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January 6, 2025
Chair Carison-Van Dort, Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

My name is Cindy Hansen and | am a life long Alaskan, having been born and raised in Juneau,
My father was Ladd Macaulay and | have been a member of the DIPAC board since its
inception.

| oppose proposal 156 because it lacks sound scientific justification and doesn’t account for the
significant role hatcheries continue to play in sustaining both wild stocks and locat economies.
These cuts would pressure wild salmon stocks, as Hatchery supplementation currently mitigates
overfishing of wild populations, ensuring sustainability and access for all user groups.

In 2024 commercial, sport and personal use fishermen had great opportunities to fish in the
Juneau area. The three major river systems header DIPAC's release sites also met their wild
stock escapement goals {Chiikat River- on sockeye and Chinook, Chilkoot River- Sockeye, Taku
River- Sockeye, Coho and Chinook escapement goals were met).

DIPAC's chum program has beaen consistent for 30 years and will not be increasing production.
DIPAC will not be requesting any more permits capacity increases in the future as the facility is
maxed out on usable land and water avaiiable. DiPAC has been operating at the same five
release sites for chum salmon since 1996, with only minor production increases since that time
{from 121 million chum permitted eggs to 135 million eggs).

Please oppose this proposal, so we can continue to have salmon to harvest in Southeast Alaska.
Sincerely,

OA&% Maceuto

Cindy Macaulay Hansen

]
Auke Bay Alaska 99821
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Submitted by: Kurt Hansen
Community of Residence: Seattle, WA

My comment is mainly directed at proposal 156. I oppose any reduction of hatchery production in S.E.
Alaska. I believe that these are very managed and well run operations.

The benefits to communities and user groups, including sport, commercial, tribal, subsistence in S.E. are
immense. Reductions in these programs would have wide ranging negative impacts on communities and
their economies.
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Submitted by: Chris Hanson
Community of Residence: Sitka

Regarding the king salmon allocation to sports vs commercial debate —

It is unconscionable that the charter fleet is allowed to operate without in-season management. It is
equally unconscionable that the non-resident consumption of the king resource should deprive the
Alaska residents of king fishing opportunities.

Commercial trollers sell pounds, charter operators sell experience. Charter operators do not, should not,
and cannot, legally sell pounds (or quantities) of fish.

There is a fundamental truth about how the market works that often obscures the discussion here. The
charter fleet would have us all believe they are selling limits of fish, and the lack of limits is hindering
business. If this was true, I challenge any charter operator to demonstrate an historical pricing program
that offers a discount if the limit of fish legally available is not caught. They will not provide this, as it
doesn’t exist. Therefore, they are not selling fish — and should not expect fish to sell from the troll fleet
that is legally allowed to do so.

The takeaway, of course, is that the charter fleet wants access to the commercial take in order to more
easily, and profitably, sell trips by guaranteeing access to kings all season long. This is not theirs to sell,
and comes at a great price to the commercial troll fleet.

It is exclusively the province of the commercial fleet to sell fish, while the charter fleet sells an
experience. Just as a charter operator cannot sell fish by the pound to their clients, I cannot sell a crew
spot on my boat for the “experience.” We would both run afoul of the law in attempting to do so.

I strongly encourage the board to adopt one of these proposals supported by the ATA (Alaska Trollers
Association) that call for in-season management of the charter fleet, and also adopt resolutions that
provide for resident sport fishing priority over non-resident opportunity.

PC204
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is William Hartley of Ketchikan, Alaska. | am a personal use and sports fisherman, and
charter captain and operator. Salmon is a major protein source for me and my family, has been.
| was raised on salmon. My charter income is a major income source for this household. Pinks
and chums make up the majority of my guest catches in the summer. ANY reduction will do
harm. | think tourism is probably the most important reason some want the amounts sustained,
and it isn't going away, if anything it's increasing. The more we take the fewer left for
commercial. | think a reduction will harm everyone.

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
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to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user
groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

William Hartley
Ketchikan, Alaska
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Submitted by: Arne Hatch
Community of Residence: Seward, AK

I strongly oppose proposal #156 which reduces the pink and chum salmon production of hatcheries in
SE Alaska. I believe this proposal is shortsighted and will unnecessarily hurt fisherman and
communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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| am opposed to Proposals 258 and 259. Among other areas, Proposal 258 opens areas to commercial Dungeness Crab (DC) fishing near

Juneau that have historically been closed to commercial fishing. Our family participates in the personal use DC fishery primarily in
Gastineau Channel. This area is easy to access from our home in Douglas and we primarily fish the area with our small skiff. This fishery
provides food as well as a fun activity. We are very concerned that opening this area to commercial fishing will result decreased catch rates
along with gear conflicts. Gastineau channelis a relatively small area and fishing hundreds of commercial pots may result in few locations
to set personal use pots. The area is already heavily utilized by sport and personal use DC fishers.

| am also opposed to the decrease in minimum size limit for Alaska residents in proposal 258. We are very happy with the abundance of full
size crab and the seemingly heathy stock. Is it worth potentially negatively impacting this stock for the benefit of commercial crabbers? |
don’t think this tradeoff is prudent.

I am also opposed to proposal 259 especially areas easily accessible to Juneau residents. A full understanding of how having a commercial
fishery in the Fall may impact the success of personal use DC fishers is needed before such a commercial fishery is established.

Jon Heifetz

Douglas



January 10th 2025

Alaska Board of Fish
SE & Yakutat Finfish & Shellfish Meeting
Ketchikan, AK January 28- February 9, 2025

Dear Board Members,

| support proposal 108.
| oppose proposal 110.

My name is Soren Heinecke, I'm a guide and lodge employee at Chinook Shores Lodge in
Ketchikan. | am an Alaska resident and full time, year round employee at our lodge. Maintaining
and operating a lodge is an endeavor that requires huge investment and full attention. This is
not a seasonal gig or a side hustle. My family’s income is wholly reliant on our sport fishing
regulations, and the opportunity to target King Salmon is a major part of our ability to operate
during June and July. This is especially true in June, when there are not more diverse salmon
runs to round out the catch opportunity for our guests. Since 2017 we have been able to make
this work with the 3 fish annual limit, however | feel that we are at the absolute baseline in terms
of what is required in order for us to attract any business at all during June. Loss of our June
trips would cut a full month from our 4 month fishing season, effectively destroying my ability to
provide for my family. We are simultaneously facing reduced catch opportunity for halibut, ling
cod, and rock fish, which puts more emphasis on king salmon opportunity. The non resident king
salmon limits have been cut systematically for decades, and there is not much further down to
go. As stated previously, | do believe that we are as low as we can go while remaining viable. It
is critical that we retain, at minimum, the 3 fish annual limit for non resident sport fishermen
during June.

I would like to voice support for proposal 108. This proposition put forth by SEAGO is an
effective, fair way to manage the allotments between sport fishermen and trollers. It is crucial to
set up a framework that allows management of sport fishing quota to a rolling average of 20%.
Allowing for over harvest by the sport sector during low abundance years is the only way to
balance out the inevitable under-harvest during high abundance years, and puts us in a position
to realistically achieve something close to our 20% allotment. According to the figures provided
by the ADFG in table 3 of Special Publication 24-19 (p.11), the 26 year average sport fish
harvest has been 20.7%. According to the ADFG in RC-2, the 9 year average is 19.97% (p.115).
This is clear, historical evidence demonstrating that managing the sport fishing allocation to a
rolling average of 20% is an effective form of management. These averages have only been
achievable by allowing sport fishermen to exceed the 20% allocation in years of low abundance.
If we are not able to do so, trollers will scoop up all the uncaught king salmon on high
abundance years while holding us to a hard line via in season management during low
abundance years. Proposition 108 offers an effective, fair solution to the changes in the PST
that will most closely emulate our historical management practices.

PC207
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Ultimately, as guides we are in the business of selling opportunity, not pure poundage of
fish harvested. Removing our customer’s opportunity to catch fish also removes our ability to
support ourselves, our families, and our communities. Personally, | do not believe that we as
sport fishermen are asking for much, just the ability to stay operational and keep our businesses
afloat. We only have 4 months in which to earn our living for the entire year, and further
restriction or removal of opportunity severely jeopardizes a large portion of our season. Our
industry is important to the Alaskan economy and deserves protection.

Sincerely,

Soren Heinecke
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Submitted by: Amy Hemenway
Community of Residence: Petersburg

Proposal 105: OPPOSE - I oppose this proposal because the number of non-resident fisherman is
unrestricted, can vary greatly, and has increased significantly overtime, whereas resident fisherman has
remained relatively constant (or one could argue it has decreased over time since the population in SE
Alaska had decreased). Management of sensitive species such as King Salmon and demersal shelf
rockfish is very important to prevent over fishing, and one logical way to do this is to differentiate
between non-resident and resident fisherman limits since the number of non-resident fisherman is an
unknown quantity each year and has the potential to continue to increase over time.

Proposal 108: OPPOSE - I oppose this proposal because in-season non-resident/sport harvest of King
Salmon SHOULD happen. By not managing in-season, they are more likely to over shoot their 20%
allocation, which takes away from the other gear groups. In-season management is in place for most
commercial fisheries, and would not negatively affect the functioning of charter/guided sport fishing in
the long run. If they continue to operate without in-season management, then their potential to overfish
their allocation harvest limit could severely damage the other gear groups by reducing their level of
fishing to a point that they may no longer be able to afford to operate. Also, if King Salmon are to be
managed in a way that their species can survive for a long time into the future, then all fisherman that
are harvesting them should be willing to participate in active management of the species.

Proposal 110: SUPPORT - I support this proposal because non-resident King Salmon harvest should
definitely be managed in season. If all of the other gear groups are managed in-season and subject to
closures (or lack of openers), then the sport/non-resident fleet should also be held accountable for their
harvest levels so that they also are kept within the bounds of what they are allocated. It is unfair that
other gear groups, like trollers, have to reduce their allocation just because non-resident harvest went
well over their limit. In-season management is a great way to prevent over-harvesting for any group, and
keeps the allocation between groups fairly distributed.

Proposal 116: SUPPORT - I support this proposal because reducing the limit for non-residents will still
allow them to fish and shouldn’t negatively impact the sport/charter fleet. Reducing limits now is a
better management decision than having to close later. Closing the fishery, whether scheduled ahead or
by emergency order, would significantly impact the sport fleet, whereas reducing limits keeps them
operating and hopefully helps make the fishery last a long time into the future.
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To the Alaska Board of Fish.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on these proposals. The management of
Alaska’s fisheries is of the greatest import to Alaska residents. Maintaining strong fisheries is
essential for our economic, cultural and physical health. The opportunity to make comments
and have our comments seriously considered is vital to democratically managing our incredible
ecosystem.

105: | do not agree with this proposal. It is a straight up reallocation away from residents who
live, work and pay taxes in our state towards nonresidents who have little to no connection with
our home.

108: | do not agree with this proposal. It is a reallocation of fish from the commercial troll sector
to the commercial guide sector. It fails to provide a compelling reason that the guide industry
cannot be managed in season to suit the conservation needs of the fishery. The fundamental
issue is that the commercial guiding sector has experienced exponential growth when the
fishery had long since been fully allocated. Another issue is that outer coast guides are
hammering on the May and June runs on the outside coast. This unfortunately coincides with
the timing of our struggling Southeast SOC runs.

110: | strongly agree with this proposal. It addresses the continuous problem of the guide
industry overrunning its quota and causing the shutdown of the August commercial troll fishery.
As a commercial troller | find it extremely frustrating to hear the guide industry complain of in
season management when our second king opening is snatched away from us for their benefit
with no recompense. Obviously we have to stay within our PST quota and manage for fish first,
but the current management plan is failing to keep the guide sector within its bounds.

The commercial troll fishery is primarily resident owned and operated while the sport
king harvest is over 75% nonresident. In my lifetime | have seen the small town of Elfin Cove
where | grew up turn from a village of local fishers who lived in Alaska year round and raised
families here to a seasonal conglomeration of out-of-state fishing lodges. It has gone from a
town with a school and community activities to a ghost town in winter. The State constitution
requires that our fisheries be managed with a resident priority. Additionally, this proposal
addresses the issue of SOC interception on the outer coast

113: | disagree with this proposal. While it is a confusing proposal it seems like the goal of it is to
reallocate 5% of the quota away from the trollers to the guide sector. This is a dangerous
precedent. The solution to the guide industry overharvesting of their quota isn’t to reallocate the
quota from other users. The quota has already been allocated. Commercial fisheries were
forced to become limited entry since it is impossible for natural resource industries to expand
forever. Perhaps it is time that the commercial salmon sport fishing industry also goes to limited
entry.
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115: | believe this is a good proposal. This year the nonresident sport fishery went so far over its
quota that ADFG couldn’t square the circle even by taking the August troll opener allocation. Not
only did this affect commercial trollers, it shut down the resident fishery for the month of
September. This prevented locals who live and work here from being able to harvest fish.
Reducing the annual non bag limit would also help our SOC as they try to migrate through the
May/June charter fleets to reach their home rivers. Additionally, this would reduce the volatility
of the King salmon management by allowing sport fishermen to be certain they could retain at
least one fish all season. It would also prevent commercial trollers from being unsure if they will
be able to fish or not in August.

120: | think this is a good proposal. Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons we are in a period of
low king salmon abundance and our fisheries have to adjust to that reality. This proposal is very
similar to 119 and 118 indicating that both commercial fishers, local sport fishermen and the
Southeast tribal governments are in agreement

130: | do not agree with this proposal. | think the solution to trollers losing their August opening
is more in season management of the guide fleet. Having one big opener in July would likely
decrease the per pound value of king salmon. It would also make it harder for ADFG managers
not to go over the allotted troll quota.

132: | agree with this proposal. As a troller | can attest that it can be very difficult to accurately
measure 28 inches to the tip of the tail on a king salmon. The precise posture of their tail can

easily change if they are legal to be retained or not. This is especially difficult when the fish is
feisty or the weather is sloppy. When | was a technician for ADFG we always measured to the
fork of the tail, because it provides a more consistent length than the tip.

192: | agree with this proposal. Allowing pots to be longlined simply makes it simpler for
resident fishermen with smaller boats to fish for cod given the large amounts of buoy line
required to reach the necessary depths. An additional benefit is that it reduces the amount of
buoy lines deployed which could prevent whale entanglements and reduce navigation
obstacles.

203: | disagree with this proposal. Lingcod limits should not be liberalized for nonresident
non-guided anglers. There has been an explosion in the quantity of “non-guided” operations in
Southeast Alaska as a way to get around guided requirements. This proposal will result in less
opportunity for local anglers and subsistence fishermen in order to preserve the fishery.

204: | agree with this proposal. Pots are a much cleaner way to fish than hooks and slinky pots
are ideally suited to fishermen with smaller boats. We should encourage fishermen to switch to
methods of fishing that reduce bycatch.
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205: | agree with this proposal. Pacific cod suffer from barotrauma and cannot be returned
unharmed. Therefore we should encourage fishermen to retain them and use them for food
instead of prohibiting retention and forcing fishers to waste the fish.

206: | agree with this proposal. It seems reasonable to reopen yelloweye to locals with a
restrictive bag limit. There seems to be healthy populations of yelloweye and local harvest
makes up a very small part of total harvest.

209: | agree with this proposal. | have personally witnessed the amount of nonresident pressure
on pelagic rockfish exploded in the last two decades. This situation will result in the ADFG
having to take action to preserve the vitality of pelagic rockfish populations. During the same
time there has been little increase in resident fishing pressure. ADFG’s proposal 210 is an
example of this. Instead of reducing the resident bag limit the State needs to focus on reducing
the unchecked growth in guided and unguided nonresident harvest.

210: | partially agree with this proposal. Something needs to be done to preserve pelagic
rockfish populations, but | don’t think reducing the resident bag limit is it. | grew up in Cross
Sound and still spend most of my summer season fishing there. Over the last two decades
Pelican and Elfin Cove have gone from having a handful of charter boats each to 5 or 6 dozen
boats each from May-September. That doesn’t take account of the dozens charter boats in
Gustavus that also run out to Cross Sound everyday. Since that explosion in pressure black
rockfish in Cross Sound have become both scarcer and smaller indicating at least a local
depletion. During that time period, however local fishing pressure has been reduced as local
residents have been displaced by out-of-state lodges. The logical solution to this problem is to
reduce the bag limits for the ever growing charter sector.

Matthew Hemenway
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Submitted by: Jay Hendricks
Community of Residence: Juneau Alaska

I absolutely oppose proposition 156. I was born and raised commercial fishing. My family and many
other families in my community depend on hatchery fish. Our cities depend on it and most of all our
state. I have followed wild fish and hatchery fish heck I live it. I’ve seen people saying this run is
effected by overfishing so it’s managed only to bounce back. People said the blob and yes it might have
had something to do with some runs but some have bounced back. When it comes to chinook crack
down on our heavily, HEAVILY saturated charters in Alaska. Guided and non guided. I’ve sat at the
airport in sitka and watched pallet after pallet of 50 pound boxes going on planes. Our salmon and
halibut are being fished by tourists and being shipped out in a commercial capacity. This is a poor
reaction the will leave a giant dent in our communities and economy.

PC211
Submitted by: Andy Stock
Herring zProtectors
Community of Residence: San Francisco
Please error on of the long term side of conservation. There’s a lot of pressure on the resource.
PC212

Submitted by: Alyssa Hetherington
Community of Residence: Juneau

I oppose proposal 242 because I believe all user groups deserve a chance to harvest king crab in 11A.
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Alaska Board of Fish: Yes on Proposition 105

Twenty years ago | left commercial fishing and developed a new business called Highliner Lodge & Charters in Pelican
Alaska. A few years later in 2007 | wrote an affidavit for Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association attesting to the Alaska
Board of Fish that reducing our charter lodge guests to one halibut a day, from the previous bag limit of two per day would
NOT ruin my business. | thought it was the only fair position to take given that commercial fishermen had already had their
halibut quota cut by about 70% at that time. That did not make me popular with the other charter fishing operations in
Alaska to see the least! The regulation went into effect and we continued to grow. My wife and | had only 4 employees at
that time; two of them were our children... and we broke even that year!

| am writing just as sincerely today asking the Alaska Board of Fish to consider the damage done, not only to hundreds of
local businesses, but damage done to all small communities in coastal Alaska by cutting the non-resident bag limit to
below 1 King Salmon a day, and below three King Salmon per year.

Since 2008 we have grown our business from less than 100 guests a year to nearly 800 guests booked for 2025. Twelve
years ago, in 2008, we employed four individuals, in 2025 we will employ thirty (30) individuals. Six of these individuals
have year-round positions, another six employees make enough income that they do not need to take another job in the
off-season. Many of these young men and women have worked at their Highliner Lodge & Charter careers for over 5 years
and are now buying homes, getting married, and having children. They have real careers doing what they love.

City of Pelican Alaska received a combined $750,000 in income from the Highliner Lodge in 2023 and 2024. We are by far
the biggest tax payer, the largest consumer of utilities which the City of Pelican owns. The City of Pelican has only about 60
year-round residents. And without the Highliner Lodge and charter fishing in general the city couldn’t survive.

Being a seasonal business, almost 100% of our income is derived in the months of May through August. Should our clients
not be able to harvest king salmon, we will see a large portion of our income disappear. Should that happen, the City of
Pelican will be directly impacted, all of our employees will be deeply impacted, and all of our future growth will be at risk.

Today Highliner Lodge has approximately $20 million invested in and around Pelican Alaska. That investment has spawned
six new businesses. They include the Highliner Lodge, Mad Max Mobile Marine (Suzuki Marine Dealership), Fairweather
Expediting and Transport Company, Fairweather Development Company, Middle Finger Marina, and Sunny Side Boatyard
and Repair.

Highliner Lodge is almost exclusively a charter fishing lodge and 90% of all of our income from the above businesses
comes from the Highliner Lodge. The other businesses are supported by the Highliner Lodge income. Should that income
shrink substantially due to our inability to catch and keep King Salmon we will not be able to support and develop many of
the other six businesses... creating a situation where they cannot be supported until they are profitable and can stand
alone.

The Highliner Lodge has financed one other charter fishing lodge and one self-guided fishing lodge; further supporting the
City of Pelican. The combined employment of all nine of these businesses is forty-four (44) individuals.

As | stated in the beginning of this letter, | started supporting my family commercial salmon trolling for King salmon fishing
in 1976 out of Metlakatla, Alaska. | commercially trolled for salmon until about 1995. | have seen the commercial king
salmon fishery decline in value over almost all of those years. Both of my sons also bought boats and commercially fished
for King Salmon. Both of those sons have given that up as a viable way to make a living.

Charter fishing, on the other hand, has grown dramatically over that same time period and continued to grow over the 15
following years to today. The income that City of Pelican receives from just the Highliner Lodge alone far exceeds the
income that was ever received from Pelican Seafoods Inc... which went out of business in 2009.

Without charter fishing there is no future for any young person in any remote fishing village of Alaska. There are no viable
alternatives to charter fishing and tourism in these villages. While whale watching and sightseeing are in demand like never
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before in Alaska, only charter fishing can provide the amount of income to allow entrepreneurs today to become financially
solvent, spin off new businesses, and be independent from industrial tourist interests aka the cruise ship industry.

Please consider the dire direct effects of severely limiting and/or canceling entirely charter fishing access to King Salmon.
You may be canceling the future for entire generations in remote Alaska fishing villages.

Steve Daniels
Highliner Lodge & Charters

Pelican Alaska
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Submitted by: James (Steve) Daniels
Highliner Lodge & Charters Inc

Community of Residence: Pelican
Yes on Proposition 105
No on Proposition 115

Twenty years ago I left commercial fishing and developed a new business called Highliner Lodge &
Charters in Pelican Alaska. A few years later in 2007 I wrote an affidavit for Alaska Longline
Fishermen's Association attesting to the Alaska Board of Fish that reducing our charter lodge guests to
one halibut a day, from the previous bag limit of two per day would NOT ruin my business. I thought it
was the only fair position to take given that commercial fishermen had already had their halibut quota
cut by about 70% at that time. That did not make me popular with the other charter fishing operations in
Alaska to see the least! The regulation went into effect and we continued to grow. My wife and I had
only 4 employees at that time; two of them were our children... and we broke even that year!

I am writing just as sincerely today asking the Alaska Board of Fish to consider the damage done, not
only to hundreds of local businesses, but damage done to all small communities in coastal Alaska by
cutting the non-resident bag limit to below 1 King Salmon a day, and below three King Salmon per year.

Since 2008 we have grown our business from less than 100 guests a year to nearly 800 guests booked
for 2025. Twelve years ago, in 2008, we employed four individuals, in 2025 we will employ thirty (30)
individuals. Six of these individuals have year-round positions, another six employees make enough
income that they do not need to take another job in the off-season. Many of these young men and
women have worked at their Highliner Lodge & Charter careers for over 5 years and are now buying
homes, getting married, and having children. They have real careers doing what they love.

City of Pelican Alaska received a combined $750,000 in income from the Highliner Lodge in 2023 and
2024. We are by far the biggest tax payer, the largest consumer of utilities which the City of Pelican
owns. The City of Pelican has only about 60 year-round residents. And without the Highliner Lodge and
charter fishing in general the city couldn’t survive.

Being a seasonal business, almost 100% of our income is derived in the months of May through August.
Should our clients not be able to harvest king salmon, we will see a large portion of our income
disappear. Should that happen, the City of Pelican will be directly impacted, all of our employees will be
deeply impacted, and all of our future growth will be at risk.

Today Highliner Lodge has approximately $20 million invested in and around Pelican Alaska. That
investment has spawned six new businesses. They include the Highliner Lodge, Mad Max Mobile
Marine (Suzuki Marine Dealership), Fairweather Expediting and Transport Company, Fairweather
Development Company, Middle Finger Marina, and Sunny Side Boatyard and Repair.

Highliner Lodge is almost exclusively a charter fishing lodge and 90% of all of our income from the
above businesses comes from the Highliner Lodge. The other businesses are supported by the Highliner
Lodge income. Should that income shrink substantially due to our inability to catch and keep King



Salmon we will not be able to support and develop many of the other six businesses... creating a
situation where they cannot be supported until they are profitable and can stand alone.

The Highliner Lodge has financed one other charter fishing lodge and one self-guided fishing lodge;
further supporting the City of Pelican. The combined employment of all nine of these businesses is
forty-four (44) individuals.

As I stated in the beginning of this letter, I started supporting my family commercial salmon trolling for
King salmon fishing in 1976 out of Metlakatla, Alaska. I commercially trolled for salmon until about
1995. T have seen the commercial king salmon fishery decline in value over almost all of those years.
Both of my sons also bought boats and commercially fished for King Salmon. Both of those sons have
given that up as a viable way to make a living.

Charter fishing, on the other hand, has grown dramatically over that same time period and continued to
grow over the 15 following years to today. The income that City of Pelican receives from just the
Highliner Lodge alone far exceeds the income that was ever received from Pelican Seafoods Inc...
which went out of business in 2009.

Without charter fishing there is no future for any young person in any remote fishing village of Alaska.
There are no viable alternatives to charter fishing and tourism in these villages. While whale watching
and sightseeing are in demand like never before in Alaska, only charter fishing can provide the amount
of income to allow entrepreneurs today to become financially solvent, spin off new businesses, and be
independent from industrial tourist interests aka the cruise ship industry.

Please consider the dire direct effects of severely limiting and/or canceling entirely charter fishing
access to King Salmon. You may be canceling the future for entire generations in remote Alaska fishing
villages.

PC214

Submitted by: Ben Hinde
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I oppose proposal #251. Delaying the summer season start to July 1 will decrease fishing season length
and harvesting opportunity. My understanding is that the August 15 end date is to decrease handling of
crab during a known mating period. So readjusting the 60 day season closure date is not likely going to
be supported by the F&G Dept.

Also worth mentioning is that in most of the dungeness grounds in Southeast, sea otter predation is
occurring and increasing regardless of commercial season length, shell condition, or mating schedule.

Ben Hinde
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Submitted by: Colton Holmes
Community of Residence: Sitka

I recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173, 174, 175, 176, and 177, which
may provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing
the harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. Such
action are necessary to prioritize subsistence harvest and to prevent the development of any high volume
or non-food herring fishery in Sitka Sound.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for Tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179, which protects an important subsistence area. I also strongly support proposal 181, which
minimizes herring mortality from test sets.

I oppose proposals 182 and 183, which expand access of commercial permit holders to herring in Sitka
Sound. I believe that expanding access to commercial permit holders will endanger this treasured
resource and harm Tribal members in the Sitka Sound who rely on herring for their way of life.
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Submitted by: Karina Holst
Community of Residence: Sitka

My name is Karina Holst, and I am representing myself. I grew up in Sitka trolling with my Dad, and
worked at SPC for five summers through college. I married a commercial fisherman, and we raised 4
kids fishing on our boat as the sole source of income. One son is now a full time troller. We fished in
areas and fisheries that best suited our family, and that looked different every year depending on the age
and abilities of our crew. This has included trolling, longlining, shrimping, crabbing, and dinglebar.
We currently troll, longline, and dinglebar, and rely more on hired crew outside family as our children
are grown. Fishing together as a family has always been a priority to us, as is preserving that way of life
for future generations in Alaska. It's an important and stabilizing aspect of our industry. But it has to be
profitable, no matter what your operation. If a fishery is not profitable, the first thing to go is the crew.
No action should be taken that further reduces our local resident fleet's ability to support their family and
to hire crew. This belief guides my thoughts about the following proposals...

I oppose Proposal 199. Having a weather delay by area in the Lingcod fishery has the unintended
consequence of concentrating fishing efforts in an area with a smaller quota, therefore closing that area
quickly. Not all boats are able to run to an isolated area like East Yakutat, and they rely on the areas
closer to home. Having the entire fleet descend on one area is never a good scenario. A weather delay
should be for all areas simultaneously or not at all.

I also strongly oppose 202. This proposal does not just clarify the language, it would change the way we
fish and greatly decrease safety and profitability for our crew (we would need less crew). As currently
written, "Dinglebar troll gear is gear that consists of a single line that is retrieved and set with a troll
gurdy or hand troll gurdy with a terminally attached weight from which one or more leaders with one or



more lures or baited hooks are pulled through the water while a vessel is under way; only one troll gurdy
line or hand troll gurdy line may be deployed in the water at any time. " It is clear to me that the
intention of this wording is to not have more than one gurdy wire deployed. There is no confusion. It
does NOT say you can't have more than one train in the water or onboard. The proposed new wording
doesn't even allow for having a spare train onboard! One gurdy wire, one dinglebar is only ever used on
our boat. When the dinglebar comes up, the train is removed and taken to the opposite side of the boat.
A different train is then deployed and taken to depth on our one gurdy wire. This gives a second crew
member time to haul in the train safely, and to also take care of broken gear and tangles, which are
many. If we're not able to fish this way, back, shoulder, and hook injuries are inevitable in the rush to
get the train emptied as quickly as possible to get it back in the water. It takes a tremendous amount of
upper body strength to haul in these trains when they're loaded with open mouthed lingcod. Our female
and younger crew need a little more time to get it done, and being able to deploy a train while servicing
another makes this possible. Changing the language as drastically as this proposal intends makes this
fishery no longer family friendly. It's also a huge step backwards in profitability. If the department is
concerned about exceeding the GHL, proposal 200 with the mandatory check ins will solve that. On our
boat, we voluntarily check in frequently during the dinglebar season. I support Proposal 200.

I strongly oppose Proposals 108 and 113. These both seek to transfer King Salmon from historic, local,
and primarily resident commercial fishermen to nonresident anglers. The idea of payback in the future
is uncertain and unreliable, and does nothing for the commercial fisherman who must quit fishing
because it's no longer profitable and he can't support his family. Trollers do not have an alternate fish of
value to replace this loss, and the financial impact is severe to the fishermen and to the communities.
King Salmon is by far the most valuable source of income to trollers, there is no way to make up the
difference by catching other species. Having a decent king opener can make or break your season
financially, and is an important factor for crew retention. The 80/20 split must be maintained and
measures taken to keep the non resident sector from taking from the local sport/subsistence and
commercial sectors who rely more heavily on this resource.

I support 109 and 110. In season by management by ADFG is essential in keeping all sectors within
their harvest levels. Allowing one sector to flourish and grow unchecked at the expense of another is
not acceptable. Trollers have two summer opportunities to catch king salmon. It is devastating to be
told mid season that your second opportunity has been given away.

Thank you for this opportunity to voice my concerns about the future of our livelihood. I appreciate all
your hard work and dedication.
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Submitted by: Louie Holst
Community of Residence: Sitka

My name is Louie Holst, I am from Sitka and I am representing myself. I have been commercially
fishing in Southeast Alaska since I was 12, (for 40 years). My wife and I have homeschooled and
raised our 4 children while trolling, long lining, crabbing, dinglebaring and shrimping. We have always
fished as a family.

I oppose 199. Having a weather delay by area will cause effort to be concentrated into adjacent areas,
possibly areas with smaller quotas. This proposal, as written, has unintended consequences. For
example, a weather delay in EYAK area while NSEO opens normally would concentrate excessive
effort into NSEO. NSEO has a much smaller quota and that excessive effort would create chaos for
NSEO. Any weather delay scenario must include a delay for all areas. But, it's not practical to delay the
opening of SSEOC because of a gale warning 250 miles away in EYAK. I would argue that weather
delay for the lingcod fishery will create chaos and is not warranted.

I oppose 202. This proposal claims to clarify dinglebar gear, but it actually re-defines dinglebar gear,
completely changing how the fishery is prosecuted. As currently written, "dinglebar troll gear is gear
that consists of a single line, that is retrieved and set with a troll gurdy or hand troll gurdy with a
terminally attached weight from which one or more leaders with one or more lures or baited hooks are
pulled through the water while a vessel is making way; only one troll gurdy line or hand troll line may
be deployed in the water at any time." The limiting factor is "only one gurdy line", this is the meat of
the regulation.

When we dinglebar, we have only one gurdy line in the water, with one dinglebar, (a dinglebar is a 6/,
two inch diameter steel bar that weighs 65#) attached. When the gear comes up, we disconnect the train
from the gurdy line and move it to the opposite side of the boat. Then, a different train is deployed and
sent back down on the gurdy line to depth. Only one gurdy line and bar are ever used! Dinglebar gear is
bottom contact gear. It's very common for the train to sustain damage from the ocean floor. Lingcod,
with their sharp teeth are constantly tearing up the jigs and leaders. We are constantly replacing/fixing
damaged gear, and always have a few backup trains ready to go in case of excessive damage or if we
lose a whole train. If we are in a rush to re-deploy the train, we will end up setting damaged gear,
leading to increased gear loss which is bad for the ecosystem. I raised my kids fishing with me, and now
I have predominantly female crew. Hauling in the train by hand is physically demanding, in fact the
most difficult task in all fisheries we participate in, and requires lots of upper body strength. Requiring
us to only have one operational train will lead to back injuries, shoulder injuries, and hook injuries as the
rush to get the train serviced and back out will become our top priority. This proposal will not only
cause injuries, it will make the fishery not family friendly. I would not have been able to allow my
children to work that gear because it takes younger or smaller crewmembers longer to bring the heavy
train in. Furthermore, I currently have a predominantly female crew. If this proposal passes, requiring
only one train, I could be forced to let current crew go in favor of someone stronger that can turn gear
faster. Ireally do not want to be forced to make that type of decision. Adding the language "all
weights, including dinglebars, cannon balls, and other fishing weights must be disconnected from the
troll wires of all other gurdies that are mounted on the vessel" is sufficient to keep anybody form



running additional unlawful gear. Also, Proposal 200 for mandatory in season checkins, which [ am in
full support of, will maintain managers ability to keep us within the GHL. We must be allowed to have
a second train trailing behind the vessel for safety sake, for the fishery to remain family friendly, and to
protect our female crew members livelihoods. I would like to someday dinglebar with my
grandchildren.

I oppose 261. I'm strongly against any area closures. Every BOF cycle there are a few of these closures
targeting somebody's favorite spot. Personal use shrimping is currently open year round. It's not
unreasonable to allow commercial shrimpers access to traitors cove for a measly 10 days.

I oppose 108 and 113. We are currently in low abundance with no end in sight. When, exactly, will
trollers be "paid back" for non resident guided sport overages? The short answer is trollers will not see
those fish in the foreseeable future. The 80/20 split must be protected and completely maintained.
Furthermore, the resident sport fishers must be protected from the non resident guided sport sector's
overages. These proposals seek a reallocation from troll to non resident guided sport which the troll
sector cannot afford.

I support 109 and 110. The 80/20 split must be maintained and fortified. Everyone must share in the
burden of conservation during low abundance, including the non resident guided sport sector. In season
management must be utilized to keep the non resident guided sport sector within their allocation.

Thank you for this opportunity and for taking the time to read and consider my concerns.
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Submitted by: Mark Holst
Community of Residence: Sitka

Hello,

My name is Mark Holst, I am the owner/operator of the 44’ commercial Troller October. I was born in
June as the season was starting and was on the water within days and have not stopped fishing since.

I oppose proposal 104

I do not necessarily oppose a limited subsistence king salmon fishery, however I oppose this specific
proposal for two reasons.

Reason 1:

“The Pacific Salmon Commission states:

The parties shall:

A. Implement a comprehensive and coordinated chinook fishery management program that:

(ix) includes a commitment to discuss within the commission significant management changes that a
party is considering that may alter the stock or age composition and incidental mortality of a fishery
regimes catch “



Reallocating %5 of the PSC harvest ceiling to a new fishery could significantly change both the stock
and age composition of those fish. Which, I would argue, is currently not allowed without the
commissions approval.

Reason 2:

The PSC lists 3 Chinook salmon fisheries in SEAK, Sport, Net, and Troll. A fourth additional fishery is
currently not allowed.

Not only is this proposal not allowed by the pacific salmon Commission for multiple reasons, it will also
have severe impacts on other SE Chinook fisheries. Reallocating %5 of the total PSC harvest ceiling as
an "off the top" quota would mean, after the troll and sport 80/20 split after the net allocation, a direct
cost to Trollers of %4, and a cost to the Sport fishery of %1. In 2024 %4 would have been 8,286 fish.
The total Troll harvest allocation was 153,000 chinook, subtract 45,000 for the winter troll fishery catch
and your left with 108,000 chinook for the spring and summer fisheries, subtraction of 8,286 fish would
be reducing the spring and summer troll fishery by 7.6%. This is a major reduction, and will heavily
impact the troll fleet in a time of historically low quotas and financial hardships.

I oppose proposal 108. This proposal seeks to regulate the sport fishery to harvest an average of 20%
versus management aimed at a yearly 20% allocation target. It specifically highlights the sport fisherys
inability to harvest its 20% allocation on high abundance and its ability to exceed harvest allocation on
low abundance years. My question is why should the Troll fleet have to pay out of pocket with 5% if its
chinook salmon allocation for the the inability to manage the sport fishery to the sport fishery harvest
ceiling? I'm 23 years old, and as a young commercial Troll captain I have worked extremely hard to
have the opportunity and privilege to continue fishing the same way we Trollers have for generations. If
Trolling is open to the retention of King salmon you can bet 1'll be fishing to make sure I am able to
make my payments and make ends meet, in fact, as I write this [ am currently on anchor waiting for
daylight to fish another day. As someone who fished year round, allowing the Sport fishery to exceed
its historic 20% harvest ceiling by 5% is a direct reduction of 5% of my king salmon to the
predominately non resident sport fishery. Fuel is expensive, groceries are expensive, gear is expensive,
boat payments with high interest rates are expensive, insurance is expensive, I fish alone and do not hire
crew because I honestly can't afford to pay crew a living wage. That extra 5% that historically would be
only harvested on low abundance years is very costly for trollers once you take into account all the fixed
expenses we have that do not change with high or low abundance years. With coho prices continuing to
be historically low and boats like mine that are not equipped to efficiently Troll for chums, I and other
fishermen like me, more and more have to rely on King salmon as our main source of income.

I oppose proposal 113

This proposal will disrupt the longstanding historic 80/20 Troll/Sport split to a 75/25 split. The Alaska
state constitution says: "The legislature shall provide for the utilization, development, and conservation
of all natural resources belonging to the state, including land and waters, for the maximum benefit of its
people." Data found in the ADF&G sport fish overview shows In 2023 155,584 anglers fished in SEAK,
of which 82% were nonresident. However statistics show that 85% of combined power and hand Troll
permits are owned by residents of Southeast Alaska.



Reallocating 5% from a predominately resident commercial fishery to a predominately nonresident
Sport fishery clearly violates the resident preference found in the Alaska state constitution.

I support proposal 116 and 117. These proposals, if adopted, could bring stability to both the Sport and
Troll fisheries by effectively slowing down the excessive non-resident sport catch to a sustainable catch
rate without affecting the Troll fishery while reducing in season management. Data from the department
found in the overview of sport fisheries for king salmon through 2024 show that on average 45% of the
total region wide chinook salmon harvest occurs in the 4 week period from approximately June 7th to
July 4th. Slowing the excessive non resident catch rate during that time frame will increase resident
sport fishing opportunities later in the summer by avoiding region wide resident sport fishery closures.
The Alaska constitution states: "The legislature shall provide for the utilization, development, and
conservation of all natural resources belonging to the state, including land and waters, for the maximum
benefit of its people." On August 22, 2024 the department announced that on august 26th through
September 30th 2024 that sport retention of chinook salmon would be prohibited for residents and non
residents alike. Closing the resident sport fishery due to excessive non resident harvest clearly violates
the resident preference outlined in the Alaska state constitution.

I oppose proposal 199. Having a weather delay by area has the unintended consequence of concentrating
fishing efforts in an area with a smaller quota, therefore closing that area quickly. I have personally
dinglebared a 32’ double ender, a very small and slow boat. I could not safely travel the distance to the
east yakutat area. If the entire fleet descended on areas closer to town with lower quotas and typically
calmer waters, because of a weather delay in one area, they could very fast and efficiently catch the
quota of those areas. A weather delay should be for all areas simultaneously or none at all.

I strongly oppose proposal 202

This proposal doesn't clarify, it completely rewrites regulation. The department states "vessels
participating in the directed lingcod fishery with dinglebar gear are operating multiple lines at the same
time." Current regulations already prohibit the use of multiple Lines in the water, I completely approve
of clarifying regulation to read "all weights, including dinglebars, cannon balls, and other fishing
weights must be disconnected form the troll wires of all other gurdies that are mounted to the vessel."
Any other "clarification" wording in this proposal, which isn't clarification at all and completely changes
the fishery, is regulatory overreach and completely unnecessary. Rewriting regulation to prohibit the use
of 2 trains unnecessarily complicates regulation with extreme difficulties in regards to safely and
effectively engaging in dinglebar fishing operations. Dinglebar is not a high dollar fishery. In order for
this fishery to be profitable for us fishermen we must be efficient, and this proposal takes a very long
step backwards in both profitability and safety.

If we are restricted to the use of only 1 train, it will be of the utmost importance to service the train and
remove fish from the hooks and redeploy as fast as physically possible, causing serious safety concerns.
I grew up dinglebaring as a kid with my dad, would I have been able to to manually service a train with
hundreds of pounds of fish on it in a timely manner and still be efficient at the age of 12? Of course not!
I loved dinglebaring as a kid, as well as many other fisheries, it gave me the opportunity to learn the
importance of a good work ethic while also being paid a fair and honest crew share. This proposal ,as
written, will inhibit families to the point where we can not be efficient enough to make the fishery



profitable. My dad would have been forced to either leave the fishery completely or leave me and my
siblings at home and hire crew. I do not want to have to make that same decision with my future
children.
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Submitted by: Vivian Holt
Alaska Native Brotherhood Camp 1

Community of Residence: Sitka

I recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173 through 177 which may
provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing the
harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. Such actions
are necessary to prioritize subsistence harvest and to prevent the development of any high volume or
non-food herring fishery in Sitka Sound.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179 to protect an important subsistence harvest area as well as proposal 181 to minimize herring
mortality from test sets.
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Proposal # 137: Support

I’'m writing to ask for the board’s consideration and support for Proposal 137, submitted by the Hoonah
Indian Association (HIA), to increase the possession limits of Basket Bay to match the annual limit.
Although | would have liked to speak to this in person, unfortunately the Board of Fish and Federal
Subsistence Board were scheduled during the same time frame, and | am previously committed to
attending the Federal meeting in Anchorage.

Basket Bay has several years’ worth of data from Fish Resource Monitoring Programs (FRMP). While the
most recent round of monitoring ended in 2017, the data showed the stock to be stable and healthy
with averaged returns of 4,600 sockeye per year, being larger than many similar monitored systems in
the area that enjoy greater limits and usages. Some with far less monitoring and abundance data.

Previous increases and adjustments to Basket Bay limits were done when:

e Less data was available.

e More reported harvesting was being done.

e There was a greater interception of Basket Bay bound Sockeye in the Icy Strait seine fishery.
e The environmental damage from nearby logging was more significant.

While the Basket Bay FRMP was discontinued in 2017, the Forest Service Fish Biologist who had been
operating that project continues to travel to the system and fish alongside Angoon Alaska Youth
Stewards. His impression of the stock health is favorable.

Reported subsistence harvesting in the area has been on a general decline. While there may be some
initial increase in harvesting by increasing the daily limit to match the annual, there is no indication that
this would cause a sudden substantial jump in effort. Basket Bay is still a remote location located
alongside the ever wiley waters of Chatham Strait. Increasing the daily limit to match the possession
limit will only aid those fishers who utilize this stock to safely meet their subsistence needs more
efficiently.

Efforts in the seine fishery in this area have diminished with only a few boats participating in the Point
Sophia and Point Augusta openers in recent years.
The environment continues to heal itself from the effects of logging.



Furthermore, HIA has expressed its intentions of re-visiting FRMP work at Basket Bay and will begin
monitoring community usage and encouraging accurate harvest reporting to fill and update data gaps.

Please approve this proposal to help the people of Hoonah, Angoon, and Tenakee Springs meet their
subsistence needs.

Thank you,

Jackson Combs

Subsistence Fisheries Biologist

Hoonah Indian Association — Environmental
Jackson.combs@hiatribe.org

Average escapement based on most recent available data:
Basket Bay: 4,600 ( Years 2010-2017)

Neva Lake: 4,142 (2013-2023)

Kanalku: 1,579 (Upper) 2,4345 (Lower) (2004-2014)

Sitkoh : 6,876 (2011-2021)

Hanus : Data from 1962-1965 + partial 1995

Subsistence and Personal Use
Salmon Fishing Permit
Conditions

2023 Juneau Management Area

Subsistence Salmon Permit Conditions

1. Chinook salmon. trout and char may be taken only incidentally by gear operated under the
subsistence fishing guidelines of this permit. The possession limit for Chinook salmon is 2

fish.

SUBSISTENCE SALMON FISHING LIMITS AND SEASONS

Salmon Limits Season =
s = 5 Location
Species Possession | Annual Open Dates
Sockeve S0 50 Tune 1-Aug 15 Surge Bay
50 50 June 1-July 20 Hoktahecn Cove
20 20 June 1-July 31 Kanalku Bay
15 30 June 1-Fuly 31 Basket Bay (Kook Lake)
50 50 June 1-Aug. 31 | Sitkoh Bay
50 50 June 1-Aug. 15 | Hanus Bay (Lake Eva)
25 25 June 1-July 31 Berg Bay
20 20 June I-Aug 15 MNeva/South Creeks
50 S50 Juby 1-Aug 31 Hasselborg River/Salt Lake
Pink 150 150 June 1-Scpt 30 | All streams within the Hoonah and Angoon
subsistence areas.
Chum 50 50 June 1-Oct 31 All streams within the Hoonah and Angoon
subsistence areas.
Coho 20 20" July 1-Oct 31 Hasselborg River/Salt Lake
20 40 June 1- Ot 31 Other streams in the Hoonah and Angoon
subsistence areas

*A household total lnnit of 40 coho salmoen for the entire season from any combination of streams.
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Table 1. Subsistence effort and harvest of salmon at Kook from 1985 to 2016 as reported on State
and Federal subsistence fishing permits.

State Subsistence/Personal Use Permits® Federal Subsistence Permits®
Permits Permits

Year Fished Chinook Sockeye  Coho Pink  Chum Fished Sockeye Coho
1985 37 0 450 0 2 0
1986 78 1 1427 1 4 ]
1987 55 0 1233 0 50 5
1988 30 0 6 0 2 21
1989 35 0 505 4] 87 34
1990 32 1 ATT 0 0 16
1991 28 1 406 0 0 1
1992 4 1 602 1 23 5
1993 27 0 475 2 201 125
1994 23 0 M8 19 33 29
1995 21 0 387 1 7 24
1996 20 0 302 27 42 25
1997 18 0 187 h2 18 0
1998 19 0 327 0 0 1
1999 23 0 418 1 0 0
2000 19 0 252 0 2 5
2001 23 0 279 50 50 0
2002 38 0 645 0 20 0 0 0 0
2003 39 0 a1 16 2 0 0 0 0
2004 46 0 691 55 52 a8 0 0 0
2005 14 0 169 0 0 0 1 0 0
2006 b 0 507 0 0 0 0 0 0
2007 13 0 136 0 10 0 0 0 ]
2008 15 0 172 0 1 1 0 0 0
2009 13 0 170 10 16 0 0 0
2010 34 0 h53 12 13 7 0 0 0
2011 29 8 414 78 4 0 0 0 0
2012 4 101 0 0 ]
2013 10 135 0 0 0
2014 18 0 277 0 14 0 0 0 0
2015 25 0 302 0 29 0 0 0 0
2016 20 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spearman's rho non-parametnc trend test (Conover 1980):
rho 05463 02542 04709 002595 -0.1237 -0.486
P-value 0.0013 01753 0.0066 0.8918 0.5148 0.0065
N 32 30 32 30 30 30
*State subsistence data from ADF&G October 2017.

®Federal subsistence fishing permits were not issued before 2002.




Board members,

My name is Courtney Howard. | run an old wood 50’ commercial Troller/Longliner. | live
in Sitka and have been a Southeast Alaska resident my whole life. | grew up sport fishing king
salmon with my family, but didn’t get involved in commercial trolling until 2014. We’ve seen big
changes in Sitka in my lifetime. When | was a kid, my step dad would take me out sport trolling
around town. The only time there was a high volume of boats on the water was the local
salmon derby, otherwise we virtually always had the drag to ourselves wherever we were trying.
These days | think it's hard for locals to afford to take the family out fishing, hard to justify the
expense especially as the kings have gotten smaller, and you might get skunked. Over the
same span of my lifetime, the charter industry has grown from almost nothing to the booming
gold rush industry it is now. As | come and go from town throughout the fishing season | pass
the spots my step dad used to take me sport trolling when | was a kid and they’re usually
crowded with charter boats these days. People don't know what’s going on here in Sitka; the
volume of charter boats, the volume of fish flying out in fish boxes, and how that's changing
things for other user groups, commercial, resident-sport, subsistence(All of which I'm speaking
as a member of). The Chinook is an icon of Alaska, King Salmon is a strong brand name, and
as the species declines, scarcity only creates more of a frenzy on the demand side. Clients
come from all over the world and pay good money so that when the day comes that the salmon
are finally gone, they can tell their grandkids how they once caught a Wild Alaska King Salmon.
The tragedy of the commons is easy to understand when the terms are fish, and as a local | see
it. | see young ambitious people getting into the charter industry, | see guys who used to
commercial fish selling out and buying charter boats. | see the allure of it myself.

It's really no wonder the charter sector wants a larger allocation, they are still growing
and expanding, they are not limited entry. These are fully allocated resources, if we continue to
allow more charter boats to operate every year, more non-residents to harvest king salmon from
our waters...where do you suppose the additional fish will come from? The only way that
non-resident sport fishermen get more kings is by taking kings away somewhere else, meaning
residents. My primary concern is that the charter industry needs to be stabilized at a size, this
industry’s size should be relative to the fish, not the economic demand. Limiting entry for the
salmon charter fleet is critical to resource and community stability. The charter clients get a
great deal right now, where they might pay around $3000 for a few days of fishing but bring
home fish that would cost them $2000 to buy at the grocery store. It doesn’t end up costing
them much more to fly up and catch it themselves than it would to buy my product in the
supermarket.

The king salmon means a lot to rural southeast communities. The local commercial
winter king salmon fishermen are economic bedrock for rural communities in Southeast Alaska
throughout the slow winter months.

The king salmon means a lot to my business. I'm on my third wood boat and have diversified
into additional fisheries and don’t troll as much as | used to, but it was the year round access to
the king salmon that allowed me an entry point into being a captain of a commercial fishing boat
instead of a deckhand, and over the years has been a consistent source of revenue. Markets
and the abundance of fish are both fluctuating creating a volatile business environment that we
hedge against with diversity. Trollers have access to chum and coho and king, and that
diversity is key to the sustainability of a commercial troll operation over decades. It's not always
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the king salmon that make your year, but if they weren't there, you wouldn't make it a decade.
In recent years the other fisheries | do have seen collapses in dock prices and trolling provides
not only a significant component of the revenue | currently earn but also something to fall back
on should longlining become entirely unprofitable for operations at my scale. It was not easy to
diversify into other fisheries. | have huge loan payments on IFQ sablefish and halibut that
currently exceed the revenue | am making from catching that fish. | make my loan payments by
trolling and catching more sablefish or halibut that | lease from other people. These are hard
times for commercial fishermen, we’re barely holding onto our careers. Our boats are old, crew
is scarce and we are being paid less for fish in relation to the inflated cost of doing business, so
every fish counts, every allocation is an important component of having a profitable season or
one where you barely can make your payments.

In regards to the current proposals on the table, | am strongly opposed to Proposals 108 and
113 which aim to reallocate king salmon to the sport/charter sector. | do believe in the
importance of resident priority for all fishery resources and any way to ensure that fishing is not
closed to resident sport and subsistence fishermen, but these proposals are led by the
non-resident guided sector which, like the rest of us, need to learn to live within their means.
There is no fishery which is completely open and unrestricted. They all have quotas, allocations
and lots of rules and regulations. Conservation should be the burden of all sectors. We do not
foresee years of high salmon abundance in the future, therefore why should any business
model assume unlimited access and growth.

| also strongly oppose Proposal 156. As access to king salmon has become more unstable, a lot
of commercial salmon trollers have geared up to fish hatchery chum salmon. Chum salmon has
become a staple part of my income and though the price has had huge fluctuations over the last
7 years, it has been consistent in terms of access and run size. This proposal aims to decrease
hatchery pink and chum salmon production by 25%. Again, another threat to my ability to
operate a business and maintain a commercial fishing operation. With less king salmon and the
threat of less chum salmon, | am left with few options for making up the lost revenue.

| support Proposals 109, 110 and 111 and hope the board can find the common goals in these
proposals and use one of them as a vehicle to amend the current king salmon management
plan. The three most important factors that the commercial troll fleet is united in supporting are:
1. Maintaining the 80/20 king salmon allocation.
2. Reinstating the use of in season management to ensure the sport sector maintains at or
below their 20% allocation.
3. Prioritize resident sport harvest within the sport allocation by controlling non-
resident harvest.

ADFG employs a number of sport fishery biologists. They have the tools and ability to
conduct in season management to ensure allocations are met and not exceeded. As a
commercial fisherman, if | exceed my quota or allocation | am met with lawful consequences.
The last 2 fishing seasons, the sport fishery sector has grossley exceeded their allocation and
not been met with any consequences. ADFG data for 2024 shows that the non-resident harvest
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of king salmon was 67% ,leaving resident anglers 33 %. Non-resident guided harvest makes up,
on average, 50% of the harvest.

My family has a very high dependance on king salmon as both a staple food source and
a source of income to pay the bills and allow us to continue to live in Alaska. As a resident of a
rural community, it is not easy financially to live here and a subsistence lifestyle, including
access to king salmon is important to making it work. My wife also works in the commercial
fishing industry and since the birth of our son has spent more and more time advocating at a
state and federal policy level for our small boat commercial fishing fleet to maintain its existence.
Year after year, more threats loom. It was just 2 years ago that we didn’t know if we would have
a king salmon season because the Wild Fish Conservancy lawsuit threatened to shut it down
completely. But the Judge sided with the commercial salmon trollers. They cited the importance
of the fishery to the rural and native communities of Southeast Alaska. Trollers are the
backbone of our communities. There aren’t many communities in SE Alaska without trollers.
Even the smallest communities like Port Alexander or Tenakee Springs have a resident troll
fleet. Please don’t continue to threaten the existence of commercial salmon trolling by allowing a
reallocation of the resource.
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Alaska Board of Fisheries
PO Box 115526

1255 W. 8" st,

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

I'am Andrew Howland, a member of the sales and marketing team with Waterfall Resort in Ketchikan. |
appreciate your attention to public comments and your interest in understanding how the proposals you
will deliberate will affect me, as well as the different user groups in our region. | can speak only from the
sales side of this industry, as | speak with potential leads every day, attempting to get them to come and
enjoy our amazing fishing resort located on Prince of Wales Island.

The proposals that we SUPPORT would be the following;

Proposal 108 — SEAGQ's proposal which helps maintain a 3-2-1 type platform like we have had, but adds
an additional ceiling cap of 5% of the troll fishery to help protect commercial fish from having
sport/charter going too far over their allocation and into their quota, and also runs on a 9-year average
since returns have a history of being cyclical over time for possible payback provisions if needed. This
will also help provide a little stability within the industry. Being able to speak to the limits when selling
our resort(s) has been very beneficial, in lieu of not having those answers or telling potential guests that
they could change. June has been tough to sell, but when the limits are 3/person it is easier. Lowering
this amount to 2/person total retention would reduce their total catch and reduce their enthusiasm to
“chase kings.” When bag and annual limits for kings were better and we had better regulations for
halibut, lingcod, and rockfish mid-May through June was the easiest part of the season to sell. Now it is
the most difficult and requires us to incentive guests to come during this time, reducing our revenue.
There is little opportunity left the first half of the season, and we can't afford to go any lower and expect
customers to keep coming.

Proposal 113 — Shifts to an allocation of 75/25 which would help give enough King Salmon to the sport
and charter industry through most allocation levels (not in all cases of very low return years.)

The proposals that we OPPOSE would be the following;

Proposal 116 — Science does not support this type of regulation in years of high abundance.

Proposal 117 - Science does not support this type of regulation in years of high abundance.

Proposal 119 - Closing two days a week to Non Resident King Fishing; Science does not support this type
of regulation. Our season is so limited already, removing two days of the week would force all guests to
eliminate those days from consideration, reducing our revenue.

Proposal 120 ~ Closing weekend to Non Resident King Fishing; Science does not support this type of
regulation. Our season is so limited already, and would not work for many and their vacation schedules.
Many corporate clients try to come over weekends, this would make their trip more difficult to
accomplish.

Proposal 140 - Only allowing Barbless Circle Hooks outside Terminal Hatchery Areas (THA’s); That's
basically everywhere our guests fish. Science says this is not needed.

Proposal 141 — No baited hooks outside THA?, which includes everything not just Kings; Science does not
show this is needed.

WATERFALL RESORT ALASKA g i e 000.544.5125 | WATERFALLAESORT COM
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Proposal 104 - Subsistence allocation of 5,000 King Salmon; Do not support this as Federal Fisheries
handle subsistence.

As an operator and for me as an individual salesperson, we depend on this industry for income while
simultaneously providing revenue to Ketchikan and its’ businesses which include stores owned by locals
and natives, We often recommend our guests overnight in town, sometimes two separate nights for
each booking, which leads to revenue for the many restaurants, bars, stores, and excursion outfits. This
provides more tax dollars for the local municipality. Not only do our guests spend disposable income in
town but our operation does too. The King Salmon is what Ketchikan is built on, with its’ many stores
devoted to the subject. If further restrictions are putin place for guests to catch their own, and create

stores and lifelong memories that they share, this will affect Ketchikan and its’ businesses tremendously
also.

| urge the board to consider these points when making allocation decisions to ensure that sport fishing
remains a viable and valued part of Alaska’s fishery management. Thank you for your time and
dedication to preserving these resources for all stakeholders.

Sincerely,

Aidrens Houloik)

Andrew Howland
Waterfall Resort

WATERFALL RESSNT ALASKA A ETCHNICAN, AX 0500, D055 | WATERFALLAESONT SO
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Madam Chair Carlson - Van Dort and members of the Alaska State Board of Fisheries
(BOF):

My name is Carter Hughes. | am a Sitka based troller. | have been in the Alaska seafood
industry since 1994. | have been working on longline and troll vessels in Southeast Alaska
(SEAK) since 1998. | bought my first boat, a troller, in 1993. | have lived in Sitka since 2000.
I lived in Pelican during the 1990s. | have worked most of my adult life in the seafood
Alaska seafood industry. Trolling represents well over half my income. | sell most of my
fish to Seafood Producers Cooperative (SPC) in Sitka and Yakobi Fisheries in Pelican. | am
older now and primarily fish in the summer and spring hatchery openers. | have fished
vigorously in the winter king salmon fishery in the past, but | have a smaller boat now and
the weather is a bit rough for me. | have previously sat on the boards of the Alaska Trollers
Association (ATA) and SPC for a combined duration of 25 years. | am submitting these
comments on proposals that are being considered at the current BOF meeting in Ketchikan
in a few weeks. Most of my comments concern the King Salmon Management Plan
(KSMP).

As a troller, | need stability in my fishery. There has always been an element of uncertainty
and always will be. The past two years have been very difficult. My boatis anice boat. |
catch clean and ice all my fish and deliver them every 3-5 days to a tender vessel or
processing plant. | am not set up to freeze or slush fish. I target King and coho salmon.
During the past two years, the troll fishery has seen about 32,000 kings reallocated to the
part of the sport fishery that caters to nonresident fishermen. The number of lodges that
are in the areas I fish, Sitka north to Cross Sound, is increasing. The lodges are also staying
open longer. Thus, they are harvesting more. Some of these lodges offer bare boat rentals,
and their harvest is not closely monitored. While trolling has been limited entry for
decades, the sport sector that caters to nonresident sport fishers is not. Limited entryis
their business. My concern is to restrict the nonresident sport harvest, which is now
considerably more than the resident sport harvest, so that the troll fishery can continue to
harvest under the same scenario it has for decades. | would like to return to a scenario
where trollers and sport sectors continue the decades old allocation split of 80% troll /
20% sport. | would also like to have two summer openers, as has been the case, where
70% of the kings are caught in a July opener and 30% are caught in an August opener. |
want to see the sport fish fishery managed to its harvest ceiling, while not closing the
season to resident sport fishers. | don't support any of the proposals that use averaging at
the current time. Averages can very greatly depending on the years that are used and the
management scenarios, such as abundance prediction policies. Atthe currenttime these
things are highly variable. It seems that the Pacific Salmon Treaty is in flux, even between
the 10-year negotiation terms. There is now a strict punitive policy that has dire
consequences for Alaska if it exceeds the SEAK annual quota allocation. This was
implemented in 2018 and further changed last year so that a previous method that would
have generated a higher king salmon quota number for SEAK was reduced. The idea of the
sport sector being able to pay back overages with a large SEAK quota year is no longer a
realistic expectation. The only way to manage the sport fishery to its harvest ceiling will be
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to limit the nonresident daily bag limits and annual harvest limits in the earlier part of the
season, May and June in particular. If this is not done, then there will continue to be
overages and early closures for both the troll fishery and resident sport fishermen as there
was last year. the harvest rates won’t go down any other way because the nonresident
sport harvest and the businesses that cater to that are growing. Trollers could grow too if
they weren't limited in number and allowed to exceed their harvest ceiling by not being
managed in season.

My comments on proposals will support my previously stated perspective.

| Oppose Proposal 104: Proposal 104 initiates an ocean subsistence fishery for king
salmon. It allocates 5000 kings or 5% of the total quota to subsistence, which ever is
greater. The problem with this is that kings are already fully allocated and utilized. This will
add further stress to the KSMP. [t will also nheed a monitoring and accounting system. |
would rather see resident access protected by restricting nonresident harvest.

| Oppose Proposal 105: This proposal claims that the Alaska State managed king salmon
sport fishery must treat resident harvesters and nonresident harvesters equally in the
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ- outside 3 mile) because of the Magnuson Stephens Act
(MSA). The management of the king SEAK king salmon fishery has been delegated to AK for
many decades by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC). This management responsibility has been in
place before the establishment of the KSMP in the early mid 1990s. There is a strong
precedent for its continuation. Neither NMFS nor the NPFMC has displayed any interestin
including the SEAK sport king salmon fishery under the MSA. They would be the one to
make that decision if they thought it appropriate. If this proposal passes, there will be a
strong incentive to shift fishing effort to the EEZ by businesses that cater to nonresident
harvest because there will be a profit incentive to do so. Also, it will be difficult to enforce
as there is no easy way to determine where the fish are caught.

| Support Proposals 106 and 107: These proposals would prohibit the landing and
processing of fish caught in the EEZ inside AK State waters or on land. If P 105 passes, this
would be necessary to keep from rupturing what is left of the KSMP. The other option would
be to close the EEZ to sport fishing for king salmon.

| Oppose Proposal 108: | want to see the 80 /20 ratio maintained and | want to see the
sport fishery managed to its harvest ceiling.

I don't support Proposal 109 as written. | do support a modified version of 109 which
will be submitted as an RC: Proposal 109 is in a state of being modified, but it seeks to



maintain the sport harvest within its harvest ceiling. It also calls forin season
management of the sport fishery.

| support Proposal 110: Proposal 110 reinserts the words "sport fish" into the
management regulations that previously existed and were agreed two by all parties at the
2022 SEAK BOF meeting that year.

| support aspects of Proposal 111, but not the entire proposal: Proposal has 3 flaws
that render it unworkable for me. It does not request that the sport fishery be managed to
its harvest ceiling, and it follows what | believe is a false assumption that there will be
higher abundance tier years that will allow for the troll fleet to harvest at 81%. The bag
limits and annual limits are too liberal. | don't see that overages can be prevented if
nonresident harvest levels of king salmon are at a daily bag limit of 3 and the sport target
percentage is at 22% under any likely quota that is generated in the next 3 years leading up
to arenegotiated PST. The annual and bag limits for nonresidents would have to be
lowered at the bottom 3 tiers for this P 111 not to repeat what happened last year, ie no
Aug troll opener for kings and sport fishery shutting in August or earlier. Maybe Ak will get a
better deal at the next treaty negotiation. Until then, It is likely that allowing for a daily bag
limit of 3 any time of year will lead to what happened last year, less kings for both trollers
and AK resident sport fishers. | think P 111 is very informative (perhaps the most
informative) as a read for describing the current problems with the KSMP. | could support
this proposalif the bag limit numbers were decreased, and sport fish harvest ceiling were
put back into 5AAC 29.060. This proposal will also have modifications that will be
submitted as an RC that | support.

Proposal 112 concerns averaging techniques and | don't support that at the current
time.

| Oppose Proposal 113 for the same reason | oppose P 108.

| support Proposal 114 with qualifications:

| Support Proposals 115 - 117: All these proposals seek to reduce the nonresident bag
and annual harvest limits in some form. This will have to happen if future overages in the
nonresident harvest are to be prevented and closure to the resident sport fishing and
continued loss of the Aug king troll opener are to be avoided.

I would support 119 and 120 only if P110, 109 and one of 114 -117 were not to pass.

| Oppose Proposal 121: 121 is the status quo, which is untenable for trollers and resident
sport fishers.

| Support Proposal 124: 124 seeks to provide extra opportunity for the resident sport
fishers in inside waters by making a week more time available to residents who are fishing
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in areas that are closed to conserve King Salmon Stocks of Concern (SOCQC)if the stocks for
the transboundary river in that area is predicted to make escapement.

| Support Proposals 125 -126: These proposals close a loophole that allows for sport
fishing in the inner Cross Sound and parts of Icey Straits during a time of year when SOC
fish are transiting. This proposal will facilitate a more rapid recovery of the SOC.

| Support Proposal 129: This proposal will not change the harvest limit for the Yakutat
spring troll fishery. It will allow one extra day a week to fish which can be important for the
small boat fleet, many of which are skiffs. Weather can be a concern there and the extra
day will help.

| Support Proposal 130 as a fallback proposal if p121 or something like it were to pass.
Itis not my preferred option. | like having 2 troll king openers in the summer.

| Support Proposal 131: 131 allows for a noncompetitive troll king fishery in August if the
number of days of the second opener is to be less than 3. Currently that management tool
is not available until September. This would eliminate the need for a 2-day closer
preceding the opener that is shorter than 3 days. The opener would noncompetitive
instead by assigning a number of kings to each vessel that may be harvested during a set
duration of days. This would eliminate logistical hardships for both the troll fleet and the
processers that handle troll fish.

| Support both Proposals 132 and 133: These proposals change the measuring technique
and minimum size of king salmon in the spring troll fisheries, which target AK hatchery fish.
The fish would be measured from the snout to the center of the tail and the size would be
reduced to 28 inches. the measuring technique would be far more consistent than the
previous method of measuring from the snout to the outer tips of the tail. It would also
allow trollers more access to AK produced hatchery kings, which tend to be smaller
because they only spend 2 years in the ocean.

This concludes my comments on KSMP proposals. | have 2 more proposals | wish to
commenton.

| Oppose Proposal 156: Proposal 156 will cut hatchery chum and pink production by
limiting the egg take and decreasing it by 25%. There are very few hatchery pinks produced
in SEAK. There is no reason to cut the egg take of pink salmon in SEAK. Chum salmonis an
essential part of the business model for the hatcheries and all the fishing fleets of SEAK.
Chum salmon cost recovery pays for other salmon production, such as king and coho that
are harvested by all common property groups.

| Oppose Proposal 202 as written: Proposal 202 uses a very poor definition of line for gear
in the dingle bar (directed lingcod) fishery. It defines a line as a spare assembled train
present on the boat. This is utterly inappropriate. All boats carry spare gear. Spare gear is
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necessary so that one does not have to run to town if there is a gear loss incident. The
proposal should read that there can only be one train in the water at a time. This would
achieve the purpose of making it easy for enforcement to tell if there was more than one
line in the water at atime. It should be legal to have a spare train in a tub on deck or in the
wheelhouse. If the proposal were rewritten to state that a line is defined as a train in the
water, this proposal would be more palatable.

This concludes my comments on proposals.

There are 2 RC's that | have read that will be submitted at the time the BOF meeting starts.
One is from Territorial Sportsmen Incorporated (TSI) and Alaska Trollers Association (ATA)
and the other is from the Ketchikan Advisory Committee (KAC). They draw from some of the
proposals | have discussed. Either of these would be my preferred option for a revised King
Salmon Management Plan. Both KSMP revisions will protect the resident sport and troll
fisheries from unintended closures.

Thank you for reading my comments and thanks for all your hard work and dedication.

Sincerely,
Carter Hughes
FV Astrolabe
Sitka
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Submitted by: Ben Hughey
Community of Residence: Sitka

I'm writing to recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173 through 177 which
may provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing
the harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. Such
actions are necessary to prioritize subsistence harvest and to prevent the development of any high
volume or non-food herring fishery in Sitka Sound.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179 to protect an important subsistence harvest area as well as proposal 181 to minimize herring
mortality from test sets.
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6 HUNATOTEM

CORPORATION

Via Email Only

January 10, 2025

Attn: Board of Fisheries

Re: Letter of Support — Southeast Alaska Hatcheries (Proposal 156)

Dear Board of Fisheries:

I am writing to express Huna Totem Corporation’s support for Southeast Alaska hatcheries and
opposition to Proposal 156.

Having reviewed Proposal 156, which seeks a 25% reduction in pink and chum salmon
production, we believe it is important to emphasize the critical role our hatcheries play in
maintaining the health and sustainability of our salmon population. Reduction of chum revenue
would have a negative impactin other fisheries including sockeye, chinook and coho. These
populations are vital to the ecosystem, economy, and cultural heritage in Southeast Alaska.

Salmon are central to our Native Alaskan heritage. Many of our shareholders rely on salmon for
food security, traditional practices, and cultural continuity. Rural communities, which rely heavily
on subsistence fishing, would be disproportionately affected.

The potential impacts of these reductions could extend beyond our shareholders and their
communities, greatly affecting both the commercial and sportfishing industries. A reductionin
salmon would limit the fishing opportunities available to visitors and drastically hamper the
experiences that attract countless visitors to Southeast Alaska each year.

| strongly believe that supporting the operation and success of Southeast Alaska hatcheries is
essential to protecting both the environment and the economic and cultural strength of southeast
Alaska. | appreciate your attention to this matter and ask for your support in ensuring the long-
term sustainability of our vital salmon resources.

9301 Glacier Highway, Suite 200, Juneau AK, 99801 | 0 907.789.8500 | f907.789.1896 | www.HunaTotem.com

BUILDING VALUE COMMUNITY
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Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact

me at_ or russell.dick@hunatotem.com.

Sincerely,

Russell Dick
President & CEO
Huna Totem Corporation

9301 Glacier Highway, Suite 200, Juneau AK, 99801 | 0 907.789.8500 | f907.789.1896 | www.HunaTotem.com

BUILDING VALUE COMMUNITY
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Krissa A. Huston
8184B Threadneedle St
Juneau, Alaska 99801

January 13, 2025
Board of Fisheries
Madam Carlson-Van Dort, Chair

Hello all and thank you for the opportunity to comment. My name is Krissa Huston. Aana Tlaa
y6o xat duwasdakw. My Lingit name is Aana Tlaa and I come from the Thunderbird house. [ am
commenting on behalf of myself. I am a herring harvester, social scientist, a previous seafood
industry professional, and I’ve been studying Alaskan and global fisheries since 2013. In May of
this year I completed my masters thesis titled “Pacific Herring: Alaskan Native Traditional Foods
in Export Markets” which focuses on the historical discourse regarding the Sitka Sound Herring
Sac Roe Fishery and the management, policies, and markets that have affected the well-being of
all fisher groups. On the basis of my personal connection to the fishery as well as my
professional research, I urge the BOF to reconsider the current management structure of the Sitka
Sound Herring Sac Roe Fishery. The current proposals to the board to change quota, gross
harvest levels, closed water boundaries and to expand permit holders gear to use open pounds are
not new ideas. I believe that fundamental changes in management, which I propose herein, will
allow for a reimagined management system that will benefit both commercial and subsistence
fishers and contribute to the well-being of the community.

SUPPORT: PROPOSALS 171,172, 175 & 177 “Current harvest rates do not consider the
current herring stock productivity. An in-depth analysis has not been conducted for Southeast
Alaska stocks, so reducing the maximum harvest rate to 15% would provide a more
precautionary maximum until such an analysis can be completed. The impacts to historical

fisheries over the past 20 years would have been minor if the proposed 15% harvest rate was
used in the past.” (ADF&G, 2024)

I propose that the board works with the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association to create a Pacific Herring Stock Structure
Working Committee composed of diverse community members, tribal nations, and researchers
to address the need for a new analysis of the current biological stocks of Pacific Herring in the
Gulf of Alaska. This working group could inform policy through a Management Strategy
Evaluation (MSE) framework as proven successful for the Atlantic Cod Stock Structure Working
Committee developed through their multi-year research project that informed the New England

Fishery Management Council of new considerations for stock assessments (McBride & Smedbol,
2022; Chapman & Singer, 2021).
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This type of framework has the potential to inform more accurate stock assessment models that
include fish productivity change due to climate through observational models and considering age
population models. Through scientific research such as genetics, tagging, and otolith
microchemistry paired with Indigenous Science and community driven interests, collaborative
research can inform new management models. Herring production through cultivation of
marinescapes is a Tlingit management method that should be considered as well as reintroduction
methods such as the transplantation of herring stock to new habitat (Thornton, 2010).
Additionally, accurate age population models would allow fisheries management to set
appropriate catch limits in order to sustain all age classes of herring enough to feed the
ecosystems and ensure age stocks are not pushed to extinction.

SUPPORT: PROPOSALS 173,174 & 176 “The fishery will not be conducted if the spawning
biomass is less than 25,000 tons. A reduction in commercial harvest may benefit the
ecosystem and other user groups by an unknown extent. This proposal will decrease the
GHLs however a more in depth analysis of herring stock is needed. The harvest rate strategy
proposed for Sitka Sound (see Proposal 171) is comparable to strategies recommended for prey
species in global meta-analyses, although lower maximum harvest rates have recently been
applied to herring stocks in the North Pacific.” (ADF&G, 2024).

“Pretending, by omission, that they are not a forage fish is a scientific and legal absurdity.
Herring are classified as forage fish by most government agencies, including the United States
Geological Survey and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,” -Thomas
Thornton, citing a paper by the Sitka Tribe of Alaska

SUPPORT: PROPOSAL 178 “A reduction in commercial harvest may benefit the
ecosystem and other user groups by an unknown extent.” (ADF&G, 2024) I urge the board to
consider ecological frameworks that will allow for new opportunities for research to be
conducted that will contribute to the current science management models. An alternative
approach to economics for this fishery should include ecological economics and
ecosystem-based fisheries management models that aim to produce sustainable and healthy
ecosystems for herring and other marine species (Knapp, 2012). Working towards ecological
frameworks - which explicitly incorporates the consumption needs of other species that rely on
herring such as humans, whales, birds, and pinnipeds that live in the herring ecosystem
(McKechnie et al. 2014 in Thornton & Herbert 2015).

SUPPORT: PROPOSAL 179 Since fisheries closures prompted by low herring biomass decline
the livelihoods of local fishing communities and affect cultural identity, more coordinated effort
to protect key spawning grounds for herring and harvesters should be taken (Trochta et al. 2020).
Promisla Bay is an area of high productivity which should be protected for the ecosystem and for
subsistence harvesters using sustainable practices.
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SUPPORT: PROPOSAL 180 “This will improve the clarity of the southern boundary of the
Sitka Sound herring sac roe fishery.” (ADF&G, 2024)

OPPOSE: PROPOSAL 181 There has been a sharp change in herring geographical distribution
and spawning behavior since commercialization began (Thornton et al. 2010). “The current
management of the test setting program is considered conservative and is necessary for the
department to manage the fishery in accordance with existing management plans. The
department has the authority to close an opening based on poor herring quality” (ADF&G,
2024). However in recent years Sherri Dressel, the ADF&G Herring Scientist has stated that she
believes that the tribe's concern for herring scarcity is important but raises issues such as global
warming and industrialization as the culprit for changed fish behavior (Rose, 2021). The
indication that herring behavior has changed speaks to the need for more research on
current herring stock and behavior changes in response to current environmental and
human pressures.

OPPOSE: PROPOSAL 182 A working group was formed in January of 2000 and the
conversation continued about the possibility of an Open Platform SOK (also referred to as Open
Pound Herring) Fishery in Sitka Sound. Community opposition at the CFEC meeting in 2015
stopped the CFEC from moving forward on regulatory changes.In March of 2016 the BOF voted
‘no action’ on the proposal due to lack of regulatory authority. In 2018 another proposal for the
open pound was put forward asking the BOF to request CFEC to modify the administrative areas
so that seine permit holders can use herring pound gear in Sitka Sound (CFEC, 2022). BOF
Chair Reed Morisky wrote a letter to the CFEC stating “...the historical back and forth delays
are not serving the public process.” (CFEC, 2022). The concerns of community members
including tribal members were not heard at the Board of Fisheries meeting, instead there were
implemented expansions of commercial herring fisheries (Thornton & Moss, 2021). The Board
of Fish Executive Director John Wood wrote about the current state of herring
management stating that the two agencies (Board of Fish and Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission) are continuing to operate in their regulatory constructs which is not resolving
management issues (Dunleavy, 2024.)

OPPOSE: PROPOSAL 188 The proposed management plan will not improve the management
of the fishery.

OPPOSE: PROPOSAL 189 “It is unlikely reducing the maximum length of a herring purse
seine would lead to more precise fishing or a reduction in the amount of released sets in a
fishery.” (ADF&G, 2024)

A new evaluation of the “Optimum Number” of Limited Entry Permits should be revisited
since a calculation of that number has not been done since 1977 and it depends on the price
of fish and costs of harvesting, which both change over time (CFEC, 2022; Knapp, 2012).
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SUPPORT: PROPOSAL 190 I propose that the Board consider researching and developing
opportunities for local markets that don’t rely exclusively on foreign markets with unreliable pay
for fishers. Tlingit and Haida Central Government Food Sovereignty division (at Central Council
of Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska, or CCTHITA) has begun a funded program with
Indigenous permit holders to locally distribute ROK to tribal community members all across
traditional trade routes, as far as California (Tlingit & Haida, 2022). A new collaborative
approach to herring management in Sitka should reflect diverse community needs and
sustain the social, economic, and cultural well-being of the communities in Southeast
Alaska that rely on herring. The subsistence economy is equally important to the commercial
fisheries for cash-economic markets, and especially important during tough times in
communities (Dick, 1996).

Co-Management between the state of Alaska and local tribal nations should be considered for
management of the Sitka Sac Roe Herring fishery. Current barriers to communication between
State agency departments and Tribal Governments have limited timely management of both
herring fisheries in Southeast Alaska. Underfunded state agency departments such as the
subsistence division, limit the ability for the state of Alaska to efficiently collect timely and
relevant data on herring (BOF, 2022). Adaptive management and a re-examination of the
current economic markets impacting fishers participating in the Limited Entry Sac Roe
fishery are needed. Elsewhere, co-management agreements have been established for
management of pacific herring fisheries such as between Department of Fisheries and Oceans
Canada and the Heiltsuk (Hailzaqv) Nation (Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2024).
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Alaska Herring Harvest 1878-2024
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Figure 1: Historical Statewide Herring Harvest from 1878-2024 with data representing Southeast Alaska

harvest, overall Alaska State Herring reduction harvest, and Southeast (Sitka) Sac Roe herring catch in
tons. (Herbert, K., 2020; Dupuis, A., 2023; Dupuis, A., 2024). Note. Graph created by Krissa Huston
Davis (Davis, 2024).

In conclusion: Today herring biomass is assumed to be high, however the current management
plan threatens to reduce Sitka Sound Pacific Herring to a depleted biomass unable to sustain a

healthy ecosystem without an in depth analysis of current stock populations. The current Pacific

herring biomass in Southeast Alaska (Figure 1) represents only a fraction of the documented
harvest levels recorded since the onset of commercial herring fisheries in the region in 1878.
Fishery closures prompted by low herring biomass decline the livelihoods of local fishing
communities and affect cultural identity (Trochta et al. 2020).

Gunalchéesh, thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Krissa Huston



PC226

ADF&G (Alaska Department of Fish and Game). 2024. Alaska Department of Fish and Game
staff comments on commercial, personal use, sport, and subsistence regulatory proposals,
Committee of the Whole—Groups 1-6 for Southeast Alaska king salmon, groundfish and
shellfish Alaska Board of Fisheries meeting, Ketchikan, Alaska, January 27—February 9,
2025. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Regional Information Report No. 5J24-10,
Anchorage.

CFEC. (2022, January). Chronology Select Southeast Alaska Herring Fisheries Limited Entry
and the proposed Open Pound Alternative for Sitka Sound Roe Herring Purse Seine
Fishery. Juneau, Alaska; Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission.

Chapman, E., & Singer, T. (2021, June 25). 2021 Atlantic Cod Stock Structure
Science/Assessment Workshop Series. Lee; New Hampshire Sea Grant.

Davis, Krissa A., "Pacific Herring: Alaskan Native Traditional Foods in Export Markets" (2024).
Electronic. Theses and Dissertations. 4011.
https://digitalcommons.library.umaine.edu/etd/4011

Dick, R. E. (1996). Subsistence economics: Freedom from the marketplace. Society & Natural
Resources, 9(1), 19-29. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941929609380949\

Dunleavy, M. (2024, February 23). Recommendation to form a Joint Herring Revitalization
Committee. Juneau, Alaska; Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission Physical Address:
8800 Glacier Highway, Suite 109.

Dupuis, A. (2023, May 8). Advisory Announcement For Immediate Release: May 8, 2023. Sitka;
Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Dupuis, A. (2024, April 5). Advisory Announcement For Immediate Release: April 5, 2024.
Sitka; Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 2024. Pacific Region Integrated Fisheries Management Plan,
Pacific Herring, November 7, 2023 to November 6, 2024. 23-2318: 238 p.

Herbert, K. (2020). Southeast Alaska—Yakutat Management Area Herring Fisheries Management
Report, 2017-2020. Juneau; Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Knapp, G. (2012, October). A FISHY INTRODUCTION TO ECONOMICS. Anchorage;
gunnarknapp.com.

McBride, Richard S. (editor) and Smedbol, R. Kent (editor) (2022). An Interdisciplinary Review
of Atlantic Cod (Gadus morhua) Stock Structure in the Western North Atlantic Ocean.
https://doi.org/10.25923/sk1x-z919



https://digitalcommons.library.umaine.edu/etd/4011
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941929609380949%5C
https://doi.org/10.25923/sk1x-z919

PC226

McKechnie, 1., Lepofsky, D., Moss, M. L., Butler, V. L., Orchard, T. J., Coupland, G., Foster, F.,
Caldwell, M; Lertzman, K. (2014). Archaeological data provide alternative hypotheses on

Pacific Herring (clupea pallasii) distribution, abundance, and variability. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 111(9). https://doi.org/10.1 nas.1316072111

Rose, K. (2021, December 27). Sitka ac calls on state to fund herring research update. KCAW.

Schatler, B. (2022). ALASKA HERRING MARKET RECOVERY PROJECT. Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute. Retrieved March 31, 2024, from
https://www.alaskaseafood.org/resource/alaska-herring-market-recovery-project-report-2
022/.

Thornton, Thomas F.; Moss, Madonna L.; Butler, Virginia L.; Hebert, Jamie; and Funk, Fritz.
"Local and Traditional Knowledge and the Historical Ecology Of Pacific Herring in
Alaska." Journal of Ecological Anthropology 14, no. 1 (2010): 81-88.

Tlingit & Haida, CCTHITA. (2022). 87th annual tribal assembly adjourns “we go forward
together.” Tlingit & Haida Tribal News, pp. 2-8.

Trochta, J. T., Branch, T. A., Shelton, A. O., & Hay, D. E. (2020). The highs and lows of herring:
A meta-analysis of patterns and factors in herring collapse and recovery. Fish and
Fisheries, 21(3), 639-662. https://doi.org/10.1111/faf. 12452



https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1316072111
https://www.alaskaseafood.org/resource/alaska-herring-market-recovery-project-
https://www.alaskaseafood.org/resource/alaska-herring-market-recovery-project-
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12452

PC227

Submitted by: Reyn Hutten
Community of Residence: Sitka

I recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173 through 177 which may
provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing the
harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. I believe it
is necessary to manage the Herring fishery in Sitka Sound conservatively, in order to avoid overfishing
and disintegration of spawning grounds, as has been a repeated historical pattern in the region. It is
critical to protect the resource for generations of humans and the hundreds of other downstream
ecosystem benefits that a healthy herring population supports.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179 to protect an important subsistence harvest area as well as proposal 181 to minimize herring
mortality from test sets.
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Submitted by: Braden Jay
Community of Residence: sitka

Board of fisheries thank you for your time, my name is Braden Jay and I'm a small family business
participating currently in the summer troll fishery and spring spot prawn fishery. I have spent my entire
life commercial fishing across the sate but primarily in SE Alaska and hope that one day my children, if
they choose, will be able to as well. I hope that my comments are taken into consideration due to the
growing concern my family, fellow fisherman, and I have regarding these two fisheries and their
longevity and sustainability.

proposal 108 opposition
proposal 113 opposition

I oppose proposal 108 and 113 do to that fact that this will only lead to greater shares of the king salmon
quota being given over to the sport fisherman and specifically benefiting None residents. This only
benefits the sport fishery and will lead to greater harm of the commercial fisheries access to an already
dwindling fishery and cause economic harm to local communities. None residents should not be the
priority, the priority should be with the families and community that depend on this fishery to make a
living and feed themselves. In both proposals it is only seeking to gain more for the ever growing sport
fishery but at the cost of others which it already has. We need to maintain the 80/20 split with in season
management just as the commercial fishery has to insure that overages aren't at the costs of others.

proposal 109 support
proposal 110 support

I support both proposals 109 and 110, as partially mentioned in my comments in my opposition of
proposal 108, we need to managed the sport fishery so they don't continually over harvest their share of



the quote at the detriment of others specifically commercial trollers who are now struggling with the
burden of ever growing operating costs and reduced access to the fishery. We need to prioritize and
support our local communities, commercial fisherman, and resident anglers prioritizing their access. We
need in season management of the sport fishery to insure they only harvest their 20 percent allocated just
as the commercial fishery is managed in season. King salmon is becoming a finite resource and our
families depend on this resource please ensure that we maintain a fair balance in the allocation of quota.

proposal 224 opposition

I oppose 224 because having the shrimp fishery changed to the spring was an absolute relief, we have
only seen a steady decline in shrimp stocks with our previous fall harvest and time has already shown us
that this will lead to the collapse of the fishery. This is in part due to greater participation and to
harvesting shrimp when they are full of roe. We only need to look at British Columbia's spot prawn
fishery and it's a massive success as an example. It's fishery is well managed, sustainable, and harvested
in the spring and have only seen continued improvement in the fishery since they switched to a spring
time fishery because at one point they were indeed a fall time fishery but due to declining stock made
drastic changes. We share the same waters and theres no reason we can't do the same here with our
fishery. Besides the fact of the health of the fishery it has also opened up access to a much wider market
for the sale of shrimp leading to better quality, prices, and access to markets. We also get the added
benefit of much better weather conditions and safer fishing.

proposal 225 opposition

As stated above for the same reason I oppose this action, it's more or less the same as proposal 224.
Wether its for sport or commercial having the shrimp fishery in the spring is only going to help improve
shrimp stocks. Many marine biologist have already looked at this and the argument that a female out of
the water is the same with or without roe is just not true. The numbers grow exponentially for an
undisturbed breeding season do to less impact of there habits and allowing them to reproduce
undisturbed without our interference. I would also add that at this point we can't honestly expect to see
massive changes in the fishery but given enough time we will. The fishery is not the same as it was in
the fall and myself and others have already found fishing to be just as good if not better but both
commercial and sport will have to reevaluate where they traditionally fished for prawns in the past. They
are still there but there patterns and locations have changed do to the season.

proposal 226 opposition

I oppose this due to the fact that it's extremely rash to make massive cuts to the GHL's. Stocks have been
in decline do to our previously poor harvest periods and greater participation. Given enough time I'm
confident we will see continued growth in our spot prawn fishery but we need to give it that time. Two
season of fishing the spring is far from a good data points or any useful biology data, we need to give it
time. There's plenty of examples of successful shrimp fisheries managed in the spring without GHL
reductions or pot size reduction. I've fished both pots and I can tell you that we still catch the same
regardless of the pot sizes we've used season to season. Personally I prefer 39" pots anyways but don't
believe pot size will be a contributing factor of stock reduction. 1"d also like to add that I personally
have only seen and improvement since it was changed to the spring, our fishing has improved



drastically. Their location depends on the time of year just like every other fishery and given enough
time and effort I'm positive most will arrive at the same conclusion.

proposal 227 opposition

I believe this would only be useful for a handful of people who would own multiple permits for financial
gain allowing them personally greater access to the the fishery and would argue for it under the guise of
shrimp stocks and less gear impact on stocks. It would also exclude anyone limit finically from buying
another permit, or if they did have a second permit they may not have the vessel to carry that many pots.
I can't see this being of benefit to the fishery as a whole.

Thank you for your time.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is John Jensen of Petersburg, Alaska. | am a subsistence, commercial, personal use,
and sports fisherman. | no longer commercial fish as | retired several years ago. | do support
hatcheries at this time. If in the future scientific data becomes available showing there are
negative effects from hatcheries | would withdraw my support. What | do know is that hatcheries
provide a large positive economic boost to the region and the State. They benefit fishermen
both commercial and sport, as well as the processing sector.

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities. | commercial fished for 55 years and have seen a lot of up and
downs in the salmon fishing industry. The advent of hatcheries has helped level out the large
swings in salmon returns over the past four decades.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.



Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user
groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

I urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

John Jensen
Petersburg, Alaska
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Submitted by: John Jensen
Community of Residence: Petersburg Alaska

Madam Chair ,and members of the board’
I’m submitting comments on two proposals at this time.

The first is Proposal 242. I adamantly oppose this proposal. the reallocation of 100% of the 11-A RKC
to the personal use fishery. The PU fishery already has 60% of this fishery. This area is a critical part of
the commercial fishery when it is allowed. The most productive portion of 11-A is already closed to
commercial fishing for RKC, to help support a better fishery for the personal use participants. 11-A is a
important part of the stock analysis when contemplating a commercial fishery, this is alluded to in RC-2,
page 22 under effects if this proposal were to be adopted. Another thought to keep in mind while
deliberating this proposal is that only two of the 58 permits are held by non Alaskans, 25% are held by
Juneau residents, and over 50% are owned by Petersburg residents. When this fishery is allowed it is an
economic boost to these local communities.

The commerecial fishery is closely monitored when being prosecuted, where as the personal use fishery
is not.

The next proposal I will comment on is 243. I’'m in support of this idea, but would like to see some
minor tweaks that would enhance the possibly of future fisheries. This fishery should be allowed any
time there is a reasonable harvestable surplus, say 25,000 pounds or better. If ADF&G have concerns of
over harvesting these stocks, even with Individual Catch Limits, maybe they could open the non
surveyed areas to the fishery. It probably would be very beneficial to have that kind of information on
areas they dont have the funding to survey. If allowed it could be monitored very closely with daily call
ins and the vessels could be monitored electronically as to where they are fishing. There will be specific
substitute language offered at the meeting after it is developed.
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Submitted by: Jared Jillie
Myself

Community of Residence: Wrangell, Alaska

The simple fact is that the charter fleet in SE AK has grown immensely over the last few years
especially with the rise in tourism after the Covid Pandemic. The current management language is
clearly not working and causing huge negative impacts to local resident user groups. As a resident
commercial troller the last two years of August king openers is unacceptable. The charter sport fishery
needs to be MANAGED IN SEASON. Fish and Game needs to have the means and language within the
regulations to do this. RC063 needs to be eliminated and by no means should there be a increase in the
charter quota at this time. Without lodges being required to obtain limited entry permits for there
operations the charter fleet can and is growing unchecked and will continue to do so. I am in favor of
any proposals that reduce non-resident annual limits which are grossly over generous. I am especially in
favor of P115. One king salmon per non-resident is enough. There are plenty of Coho and other sport
fish to fill their freezers. The current system of allowing the charter fleet to harvest well over their
allotted 20% is a complete embarrassment to the State of Alaska's fisheries management. The charter
fleet is not a "sport" fishery. It is a commercial fishery hiding beneath improper language of law.

[ 'am in favor of:

P110, P115,P116,P117 and P120
I strongly oppose:

P108, and P112

PC231
Submitted by: Nicholas Johanson
Community of Residence: Washington
I oppose 156

PC232

Submitted by: Ceelay Johnson
Community of Residence: Sitka

As a Sitka resident and member of a tribal family that practices subsistence harvesting—including
herring eggs, I support proposal 179 regarding the protection of Promisla Bay
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Dear Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Board Members,

Thank you for your time and energy weighing these topics.

My name is Lindsay Johnson, | am a lifelong Alaska resident and have been an active power
troll permit holder for the past 8 years; salmon fishing is my family’s primary source of income.

Please adopt proposals that allow the department to manage in a way that ensures Alaska
families are able to sustain themselves locally through subsistence and commercial harvest, like
proposals 104, 124, and the following that also:

reduce unnecessary fish mortality, like proposals 122/123, 132/133, and 134;

and maintain the 80/20 troll/sport allocation, like proposals 109 & 110.

My husband, two young kids and | live in Haines in the winter and on the boat throughout
southeast in the summer. Trolling June through September funded initial capital expenses of our
ski and snowboard manufacturing business and construction of a big house (with sun and a
view!) in Haines, which like many rural southeast communities grapples with housing and
employment opportunities. | feel lucky have been able to earn a decent living with my family on
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board in the waters | grew up subsistence/sport fishing, and the winters available to enjoy
another part of the region.

What you all decide on these proposals will likely influence the course our lives take from here.
Without reliable opportunity to catch king salmon, | don’t know if I'll be able to earn enough
trolling to stay in it. | say that as someone who fishes hard for cohos, and usually does ok at it.
I'm not as good of a king fisher, but they all add up. Not making it trolling would not be for lack of
effort on other species; it’s just the math of less-valuable fish.

The past couple of years have been discouraging with the second king opener disappearing. In
2023 it really damaged my direct market business, as | counted on being able to catch those
August kings in the vicinity of my processor then couldn't fulfill orders.

Last season, with that burn in mind, | fished the July opener in a different area than where |
usually catch kings that time of year because | had to be sure to put enough pounds away for
direct market. That would have worked fine except there weren't many fish weren’t where | was;
there were lots down where | normally fish that opener. It was good | got my pounds in, and kept
my customers happy, but | didn’t make the kind of money | could have, had | felt free to fish
where | wanted.
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Long story short is that extra uncertainty in the summer king fishery hampers business. There is
inherent uncertainty in fishing, especially treaty fish, but the moving targets we've seen with
5AAC 47.055 on the books has been destabilizing to our historic fishery, where the majority of
participants buy groceries and fuel and gear here, and contribute to our communities the rest of
the year.

Further increase in the nonresident sport fishing (charter) sector allocation is not sustainable or
on the whole beneficial to local communities; it will be the death of a proud way of life in this
region. Therefore | strongly oppose proposals 108 and 113. | do not think proposals 105, 112,
114, and 121 offer correct answers either.

| support proposal 109 and others or whatever maodified version makes it easiest to maintain
the 80/20 quota and give the department tools to manage for that ratio.

| support proposals 122, 123, 132, 133, 134, 140, 141 and 193, which offer common sense
solutions to reducing unnecessary fish mortality.

Likewise 199 would buffer weather risk to fishers.

| oppose proposal 167—seiners are already efficient— but support PVOA’s next proposal, 168
which closes an aircraft loophole.

| do not agree with the concept of proposal 130 unless we are in a reality of consistently using-
or-losing our king salmon quota in July. There is more opportunity for more boats—the smaller,
slower, less weather-sensitive, less technologically-advanced boats— if all our proverbial eggs
aren’t in one basket.
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Thank you for considering my perspective among all of the information you've gathered. | plan
to attend what | can of the Ketchikan meeting given ferry and school schedule limitations; see
you there!

Sincerely,

Lindsay Johnson

Support 104, 106, 109, 110, 115, 116/117, 119, 120, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 129, 131, 132/33,
134, 136/7, 140/141, 150, 153, 168, 193, 199, 230

Oppose 105, 108, 113, 114, 121, 130, 167, 207/08
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Submitted by: Steven Johnson
Herring harvesters

Community of Residence: Sitka

I support prop 179. It’s very important to harvesters and their safety.

PC235

Submitted by: Willa Johnson
Community of Residence: Sitka

I recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173 through 177 which may
provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing the
harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. Such actions
are necessary to prioritize subsistence harvest and to prevent the development of any high volume or
non-food herring fishery in Sitka Sound. Herring are an important traditional food as well as being vital
to Southeast Alaska ecosystems, capping the sac roe fishery ensures that ecosystems and fish
populations remain healthy and sustainable.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179 to protect an important subsistence harvest area as well as proposal 181 to minimize herring
mortality from test sets.

PC236

Submitted by: Evan Jonjak
Community of Residence: Wrangell, AK

I strongly object to reallocating fishing opportunities away from commercial fisheries to sport fisheries.
Therefore, I oppose 242, 156, 108, and 115 ....and support 110,11,116,117

Commercial fisherman are so emotionally invested in SE Alaska that they often forego prosperity to live
their life there. The state should not turn its back on them for the sake of catering to sport fishermen.
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Sitka, AK Jan 13 2025

Alaska BOF members and F&G staff,
My name is Eric Jordan, | am a salmon troller in SE Alaska. |
have been hand and power trolling since my parents took me fishing

—
== SALTY .

March of 1950 when |
was 5 months old. m———

Ours is a multigenerational fishing family as
my grandfather hand trolled out of Gedney
Harbor in the 60’s and my wife, sons, and _
grandchildren still work in the family trolling [
businesses.
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Thank you for working to conserve,
share, and enhance
Alaska’s fisheries.
After 50 years of
service working with
fisheries groups from
the Sitka AC, to the
AP to the NPFMC, to
NSRAA, to 9 months
on the BOF, | understand the commitment you and your families have
made.

| am going to focus on 6 proposals (104,108,109,132,156,179).

Here is a synopsis of my comments followed by my detailed
comments in order of their proposal numbers.

On SE king salmon allocation and management:

1. | support the 80/20% allocation between sport and commercial
interests with a % of the sport allocation being recognized as
traditional subsistence harvest in the rural areas of SE Alaska ,
like proposal 104, and traditional resident personal use (sport
fishing) in the non-rural ares of Ketchikan and Juneau.

2. “In season management” for all users is critical for meeting
conservation and sharing goals. Better accounting for guided,
bare boat rental, and other sport harvest is essential for effective
in season management.

3. If the board chooses not to use 104 as a vehicle to protect
traditional resident harvest of king salmon with rod and reel in SE
Alaska then | support 109 with various amendments proposed by
the Ketchikan and Sitka AC and ATA and Territorial Sportsmen.

4. | strongly oppose 108 and 113. Re-allocating king salmon away
from mostly resident hand and power trollers to people who can
afford to travel thousands of miles to charter or rent boats to ‘play’
with these great fish is unconscionable to me.

5. | helped develop proposal 132 with my great friend and fishing
partner Tad Fujioka, who has passed. | strongly support it.



6. | strongly oppose 156. As a founder of NSRAA and long time
board member (recently retired) | know how important hatchery
salmon production is to SE Alaska.

7. As along time advocate for and author of herring conservation
proposals adopted by the BOF | strongly support 179.

Detailed comments by proposal number:

Proposal 104

| believe this is the vehicle the BOF should use to conserve and
protect traditional harvest of king salmon to eat in SE Alaska. | greatly
appreciate the work done by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence
Regional Advisory Council, which | served on 20 years ago. Based
on my work facilitating and drafting subsistence proposals with local
leaders on Sitka area herring, halibut, shellfish, and sockeye
management, | have taken the liberty to go through the proposal and
humbly suggest amendments to the plan which would further define
and set up management of traditional subsistence king salmon
harvest with hook and line in the rural areas of SE Alaska. My hope is
the BOF will provide a similar plan for the resident sport fisheries in
the Juneau and Ketchikan areas.

My comments are to strengthen and add details to this important
proposal. Taking king salmon with rod and reel is a customary and
traditional harvest method in the marine waters of SE Alaska. As we
face the challenges of conserving and allocating king salmon for local
people catching king salmon to eat in face of stocks of concern
restrictions on resident sport fishermen and unrestricted (no limited
entry) guided sport and bare boat rental (largely non-resident) growth,
immediate action needs to be taken to protect the traditional and
customary harvest of king salmon by SE rural and non-rural residents
to both eat. This amended proposal will protect the rural residents.
Other action needs to be taken to protect the resident king salmon
harvest in the Juneau and Ketchikan areas.

PC237
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Allocating SE Alaska king salmon to non-residents spending all
kinds of money and green house gas emissions to play with the food
of rural SE native villagers and hand and power trollers, or resident
sport fishermen of Juneau and Ketchikan is wrong. It disrespects
these great salmon to “play” with them; and: it literally takes food out
of the mouths and off the tables of resident SE Alaskans.

PROPOSAL 104. proposed amendments in bold underlined.
(deletions) in brackets.

5 AAC 29.060. Allocation of King Salmon in the Southeastern Alaska-
Yakutat Area and 5 AAC 01.720. Lawful Gear and Gear
Specifications.

Allocate (5,000) king salmon (for) from (the) South East

Alaska’s sport quota to a king salmon subsistence fishery and
establish provisions such as gear, daily, and seasonal limits, time
and areas of exclusive subsistence use, size limits, catch records
and other protections such as time and area restrictions on sport
and or commercial fisheries to protect subsistence opportunities
for the king salmon subsistence fishery.

1. Modify 5 AAC 29.060 (King Salmon Management Plan) to add an
(“off-the-top”) allocation of (5,000) fish or 5% of the total PSC harvest
ceiling (whichever is greater), from the “sport allocation” similar to
those allocated to the net fisheries.

2. Establish a household subsistence permit for king salmon in marine
waters in 5 AAC 01.745. The annual household limit may be set by the
department to meet allocation goals. The daily limit of two king salmon
in 5 AAC 01.730(j) shall not apply to a directed subsistence king
salmon fishery in marine waters. However, the minimum size limit
of 28” overall or 26 .5” fork length for retention shall apply. In
season harvest reporting requirements shall be implemented to allow




the department to monitor and in-season manage the subsistence
fishery for conservation and allocation.

3. Modify 5 AAC 01.720 to permit use of rod and reel in a subsistence
king salmon fishery in marine waters under a household permit.

4. Establish permit conditions that prohibit subsistence taking of king
salmon in waters closed to sport retention of king salmon by resident
anglers. This provision applies the conservation time and area
closures used to protect Alaska stocks to the subsistence fishery.
Subsistence king salmon fishing will be prohibited in non-subsistence
areas defined as ......... King salmon may not be taken under sport
regulations and a subsistence permit on the same day.

5. Any unused harvest allocation shall be allocated to the troll or
resident sport fishery as in 5 AAC 29.060(b)(6)(7?)

What is the issue you would like the board to address and why? In the
2021-22 cycle, the Board approved a proposal (Proposal 125) to
modify 5 AAC 01.730 to allow ADF&G to issue subsistence permits for
king salmon. This proposal seeks to take the next step and outline the
iImplementation of a subsistence king salmon fishery in marine waters.
In the staff comments on Proposal 125, ADF&G focused on potential
subsistence fisheries on Alaska king salmon stocks, presumably as
net fisheries in terminal areas, as is typical for subsistence fisheries.
The continued low abundance of southeast Alaska king salmon stocks
would severely limit the opportunity for such fisheries, at least in the
foreseeable future. Currently, the vast majority of king salmon taken
by residents for noncommercial household use are taken in marine
waters under sport regulations. Much of that harvest would be
characterized as subsistence taking using the “8 factors” listed in 5
AAC 99.010, used by the Board to establish customary and traditional
subsistence use. For example, king salmon have long been relied
upon as the only available source of fresh salmon when other species
are not available, and are harvested as food rather than strictly for
recreation. The harvested fish are shared in traditional networks like
other subsistence resources. This proposal seeks to establish a
regulatory framework that recognizes and provides for the continued
subsistence use of king salmon in marine waters.
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Under the proposed framework, a separate subsistence allocation
would provide for the continuation of subsistence use if resident sport
fisheries were closed due to in-season management actions to stay
within the sport allocation. It would also allow for a more efficient
annual household harvest, as sport bag limits may require several
trips to harvest the same number of fish, with each trip involving
significant amounts of fuel and time. Most importantly, it would
establish a regulatory structure for the long-standing and ongoing
subsistence use of king salmon that currently occurs within the sport
fishery regulations, a system with different practices and needs than
subsistence users. While it may appear to add a user group to an
already tightly allocated resource, the subsistence user group has
long been using the resource — this proposal simply provides the
Board an opportunity to create an effective management structure for
a user group that is currently unrepresented in the existing system.
The proposal applies the time and area restrictions used in the sport
fishery to protect Alaska stocks, so that only areas open to sport
fishing for king salmon will be open to subsistence harvest. Finally, it
provides for unused allocation to be rolled over to the commercial troll
fishery, so that treaty fish are not left on the table.

Did you develop your proposal in coordination with others, or with your
local Fish and Game Advisory Committee? Explain. This proposal was
developed by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory
Council during their Winter 2024 meeting.

PROPOSED BY: Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory
Council (HQ-F24-016)

Erics comments in italics: | have had the great privilege to be
asked to facilitate various task forces to propose regulations to protect
subsistence harvest of shellfish, sockeye salmon, herring and halibut.
One of the important issues left undefined in proposal 104 is:
Subsistence king salmon fishing will be prohibited in non-subsistence
areas defined as .......... | believe it is important to define the King
salmon subsistence area with local knowledge.

Then the rest of SE Alaska could be “non-subsistence areas.
For example: in Sitka local task forces have defined the subsistence
areas for Redoubt Lake sockeye, and our local area management




plan (LAMP) for subsistence halibut. A starting point in Sitka for the
subsistence king salmon area could be the LAMP for halibut, or the
Sitka Salmon Derby area which encompasses the traditional rod and
reel area near Sitka used to harvest King salmon to eat.

After conservation comes subsistence in Alaska. The best way
fo conserve, respect, and prioritize King Salmon for Alaskans, in my
view from over 50 years involvement in the BOF and AC processes,
and carefully considering all the proposals and some draft group
comments, is to pass an amended and detailed version of proposal
104 as | have suggested, or other versions that may be suggested by
the sponsor and others.

Proposal 109

After reading the proposals and various draft RC’s on the SE Alaska
King Salmon Management Plan, | believe that the best vehicle to
manage the SE King Salmon sport and commercial fisheries (beyond
subsistence and personal use) is 109 with amendments from
Ketchikan and Sitka AC’s, and the Alaska Trollers Association and
Territorial Sportsmen RC.
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Proposal 132, The late Tad Fujioka and | generated an agenda
change request that was denied in 2023. Under his lead we realized
our two ocean male king salmon (Andrews Creek tributary of the
Stikine River) returning to the Sitka Area had a much flatter tail than
the more deeply forked tail of the treaty stocks off of Sitka. In paying
close attention over the past 3 years we noticed that in addition to
keeping these 2 ocean males which are not wanted as brood stock,
and sometimes weigh up to 12 Ibs at 28", we noticed that measuring
king salmon 26-30” was quicker and definite when measuring snout to
fork than snout to tip of the tail. Having an easier more definitive
measuring method made releasing the kings much quicker resulting

in less handling and associated
mortality.

And resulted in more confidence
in the legality of the keepers.

I understand this proposal has evolved after extensive discussions with
staff and enforcement to the point where it is being considered for the troll
fishery beyond the spring hatchery fisheries near Sitka in district 13 to larger
areas and perhaps all of SE Alaska. I am fine with starting implementation
near Sitka or including more of SE Alaska.

This is a win- win proposal: trollers or other users will be able to keep
more Alaska Hatchery 2 ocean kings not needed for brood stock and the
quicker, surer measuring will reduce mortalities on “shakers”.



Proposal 156 To reduce SE Alaska Hatchery production by 25%.

Opposed does not adequately convey my outrage that this proposal is
generating some support. As a founder and second hired employee of
NSRAA in 1977 and a long time board member I am keenly aware of the
restrictions on hatchery production and remote release sites in SE Alaska. As
a long time conservationist I was asked by my friend, Paul Peyton, with the
Alaska Coalition to get ANILCA and associated wilderness protections
passed by Congress for President Jimmy Carter to sign. The coalition was
facing pushback from some fishermen who were worried that Wilderness
designations would remove good hatchery and remote release sites from
development. So, I worked with NSRAA executive director Derek Poon,
NSRAA board members, and conservationists to draft language allowing
hatchery programs in the wilderness areas with some stipulations. It ended
up being included in the bill and allows NSRAA to work 1n areas like
Shamrock Bay and Crawfish Inlet south of Sitka.

Additionally, Alaska state senator Richard Eliason, a Sitka fisherman,
proposed and shepherded legislation through the
Alaska Legislature to provide the strongest protections for wild salmon in the
world. I nominated Senator Eliason to the
”Wild Salmon Hall Of Fame” for his work banning farmed salmon in Alaska
and his work protecting wild salmon. He was one of four finalist at the
awards ceremony in Bremerton, WA.

I have been reading studies on hatchery salmon straying as an NSRAA
Board member, and associated JRPT member, for years. There is no
scientific evidence I have heard of or seen that our SE Alaska Hatchery/ocean
ranching programs are hurting the genetics or survivals of SE Alaska wild
stocks.
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But, our SE Alaska hatcheries have produced over a billion dollars in
salmon harvest value since the 70’s. Trollers alone caught 9 million dollars
worth of hatchery chums in the Sitka area in 2022.

Proposal 179

I strongly support proposal 179 to add Promisla Bay to the herring spawning
and subsistence harvest sanctuary areas. [ have a long history, as my father
“Skip” Jordan did before me, protecting herring and herring subsistence. As
secretary of the Sitka AC I wrote the first minimum threshold proposal in
1976. 1 also helped, with Tad Fujioka and the Sitka AC, get the first herring
spawning and subsistence harvest protected area through the BOF in
Ketchikan circa 2009. I think it is clear that even with a greatly increased
herring biomass in the Sitka area in recent years one of the preferred areas for
subsistence herring harvest out of the ocean swells and almost all local winds
is Promisla Bay.

Another reason for supporting this area is to avoid the toxic scrubber
emissions into the marine waters near the cruise ship terminals. While we
don’t know the full extent of the poisoning effects of these toxins on our
marine food and our bodies yet, we do know there could be adverse effects.
Yakutat Tlingit Tribe is so concerned they have passed this resolution:
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has passed Resolution 2024.06.26-8, Formal Stance 9n---(3:r.i’?j1‘i
| Emissions and Environmental Impact on Yaakwdaat
cestral Waters

asks the cruise industry to switch to cleaner fuel while
versing Yakutat Bay to Disenchantment Bay and to not use
ers while in Yakutat Tlingit Tribe territorial waters

is committed to safeguarding the future of Yaakwdaat
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Submitted by: Karl Jordan
Community of Residence: Sitka in Summer, Sequim in Winter

I support proposal 109 and 110 with RC amendments.

I strongly oppose proposals 108 and 113.
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612 West Willoughby Avenue

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: {907) 523-2300

Juneau Economic Fax: (907) 463-3929
Development Council www. lEDC.org

January 13, 2025

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
C/0O Board of Fisheries

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Executive Director Nelson and Board of Fisheries Members,

| am writing to inform you that the Board of Directors of the Juneau Economic Development Council {JEDC), at
their meeting on January 13, formally adopted a resolution oppesing Proposal 156, which is under consideration
by the Board of Fisheries at the upcoming Southeast and Yakutat Finfish and Shellfish meetings on January 28
through February 9, 2025, in Ketchikan. JEDC fosters a healthy and sustainable economic climate in Juneau and
throughout Southeast Alaska. In collaboration with other organizations, JEDC implements initiatives to maintain,
expand, and create economic opportunities that help make Juneau a great ( capital) city; strengthen key regional
industries, develop next generation talent; and promote entrepreneurship and small businesses.

After careful review and deliberation, the JEDC Board concluded that Proposal 156 would have significant
detrimental economic and social impacts on Alaska’s hatchery programs and the communities, like Juneau, they
support. In the accompanying resolution, the JEDC Board outlines cur concerns in more detail and calls for the
proposal to be opposed in light of these considerations. We urge you to work in collaboration with the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game, industry representatives, and the hatchery community to ensure that
management decisions reflect the value and benefits Alaska’s hatchery programs bring to all residents.

We appreciate your attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me directly if you would like to discuss
our position further.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Executive Director
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JEDC

Juneau Economic
Development Council

RESOLUTION of the Board of Directors

Resolution 2025-01: JEDC Opposition to Alaska Board of Fisheries Proposal 156

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Juneau Economic Development Council (JEDC) has
assembled in a meeting this the 13% day of January 2025;

WHEREAS, JEDC initiatives are to help make Juneau a great (capital) city, strengthen key regional
industries, promote entrepreneurship and small businesses, develop talent, and deliver economic
development services;

WHEREAS, Alaska's salmon hatchery programs have successfully operated for nearly 50 years,

supplementing wild salmon harvests and supporting commercial, sport, subsistence, and personal use
fisheries across the state; and

WHEREAS, Alaska’s saimon hatchery programs are responsible for supporting approximately 4,200
jobs, $219 million in 1abor income, and $576 million in economic output annually, benefiting over
14,000 Alaskans who eamn part of their livelihood from hatchery salmon; and

WHEREAS, Proposal 156 seeks to reduce hatchery production of pink and chum salmon by 25%,
posing a significant risk to hatchery-supported ecosystems in southeast Alaska and threatening the
stability of salmon resources on which coastal communities like Juneau depend; and

WHEREAS, a reduction in hatchery production would not only diminish the availability of chum
salmon for commercial fishing, but would also limit access to these salmon for subsistence, personal
use, and sport fishing, thereby directly impacting food security, cultural practices, and recreational
opportunities in Juneau; and

WHEREAS, the Douglas Island Pink and Chum, Inc. (DIPAC) and other southeastem Alaska
hatcheries such as the Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA) and Northem
Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (NSRAA) play critical roles in generating economic
stability, providing jobs, and supporting local communities through hatchery operations; and

WHEREAS, Proposal 156 would create uncertainty for hatchery production, complicate long-term
planning and financial commitments for these organizations, and jeopardize the sustainability of
Alaska’s hatchery program; and

WHEREAS, DIPAC employs approximately 28 year-round employees and up to 50 seasonal
employees, offers free education programs to the Juneau School District which includes free

transportation for students, is frequented by tourists and tour operators, and is a regular source of tax
revenue for Juneau; and

WHEREAS, DIPAC and other southeastern Alaska fisheries rely on revenue from chum and pink
salmon to fund production of sockeye, coho, and Chinook saimon; and

Reolution 2025-01: JEDC Opposition to Alaska Beard of Fisherilex Proposal 156



WHEREAS, the passage of Proposal 156 could potentially force DIPAC to eventually cease operations
which would devastate Juneau scafood processors that rely on DIPAC for the viability of their programs
and would also result in a significant loss in fishing opportunities and income to commercial fisheries
users, sport charter programs, marine and shoreside sport users, and personal use fisherman, thereby
impacting the tax revenue Juneau gains from local fishery-related businesses; and

WHEREAS, Alaska's hatchery system operates as a nonprofit model funded through cost recovery and
enhancement taxes, following stringent public permitting and scientific standards to ensure that wild
salmon populations are protected while benefiting all user groups; and

WHEREAS, Proposal 156 introduces an additional oversight mechanism that would conflict with the
established regulatory framework, risking the proven balance between hatchery and wild stocks that has
been achieved under existing management.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

s SECTION 1: The Board of Directors of the Juneau Economic Development Council strongly
opposes Alaska Board of Fisheries Proposal 156 and urges the Board to reject this proposal to
prevent detrimental economic and social impacts on Alaska’s hatchery programs and the
communities they support.

» SECTION 2: The Board of Directors of the Juneau Economic Development Council reaffirms
its support for DIPAC and other southeastern Alaska fisheries including SSRAA and NSRAA,
acknowledging their essential contributians to Juneau’s economy, community well-being, and
sustainable fishery practices.

¢ SECTION 3: The Board of Directors of the Juneau Economic Development Council calls upon
the Alaska Board of Fisheries to commit to science-based, objective assessments for hatchery
management, working in collaboration with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, industry
leaders, and the hatchery community to ensure that management decisions reflect the value and
benefits Alaska’s hatchery programs bring to all residents.

The undersigned hereby certify that the Board of Directors of the Juneau Economic Development
Council duly adopted this Resolution on January 13, 2025,

W Melissa Kookesh (Jan 13, 2025 15:54 AKST)

Garrett Schoenberger, Chair Melissa Kookesh, Secretary

Resolution 2025-01: JEDC Opposition to Alaska Board af Fisheries Praposal 156
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Submitted by: Greg Kain
Community of Residence: Sitka

Alaska BOF

PO Box 115526

1255 West 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811

Members of the Alaska BOF,

My name is Greg Kain and am the owner of Kain's Fishing Adventures in Sitka, AK. Thank you for
taking my written comments. The proposal's I support and oppose are the following.

Support 108,113
Oppose 104,109,110,111,114,115,116,117,118,119,120

I wish to express my thoughts on the proposed reduction of king salmon bag limits for non-resident
anglers during the early season and not address each proposal individually to conserve the board's time.

I believe it is essential to maintain the opportunity to catch a higher percentage of king salmon at the
beginning of the season as we have been doing in the past years. During the early season there are fewer
alternative species to catch and our reliance on catching king salmon is crucial. Further reducing the
king limits any further then a 3 fish annual non resident limit at the beginning of the season would lead
to a decline in customers.

I employee local Alaskan captains who work for me each year along with other local employees. They
rely on this income earned to support their families and pay their bills. Additionally, I contribute to the
local economy by paying taxes, purchasing fuel, bait and tackle, doing boat repairs, buying groceries,
hotel rentals, etc. Our customers also play a significant role in supporting local businesses. If early
season bag limits were reduced, the number of employees hired and the funds circulating in local
businesses would significantly diminish.
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ALASKA
SEAPLANES

FLYING AT A HIGHER STANDARD

Alaska Board of Fisheries
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street
Juneau, AK99811-5526

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

| am Jodi Garza the President of Kalinin Holdings based in Juneau. Kalinin Holdings is the owner of two Southeast Alaska-
based commuter airlines, Alaska Seaplanes & Island Air Express. Combined, our two airlines represent the largest
scheduled air transportation network in Southeast Alaska. We provide scheduled service to thirteen Southeast Alaskan
communities extending from Haines to Ketchikan. We also operate many wheel and floatplane charters to a multitude of
locations throughout Southeast Alaska. Between both airlines, we employ over 250 people throughout region.

| am writing to you today to express how important the charter fishing industry in Southeast Alaska is to both Alaska
Seaplanes and Island Air Express. Between both companies, we transport over 60,000 passengers during the summer
season (May, June, July, August, & September). A very high percentage of our summer passengers are directly related to
thefishing charter businesses in this region, and our summer season passengers represent about two-thirds of our annual
passenger traffic. It would be of grave concern if the independent tourism sector of Southeast Alaska economy
diminished in any way. As with many businesses in Alaska, the summer season is when we make the majority of our
revenue in order to remain in business year-round. If our summer passengers were to decrease substantially, we would
have no choice but to limit our year-round scheduled service to some or possibly all of the communities we currently
serve.

It is quite clear after reviewing the recently completed McKinley Research report on the economic value charter fishing
provides in Southeast Alaska that this sector is very important economically. There are numerous local companies
regionwide that rely on the success of the southeast charter industry. The report concludes that the charter industry is
responsible for bringing $271 million in spending each season to Southeast Alaska and provides 1,750 local jobs.

The Southeast Alaska charter industry is one of the top economic contributors in the Southeast region. Based on the slim
limits charters already operate under | have a hard time understanding how they could successfully continue if any of
these limits were decreased more. Specifically, | am concerned with the proposed King Salmon limits. The majority of
lodges and charters operate on a three-day fishing experience. In May & June there are no species of Salmon to catch
other than King Salmon. Limiting King Salmon to less than one per day/ three annually during these months could quite
possibly destroy fishing trips for charter operators in May and June. Anglers will not travel to Alaska on a three-day fishing
trip for two King Salmon, three 36” halibut, one lingcod, and a handful of black rockfish. It seems charter limits are as
severe as they can be already, and | propose that the body consider an increase in King Salmon allocation for sportfishing
charters in Southeast.

In summary, | ask that the members of this board fully understand the ramifications of limiting non-resident King Salmon
retention in Southeast Alaska. If the lodge and charter operations are reduced in this region it will have a substantial
negative impact on the residents, businesses, and the economic health of the communities of Southeast Alaska.
Respectfully,

IVt
Jodi Garza
President, Kalinin Holdings, Inc

jodi@flyalaskaseaplanes.com

8907 Yandukin Drive Juneau, Alaska 99801
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January 13, 2025

Board of Fisheries

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board Members,

Re: Proposals 182 and 183

1. Herring Proposal 182. 5 AAC 27.XXX. New section. Establish provisions for a herring sac roe purse
seine permit holder participating in the Sitka Sound sac roe herring fishery to use open pound
instead of purse seine fishing gear.

Support Proposal 182. The proposal demonstrates what Statewide Management of herring has been
and continues to be. The attached paper “Open Platform Spawn an Kelp” written by Phillip R. Mundy,
PhD, John Gissberg PhD and Samuel Sharr BS outlines the legal and regulatory arguments for this
proposal.

The proposal is consistent with the Sitka Tribe of Alaska’s wishes because it doesn’t allow new users on
the biomass of Sitka herring. As the proposed alternative method is adopted by Sitka seiners, over time,
it will reduce the number of herring seiners killing fish. This proposal allows the potential to produce a
herring product that will be consumed in the USA because sushi and kelp are now USA’s menu items.
The proposal had two years of test fishery with reports by Alaska fisheries managers written about the
alternative method. A kelp study was written documenting plenty of kelp. In the past the BOF has
allowed the use of alternative gear to limited entry permit holders. The proposal represents sound
management of Alaska’s resources.

2. Herring Spawn on Kelp Proposal 183. Add the Sitka Sound area in Sections 13-A and B as open
area to northern spawn on kelp permit holders and limit pound type to open pounds.

Oppose Proposal 183. If approved the proposal adds 113 more users to Sitka ‘s already limited entry
herring stock of fish. Sitka area 13A-B herring stocks are a limited entry_ herring stock. CFEC has done an
optimum study in Sitka to determine the number of users of that stock of herring that concluded 47
permittees were sufficient.

Northern Pound permittees have never been allowed access to Sitka area 13A-B herring stocks
even though the CFEC overlapped the areas. Sitka stocks were limited entry before Northern Pound
limited entry was established. Allowing Northern Pounders access to Sitka stocks would place more
users on a herring stock that is limited to the present users. The addition of more users will likely be in
violation of the Limited Entry Act and subject to lawsuits from existing Sitka permit holders. Adding 113
additional permittees to a fishery with an existing fully utilized stock is not a good idea.

Thanks for your conGlderation,
Darrell Kapp (é 2“ il @ﬁff}
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Sitka Sound Herring Spawn on Kelp
The Open Platform Alternative Harvest Method
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Sitka Sound Herring Spawn on Kelp
The Open Platform Alternative Harvest Method

Introduction

We believe a herring harvest method
which has been successfully applied in
California and British Columbia for over ten
years offers new opportunities and challenges
for the managers and harvesters of herring in
the area of Sitka, Alaska. Open platform
herring spawn on kelp fishing would provide a
unique way to increase the value of a major
commercial fisheries resource without
affecting its sustainability, while at the same
time providing managers and regulators of the
resource more options and less stress. The
following summary of the biological and legal
research has been conducted at the request of
an interested group of Alaskan herring
harvesters.

While this summary is based on a more
formal, technical report containing additional
data, scientific, and legal sources (available
upon request from the address on the cover),
we have tried in this summary to explain the
method of open platform spawn on kelp
harvesting with a minimum of technical jargon.

The Herring Spawn on Kelp Opportunity

Open platform harvesters suspend kelp
leaves, known as blades, down into the water
from lines attached to floating platforms which
are located in areas where herring are known
to spawn. As the herring spawn, their eggs
stick to the blades, making a highly valuable

seafood product known on the international
market as kazunoko kombu, and in the
restaurant trades as tanzaku and komochi
kombu. The blades are detached from the line
and removed from the water when the proper
thickness of eggs has been deposited. Blades
are trimmed of any areas which do not meet
strict product quality standards, and placed in
a tote for delivery to market. The trim is
returned to the water where the eggs may
hatch. Strict product quality standards bring
the best prices and help hold market share.

While experience with management,
harvesting and marketing in other parts of the
west coast has demonstrated the ability of
spawn on kelp to add value to herring
harvests, we started by asking whether this
information applied directly to the Alaskan
management system, and to the particular
circumstances of the Sitka Sound area. Any
new harvest method needs to be carefully
developed to fit the nature of the waters, the
resource, the existing management program,
and the community in which it operates.
Responsible fishery development works from
a firm knowledge of the local biology of fish
and kelp, the management opportunities and
challenges, the market opportunities, and the
ecological, legal and cultural contexts of the
state and the borough. An opportunity to add
value to Alaskan fisheries needs to be carefully
weighed against its ability to work within the
existing program of sustainable management of
the herring resources.

12/23/96 Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 1015 Sher Lane, Lake Oswego, OR 97034 Page 1



Sitka Sound Herring Spawn on Kelp
The Open Platform Alternative Harvest Method

Market Opportunities

A good reason to consider the
alternative of open platform herring spawn on
kelp is the opportunity to add value and
market opportunities to the herring resource.
By diversifying the herring product, the normal
ups and downs in availability of herring stocks,
and prices for individual products, may be
offset.

Markets for herring spawn on kelp in
Japan are diversifying and growing. Of the
two basic market opportunities in Japan, the
traditional year-end gift market, and the
emerging restaurant and sushi bar market, the
the open platform product is best suited to the
restaurant market. Product destined for the
gift market requires a very thick coat of eggs,
which is not readily available from the open
platform harvest method. In the growing

of adding the open platform spawn on kelp
harvest method was developed. The model
applies the harvest management approaches
and market information from spawn on kelp
harvests in other localities to the historic, and
1997 projected, allowable harvest levels and
prices for the Sitka Sound herring fishery. The
model had three outcomes which were very
promising for the addition of the alternative
method; 1) increased total landed value of the
Sitka herring fishery, 2) increased annual
relative income for individual entry permit
holders who fish spawn on kelp, and 3) stable
or increased relative income for individuals
who use seine harvest methods. The first
model outcome is shown in Figure A, where
the combined seine and open platform harvest
methods increase the total landed value of the
herring fishery in direct relation to the
proportion of the permits which use the open
platform method. As the number of permit

PC242

restaurant market, the standard product,
known as fanzaku, or komochi kombu, has
the thinner coating of eggs characteristic of
natural spawning which is obtained from
the open platform harvest method. The
year around consumption in restaurants
and sushi bars provides a marketing
advantage over the seasonal year end gift
market which is limited in scope and
duration. A product which is consumed
year around means less volatility in
demand.

A model of the possible economic
benefits to the Sitka Sound herring fishery
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Model of Total Value of Sitka Herring
Fishery at Different Numbers of SOK
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holders who harvest by the spawn on kelp
method increases, the overall landed value of

the fishery is projected to increase.

The second model outcome, illustrated
in Figure B, is that the average annual landed

spawn on kelp harvest on average income per
seiner is expected because the annual weight
of product a kelper can handle is limited, and
because the kelper’s product includes the
weight of water absorbed by eggs and the
weight of the kelp.  As a consequence, the
model’s average annual value per Sitka

Model of Landed Value per Entry Permit
Spawn on Kelp Compared to Sac Roe

| Figure B a

$100,000

1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992

ROE

seine roe harvester was higher with the
spawn on kelp harvest method in place
than without it, as illustrated in Figure
C. To address kelper capacity, the
model returns 20% of the average
share of the total allowable harvest of
each spawn on kelp harvester to be split
among the remaining seine harvesters.
So the expectation from the model is
that the spawn on kelp alternative
harvest method can increase the
average annual landed value of all
Sitka Sound herring entry permit
holders, whether or not they choose to

value of a permit using the spawn on
kelp harvest method is expected to be
higher than that of a permit using seine
harvest methods. The difference in
expected incomes is due to the higher
average unit price paid the harvester
for the spawn on kelp product. The
third model outcome, illustrated in
Figure C, demonstrates that the permit
holder who prefers the seine method is
more likely than not to receive
increased relative income, as the
number of permits fishing spawn on

use the alternative.
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Of course all model projections are
based on past information, and the actual
changes in landed value which may be
achieved in the Sitka herring fishery in future
years will depend on the prices paid for the
seine roe and spawn on kelp products, the
proportion of permit holders who choose the
spawn on kelp alternative, and the levels of
allowable herring harvest, among other
familiar factors. To give an idea of the model
assumptions which are more fully described in
the technical report, an example of the model
is shown in the box on the last page of this
report.

Will the open platform method replace
the seine method in the Sitka herring fishery?
It’s not likely. In fact, in years of high
abundance, it is unlikely that an entry permit
holder fishing open platform gear would
attempt to catch as much as an average share
of the allowable harvest. As is the case with
any premium seafood market, the komochi
kombu market can be expected to fluctuate in
accord with production from California, Puget
Sound, British Columbia and Prince William
Sound. It is likely that harvesters will make a
decision on how much product to harvest
based on market conditions each year, and it is
likely that the amount of spawn on kelp
product actually harvested each year would be
only a fraction of the total allowable harvest of
Sitka herring each year.

Sustainable Management Opportunities
and Challenges

Managing for a sustained yield for the
maximum benefit and the maximum use
consistent with the public interest are Alaskan
ideals written into the state constitution.
Sustainable management means providing for
the conservation needs of the herring resource
while offering fair harvest opportunities for
subsistence and commercial harvesters. But
estimating how many herring can be safely
harvested each year is never an easy task for
managers, and once the fish are harvested
there are no second chances for managers to
make a better estimate. Present harvest
management does a good job of protecting the
herring resources, but in so doing it has to
overcome substantial technical challenges
under considerable pressure each year.

Increasing harvest management options
is another of the reasons why development of
the open platform herring spawn on kelp
harvest method is very much worth taking time
to consider, since this method of harvest offers
the possibility of second chances in making
management decisions. Combined with
traditional methods of herring harvest, the
open platform method could make it easier for
managers to achieve their annual sustainable
harvest objectives. For example, in situations
where the harvestable biomass of herring was
too small, or too geographically concentrated,
to permit authorizing a seine fishery, the open
platform alternative might be used. Open
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platform gear could harvest small quantities by
controlling the number of platforms each
permit fishes. The concern of over harvest is
reduced by platform fishing, since amounts in
excess of harvest targets could be left in the
water to hatch. At any given locality the
actual proportion of herring eggs on the kelp
which would hatch successfully if left
unharvested is initially an unknown, although
experience in British Columbia indicates
hatching success could be high.

An important question to answer with
regard to development of the open platform
harvest method is how the spawn on kelp
harvest will be counted against the number of
herring which can be safely harvested each
year. A conservative approach is to develop
a conversion factor which is multiplied into a
ton of allowable roe herring harvest to give the
equivalent weight in spawn on kelp. The
harvest limit for the spawn on kelp harvest
method is then set by applying the conversion
factor to the sustainable harvest limit for the
whole herring fishery. For example, in other
herring fisheries, the conversion factor of 412

pounds of spawn on kelp product per ton of
spawning herring (20.6%) has been used to
guide harvest management.

Why is the 20.6% conversion factor
considered conservative as a harvest
management guideline? With regard to
harvest, in practical effect, because absorbed
water and added kelp cause eggs on kelp to
weigh more than eggs before spawning, open

platform fisheries would actually take fewer
eggs, pound for pound of herring, than sac roe
fishing. With regard to the reproductive
capacity of the stocks, the allowable harvest
for the present Sitka herring seine roe fishery
is the number, or weight, of herring which can
be removed from the present population
without reducing its ability to produce future
generations of herring. Since removing eggs
does not remove, or kill, the herring, and since
some of the herring will live to spawn again,
removal of 412 pounds of spawn on kelp
cannot have the same impact on future
production of herring as removal of a ton of
herring spawners. By trading spawn on kelp
for spawners, the harvest manager gets a
bonus in future production.

In the proposed management plan
which is outlined at back of this document,
experience from other fisheries has been used
to suggest how an open platform spawn-
on-kelp alternative harvest method could
be added to the sac roe fishery of the Sitka
fishing district. Suggestions on answers to
such questions as how the amount of harvest
each year can be determined, how the amount
actually harvested can be controlled, and how
the harvest data can be collected and
interpreted are also addressed in the narrative
at the end of the management plan outline.
These suggestions are based on a synthesis
of information from other fisheries, but the
right answers specific to the Sitka district will
need to be worked out before the alternative
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harvest method can be made available. Some
more detailed ideas on how to answer these
questions are available in the companion
technical report which is available on request
to the address on this page. The question of
how the open platform alternative may fit in
with the limited entry process is addressed in
the next section.

Legal Context

How does a new harvest method work
in a limited entry fishery such as the Sitka
Sound herring sac roe harvest? How would
the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
approach the matter of deciding who would
harvest the spawn on kelp?

Since the Sitka Sound seine fishery
already fulfills the conservation, management,
and economic requirements of Alaska's limited
entry statutes, the fishery is not open to new
entrants. See Southeast Alaska Roe Herring
Purse Seine Fishery - Optimum Numbers
Report, Commercial Fisheries  Entry
Commission (1992).  Alternative harvest
methods such as open platform spawn on kelp
do not create additional herring, so it does not
make sense to create more limited entry
permits which would put even greater pressure
on the existing fishery management system.
The open platform method should be viewed
as an alternative harvest method for those
who already have access to the resource
through the limited entry permit system.

Therefore, on the basis of experience in
other parts of Alaska, the current permit
holders could harvest the spawn on kelp.
Administratively, current permit holders could
opt for the platform harvest by trading their
share of the sac roe quota for a roe on kelp
quota. As explained elsewhere, the weight of
the roe on kelp share would be different from
the sac roe quota by an amount to be
determined by fishery managers. The total
weight of roe on kelp and the sac roe harvest
each year would be set by fishery managers to
meet the objective of providing for sustainable
use, as is now the case.

How has the use of alternatives to
seine harvest been treated in limited entry
herring fisheries in other parts of Alaska? In
Prince William Sound the harvest of various
species of kelp-bearing herring roe from the
spawning areas may be the oldest of the
herring roe fisheries. These wild herring roe
fisheries had a harvest allocation along with
other herring fisheries, such as the food, bait
and sac roe fisheries. By incrementally
reducing the wild roe allocation, starting in
1979, an allocation was made for PWS spawn
on kelp harvesters who hung blades of kelp
inside a floating net pen enclosure called a
pound net. In this type of fishing, the herring
are caught by purse seine and placed into the
pound net containing the kelp to produce the
kazunoko kombu product.

Thus, the legal basis for a spawn on
kelp platform fishery in Sitka Sound exists and

12/23/96 Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 1015 Sher Lane, Lake Oswego, OR 97034 Page 6



PC242

Sitka Sound Herring Spawn on Kelp
The Open Platform Alternative Harvest Method

can be adapted from existing fisheries in
Alaska and elsewhere.

Ecological Context

The open platform herring spawn on
kelp harvest method is attractive in an
ecological context because it offers fishery
regulators and managers the opportunity to
provide increased commercial value, while
lowering the proportion of the spawning
population killed during commercial
harvesting operations each year. Under the
spawn on kelp harvest method, a greater
landed weight of finished product with a
higher unit value is obtained from each
spawner. This is possible due to the added
weight of the kelp, and because each herring
egg absorbs enough water after being released
from the spawner to weigh more than half
again what it weighed inside the spawner. For
example, the 200 pounds of roe that would
be recovered from 2,000 pounds of 10% roe
herring taken by seining would be increased
by water absorption and kelp to approximately
412 pounds of marketable product.

Risk of harvest to the future
productivity of the resource is further reduced,
since many of the herring spared by spawn on
kelp harvest will live to spawn again the next
year. Herring spawn on kelp fishing focuses
the loss due to harvest on a single generation,
or cohort, rather than spreading the losses
across a number of future generations, as
happens when the spawner is killed. To take

one important herring age class as an example,
1,000 six year old spawners, when harvested
by the seine roe method, would provide no
further benefit to the fishery. But the same
1,000 six year old herring when “harvested” by
the spawn on kelp method, would contribute
360 seven year old spawners in the next
harvest year, at 36% annual survival.

By focusing harvest on eggs, thereby
increasing the weight of product produced by
each spawner and sparing the spawner, open
platform fishing converts potential losses from
the herring populations into valuable product
and future herring production.  Although
there is a relation between the biomass of
herring spawning in Sitka and future
production of herring, the chances of any one
herring egg hatching and surviving to produce
a spawner are very slim. Each mature adult
herring has won an ecological lottery by
surviving long enough to spawn. This is why a
spawner can be thousands of times more
valuable to the future of the population than an
egg. Open platform spawn on kelp harvest
does not diminish the importance of the
relation between spawning stock and future
production of herring. It is, however,
important to recognize that a significant
demographic risk inherent in harvesting whole
herring is not present in open platform spawn
on kelp harvests.

The open platform spawn on kelp
method is a good candidate for incorporation
into sustainable harvest strategies because it
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may lower the risk of harvest management
actions to the future of herring populations,
but what about the kelp? In an ecological
management context adding another species
to the management equation requires concern
not only for the future of herring populations,
but for the future of the kelp populations as
well.  Since giant kelp beds help support
diverse marine life, including sea urchin,
abalone, and salmon, the harvest of kelp in a
sustainable manner is an important concern.

Fortunately, some studies have been
done on the biology of giant kelp, known to
scientists as Macrocystis, in southeastern
Alaska. A comprehensive survey of giant kelp
biomass has not been conducted in southeast
Alaska since 1913. That survey, which did
not cover all of southeastern Alaska, estimated
a standing crop in excess of 400 thousand
tons. Although giant kelp is found from Dixon
Entrance to Icy Straits, it is often harvested
from the west side of Prince of Wales Island,
not far from the city of Ketchikan. The
biomass annually harvested in southeastern
Alaska since 1980 has varied from four to 45
tons. The peak harvest of 45 tons is 0.01
percent of the biomass estimate of 1913, so
even given substantial interannual variability,
the amount of giant kelp needed for the
alternative harvest method should be
sustainable.

Conclusions

Together the open platform spawn on
kelp and the purse seine sac roe harvest
methods offer more options for maintaining a
sustainable herring resource and increasing
income per permit than could be provided
by either method alone. By diversifying
product, and by increasing the landed value of
product per pound of herring harvested, the
combined methods offer to put the fishery and
allied businesses on a more stable economic
base. By reducing the number of herring killed
per ton of product landed, the combined
methods offer resource managers the unique
opportunity to decrease average fishing
mortality while increasing the average value of
the fishery. We hope you find both types of
offer interesting enough to want more
information, and to support development of a
fishery management plan for Sitka herring
which includes the alternative harvest method
of open platform spawn-on-kelp.

On the pages following is an
explanation of how the alternative method
might be implemented in fishing regulations,
and a table which illustrates what the catches
and incomes might have been under the
allowable harvest levels of past years, and as
projected for 1997.
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OUTLINE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TO 5 AAC 27.XXX; 5 AAC 39.105.
REFERENCE ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES 1996/1997 PROPOSALS, # 441, PAGE 296.

The following is an example of how the fishing regulations implementing the open platform spawn-
on-kelp fishery in conjunction with the sac roe fishery could work.

1. An alternative harvest method is made avilable to Sitka sac roe seine permit holders in the form
of open platform herring spawn-on-kelp, SOK.

2. Each permit holder declares early in the calendar year if the the permit will be used to fish SOK
or sac roe. A permit cannot fish both methods in the same year, so once declared, the permit is
locked in to the SOK fishing method for the year.

3. A permit holder may operate from one to three SOK platforms of fixed size. The department shall
set the number of platforms annually according to the total allowable harvest of herring.

4. Harvest limitations for SOK

(A) when the total harvestable biomass divided by the number of permits is equal to or greater
than 152 tons, no permit holder fishing SOK may harvest or sell more than 25 tons of SOK. [See
example years 1993, 1996, and 1997 in box following.]

(B) when the total harvestable biomass divided by the number of permits is less than 152 tons,
no permit holder fishing SOK may harvest or sell more than eighty percent of 20.6 percent of the total
harvestable biomass divided by the number of permits. [See example years 1992, 1994, 1995 in box
following.]

( C) once the permit holder fishing SOK has harvested or sold the weight of SOK specified
in 4A or 4B, any hung kelp remaining on the permit holder’s platform(s) shall be left in place until
the attached herring eggs hatch or die of natural causes. [Note: In all cases a permit holder fishing
SOK is regulated to take less than an average seine catch of sac roe. As a result, the amount of roe
herring which could be made available to be harvested by seine gear is expected to increase as the
number of permit holders fishing SOK increases. See rows 9 - 12 in the box following.]

Management Considerations

Identification of individual platforms and weighing of product may be similar to other Alaskan
herring pound fisheries. The unit of gear is the platform, and harvest is controlled by the number of
platforms, and by monitoring the weight of product landed. Pounds SOK landed can be related to
the harvestable biomass estimate by the conversion factor of 0.206 tons of SOK per ton of 10% sac
roe herring. In age structured models of herring production, the equivalent biomass of sac roe
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Model Results of Open Platform Herring Spawn on Kelp Harvest Method Applied to Sitka

Year 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992
1. Allowable Harvest, in Short Tons 10,000 8,144 2,609 4432 9,691 3,356
2. Average harvest per permittee, 51 permits (tons) 196 160 51 87 190 66
3. Harvest returned to SR fishery per SOK (tons) 75 39 10 17 69 13
4. Harvest quota to determine SOK share (tons) 121 121 41 70 121 53
5. Harvest retained by SOK permittee (tons of SOK) 25 25 8 14 25 11
6. Harvest SOK [maximum 50,000] (thousand Ibs) 50.00 50.00 16.86 28.64 50.00 21.69
7. Value SOK at $10.00 per Ib. (thousands) $500.0 $500.0 $168.6 $286.4 $500.0 $216.9
8. Average price per ton for roe herring $1,200 $1,750 $1,200 $800 $500  $250

9. Value seine roe per permit, 0 SOK (thou) $235.3 $2795 $614 $695 $95.0 $16.5
10. Value seine roe per permit, 10 SOK (thou) $257.2 $2958 $64.4 $729 $1034 $17.3
11. Value seine roe per permit, 15 SOK (thou) $272.7 $3074 $66.5 $753 $1093 $17.8
12. Value seine roe per permit, 20 SOK (thou) $293.1 $322.7 $69.3 $785 $117.2 $186

13. Value, combined fishery, 0 SOK, (millions) $120 $143 $3.1 $3.5 $4.8 $0.8
14. Value, combined fishery, 10 SOK, (millions) $155 $17.1 $4.3 $5.9 $9.2 $2.9
15. Value, combined fishery, 20 SOK, (millions) $180 $19.2 $5.4 $8.0 $13.2 $4.9

removed by SOK could be treated as dead herring by proportionally removing it across the recruited
age classes before calculating production. Although this is a conservative assumption for the
purposes of achieving conservation, this approach lacks biological similitude, since the herring are
not, in fact, dead. As experience with SOK harvest increases, the effect of SOK should be to reduce
the reproductive potential of the population which should be apparent in estimates of the Ricker
parameter alpha, if the level of SOK is sufficient to be detectable. Low levels of SOK harvest may
be lost in the interannual variability, given the many factors which intervene after the egg stage to
determine the rate of recruitment of a cohort.

Increase in Total Value of Fishery
Model of 1992 Sitka Herring
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board of Fisheries Support Section
Art Nelson, Executive Director

RE: Support Documents for Proposal 182 submitted for 2025 SE Finfish meeting record.
January 10, 2025

Spawn on Kelp (SOK) in Sitka Sound was first proposed to the Board in 1996. Since then issues regarding
resource conservation and subsistence needs have come to the forefront and the economies of the
fishery have horribly declined. The sac roe product is no longer in high demand. Diversifying the fishery
using SOK as an alternative harvest method for existing GO1A permit holders would address many of the
concerns surrounding the fishery while improving the overall value of the fishery.

In 1998 and 1999 an experimental open pound spawn on kelp (SOK) fishery was conducted in Sitka
Sound. The documents included in this PC have been submitted at past meetings. A lot of time has
passed since the experimental fishery but the data, studies, and reports produced are still relevant. The
market for herring roe products has not changed much from the time these documents were produced.
A small market for existing herring roe products still remains but expansion is possible with the addition
of the thinner product that would be produced with SOK.

This PC contains the following documents:

e Spawn on Kelp and the Sitka Sound Herring Fishery.

e ADFG Report to the Board re: 1998-99 Experimental spawn on kelp fishery in Sitka Sound.

e Assessment of Macrocystis Biomass, Quality, and Harvesting Effects in Relation to Herring Roe
on Kelp Fisheries in Alaska.

e Open Pounds and the Traditional Subsistence Fishery.

e An Update of Market Variables Affecting Demand in Japan.

e ROK Marketing Questions and Answers.

e Letter from Elderwood Trading regarding SOK in Sitka Sound.

The markets for Sitka Sound SOK are not the markets for thick SOK, but for a thinner product at a lower
price point with a perceived value which can be more easily consumed in the marketplace. The existing
market for SOK is hampered by large fluctuations in volume which have limited market expansion. SOK
production in Sitka Sound would ease fluctuations in overall supply giving distributors the opportunity to
expand the market, generate more awareness of the product, and increase demand for the product.
Increased demand leads to higher prices. This will not happen overnight but it is time for a departure
from status quo. SOK in Sitka Sound is a step in the right direction. Please support Proposal 182.

Respectfully Submitted,

Ryan Kapp



Spawn On Kelp and the Sitka Sound Herring Fishery

Allowing an Open Pound Spawn on Kelp (SOK) fishery in Sitka Sound will increase the overall value of the
fishery while killing less fish than the existing harvest method.

The biology of spawning herring is a big factor in producing more value from the same biomass.

Currently, herring harvest can begin when roe recovery is sampled at 10% roe weight. Put simply: 100
tons of fish equals 10 tons of eggs. In some Sitka Sound openings roe recovery has been as high as 13%.
In an experimental SOK fishery conducted in Sitka Sound in 1998 and 1999, Alaska Department of Fish
and Game determined that 100 tons of herring biomass harvested with SOK converts into 27 tons of
product. This represents a recovery of 27% which more than doubles the existing fishery recovery.

The reason for this increase in weight is biological. Upon fertilization the herring egg hydrates with
water increasing the weight of the egg. SOK eggs are spawned, fertilized eggs that are hydrated while
seine caught sac roe are pre spawn eggs and not hydrated. Because of this hydration the weight of an
individual egg produced with SOK is more than twice as heavy as an individual sac roe egg.

With SOK the value of the eggs is increased as well. For example: 100 tons of herring at current prices
(optimistically figure $200 per ton) is worth $20,000. That same 100 tons of herring harvested with SOK
equates to 27 tons of product or, for simple math, a little over 50,000lbs. 50,000lbs of product sold at
current prices (realistically figure $5 per pound) is worth $250,000. In this scenario the SOK product is
worth more than 12 times the value of the traditional sac roe product.

While harvesting with SOK increases the value of the fishery product the best part is with Open Pound
SOK no herring are killed. An Open Pound SOK fishery means the herring can swim into and out of the
kelp as they please. There are no nets used at any time. The fish swim in, spawn, and return to sea
making them available to spawn again in the future.

Increasing the value of the resource while causing the resource less harm is a win / win scenario.

Incorporating Open Pound SOK into the Sitka Herring fishery would be a benefit both now and well into
the future.
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Sitka Seund Roe on Kelp Experimental Fishery Report
Paul Gronholdt and Associates March 1958

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In responsa to a call for change in the Sitka Sound heming fishery, the Board of
Fisheries prompted the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to conduct an
exparimental fishery using the Open Harves! Platform roe on kelp gear
allemative. The goals of exploning diversification of the fishery were to improve
consanalion and sncourage grealer aconomic yield fo participants.

Paul Gronhold! and Associsies camed ouf the Expenmental Fishery in
accordance with contract specifications outfined by the Alaska Department of
Fish and Gama. Tha beam's exparience, good weather and an excallent harring
retum contributed o PGA's attainment of the goals of the exparimental fishary.

The PGA team worked in concert with ADF&G research staff to support sampling
efforts and generally track the fishery. PGA maintained communications with
ADFEG staff from Marnch 15 through the consummation of final produd sales in
Japan in the labe summer,

This report provides a namative describing procedunes and schedules involved in
the execution of the expenmental fishary, Addiional documentation on the
harvest detadls is provided as attachments to this report.

MACROCYSTIS KELP HARVEST

About five lons of Macrocystis fronds were harvested from a single kelp bed
along the novth shore of Hecata Island, Sea Otter Sound, ADF&G reports that
this included an estimated 4,080 fronds, each bearing an average of 16 blades,
Thus, an estimated G5 280 tolal blades wene “fished” as spawning substrate.

OPEM HARVEST PLATFORM FISHING

About 47 fisharmen, consultants and processing crew were directly invalved in
the fishery. Four platforms wene fished in Sitka Sound for two to four days each.
Excellant spawn coverage was achieved. They camied oul kelp gathering, rack
loading, fishing and harvasting fram March 16 through the 25th. Protessing
continued for an sdditsonal 2-172 waseks,

HERRING UTILIZATION

An estimated 104 fons of herming provided spavwn for the final produdt harvested
in the exparimental fishery. & 500 tons of heming wene taken in the traditional sac
roa fishery.

FPROCESSING AND MARKETING

The todal yield of this effort was 57,038 pounds of "Karunoko kombu®, which sold
for 261,538 USD. T4% of the product was graded as #1 or #2, and the average

price was £5,.45 per pound, Grade 5 fetched $0.45 per pound, and Grade 1 paid
§7.58 per pound.
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Sita Sound ot on Kelp Experimental Fishery Repod
Paud Geonfold and Associates March 1658

Fine silt found in the spawn layers made processing very difficult. Half of the
prodisct required light-table examination and special ceaning. Quality was
impacted considerably, and the final price paid for the product reflaciad this
problem. Experts feel that Sitka Sound resources and the level of local fishery
sophistication can be focused o meet the stringent standards of an emerging
Japanesa markef in the coming years.

SUBSISTENCE INTERACTIONS

PGA coondnated fishery logistics through their Sitla Tribe subsistence liaison,
Mike Miller. The Sitka Tribe's attomey, Tribal biologist, Miller and other tribal
leaders indicated that none of the conflicts that Tribal members had anticipated
ENVIRONMENTAL AND CONSERVATION MERITS

The environmental and consanvation merits of ths fishery were demonstrated in
1898, The fishery appeaned to leave minimal impact to the kelp bed or Sitka
Sound ecosystern. PGA’s ocbservations indicate that neither the kelp nor herring
irvecibved in the fishary were killed. This sublethal harvesting methoed has clear
conservation benefits for both of these resources.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO SITKA

The Sitka community derived economic banefits from the fishery through short-
term jobs and the direc! purchases of goods and services. Raw fish laxes and

city sales tax paid on local goods also conbributed o the community's springlime
BCOnOMYy.

WHAT'S NEXT?

The collective banefits of the open harvest platform mathod were largely realized
ins the 1558 expadmental fishery. F‘mruummmﬁnnnwmam
demonstrated, subsistence and other fisharies proceaded without disruption, and
the roe on kelp produced was of acceptable quality. The funds generated in the
fishary coverad ADFEG managemant costs and offsal most of PGA's
expendifuras,

Faul Gronholdt and Associales is salisfied with the overall outcomea of the
fishery. The PGEA team feeals that lessons leamed in 1558 can contribute o a
strategy of refining production standands for Sitka Sound roe on kelp which will
kead to greater market niche secunty in the future,
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Open Harvest Platform Method
Paul Gronholdt and Associstes  March 1958

o ek als Cedar Cove, Katllan Bay
e 2 "\, Miltfree Soaking Area
J T e N 4 Rafts Harvosted
) S |3 24 & 25 March 1998
' % . ¢| A L :
oy ‘I g "‘» . -
» \
\ L~ \ ! v =T
i Iy
P Y T ) Jd b
A Gk TN ¢
.ty > -
;N TR 1| L
I LR _— o 106 ol
| " L » ‘A’ 4 . ._ \
. LT T TR S onPNo.B2
| "5 Tataix | - Halibut Point Road
[e-RE=T 52 20-23 March
OWPNO. K2  -'. e
SW Middle Island :
19-24 March OHP No. K-1
SElﬂddbldmd
' 19-24 March
- ,‘*' OHP No. B-1
N. Kasiana Island A CSE Y {1
: 20-24 March
i P E T e, Sitka Producer’s Cooperative
Ltelu, JB% So=st.2 o) Processing Site
.-—._"._‘:_ ‘l,'. -‘~ -.. 24-31"“"
- a L .., . . - "\ ¢
R N T ol } P;l.l“edmdllnprocmod?rodu
A pped to Bellingham for Fin:
e '_ g’;m,:': OF > Processing and Inspection b
e Kelp Loading Site h\‘ ‘ Japanese Buyer
1318 March 7 s L
About 10,000 pounds of | R e e i U
Macrocystis shipped in "Tu--'--"-‘\\! I T ST T
From Heceta Island - Y o k.
17 March
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



B I — B— I I B e B R B B R e

1.0 Introduction and Background
1.1 Diversification of the Fishery
1.2 Test Fishery Terms
2.0 Results of the 1996 Test Fishery
2.1 Staging for the Test Fishery
2.2 Macrocystis Kelp harvest
2.3 Open platform fishing — spawn deposition
2.4 Roe on Kelp Harvesting
2.5 Roe on Kelp Processing
2.6 Product Quality Assessment and Marketing
3.0 Subsistence Fishery Interactions
4.0 Environmental Considerations
5.0 Economic Review
Discussion and Final Remarks

|

Board of Fisheries Proposal Number 441

Sitka Spawn on Kelp Test Fishery Team Members (PGA) and Contractors
PGA Kelp Harvesting Permit and Kelp Harvest Logs

Detalled Chronology of Test Fishery (Field Records)

March 1998 Interim report individual rack logistics

Sitka Producers Cooperative Tote Record and ADFAG Fish Tickets

Roe on Kelp Production Report, Kanaway Seafoods

Sitka Tribe of Alaska letter to the Board of Fisheries

ACR 16, submitted to the BOF by Alan Ottness 25 September 1968

~IomMmMooD>

PC243



PC243

Paul Gronhold! and Associgbes  March 1588

Section 1. Introduction and Background

This report describes the mathods used by Paul Gronhoddt and Associates in conduciing
the Sitka Sound Hemring Spawn on Kelp Expedmental Fishery, The results of the 1998

fishery and some of the challenges encountered in adapiing the Open Harvest Platform

fishary techniue and marketng strategy 1o Sitka Sound am discussed,

Backgrownd

The Sitka Sound hering fishery has aliewed only sac rod ssine gear since ertry & the
fishary was mited in about 1577, Along the West Coast of North Amarica, this singutar
gear type managemant regime for herring harvest is unique to Sitka (Garza 199€), In
accordanca with the Limited Entry Act optimuem number provision, tha CFEC established
the: mandmium number of participants n the Sitka sac e fishery af about 50 permits,

1.1 Diversification of the Herring Fishery

I earty 1568, about ona thind of e Sitka Sound sac noa seine penmiit holders onganized
an afford to support the development of a spawn on kelp altematie fo the Sika Sound
sac roa haming fishery. Under the leadership of a native of Sand Point, Paul Gronhols
and Associates submitied BOF Proposal Mo, 441, The proposal scught in “Alow Sitka
Sound hesTing 8¢ roe purse Seine permit holders the option of using open pound racks
i harest herming roa in the farm of kelp in Beu of or in addition o using purse saines.”

Purse saina penmil holders in B group, contracied biologists and consultants wen
bafore the Boand of Fishanas in support of proposal Mo, 441 in Sifka (January 1998),

The Board of Fishéries tack no action on proposal 441, but acknowledged e potential
consanalion and economic benafits of Bw gear fype. In ordar o splom sevenal
sspacts of the proposed open hareest platharm method, the Board mquested that the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game conduct an experdmental fishery. ADFAS
raspondad by designing an exparimental fishery and sobziting bids for tha 1998 season.

12 Experimental Fishery Terms

Temms established by the Departmant for conducting the experimentsl fishery requined
that the contractor depasit a $84,000 bond with the departmant, have at least bao years
expaiencs in the spawn on kelp fishery, and have an appropriate vessel, platforms and
other equipment necessary for achieving e test Rshery goals. To further ensure 8
successfd ouicome, the Departmant also required that the conlrackons provide 8
harvast, markating and processing plan, and hold & letler of agresmaent with a boensed
Alaskan seafood processor for handling the ros on kelp product.

The goals of the iest fishery were to firsl produce a sufficient quantity and quality of roa
on kelp from four rafts to genenate S35 000 in product sales to pay department and
contacior's expensas. The project would sarve as an opportunity for ADF&0 bo conduct
resource resgarch on both kelp and heming, as well as obsenn the fishary for
environmental impacts, gear conficts and subsistence interactions.,

Seclion 1. Introducicn and Background Fage 1 of2
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Eiia Sound Hering Spawn on Kelp Expedmental Fisheny Repor
Paul Gronhokd and Associales. March 1998

Paul Gronholdt and Associabes wers awarded the fest fishery confract on Fabruarny 25,
1898, Comprised of 13 Sitka Sound herming sac roe parmit holders, abaut 40
crevemamibers, and five eondultants, the "PGEA hkam™ commencid with mobdizing their
vessels and open harvest platforrma for the fishery in eardy March,

Saction 1. Introduction and Background Page Tafl
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£ Sound Heming Roe on Kelp Expedimental Fishery Report
Paul Gronhoktt and Associsles  March 1908

Section 2.0 Results of the 1998 Experimental Fishery

mxpakmantal ishary, processing and marketing of ros on kelp as desaibed n their
coniract with e Alaska Department of Fish and Game. The resulis of this coondinated
effort ware baneficial econcmically as well as informative o community members, the
axparimental fishing team and e ADFEG reseanch and management siaff.

T PGA tearn successiully ransfermed Califormia OHP fishing lechnology o Sitka
Sound, and adapbed the method to Alaskan conditions. S#ka resldents were abde o
ohsarve the entire process and leam directly the logistics imvolved and impacts resulting
from the allemative gear system. ADFAG researchers implemanted thair ressanch plan
with few changes, and oblained data upon which lo base thelr analysis of the fishery,

Finally, the cvarall quantity and quality of the roa on kalp yislded by this fishery were
vty pgood, considering it was a first aliempt ai B Bshery in Alaska Sales of he product
wra sufficiant to mimburss most of the PGEA eam's costs, and covenad the entine
ADFAG experimental fishery research budgat

Dedabed records of activities involved in the expedmantal fishary ane noted in the
chronckogy in attachment D, The following section highlights Se manner in which each
facat of the fishery was conducied, nates any discrepancies from the onginal plan, and
barlefly axplaing the results of each phase of S operaion,

2.1 Staging for the Test Fishery

The PGA team began staging for the test fishary in sarky Manch. Rober Glenayitch
shippad his custom-manufactured aluminum roe on kelp rafts and other equipment from
Beilingham ta Sitka on & FA Alica Jo. Crew from the 5t Zita assambiled the rafts and
mooned them in Mew Thompson Harbor on March 13,

About B0 figh ioles were slomed on a barge leased from Excalibar Drilling. Locaded
inside the Thompson breakwaler, the bampe served as a uselul platform for fa kelp
siringing and opan hanvest platform laading operaion.

2.2 Macrocystis Kelp harvest

High quality Macrocysfis kelp is essential for the production of excellent hering roe on
kelp. Desirable kelp blades am &t least B inchas wide and 20 inches long, with smooth

manging, no holes and frea of encrusting growth.

Although Macrocystis grows from Dixon Entrance ko Iy Strait, mature blades meeting
thasa harsest criteda in the sary sprng an not abundant throughout the plant's Alaskst
range, On March 13 and 14, Damell Kapp and crew inspacied Macmoostis kelp beds
arcand Baranol Island. Mo kelp of sufficient bladae size and abundance could be lecaled
niear Sitka Sound,

Fapp confermed with Bl Davidson about the situation and coondinated a team of kelp

harvesters bo travel fuither south. On March 15, Jim Baaton directed his cnew on the FAF
Stamigavan o depart Sitka for Sea Ofter Sound.  Help qualty experl Warren Westrom

Section 2. Rasults of the Tes! Fishery Page 1 of 19
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Silkin Souna Herrng Roe on Kelp Experenantal Fishery Roport
Paul Gronholdt and Associales March 1998

screanad several kalp beds and bcaled 2 supply of mature Macrocystis about 120 miles
south of Stka. Baaton notified ADFAG of the harvesting site and schadule,

On March 18, m&wwmwmmummmu
Hecsta |sland whers they rendezvousad with the Starrigavan crew. Two fishermen that
Wve on Hacata Istand ware contraciad 1o gather kedp for the fishary, and joined the laem

Figure 2.1 Nautical chan indicating the location of the North Heceta Isiand kelp bed. Nina
peopie harvested about 4,000 Macrocysis fronds from this site in about 10 howrs.

The following individuals particpated n the keaip harvast at North Hacata island:

« Johnny Weyhmiler and crew « Steve Frago, Crew, F/V Starngavan

* Rob Miler, Sitka » Becca Johnston, Crew, Stamigavan

» Charley Frisbee, Hydaburg « Micholle Ridgway, PGA Blologist

» Lee Morris, Captain » Warren Westrom, Kelp Qualty Advisor
FN Starrigavan (Nicole DuClose & Eric Parker, ADF&G)

Soction 2 Resuits of the Test Fishary Page 1 of 19
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Sitka Sour Hering Roe on Keip Experimental Fishery Rapon
Paud Groahoktt snd Associates  March 1698

Thekcipboamoommmdw@lbeMmcym:haweﬂmhmomdMuchﬁ

and compiated the task by 1800 hours that evening. All kelp usad in the test fshary was
harvested from one bed located 8t North shore of Hecata Istand, about two miles SE from
Gas Rock, at 55 *49.43 North 133° 31,145 West (Figure 2.1). This site kes within ADF&G
statistical area 103-90,

In accordance with contract stipulssions Warmen Wastrom directad the kelp team o weigh
and inventory each tote of keip and maintain tw kelp harvest logbook. Pursuant to
ADFAG kelp harvessing regulations 5 AAC 37.300, the crew harvested Macrocysiis from
small skiffs by hand, removing only the upper portion of the fronds,

Wesirom oversaw that kalp harvested mat quality control standards. Frond sections
tsken weare sbout six 10 eight feet long. The four 1o five nawly formad blades at tha tip of
each frond are unusable and were trimmed off 1o reduca muciage buildup in he 1olss.

Photograph 2.1 Macrocystis kaip harvesting in Sea Otter Sound, North shore of Hecata
Island. Keilp blades are in good condition, but sightly smaler than preferred. PGA’s
biclogist, Michelle Ridgway was monitoring the harvest and observing for impacts to the
kelp resource and offects on marine mammals and birds in the area. 18 March 1558

A total of 10,238 pounds of kelp was harvested and transponed in 40 standard fish toles
The ADF&G rasearch laam astimated that this consisted of 4,080 fronds with an average
of 16 blacas per frond, or 65,280 total blsdas,

The Stamigavan crew lashed the totes of Macrocystls to the deck, and kept tham lidded

during transport, Wieather was rough through Chatham Straits, but the keip arrived at
Thompson Harbor in excallent condition

Soction 2. Results of the Tost Fishery Page3of 19
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Keip Harvest Impacts

The ecological effects of the kelp harvest wen difficull to gawge. As thene was no
prowissnn made for conducting & quartitstiva sty of the kelp paor io harast, bath
ADFEG field technicians and PGA's beologist made ganeral observations of the hansast.

Ricgway the keip bad prior to and following harvest  Maither observations
mada on the day of harvest nor the pholographs reveal that the bed had been diminished
in any way, ADF&G biclogists revisited the kelp hanest site on Aprll 8, and reported that
“there was no obvious impact on the kelp bed®. Ridgway revisibed the site in July and
Seplember, Based upon sufsce obaervations only, she did not see obvious signs of
ditemoration in indhideal plants or in the bed.

Even when hanmasing fronds in the kelp bed, | was &fficull to datecd any reduction in the
kelp biomass. However, il was cbvious 1o all phkers when high quality biades becama
scae inan area. Upon complating the hanwest, we falt that we had taken most of the
highar quality fronds from e kelp bed — which is about 173 squars mils in zire

Wiie assurme thal impacs io the kelp bed fromm this harvesting incduded some damage to
tha indhidual plants which wamn “pruned”. Bacausa only ong of bvo fronds wers taken
from each plant, the Macrocy=tis plants will likely recover tha lost blomass by summer's
and.

Ridgwsiry observed seals, cormorants, marbded mumeleds, gulls and numerous seaducks
in the bay during harvest acvities. Threa seals emainad in tha kelp whila skifs
collected fronds, it did nof appear as if By wene disturbed at all. Ofher Bhan Ehe Fooly
shoet-term disnuption to tha fish and invertebrale pepulations dwelling wder the kelp
canopy, i doas not seem as if this year's level of harvest resulied in long-term damags o
the kelp bed or fu ecosysiem i supports.

Kelp User Conflicts

Potantial conflicts betwsan tha Spawn on Kelp Expanimental Fishary and subsistence
harvasts of kelp or SOK on the West Coast of Prince of Wales lsland was cited as a
concam prior fo the fishery (Comments o the Board of Fisheras by Dolly Garza, 1958).

Thie PGA team harsested keip for the axparimantal fishary only al tha Haceta Island site,
iy miles sy from the aditional kelp harves! areas esad by the communities of
Cralyg, Klawock Sitka and Hydaburg (see figure | in the Executive Summany). Than wane
na concams or conflicts reporied as a result of the kelp harvest

2.3 Open platform fishing

The Starigavan crew amved with the Mecrcysils in the evening on 17 Manch, The PGA
core lesm of seine boal skippers and advisors med bo review e kelp badng procedure
and by 2100 hours mobiized their crews o begin work, The ADFAG staff were notfied
of projact activities and ware on sie as e kelping procedure began.

Fouwr seine basts anchioned rail io rail in Thompaon Harbor, near e Excalibur barga. In
windy, cold waather, 37 cress membars, boal capiains and four contractons engaged in
stringing and loading kelp on racks for 6 172 hours, comphating the task at about 3 aum,

Seclion 2 Fesults of the Tes Fishery Page 4 of 19
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Sia Sound Hening Roe on Kelp Expenmental Fahery Repont
Pasd Grooholdt and Associsdes March 1908

The kalp loading procedure involved the following st2ps

» Macrocyslis fronds were ramoved from jotes and tnmmead o §-foot lengths

» A seine lead weight was attached o the bottom end of the frond, and a length of
gangion line to the fop and of the frond. The gangion was mada off 1o a plecs of
grounding. Fronds wers spaced abaut 1.5 maters apart along the keb ine

* Lnas baaring fronds were “colled” inlo totas, much lika balled longing gear

=  The Meriin craw took Ally loaded toles to the open harvest platforms, and “shol” the
ines nto placa. From 37 10 43 fines weara placad on aach of four pladiorms, sach ne
baaring about 28 fronds.

» Keiped plalforms were than allowed to settie for about a day in Thompson Harbor

Photograph 2.2 Loading kefp; late gt in Thompson Darbor. Two assembly nes ivolving
about hree dozen-Crew membess prepared kelp fronds for suspansion in the open harves!
piatforms. Wesghts and gangilons were aitached 1o each frond, and (hen fronds were attached o
Keip Wnos on the four platforms. 3,858 fronds were fished in the experimantal fishery

Section 2. Results of ihe Test Fishery Page 5 of 19
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Sitka Sound Merring Roe on Kelp Experimental Fahery Repor
Pad Groohok!! and Associstés  March 1968

On March 19, vessels in the PGA float siowly towed two loaded kelp racks o fishing sles
designaled by Darrell Kapp with input from Subsistence Coordinator, Mike Miller. Detsis
of e logistics invoived in handling each rack during the fishery are provided in the
Chronology (Attachment D), and in the interim report (Attachment E),

Rack K-1 was anchored in a small cove on the SE end of Middie 1sland, and K-2 was
sacured In a nametess cove on the SW end of Middla Island in the evening of 19 March
(Figure 2.2). On 20 March, racks B-1 and B-2 wers towed %o anchorages on the norih
end of Kasiana Island and to North Magic island. Later on the 21% raft B-2 was fied 10 2
privata dock located on Halbut Point Road, whare it remainad for the rast of the fishery.
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Fgure 22 Location of e3ch open harvest plalionn used i the SOK experimental Ashery

All rafts were adgorned with two 10 four blinking waming lights and signs displaying
ADFAG parmit numbers. Each raft was positioned near a steep beach, and tied 1o shore
with one or two stout shorelines. The comers of each raft most distant from the beach

were secured using 50-pound longline style anchors,

Spawn Deposition

1988 was an excellent spawning season in Sitka Sound. ADFEG reports that spawning
in the Sound occurred from March 19 through April 12, with major spawning from March

21-25. Spawning events began earlior than usual, and over 65 miles of shoreline was
spawned upon,

Wa obsarvad spawning at every raft by the 21 of March. Schools of male and ferala
herring milled around the rafts and, seamingly responding to the same cue, fomalas

Soction 2. Rasults of ihe Test Fishery Page 6ol 19
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Sitka Sound Herrieg Roe on Kelp Expecdmental Fishory Repon
Paul Gronholdt and Associsles March 1563

pagan 10 deposit eggs on the kelp biages. Lk a seamstrass sewing stitches, each
female Laid her eggs on biades in rows. Males released milt in the rack areas on an
niermitient basis. On March 23", the PGA team and ADF &G managers observed that
most of Sitka Sound was a sea of milt

Whita the gear was fishing, two dozen mambers of the PGA team shared the task of
monsioning rafts for spawn deposiion, obsenved and respondad 10 subsistence fishing
scihvties in the anea, and generally guarded the platforms (see Chronology). Esch raft
was lended 2ach night thay were in place. The crew monitored spawn daposition at each
site, and aventually lowersd most kelp Ines 1o mprove blade axposure to spawning
hesring

During the fishing period, represantatives of the Alaska Depanment of Fish and Game,
USFWS Protection, members and staff from the Sika Triba, and members of the genaral
public from Sitka visited the roe on kelp rafls

8y March 23, all racks had from one 1o four agg layers deposited on most badaes. Al
about 8 o'clock p.m, the Ryan D, Kapp towad platform number B-2 from the Malibut Pont
Road sita abowd five miies to Cedar Cove in Katlian Bay. The rafl was lended ovemight
while the product soaked 10 cleanse away axcass mill

On the 24", the remaning thrae rafts were towed to Cedar Cove for soaking. Weather
was caim, and product ioss from he rafts during the tow was negligle. Ssine bosts
towed e rafls at a speed of about 2 knots

Fhatograph 2.3 Open Harvest Plalfoen fishing' The PGA team inspacied platfooms seyveral
twmes dally. If upper biades wore not recaiving spiwn deposition, ganglon extonsion ines, of
“drops” were used 10 lower the kelp lnos in the waler column

Secton 2 Results of the Tesl Fishery Page 7 of 1%
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Paul Grooholdt and Associates  March 1098
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Photograph 2.4 The condition of Macrocystis Diaces was ciosaly montorad, Cool temparsturas,
hegh saline water and sardy spawning in Sitka contributed (o the présarnvaiion of kelp qually.

Saction 2. Results of (he Test Fishery Page 8 of 19
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S Soled Henlog Roe ofy Kelp Expessnenial Flshery Sopodt
Paul Groodoldl and Associales Masch 1068

2.4 Roe on Kelp Product Harvesting

e saine boats and their captaing and crew galherad in Cadar Cove for harvest of the
first mck on the moming of tha 24ih of March. We first worked wilh the ADF&G research
leam Io tag randomily designated fronkts for samplng and sat up ADFEG's sampling
station. Abod 30 people engaged In harvesting and packing roe on Kelp for abod hvee
hours

The teéam reemdved each frond from kelp lines, then snapped Wl blades off of U stipe or
stem, stacked biades carefidly and then packed them into stendard-sized fish loles
ADFEG collected avary marked Ivond for sanmpling end maintained counts of all fronds
harvested Toles full of roa on kelp blades wers lbaded on 10 the deck of a sainer, and
taken o the Sitha Sound Producar's Cooperalive for procassing

The crew harvested the three other racks in this manner on March 25th"™. Weather was
cold, windy, and sieating occasionally. The harvast proceedad without incidenyt of nots
Aboul S0 todas of roa on kelp wero defivered lo the SPC plant by evaning of the 28

Photograph 2.5 Paul Granhokll's F/V SL Francis posisoning a kelp platfoem In Codar Cave
foliowing & bwo-hour fow Trom the fishing grounds. The roe on kelp was alowed 10 soak In tho
Til-Tree wators for 12 1 24 hours prioe Lo harvest 0 roduce product adhesion

Bocion 2 Resulls of the Test Fishewy Page 9 of 11
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Sitka Sound Herring Roo o Kelp Expedmental Fishery Repont
Paul Gronholof! and Associates March 1998

Photograph 2.6 Product harvesiing bogins. Teams of kelp handiers worked from the decks of
wo seiners moored 10 the platform. ADFAG researchers have sel up 2 samgpling station on the aft
deck of the Robert Glenoviich's 81 Zia

Photograph 2.7 Xelp "CRheslinns- were hauled 0 and fronds removed gently 1o avold breakage
Two 10 four herring egq kayers ware doposided smoathly on most tlades

Soction 2. Results of the Tesl Fishery Pago 10 of 19



Sitka Scund Hering Roe on Keip Expenmental Fishery Roport
Pad Groahold! and Associstes March 1998

| §

Photograph 2.8 Decx crews removed weights and gangion §nes from sach frond, then snapped

tades from the atiachment point 10 the slipe, leoving the posumalocys! sttached 1o the stipe

Photograph 2.9 Heming Roe on Keip Harvest: Slades were gently placed into fish totes foe
{ransil 10 Sitka Producers Cooperative, about two hours sway

Scction 2. Results of the Tes! Fishery Page 11 of 19
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Sitha Sound Haming Roe on Kalp Expedmental Fishery Repoa
Paul Gronhoic? and Associales March 1998

Photograph 210 Haming Roa on Kaip Harvest: Ungraded Macrocystis blades were
stacked carefully 1o prevant egg joss dwing packing.

Scction 2. Resuits of the Test Fishery Page 1200 19
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Sika Sound Heming Roe on Kelp Expesimanial Fishary Repon
Paul Gronhoidt and Assoclates March 1068

2.5 Roe on Halp Processing

Sitka Producer's Cooperative

Seine boats in the PGA fleet deliversd about B0 totes. of fresh Macrocyssis blades laden
with hasring roe io the Sika Producer’s Cooperative on the 24th and 25 of March.
12,332 pounds of product wara landed on 24 March, and 42,135 pounds wena landed on
fhe 25 March, for a total of 54, 487 pounds of "rae” roe on kelp. Kanaway Seafoods Fleet
Manager, Sandy Souter monitoned tha Eandings, recording weights of individual tobes by
rafl. Per confract armanpements, landings wers made on an ADFAG experimental fishery
pear card (Attachment F),

An SPC crew of B to 14 people worked undar the direction of Kanssay Seafoods SO0
Cperations Manager, Richard Walsh, This crew workad fior about T days al S Sitka
Planl. Crew size vaked bacause some workers tanded o intarmitbent delivarias of
longline-cawght fish to SPC. Processing at SPC would have continuad an additional week
or 0, but spocialized processing at an cutside plant becama nacassary.

As describad in PGA's Processing Plan, the crew procesdad to introduce 8 100% bdina
solution into each tobe following delivery. Afier initial brining, heavy depressors and lids
were placed on the product, and tobas ware rotated unlil each attained the desired leved
of brine safration. Absorpdon of safts from Me brine s dependen upon kelp thickness
and egf deposition congsstency, and is fhamfors varable. Over the course of about 24
i, ioes wens thated with b 1o four brifdng $assing,

Brined biades were ifimmed, graded, drained in baskets and then weighed. Blada pieces
wera placed in pails by grade, and topped with a scoop of fine sall (Phodographs 2.11 =
2.15), The target ned packing weight was 34 pounds of product per pail, The crew filled
each pail with brine and shook loose any aif bubbles, then they sealed the pails with
airtight bds for storage.

Thee product was held at aboad 20° Fatsenheit during all phases of storage, domeastic
shigping and transport overseas. Tha high sak content of the product preciudes damage
from freezing at this iemparatss,

Silt Setback

Cuwring tha course of processing, the Kaneway team discoverad signs of silt in the
prodwcl They inspected further and found that two rafts had bean contaminated with
very fine layers of silt sither on thea kelp or mked in with the egyg Eyars.

Silt contamination is uwacceptable in the marketplace. Since SPC d&d not have the
proper squipmant for inspacting and clearng silt from the produd, the crew seated
beined tates from twa sity rafts and shipped them south,

The crew pabatired the processed pails and losded them with brined fobes inte containers
for shipment by Balingham. Alssks OutporTranspoetation Association and Morthland
Sanvicas, nc. fransporied tofes of unprocessed product and palls of processed product
from Sitka i Homa Port Seafoeds plant in Ballingham on Apdil 11, April 20 and May 7.

Section 2 Fesults of the Tes! Fishery Page 13 af 19
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Kanaway Seafoods, Inc. Beillingham, Washington

Eight 10 ten crew processed Sitka Sound roe on kelp for about tan days. According o
Richard Waish, sbout five days of this Sma was consumed addrassing the sittation
prodblem. The cleaning affort was worth while, as it sffeclively salvaged the product and
improved bolh grade and prica

Photograph 2.11 About 50 totes of SOK wera harvested from Sitka Sound during the
test fishery. Blades wera ireated with a saling solution undil the product was saturated
with bring. The Sitka Producer’s Cooperative crew processed SOK from two rafts, and
shipped otes from the other two rafts o Bolingham o remove fine silt with specisized
FquipMmont

Section 2. Rusults of the Tesl Fishwy Page 14 of 19
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Pmoonph 212 MSulm Processing expens guidod Sia Producers’ Cooperative
crew members in Amming and grading Roo on Keip produced In the 1868 fest Sshery.
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Photograph 2.13 Roe on Kaip grades are Based upon kedp quality and size, and on thicknoss
and uniformity of the herring spawn doposited on each bade. Sitka Sound SOK was of very good
quality, and was well received by consumers in Japan

Soclion 2. Results of the Test Fishory Page 15c£ 19
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Photograph 2.14 The SPC crew draned and then weighed SOK into 17-pound baskets. Graded
product was han consolidated into pails for shipment 1o Japan

P

hotograph 2.15 Paded SOK was topped with 3 scoop of fine salt, air bubties wore “bounced”

out of the pals, and then sach pall was Bdded. This Drined product was held at 20 degrees during

2

=

omage and shipping. 57, 038 pounds of e On kelp was produced during the tast Eshery

ection 2. Rosuits of the Test Fishery Page 16 of 19
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16 Product Quality Assessment and Marketing

Sithca Sound “Karunoks Kombu® was graded both in Sika at the SPC plant and af the
Homa Port Seafoods plant i Belingham. Richard Walsh was responsible Tor directing &
grading. All praded and paled RO was hald at the Balingham Cold Storage for buyer
envaluation,

In eovincing along e leaming e theough e execuion of this axperimental fishery,
somi S0 grading critera were not mel  These ane parametars which influsnce the
ultimate price for tha product and which can ba improwed upon in the futuna;

«  Some Macrocyshis kelp was foo young and exuded mucilage such that eggs did not
adhere wall.

o The size of most of the bades used was shghtty smaller than ideal - broader bladaes
would have bean more acceptabile.

s« Tha &gy coverage was generally very good, some was not consistant

= Help “melting” = scme kelp showed signs of detedoration at processing tima.

= St was present in some of the product, even afler sxtensive washing

« Egg sloughing, o "pesling” ootumed in a small percentage of the product, and is

Kanaway's Souler and Dan Nomura offered the comparison that Sitka Sound product
was batter than Sa qualty of SO harveslsd in Califomia — whidh s graded al 4 scals
absout two levels lower than was PGA'S product Within the region, Souter and Nomuwra
estimated that PGAs 50K not quite on par with BC production. Momura indicated thal
the Sitka Sound arsa resources are of sufficient quality to potentially produsce BC grade
SO#, but the BC Rashamien's lechnigue i3 more refined for dealing with Morthem roe an
kalp production.

In Namure's apinlon, Hoonah Sound SOH s 58l top quality in southeast Alaska — so0
suparior that i fills a unique nicha for exiremely thick, or “uembo® SOK in the Japanesa
gift markel, Bath in quaity and in price, Sitka Seund praduct quality is batwean that of

Uipon inspection of the lots. in kate June, Kanssway Seafocds concluded nagotiations on
the zabe of the product with the Japanese buyers. Their apprehensions reganding e
purchase of product from a new lecation and some concam over residual silt in the roe
inspirad a very thorough inspaction of product quality. The buyers concluded that most of
the product was of good quality for the target market. Buyers purchased the enfire
WwOELImE,

Section & Results of The Test Fishery Page 17 af 19
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Sales of the product wan finalized on 29 Jurne 1998 Dan Momura provided the following
information on weights and grades assigned 1o the product.

Summary of Kanaway Seafoods Final Production and Settlement Report
Pricas and Total Values Reported sre MNet, Less 3. 3% Processor Tax
Grade Welght Pertontage Price par Total Value
By Grade Pound (535)
1 11,821 21%: 5758 89 803,18
2 30,188 53% £§578 174.359.48
f 8,078 1E%: §4.40 38,943.20
[ 1,461 % £33 4 £89.81
] 1,233 % 51.18 1,467.27 |
5@ 1,137 % 5 0.45 511,85
5T %uz 4% 50,45 563,50
TOTALS 038 - [avg. $5.46100) $261 533,45

Qe in Japan, Sitka Sound Ros on Kelp was faidy well necaived by retall bayers and
consumars. The Japanass companies procassed the bined ROK inb & vatety of
products for distribution.  Most of the product was sold bo tha mons Sommon rmateerant
and grocery store markets, Acconding to Dan Nomura, @ small amount of Sitka Sound
product was sold through the gift marked. Buyers repoarted that the products wers broadly
accepted alongside production from other iocalas (B.C, Hoonah and Crasg).

Broduct Prices

Markeing consultant Dan Momum conceded that the prices paid for the Sitka Sound
product were kower than hopad for, but were scceptable considening markal
circumstances. The seafood market in general has been suffeding from the low value of
the Japanasa yen, an unfavorable exchange mie, and the flagging Japanese economy.
Sinca roa on kedp is a specialty market, # has suffersd more than have markats for moee
essantial goods, These factors, coupled with product unfamiliarty, yelded suboptimal
prices for a developed product, but saSisfaciony prices for first year production,

Jipanase impodens hive exprissed dan inhnst in purchasing SOK from Sifka Sound in
e futuma.  Momura feels thal this inberest will support increased production of SO from

Based upen his recent resaarch in Japan, Nomuwa has concluded that tha corporate gt
market for roa on kelp is shrinking, but prices remain high for the smaller volumes
purchased in this markel. Markets for thinnes product, Boe that produced in Sitka Sound,
are slowly expanding. A trend thal began in 1987, in which a decrease in import prices
lad o axpanding the mancod for feas lower piced products, contirmees.

Maosi British Coksmibia and Califoria producarns cumently cater to this market About 1.5

year's of production from these attes ks cumen@y on inventory. Monatheless, Momura
fesls that if Sitka Sound SOK methods were refined to more specifically mest market

Seciion 2. Results of the Test Flshery Fage L& of 1F
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nizads for 8 thinner, everyday Karunoko komby product, Bare will b appanunities for
buslding markets for mone SE Alaskan 508

Gengral taciors influencing the cument marked dimate for Kazuncko Komibu and which
will influencs markel expanson opporunites in B fulune includa:

«  Supply quaniity of competitive sounces of Kaznunoko kombu

Product quality
= Economic conditions in Japan
= Mariked niche development
. Pric
s IrventaryCaryover
= Level of marketing affort and effectvenass

Thass issues present & challenge to the future of roe on kelp fishedes in Alaska, Exports
swch 85 Dan Momurs and Alssken seafosd makeing sulhadbe:s s optiristic thal
implemanting a wel-devised strategy for producing consistently high-gueality prodact o fi
the needs of the thinner shyle Kazunoko Kombu markst will yield frvorabls economic
ragulis in the long tem.

Section 2. Resuls of the Test Fishery Page J3u 29
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Section 3. Subsistence Fishery Interactions

Prior o the test fishery, subsistence stakeholders in the Sitka Sound region expressed
apprehanson reganding e polential impacts of Bwe S0K fishery on radilional and
customany uses of Macrooystis kelp, heming stocks and the me-on-hemileck-branch paranal
use harvest. In response bo hese concems, he Baad of Fishentes direcled ADFSG 1o
require e contacior to camnfully monitor the test fishery and endeavor io amelorale any

Macrocystis for the axparimantal fishery was collected miles @way from tradiional harsest
arsas near Cralg, Klawock, Hydabung, and Sitka, Thenelore, there was no compedition for
kelp with the traditional and customarny harvesters of kelp of roe on kelp in thase areas,

PGA hired Mike Miller, member of the Sitka Tribe of Alaska, o sanve a3 Eaison betaeen
subsistence harvesiens and the iae! fishery team. Miller participated in ADFRG planning
discissions and iribal meetings befors the 18898 heming season.  Community membars,
aificials and others menested in Se Gehery contacied Miller before, during and after the
season o have genaral questions answered from his local perspective,

Miller remained onsite in Sitka Sound during every phase of the st fishery (Fhotograph
3.1). In addition to monitoning subsistence acivities in the Sound during the fishery, Miler
alsso assisted subsishencs harvestars who wanied to suspend hembock boughs near or on tha
HROK plationms (Fhotographs 3.2, 3.3}

Miller comimunicated daily with PGA’s onsite biclogist, Michelie Ridgway. Milor received no
repodts of conflicts or compdaints from mambers of the subsistence communety at any Bme.
Subsistence harvesiars seiting branches or harvesting wild spaén on kelp near the platforms
said they had no difficulty working enound the struciures or attendant vessals. ExceSant
harvests were repovied by subsistence harvesiars collecting branchas set on, near or miles
away from the HROK platforms during the 1058 season (Phatograph 3.4)

Concams and questons rm locats regarding the test fishary were also directed o ADFLG,
the Sifka Triba of Alaska eaders and stafi, and o Se City of S&ka. A summary of responses

to tha test fishary from these organizations follews,

mmmmmmmmmmTu Fishery in Sitka
Sound. They indicated that members of the Sitka comemunity were interested in the Rshery,
and frequently asked questions about the naw gear type. Bul io one e e pubbs
exprassad having conficts with the fishing team or Swir gear during the best fichary.

*Mesther the mmmmmmmmwmm
individuals participating in the subsistencs harvest of S0K or roe on branches.” Doug
Macum, Reporiing io the Board of Fishenes in'Wasila, Ociobar 1888

Sitica Tribe of Alagka (Ao see Attachment H)
Reponed by Jude Pate, Legal Counsel for the Sitka Tribe of Alaska
and Jack Lomigan, Biclogist for the Sitha Tiibe of Alnska

MMMmmmwmmmhhmmm.
and filmed many aspects of the fishery. He also soliciied and documented the raponses of
Tribe members to e fishery during and folliowing the season.

Section 3. Subsistence Fishery Inleractions Page 1 of 4
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Pate raported that the Sitica Tribal membars invoived in subsisience harvesting in 1998
reporind "no conficts with tha 1966 lest fishery participants or thelr gea”. He conyeyed thal
a8 {est fishery participents were dilgent in communicating with the Tribe, and are considared
tc have dona an excallant job at conducting the test fishery

Photograph 3.1 Paul Gronhoidt, Prasident of PGA, aboard the Tug Thunderbird -
observing subsistence fishing near the lest fishery platforms. All members of the PCA tsam
shared in e responsibility of avoiding conflicts with tracitional fisharies and adjusted test
fishery operations as needed par PGA's subsistonce liaison's guidance.

Section 3. Subsistence Fishery inleractions Poge 2ol 4
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Photograph 3.2 Sitka Sound acoa subsistance fisherman sefing hemiock roes In an aCHIve MNrmng SEewning
ares for gwthertng hevring aggs on branches at North Kasiana hvland, March 1668. The trees ware anchorad with
rocks and lod o trees on shore. Within three days thess trees wars covernd with 4-5 kayers of heering spavwe

Photograph 3.3 Subsistence Ssherman, soting homiock trees for subsistence harvest of roe o0 branches
NeA an open harvest plationrm used in the test Sshary. Miler and othors fishing branches in the aree hed
sucoessid harvests and ndicated that the platforms wors not an cbstadie to thelr gathering of herring egps

Section 3. Subsistence Fishery inferactions Pagedof 4
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Photograph 3.4 Sitka Sound area subsistenca fishermen enjoyed an excallent harves!
of herring eggs on hemicck branches in the 1998 season. With over 60 milas of spawn in
the Scund, there was & multitude of sites avaiable near town for traditional egg gathering

Section 3. Subsistence Fishery Inleractions Page 4 of 4
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Eection 4.0 Environmental Considerations

The contansation manls of the open hanest plathoem ros on kelp fehery wens avidenced
during this exparmental fishary, Relatve o s8¢ ros and cosed pounding fisheries,
them are some dear resource conservation benefits. Itis beyond the scope of this
report io analyze these consarvation aspecs or o assass environmantal impacts
incurmed during the OHP fishary. ‘

Rather, wea report here our observations made during the fisheary, and menton the
reseanch undertaken by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Sceme commentany
on potental npacts of his fishery and contrasts with amdronmantal concems arising in
ather heming fisheries are discussed brsfly,

Alaska Department of Fish and Gama Research

in order to leam as much as possibia about the OHP fishing method and the impacis of
this experimental fishery upon herming stocks and the Macmocystis resource, ADFAG
initiated a reseanch plan during the spang 1058 season, Departmend statistician, Dave
Carligle, dagigned a randomized sampsling program o ectimabs e ol ament of
hering epgs deposited on kelp biades. These data wisne used o estmabs the iotal
amaunt of herring "participating” in the OHP axpernimental fishery,

Sitka managemant biologists and their crew carmied out the sampling plan, and other
soufwact technicaans conduchad the egg deposition counts, In addition, ADFRG staff
was present for every phasa of the fishery. Thay reconsed feid cbsarvations, which
might provide insight ino impacts of e OHP method (Photographs 4.1-4.3).

In thelr preliminary report, ADFAG estimated that 1005 bllion epgs were deposied on
kelp blades in the fishery. Based upon resulls of their fecundity study, ADFEG
estimated that 104 tons of haring were ullized in the Gshery, The conversion of herming
to pre-bring weight of S0K is 026,

ADF&G reporied that PGA harvested about 10,000 pounds (5 tons) of Macrocystis kelp,
which included 4 DB fronds, each with an average of 16 blades, for a tolal estimate of
65200 blades. The Sitkca Area Management Baslogied and his stafl visiled tha hanvest
site on ithe morth shore of Heceta lsland about sk weeks following the hanvest. They
reporied thai “there was no obvious impadct on the kelp bed™.

ADF&Gs detasded findings from this reseanch and data analysls ane forthcoming. A
summary of thedr preliminary research nesults is presented in the Progress Repan i tha
Boand of Fisheries, dated Odober 16, 1988,

The Macrocystis Resourca and Kelp Bed Ecosystem

Southeast Alasks harbors extenshe beds of Macooystis kelp, but Bhe bicmass,
distribution, and ecclogical role of thasa kelp beds is nod fully kneen. The increate of
mmmmmnmmmumﬂmwﬂmﬁﬁnhmuln
blades thal are mature &l e Gme of haming spasming acivity. Afler conducing e st
fishery, ﬁmmmmmuuﬂwﬂumﬁhwﬂuﬂhwh
growih of the e on kelp fishery, However, a strategy may be nesded o enswre that
mmmmmmﬁmmwnumﬁmm.
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in other Pacilic coast regions with aciive roe on kelp fisharss, harvesiers and managers
haree encouribared Grmes wiven high quakty keldp was ol avadable in sufficient abundance
o support e fishery. This desrth of kelp has been due in par to factors including inter-
annual variability, low light in spring monihs leading to poor early season growth, and
possibly overharvests. Kalp scarcity has been expenienced in Canada and Califomi&a. In
ceder o continua producing e on kelp in soma asas, British Cohsmbia recently allowed
roa on kelp “pounders® o harvest kelp in marine parks.

Wie do not yed understand the mpacts of Macroeystis harvests on the plant, the keip
I, o ths Fraaring: Sormunity this habital supports. We fesl thal e sslechive

of fronds from some plants did nol impact the kelp bed extensively. Becausa
the harvesi cccumad early in the growing season, it is Boely that emergent undersiony
fronds reglaced the biomass hanvested by bie summas.

Ridgway's chaervations of B kelp bed in July and Seplamber suggested that this was
88, MNof-quantiatve cbservrbons indiciled hane wane no gaping holes of obvious signe
of damaged kelp in the bed that was harvested.

Marine species fiying or swimming near the kelp beds at the time of harvest did not
seem o be disturbed. We presume that Fe use of outbaard engines, coupled with
surface canogy frond removals would cause malile speckes ko relocate — at least
tsmporarily, The broader ecological implications of this kelp harvest are not yet known,

Harring Resources and Health

Baoth ervironmental and consarvation banefis of the passive OHP fishing mathed for the
haming stock ame numenous. As described in Mundy, of a/ 1998, we observed haming
voliionally swim imo tha kelped platforms and voluntarily spearwn on hanging kelp blades
The fish veere nerver herded and the PGA fishing team did nof observe any signs of the
harring being stressed when spawning. Even in e presence of crevmemisers an e
rafts, haing procesded with spawning af a leisurely pace, || was assumd Bhat most
fish spawming on OHP kelp had already sparemed slosahen, of wers dastined o oo 5o
following deposition an the “fishing™ blades.

Thus, hearing “participating” in the OHP fishany contribute fo the genabic diversity and
gamate abundance of the Sitka Sound herring stock, and they swim away to relum for
potential spaaming in subsaquent years. The effects of this fishary on haming tharefors
seam b bae in the removal of an unknown perceniage of sach spawner's gamaie
production

Some ofher potential envimonmental consequencas of the OHP fishery inchuds:

« Heming seem io be atiracted o B sheilier provided by e platiorms — their
migradion of spaening on wikd habdal may be albersd.

o Anchors usad to secure the rafts may have some impact on the banthic community,
but this is assumed 1o be minimal,

» Some biades may break away from 9e pladomms, and eggs may siough off of blades
io the seafloar, This may attract scavengers, and the sloughad eggs may not habah.
Thea mpact of this is assumad o be negligiile.

Secion 4, Efvronmenial Considerations Page o
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Basad upon absenvaions made during the experimental fishary, thess impacts appear to
T rrinirnaal and have no inondinate of long-Lastng environmental consequencas.

Comparison of Environmental Consequances in other Haming Fishares

In conkrast to other haming fishades and unlle ofher roe on kelp methods, e Open
Harvest Platfaem method in not lethal to herring of Macrocystis kelp, The OHP manner
of harvesting results in a removal of gametes from the heming genetic pool and partial
removal of biomass from individual kelp plants.

Heming involved in e tradiional sac roe fishery are either kiled, or are heild while roa
compasition is defermined, and then released. Ultmabaty, they are considerad dead.

Seinad herring introduced indo dosed herming roe on kelp pounds ane allowed to Spawn
for several hours io several days, Becauss there is no reasonable means of counting
e numbes of fish in B pounds, Commaendal Fisheries Dirsctor, Doug Maoum, notad
thiat “we ane unable i regulate the amount of hering in each (dased) pound” (January
1988 BOF Meeting, Sitka).

This situstion has bed to fshermen exceeding e hering quota in these fisheries on
numenous sccasions, Additionally, some fsharmen and obeervers of B fshery repor

that the fish are clearly stressed while in the pound, and upon méeasa,

Recent resaarch in Prince Willlam Scund has confirmed that closed pound hesming have
a high rate of viral infection. In 1958, thés VHS vinus was solated from the water of throe
pounds in PWS in sufficsertly high levels to ransmit the disease to nonimmune fish,

Wikd harvests of roe on kelp in Alaska irvolve the laking of whobe saawsed plants using
kritves, rakas, or by handpicking. In contrast, Macrocysiis is not killed or dislodged
during hanast for usa in the OHP fisheny.

Bacausa hedring are neither crowded nor stressed when using the OHP meathod, the
Bvironmental contaqusnons ncurmed in e aac fos and clossd pound fishanes are nol
at issue, This sublethal take of both herming and kelp resourcas i3 mone Banaficial io the
penatic intagrty of those species and likely contributes o potantial sustainable yiald of
thioss reSoUncEs.

Section 4. Environmental Considerations Page 3ol 5

PC243



PC243

Sitka Sound Harring Roe on Kelp Expedmental Fishery Report
Paul Geronholdt and Assoclules  March 1998

Photograph 4.1 The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Commercial Fisheries
Division developed a rigorous resaarch plan 1o gather data on the experimental fishery,

Section 4. Environments! Considerations Pagedof 5
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Section 5.0 Economic Review

Although the 1958 exparimental fishery was, by design, not a profitable endeavor for
PGA, & review of the costs and benefils resuling from the fishery are useh for
predicting the potential scale of economic impact the altemative fishery could have on
Sitka_ Benefits derived by the Sitka Community through the 1998 experimental S0K
fishery included direct income to locals through shor-term jobs, and moneys genarated
through tecoes and retail sales of goods and Sarvices.

This section i not intended o senve as an economic analysis of the spavwn on kelp
industry. Figures on e revenues genemied in the fishery ane in section 2,
Comparisons of the aconomic yields in vanous herming fisharies are reviewed in Mundy,
Sharr and Ridgeay, 19658, This section provides a synopsis of the types of expenditures
incased in the fishery, and an approximation of e labar force imvalved in each phase of
the aperation.

Shtka Area Jobs

An average of about ten local peophe wodked al Sitka Producer's Cooperalive processing
ro on kel for about seven days. Thay wene paid through contrectual amangemants
batween SPC and PGA. Four other southeast rsidents wene contracted by PGA to
assist with the kelp harvest (bao from Sigka, two from e Craig area).

Eight to ten peapile worked on further processing af the Home Port Seafoods plant in
Belingharn for ten days. Had the product not been siled, of if proper equipment had

ben available in Sitka to handls the silt-cleansing task, this employmisnt would have
been based in Sitka,

Two consultants from the Lower 48 and t#o consultanis from southeast Alasks were
hired by PGA for onsite monisoning of the fishery, 1o serve as local laisons, and o report
on performance of the test fighery, These conbracts were for one o several weoks in
duration.

In ordef 1o monior and conduct rsearch on this expenmental fishery, ADFEG tasked
scutheast staff with projed-spadfic duties. This resulted in additional work for field
additional staff tme and assodated costs weres compansated for by the contracior's
required surety bond with the Siase.

Creerall Labor Foree Invalved in the Fishery

Fighing by the Open Harvest Platicrn method is very Bbor-intensive. Since mast
capiaing and crew wene new io this fishery, the iest fishery invobred a greal number of
poopie for some parts of the operation.  Crver time., crews may bocome scmewhal mone
efficient, bud Se sophisticated nature of the fishery requires a gread deal of attention o
detall, and abways requires more labor than e direct harvest herring isheres,

Based upon logbonks eniries and notes mace by POA ieam mambors, e table balow
summanzes the estmated number of workers invobved in each phase of he test fisheny
i 1998,

Seciion 5. Economic Revies Paga 1ef2
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Sitka Sound Herring Roe on Kelp Expedmental Fishery Repon
Paul Gronkokdl and Associates  March 1588

Estimated Mumber of People lrvelved in the Experimental Fishery

Number of Prophe inveted © Approx. Number |
Phase of the Fishery PGA Contractors | of Person-Days*
_ Cruw O plant crew
Meobilzation and SLaging ] [} ] T
Kisip Harvest ] 4 3 15
Loading Racks wi' Kelp ET] M ] 175
CHP Fshing 0 ] ] 40
Towing Rafs 1o Harvesl [] ] 0 B
Harvesting in Cedar Cove 30 0 0 I
HarvesUTranapoil 1 SPC [] B [] ]
Processing al 5PC [EF] o 812 70
De-Mab in Sl 4 4 [ 4
Processirg al Heme Pon 810 ] E10 80
Loading/Shipping 10 Japan 3 0 3 0.7%
Markiiirg Saiks Efon 15 15 T
TOTALS — p— 3676

*Esl person Giys = Gverage NMaTiber of peopst A esinabed # days worked on that task

General Expenditures in Sitka

Beyond fhe investment in equipment and costs o mobilioe in Sitca, the PGA, team
incumed some axpenditune while convducting the fishery in Sitka. Thess ganeral costs
inclutded the fobowing:

Barge Lease

Lodgirg for some PEA members
Riastaursnts and grocenes: (About 30 peopls for sk days)
Fum! for five vehicles and some vossols

Theee rental cars

Taxicabs

Entertainment

Harber Feos

General punchases — supplies

The community of Sitka recerved some banelits through oty sales taxes, And

3% of the total ex-vessel prica of the ree on kelp product was paid to the Stabte 0 raw
fish taxes. A percentage of this contribates to the City of Sitka’s community
apporticnment of statestde rew flsh taxes,

& @ ® = ® ¥ 8B ¥ ®

Sedtion &, Economic Review Page 2 of 2
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Sitiea Sound Hening Roe on Kilp Experimental Fishery Report
Paul Gronhald! snd Associates  Manch 1998

Discussion and Final Remarks

The 1998 Exparimental Fishery proceeded lergety as anbcipated. PGA's collective

expaiencs, &8 well 35 good weather and an aarty hemming spawn confributed o the
overall sucoess of thae fishary.

The roa on kelp suifersd from the silt infilmtion, bul othersdse the product maet
expacintions reasonably wall. The prica pasd was sufficient o cover mast costs for
conduciing the experimeantal fishery and associated research and management. Tha
PGEA team feals that the quality of produd Gan be improved with increased monitaring of
saawater condiions priar ko and during the fisherny.

The Sitka Community did nol expefence any resource user conflicts s a result of the
fishary. Commansal and subsistence harvesters appaaned o be efther unaware of the
fishary, or conlent with the manner in which i was conducted in Sitka Sound.

Within the scope of the PGA team's abilty o observe impacts on e marnine ecosystam,
B Fishery mal many of Se anticipated emvienmental and consenvation goals. Maither
fish nor kelp plants were Bely kiled in this “harvesi’,

Final Remarks

The quarility of Sitka Sound SOK avaitable for hanest in the future is dependent upon
tha abundance of spawning heming and Macrocyeis kelp and management desisicns
regarding their exploitation mles. The Alaska Departrment of Fish and Gama, tha
Commaendial Fisharies Entry Commission and the Boand of Fisheries will datermine
resourcs astessment quotas and allocation issues,

The cwarall market cutiock i challenging. Exparts coneyed that implarmentation of a
sirategic plian to teilor ree on kelp prodwcion to fit emerging market trends is necessany
io ensure SE Alaska's product a nicha in this specialty markel arena. Paricipants in the
1968 exparimental fishery concur that meating thede market needs with mons refinad
Sitka Sound roe on kelp product is plausible. The PGA tearm feels that pursuing this
markat potential and hence diversifying the heming fishery management regime wil
provide broader econdmic benefits from s esourcs to the people of southeast Alacka,

Descussion and Final Remanks Page I of
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ASSESSMENT OF MACROCTSTIS BIOMASS, QAJALITY, AND HARVESTING EFFECTS
N RELATION TO HERE MG ROE-ON-KELP FISHERIES [N ALASKA

By

Peizr (& van Tamelan

Dioug Woodby

Regional Information Repon' Mo, 1199-24

Aluska Deparment of Fish and Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries
Junesm, Alxska

July 1995

The Regoorsd baformatics Bppon Serss wen sushliched v 1987 i peovide sn jafior aCTE Ly foar all
uspubliched diveional reports Thew sepofls rjoeatly sorve divenie ol Boc indforsalional purposcs oF Bchive Basi
usisierpreied dila To ssedmmodale lmely reporning of recenily oollemsd informaion, repor @ il 167 USTEn only
liredied wesimal Foview afed My CoBlain prel mnary daa, s informaion may be sutsequently Nisaliaed anad patHidhed in
MWII:IH.M.M repsartn: shra b resd b clind wethous price approval of e sthor o the Divmion of
Commareal Fistaras.
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Intereit im harvesting Macrocyens kelp for gse in heavieg roe-on-kelp (ROK) fisheries |5 increasing, bui
information on the bishagy and ecology of kelp is limited for southesst Alasks This is o report of & four
racefiths jpilod study oo evalumte the amowst of kelp available for harvest and ihe recovery rages of kelp from
harvest. Estimating the amount of kelp available consisted of first estimating the tocal abundance of kelp
in & survey area and second estimating the blomass of svailable snd desrable kelp, The total blomass was
estimated by surveying the surface sres of kelp beds in sebected pegices oa the wesd coast of Prince of
Wales Island. Randomly selected index beds were surveyed to determine kelp density, and samples were
mzasuned and weighed to estemate the average weight of kelp. An estimated T25.325 joms of Mocrocystis
kelp wete foisnd in the survey ares. The harvest of kelp for ROK &5 highly seleciive. By comparing
harvesied 1o gvailable kelp, it was found that blades o0 bzast 14 cm in width ard fronds with o Bigh
proportson of desirable blades were selecied. The propartion of Mades and fronds meeting thess sslection
criberia wad estimaied for the index beds, and the biomass of desirable kelp wias cstimaied o be 32,663
Do oF abot 145 of the total kedp Biomass In April The growih in kelp canogy was rupid from March o
April, with March cancpies about 45% smaller than April canopies. Therefore, the bicemass of desirabile
kelp in March was sbout 18,000 1ons. Even iff kelp harvests increase 10 times over present jevels, the
harvesi will ooy represent about 3% of the lowest estimate of the biomass of desimble kelp.

There were few significant effocs of eaperimentally hanesting kelp cancpies In March andice April,
Kelp beds that were experimentally harvested af both times or only im April had shorter fronds and
possibly fewer large fronds and fronds per plant. This experimend was monibored only cne imodth afier the
lasi harvest, g0 there may nof lave been sulfichent time for the cutl kelp so fully recower, This peeliminary
experimenl indicaies the kelp recovers mpidly from harvesting in the spring,
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INTREODLUCTION

Kelp beds are a conspicuous clement of the omer pomhesst Pacific Coast (Foster and Schiel 1985). All
kedp helongs 1o the oeder Lamisoriales (Phasophera). and sre made op of holdfasts, stipes, and blades.
Some of (b kelps prodece floacs that bucy them o the sarface, these are known as the casopy forming
kelps, The giasd kelp, Macrocyatis sp., is a well known canopy forming genus that cccurs in mech of the
coastal Pacific Ocean. The lerminology sssocisted with Macrocystis is fairly complex as (s the
marphology (Figure 1), consisting of an aftsched holdfast with numenous frosds supponing sameposs
blades. Macrocystis often groed (s thick bods tha form a anique and {mponent habitat.

Eelp beds play an imporiant role in nearshore ecosysiems in i keast three ways (Dugging 1988). Kelp
beds greatly increase he habital complesity, increase sedimentation rates, and coniribule large amousits
af fixed carkon 10 the ecosystem (Duggins 1988, Dugging ot al. 198%9). Kelp beds provide as musch as |5

m’ of srface ares for every square meter of substrate (Wing and Clendensing 1971}, providing habitat
for infaunal and epifaunal organisms (Dugging 1928). In addiion, several species such ug fish, mysids,
and sharimp wtilize kelp beds extensively (Coyer [584). Juvenile and young-ofithe-year fish may exhiba
particulasty stromg, posilive relationships with kelp beds (Carr 1991, Ebeling and Laur 1983), Kelp beds
can also be significant soarces of praduction, contribuling karge ammouants of carbon in the fonm of sbisched
plasas, diifi plasis, pamiculsie organic mabier (POM), and dissolved organic matter (DOM) (Duggins et al.
15890 This carbon produsction s not limited io kelp beds a3 some of the enattached plants drilft outside of
Ihhlnﬂhmphnﬂdﬁfﬁn;n&hﬁmhmhd.hmﬂiuﬂbhhﬁ.lﬁﬂlﬁﬂ
the tolal carbon in some Fishes and bards i derived from kelp primary production (Dugging & &, 1989
Finally, kelp keds alter the flow of water in and sround the bed {Jackson end Winant 1983). This altered
flow results in higher sedimentation rates thal may increase suspensiom feeding and recruimenl of
planktonic larvae. Alsered flow caused by kelp bods may also increass the availability of plankionic focd
sources, puch &8 bamacle cyprids., wo resident kelp hed flah (Gadnes snd Roughgarden 1987}

The morphology of kelp blades has been shoem to be dependent wpon waler movement in many kelpy
(Nomon 1968, Drachl 1978, Noroa of al 1952, Kochl asd Alberte 19881 In low flow areas, blades
generally have more undulations, are larger, wider, and are nof spli. M. indeprjofia shows similar
plasticiey in growth form (Druchl 1978, Hurd e al. 1997), Thas plasticity in growth form is highly
fusctional. Undulations dramaticslly increase drag forces, resulibng in higher blade mortality in high Maw
regimes, but in low flow areas the undulations serve to increase nutrient uptake by initisting barbulen
flow around the blade (Hard & al. 19970, Alsa, larger blades are better abbe oo gather light bot cennct
withstand the drag and acoelerational forces exemed by wave actbon (Demny et all 1985)

There bus been inleresi in harvesting kelp for varices parposes on the Pacific Coam of Monh Americs
since af beast 1911 (Faster and Schiel 1985 In California, about 100,000 ons of kelp mre harvesied
annually for varioss products, Harvesting nonh of Californis has been sporadic, with few large scale
comenercial harvesis. In British Columbia and hhﬂlﬂm}m‘hhﬂphhﬁwmmﬂhﬂﬁrﬂ
roe=cerkelp (ROK) fishery. Since the price paid for the end prochuct is depesdent upon the quality of the
kelp blade, harvesting kelp for ROK is highly sclective. In panicular, fronds with many wide blades are
desirable.

The rescarch described here was initisted due 1o interest in harvesting kelp for 8 ros-on-kelp (ROK)
fishery near Sitka, Alaska, A propoeal was made by commercial harvesiers o the Alaska Board of
Fisheries in 1996 to allaw Sitka Sound herring L foe purse soife permil bolders the option of using open
pound racks 1o harves berring roe on kelp, This wosld be s [ of, or in addition (o, using purse ssanes.
The board took nio actkon on the proposal at their 1997 meeting, bul requesied thal the depanmes) conduct
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an experimental gear test flshery, The depariment conducted the test fishery i 1998 focusing on
management issoes related to the pound flabery and the gear. A socond test fishery was conducted in 9959
primarily 1o fund the kelp research described here. 4 well 48 10 revisit some issues related o fishery
managemenil. A second proposal to allow for 8 roe-ce-kelp fishery in the Sika area will go before the
board at their 2000 meeting.

An understanding of the abundince and dynamics of gian kelp, Macrocys spp., I8 essential 10 manage
the use of this alga for existing 4nd emerging berring ROK fisheries. Kelp harvesis in Alasks are corently
being managed with limited keowledge of kelp abundance, growth, or recraitment. In conjunction with
other ros-co-kelp fishenies, the Sigks Sound opea harvest platform hering roc-on-kelp st fishery
presents the possability of greatly increasing the harvest pressure on Macrocyatis kelp rescances. Al leas
two paeces of ialofmation s nesded 1o properly manage kelp harvests in Alaska, 1) the smoumt of kelp
chal b5 aveilable and desbmble for harvest, and 2) the effects of harvesting on kelp beds and associated
comminities. This report provides o prefiménery sssciament of the abusdance of Mocrecrmis kelp
resoamrces in Alaska. Also, the resulls of an experiment assessing ihe short term effects of harvesting om
kelp beds and the ability of kelp beds 10 recover fram barvests s roponisd,

METHODS

Aerinl Surveys

Aerial surveys of kelp beds on the west soast off Prince of Wales bsland were conducied belween March
I3-19, 1999 (Figure 2). The cossiline was surveysd by Scom Walker, an experienced ADP&G kerring
spawn recorder. During the flight all significam Macrocyaris kelp beds were marked in ored pem on black
and white charis by the surveyar, necording the appromimabe outlice of each bod. The anea around Duke
Lsland asd Tree Polst was ssreeyed on | June 1599,

The resulting maps with marked kelp beds were analyned o ascenain the surface area of kelp beds. The
ariginal magd wens scanned imo digial forman (Figane 3), and an irage that included only the red “ielp
beds” was produced froem the original scanmed image (Figure 40 These two images were produced with
Adobe PhotoSkop, Using an inage anelysis program (Optimus), the onigimal image was used 1o scale the
red only image, using landmarks of known length. An averaging procedure (5x3 pixels) was applied o
thee read-conly irege 1o eliminate small limes, nambers, and lemers within the red paiches. The red patches
were then sutomatically outlimed, and any remaining umwanied “holes™ or other images were remsved by
hand. The image analysis program then determined the total arca of mapped kelp beds and the data wers
downloaded o Encel for analysis, The Duke [sland and Trec Poinl sorvey was oot analyzed due o
relatively bow Mocrocysns abundance and limited time.
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Index Beds

Ome index bed was randomly selecled from each subdastrict surveyed, resulting i 8 oal of 11 index
mmm:m.-wﬁmmmmummmmunwmm
the poanl and was al least 20 m° bn surface arca wis selected, To estimace the growth of beds daring the
ipring, these index heds were photographed durning the Merch serial survey and on April 28, 1599,
Phoiographic methods were consisient between dates and the alistude was recorded for each pholograph.
For each index bed, a pair of photographs, one each from March and April, wene welected based upson
similarity of photograph angle, direction, and altitede. The photographs wene scanned inlo digital formag
and gnalyzed using Optinwes image asalysis program. All canopy formeng kelp was owtlined by hand
uhing the image analysis program aed the cotsl eres of kelp plant cancpy {excluding water wres between
fronds) was obtasned. Thas is ol he same measure af the surface arca of bods obtaned from the hansd-
derawn bed maps in March which includes water srea berween fronds.

The April photographs were calibrated usisg a photograph of an object of known dimenssons taken from
the smmc altivede. The Masch photographs were calibvaled by measuring & distinctive obpoct i the Agil
photograph end using the same object a5 & scale in the Muarch photograph, This procedure inpered thai
each pair of photographes were calibrated similarly. If the calibrations were off, they wene off by the same
amount for each dabe so between date comparisons coold still be made.

To estimate the keagih of fronds and the dessity of planis and fronds, four indes beds were visited
between April 15-24. The density of kelp in each bed was estimated by scuba divers. Six ansacts wers
arienbed perpondicudar to the long axis of the bed and placed # even intervals along the length ol the bed.
If iransects were loager than 30 m, then 30 m long sectlons were sampled 5 the insbde edpe, cashde edipe,
snd spproximate center of the mansect The total length of the ransact was recorded as well as the
distance betwieen transccls. The san and end depths of each ransect wene alio recorded. Divers swam
aloag transect lines and counted the mumber of lanpe (=1.3m) and smadl (<l 3m) Maecrocysis fronds for
each holdfast encountersd within one meter of the ansect line. Every tenth frond was measured far
lengti starting with the 1each frond.

Commereially Harvesied Bed

Kelp was barvested for the Sitks Scund open harvest plaiform iest fishery from 2 bed om the northeast
gide of Port Alice in Sea Otter Sound (Figure 2). This bed was surveyed by scuba in March just afier the
harvest and agaim in April as panl of the index bod survey, The methods of survey were similar 1o the
reechods msed for the index beds. The iocal harvest tken firom chis bed was recorded.

Frond Rlomass

T catimabe the average weight of fronds, 22 fromds of varying bength were weighed and measured. The
fromds wers cul into | meter sections starting from the tip and working towands the baze. The weight and
section number were recorded for esch section. Al the hase, 1he lengih of the final piece was also
reconded, Thiss, the total weight and length of esch frond could be delermined.
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Total Biomass Estimaies

The lotal beorassy was estimaied by mubtiplying the todsl serface arcs of kelp bods (March) by the average
demtity of larpe Euﬂl[h_ﬂil]ldﬂ!lmnﬁﬁtpaﬁuﬂ(ﬁﬂﬂ].ﬁ|w uﬂgﬂpﬁﬁm
wid estimated by midifplyisg the rato estinapor of average frond weightaverage frond length from the
welghed fronds by the average lengih of fronds in the index beds. The relationship between frond length
and welghi was linear and had » zero intercepl, 50 using & raibo estimsior was appropriate. The sarface
area of the beds drawn in March was assumed to remain constant through Apsil for parposes of this
calculation.

An estimate of the varlance associsted with the wolal Momass estlmate wad penerated by combining
variance estimates for both frond demsity and aversge frond biomasz Frond dengity aversges and
variances were weighted by bed wee (Cochram 1977 The wariance associated with the average frond
bicmass was calculsied using the methods of Bameti (19900

Estimated Versus Harvested Blomass

Two small beds were surveyed by scuba divers 1o assess the accuracy of the biomass estimados. The beds
were gmall (<150} encugh that an entire frond count census was completed for each bed in one day by
twee souba divers. Every lenth frond was measured for bengib. Afier surveying. the canopy was harwestsd-
from both beds and the 1xtal fromd béomass was harvested from ane bed. All harvesied mailerial was
hﬂﬁd,m;hpgdru.hibh‘u&mmhl sampling could be compared 1o the actual biomas
pbexinad by hervesting.

Blade Morphology

The morphalogy of individual kelp blades was examined 1o assess the desinbility of kelp. Three fromds
fecem each af ten systematically kocated points in the Port Alice bed were collected before any commercisl
Barvest oocurred, The senth, fificenth, asd twentieth Hades from the apea were detached and messursd,
The youspesl free blade was counted as blade namber one. The iota] kength and maximum widih of each
blade were measwred. In additson, the huriber af holes in the blade, the peneral condition of the blsde, ind
the presence or absence of cpiptotes and hli were reconded. The harvesied kelp was also sampled. Forty
haphazandly sebecied fromds were collected from the harvested kelp and three resdomly chasen blades
were sampled, The momphedogy of blades sampled before barvest was compared to commercially
harvesied blades 1o determine the criteria wsed bo select blades sampled.

Fronds were collociod from the four vissied imdes beds 1o determing tbe proporson of desirable blades
aver he entire region. Fromds were collected over dive transects. The initial goal was 1o collect a frond a1
three locsiicms (imside edpe of bed, outside adpe of bod, and is be center of the bed) along esch ransecs,
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bast cime comstraings ofien redusced the sample size, Bledes were then sampled in the tame manser & the
bliades in the haresiad bed.

Fromd quality was assessad by comparing the namber af desirable blades ot of the theee sampled Mades
between fronds froen vamous bocations, As with blade merphology. frond selectivity was determined by
compuaring the fronds svailable in the barvested bed before barvest io the fronds achsally harvesied. The

of froads desimble gver the entire region wis ihen delermined by wsing the sampled fronds
from the index beds.

Biomass Estimates

The hioenass of desirable belp was estimated by multiplying the total ares of kelp beds by the density of
desrable fronds by the aversge weight of frosds barvessed. The density of desirable fromds waes estimated
by mubtiplying che total frond density by the proportion of fronds thet wenz available and the praporiicon
of fronds desirable obeained from the index bad surveys. Available fronds were defined as thase thai wers
af lesst 5.3 m in length. This definition was recded to eliminate those frosds that did not reach the surface
{average depth of about 3 m) end Pave enough additional length o harvest (2.3 m, ohiained firom the
average bength of harvested froeds),

The variance component of the biomass estimate was obiained by combining variance estimales from the
average weight of harvestod fronds and the average density of available and desirable fromds,

Effects of Harvesting

Experinsental Design

The poal of this experiment was (o aspess (he impact of hareesting on kelp beds. Theee kelp beds in the
Craig area were used (Figure 2), and four 20 m iransects were permancntly citsblished in each bed
perpendicular i the depth comoars, Kelp density was estimated using the sechnigues described above for
imdex beds for each stody plot hefore any ireatments wene asgigned.

All ransects were marked, nsmbered, and wurveyed between 14-15 March 1909 Afier the initial survey,
the experimentsd treatments wene asxigned o the wrensects. There were four experimental treatmenis, 1)
March harvesi {early). 2} April harvest {lse), 3} March and April harvest {sarly+Hate), and 4) anm
unmanipulated control. Each of the four treatmenis were rendomly assigned 1o the four plots in each bod.
After treatments were assigned, the plods receiving the carly and caslyslate resimesis were barvesied by
cutting all fronds arcand (ke mean low waler mark. An E-meter wide swall cenlered on ihe Fansect line
wis harvested. The late and early+late plots were similarly harvested afier sampling in Apnl. All plads
were nresurveyed using the standard dive measurements on 24-26 April and 15-16 June 15645,
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Standing Crop

Acrial Surveys

The acrial marvey identified 751 disdne beds from eight regions om the wesl coast of Prince of Wakss
Fsland (Table 1), The averspes bod size over the surveyed arca was 46,936 m” ranging from 415 to 836,774
m*. More than 35 millicn spmare melers or 3,524 hecteres of kelp beds were surveyed (Takde 1). It should
be emphasized that thig is oaly & partial ssrvey of Macrocystis kelp on the west coast of Priece of 'Wales
lstand, It ks estimmassd that this survey represcnts aboul 604% of the kelp in this area. In sddition there are
kelp rescarces sround Barenof Istand, Sumner Strait, Kuiu Island, and Duke sland but the srea of these
rescamres is unlikely b0 exceed the kelp beds on the west coast of Prince of Wales lsland. In 1903,
Camnesen (19135) estimated there are shout 45300 acres (18,332 bectanes) of kelp in southeast Alaska, but
onlly & small| portion of this was Macrecyarts,

Density Estimates

Many chamacieristics of kelp popelstions sl the index beds wene evaluaied wsing the information from
scuba surveys (Table 23 The selection of Port Alice was heavily biased and the scaba swrveys reflect this
IHas. The densicy of plants, large fronds, snd frond length were all greater s Port Alice compared io ihe
index beds (Table Z). The density of small fromds and the number of fronds per plant al Port Alsce were
both within the range observed af index bods. The overall density of individual plants was about 0.34m’
{excluding Port Alice dsta). There were more large fronds (mean of 2440m°) than small fronds (0.46m")
sl all index beds. The number of fronds per plant ranged between 3.8 and 125 with an average of 2.3
Exclhuding Port Alice, frond leagih was relalively constant between siles and averaged 6.1 meters.

The sverage depth of the 4 mdex and 3 experimenial harvest beds wad 3.28 m below mean low waler
(MLW), ranging from 1.25 w613 m below MLW, The depths ar Port Alice were gresser than at the
index beds anging form 4.27 10 945 m below MLW and avemging 7.08 m below MLW.

Frond Biomass Estimales

There was a linear relationahip between the length of o frond and its weight (Fipure 5). Length was a pood
predicior of weight, caplainiag 85% of the varstion in frond welght, Siece o plant of zero lengih canso
Feive Y mass, the inberoept must be perm. [n chis chse & mio estimate (average weighi:average lengih} is
a simple method o estimate average frond biomass from a sample of leagibs, The ralio generated from
the data in Figure $ Is (.39 kgfm. The average length of fronds a1 the surveyed imdex beds was 601
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meders, 50 the average weight per frond was 237 kg (030 kp'm® 6101 m). The wariance sboul Lhis
estimate was (U065, calcwlnied wilng Bametts (1991 method,

Tolal Biomass

The estimated bicmass of kelp in the sreas surveyed was 204 309,652 kg (225,225 tons) wilh an B0
confidence interval of +43.802.512 kg (48,284 tons). Based upon the weight per unit anca, this estimas
carrespands ko “very thin™ beds reporied by Camercn {1915) and the June harvest yiebds of Coon {1982}

Estimaled Biomass Verses Harvesied Blomass

The catimated bicemass al both beds was gresser than the actual barvestod biomass (Table 33 At Fi.
Didefonso, onlly the cenopy was harvesied, so ihe biomass below the barvest level was left. This wie,
Mum,wﬂnirlﬁmdw.mhmﬂumlﬁwuﬁ-iuﬂ.ﬂmﬂ]nﬂhmm

was weighed as some fragments drifted away before weighing.

Blade and Fromd Quaality

The harvest af kelp for the roe-on-kelp fsbery wis highly selactive swilts both blades and fronds being
chesen for high quality, Accomling 1o Richerd Walsh (personal communbzation) of Home Port Sealoods
in Bellingkam, Washington, the twa most importast factors in grading kelp blades is the cverall heabth
and the Blade widih, For the 1999 SOK fishery, kelp blades in the 14-16 em size range of higher were
selecied relstive 1o the Blade widihs available in the bed (Figure 6}, At Port Alice, blade widths in the bed
did not change between March and April (Figure Th but blade areas increased from March to Apil,
indicating that blades grew in length bt not width (Figure T) The widih of blades waried beiwees ihe
index beds (Figare 8). Eagle luland had narrow blades with few blades wider than 16 cm. Those blsdes
thsl were wider than |6 cm wene often torn and broken, There was a higher percentage of bath namaw
(<14 cm) and wide (20 cm} blades st Harmony Lsland relative 1o Pon Alice. The few samples taken m
Balena [sland indicale thad most blades were in b 14-18 cm range. At Port Real Marins, blades were
very wide with almost all blades more than 16 em wide, but mast blades al this sile were covered with

fina wilt or damaged by grasers,

To evaluate the quality of fronds, the theee blades sampled on each frond were Faled s desimble or
undesirshle, A desirable blade bud vo be ai lesst 14 cm wide, have few small holes, no large bales, freo of
silt, =nd oot oem. Vimually o1l of the harvested fronds from Pon Allice ased in the test fishery had I or 3
desirable blades of the 3 sampled (Figare %), and the percentages used in these Iwo calegories wede
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greater tham the available fronds in the Pom Allce Bed In the index beds, 3R 7T% of bilsdes had 2-3
desirable fronds. Most of these desimable fronds were found al one index bed.

Available nnd Desirable Bloanass

T dederrning the biomass of kelp availabile snd desirsble for kelp harvest, both (e density of lange fronds
aeedl the weipht per frond seoded 1o be adjusted for the selection of fronds. The demsity of fronds availsble
ffor harvess was calculased by multiplying the: road farge frond demsity by 51.25%, which is the proponticn
of fronds that were konger tham 5.3 m. The threshaold keageh of 5.3 mn was deduced s follows: The average
depth of beds surveyed by scuba im this study was rounded dows 1o 3 m below MLS, snd this lengeh was
wdded ao the averspe bengih (2.3 m) of the cul segments of fronds harvesied for the Sithn ROK fishery,
That is, & frond must be a1 least 3 m io get o the water surface and then be an additional 2.3 m 1o make
Hu&mdnmhhnﬂu;hhﬂinﬂhuiyﬂ:uﬂﬂhfmﬂ:mﬂg;wtﬂ“hy,
ﬂ.ﬁﬁ'ﬂud.n"ﬂ:z}ﬂ'lblt]LEﬂﬂmﬁﬂ[ﬂ@:“ﬂmfﬂiliﬁ}ﬂamrﬂt.ﬁ
svailable frondu'm’. The proponicn of desirsble fromds in (e indes beds was 38.7%. Thercfore the
dmﬂfd{luil.lblul.udﬂm':ﬁa&wﬂﬁlIjﬁlvﬂhhhﬁmﬂfru’ﬂml}.!ﬂ.uqndh&ﬂﬁnihﬂt
and desérabie fronds/m’, The average weight of harvessed fronds was 1.73 kg/frond. Thus, the biomass of
availsble and desimble fromds in the surveyed area in April 1999 was 29831711 kg with an 20%
confidence interval of +20, 1615208 kg, or about 14% of the iotad kelp bicmass.

Growth of Beds - March to April

Thee canopy cover witkin all index beds increased from Marnch 10 April (Table 4. Figare 100, The percent
increase in cover ranged from 12% to 311% with & mean increase of £2%. Thus, beds in March will
average abowl 45% bess canopy than bods i Apal. IF there is a linear relationship between cancopy cover
and bicenass, then the April béomass estlmate can be approprimely reduced 10 olsaln 8 Merch bicenass
estimate. Decreasing the April biomass estimaie by 45% resulis in 2 tolal bhiomass in March of
102,375, 808.4 kg and a desirable biomass in March of 1629744013 kg

Effects of Hervesing

Crver three months there were few detectable effects of harvesting wpon Macrocysis plants or beds
(Figure 11). To account for varialson in the staning densilies or lengths, differences berwoen the June
safmpling date and (e pre-harvest March sampling date were matimtically analyzed (Table 3). Average
fromd lengeh wis significaptly lower on plols harvesied later n the season compared i the carly harvest
or control plots (Figure | IF, Table 5). There were also marginally significant decreases in the density of
large fromds and ihe number of fronds per plasd in ike plots harvesied in both March snd April (Figare
10C, E, Takde 3). There were no deleciable effecis of hervesiing on the dengities of plasts, small fronds,

or juveniles (Figare | 1A, B, Iy Tablo 5).
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DEISCUSSION

The botal bicmass estimabe 15 made up of scrial sarveys of the extent of kelp beds, estimates of frond
dengilbes, and catimanes of fromd weight. Each of these iheee components can contribute to exrors in the
beomass estimaiion. Any error inherent in ibe serial survey methods was nof guantifiable, so lhe eslimals
of total kelp bed arca was teabed a5 & cengus with no error ia U analysls. There may have betn ermors ia
recording the eatent of individeal beds during tbe surveys wiih some beds being overestimated in size and
others enderestimated, Also, there may have been ewrors in identifing Macrocystis beds. Some
Hmﬂhuhmyhmhumhﬂndudbhmuy,mﬂﬁnghmmﬂﬂﬂmmm
Conversely, some Macrocysiis beds may have been Blenlified as Mervocyards beds, msulting in
underestimation of Mocrocysnis bed arca, Without perfonming mudiiple surveys over o single area, it is
impossibile 10 estimate these sources of emce. A more sccurate and efficient method of estimating the area
govered by Mocrocystir noeds to be developed. Aerial photography from belly or wing mounted cameras
using infrared film would eliminaie ermors in canopy ares estimation and has been wsed in British
Columbia (Poremen 1975) and in Alasks (M. Ridgway, Oceanus Alaska, personal communication].

The evror estimates for potal bicemass were obtsined from a combleation of the estimstes for frond dessity
and frond weight. Prond dessity estimaies made up sbout pne third of the ermor estimate for iote] biomass
while the frond weight estimates accounted for the remaining error. The disparnily between the emor
congributions af frond density and Frond weight indscate (bat relatively more effort should be devoled 1o
sampling frond welght. A more eifichent approsch would be 1o have fewer tansecis per bed (sbout 5),
samgple more heds, and sample abowt 30 more fronds for weight and lengih. However, the precidion of the
samplimg was witkin Z2% of the mean with B0% confidence imervals, indicating & ressonabde estimate of
e toal kedp bomass in the serveyed ares.

For the two small beds examined, the omass esimated by scuba surveys was higher than ihe harvesied
iormass. Fart of this difference was due to handling the fronds in the process aff weighing. resuliing in b
loss of an unknown amount of material. Only the cancpy ai Potnl Ddefonso was harvesied, so some of ihe
citimingd blomass was left on the ses bottom. With these sources of error, the harvested biomass may
Bave been within the range of venation of the estimated beomass, More beds necd 10 be surveyed and
hareested to determine if the scula surveys consissently overestimabe the svailable biomass,

Esulemating the amount of kelp desirable by the RO fishery proved difficull The guality of kelp bades is
mainly dependent wpon blade widih and blade health, defined by the absence of holes, tears, and debrs,
In addition, fronds with a high proponion of desimble kelp blades are selecied over other fromds. Since
blade and frond quality can caly be assessad by field sampling and the estimates for the proponion of
desiestle kelp refects sampling from only four beds, the precision of the beomass of desirabde kelp was
qquite low (+68%). More beds need 10 be surveyed to make more accurse cstimates of desinable bromass.

Blade morphology is dependent upon wave exposure and curmesits (Druehl 1978, Hurd et al. 1997}, so it
may be poasible 1o predict the quality of blades in kelp beds if the exposune of the bed is known. The
water flow regime for any particular area depends wpon many fsctors incloding the feich, hoticm
wopography, bocal land masses, and the wind regime. [t may be possible o sample blades and fronds in a
variety of kelp bods varying in expossne and relasieg the blade morphology to a derived eaposure index,
Tie hesith of kelp blades also seems o be indirectly dependemt upon water flow, Boih grazing and
foiling seems to be greater in protected ansas. Waves may limit the activities of herbivores (Menge and
Sutkerland 1976) and prevent foaling organisms from colosizing. Thas, in very protected walers, as af
Port Real Marisa, kelp blades may be wide but their qualisy may be low due to severe grazing and
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fouling. At the caposed Eagle Island site, few grazers or epiphyics were ohserved on (he sampled kelp

The canopy area of kelp beds declines in winter amd reaches o raximam in late summer (Hamold and
Reed 1985, Foster and Schiel 1985, Dayon 985, Watsnsbe and Hamold 19910, Thus, kelp canopies
inErease im ancd during the spring months. The extent of kelp canopies increased by an average off about
£2% from Masch i Apeil, The canopy availabls for harvest in March is about 55% of that svailable in
April. Simce the Sitka Sound heming fypically spawn in March, the kelp available for berring ROK is
much less than that available for later herming fishenies.

The estimate of bed surface srea, cbisined in March, & sefely a comtervative estimate of bed area in
April. Becouse the March estimaie was used in the calculation of coal blomass in April (using April
estimates of average frond density and mass) the iota] blomass estimate must be repended &5 conservative.

Effects of Harvesting

The effects of barvesting kelp have been examined in nameroes siadies. Of the studies surveyed bere, five
were dong in M. pyrifers beds in Califomds (Miller snd Geibel 1973, Kimera and Foster 1984, Barilotti ot
al. 1985, Barilott and Zemach-Gonzales | 9900 and Chile (Sanices and Ofoda 1984), and (wa were dane
in Bricish Columbia in M. imtegrjbiia beds (Dvuchd and Breen 1586, Coon and Fodand 1980, Cocn 1982
Of these seven sludhes, all but one {(Coonm and Boland 1980, Coon 1981) tuffer serious flaws in
caperimental design. Mome of the remaining six studses were replicated and each Barvest treatmenl was
represenied by a single anca or bod and compared 1o a sangle controd arca. All bul one of e
unreplicased sudies were guilty of pseudoreplication (Huribun 1984) by applying inferemtial stacstics sy
replicule samples within one experimental anit. The remaining stady (Dvuehl and Breen 1986) did not use
statistics in their sudy snd differences were jadped by imtuition and experience, The resulis of these
studies mre frequently contradictory. For example, harvesting kelp has shown increases, decreases, or no
change in kelp growth, boldfast growib, frond production, asd plast survivarship, Hence, the results st
e interpeeted with extrems cautbon,

O ihe stadics thal examifed rocnumimenl, all [ound thal recrusiment inereascd when kelp was harvested.
The only significant effect observed in this study was o decrease in the average length of fronds in
harvesied areas. The lack of significant results in this study does ol mecessarily imdicale that there was no
effect of hafvesting. bal may be a resull of bow neplicaton of reatments. Also, the experimend his only
been maniwoned once, twe months sfier hervest, so asy bong-term effects have nod been determanad, This
caperiment implemented the maaimem harvesi possible under cument regulations, and the lack of
desectable effects indicales thal the more limited harvest done by the ROK industry may have hitle effect
on kelp beds. These experiments need continued momilarng and expandson o estinabe polential long-
tevmn effects of harvesting o kelp bad and assocsansd Communiiies,
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COMCLUSIONS

This study has provided some preliminary answers 1o the guestbons of 1) how much kelp is available and
desirable for harvess, and 2) what ane the cffects of harvesting on kelp beds and associated communitiesT
There appears to be enough kelp availsble in the surveyed ares to support all Sitks Sound hefming pidic
seine permit holders harvesting ROK with the following assumptions. Thers were mane than 225,225 tons
of kelp identified in this study. There ane 51 pormit holders in the Sitks Sousd purse scine heming fishery,
If each were permitied 1o conduct an ROK operation and if cach barvesied 3 wons of kelp (hypothetical
ammcist hased upon e 1est fishery), then the ol kelp burvested would be 255 tons. Total Macrocysris
harvesis to support other ROK fiskeries in Alaska (Craig. Hoomah Sound, Prince William Sound, and
Mome) wers 235 tons in 1998, and as high &8 44 1ons in 1992, f Barvesss for all of these fisheries, plos the
Siiks fishery, were W0 cocur in ome sesson. the wasl harvest would stll be less than 300 tons. This
represents about (L1% of the biomass of Mocrocysiis in the surveyed areac If the kelp harvests ane ool
concentrated in any one bod or arca, there is a bow probability of depleting the kelp resource. In addition,
the effects of the mosl severs harvesting allowed are apparently minimal. A more complete survey shouald
be performed o survey all of the Macrocpris resources in Alaska. If & good photographic system i
developed., & thoroagh survey should be practical. In addition, kelp density shoubd be meaitoned yearly on
a few ropresesitative kelp bods 10 ssotmabn vearly flucieatioss in kelp density. Kelp beds ofien have
dramatic yearly charges in shundasce that sre related to El MNino events (Dayton et al. 1984, 1992,
Dayton and Tegner 1984, Tegner and Dayion 1987, 1991)

Increasing the demand for high quality kelp may resuli in conflicts among users for more desinable kelp.
O the 225,225 tons of kelp surveyed caly about 14% of this kelp was deemed desimble to the ROK
imdusiry. A total harvest of 30 tons would represent about 1% of the estimated amount of desirable kelp
available; however, the estimate for the amoust of desirable kelp i very unceriain, The low estimage of
desirable kelp is about 10,000 ices, and the maximum potential hervest is 300 ons, eiulling s
potential harvest of 3% of the desirable kelp. If this harvest is concentrated in @ seall number of aress, as
it has been in the past, weers may find dessrabde kelp hard oo bocase and conflicis may ooour amang users.
The estimate for ke amount of desirable kelp needs to be improved. This can be accomplishad by visiting
maore beds 10 sample more blades. 1t appears that (b width of kelp blades docs ol vary st & site over the
peason, 404 kelp bed can be evalumed wi any time during the spring and early summer.

We chserved few lasting effects of harvesting on kelp beds. This experimenm was limited in scope and
duration and should be monitoned, comtinued. and expanded in spring of 2000, The effects of harvesting
the tame bed every year a5 well as harvesting only once peed 1o be assessed. In sddition, the effect of
harvestig on the kelp bed commimity nesds 1o be evabusted. Given the high growih and production raies
of Macrocynis elsewhere (Lobkan 15TEa, 1978k, Coon 1982, Wheeler and Dvachl 1986, Isckson [5E7),
it is anticipated that kelp recovery from harvesting should be comploied by the end of summer For
harvests im March of April.

Biased upon ke preliménary resulis of dhis stady, there was sufficiens kelp in March 1959 10 suppon the
currenlly proposed Siika Soend FOK fiskery assuming tobal hervesis woald be in the neaghborhond of
seversl hundred 1ons. Conflicis befween users may oocur ower sceess 10 high quality kelip, but these
confhicts may encourags harvessers 1o locase curmestly unesed high quality beds. The effects of harvesting
o kelp and aszocisted communities appears minimal or negligible, but this meeds 1o be verified by foriher
reseasch.
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Open Pounds and the Traditional Subsistence Fishery

The photo below was taken during the 1998 experimental fishery. Subsistence users set their hemlock
branches near the open pounds. The pounds were anchored and tied in such a way as to not impede
subsistence activities from taking place. There is concern that more pounds fishing will impede the
subsistence fishery but there will still be plenty of area to suit the needs of both user groups.

There are plenty of fish available to both open pounds and subsistence users. Using the 27% conversion
ratio from the ADFG report, 185 tons of herring can produce around 100,000 pounds of spawn on kelp
(SOK). The current amount necessary for subsistence (ANS) for the Traditional fishery is between
136,000 and 227,000 pounds. Using the same conversion for SOK and comparing to the current ANS the
total amount of herring needed to meet ANS would be between 250 and 420 tons. The amount of
herring required for the upper end of ANS represents less than 1% of the forecast biomass in 2015.

Also, the SOK fishery would not remove additional herring from the biomass increasing opportunity for
subsistence needs to be met. Put simply, there is plenty of fish and area for everyone to coexist.
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1. Executive Summary

This respoet pronvides. & concise rview of markal and economic faclors influensing
the cuarment and fulune demand for BC Spawn on Kelp in the Japaness markel,
The world's second largest economy is undengoing ‘moderale’ deflation fof the
firsd Kirnm in 40 yemrs. This was balfore he calamibous events of and Since
Seplermber 11 this year.

Ky featune thal will alfect demand for BC Spawn on Kelp (SOK) ane:

e

-]

-

Highar priced food products are under prestun 1o deliver vilus, quality
and supply consislency

In tha face of poor sconomic conditions, high debt and consumer
purchasing shifts, several of the major sales channel members and
sectors for food products in Japan ame suffeding declining sales and

profitabdity.

Seafood consumplion in Japan appears (o be holding its own against
dramatic increases in beef and pork sales over the past decede (el beast)
as Japan sirives o adopt mone westen aating habits,

Japan's cusiomary gifl giving sedsons remain intact, bul ‘gvers” am
sunirking bower priced goods and are purchasing gifls for mose occasions,
BC's 30K production remains in a markel leadership position, bad faces
pressures (o deliver mone consisiend qualty, The LIS and Russia are the
ety countries that could significantly increase production,

Few reprocessors of 50K in Japan dominade B Tront end’ distribution
The bodal supply of S0K o Japan is relalively small and must be
nvenioned o permil rear round supply, resuliing n Emiled ablention o
markal growdh in consumption,

Price of mported S0K appears 1o ke both a funcion of classical supply
and dermand as well as the appalite of the impoters (Rding companiss
and reprocassoes) b attain annual market share goals

Very Hile if any BC or Canadian ‘branding” is camed forwarnd o the ond
LS8 i Japan.

*
@

o

Japan is the market of choics for any increased BC production in future
The marked can absorh more produc and § incresses ane modes! over
tirne, may rasull in minimal price docines, if any, and increased
consumglion acndss all sales channels

Production of thinner SOK coulkd offer an opportunily lo increase sales due

1o higher percahed value, new production bechnlques mey be meduinesd

Harrorey 5 oot K i Maarknt Lipadate Fersaeh & Aasobates

iy
749 Taweaea Fooud
Do, BT VL 182
AR | GHAHETIG e
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% BC producers and pramany procassons nesd o mprowe quality consistency
in concen with buyer requinements — work with the markel players, thay
are BC's only customesd

& FOH i a relateely healiby comeenignon food and can be promoled as
sach

& A supsr premium quality product, fresh Bight bring o no brine ROK could
ba tested for a high end application, deliversd by air freight, n-Season

4 The Japanese markel i complax and iradition bownd = don iry o
outsman the market; work with markel ‘partners” for 8 winesan sirategy 1o
increass sales and consumplion, should the need arise

%+ Camying forsand BCCanadian identfication and possible producer
‘branding’ to the end-user should be investigated a5 both a defensive and
offensive sirategy

£ The BC 50K ndustry siakeholders shoukd consider maintaining its marked
leadarship through supply and marke! expansion 1o avoid being baaten fo
the punch by Alaskan andior Russian compatifons

< Resourcas should be found to investigate ofher markels for BC SOK, as a
defensive strategy.

2. Project Scope

Tha Toscws of this report is 1o provide an oveniew of the most imporlant sconomic
and demographic divers of demand and consumplion bor sealood, and Spawn-

on-Kelp (S0K) specifically, from the perspective of this consultanl

The report presents a compandum of marke! information to incomporate nto &
brosder assessment of the S0K industry being proposed by E. Blewat! &
Aszociales n their assignment for Fishanes & Oceans Canada.

An extramedy tight lme frama permitied for this project limited the number of
are presented on a best effors basis.

Opportunities and constraints of increasing consumgtion of SOK are described
and Conclusiong and Recommandations ana pregantad.

3. Current and Market Situation

% Japan Economic overview

Japan's econcamy has beon in difficulty for scme Sme and has just enlered its
fouwth recession in 10 years. Japan is the world's Second lanest econcdary yel

4
iy, 5 s - it M 7 gt Fnmaiok & Asponiss Consiing
B7AE Traview Fnad
Do, B VL 102
0 YT e
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has B unerviable record of currently having the highest public debt (which
includes massive bad debls al the nalion's Banks) in the westem industralized

wiothd,

In March, 2001, the Goverment of Japan admified a slale of ‘'moderate’
daflation of s econony, for the sl time in the last 40 years.,

Prior to Seplember 11, 2001, the world's powerhouses of the US, Ewopa and
Japan wene stugghing 1o B oul of 8 global melidown. Since that bme, all

indicalors ane poanting negative.

Experts sy thal Japan's woes are deeply rooled; business and ndusiny neads
an averhaul, but they caulion thal now is nol likely the Bme o tackle paindul
relorms, given the severty of the sconcmic slump in Japan, &5 well as with its
Frafigo irading pariners.

Some significan! economic indicalors in Japan, relevant (o this repor. are:

o Consaamr prices and consgumer spending has fallen for threa
consecastivg yEars

o m&mmiﬂﬂrfmw;mmmmw
Japarn's 4™ largest relailer, filed for bankruplcy protection in
Seplember, one of the larges! corporade Ledures in Japan's hisiory.

o Job cul fesrs ame soflening consumplion, paricularty on high priced
QO0dE, CoEsing B UpsWing in personal Savings

o Hopes for Japan's economéic recovery, both broad and related o its
ConBUMers appatile for high prced goods, B cdosely linked to the
condition of the LES economy.

a  The consumer trend to a mors Western diel is ongoing, particulary
among the nations” young and (hose with higher dispesable incomaa,
Many of the mone traditional Jaganese products (inchadng food
products), ane declining.

% Sales channal trends

D 10 Ehir oondmic conditions outlingd above, the ratailing Secior is exhibding
struciural changes. Discounl chans ana sirengthening e presence, whila
foreign retailers such as Cosico and Camelour are continuing thesr apgressive
enlry inlo e Japaness market and thus, ane accederating the severity of
cormpatition in the retaling secior.

Hardest hit have boen thi general merchandiss seclos, which includes
supamarkets, which saw a 5.3% docling in total sales versus the previous year.
Corvendence stomes are still Aourishing bul sales and operaling prof appear io

have peaked or are weakening.

rerrg Spoenos: Kalp Marka? Lipdate Forsm i M. Pototaln i, ol )
TR Drdeiion Riual

Dunitia, B ol A

(B0 ) S B0 TT eemmalt: TeenckfDoicores fom
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I Ihe foadsendce secion, take-oul lunchboxes and delis ane becoming a diving
force dua to the changes in peopla’s Mestyle and consisiend wih the savings
minded Japanese consmmar attifudes.

It i indicated in several industry reports (9. DFAIT Japan Fisheries Market
Repor, May 2001}, weak economs: condiions are seeing dedining consumplion
al hagher priced restaurants and seshi bars,

Cim & brighier node, then is an intreasing bend o ealing out dining at chaing and
indapendent restaurants specialiong in ‘révobing bell’ sushi oullels (Nihon
Shinbun Kyokai [MSK]L Oclober 21, 2001},

Japan's herlage of gift ghing continues, N is customany ko ghve gifts o business
associates, collsagues, frends and family membars. Some nolable
characleristics of gifi giving i Japan are;
< Historically, tha teo key gift giving percds are summer season caled
and & winfer season called “Cseibo”.
< Poor economic conditions have seen a decnease n lerms of both the
numbser of gifts given and their value, particulardy during the winler season.
Despite this trend, gift giving i s5ll a large ‘industry’ ($US 90 billion in
19549, walh food products composing approximabaly 207 of this bl
% There is a tend |0 give mone gifts mone often (al other Gmes of e year)
OCCashonG.

and on moms
< Typecally, gifts ara of higher guality and traditsonally high imaga brand
niames hawe been imporant

< Spaconal gifls are sold pamarly through spectality wholesaless 1o upscale
Dapartment Stores, upscala Retall stores and speciality gift slones.
Increasingly, the corvenlence slom sector has started carmying a limited
selection of gift Bems.

% Seafood consumplion trends

Seafood consumplion in Jagan rermaing among the highes in the world and
continues bo rely heavily on imporied products (SUS 16 billion), with Canada’s
share in 127 place (547 million, 3.4% of seafood impons).

Seafood imports by Japan will Boely continue 1o ncrease novolume in futune
years due o dedining domestic ishery and aquaculturg supplies as well as high
seas catches, The changing appetiles of Japanase consumers for Conswaniance
foods and healthy saling can continua o be fulfilled by seafood producds s
producers, mprocrssons and e retailHRI seclors satisly these demands
through new product development and branding programs.

Horring Spaer-ae-ialp Marke? Uplets P & ATt S

e Dofta, [ L 14T
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< Beel, pork and pouliry trends

Consumplaon of beel, pork and pouliry have increased dramatically in Japan
during the: past 10 years consisien] wilh the changes in demographic makeup
ard @ appatite for westem foods, Time ends in food ntike, indicate an
mcredge in mial aonsumplion of 13% compisted 1o 3% in Seafpod consumplion
{1990-1997, Japan Nalicnal Sursey by Ministry af Health and Welfare)

Tt rescenl rad cow disease scare in Europe has spread bo Japan, Shod lemm
impac] = seeing a dramabc all off in beal consumplion. To dale, mo increase =
sanipod consumplion has been noled (Bill Alkinson News Reports, O, 22,
2001)

% Foe-on-Kelp production & consumplion rends

Production and Price irends;

* Accosding o DFAITINEE: Onling, impos of heming Spaswn-on-Kelp
decreased substanbally (by 32.6%) in lems of voluma from 869 mi in
1559 1o 588 mil in 2000, A sharp dechng in mports from e Lniled
Stabes frorm 320 mi in 1999 o 34 mi in 2000 was the major reason for
this decrease i the dal impor. Relecting (he decreasa in tha
quantily, the average import price Tor both Canadian and US products
hixs recovered slightly from 1,876 ven per kg (C.LF.) in 1009 1o 2,118
i per kg in 2000 for imponts from Canada and from 1,357 yan per kg
in 1506 to 2,160 yen par kg in 2000 for imports of the US.

¥ Mote: there are some inlerprelaton questions in these siatistics thal
remain wressived. For example, the US fishery siatistics indicale
production from both Alaska and San Francisco was 236 mi bn 1689
and 87 mt. in 2000 (0 from Alaska). Comparing these figunes o hose
above indicates possible carmyovers in production within the LS, or
inaccurabe import statistics. Similar analysis has not baen tested in
olher years or for oher coundries production versus impon statistics,

¥ Embassios and Fisheroes Depariments wers contacled in countries
thal haver prior SOK production (Finkand, loeland, Sweden, Moraary,
Atlantie Canada, 5. Korsa and Russia). Responses am as follows:

o  Aflantc Canada; Mewfoundland had reserved & quota of 200 mt
for 199972000, but reports no landings i recent years. Mom
information may be forthasming,

o Russiac embassy staff report no knowledge of a fishery for this
product, mone information may be foerdhooming, bul slatistics am
povr, particudarty for eaports.,

T
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o 5. Koo reporks no knowledge of produdtion
o Findand, lceland, Swoeden and Noreay have yel 10 respond
o Mole: tima may provide insights o the lack of informalion, but i

appears thal exporl statisiics of this product ane nod readity
avatable, or perhaps non-existend due lo small production
quanditios in these counines.

= A sagnifcant buyer of BC, Alasks snd San Francieco SOK thal | apoke
1o indicated no recent producticn from lceland, Swedan, Nonsay or 5.
HKorea. He ded indicate, howaver, that:

o

Finkand produwced 26 mi in 19608, 12 mi in 2000 and nona
reporkisd o dabe in 2001,

Russia produced 42 mi in 2000 and none reported to datbe in
ol i

Russia has been encoursged 16 develop & fehery and has
produced mited and intermittent quantities in recent years.
Proowr wezadher, i, inadequeale msowoes and imanng have
impeded drvelopment of a fishery there, to date.

The San Francisco fishery is of Emiied heming biomass, so ther
i littha likelihood of increase S0K production in fulune,

The area with the langest polential o increhse production,
outside of BC), & Alaska. Much of the hesting o fishary in
Alaska is frozen in the round and exported 1o Japaen and Ching
for processing into brined roe for Japan, The prices received by
hirring rod harvesters in Alacka & significantly below what
could be obiained i they transfemed thedr quota to SOK.
Alaskan fishery regulalors woukd suppor s, bl some of tha
existing hemwing permil holders are ralectant 1o suppon &
conwarsion indiative, to dale.

Congumplion irends

B Duwe o poor ecomnoimi conditions in fapan, he radithonal sales
channals for this product haee Been shifling from high-end Japaness
reslaurants, sushi bars and gift Bems 1o less expensive venues, In
addilion:

o

Poorer quality product i being processed inlo less expenshe
relnil packs for departmend siore and groceny slone

consumplion
(including saseonsd products) in greater guantity than the pest

e S (T Mk 1 Lipalite Fiarsick & famocisten Crmiting

i
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o lapanese rade people engaged in importing, dstribution or
processing hokd thal the development of B madket in this
direction will be the only way I increase [Sakes) prospects for
this produs i the Japanese markel”, (DFAIT Japan Fisheries
Market Report, May 2001)

% Currency faciors

BC Haring SOK is purchased in Canadan dollars. Tha vahes of the Japanesa
yen bo the Canadian dollar during the timse of purchase of SOK could influsnce
the price paid in BC and e resulting selling prices in Japan (in Yen/hilo),

This consullan] was not provided with BC selling prices (o detesmins if this factor
is ‘in play’ in price delemmination, However, analysis of the movement in the value
of thex diodlarr ws, the yen was lracked back o 18995 and average impor prices of a
Aumber of sealood progucls in pen per kilo were examingd.

N appears hat there is [Ele, it any, relabionship bebween the sirenglh or
wirakness in ihe yen and the selling prices of & member of seafood
prodhects in the Japaness markel (salted hering roe, lkura, King Crab,
Maorthinm Shrimp).

» Tha highest prices in yankils in Japan for S0K was in 1995; this was
also e year in which he yen was sironges! agains? the dollar,
comgared bo subsaguen years, This price effect may have esulled in
highar prices paid bo harsastars in BC.

¥ In Japan, other factors ame bebeved to be of greater influance in
delemmination of the end-user price;

siupphy and demand

markat share goals of importers and reprocessors

ity of the annual ‘pack’ on

Wermarkel’ faclors such s meenbory levels, disposable income,
reduced damand For higher priced Tood products and reduced
expendiluras on saling out 81 high end restrants

% Roeg-on-kelp purchasing dynamics
BC S0K parmit holders ane resiricled bo an B ton quata, Permit holders are also

ristuired by wisigh thair product after brining and are given a 6% cveragpe
allowwanc for brine uplake.

oD od

It was reported 1o this consuitan] thal a “scandalous” praction that has. gained in
populanty i o oblain an olficial welkght prio to baning, then bringe the product
and boost e wesghl. This allows the ‘real’ guots 1o be axteaeded. However, 1o
migindain macimum e guality, the product must ba brined &8 soon afier harvest
as posside. The delay in brning cawsed by the aforementioned practics
decreasas quality. It was repodied that this prectice 5 genarally camed oul with
rring S poss-on-Tolp Mokt Updats * P 4 Aasaniaten C ool
BT Sapiters Firaed
Dol B2 WL 1A2
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thar kicvedichge of all parties. Japanass buyers have difficulty in delecting qualiy
delericrabion due 1o "samplng error’ ai ime of inspection of sample kots,

< Dominance of few re-procassons

Ferw Japamnase reprocessors exisl fod SO Current information indicates thal
Taniya confinses in a domnant position (estimated at T0%) in reprocessing and
supphing 1o all sales chanmels in the Japanese market,

Despite this dominance, other reprocassors vie for mafkel possion and influence
the price paid o rading companiealimporers in any ghvan year. N was repofed
that the major histonc buyer of SOKE, Taniya continuees bo ba the major force
Today.

% Channel player health

The distribution sysiem in Japan from raw maleris purchase (BC SOK) bo rading

company o re-processor o wholesalers and majs chanfel players has noll been
ahmmndhﬂnpm = b hixaaliby of each segment makes a difference bo the
operation and health of e whole.

The Japanese food reted and food senices sechor is both In ransition and wndar
sefous prica and profitabdity siress due o the weak Japanesa aconomy, high
dabl and shilting consumer purchasing behaviour, Currend repos of business
taiheres and poor fingncial paformancs ane commn

Change will be the ‘const@ant’ over B near fubure, ai least, I he sabes channed
membars responsibie for sales of SOK were 0 axpericencs serious hirnandaal
difficultias or were o shifl their prodesct focus, Furiber pice erosion could Lake
place.

< Supply size

Tha supply of SOK is relatvely small companed o other seafood mmports and
food products in Jagan. This kw volume charactersic results in a reduciance by

channed players below and including the reprocessors b spend much time andior

agiravaled,
mﬂmwmmdﬂﬂﬂﬂc’uhpﬁﬂwm“ahﬂlm
product.

4 SOK Branding

There is wery Bithe i any producerexporiar brands o country of ongin labsalling of
50K being camed forsand to the end-user in Japan. (Male: on the oover of this

iy

Ferring Spoen-on Kelp Marka b Lipde®e Farwwed. I Ansareiava
A0 Temrviersy Hoad
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rapor ks a photo of seasoned ROK, [Cheens brand), which shisws a deplay
window in the shaps of a Canadian fag. 1€ is nol known if this product is
rawketed in Jagan = Cheena has gill shops in Vancouwer, calering 1o Japanese
bousisls).

Brands are exienskaely used by reprocessors, importers, food distributors and
relailers in Japan Beat form the basis of building awareness, preferance and
consumer promolion activites,

4, Opportunities and Recommendations

4.1. Markel Expansion: Japan or beyond?

Ay kel expansion stralegy, in this case bo expand consumplion/sales, would
pither focus on methods 1o expand existing markel(s) of expand cument o fulune
distribulEon inbo new miakels

A rarkelers’ primary anadysis of (hess oplhons would focus on cost and benaill of
the alternalive stralegies. Typeeally, the cost of developing & new market]s) would
b= far haghier, complex and time consuming (years) than an existing markat,

Primary reasons io ook (o new markels Tor S0K would b due o
o Major impadiments to marked expansion in cument market including
econmic faciors (e.g. negative price alasticity which would seo
dramadic declines in price if supply wene increased)
a  Market resaarch that indicale probable or defined interes io
purchiase by buyers andlon consumers innew markats (e haeen't
done this mesmch bayond a few phone calls?)

N & rrry recommendation (o focus on e Japen markel, &t least in the shoe lem,
o increase the markal positon of BE S0K or if neguired, o incresse

COEATpLion.

Good or bad, them is a single marks! ‘herilage’ of consumplion in this market
aside from limited consumpion of this produd in other counides by Japanese
expatriates and somd sating establishments and gift shops cleing (o ookl
and ‘adveniunes’ diruers,

o Cuick investigation | did of consumgption in nearty Asian counlmies
turmed up nothing (e.g. sushi bars in Konea thel caler o Japanesa
hourisiafbusiness people do nol casrenlly offer roa-on-kelp - this
despite thal Korea eals many different sh ros producis). Further
investigation mighl prove this marked o ba of soma pobential, who
kncrws!

11
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4.2, Supply and price relationship appears to be ‘economically’
elastc, with himils

Infarmalion from nbervides Sugpes] thal an increads in supply of unifomm ‘high'
quality SOK from BC, if in small mcrernents, should nol see a significant
decreas in prices recehed,

Should this be achievable, (he marked can be grown withoul negative impact on
prices necaived by BC producers.

4.3, Supply is very small in tolal in a large market

Craspiln the curreni price sensitivity o higher prce goods in Japan, he quanity
of SO in the Japan seafood scene barly hets (e radar Sonean,

Some observers believe that there is plenty of room for Japan marked expansion
of S0K across all sakes channels, including tha higher priced gift and upper end
restagrantisushi bar decion.

Further, in orded bo present marketing and promotion opporlunilies Tor sales
channel members v Japan, increased supply would be requinad, paricadary as
year round supply = essential o relaining consumer loyalty and purchass.

4.4, Retail marketing of 30K has been limiled by limiled supply and
price

Marketing of SOK al the retail supermarkets has been miled, mainly due 1o prica
and the margin requirements of retailers. This channel has'ts being used for

e priced product and seasconed product but has hardly been iouched due o
subsiantial supply to oblain shelf space and mainkain Tsting's’ or “rental space’
within tha stors,

H an econormical producton method could be developed o produce SOK with
thinner roa coverage, it would be pessible o offer less expensive product bo this
mapor consemer sales channel.

4.5, Japan's image of Canadian food products is posifive

Japanese conswmens hanve a high regard for ‘wesbom' and Canadian products,

In order to diferentiate BC S0K, a branding opportunity & presented 1o dentify
Cangdian production.

12
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4.6. BC 30K is variable in quality

Despite guality grades set by BEG processors and purchased by Japanesa buyers
afler mepection, i was repored that guality is inconsistent within the sel grade
slandands.

ore slringent quality gusdelines al tima of inspection and purchase in BC could
b implernented 1o impgrove guality consistency and redece reprocessor costs of
mesgredas and grading in general in Japan,

4.7. Health and ime-ConsScious CONSUMEs ang increasing

Jagan & tracking clher wesiem induslfialized consumens in payng NCreasing
aliention & haalhy leods thal o easy and quick 1o pregars (8.5 keler) fal and
galt, microwaveable, abo.}

SO fits the bdl It i afectively mady io eal. Brined hesring roa by compasson is
iore Bma consuming o prepans and has to bae soaked, washed and i typically
re-seasoned pror fo aating.

These fealures could be positively promoded,

4.8. Frash-by-air SOK — possibla?

High-end restewants in Japan pay wery hegh praces for the freshest producls.
Though I'm mol awane if it as been atiermpled, i would ba feasible o ansport
fresh product with itk of no brine added 1o Japan via air cango without suffedng

sigreficant quality loss.

Thiis would only be possible during ihe production Sexson and likely Tor a limibed
cuantity, bul this may offer an addiional Top-end” channel bo opedals in (g.9
False Pass/Copper River Socheye — the firsl of tha saason).

4.9, Don't try to cutsmart this market

Cine might be temped bo look at expanding consumption andior o increase price
of S0k by leapfrogging the distribution sysiem, jump in with BC produces
branded product and market product dinectly bo the highest priced sales channel,

Don'tl Money down the drain,

It is my conviclion thal the best means 1o cheale a wanning marketing strslegy in
@ foreign land with & produd o S0K, is by work with usled ‘partnecs” in Japan
o co-dervise the mest sensible and cost effective markeling strategy. The plan
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rrmet] beit wirr-wan Tor all parties i it 8 10 sucoeed and may indeed requine soma
adjustng on the production and fshery management side in BC as well,

4.10. Beal "emn to the punch = keep BC's marked keadership
B ita the markel leader of SOK in Japan.

BC has seen eroding market share of il once leading ‘wild” seafood products.
SOK is an interesting product as a wild ressurce is ulilized o produce finished
product atiribuies thal cin be controBed and manipadated similar o thue
aquaculiure prachices,

it was described to me that both Adaska and Russia haes e polential bo
increase production of SOK, given adequale rescwnces and dedicaion. This may
be a ‘soft’ chalenge, If BC doesn’l figs |o the challengs, someons else may

faclitate the growth of our competilors.
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ROK Marketing Questions and Answers

There have been market studies for roe on kelp (ROK) but the studies were completed over a decade
ago. The market conditions surrounding herring roe products, both sac roe and ROK, have not changed
much since these reports were written. In order to provide updated information a longtime broker of
herring roe products was contacted. The following are questions and answers from the discussion:

How much of a market would be available for this “new” ROK product?

In 2004, there was an abundant supply of ROK coming out of BC/SE AK. | think in 2005 it was around
800 ton total supply. That volume was a real challenge for both seller and buyer. The sales prices were
guite low and allowed for entry into new consumption markets. ROK became something that was
accessible at pubs and such places versus something that was so expensive as to be served only at
weddings and high end sushi bars.

New consumption channels arose and the 800 tons of supply did not appear so daunting as indeed the
carryover inventory the following year was not as severe due to increased consumption.

The advantage ROK has over Herring Roe is that the image of ROK is not as heavily wedded to New
Year’s season consumption. As well, the combination of kelp with herring roe seems to be more
appealing to some consumers than herring roe by itself. | seem to notice more sushi menus offering
ROK in a visible manner versus herring roe.

Also, the supply of ROK is much smaller than Herring Roe. The Herring Roe market is sometimes said to
be around 10,000mt. The supply of ROK tends to be in the 300mt to 500mt range. Total supply is much
less than Herring Roe and increasing the supply of ROK, in terms of overall supply, is a much smaller
number and should be easier to deal with - especially if we are talking about ROK being a staple of the
sushi market which is a very robust and successful market in Japan.

The sushi market utilizes the thinner coverage production. The sushirestaurant market in Japan is
thriving. (4,010 sushi restaurants in 2014)

The one thing | would caution is, the market for raw materials to use as sushi toppings is relatively deep
- but it is price sensitive.

To come back to your question, | think there is market space for additional ROK product but it will be
price sensitive in the short term. | would think that as the popularity and demand for ROK increases,
gradual price increases are possible as long as supply does not have the wild swings that we have seen in

the past.

The large harvest of 2005 then reduced harvests in 2006 and 2007 whereby in those two successive
years the price doubled each year but the market shrank to match the available supply.

Would the additional product produced in Sitka be a detriment or complement to the products currently
produced in SE roe herring fisheries?

PC243



PC243

Anything that decreases the availability of sac roe going to the Japanese market would be positive for
the market. Allocating available resources from sac roe to ROK should be a net benefit. We are
currently going through a period of suffocating oversupply on the sac roe side. This year's ROK supply
was also quite abundant, being at least double of the year previous and this has had a deleterious
impact on pricing but as mentioned previously the overall volume of ROK is much different than herring
roe and poses different and | would say less daunting challenges. Let's remember that the supply of
ROK really only comes from BC and SE AK whereas herring roe comes from more sources and in greater
volumes. (Let’s not forget herring roe also comes from Atlantic Ocean sources)

Thus, even though we had a sudden surge in ROK production this season that was over double of last
season’s harvest the volume is still manageable with the market taking a longer term view on
consumption such as 18 months versus 12 months. Once again, the scale of volume we are talking
about is much different for ROK versus Herring Roe. (2014 estimated harvest: Herring Roe — 8,400mt /

ROK — 600mt)

What is the long term outlook for sac roe and ROK products?

The long term outlook for herring roe is stable consumption with we would hope growth due to the
available supply of herring roe. Recent history would suggest that we will not see explosive growth in
herring roe consumption. Closed Pound ROK or Open Pound ROK will likely be viewed the same in the
market and would be compared by current quality attributes which assign value.

Is it safe to assume that if the sac roe price increases then the egg on kelp market would also see a
corresponding increase?

Although they are different products per se, there is a linkage between the pricing of herring roe and
ROK since they are similar products. This year would have been a good test case to see what kind of
price differential would be possible had the harvest of ROK been limited. But, it is generally thought
that the pricing of the two products cannot be vastly different.

Will adding ROK in Sitka will not be a detriment to already existing ROK fisheries in SEAK.

The history of ROK pricing may make this difficult. Because the ROK market is small in terms of volume
and buyers, the price is quite sensitive to volume when the volumes are limited. The past 10 years have
seen some volume swings and foreign exchange movements that have led to a wide range of pricing for
SE AK ROK. The current context of high volume and the comparative weakness in the yen will make it
hard to take the position that additional ROK from Sitka will not soften the market further. (although it
looks like there are resource issues in Hoonah, Ernest Sound and Tenakee which may make SE AK ROK a
scarce commodity even with a Sitka ROK fishery)

The market will not be taken away. There is room for market expansion, although the near term impact
may be lower pricing until the market adjusts to the increased volume.
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Bt 11 i # ad Fighs

I kave been inwvited 1o provide testisnony on the subjeet of SOK preduwstion in Sitka
Sound. | would eensider it a priwbege. 18 is ey sincere hope that the views expressed
bere may promoe brahhy discussion and periaps, lead to the sdaptation of polskes
which wall bomofit all in the indwsiry.

[ bave beon invelved with SOK fur the past 30 years. During thoss 20 years, @y
corxpany hos gained valuahle knowledge and expenence 1nto the workings of the S0OH
market. In 15988, we purchaeed 60 tons of S0K from Californis, B.C.. and southeast
Alaska, including Sitka

11 in my understanding that of the fall peiential of roe berring is utiliced, Sitha may ono
day become the leading 20K.-produciag region of the world. [ have heard concerna
expressed that suchk increase in supply would disturh the delicate balance of
supply:and demand and produce n negative impact on the already fragile market, and
hmmg kardshap Lo the sostng parmit halders of SOK  Thess ars pbrmats conoerne
and one must not take them [Rghily.

However, | am of the opinion that, redecing the supply fo keep the price up can work
only under certain market conditions - bot not pow.  In the prosent market climaie, it
will only mean repeatiog the same mistake that already bas led the SOK indesiny o its
currest predscamant

Toeaplain farther, Brst ki us szamine the reassns for the current dowaturn in the S0
market. ln my opision, the present difficully s in large part dwe to reaction o
a::nuirrb']:l:iﬂ;]:rim of the past.

L F
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T sfaborate on this point, 1 have attached two graphe followiog:

The dellar values uwsed are the meno averape prices for dosed pound SOK from BC
They shew o dramatic prece iRerease that peaked in 1995, enly to be followed by an
equally precipitous pace drop, which continued unabated to 1999 The caprvssion,
“Where the mountain s high, the velley 18 deep”, encapaulates the coseptial babavisr af
the SOK smarket,

firuph 1 showa the combined supply of S0K from oll the North American prosdsction
awreas. Here the neeg prices up to 1993 ceem to correspond with decrcacing sepply. In
the snme tolen the declining price curve from 19846 evineades with mersanng supply for
that persod Here, & superloial examiper of this graph may jomp e a basty copsiusn
thut this 1s the evidesen of ipereassd supply driviag dewn the praces, However, he moet
b cawtiomed aol bo be s haniy.

Giraph 2 shews angse prise curves. Howower, 1218 defferert Erom Oraph 1 in Ukt it showa
only the clodpd pound productien from 1.0, and southeast Alarka Hero the supply of
thick product wan fairly coneistent thragh the same prricd of great price upheaval,
Grnnted, thire wan n sizable supply increase in 1957, Howewer, dunng the years that
follomed the dpelising prace curvi conbinued disgibs supply resched a plateau,

11 s peasonable to conclede, thon, that it was not the over-supply that affecied the price
of S0H. bui some other furtors were st work.

Th# Fingle moet impertant fecior thet hos been driving the price down, in my opinion. &
the scanomie recesalon in Japan  [uriag the bubble ecmomy years that basted vatil
enely 1900, Japancet consumers disglayed preat appstite for lamary. Commumplios of
capensnie fode, mclading SOK, rose Lo ecord levels, and as those commaoditses becace
olrjecta of speculation, the prices sonred.  But as the babble burst, realities of soonomic
recession et in, and the consamors backesd of.

Taks for sxasmple the kasunoks (berdap roe) market. Despite the fect that che 1509
supply of kazunoko was the bowest in twonby vears at bess thom 10,000 tons, the
yoareod gift kszunoko market plommeted. Conversely, lower-priced karunoko io the
form of consamer pack fared relatively well. Total consumption appeared to Bave been
at par with supply.
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The samse siluation mamifested itcelf with 50K Meosement of thack 30K (jumbo &
Me.l Irom B.C and Alaska) was exiremeby sluggish, aed the prces were dowe to regord
low levgls, Thinoer prodecs, on the other band, sold well, Becavie prices ware low
eniagh L appaal to ceasumi,

Thass sxamples show that the market is constantly evolving, and that how impertant it
is b2 sbay in tuse with the conmemars’ needs

‘There nre fiur main ingredienis to ruccesefol marketing  They are:

[feakthy demand
Comsistant supply
Reasonable gprice

High guality

(H these, n Bealthy demand has io be ramked as the ghest importaees. I8 the high
preces of recend vears have alienated (be corsamers away, what the S0 industry must
accomplish now is to fisd way o recapiure the lost custonwss apd prosrale pew demnnd
Aside from making the product more appealing tn terma of both prce and presentation,
the key s to make SOK scoesmible 13 o greatsr nomber of consumern. The tagk of
gemerating demand is ret 8 difffeult es it may seem.  For SOK possesses inherendly
superior product sppeal. For inetance, mine of ten pecple who actaally tasted SOK will
abow o decided preference for SUK over kagunoke.  This s an evidence enough Chat
there s & hupe potential for an untapped consemer markest for S0E.

Herwawer, the size of the market car only Be as big or small an the volume of supply. In
this semse, the very limited mapply that gave S0K the sxclasivity in miche market @oa
fondamental weahaess that prevert it from soguning wide populanity. This peint =
clearer when one compares the supply of SOK agaiest herring roe. [n 1399, the toial
rapply of berring roe was 10,000 tenn, while SO was just sver 500 tond, barely 17205 of
karunska This means thst only a wary few comuareers had ever tasted SOK.  Indeed,
the majority of Japaness nre even awnre of its existence. The sclutsan, then, seemes to
b b2 incrense supply, while maimtaining reasonable proze and guabty.
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To this end, propceed alternative harvesting in the form en SOK in Sstka can make a
significant contribution, especially if the open pound method is ured. In the marke:
whero thick product by closed pounds duminates, thinner product by open peund will
provide just enough diversity. [t e possible that, instead of competing, producers of
open pound sod dosed poand SOK can cormplement each other. By haviog the abilizy w
offer rich variety of product, the SOK industry collectively will enjuy a greater chance of
success in the task of opening weder market, and cultivating the greater demand in the
process.

In concluson, [ beleeve that, if managed preperly, open pound SOK fshery in Sika
Sound offers 3 promiving alternative for bottor wtilization of available resources. Even
though critics may bave legitizonte ressons o worry about the over supply, benefits far
outweigh the detriments. Perbaps, in consideration 1o existing permit holders the initial
quotas should be sst at a moderate level, but with mcchanism to increase gradunlly as
maore demand (s geperated.

Thank you for the opportunity 10 voice my opinion. It is 1oy aincere hope that the new

managemment plan for SOK in Sitka Sound wall be formulated with the greatest care for
the future benefit of all

Respectfally yours,

Ed Furumon
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Submitted by: Nancy Keen
n/a

Community of Residence: Haines
I support the following proposals:
173

174

175

176

177

178

179

181

188

189

190

I oppose the following proposals.
182

183

I am Lingit. I am a Herring Protector.

We have been stewarding the land since time immemorial and we will continue to fight for our inherent
right to traditional foods.
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January 14, 2025

Alaska Board of Fish
SE and Yakutat Finfish & Shellfish Meeting
Ketchikan, AK January 28 — February 9, 2025

Dear Board Members,

| support proposal 108.
| oppose proposal 110.

I am a year round resident of Ketchikan and full-time employee of Chinook Shores Lodge, a
sportfishing/charter business in Ketchikan.

My husband is also a full-time employee at Chinook Shores Lodge and 100% of my yearly
income comes from working at our lodge.

Our fishing season runs from June 1st- October 1st. In addition to selling fishing trips to
non-residents, we also rent our boats to locals, including our local employees, who utilize our
boats for access to sport fishing to fill their family’s freezers.

| have been working in the sportfishing industry in Ketchikan since | was a teenager, and have
now been in the industry for over 10 years. Last year we employed 15 people, 14 of them locals,
and several of them were local highschoolers. The local kids we hire have a unique and
valuable opportunity to work in a fishing industry that also provides transferable skills and
knowledge (customer service, public speaking, business operations, networking etc.).
Oftentimes the local kids we hire stay with us all throughout highschool and college as it is a
great way to save up money while they work on their degrees, and occasionally some are
interested in getting their 6-pack licenses and running their own charter business one day.

The sportfishing industry is extremely important to our community, and especially young people
who want to stay in Ketchikan and make a living here long-term.

While | understand the troll industry’s concerns about losing king salmon fishing opportunities,
historically they have benefitted from being able to mop-up any king salmon the sportfishing
industry has left on the table in high abundance years. It seems unfair that they would then force
us to a hard 20% limit with in-season management in low abundance years.

The sportfishing industry business model is much different than that of the commercial industry.
It is important to remember that sport businesses are extremely vulnerable to in-season
management and sudden closures. Our customers book up to a year in advance and lose
confidence in our industry when regulations are changed on them once they get up here. In
June especially, sportfishing businesses in our area need to be able to market king salmon trips
to our customers. Our lodge has a 4 night minimum stay in order to be profitable. Shorter trips
create more turnover, and more associated costs for us. In June the only salmon trips we are
able to market are for king salmon, and a 1/day 3 fish annual limit is already pushing it when
trying to sell a 4-5 day fishing package. In July, silver salmon and halibut start moving into our
area and we are able to get by with further reduced king salmon limits.

| support proposal 108 because it is a fair compromise that protects both the troll
industry and the sportfishing industry. If the sport fishery is under allocation the troll fishery
will continue to benefit from mopping up the excess, if the sport industry is over allocation the
troll industry acts as a buffer. The 9-year average (2016—2024) sport harvest is currently 19.97%
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of the combined sport/troll allocation (RC2, p115). Proposal 108 is not seeking to steal quota
from the troll industry, it is simply trying to make sure sportfishing businesses like ours can stay
operational in June and are protected from the uniquely damaging impacts of in-season
reductions/closures. The already slim 3 king annual limit for nonresidents in June is absolutely
crucial to our business.

Thank you,
McKinley Kellogg
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Submitted by: Mark Kennard
Community of Residence: juneau

Please see my choices of whether I support or do not support a proposal. I have left many of the
proposals blank as I am not familiar with those areas.
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Alaska Board of Fisheries
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

I am Aaron Ramirez, the owner of Ketchikan Fishing Expeditions located in Ketchikan, AK. I
want to thank you all for taking the time to read this letter and the many others I'm sure you are
currently receiving. I have been guiding fishing charters out of Ketchikan for over a decade and
have an appreciation for our fishery and wildlife that only comes from spending days, months,
and years on the waters surrounding Ketchikan. I appreciate you hopefully understanding my
point of view when it comes to some of the stated proposals that will affect me and my family,
dozens of other charter operations, and the greater Ketchikan and State economies.

Sport King Salmon

Support: 108, 122, 123

Oppose: 104, 109, 110, 114, 115, 119, 120, 127

General Sport

Oppose: 140, 141

Ground fish

Support: 193, 211

Oppose: 203, 210

I support proposal 108 as it is asking for a meager increase in the allocation slotted for the sport
fishery that will benefit dozens,if not hundreds of businesses locally. May and June are
notoriously hard to keep busy for the charter fleet in recent years and further restrictions would
only exacerbate the issue. Hotels, airlines and transporters, rental car businesses, restaurants,
fish processors, cab and transportation workers, and many other businesses all rely heavily on
our short summer season to make their business profitable. A huge amount of the guests in town
that keep the wheels turning are non resident fisher men and women. Being so limited in May
and June in species available and current limits has effectively eliminated those months and put

an extreme amount of pressure on July and August.

My small business pours most of its revenue directly back into the local and state economies.
Harbor fees, storage, licenses, fuel, tackle, bait, and city tax to name a few. It is hard to impress
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how large of an impact the charter operations in Ketchikan help fuel the local and state
economies. While I believe a sustainable and healthy fishery outways any economical figure I am
hoping to paint a picture of how broad the impact of more limitations and closures could be. I
sincerely believe there is a way to keep the commercial and sport fleet happy in proposal 108.

I ask that you please read these letters with an open mind and take into account the impact
further restrictions will have on the owners, captains, deckhands, and dozens of other workers
who rely on a sustainable and healthy fishery.

Sincerely,

Capt. Aaron Ramirez

Ketchikan Fishing Expeditions
https://alaskafishingexcursions.com/
(907)617-9106



https://alaskafishingexcursions.com/
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RESOLUTION: KIC 25-03

TIFLE:

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

Declaration of Pacific Herring (Clupea pallasi) as a Forage Fish

the Ketchikan Indian Community (“KIC” or the “Tribe”), is a federally
recognized Tribal government organized under a Constitution and Bylaws
(collectively, the “Constitution”) ratified on October 18, 2017, and previously
organized under a Constitution and Bylaws ratified on January 16, 1979, and
previously organized under a Constitution and Bylaws ratified on January 27,
1940, in each instance pursuant to Section 16 of the Indian Reorganization
Act (“IRA") of 1934 as amended; and

the KIC Tribal Council (the “Tribal Council”) is the representative Tribal
Government of the Tribe; and

Pacific Herring (C. pallasii), also known has iinaang in Haida, yaaw in Tlingit,
and shga in Tsimshian, have profound cultural and dietary significance to the
Indigenous people all over the southeast Alaska. The tribal community in
Ketchikan especially holds Pacific herring in high regard as a culturally
significant resource; and

The Ketchikan Indian Community and its Tribal Citizens historically had a
robust herring fishery within our territorial jurisdiction, but like many other
regions in southeast Alaska had this fishery collapse many years ago; and

Pacific Herring are considered a “Keystone Species” in the marine food web
in Southeast Alaska as they predated on by salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.),
humpback whales (Megaptera novacangliae), and a variety of other species. If
Pacific Herring were to be removed from Southeast Alaskan waters, it would
cause a collapse in the entire marine food web in this region; and

The Pacific Herring Population throughout Southeast Alaska have yet to
recover to their historical abundances, especially within our territorial
jurisdiction. This has had an incredible impact on our Tribal Citizens to
harvest herring eggs, most of which now rely on our relatives from Sitka and
Prince of Wales to fill their herring egg needs; and

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the Ketchikan Indian Community Tribal Council

recognize the ecological importance of Pacific Herring within Southeast

Alaska marine ecosystems and declare this species as a forage fish, which is defined by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration as “small schooling species that serve as



PC249

prey for larger commercially and recreationally important fish, as well as for marine
mammals and sea birds.” Currently the State of Alaska does not consider Pacific Herring to
be a forage fish, nor does it manage it as such. The Ketchikan Indian Community Tribal
Government calls on the state of Alaska and all other governing bodies to classify this
critically important species as a forage fish such that proper ecosystem-based management
practices can be placed on all Pacific Herring fisheries in Alaska. This, as a result, will
promote the growth of collapsed Pacific Herring fisheries and protect those that are still
near their historical abundances.

CERTIFICATION
The foregoing resolution was adopted at a duly convened meeting of the Ketchikan Indian

Community Tribal Council, assembled this 14" day of Japyary, 2025 at 2960 Tongass,
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901, by a vote of: FOR and _ AGAINST

sy Y] A0S

Norman §kan, President Date

ATREST:: / /
e~ L4136

Rushcefle Hull, Secretary Date

Effective: January 14, 2025 KIC 25-03
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INIJIAN COMMUNITY

RESOLUTION KIC 24-96

TITLE:

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

A RESOLUTION OF THE KETCHIKAN INDIAN COMMUNITY TRIBAL
COUNCIL OPPOSING PROPOSAL 156 TO BE CONSIDERED AT THE JANUARY
28 TO FEBRUARY 9, 2025 ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES MEETING

the Ketchikan Indian Community (“KIC” or the “Tribe”), is a federally
recognized Tribal government organized under a Constitution and Bylaws
(collectively, the “Constitution”) ratified on October 18, 2017, and previously
organized under a Constitution and Bylaws ratified on January 16, 1979, and
previously organized under a Constitution and Bylaws ratified on January 27,
1940, in each instance pursuant to Section 16 of the Indian Reorganization
Act (“IRA”) of 1934 as amended; and

the KIC Tribal Council (the “Tribal Council”) is the representative Tribal
Government of the Tribe; and

Southeast Alaska’s salmon hatchery programs have successfully operated for
almost 50 years, supplementing wild salmon harvests and supporting
subsistence, personal use, cultural practices, and recreational fisheries that
are vital to sustaining indigenous ways of life; and

Proposal 156 seeks to reduce hatchery production of pink and chum salmon
by 25%, posing a significant risk to the hatchery-supported ecosystem in
Southeast Alaska and threatening the stability of salmon resources upon
which tribal communities rely for food security, traditional practices, and
cultural continuity; and

a reduction in hatchery production would limit access to salmon for
subsistence, personal use, and other essential practices, thereby directly
impacting the cultural traditions, heritage, and food sovereignty of tribal
members; and

the Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA), Douglas
Island Pink and Chum, Inc. (DIPAC), and Northern Southeast Regional
Aquaculture Association (NSRAA) play critical roles in preserving salmon
resources essential for the continuation of tribal traditions and community
well-being through hatchery operations; and

Proposal 156 would create uncertainty for hatchery production, complicating
long-term planning for these organizations, potentially jeopardizing the
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sustainability of Alaska’s hatchery program, which has historically supported
a balance between enhancing salmon availability and protecting wild stocks;
and

WHEREAS, the current data on hatchery impact on wild salmon populations remains
inconclusive and does not substantiate the drastic cuts proposed by Proposal
156; and

WHEREAS, Alaska’s hatchery system operates as a nonprofit model funded through cost
recovery and enhancement taxes, following stringent public permitting and
scientific standards to ensure that wild salmon populations are protected
while benefiting all user groups, including tribal communities; and

WHEREAS, Proposal 156 introduces an additional oversight mechanism that would
conflict with the established regulatory framework, risking the proven
balance between hatchery and wild stocks that has been achieved under
existing management; and

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
Section 1. Ketchikan Indian Corporation strongly opposes Proposal 156,
scheduled for consideration at the January 28 - February 9, 2025, Alaska
Board of Fisheries meeting, and urges the Board to reject this proposal to
prevent detrimental impacts on Alaska’s hatchery programs and the
indigenous ways of life they support.

Section 2. Ketchikan Indian Corporation reaffirms its support for SSRAA,
DIPAC, and NSRAA, acknowledging their essential contributions to
sustaining salmon resources critical for subsistence, cultural practices, and
the continuity of indigenous traditions.

Section 2. Ketchikan Indian Corporation reaffirms its support for SSRAA,
DIPAC, and NSRAA, acknowledging their essential contributions to
sustaining salmon resources critical for subsistence, cultural practices, and
the continuity of indigenous traditions.
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CERTIFICATION
The foregoing resolution was adopted at a duly convened meeting of the Ketchikan Indian

Community Tribal Council, assembled this 20th day of December 20, 2024 at 2960
Tongass, Ketchikan, Alaska 99901, by a vote of FOR and _ AGAINST.

M %L—"' 12/20/29

Norman Skan, President Date

7/
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I ¥

Rushcelle Hull, Secretary Date

Effective: 12/20/2024 KIC 24-96
Roll Call Yes | No | Absent
SKAN
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FROM THE DESK OF

Ketchikan’s Finest

-

, Fishing Charters
NEST FistinG CHARTER

January 9, 2025

Lukas Brickweg

Ketchikan’s Finest Fishing Charters
21 Main Street

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

My name is Lukas Brickweg the owner of Ketchikan’s Finest Fishing Charters located in
Ketchikan, Alaska. I am greatly honored to take part in the public comments. I am
deeply passionate about preserving the resources of Alaska and continuing to share
world class experiences with our guests. Furthermore, your understanding of how the
stated proposals will affect all the members of the Southeast Alaska fishing community
and economic development sustainability.

Proposal 108 - SUPPORT

I support proposal 108as it reflects a larger allocation to the sport fishery at a time when
there are few alternative species available to fish. Due to the fact that silver salmon and
pink salmon aren’t available until the months of July, August and September. This has
acted in a way to continue to keep guests visiting Alaska for this iconic species that’s
both sustainable and positive for local economies.

Due to the restrictions on other species this has a created a scenario where May and
June are extremely hard to book trips for because of the lack of available catches. Any
changes downward to this would create a scenario where businesses would be even
more challenged to cover their bottomline. As a result this would effect the local and
state economies in various ways to the detriment of local citizens.

We’ve already had to lower the price for early season trips to no avail. Guests are
educated on the restrictions in the fishery and have opted to fish in July and August.
Discounted trips and buy one get one free trips simply aren’t enough to attract guests
to spend money on these kind of trips. Realistically they’ve chosen to wait until the
months with multiple species available to book.

This has created an extremely stressful environment for operators to try and cover the
bills because the lack of interest to fish May and June. By the time you pay for employee



salaries, city tax, boats, fuel, permits, moorage, storage and the litany of other
expenses it’s becomes simple math that we need at least 3-4 months of operating to
cover costs. Without being able to book trips in the early months there simply isn’t
enough revenue to cover the overhead and keep people employed. It has become a dire
situation where certainty and regulations can be openly communicated to the public
and visitors in an attempt to keep the sport fishery alive.

Our business employs multiple employees directly and dozens of others indirectly in
the local economy. Sport fishing operations pay a lot of money into local economies in
a sustainable and positive way. This number equates to over 70-80% of gross revenue
paid out into these communities. The sheer value of a king salmon caught by visitors
account for a large portion of revenue in local municipalities.

These revenues drive the engine that keep all ages and demographics of the community
involved in the industry with a way to make a living. Everyone from the captains, boat
mechanics, fuel dock workers, city sales office, sporting good stores, restaurants,
hotels, taxis, airports, rental homes and car services, and many more. It touches a lot
of people and this I ask you to take into consideration when implementing the new
guidelines. The sport fishing industry isn’t asking for a lot in terms of allocation based
on the overall size of the fishery. We’re simply asking for an arena where we can run a
small business that we’re passionate about and love that our local community is so
involved.

We consider our employees our family and everyone we work with for that matter.
Which is why we are deeply passionate about working to keep this fishery sustainable.
Please consider these points when making allocation decisions to consider keeping
sport fishing a valuable part of Alaska’s fishery management. Thank you for your efforts
and for listening to the voices of our local community members.

Proposal 122 & 123 - SUPPORT
Proposal 119 & 120 - OPPOSE
Proposal 127 & 128 - OPPOSE
Proposal 193 -SUPPORT
Proposal 203 - OPPOSE

Proposal 210 - OPPOSE

Sincerely yours,
Lukas Brickweg,

Ketchikan’s Finest Fishing Charters
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21 MAIN STREET, KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901 907-617-4717 KETCHIKANFISHINGTRIPS@GMAIL.COM
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Submitted by: Melissa Killinger
Community of Residence: Sitka

I recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173 through 177 which may
provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing the
harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. Such actions
are necessary to prioritize subsistence harvest and to prevent the development of any high volume or
non-food herring fishery in Sitka Sound.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179 to protect an important subsistence harvest area as well as proposal 181 to minimize herring
mortality from test sets.
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Submitted by: James King
Community of Residence: Juneau

I support proposal #241 restricting commercial harvest of Red and Blue King crab in 11a. This action
creates a significant recreational, personal and economic boost to Juneau when compared to the limited
financial boost to a few commercial fisherman if open to commercial harvest. Local boat supply stores,
gas stations, and others benefit financially when crab openings happen. It also provides hundreds if not
thousands of people with a wonderful experience which makes Juneau a better place to live.
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Submitted by: Charles Haydu
Kingfisher Charters & Lodge, LLC

Community of Residence: Kingfisher Charters and Lodge, Charles Haydu

See attached letter in PDF.

Support: 108,122,123,130,134,159,160,161,162,163,193
Oppose:104,106,107,109,110,111,114,115,116,117,118,119,120,125.126,127,128,130,140,141,164.
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fishery we would potentially loose most of our employees as they couldn’t survive on 6 weeks
work and expect to support their families.

RE: Impact of one family run lodge and its benefit to the community of Craig and Prince of Wales.

Month of June with 3 Kings per person, July to the 15" with 2 Kings, a viable industry with this quota
of King salmon.

Number of guests in June 144 x 3 King salmon = 432 King salmon harvested.
Number of Guests in July to the 15" 54 x 2= 108 King salmon harvested.
Total Kings (estimated harvest) 540.
ADF&G license & King stamps 198 guests x $60 $11,880.00.
Package price per/angler (average) $3,400 x 198 anglers $673,200.00
RT (Ketchikan — POW) Airfare Island Air Express $540 x 198 anglers $106,920.00
Payroll 7 resident families, 14 resident employees (6-week period). $185,000.00

NAPA, Log Cabin Sports, JS Warehouse, Island Air Express, The Bay Company, Sampson Tug and Barge, Alaska
Marine Lines, AC Thompson House, Klawock AC, Petro Marine, AP&T, Cisco, Craig Liquor, Klawock Liquor, Alaska

Gifts are many of the businesses we support.

A family run fishing lodge supports
Prince of Wales families.

Thank you for considering our positions on these very important issues.

Chiarles and Jeanctte Haydu

Email: info@alaskakingfisherlodge.com



Kingfisher Charters and Lodge

PO Box 1043
Craig, AK 99921
907-826-3350
Hayduec@plu.edu

January 13, 2025

Alaska Board of Fisheries
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

I am Emily Harding, a full time employee during the summer at Kingfisher Charters and Lodge
located in Craig, Alaska. I am a mother of three children, who are learning this business. I was
raised in this sports fishing business, which I have began working at when [ was 7 years old. I
saved money from my job each summer at Kingfisher Charters and Lodge to pay for my own
college degree, a Bachelors of Science in Nursing, so that I could come back and serve this small,
rural community. [ appreciate your attention to public comments and your interest in
understanding how the proposals you will deliberate will affect my family and I, as well as the
different groups of people in our region.

Support/Opposition Proposals of:

Support:

108 support: This proposal adds necessary protections for the troll fishery to address
seasonal stability and ensure an average troll harvest equivalent to 80% of the annual
harvest ceiling specified by the Pacific Salmon 110 Commission. The proposal would
give the sport industry the ability to maintain a 20% average and keep our business
functioning in low abundance years.

122, 123 support: I support these proposals as no salmon should be removed from the
water but released while still in the water as it is too hard on the fish especially after
fighting for its life the fish probably would not survive or little chance of it.

Many of these king salmon proposals that suggest lower annual limits for non-resident
anglers starting off the season such as weekend closures or in week closures such as we
now experience with halibut. When bag and annual limits for kings were better and we
had better regulations for halibut, rockfish, and lingcod, mid-May through June was the
easiest part of the season to book. Now it's the most difficult.

Oppose:

109 Oppose: This proposal from my understanding wants to hold the charter industry to
a 20% cap. The sport industry needs some flexibility in low abundant years. The 25-year
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average has been at 20% some years over and many years under. In low abundance years
this proposal would make early season closures difficult to operate a business. The
charter industry needs stability and the 3,2,1 formula gives early season bookings the
stability needed to book clients in advance. This proposal would put the charter industry
and our business on uncertain ground.

110 Oppose: This proposal in low abundance years would put a June fishery in question.
The numbers show that the charter industry averages 20% of its allocation over a 25-year
period. This industry needs the ability to go over slightly if needed to be able to operate.

111 Oppose: This proposal although trying to be flexible still keeps us short at 22% in
low abundance years would give us less than the 3 King salmon needed in June. The
proposal also allows up to 4 King salmon in high abundance years. We would rather hold
to 3 maximum King salmon for a nonresident and have the stability we have asked for in
early season.

114 Oppose: This proposal reduces annual limits in lower tiers.
115 Oppose: A 1 king limit is not acceptable for the continuation of our business.

116,117 Oppose: These proposals reduce the annual limit to 2 through June and then 1 in
all tiers.

119,120 Oppose: To close King salmon to NR sportfisherman on a weekend or during
the week in June would be catastrophic to our business. We are already dealing with
weekly halibut closures, rockfish closures, and reduced Lingcod limits. As for now we
have been able to supplement weekly halibut closures with the GAF program which is
helping keep the customers. There will be a point to where nonresident sport fishermen
will decide it isn't worth it to come.

To have weekly shutdowns for King salmon in June with no other salmon to catch on
proposed closure days would effectively shut down the charter industry for king salmon.
With the cost of doing business it takes 3 months of operation to be viable and make ends
meet. Families need at least 3 months of income to be able to continue to work the
business and support their families.

140,141 Oppose: Going to barbless hooks will increase the times a salmon could
potentially be hooked since the fish will potentially get hooked and lost multiple times,
causing more harm than getting the fish in the boat using barbed hooks, and then move
on to other species once a limit is reached. It isn't a good way to try to minimize catch
numbers.

(141) Oppose: Not allowing baited hooks would force more boats into trolling which is
more effective that using bait and mooching.



In summary, the various proposals that address the king salmon fishery (specifically, the ones that
would leave a much lower annual limit for non-resident anglers in the beginning of the season)
would ultimately devastate the sports fishing industry in the first half of the season. This would
leave multiple families and locals that rely on this income, to lose potentially half their income,
which supports living in rural southeast, Alaska. This would not only include many young
families, our own included, but young high school students, who rely on this lucrative money
making opportunity to pay for college or have a jump start after graduation. If the king salmon
fishing were cut that drastically early in the season, it could cause potentially irreversible damage
to lodges that employ and support not only locals and families, but local businesses as well.
Including but not limited to the grocery stores, local airlines, and small business shop owners.
The trickle effect would even include schools, as taxes have been increased during the summer
influx of visitors to help pay for supporting the Craig City School District specifically. Thank you
for considering our proposals and taking the time to deliberate on them carefully for the best
interest of all parties.

Sincerely yours,

Emily Harding
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Alaska Board of Fisheries

P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK99811-5526

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

I am Nils Baeckstroem, one of the captains at Alaska Kingfisher Charters & Lodge, located on

Craig on Prince of Wales Island. | appreciate your attention to public comments and your

interest in understanding how the proposals you will deliberate will affect me, as well as the

7different user groups in our region.

| support the following proposals

Proposal

Comment

108

The only proposal that can offer stability to both sportfishermen (resident and non-
resident) as well the commercial fishery. It is the only proposal that can balance
allocation by using averages over several years and not a hard cap and thus
eliminating in-season management.

The charter industry cannot handle in-season management and at the same time offer
its customers a desirable fishing experience. It is also favorable for the commercial
fleet as they can still catch residual allocation from the sportfishermen when they
have been unable to catch their full allocation.

Our industry wishes to obtain stability, so customers know what to expect when many
times they book 1-2 years in advance. The 3-2-1 system fulfills those criteria.

122/123

| support these proposals as King Salmon is a very sensitive fish. A fish should only be
netted or removed from the water if it is intended to be kept and thus be accounted
towards the fisherman’s daily limit assuming it is allowed.
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| Oppose the following Proposals

Proposal

Comment

109

To hold the sportfishing industry to 20% which has been the industry average is fine.
However, we do need flexibility in low abundance years. Some years it has gone over
but many years we have been under. In-season management that can potentially
affect limits in June will have a huge negative effect on our business and a customer’s
desire to fish in June will drop drastically.

The current format 3-2-1 has given us stability and opportunity to offer paying
customers so that they come fishing.

110

Again the 3-2-1 formula has given us the stability to offer desirable experience for
paying customers. Any proposal that could affect limits in June will have a detrimental
effect on our customer base. Historically, many of the years we have been under the
20% allocation, but with leniency on low abundance years.

111

Although a more flexible allocation with 22% being a hard cap, it can still affect limits
in June/early July in low abundance years. For it to be desirable experience for paying
customers we need the 3 kings in June as well as 2 kings early July. The stability of 3-2-
1 formula, is stability that we need and that we would prefer even though in this
proposal we could potentially be allowed up to 4 kings, the stability of the current
format Is preferred.

114

The industry would not be able to handle the reduction of annual limits in lower tiers.

115

It is unacceptable to lower the King limit to 1 per year and would be detrimental for
our business and the charter industry as a whole.

116/117

With these proposals, where non-residents would be limited to 2 kings per year in
June and 1 king limit in July would have a huge negative impact on our business and
industry.

| would also argue with the statement that the troll fishery has a higher economic
impact at a local level. Where a commercial caught king often catches 5-65/Ibs at the
dock, which is being processed by mainly seasonal workers often from other countries
in plants that are owned by companies that are from out of state.

Whereas the charter industry can impact the local economy at a far greater length by
not only supporting other local businesses such as grocery stores, marine fuel, airlines,
local shops etc. But it is also able to employ far more people who most often are local
year-round residents.

119/120

By closing King Salmon retention for non-residents over the weekends in June would
again have a huge negative effect on our business.

We have already seen it in the halibut fishery with daily closures. However, in the
halibut fishery we have been able to offer GAF licenses to counter the closures which
has still made it desirable for people to come fishing.

The charter industry has already been hit with regulation cuts in many different
fisheries such as lingcod, rockfish and halibut. Another regulation in King Salmon
fishing will more than likely render us to not being able to run through the 3 months
as we do now which would put the company and many other operators within the
industry in jeopardy.
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catch their limit, causing more harm to the fish.

catch fish.

140/141 | Regulating to barbless hooks would be very unethical to the fishery. It is a guarantee
that fisherman will have to hook and lose far many more fish than now in order to

Also, not allowing bait, which is the traditional way of sportfishing in SE by mooching,
will only turn more fisherman to trolling as a method which is a far a more effective
way of fishing. As a result, it would counter argue proposal 140 of making it harder to

Summary:

There are many proposals in the draft that would drastically change the landscape and

allocation of King Salmon between sport fisherman and commercial fisherman.

Years ago, when regulations were different, June was one of the easiest periods of time to fill
up with customers. Today, we see it being one of the hardest periods of time to book. The
reason for this is the many changes in regulations to many species of fish including halibut,
Yelloweye and especially King Salmon. As of now, the current regulations of King Salmon are
just enough to keep customers coming. Any proposals that would lower or constrain annual

limits for King Salmon for sport fisherman would severely impact our industry.

Already we have had to offer several different marketing strategies in order to book the first
part of the season. Some of these are “early bird” specials, 4 days of fishing for the cost of 3
days etc. Also, we have had to push and promote fishing in June verbally in discussions with
customers when they consider moving their fishing trip to a later date when regulations and

fishing season is more favorable.

| have been working at Kingfisher Charters & Lodge for 10 years. My In-laws started the
business close to 30 years ago and we are a true family business. Currently, the business
supports the life of not only the owners, Chuck and Jeanette Haydu, but also 5 other families
that are all daughters and sons-in-laws, which all have children. All of us involved are truly
dependent on the business to keep going for all of us to support our families. Also, it is

something that we wish to pass down to our kids.

Fish are a renewable resource and need to be prioritized where it can have the most impact
without losing the idea that it needs to be sustainable. If managed properly it is a renewable

resource.
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As an example, | did a rough estimate that our lodge, that went through approximately 190
guests from end of May through the middle of July. We harvested approximately 500 King
Salmon during this time. That is the same amount of King Salmon that a commercial troller
can harvest in the first couple of days of their opener. Those customers generated roughly

650 000 dollars in revenue for the company.

The conclusion is pretty simple, the same number of fish was able to support a business that
employs up to 20 people, both family and local. Not to mention, the lodge supports other
local businesses such as the grocery stores, marine fuel, liquor stores, airlines, smokery,
marine shops, fishing stores to mention a few in order to operate. All local businesses who
get support and able to thrive thanks to sport fishing. The city of Craig also benefits by being
able to tax all the entities with their sales tax, not to mention the state, creating revenue in
fishing licenses and salmon stamps. The financial impact at every level per King Salmon
caught is far greater in sport fishing over commercial fishing. If we want to keep this resource
alive and allow remote Alaskan communities to not only survive but to thrive, sport fishing

needs to be prioritized and not diminished.

This should not be a discussion pitting sportfishing against commercial fishing. Instead,
together we should find a balance where both industries can survive and thrive as well as

keeping a sustainable fishery so that it is something to be enjoyed by generations from now.

| urge the Board to consider these points when making allocation decisions to ensure that
sport fishing remains a viable and valued part of Alaska’s fishery management. Thank you for

your time and dedication to preserving these resources for all stakeholders.

Sincerely,
Nils Baeckstroem
Captain

Alaska Kingfisher Charters & Lodge
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Submitted by: Sidney Kinney
Community of Residence: Sitka, Alaska

Members of the board

My name is Sidney Kinney. Sitka is where I was born and raised. I’'m a tribal citizen of the Sitka Tribe
as well as a shareholder of Doyon Native corporation. I’'m a stakeholder in Sitka Sac Roe.

I oppose the following proposals — 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 181

I have participated in Sitka Sac Roe for over half my life now. Hired by my stepdad at 14 to hold corks,
to coming home during spring break to deck hand, now owning my own permit and fishing alongside
my husband on our 58-foot seiner.

I’'m just one of 47 small business owners in this fishery trying to diversify our operation to stay afloat in
our current economic situation. We aren’t just up against difficult economic times but up against social
media warriors throwing themselves behind causes they know little about and stamping their names on
proposals and spreading false information on platforms that have become the pinnacle of how the next
generation get their news.

Why would I try to over exploit my business for future years? For future generations? We plan to raise
our three girls on the back deck. We are committed to showing them the importance of being stewards
of the land and sea which we depend upon for our livelihoods and for our subsistence needs as well.
That’s why we are all here isn’t it? To advocate for what we love and what resonates within each of us.

Alaska is a resource-based state. We should pride ourselves on having processes like these to insure it
continues to be that way, well managed and regulated for success. Putting regulation into place to allow
reasonable opportunity to harvest subsistence needs by conducting fisheries outside the core area, not
allowing test setting near the core area, limiting test fishing, limiting opening, documenting sets,
collecting subsistence surveys. By allowing equal split these regulations could even be better monitor
and regulated. Allowing for even more opportunity for both user groups.

The data collection on this stock is the most stringently detailed of any fishery on the West coast.
Abundance is at an all-time high with our average five-year spawn at 84.24 nm. We are seeing herring in
Sitka Sound year-round and whales never leaving the area because of the abundance of food. I urge you
to believe in the science behind the management that’s been accurately depicting a stock for over half a
century.

It’s the departments job to allow reasonable opportunity and determine scientifically what the stock can
handle, unadulterated by emotion or market demand. Strictly based on science collected and how it
presents itself to past collection. ADFG’s obligation is to the science and making sure opportunity is
presented, which THEY and ONLY they have documented extensively for the greater portion of the last
century. They do not work for the fishermen, or against the other government fund affiliations.
Undermining the only credible fisheries science institution could lead to a domino effect on every other
state managed fishery in Alaska. I’'m hopeful people understand the gravity of kicking at the leg of the
table that holds up the industry that provides probably the largest number of jobs and private revenues to



Alaska’s coastal communities. The social fabric of this industry is so interwoven within our
communities, within our families, within our state.

Every three years we come back to this table. My stance is as follows
I OPPOSE

PROPSAL 173

PROPSAL 174

PROPSAL 175

PROPSAL 176

PROPSAL 177

PROPSAL 178

PROPSAL 181
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Sidney Kinney
Sitka Sac Roe Permit holder
Tribal Citizen of Sitka Tribe

Sitka Resident
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Submitted by: Matt Kinney
Community of Residence: Sitka

Honorable board members,

I, Matt Kinney, a Sitka based commercial fisherman am writing to express my opposition to salmon
proposals 156, 167, as well as my support for 168. I also would like to add my opposition to herring
proposals 173 through 178, and 181.

There is clearly no cause for concern with the Sitka sac roe herring fishery. The stock is robust, healthy,
and monitored professionally. Research and models have been created systematically, and shows
decades worth of history of building growing stocks, yet every three years we go through the same, “sky
is falling”theatrics in an effort to take away more financial opportunity from the fishing fleet. Every
three years more area is on the chopping block, and every three years it seems that we are toenailed out
of a fishery that is a major part of our livelihood, and my family’s history. It’s not the boards job to
make decisions based on emotion, or anecdotes. We live in a world that is governed by science, which
we use for almost all aspects of life. Please don’t abandon the facts for approval of subsistence users.

My wife and I have been subsistence harvesters in the last 5 years, and in the few times that we have
gone out, we spend less than an afternoon setting branches, and have consistently brought back more
than a pickup truckload of eggs on branches which we have shared with the community. All of this
between herring openers, that I captain my 58 foot seine vessel during.

The idea that subsistence needs aren’t being met is preposterous to me with the sheer volume of
supply. It really all comes down to effort and determination.

181, oppose: here’s another proposal designed to derail the herring fishery by adding a seemingly benign
rule which would put the entire fishery on the fence.

Herring spawn all in the course of a couple weeks. It’s imperative that the fish are sampled, to insure
optimal quality and minimize waste. With an entire sound teeming with herring, literally hundreds of
thousands of tons, all maturing at different rates in different locations, we must make sets. It’s
irresponsible not to.

By limiting to 3 sets per day you automatically lose opportunity. Thats a given. Again, there are
thousands of tons of herring distributed all over the sound and by heading back to the harbor after 3
missed sets when there are tens of thousands of tons in the area, statistics may suggest you will likely
not find the quality fish and will lose days, which equate to processing capacity, which equate to lost
revenue. We have a short window of time before they all spawn and the fishery is lost.

The test sets we make, in no way harm the fish, other than the bucket full that we dip out of then net
before releasing our end of the net.

Jig samples are nowhere near accurate enough to hold nor deny an entire fishery on.

This proposal is death by a thousand paper cuts, 100% written to shut down a fishery under the guise of
subtleties.



156, Oppose: We rely on chum salmon hatchery production, which have financially carried all gear
groups of southeast Alaska salmon fishermen for the past 10 years. Decreasing hatchery production by
25% won’t do anything positive for the resource, but certainly will further damage the already struggling
fishing economy. Please understand the financial ramifications of creating less fish for already hungry
fishermen, as well as the loss of revenue from fish tax to the communities of southeast Alaska.

167, Oppose: adding 25 fathom of additional net length at first glance seems like it would be to the
benefit of fishermen, however, half of the southeast fleet aren’t efficient enough to get their net back
aboard in a timely manner as it is, and with the strong currents of southeast Alaska, they end up stuck
inside the net of the fisherman with the next turn, causing problems, and lost fish to him. A lot of
fishermen are oblivious enough to brush that aside for their own personal gain, so let’s keep the net
length shorter to avoid all that controversy.

168, Support: Most of the terminal harvest areas are small enough to see from one side to the other with
the naked eye. So the benefit for pilot fishing is limited, however, the allowance of pilots during tha
fishing days which coincide with a common property opening allows for an exploitation of a loophole.
Allowing pilots to fly over common property districts to and from the THA, and report what they saw
along the way. There’s enough unenforceable properties as it is, with the current pilot laws. Taking
away this loophole at least levels the playing field for those unwilling to bend the rules.

Thank you for all your time spent wading through these topics. I know it must be exhausting.
Best regards,

Matt Kinney, owner/operator of F/V Hukilau.
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Submitted by: Andrew Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I am a subsistence, personal use, sport and commercial fisherman from Petersburg. I own a commercial
Sitka Herring Sac Roe Purse Seine Permit. I have a B.S. from Oregon State University in Natural
Resource Economics. I opposed proposals 173-176.

The Sitka Sound herring population is a tremendous biological success story. The reduction fisheries of
the early 20th century decimated the herring resources of Southeast Alaska. After a century of diligent
and sound management by ADFG, the herring resource in Sitka Sound is stronger than ever. This
herring explosion has happened while Roe Herring fishermen like myself have taken a small portion of
the renewable resource annually.

Recent BOF decisions have excluded the commercial fishermen from the highest quality fishing grounds
in Sitka Sound. The subsistence users of Alaska have exclusive access to the best herring habitat in Sitka
Sound. We commercial fishermen are left picking around the edges of the herring habitat. Yet every
BOF cycle we get more and more proposals to restrict us further. These restrictions have to stop before
my fishery is no longer viable.

The BOF needs to support the sound management of ADFG and recognize their success in rebuilding
the herring resource while allowing minimal commercial harvest. There is no biological, economical or
social justifications to support 173-176. There are plenty of herring in Sitka Sound for everyone.

The BOF needs to recognize the groups that wish to further restrict us will not be happy until my fishery
no longer exists. Ifit is the intention of the BOF to put me out of business, then lets just get straight to
it. T'll tell my two Native-American and one Philipino-American crewmen to go look for another job.
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Submitted by: Andrew Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg AK

I am a subsistence, personal use, sport and commercial fisherman from Petersburg. I own a commercial
Red King Crab Permit. I have a B.S. from Oregon State University in Natural Resource Economics. 1
support proposal 243 which will allow the commercial Red King Crab Fisherman access to any
harvestable surplus of Red King Crab allocated to them by ADFG. This proposal was unanimously
supported by the Petersburg Borough Assembly.

There is one inherent flaw in this proposal that must be addressed by the BOF before passing. At the
12/9/2024 public meeting of the ADFG King and Tanner Task Force (KTTF), the current ADFG crab
management team made industry aware of this flaw. Apparently the former ADFG employee whom
authored and submitted this proposal, needlessly included subsection (b) which will further restrict
commercial fishermen to harvest the surplus Red King Crab annually. In fact, leaving subsection (b) in
proposal 243 will subvert the whole intention of the proposal. ADFG told industry that they had just ran
the numbers through the unneeded formulas in subsection (b) and told the fleet we would only have a
fishery in only two additional years out of the last twelve- even though there has been a harvestable



surplus of Red King Crab available for the commercial fleet every year for the last twelve years!
Needless to say this information was a complete surprise to industry. Current ADFG staff could not
offer a justification or a need for the inclusion of subsection (b) in proposal 243. However, because the
proposal was already submitted to the BOF, ADFG claimed they are unable to change it and remove
subsection (b).

So here's the solution. The BOF has the ability to amend proposal 243 and remove subsection (b). I
encourage the BOF to ask ADFG why subsection (b) was included in this proposal, if they support
removing it, and what would happen if it were removed.

This BOF meeting is the time to amend proposal 243, remove subsection (b), and pass the amended
proposal. Lets pass a proposal that will accomplish what all the cooperating parties intended.
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Submitted by: Andrew Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I strongly oppose proposal 242. This is a completely unjust reallocative proposal.

The Red King Crab in area 11-A are fully allocated. Personal use get 60% and commercial fishermen
get 40%. The personal use fishermen get to fish their share every year, while we commercial fishermen
haven't had the opportunity to fish in 7 years and our businesses have suffered. Now the urban personal
use fishermen want to take away our opportunity entirly. This is not fair. Our commercial Red King
Crab fishery is almost entirely Alaskan- only one permit is held by a non-resident. Rural fishermen
from Haines, Hoonah, Sitka, Petersburg, Wrangell, Ketchikan and yes even urban Juneau rely on this
resource to support ourselves and our struggling coastal communities. We are not trying to take from
the urban Juneau personal use fishermen who submitted this proposal. We are just trying to keep the
minority share the BOF has already allocated us. Support your rural Alaskan fishermen and
communities
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Submitted by: Andrew Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg AK

I support proposal 159. It was generated with support from all user groups. It replaces an outdated
management plan that no longer fits the current needs of the user groups. It provides fair and equal
access to all sportfishermen.

PC258

Submitted by: Andrew Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg AK



I do not support proposal 156. Cutting hatchery production will harm myfishing business, rural
community and fishing industry. There is no proof 156 will do anything to help the Alaskan salmon
resource.
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Submitted by: Andrew Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg AK

I support Proposal 163. This proposal was also supported unanimously by the Petersburg AC. The
Blind Slough THA is an anomaly in that nonresidents can keep up to 4 king salmon a day, every day for
their entire stay. For example, a nonresident angler that fishes for a week at Blind Slough can leave our
state with 28 king salmon! This may have been acceptable 20 years ago when there were very few
nonresident anglers using the resource but now there are hundreds daily and they are taking the vast
majority of the fish, leaving fewer and fewer for the residents and hatchery. This proposal will align the
Blind Slough King Salmon bag limits with the rest of the state of Alaska.

PC259
Submitted by: Lance Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg
As a person who is from a fishing community and family I strongly oppose proposal 242.

PC259
Submitted by: Lance Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg
As a person from a fishing community and family I strongly support proposal 163.
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Submitted by: Lance Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I do not support proposal 156. I am a crewman on a commercial salmon fishing vessel and this proposal
would severely hurt me and my family. As someone who has grown up and lived in a fishing
community [ have experienced the fluctuations of different fish populations first hand and I have been
affected by these fluctuations first hand. Proposal 156 is a baseless proposal that fails to truly account
for the affect of other international salmon fisheries including Russia and Japan.




PC259

Submitted by: Lance Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg

As a person from a fishing community and family I strongly support proposal 243.

PC259
Submitted by: Lance Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg
As a person coming form a fishing community and family I strongly support proposal 159.
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Submitted by: Stacy Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I am a Sitka Herring Fishing Permit Holder opposed to 173-176. The Sitka Sound herring population is
healthy providing enough stock surplus to support the commercial, subsistence and personal use
fisheries for these herrings. These proposals will be financially catastrophic to my business. I have a
spouse and four children as well as crew members and their families who rely on this commercial
fishery for their income and provides jobs for our community.

I am also a Red King Crab Permit Holder. I oppose 242 as it will take away from our family, crew and
communities livelihood. I support 243 if amended to remove subsection (b). This amended proposal will
ensure we have a commercial fishery when crab are available.

PC261
Submitted by: Trent Kittams
Community of Residence: Petersburg
I support proposal 243
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Submitted by: David Klepser
Community of Residence: Ketchikan

#222 1 oppose this as subsistence and personal use fishing during this time period is of minimal harvest
and targets local residents.

#224 #225 1 oppose both of these as they deal with changing shrimp season .we are only in the
beginning of the 3 rd yr since the change and it has not given fish and game enough time to evaluate any
benefits that was proposed in the original change.



#226. I oppose this as this fishery has had many restrictions put on it .further restrictions will place an
economic hardship on participants.

#227 1 oppose this proposal as permit stacking has a negative effect on small boat operators

#260,#261 I oppose both of these proposals as they deal with very large areas and the premises of not in
my back yard .

#156 1 oppose this proposal has it would have a devastating economic effect on the commercial and
sport,sport charter fleets . A reduction of 25% will also mean a reduction in employment to all
hatcheries in southeast people will lose their jobs . The fallout will be far end wide effects to the
Ketchikan area will include freight companies to grocery store to to direct vendors ,welder
mechanics,hardware’s suppliers.

Unrealized effects will be higher fishing effort on wild stocks as opportunities decrease on available
hatchery produced fish .

Thank you David klepser lifetime resident and 40 year commercial fisherman

B Kcichikan ak 99901
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Dear Board of Fisheries members,

My name is Denise Klingler, | have owned, and actively fished, a Power Troll permit
out of Sitka, Alaska for 34 years. My husband and | have raised 2 children - who also
worked on the boat with us until grown - and have been able to help support
the community of Sitka through our business. We are year round residents of Sitka, Alaska
and purchase all of our fuel, groceries, fishing gear, as well as paying moorage and
utilities for both our house and fishing boat. Our family wants to thank you so much
for the sacrifice of your time and energy as you consider these King Salmon proposals
before you.

| strongly support the adoption of Proposal 132. The measurement of King Salmon
from Snout to Fork of tail in the spring troll fisheries will accomplish several things.

A live King Salmon can be more quickly and accurately measured ensuring a

more successful release if the King Salmon is undersized. The fork of the tail is not
subject to change based on rigor mortis or how the fish is iced in the hold making it
easier for Law Enforcement, fishermen, and fish buyers to make sure of legal length.
Fisherman will have access to hatchery King Salmon that are mature, but may be just
shy of the 28" length requirement to tip of tail.



PC264

Submitted by: Iris Klingler
Community of Residence: Sitka

Greetings,
My name is Iris Klingler and I am a lifelong resident of Sitka.

I grew up commercial salmon trolling with my family, and not only are the herring an important food
source for salmon, they are also extremely important to our ecosystem. Beyond this however, I have
eaten herring and herring roe my entire life, as well as going out to harvest the herring roe for my elders
and others in my community that do not have access to get out on the water. As the years go by the
numbers of herring and areas of herring spawn have continued to noticeable decrease, this is in direct
correlation with the overfishing done by the Sitka Sound Sac Roe Herring Fishery.

For myself and my family, herring are a part of my life and my community and without the herring we
lose not only a huge source of subsistence food, but also the salmon and the entire ecosystem are also
affected by this.

Tribal elders and many other tribal leaders have spoken out over the years about the issues that will
result in overfishing in our communities, and the problems that will result in the disappearance of this
resource, and time and time again they have been ignored. That is why I am in support of proposition
190 which would allow for the co-management of herring fisheries by including tribal government in the
collaborative management for the good of all that use this valuable resource. This collaboration would
reduce the likelihood of the herring becoming extinct, and would also allow the herring to be co-
managed by those that have been stewards of the land since time immemorial.

I thank you for your time and consideration.

-Iris Klingler (Shtoo.aak)
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Submitted by: Michael Knapp
N/A

Community of Residence: Juneau

I understand that Proposal 242 would make Unit 11A off limits to commercial fishing for red king crab.
I SUPPORT this proposal (and others) that reduce commercial fishing operations in areas that are
frequented by local sport fishermen. Thank you for your consideration. Michael Knapp (Juneau)
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KODIAK KODIAK REGIONAL AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION

104 Center Avenue, Suite 205
Kodiak, AK 99615

Phone: 9o7-486-6555
Fax: 907-486-4105
www.kraa.org

To: Marit Carlson-Van Dort, Chair January 13, 2025
Alaska Board of Fisheries
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
dfg.bof.comments@alaska,gov

RE: Proposal 156 — SAAC 33.364 Southeastern Alaska Salmon Enhancement Allocation
Management Plan

TO: Chair Carlson-Van Dort and members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association is in opposition to Proposal 156. We thank the Board
for this opportunity to once again speak to the arbitrary and harmful nature of this proposal.
KRAA works for nearly 600 commercial Kodiak salmon permit holders as well as all of the
other salmon users in our region whether they be sport, subsistence, or personal use fishers.
Several of our members also hold S.E. salmon limited entry permits. We continue to speak out
on this issue because arbitrary modifications to hatchery programs in any region have the
potential to be applied to Kodiak and thereby would compromise our ability to continue to serve
the fishermen of the Kodiak Archipelago and its people. Furthermore, such a draconian cut to
hatchery production in Southeast Alaska would have crippling effects on the economies and
opportunities of rural coastal Alaskan communities and provide no benefit on the levels or issues
contended by the proposal author.

During each of the last six years, proposals similar to proposal 156 have been submitted for the
Board’s consideration. As the Board has ruled six times, this proposal fails to demonstrate
supportable scientific rationale for reductions to salmon hatchery production in any region in
Alaska. Hatchery production-related concerns, be they identified by the Department or the
public, have an established forum and procedural protocol for discussion and recommendation to
the Alaska Board of Fisheries. Alaska’s Regional Planning Teams provide an opportunity for all
stakeholders in Alaska’s hatchery programs to engage in the public process and work to resolve
scientifically-based hatchery production concerns. Proposals like #156 seek to bypass the
Regional Planning Team (RPT) public process. Within this process there are internal and
external scientific presentations, debate on the merits of stocking programs, monitoring and
review of existing programs, data collection and reporting, and ongoing research discussions that
test and examine hatchery-related production in the region. The Board should take no action on
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proposal 156 and, by doing so, encourage stakeholders to participate in the Regional Planning
Team process.

In addition to affirming the “no action” position for proposal 156 because the proponents have
failed any attempt to engage with the RPT process, KRAA also believes the proposal should not
be considered because it cannot be supported by the facts. This proposal includes a broad
assertion that hatchery released salmon are “over grazing” the ocean’s food supply and thereby
harming wild salmon. First, there is limited scientific information affirming overgrazing and
certainly divergence within the scientific community regarding the ocean’s carrying capacity for
salmon — wild and hatchery released. On this point and others, including 1) wild stock
fluctuations occur naturally, including several record wild stock returns in the presence of
consistent production at present levels; 2) the fact that a 25% reduction to chum salmon in SE
Alaska, though hugely impactful to the region, would be so insignificant to the ocean biomass of
chum salmon as to have no likely impact on ocean conditions or competition anywhere and thus
likely have no impact on chum stocks elsewhere; 3) frankly, no way to measure an impact is
even suggested; 4) cuts to SE Alaska programs cannot control for the actions or productions in
other states or by other nations; and 5) on its merits, the Board cannot even tie the action
requested in proposal 156 to a demonstratable positive effect on S.E. wild salmon, there is more
than sufficient reason to reject proposal 156.

Finally, we hope you agree that natural resource issues should be resolved on a scientific basis
and not by mob appeal. Here in Alaska, we’ve seen media and conservation blitzes rallying
folks to be anti-mining, anti-drilling, anti-hunting, anti-trapping etc. These types of “grass roots”
appeals that broadly oppose an industry are typically short on scientific information and appeal
to some undefined common knowledge that “it’s just wrong”. Since statehood Alaska has fought
these initiatives with science and facts. This is what the Alaska Board of Fisheries is seeing
regarding Alaska’s hatchery program. Good decision making—especially in the natural resource
sphere—is rarely, if ever, based on uninformed public perception. KRAA encourages the Board
to not be distracted or mesmerized by anti-hatchery rhetoric which is amplified by just a few
strident voices and self-interest groups, some even from outside Alaska. KRAA encourages the
Board to stand up for Alaska, stand up for science, stand up for facts, and stay true to the clear
record on this proposal for every region in which it has been heard and reject proposal 156 in
Southeast Alaska.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

Tina Fairbanks
Executive Director
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Ken Koelsch

Juneau, Alaska 99801

January 12, 2025

Dear Chair Carlson-Van Dort and members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries:

| am a 56 year resident of Juneau. | am a personal use sports fisherman. | had the honor of
teaching at Juneau-Douglas high school from 1969-1996 and serving as US Customs and Border
Protection Port Director from 1996 until 2014. | also served the community of Juneau on the
City and Borough of Juneau Borough Assembly from 1997-2003 as an Assemblyman and from
2016-2018 as Mayor. As an Assemblyman from 1997-2003, | was also liaison to the DIPAC
Board. As a former Assemblyman and also Mayor and a former teacher, though it is tempting, |
will not use the 100 page limit for comments.

| write in opposition to Proposal 156 which would institute a 25% cut to DIPAC chum
production.

| taught with Ladd Macauley when [ first arrived in Juneau and observed Ladd and the fishing
community put their heart and soul into making DIPAC responsive to the community and the
hatchery self-sustaining. Through the years, | have witness DIPAC through its programs grow
into an essential and integral part of Juneau. The building itself is used for several community
gathering and special events as well hosting and educating several thousand visitors annually.
Our children and grandchildren have all gone through the school district’s sea week program
and every elementary school in Juneau has its field trips to DIPAC to take advantage of its
aquarium and its “petting” ponds. All of us, local and tourists alike, take advantage of the
education of the outside fish ladders and pens and the sheer mass of the fish return every year.
As mayor, | was there when the community totems were carved, dedicated, and raised at DIPAC
in honor and acknowledgement of the First Nation’s fishing lifestyle and historical connection.
As a mayor, assemblyman | was very aware of the employment opportunities the hatchery
brings to the area and especially the opportunity for young people to begin entry level jobs
there. Even as a US Customs and Border Protection Port Director, | worked with DIPAC on the
Taku fisheries escapement goals and with the Taku First Nation in importing the fish caught on
the Upper Taku.
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Cutting the Chum program at DIPAC which helps fund other fisheries does not seem wise in a
time when exploring for enhancing revenues opportunities for fisheries are being sought during
this legislative session as one of its major goals. | also agree with the need to scientifically
justify Proposal 156 and to address the economic loss to the affected communities in Southeast
before such a measure is imposed.

| write in opposition to Proposal 156 which would institute a 25% cut to DIPAC chum
production.

Ken Koelsch
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Submitted by: Jason Kohlhase
Community of Residence: Juneau

I 'am a 3rd generation commercial fisherman with a son wanting to make it 4 generations.

Our industry has been in financial distress for some time with an uncertain future. Opportunity and
diversification, among others, are critical components for a successful business model. Proposals 242
and 243 speak directly to those ideas. Proposal 243 creates opportunity and 242 takes it away. While
the red king crab fishery in southeast is not massive, it is another spoke in the wheel of diversity that is

desperately needed for our small businesses to stay alive, generating cash flow at a time of year that is
difficult to do.

We as an industry and more importantly, as a state, have to ask ourselves, do we really want a
commercial fishing industry in our small coastal communities. If so, what can we do to support those
fisheries for success. 1 strongly oppose proposal 242 and support 243.

Thank you.
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Submitted by: Randall Konrad
Community of Residence: Haines

Support Oppose
110. 242
111 156
116 108

117. 113




Alaska Board of Fisheries
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Fisheries,

My name is Nathan Kraft and I'm a part-owner and skipper at Cascade
Creek Lodge located in Sitka, Alaska. We offer multi-day saltwater fishing and
lodging trips from mid May through early September every year. My wife and I
live in Sitka year-round. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on a few
proposals that will affect me and other small businesses in Southeast Alaska.

I support Proposals 108,122, 123 and 134. [ oppose Proposals 104, 109, 110,
111, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 130, 140, 141, 203.

I support Proposal 108. It will keep our business operational during all
summer months by front loading King salmon annual limits in May and June. In
season management will allow to not exceed allocation. It allows payback
provisions for the troll fleet. A rolling King salmon average allocation is the only
way for us to produce successful trips year after year. The non-resident King
salmon limit of 1 day/3 annual for May & June is the absolute minimum we need
to function. The tiered system allows us to stay within allocation with rolling
averages.

I oppose Proposals 104, 109, 110, 111, 114, 115, 116, 118, 119, and 120. 3-4 days
fishing and 4-5 nights lodging is where 90% of our customer demand lies. There
simply is not enough demand for shorter trips, and one day charters is not
sustainable. Skippers, deckhands, lodge staff, and lodge owners and their
families need a minimum of ~90 fishing days to keep their businesses profitable.
Our May and June customers account for ~40% of our business, and we need fish
to target and sometimes retain during these time periods. 2024 sport fishing
regulations in the Sitka area have allowed our non-resident anglers to retain the
following: 1 King salmon/day 3/annual >28”, 1 halibut/day < 40” or >80, 2 pelagic
rockfish/day, 1 slope rockfish/day and 1 lingcod/day 1/annual >30- <35” (closed
June 16-July 31). Any more reductions in retention or size restrictions would
severely impact our ability to offer and sell trips in May & June.

> 2035 Halibut Point Rd > 907-519-7800 > www.fishsitka.com
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With current regulations, May and early June dates are already
increasingly difficult to fill. We offer discounts and spend advertising dollars to
fill spots. With stringent regulations on the other fish we target, the opportunity
to retain 1 King salmon per person/day with a 3 annual limit is essential. Cutting
these limits down as suggested by several proposals, would have a severe
financial impact on my family and our employees.

From an economic perspective, our small business along with other lodges
in Southeast Alaska contribute immensely to the local economy. If our ability to
harvest King salmon is decreased, it would have a detrimental cascade effect-
decreasing all of our contributions to city taxes, airlines, restaurants, fuel, taxis,
local shops, grocery stores, etc.

[ urge the Board to review these points when making decisions. I
appreciate all that you do, and time spent reading this.

Sincerely,
Nathan Kraft

Cascade Creek Lodge

> 2035 Halibut Point Rd > 907-519-7800 > www.fishsitka.com
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Submitted by: Kurt Kvernvik
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I strongly oppose proposition 156. The hatchery programs are clearly needed to keep our fisheries
economically viable.

PC271

Submitted by: Kurt Kvernvik
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I strongly support proposal #243 which was proposed by ADFG.
I own a K49 crab permit. ( Tanner-Red)

#243 is a path to a yearly sustainable commercial fishery, that does not seek to harm the Red Crab sport
fishery.

The ADFG proposal #243, if implemented, would be an important economic engine to all Southeast
Alaska communities.

#243 would supply crew jobs, processor Jobs, support jobs and raw fish tax to communities that rely on
a healthy commercial fishing industry.

#243 also removes the possibility of overharvesting the legal adult males , by implementing a Individual
catch limit , which has been successful with the Alaska Sea Cucumber dive fishery .

The future of the Southeast Alaska commercial Red Crab fishery, likely rests on the passage of #243 and
the rejection of proposal #242.

I am asking for your support, for the fishermen and for the rural communities of Southeast Alaska.

Pass proposal #243
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Submitted by: Kurt Kvernvik
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I am 100% opposed to Proposal #242
I am a K49 permit holder ( Tanner & Red crab)

If passed, Proposal #242 would all but guarantee that our SE Alaskan communities will not have the Red
Crab fishery into the foreseeable future. There will be no crew Jobs,no Processor Jobs and no raw fish
taxes from this Fishery if 242 passes.



I would remind the board of the intensely difficult times that the seafood industry is currently
experiencing and that this proposal is designed to take away 100% of a commercially important
resource, not to fairly allocate the resource.

Proposal 242 also seeks to increase the "efficiency" of the sport harvest by allowing more pots per boat
while at the same time, claiming that the current ADFG management of the sport fishery is working.
What impact would more "efficiency" have on the Red Crab stocks? Would the Fish and Game
management plan still be working ?

I strongly support proposal # 243 which charts out the path to a sustainable Red Crab Fishery for all.
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Submitted by: Melissa Lacour
Log Cabin Sporting Goods

Community of Residence: Craig

Sport fishing is a staple for POW,if the charter business struggles or fails it will effect not only them but
hurt local businesses also. Reduced king salmon means less tourism. All businesses will suffer from this
from grocery to gas station too my sporting goods store and many others. I do not support reduced
salmon for them!
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Submitted by: Tim Lacour
Community of Residence: Prince of Wales

I’m an owner of a convenience store in Klawock

I enjoy watching other people having fun and enjoying our resource here

Some of these folks that come here is not only their first time but possibly their last
I feel we are blessed to live here and we should share the experience with others

Reducing limits on fish that these people come here to enjoy might discourage them from coming here
all together

I truly believe without the tourist industry my small convenience store would suffer terribly

Put a lot of thought in your limits your putting on these folks, & the rest of the people that live here &
rely on tourism.

Thank you




PC274

Submitted by: Cale LaDuke
Community of Residence: Sitka

My name is Cale LaDuke. I support proposals 109 and 110 with RC comments and I strongly oppose
proposals 108 and 113.

I was born in Sitka, Alaska, a rural town in Southeast Alaska and I have lived here all my life. I've been
commercial fishing for 28 years and I am 43 now. Before I fished commercially, I would go out in the
skiff with my uncles and catch salmon for the family. Salmon, specifically Chinook, has been a big part
of my life. Chinook salmon is a way for me to make a living, but it is also a major source of food for my
family.

In my family, my grandfather trolled, my uncles trolled, my brother and I trolled, and my father-in-law
has a troll permit. I think it's safe to say that we are very dependent on trolling and the ability to catch
Chinook salmon.

When trolling I have made commercial deliveries to many Southeast communities, including Sitka,
Craig, Pelican and Yakutat. Typically, we have two openings a summer in which we get the opportunity
to commercial troll for king salmon. Losing the August opening cuts that in half. That is a huge portion
of my income for the year.

While I was writing this letter my three-year-old daughter came in and asked me what I was doing. I told
her I was writing a letter about being a fisherman. She then asked me, "Dad, when can I be a
fisherman?" Her and her six-year-old sister will be out fishing with me and their mother this summer. It
will be the first time for them, and I plan on it being one time of many. But I really, really worry about
the longevity of this fishery, and I have serious concerns whether or not my daughters will even have the
option to be fisherwomen by the time they are old enough, if they so choose to be.

I own a limited entry statewide power troll permit, issued by the State of Alaska, and the commercial
fisheries entry commission, which is required to make commercial fishing deliveries. It says "statewide,"
because trolling for salmon used to be a statewide fishery, but because of politics and new user groups
throughout the Gulf of Alaska, trolling was limited to Southeast Alaska only. It says "limited entry"
because there is a limited number of people who can participate in this fishery, unlike the charter sector.
Then with the growth of the charter fleet, we the commercial troll fleet, have made sacrifices and 20% of
our historic allocation has been given to the charter fleet. Now we are talking about giving them more,
and that to me is not acceptable. It is absurd. I am one of hundreds of permit holders that depend on this
resource to make a living and feed my family. It is absurd to me that we are even discussing giving non-
resident anglers priority over residents who subsist on these fish.

It is imperative that we have in season management to protect the allocation that the troll fleet has left.
We must maintain at least an 80/20 allocation, 80% troll, 20% charter. And we must prioritize Alaskan
residents over nonresident sport fishers. We must get better accounting of fish being harvested by guided
anglers and non-guided anglers.

This accounting can be done several ways, but it seems electronic logbooks are an easy, fast way to
collect data in real time. Commercial boats use them in the longline fishery. It can be done. We must



have full accountability to properly manage this resource/fishery. We need better accounting of
unguided sport fishers, and we need to keep them regulated.

I support proposals 109 and 110 with RC amendments.
I strongly oppose proposals 108 and 113.

Please consider the weight of this issue on rural communities and fishing families. Thank you for
reading these letters and listening to the testimony.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Diana Lapham of Haines, Alaska. It appears that there is a movement to regulate
the fishing industry right out of existence. Why?? | would be concentrating on the huge ocean
trawlers and the horrible damage they are doing. They seem to have the blessing of the powers
in office. I'm ashamed of how this has gotten out of control. | strongly oppose Prop 156.

| am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Economic Significance of Hatcheries: Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s
economy, generating $576 million in annual economic output and providing the equivalent of
4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery production by 25% would have disastrous economic
consequences for all southeast communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of
hatchery-produced salmon to support their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs,
decreased tax revenues, and reduced income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local
businesses.

Preserving Access for All User Groups: Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon
remain available to all user groups, including commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence
fishermen. These programs ensure that Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access
to sustainable salmon harvests. Without hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would
be under increased pressure, particularly in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial
role in mitigating this pressure, safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all
user groups.

Sustainability and Responsible Management: Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a
strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to rigorous oversight from the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon are managed through sound
scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than harm, wild salmon stocks.
Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish, are consistently certified as
sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine Stewardship Council and
Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that hatchery production aligns
with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Impacts of Proposal 156: Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when
salmon-dependent communities need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by



25% would cause significant harm to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that
hatchery salmon provide, and weaken the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by
decreasing the harvest pressure from user groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to
the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight
process in conflict with existing hatchery regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in
the production of Alaska hatchery salmon, impacting a hatchery association to plan production
and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

Diana Lapham
Haines, Alaska
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Brian Larsen and | am a commercial and personal use fisherman. | am writing to
express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce hatchery-permitted pink and
chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This proposal would severely
undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to Alaskan coastal
communities.

Proposal 156 would affect the sustainability of the wild salmon population but also affect my

business significantly as a commercial gill-netter and the enjoyment of recreational fishing with
my family. Reducing the amount of chum and pink hatcheries by 25% will negatively affect my
income, directly affecting my family and livelihood living in a coastal town of Southeast Alaska.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user



groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

Brian Larsen
Skagway, Alaska
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Jennifer Larsen of Skagway, Alaska. | am a commercial and personal use
fisherman. Our family's income is largely dependent on the commercial salmon season in
southeast Alaska. My husband is a gill-netter out of Skagway; we sell to processors and as well
as have direct sales at the docks for the people of Skagway. Myself and my husband, along with
our children are all involved in the fishing business.

The chum run is the majority of our catch during the salmon season, as other species have
faced declines. The Chum and pink runs support families - they put food on their tables, provide
an income for cloath and house families. With the increased cost of living, reducing the hatchery
production is not the best option at this time, The hatcheries are supporting sustainable fishing
practices as well as supporting the fishing community and countless families in Southeast
Alaska. As a wife of a fisherman and a biologist by profession, the Southeast Alaskan Chum
and Pink Hatchery productions

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Economic Significance of Hatcheries: Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska'’s
economy, generating $576 million in annual economic output and providing the equivalent of
4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery production by 25% would have disastrous economic
consequences for all southeast communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of
hatchery-produced salmon to support their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs,
decreased tax revenues, and reduced income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local
businesses.

Preserving Access for All User Groups: Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon
remain available to all user groups, including commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence
fishermen. These programs ensure that Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access
to sustainable salmon harvests. Without hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would
be under increased pressure, particularly in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial
role in mitigating this pressure, safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all
user groups.

Sustainability and Responsible Management: Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a
strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to rigorous oversight from the Alaska
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Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon are managed through sound
scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than harm, wild salmon stocks.
Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish, are consistently certified as
sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine Stewardship Council and
Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that hatchery production aligns
with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Impacts of Proposal 156: Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when
salmon-dependent communities need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by
25% would cause significant harm to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that
hatchery salmon provide, and weaken the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by
decreasing the harvest pressure from user groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to
the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight
process in conflict with existing hatchery regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in
the production of Alaska hatchery salmon, impacting a hatchery association to plan production
and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Larsen
Skagway, Alaska
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Submitted by: John Latham
Community of Residence: Yakutat

I am in opposition of this proposal. I am a user and owner of a fishing guiding business using the Situk
River. This closure proposed would absolutely effect our business. We have fished this portion of the
Situk River annually for the past 50 years. I believe there are no biological studies of steelhead redds
and how they are adversely affected.

There are many reasons for declines in fish numbers with all our fisheries. Lastly I am not sure all
members of the Situk River Partnership were notified of this proposal.

Thank You,

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

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is David Lawler of Naknek, Alaska and | am a commercial fisherman. Please keep in
mind that hatcheries support the sport fishery without their contribution.

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user
groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
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regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

David Lawler
Naknek, Alaska / Bellingham, WA
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Submitted by: Matt Lawrie
Community of Residence: sitka

Proposal decision summary

PC281

Submitted by: Leonard Leach
Community of Residence: Coffman Cove

My name is Leonard Leach, and I write to express my strong opposition to Proposal 156.

I have been commercial fishing in Southeast Alaska since 1962, accumulating over 62 years of firsthand
experience fishing for salmon from Tree Point to Lynn Canal. This extensive history has provided me
with a deep understanding of our fisheries and the challenges they face.

I was a founding board member of the Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA),
which was established to enhance and rehabilitate salmon production in southern Southeast Alaska to
the optimum social and economic benefit of salmon users. Over the years, SSRAA has succeeded in this
mission, contributing significantly to the sustainability of our fisheries in Southeast.

At 82 years old, I continue to fish actively. For the past 20 years, I have primarily fished in District 6,
located on the east side of Prince of Wales Island in Clarence Strait. In the 1960s, 1970s, and early
1980s, the gillnet fleet targeted wild sockeye along the west side of Clarence Strait, as it was the most
lucrative area at the time. However, with the introduction of hatchery chum in the 1980s from Anita
Bay, Burnett Inlet, and Neets Bay, the fleet shifted to the east side of Clarence Strait, fishing off the
Etolin Island shoreline to capitalize on these hatchery returns.

As fishermen, we naturally gravitate toward the most economically viable options. Currently, I use 5%2-
inch to 6-inch mesh gear to target chum. However, if the current attacks on hatchery programs persist
and Proposal 156 is implemented, I, along with others, will be forced to revert to targeting wild sockeye
along the Prince of Wales shoreline using smaller mesh nets (5-inch to 5s-inch). This shift will
undoubtedly increase pressure on local wild sockeye stocks from streams such as the Karta River, Luck
Lake/Eagle Creek, and McDonald Lake.

These wild sockeye streams are heavily used by subsistence and sport anglers, and additional pressure
from the commercial fleet will exacerbate the strain on these critical resources. If we are compelled to
redirect our efforts toward wild stocks, it will necessitate significant changes in Fish and Game’s
management strategies.

Hatcheries in Southeast Alaska are meticulously managed and operate under rigorous scientific
oversight. They play a vital role in reducing pressure on wild salmon populations. I urge you to let
science guide these decisions and to trust in the proven success of our hatchery programs in balancing
sustainability and economic viability.

Lastly, as a former longtime troller, I strongly oppose Proposals 108 and 113 because they take fish
away from Southeast Alaska’s resident troll fishery and hand them over to non-resident sport fishermen.



Proposal 113 is a straight-up reallocation that mostly benefits non-resident anglers at the expense of our
local communities that rely on the troll fleet. Proposal 108 might call it “borrowing” troll quota, but let’s
be real—the result is the same. Non-residents get more fish during a time of low abundance, and that
hurts the Alaskans who’ve built their livelihoods around fishing. With three more years under a tough
Treaty, all sectors are struggling to survive. Asking for more King salmon for non-residents right now
completely ignores the impact on resident trollers and sport fishermen. Low abundance isn’t going
away—it’s the future we need to prepare for. Conservation is key, and Alaskan fisheries shouldn’t have
to suffer just to satisfy non-residents. These proposals are a bad deal for Alaskans and our fishing
communities.

Thank you for considering my perspective and for supporting policies that protect the future of
Southeast Alaska’s fisheries.

Sincerely,
Leonard Leach

F/V Clancy
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Submitted by: Perry A. Leach
Community of Residence: Ketchikan

My name is Perry A. Leach and I oppose proposal 156. I began my commercial salmon career at the age
of four fishing with my father in 1971. By the time I turned 18, I was running my own gillnetter. For the
past 14 years, I have operated the salmon tender St. Jude out of Ketchikan. Our tender operation is a
family-run business involving my wife and two children, and it serves as our primary source of income.
Without hatchery fish, our business would likely not survive.

We primarily tender in Southern Southeast in the Tree Point district. The nearby hatchery fishery at
Nakat, managed by SSRAA, has commercial gillnet openings seven days a week, ensuring there is
always a tender present. Nakat produces chum salmon, and a 25% reduction in chum production would
be a significant blow to our tender operation and livelihood.

I strongly oppose Proposal 156, which unfairly targets hatcheries as the cause of low Yukon River
salmon returns without any scientific evidence to support such claims. While Southeast Alaska deeply
empathizes with the challenges faced by communities along the Yukon, Southeast hatcheries cannot be
made scapegoats for lack of salmon in their river system.

Southeast Alaska is no stranger to poor wild salmon runs. In the 1970s, we faced similar challenges,
which led to the establishment of hatcheries in the region. For over 50 years, hatchery fish and wild
salmon have coexisted successfully. Hatchery fish alleviate pressure on wild stocks, which might have
been overexploited or diminished without hatchery support.



I want to especially urge the board to take into account the overwhelming opposition to Proposal 156
from Southeast Alaska's local Advisory Committees (ACs). These committees consist of individuals
with extensive regional expertise, unlike the author of the proposal or outside ACs supporting it.

As a former member of the Ketchikan Fish and Game Advisory Committee, I understand the critical role
ACs play in evaluating and submitting proposals relevant to their regions. It is concerning to see
committees from distant areas, far removed from Southeast Alaska, commenting on and submitting
proposals about matters beyond their jurisdiction. What purpose does an Advisory Committee serve if
not to focus on issues in its own region? Imagine if Southeast ACs started weighing in on moose bag
limits in Fairbanks or proposals in the AYK region—it would not be well-received.

Please respect and listen to the voices of Southeast Alaska’s local ACs when addressing matters in our
region. They are the true experts on the ground.

Thank you,stPerry Leach




BOF Southeast and Yakutat 2025 Proposal Comments
On behalf of Leonards Landing Lodge, Yakutat

Proposal 105 Support

* Non res anglers pay increased license costs and support a large part of the SEAK economy,
if non resident fishing participation is greatly reduced by lack of harvest opportunity it would
have large financial impacts in SEAK

+ Preference and increased opportunity for residents already exist in state waters

+ Public waters and fish especially federal waters should be accessible to all

Proposal 115 Oppose

+ A very biased anti sport fishing proposal not based on data or conservation need, forcing one
group of license holding anglers to bear a significant unfair burden of regulation on public
waters

+ Restrictive regulations already exist for non res anglers, additional harvest opportunity for
resident anglers already exists

* Non residents or sport fishing are not responsible for the down trend in king salmon numbers
and EO authority exists to stop harvest if run numbers don’t materialize or allotment is filled

+ Additional harvest restrictions/reductions should be placed on all anglers and industries in a
fair manner not single out a specific group or method

+ Restricting non res harvest of kings without a conservation need across SEAK will have a
significant economic impact through lodges, guides and the businesses they support

+ QOutside of paying lodges, guides, outfitters and a multitude of businesses in SEAK non res
anglers purchase licenses, stamps and excise tax products and therefore fund a significant
amount of ADFG and fisheries management, a funding stream that would be lost if they were
pushed out of or excluded from the fishery.

Proposal 140 Oppose

+ Circle hooks are not designed to be used on jigs and lures, sport fishermen would be unable
to adhere to this regulation and effectively fish

+ Circle hooks are already used for and the lodge encourages their use for bait fishing

« This would be a financial burden for most fishermen and would decrease participation
resulting in an economic loss to SEAK businesses

+ This would be a major enforcement burden for ADFG

* Why is this proposed only for the sport fish regs and not the commercial trolling regs?

Proposal 150 Support
* Increases opportunity for subsistence harvest during a long trend of high sockeye abundance

Proposal 151 Support

« If river fishery is open (escapement met) this greatly simplifies regulations and allows a
harvest opportunity for non residents that is accessible

* Most species have separate fresh and salt water regulations/harvest limits

+ EO still in place to keep retention closed until escapement is met

* Important to non res anglers who make trip decisions based on open fisheries or would come
to target additional kings if opened
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Proposal 152 Support

+ Simplifies the decision making process and allows anglers to monitor opening potential with
weir counts

+ Data from counts is much more accurate than predictions

* When discussing and educating clients on fish counts it is far easier to explain and
understand the weir count than run predictions to demonstrate why the fishery is closed or
open

Proposal 153 Oppose

+ Foot access on the Situk is difficult and limited. This is one of the easiest to access locations
to fish for anglers who cannot hike or wade and has long been an established and pressured
fishing location

* Implementing this would create a large amount of pushback from anglers and a difficult
enforcement issue for ADFG with no trooper stationed here

Proposal 154 Oppose

+ A closure has already been established and fish numbers do not show the need for an
additional closure

+ Closing this section would concentrate more anglers below the nine mile bridge.

+ Hiking is the only access to this section of river, much of the lower section of river is not
accessible by hiking, limits the number of anglers willing to fish here

+ Long standing fishery access on public lands should not be closed unless well justified with
data to show the need or results

Proposal 155 Support

+ Escapement on the Situk and trends around the state show the capacity and need for
additional sockeye harvest

+ Limit increases have been implemented and runs are still exceeding escapement, data
support increased limits

+ Lodge clients have trend to book in mid July due to likely hood of increased limits,
concentrating anglers during the later part of the run. Beginning with a 6 fish limit would
spread anglers out throughout the season

+ In Yakutat there is a large amount of AK resident participation in this fishery, mostly from
other areas in SEAK as there are few accessible sockeye runs. Our lodge commonly sees AK
resident anglers to participate in the Situk sockeye fishery (generally after the limit has been
increased) and this regulation would increase resident and non resident opportunity
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Submitted by: Scott Lesh
Community of Residence: Haines

Dear BOF,

I’m writing to you today to strongly oppose proposal 156. This proposal is based on faulty science that
threatens the livelihoods of hundreds of fishermen in Southeast Alaska. We live in a time where small
boat “mom-and-pop” fisheries are being baselessly challenged from every angle, all without significant
cause. Wild stock hatchery chum is the back bone of our Haines fishing fleet and local economy. We’ve
had record breaking sockeye returns in recent years and the Chilkat River kings should be delisted as a
stock of concern this year. Wild stock chum salmon production in Southeast Alaska is not what is
affecting the returns of these runs. Please don’t rip out the backbone of our local economy. I beg you to
not greatly reduce the economic opportunity and benefit of every gillnetter, seiner, and troller from
Skagway to Metlakatla. To do so without any substantiated evidence, which there is none, would be the
intentional nail in the coffin to most small boat fishermen in Southeast Alaska.

Thank you for your time,

Scott Lesh
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Submitted by: Mike Lesmann
Community of Residence: Juneau

PROPOSAL 242 5 AAC 34.111
Strongly support

Since the commercial fishery started in 2005, neither commercial or personal use fisheries have enjoyed
consistent and regular seasons. I think 11-A should return to a personal use only area for the good of the
resource. Thanks for your hard work.




PC286

Comments for the Alaska Board of Fisheries
Southeast and Yakutat Finfish and Shellfish Meeting
January 28 - February 9, 2025

Dear Board of Fisheries,

I am writing to oppose Proposal 258 and Proposal 259. As the author of Proposal 258
states, fishery closures and sea otters have negatively impacted the commercial
Dungeness crab harvest in Southeast Alaska. If the Dungeness population is so low that
there are commercial crab closures, and in other areas sea otters are adversely impacting
the commercial harvest, it doesn't make sense to increase pressure on areas like Juneau
which are heavily fished by personal-use and sport crabbers. The residents of Juneau
should not be forced to give up their access to seemingly healthy personal-use crab
fisheries because commercial crabbing is not what it used to be in other areas of
Southeast. Governor Dunleavy issued an Administrative Order promoting food security
[https://gov.alaska.gov/admin-orders/administrative-order-no-338/]. | don't eat store-
bought meat and it's getting harder and harder for Juneau residents to put fish in their
freezers due to ongoing king salmon closures, the decreasing size of halibut, and the cost
of longer trips outside of the Juneau area to catch seafood that’s not also being targeted by
sport charter vessels.

Additionally, | am opposed to reducing the minimum legal-size crab for Alaska residents in
Proposal 258. What is the goal of that proposal? Is it to give residents the smaller crabs
after commercial crabbers catch all the bigger crabs? I’d rather crab in a healthy area and
shuck full-sized crab.

Proposal 259 seems like a compromise, and I’m not opposed to a few areas in Registration
Area A being open October-November, but | am strongly opposed to any areas being
opened to commercial crabbing along Juneau’s shoreline especially those which are
currently closed to commercial crabbing including Gastineau Channel, Lena Cove, Fritz
Cove, Eagle Beach, Amalga, Auke Bay, Indian Cove, and Tee Harbor, which are fished
heavily by personal-use crabbers. Itis prudent that ADF&G study the population of
Dungeness in the waters of Registration Area A and the impact of a 2-month commercial
fishery before Area A or even parts of Area A are opened to the impacts of a fall commercial
fishery. Additionally, | do not think there are any seasonal limits, reporting requirements,
and therefore no catch estimates, nor a stock assessment for personal-use Dungeness
crab, which would make it difficult to estimate the impacts of a commercial Dungeness
fisheryin Area A.

| am also opposed to a few of the dates proposed in Proposal 225 about commercial
shrimping. The author says: "Change the start date back to October 1. Alternatively,



September 15, September 1 and August 15 would also be acceptable dates." | support
moving the commercial shrimp fishery from May 15 back to October 1, but do not support a
start date earlier than October 1. There are already many personal-use shrimpers using the
same areas intensely during the summer boating season. Most personal-use shrimpers
have smaller, less fall weather-worthy boats than the commercial fleet, and a lot of the
commercial fleet participates in other fisheries that would overlap with a shrimping season
that starts before October 1.

| support Proposal 242 to allocate 100% of red/blue king crab in Section 11-A to the
personal-use fishery - 70% for summer harvest and 30% for fall/winter harvest. There are
plenty of other areas for commercial boats to harvest king crab outside the immediate
Juneau area of 11-A and the crab population is not robust enough for both fisheries.

Thank you for considering my comments on four proposals.

Sincerely,

Marina Lindsey
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Submitted by: Michael Lockabey
Community of Residence: Wrangell

Please stop closing more and more areas to commercial crab fishing. It is clear that it is not working.
The sport crab fisherman keep wanting more areas. But they don’t understand how dungeness crab work
they need to be harvested.
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Submitted by: Stanley Lopata
Community of Residence: Sitka, Alaska

Chair and member of the Board of Fish, my name is Stanley Lopata. I am from Sitka, Alaska I thank
you for your time and dedication on these difficult decisions as we all want to see Alaska fisheries as the
pinnacle of management and success.

I am a commercial salmon troller who fishes year round on a 42” 1926 wooden troller. King salmon and
chum make up the bulk of my income with coho, pinks, and ground fish paying for supplies.  am a U.S.
army vet who fishes alone, and provides personal use fish to my family and child. I also donate fish to
friends and subsistence hunt and fish.

I could write in detail just how important these management issues are but understand time is of the
essence for this process.

First off I would like to maintain the 80/20 allocation between troll and sport groups without deviation
to each groups needs. Secondly authorize ADF and G in season management to ensure neither group
exceeds allocated fish.

Third prioritize resident sport harvest by controlling non resident harvest

I support proposals 109 and 110 as they maintain current management plan structures I strongly oppose
109 and 113 proposals.

Again I thank you for your time and would like to end with a plea to keep our 100 plus year fishery
strong while enhancing king salmon habitat. All with balancing sport local as priority and sport charter
groups.
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Submitted by: Jack Lyons
Community of Residence: Petersburg

I oppose proposal 242 because my family and I could use the extra income from this fishery that I have
not been I able to use much in the last few years. And as you know the overall fishing industry has not
been that great the last few years but the price of everything to do with making a living at fishing has
gone up and the fisherman needs the time and area to fish. I support proposal 243 because it will at least
let me make a little income for my family.I have been crab fishing for forty some years, I believe it was
the 1980-81 season and would like to have a red crab season once again. Thanks
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Submitted by: David MacDonald
Community of Residence: Juneau, Alaska

I am in favor of closing 11a & b for commercial King Crab fishing. The commercial fleet can afford to
travel a little further to catch the limits. Please leave the 11 a and b to individuals that are limit on how
far the can travel to catch King Crab. By doing this it provides more crab to large population.

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

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Eric Macias of Ketchikan, Alaska. | am a commercial fisherman. This proposal is a
horrible idea. Why would we decrease salmon hatchery production? This would only hurt small
businesses, and local communities, and decrease employment opportunities. Whoever
proposed this idea should be laid off from their job due to a decrease of 25% of the staff.

| am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user
groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery



programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and
reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

Eric Macias
Ketchikan, Alaska
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BOF Southeast and Yakutat 2025 Proposal Comments
Chris Mackie on behalf of myself

General Comment- No one group, sport fishermen, guided fishermen, non residents, or
commercial trollers, are solely responsible for decline in fish numbers nor should any one
of those groups be forced to bare the majority of the harvest restrictions if they are
needed. Restrictions should be spread amongst different groups with respect to data for
harvest numbers and impact on the fishery. Increased harvest restrictions need to be
based on conservation need and not bias of one group against another. General focus of
all these groups needs to be on uniting against outside pressures and politics on the
fishery was a whole such as the petition to list kings on the endangered species list in
2024.

Proposal 105 Support

* Non res fishermen pay increased license costs providing a large amount of funding to
ADFG as well as excise tax purchases and the resulting funding returning to the state.

+ Limiting non res fisheries over resident fisheries is beginning to deter non res anglers and
could be a long term detrimental financial decision

+ Additional/increased resident opportunities for harvest exist in state waters and personal
use and subsistence fisheries

« Differences in regulations are not understood or noted by a large number of non res
fishermen and can be difficult to enforce.

+ ltis common to see non residents go home without a filled king limit, most their time fishing
is limited by trip length while residents commonly harvest dozens of fish in a season.

Proposal 106 Oppose

Proposal 107 Oppose
+ This is an unenforceable and unreasonable biased reg proposed to target sport fishermen
and limit fishing in EEZ waters not to provide any conservation benefit

+ Places an unnecessary burden on guides/captains to meet this reg

* Regs and EO are used to control the harvest, meet conservation needs. This would not
prevent harvest, just how and where it could be unloaded

+ Clearly a bold move by commercial trollers to restrict access to public fish in public waters
for their own selfish financial gain

« Why are there no proposals to sunset non resident troller permits or restrict non resident
troller harvest?

Proposal 115 Oppose

« A very biased anti sport fishing proposal not based on data or conservation need by an
individual who has had made it clear that his short term financial gain outweighs any long
term conservation needs

+ Restrictive regulations already exist for license purchasing non res anglers, additional harvest
opportunity for resident anglers already exists

* Non resident or sport fishing is not responsible for the down trend in king salmon numbers.
EO authority exists to stop harvest if run numbers don’t materialize or allotment is filled

+ Additional harvest restrictions/reductions should be placed on all anglers and industries in a
fair manner not single out a specific group or method

« Why are there no proposals to sunset non resident troller permits or restrict non resident
troller harvest?



Proposal 116 Oppose

Proposal 117 Oppose
+ If harvest numbers need to be reduced to meet allocation burden should at least partially fall
on residents, not only on non residents. Why blanket restrict non res at high tiers which
would provide no conservation gain?

+ Additional resident harvest and opportunity already exist, no res annual limit exists

+ Low returns or predictions requiring additional harvest restrictions should be shared across
industries and angler type

+ Many locals workers, businesses, towns, ADFG rely on income from non res sport fishermen
unfairly restricting non res harvest will have long and far reaching economic impacts

Proposal 122 Support with Amendment
Support with amendment to freshwater onIy

+ This is a common regulation and practice in other areas and states

+ Debatable for salt water sometimes not possible to release without landing, no brainer for
freshwater especially when escapement has not been met but the fish has been caught
past the weir, any mortality reduction is a gain

+  Would make it easier for guides when clients want to hold or take pics or are attempting to

target a king they see while sockeye fishing- “law says it can’t come out of the water, sorry”

Proposal 123 Oppose
See comments for proposal 122

+ Not possible in many situations on saltwater to reach fish and remove hooks in the water.
Likely to result in anglers still netting fish or cutting line and leaving hooks and line attached
to fish

+ This proposal or 122 would likely contribute very little to the survival rate of landed fish but
it definitely wouldn't be a negative especially in fresh water however the bias trend
continues with a duplicate proposal from trollers to increase the regulatory burden and
restrictions on sport fishermen with no data to support or any conservation gain.

Proposal 129 Oppose

+ There is no data showing that these fish are hatchery fish which is what this troll fishery was
created to target, there is no terminal hatchery run in Yak bay

* You do not need to fill the limit every time. Just because 1000 fish are allotted and haven’t
been caught doesn’t mean you need to increase openings.

+ King fishery in Yak bay is more consistent and stronger than many in AK and gets less fishing

effort, increasing pressure on a strong fishery with many fisheries in a major down trend is not

the best idea

Proposal 132 Oppose

* Numbers and size of kings are on a significant down trend why would you lower the length
allowed for retention? personally | would consider this proposal biased, shortsighted and
selfish

+ Data and counts would likely support the opposite of this proposal increasing the min size
and/or setting a max size to exclude more mature fish from retention

+ A factor at play here that should be considered for all king regulations is the increase in
attention and political pressure that king salmon are getting from the non fishing community,
the petition to list kings as endangered being the biggest example. Sport or commercial it
doesn’t matter we need to conserve, set effective and fair regulations and pay attention to
what the rest of the world sees and thinks of our actions to show support for sustainable
management of fisheries commercial or sport.
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Proposal 140 Oppose
+ This is a very biased, baseless proposal that ignores the fact that the design of circle hooks
makes them useless for almost anything but still fishing with bait (where circle hooks are
already widely utilized). When trolling, casting or jigging (active fishing) the design of the
circle hook would result in the hook being pulled out of the fish’s mouth nearly every time.
Barbless J hooks still effectively hook fish, circle hooks are not intended for, used for or
designed for active fishing

+ Unlikely to be followed by the majority or sport fishermen if it was enacted, there is little/no
availability of circle hooks for the replacement of similar sized j hooks on lures, jigs and
trolling rigs. The tackle industry would need to create and manufacture replacement hooks
to meet this requirement and no anglers already have them.

+ The fact that this was accepted and published as a proposal concerns me as this is basically
an anti fishing regulation and presents no conservation gain

+ Why was this only proposed for sport fishing and not commercial trolling as well? Cody is a
troller and proposed for a selfish benefit not a conservation benefit.

Proposal 150. Oppose
* Increases presence of nets during klng run. Other opportunities with less king bycatch (sport
methods open all week, dip netting is not utilized) exist to harvest sockeye and EO allows for
longer openings if needed.

+ Longer openings could be based on king escapement numbers

* | have no issue with subsistence fishing but am wary about pressuring kings more in the situk

Proposal 151 Support

* When escapement is met having a non res limit separate from saltwater fishery allows
additional harvest above the already low non res limit as well as opens opportunity for those
not able to fish the saltwater

+ EO still in place to keep retention closed until escapement is met

+ Important to non res anglers who make trip decisions based on open fisheries or would come
to target additional kings if opened

Proposal 152 Support

+ Make sense from my personal observations over the last several years both on the Situk and
looking at run reconstruction numbers vs predictions around the state. Would rather have
the fish counted in the river than an opening based on a prediction and not have it materialize

+ Simplifies the decision making process and allows anglers to monitor opening potential with
weir counts

Proposal 153 Support with Amendment

* Amend to closure beginning June 15, no significant numbers of kings in the river during the
first half of June, have not observed them that high in the system, no need to restrict access
then

+ | do not generally support access closures (hopefully this does not set a precedent) and this
is one of the better access points for those who cannot hike or wade on the upper river
however this closure will help disperse those who can hike and wade to better fishing
locations and is one of the few large deep king holes accessible to the majority of bank
anglers

+ An additional benefit will be helping to reduce conflicts on the boat ramp.

+ Adoption of this regulation with require a step up in enforcement actions
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Proposal 154 Oppose

+ Weir data does not show a need for additional closures

My personal observations from the last 3 seasons do not show a need or a benefit to
restricting access to these sections of river. Most of the anglers fishing this section are more
experienced anglers compared to those utilizing the easier access points

Steelhead spawn in all sections of the river and these closures would concentrate bank
anglers into sections with the most pressure

Access restrictions can be hard to reverse or remove even if warranted, observations and
data should overwhelmingly support the need to close sections to fishing. Restrictions
should provide a benefit to the species and avoid the dangerous precedent losing angler
access with no or unknown benefits to the fish.

If this restriction was implemented an amendment could be to add additional closed
section(s) with openings in between or to extend the current closure to allow some fishing
access above the boat accessible section and below the mouth of the lake.

Proposal 155 Support

+ Has the potential to spread anglers out throughout the sockeye run instead of concentrating
the bulk in mid July. Many non res sport fishermen plan trips later in the sockeye run when
the limit is likely to be increased as they are primarily meat anglers.

AK residents also travel to Yak when limits increase especially from SEAK where there is less
access to larger sockeye runs so this change would benefit residents as well

Weir is in place and counts can be used to determine if low or late escapement requires an
EO to reduce bag

Data shows even with past limit increases the escapement can handle increased harvest
This regulation allows additional sockeye to be harvested without the use of nets and the
related bycatch of kings

Proposal 164 Oppose

+ There data or evidence to show the need to restrict licensed non res anglers from retaining
hatchery king salmon. The majority of anglers in this fishery are resident and escapement
here is not a factor

Preference for resident anglers is already significant throughout the spot fish regulations, non
res anglers are license holders already paying a much higher cost to fish in AK there is no
reason to restrict their harvest of hatchery fish in a terminal fishery. If returns are low all
anglers should be restricted equally

Plenty of additional opportunities exist for residents to harvest salmon and possibly
participate in personal use and subsistence fisheries

Non res anglers fund ADFG through license dollars as well as excise taxes and the resulting
funding back coming to the state. Pushing non res anglers away by reducing opportunity on
terminal hatchery fish is not a sound financial decision in the long term.

Proposal 207 Oppose
Proposal 208 Oppose

SpeC|es ID is difficult for inexperienced fishermen, will increase bycatch of non retention
species

A bonus rockfish or two is not going to change much for anglers but could have a large
impact on a more fragile population as most non res anglers do not know how to use or
care to use descenders

Data presented shows this will likely result in over harvest

Proposal 210 Support
+ Support as a conservative action but need to get stock assessments to verify that reduction

in bag limit is needed or not
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Submitter: Ceri Malein

I
Sitka, AK 99835

Phone No: |

Email —

Submitted by: January 2021

Subject: Comments on Finfish Proposal for 2025 BOF

Subsistence
Proposal 104 Oppose

Southeast Alaska is an Alaskan maritime region. All Southeast Alaska (SEAK) communities have docks.
Historically, via the King salmon sport allocation, residents always had access to fresh King salmon. Large
Alaskan communities, like Juneau and Anchorage, are considered urban and don’t have local access to
subsistence areas. Increasing harvest efficiency through subsistence guarantees less availability of fresh
sport fish year-round for locals. Nothing beats a fresh King Salmon

| live off the road system near Sitka, a rural community, and practice subsistence harvest regularly so, of
course, | support subsistence but this proposal raises more problems than it solves. Residents of large
SEAK inside water communities (~80% of SEAK population) under subsistence will have limited local
access to king salmon. They already have local access under existing sport fish regulations. If the state
had followed Alaska regulations (KSMP and 5AAC 39.222) and Treaty requirements in 2024, by using in-
season management, last year’s August closure would not have been necessary.

Questions

e How does this proposal for subsistence help the majority of local residents?

e When and for how long will the subsistence fishery season be?

e What stocks will a subsistence harvest be targeting?

e What will the bag limit be? What will the possession limit be? Last summer a two fish resident
daily bag limit sport season closed early. Transferring a portion of King salmon quota to
subsistence from other fisheries will accelerate SEAK harvest of the quota. As subsistence will be
another fishery targeting the same quota.

e Subsistence is a priority fishery. What will happen when the “5,000 or 5% of the all gear quota”
subsistence allocation is caught. Can other fisheries continue fishing? If it’s not caught by season
end, how is it possible to transfer the remaining fish to the troll fleet?

o Will this subsistence proposal provide more salmon to outside rural communities that have not
been affected by SOC concern management thus further exasperating the fair distribution of
King salmon throughout SEAK communities?

Most importantly, in 2020 NOAA was sued over a NEPA violation because of an imperfect Biological
Opinion (BiOp) on the Alaska fisheries. The court ordered NOAA to redo the BiOp, which they did.
Nowhere in that new report was a subsistence fishery studied or even mentioned. If Alaska permits a
subsistence fishery without a BiOp they are guaranteeing another lawsuit.
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Lastly Treaty negotiations are difficult at best. Alaska continues to come out of them with black eyes.
Another federal voice (the Forest Service) at the table will likely make things harder for Alaska’s
negotiations.

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)

The Pacific Salmon Treaty (PST) is an international agreement. It grants Alaska a percentage of salmon
that are available to harvest in the Pacific Northwest. Since 1992 the PST has accepted Alaska’s sports
KSMP.

The federal government does not have a management plan for the EEZ. They have always accepted
Alaska’s KSMP.

The state sells sport fishing license at different rates to resident and non-resident. Does this distinction
apply only for inside 3 miles?

Will a state license be required in the EEZ?

Can Alaska continue requiring state sport fishing license to fish in the EEZ if Alaska regs don’t apply in
the EEZ?

If Alaska can no longer manage a fishery by present state regulation outside 3 miles, then surely those
kings should not come off Alaska’s quota. Instead, it should come off the whole treaty US allocation.

If non-residents do not want to comply with Alaska regulation they should offload fish caught in the EEZ
in another state.

Why doesn’t Alaska law apply to all fish offloaded on state lands?

Complying to Proposal 105 statement is complying to federal overreach and giving up state rights.

Proposal 105 oppose
ADFG’s suggestions on how to deal with this would be difficult to enforce.

Who is this untitled Marc Gorelnik making this proposal? Is he a Non-resident? Is he an attorney? What
is his motivation to question Alaska’s 32 years of the sport KSMP that distinguished resident from non-
resident in the EEZ. Alaska worked hard for statehood to gain authority over our resource. Alaska should
not, after 32 years be willing to give up state rights without a fight. If we give up this position it could set
precedent for all resource extraction on Federal land and water (taxes?). This is an issue that requires a
formal legal opinion from Alaska’s Attorney General.

Against advice from ADFG | said to the Wild Fish Conservancy, “see you in court”. We saw them in court
and we won. Trollers didn’t lose a day of fishing.

I now, say to Marc “Alaska will not willingly give up states’ rights and succumb to your interpretation of
the law. Bring it on. We’ll see you in court”.
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Proposal 106 and 107 Support

If Non-residents refuse to follow Alaska’s sport KSMP in the EEZ then they should have no access to
Alaska’s King quota in the EEZ. If Alaska agrees to Proposal 105, then close the EEZ zone to salmon
harvest. ADFG state only 1% of sport harvest is in the EEZ. If this statement is true closing the EEZ to
salmon harvest should not impact the sport fishery.

Sport King Salmon Management Plan (KSMP)

Ahh again you raise your ugly head. The last administration did a poor job at the 2018 treaty
negotiations creating a nightmare for Alaska to produce a working sport KSMP. It has been the bane of
my existence since 2019. By accepting a hard treaty quota cap in the last round of negotiations SEAK are
punished if they exceed the all-gear quota by 1 fish. Through an abundance of caution there is always
fish left on the table by years end. This means it’s impossible for all gear groups to maintain 100% of
their designated allocation even if averaging was applied. The previous treaty agreements allowed
Alaska to exceed their allocation without retribution, there were years when both troll and sport were
over allocation. Up until 2018 troll harvest averaged was 83.1%, sport average harvest was 21.9%. Due
to the 2018 treaty reduction everyone must take a cut for conservation.

It may have been difficult for the sport sector to maintain their allotted allocation under the present
KSMP. It has been a financial disaster for trollers. Attorney Luara Wolff defending Alaska in the 9"
Circuit Court said;

“Theres huge social and cultural harms because there are multiple declarations that say if we
can’t fish and earn... if % of our income is lost we probably not fish at all it forces people into
poverty or chooses to leave these very small rural communities and that is huge cascading
effects. Its not just harm to some fishermen harm to isolated communities.”

Since 2022, when three stake holders, Resident Sport, Guided Charter and Trollers hashed out an
agreement, Sport harvest has averaged 23% (their allocation is 20%) and caused resident harvest to
close early in 2024. Since 2022 Trollers have averaged 73% of the sport/Troll allocation (Troll allocation
is 80%). Since 2022 the all-gear harvest was 94%. Who eats the 5.2% that’s left on the table?

The ADFG shaping of the SEAK Chinook fishery is evident by the numbers in both the Sport and troll
fisheries and causes over exploitation of Kings by the sport sector in the spring when our local SOC are
returning.

Below are problems regarding shaping which is extracted from staff comments to Proposal 130, please
read all staff comments to proposal 130 for a greater understanding of this potentially Dangerous
situation.

“The revised Southeast Alaska Biological Opinion published October 2, 2024 establishes new
stock-specific limits on for king salmon stocks or stock aggregates listed as threatened under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). These limits correspond to the highest observed exploitation rate
during 1999-2018, years in which the current summer retention period allocations applied. A
reallocation of summer troll retention periods will alter the stock composition of the catch and
may increase risk of exceeding ESA limits”



If Canada discovers Alaska is altering our fisheries by changing allocation within gear groups or
increasing effort while transboundary fish are returning, Alaska will have problems at treaty getting a
fair deal. We will be setting ourselves up for bigger cuts. Shaping our fisheries will be disastrous for
Alaska at the next treaty negotiations 2028.

It was in 2022 the language for no-inseason management was eliminated. This was done for house
keeping as ADFG have always managed in-season. It is the corner stone of our 5AAC 39.222 and a tool
treaty requires. The only time ADFG ignored in-season management was 2023 and 2024. Sport went
over their allocation causing other fisheries (trollers and residents) to close early. This messed up the
catch and nonretention days. This data will be used in the next BiOp and PST.

Proposal 108, 109, 111, 112, 113, Oppose

All these proposals are shaping the sport fishery. Either by changing the 20/80 split or in the case of 109
changing the historic steady uninterrupted sport harvest through the summer. 109 forces more effort in
the spring by using data previous to SOC management. All other fisheries are airing on the side of
conservation due to SOC management.

Please read staff comments to proposal 130 as it also applies to these proposals. These proposals mess
with NOAA’s BiOp (over which NOAA was sued and lost in 2020. The court ordered a revision of the
BiOp. This new document was completed in Dec 2024). These proposals also will give Canada great
ammunition to screw with Alaska in the next round of treaty negations.

Proposal 118, 121 oppose

Both are variations of the status quo. That the status quo is not working is demonstrated by the 21
proposals for the KSMP at this Board of Fisheries. The status quo ignores in-season management
regulations. And ignores the original signed agreement of 2022 which was greatly altered in Homer 2023
against the wishes of two of the stakeholders.

Proposal 110, 115, 116, 117 119, 120 Support

A Coalition has developed between Residents and Trollers. From this coalition comes two RCs which will
be submitted at the meeting. These RCs have been developed on these 6 proposals.

The KSMP is a sport management plan that effects residents. It’s not a commercial plan. It will only
effect trollers if the 80% troll allocation is changed which changes the Treaty baseline, a big no-no at
treaty. In the RCs Trollers followed the lead of inside sport fishermen regarding bag limits who have
been hurt by the changed new management plan.

TSI (Juneau sports fishermen) and ATA (trollers) rewrote proposal 110. 110 was the original March 2022
signed agreement. The RC incorporates most of Proposals 116, 117. The goal is to slow the spring fishing
during SOC management to enable uninterrupted fishing for residents and charters throughout the
season. Residents like the ability to access fresh fish all summer as they have always done. Fresh fish is
much more tasty. Available fresh fish cuts down wanton waste caused by overfilling the freezer over
concerns of potential closures. A steady fishing rate is what NOAA’s new BiOp is based on.
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The other RC was an amendment version of the TSI/ATA RC amended by the Ketchikan AC. Its goal is
much the same but has more restrictive bag limits in the spring erring on the side of King salmon
conservation. It was created in a work session between resident sport, guided sport, and ATA with ADFG
in the room providing data.

I support both RC versions. They protect our local stocks, allow for uninterrupted sport fishing for
residents. Charters who participated were happy with the bag limits and trollers maintain their
historic 80%. This King salmon management plan dove tails with NOAA’s BiOp hopefully enabling next
treaty negations to operate more smoothly.

Stocks of Concern management

SOC management has been in effect since 2018. We still have rivers that are not making MSY
escapement particularly the Taku and the Stikine. We want these rivers to survive. Alaska needs to make
more effort in protecting these stocks.

Proposal 122, 123 Support

These Proposals refer to a catch and release fishery. It is important to treat these local stocks with the
utmost respect if we want the Taku and Stikine to recover.

Proposal 125, 126 Support

District 14-A is in the entrance to the Taku River corridor for returning Chinook spawners. Its always
baffled me why this area was left open when the SOC management in 2018 was adopted. The Ketchikan
district, in order to protect the Behm canal stocks, all of the corridors were closed to Chinook fishing for
king salmon until the peak of he runs were in the rivers. That was the correct approach. The proof is in
the pudding. The Unuk is making escapement yet the Taku is not.

Proposal 130 Support

| can only support this if the BOF is unconcerned regarding shaping fisheries. Please read staff
Comments on this and appreciate how these comments relate to changing the sport fishery. By taking
more fish from the trollers in the late Summer to increase charter harvest during the spring when all
other fisheries are conserving and erring on the side of conservation.

| do find it interesting that staff did not include data for 2023 and 2024. These were years when the troll
fishery was shaped to allow guided sport to overharvest in the spring when SOC management is
implemented. Maybe this was a mistake and this BOF will clarify regulations so troll will continue to
have a healthy August fishery, sport residents will have access to a fresh king throughout the summer
and Nonresidents will accept a lower bag limit in the spring.
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Proposal 140, 141 Support

Double barb hooks with bait are used in the technique known as “mooching”. Mooching is promoted on
many lodge web sites. Blogs state that this method guarantees successful fishing. Some claim they can

catch up to 50 Kings in day using this method.

Mooching with Angling Unlimited, Sitka

“...Mooching is our method because it’s more fun, more effective, and gives you the sense

of achievement and learning you can only get from hooking your own.”

Angling Unlimited

“Salmon typically inhale a bait — they don’t nibble.” From 10 common mistakes made while
mooching Angling Unlimited 12/12/16.

Mooching requires the fish to swallow the hook which often results in internal hooking in the gut a place
were it is impossible to retrieve the hook. Only once the fish is hooked internally is the fish reeled in.
The photo depicts damage by mooching taken from “the American fisheries Society 2002- Hook and
release mortality of chinook salmon from drift mooching”. Alaska is the only west coast state that allows
mooching in all waters. Mooching needs to be restricted particularly in the catch and release fisheries.
This proposal copies regulations from other states that require more conservative gear than Alaska.

Chinook salmon (fe male) with internal_iﬁjuries to the gut,
liver & heart caused by gut-hooking with a "J” hook




PC293

Staff comments state there is no biological need for this proposal but after 7 years of SOC management
the Taku and Stikine Rivers, among others, have still not recovered.

LingCod
Proposal 200 Support with trepidation

I’'m uncomfortable with the extra cost but agree with ADFG that most boats are already equipped with a
reporting device. I’'m also concerned in over reporting. Downing tools to go and report will be difficult
for small boats with limited crew. Reporting multiple times daily is time consuming.

Proposal 201 Support

| believe this will reduce other gear groups delivering excess by-catch on a dingle bar permit. This should
extend the dingle bar fishery openings.

Proposal 202 Support (emphatically)

This should extend the dingle bar fishery openings. | dingle bar fished on a small boat for years but had
to quit because larger boats with more crew took advantage of this loop hole. What once used to be a
15-to-20-day fishery tuned in to a one or two-day fishery. The quota never got smaller but big boats
caught it faster using two lines. This loop hole enabled a minority to take from the majority.

Trolling a healthy part of South East Alaska Economy
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Harper Mallet and | am a commercial and personal use fisherman. This proposal
would limit the amount of fish commercial fisherman catch in a year, and limit what they are able
to provide for their families. Half the season | spent up there was catching hatchery fish and with
this proposal that would be limited. Hatchery fish are great for salmon numbers to stay high
while catches are still good, too. Win-win situation.

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user



groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and

reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

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

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Christine Manning of Wrangell, Alaska. | am a subsistence, commercial, personal
use, and sports fisherman. My late husband was a commercial fisherman. Raised our sons in
the fishing industry. As adults, they own and operate commercial boats. Fishing is our livelihood,
subsistence, and recreation. Hatcheries are vital to the longevity of this industry. And add vital
and substantial value to the community and the fishing industry. Smaller communities' economic
health relies on keeping our hatcheries healthy and well-stocked with eggs.

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken



the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user
groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and

reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,
Christine Manning

Wrangell, Alaska
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Submitted by: Rich Manning
Community of Residence: Craig, AK

My name is Rich Manning I have been an owner of Catch-a-King Charters in Craig, AK
for the past 36 years. I have been a fishing guide in the Craig area for 42 years. [ am in
support of proposal #108 because it would allow guided non-resident sport fishermen
to retain more king salmon in the early portion of our season, late May through early
July. With the decreasing bottomfish limits and the increasing restrictions on them, and
the lack of coho salmon during this part of the season, it is very important for us to have
a 3 king annual non-resident during this time frame. It is already difficult to sell this time
with a 3 king annual limit, I fear that it makes this portion of the season non-viable if it
goes any lower. By the middle of July we are normally catching cohos and the
importance of retaining kings is not nearly as necessary for us to keep our customers.
Catch-a-King Charters has played an important part in supporting the Craig economy
for many years. We usually employ about 20 people during our summer season and
approximately 60% of our wages are paid to Alaska residents. All of our repair and
maintenance costs are paid locally as are the majority of our food and supply costs.
We also pay more than $100,000.00 annually for boat fuel, another $50,000.00 for
local utilities, and $30,000.00-40,000.00 a year for guest fishing licenses. All these
purchases help our local economy. We also paid directly to the City of Craig over
$70,000.00 in 2024 for sales tax, property tax, and tideland leases. There is no doubt
that we are an important contributor to the City of Craig, its schools and other services.
I fear that if our ability to retain king salmon especially in the early season is reduced
it will have a large negative impact on our business. This in turn will cause a significant
economic impact to the City of Craig and its residents.
Thanks for listening

Rich Manning
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Submitted by: Laurinda Marcello
Community of Residence: Sitka

I recommend the BOF adopt proposals which will protect the long-term viability of the subsistence
harvest of herring and the ecosystem as a whole. With herring being a forage fish they are a vital part of
the food web to protect for higher trophic level species.

I think given collapses of forage fishes in other parts of the world, it is prudent to make sure herring
biomass is sufficient for a harvest to occur and to err on the side of not harvesting when there is any
doubt in numbers.
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Submitted by: Maia Mares
Community of Residence: Seattle, WA (formerly Sitka, AK)

I recommend that the Board of Fish select the elements of proposals 173 through 177 which may
provide the greatest protection to spawning herring by increasing the minimum threshold, reducing the
harvest rate, and establishing a strict harvest cap for the commercial sac roe herring fishery. Such actions
are necessary to prioritize subsistence harvest and to prevent the development of any high volume or
non-food herring fishery in Sitka Sound.

I strongly support proposal 190, recognizing Tribal sovereignty and expertise in managing subsistence
resources for tribal citizens by establishing a co-management framework. I strongly support proposal
179 to protect an important subsistence harvest area as well as proposal 181 to minimize herring
mortality from test sets.




PC299

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

1255 W. 8th Street

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Fisheries:

My name is Donna Maricich and | am a commercial fisherman. Hatcheries have been the
backbone of healthy fishery sustainability. But please don’t dismantle this source of healthy
viability. Many benefactors will be harmed by this proposal.

I am writing to express my opposition to Proposal 156, which seeks to reduce
hatchery-permitted pink and chum salmon egg take levels by 25% in Southeast Alaska. This
proposal would severely undermine the economic and sustainability that hatcheries provide to
Alaskan coastal communities.

Hatchery programs are a cornerstone of Alaska’s economy, generating $576 million in annual
economic output and providing the equivalent of 4,200 jobs statewide. Reducing hatchery
production by 25% would have disastrous economic consequences for all southeast
communities, which rely heavily on the steady stream of hatchery-produced salmon to support
their economies. This reduction would result in lost jobs, decreased tax revenues, and reduced
income for commercial fishermen, processors, and local businesses.

Hatcheries are critical to ensuring that salmon remain available to all user groups, including
commercial, sport, personal use, and subsistence fishermen. These programs ensure that
Alaskans, regardless of their fishing style, have access to sustainable salmon harvests. Without
hatchery supplementation, wild salmon stocks would be under increased pressure, particularly
in years of lower abundance. Hatcheries play a crucial role in mitigating this pressure,
safeguarding wild stocks, and providing economic stability for all user groups.

Hatchery programs in Alaska are built on a strong foundation of sustainability and are subject to
rigorous oversight from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Hatchery-produced salmon
are managed through sound scientific practices, ensuring that they complement, rather than
harm, wild salmon stocks. Moreover, Alaska’s salmon fisheries, including hatchery-origin fish,
are consistently certified as sustainable by both major certification bodies — the Marine
Stewardship Council and Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM). This demonstrates that
hatchery production aligns with Alaska’s broader goals of responsible resource management.

Proposal 156 would reduce hatchery production at a time when salmon-dependent communities
need it most. Reducing pink and chum salmon production by 25% would cause significant harm
to fisheries tax revenues, disrupt the economic flow that hatchery salmon provide, and weaken
the support hatcheries provide to wild stocks by decreasing the harvest pressure from user
groups. This proposal would be highly disruptive to the sustainability of Alaska's hatchery
programs, setting in motion an alternative oversight process in conflict with existing hatchery
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regulation. This process will introduce uncertainty in the production of Alaska hatchery salmon,
impacting a hatchery association to plan production and its ability to service loan obligations.

This proposal does not account for the well-documented role hatcheries play in supplementing
wild returns, stabilizing economies, and ensuring long-term sustainability for coastal
communities. Additionally, the data regarding hatchery impact on wild salmon populations needs
to be more conclusive and support the drastic reductions proposed in this measure.

For 50 years, Alaska’s hatcheries have been a critical component of sustainable fisheries
management. They provide for the livelihoods of thousands of Alaskans and create a stable and

reliable source of salmon for all user groups.

| urge the Board of Fisheries to reject Proposal 156 and instead continue supporting hatcheries
as a vital part of Alaska’s economic and cultural fabric.

Sincerely,

Donna Maricich
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Submitted by: Sandra Marker
Community of Residence: Craig, Alaska

Proposal 108 - Opposed! The Charter group of the sport fishery sector is highly unregulated. They
favor the non residents and take advantage of the ability to fish for King Salmon. There needs to be in
season monitoring of the sport fishery in real time.

Proposal 110 - Support. I support the RC version of 110 that was submitted by the Alaska Trollers
Association. This RC has chosen the best of many proposals. I support the non tiered system for the
sport fishery for King Salmon. The non tiered system if fair to everyone and is easy to interpret and
understand, and protects the resident sport fishery for King Salmon.

Proposal 130 - I support this proposal for Trollers to fish 100% of their quota on Julylst in one opening.
No other fishery has to split their quota in two openings! In the past 2 years (2023 & 2024) the Trollers
20% remaining allocation has been taken from us. The second opening has not been guaranteed, nor
will it ever be guaranteed, as long as the nonresident sport fishery sector is left unregulated.
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