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Attn: Co-Chairman Senator Bishop and Resource Committee members 
I am resending as Kenai LIO office sent earlier but not found in documents.  Also my name is Jeff Beaudoin; Kasilof 
Alaska.  My testimony showed some unknown landmark attached to my name instead of the stated Kasilof, Alaska.  
Thank you for taking my testimony on 4/21/23 under technical difficulties. 
 
Re: Senate Bill 82 previously SB 90 by Senator Micciche / renditions; i.e. Senate bill 135 in 2018, SB 90 first hearing, and 
amended SB 90.  Note: SB 82 is the same bill as former SB 90 and my response today and issues described below are still 
remain relevant and germane. 
 
Note: Letter of Opposition to SB 82 - highlighting misinformation on SB 82 purpose, statutory irregularities, CFEC fact vs. 
fiction, and alternatives.  
 
Date April 21, 2023 and letter dated: April 20, 2019 to Senate Resources Committee at that time has been updated 
below. 
 
Dear Committee: 
 
First of all, Senator Bjorkman/ and former Senator Micciche’s statement regarding SB 90 misleads the committee and 
legislature on several accounts.   
 
Only a select few set net permit holders participated in any direct contact with a sport fish association (KRSA) who have 
for decades harmed the commercial fisheries through re-allocation measures and restrictive regulations in management 
plans which undermined sustained yield  
management; i.e. the Kasilof River sockeye Biological goal has been grossly exceeded 17 years out of the last 20 years 
and the Kenai River late-run sockeye in-river goal has been exceeded in 17 years out the last 20 years.  Both in-season 
lost yield to the commercial fisheries/industry and lost yield from exceeding sockeye goals and not distributing 
escapements evenly within the goal ranges has caused harm in the range of hundreds of millions of dollars out of 
commerce and the fishing communities (management issue). Note: updated information the eastside was declared a 
fishery disaster in 2018 and 2020 and 2012 over king salmon bound for the Kenai River.  2021 and 2022 were disaster 
years while the state and Governor’s office has not issued a disaster declaration or for 2023 when the east side set net 
fishery was closed completely and the legislator seems silent when 1 million sockeye salmon escaped into the Kasilof 
system under a BEG goal range of 140,000 – 320,000 fish; the Kasilof system is rearing limited and did not replace itself 
when 500,000 escapements occurred.  
 

The Dept. of Fish and Game and Commissioner and Board of Fish closed and reduced the commercial fishery 
over a handful of Kenai bound king salmon under a new large king goal on the Kenai River which is now the same as 
prior All fish (all sizes and age class goal) and not a stock of concern. Only in Cook Inlet does this prescriptive closure 
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occur – in the Kodiak Management Area the commercial fisheries are allowed to operate normally on salmon stocks and 
utilization of the resources primarily stated as they do not have any directed king salmon fisheries.  The sport fisheries 
are closed on stocks of concern on Chignik kings, Karluk River kings, and Alyakulik king salmon stocks.  However, the 
Upper Cook Inlet fisheries do not have a directed king salmon fishery either - only in the Northern District and Westside.  
1960 was the last year a directed king salmon fishery operated throughout Cook Inlet. The Alaska Constitution as well as 
the Commissioner duties pertain to maintaining and ensuring the sustained yield for ALL salmon stocks – there is NO 
carve out for king salmon and the Kodiak Management Area operates normally by Commercial Fisheries Division as 
intended by the Alaska constitution and legislative description of the duties of the Commissioner.  
 
Now, Senator Bjorkman / Micciche’s prior bill seeks to put “more fish into the river” and reallocate fisheries further 
when undermining the utilization of the set gillnet fishery permits to manage for escapements by commercial fishery 
managers as intended and described by AS 16.43.010 (Regulation of Entry into Alaska Commercial Fisheries – Purpose 
and Findings of Fact).  Limited Entry intent was to stabilize the economic benefit to commercial fisheries and maintain 
maximum sustained yields.  Why the Legislative Intent in 1976 under the Limited Entry Act seem meaningless, moot, 
and disregarded by the legislative body?    
 

• SB 82 violates the CFEC limited-entry permits issuance in 1975, its purpose and findings.  

• SB 82 violates the State’s policy; quote: “ADF&G has a long-term goal of achieving maximum sustainable 
yield for Alaska’s fisheries.” 

• SB 82 violates federal law; i.e. National standard 1 “achieve on continuing basis, the optimal yield from 
each fishery for the United States fishing industry. And numerous other federal laws. 

• SB 82 does not follow AS.44.66.050 (Legislative Oversight) pertaining to boards, commissions or 
agencies (CFEC, ADF&G, Alaska Board of Fisheries). Note: all set gillnet regulations and Management 
Plans for the Upper Sub-district become moot along with allocation.  Escapement goal management 
becomes moot. 

• SB 82 is inconsistent with the Equal Protection clause over similarly situated fisheries whether in Cook 
Inlet (permits) or Statewide (permits).  Note: Fiscal Notes for ADF&G and CFEC state SB 90 affects are 
statewide.   

• Creation of exclusive fisheries zone /areas and closed waters are inconsistent with CFEC legislative 
judicial history. 

• There is no Kenai late-run king salmon conservation concerns established by the Board of Fish on this 
stock.  Stat areas 244-21, 244-22, 244-31, 244-42 harvest a de-Minimis amount (incidental) and no 
directed king salmon fishery; i.e. less than one-half of one large Kenai king (over 34 inches total length) 
per permit during the entire 2018 fishing season.  Approx. 840 nets operate in the Kasilof Section under 
normal management.  

• However, the Eastside gear has been reduced by 2/3 and fishing hours per week; a 12 hour opening now 
equates to a 4 hour opening CPUE harvest per hour units.   

•  
Prior Senator Micciche and Mr. Coleman stated 75% of set net respondents were “interested in the program concept” 
but misrepresents this as “sent to Eastside setnet fleet.”  However, the survey was sent to all UCI SO4H set net permit 
holders, of which, the respondents came from Eastside, Westside, Kalgin Island, and Northern District.  In addition – 26% 
out of 725 permits indicted interest with NO stat areas assigned in that preliminary survey.  Including, an unknown 
number of latent SO4H permits in the responses and none of the “votes” were independently verified by a third party. 
 
The term “recent” was used in statements but in fact it was mailed in the year 2016 - over permit holders interested in a 
possible voluntary fleet reduction “concept.”  There were only 3 public meeting (one per year) and the majority of the 
attendees expressed numerous concerns over the implications of any such bill being presented to the legislature.   
 

At none of the once-a-year meetings was SB 135 ever presented nor SB 90 presented in form for proper review 
– period. Both individuals (Mr. Micciche and Mr. Coleman) assured the public that only an “appropriate number 
of permits to exit the fishery would be used and the protection of remaining fishermen would be 
guaranteed.”  And, without presenting any factual data to the public over the 200 permit numbers regarding the 
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1980’s with largely unsubstantiated claims over the “migration of permits.”  In addition, only a limited number 
of draft renditions were distributed and the majority of public attendees never had a copy provided.  Also, 
ADF&G has never presented anything on this bill nor was Commercial Fisheries Division or the Entry Commission 
invited to this meeting to discuss any consequences by reducing nearly half the ESSN permits.  Viability was 
NEVER established to any fishermen affected by SB 82 or prior SB 90 nor the viability of sockeye salmon 
production, lost yields, or risk on sustained yield on the two major sockeye salmon stocks in Upper Cook inlet. 

 

• There is no evidence of “mass movement of permits to the eastside” stat areas.  In 1987 the 
largest return year in Cook Inlet (commercial harvest 10.5 million salmon / ex-vessel value 101 
million dollars.  CFEC and ADF&G records show 625 set net permit holders made landings. 
Compared to 524 set net permit holder landings at the present time-frame.  Note: the same 
number of permits were issued from 1980’s to the present date. In the 1980’s the number of 
latent permits was approx. 120 out 735 issued compared to 2009 – 2017 has 249 latent permits 
out of 735 permits issued (CFEC data).  The average latent percentage for all years is 24.5%.  The 
number of latent permits in Cook Inlet, Prince William Sound, Kodiak, and Alaska Peninsula 
tracks with annual salmon run abundance.  Bristol Bay set permits has the highest percentage of 
permit utilization due to stable high abundance sockeye returns.  (Ref. CFEC Report No. 18-04-N 
June 2018). 

 

• The number of permits on landings for stat areas along the eastside is 382 (ADF&G Appendix 
A8).  Mr. Coleman claims 440 permits along the eastside.  There are 58 dual permit holders in 
the eastside stat areas – which could account for the difference.  Note: ADF&G Area office 
communications estimated 360 permits along the eastside in late 1980’s compared to 382 
presently on permit landings which may not include dual permit holders after year 2013.   

 

• The Southeast buy-back program was privately funded and over latent permits with attached 
vessels.  In addition, this had to be approved to less than 10% of permits and to latent permits 
by N.O.A.A. / National Marine Fisheries Service and the state legislature (Federal register 
records). This took several years to accomplish and could NOT affect the ability of ADF&G to 
maintain maximum sustained yields of the salmon fisheries; i.e. no effect on conservation or 
sustained optimal yields.  

 

• Senator Micciche and Mr. Coleman stated in two public meetings that the federal government 
(Senator Murkowski’s office) would pay for this so-called fleet reduction program.  Senator 
Micciche stated this on the record to Senate Resources in 2018 on SB 135; i.e. “what’s great 
about this is there is no cost to the state, it’s a win-win.”  However, Sen. Micciche stated in 
Senate Resources this year – “maybe a grant could come from the federal government on a one 
year basis” but no amount was stated on the record.  SB 82 shows the state paying for this 
program.  (This reminds one of Sen. Micciche’s oil tax credit bill which cost the state two billion 
dollars in lost revenue; i.e. a “win-win”?). 

 

• During the late 1980’s approx. 5,000 sockeye harvested in personal use fisheries. In the last 10 
years the numbers have exploded to over 500,000 to 800,000 sockeye salmon– a 100 times 
multiple harvest on average runs or less than average returns.  ADF&G stated in 1987 
“increasing demand for Cook Inlet salmon by recreational and subsistence fishermen combined 
with a continued high utilization by commercial fishermen, has resulted in intense competition 
for this resource and a growing antagonism between those user groups” i.e. it’s been going on 
for three decades.  The Limited Entry Commission stated all salmon stocks were fully allocated in 
1976, Cook Inlet has become the poster child for re-allocation on a new and expanding fishery.  
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In the past few years the personal use fishery has harvested more sockeye salmon than the 
traditional set net fisheries who depend on those resources for economic livelihoods. 

 

• The Eastside Consolidation Association has 5 board members and NO membership.  Yet, this 
group contends it represents the eastside set net permit holders - which is does Not.  The most 
vocal proponents of SB 82 fish in stat area 244-32.  The North Kalifornsky Beach stat area - 
which is 3.9 nautical miles in length and 1.5 nautical miles seaward of the beach near the 
Southern boundary of the Kenai River.  This stat area can harvest significant numbers of Kenai 
late-run king salmon as those kings traverse several days back and forth along this stat area 
before entry into the Kenai River under high tide series. There are approx. 52 registered permits 
in stat area 244-32 along with 32 dual stat area registration for 244-31 – 244-32 (fish in both stat 
areas).  ADF&G shows 60 permit landings for 244-32.  Stat area 244-32 can fit 407 net areas / 
140 permits within this stat area.  

 

• Important Note:  A hypothetical cost analysis is presented here: The 244-32 stat area 
(rectangular area) can be divided by half as two triangle areas.  From the baseline regulatory 
marker south of the Kenai River to one and one-half nautical mile seaward location, described as 
the Blanchard Line demarcation along Kalifornsky Beach. 

Each triangulated rectangle area can accommodate 70 permits per area or the same 
number of permits registered in this stat area to the inner area depicted below.  The permit 
buy-back doesn’t have to occur but area waters would be closed as per Mr. Coleman’s 
presentation statement; i.e. “the most crucial element of SB 82 is closing water on the 
eastside.”  A cost analysis would significantly reduce the amount proffered under SB 82 from 55 

million to less than 5 million.  200 net area locations would be reduced.  This closed waters 
area would adjoin the closed water area currently described.  After all Mr. Coleman stated in his 
presentation ‘Although the total number of permits in Cook Inlet have NOT changed (since 
1984) the migration to the Eastside doubled the number of nets fishing around the Kenai River.’ 
Comment: Remarkably, this increase was also brought by the permit holders fishing in stat area 
244-32.  
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Note: See the following attached documents aforementioned and referenced above on pages 1 – 3   
 
Jeff Beaudoin  
Kasilof, Alaska 99610  
 
References:  
 
1/ KPFA letter and attached survey. 
 
2/ CFEC cover letter titled CFEC Salmon Set Gillnet Permits and DNR Shore Fishery Leases in Prince William Sound, Cook 
Inlet, Kodiak, Alaska Peninsula, and Bristol Bay 1975-2017 CFEC Report No. 18-04-N 
 
3/ CFEC Table 7 Latent Salmon Set Gillnet Permits Associated With and Without DNR Shore Fishery Leases (page 1 of 2). 
 
4/ CFEC Table 7 Latent Salmon Set Gillnet Permits Associated With and Without DNR Shore Fishery Leases (page 2 of 2). 
 
5/ CFEC Cook Inlet earnings page 19 Table 5 (one of two pages) 
 
6/ / CFEC Cook Inlet earnings Table 5 (two of two pages) 
 
7/ ADF&G AMR 1987 report cover. 
 
8/ ADF&G AMR 1987 page 3 
 
9/ ADF&G AMR 1987 table 7 page 75 (1954 – 1987 harvest data). 
 
10/ ADF&G AMR 1987 registered units of Drift and Set gillnet permits / CFEC  
 
11/ ADF&G AMR report year 2015 Appendix A8 Commercial Permits by Stat Area. 
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