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BRE~NA APGAR~KURTZ 

BOF COMMENTS 

ATIENTION: BOFCOMMENTS 

BOARDS SUPPORT SECTION BOARDS 

ADF&G 

PO BOX 115526 

JUNEAU, AK 99811·5526 

Proposal35: Vessel specifications and operations 

s oppose Proposal35 that would increase vessel length over 32. feet. This: would create an unfair 

advantage to people who could afford to buy a bh3e~er boat. Thls regulatory change W<luld benefit non· 
local fishermen the most because they have the money to spend on a blgger boat whereas the local 
guys would not be able to <:om pete with these guys. 

Proposal36: Requirements and specifications for use of 200 fathoms of drift gillnet in Brlstol Say 

I oppose Proposal36 because it would concentrate power into fewer hands of this fishery. The people 
who will buying the extra permit to flsh more gear are most llkely nonulocal residents. Non-local 
residents already have enough power over the fishery. 

Proposal41, Proposal42 and !>roposal43: Requirements and specifications for use of 200 fathoms of 
drift gllfnet in Bristol Bay 

I oppose Proposai41J Proposal42 and Proposal43 based on my findings from my Master's Thesis~ 
Factors Affecting Local P.ermlt Ownership in Bristol Bay and an Evaluation of the BBEDC Permit loan. 
Program: An Analysis of eased on lnterviews wtth local Residents. In interviews with Bristol Bay 

watershed residents last summer, I asked people whether they thought dual permits on one boat was 
helping or hurting local residents . .Here are therr thoughts on this ls5ue. Here is an excerpt: 

12. Fishing drift dual permits helps/hl.lrts locals? 
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A total of70 people responded to this question. 

This is a relatively new regulation allowing two permit holders to fish on one boat with 150 fathoms of 
gear. One permit holder ls allowed 100 fathoms of net so fishing dual permits is not twlce tl"le amount 
of gear. This regulation was passed to help local permit holders get back into the fishery ifthey do not 
have a boat.lt is suppo.sed to lower the barriers to entry to buying a permit because it is removing the 
other main expense to entering the fishery, buying a boat. I asked this question to local participants in 

the drift fishery to understand whether they thought this regulation .was helping them. 

The interview results suggest that peopJe have mixed feelings about thls regulation. 48.6% of 
r~.spondents said two permfts on one boat helps locals, but 85.7% of respondents thought it 

hurts locals. 

Fishing drift dual helps/hurts locils? 

Table 12.1 

Number ot"n:sponses Perccmta~ of' responses 

DrJ.ft ~pondcnts Drift .Res p ondmts 
TOTAL 10 !00.0% 

34 48.% 
Hwtslocals 25 35.7% 
l do not know 
It he1p.s ev.;ryontJ 2.9% 
Number o p(lo.ple asked 

This regt~lation was designed to help permit holders who do not have a boat remain in the fishery. This 
target group i.s more likely to live in a rural village instead of Dillingham because they have fewer 
resources to buy or maintain a boat. J wanted to understand if respondents in these vlllages thought thJs 
regulation was helping them. 52.2% of people in Dillingham thought this regulation was hurting them 
but most pe~ple in Manokotak; New Stuyahok a~d Togiak thought this regulation was helping them. 
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TOTAL 
Helps locals 
Hurt:~; j{\cals 

I do not know 
It h~Jps everyone 
Num'bet ufp<~oplel!llikcd 

Fishing drift dual helps/hurts locals? 

Table 12.2 

;\llJmbt:l' of responses 
DJJlingham M~Jnok· N~w Stu.y~ 

otak. ahok 

23 l 16 
7 1 lO 

12 () 5 
2 0 1 
") ... I) 0 

23 18 

Dilll.ngb~~m Mar~ok· New 
Togiak. (ltak Stuy • TQgiak 

ahok 
17 100.0% 100.0% 10!.Hl% JOO.O% 
8 30A% 10().0% 62.5% 47.1% 
5 52.2% 0.0% 31.3% 29.4% 
4 ·8.7% 0.00.41 6.3% 23.5% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

The people who are supposed to be benefrting from this regulation believe it is helping them. Although 
many people think lt has helped non·focal fishermen too~ people are more likely to think this regulation 
is helpful if they have benefited from it. There are few people in Toelak who fish two permjts on one 
boat so they are the least likely to be famillar with this regulation, 23.5% of respondents in Togiak did 
not know If the regulation helped or hurt them and some of these people did not know the regulation 
existed, 

Although thls regulation has helped to get more local permit holders back into the fishery, most permit 
holders who fish as dual permit holders on one boat live outside of Bristol Bay. To take advantage ofthis 
regulation of allowing more gear on board, most boats that have two permits hoJders abroad are some 
of the larger boats: Afl boats are restricted to 32 feet Jn length but the biggest boats are much wider and 

taller, On average, local permit holders have smaller boats and may not be able to accommodate the 
extra gear and crewmembers. 

The rationale for aUowilflg two permit holders to fish on one bot~t with more gear is to allow villagers 
who have permits but no boats to get them back into fishing. A person who has bought a permit faces 
lower costs because they only pay for the permit and can fish with another person, usually a family 

member} until they get enough money to buy thelr own boat. Permlt Holder Drift OHlingham BBEDC 2 
does not have a boat and thinks thls regulation has helped him get into the fishery because he cot.~ld not 
afford a boat and a permit. Permft Holder Drlft Dillingham S.BEOC 1 and his partner bought a permit. 
They shared a boat and permit untiJ Permit Holder Drift Dillingham B.BEOC 1 bought a permit and this 
year, bought a boat, splitting their partnershjp, He does not think that fishing dual made enough money 
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to jJ.Js.tlfy the expense of extra gear and crewmembers. 

"During those lean years it was supposed to help people get back fnto the water. It helped 
anyone. That still exits. I think tht:tt as fish prices continue to increase, duaJ permits are going to 
split fishing partners because we t:ouJd get a second boat fairly economically.~~ BBEDC 2/ Permit 

Hotder Drift Dllllngham 4 

"It hurts ioca/ people because they cannot afford another permjt, 90% of dual boats are from 
outside, very few locals. There are a few that fish together locally but not many. 'They cannot 
afford to set aside money jor another permit. They have to eat Jlve. The cost of living Dllt here is 
so high that they cannot afford it." Crewmember Drift Dlllingham 2 

1'1 think you do not make any money fishing dual. The guy with the boat wants a bigger share 
and If you are the one to jump an the boat, you do not make any money but It Is better than 
having no boat ... Several people with permits have fished the .season with someone else, as a 
dual permit. One here jn Togiak, another in another village. The one from here who does not 
have a boat has to fish with an 1.8-foot Lund since the first guy with the boat went home. Fish 
the channel with an 18/aot Lund but you get a 1000 pounds or Jess per delivery. !.t Crewmember 
Set Togiak l · 

"J am not convinced that fishing a dual permit helped us. We had to bring extra crewmembsrs 
and the extra permit and i om not convinced It was worth it or that we caught more fish. Jt ca, 
be worth it if the two permits are in the family,'' Permit Holder Drift Dillingham 8BEDC 1 

"It helped me a lot. I do not have to pay for any expenses. I do not have a boatJ nets, the only 
thing f have te; worry about I$ working on the boat." Permit Holder Drift Dillingham SSEDC 2 

''I think it hurts focal fishermen . ., Most do not have the capacity (on their boats) ... If you took 
another permit jor a dual permit I haven't seen the trewmembers shares go up on Jr. .. Jt goes 
against the intent of Limited Entry. u Permit Holder Drift DJUjngham 5 

in New Stuyahok} there are many permit holders who either do not have a boat at all or a boat in 
working order so these people have been fishing as dual permjt holders with another outside fishermen 
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rather than other permit hotders in New Stuyahok who have a boat. Many boats in New StuyahOk are 
too small to accommodate the extra crewmembers and crewmemb.ers. 

?eople think locals benefit from fishing on another person's boat when they do not haw~ a boat. This 
only works well when the two permit holders treat .each other fairly. Several permit holders in New 
Stuyahok have had negative experiences ffshing as dual permit holders with non·local permit holders. 
These permit holders felt inexperienced ln writing up a contract with their partner so they accepted the 
terms they were given but afterwards they felt the non-loc~l permit holder took advantage of them. Or 
they had a hard time collecting payment at the end of the season. 

"The first time J tried a D baat, it helped a lot but the last 2 exper:riences somewhat hurt me 
because I did not get my jalrshare." Permit Holder New Stuyahok 7 

A situation where it may not work well for the permit holder who owns the boat islfthe second permit 
holiler jumps onto another boat leaving the boat owner with too much gear and too many 
crewmembers. Permit Holder New Stuyahok 4 said that when the boat he was on broke down, he 
Jumped to another boat to continue fishing.lfthls permit holder continued to jump from boat to boat 
than It would not help the boat owner. In different situations it could be bad for either permit holder. 

"I did that C/ couple of times. When we broke down., 1 jumped onto another boat.'' Permit Holder 
Drift New Stuyahok 4 

The implication for Increasing local permit ownershJp is that it helps people retain their permit if they do 

not have a boat. SecondlyJ this regulation Is heJplng crewmembers buy into the fishery because they can 
fish a dual permit on someone else's boat rath&r than have to .spend more money on a boat. StilJ the 
main obstacle is lftheyfish on theirfamily member's boat the boat may not be able to accommodate 
the extra gear or crewmember.s. 

Proposal 54: Gillnet Specification and Operations 

I oppos.e Proposal 54 because it wouJd only benefit people who are wealthy enough to own2 permits 
and these permit holders ar&likely non-residents. Residents have more family members who fish wlth 
them so they can put the second permit in the family member's name. This regulation would benefit 
people who are trying to set up illegal operations where they own multiple permits and leases. They 
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may have all the leases in one person's name who is considered the owner of the other permits that are 
in his crewmembers' names. This is illeg~l because a person isn't legally allowed to own aH of those set 
net permits and if they are in his crewmemhers' names then they have no legal obligation to give the 

permit back to the- 1'real owner." If you want to bust these operations then you look at who is leasing aU 
ofthese sites and realize that this person is controlling more than 2 permits per person. 
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Fram BJ NELSON 

Sapternbar 21. 2012 

Board of Fisheries 
Junaau1Ak 

PHD~E Na. 907 235 6787 Sep. 22 2012 3: 33Pf'1 P01 

RE: ACR # 1 w Designating herring as a forage fish under the Forage FJsh 
Manag$mant Plan 

ACR #1 has an obvious purpooo • that Is to providE) for closing at! commercial 
h&rrlng fishari&s r$gardlesQ of the abulidar'IC(;l of the resource. The primary 
roe herring fisheries In Sitka, Kodiak and Togiak all have strong, healthy 
populations that support luora.tlvt'l commercial harvest y(!Jar after year for tht:t 
benefit of all1het pe-ople of Alaska. ADFG managars do a great job of 
protecting the resouroos through wise management. 

This ACR should be refused. 

~~JL~~· 
Ernii 11Baaver" Nelson ~ herring e0lner in Alaska sinoa 1969 
Box 130 
Homer Ak 99603 

VIA FAX~ 907-465--6094 
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ALASKA FE:DE:RA'iiON 
OF NATlVE:S September 19) 2012 

Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
By iax to (907) 465-6094 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Re: Support for Agenda Change Request (ARC) to Add Herring to the State's Forage Fish 
Management Plan 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Alaska Federation ofNatives (AFN), I am vvriting to 
express our support for the agenda change request (ARC) submitted by Aaron Bean that calls for 
a regulatory change that would add Pacific herring (Chupea pallasii) to the State's forage fish 
management plan (5 AAC 39.212). 

AFN is the largest and most representative Alaska Native organization in Alaska. Its 
membership currently represents 178 villages (both federally recognized tribes and village 
corporations), 13 regional for~ profit Native corporations (established pursuant to the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act, and 12 regional Native nonprofit tribal consortia that offer a 
broad range of hl.UTian services to their member tribes. The mission of AFN is to enhance and 
promote the cultural, economic and political voice of Alaska Natives. Our Board of Directors 
includes representation from the 13 Regional Corporations, 12 regional nonprofit tribal 
associations and a village/tribal representative from eachofthe 12 regions of Alaska. 

The existing administrative code fails to include all species of forage fish indigenous to the 
waters of Alaska. Pacific herring are considered an ecological and cultural keystone s.pecies. 
Throughout the world, biologists recognize herring as a forage fish species that plays a critical 
function in maintaining the health of the world's ecosystems. The current regulation recognizes 
that "forage fish perform a critical role in the complex marine ecosystem by providing the 
transfer of energy from the primary and secondary producers to higher trophic levels." 5 AAC 
39.212(b). Herring are forage fish that are prey to upper trophic level fish (salmon, groundfish, 
halibut and shellfish) as well as marine mammals and seabirds that Alaska Natives depend upon 
for subsistence. In addition, herring and herring eggs have been an integral part of the Native 
culture throughout the State of Alaska. The important role herring play in the marine food chain 
provides an important reason for considering a regulatory change to add Pacific heiTing to the 
State's Forage Fish Management Plan. 
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Thank you for considering our comments. Please let us know if you have questions or 
need additional information. 

Sincerely~ 

Julie Kitka, President 
Alaska Federation of Natives\ 

Cc: Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
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Via Facsimile: 907-465-6094 

Board of Fisheries 
State of Alaska, Department 
of Fish and Game 

P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811~5526 

CITY&BORO OF YAKUTAT 

September 20, 2012 

Re: ACR 9. to be considered at October 9-11, 2012 Board Work Session 

Dear Board Members: 

PAGE 01/03 

The City and Borough of Yakutat hereby opposes Agenda Change Request (ACR) 9, 
which seeks to have the Board consider, out-of~cycle1 a proposal amending 5 MC 
30.350(12) to close a portion of the lower Tsiu River to commercial salmon fishing, 
creating an exclusive zone for sport fishing use. ACR 9 does not meet the criteria, as 
established under 5 AAC 39.999, for consideration outside the Southeast/Yakutat Areas 
cycle. There is no fishery consetvation purpose, the current regulation is not 'in error', 
and there is no 'unforeseen effect' on the fishery which requires immediate action. 
Furthermore, the proposal is clearly allocative in nature, and there is no new information 
for the Board to consider at this time, compelling or otherwise, since the Board's last 
consideration of this matter just six months ago. Accordingly, ACR 9 should be denied. 

The Tsiu River is wholly within the borders of the Yakutat Borough. Commercial salmon 
fishing on the Tsiu River is conducted almost exclusively by local residents, and that 
fishery has long played a vital role in the area economy, including support of the 
Borough's sole flsh plant. Sport fishing on the Tsiu River is open by regulation, and 
there are no time or area restrictions; In other words, one can fish the entire length of 
the river seven days a week. Sport fishing generally commences around the second 
week of August. Commercial fishing opens by emergency order in last August, generally 
around the 241

h, once escapement is deemed sufficient, and has historically been 
limited to two 24~hour openings per week, with a day off in between. 

ACR 9, submitted by a group identified es the jTsiu River Coalition', is identical in 
substance to Proposal 301, also submitted by the Tsi.u River Coalition, which was 
considered by the Board at its March 2012 meeting in Ketchikan as part of the 
2011/2012 Southeast/Yakutat Areas (All Finfish) meeting cycle. Proposal 301 would 
have closed a portion of the Tsiu River to commercial fishing by movement of the 
regulatory marker, specifically the lower 500 yards of the river and the area above 1% 
miles upstream of that lower marker, for the benefit of sport fishermen. ACR 9 similarly 
asks for closure of a portion of the Tsiu to commercial fishing by movement of the 
regulatory marker and that '1hat space be set aside for the sport fishery." lt does not 
identify the specific area proposed for closure; rather, it states that the area to be closed 
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Board of Fisheries 
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would be as "determined by the Ataska Board of Fisheries". The effect of the request is 
however essentially the same - close a portion of the river to commercial fishing by 
moving the marker, setting it aside for the exclusive use of sport fishermen. 

Proposal 301 was fully and extensively discussed, argued and vetted at the March, 
2012 meeting. Ultimatelyt the Board denied the proposal. No new information is being 
submitted to the Board at this time, and no justification exists for taking the proposal up 
again, out-of-cycle, thereby jeopardizing reasonable opportunity for public participation. 
The importance of the regulatory cycle in the changing of fish and game regulations has 
been previously acknowledged by the Board. See, Joint Board Petition Policy, 5 AAC 
96.625 (e): 

The Boards of Fisheries and Game recognize the importance of public 
participation in developing management regulations, and recognize that 
public reliance on the predictability of the normal board process is a critical 
element in regulatory changes .... 

Pursuant to regulat;on (5 AAC 39.999), the Board accepts agenda change requests only 
for a fishery conservation purpose (5 AAC 39.999(a)(1)(A)), to correct a regulatory ertor 
(5 MC 39.999{a)(1 )(8)), or to correct an unforeseen regulatory effect on the fishery (5 
AAC 39.999(a)(1)(C)). Further, the Board does not grant agenda change requests that 
are 1'allocatlve in nature" absent "new information found by the board to be compelling". 
See, 5 AAC 39,999(a)(2). None of these justifications exist here. 

First, ACR 9 is clearly allocative in nature, in that a portion of the Tsiu River would be 
closed for commercial fishing, thus restricting the commercial fishermen's participation 
in the fishery and potentially eliminating some boats from participation, and setting that 
area aside far sport fishing use. This was acknowledged in the ADF&G s.taff comments 
to Proposal 301 : 

The proposed movement of the Tsiu River regulatory marker is allocative. 

See, Regional Information Report No. 1J12-01, page 88. Moreover, no unew 
information" exists here. ~~New information" means "new biologic information)• from the 
ADF&G staff ljindicating a biologic resource problem that needs to be addressed before 
the particular fishery is scheduled for consideration during the board's regulatory cycle.n 
1994 Op. (lnf.) Atty Gen. Alas. 105, pages 1, 2-3. No such information or documentation 
has been presented in this· matter. The proponent's present claim that the request is not 
allocative because It "does not ask that fish be allocated or reallocatedtl misses the 
point "AIIocative'• refers to decisions which divide a resource bet\.veen competing 
groups or $Ubgroups (see, e.g. State v, Herbert, 803 P.2d 863, 866 (Alaska 1990)), 
exactly what Proposal 301 would have done, and what ACR 9 is proposing here. In fact, 
the proponent of ACR 9 admitted the allocative effect of Proposal 301 when it alleged 
that the proposal was necessary to "fix" the alleged "biased allocation due to current 
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regulations." Proposat Index, February 24 ... March 4f 2012 Southeast and Yakutat 
Finfish, page 276. 

Furthermore, none of the bases set out in subsections (a)(1)(A) through (C) apply here. 
The proponent of ACR 9 admits that there is no fishery conservation purpose or reason 
justifying the request under (a)(1)(A). Additionally, there is no 'error' in the current 
regulation. There is nothing incorrect or mistaken in the manner in which the regulation 
was written or has been implemented; in fact, there is no indication that the regulation is 
not working exactly as intended. ADF&G can and has moved the marker previously for 
conservation purposes, as it did In 2.01 0, when it moved the marker approximately 2% 
mites downstream, and again this year, when it temporarily moved the marker 
approximately 1 mile downstream. One cannot fairly describe a regulation as being 'in 
error' simply because it doesn't provide for a discretionary restriction which would be 
substantially beneficial to one eelect user group. Lastly, there are no 'unforeseen' 
circumstances which exist here, justifying an out-of~cycle request. The waters of the 
Tsiu River have always flowed through shifting sands in the lower stretch, shifting 
course from side to side, and lengthening and shortening the river in a short period of 
time. This is not unique to the Tsiu River and there is nothing 'unforeseen' presented 
here. 

The proponent of ACR 9 claims that there is a "critical need" for the Board to 
immediately review the Tsiu River regulation, but points to no new information since the 
Board reviewed this regulation and decided the issue six months ago. The proponent 
clearly wants to have a second bite at the apple, out ... of-cycle, perhaps hoping to have 
less public participation by commercial fishermen and others opposed to its attempt to 
reallocate a portion of the fishery and river to one user group. The sale price of fish and 
the cost of fuel have already severely limited the number of commercial fishermen on 
the Tsiu River. This further allocative measure is unnecessaryl would gratuitously favor 
one user group to the detriment of another, and could decrease the economy of scale 
necessary for the commercial fishery in that area. Taking such a proposed measure out
of-cycle would be contrary. to long-standing Board policy and would corrupt the public 
process. The City and Borough of Yakutat respectfully requests that ACR :9 be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

David Stone 
Mayor 
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ADF&G Board of Fisheries 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
funeau, AK 99811-5526 
(907) 465-6094 FAX 

Re: ACR #7 an #8 

Dear Chairman Karl Johnstone, 

PAGE. 1/ 2 

Adak Conm1uni.ty Development Corporation (ACDC) i<l a non-profit community 
organizatioll dedicated to pronwting seafood harvestb1g and processing capacity in 
Adak. 

We support scheduling consideration of the proposals in ACR 7 & 8 in this cycle. 

Historically, there was a. large ted crab fishery in the Adak area prior to the adoption of 
a federal Fisheries Management Plan (F~) £or crab. The resource collapsed and no red 
crab fishery has been cortducted m1.der fedel'al management the waters between 172W 
a11d 179W deg:r;ees longitude. 

Given the lack of fishing history tutder the federal FMP in out Adak area, the waters east 
of 179W were deliberately left out of the federal Crab Rationalization catC'h shat·e 
progrrun, As such it is art open access fishery an.d the only effort controls are the vessel 
length and pot limits found in 5 AAC 34.600~690. 

This poses a consarva.tion problem that makes it diffku.lt for ADF&G to conten1plate 
opening a fishery in the area with a modest GHL. The only pot limit for A:re.a. 0 is a 250 
pot limit for the Petrel Batlk red crab fishery. The vessel length limit £or the Adak xegion 
is 90 feet. 

There were ovel' 100 vessels bet;ween 60 a11d 90 feet licensed for pot gear in the 2011 
CFEC database. With no furtl1.er effort limitations on size and number of pots-1 it would 
be impossible .for ADF&G to manage withJn the GHL on a slowly rebuilding red king 
crab stock il'\ our area. 

We believe there is enough resource for a small red kb.1.g crab fishery, but jt must be 
managed carefully with tight effort collttols on vessel size a:nd number o.f pots to avoid 
exceeding whatever GHL ADF&G sets in order to~ sustainable. 
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Adak needs new fishing opportunities to have a viable fisheries dependru."lt comnnuuty. 
Setting up the management framework for a red king crab fishery :in the Adak district 
within the 5 AAC 34 Section 600-690 is an important foundational step to providing that 
opportunity. 

Setting effort controls in advance of an opening of a fishery that has been closed for 
decades doesn•t re-allocate from anyone since there are no current participants with a 
dependence on the resource. 

Thank you for your. considera.tion of our request. 

Sin.cetely, 

dave fraser 
Adak Community Development Corporation 
P.O Box 1943 
Adak AI< 99546 
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SOUTHEAST HERRING CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

P.O.BOX61 
Sitka. Alaska 99835 

Tel. No. 907-738-35D9 

Board of Fisheries 

September 24,2012 

Re: Oppose ACR 1- Inclusion ofHerring in Forage Fish Management Pla.n 

Dear Chairman Johnstone and Board Members; 

p.1 

ACR 1 does not meet the established board of fish criteria for consideration at the 2013 statewide 

meeting; more importantly it has no merit for adoption. In 1999, 5 AAC 39.212. Forage Fish 

Management Plan established nine marine fish families defined as forage fish which would be 

excluded from commercial fisheries. Herring and Pollack were two species intentionally not 

included, due to ongoing exemplary management systems and scientifically based data sets. 

Board Criteria for an ACR and reasons to reject: 

a) Conservation concern - There is not a conservation concern. Togiak is booming; Sitka 

Sound herring have increased in biomass since the state began managing it in 1960. The 

increase biomass of the Sitka Sound herring has been dramatic, by a factor of ten. Once 

the 2012 data are analyzed it may show a decline in biomass from the 2011 biomass, but 

one year does not make a trend. To manage otherwise \Vould result in many salmon 

fisheries being shut down on a regular basis. 

b) Correct an error- The Board of Fish did not make an error as suggested by the proposer, 

but rather the Board made a conscious decision to continue sustainable commercial 

fisheries on herring and Pollack. These are fisheries that communities from Nome to 

Kodiak to Ketchikan depend on for economic survival . 

. c) Correct an effect unforeseen- what was unforeseen was how the Sitka Sound herring 

biomass would increase from 1999 ·- herring biomass has doubled in the intervening 13 

years, Togiak herring biomass is even larger. 

The proposer lists herring fisheries in southeast Alaska he claims are closed. The data show 
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something quite different. For example Seymour Canal is an active herring gillnet fishery, as is 

Hobart Bay; these are small herring stocks and fished only in years when the stock meets the 

minimum biomass threshold. Even Lynn Canal is showing an increase in biomass, although not 

to a level that allows a sustainable harvest and therefore it is not .fished. 

ACR 1 does not attain the minimum criteria for consideration at the 2013 board of fish meeting 

and therefore, should be addressed at the regular board cycle for 2015 southeast fm-fish issues. 

This is particularly the case since the proposal directs its criticism to southeast herring fisheries. 

The adoption of the proposal would affect not only southeast herring, but Togiak and Kodiak 

herring fisheries and communities. In addition, the implications of including herring and/or 

Pollack in the Forage Fish Management Plan, has far reaching consequences to the state of 

Alaska and its people. Please reject ACR 1. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

SincereLy, 

Steve Reifenstuhl 

Executive Director SI-ICA 

Reference for Management Plan: 
http://www.legis.state.ak.us[basis/folioprox~.aso?url=http:l/wwwjnu01.legfs.state.ak.us/cgl: 

bin/folioisa.dll/aac/query=[JUMP:'S+aac+39!2E212'JLdoc/f@1}?firsthit 

2 of 2 Public Comment #7



Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Boards Support Section 

P .0. Box 115526 

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

Please accept the following comments for the ACR submitted by the Tsiu River Coalition. 

Thank you, 

Dan Ernhart 

Tsiu River Coalition 

PO Box 1403 

Cordova, AK 99574 

218-252-2337 

Board of Fish, 

RECEIVED 

SEP 2 5 2012 
SOARDS 

I have visited and fished the Tsiu 9 times in the last 12 years. I have NEVER seen a uniformed wildlife or 

law enforcement person on or near the river. What I have seen is an ongoing major conflict between the 

commercial fishermen and the sport/ recreational fishermen. I personally have experienced a 

commercial fisherman trying to run me down with his boat while I was fishing in the river and then 

laughing as he came within inches of hitting me. The river is simply too small and shallow to safely allow 

both commercial and recreational fishing in the same sections of the river. The ONLY reasonable 

solution is to provide a section of the river for the days the commercial fishing occurs as opposed to 

giving the commercial fisheries unrestricted access from the mouth to the deadline. The commercial 

fishermen would catch as many fish especially if their section started at the mouth and the conflict 

between the two groups would be virtually eliminated. In addition a uniformed law enforcement official 

needs to be present on the river during the main fishing season to handle violations and enforce fishery 

regulations. Thank for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 

Bruce Bosch 

Board of Fish, 

I fished the Tsiu this year between September th and 12th and personally witnessed, experienced, and 
photographed the grossly dysfunctional situation between sport and commercial fisherman on two 
separate days: Sunday, September gth and Tuesday, September 11th. I confess that I was shocked and 
afraid for my personal safety, as jet boat operators regularly spun about me within a distance of only a 
few feet and nearly swamped my waders full of water. This is a very dangerous situation that the 
solution that you propose in your Agenda Change Request Form would completely alleviate. There is 
plenty of room for both the sport and commercial fisherman to co-exist on the Tsiu but separate areas 
must be established as a common sense solution. 

Best regards, 
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Jim Conrad 

3723 Brand Crest 
Encinitas, CA 92024-5505 

Board of Fish, 

As I have mentioned in previous correspondence, I have been coming to 
the Tsiu for a number of years and have experienced increasing 
confilict with the commercial fishermen, particularly with their 
practices of herding fish into their nets both with their boats and 
otherwise. These practices have forced me off the water on several 
occasions. I believe you were a witness to this happening to me last 
year. 

We have been planning our trip later and later, hoping that the nets 
would be gone, or at least significantly diminished by the time we 
arrived. Frankly, If I continue to experience what happened last year 
I will seriously consider going else where. 

I believe that there are enough fish (at least for now) to support both 
sport and commercial interests and I have no objection to commercial 
fishing per se, but it is clear to me from my personal experiences over 
the years that management of the river highly favors the commercial 
interests and that there is little enforcement of rules and regulations 
regarding conflicts by the Department of Fisheries. In order for the 
Tsiu to continue to be the quality fishery that it is will require more 
close supervision and management. The economic loss to the sport 
industry if this does not occur will be much greater to the state than 
any loss or restriction to the commercial industry. 

James A. Perry 
3385 Country Club Dr. 5. 
Salem, OR 97302. 

Dear Alaska Board of Fisheries: 
I fully support the request to change your next agenda to include the Tsiu River 
issue. The vote change at the last meeting of the Board was a horrible example of 
pressuring the board, and the problem has only remained. The vote change must 
be revisited to rectify the situation. A new vote is the only way to assure the public 
and the people who use this river that politics and pressure can not change a vote 
on a serious fisheries issue. 
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As an Alaskan resident1 I am quite aware of the fishery politics in this state and the 
commercial vs. sport problems. As a fisher of this small river for eight years1 I have 
seen/been involved in these issues first hand. 

The Tsiu River is a distillation of the problems of commercial vs. sport fishing in a 
tiny river. This river is so small 1 but so prolific that both commercial and sport can 
exist1 but absolutely not in the same area. I have almost been run over several 
times by a running boat when it is going down the small channel or is herding fish. 
Not only does it disturb the fish where I am fishing, but my safety is severely 
threatened. I have never received an apology or a look of sorrow from a 
commercial fisherman. It is always a look of, "Get out of my way, I own this river." 
I also have seen other clients from the lodge be really, really upset or scared after 

such confrontations. 

Kate Sandberg 
Girdwood, Alaska 

Have reviewed the agenda change request and agree with its contents. I have personally seen the 
conflicts mentioned and agree that a new look at the existing rules are necessary 

Roger Wendel 

Board of fish, 

I support this agenda change by the Tsiu River Coalition. 

I have personally experienced the commercial jet boats. They take away if not 
ruin the Alaskan fishing experience I was expecting and create unsafe conditions for 
the fisherman. 

Chuck McConnell 
449 Meadow View Parkway 
Erie, CO 80516 

Board of Fish, 

I have read the subject document and am in full support. The solutions you have suggested 
whereby the commercial and sport fishermen can co-exist are certainly logical. I can tell you I 
have fished Cohos in numerous 
other places, and nowhere is there harassment by commercial fishermen like that on the 
Tsiu. For me it was equally bad both times I was there. With the fishing area being such a 
short distance regulations must be imposed ASAP. 

Of the places I have Coho fished there is not even a close second to the Tsiu. It is a 
remarkable resource, arguably the greatest place on earth to sportfish for Cohos. It must be 
preserved for all parties involved. The only thing bad about fishing there is being constantly 
buzzed at close range by commercial fishing boats, and working around their nets. I do not plan 
to return to the Tsiu until I have a peacful environment in which to cast. 
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Sincerely, 

Mike Murry 

13709 Three Fathoms Bank Dr. Corpus Christi, Tx. 78418 
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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  
 

September 21, 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 ACR 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 Agenda Change Request (ACR) proposals that 
are being considered for the 2012-13 Board cycle.  
 
PVOA is opposed to ACR 1 and ACR 9 due to lack of meeting ACR criteria. 
A proposal meets the criteria if: a) For a fishery conservation purpose or 
reason, b) to correct an error in regulation, c) to correct an effect on a 
fishery that was unforeseen when a regulation was adopted. PVOA urges 
further consideration of ACR 15.  
 
ACR 1 – OPPOSE, Designate Pacific herring as a forage fish under the 
provisions of the Forage Fish Management Plan. PVOA is opposed to this 
ACR request as it does not meet any of the three criteria. It is also unclear if the 
proposal is specifying herring in Southeast, Sitka Sound, or the entire State. At 
the 2012 Board of Fish finfish meeting in Ketchikan, the Board fully vetted and 
the Department thoroughly explained the status of Southeast’s herring stocks. 
Herring, like many other species, have abundances that fluctuate on a cyclical 
basis. Abundance cycles fluctuate regardless of the presence of commercial 
harvest, and the State successfully manages numerous herring fisheries across 
Alaska and in Southeast. Although new information and better management tools 
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are continually utilized by the Department, this is an indicator that the 
Department is progressive and is committed to managing the herring fisheries 
with the best available information and science. Although claims that subsistence 
needs of herring roe are not being met in the Sitka area are due to commercial 
overharvest, subsistence harvesters could benefit by placing branches in high 
spawn areas prior to the first spawn. This proposal is highly allocative as 
adoption has the potential to close all commercial herring fishing. The merits of 
this proposal were fully vetted in the regular Board of Fish cycle in 2012, the 
proposal does not fix an error in regulation, and the proposal does not fix an 
unforeseen effect.   
 
ACR 9- OPPOSE, Modify the waters in the Tsiu River in the Yakutat Area 
that are closed to commercial salmon fishing to facilitate an orderly fishery 
for the commercial and sport fisheries. By moving regulatory markers, this 
proposal is an allocative proposal that would damage Yakutat’s primary 
economic driver, commercial fishing. It is important to ensure healthy commercial 
harvest based on sustainability in Yakutat, and the only processor in the 
community depends on multiple fisheries to keep their doors open. Salmon is 
more important than ever to Yakutat’s processor as the downturn in catch limits 
for halibut and blackcod have impacted processing hours and income. This 
proposal does not meet ACR criteria as the merits of this proposal were fully 
vetted in the regular Board of Fish cycle in 2012, the proposal does not fix an 
error in regulation, and the proposal does not fix an unforeseen effect.   
  
ACR 15 - Change the Board of Fisheries’ meeting schedule to move Pacific 
cod issues in the Alaska Peninsula – Aleutian Islands areas so as not to 
conflict with the commercial fisheries. PVOA is in support of coordinating 
meetings around Alaska’s fisheries in order to ensure that fishermen are allowed 
to participate in the regulatory process. We encourage the Board to review all 
meetings and determine if timing is appropriate. For example, the Southeast 
Finfish meeting consistently occurs when the majority of the multi-gear multi 
species fleet is participating in the Tanner and brown crab fishery. By moving the 
Southeast shellfish meeting to December and the finfish meeting to January, 
more fishermen would be allowed to participate in the Board of Fish process.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention to ACR proposals. If we can provide further 
information or answer any questions as you review the ACRs, please feel free to 
contact us. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Julianne Curry  
Director 
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Date:	 	 September	19,	2012	
	
	
	
	
Addressee:	 Board	of	Fisheries	
	 	
RE:	 	 ACR	Comments	
	
	
Dear	Board	of	Fisheries,	
	
UCIDA	makes	the	following	comments	regarding	the	ACRs	that	will	be	discussed	at	
the	Board	Work	Session,	October	9‐11,	2012.	
	
ACR	#1	 No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#2	 UCIDA	opposes	both	this	ACR	and	ACR	#12.	

ACR	#3	 No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#4	 This	ACR	is	highly	allocative.		UCIDA	is	totally	opposed	to	the		 	
	 	 allocative	aspects	of	this	ACR	and	believe	that	these	allocative	issues		
	 	 should	be	taken	up	in	the	regular	Cook	Inlet	meeting.	

	 	 The	escapement	goal	numbers,	using	the	DIDSON	Sonar,	may	need	to		
	 	 be	revised	by	the	BOF	as	proposed	in	ACR	#17.	

ACR	#5	 No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#6	 UCIDA	is	totally	opposed	to	this	ACR.		There	are	habitat,	allocation		
	 	 and	water	quality	issues	that	should	be	discussed	in	a	regular	Cook		
	 	 Inlet	meeting.		There	are	no	infrastructure	facilities	to	support	this		
	 	 ACR.		If	the	BOF	were	to	pass	this	ACR,	there	will	be	public	health	and		
	 	 safety	issues.	

	

 

 
 

United Cook Inlet Drift Association 
 

43961 K-Beach Road, Suite E  Soldotna, Alaska 99669  (907) 260-9436  fax (907) 260-9438  
info@ucida.org  
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ACR	#7	 No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#8	 No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#9	 UCIDA	understands	that	this	is	an	allocative	ACR	and	as	such	should		
	 	 not	be	taken	up	out	of	the	normal	BOF	meeting	cycle.	

ACR	#10	 UCIDA	supports	the	discussion	and	possible	designation	of	the	early‐	
	 	 run	Kenai	River	King	salmon	being	declared	a	Stock	of	Concern.		This		
	 	 is	a	conservation	or	yield	concern	issue	and	we	feel	the	BOF	should		
	 	 act	in	some	manner	to	conserve	this	stock.		We	view	this	as	a		 	
	 	 conservation	issue.	

ACR	#11	 This	is	a	highly	allocative	proposal	that	should	be	discussed	at	a		
	 	 regular	Cook	Inlet	meeting.		The	proposed	actions	were	heard	and		
	 	 discussed	at	the	last	regular	Cook	Inlet	meeting.		The	BOF	chose	not	to	
	 	 set	escapement	goal	priorities	between	salmon	producing	systems.	

	 	 The	BOF	modified	the	times	and	areas	for	the	Drift	Fleet.		This	and	the		
	 	 related	allocation	issues	must	be	taken	up	in	a	regular	BOF	meeting		
	 	 cycle.		There	is	no	new	information	and	no	compelling	reason	to	take		
	 	 up	this	ACR	in	isolation	from	all	the	allocative	issues	in	Cook	Inlet.			
	 	 The	author	makes	some	vague	references	“to	other	salmon	species		
	 	 escapement	goals.”		What	species,	what	escapement	goals?		This	ACR		
	 	 is	vague,	highly	allocative	and	opens	up	the	entire	management	plan		
	 	 for	all	users.	

ACR	#12	 UCIDA	opposes	both	this	ACR	and	ACR	#2.	

ACR	#13	 UCIDA	supports	this	ACR.		Many	UCIDA	members	would	like	this		
	 	 superexclusive	and	exclusive	registration	be	done	away	with.	

ACR	#14	 UCIDA	is	totally	opposed	to	this	ACR.		This	proposal	is	highly		 	
	 	 allocative	among	setnetters	and	other	users.		This	ACR	proposes	to		
	 	 introduce	a	new	untested,	undemonstrated	gear	type	and	fishing		
	 	 technique	to	the	highly	allocated	Cook	Inlet	salmon	fishery.	

ACR	#15	 No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#16	 	No	Comment	at	Present.	

ACR	#17	 If	legally	necessary?		UCIDA	supports	only	changing	the	escapement		
	 	 goal	to	a	new	DIDSON	sonar	enumerated	escapement	goal.		Provided		
	 	 ADF&G	can	present	the	scientific	basis	for	the	revised	DISON	sonar‐	
	 	 based	escapement	goal.		UCIDA	supports	using	the	best	available		
	 	 science	and	would	expect	ADF&G	to	make	data,	conversion	ratios,		
	 	 carrying	capacity	and	rationale	for	the	new	DIDSON	sonar‐based		
	 	 escapement	goal	available	for	public/peer	review.	
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ACR	#18	 It	is	appalling	that	nearly	one‐fourth	of	the	Personal	Use	harvest		
	 	 permits	are	not	returned.		This	25%	non‐response	rate	is	not		 	
	 	 tolerated	with	other	Fish	&	Game	permits!!!	

	 	 Suggest	that	the	non‐responsive	permit	information	be	checked		
	 	 against	the	State’s	Permanent	Fund	Dividend	registry.		UCIDA		 	
	 	 understands	that	DNR,	DEC	and	ADF&G	compare	permit		 	
	 	 information,	including	petition	names,	with	the	permanent	fund		
	 	 registry.	

ACR	#19	 UCIDA	is	neutral.	

	 	 IF	the	BOF	should	take	up	this	ACR,	then	UCIDA	recommends	that	this		
	 	 definition	apply	to	all	users.	

ACR	#20	 Highly	allocative	ACR,	UCIDA	believes	that	these	matters	and	issues		
	 	 should	be	taken	up	in	a	regular	BOF	Cook	Inlet	meeting.		The	new		
	 	 DIDSON	sonar‐based	escapement	goal	could	be	changed	if	the	BOF		
	 	 were	to	take	up	ACR	#17	and	leave	all	the	highly	allocative	issues		
	 	 contained	in	ACR	#4	and	in	ACR	#20	to	a	regular	Cook	Inlet	BOF		
	 	 meeting.	

ACR	#21	 UCIDA	is	opposed	to	this	ACR.		We	believe	that	the	Legislature	is	the		
	 	 appropriate	body	to	clarify	Commissioner’s	authority	and	not	the		
	 	 BOF.		Both	the	BOF	and	Commissioner	derive	legal	authority	from	the		
	 	 Legislature,	not	each	other.		Leave	this	ACR	for	Legislative	review.	

	
Sincerely,	
	
	
Original	Signed	Document	
	
Roland	Maw,	PhD	
UCIDA	Executive	Director	
	
ams	 	
	

3 of 3 Public Comment #10



u.s. 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

FtBH .. WJLDUFE 
BEKVlCE 

1011 E. Tudor Road 
IN REPLY REFER To Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199 

FWS/OSM12072.GP 

Mr. Karl Johnstone, Chair 
Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 25526 
Juneau, Alaska 99802-5526 

Dear Chair Johnstone: 

SEP 2 4 ?"1? 

~ 
fD) ~~~~~~rFil 

~ SEP 2 4 2012· lilJ 

BOARDS 

The Alaska Board of Fisheries (Board) will consider 21 Agenda Change Requests, among other 
issues, at its work session beginning October 9, 2012. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), working with 
other Federal agencies, has reviewed these requests and do not believe that adoption of any of 
these requests will have an impact on Federal subsistence users and fisheries. 

We may wish to comment on other specific agenda items if issues arise during the meeting 
which may have an impact 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 (ADF&G) on these issues. 

If you have questions, you may contact George Pappas, State Subsistence Liaison, Office of 
Subsistence Management, at (907) 786-3822 

CC: Cora Campbell, ADF&G Jennifer Yuhas, ADF&G, Anchorage 
Tim Towarak, Chair FSB Drew Crawford, ADF&G Anchorage 
JeffRegnart, ADF&G, Anchorage Kathy O'Reilly-Doyle, OSM 
Hazel Nelson, ADF&G, Anchorage Interagency Staff Committee 
Charles Swanton, ADF&G, Juneau Administrative Record 
Monica Wellard, ADF&G, Juneau 

TAKE PRIOEeiJ:: ~ 
INAMERICA ~· 

Public Comment #11



Edward Rabinowe 
Big Meadow Farm 

34201 Big Meadow Lane 
Deer Island, OR 97054 

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

Dear sirs: 

BOARDS 

I ask you to consider the attached Agenda Change Request and urge you to act positively 
to hear this case again this winter. The Tsiu River Coalition is working for the best 
interests of all users of the Tsiu river and also the fish. Changes need to be made. 

We need changes to protect one of the worlds unique salmon fishing rivers. The volume 
of fish in so short a river is quite special. I have fished the Tsiu for over 20 years and look 
forward to 20 more. I need your help to make that happen. The river needs your help to 
continue to attract all legitimate users. 

This is an opportunity to improve one ofNature's gems. 

~ 
Edward Rabinowe 
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September 25, 2012 

To the Alaska Board of Fisheries, 

REGENED 
SEP 2 5 2012 
·SOAAos· 

I am writing in regards to the Board of Fisheries advisory committees we have here in 
Alaska. I have only attended the Sitka Advisory meeting twice in the last 15 years for 
obvious reasons. This particular Advisory board here in Sitka has always been slanted 
towards a different group of people pending the topics to be taken up at the next board 
cycle. 

My complaint is that during this last cycle here in Southeast I attended an Advisory 
meeting here in Sitka on December 8, 2011. I am a gillnetter and I went to this meeting to 
see what the feeling was on a certain proposal that would have curtailed troll effort on 
coho salmon allowing for better escapement, and to have the burden shared by all users. 
Knowing full well what to expect going into this meeting I really wasn't prepared by the 
actual make up of this advisory committee. There were about nine members on the 
committee and seven of them had either a power troll and or a hand troll permits. And 
one was a deckhand on a power troller. 

During the meetings in Ketchikan that following spring it was often brought to the Board 
of Fisheries attention on how the Sitka Advisory committee voted on particular 
proposals, mostly troll proposals because Sitka is a very active troll community. What I 
ask of the Board of Fish is to have all members of Local Advisory groups sign a conflict 
of interest statement so at least the Board of Fish can see the actual make up of these 
committees. It would be nice if these conflict of interest statement could be on page one 
of the Advisory Committee reports to the Board of Fisheries. 

Best Regards, 

Richard I Eliason jr. 
Sitka 
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA 

Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mailing Address: PO Box 20229, Juneau AK 99802-0229 
Physical Address: 410 Calhoun Ave Ste 101, Juneau AK 99801 

Phone: (907)586-2820 Fax: (907) 463-2545 
Email: ufa@ufa-fish.org Website: www.ufa-fish.org 

September 25, 2012 
R!CEJvED 

S£P ?5 2012 

BOARDs 

RE: ACR Proposal Comments- Proposals 1, 4, and 9. 

Dear Board of Fisheries Members, 

We oppose the following proposals 1, 4, and 9, on the basis that they do not meet the ACR 
criteria for acceptance and consideration during the 2012-13 Board cycle. 

ACR 1: Oppose- this proposal would designate herring as a forage fish under the provisions 
of the Forage Fish Policy. 

We do not feel that this proposal meets any of the three required criteria. 
We do not see a fishery conservation concern; this is not an error in regulation; and we do not 
feel there is an effect on a fishery that was unforseen when current regulations were adopted. 
We consider the proposal to be allocative in expected effects of restricting long established 
commercial herring fisheries. 

The few contiinuing large scale commercial harvests may be subject to fluctuations in 
harvest volume due to many factors, but the Sitka Sac roe fishery has been under close 
scrutiny by the Board of Fisheries and Federal Subsistence processes, and estimates of 
herring biomass continue to be healthy. The Southeast herring fisheries were discussed 
extensively during last Board of Fish cycle. The issues that this proposal attempts to address 
have ramications across other fisheries, and are best adressed through the Board's regular 
cycle. 

ACR 4: Oppose- Modify the Kenai River Late-run King Salmon Management Plan in the 
Cook Inlet area. This proposal is allocative in nature. The wide range of potential effects on 
multiple fisheries that are inherent in this open ended adjustment to the current management 
plan calls for taking this up in the regular cycle. We urge the Board to let the special task 
force called for by the Governor and Department of Fish and Game convene and provide an 
opportunity for assessment of the situation, rather than adopt this ACR and proceed with long 
term changes based on short term information. 
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ACR 9: Oppose- Modify the waters in the Tsui River in Yakutat that are closed to 
commercial salmon fishing to facilitate an orderly fishery for the commercial and sport 
fisheries. 

This proposal does not meet the criteria for an agenda change request. The proposal is 
strictly about allocation as the Tsui has met the escapement goals for 37 out of 38 years and 
the request is for spatial separation between sport and commercial users. We do not see a 
fishery conservation concern, there is not an error in regulation, and we do not feel there is an 
effect on a fishery that was unforseen when current regulations were adopted. This concept 
was addressed in this year's regular Board of Fisheries cycle, and while the proposal's 
authors do not agree with the decision that the Board ultimately made, we do not see this as 
justification for taking up the issue again, outside of the regular Board cycle. We note that in 
the absence of a conservation concern and the remote rural demographic, the affected 
commercial fishery participants should not be expected to bear the costs of participation of 
this re-hashing of this proposal, outside of the normal Board cycle. 

UFA opposes the arbitrary displacement of longstanding fisheries to carve out exclusive 
areas for tourism fisheries. We recommend that the Board of Fisheries embrace tourism 
growth under the premise that it should fit in with existing prior uses, rather than to seek to 
displace them, as a general development philosophy, in the best interest of all Alaskans. 

United Fishermen of Alaska is the largest statewide commercial fishing trade association, 
representing 37 commercial fishing organizations participating in fisheries throughout the 
state and its offshore federal waters. Thank you for your service on the Board, and for 
consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

JK~~ 
Mark Vinsel 
Executive Director 
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance 
9369 North Douglas Highway 
Juneau, AK 99801 
Phone: 907-586-6652 
Fax: 907-523-1168 

September 20, 2012 

Email: seafa@gci.net 
Website: http:/ /www.seafa.org 

Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 

RE: ACR Proposal Comments 

Dear Board of Fish Members, 

RECSVEo 
SEP 2 5 2012 

BOARDs 

Please accept our comments on the following Agenda Change Request (ACR) 
proposals. Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance (SEAFA) is a multi
gear/multi-species non-profit membership organization representing our 
300+ members involved in salmon, crab, shrimp and longline fisheries of 
Southeast, Yakutat, Cordova and Gulf of Alaska. 

We oppose the following proposals on the grounds that they do not meet the 
ACR criteria for acceptance and consideration during the 2012-13 Board of 
Fish cycle. 

ACR 1: Oppose - this proposal would designate herring as a forage fish under 
the provisions of the Forage Fish Policy. 

This is a proposal that could easily wait until the appropriate Board of 
Fish cycle to be submitted. There is no emergency, this proposal's intent to 
shut down all Southeast Commercial herring fisheries which is very 
allocative. Based on the ACR criteria allocative proposals are not to be 
considered unless compelling new information is available. The Southeast 
herring fisheries were discussed quite extensively during the previous Board 
of Fish cycle and the forage policy was menti'oned during the committee 
process. This proposal according to the author addresses conservation 
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issues but does not state within the proposal how adoption of this proposal 
would benefit the conservation of the herring species. Yes the weight of 
halibut at age has changed but there is no known science that even starts to 
point to herring as a factor and therefore the weight at age of halibut 
should not be considered an unforeseen effect of a regulation that needs to 
be considered out of cycle. This regulation has been in effect since 1999 and 
therefore also does not justify and out of cycle consideration as an error in 
regulation. 

ACR 9: Oppose - Modify the waters in the Tsui River in Yakutat that are 
closed to commercial salmon fishing to facilitate an orderly fishery for the 
commercial and sport fisheries. 

This proposal does not meet the criteria for an agenda change request. 
The proposal is strictly about allocation as the Tsui has met the escapement 
goals for 37 out of 38 years and the request is for spatial separation 
between sport and commercial users. In a phone conversation (9/20/12) 
with ADFG there were not any official complaints during the 2012 season 
through Sept 19th from a sport fisherman about incidents between the two 
users groups and ADFG and enforcement were monitoring the area looking 
for conflicts. This proposal is similar in scope to the debate, and 
reconsideration of the Board of Fish proposal from last year on this issue. 
Going through the criteria for acceptance of an ACR we would offer the 
following comments: (A) The author of this proposal did not have a 
conservation purpose for this proposal; 
(B) A reason was listed to correct an error in regulation but all the 
information provided was on the record about the changing river and it's 
course by ADFG last year. In addition, if you asked the Dept to determine 
the location of the ADFG marker each year you would be asking the Dept to 
violate their mandate to not allocate between users, the very reason the 
placement of the marker was put in regulation as a static location. 
(C) A reason was also listed under the section to correct an effect on a 
fishery that was unforeseen when a regulation was adopted Any unforeseen 
effects caused by the shifting of the River had the opportunity to be 
considered when the Board of Fish has debated previous proposals dealing 
with this issue. We therefore don't think that this proposal meets the 
criteria for acceptance as an A~R proposal since it is allocative, the issue 
has been debated during the normal Board of Fish cycle (winter 2012) and 
does not meet the justification of new information to be considered outside 
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of the normal board of fish cycle when participants of the fisheries would 
be unavailable to participate. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments regarding these 
proposals. If you have any additional questions regarding our comments, 
please feel free to contact us at any time. 

Kathy Hansen 
Executive Director 
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Attention: Board of Fish Comments 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Board Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 
Fax:907·465-6094 

Dear Alaska Board of Fish Members, 

RECENEO 

SEP 2 5 2012 

BOARDs 

Thank you for this chance to comment on the submitted 2012 Agenda Change Requests. The 2012 
Cook Inlet Salmon season was a struggle for many. Upper Cook Inlet Eastside Setnetters lost nearly 
95% of their fishing season during an above average Kenai Sockeye retw."'ii due to below average 
Chinook abundance. While we have no wish to see· another season as disastrous for our industry as 
2012, we believe that the negative effects of a period oflow Chinook abundance would only be 
compounded by reactionary modifications to the current Chinook management plans. 

While many restrictive steps were implemented during the 2012 season to achieve Chinook Salmon 
escapement goals, it is clear that much of the disorder and inequality in harvest opportunity this year 
came not from the respective management plans, but rather from the inability of ADF &G to accurately 
enumerate Kenai River Chinook salmon escapement and correctly identify the later than average 
timing ofthe 2012 Late Run. As outlined inADF&G's September 17,2012 memorandum; "Kenai 
River King Salmon Target Strength Equivalent Escapement Estimates", and in RC7 released in 2011, 
the lack ofaccuracy in current counting methods coupled with low confidence in prior counting 
methods dictates that ACR17 is necessary and prudent. It is imperative that new King Salmon 
escapement goals are established and new enumeration methods be proposed, publically reviewed, and 
implemented before the 2013 season. 

The Policy for the Management of Sustainable Salmon Fisheries directs the department to provide the 
board, at regular meetings, with reports on the status of salmon stocks to identify any salmon stocks 
that present a concern related to yield, management, or conservation. 

Levels of Concern (5 AAC 39.222) 

- "Yield Concern" Means a concern arising from a chronic inability, despite the use of specific 
management measures, to maintain expected yields, or harvestable surpluses, above a stock's 
escapement needs; a yield concern is less severe than a management concern, which is less severe than 
a conservation concern.. 
• "Management Concern" Means a concern arising from a chronic inability, despite use of specific 
management measures, to maintain escapements for a salmon stock within the bounds of the SEG, 
BEG, OEG, or other specified management objectives for the fishery; a management concern is not as 
severe as a conservation concern. 
- "Conservation Concern" Means concern arising from a chronic inability, despite the use of specific 
management measures, to maintain escapements for a stock above a sustained escapement threshold 
(SET); a conservation concern is more severe than a management concern. 
• "Chronic inability" Means the continuing or anticipated inability to meet escapement thresholds 
over a four to five year period, which is approximately the generation time of most salmon species. 
- "Stock of Concern" Means a stock of salmon for which there is a yield, management, or 
conservation concern. 

·' 

... 
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Alaska Department ofFish and Game has issued NO levels of Concern for the Kenai River Late Run 
Chinook. Kenai River Late Run Chinook salmon escapement goals have been achieved for 4 out of the 
last 5 years using the enumeration methods employed during those seasons. Any retrospective 
evaluation of these goals highlights weaknesses in enumeration methods, not the management plan. 

There are 3 very specific criteria that need to be met for the BOF to take up an Agenda Change 
Request. {5 AAC 39.999} 

l. For a fishery conservation purpose or reason- As stated above there is NO conservation concern 
on the Kenai River. 
2. To correct an error in regulation- Alaska Department of Fish and Game has submitted ACR 17 to 
modify Kenai River Late-Run Chinook escapement goals. 
3. To correct an unforeseen effect of a regulation- King salmon were in low abundance across the 
State of Alaska in 2012. The current Kenai River Later Run Chinook management plan clearly 
specifies the restrictive measures to be taken if escapement goals are not projected, and as in nearly all 
previous years, the actions outlined in the plan enabled current escapement goals to be achieved. 
Therefore there were no unforeseen effects of a regulation. 

While we agree that the current Kenai River Late Run Chinook management plan needs to be updated 
regarding escapement goals, all other attempts to change methods ofharvest (ACR 14), set specific 
dates for the department to take specific actions (ACR20), or rewrite the management plan due to a 
perceived great "conservation concern", or inequality in harvest allocation (ACR4,) are superfluous and 
do not meet the Agenda Change Request requirements set forth by this board. 

As members of the user group most negatively impacted by the current issues surrounding below 
average Kenai River Chinook Salmon abundance, we ask that the Board accept only ACR17 for out-of
cycle consideration. 

Respectfully submittedt 

Eastside Setnetters 

-~~L<~ 
\ex\& L 5r"lTlh 

--tl/fe'Q~ 4 ~ 
-1'Yf4, O.."'- fY} 5-nif:"t., 

For information regarding these comments, please contact 
Todd Smith (907) 252-1309, or by email aktodd@live.com 

~ 
l 
1 
1 
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09/25/2012 10:03 9072757559 ALEUTIANS EAST BORO PAGE 02/02 

Comment to the Alaska Board of Fisheries regarding Agenda Change Request 15. 

I am writing in support of ACR 15, that .1 submitted in response to talks with fishermen in 
Sand Point and King Cove. The problem cited in ACR 15, a conflict for fishermen who 
need to participate in the February/March Pacific cod fishery, but also want to 
participate in the Board of Fish public process addressing that that fishery, is a real 
problem. 

The previously published Board of Fish schedule had the South Alaska Peninsula PCod 
issues addressed after the October work session. AEB PCod fishermen were satisfied 
with that scheduling, and would welcome a return to that scheme. 

A reworked schedule that addresses SAP PCod at any time other than the 
January/February/March period would be preferred to the current conflicted schedule. 
The stated solution in ACR 15 is not the only way to address the problem. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this A CR. 

Ernie Weiss 
September 25, 2012 

· Recaveo 
SEP'2 5 2012 

BOARDs 
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Sep 25 12 1 0:57a Richard Eliason jr. 

September 21, 2012 

To the Alaska Board of Fisheries. 

907-747-8111 p.1 

RECEJveo 
SEP 2 5 2Dtl 

~ 
I am writing in regards to the Board of Fisheries advisory committees we have here in 
Alaska. I have only attended the Sitka Advisory meeting twice in the last t 5 years for 
obvious reasons. This particular Advisory board here in Sitka has always been slanted 
towards a different group of people pending the topics to be taken up at the next board 
cycle. 

My complaint is that during this last cycle here in Southeast I attended an Advisory 
meeting here in Sitka on December 8, 2011. I am a gillnetter and I went to this meeting to 
see what the feeling was on a certain proposal that would have curtailed troll effort on 
coho salmon aUowing for better escapement, and to have the burden shared by all users. 
Knowing full well what to expect going into this meeting I really wasn't prepared by the 
actual make up of this advisory committee. There were about nine members on the 
committee and seven of them had either a power troll and or a hand troll :permits. And 
one was a deckhand on a power troller. 

During the meetings in Ketchikan that following spring it was often brought to the Board 
of Fisheries attention on how the Sitka Advisory committee voted on particular 
proposals, mostly troll proposals because Sitka is a very active troll community. What I 
ask of the Board of Fish is to have all members of Local Advisory groups sign a conflict 
of interest statement so at least the Board of Fish can see the actual make up of these 
committees. It would be nice if these conflict of interest statement could be on page one 
of the Advisory Committee reports to the Board of Fisheries. 

Ric:mw· _u::J~ ""'*'6.v~'/ 
Sitk~ 
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Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
Tribal Council Resolution 

2012-113 

Sitka Tribe of Alaska 
456 Katlian Street 

Sitka, Alaska 
Office- 907-747-3207 

Fax- 907-747-4915 

RECEIVED 

SEP 2 ~ :1012 

SOAAos 
Support for the Agenda Change Request (ACR) submitted to the Board of Fish that would 

add Pacific herring to the State of Alaska's forage fish management plan. 

WHEREAS, the Sitka Tribe of Alaska is the federally recognized tribal government for more 
than 4,100 enrolled tribal citizens in Sitka, Alaska organized under the Indian 
Reorganization Act of 1934 as amended; and 

WHEREAS, the Sitka Tribe cif Alaska is the responsible for the health, welfare, safety and 
culture of its citizens; and 

WHEREAS, Pacific herring (Clupea pallisi) are considered an ecological and cultural keystone 
species; and 

WHEREAS, throughout the world biologist recognize herring as a forage fish species that play a 
crucial function in maintaining the health worlds ecosystems; and 

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska's Board ofFish recognizes that, "forage fish perform a critical 
role in the complex marine ecosystem by providing the transfer of energy from the 
primary and secondary producers to higher trophic levels" (5 AAC 39.212(b)); and 

WHEREAS, herring are forage fish that are prey to upper trophic level fish and marine mammals 
that Alaska Natives depend upon for subsistence; and 

WHEREAS, herring and herring eggs have been an integral part of the Native culture throughout 
the State of Alaska since time immemorial; and 

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has failed acknowledge herring as a forage fish by listing 
Pacific herring under its forage fish management plan (5 ACC 39.212); and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, that in recognition of the crucial role herring 
play in the marine ecosystem and the Native culture of Alaska, the Sitka Tribal 
Council fully supports the ACR to have herring added to the State's forage fish 
management plan. 
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CERTIFICATION 

The foregoing resolution was adopted at a duly called and convened meeting of the Tribal Council 
of the Sitka Tribe of Alaska held on September 19, 2012, at which a quorum was present by a vote of 

--:l_IN FAVOR,_AGAJNST,_ABSTAIN, ~ABSENT. 

2012~113 Support for the Agenda Change Request (ACR) submitted to the Board ofFish that would add Pacific Herring to the 
State of Alaska's forage fish management plan. 
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fiJJ Property Rights Transfer Areas 

i, , E08216 Federal Lands 

f2'2J E08877 Federal Lands {Makhinati Area) 

, ·, , Runway Safely Area 

/'v•' Existing Property Line 

Proposed Property Line 

3 of 3 Public Comment #19



Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association 
...:.=:::,....~QC>(X 

Ensuring the Sustainability of Our Fishery Resources 

43961 Kalifomsky Beach Road • Suite F • Soldotna, Alaska 99669-8276 
(907) 262-2492 • Fax: (907) 262~2898 • EMail: kpfa@alaska.net 

September 23,2012 

Attention: 

Karl Johnstone 
Chairman, Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Board Support Section 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Ale 99811-5526 

Chairman, 

RECEIVED 

SEP 2 5 2012 

BOARDS 

The Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association (KPFA) has been a commercial fishing 
advocacy group since 1954. Primarily comprised of setnet salmon limited entry permit 
holders, we also include other Cook fnlet (CI) gear types, crewmembers, fish processors, 
local businesses and general interest in our membership. 

KPF A is very aware of the commercial fisheries resource disaster declaration 
armouncement from the Acting Secretary of Commerce, Rebecca M. Blank dated 
September 12, 2012. We are also aware of the efforts of Governor Sean Parnell in 
requesting financial assistance (letters dated July 14 and August 16) to mitigate the 
severe restrictions created by the apparent Jess abundant than average returns of King 
Salmon to the CJ region. 

We are anxious as are other users to ensure that the magnitude of the past management 
restrictions are in fact warranted; and to develop viable solutions that ensure a reasonable 
expectation of sustainability while maintaining a reasonable opportunity to harvest all 
available salmon stocks in a historical mmmer. 

We would advise the Board to strictly adhere to the policy that est..'1b1ishes criteria for an 
Agenda Change Request (ACR). Considering that we are just a year away from 
addressing proposals in cycle for a CI regulatory meeting, we believe that redundancy 
would not improve the Boards decisions and would in fact hinder the Alaska Department 
ofFish and Game's (ADF&G) ability to properly gather infonnation and produce peer 
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reviewed reports in a timely manner. Clearly, it will be a challenge for the Department to 
complete a proper evaluation, analysis and review of a DIDSON based escapement goal 
in a timely manner before the 2013 salmon season. The Board should concentrate on 
establishing a clear regulation that sets a reasonable, predictable goal nmge that has the 
potential of reaching sustainable returns considering regional and area trends. 

To date, many of the numbers are in question including the enumeration methods that 
have not been proven with a high degree of confidence by the science community or the 
user groups. It is our immediate assessment that the only conclusion to be made fi·om the 
2012 King Salmon returns is that we do not have a clear view ofwhat the 'true 
biological' escapement number is for Late Run Kenai Kings. 

We offer these recommendations: 

ACR 17 

The KPFA Board of Directors approve of this ADF&G proposal in so far as it attempts to 
establish a predictable goal range that is based on the best available science. This will be 
a challenge for the Department, stakeholders and the public for proper and necessary 
interaction with assessing the validity and practicable application of this sustainable 
escapement goal (SEG). 

By definition in 5 AAC 39.222 Policy for the management ofsustainable salmon 
fisheries (SSFP) under; 
(f) (36) a definition of an SEG requires a known sustainable yield estimate over a 5 to 10 
year period. This estimate must be scientifically defensible and expressed in a range or 
above the level of a lower bound SEG. A lower bound SEG goal must be above an SET. 

Further, 5 AAC 39.223 Policy for statewide salmon escapement goals under; 
(a) ... The purpose of this policy is to establish the concepts, criteria, and procedures for 
establishing and modifying salmon escapement goals and to establish a process that 
facilitates public review of allocative issues associated with escapement goals. 
(b) (4) establish sustained escapement thresholds (SET) as provided in ... (the SSFP). 
(b) (7) prepare a scientific analysis with supporting data whenever a new BEG, SEG, or 
SET, or a modification to an existing BEG, SEG, or SET is proposed and, in its 
discretion, to conduct independent peer reviews of its BEG, SEG, and SET analyses; 
(b) (8) notify the public whenever a new BEG, SEG, or SET is established or an existing 
BEG, SEG, or SET is modified; 
(b) (9) whenever allocative impacts arise from any management actions necessary to 
achieve a new or modified BEG, SEG or SET, report to the board on a schedule that 
conforms, to the extent practicable, to the board's regular cycle of consideration of area 
regulatory proposals so that it can address allocation issues. 

Clearly, a high degree of accountability must be the mission to ensure adherence to the 
above provisions. 

43961 Kalifomsky Beach Road • Suite F • Soldotlla, Alaska 99669-8276 
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In 5AAC 57.163 Kenai River and Kasilof River Early-run King Salmon Management 
Plan the Depa1tment refers to an OEG but does not state what these goals will be. We 
question what the State has in mind for establishing an OEG for the Kasilof runs of King 
Salmon. This statement of need should to be clarified. We would request that the 
ADF&G and the BOF remain compliant to the policy and guidelines set f01th in 5 AAC 
39.223. 

ACR4 

We absolutely oppose this ACR, we do not think that it complies with 5 AAC 39.99 
Policy for changing board agenda. 

3 

(a) (I) (A) The Department is tasked with establishing proper evaluative techniques to 
implement escapement goals for sustainability. For several years prior to 2012, minimum 
in-river goals have been met with using the best available indices at that time which have 
adhered to the 5 AAC 21.359 Kenai River Late-Run King Salmon lvfanagement Plan (b) 
The department shall manage the late run of Kenai River salmon to achieve a biological 
escapement goal of 17,800-35,700, ... 
Clearly, the past enumerative methods have indicated compliance to the goal range. In 
addition, the harvest of Kenai River bound King Salmon by the East Side Set Nets 
(ESSN) or the in-river fisheries in the past decade have been within the historical ranges. 
In reviewing the harvest records, it would appear that we have established sustainability' 
over several years as abundance levels have varied from year to year. We understand the 
variable nature of spawner to return ratios but by all historic indicators, a ratio of 3 
returns for each spawner has been the accepted goal for Kenai River Late Run King 
Salmon management strategies. 

We do not believe that this 2012 event warrants a conservation concern as defined in 
regulation. lt is our intent to allow the Department to establish an improved goal as the 
first step to sustainable management, we then encourage the BOF to allow the regulatory 
process to move forward with the regular CI cycled meeting proposals format for 2014. 

(a) (1) (B) We do not see an error in regulation; as the discussion of the deliberative 
information at the time this regulation was adopted considered the range of time; as one 
that would protect the majority of the nm of King Salmon while allowing a range of 
harvest by all user groups. The majority of the Kings returning are in the River by July 
3 I st and by all historic indicators Kings continue to enter the system at a lower abundance 
rate then in prior years. This discussion is better addressed by the authority of the 
Conunissioner to adjust to dynamic anomalies rather then to use the static rules of the 
BOF. 

Step down plans are a part of the established regulatory process. The BOF needs to be 
informed as well as the public to changes that effect in season management tools of; time, 
area, methods and means. Many of these changes requested in this proposal are allocative 
in nature and require the full Board process. We review this justification as a 'knee jerk 
reaction'. 

43961 Kalifornsky Beach Road • Suite F • Soldotna, Alaska 99669-8276 
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Inaccuracies in this ACR request further the need for accountability that only the 
ADF&G staff can provide. Many analysis and reports that are several years in draft form 
are not yet available. Decisions based on erroneous or incomplete data sets will yield 
incomplete and non-functional regulatory decisions. This ACR's justification stresses a 
need to re-allocate and discuss burden sharing based on allocation not sustainability 
policies. The 2012, season while egregious has resulted in a DIDSON indicator of more 
spawners than the previous years. This does not warrant a review of a regulatory 
error. 

4 

(a) (1) (C) The Department ofFish and Game had stated that because of the low returns 
of King Salmon in past years in many areas of the State and the average returns for the 
prior year in C! that they reacted with early restrictions to comply with the 'precautionary 
principle'. It is obvious that the Commissioner's authority can properly manage for 
inseason abundance levels. 

The Depa1iment using the best technology available in August with data derived from the 
ESSN King Salmon tagging studies had a strong indicator of returning Upper CI Kings 
by late July early August. Clearly, rates of DIDSON raw numbers and mixture numbers 
indicated a higher abundance level. Escapement levels ofDIDSON units far exceeded the 
BEG regulatory goal and therefore would exceed the previous split beam goal range. 

There is no unforeseen situation here and the authors continue to ask for allocative 
changes that do not address biological considerations. Without proper consideration of all 
management plans, goals and policies that a regular cycled meeting can address, this 
ACR would amount to an incomplete regulatory decision. 

(a) (2) the board will not accept an agenda change request that is predominant~y 
a/locative in nature in the absence ofnetv information found by the board to be 
compelling. .. This Agenda Change Request is a 'wolf in sheep's clothing'. It is apparent 
by the denial ofthis groups petition to the Board that they are against the authority of the 
Commissioner and the ADF&G's staff to accomplish there directive ofsustainability 
using their Emergency Order inseason authority. The BOF should not alter its regulatory 
cycle to deal with a predominately allocative agenda. We do recommend that all issues be 
addressed at the proper time and proper place with all consideration to the Department, 
the Board ofFisherics and the public. 

ACR 18 

5AAC 77.015 Personal usefishingpermits and reports and display ofpersonal use fish 
(d) KPF A opposes this request only in regards to the criteria for establishing an ACR. We 
would encourage the submission as a proposal in the regular cycled CI meeting schedule. 
This is an enforcement issue and should be discussed with Alaska Bureau of Wildlife 
Enforcement. Our concem is primarily for the need of statistical data and for an orderly 
fishery where all participants have an equal opportunity by the enforcement of rules and 
regulations. Tllis is an issue that will be better served by Personal Use (PU) participants 
participating in the regularly scheduled regulato_ty_piQcess. 
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KPFA Board Directors and members will be present at the October 9-10,2012 BOF 
worksession to discuss and clarify any of these stated positions or other ACR's and 
con·espondence directed to the Chairman. 

Thank you, 

The Kenai Peninsula Board of Directors 

43961 Kalifornsky Beach Road • Suite F • Soldotna, Alaska 99669-8276 
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September 25th, 2012 
RECEM:o 

SEP 2 5 201? 

State of Alaska, Board of Fisheries, Letter of Support for ACR for Proposal to Include Pa~DS 
Herring to the State Forage Fish Management Plan 

On behalf of myself as a fisheries biologist, my family and community, I am writing in support 
of an agenda change to include the proposal put forth to add Pacific Herring to the State of 

Alaska's Forage Fish Management Plan. This proposal meets the guidelines set forth in 5 AAC 

39.999: 

1) for a fishery conservation purpose or reason; or 

2) to correct an error in regulation; or 

3) to correct an effect on a fishery that was unforeseen when a regulation was adopted. 

An agenda change is important for a fishery conservation purpose because of many concerns. 

Under current management practices Pacific herring are being over harvested without concern 

for the needs of the overall ecosystem. The fact that Pacific herring are an undisputed forage fish 

but are not on the State of Alaska Forage Fish Management Plan is enough to boggle the mind. 
When added to the forage fish management plan, the state would have to manage the Herring 

Fisheries more conservatively by taking the ecosystem and all its dependency for herring into 

account. The State must acknowledge that Pacific Herring are a forage fish, include them in the 

Forage Fish Management Plan, and move to a more conservative way of harvesting roe. Waiting 
to the next board cycle may be too late. This is a proposal that needs to be addressed out of 

cycle. 

Just this September 2012, the U.S. Department of Commerce announced that the king salmon 
fisheries in the major Alaska watersheds have been declared failures. "The reason for the poor 

returns remains unknown but researchers continue to suspect ocean factor," said Robert Clark, 

Alaska's chief sport fish scientist. " ... This time around in looks like there's a real statewide 

downturn and that leads you to the idea that it's probably something in the early marine 
environment or something in the marine environment itself." Excerpt from The Seattle Times, 
September 131

h, 2012. As a fisheries biologist, I know that salmon leave their freshwater 

systems just in time to feed on the newly hatched herring in the spring and continue to feed on 

the herring throughout their lives. The health of our salmon stocks is directly linked to the health 

of Pacific herring throughout the Pacific herring's life cycle. Removing thousands oftons of 
forage fish and their potential spawn of 20,000 eggs per female from the environment is 

depleting our other economically important fisheries and taking food out of the mouths of other 

marine mammals and marine birds. 

The king salmon fisheries are not the only fisheries to have declines. Halibut stocks are down 

throughout the state. Lingcod and non-pelagic rockfish have been a management nightmare 
because of conservation concerns. 
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September 25th, 2012 
RECENED 

SEP 2 5 2012 

According to the State of Washington's Forage Fish Management Plan, "many species oBGh'\RDS 
feed on forage fish. Major predators of herring include Pacific cod (42% of diet), whiting (32%), 
lingcod (71 %), halibut (53%), coho (58%) and Chinook salmon (58%), (Environment 
Canada 1994)." The Management Plan goes on to include the need of seabirds and marine 
mammals. The Forage Fish Management Plan I am referring to was adopted by the Washington 

Fish and Wildlife Commission in 1998, http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/00195/wdfw00195.pdf, 
so why hasn't the state of Alaska included Pacific herring in their Forage Fish Management Plan 

before now. This leads me to the second guideline for an agenda request (b) to correct an error 
in regulation. 

This proposal should be reviewed out of cycle to correct an error in regulation. Pacific herring 

have been left out of the State of Alaska's Forage Fish Management Plan since its inception. 

Whether this was an oversight or purposeful it needs to be corrected. Pacific herring are listed as. 

forage fish and managed as forage fish throughout the coastal states of the U.S. and around the 

world. Pacific herring are an undisputed species of forage fish recognized by fisheries biologist, 

fisheries researchers, fisheries managers, and governments around the world. The fact that they 
are not included in the State of Alaska's Forage Fish Management Plan needs to be addressed. 

And lastly, this proposal needs to be heard out of cycle to correct an effect on a fishery that was 

unforeseen when a regulation was adopted. The Pacific herring fisheries, specifically the sac roe 
fisheries, are affecting the overall health of the salmon, halibut, lingcod, rockfish, and cod 
fisheries throughout the state. These higher trophic species are dependent on the abundance of 
forage fish they have available throughout their life cycle. When the Forage Fish Management 

Plan was written this was understood, however, Pacific herring were not included in the list of 

forage fish to be covered in the management plan. This was an oversight and needs to be 
corrected. Forage fish, including Pacific herring, are essential for the health and value of all the 

State's fisheries; whether it be sport, commercial, personnel use, or subsistence, and as such need 
to be managed accordingly. · 

Thank you, 

Heather Riggs 

Fisheries Biologist 

907-73 8-03 20 

ocean _fair@yahoo.coril 
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Bargmann, G. 1998. "Forage Fish Management Plan: A plan for managing the forage fish 

resources and fisheries of Washington." Washington Fish and Wildlife, Olympia. 

Environment Canada, 1994. Sustaining marine resources, Pacific herring stocks. Technical 
Supplement 94-5. 

"Commerce secretary declares Alaska salmon disaster" The Seattle Times, By Dan J oling, 
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Alaska Board of Fish Comments 
Alaska Department ofFish and game 
Board Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 
Fax: 907-465-6094 

fRECE~D 
SEP 2 5 "ll)q.~ 

f;3oA.Ros 

The purpose of this correspondence is to forward my support for an amendment to ACR 14. Although 

"Selective Harvest Modules" may be a viable method of harvesting Sockeye salmon while reducing the 
harvest of Chinook salmon, I believe that this thought process should be expanded to allow for 
submission of proposed harvest methods to Fish and Game for consideration as a test fishery. This 
proposal, as written, is very limited in the scope of harvest methods and could delay, through the 
regulatory process, a better idea of harvesting Sockeye with minimal impact to Chinook salmon. 
An amendment to this ACR could provide a process for an individual or group to submit to Fish and 
Game alternative harvest methods that could be reviewed by appropriate parties, noticed to the public for 
comment, permitted, and then tested. 

Although the Board ofFish would have the ultimate approval for any new gear type, this would give 
fisherman an avenue to present gear options and refme and test the harvest method before final 

consideration by the Board. This amendment does not advocate for a particular harvest method, only a 
process to test harvest methods for viability. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Brian Gabriel Sr. 

2305 Watergate Way 
Kenai, AK 99611 
gabriell @alaska.net 

907-690-2089 
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Alaska Outdoor Council 
and 

Alaska Fish & Wildlife Conservation Fund 

Boards Support Section 
ADF&G 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

310 K Street, Suite 200, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Phone: (907) 264~6645, Fax (907)264-6602 

E-mail: aoc@alaskaoutdoorcouncil.org 
Website: www.alaskaoutdoorcouncil.org 

RE&OEB 
SEP 2 5 2012 

·BOARDS 
September 19, 2012 

RE: Alaska Board of Fisheries October Work Session- Agenda Change Requests #11 

To: Karl Johnstone, Chair 

The Alaska Outdoor Council (AOC) is a statewide non-profit organization that has advocated for conservation 
of publicly owned renewable resources in Alaska since before statehood. AOC represents 52 member Clubs and 
3,000 individual Alaskans for a total membership of 1 0,000+ Alaskans. 

While AS 44.62.270 of the Administrative Procedure Act makes it state policy to find that emergencies rarely 
exist that warrant an Agenda Change Request (ACR) to the Alaska Board of Fisheries AOC believes that ACR 
# 11 raises to that exception. 

Repeated years of salmon escapement failures in the Northern District of Cook h1let are unacceptable and con
trary to the constitutional intent of Article VIII,. Section 2 General Authority of the Alaska State Constitution, as 
well as state statute Sec. 16.05 .251. Regulations of the Board of fisheries and game; 

(a) The Board of Fisheries may adopt regulations it considers advisable in accordance with AS 
44.62(Administrative Procedure Act) for 

(12) regulating commercial, sport, guided sport, subsistence, and personal use fishing as needed for the 
conservation, development, and utilization of fisheries; 

The Central District Drift Gillnet Fishery Management Plan in the Cook fulet Area adopted by the AK Board of 
Fisheries has failed to achieve the minimal escapements necessary to meet the conservation needs of salmon 
resources in the Northern District of Upper Cook Inlet. In turn a shortage of returning salmon year after year 
negatively affects the sustainability of other valuable renewable resources in the drainage. 

Consistent with the Alaska State Constitution Alaska statute 16.05.221(a) makes it clear; 
"The Alaska Board of Fisheries was created by tihe Alaska Legislature for the purpose of conservation and de
velopment of the fishery resources to the state." 

AOC recommends that the Board of Fisheries except emergency ACR #11 to modify the Central District Drift 
Gillnet Fishery Management Plan in the Cook Inlet Area. ADF&G staffhas shown that they are incapable of rec
tifying the shortage of salmon returns to the Northern District of Upper Cook illlet under the current board 
adopted management plan. Meeting escapement goals is the responsibility of the AK Board of Fisheries. 

Corrective action by the board to rectify the lack of conservation of salmon stocks returning to drainages in 
Upper Cook Inlet is favorable to the cost and time delay that litigation would entail. 

Respectfully, 

;tctJ/P~ 
Rod Amo, Executive Director 
Alaska Outdoor Council Public Comment #23



FROM 

Gregory R. Gabriel) Jr. 
FN Miss Michelle 
P.O. Box 3392 
Soldotna, AK 99669 

Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
.hmeau, AK 99811 

VIA FAX 907465-6094 

September 25, 2012 

RE: ACR 13 

Dear Board Members: 

FAX NO. :9072835313 Sep. 25 2012 02:50PM P 1 

The purpose of this letter is to urge the Board of Fisheries to take up Agenda Change 

Request 13 and consider the merits a.t the December Statewide fmfish meeting. ACR 13 meets 

the criteria. for an ACR because the increasing federal quota may affect the jig fisheries not 

currently harvesting their GHL, by leaving even more GHL on the table or rolled over to other 

sectors. 

Additiona1ly, in any given year) only one area will be in cycle to be heard on this issue, 

meaning that unless this issue is heard pjecemeal, at some point it must be heard <)ut of cycle. 

This year the South Peninsula cod issues are in cycle, and there is an ACR to move those 

proposals to the December meeting so the fleet can participate in the Board process and not 

forego fishing time in March. 

Finally) after discussing this issue with ADF &G groundfish staff in Kodiak, it sounds as 

though the proposal will not cause management diffict.t.lties, and a solution may be as simple as 

changing the date on which the fisheries may become non-exclusive from October 30fh. to an 

earlier date. 
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Attention: Board of Fish Comments 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Board Support Section 
P.O. Do:~. 115526 
Juneau Alaska 99811 
Fax: 907 465 6094 

September 25, 2012 

Dear Alaska Board ofFish Members, 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Agenda Change Requests that you will 
consider at your October work session. We are a family set net operation that endured the 
loss of our 2012 fishing season due to management decisions made in reaction to the low 
abundance of Kenai River late run Chinook. While we cringe to think of the possibility of 
going through a similar season in 2013, we would hate to see the crisis exacerbated by 
hasty changes to the current Chinook management plan in reaction to what occurred I ast 
summer. 

The unintended consequences of the Alaska Department ofFish and Game's 2012 in
season management decisions including, unequal harvest opportunity, unequal 
conservation burden, impacts on northern district runs and over-escapement of Kenai 
River late-run sockeye occurred not because of flaws in the management plan, but due to 
the department's inability to accurately count Kenai River late run Chinook. 

New Chinook escapement goals must be established, and new accurate and dependable 
enumeration methods must be proposed, reviewed and implemented in time for the 2013 
season. This makes consideration of ACR 17 a priority in our minds. 

Regarding ACR 4, ACR 14 and ACR 20, none meet the Board's criteria for out-of-cycle 
agenda change requests and they should be rejected for out-of-cycle consideration. 

• There is no conservation concern regarding the Kenai River Late Run Chinook. 
ADF&G has issued no levels of concern regarding the late Chinook run. ln fact, 
escapement goals have been met four of the last five years. 

• The only error in regulation regarding the Kenai River Late Run Chinook will be 
corrected by the implementation of ACR 17. Again, we support consideration of ACRJ 7. 

• The Late Run Chinook plan stipulates actions to be taken when shortfalls in escapement 
goals are projected. Those actions have enabled the department to achieve its escapement 
goals with few if any exceptions; therefore there are no unforeseen effects oftegulation. 

Questions regarding the accuracy of counting methods used to meet those escapement 
goals can only be evaluated when a new enumeration method is established. If 

141001 
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shortcomings are found they will be addressed by ACR 17. Attempts to change harvest 
methods (ACR 14), establishing specific dates for specific actions (ACR 20), and the call 
to rewrite the management plan to address a "conservation concern" and inequality in 
harvest allocation (ACR4), are unjustified by your own criteria, and unnecessary. 

In addition, Alaska Governor Sean Parnell is assembling a task force of scientists to look 
into Alaska's Chinook crisis. We think it would be premature to make out-of-cycle 
changes to the Kenai River Late Run Chinook management plan when the potential tbr 
new and substantive information regarding plight of Alaska's Chinook likely will be 
brought to light in time for the regular cycle meeting in 2014. 

We hope you will accept only ACR 17 tbr out-of-cycle consideration in regard to Kenai 
River Late Run King Salmon management. 

Thank you, 

1nk'~ ll r tJJ) 
Mt.li!>SG. DeVo.·'\~~" Ho.\1 

Chugiak, Alaska 

(907) 688-7626 

li!J 002 
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