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WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

January 21, 1994

The Honorable Bill Williams

Chair, House Resources Committee
House of Representative

State Capitol, Room 128

Juneau, AK 39801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

I am writing to inform you of my opposition to legislation introduced in both the House
and Senate relating to the management of Cook Inlet stocks of salmon. These bills,
Senate Bill No. 241 and House Bill No. 366, have been referred to the House and
Senate Resources committees.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has technical, programmatic and budgetary
concerns about the proposed legislation, and my department is developing a formal
position paper which details our negative review of this proposed legislation. Because
of the importance of this issue, however, | am writing to you directly regarding my
major policy concern.

Alaska's legislature, in establishing the Board of Game and the Board of Fisheries,
wise!/ onose to insulate itself from the process of making fish and wildlife allocation
decisions. The legislature looked at Alaska's territorial experience, as well as the
experience of 48 states that preceded us and learned from the many examples of
resource and social problems that accompany political management of renewable
resources. Successive legislatures have for 35 years affirmed the wisdom of this
approach. As pointed out in the position paper signed by the entire Kenai delegation,
allocation of fish and wildlife resources is an extremely complicated and technical
matter, involving public policy as well as specific scientific and biological

considerations.

The issue currently before the legislature is the allocation of Cook Inlet sockeye
salmon. When the Board of Fisheries last considered this issue, many days of local
advisory committee meetings led up to thirteen very long deliberative days by the
Board on Cook Inlet salmon issues. Over 72 hours were spent specifically on this
issue. This past year, the Board of Game and Board of Fisheries collectively met for
more than one hundred days and considered over one thousand proposals.
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Each regulatory proposal has people who support or oppose it and those not winning
their issue would eagerly pursue additional opportunities to press their case in the
legislature. Should the legislature decide to intervene in the allocation of Cook Inlet
sockeye, and | sincerely hope they do not, | believe you can depend on a continuing
stream of public demands to intervene in other allocation battles. If the legislature
once starts down this road of management by statute, the resource will truly be at
much higher level of risk.

We all recognize that the board process is not perfect and it is impossible to keep
political considerations totally out of the board process. However, | believe that any
careful study of the board and its history will demonstrate that politics is indeed a
minor consideration in the decisions of the boards. During the 1980s two studies,
one conducted by the legislative branch and one by the executive branch, concluded
as much.

With its system of local advisory committees and the Boards of Fish and Game,
Alaska has the most democratic system of fish and game allocation in the United
States. | know that both the board members and the Department of Fish and Game
are committed to working with the public to be responsive to their needs. | would
welcome the opportunity to meet with you and discuss this issue in greater detail.

Carl L. Rosier
Commissioner
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RED SALMON ALERT!!

SPORTS FISHERMEN, DEFEND YOUR RIGHTSH!

/The commercial fishing interests and their lobbyists are flooding Juneau in
opposition to House Bill 366 and Senate Bill 241 b-lesause those bills support |-
the right of sports fishermen to a harvest equal to 0 of the commercial |
harvest. Commercial fishing interests are trying to kill those bills so they can
keep over 95% of the red salmon resource in the Cook Inlet area reserved
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"YOU are one of over 40.000 sports fishermen in
Southcentral Alaska who are registered to vote.
YOU can make a difference!

Most legislators listen to their constituents
and try to do a good job. if they don't hear
from you, thegwon't know how you feell So
c¢?ilin your POM right now or fifst thing
tomorrow. Even though there are only .
approximately 1,100 commercial fishermen in
Southcentral, they are well-organized and well
funded, so they have been able to gain
priority access to virtually all (over 95%kof
Cook Inlet's red salmon resource. IT'S NOT
RIGHTt IT'S NOT FAIR. IT'S NOT GOOD
POLICY. IT'SNOT GOOD FISHING. AND IT
WONT CHANGE WITHOUT YOUR HELPI

Speak up, spcirts anglers

Red salmon alert! Our legislators in June/.u
need to hear sport naglerslvoices loudly rnd
clearly on their support for the Cook hJet
Sockeye Salmon Allocation bill.

This bill, which was the headline story 'a the
Daily News Dec. 30 — "Juneau to tadae fish
warsI — lias now been introduced into tne
legislative process and has been assigned bill
numbers HB366 and SB241 with more
co-sponsors than any other bill in the history of
the state.

Asthe Daily News story stated, the bill isvery
straightforward. It simply states that it is the
policy of the state that a number of sockeye
salmon equal to at least 15percent of the sockeye
salmon taken in the Cook Inlet central district
commerc ® fisheries will be utilized exclusively
forsEc., . mgpurpoaes.

The fl.j ta Constitution states that fish are a
resource owned by all the people of the state.
Why should the roughly 1,100 red salmon
commercial fishermen in Cook Inlet be allowed
to harvest more than 97 percent of this publicly
owned resource? Last summer, the sportanglers
and their guests, numbering well over 150,000.
caught an estimated 123,000 reds. The 1,100
commercial fishermen caught more than
4,729.000. That's justnota "fair share."

Please join me in sending a public opinion
messBge to our legislators stating that you
support the Cook Inlet Salmon Allocation bill.
Cal N the Legislative Information Office in
Anchorage and Kenai. .

’ —Phil Cutler

Since the new legislation will increase the
sport fishing allocation from 5% to 15%. the
commercial fishing powers trying to kill HB
366 and SB 241 say the legislation will hurt
their economic interests. A_ctuallz_the effect
will be minimal. Commercial fishing Interests
in Cook Inlet currently catch and keep over
94>out of every 10 red salmon, Afterthe
legislation passes, they will still be able to
ca}ch ar|1d keep 8'/> out of every 1Q red
salmon!

HOUSE BILL NO. J66

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE
STATE OF ALASKA

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE m
SECOND SESSION

ﬂy Representative Midder
(with eighteen co-tpontoni

ABILL
FOR ANACT ENTTTLED

'An act relating la the management
of Cook Inlet nocks of saimon.’

[* |7 _ENACTED BY THE
IEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF
ALASKA:

o Section 1. AS 16,0S It amended
by adding a new section to nod:
See. 16.05.740. MANAGEMENT OF
COOK INLET SOCKEYE SALMON.
Subject to AS 16.05.258. it it the
policy of the state that each year a
number of sockeye salmon equal to
at least 13 percent of the sockeye
salmonfrom Cook Inlet stocks taken
in the commercial Cook Inlet drift
giU net and east side Cook Inlet set
net fisheries he utilised esdustvety
for sport fishing purposes in the
Kenal, Susima.” and other nvtr
systems dmining into Cook Inlet.

\e in-nver harvest of Cook Inlet
stocks of sockeye salmon in the Cook
Inlet region " far sport fishing
purposes ‘shall be aUoancd among
the river system! ofthe region In she
proportion ihat each nver systemhas
traditignally ~ contribufed = the
production ot sockeye salmon in ihe
region.
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~Join other sport fishermen
in th"- Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus
WE WILL BE A STRONG VOICE FOR SPORTS FISHING!

Please enclose any messages, and check one of the following boxes if you would like to help
[] 1 would like to have a committee assignment [] I canhelpona "phonetree

[] Call me! 1'll help any way | can (Ph. ) [] | think CISC should have
an annual meeting

[J Other

This maiIinﬁ IS a costly event (geaching over 35,000 pe,oPI%). |f you can help financially, please
enclose a check payable to CISC-any amount appreciated-tharik you!




2 MCegtslafcure
Representative Carl E. Moses

CHAIRMAN SESSION:
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE CAPIiAL BUILDING, ROOM XM
CHARMAN JUNEAU, ALASKA 996010 1112
HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE FISHERIES EEQ;N(%O%JSJ%%%I
MEMBER FINANCE SUBCOMMTTEES ON: INTERIM
DEPT. OF FISH AND GAME 710 W. 4TH AVE. TI630
OEPT. OF PUBUC SAFETY ANCHORAGE. Ak 9950V2133
PHONE: [00TI258-6167
FAX: [307)250-8468

MEMORANDUM

10: Kay Andrew, Chair
Alaska Board of Fisheries

FROM: Representative Carl E. Moses
DATE: February 14, 1994

SENT BY FAX TRANSMITTAL

| strongly urge you to follow proper board procedures and not
succumb to any pressures to do otherwise being exerted by the
Ieglslatl%re, Governor's office, Commissioner's office or special
inferests.

The board should operate according to consistent policies with sound
Bubhc notice. An?]/ attempts being made to pressure you or any other
oard members should be regar ed as immaterial to the business at
hand. The board should conduct its business without regard to any
proposed or threatened actions by the legislature.

Please follow your operating policies and examine the facts
surrounding edch proposal according to the best information
tahvemIB';loball(red In my view, to do otherwise will belittle the integrity of
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Kay Andrew
Page 2
February 14, 1994

If necessary, adjourn the meeting and future meetings until the
confirmations are in place.

Thank you for your hard work.

cc. Board of Fisheries Members



JVlasfea JSialE |Qigislaturie
Representative Carl E. Moses

HOUSE gll]l@é%’\%NMMITTEE (%%%?'IF%T:BUILDING. ROOM 204
Dl g
CHARMAN INE: -
HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE PISHERIES FAX: (90§) 455-3445
MEMBER FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEES ON INTERIM
DEPT OF FISH AND GAME /7_\1,\16(m.O4F;|'/_I\-IG/-\EVIi\.K’*gg(s)ol_zla3
DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY SUGNE 5907)258-8167
FAX: (907) 258-8468

January 27, 1994

Mr. Bob Pennay

Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus
3620 Fenland Parkwa
Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Mr. Penney:

Thank you for your letter dated January 20. | would like to
reply to several comments contained in your letter.

First, | would iike to address the question of “fair share" tha'
?{ou raised. After examination, | found that Cook Inlet commercial
ishermen have lost early-run Kenai kings, early-run Russian River
sockeye, a major portion” of early-run Kenai silvers, and all of the
late-rin  Kenai silvers to the sport fishery. These stocks were
historicaly fished by commercial fishermen but now are exclusively
managed for the recreational fishery. How is the "fair share" rule
applied to these stocks?

| also understand that the current management plan for Cook
Inlet does not state that 95% of the sockeye will be allocated to the
commercial fishery. It appears that the recreational fishery has
limited capability to harvest sockeye salmon -- even in times of
abundance. The years from 1987-1989 showed large numbers of
sockeye escaped nto the Kenai River which raised concerns within
the Department of Fish & Game over the negative effect on smolt
production for the Kenai system. The Department has well-
documented information on the effect of overescapement to the
rearing habitat. In fact, monies have been allocated to assess the
extent of the damage. The legislature appropriated 3 million dollars
last session for Kenai River habitat restoration.
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Mr. Bob Penney
January 27, 1994
Page

. Encouraging increasod sport fishing pressure on the Kenal
River system,”in" particular, seems confradictive to the the very
ositionS you advocate. Information from the Department of Fish &
ame clearly states that the near-shore habitat 'is suff_erm%
extensive damage from sport fishermen and the connection to the
health of Chinook salmon is direct. Common sense tells us that no
river system can sustain endless amounts of pressure -- whether it
be from boats or banks.

Apart from all of these real and convincing facts, m ,
overriding obhecnon to either House Bill 366 or Senate Bill 241 is
based upon the fact that the legislative body has no business, as a
matter of policy, getting involved in the allocation of fish. The
Ie[c;|slature cledrly “stepped back from the business of attempting to
allocate fish over 20 years ago when theY created the joint board of
fish & game. The Ieg|slature recognized then, as it ought to
recognize now, that they are incapable of allocating fish and game
resources.

We have created the Board of Fisheries and we should allow
them to perform their duties as sReIIed out in statute. Interference
by the legislature can only cause the kind of pressure the hoard does
not need and hinders their ability to zudge fairly in their decisions.
| view my responsibility as ensuring that' | confirm the best

candidates forappointment to the board.

From all the information it appears to methat sport fishermen
have morethan abundant opportunity to harvest fish in" the Cook
Inlet area. It actually, appears that subsistence fishermen have
taken tha biggest bedting.

Sincerely,

Chairman | , o
House Special Committee on Fisheries



CHAIRMAN
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE
CHAIRMAN
HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE FISHERIES

MEMBER FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEES ON
DEPT QF FISH AND GAME
DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

T0:
FROM:

DATE:
RE

JUaska JS>late *legtslature
Representative Carl E. Moses

MEMORANDUM

Members of the House of Representatives
Representative Carl E. Moses (Q

Chairman, House Special Committee on Fisheries

January 31, 1994
House Bill 366

The attached letter is for your information regardin
My letter is in response to ‘a letter dated January 20" from Mr. Penney
of the Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus.

SESSION
CAPITAL BUILDING, ROOM 204
JUNEAU. ALASKA 90601-1182
PHONE (50714554451

FAX (30

INTERIM

)45%-3445

House BIll 366.

| thought it was important to state my position on this legislation

as Chairman of the

advise my colleagues in the House.
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REASONS WHY HB366 SHOULD NOT HAVE
A SINGLE HEARING IN THE LEGISLATURE

This is NOT 1like other (even bad) bills which might at least
deserve a fair hearing to get the arguments on the record.

This bill is INAPPROPRIATE, it should not even be IN the
legislative arena, and the scheduling of a hearing on it would
represent an endorsement by the chairman of the committee that it
does indeed BELONG in the legislative committee process.

Qur state constitution and laws are set up to give specific powers
and responsibilities to various entities, and those things are
established for good reasons. One such division of powers, 1is the
delegation of fish and game management decisions, particularly
area-specific regulations and allocative decisions, to the boards
of fish and ganme. Decisions such as these have been left to
autonomous boards because they are technical, biological, and time-
consuming, and in order to be sound they must to be made without
the political considerations of elected officials who must make
their decisions based on constituent numbers and pressure and re-
election desires.

What message would it send to the public to have -even one
legislative committee hearing on HB 3667?

It would say that if you don"t like an action of the Boards
of Fish or Game, come to the legislature, and demand to have
IT take up the issue. A hearing would say that we believe this is
an appropriate arena to have allocations debated and decided.

Unless the legislature is ready to dump the board process
and BECOME the fisheries management board for the whole state, it
is not smart or fair to take up ANY such allocation issues.

(Note that the Board of Fisheries meets for many weeks per
year, spends thousands of hours studying, debating, taking
testimony to reach 1its decisions. Public input comes through the
local advisory and regional council panels as well as fronm
individual testimony. At the last meeting of the Board of Fish they
has 500 proposals before them, and that happens several times a
year. Is the legislature ready to take on all of that? And of
course, if we take on the role of fish board, the duties of game
board will be right behind).

Even if the legislature was an appropriate arena for fisheries
allocation decisions, making such decisions BY STATUTE, which 1is
the only option for the legislature, as opposed to BY REGULATION,
which is the tool of the board process, is a TERRIBLE 1idea. There
is no flexibility 1in management by statute. Every time that
resource fluctuations or other factors made allocation, gear,
harvest level, or other changes necessary,it would take the
introduction of a bill during a legislative session, and passage
through the entire legislative process, to make the needed
adjustments. That is slow and cumbersome at best, and usually just
plain impossible to accomplish.



Furthermore, no specific resource allocation issue should ever be
made in isolation, out of the context of all the related decisions.
Every fishery decision affects the resource itself, and a number
of user groups, not only in the 1immediate area but in other,
sometimes distant areas. Unless the legislature can take on all of
it, can take the time to study and understand the whole big
picture, we don"t belong sticking our noses 1in to tweak any
selected piece of the big puzzle.

It IS appropriate for the legislature to add, subtract , or clarify
powers of the boards of fish and game, to make sure that they have
the tools, authority, and flexibility to deal with the decisions
which are their responsibility.

But, having the legislature take up an allocation issue such as 1is

proposed in HB 366 1is SIMPLY BAD POLICY. A chairman of the
Resources committee has the responsibility to uphold sound policy
and PROCESS. It is hard to imagine that we could defend having a

hearing on HB 366 as a responsible action for a Resources chairman.

A final point: Even though this bill does not belong 1in the
legislative arena, and it is demanding huge amounts of time and
energy by the legislature by even having been introduced. We have
LOTS of issues, bills, and problems that DO belong here, and which
the legislature HAS to deal with. It would not only be
irresponsible to hear HB 366, it is irresponsible of the
legislature to be wasting so much time and effort on even hassling
over it. The only responsible thing tc do is to make a firm,
solid, public decision to just say NO, put the issue to bed, and
get on with the work at hand. We have plenty on our plate between
now and adjournment that 1S the legislature®s responsibility - we
don"t need to go looking to do somebody else"s job too.



PUBLIC COMMENT

SUPPORTING HB 366



MSCVB
RESOLUTION 94-3

A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA CONVENTION AND VISITORS
BUREAU SUPPORTING Senate Bill No. 241 and House Bill No. 366
relating to the management of Cook Inlet stocks of salmon.

WHEREAS: The Alaska Visitor Statistics Program Il study done by
the McDowell Group found that visitors chose Alaska over Mexico
and Canada as a destination due in part to sportfishing
opportunities; and

WHEREAS: The "Economic Impact Study of Sportfishing in Alaska"
conducted in 1991 by the National Sportfishing Institute found
that resident and nonresident anglers spent a combined 384
million dollars on sportfishing activities; and

WHEREAS: According to the 1991 Sportfishing Institute
Study,direct contributions to the state of Alaska from license
and tax revenues exceeded 15.7 million dollars ; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Matanuska- Susitna
Convention and Visitors Bureau supports the management of the
resource to guarantee maximum benefit to the growing visitor
industry through passage of Senate Bill No. 241 and House bill
No. 366.

Adopted this twenty-seventh da; "of January, 1994.

Lyni“ie Woods, President

Cathy Dunbar, Executive Director

HCO1 Box 6166 J2I, Palmer, Alaska 99645, Mile 35.5 Parks Hwy. Phone: (907)746-5000, Events Line: 745-8001, Fax: 746-2688
Mat-Su Visitors Center 746-5002 1-800-876-5774 (tone/dial 341)



COOK INLET SPORTFISHING CAUCUS
0 Penland Parkway
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-2099
?907) 276-6639

March 9, 1994

Representative Bill Williams
Capitol Room 128
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Mr. Williams:
Wake Up, Sport Fishermen

Thank you, Rich Scpticn from Cordova. For proving my
point that commercial Fishermen are ignoring the source of their
problems.

Instead o f understanding the need for proactive marketing
and better utilization of Alaska's superior salmon, they choose to
wrap themselves in an Alaska flag and salmon leather and waste
their money trying to squeeze every last fish out of their virtual
monopoly over the sockeyes.

Sport fishermen cat and love Alaska salmon. The
consumers are the ones that need convincing, not us. The
consumers are the ones steadily replacing Alaska salmon with
farmed salmon. Also, if raping Alaska's waters of its resources
and taking the majority of the proceeds outside without giving
residents anything in return, isn't "Un-Alaskan," 1 don't know
what is.

There is not a more pro-Alaska group of people than the
sport fishermen. The money from licenses and fees paid by sport
fishtleémen helps to make the fisheries in Alaska the best in the
world.

The small contribution made by commercial fishermen to
aquaculture programs is self-serving and often backfires.

1 appeal to all 200,000 sport fishermen to call their
legislators in support of HB 366 and SB 241, which give Alaskans
a fair share.

It is time for the vast silent majority to wake up and yell.
Otherwise we will find that the commercial fisheries-controlled
Fisheries Board has given away the farm, so to speak, to the

special interests lining their pockets. _
-Kevin Thomas

This letter to the editor, published in the Anchorage Daily News on 3/8/94, says it all!
Sincerely,

N

Ben Ellis



ALASKA SPORTFISHING ASSOCIATION

FAX COVER SHEET

To u 2Ji QJ211 Fax: Nun.ce fO s .

Attention: j_ p. h),0Cn'a” Dar ija 0

RE: X X _kpidid 700

FROM: PHIL CUTLER— PRESIDENT, ALASKA SPORTFISHING ASSOCIATION

ASA is the largest sportfishing organization 1in the State of Alaska. Last evening,
January 19, ASA"s Board passed a unanimous resolution endorsing H.B. 366 and S.B. 241.
Attached 1is informational data for that action and the Board of Fisheries appointments
as we .1 as other sportfishing support.
1. The Alaska outdoor Council has endorsed the nominations of Dr. Richard Bower
and Larrv Engel to the Board of Fisheries. Ralph Seekins, President of the Alaska
Wildlife Preservation Association (in Fairbanks, Alaska) has also endorsed the
nominations of Dr. Bower and Mr. Engel.
2. Attached is the copv of my letter to the editor published in the January 19

edition of the Anchorage Daily News. Also enclosed 1is a resolution from the (cont.)

PAGESTO FOLLOW  ~ A (Does Not Induris Cover Sheet)

RETURN FAX 564-"637 CONFIRM  564-5528



ALASKA SPORTHSHING ASSOCIATION
FAX COVER SHEET (CONT.)

(cont.) Anchorage Visitors Association (#93-11), with some important statistics on

sportfishing in Alaska.

Thank you for your consideration on these matters.

Phil Cutler, Alaska Sportfishing Association
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A laska Visitors Association
320 J C Street, Suite 403 * Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Tel: (907) 561-5733 - Fax: *907) 361-5/27

if93-11
A RESQLUTION IN SUPPORT OF ALL SPORT ANGLERS AND Tiif
ECONOMIC IMPACT CONTRIBUTED BY SPORT FISHING TO THE
STATE OF ALASKA

WHEREAS, mere Alaskans and visitors to the state participate in spot4
fishing as @ major recreational activity in ihe stale; and

WHEREAS, J)er the 1991 "Economic Impact Study of Sportxisliing in
Alaska" conaucted by the National Sport Fishing Institute, residént and
notr]retsldent gnglers Spent a combined 384 million dollars on sport tishine
activities: an

WHEREAS, tite above mentioned study identified that 5,933 johs were
generated from sport tislung activities in Alaska; arid

WHEREAS, per the 1991 Sport Fishing institute study, direct conttibuuorus
(tjo “re StatedofAIaska from license and tax revenues éxceeded 15.7 million
ollars; an

WHEREAS, per the 19SS Alaska Department of Pish and Game study,
resident and nonresident anglers spend a combined bi.o mtiiiort dolfars

for sport'fishing in Southeast Alaska, of this tomi, 22.9 million dollars was
spent on klng salmon fishing, Total effects of angler spending includes the
equivalent of 1,113 full-time jobs and 28.3 million'dollars » eamings; mrt

WHEREAS, per the Alaska Visiter Statistic; tiro.gract u .study done by ;he
McDowell Group, visitors chose Alaska over Mexico and Canada as a
destination due In part to sport fishing opportunities; and

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the Alaska Visitors Association
supﬁ)orts the management of the resource to quarantee the greatest- w u>
economic benefit t0 the state of Alaska. Die Association also supoorts the

uar,anttee of public access to the resource by the -esidents of Alaska and
itS visitors,

Aiiopied in/ i/tcVLWI £oard ofDirector-

January 1J. 1994



ALASKA OUTDOOR COUNCIL

2932 ¢ Street, Suite B
Anchorage Alaska 99503

FAX 907 561%800
January 3, 1991

The Honorable Walter T f-fiekN
Office of the Governor
P.0.Box 110001

Juneau. Alaska 99311-0001

Dear Governor 12ckel:

Ihe Alaska Outdoor Council (AQc) Board of Directors recently completed its review
of applicants for the Boards of Fisheries and Game.

The ACC ."commends Mr. Larry Engei and Dr. Drck Bower orthe BoardofFlsherres
Both men haveasgoug record of ubllcserwce I\/Ir Enge s ah 3peete fisheries
biologist of toug A nexperlene Dr. Bowver has a strong bac run n conservatlonan

the challenging held of public education elieve both men will give conservatio
|nsher|e ?Jrst r| h and'cr)/vﬁlI be %lljr mlmdety\/ ang tltoughtrlﬂ medea |Jnggwnh tﬂe many gh?ICUF

fisheries managemen ISSUes,

The AOC recommends the reappointment of Chairman Richard Burley and Mr. Ernie
Poiley 1o the Board of Game. Both men have proven tQ e excellent Board members during n
very difficult year. Mr, Butlcr has a record of solid performance for approaching three years
It |s ve y dear that these gentlemen put wildlife conservation first, and'deal airly and
thoughtfully with management issues

We appreciate ![he opportunity to make our views known on these critically important
g é)rlrrtrt]rgﬁngst IorF]’éease eel free to contact me if further information is needed regarding our

Sincerely,

Richard H. Bishop
First Vice Presicent

Official Stale Association or the National Ride Association



A laska Sportfishing A ssociation

360 DArctic Rtvd. Stutnfl0O »A

Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus January 20,199*
3620 Penland Parkway
Anchorage, AK 99508

Gentlemen,

Last riight the Board ol Directors of the Alaska Sportfishing Association, Alaska's
largest sport fishing group, unanimously voted to support ihe Cook inlet SocKeye
Saimori Allocation bill—SB241/HB366.

Discussion of the bill included the fact that the ASA, other sport fish groups, and
several sport anglers had made innumerable proposals, agenda change requests, and
petition requests lo the Board of Fisiieries over the past several years {0 address the
issue of red salmon in Cook Inlet. In every instance, the results were the same....our
initiatives were unsuccessful. We and the other grouns have tried for years to work
within the established Board of Fisheries' practices end procedures. Each and every
time, we were turned away; sometimes without a good reason for the denim of
hearing our cases.

This biil addresses one of the issues we are concer-sd with in regards lo Cook iniCl
sockeye salmon. There has been significant increase in the demand for fish by both
residents and visitors who utilize the in-river fishery  This demand is not being met
by the current Cook Inlot Sockeye Management Plan. The economics of the sport
fishery ana its impact on the Southcentral area bnrjs *o; a change in the management
plan. Tlie bill would, in fact, make this change,

Phil Cutler, President



Speak up, sports anqlers

Red salmon alert! Our legislators in Juneau
need to hear sport anglers™voices loudly and
clearly on their support for the Cook’ Inlet
Sockeye Salmon Allocation bill. _

This bill, which was the headline store</ in the
Daily News Dec. 30 — “Juneau to tackle fish
wars” — has now been introduced into the
legislative process and has heen assigned bill
numbers B366 and SB241 with more
co-sponsors than any other bill in the history of
the state. o

Asthe Daily News StOfY stated, the bill is very
straightforward. It simply states that it is the
policy of the state that @ number of sockeye
salmon equal to at least 15 percent of the sockeye
salmon taken in the Cook Inlet central district
commercial fisheries will be utilized exclusively
for sport fishing purposes. _

The Alaska Constitution states that fish are a
resource owned by all the people of the state.
Why should the “roughly 1,100 red salmon
commercial fishermen”in Cook Inlet be allowed
to harvest more than 97 percent of this publicly
owned resource? Last summer, the sportanglers
and their guesjs, numbering well over 150,000,
caught an estimated 128.000 reds. The 1,100
commercial fishermen caught more than
4,729.000. That's just nota "fairshare.”

Please {om me in sending a P_ubllc opinion
message to our legislators™ stating that you
support the Cook Inlet Salmon Allocation bill.
Call the Legislative Information Office in
Anchorage an» iKenai. .

— Phil Cutler



KENAI RIVER HABITAT PROTECTION PROGRAM

ESTABLISHED BY
KENAI RIVER SPORTFISHING, INC

K*«plng An Ey* On Oir Mvtr'i Futur*

January 24,1994

Dear Legislator:

The introduction of HB 366 and SB 241 has created a large amount of misinformation spread by groups
that represent the commercial fishing industry. Recently, many of these groups would have you believe
that an increased allocation to the non-commercial users will result in massive destruction to the banks
of the Kenai River. This isjust not true.

The latest ploy to mislead lawmakers is one hidden under the guise of conservation. It is true that sport
fishermen fishing from the banks of the river causes bank degradation. To say that more fish in the
river will cause more fishermen and therefore, more bank degradation is not true, at least not according
to a recent carrying capacity study performed by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources. This

summaryl found that the Kenai River was not beyond its carrying capacity; instead it found that
overcrowding was site specific and considered to be more a problem of perceived quality of fishing time
at those specific sites. Also, it was found that sport fishermen will go fishing even though fishing is
perceived to be poor.

There have been several organizations that have made concentrated efforts over the past few years to
preserve and enhance the Ken'i River habitat. These programs include:

*rhe Soil & Water Conservation District has published the Kenai River Land Owner's Guide,
which provides detailed information, guidance and direction on habitat preservation,
conservation and restoration.

Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc.'s Habitat Protection program (HabPro) was awarded a citation
from the Alaska Legislature for its innovative approach in providing technical expertise to
habitat restoration and protection projects free of charge to Kenai River land owners.

*Kenai River Special Management Area Advisory Board is currently formulating
recommendations to regulatory agencies concerning the results of a Kenai River carrying
capacity study that dealt with such issues as habitat protection and restoration, developing
additional public access to the river, regulating habitat destructive fishing and maore.

1"Important Findings and Implications for Management", by Doug Whittaker and Bo Shelby, PhD.



Alaska State Legislators
January 24,1993
Page Two

In addition to these efforts, the Legislature appropriated $3 million dollars to the Department of Fish
& Came for habitat protection and preservation on the Kenai River. As you can see, non-commerical
users are very concerned with protecting the habitat of the Kenai River. For commercial fishing groups
to state tiv;t a non-commercial sockeye allocation will result in massive bank degradation is untrue. It
is inconceivable that any non-commercial user would support a measure that would result in the
destruction of the natural resource that we strive to protect.

While conservation and preservation is foremost in every Alaskans mind, in this particular case it is
being misused as a vehicle to cloud the issue. This misinformation is being distributed for one reason
and one reason only, to mislead lawmakers from the central issue, which is allocation.

As stated in our bylaws, the primary goal and objective of Kenai River Sportfishing is to protect and
preserve the Kenai River and its watershed. Our organization, funded solely by non-commercial users,
and its volunteers have invested thousands of hours and many thousands of dollars working to protect
the habitat of this great river and | take great exception to any accusation that our organization would
support any measure that would be counter-productive to these efforts.

L have attached some information that you may find helpful while you deliberate this issue. Please
feel free to contact Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc. for more information on our habitat protection
program or this allocation issue.

Sincerely,

Pat Carter
President, Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc.



WHY THE CONCERN?

There h%s heen a tremendous growth in development and recreational use of the Kenai River since
1982. The development of homes, RVand camping parks, boat launches, and public access
easements are a rew examples. There has been an Increcse In demand for recreational
opportynities anﬁ an mcreaie in river use b flshlnig %wd,es. This has been zﬁccom anied t[)%/ a %tead
degradation of the river banks. Sixty six percent of The river banks, from Skilak Lake to the mouth, ar
private property. The remainder Ispublicly owned and managed by federal, state, borouqh or .
rﬂummgal %over,nments. There are over 4,000 small Ioti,on the river ?anks dand over 12,0007ots Yvnhm

4 'mile ofthe river. Inaddition, Kenai River water quality Isbeing atfected by sewage disposal,
cannery waste d|3ﬁosa|,, and road and urban runoft. The use of the river has Steadily'increased over
the years with the heaviest Impacts occurring in the past ten years.

Eighty percent of the Kinq and a significant percentage of the Coho salmon Inthe Kenai River, as well
asthe oung of many of'the 25 species of fish, live within 6 feet of the river bank. The%/ must have
naturaf grass or brusfi overhanging the banks and reduced currents for them to survive.

If the amounts and types of use the river |snow receiving continue, It Isinevitable that the major part
of the habitat needed for rearing haby fish will be destrored, Once the habitat isgone, the great
runs of salmon, which includes the wortd's largest King safmon, as well as various species of trout, wil
be no more. There are no examples of salmon stream, in the United States or elsewhere in the woild
that have had extensive development along their bar*o and still continue to produce substantial
salmon runs. NOT ONE!' Infact Salmon are an en,dan%ered species along most of the west coast.
Attendant to loss of fish will be the loss of other animals and birds that arg'a part of the ecosystem
and the rivers unique natural beauty and diversity. Thisisnt just a p033|b|l|t%/. Unless, current fand use
m%té%%% Slg(tiop é%ﬂﬂg' attitudes change and ddmaged habitats are restored the river's productivity

Destruction of fish habitat can be stopped and reversed If property owners start today to change
the way they use their property. We must also make major effort to educate prhc USers on positive
actions they can fake, such as, using authorized access to the river, staying off sensitive stream
banks, u,sm,? provided hoardwalks or boats for fishing, and remembering ifis every one's
responsibility to stay off unprotected banks wherever they are.

WHAT IS KR HABPRO?

The Kenai River Habhitat Protection Program(KR HabPro) was created by Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc. in
1992. Program goals are to promote:

Restoration, a process.involving Ihe Kenai River and Its tributaries that will recreate and
provide a productive in-:tream habitat for the continuity of all species or fish and
riparian and upland ecosystem that will ensure a healthy river.

Education in all forms that will teach users of the riverto be thoughtful and protective of
lhe nver environment.

Encourage public and p,rivaf]e land managers to cooperate in efforts to voluntarily
protect and restore Ihe Tiver habitat.

Protection of the crilica! in-stream border of the river through the use of approved
ergsion controlmetgods, bo rdwalkﬁ, fl,oaém docks, non-grosive boat tle-dewns,
animal control, unobtrusive fencing, limited access to the rivey, and other
recommended techniques in ordeT'to provide for enjoyable fishing opportunities for
future generations of users.

REEP the benefits!



Goal

Kenal River Sportfishin?, Inc. is dedicated to the educ ion of the
general public to preserve of the greatest salmon sportfishing river in the

world, o
Objectives:

1) Protect Salmon Habitat Within The Kenai River Watershed.
Establish and maintain the Kenai River Habitat Protection Program HabPro
to encourage private property owners and managers of public lands to
work together in safequarding the Kenai by: restoration of the Kenai River
and its tributaries, providing a productive in-stream habitat for the
continuity of all species of fish and riparian and upland ecosystems;
education in all forms that will teach users of the river to be thoughtful
and protective of the river's environments, and protection of the critical
in-stream border of the river through the use of approved erosion control
methods, boardwalks, floating docks, non-erosive boat tie-downs, animal
control, unobtrusive fencing, access to the river only when habitat damage
has been mitigated and other recommended techniques in order to provide
for enjoyable fishing opportunities for future generations.

2) Seek A Fair Allocation Of Salmon ForThe General Public by
proposing changes to the Alaska Board of Fisheries and testifying during
public hearings in support of such proposals.

3) Seek Membership, grants and other forms of funding to support the
goals and objectives of Kenai River Sportfishing.

4) Encourage And Foster Economic And Conservation Studies of
gpok Inlet salmon, especially targeting those stocks bound for the Kenai
ver.

5) Work As A Liaison between KRSI members and the Alaska Board of
Fisheries, the Alaska Department of Fish & Game, the Alaska State
Legislature and other agencies requesting public input concerning the

Al River. The association will also maintaina presence on the river to
educate members of the Legislature, Board of Fish and other agencies, as
well as the media, on this dynamic fishery.

6) Provide Educational, Public Relations And Recreational
Services for our members, while promoting conscientious and courteous
sportfishing, through publishing a membership newsletter that will inform
and educate the public; hold monthly meetings in Soldotna during June.
July and August and meetings in Anchorage In October, Januay and April's
membership hook tying party; and establishing a Grand Slam Kenai River
fishing tournament.,



Dear Kenai River Landowner,

Its 1994 and trme r reflection takrp%lslock and ettrngw%ersonaIquaIs for the
comrng h ope this will Include thinking obout what the enat River means

%g/ou purc ased B % here becauseo the great fishing, as an
In estme[nt for't uture or because this ookﬁ er a rea]t pIace to recréate an
eventua y retrre to Wh atever your teasons, t uture of t e rver IS up. to you an
wrt tt € value of rr/our Investmient. Erghtg percenr of Juvenre salmon ||ve Within six
eeto Ihe river bank. They must have the over anang plant roots and tolra eto
live anéiuhrde In. With fr orp 350 t05000 people fishin aongtthe an so the

Kenar rn tepea 0 ere samon runt lants cann syrvive th elm
of tatman feet. Pﬁntﬁ ecomes re and packed orm Zy
water washes away the loosé o as It freezes the hard packed earth freezes

deeper and becomes more_suseptible to [ce scouring and high water wash out the
next year. Accelerated erosion occurs and the habitat Islost.

We hope Inyour goals for this year you will Include one to help |he nver and In
doin g Jg tﬂsaves As g Fand)owner you can %rovrde ?orr) better rsh habitat,
revent further rivey bank erosion and hep){ourse r?/protectrnd our nvesm nt
e think we can_offer you some assrstance des ning prorects your ban
ma make it easrer for you to achieve your goal. er:v reach cf the ver sunrque
what work fone acg may not work nanother rom the srmpest of desrgns to
t e most complex, th ere 0es a ear Pl to make a difference.
have educated ourselves on all t M dc“\ Brmatfon, have participated In
* Soldotna's efforts on rehabiff**tc"m O or their parks and have gained
Invaluable information from Q”rconsulting Engineer Bil Nelson and Soil
Bioengineering Consultant Robin Sotlr.
* reviewed. the City of Soldotna's Airport property, provided a report and are
partrcrpatrn% | that planning effort
* participate In the plannrng effort for the Russian River Restoration,
* "\Esrled geve[rja private landowner sites and are In the process of Issuing our first
agle Awar
We offer a srte visitation by our team members. An Infoimal exchaan;e of Ideas In
which we all look at theb nk area, listen to your Ideas for use, habitat, erosion
control, and tr h/ to share Ideas an answerq estions that may ‘make it easier for you
in protecting the habitat while strII usrng It for fishing. We follow up the visit wiih a
wntten reBort Ihat gives you, soil Information 8nR/our propertw tgpes of native plants
that can be used In restoration, where to Ind (em, suggestions on willow fascines
or the use ofspruce trees and how to develop pan a personal guide for your
specific endeavor all at no cost toFyou We arso have copies of thé Soll
onservation Service's LANDOWNE 'S GUIDE avarlable for'you to borrow on a short
term basis, and copies of brochures on tvpes of material available for projects. We
also offer and encourage }rou to a| ply for the Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc.'s(KRSI)
Eagle Award which is an etfort by KRS to recognize those people who have
contributed to the saving of the river habitat.

If you want heIR we enclose a card with topics/services that we can provide.

Please check the Items you are interested In, add others if you wish, and we wil oet
back to you with a date for that pariicular meeting. We aré also enclosing the latest
Fish On from KRSl so If you like what v/e're dorng and want to help you may wish to
consider Joining us and lhe apdplrcatron Is there for you. But either way, If we can be
of help, orif you are Interested In any of the items mentioned on the reply ca
plea387r2aturn It to us as soon as possible or call Ben Elis at (907)262-8588, or 1 800-

Sincerely Yours,

Ben Hiis, Executive Director
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| 'don't normally like to use
the *f" word. "With their
constant use of the term,
liberals have given it a whining
connotation. ,

. But Indiscussing the alloca-
tion of red salmon in Upper
Cook Inlet, it's a hard word to
avoid.

_Last year the 1,100 commer-
cial harvesters in this fisher
averaged around 4 \
apiecg-At the same time, daily-
sports harvest limits were
reduced from three fish to two,
Sports fishing time was cut
back by a third. The 150,000 or
S0 sparts anglers wound up
ettm? about Z or 3 percent of

e cafch. '

s that fair?

Is |t rut;_ht that such a gross
misallocafion takes place”in a
state with the following provi-
sion in its constitution: “Wher-
ever occurring in the natural
state, fish, wildlife, and waters
are reserved to the people for
the common use.”

Of the p[|V|Ieged 1,101. 230
ar[% non-residetU
ofThe~comrnercial haul was a
million sockeve Snort fisher-

alQ -. -

4unn nvU-

fe—Their s. are”
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requirg L5-p&reent-&-the-Upp&p would pass overwhelmingly on
'Co%TTgl'nletp red salmon t(?pbg P %y
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use fisheries,
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Daily News Forum

.ceently. : :
W dominated corruiWJMiaY“l W ith M urkowski at the head of
ggtl@ﬂ-%ﬂ-s The two new memN the state ticket, the entire party
may cnanee that? If thev] | itali Al
oy cnanes R0 LG v ovte b e revitatizes, Al
taptivl f& R epuhlican candidates would

the *pliinge” into e toubled)
waters ofthe Upper Inlet |
The Senate Majority has
taken a plunge in & different
area — legislative reform. For
many years a cardinal rule in
Hou$e and Senate has been the
right of committee chairmen to
an_¥ bill assigned to their
committee. It haSn't mattered
If the Dbill had broad public
support. It didn't even matter if
most members of a Majority
Caucus wanted the bill, ot if it

benefit, and solid Republican

m ajorities in House and Senate

might well result.

earnest encouragement from a
whole lot of Republicans. More
and more of them are conclud-
ing not gnly that Murkowski
would win,” but that it's ex-
tremeIP( doubtful, any other
Republican  nominee” could
prevail. _
Republican legislators have
some self-interest involved in

Is no longer in effect. A
move-the-legislature bill was
pulled from “the Senate Julici-
ary despite the objections of
Chairman Robin Taylor. This
bodes well not only” for such
legislation as tort reform but
for the entire legislative pro-
cess.

While discussing  plunges,

iU S

a floor vote. All that maftéred
was that the power of commit-
\ tee_chairmen be upheld.

I[ This power has been shame- it's still uncertain it U.S. Sen. urging agubernatorial candida-
_ lessly  abused on countless Frank Murkowski will be R/Y on-out junior senator. With
offgettlng them s occasions. This unwritten rule Ieapmq_| into the governor’s urkowski at the head of the
f i been one of the most race. He'll be in Juneau to state ticket, the entire party

undemocratic features of the would be revitalized. All Repu-

address the legislature in a
couple of days, and he can
expect to get an earful of

hlican candidates would bene-

Alaska Legislature. i

In the State Senate, this rule and solid  Republican

majorities in House and Senate
might well result,
he senator is expected to

make a decision in the next few
weeks. So far he's keeping_his
cards. close fo his chest.”"The
question _will probably be
resolved in a quiet tete-a-tete
with wife Nancy. o

Regardless of that decision.
Republicans in Alaska will have
a pair of aces up _their sleeve
come November. The Clintons
are the leaders of the Democra-
tic Party and will be a drag on
every member of that party in
the Great Land. Shutting down
resource development, = gay
rights, -gutting the military,
increasing taxes, and trashin
the Seconid Amendment aren
ex' ly popular in Alaska.
There's an mtensﬂx of animosi-
ty toward Clinton that'sunprec-
edented.

How's this for a bumper
sticker? “Annoy Clinton. Vote
Republican."

2j Fritz Pett;(/jjohn, an Anchorage
lawyer, served in hoth the state Sen-
tat? and the state House of Represen-
atives.




February 2, 1994

Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Representative

I ask you to support HB366.

The State and local governments spend thousands, hundreds of

thousands, and even millions of dollars to promote tourism in Alaska.

One segment of the tourism, Sports Fishermen and Boaters, according
to a 1991 economic survey, spend over 140 million dollars per year
on trip related expenditures such as fuel, food, repairs, Ffishing
licenses, etc. Many jobs 1in many communities are generated due

to these expenditures.

With the oil industry revenues decreasing, we need to create and
nurture other industries such as the Sport Fishing Industry.

The Alaska Fish and Game Department budget 1is Lhe second highest
of the western states (78.6 million), and the third highest 1in

the United States (copy of survey attached). This budget money
belongs to all Alaskans, not just Commercial Fishermen. We Sports
Firshortnen have not gotten our fair share of salmon.

Certainly, we should be entitled to 150 I f the fish.
I once again ask you to support HB366.

Thank you,

Koy J. Burkhart

P.0. Box 204

Willow, AK 99688-0204
(907) 495-6337



CONSERVATION Y CATALOG ... volunteerssaw Washing/on's sledhead stocking
program... UPLAND I5IRD STAMPS CATCH ON

1UDGET RANKINGS

o fwestern states
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Alaska
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Atania 786 3 310
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Miciiiovn 1 570 8 236
Colorado 8 56.9 5 260
Tlvws 9 553 il 193
Florida i) 1465
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Cook 1Inlet Sportfishing Caucus
3620 Penland Parkway
Anchorage, Alaska 99508
(907) 276-2222

February 1, 1994

All Legislators
Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear L~™g-rS*lator,

The attached letter 1is for your information regarding HB366 and
SB241. This letter 1is in response to a letter dated January 27,
1994 from Rep. Carl Moses to Bob Penney of Cook Inlet Sportfishing
Caucus.

I felt it important to clarify and expand on some of the comments
contained in this letter.

Sincerely,

Patrick Carter
Cook 1Inlet Sportfishing Caucus

20 .



cook Intet SPOTtfishing caucus
3620 Penland Parkway
Anchorage, Alaska 99508
(907) 276-2222

February 7, 1994

Representative Carl Moses
Alaska State Capitol, Room 204
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Moses,

I would Ulike to reply to several comments contained 1in a
letter dated January 27, 1994 to Bob Pennev and regardino HB366 and
SB241.

With respect to your statement regarding the "fair share"™ and
"all™ of the fish that the Cook 1Inlet Commercial fisherman have
lost; according to Department of Fish and Game records, these
stocks were so severely depleted from over harvest that they were

considered to be "in trouble.™ 1t was only years later, after the
runs had recovered, that the commercial fishermen started
complaining about ™"ail they had lost". For example, according to

record, the early run Cook Inlet King Salmon run was so severely
over harvested in the early 1950"s that the Department was forced
to close the fishery to all commercial fishing in Cook Inlet. In
1978, when the new management policy was adopted, the closure was
still in effect. For over 20 years the devastating effects of over
exploitation had closed the fishery, so how is it possible that the
commercial fisherman could have lost something in 1978 that hadn"t
been theirs for more than tv/o decades?

The early sockeye salmon run 1is primarily of Russian River
origin and is considered to be very small in size and not a viable
commercial target. Total average harvest is around 20,000 fish for
all user groups and the fact is, that the run is so small that it
would be of very little value to the commercial fishing industry.



Rep. Carl Moses
February 7, 1994
Page2

Regarding the early run of silvers, the commercial fishing
industry of Cook Inlet has given up very few of the early run
silvers. According to Department of Fish and Game records, the
early run of Kenai River silver salmon occurs almost completely
within the time frame of the commercial fishing season. Department
of Fish and Game "Area Management Report” dated May 1993 states
that "Given normal run timing, the majority of early run Kenai
Silvers are subject to interception by the Commercial Fishery."

Regarding the current Cook Inlet Management Plan for
allocation of late run sockeye salmon, you were correct in stating
that 95% of the harvest is not allocated to the commercial fishery.
In actuality, the commercial fishery 1is allocated 100% of the
harvest. The sportfish "allocation” (and 1 use that word loosely)
comes from the biological escapement goal of 400,000 to 700,000
fish. Actually, the management plan does not define this as a
"allocation,” it is a limit. "The sportfishery shall be limited to
10% of the escapement,”™ 40- 70,000 fish. Please note that this
allocation does not fluctuate with the size of the run, rather, it
is a fixed range. This amounts to less than 2% of the 10 year
average of 4,000,000 fish per year.

With respect to your comment- that the Sportfishery has a
limited harvest capability, | agree that the Sportfishery has not
been used effectively as a harvest tool. By limiting the means and
methods, bag limits, and restriction of fishing hours, the
Sportfishery has been kept far below 1it"s harvest capacity.
According to the Area Management Report, "The Sportfishery 1is
consistently capable of exceeding the current harvest levels." |If
used properly and 1in conjunction with the personal use dipnet
fishery, I am sure that most would agree that this <could be
extremely effective in protecting against "overescapement."”
Although the negative effect of overescapement is widely accepted
by the commercial fish division of Fish and Game, the fact is that
this effect remains a theory and 1is widely disputed by experts
outside that division.

Apart from all these "real and convincing facts,” my
overriding objection to your letter was your comment that "the
Legislature has no business getting involved in the allocation of
fish."” Under Article VIII of the Alaska State Constitution, the
Legislature is charged with the responsibility of "distributing all
natural resources belonging to the state for the maximum benefit of
its people.” The Legislature then created the Board of Fisheries
and delegated it"s
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February 7, 1994
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and delegated it"s authority to them. Please note that while
authority can be delegated, responsibility cannot! Thus, the
Legislature has the utmost business 1in fisheries allocation.

The Board of Fisheries has continued to deny the non-—
commercial users "Change of Agenda" and "Petition" requests for a
public hearing on these 1issues, stating that the guidelines under
which the board will consider these requests were not met. These
guidelines are stated in 5 AAC 39.999. Guideline A states that "The
board will accept an agenda change only (A) for fishery

conservation purpose or reason; ..." Conservation is defined in the
statutes as implying "controlled utilization of a resource to
prevent its exploitation, destruction, or neglect”. The total

imbalance of the current allocation would certainly seem to be
exploitive on the part of the commercial Ffishing industry. This
alone would allow the Board of Fisheries to grant a change of
agenda if it were so inclined. Apparently it is not. The Board of
Fisheries has been reluctant to resolve this issue and it will not
simply go away. It is the Legislature®s responsibility to ensure
that the authority it has delegated to the Board of Fisheries be
conducted in accordance with the State Constitution.

Based on this factual information, it is obvious to me that
the biggest beating has"been taken by the non-commercial users. For
years, this 1issue has caused a great deal of turmoil throughout
Southcentral Alaska. It has pitted neighbor against neighbor and
friend against friend, yet still the fssue remains unresolved.

Sincerely,

Patrick Carter
Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus

cc. All Legislators



1/6/94

Slate Rep Bill Williams
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1 18C

Dear Representative Williams,

The purpose of my letter is to voice my support for House Bill 366 ! am a sport
fisherman who has used, and plans to continue using, the fish resources of the
Cook Inlet central district, fly wife and ! have taken out of state guests to this
area for the past four years. Everyone has enjoyed the fishing. 1hope you and the
other members of the Senate will vote in favor of increasing the allotment of
sport caught rea salmon to 15is.

The state has contributed much to the fishing industry in the state. But, the world
salmon market, is changing. Alaska no longer has the clout it once had in this line
of commerce. The number of tourists and residents desiring to catch salmon has
srfcreaseo over the years end | see it going up even more. Please allow the
opportunity for us to enjoy our sport by allotting more sport csught reds.

Thank you.

Sincerely.

Thomas Austin
Eagle River, AK
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Sec. 16.05.740 MANAGEMENT OP UPPER COOK INLET SOCKfirE SALMON <

Subject to AS 16,05.250, the Board ot Fisheries shall adopt the
management plans and regulations necessary to provide, on an annual
basis, a number of sockeye salmon equal to 15% of the average
annual total harvest of sockeye salmon in the Upper Cook Inlet area
since the adoption of the Upper Cook Inlet Salmon Management Plan
(1978) ,.to the sport and personal use fisheries of the Upper Cook
Inlet area and in addition, the Board shall amend 5 AAC 77,010 to
add tha uee of handheld rod, real, hook and line ao a method and
means of harvest in selected personal use fisheries for sockeye

s, salmon.

X
Historically the annual Uppar Cook Inlet commercial Salmon harvest

represent® no more than 5% of the total statewide annual historical
commercial Salmon harvest.

The Upper Cook Inlet, total residential population represents more
than 60% of total statewide population and should be allocated more
than 5% of 5% of total statewide annual historical Salmon harvest.

When our Alaska Legislative passed Alaska Limited Entry Commercial
Salmon fisheries law they made the largest allocation of our common
property Salmon resources 1in history, and I"m convinced its time
for all concerned Alaskans to stand-up, and speak out, for their
common property resource rights. Re: Natural Resources Article

VIIl, section #3, Common Use states;

"Wherever occurring in the natural state, fish, wildlife,
and waters are reserved to the people for common use,"

The highest and best use of Alaska Salmon is on Alaskans®™ dinner
table. -

Sam E. McDowell
Concerned Alaskan

Post-it'vbrand fax transmittal memo 7671 fofpsgoB » P.O. BOX 240329
. Anchorage, AK 99524-0329
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Dear Rep Williams,
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Jan. 19,1994

Ms. Lori Evans, Editor
Peninsula Clarion
P.O. Box 3009

Kenai, AK. 99611

Dear Ms. Evans,

For the last few weeks we have heard and read many statements and positions
relative to the recently proposed legislation mandating anon-commercial allocation

of the Cook Inlet's sockeye salmon harvest. Biology, politics, economics, habitat and
other relevant and irrelevant points have been raised. In the words of more than
one observer such legislation opens a "Pandora's Box". Indeed it has.

This legislation has opened a "Pandora's Box"™ of narrow visioned theories,
misconceptions, misrepresentations, fear and loathing on the part of all of Alaska's
fishermen, commercial and non-commercial alike. These contents, now spilled, have
only served to further agitate the already mountainous seas surrounding this issue.
It's time for everyone to take a clear headed lock at the elements of this miasma and
calm the waters with the oil of fact.

Many have said that biology should be the only basis on which to manage our
fisheries resources. This is an incontestable fact. Through sound management
practices based on accurate biological data, escapement rangesare established which
allow enough fish to reach the spawning grounds for continued healthy  future runs.
This escapement is the essence of biological management. For many hundreds of
years before "biological management” came on the scene, the Kenai, Kasilof and
Susitna rivers produced healthy runs without the "over escapement management”
which has now become the norm. Returning fish above and beyond this escapement
range are "over escapement" and become "harvestable".

If these fish are not biologically critical to the continued health of the runs
and have become harvestable then they must be allocated between the various
harvesters. How this allocation is derived is certainly more a matter of politics and
economics than of biology no matter who ismaking the decision.

The State Constitution in Article VIII, Section 2. states that " The Legislature
shallprovide for the utilization, development, and conservation of all natural
resources belonging to the State, including land and waters, forthe maximum benefit
of its people”. Thus the legislature, a political body, has a constitutional
responsibility to address allocation of resources. The authority to carry out this
responsibility in this instance has been delegated to the Board of Fisheries.

The seven member Board of Fisheries which is charged with making allocation
decisions is appointed by the Governor, a political position, and cr nfirmed by the
legislature, a political body. It's members are mandatedby statute to be appointed "on
the basis of interest in public affairs, good judgement, knowledge, and ability in the
field of action of the board, and with a view to providing diversity of interest and
points of view in the membership”. (AS 16.05.221 (a)). They are not hired for
technical expertise they are political appointments; nowhere in the appointment
criteria does it mention a background in biology. The fact is that the board then is a
political body and by statute politics is inherent in the allocation process.

A look at the present make-up of the Board of Fisheries will also shed some
light on the facts of the issue. Commercial fishing interests have a long history of
aggressive, organized involvement in the allocation and regulation of the State's

fisheries.  This involvement has paid off inpast appointments to the board. Of the
seven current members at least five can besaid to have a financial interestin the
commercial fishing industry. The actions of the board in refusing to place allocation

on it's agenda when petitioned by non-commercial groups, to deny this issueeven a



public bearing in one of it's meetings, certainly seems to reflect the prevailing
interests and constitution of the board. As one well known fishing observer has
been quoted as saying, "them that has the gold...rules". The fact is that economics is
also inherent in allocation issues.

That the legislature should find it necessary to introduce legisla»ion
mandating a non-commercial allocation reflects the failure of the system to assure
that the board has a diversity of interest and points of view in minJ. It points out
that the board has not done its job in this case by fairly allocating the harvestable
resource among the wvarious user groups. It shows that in a democracy political
issues will be decided by the people and their elected representatives if the
administrative branch fails to address the majority's concerns. It proves that the
system works.

Some would say that habitat and the ability of non-commercial fishermen to

harvest an increased allocation are significant factors in the allocation issue. But

are they? Fishermen will continue to fish the Kenai regardless of an increase in the
allocation. Habitat degradation will continue, Fish or no fish, until people take steps
to protect and restore the rivers ecosystem. In fact, the technology exists to protect

the river's habitat front far greater human pressure than it now receives and at least
three groups are currently active in addressing the habitat issue.

The Soil and Water Conservation District has wundertaken comprehensive
studies of the flora and fauna of the Kenai River. These studies results are available
in the District's publication The Kenai River Land Owner's Guide. This guide not only
provides data about the wide variety of flora and fauna inhabiting the river's
ecosystem but also provides in-depth information, guidance, and direction on habitat
preservation, conservation and restoration. It is available to anyone interested in
the Kenai's habitat regardless of their user group affiliation.

Kenai River Sport Fishing Inc.'s Hab-Pro program is promoting and lending
technical expertise to habitat restoration and protection projects undertaken by land
owners on the River. This is a program that takes a hands on approach to habitat
concerns and has been developed and funded by non-commercial users. Yes, those
same folks who receive only a paltry 5% of the harvest. How much commercial
fishing money has been put directly into habitat protection for the Kenai, or the
Kasilof and Susitna for that matter? Not much. Yetthese folks receive the lions
share of the harvest and have the most to lose economically from habitat
degradation.

Additionally, the Kenai River Special Management Area Advisory Board is
presently formulating recommendations to the various regulatory agencies with
regard to the results of a recently completed carrying capacity study. These
recommendations will encompass such things as habitat restoration and protection,
limiting access to critical habitat areas of the river, developing and protecting
existing and additional public access to the river, regulating habitat destructive
methods of fishing and more. All ways of mitigating habitat concerns created by
current and future increased levels of non-commercial fishing pressure.

Regarding the non-commercial fishermen’s ability to harvest an increased
allocation of fish, this is simply a non-issue. Given changes in the regulations to
allow non-commercial users to harvest their allocation, it is highly wunlikely that the
increased allegation will go to waste. Presently, sport fishermen are limited to
fishing from ;:00 am to 11:00 pm. They are allowed a bag limit of only two fish per
day. Personal use dip net fishermen are restricted to the mouth of the river and are
only allowed to fish after the river has been assured of it's upper escapement range.
Subsistence fishermen are not allowed a part of the Kenai’s harvest. Are these
restrictions based on biological management of escapement? No. They are based on
the fact that non-commercial fishermen were estimated to be catching more than
their allocated 57- * the harvest. They are the by-product of past politically and
economically baseu jecisions of the Board of Fisheries.
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Cook Inlet Sportﬂshmg Caucus
3620 Penland Parkwa
Anchorage, Alaska 99508
(907) 276-2222

January 20, 1994

Representative Bill Williams
Alaska State Capitol

Capitol Room 128

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Ref: SB 241
HB 366

As expected, |:y_ou have been lobbied very heavily this week by Cook Inlet
Commercial Fishermen,  They have_beén (%lvmg out misinformation and
creatln? questionable innuendoes. The facts we've given you speak for
themselves. A direct response to one of their lobbyists Is:

"Don’tyou think the public should have afair share ofthese salmon?
Is *5% fair? The public doesn’t think so and that’s what this bill is
all about - the constitutional right of the public to have afair share
of a state owned resource. "

The legislature is the public's 'Court of Last Resort’. 1f we can't ask you,
our elected officials for help, where else can we turn? f we could votefor
members of the politically appointed Board ofFish, we wouldn't be botherin
you. The will of the public would have settled this issue years ago. We
would "have turned those rascals out"!



In what would seem to be an arrogant action, on January 19th, the Board of
Fish voted 6-C to turn down two petitions submitted by Alaska Sportfishing
Association and Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc. These requests would have
allowed a review of the Cook Inlet Sockeye I\/Iana?ement_ Plan b}/, the fish
board at it's March meeting. They could have resolved this allocation issue
then and there. They have Tefused...again. It could be viewed by some that
this action is a direct affront to the Legls,lature In that the Board was vely
aware of the pending legislative bills. Tt is another example of the cavalier
and insensitive action we sportsmen have been receiving for the last ten

years.

Pat Carter, Phil Cutler or Bix Bonney of our caucus will be in Juneau in a
dai/),or s0 to answer some of the false innuendoes about “damage to the
habitat" and. "over-escapement” that you've been hearing.

Thanksfor your consideration. The overwhelming majority of the public Is
on this side of this issue. For tens of thousands of spartsfishermen, we ask
for your support as you truly are, our ‘Court of Last Resort'

Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus

*Historically the commercial Fishery has harvested over 95% and the public
has gotten less than 5% of Cook Inlet sockeye (red) salmon.



AN ALASKAN ADVENTURE

CHINOOK CHARTERS
TOM RAMISKEY
428 Tower o+ Ketchikan, Alaska 99901 « 907-225-9225

January 8, 199~

Representative Ramona Barnes
Speaker of the House

Alaska State Legislature
Room 208, State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Speaker Barnes,

I was pleased to learn from an article 1in the Ketchikan Daily
News, 12/31/793, that you and other legislators plan to
address the Board of Fisheries Cook Inlet red salmon
allocation decisions.

In my opinion, it is time for the Legislature to step 1in as
the Board of Fisheries seems to function as an entity unto
itself with little or no regard to statutory allocation
criteria or facts presented. The Board has clearly
demonstrated it"s commercial use bias in it"s allocation
decisions regarding Cook Inlet reds, Southeast chinook, and
Nushagak chinook. And in these decisions, the Board®"s
blatant disregard of the allocation criteria 1is a mockery of
the regulatory system and lends <credence to the statement

that the Board 1is a nothing more than a "dog and pony show"™.

I would hope that the Legislature would step 1in and resolve
more than the Cook Inlet, red allocation issue. In my
opinion, it is time to restructure the Board 1in such a manner
to ensure that no single wuser group can maintain a majority

position. It is time for the Legislature to ensure that the
Board has to consider all allocation criteria and not just
the history of a fishery. It is time for the Legislature to
prioritize resource use based on a "best use"”™ determination
that maximizes the socio-economic benefit of fishery resource
use. And, it may be time for the Legislature to reduce the
size of those limited entry commercial fisheries, as

authorized within the provisions of the Limited Entry Act,
that restrict and diminish sportfishing opportunity.

CHARTER

Fishing [ Sightseeing p Hunting



Page 2

lhe 1issue is more than just a battle between commercial and
sport fishermen. The issue is that the Alaska Board of
Fisheries allocation decisions between sportfishermen and
commercial fishermen are <contrary to and 1inconsistent with

Constitutional and statutory provisions. Article VIII of the
Constitution clearly defines that fishery resources are to be
utilized for the maximum number of people in a manner
consistent with the public 1interest 1in order to maximize the
benefit. AS 16.05.251(e)(1-7) <clearly states that the Board
of Fisheries shall establish allocation criteria. However,
the Board has steadfastly allocated in favor of commercial
fisheries that do not maximize the resource "use-benefit",
have the least number of participants, and have no growth

poten tial.

Unless the Legislature 1intervenes or redirects the Board, the
Board of Fisheries will continue, as it has 1in the past, to
act as a regulatory agency that seems to be responsible only
to the political pressures of the commercial fisheries.

Respectfully,

cc: Senator Rick Halford
Senator Robin Taylor
Representative Eldon Mulder
Representative Bill Williams
Representative Gail Phillips



Cook Jnler SpOfthShInE Caucus
3620 Penland Parkwa
Anchorage, Alaska 99508
(907) 276-2222

January 20, 19%4

Representative Harley Olberg
Alaska State Cai)ltol
Captiol Room 110

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Ref: SB 241
HB 366

Dear Mr. Olberg:

5 expected, |__y_ou have been lobbied very heavily this week by Cook Inlet
Commercial Fishermen. They have beén %lvmg out misinformation and
creatln([] questionable innuendoes.  The facts wele %lven you speak for
themselves. A direct response to one of their lobbyists 1s:

"Don’t¥o_u think the public should have afair share of these salmon ?
s *5%tair? The public doesn't think so and that's what this bill is
all about - the constitutional right of the public to have afair share
of a state owned resource,

Vie legislature is the public's 'Court of Last Resort 1f we can Vask you,
our elected officials for help, where else can we tun? [f we could votefor
members of the politically appointed Board offish, we wouldn't be botherin
you.  The will 'of the public would have settled this issue years ago. We
would “have tumned those rascals out"!



In what would seem to be an arrogant action, on January 19th, the Board of
Fish voted 6-0 to turn down two petitions snomitted by Alaska Sportfishing
Association and Kenai River Sportflshlng; Inc.  These requests would have
allowed a review of the Cook Inlet Sockeye I\/Iana?ement_ Plan b¥. the fish
board at it's March meeting. They could have resolved this allocation issue
then and there. They have refused. ..again, It could be viewed by some that
this action is a direct ajfiom to the Leg?ls_lature In that the Board was very
aware of the pending legislative bills. Tt is another example of the cavalier
and insensitive action We sportsmen have been receiving for the last ten

years.

Pat Carter, Phi! Curler or Bix Bonney of our caucus will be in Juneau in a
da%_or s0 to answer some of the false innuendoes about "damage to the
habitat" and "over-escapement” that you've been hearing.

Thanksfor your consideration. The overwhelming majority of the public is

on this side of this issue. For tens of thousands of sportsfishemen, we ask
for your support as you truly are, our ‘Court of Last Resort',

Cook Inlet Sportfishing Caucus

*HistoricaII?/ the commercial FisherY has harvested over 95% and the public
has gotten [ess than 5% of Cook Inlet sockeye (red) salmon.



Piscatorial Patter January 1994

Alaska Sportfishingassociatio

3605 Arctic Blvd., Suite 800 » Anchorage? Alaska 99503

Mr. Laird Jones, Executive Director December 9,1993
ADF&G Division of Boards-Fish
1255 West 8th Avenue

P.0. Box 25526

Juneau, AK 99802-5526

Subject; Petition to the BOF to request an opportunity to revisit the Board's actions of November 1992 as it related
o Kenai River Sockeye Salmon.

Dear Mr. Jones,

The Alaska Sportfishng Association would like to formally initiate the petition process in order to request that the
Board of Fisheries hold public hearings on Proposals -#47,48, and 49. We request that the public hearings be held
prior to the 1 994 fishing season.

The record of the November 1992 BOF Cook Inlet meetings clearly indicates that the Board of Fisheries' overriding
ustification for rejecting these proposals which would have increased the allocation of socke>{e salmon to the Kenal
iver sport fishery was the high probability of district wide_ restrictions or possible total closures resulting from
Rr%ect%d %enousl (depressed Teturns for%cast for the Kenai River in 1994 and .
995. The forecast implied that there was the possibility that escapement goals might not be met. It was evident that
the Board considered the dismal forecast and did not employ anobjectivé analyss of their allocation criteria when
rejecting these proposals.

The Board's r%',ection of proposals seeking to increase the allocation of sockeye to the sport fishery left the
Department of Fish and Game obhh/Pated to réstrict the sport fishery to bring itinto compliance with the alloCation set
out in the Kenai River Sockeye Management Plan. These restrictions were enunciated In an Emergency Order
issued on June 22,1993 {effecnve July 1st) which reduced the bag limit from three to two sockeye and prohibited
fishing for sockeye from 11 P.M. to 6 AM.

The Board's re(lection of Proposals #4748, and 49 created a situation where the sport fishery was precluded from
takin Rart inadditional har,vestopfoortumtles offish which were in excess ofthe minimum escaement goal and what
would have been a biologically allowable harvest.

This situation occurred pnmarllg because the 1993 Sockeye retumns were more than twice the forecast for 1993 as

rovided to the Board inNovember 1992, Recently, the Department of Fish and Game announced a revised forecast
orthe 1994 season. The newforecast of 2.0 million'sockeye for the Kenai Riverisa43% increase overthe November
1992 forecast of 1.4 million fish.

Based on the new forecast and the fact that the next scheduled Board of Fisheries review of Cook Inlet is in 1995
we ask the Board to review the above mentioned proposals priorto the 1994 fishing season. Any further delay might
create the situation whereablologmaII%/ allowable resource harvest was precludedy delayed regulatory action dnd
thne Ioas,lt %?N%Stth\év?utld be unrecoverable to sportfishers because the resource (the” 1994 sockeye runfish) will be
unavailable i uture.

Thank you for your consideration.

Phil  Cutler, President



Cook Inlet Sportfishing Committee
3620 Penland Parkwa
Anchorage, Alaska 99508
(907) 276-2222

January 4, 19%4

Representative Bill Williams
Room 128

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

You can see by the attached letter howfrustrated and vexed the sportfishing public is becor_nim};.
Somethin? must be done. Possibly, introduction ofthis legislation will get the Board of Fish to
do something this March,

Per the attached poll, people in Anchorage, over 3-1, approve a new regulation.

Sportsmen arm vstopping withjust this effort either. In MaY, we'll be mailing a 10-14 question
poll to all 40 House candidates. 20 Senate plus Gubernatorial bidders. We'll "score" their
responses and in July, will mail those results to over 133 OOP resident sportfishing license
holders in the Railbelt area. The silent majority isn v going to be silent anymore!

We have about 15 sponsors sofar in the House and Senators Halford, Pearce, Kelly, Donley
and Kertulla in the Senate. We would appreciate it very much ifyou'd Aom US as C0-Sponsors
also.  Ben Ellis and | will be in Juneau tomorrow before session and would appreciate, an
appointment to see you. We 'L call your office.

Thanks!

Robert C. Penney
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E OF THE 15% BILL WOULD ALLOW SPORT ANGLERS TO
CATCH ABOUT TWICE AS MANY SALMON OR PERHAPS 1/2 OF 1%
OF THE STATE'S SALMON HARVEST.

* IS THAT ASKING TOO MUCH?...WE DON'T THINK SO.

[

COOK INLET SPORTFISHING CAUCUS



01-05-1994 04:55PM FROM Penco fik T0 4652294 P.04

Caucus
r

c7>
=1

Cook Inlet S
e
Anchorag}e,
(907)

December 20, 1993

The Fishery Board has continually kept the clamps tight on the requests of
the sportfishing public by historically allocating 95-98% of the Kenai River's
bountiful salmon harvest to commercial fishing interests.

Well, the lid just blew off the steam kettle! The public is bypassing this
outdated board and going direct to the legislature for equitable treatment. A
new fishing day has dawned! To the 133,000 resident anglers in south-
central Season's Greeting. The democratic process is at work for you!

¥ Avrecent poll by Dittman and Associates showed that south-central
residents favored a requlation change, to 15% for sportsmen, by a
strong majority of 71 % - 22% (or over 3-1).

COOK' INLET SPORTFISHING CAUCUS
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What this bill would do:

* Allocate approximately twice the average of the last 10 year sports
harvest of reds to the public.

¥ Whiie the public's demands have increased by 10-15 times over the
last decade, we've heen restricted to the same fixed number of
salmon. We want to share in the bountiful years and have less in
leaner years just like the commercial fishery.

*  Create a real tourist boon to South-central Alaska bringing in many
more millions of visitor dollars.

* By allowing such a restricted dip-net fishery, it will take a strong
message to fishermen to "stay off of the river's banks", and will make
the public aware of the need to protect the river habitat.



PUBLIC COMMENT

OPPOSING HB 366



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

January 18, 1994 o DA

The Honorable William K, Williamg
Alaska Stare House of Representatrves
The Capitol Buildin g oom

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Williams:

Unr ed Frsherm n ort AaskabUFA) 0pPOSes HB36 inregards  to th ana emeht of

Inlet stocks of  salmon aware that t]ere are some |sator avor of
ls bo\” and at itison a asttac It is ournope that aU edrs ors will consider
sides 0T the issue prior to making a decision and casting thelr vote.

United Fishermen of Iaskah normalsy does ot mtercede in allocativeissyes.
However we do not belreve that thi husta re |ona| ocatrve ISSue.  ura feels, if
Brs bill asses it will |ust be the eg dn%v EO |t|ca| intervention on a staewrde
asls. Info’ Tisheries  reg |ator¥ matter and would Set aprecedent to manage fisheries
politically rather than ~scienifical

The Board o Fish was createdh the Leggslature for. the purposes of conserving and
eveo sheries resources In the state laska.Again, 1t IS a major concern of
UFA the Legislature. passes HB366 twrl set a precedence for éure a||ocat|ve
ISSUes on a tatewide asrs an coud include anr( ther areas |nc|u m\o but no

Irmrted to, fisheries. | |sap§)a in o usthat the Legislatyre — would even think to
[e into Boar matters utfisherjes resources mto the political arena.
Isheries resource e _ Ina screntrfrc not a ortrcal decisjon- makrng
Rrocess and Include public partrc atron UFA ees tat |t|ca mterventron coul
ave a evastatrng af ect on Alaska's fisheries reg ated % w. We have an agencg
(ADF&G)  to handle [ oame resource matters. . e Board of Frsh covers on
thdrd 0f thestate on |sherly nta ters and requ trorﬁ |q a¥s You have ]f azﬁ
gCer Ct(huel sta?e opening a legislative nigntmare wit ood of fishing issues from

We are also very concemed about the long-term affects of the health of the fisheries
resources for all” user groups ona statewide™ basis.

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS

Alaska Crah Coalition + Alaska Longlino Fisherman's Association « Alaska Trollers Association « Area K Seiners Association
Berrnt{; Sea Fishermen's Association * Bristo| Ba, Driltnotters Association « Concerned Area "M" Fishermen
Cook [nlef Aquaculture Association  Cordova District Fishermen United * Kenai Peninsula Fishermen’s Association
North Pacific Fisheries Association ¢ Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association  Peninsula Marketing Association
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association ¢ Prince William Sound guaculture Corporation « Seafood Producers Cooperative
Southeast Alaska Seiners Association * Southern Southeast Regronal Aquaculture Association
United Cook Inlet Drift Association « Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association



The Honorable William K. Williams
‘anuary 18 1994
Page Two

UFA urges you to look at this matter very closely. Do vyou feel enoygh research has
been Joqne )(/)r X ve enouL Yormatm% on th)e 035|L|e gg@eémn o? ﬂ1
stFtes ghenes resou}r] es an a bitat ZOU even Ima me hat it wou e like If
Alaska ?ve this resource? Dont tak things. for . granted. HPk at _fisheries In
the Lower 48, ook at the mess heY [e In. G|ve this issue your full consideration” for
better fisheries In the entire state of Alaska.

We ur to defeat HB366, a bill -that could devastate fisheries resources .in the
state 09 Yasli<a and stick wﬂ?] the puLhc process set up under the Alasﬁ(a Constitution.

Sincerely,



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 112
Juneau, Alaska 99801
A B
February 7, 1004 * '

_Honorable Bill Williams
C arlrman House Resources Committee

as a tate HP se of Representatrves
The aprt?l Bul Room 1
Juneau, - Alaska 9 01-1182

Dear Representative Williams:
ﬁSB ng already know, United Fishermen of Alaska (UFA) is in opposition to SB 241 and

|-|oldn hearings  on tnese bills will take valttriable away  from other r 'portant
grsa ve Issues, as well as underminddie Boar FIs erres rOCess. %
{ Hou esources Committee will involve a review of the Cook lnlet Manag ent
Flan, te econferences, and days o sortrng out the Issue.

The burden of marntamrnlg and allocating our fisheries resources falls %n the Boarél
Fish erres %n a_puolicreview process. ~. The Board of Fisheries is the recognize
oard lor fish matters and we belreve involvement by the Legislature would “set a

dangerous precedent.

Althou%h there are man times we are dissatisfied ab?r* decisions made by the Board

enes we feel the State has an excellent public Jarocess and itshould ¢ ?ntrnue
to use this process which has proven records of sucries does not feel 1t is
necessary to fix something that IS not broken, especially when it isworking!

A]la%raslmresh and game resources cannot supply all of the desires of all iser groups

e need to all work tor?ether to maintain fishing habitat and provide for healthy
salmon runs for all users

n Alaska.
Sincerely,
McCune
dent
MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS

Alaska Crab Coalition. + Alaska Longline Fisherman's Association + Alaska Trailers Association + Area K Seiners Association
Berrnrtr Sea Fishermen's Association ¢ Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association * Concerned Area “M" Fishermen
Cook Inlet Aguaculture Association + Cordova District Fishermen United « Kenaj Peninsula Fishermen's Association,
North Pacific Fisheries Association « Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association + Peninsula Marketing Association
Petershurg Vessel Owners Association ¢ Prince William Sound A guacu Iture Corporation * Seafood Producers Cooperative
Southeast Aiaska Seiners Association * Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association
United Cook Inlet Drift Association « Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association



February, 15 1994

Bill Williams

Capital Room #128
State Capital

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

I am writing this letter to express my strong objection to
house bill #366. I an a Cook Inlet drift fisherman and support my
wife and children from fishing. The proposed bills allocating 15%
of salmon for sports fisherman would put to much pressure on the
already overstressed Kenail river system.

The board of fisheries has done a good job iIn managing the
Cook Inlet salmon despite intense political pressure, and should be
allowed to continue its duties based on biological facts. To shift
management ro the legislature v/ould eliminate public participation.
Once exposed to the facts even the members of the board of
fisheries who represent sports fisherman realize the need for sound
biological management decision.

I live in the sterling area and 1 am very familiar with the
Kenai River system, Having seen first hand the destruction of the
river banks and the habitat which 1is so vital to the salmon
increasing the sport harvest to the proposed levels would be
detrimental to the system.

I strongly urge you to get all the facts on this issue and
make the right choice by opposing this bill. If you have any
questions or comments 1 would enjoy hearing from you very much.

Chris Van Ryzin
P.O. BOX 315
STERLING AK 99672






Cosmo Mercurio
SR2 Box 550
Kosilof, Alaska 99610
(907) 262-9888

February 23, 1994

Representative Bill Williams
State Capitol
juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

| strongly oppose SB 241 and HB 366 and iam writing to urge you to work to see that
they are put to rest,

As a single parent of a teenager, | have commercially fished the waters of Cook Inlet
since 1972 and so, have personally witnessed the results of the highly successful
management policies here. From the dismal returns of salmon following the removal of
fishtraps to the current high volumes of fish retuming annually, the hasic concept of
maximum sustained yield that is the guideline of contemporary Fish and Game
management, does work! In other words, the loresent management policy that uses
biological data to work towards maiximum salmon runs is very successfull

The harvest of sockeye salmon is my livelihood as it was my father-in-law's and
hopefully will be my son's as he has fished with me since he was two years old (he's
seventeen now).

During the summer of 1989, thanks to the Exxon Valdez, | had the unique-to-me
opportunity of getting to witness the sport fishery in action on the Kenai River. That
ear saw the best sport fishing harvest of sockeye ever, with over 277,000 caught. |
ope that you are aware of the incredible activity and congestion there. The severe
overcrowding that | witnessed along with the trampling of the river's banks makes me
realize just how badly the quality of the chinook's spawning environment is becoming.
A_n%ways, to add insult to injury, with all that sport fishing activity, mcludmg day and
night dipnetting, the season ended with mind bo?glm ~overescapement of sockeye salmon
into the lake! "SB 241 and HB 366 are currently asking for twice the harvest of '89 in a
comparable year's run! Please don't allow the future sockeye run to suffer the perils of
1989 ... we depend on those fish!

If one were to believe everything that has been printed by the sport fishing industry,
they would believe that commercial fishermen are allocated "95% of Cook Inlet
sockeye"! The fact is there is no allocation of the sockeye run here. It is a multiuse
fishery and if has heen managed very well. The numbers support the present management
philosophy. The numbers a'so support the fact that sport fisning the river is not enough to
prevent overescapement.



It seems ludicrous to me fhcr some would assume that the legislature would be a better
body to ensure the healthiest runs ot our salmon. Is there to be extra funding for
extended legislative sessions to deal with fish matters? The Board of Fisheries currently
meets for upwards of 120 days per year. It seems unlikely to me that a better job would
be done by deciding fish matters in the legislature.

One other thing | would like to address is that it is my belief that the loudest voices
pushing these two bills are the voices that stand the most to gain monetarily. Those
people who are commercial sport fishing guides themselves or who have friends who are
%mdes seem to be at the front of the campaign to get these bills through the legislature.
here can be no other explanation as the aesthetic experience of catching a salmon is
certainly not to be enhanced by such measures! Only those that can profiteer by
squeezing more clients into an already crowded river will gain,

Please see to it that our sockeye resource is protected, not placed in peril by some sort of
mandated allocation system.

Smcerely Yours, |
1 I

Cosmo Mercurio
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February 23, 1994

§e£re%e§tat|ve Bill Williams
uneau R\aska 99801-1182
Dear Representative Williams,
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Sincerely,

Vincent Arbucci



Roman J. Motyka
835 Dixon Street
Juneau, AK 99801

(907) 586-1791
February 23, 1994

Representative Bill Williams _
Chairman, House Resources Committee
The Capitol Building, Room 128
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Williams:

Lyl\llant to register my opposition to SB 241/FIB 366, the so-called red salmon allocation
ll

First, legislative intervention in fish or game allocation issues isH'u_st bad public policy.
Such intervention will undermine the authority of the Boards of Fish and of Game and it
will highly politicize sensitive resource issues.

Second, the legislature does not have the time nor biological expertise to address these
complex issues. Do you really want the I\e/ywlature to tackle the 500 or so resource issues
tﬂat tz;t_rlllnually come before these boards? Well, that's what you are asking for if you pass
this bill

Third, this particular bill, if passed, would increase sgprts fishing in areas that are already
overused. These areas are already suffering from habitat degradation. Increasing the
sports allocation could increase habitat loss.

For the record, | have heen aresident of Alaska for 21 years. | am a sports fisherman,
hunter, charter boat operator, and a commercial troller.

Sinrp.rp.lv

Roman J. Motyka



Export Limits on Sport Fisheries (CSSB 153)

We understand that the House Resources, Committee may be considering an
amendment to this bill which would permit the Board of Fisheries to authorize
limits on the amount of fish taken gut ?_f state by non resident spart anglers. The
Caucus opposes proposals to establish limits on"the number.of fish which a sport
aiqrgler may export out of Alaska. We believe that such actions would adversely
affect our tourism economy.

Cook Inlet Salmon Allocations (SB 241 and HB 366)

These bills would allocate 15% of Cook Inlet sockeye to the Sport Fishery, The
Caucus reco?_mzes and respects the authority of the ‘Alaska Board of Fisheries to
manage the Tishery resources of the State of Alaska. Allocation decisions by the
Board”should continue to be based upon scientific and biological evidence which
results in the sustained yield of the resource. The Caucus opgoses any municipal
o Ie?_lslatlve action which would interfere with the Board of Fisheries
allocation process.

An act of our Board_of Directors, must have two weeks written notice and be
i Proved by at least 75% of the Directors loresent at a meeting. The_Intent of this
bylaw requirement Is to assure that any actlon taken by the Calicus will represent a
substantial consensus of opinion within the Kenai Peninsula Borough.

If %{ou have questions about our positions on these topics or desire Ooersonal
testimony pertaining to our views, please don't hesitate to call me at 262-9107.

Sincerely,

Ken Lancaster
President

.  Governor Walter J. Hickel



January 31, 19%

E Senators: Mike Williams ang Loren Leman
rlrman angd Vice-Chairman Senate Resources Committee

tate %gtat Senate
eal Naska 00801-1187

E PﬂBrIIWr ams Hd Bill Hudson

Taarr an and Vice-Chairman House Resources Committee
alt-l?% e of Representatives

?uneau ,%\Iaska 00801-1187

Regarding: House Bill 366/S nae|3 i|l 241 Acts relakrngtothe
management of nlet salmon stoc

Dear Legislators:
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Export Limits on Sport Fisheries (CSSB 153)

We understand that the Elouse ngources_ Commltteg may. pe _con3|der|ng an
amendment to this bill which would permit the Board of Fisheries to authorize
limits on the amount of fish taken qut of state by non resident sport anglers. The
Caucus opposes proposals to establish limits on’the number.of fish which a sport
angler may export out of Alaska. We believe that such actions would adversely
affect our tourism economy.

Cook Inlet Salmon Allocations (5B 241 and HB 366)

These bills would allocate 15% of Cook Inlet sockeye to the Sport Fishery, The
Caucus recog_mzes and respects ihe authority of the Alaska Board of Fisheries to
manage the |sher%{ resources of the State of Alaska. Allocation decisions by the
Board”should continue to be based upon scientific and biological evidence which
results in the sustained yield of the resource. The Caucus opgoses any municipal
of Ie?_lslanve action which would interfere with the Board of Fisheries’
allocation process.

An act of our Board_of Directors. must have two weeks written notice and be
apProved by at least 75% of the Directors present at a meeting. The_Intent of this
bylaw requirement is to assure that any action taken by the Calcus will represent a
stbstantial consensus of opinion within the Kenai Peninsula Borough.

If ?/_ou have questions about our positions on these topics or desire personal
testimony pertaining to our views, please don't hesitate to call me at 262-9107.

Sincerely,

Ken Lancaster
President

cc.  Governor Walter J. Hickel



KENAI PENINSULA CAUCUS
AN ORGANIZATION REPRESENTING
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS AND CHAMBERS Of COMMERCE
Of THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
| 77 North Birch Street, Soldotna, AK 99669
Phone: 262-9'07

Board of Direcu...s

Municipal Governments ChamtlerS.ijCommerce
Don Gilman, Kenai Peninsula Borough Rick Conover, Anchor Point
Betty Glick, Kenai Peninsula Borough Gloria Wisecarver, Funny River
Ken Lancaster, City of Soldotna Todd Greimann, Homer
Michael O'Link, Kachemak City Vicki Steik, Ninilchik
Ivan Widom, City of Seldovia Jack Brown, North Peninsula
Dave Crane, City of Seward Darlene Crawford, Seldovia
John Williams, City of Kenai Elaine Nelson, Seward

John Torgerson, Soldotna

February 22, 1994

Members of the Alaska Legislature
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re:  Positions on Topics Currently Under Consideration by the Legislature

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Kenai Peninsula Caucus is an organization of Municipal Governments and
Chambers of Commerce of the Kenai”Peninsula Borough. An objective of the
Caugus is to secure legislation which will be oeneficial to inhabitants of the Kenai
Peninsula., We on_ose qulslatlon which would be injurious to the physical, social
or economic well being of the Kenai.

At a recent me_etin%, our Board of Directors took the following positions gn toP_ics
currently pending before the Legislature. We would appreciate your consideration
of our views as you consider these matters.

Long Range State Financial Plans (aka "Cremo Plan™

We petition the legislature to place a copstitutional amendment on the ballot for
the next general Election which would generally: dedicate the state's future
natural résource revenues to the Alaska Permanent Fund; transfer assets of
various state reserve funds to the Permanent Fund: and, enable a percentage of
the market value of the Permanent Fund to be withdrawn and appropriated by
the legislature for financing state government.



January 31, 19%

alrman and Vice-Chairman Senate Resources Committee
1o Stat Senate

uneau, A‘aska 09801-1182

E%Senatoxs ke Wléhams ang Loren Leman

E gBHIWHams Hd Bill Hydson

\(Han and Vice-Chairman House Resoui'ces Committee
Alas % ou?e of Representatives

otate Capito

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Regarding: House Bill 366/Sgna ‘(e Bi|l 241, Acts Ielakmg to the
management of Cook [nlet salmon stocks.

Dear Legislators:
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2 Opposition to HB 366and SB 241
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respurces th BoaHt Was setu ana e fish free o{a political affrlratrﬁ
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P 0gra I|c c0 1,Jctera o statute. th r ecrsrans must be the result of
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anxious| nt t0 make 1S cannot be
acco modate Falrness and reason must rnstea prevar
e R R G S
rs ose for use on the might rue ty and wea
nger ha ete wer to decide w os trcrpater t bounties o rs
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corrected with ? ourt actrofn n(eth less, fis mana eme t Isions
concErn\n the allocation of fish stoc oud be t eprov nce oft oard
not t gnslaure
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ercial Tishe I\/?a ave
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P”mfashelrjrsees ased upon the customary and tradrtrona salmon Uses oft
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enar H f< sa mérn( No commercial harvests
Iowed 10 e rrecte on these soc es and kings.

In fact he ea tsrde set net frshertr( \ryhrch he brII eek to take
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mr Imum, escapement oaI In 1991 s man fish escaped into Hidden
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Sincerely,

(%huLck Friott)inson



ALASKA OUTDOOR COUNCIL

2932 C Street, Suite B
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(907) 563-4A0C
FAX: (907) 561-0800

February 1, 194

The Honorable Rick Halford The Honorable Ramona Bames
President of the Senate SPeaker of the House

State Capitol State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear President Halford and Speaker Barnes:

The Alaska Qutdoor Council cannot support SB 241 at this time, because it
would set a precedent regarding the involvement of the Leglslature In resource
allocation, and by implication, In other elements of fish and game management.

However, we are very concerned with the apparent impasse re?ardmg sockeye

salmon allocation under the’Kenai River sockeye management plan. Tt appears to Us

that an additional allocation is techmcaI_I?/ feasible, provided that adequate provisions

gre madf to assure that incremental habitat damage associated with increased fishing
08S not occur.

In our view, habitat protection is the critical issue, although allocation is the
more controversial right now.

- We urg{e Commissioner Rosier to persuade the Board of Fisheries tc nake a
special effort to address this issue prior to the 1994 fishing season. It seems o us that
the situation warrants closer and timely attention by the Board.

Criteria listed in AS 16.05.251.14 (d) and (g) set strong gquidelines regarding fish
allocation, including “fair and reasonable opportumty”, economics, personal and family
consumé)nc%n, past practices and recreational opportunities for residents and
nonresidents.

The controversy seems to center on how flexible the management plan is
regarding allocation, particularly in response to large runs. Surely under such
circumstances an additional sportfishing red salmon allocation is possible without
threatening either the spawning escapement or the commercial fishing enterprise.

Official State Association of the National Rifle Association



The Honorable Rick Halford
The Honorable Ramona Barnes

February 1, 1994
Page Two

~Increased sRortﬂshlng opportunity/al."ocation could be triggered by a high run
?rOJectlon rather than as?ecmc sonar count, for example. Or provision might be made
or'emergency opening of sportfishing for reds on all or parts of the Kenai River based
on some combination of early indicators of a large run.

“However, we re-emphasize that the concern for habitat impacts expressed by all
those involved in the debate must be adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

ROdM \jtio
President

RMA:RB:It _

cc.  Governor Hickel
Alaska State Legislature
Commissioner Rosier
Kenai River Sportfishing, Inc.
Alaska Sportfishing Association



HB 36.and SB 241 would mandate that 13 of the Cook Inlet sockeye salmon stocks
taken in the commercial Cook Inlet central district fisheries be allocated exclusively for
sport fishing in the Kenai, Susitna and other river systems draining into Cook Inlet.

S'gd'Sps setsa UM BU PRECEDENT |
The Alaska Board of Fisheries was established to handle contentious fisheries conservation
and allocation issues for which the legislature lias no practical or professional expertise.
Legislative interference is liable to create problems which they have neither the ability to
foresee or technical expertise to resolve.

* THREATENS KEY BSWEL HABITAT |
Habitat on the Kenai River is already severely damaged by recreational uses. HB 366/38 241
mandates a large increase in this level of activity onariver that is already being ‘loved to
death." Other rivers draini nP Into Cook Inlet stich as the Kasilof and Susitna could have
similar problems under this legislation. Don't take a bad situation and make it worse!

"The river can't support all the use it is currently receiving,"
— Mr. Phil Cutler, Pres. Alaska Sportfishing Association, 2/17/93 Letter to Gov. Hickel

IT'S NOT MANAGEABLE |
Cur. ently, all the in-river fisheries on the Kenai have not been able to prevent the damaging
overescapement (too many fish) of sockeye into the river. ADFG has testified that
overescapement is a major factor contributing to the decline of sockeye salmon.

9MBERK18SJES PUBLIC TRUST )
The Board of Fisheries is an open and fair process established under law whose decisions are
based on science and hiolog)" and held accountable by the courts. The concept of HB 366/ SB
241 has been before the Board and failed on the merits. While people may not always agree
with the Board"s decisions, most agree the process is fair and has worked well over the past
thirty dy_ears. By allowing the Legislature to intercede, HB366/S8241 quts the public trust
vested in the Board process.

FLEAS! OPPOSE HB 366/SB 241!

Courtesy of Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association and United Cook Inlet Drift Association



WALTER J. NICKEL. GOVERNOR
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER %EAEU(&LYA) 6@ 99500 5520

January 21, 1994

The Honorable Mike Miller
Chair, Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate

State Capitol, Room 423

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Miller;

lam wrijng to inform you of my opposition to legislation introduced in both the House
and Senate relatln% to the management of Cook Inlet stocks of salmon. These hills,

Senate Bill No. 241 and House Bill No. 366, have been referred to the House and
Senate Resources committees.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has technical, programmatic and bud?etary
concerns about the propqsed legislation, and my department is developing a formal
position paper which details our negative review of this proposed legislation. Because
of the importance of this issue, however, | am writing to you directly regarding my
major policy concern.

Alaska's legislature, in establishing the Board of Game and the Board of Fisheries,
wisely chose to insulate itself from the process of making fish and wildlife allocation
decisions. The legislature looked at A.jska's territorial experience, as well as the
experience of 48 states that preceded us and learned from the many examples of
resource and social problems that accom ang/ political management of renewable
resources. Successive legislatures hsve for 35 years affirmed the wisdom of this
aPproa_ch. As pointed out In the position paper signed by the entire Kenai delegation
allocation of fish end wildlife resources is an extremely complicated and technical

matter, involving public policy as well as specific scientific and biological
considerations.

Tha issue currently hefore the legislature is the allocation of Cook Inlet sockeye
salmon. When the Board of Fisheries last considered this Issue, many days of local
advisory committee meetings lad up to thirtean very long deliberative days by the
Board on Cook Inlet salmon issues. Over 72 hours were spent specifically cn this
issue. This pact year, the Board of Game and Board of Fisheries collectively met for
more than one hundred days and considered over one thousand proposals.



The Honorable Mike Miller -2- January21, 1994

Each regulatory proposal has people who support or oppose it and those not winning
their issue would eaﬂerly pursue additional opportunities to press their case in the
legislature. Should the legislature decide to intervene in the allocation of Cook Inlet
sockeye, and | sincerely hope they do not, I believe you can depend on a continuing
stream of public demands to intervene in other allocation battles. If the legislature

once starts down this road of management by statute, the resource will truly be at
much higher level of risk.

We all recognize that the board process is not perfect and it is impossible to keep
political considerations totally out of the board process. However, | believe that any
careful studg of the board and its h|st0r% will demonstrate that politics is indeed a
minor consideration in the decisions of the boards. During the 1980s two studies,

one conhducted by the legislative branch and one by the executive brancf, concluded
as much.

With its system of local advisory committees and the Boards of Fish and Game
Alaska has the most democratic ‘system of fish and game allocation in the United
States. |know that both the board members and the Department of Fish and Game
are committed to working with the public to be responsive to their needs. | would
welcome the opportunity to meet with you and discuss this issue in greater detail.

Carl 1. Rosier
Commissioner



WALTER J. HICKEL GOVERNOR

Wil et e

January 21, 1994

The Honorable Bill Williams
Chair, House Resources Committee
House of Re?resentatwe

State Capitol, Room 128

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

| am writing to inform you of my oppaosition to Iegislation introduced in both the House
and Senate relatln% to the management of Cook Inlet stocks of salmon. These hills

Senate Bill No. 241 and House Bill No, 366, have been referred to the House and
Senate Resources committees.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has technical, programmatic and budgetary
concerns about the propqsed legislation, and my department is developing a formal
position paper which details our negative review of this proposed legislation. Because

of the importance of this issue, however, | am writing to you directly regardirfg my
major policy concern.

Alaska's legislature, in establishing the Board of Game and the Board of Fisheries,
wisely Chose to insulate itself from the process of making fish and wildlife allocation
decisions. The legislature looked at Alaska's territorial experience, as well as the
experience of 48 states that preceded us and learned from the many examples of
resource and social problems that accongang/ political management of renewable
resources. Successive Iegflslatures.h.ave or 35 years affirmed the wisdom of this
aPproa_ch. As pointed out In the position p”per signed bly the entire Kenei delegation
allocation of fish and wildlife resources is an extremely complicated and technical

matter, involving public policy as well as specific scientific and biological
considerations.

The issue currently before the legislature is the allocation of Cook Inlet sockeye
salmon. When the Board of Fisheries last considered this issue, many days of local
advisory committee meetings led up to thirteen very long deliberative days by the
Board on Cook Inlet salmon issuea. Qver 72 hours were spent specifically on this
issue. This past year, the Board of Game and Board of Fisheries collectively met for
more then one hundred days and considered over one thousand proposals:
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Each regulatory proposal has people who support or oppose it and those not winning
their issue would eaﬂerly pursue additional opportunities to press their case In the
legislature. Should the legislature decide to intervene in the allocution of Cook Inlet
sockeye, and | sincerely hope they do not, | believe you can depend on a continuing
stream of public demands to intervene In other allocation battles, if the legislature

once starts down this road of management by statute, the resource will truly be at
much higher level of risk.

We all recognize that the board process is not perfect and it is impossible to keep
political considerations totally out of the hoard process. However, | believe that any
careful study of the board and. its h|stor?1/ will demonstrate that politics is Indeed a
minor consideration in the decisions of the hoards. During the 1980s two studies

one conhducted by the legislative branch and one by the executive branch, concluded
as much.

With its system of local advisory committees and the Boards of Fish and Game,
Alaska has the most democratic system of fish and game allocation in the United
States. | know that both the board members and the Department of Fish and Game
are committed to working with the public to be responsive to their needs. | would
welcome the opportunity to meet with you and discuss this issue in greater detail.

Carl L. Rosier
Commissioner
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POSITION PAPER ON HB366 AND SB 241

The Peninsula Legislative delegation believes that allocation of any

t
Y811

fish or wildlife resources anywhere in the State of Alaska is an extremely

technical matter, involving specific scientific and biological
considerations.

The Board of Fish and the Board of Game were established to
specifically determine the process for fair allocation of the State's fish
and game resources. Members of the Boards and the staff assigned them
have the legal authority and expertise to address he allocation issues
brought before them.

Because the legislature does not have the expertise and background on
issues of allocation, the Legislators believe that any allocation request
must properly go to the Boards of Fish or Game, and not directly to the
legislature.

ARY DAVIS SUZANNE LITTLE

E NAVARRE JUDYSALO
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Alaska Center for the Environment

519 West 8th Avenue. Suite 201 »« Anchorage. Alaska 99501 « (907) 274*3621

Alaska State Legislators January 17,1994
Stale Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Alaska Legislator:

We are writing to express our concerns about SB 241 —which would amend
AS 16.05, Management of Cook Inlet Sockeye Salmon, to allocate Kenai River
sockeye by a percentage mandated by the legislature.

.. We have a concern with any legislation which would micro-manage fisheries
decisions through mandated allocationis* While we realize that there maY e a need
to reassess allocations between different fisheries, we believe serious problems may
result by taking such decisions away from the Board of Fisheries. Such legislation
may also prove to be a Pandora’s box for the future, because many other interest

group_s will attempt end-nms to the legislature for both fish and. game allocation
ecisions.

As you are undoubtedly aware, parts of the Kenai River are already
experiencing serious bank-erosion problems as well as other environmental stresses.
The econme_ of the Kenai Peninsula -- including tourism and both sports and
commercial fishing - is integrally linked with maintaining the biological integrity of
its rivers. A comprehensive assessment 0f the Impacts of this allocation measure on
the Kenai River's habitat has not yet taken place.

~ Finally, it is our understanding that SB 241 is rapidly moving through the
legislature with few committee assignments and little public scrutiny. We urgze you to

take the time to fully involve the general public as well as involved interest groups
before proceeding.

Why the rush?

Very sincerely,

Kevin Hanm
Executive Director ,
Alaska Center for the Environment



KENAITZE INDIAN TRIBE, IRA
P.O. BOX 988 KENAI, ALASKA 99611
TELEPHONE (907)283-3633 FAX (907)283-3052

RESOLUTION 94-01
A RESOLUTION IN PROTEST OF SENATE BILL 241

WHEREAS, the Kenaitze Indian Tribe, IRA is a federally
recognized Tribal Government reorganized under the statutes
of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, as amended for
Alaska in 1936, and in accordance with the preamble to the
Tribal Constitution, "is responsible for the social welfare
of its Tribal members and 1,741 Alaska Native residents of
the Central and Upper Southern Kenai Peninsula of
Southcentral Alaska'"™, and,

WHEREAS, the Kenaitze Indian Tribe, IRA has established long
range goals which relate to the collective and individual,
social and economic concerns of its service population base,
and,

WHEREAS, the very life of the Kenaitze Indian Tribe, IRA —
socially, traditionally, culturally and economically will be
devastated if "allocation by legislation” becomes a reality,
thus mandating that all fish and game issues be brought
before future Legislatures; and

WHEREAS, SB 241 clearly demonstrates NO concern for the
future habitat/resource, and ignores the fact that the Board
of Fisheries process is designed to -cake all biological
information into consideration, and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Kenaitze Indian Tribe,
IRA at its regular meeting of January 17, 1994, by a vote of
Unanimous Consent, categorically opposes SB 241 and strongly
urges the Alaska Legislature to support the Board of
Fisheries policy which continues to manage the Kenai River
system on a biological, sustained yield basis.

VOTING FOR 1

VOTING AGAINST: O CJMARE SWAN, CHAIRPERSON
ABSTAINING £ KENAITZE INDIAN TRIBE, IRA
ABSENT: 0

EL1 DARIEN, SECRETARY
KENAITZE INDIAN TRIBE, IRA



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

R 211 Fourth Street, Suite 112
e A
January 18, 1994 Fax: 907/463-2545

This letter has been sent to
all members of the House of Representatives.

The Honorahle Ramona L. Barnes

ﬁ]as 8aprt8feBm érseg ORo Repre5§ntatrves
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Speaker Barnes:

nr ed Trsherm N o[t aska UFA ) 0pposes 836 in regards t e management of
,s ‘ et stocks .of salmon, LS awar tha. tere ar some %ators ﬁ avor. 0f
all sices 0

P that it is on a ast rs our hope that"al Ieﬁ ators will consider
the issue prior to ma |ng a decrsron and "casting their vote.

United Frsher en oL Alaska normally. does not intercede in allocative issues,
How ve[ 0 not Delieve tbat hrs |s just a regror]al allocative issue.  UFA feels. if
f)rs | e}sses it wr ust e the beg nrn,\g/ o olitical Intervention on a staewrde
as|s. Info’ fisheries  requl tor ... matters ould set a precedent to manage fisheries
politically rather than screntrfrcally

The Board of Fish was created by the Legfrslature for the purposes of conserving and
develoEnn fisheries resources In the state as a.  Again, | IS a maror concérn of

i%&?es T '2 thfatéh?ésa“é‘érspa%m* cour”ctﬁmct rﬁﬁt "" rﬁt%F aezs ‘tﬁgrt’ét’nre a@%""“nvoet

Imited fisheries. It IS a a |n us tat te Legislature would even think to
enter |nto Boar matt rs a |s eries resourcs Into the poIrtrcaI arena.
Fisheries sourfe(f m a screnrre gorro decision-makin
Rrocess and Include P artrc atron UFA Tteels that itical int rventron coul
ave a evast trng af eot on Alas a's Tisheries ret%ulated e aye an agency
(ADF&G le f game resource ma ers oar cover one

-third of te state on |shr atters a re ulations | S You ave 20 da
gnrér Ctohueldsta?e opening a |s|at|ve nrg?ttm wit r}Iod oﬁy fishing " issues }rom f

We are also very concerned about the long-term affects of the health of the fisheries
resources for all “user groups on a statewide hasis.

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS

Alaska Crab Coalition + Alaska Longlino Fisherman's Association + Alaska Trolleis Association  Area K Seiners Association
Berm? Sea Fishermen's AsSociation « Bristo| Bay Drlltnetters Association ¢ Concerned Area "M" Fishermen
Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association « Cordova District Fishermen United « Kenaj Peninsula Fishermen's Association,
North Padtlc FIsherlos Association « Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ Peninsula Marketing Association
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association « Pringe William Sound Aguaculture Corporation « Sealood Producers Cooperative
Southeast Alaska Seiners Association + Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association
United Cook Inlot Drift Association « Western Alaska Cooperative Markoting Association



