2 

PILOT PUBLISHING PAGE 01/01 

l have been a commercial troller since 1974, starting out as crew and later 
operating my own boat as I worked my way up through the ranks. I think 
that the passage of this proposal will reopen allocation issues that have been 
working towards equitable distribution of all our finfish resources. A 
mandatory 10 day troll closure disregards all the variations in the yearly 
ntns, changes in hatchery success, weather and many other smaller 
contributions to each season. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
works hard to manage the seasons catch in a fair and equitable way by daily 
assessing these variables and opening and closing as needed during the 
season. This proposal reduces this flexibility and good management. 

I am also disturbed by this proposal trying to divide "inside" and "outside" 
trollers. Trollers fish everywhere, and this is an unrealistic viewpoint which 
indicates a lack of understanding of a gear group. This is clearly a proposal 
that will result in the reallocation from one gear group to another. 
1 would urge the Board to see this issue as unfair to the troll fleet and reject 
Proposal 312. 

Respectfully, 

Bonnie Westlund 
FNDove 
Box 945 
Petersburg, Alaska 99833 
907-518-9900 
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February 8, 2012 

Alaska Board of Fisheries 

Dear Members, 

I am commenting on Proposal 310 which concerns the management of the winter troll 
fishery. I am in favor of adoption ofProposal310. 

I began my troll career in 1974 and continue to do so .. I have lived year round in Elfm Cove 
year round since 1978. 

Assuming that this allocation issue is within your decision making power; I believe that under 
the Board's allocation criteria that this internal allocation issue within the troll fishery should be 
considered for economic reasons. 

The Sitka Advisory Committee has stated the economic value of the winter versus summer price 
for a king salmon. The winter fishery is basically a fresh fish market consisting of Alaskan wild 
caught that have achieved a position of renown in the market place. Additional fish in the 
winter fishery extends this marketing strength as more fish are available in late 
April. Currently there are not any Alaskan troll caught fish once the winter fishery closes and 
the spring fisheries begin the first week of May. 

The winter fishery consists of predominately Alaskan residents who bank their money in Alaska 
buy their fuel, gear and groceries and utilize the businesses in Alaskan communities. This is a 
very important economic stimulus in all the Southeast Alaskan communities. 

I, like all permit holders, contribute 3% of my gross income for salmon enhancement. I believe 
access to hatchery fish during the winter fishery would be one of the best returns for that 
investment. 

,, Thank you for your consideration on this issue and for your work as Board members. 
· .. ~ 

C?unWild 
Elfin Cove, AK 
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ATTN:BOFCO~ENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Dept ofFish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

RE:PROPOSAL 216 AND 270 

907 7473799 
I 

p. 1 

TO:B.O.F l 
I am very worried about the continued Lowering of the Chatham Bl k Cod Quota on 
Commercial Chatham permit owners. Also the escalating catch of s¥lefish by the Sport Fleet 
and now their non sport commercial fishing gear of electric, and Hyd power. 

I am 74 years old and semi-retired. Most of my Ancestors lived to lir nine1y's. 

My Chatham Sablefish permit is my only income 

No one is asking Sport fishermen to limit catch to just sablefish, wh n there is lingcod, salmon, 
rockfish, halibut, lake trout, steelhead in good supply. Sport is goin home with their boxes full. 

Please let me continue to enjoy my Golden Years. 

Proposal 216 is just another power grab or greed 

Proposal 270 sounds like a good one 

SinjtJe~ /}, 
-·1JtluVt/J 
Philip Wiley 
Sitka, AK 99835 
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Al Wilson 
P.O. Box 597, Sitka, Alaska 99835 
(907) 747-5165 or (907) 738-1894 

Email: berryisl@gci.net 
 

ATTN:  BOF COMMENTS     February 9, 2012 
Board Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK  99811-5526 
Fax:  907-465-6094      Total Pages: 6  
 
Proposal 230 – I support this proposal.   
 
This proposal in large part is to change the management of the Sitka Sound sac roe 
herring fishery from a single species fisheries management system to an eco-system-
based fisheries management system.  The best way to do this is to add Pacific herring to 
the Alaska statute 5 AAC 39.212., Forage Fish Management Plan, FFMP that governs the 
commercial harvesting of forage fish species in the waters of Alaska.  The nine species 
presently listed as “forage fish” in the statute do not include Pacific herring although 
herring appears to meet all the criteria listed for forage fish.  All known fisheries 
management entities, be it state, federal, regional councils, or their foreign counterparts, 
with exception of Alaska, classify herring as a forage fish species. Further, the Alaska 
Board of Fish, BOF, has proclaimed the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, ADF&G, 
will manage the fisheries on a scientific basis.  It would seem nothing could be clearer 
that the Pacific herring should be included in the FFMP.  The FFMP states forage fish 
may be commercially taken as provided for in 5 AAC 03 – 5 AAC-39.  An existing 
statute, if included therein, or a newly drafted statute would allow commercial harvest of 
Pacific herring to continue as is being done now. The listing of Pacific herring as a forage 
fish would require the ADF&G to expand the area used to assess and forecast the health 
of herring populations and how this may be affecting all fishery groups.  The ADF&G 
would have more responsibility to protect herring when considering approval of such 
things as: the number and location of hatchery fry releases, new aquaculture permits, the 
location of any new processing plants or any facility that may dump untreated waste 
products in waters identified as herring rearing habitat.  All user groups would be brought 
to the table when ADF&G makes their report on the stock assessment and forecast of 
herring populations.  The ground fishermen and troll fishermen, in particular, have long 
complained that the size of the average same age fish landed is becoming smaller every 
year and subsistence gatherers and fishermen say several years have occurred where their 
needs have not been met.  These user groups have hard data to back up what they say.     
 
Presently, the herring resource in Sitka Sound is being managed by ADF&G as a single 
species fishery to provide maximum harvest levels for the sac roe herring seine permit 
holders.  The department focus is entirely on a small harvest area and does not appear to 
include anything else that may be affecting herring or other species.  For example, the 
ASA model the department uses to determine the gross harvest level does not show 
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where the two to three year old immature herring have been or come from except to know 
that they have always showed up.  They say the cost of a study to learn the health and 
whereabouts of the immature herring is beyond the scope and budgetary means of this 
fishery.  What is wrong with this, aside from basing their findings on incomplete data, is 
that they will not be aware of any problem that may exist until the immature herring do 
not show up then it may be too late to save the herring resource.  Added to this are many 
things that negatively impact herring populations such as: marked increases in whale 
population and corresponding predation; enormous increases in hatchery releases of 
salmon fry that not only feed on herring larvae but compete with herring for the same 
food; hatcheries and fish processing plants are being placed in the very deep inlets and 
bays in which herring are reared and the hatcheries dump untreated waste including 
chemicals in the water while the processing plants dump thousands of pounds of 
untreated fish waste into the water.  The fish waste brings into the bay scrap fish that 
were never there in those amounts before.  The dumping of the fish waste is seasonal and 
what will the scrap fish feed on in the off season I wonder.  In face of this ADF&G says 
survival rate of herring is increasing.  In the Stock Assessment and 2010 Forecast, Sitka 
Sound, Alaska, Sherri Dressel states that from 1980 to 1998 there was a survival rate of 
60% and from 1999 to 2009 there was a survival rate of 87%.  Some would say I am 
being too polite but it would seem this is the result of a single species fisheries 
management plan as opposed to an ecosystem-based fisheries management plan.  Much 
of what is stated above has been said time and again by fishermen and subsistence users 
based on personal findings and actual experience.  These findings are now being verified 
and formalized by scientific study and being published.  I have attached condensed parts 
of one of these reports and also a copy of news media on statements made by a noted 
biologist on the impact of herring recovery by whale predation.  The attached reports 
concern herring in Prince William Sound but the  conditions and effect of what they say 
are identical here is Southeast Alaska.    
 
Although there is much to be done before the BOF completes deliberations on all of the 
proposals brought before them, they are nonetheless ominous.  The substantial increase in 
herring GHL will have the effect of extending the fishery season into the time subsistence 
harvest is at its peak.  Shorter and shallower seine nets will allow the permit holders to 
fish on the beach hitting the herring when the roe content is highest and most valuable.  
Not so would cry the ADF&G saying you could not have an opening for 50 plus boats in 
this manner.  But take that in hand with a cooperative fishery and I think we are seeing 
the last of a reasonable opportunity for a subsistence harvest to occur or worse.  
Hopefully, the BOF will see their way clear to consider our needs. 
 
             
 
 
Al Wilson               
 
Attachments: 4 pages 
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Anc.hor;tge Daily News 

Experts: Food for Pacific salmon may run short 
COMPETITION: Hatchery and wild fish often use the same feeding grounds, 
By LES BLUMENTHAL 
McClatchy Newspapers 

(11/29/10 21:2l:55) 

WASHINGTON -- With the number of salmon spending part of their lives In the North Pacific having 
doubled In the past 50 years, scientists are Increasingly concerned there may not be enough food In 
the ocean to support them, and changing climate could make it even worse. 

At first blush, the mounting scientific evidence would seem to contradict conventional wisdom that 
salmon are a disappearing species. But, as with everything salmon, It's more complicated. 

While more than $13 billion has been spent since 1978 to try to restore endangered wild salmon 
populations in the Pacific Northwest, salmon hatcheries In the u.s., Russia, Japan and Canada have 
also expanded rapidly. 

In 1970, 500 million hatchery-raised salmon were released. In 2008, more than 5 billion hatchery 
fish headed out to sea. AS with wild salmon, only a small percentage of the hatchery fish actually 
survive to spawn. 

Once In the ocean, the hatchery fish are competing for the same food as the wild salmon. While the 
North Pacific and the Bering Sea may be vast, salmon often congregate In the same feeding 
grounds. 

"Many hatcheries were built on the premise that the ocean had an unlimited capacity to support all 
salmon," said Gregory Ruggerone, a fisheries scientist who works for Natural Resources Consultants 
In Seattle. 

That may not be true. With nearly 650 million adult Pacific salmon iWimming in the ocean at any 
given time, the competition for food is Increasing ;md the already shrinking wild stocks could be 
crowded out. 

"It could lead to a reduction In wild stocks," said Randall Peterman, a professor in the School of 
Resource and Environment Management at Simon Fraser University In Burnaby, British Columbia. 

Studies over the past several years suggest ~mpetition for food Is affecting salmon runs up and 
down the West Coast, from Puget Sound kings to Alaska's Bristol Bay reds. In some Instances, the 
fish are smaller when they return, making them more susceptible to predators. In others, runs are 
actually declining. 

The competition between wild and hatchery salmon Is nothing new. Wild salmon are considered 
heartier and more resistant to disease than their hatchery-raised counterparts. 

"We know stocks from all over the Pacific intermingle and overlap," Ruggerone said. "There Is a 
melting pot. But there Is a lot we don't know." 

2126/2011 9:39, 
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The Issue or too many salmon and too little food Is an International one, with Japanese hatcheries 
releasing mostly chums, which are valuable for their roe, and the Russians releasing pinks. 

"Five years ago at a conference In Russia, a guy stood up and said I was trying to start a war 
between Russia and the U.S.,'' Ruggerone said. 

Since the mid·1970s, the waters of the North Pacific have been slightly warmer, creating an 
upwelling that brings zooplankton, Krill and other salmon food favorites to the surface. aut a 20· to 
30-year weather cycle Known as the Pacific Oecadal Oscillation could soon reverse Itself, and colder 
water means less food for the salmon. 

Climate change Is causing even greater uncertainty. 

"This concern about competing for limited resources may become considerably more acute if the 
North Pacific iilrea occupied by salmon decreases due to climatic change," according to an article 
co•authored by Ruggerone and Peterman published this fall In a technical journal published by the 
American Fisheries Society. 

The article talks about a "common pool" of salmon food in the North Pacific and suggests hatchery 
fish have become so abundant that there may not be enough food for the wild fish. 

Oesplte years of study, salmon remain pretty much mystery fish when It comes to the time they 
spend In the ocean. While much Is known about the time they spend In fresh water 01nd their 
journey down rivers and e:treams to the sea, once they enter salt water they pretty much disappear 
for up to three year&, only to return to fresh w<~ter to spawn. 

Pinks, the most abundant type of salmon, could be the main culprit when It comes to competition 
for food. While some juvenile salmon stocks linger In fresh water for a year or more, pinks rush to 
the ocean where they have flrst crack at the food and return a year later to spawn. 

Scientists know Pacific salmon can migrate thousands of miles once they enter the ocean. Studies of 
fish that had been tagged at the hatcheries and lat11r caught have shown the fish are capable of 
traveling remarkable distances. But most of the studies date to the 1960s and 1970s, i!lnd scientists 
now want to use genetic testing to better track their journeys to the North Pacific feeding grounds. 

"We have some Idea what IS going on but there Is a lot we don't know," Ruggerone said. 

During the paii!t several years, R.uggerone said, one West Coast salmon run h<~d roughly three times 
as many fish return as expected and only a tenth of the fish expected In another run showed up, No 
one knows why. 

"The thing about science Is every answer generates 10 more questions," Ruggerone said. 

Print Page Close Window 
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Hypotheses concerlung ·the decline and poor recovery 
of Pacific herring in Prince William Sound, Alaska 

Wlllter B. Pearson· Richard B. Deriso· 
Ralph A. Elston • Sbal'On E. Book • 
Keith :a. Parker • Jl\ek W. A.ndt!l'flllll 

Received: 1 October 200!1/ Allceptlld: 10 May 2011 
® The Au1hor(s) 2011. Thi; article i& published 'o\ith open accesa at Sprlngerllnk.com 

Abstraet This paper updates p!1lvious reviews of 
the 1993 stol:k decllne of Paoitlc bening (Cl14Pea 
pallQlJi) in Ptil!.ce Willlw Sound, Alaska, a.nd 
f011uses on hypotheses about sub~uent poor recov• 
ery. Recent age structured assessment modeling with 
covariate analysis indicates that the population 
dyiiillllics of th' sound's herring are intluenollli by 
ooel!nic faq\!Jn, DQtritlOI), and, IUOSI SllbSIIIDtial\y, 
hatchery l'llkailes of juvenile pink sal.won. For The 
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1993 deoline, poor nutrition remains tile most 
prQbable cau~e with diseaso a liCcondaey 1\lapo.nse. 
Concerning pOor recovery, we e)taminW 16 pOtential 
factors a.nd found thl.'ee to be causal: ocllanic f~~Ctors, 
poor nufl:ition, and hatchery rel~es of juvenile pink 
lilllmon. Absences ot strong year classes at both 
Sitk,ll and Prince William Sound after 1993 io.dioate 
the action of \arge-IICIIIe ocean prooesses. BeyOlld 
reglonill-scale enVil'olll\lli'ntal factors, two factors 
specific to the 110111tli influence The popul~on 
dynamics of hetrln$ 11t1d are likely impeding recov
ery. First, pink salmon fry tlli$1\Ses have increasllli to 
about 600 million anniiJIIly and may disrupt feeding 
in YOWlS hening, which 1\l(ju.ite adequate nutrition 
for growth and ovenvlnterlng survival. Juvenile pink 
salmon and age-l ~~ co"occur in nearshore 
areas of bays In Ialli spring and s~~t~~t:llel', ;mel 
available data on dietary overlap Indicates polelltial 
competition between the age-l jnvenile herring and 
j11venile pink salmon. Field st\ldies demonstrate that 
juvenile herring reduce food intake sgbstantially in 
the presence of j11venile pink salmon. Second, 
overwintering hllmpbadc whales may C()USUme 
polelltially large amounts of adult herring, bitt 
further studies must confirm to what exte!lt Whale 
predation 1\ldu~s herring biomass. 

Keywords Pacific herring · Clupea pal/aJII · 
Fisheries collapse · Fisheries recovery · 
Prince William Smmd · Alaska · 
Bxxon Valdez oil spill 
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req11ire ongoing studies of whale abundance and 
predation to be completed over a aufficlent number of 
yem to provide reliable long-term infO!Uliltion. 

Improving nutrltlo:n anumg ovenvinterJns juvenile 
herring clearly wollld be beneficial to pWS herring 
recroitntent, but how to do so on a scale that would be 
effective is not itntnediately ol,lviom. One approach 
may be to switch the timing of ha!Qhery pink salmon 
fry release from the peak of plankton production to 
smaller releases over a longer ti11U1 period. Reduction 
in the total amount of releases may also be at'fective 
in preventing juvenile pink ~almon from depleting 
any zooplankton stccks that also benefit juwnlle 
hel'dng. If ocea.n SllrviVal of juvenile and adult 
salmou Ul the main filctor governing the magnitude 
of returns, then a.n eveuly ti1!Uid release or even a 
reduced total release may not have a greai influence 
on th~ overall returns of adult pink salmon to PWS. 

Ira their review of the lessons IW'lled from the 
collapse and recovery of North Sea herring, Dlokey
Collas et al. (20!0) call for not only more research on 
the mechan.isms for collapse and recovery but also for 
a move away from single-species ma.nagernent 
ftpprollQhes to multispecies wanagement and, in the 
tons term, to ecosystem ma.nagement. When com
mitments to the managemeut of several speQies are in 
conflict (which appears to be the case with PWS), 
tei:onmling the co:nlllctlng commitments will btl best 
done at the ecosystem level (Dickey·Collas et al. 
2010). 

Cunclusious 

We have assessed the eviden~;e for a.nd against the 
prillllipal decline and jl()Ot recovery hypotheses a.nd 
find no evidence that oil <~J~posure from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, harvest effects, spawning habitat 
loss, the spawn-on-kelp fishery, or dise!ISe hllve I~ to 
either the decllllll or poor recovery of PWS hel'l'in$. 

OUr re-examination of available information and 
recent wodeling outco1!Uis supports euller conclu· 
sions (Pemon et al. 1999) that poor nutrition is the 
probable cause of the 1993 deellne. Nutritional status 
of PWS herring clearly began to decline in the wid· 
1980s and reached a low in 1993 and was associated 
with low zooplankton abundance. Recent informa
tion, especially the disease analysis of Elston and 
Meyers (2009), decreases the role of disease in the 

Qspringer 
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c!ecline. The evidence supports the cont.e:lttion that 
disease during the decline was a secondary response 
llf!er a portion of the PWS betting population wu 
stressed by poor nutrition. 

Poor recovery probably results from several fac
tors. Since 1993, no ~trong yew <:lall!!~s ba.ve e1!Uirged 
in the GOA hetrlng populations, including that at 
PWS. This lade of strong year classes appears to 
derive from regional·scale tJcean envitomnental' f~c
tors. Beyond the regional·$Cale faQt<:ttS, two other 
!'acton specific to PWS appear to be reducing herring 
biomass and recruitment. First, predation by lUI 

increasing nnmber of overwintering humpback 
whales may prove to be rewoving ~ substlll!tial 
proportion of the adult herring in PWS. Second, 
interllQtions with juvenile pink salmon releued from 
PWS hlltoheries may be influencing nutrition in 
juvenUe herring and their subsequent growth, stlt'
vival, and recruitment. Continued research is recom· 
mended on PWS hnmpback whale predation and on 
herring recruitment processes. Also recommended is 
a move away from single-species mariagewent to 
multl•specles management, lf not to the management 
of l'WS as a whole ecosystem. 
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December 28, 2011 

Re: Tsiu River Proposals Submitted to the Board ofFish 

Proposal #'s 301, 302,303 

This is a general position letter represe11ting the views of the Yakutat 
Salmon Board, an advisory board to the City and Borough of Yakutat 
Assembly. 

Proposal301: Close certain portions of the Tsiu River to commercial 
fishing. 

Separating user groups on the Tsiu River is unnecessary. This will decrease 
opportunities for both commercial and sport interests. The river is very 
dynamic and may lengthen or shorten on any given year therefore, setting 
arbitrary lines, would create more problems than it will solve over time. 
Most sport fishing anglers intermix with the existing commercial fishery 
without incident It is also common for weather and escapement counts to 
restrict the commercial set net fishery to two days per week, leaving the 
entire river open for sport angling access for five days. 

In 2009, the CBY planning staff completed a Land and Fisheries 
Management Summary Report for and a River Etiquette Guide for users. 
Neither the guides nor the fishermen would sign the River Etiquette Guide 
due to the distrust between the groups. This distrust comes from constant 
attacks on the commercial fishing industry through the BOF process by a 
few individuals. 

The borough planner fields several complaints over the phone each season 
and the majority are guides fighting with each other due to angler 
overcrowding. In addition the borough has initiated a cabin permitting 
system to begin in 2012 in order to clean up derelict camps and create a 
more aesthetic atmosphere for all users of the river. 
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Contrary to the economic statements made by the Tsiu River Coalition the 
financial benefits to the community ofYakutat are myriad. The economic 
activity includes air taxis, freight planes, cannery workers, fishermen, and 
the value of 400K pounds of coho on the world market. Though commercial 
fishing tax revenues are small when measured directly against sport angling 
taxes and lease payments, they are substantial when looked upon as an 
aggregate. Many years the Tsiu River has produced coho when the rest of 
the Yakutat District has not. This can make or break the cannery operator 
which is the largest single private employer in the borough. In the 
co.mmercial fish business some years produce very small margins. 

The borough wishes to see both a strong sport industry and a strong 
commercial fishery on the Tsiu River. We believe it is time for all the user 
groups to sign the river etiquette document and begin living by it. Before 
the loss of the Alaska Coastal Management Program the borough was 
considering an AMSA or an Area Meriting Special Attention. This would 
have allowed stronger management measures to be undertaken by borough 
staff in dealing with user conflicts. 

We oppose proposal301 

Proposa1302: Prohibit the use of power boats to drive fish into nets on the 
Tsiu. River. 

Typically, one or two passes are sufficient to chase a school of fish into a 
gillnet. Then the motor is turned off to pick fish from the net. It is an 
efficient way to quickly capture fish and get them into iced totes. The 
practice has occurred for as long as motors have been on the river. The 
lower Tsiu River is full of boats and ATV traffic, airplanes hauling fish and 
transporting sport anglers. Sport Anglers travel across anadromous streams 
and lakes scaring flocks of ducks and swans, then through beach dunes 
routing resting cranes and geese and tearing beach vegetation. In short, the 
area is a center of commerce and the amount of noise and wear and tear on 
the environment is bearable. The winds wipe away most signs of A TV 
presence and the duration of the coho season is such that the area is left 
along for 9-10 months out of the year. 

We oppose Proposal302 
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Proposal303: Establish new criteria for detennining commercial fishing 
openers. 

TI1e Tsiu River has consistently produced incredible amounts of coho 
salmon. We regard this as proof that the existing management plan is 
adequate to protect the stocks. We feel ADF&G is doing their job. 

We oppose proposal 303 
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ATTN:BOF 
COMMENTS 
Boards Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board members, 

Shaw Details 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the board in support of proposal# 310. This 
proposal seeks to discount Alaska Hatchery King Salmon from the overall winter King 
Salmon quota that they were caught during. Alaska hatchery fish should not count 
against the treaty quota, and on average this amounts to around 4,000-5,000, but 
instead of not counting against the winter fishery, these fish are added on to th~ summer 
fishery. 

First, this is just wrong. Fish should be accounted for when you caught them, period_ 
Second, the argument that moving these fish back to the winter fishery will jeopardize the 
10 day total per summer king salmon mortality I number of coho days is wrong. Wrong 
because those who use this argument are pointing in the wrong direction for a shortage 
of summer king quota. It wasn't the winter fishermen who slashed the summer quota. It 
wasn't the winter fishermen who wrongfully withheld the 50,000 king salmon total 
mortality implementation that Alaska was supposed to receive according to language in 
the treaty it's self, but was reneged upon. The troll fleet needs the ability to make 
adjustments td meet market trends, and seasonal fluctuations the way other fisti'eries 
have recently. All we want is for fish to be accounted for wh!:'ln they were actu<'.!lly 
caught 

The price for troll caught King salmon is usually double in the winter what it is in the 
summer, it ma~es good fiscal sense to the troll fleet as a whole to credit Alaska Hatchery 
fish harvested in the winter to the winter fishery. In the. overall scope of the summer 
quota, 5,000 fi h is a pretty small amount. In most cases it won't even add an extra day 
to the summe~ season. In ~he winter season however, it could make a big difference. 
5,000 fish could mean an extra week of fishing time. 

Lastly, it is simply wrong to look at it like there are 2 distinctly different groups of 
fishermen here, we are all trollers. All of our permits are good in both the summer, and 
the winter fisheries. Decisions should be made based on what is best for the fleet as a 
whole, not best for those who only want to fish in the summer time. 

Sincerely, 
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February 8
th

, 2012 

 

Attn: BOF Comments 

Board Support Section ADFG 

Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

 

Dear Chairman & Board Members 

 

Subject: Yakutat Fishing Proposals 

 

Proposal 267: We neither Oppose or Support this proposal, because we are not sure if you understand 

that there is no designated area for fishing in this lake.  Our concern is safety to the people trying to fish 

out of that lake.  We believe that there needs to be more of an assessment of the lake and its location.   

 

Proposal 281-83 and 300: We support this proposal as would benefit our fishing community.   

 

Proposal 301:  Opposing this Proposal, we support the letter Comments from Greg Inderland owner of 

Yakutat Seafoods.   We have long standing traditions of fishing the mouth of the Tsui and sometime the 

breakers.  Generations of families have fished this land, longer then sport fisherman have visited our 

fishing grounds.  The Tsui fishing industry supports our families in our community and can coexist with 

sport fisherman.   This proposal would better if was held in a open public hearing for all of the Yakutat 

Community; fisherman, families and organizations, to attend and make their comments of how this will 

effect the Tsiu Commercial Fishing. 

 

Proposal 302: Opposing the proposal because this has been working for years, the regulation now is 

sufficient to our ways and with changing this it would cause more conflict and lead to openers based on 

over escapement.  

 

Proposal 303: Opposing, this does not fit what we believe would be a good choice in change.  It makes 

since that the ratio of the male and female stay 50/50.  If this is passed there would be more female then 

males in the river.  

 

Proposal 305:  We oppose this because the Yakutat set net will lose some lower sets in the Akwe River. 

The river is small as it is, this will make less set net locations.   

 

Proposal 321:  We support having more of an informational meeting on this issue, due to not enough 

facts and info provided.  
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Yakutat Tlingit Tribe 

2 

 

As an local supporting organization we believe that these issues be brought to the communities attention.  

Giving knowledge to the changes and disruption to our community life style, these really should be 

discussed in a public hearing at our local hall.  We encourage communication and working together and 

we offer our support to hold the meetings to inform our community on issues or changes that will effect 

our environment, lifestyles and future.  Please consider this partnership, we are willing to lead the 

meetings.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Victoria Demmert 

Yakutat Tlingit Tribe President  
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From: Andrew Couch

To: Stone, Shannon C (DFG)

Subject: PC149 -- Andy Couch Letter For Board of Fisheries Attention

Date: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 3:07:13 PM

Andrew Couch, owner
Fishtale River Guides
PO Box 155
Palmer,  AK 99645
907-746-2199

January 11, 2012

Attention:  Regional Supervisors James Hasbrouck and Tracy Lingnau
Alaska Department of FIsh and Game
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage,  AK  99518-1599

Dear James and Tracy,

In consideration of Northern Cook Inlet king salmon spawning escapement shortfalls and possible 2012 sport and 
commercial fisheries restrictions discussed by Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) staff during a fall 
2011 public meeting at the Wasilla Legislative Information Office, I have compiled information from ADF&G data 
and other sources that provides a more comprehensive view of these issues.   Most of this letter provides 
background information, but in Requested Actions, I’ve listed 10 specific recommendations to the Department on 
how Susitna River drainage and Little Susitna River king salmon stocks may be better managed to ensure more 
consistent attainment of king salmon escapement goals, while maintaining both sport and commercial harvest 
opportunities, and economic benefit.  Please share, discus and consider the information and recommendations as 
the Department formulates Northern Cook Inlet king salmon management direction for the 2012 fishing seasons.  

2012 Susitna River King Salmon  and Possible Emergency Regulation Changes

Downturns in Northern Cook Inlet King Salmon Production

Although a few streams experienced earlier difficulties achieving Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) 
king salmon spawning escapement goals, a widespread downturn in Northern Cook Inlet king salmon spawner 
escapement levels started in 2007 when Chuitna River, Lewis River, Theodore Creek, Alexander Creek, Willow 
Creek, Sheep Creek, and Goose Creek all failed to reach minimum desired king salmon escapement levels.  
From 2007 - 2011 (a period of 5 years) ADF&G failed to measure any king salmon escapement on these streams 
that achieved a minimum escapement objective.   Note: On Sheep Creek ADF&G was unable to count king 
salmon escapements in 2008 and 2010 due to turbid water conditions.

Additional Missed King Salmon Escapements

More recently, Deshka River missed escapement goals in 2008 and 2009, while Lake Creek missed escapement 
goals in 2008, 2009, and 2010.   Chulitna River missed its goal in 2010, and in 2010 and 2011 Montana Creek, 
Clear Creek, Prairie Creek, Talachulitna River and Little Susitna River all missed goals.  In 2011 Little Susitna 
River missed its king salmon goal,  even after ADF&G’s emergency 26-day sport king salmon fishing closure.

Board Adopted Changes

During the winter of 2011 the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) designated Chuitna River, Lewis River, Theodore 
Creek, Alexander Creek, Willow Creek, and Goose Creek with Stock of Concern status for king salmon, and also 
closed directed commercial king salmon fishing near the mouths of these streams, and closed sport king salmon 
fishing in each stream, except Willow Creek.  The BOF further reduced legal daily sport king salmon fishing hours 
in Unit 2 - the east side tributaries of the Susitna River between Willow Creek and Talkeetna River (excluding the 
Talkeetna River).  When legal daily fishing hours were reduced from 24 to 17 hours per day, a decision allowed 

1 of 10 Public Comment #149

mailto:fishing@fish4salmon.com
mailto:shannon.stone@alaska.gov


king salmon sport fishing to continue on Willow Creek and Sheep Creek, Finally, the BOF closed king salmon 
fishing for the last 3 day “weekend” of the season on all Unit 2 waters previously open to sport king salmon 
fishing.

Flood Water Considerations:

The Northern Cook Inlet Management Area experienced fall flooding in both 2005 and 2006 with the 2006 flood 
having larger water volumes for a longer duration.   Therefore, maximum negative impact on future king salmon 
returns from these flood events would logically be expected to occur in 2010 and 2011 -- when offspring from the 
2005 and 2006 parents were expected to return as dominant 5 year-old age class spawners.  2010 and 2011 
proved poor years for attainment of even minimum  king salmon spawner escapement levels on most Northern 
Cook Inlet streams, and only 5 of 17 streams with ADF&G established king salmon spawning goals reached 
minimum targeted escapement levels.

Measured Flooding Durations

United States Geological Survey recorded Little Susitna River water volumes during both the flood of 2005 and 
2006, but another measurement of these floods can be seen in the durations of time that ADF&G’s Little Susitna 
River salmon counting weir was inoperable because of flooding conditions.  In 2005 the weir was inoperable for a 
stretch of 12 days in mid-September, after which it was removed for the remainder of the season.  In 2006 the 
weir was inoperable for a period of 14 straight days from August 18 - August 31.  In the 5 years following the 
2006 flood (2007 -- 2011) water levels have remained relatively stable with only 2 days of flooding conditions high 
enough to make the weir inoperable during the entire 5 year period.   Those two days of flooding occurred on 
August 9 and August 10, 2011.

On Deshka River, weir counts were made throughout the entire 2005 season with no days lost to flooding.  In 
2006, however, no salmon were counted for the remainder of the season starting on August 16.  This is a period 
of approximately 22 days with no counts -- which again illustrates the severity of the 2006 flood.  In the 5 years 
following the 2006 flood ADF&G notes from the Deshka River weir indicate the weir was only inoperable for a 
total of 7 days, all of which occurred in 2011.

2012 -- Start of 5 Year Period of Increasing King Salmon Returns?

Since former ADF&G Area Management Biologist (Dave Rutz) had predicted the downturn in Northern Cook Inlet 
Management Area king salmon returns and based on reduced production from parent spawners after 2006 
floodwaters scoured  salmon spawning beds, it seems logical to conclude lower than average king salmon returns 
occurring in 2010 and 2011 were at least partially a direct result of the 2005 and 2006 floods.   Since area 
streams have not experienced any flood event since 2006, even close to what occurred then, logically, the 
negative impact from flooding on king salmon spawning production shrinks after the 2011 season.   Therefore, for 
the 5 years starting in 2012, a cautiously optimistic viewpoint concerning forecasting increased Northern Cook 
Inlet king salmon returns should be considered  -- at least for specific streams.  Streams with a distinct downturn 
in production during 2010 and 2011 (possibly related to 2005 and 2006 fall flooding) therefore, may experience a 
rebound in spawning escapements, starting as early as 2012.  Little Susitna River, Montana Creek, Clear Creek, 
Prairie Creek, and Talachulitna River could all experience rebounds in production that could possibly bring 
escapements all the way back into goal ranges -- if poor production from these streams during 2010 and 2011 
was primarily a result of 2005 and 2006 flooding.   Additional streams with distinctly poor escapements in 2010 
and 2011, but with longer histories of missed escapement objectives, which may see increased king salmon 
escapements starting in 2012 include Chuitna River, Lewis River, and Theodore Creek.  

While relief from the effects of previously occurring large fall floods may likely provide some increased king 
salmon production from Northern Cook Inlet king salmon streams, such relief will likey NOT return king salmon 
production to pre-2007 levels throughout the area, so additional reductions in king salmon harvest / mortality may 
be prudent, to better ensure attainment of specific near-term king salmon escapement goal ranges.     

Run Monitoring Suggestions

Following recent downturns and sporadic production in king salmon returns to Northern Cook Inlet streams, it has 
becomes increasing difficult to predict the likely level of king salmon returns to specific streams. Data from 
Deshka River weir has been extremely helpful for predicting the next year’s likely production for that one stream.  
When combined with weir-measured inseason escapement levels these projections provide much more accurate 
inseason management of the Deshka River king salmon return.  A large Deshka River preseason projection of 
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around 30,000 king salmon could also indicate widespread better production throughout the Susitna River 
Drainage or perhaps even all or Northern Cook Inlet.  The 2012 projection, unfortunately, falls in the range of a 
20,000 king salmon return to the Deshka River, similar return levels were seen in both 2010 and 2011.  
Therefore, while the 2012 Deshka River projection does not indicate a decline in king salmon return levels, it also 
does not necessarily indicate any significant increase in king salmon return levels, either.

With the Deshka River weir considered the most reliable gross indicator of inseason king salmon abundance 
throughout the entire Northern Cook Inlet Area, and with chronically occurring low king salmon escapement levels 
throughout the area, the necessity of additional inseason monitoring of discreet king salmon stocks should 
become an increasingly higher management priority.

While planned weirs on Stock of Concern streams: Chuitna River, Lewis River, and Theodore Creek should 
provide new information, there is no previous years’ data from these sites, so interpretation of weir monitored 
escapements compared to aerial index counted escapements will take a few years to develop, and configuring 
inseason management adjustments based on the magnitude and timing of these weir counts will require 
additional time to develop and fine tune. These streams are remote with fairly small runs of king salmon, and 
long-term use of weirs at these sites would entail allocating a considerable amount of limited management funds.

Some area streams where previous ADF&G king salmon monitoring efforts could be expanded and utilized 
include using the Little Susitna River weir in a downstream location for earlier king salmon abundance monitoring 
and inseason management, creel census at Lake Creek for a gross indicator of inseason abundance for Lake 
Creek and the Yentna River drainage, and creel census along the eastside tributaries of the Susitna River - 
which may be cost effective, but of less management value.

Inseason Abundance Monitoring Priorities

Discussions with long-term former area fisheries management biologist, Larry Engel, provides insight that Little 
Susitna weir and Lake Creek creel census may offer some of the most consistent, timely, and useful inseason 
management data.    Concerning king salmon creel census on eastside tributaries of the Susinta River, Larry says 
run timings vary, but a majority portion of eastside tributary returns arrive too late in the season for creel census 
data from eastsidee Susitna tributaires, to provide as much inseason management value.

Creel census at three public locations on eastside tributary streams, however, may be collectible at very little cost 
to ADF&G.   The state campground / parking fee booth attendants at the Willow Creek Recreation Area facility, 
and the private concessionaire at Susitna Landing are already present working with the public at these facilities, 
and may be able to collect creel census data at very little additional cost.   This approach should also be 
considered at  Talkeetna Boat Launch, and if collection costs are low enough, late season data from these three 
sites may prove economically beneficial while providing additional inseason management flexibility.

Possible Restrictions to Sport and Commercial Fisheries

In light of chronic low king salmon escapements to several Northern Cook Inlet streams further harvest 
restrictions may be required.  ADF&G should make two considerations in formulating such restrictions:  1.  What 
restrictions will actually help attain the king salmon escapement goals in question.   2.  How can the fishery be 
managed to meet the goals, and maintain maximum benefit from remaining harvestable surplus resource.

Time and Area Restrictions

Undoubtedly the most effective way to reduce human harvest and catch and release mortality would be to close 
either an entire fishery or close specific areas where harvest / mortality rates are particularly high.  Such a 
closure could be for a specific portion of the season or for the entire season.  As mentioned earlier, entire season 
closures were already adopted by the BOF for commercial fisheries near, and sport fisheries within, five Stock of 
Concern designated streams.  Unless ADF&G is willing to reduce harvest / release mortality rates further out in 
saltwater areas or for extended periods of time, specific Stock of Concern streams have already been addressed 
to the fullest extent possible, in reducing human harvest and catch mortalities.

The Matanuska Valley Fish and Game Advisory Committee recently sent ADF&G a letter suggesting how time 
and area closures might be used inriver and around the mouth of the  Little Susitna River to both increase king 
salmon spawning escapement levels, and slow harvest enough, that sport and commercial fisheries may remain 
open for recreational and economic benefit for the full length of their respective seasons.  A similar reduction idea 
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in time and / or area open to king salmon fishing may provide the best opportunity to attain king salmon spawning 
escapement goals, while still maintaining benefit from the king salmon stocks in the Unit 2 Area of the Susitna 
River, including tributary streams (between Willow and Talkeetna). 

In Unit 2 primarily harvest and fishing areas are already restricted to small portions of Susitna River tributary 
streams, and the confluence mixing areas near the stream mouths.  While the Susitna River is also open to king 
salmon fishing, away from the tributary confluences, the main river is too muddy to provide significant king 
salmon harvest or catch by legal sport fishing methods and means.  Therefore, unless ADF&G considers reducing 
harvests within densely fished areas near stream mouths, main river restrictions, or restrictions further up 
tributary streams would be problematic as to how many king salmon could actually be saved for spawning 
purposes.

TIme Restriction Considerations

The Unit 2 king salmon season currently runs from January 1 - through the third Monday in June, and then for the 
following two Saturday, Sunday, and Mondays.   After  king salmon season closes, portions of Unit 2 streams that 
were open to king salmon fishing, then remain closed to all fishing until  July 14.  At which time, all Unit 2 waters 
opens 7 days a week, and 24 hours a day through December 31 for all species other than king salmon.    There 
may seem to be plenty of days where the fishery could be closed or restricted in order to save king salmon for 
spawning escapement, however, in reality the bulk of the catching and harvesting of king salmon occurs during 
that portion of the season where the streams are only open on a Saturday, Sunday, Monday basis each week.  
Undoubtedly, a limited number of king salmon could be saved for spawning escapement by reducing the amount 
of days where fishing is allowed in the earlier January 1 - third Monday in June period.  During this period, 
however, king salmon seem to be primarily holding near stream confluence areas or traveling up and down the 
Susitna River checking out numerous tributaries.   Therefore fish saved by closure days early in the season, 
which had not migrated past open waters, may only be caught later during days when the fishery reopened.  For 
that reason, it makes more sense to close days later, when significant numbers of  king salmon are actively 
migrating through, and past tributary areas where most catch and harvest occurs.

In 2009 and 2010 ADF&G closed Unit 2 king salmon fishing by emergency order during a 3rd Saturday, Sunday, 
Monday only period.  In 2011 the BOF adopted that change into regulation, so the fishery has already been 
shortened on the late end.  In 2010 by calender date pattern, one additional day was closed on the early end of 
the season compared to 2009,   In 2012 a total of 3 days on the early end of the season will be closed in 
comparison to the 2009 season.   Of the potential days that could be closed to save king salmon for spawning 
escapement early in the season, these 3 days would most likely save the most king salmon.  Remember, also, 
that if the weir is utilized to monitor 2012 king salmon escapement at a down stream location on Little Susitna 
River, and if time and area restrictions successfully allow king salmon fishing to remain open there throughout 
June, then Unit 2 king salmon fishing harvest and effort will likely decrease to some extent. Depending on how 
many additional king salmon Department staff believe are needed, ADF&G may choose to close additional days 
of the Unit 2 season.  

Considering that portion of the Unit 2 season when the most kings are migrating through the area open to king 
salmon fishing, and when the fishery is currently open only on Saturday, Sunday, and Monday each week:   
Depending upon how many kings were needed for escapement: 1. the entire time could be closed, 2.  the entire 
time could remain open, or  3. some days could be closed with the rest remaining open.

King salmon run timing throughout Unit 2 varies, with the usual pattern being tributaries draining into the Susitna 
River at lower river locations often have earlier run timing than tributaries further upstream.  Therefore if the goal 
is to increase escapements in tributaries throughout all of Unit 2, while at the same time allowing some king 
salmon fishing opportunity, the best solution may be to reduce days fishing is allowed on a weekly basis.  The 
pattern of allowing fishing on Saturdays and Sundays,  only, during times of lower king salmon abundance, has 
proven to work well in the past for both meeting escapement objectives, and maximizing sport angler 
participation.  This approach also avoids overloading other Northern Cook Inlet king salmon streams with 
displaced angler effort during busier weekend timeframes.

Considering current participation patterns, where most Unit 2 angler effort occurs on the weekends, it could be 
beneficial for more people, to prioritize keeping the fisheries open on the weekends over allowing fishing to 
remain open on Mondays.  If it was necessary to reduce a second day from the current 3-day open periods, a time 
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advantage for most resident anglers may be realized if the day remaining open was Saturday.   With legal king 
salmon fishing hours restricted between 6 a.m. - 11 p.m., this would allow people to get off work, sleep at home 
or camp near their preferred stream, and still reach a fishing spot in time to start fishing early Saturday morning.   
When the fishery closed that evening, anglers could either camp near the stream or travel home, with plenty of 
opportunity to care for any fish harvested, clean up, and catch up on sleep, before heading back to work on 
Monday.

Other Possible Sport King Salmon Fishery Restriction Considerations

If significant numbers of extra king salmon are needed to reasonably attain Unit 2 king salmon escapement goals, 
with fishing areas already being so small, emergency order time restrictions (reducing days of effort) seem the 
best approach for reaching the goals.   However, ADF&G is also evaluating other possible restrictions -- each of 
which has its own considerations. 

Limiting Artificial Lures to Only One SIngle Hook

Some number of king salmon could be saved by requiring anglers use only one single hook when fishing Unit 2, 
and other streams with chronically low king salmon escapements.  From experience as a 29-year fishing guide on 
Northern Cook Inlet streams, I believe the net result of saved king salmon from this stipulation,would likely be 
small.  However, if this regulation was necessary to keep even one stream open for one day, anglers could 
support it.   If catch and release only fishing were chosen as an emergency restriction to be used in 2012 -- the 
use of only one single hook, as part of the catch and release program, should be required to reduce damage and 
mortality that might be compounded by use of multiple hooks.

Reduced Seasonal Limit (possibly reduced from 5 to 2 per year)

On heavily participated fisheries like Little Susitna River, Unit 2 tributary streams, Talkeetna River system, and 
Deshka River, enough daily king salmon angling effort occurs, that a reduced seasonal limit may provide very 
little (if any) positive change on the number of king salmon allowed to spawn. A more likely scenario on heavily 
used fisheries is that harvest may simply be transfered between sport anglers.  Even if the number of kings 
harvested under the standard king salmon bag limit could be reduced by a 2 fish limit, it is likely a higher number 
of resident anglers (who caught or thought they might catch the seasonal limit) would simply expand their harvest 
potential through use of the state’s proxy system.  If a reduction in harvest is the objective, then something must 
be done to close or reduce the proxy system loophole, before a reduced seasonal limit would likely have much 
value.

A negative consequence of a reduced seasonal limit is the financial impact it would have on the visitor and sport 
fishing industries.  Throughout Alaska, visitor marketing dollars are often generated through a bed tax on local 
daily lodging receipts.  Reducing the seasonal king salmon limit would likely cause cancelations or at least loss of 
duration of reservations with guiding, lodging, and other visitor related industries.  it would also likely generate 
reduced sport fishing license and king salmon stamp sales.  Even if the state and businesses could make up lost 
longer duration revenues, by selling / booking shorter licenses, stamps, and  reservations, there would likely be 
extra marketing and booking expenses for selling an increased number of shorter opportunities -- a situation 
reducing rather than maximizing benefit from the resource.

Even considering overall guided or chartered angler harvests, if additional shorter duration fishing trips could be 
booked in place of longer trips -- then likely little, if any harvest reduction would occur from a reduced season limit. 
Bottom line, the most likely result of a reduction in the 5 fish seasonal king salmon limit (in addition to 

economic loss) would be a REALLOCATION of sport king salmon harvest within the sport fishing user 

group -- not necessarily a reduction in harvest.   Therefore, if desired, such an allocations change, should be 
made through regular BOF allocation consideration process, and not by ADF&G managers through emergency 
regulation.

A limit stipulation a large majority of business owners, anglers, and enforcement officers would likely support, 
during times of shortage (especially on busy road accessible fisheries), is that all anglers be allowed to harvest 
only one king salmon daily (either normal limit, or proxy limit -- but not both).  Both normal harvest and proxy 
harvest could continue, but total harvest opportunity would reduce to one fish daily per person during times of low 
king salmon abundance.  

Catch and Release King Salmon Fishing
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The positive aspect of reducing harvest to near zero must be weighed with the reality of how many fish could be 
lost to hooking and handling mortality.  Catch and release regulations also lead to regulation violations -- 
specifically many anglers want to take pictures of their catch.   Fishing guides know, telling excited anglers they 
must keep kings they plan to release in the water, often does not work.   People lift fish out of the water, in hopes 
of gaining better pictures.

Another negative impact of catch and release fishing is that most trips may run for a longer duration -- with more 
fish caught and handled.  Currently on easily accessible Northern Cook Inlet streams, anglers are required to quit 
fishing, for all species of fish for the remainder of the day, after taking a king salmon.  Many anglers choose to 
keep their first king salmon, and thus remove additional pressure off the resource, therefore, a catch and release 
fishery may readjust pressure to both the resource, and other resource users who may be sharing common 
fishing areas.   When addressing relatively small runs of king salmon chronically underachieving spawning 
escapement goals, many anglers would rather see all fishing closed for a period of time, in hopes that the fishery 
would rebound to abundance sooner, rather than risking additional years of future poor production to 
accommodate catch and release fishing.

Unit 5 (Talkeetna River Drainage) Evaluations

Perhaps the first consideration ADF&G should make concerning the Talkeetna River drainage king salmon fishery 
may be:  what is the likely hood Unit 2 emergency king salmon restrictions will have adequately addressed king 
salmon shortages within the Talkeetna drainage?

If ADF&G biologists believe shortfalls in Talkeetna River drainage king salmon escapement may remain, after 
Unit 2 restrictions, then Talkeetna drainage sport restrictions would be prudent. While each potential restriction 
evaluated for Unit 2 streams could also apply to Unit 5, there is another regulation ADF&G, in consultation with 
Unit 5 stakeholders, should consider, first.

Should Regulation Require Anglers Quit Fishing After Harvesting a King Salmon?

Aside from anglers that have harvested a king salmon from one tributary of the Talkeetna River (Clear Creek) all 
remaining Unit 5 anglers, after harvesting a king salmon, are currently allowed to continue fishing, that day, for all 
species of fish.  During times of king salmon abundance, this opportunity maximizes benefit from a king salmon 
resource consistently achieving spawning escapement goals.  In light of recent king salmon escapement 
shortfalls, however, businesses and angler stakeholders who use the Talkeetna River king salmon resource 
should evaluate whether restricting angler participation, after harvesting a king salmon, might be an adequate 
and more acceptable means of reducing king salmon harvest / mortality than ideas discussed earlier.  Such a 
regulation would likely reduce both harvest, and mortality caused by excessive hooking and handling, of a limited 
king salmon resource.

Unit 4 (Yentna River Drainage) Sport Stakeholder Considerations

When addressing king salmon spawning escapement shortfalls within the more remote Yentna River drainage, 
ADF&G managers should consult with stakeholders from that fishery to decide what restrictions may best achieve 
escapement needs, while still providing the most valued benefits for users of the fishery.

Unit 1 (Lower Susitna River, Alexander Creek, Deshka River)

The only king salmon spawning escapement shortfall identified by ADF&G within the past two years for Unit 1 is a 
chronic inability to meet king salmon spawning objectives on Alexander Creek.  As mentioned earlier, this 
situation has already been addressed by a BOF adopted closure of all king salmon fishing year-round on 
Alexander Creek.  In addition, ALL sport fishing is closed within a 1/2- mile radius of Alexander Creek’s 
confluence with the Susitna River from May 1 - July 13.  On the lower Sustina River ADF&G biologists should 
consider whether sport harvest or angling pressure may be having a significant adverse impact on king salmon 
stocks bound for upstream tributaries.  Reported king salmon harvests and angling pressure are relatively light 
below the Deshka River confluence with the Susinta River.   The Deshka River king salmon fishery, however, 
produces some of the highest king salmon angler participation, catches, and harvests within the entire Susitna 
River drainage.  Deshka River is also the only fishery within the entire Northern Cook Inlet Area, where ADF&G 
has a weir that supplies timely and accurate inseason escapement data that can, and should be used as the 
primary means for making timely emergency order changes to this fishery.  Use of Deshka River weir data, thus 
allows much more precise management changes to be made in relation to escapement goals needs, thereby, 
allowing nearer maximum utilization from this highly productive fishery.  Department biologists may want to 
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evaluate, consider, and possibly restrict the potential impacts of the sport fishery near the Deshka River / Susitna 
River confluence on king salmon stocks bound further up the main stem Susitna River.  Aside from this 
consideration, Deshka River escapement goal needs and maximum benefit from the resource are likely best 
achieved from utilizing Deshka River weir data to precisely administer most emergency management changes 
inseason.  This is especially true for years similar to 2012, where ADF&G Deshka king salmon return projections, 
generated from Deshka weir data, indicate a likely adequate king salmon return to provide a full season of sport 
opportunity, while still meeting escapement goal needs.     

Potential Commercial King Salmon Harvest Reductions

SInce ADF&G Sport Fish Division Managers have been actively discussing restrictions to primary sport users of 
king salmon, identified within the Northern District King Salmon Management Plan, I request the Department 
answers to the  following questions:

Should undeniable Northern Cook Inlet  king salmon spawning escapement shortfalls, trigger action from both 
sport fish and commercial fish divisions within ADF&G?

How do commercial managers suggest restricting the Northern Cook Inlet commercial king salmon fishery to 
share the conservation burden as provided in 5ACC 21.366 (b), clarified by the BOF in 5ACC 21.363 (e), and 
outlined in ADF&G’s Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy?   

Should continued failure by ADF&G commercial mangers to address ADF&G identified Northern Cook Inlet king 
salmon escapement shortfalls and expectations for low king salmon abundance in 2012 be viewed as official 
Department position to maximize commercial king salmon harvest at expense of spawning escapements, future 
king salmon production, and benefit to management plan identified primary sport users?

Is ADF&G willing to request, and follow, additional BOF clarification of management intent before any 2012 
emergency restrictions are applied?

REQUESTED ACTIONS

1.  *** Announce Known Emergency Regulation Restrictions Soon

While ADF&G should consider likely effectiveness and unintended impacts of potential restrictions, sport fishing 
industry businesses like tackle shops, boat launch facilities, guide services, lodging providers, and fish 
processing services need as much lead time as possible to plan their seasons.  Both nonresident and resident 
anglers will want to plan their vacations based on these regulations.  Travel agents, restaurant management, fuel 
service businesses, and boat dealers need to know what inventory to order or what products will sell  -- subjects 
partially based on fishing regulations.  If ADF&G hopes to include new regulation stipulations in 2012 Sport 
FIshing Regulation Booklets, changes must be made with enough time to get this done.   Although commercial 
fishermen often deal with emergency regulation changes, announced on very short notice, some or all commercial 
harvesters and processors would appreciate knowing any emergency regulation changes as soon as possible.

2.  ***Use Deshka River Weir Data to Fullest Management Advantage

SInce Deshka River often has one of the largest harvestable surplus number of king salmon in the entire Susitna 
drainage, and since ADF&G’s 2012 Deshka River king salmon projection shows a likely adequate king salmon 
return to meet the escapement objective and provide a full season of sport fishing opportunity, and since ADF&G 
should have an accurate count of king salmon passing the weir to make timely and precise regulation changes, 
the Deshka River sport fishery should be managed primarily on an inseason abundance basis.  Balanced 
management should include inseason adjustments to low king salmon abundance (which is the primary topic of 
this letter), but also inseason emergency adjustments to higher king salmon abundance (something which often 
has not occurred in past Deshka River king salmon management). 

Using Deshka inseason weir data to fullest management advantage should include extending the legal king 
salmon fishing season, if and when a specific and publicly known trigger number of king salmon passes the weir.  
A similar approach has been used on other salmon fisheries throughout Alaska, but has only inconsistently 
occurred on the Deshka River king salmon fishery.  Since the Deshka River king salmon run is usually thousands 
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of fish larger, and since the bottom end of the weir- measured Deshka River king salmon escapement goal range 
is already more than three thousand king salmon higher than the top end of any other Northern Cook Inlet king 
salmon goal, and since advance knowledge of emergency regulation changes is advantageous to most public 
participants, It is therefore recommended 16,000 king salmon passing the weir could be used as the trigger point 
to announce extending the Deshka River season through July 31.  To sufficiently protect king salmon spawning 
escapement, while also providing a reasonable fishing and harvest opportunity any extensions of the Deshka 
River king salmon fishery should be scheduled to occur only downstream of the Deshka River Weir Sanctuary 
Area.  Distinct advantages for a Deshka River season extension are it would increase sport fishing opportunity 
when a harvestable surplus was present, and it would reduce angling impact on less abundant Susitna River king 
salmon stocks.

Continuing with the balanced active management theme, ADF&G already closes the Deshka River fishery to bait 
during the king salmon season when low king salmon abundance makes attaining the Deshka River king 
salmon escapement goal unlikely.   I recommend an additional  management action -- on years when the king 
salmon fishery has been closed to bait, but the Deshka River weir count remains below 10,000 king salmon, 
delay the re-opening of Deshka River to bait fishing until  July 21.  This reasonable conservation restriction would 
allow additional king salmon to escape past the weir during years of low abundance. 

3.  ***Close Deshka River May Bait Use to Pass Additional King Salmon

As alluded to earlier, the slow deep pool near Deshka River’s confluence with the Susitna River likely provides a 
larger king salmon intercept harvest, of fish bound further up the main stem Susitna, than any other location in 
the entire Susitna River drainage.  This area and for a distance of 17 miles up Deshka River is the only location 
in the Susitna River drainage where anglers can legally use bait when targeting king salmon.  Harvesting upper 
drainage bound king salmon, with bait, as they mill and rest in the Deshka River confluence pool exacerbates the 
already inadequate king salmon escapements into upstream tributary streams.  As agreed to by representatives 
from the Susitna Valley Fish and Game Advisory Committee, Matanuska Valley Fish and Game Advisory 
Committee, and Matanuska -Susitna Borough Fish and Wildlife Commission at the Uppper Cook Inlet BOF 
meeting,  closing this area to bait use for 17 days --through May 31, would allow more king salmon to 

reach streams where some of the greatest escapement shortfalls have been occurring -- while still 

allowing king salmon harvest opportunity.

4.  ***Monitor Little Susitna River King Salmon, Restrict Fishing by Time and Area

Publicly prioritize managing the Little Susitna River king salmon return using a weir count on the lower river, and 
restrict both the inriver king salmon sport fishery and commercial king salmon fishery within a one mile radius of 
the Little Susinta River confluence with Knik Arm / Cook Inlet.  As unanimously supported in Matanuska Valley 
Fish and Game Advisory Committee’s December 14, 2011 letter to ADF&G Regional Supervisors Lingnau and 
Hasbrouck, these precautionary measures would help ensure adequate Little Susitna Rive king salmon 
escapement, foster sharing of the king salmon conservation burden between sport and commercial users. and 
provide a higher likely hood that both user groups may harvest king salmon throughout the duration of their BOF 
adopted king salmon seasons.  Little Susitna River has provided some of the highest days of sport angler use of 
any stream in Northern Cook Inlet over a period of the last 30 years.  While technically not a part of the Susitna 
River drainage, Little Susitna River salmon stocks have provided, long-term, important economic and recreational 
opportunities for thousands of Alaskans and visitors on an annual basis.  The state of Alaska has invested 
millions of dollars in facilities, salmon studies, and salmon management on this river.  During 2009, 2010, and 
2011 ADF&G closed the Little Susitna River sport king salmon fishery earlier, by emergency order, each year. 
Even so ADF&G failed to attain the king salmon spawning escapement goal in both 2010 and 2011.   ADF&G 
also failed to attain Litlte Susinta River coho salmon spawning escapement goals in 2009, 2010, and 2011.  Little 
Susitna River sport users are tired of ADF&G failures to meet king and coho salmon escapement goals, tired of 
passively monitored emergency closures and restrictions -- viewed as more heavily impacting sport users -- and 
tired of ADF&G resistance in returning to weir count based abundance management for both Little Susitna River 
king and coho salmon stocks.

In addition to more precise and timely management of Little Susitna River king and coho salmon, full season 
weir monitoring at a down stream location on this river could once again provide ADF&G with accurate and 
complete sockeye, chum, and pink salmon counts at no or litter extra cost, would provide a gross indicator of 
coho salmon abundance in other Knik Arm streams -- as previously publicized by ADF&G staff, and would 
provide another timely gross indicator of likely king salmon returns to Unit 2 Susitna River tributary streams.  
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Please make these previously requested precautionary changes in 2012!

 
 5.  ***Close Days In Unit 2 Sport King Salmon Fishery, Monitor, Delay Bait

As mentioned earlier, 2012 may be the year a rebound in Unit 2 king salmon returns starts to occur.  Negative 
effects from spawning bed scouring by the 2005 and 2006 floods may now be only a bad memory.  A reduction in 
May bait use at Deshka River could allow additional kings to pass through to Unit 2 streams.  As a result of the 
2012 calendar pattern, 3 days when legal king salmon fishing occurred in 2009 (June 19, 20,and 21) will be 
closed in 2012  -- providing additional escapement opportunity for some of these fish.  Increased fish from 2011 
BOF changes closing the last 3 day “weekend” and reducing legal fishing hours should allow more fish to spawn. 
Finally precautionary management of the Little Susitna River fishery may allow it to remain open later in June, 
thereby, relieving king salmon effort and harvest on Unit 2 streams.  Even with all these possibilities to boost 
2012 king salmon returns in Unit 2 streams, escapement goals have been missed for several years at some 
locations, and precautionary regulations may still be needed to attain specific escapement goals.  Consistent with 
the earlier discussion on which dates would be most effective for passing king salmon escapement without 
unduly restricting fishing opportunity I recommend closing June 18, June 25, and July 2.  As a means of showing 
active management effort on the Department’s behalf (other than closing or restricting users) I recommend 
establishing king salmon creel census efforts at Willow Creek Recreation Area, Susitna Landing, and Talkeetna 
Boat Launch.  After the king season ends -- I recommend closing the use of bait until  July 21.  This would allow 
one more week of reduced king salmon exploitation at a time when king salmon are vulnerable to being caught 
with bait.  Legal fishing for other species would continue, but without baited hooks, significantly less king salmon 
would be caught.   Delaying the use of bait would also reduce catch and harvest of other, targeted species, but 
seems a reasonable costf, to ensure maximum conservation benefit from earlier recommended actions.

 6.  ***Talkeetna Drainage - Harvest / Quit? Close Area, Monitor, Delay Bait

Hopefully, actions taken further downstream at Deshka River and Unit 2 will pass more king salmon on to the 
Talkeetna Drainage.   I still recommend precautionary regulations as a means to better ensure attaining 
escapement goal objectives.  First consider harvest a king salmon / quit fishing remainder of the day on a 
drainage wide basis -- would user groups accept this provision to help low abundance king salmon stocks 
recover?  Consider closing Clear Creek and the area from the upstream most confluence of Fish Creek with the 
Talkeetna River, downstream to the Talkeetna River gauging station for one day per week during the last two 
weeks of the season to encourage king salmon passage. Anglers could still fish at other Talkeetna River locations 
for all species of fish on these days.   Conduct a king salmon creel census at the Talkeetna River Boat Launch / 
cleaning table in order to provide opportunity for active inseason management.  Finally, consistent with 
recommendations for Deshka and Unit 2, delay the use of bait on the Talkeetna River drainage.  Start legal bait 
fishing on July 21.  This discourages the practice where anglers fish for “other species,” using bait, starting the 
day after king salmon season, and “incidentally” bait hooking and potentially injuring several king salmon.

 

 7.  ***Yentna drainage - Monitor, Harvest / Quit?  Single Hook, Delay Bait

Throughout this remote unit, in addition to maximizing efforts to consistently attain king salmon escapement 
goals, ADF&G should attempt to tailor regulations to fit the needs of the business owners, residents, and guests 
who depend upon and utilize the king salmon resource.  Similar to the Deshka River tributary of the main stem 
Susitna River, some of the highest angler effort, catch, harvest, and interception of king salmon bound for upriver 
destinations of the Yentna drainage occurs in the Lake Creek / Yentna River confluence area.  Unlike Deshka, 
however, ADF&G has limited inseason king salmon abundance data for Lake Creek, and the entire Yentna River 
drainage.  Larry Engel has identified the previously used ADF&G Lake Creek king salmon creel census as a 
good quality and timely indicator of gross king salmon abundance, not only for Lake Creek, but for the entire 
Yentna River drainage. Shouldn’t ADF&G use its best available science to help these important king salmon 
stocks recover?  Depending upon creel census abundance estimates, time and area restrictions may or may not 
be necessary.   To help low abundance king salmon stocks recover more quickly, would most businesses and 
anglers be willing to quit fishing, for the remainder of the day, for all species of fish in flowing waters of Lake 
Creek or the entire Yentna River drainage -- after harvesting a king salmon? Single hooks were more widely 
used in the past, and specifically on Lake Creek.  If Yentna users prefer a catch and release type fishery and / or 
opportunity to continue fishing after harvesting a king salmon, then a return to  using only one single hook should 
reduce potential negative resource impacts.   Delaying the use of bait for a week until  July 21 is a no-brainer for 
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rebuilding low abundance king salmon stocks, and would be consistent with the current Little Susitna River 
regulation, and earlier requested actions on other Susitna River drainage waters.

 8.   ***Reduce Harvest Opportunity to One King Salmon Per Person Per Day

With chronic widespread king salmon spawning escapement shortages throughout Northern Cook Inlet, reducing 
each Alaskan’s daily harvest to only one king salmon per day could add additional king salmon escapement, 
especially on remote systems.   A combined sport / proxy harvest opportunity of only one king salmon per day 
would also simplify regulation enforcement.  If ADF&G desires BOF authorization before considering this issue, 
please request it.

 9,   *** Meet with Fish and Wildlife Enforcement to Prioritize Enforcement Efforts

ADF&G should provide data concerning locations enforcement efforts are most needed to address ongoing king 
salmon escapement shortages, including specific run timing, when known, so enforcement efforts may save a 
maximum number of king salmon for spawning escapements within present budget constraints.  Enforcement 
efforts of subsistence, sport, and commercial fishing regulations should all be addressed.

 10.   ***Adjust Northern District Commercial King Salmon Harvest Opportunities

With more than 1/3 of Northern Cook Inlet king salmon stocks with ADF&G established escapement goals 
designated with Stock of Concern Status, and with 2/3 of Northern Cook Inlet king salmon stocks failing to attain 
king salmon escapement goals during both 2010 and 2011 conservation efforts certainly qualify as a crisis 
situation.   When specifically questioned by a board member at the 2011 Upper Cook Inlet BOF Meeting, Could 
ADF&G Commercial Fish Diviosn use emergency order authority to adjust Northern District commercial king 
salmon regulation to address shortages in king salmon abundance?  

“YES,” was the official Department answer given by ADF&G Commercial Management Staff.  This should be part 
of 2011 BOF Upper Cook Inlet meeting record -- if anyone want to check.

Ten years ago, Northern District commercial king salmon openings were limited to 6 hours per day, with less 
openings scheduled per year.  King Salmon escapement goals were more often met, at that time.  An additional 
annual commercial opening and doubling of hours allowed per commercial opening are only one cause for 
decline of Northern Cook Inlet king salmon stocks.    In the present period of low king salmon returns and ADF&G 
documented king salmon escapements shortfalls, however, precautionary emergency restrictions similar to 
previous commercial regulations when escapement goals where more regularly met, would be prudent, consistent 
with requested restrictions on sport users, and emergency regulations may be rescinded if ADF&G monitoring 
efforts show adequate king salmon abundance.     

The time is now for commercial managers to use ADF&G’s emergency authority, to restrict commercial harvest to 
more equitably share the conservation burden necessary for recovery of troubled Northern Cook Inlet king 
salmon stocks.  

ADF&G action has been requested, and a timely response would be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Andrew N. Couch
Concerned Citizen, Fish and Game Advisory Committee Member, Business Owner 

electronic cc:  Alaska Board of Fisheries, Governor Parnell, Commissioner Campbell, Mat-Su legislative 
delegation, Susitna Valley FIsh & Game Advisory Committee, Anchorage FIsh & Game Advisory Committee, 
Alaska Sportfishing Association, Mat-Su Anglers Club, Matanuska-Susitna Borough Fish & Wildlife Commission, 
Alaska Outdoor Council, Northern District Setnetters Association, and other interested parties 
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