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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 13

to answer the most critical questions in a timely manner. A standing scientific advisory board
would also help to ensure that when urgently needed actions are taken, they are designed so that
their effects and effectiveness can be properly assessed. The board's reports should be public.

AN APPROACH TO SOLVING
THE SALMON PROBLEM

The salmon problem took many years to develop, and its solution will require the
commitment of considerable time, money, and effort. The committee's analyses of the problems
and potential solutions lead to the conclusion that there is no "magic bullet.” Therefore, like the
problem itself, solutions will be complex and often hard to agree on; to be successful, they will
need to be based on scientific information, including information provided by social and
economic sciences. Inaddition, to be successful, consensus will be needed about the size of the
investments to be made in solving the problem and how the costs should be allocated. This
means that solutions will have to be regionally based, just as the salmon problem has regional

variations (see Chapter 13). )
The committee recommends the following general approach. For each Major watershed

Of river basm, the following should be assessed.

« All causes of salmon mortality, including their estimated magnitude and the
uncertainties associated with the estimates. Factors known to decrease natural production should

also be listed.
» Ways of reducing those sources of mortality or compensating for them, their probable

effectiveness, and their drawbacks.

e The probable costs of each method of reducing mortality. To be most useful, the
estimates should include both market and nonmarket costs. To the degree possible, it is
important to identify what societal groups would bear the major portion of the costs of each
method and significant uncertainties in the estimates. (For example, reductions in catch rates
would primarily affect fishers and tourists; changes in water use could affect agricultural
interests or ratepayers; changes in riparian management could affect forest-products industries or

private landowners.)

All the estimates would include substantial uncertainties, due both to lack of knowledge
and to fundamental environmental, socioeconomic, and biological uncertainties. Nonetheless,
such a process of assessment and evaluation is essential for rational decision making. They will
provide a basis for evaluating options— for weighing benefits and costs— and for identifying
areas where research is critical. All the recommendations in this report should be viewed in this
context; they need to be considered on a regional basis (i.e., major watersheds) andina
comprehensiveframework that includes an analgsm oftheir costs, probable effectiveness, and
the abllltﬁ_and willingness ofvarious sectors to bear the costs.

TNIS will be challenging for several reasons. First, in many cases, the desired
information has not been collated or does not exist. Second, considerable time and resources
will be needed to perform such analyses even for one watershed. But the most important reason
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is that estimates of costs and how they might be distributed will require intimate knowledge of

each watershed and of people’'s preferences and habits. These essential estimates should be made

with input from the people involved. The comminee believes this approach will lead to

improved effectiveness and— if not reduced costs— at least increased cost-effectiveness and

reduced controversy.

THE FUTURE

The best approach to establishing a sustainable future for salmon in the Pacific Northwest
is to use currently available information to develop workable, comprehensive programs rather
than reacting to crises. This report has analyzed many parts of the salmon problem and assessed
many options for intervention. However, if current trends continue, the Pacific Northwest will
continue to see the effects of more people, more resource consumption, changing economic
demands and technologies, and changing societal values. Because the success of programs to
improve the long-term prospects for salmon in the Pacific Northwest will depend on the societal
and environmental contexts, it is important to develop ways for improving our ability to identify
changing contexts and to respond to them. As long as human populations and economic
activities continue to increase, so will the challenge of successfully solving the salmon problem.
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Terry Bendock 907 262-9368, 907-262- 4709 fax// Stephen Braund, 276 8222

216-6117 fax /] Al Carson. 907-267-2335, 907-267- 2464 fax// oren a
262-2492. 907- 6 89 ax// Steéahen Fried, 90 97 2?2 fax/
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fax | ou cBrr e 267 9207 907-267-2424 12 ] Phil Mundy, 503-636-
6335 h03- r,)/ Peltz. 907 745-5016, 907-745-1362 fax/[im
rchardson 907 279 2883 907-276-0830 ax//Garg Sonnevil 907-262-9863,

907-262-{145 tax/[Lance Trasky. 90- 267 2335, 907-267-2464 fax [IMark

Wenger, 907-224-3314, 907-224 3268
Not rese)]t but participating in process. Suzanne Fisler, 907-262-5581, 907-262-

Corre? onflents Phil Cutle ,5 -5828, 564-4637 fax // Jim Fall, 267-2359, 267-
2450 tax / Jim Sumner 653-7308

1,-IntmduciiQn
A.. Statement of Purpose

The Science Committee Is a fact finding body for the]medratron [006SS
known as the Cook Inlet Fis erres I\/Iana ement Str te eScrence mmittee
1S formed to ickenti data which may Inhibit cons atrono ooklnet
salmon. and to further su rtthe medliation roc ss hy adaressin theabrlr
avallable information to rmrt rm lementati n o roposed allocation re u trons

andl to 1aentify oata gaps that make a pr(’)&osg ocation requ aéron Unteriad
Elne, I

Science Com Ittee 1S expected to Igent] teorate” and s tesrze
relevant Information. T)r(r%egtcrence Committee IS charggd to remarr)r"}ree of

voca?g rPosal of allocation actions, and debate ot allocation aptions, other
SClentific context






Specmcall the function of the CIFMS Science Committee is to develop a
list of data oaps Wwhich are ether relevant to conservatlon of tke salmon [SOUICES,

or which g foreclose options, for man mg all

resource. The list of cata |stobep cell In orcle o r|0r| 0 theextent
ossible. As the mediatiof process develo theComml ee s keytobeasked
0 a00ress the kinds of Information necessary to implement specific management
options, as Well & the feasibility of acquiring of such information. A further task
150 jdentify relevant bibliographic sources and data beses for the final report of

the Committee.

The hsic, ground rules for the committee are; 1) Committee work is
limited to scientific issues, Including harvest management. haloitat and land use:
Individuals contribute Professmnal axpertise without regard to institutiona
affiliation, 2) Comments mace within'the comnittee process are not for
attribution; contribitors remain anonymous in the work of the Commttee 3g
Members take the floor when recognized by the convener: everyone gets to Speak
In the ordler recognized

B. Networking information from the committee

1 QOther current committees working on comprehensive plans or repons of
relevance, committee contact In parentheses.

» - Economic study of marginal impacts of saimon allocation, U. Alaska
Anchoraqe Instifute for Social and Economic Research (Richargison)

» - Exxon Valdez Ol Spil Trustee CounC|I Research #I\/Iundy Fried)

* Kenal Peninsula Bo ou% a%nal River Working G ? é ears)

o Kenal Rlver Interagency Habitat Task Force, Board of Fisheries (Doug

Vmcent ang
»  Kenai River Special Management Area Plan Update (Richardson, Pres, of the

SMA boar
Kena| Area ?nd Use Plan, Alaska De artmentofNaturaI Resovrces (Trasky)
Intera enC){ anm& Teamonthe U é)dger enal R|ver (Sonnevil)

Mat-SU Vlley Forest Plan, Mat-Su

Public Use Plannlng|1u USFWF Kenal Natl naﬁ é\( 1e Refuge (Sonnevil)
Reqional Planning Team, Salmon Enhancement R( ears
State/fegeral Inte%gen%Summlt on the Kenai River, Nov. 1 1995, (Wenger.

ﬁalr Steve Zemke
ort F|sh|ng Gwde Task Force, Alaska Board of Fisheries,

oug Vincént-Lang)

_‘
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2. Past committees working on comprehensive plans or reports:

Kenai River Sockeye Salmon Task Force ('McBrid[e)

Kenai River Comprehensive Management Plan (ADNR; Trasky)
Comprehensive Summary of Actions. Glenn Siemans

Carrying Capacity Stuay; (ADNR: Trasky)

3. Reports of past committees

Recommengations for Protection of Fish Spawning and Rearing Habitat on

the Kenal River, Kenai Peninsula Borough Working Group

McBride and Hammarstrom (1995

Governor's (Cowper) Fisheries Task Force (I\/Ieacham? .

Sta(ge %ame efuge Management Plans g’almer Hay Flats, Training Bay,

Reaount Bay, Kustatan. MacArthur) (Trasky)

Board of Fisheries Reports .
KOdI;’;lk Interceptions Task Force. Ivan Vining Report (Swanton,

ADFG/CFMDD

4. Comprehensive data beses available, electronic copies

(%orﬁrtnelr(citasllalﬂaf},eri,etsg p Commifss iont tion data, commercial catch b
ish tic Imited entry perniit registrati |
gate, Ioca[lnty o ’ Y

SPECiEs,

Commercial Fisheries Management and Development Division
Reqistration of permits bP/ Subdistrict, since 1933; Annug Mana gment
Repqrts have summaries of commercial catch and effort, prices pa%J by

Zfer\ll\légslt\ﬁcNG%rgprA?BtF E?E:clpﬁ%éynueﬂ Reports (Fried; Ellen Simpson and
Commercial catches and escapements by year, system, and age

Sport Fish Division ADFG

Annual Harvest, Catch, and Participation

Kenai Sockeye Salmon Task Force, Summaries and Analysis of Catch,

apement _
Fish Transport Permit recoras, ADFG, Irv Brock (SFD)



Board of Fisheries
History of fishing regulations, the codifieds. (Laird Jones, ADFG)

Cook Inlet Ao'uaculture Association
Hatchery releases and rack retums, egos taken, (Mears)
Alaska DeFartment 0 Enwronmental nservation
List of impaired water boa

Habitat and Restorat|on ADFG

Anadromous Waters Catal o S Atlas

Alaska Habltat Gwde 19 afabundance dlstnbu on life hlstorx harvest)
Alaska partment 0 Natur Resources Geo |c Informat] stem
on the 29 areas of the Kenal Peninsula schedule or logging wathin next Ive

years

Cocled Wire Tag Recoverles 0 nger Cook Inlet hatche% reared salmon
Fishing Guide Data B ase for Kenai and Deep Creek
Kenai Area Land Use Plan (ADFG/HRD)
Public Access Data Base. ., ADNR
Susitna Area Plan (ADFG/HRD)

SubS|stence T onek Nanwalek Port Graham), educational (Kenaitze,
Ninilchik and utnaéan personal Use fisherles ata beses (Jeff Fox and
Linda Brannian, ADFG/CFMDD; see also Sport Fish Division Annual
Management Reparts)
*Rec eatlon Rivers Management Plan tSusnna) (ADFG/HRD)

Bt of current ang Pro 05ed loqaing sites

Library automated reference

5. Bibliographies, Bibliographic sources, electronic copies

ADFG/CFMDD lera{%/S Anchor%%e (Fried)

echnlcal Data R 3
Tec n|ca| Flsher))O Repo s (1987-1994) now

qlona Inf ormatlon
rmatlonal L%a Ietf E19 1- 198%}
g/ Resgarch B 198/-1 9%)
AIask Fishery Research Bulletin (19%4-present)

Ugr e g er Cook Inlet Management Reports (1974-1987) merged with Regional

tion Re E Rorts
Upper Cook Inlet Data Reports, (1961-1987) merged with Regional




In ormatlon Reports
' a{wal Informaﬂon Re(g)orts Unper Cook Inlet, 1988-present, including
Management Reports

ADFG/HR Library, Anchrage (Trasky%
ADFG/CEMDD [:ibrary, Jureaul (Paul DeSloover)
Special. Publlcat|ons
Professional Publications (journal manuscripts)
ADFG/CFMDD Punlications Juneau ([Bob 10Ur)
US Fish and Wildlife Publications List (Sonnevil
o US Forest Service - Forest Service Information (Wenger)
»  ADNR/Various information beses

1I. Data GEPS Information Necessary to Salmon Conservation or Allocation
Presently Unavailable

... The Science Committee haT not placed the da}F g S In ordler of
priority. The cata gaps are broadly organized into allogation an
conservation, althotigh there is sore overlap between the two.

II. A Data Gaps Relating Pimarily to Conservation of Fisheries Resources

II. A 1 Relative importance. of freshwater, nearshore marine and offshore marine
survivals to salmon productivities

A better understanding of freshvvater saJmon productivity, as measured by
survivals, and earl manne sFr\nvaIs is needed. This information s needed to &t
escapement o Jec Vs for salmon Species aC%Proprlate fo sustained vield
management, to 1dentify and maintain critical freshwater and nearshore marine
hahitats, and to forecast future adult saimon returms and harvest levels. Better
information is availale for Kena| IVer sockeye than other grainage-Species
comblnatlons Relativ Ig little information on surV|va| life hISt% e 1S
avallanle f é)rs Jes ot rthansckgx(ejsmn t|3|mp rtant to evelo
understan fsurvival for c? Inook salmon 80 ulations of

spemes be heavily exploited cue to strong public demand, particularly

among sports harvesters.

The u|| extent of freshwater reann 8/eas eegt been conf |rme by
direct observation for sts 16S, S0 this Informiation Is neeced to complete t
anadromous stream catalog. Under existing laws, state biologists can onle control



activities in streams where the presence of salmon has been physically confirmed.
Such Information IS therefore essential t0 managrn? tre effects 0f Urtianization and

oV opmeth 0[1 salmon, and it Is essential t understanding and pregicting the
effects of clevelopment on salmon productivities,

Partitioning freshwater effects from marine etfects IS essential to
understandrn? the effects ofhabrtat degracatron onsal mon procluction, Smolt 0
adult survivals, when measured close @ the estuary, érrovr e a composrte of
nearshore and offshore marine effects vrhrchcan e distinguished from eqg to
smolt, freshwater effects. Return per spawner analyses rntegrate the effects of all
life history stages, marine and freShwater, Conseduently, marine and freshvvater
hahitat effects are statrstrcaJIy confounded InTeturn pers vvner analyses. Ina
return Rgrs vrneran rs excellent marine condrtrons or salmon rearrngr
mask the effects of freshwater habitat degradation on salmon productivity for
extencied periodis of time, approximately en to fifteen years. This Is undesrrabe In
gsugttarnedfyrelg] samon’ management ¢ hQtedxt becausehab dWherd toor marrne
onditions for salmon rearing réturm, either die habitat degradation Is too far
acvanced for remeclies to begsocrally acceptable, or t gsses In reshvvater
contrnue to he ascribed to merine condlitions until salmon {Jopulatron levels reach
crrtrcay oW levels. Both crrcumstances are contrary to the rnterestso sustained
Yre mana%ementot salmon resources. Hence berng /e 0 qlistinguish
§shvvater ortalrtres rom marine mortalities IS essentia] to sustained’yield

salmon management.

Measurrn adult s 1S anh essential ano f sustained vield saimon
management. Upper Coolgaﬂeet (?tho saJmon nge eral and early ahc? late run

KenarRiver coho inparticular, ttentron I enuhertion 4
escapement goal form W tron“(?see Fried 1094, Tl

I1. A. 2. Impacts of resource extraction and land development on habitat

There are data %aas on the effects 0 Io road burldrneg residential and
commercral construction on rsh bean ch abrt t alteratio ooPS result In
erosion, Siitation, Introquction of cont rnan suc aspetroeum _
blocka%e of migratory fish movements, and alteration of flow and hermaJ req<

Althoudh information Is avajlable for other regions stich as south eastern
and Britjsh Columbra quantitative deta aren el on thestatuso 00K Inlet's

salmon bearrn haitat, and aogroaches or estrmatrngr rtat _
terations on aImon prog uc levant Informatio or rrﬁahgrn
Z0nes of the Kenal Rrver tzl more Wor rsn

Kenal and In otner vrraters There e not enough focal studies to keep up with

6



the number of habitat alterations now occurring,

Some studlies are now In progress. For example, the Division of Forestry,
ADNR, hes a S500K study in rg gss andthe on§afs atrona? Foresthasary

history of studies, Assessmen odel) of |m oggrn}g and roading on the
salmon rductrvrtres ofa cted é;r Reter to orest Service's Moose

Pass Pla or an example o a study of proposed logging

II. A 3. Impacts of fishing activities on habrtat
There are data gaps on the effects of rshe activities on salmon bearing

habitat. Such actrvrtres asstream bank erosion ro stream K angling
disturbance of stream banks and spawnin V\%oun from walkin'* nd motorrng 0
fishing sites, results In increased srltatron ich {Jrobabs¥ OWerS prrmary
Ulies are neecid in the

procuiCtivity and renders spawning habitat unsLitaly
areas of the haitat impacts of fisheries management actions, and the role of boat

wakes in stream bank erosion. A mode| which refates horsepower and numper of
angler if stostream bank erosion would be useful. Follow-Up studies on the
effécts Bostr mediation efforts could provide useful mformation on how to

desrgn e efforts.

I.A 4 Im;racts ofexotic specreso fish on Productron of salmon and resrdent
natrve fish Species. hgresent our specres 0 rscrvorous fish eatrg ) fishes have
heen Introduced Into the Kenal River romso ot er locality (Arcti grayrnﬁ
Alaska blackfrsh Northern prkeandburbot (lush). Northemn re an éspécially

effective re dator s les, are now Known to occur N he Kenar Rrver

system |c su it rearing of cohojuveniles, a suitab pre S
ent fowh Introauictions ha er ced sa mon pro uctl |nthe Kenal

tohe understood Further introguct] mbers of the ublrc 1S a matter
serroos concern Inan areaasheavoﬂl Ul zec? %ﬁe ublic astrPe Kenal

Peninsula.
1. B. Data Gaps Relating Primarily to Allocation of Fisheries Resources
II. B. 1 Stock identification of catches
Sfock |dentification information Is essentia] to sustarned eld manage nt

ﬂnd to allocation arnong user grou(ﬁ< for any ngecres or stock o mon

ested e ensr I\// mIXed Stock Situat Resource %s need to now
ey e 10 ¢ e&.ve?“%%%? e
vvherg salmon orrgrnat gin Cook In%%sare Arvest |n |rectp8|r}|sherres and s
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bvcatch In the wa ters(o Cook Inlet, and elsewhere, such as In fisheries in Shelikof
tarjeand near Kodra Island V\fnenever hatche contnbutrons hecome a factor

mana%enentot (%opu lations, 1t is Important to be able to identify
fributions to and o be able o ickentify hatchery reared saimon

hatcheg
the spawning grounds.

Anté)resent the stock jdentification caBabrlrtres contributing to harvest
manaq nt gecisions are limited to Kenal ver S0C ea)r/]e salmon gglrenetrc stock
loentification), wild chinook salmon from Deep Creek dnd the Kendl River (coded
Wire ta%rged) and hatchery reared chinook and coho salmon, all of which are
Bresenty coded wire tagded Since 199 genetic stock identification of Kenai

Iver sockeYe has heen'available to mandgers during the harvest season, Coho
salmon smolt (juveniles) have been marked with coded wire tags and adipose fin
clips inthe Kenai River'since 1992, and in the Deep Creek since 19%, Chinook
and coho salmon juveniles have been similarly marked inthe Kenai River and in

Deep Creek since 1993,
II. B. 2 Migratory paths and relative timings of stocks and species

Understanc *igwhere and when, salmon species and stocks transit harvest
areas Is essential to Unaerstangling the impact of mixed-stock narvests on these
species. and stocks, Distinct differences Inmigratory paths and timings amon

StOcks In mixed stock han/est areas can serve purposes of stok identification
rnformatron At present the best un erstan Ingand rmplementatron ofstock
| entr Ication capabrlrty inU per Cook Inlet IS or Kenal River sockeye. Historical

Heormatron IS avajlable Jort e Central District of U erCookInIetasawhole for
tne four ma orsoce e arainages (I.e. Mundy etal. 93 ). Unfortunately the

Prograrns h produced the Tistorica sockeg/e salmon stock rdentrfrcatron
nformation had o 0e dliscontinued. These programs (see Marshall et al. and Cross
InMunay et al. 199 }vvere replaced %enetrc stock Identification, techniques
which presently icentify only heKen IVer Sockeye In commercial catc

The information on coded wire tags recovered f rom adult catches now
accumulatrng ?or hatchery ooy ced co and chingok holdis romr chesr

understandin ratory paths of these stocks. Recovenes of aquit wi
S e e e
Jstocks J |%dso ossible make cruder ere cgg on Wdj coho and C rgok

thsan tir 1050 it uhich resently tagged by analogy to the coded
it tag ecDiens fom lhose sl h‘h‘d Y DY oy




.. tock igentification capabilities and programs for chum and pink saimon
ongrnatr tg In Cook InIet are presently lacking, althougn genetic stock
Identificafion tools may be appropriate.

II. B. 3. Organization and accessibility of information

The public needs ready access to harvest and biological data, and analyses
of these data by the concerned A0ENCIES Inan understand le format. There are

blrca Jon serles enc there are electronic data bases from which
ﬁe ub |c may draw tt?% know%rddrv Yet there IS no one source which the

c an concerne sclentists can access In a common format and location for
ook Injet salmon cata. As item number 1.B.4 above attests, there are many
Sources located! across a large number of concened agencies.

|1|'9 9% Data gaps submitted by individual members after the meeting of October 16,

Il C. L Analysis of existing cata on Knik arm) drainages with respect to run sizes,
escapements, and factors lifiting production for each’salmon Species,

II. C. 2. Integration and analysis of present status of critical harvest management
rn ormatron rncludr ng genetic stock jdentf |on Central District maring sonay,
freshwater sonar es ment estrmatron An or Pornt otfshore test fishing, and
historical scale pattem anal ysrs ¥srs 1S neeced on the current stafus of the
apll ofthe chor Porntﬁ V\%retest sher¥ aoestrmatesoceecatc es and
abun ances in light of newt ! %e on tCen1r; Drstnct run )s(ttr ngth dteve'lé)\perrallor
romsonarsun/esan netic stock Identification. To what extey nC
Point Test f rshent/ now gcalrbratedvuﬁout using catches?rom tre%anft Jill net
fleet? To vvhat extentwrll It still be n fo Use arift catch datato lorate the
oftshore test fishery In order to make estimates oftotaJ abundance of soc eye
tr]nonrnteCentaaIagrst rjct? The report h d focus on t bw f the'test
|s ery to make total apun ance estrmates trme period, an 0 arty In orcler
0 provrde more precision In harvest management

II. C. 3. Analysis of sport harvest rates in the rivers on Northern Cook Inlet
chinook and Coho saf#r%n stocks and habitats,

1. C. 4. Timely reporting of harvest by sport fishing quices.

II. C. 5. Analysis of the socipeconomic effects of the Upper Cook Inlet
Management ﬁan onthe nat?ve Vi I?age of Tyonek. Has ptne hcr:stoncal pattemn of




relrance on commercial fishing by the village been sustained? What | rs the time
Serles o fthe numbero commercral frshenes entry rmits atT onek from 1974 to

e ons far the INcommerci rshm ctrvrtres
gndS rrrpactafte social omic factors In the community?
Il Questrons posed by the Strategy Group

The following are questrons raised by the participants at the meetin dgs of Oct 13
14, except that questio { the same generaJ ansvver are grouped under a single

questron IN Square Drackets

1 Are there harvest management methods éfor the set nets) which
promote delivery of kings rnto the Kenal"River? [Please identify size and
Species specific harvest methods as they may he applicable to Cook Inlet
salman.) [Please look into the easr(?rlr Irmrt on commercial bycatch of
Individual commercial harvesters annua

Yes. Time and area closures can promote delivery of chinook salmon into
the Kenar River, hovvever ||tt|e rnformatron exists whicti would permit the effects
from these R/pes of actions to be evaluated. A study now in progress Uncer the
ADFGS orts Fish Division Is des ned {0 roduce thrstypeo rnformatron Gear
modifications, Web material, redu lons rn en han e o net, may so
grovrde reduction of king saimon bycaton in socke eset rshenes
roort Fish Drvrsron rnrtrated astudy under Mike Bethe) on Ju ! 1995 to acdress
formation need to esr n such fequlations. The Eastsioe Sét Net Monitoring
Pro ram (ADFG/CFD ar h 1984) provicles some information relevant to
management measures The 1984 study noted a problem with catch reporting in
that hretamed or PersonaJ Use by commercial harvesters were nof required to
reporte Personal use fish are riow reguirec! by law to be reported. Data on the
amount of set net gear by harvest penod fished In'each period are als lacking.
Le%al counsel | neecedto determrner itwould (Possrble to oraw closure lines
tat would exclude harvest of individual permit holcers

a artition freshwater and marine mortality i orderto
determrne the ability of freshwater habitat to support spawning and rearing?

Yes, We can, hut so far We have not done 50 for most salmon stocks. This
constrtutesama or cata or sustarn re management of Cook Inlet salmon
\A}[t]td 850 thes ck ofthe K en | and Kasl JRrvers have proviged data

rc Infer dens| nden reshwater mortalr which could permit
differentiation of tr¥1ar and Freshvvater effects for some brood years. IDSeunrrval
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studlies of Bristol Bay sockeye salmon productron are availgble for comparrson
Smolt-to-adlult survrval mostl marrne ma come avarlable for chinook and
00N0 StCks to which vvrre 5\\0/% %op led. While thetechr}oloores
are availanle, each application en ssu antial expense to acapt the technology
to the stocks, species and localities of interest in Upper Cook Inlet.

3 Questions related to.the “ overescapement” issue. What are the
differences befween single stock or single species Maximum Sustained Yield
MSY) strate |es and multiple stock and multi role specles sustained yield

ana ement? How do these differ in terms of management obrectrves and
m ormatron re uirements?[Please describe means to maximize poro ductivity

of all Cook Inle salmon ow dovvemaxrmrze productivity?| ase contrast
mformatron needs orsm%estoc srngespecres versus infegrated
management of multiple Stocks and species, [Please develop 2 discussion
paper on the overescapement issue, and the implications and impacts of
overescapement, as an introduction o ajoint policy and science committee

briefing on the issue,

Salmon al%tron Isues in Cook Inlet often involve the concent of
overescapement. While there,is only one basic biological theory relevant to
-/erescagement the variability iri the quality and duantity of Gata avallable for a
salman Stock can case reason escrentrstst have dlifferent opinions on what
constitutes overes ment. The Fose of the text which ollows 15 t0 explain
how the concept of Overescapement IS defined, and how the fact of
overescapement for one saimon stock can mean underescapement for another stock

or species of salmon.,

The question of how best to divide any saimon resource between catch and
escapement Is complex, regardliess of how the caten Is allocated. In principle there
rsanannuaJ number of Spawners, an escapement goal, which allows each Spawner
rnasamon Stock to ﬁro Lice the most otf rrn rch survrve to aclults (reCruits).

aEpr rlate tc limit then beco étrse over after the escapement
1qoalr suptracted from the fotal number 0f adult salmon In the stock that ear,
hat much IS eas atleast in rrncr(gte With res cttot |s srn estor%gfsalmon
Znum er of spawners ine theesc%oe a% ter
overescapement; and any number of spawners less than the escapement goal may

be termed, Underescapement

The complexrty 1S Introduced because, | rn actrce escapement gods ae
often set for species of salmon rnrrversg/stems dnot or individual Salmon
stocks. The escapement goal for sockeye salmon Ina river systemsuch as the

11



Kenal Is the average. of the escaperment goals of all the stocks in that drainage, so
that even when the river's escapement goal 1S achieved exactly, there will
necessarly be overescapements and Underescapements wath réspect fo the
Incivicual“salmon stocks This combination ot overescapements and
Unaerescapements also can ocour when mixtures of salmon Species, Suich &
sockeye.and coho, are managed to attain the escapement goal for one of the
SPECIES in one. or more, rve ef systes.

The foundation of escapement ?oals 1S the concept that mana IS Can
Influence the productrvr 0 ocks goups of spavvner usuall from the same
Watersned or river) bv arvest ich 15 widely accepted in all areas of natural
resource rranagernen Including erdln‘ frsherres and forest mana ement The
rcr earst tpoguatr%nssu as Doglas Tir trees, otssoc e[yeIe other
f plants and animaly grow fastest when they num
{naxrmum atmountt eenvrronmentcansup 1t the carryrrcrg ciapatcrty AtA/ [-ve)
here are not so many indlividuals s to create competition for limiting res™ /. .es
such gs food and surt/ lignt, but there are enou hrn%l?vrdua]s around tg make xull
use of the limiting resources {0 procluce wood or frsh The exact opuIatron level,
re es ment lBvel, a whi hhetotaI amount 0 Wood or fish rovvst astest S

t eve maxrmumsustar leld, MSY, or so the teo rou
edh ulatag scanbeke { a levels of u%rnedyre other

sh
ose a vrhsth tlhe h)o est esurplus S greatest If other constraints
compe

Each identif |ab|e vvners astock man%have adrﬁerent Ievel o
maximum sustarned |e| deto tferences in the nuber of egos per emae
average size 0 the roduced andthe gritical uathreso the'spawning an
rearrn envrronrnent re are obvrous drtference InMSY amon% specrs

salmo rgucemoreosrrn er emaet votes But within
there are differences In MSY & well evenr fall theb ological factors are't e

same. For example, sockeve salmon stocks coming fromwo lakes identical in

every vvay, except fhat oneyrs smm?er than the othe%1 wrll have different MSY

harvest [Evels. This IS true becalise popu lation | eve atv\hrch total productron

1S the f test 1S about one-halft car | crtlvot envrronment

genera hi envrronment means ol and co verseav all other actors berng
S0 eactu roopulatron Ieve or escapement qoal, wh rovr est

eatest rat]e of return on a mixture o] st 15 not the (c
%Avest e theoretical maximum sustal veI ton ahen t%[t(e)ck e mixeq stock

somewnat higher ock MSY which
Rermrts e mixtyre o gtoc ac* rWr?harveste 0 survrv produce at the
Ignest rate possible for he combrna lon of stocks. All salmon'escapement goals

12



In Alaska are most likely to be based.on datacollected rom mrxtures ofstocks
aIthou h the mixture may bearbrtrarr% oesignated asin estoc For examﬂ
fhe manmgn pav\nrn \9 ates of the Kvichak Riv rsog %/eo f Bristol Bay have

deﬁ ClIVely as asingle stock, even thou o Its two major
rearing Iak lliamna, haS more stirface area than Puggét Sound

In @ mixed stock management context, & well & in an ecosystem
management context overescapement and underescapement for jndiividual stocks

CIES IS a 0Iven, no. matte what the nt coal may be, Even when
% e | ent;r led for rnd?r?r(r:tat?a? salmon stock)s When these stocks

ment go
are an/esteg In mrxed stock fisheries, some stocks experience *overescapement’
relative to their theoretical MSY escapement level, and some experience
* Uncerescapement,” even when the average escapement goal for the stock mixture
8\/ perfectly achrteve%lmln thrstcotr]retext OIorc/ereks m%r]rt 5 rtr?te vrnrasxtte -
erescapement Is the price to or keeping the entire mixtu

Producrcr?g%n asustarne%l yield basrpsalFurther \Rhegn the Importance of escapements
o the production of other'Species resident in the watershed! such as rainbow frout,
grayling, char, bald eagle, Dear, and others IS consiciered, overescapement of a
salmon'stock may be filly consistent with maximum sustained yield objectives for

these other Speciés.

So far, the approach of most fishery management agencies to sustained
yield is to harvest the most economically prominént ?rou 0f fish stocks af an
annual rate which produces the maximum average rate of return for that mixture of
stocks. The more Stocks and species vrhrch are managed simultaneously Ina
mixed stock scenario, the g?rea er the Information re urrements and the greater the
costs. The *economycal mportant stocks approac 1550 often taken
overnments reall provice on eno N funds to collect the rnformatron
ecess he economr rmportant stocks If for those, S?
previous ynot mana ementes ment qoal is not defined In terms ofthe
Vields or productivities of o her stocks 0f the same species, or of other Species.

V\/hﬁn It comes to the question of maximizin he roductivi o a aturaJ
resource, there are Sever. qu tions which policy maker must ans ore
screntrstscaneven Intof rameanansvver ch s cles? Which stocs
Within wh attrmer(a r//ea es or centurres at 0o you want to
maximize: present dollar Value to a oe future dlollar valu toa%ea\rAtmype
bromassp iation vrabrlrtres [eCréa tro opportunIties, or whateve

stock sors IS are you wr ling to sacrif rce tothrs maxrmrzatron How much are

uwilling to pay to have what you want? Each of these questions has already
heen ans redpg%phcrt?y In Boa%? of Fisheries actions, or urrngth




Implementation of the Board's intentions during the management season. In
framing proposals to the Board 1t Is important t 1) understand the present answers
F?e%%CQu uei%trllcs)n, and 2) the answers your own interests wouldl pose to each of

4. Please look at the feasibility of weak stock management.

Weak stock management may or may not be feasible de,pendin% on the

nature of Information avalliadle for the smallest. or most chronically under seeded,

gér“oup of spawners, A "weak stack” Is the smallest identifiable Spawning group of
mon for which 1? there IS sufficient information on which to bese fishin

requiations, and 2) for which the responsible parties have agreed to provide a

escaperment or harvest rate objective. In general, thewider the data %qos
the more terminal the harvest Imanagement regie must be in order to effect weak
stock management. Terminal fishing refers 0 fishing as near to the, spav\mln(_:i
grounds as proauct quality concems permit. For exarmple, the east sice Bristol Bay
sock%e salmon fisheries n the nearshore marine waters aéjéac,ent to the river
moutls of the Naknek, Kvichak, Egegllk and UgLashlk,are onsicered termingl
fisheries, whereas the west side Bristol Bay soc e)(e fisheries in Nushe’l\%ak Bay are
mixed stock, working on the salmon from at least three river systems, Mixed Stock
fisheries generally reQuire more information and are much mofe expensive to
manage o a sustained yield basis than are terminal fisheries. See also the answer

0 nu%ber three, |mme3(iate|y ahove,

b, Please look at the impacts of hatcher}é fish o0 the fishery
management and reproduction of wild stocks in Cook Inlet.

In %;eneral, roducti_?n of saimon from hatcheries, and the harvest of that
Productlo  may Impact wild salmon stocks ina number of dlifferent ways. Salmon
rom hatcheries may Interoreegl with wild salmon pro cmgkeéﬁgﬁ%% rWhlch appear

{0 cepend on the qgree to which the hatchery and wildl sto
Transmission of disgase among hatchery anawild stocks IS another concem.,

Mixed stock harvest ofwild and hatc 1er3/ stocks at rates apgro latetothe .
natcnery _?tock would result in loss of gr cg]uctlwp( and Incri as?d risk of extirpation
for tne Wild stock. Data gaps exist on all three ofthese areas of Impact

e SR O g i g
v Pt o . 0egs o il Woglfhgogvjﬁi \Biopu?at?on I th”e%ed(l;d. e

N
hatmerl)l/ cono cmook en gggged, In Instances where
spawning ground surveys allow collection of carcassés, if any, the: proportion of




hatchery fish in the escapement might ber h| estimated CoIIectron of
CAICASSES would not g{rve any Inaication of whether the hatchery fish spawned
SUC ess[%rl nor whether it may have spavrned vrrth awild salmon as opposed to

another hatchery fish
antnbutrons of hatche odérctron of o dchrnooks n to Cook
Inlet, anc other, Narvests can n be getermin recove ed Wire
Al such roductron IS being coded wire rror to re ease rom the

hcenesanter IS a program in place to er heries for the ta
which are recogniz %p?r%absege ?anaarrm rsn cre attrmgg
tagging, o by useo amet detector, eextent to v\hrch frshery managertr]eent

qecisions for these species are Inf uenced by the Aaresen of atc ery fish can
determrned In post season analysis of tag recoverie be nated that
anrest decisions for erd chrnoo samon In Crook Creek the Nrnrlchrerver
Fn F alt water south] Eu f Point are being criven by the real and perceived
evels of retuming hatchery rs

Harvest gecisions for wild stocks of sockeye salmon in Upper Cook Injet
ha\ not been oetermined by the level of returnrn? hatchery sockeye, but by the
tot numbers of wild and hatchery fish escaprng 0 the Kenai River, asmeasured

onay Site. Between 1976 and 19953 ge salmon ments to Hidgen
Cree atche rogram averaged 3.5% ot t )[Jtot he Kenai River.,
In onl tvvoo SE \/ears, 1?] and 1991, did hatche escapements xceed 10%

of the'Kenal Rrverto ~reachin themaxrmum% 17.5% in 1991, and 11.8% in
1990. Since the broo ¥]ears which produced the bulk of the 1990 andl 1991
escapements, levels of atchenf]productron of soc keye salmon have been
delrberateIY held at levels which produce retums farsmaller than the natura
refumn. Hatche caoements a5 apercent of total Kenaj river sockeye saimon
mentwe e 1.4%, 0.6%, and 12% In 1997 through 1995, resReectrvely

In the Deak year o atcherg escapements, 1991, the aifference between t
ment of 112,792 and the sonar countof645 000 sockeYevrras

hatchery es
abovet%e ower bound the Kenai River sockeye es 0cl, 8 Wes the
case Intne next Iargest?trztchery escapement ear 1% cainece tﬂ %atche

escanement had an effect on t ent ate of rn rease In Kenar River rrg/r:kee
o angaggar J and since fishery mana ement Jecision yrn

salmon escapement In

the comm(g,age | fishery ta?<e Into taccountt the ratﬂeﬁattthe rr:htne enal River ssoc e)id
amon 1 rs building, it Is fajr to sa atche cou
ave Inf ugage H?rs ery management eCISIONS. Asaconsequ N Ca?eheah
rentr hatm?%%?rs ction In the samnles atthe Keaar river rshvrhe§s atc ry

0 management decisions of 1990 and 1991, did! ot
hah)emanagers from prt%rdrn Kenal River with wild sockeyes mon




escapements within the optimum range.

Dunn fhe 1901 sockg%eshawest man ement $eas0N, escapements Were
sampled ron’ fish wheel catches 1n the lower Kenai River at the sonar,countin
sltes atche%sockeye o H|dden ake vvere laentified by examining Pro h
ngs on the s es Sockeye scales of the atcaery origin sockeye reflect the
Iarge amount of freshwater grovvth Which ty&cal Iy oocurs |n H|dden Lake relative
0 Other sockeye rearing LaKes In the Kenal |ves em c keye smolt
(emlgrants) from Hidogn Lake comman aysattamt engt of 120 mm, whereas
Smolf from the larger glacial lakes, such & Skilak. would be quite a bit shorter
usually less than 100 mm. AS it hap ned in 1991, socke es Imon from Hidden
Lake \\ere obV|ous In the escape ments rom inspetion of Scale samples
nsequent arvest mana ement Intentiondl thed {0 attam & ments foward
the] o}oe n of the Kena| Iver sockeye ment goal 0 700 00, In oraer to
ac |e seedlngo S |n9 areas hert those attendant to Hidgen Lake.
the op |n|on of management | ve exceeded thelr statutory authorities to

5 ntEPth%sy permit escapements 0 sockeye above the upper limit set by the Board

Concerns over the ability to manage the large hatchery related sockeye
refums to H|dden Lake have Iead {0 the current conseh/atlve stocking limit 0f two

million spring fry. Th soc |r§% limit also Serves toa (lress water quality. concerms
oftheU$ Fish and Wildlffe Service. T e Seryice also su ar\))portedt lirit In orcler
{0 contro hnanoal and |tat costs of managlngt est ofvery large soc Bye

returns to Hldden Lake. In orcler to narvest Hidden Lake surplus if IS estimated to
Hga/e cost the Service aﬁpﬁeﬁ% 1y$1 00ffish and the large number of harvesters
negative impacts on't

6. Do we need better detection of in season impacts in terms ofwho is
r- *:ngwhat?

Yes we do, especially at the leve| of stocks. At present it is only possible to
Uetermine the orlgm ?Ken%/u River socLeyes moncaB?tB commey cp
harvesters In mjxed stock areas, When harvests occur |nS| ema{or river systems,
such as the Susl Waor fhe Kenal, It IS ot US aly possble 0 Ientrfy the gpav\hmg
groun S t0 Wi the fish were returnmg The fiver of origin of coho and chinoo
almon cau gat Intre commeroal |sher|esofthe Central District Is a matter of

specyiation, althougn those cau% nt near the river mouths are presumed to be from
t £ river, Studlies of stra}/n hawor In chinook salmon usmﬁ raclio tags do not

|
necessarjly. support th esg tion. . Implementation of multiple spec)
sustained %eﬁ) |?nanagen'%ent ar{J Susnnapl\/lanagement Plan, 0 anyp(%gho




agement Plan will require Some assumptions the origins of the harvests
Maﬂe ntral District based on timing and geograp aﬂoutocatrong

s. Please identify methods to increase passage to Northern Cook Inlet
With mrnrmum rmpact on the [catches of non-Susitha sockeye in the| Central

District.

Corndor openrn which hold the drift gill net fleet relatively close to the
eastsr e heaches have Deen effective at regicing the efficiency of the. commercial
arift flest Mundg et al. 1993) with res to Sustina bound sackeve In the Central
Drstnct lle mrttrnr% han/esto Kenal bound fish. Kasilof special harvest

areas ave a owe targe Ing of commercial fishing effort on Kasilof bouna
socke parently sparin Kenar and Susifa bound sockeﬁe Impacts of

cornd%r openrn on rateo catc of other specres such as Kenai River King
salmon need tobe examined._ Possibilities other than corridor openings have been
dentr ied in é)ro 05lS {0 the Board of Fisheries which' involve time and area

closuires need to be evaluated

9, Describe harvest methods and regulations that promote the
avoidance of waste.

Time and area requlations which avoid rjods of gbundance, and
which even?y spaoe rela(llv&y snort openrngs gned \/\Re h control the amount of
gear which dn individug anresterrna e npsog/ aeal conducrve to controllin
vvaste In general Specrfrc ectrvesr terms 6f times, areas, and harvests, andor
meént o ectrves |esan allor stock needlto be supplied in order for the

SCI Cce commi ee 0 res d further.

0. Comment on the feasibility of developing a management plan for
the Suslr tna. y P J P

Specific. objectives interms of fimes, areas, and harvests, and/oi
mento ectrvesb s |es and/or stock need to be supplied n order or the

ce committee to re Ipo Data gaps and hasic salmon %atory behavior
define the de?ree of specificity vvhrch managerrent could achieve with respect
to {OCKS and Specles

11. Comment on the feasihility of developing a coho management plan
for Coo& Inlet, y P J P



See answer to pr eding qu on Susitna Plan.

12 Identrfy the effects on commercral harvesters of reducing the
commercial season from July 1- August 15 to July 7- August 9.

The impacts on comrnercral hayvesters can be estimated from avallable

historical for the cata of each |shery gear-locality combination), b Iookrn%atthe
roent oftheannual harvest which occurs durrn these time perros July 1- July
and August 10- 15, & an average over all ava) ab e Iy ars Of recor ch
IShery, may experience adrﬁerentr mpact from this option. Such |n ormatron may
be available from previous analyses, or |t may require requestrnga Ish trcket un
from Juneau. The Scrence Commrttee Neeas Clari |cat|on of whether the request
Incluces deletion of's [pecral openrrr%d or commercial fishin prror 0 Ju%& Uncer

crrcumstances Indlicating an early and or heavy sockeye ru |0, the
Sg roac mazaJ antr?u%?nsrder all commercial harvest prior to July 7 as an average

cent of to harvest

Miscellaneous issues, briefy adoressed due to lack of time

read sport fish Impact on Kenai River habitat by opening other areas to
fisheries ?grrness Data gap%rsts Impacts are not quantrYzf\ﬁ !

2. Allocation of current sport priority to other sectors (early run/late run)
S%ecr C objectives in ters of times, areas, and harvests need to oe supplied in
or the science committeg o respond

3. Non residents commercial hanrestrn vvrths ar Legal tools ma
?tbeavarlable to enforcement. Need a le afogrnro %re clfic ob ectives In terms
times, areas, and harvests need tobesu n orde rthes lence

committee to respond

4. Enforcement (limits). SIpeC| IC Objectives in terms of times, areas, and
harvests need to be supplred In order for the science committee to respond.
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Alaska Boating Association - P.O. Box 210430 mm Anchorage, Alaska 99521

Senator Rick Halford

Alaska State Senate
State Capitol, Interdepartmental Mail Stop: 3101

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Halford:

This letter is in response to your proposed SBO04O relating to the management of discrete salmon
stocks. At a regularly scheduled meeting of the Alaska Boating Association held on January 16,
1997, our organization voted unanimously to support this legislation. This letter communicates to

your our official position on the legislation

In addition, many o f our individual members will be corresponding with individual letters, POM’s,
testimony at teleconferences, etc. This bill is important to all of us as non-commercial
consumptive users, for the commercial sport-fishing industry, and the tourist industry to assure

ongoing yields of the resource.

Thank you for your efforts and continue to keep us informed of any and all related legislative
matters we can be effective in supporting.

Yours truly,

Roy J. Burkhart, Legislative Affairs Officer
Alaska Boating Association
Voice:(907)495-6337 FAX:(907J495-6338 E-Malil, ijburk@alaska.net

cc: Donald Shervood, President, Alaska Boating Association
Senator Lyda Green, Co-Sponsor SBO040, Alaska State Senate
Senator Dave Donley, Co-Sponsor SBO040, Alaska State Senate

e Dedicated to the rights ofAlaskan Boaters -

Support
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Eoaald ESfeom»ad
1640 Brink Dr
Anchorage), Alaska 99504
Fax 333-0211

Horn# Phone 333-6260

FAX COVER SHEET
DATE: 25\1111%7

TO: Stale Senate

ATTN: Sen R Halford
FAX NO: 1-907-465-3805
PAGE; 1 OF 1

SUBJECT: Act Relating to Management of Discrete Salmon Stocks
REF; SB-40

Sen Halford:

The Alaska Boating Assoc is supporting SB-40, Our time is running out for saving
our existing stocks- The Feds have said they will implement various methods to relieve
the overharvesl but you know how that will be. Our State must step in and stop the fish
board from making total biased regulations both now and in the future and the only
way to do it, is move this bill forward as soon as possible.

Wo do have one problem and that can be resolved and that is on page 1 line 14 “1} by
Jan 1, (304 shall adopt regulations”, we think this lime should be shorted to possibily
“2001”, due to the fad, the Upper Cook Inlet fishery is in rapid decline in some rivers
as have been seen by ADF&G studies. The record harvest are here every year but thats
hatchery fish not wild stock and this is harvested way below the Upper 00K 1nlet
rivers and streams.

If there is a way to help in getting this bill moved, do not hpijtnte to call and we will
try to help. Keep up the great job you all arc doing,

Alaska Boatlnfy'Assuc
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ALASKA COUNCIL OF TROUT UNLIMITED
P.0.Box 3055, Soldotna AK 99669
(907) 262-9494 Fax: 262-5920

DennisH. Randa

February 24, 1997

Senator Rick Halford
fax: 465-4928

Re: SB 40

The Alaska State Council of Trout Unlimited supports this bill. Discrete
stock management addresses several conservation issues of concern to T.U.
including: the Alaska Constitutional mandate for sustained yield of all
salmonid resources (not just commercially exploitable stocks), concerns
over loss of species diversity, ecosystem health, and last but not least the
burden of conservation, which the Alaska Board of Fisheries acknowledges

Is disproportionately shares among users.

The problems inherent to a discrete stock management approach are not
insignificant. 1) Data development for discrete stock management is
dependent upon both funding and expediency. While it is not possible to
have all of the information at once this is a significant management
direction change for both the Board of Fisheries and the Department of Fish
and Game and as such will require a constant data stream designed to
provide at least initially the minimum information necessary for discrete
stock management decision making.. 2) The funding necessary for
successful implementation is imperative and we believe that this bill’s
approach to funding shares that burden among all of the users of the
resource. 3) Finally, assurance for success in this effort will require a
commitment from ADF&G. Lower level management and field stal.” must
believe in the sincerity of that commitment as well.

Scientific data (both recent and historic) indicates that mixed stock
fisheries management does contributed to the decline of discrete salmonid
stocks. Most recently the National Research Council's Pacific Salmon study
(Upstream: Salmon and Society in the Pacific Northwest) recognizes mixed
stock management as conflicting with efforts to manage for healthy (or
restore to health depleted) discrete salmon stocks.

T.U. supports SB 40 as a necessary first step toward responsible
management of Alaska's renewable salmonid resource.

Dennis H. Randa, President
cc: Charles Gauvin, T.U. National President
Bill Robinson, T.U. Westcoast Rep.
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February 28, 1997

Senate Resources Committee
State Capitol

Room 508

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re:  Senate Bill No. 40 - “An Act relating to management of discrete salmon stocks, to salmon
management assessments, and to the fishery business tax.”

Dear Committee Member;

For the past several years the Borough has been working diligently to improve the management of our fishery
resource. We have testified at Alaska Board of Fishery meetmﬂs as well as submitted written testimony
requesting changes to the Cook Inlet Salmon Management Plan. Many of the changes we have requested are
addressed by Senate Bill 40, such as:

) Require the Department of Fish and Gane to prioritize their management of salmon harvests for
escapement, thereby ensuring a sustained return ofall saimon species to all waters of Cook Inlet.,

2)Survey small streams in"Upper Cook Inlet for biological escapement of all stocks and species of
salmon to determine where a conservation emergency exists and take corrective measures to abate
the em_ergenc% o _

3) Require the Board of Fisheries to address management of salmon harvests throughout the entire
migration route of each salmon species and stock.

Current management policies of the Board of Fisheries and Department of Fish and Game have resulted in
the closure of'some of the Borough's most R_opular sport fishing areas. Senate Bill 40 is a major stride in
improving the management capabilities for this valuable resource. The Act requires the Board of Fisheries
to adopt and implement management policies that are consistent with the constitutional reguwement of
_managlmg the resource for a sustained yield. It also provides a means to offset the costs incurred by the state
in implementing the management policies.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough supports Senate Bill No. 40 and encourages adoption and implementation
of the management policies as proposed.

B' ougli Manager
cc.  Alaska Board of Fisheries

Matanuska-Susitna Borou?(h Assembly
Mayor's Blue Ribbon Task Force

pin/pmg/din/1287



H OUSTO N CHAMBER of COMMERTCE

RESOLUTION NO. HCC97-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE SUPPORTING SENATE BILL 40 "AN
ACT RELATING TO THE MANAGEMENT OF DISCRETE SALMON STOCKS”,

. WHEREAS, The current salmon management centers around heavy exploitation of mixed stock
fisheries andd disregards the negative eftects this policy has on discrete stocks of all salmon
species; an

WHEREAS, the salmon resources available to the Houston area are an integral part of our
community; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 40 would maintain genetic variation and local adaptation; and

WHEREAS, the long-term survival of salmon depends crucially on a diverse and rich store of
genetic variations; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 40 would redirect our attention from the past mistakes of allocation driven
margagergen,tléystem toward a system which will fully meet our constitutional responsibility to
sustained yield.

NOW THEREFORE BE ITRESOLVED by the Houston. Chamber of Commerce that it supB,orts Senate
Bill 40 and urges all governing hodies and communities to support and approve Senate Bill 40.

| certify that this resolution reflects the wishes of the Houston Chamber of Commerce.
APPROVED:

Robert Hall
ATTEST:

HOUSTON: WHERE THE REAL ALASKA BEGINS
P.O. BOX 356, HOUSTON. ALASKA 99694
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H OUSTO N CHAMBER of COMMERTCE

RESOLUTION NO. HCC97-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE SUPPORTING SENATE BILL 40 "AN
ACT RELATING TO THE MANAGEMENT OF DISCRETE SALMON STOCKS"

. WHEREAS, The current salmon _management centers around heavy exploitation of mixed stock
fisheries and disregards the negative effects this policy has on discrete stocks of all salmon

species; and

WHEREAS, the salmon resources available to the Houston area are an integral part of our
community; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 40 would maintain genetic variation and local adaptation; and

WHEREAS, the long-term survival of salmon depends crucially on a diverse and rich store of
genetic variations; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 40 would redirect our attention from the past mistakes of allocation driven
management system toward a system which will fully meet our constitutional responsibility to

sustained yield:

NOW THEREFORE BE ITRESOLVED hy the Houston. Chamber of Commerce that it supB,orts Senate
Bill 40 and urges all governing bodies and communities to support and approve Senate Bill 40.

| certify that this resolution reflects the wishes of the Houston Chamber of Commerce.
APPROVED;

Robert Hall
ATTEST:

Nathan Dunn

HOUSTON: WHERE THE REAL ALASKA BEGINS
P.0. BOX 356, HOUSTON. ALASKA 99694



MmvL 3, 1997

ViaFax and First Class Mall
Senator Rick Halford
oom 121
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1181
Re: Senate Bill No. 40, “An Act relating to management of discrete salmon stocks

Dear Senator Halford:

Dennis Randa, Trout Unlimited's Alaska Council Chairman, has brought the above-referenced
bill to my attentjon and asked that | analyze it and provide you with the comments of Trout
Unlimited's national organization on the bill and the problém of mixed stock salmon fisheries
generally. Trout Unlimited is a 100,000 member organization whose mission is to conserve,
protect, and restore North America'3 coldwater fisheries. Major priorities in Trout Unlimitcd's
national conservation agenda arc protection of healthY Pacifi¢ salman stocks and restoration of
weak ones, and a principal goal in our conservation strategy for Pacific salmon is discrete stocks

management.

The scientific and management literature is virtually unanimous in decrying the negative |m§acts
of mixed stock managerent os a major factor in the weakening of discréte wild salmon stocks
and the extirpation ofweak stocks. (Sec, etg National Research Council, 1990. Upstream:
saimon ang society in the Pacific N rtr}]wes 3 AIthOéjgh fortﬁnate not to have expeneP ed the
widespread salmon stock declines that have occurred Tn Washington, Qre?on, and California,
Alaska has health}/ stocks that are at risk and weak stocks that arc failing To recover due
substantrally to mixed stock management

S. 40 isa solid first step toward ending mixed stock management in some of the, places where it
S currentlg doing the greatest damaege and In redirecting, Over the longer terr, fishery |
mana%em nt policy toward selectivé harvest measures in other places where there aré still
opportunities to prevent the dowo-spiroling of healthy stocks. The measres that it would direct
the Board of Fisheries to undertake are essential to the sustainability of Alaska's salmon and the
current and future well being of all resource users; commercial, subsistence and recreational. .

oreover, commercial and re?reatmnal users would share equitably the burdens of implementing
the new stock management policy.

America®s Leading Coldwater Fisheries Conservation Organization
Waslilngton, D.C. Headquarters: 1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 310, Arlington, VA 22209-2404
Main Number. 703-522-0200 FAX: 703-284-9400
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Senator Rick Halford
March 3,1997
Page 2

| urge that the Alaska Senate pass S.40 and begin the task o f managing discrete salmon stocks.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important legislation.
Sincerely yours,

mCharles F. Gauvlin
President and CEO

oc. DemisPaa
B1ll Robinson
Rick Applegate
Ron Holtcomp

P.03/03

TOTAL P.03
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Alaska Boating Association * PQBox 210430 * Anchorage Alaska 99521
E-Mailto  loneagle@alaska.net

1Q: To AU Legislatures U April 97
ARomt FranciscaM Sherwood

'My-name-w Margo snerwood | live at 1640 Prink Dr Anchorage 99504. As a
proud resident for over 31 years, and who lias raised and educated my family in (his
great state, | have come to testify in support of SJB40.

This is one bill that will actually pay for itself, by collecting money from those who
use the resource. What a change coming out of Juneau. It provides a funding
mechanism for the discrete stock assessment program through a surcharge on both
sport and commercial users. This funding proposal shares the burden of the cost of
increased information among these user groups in a fair and equitable way.

This bill requires the Department to prepare a list of projects and their costs that
will address the stocks identified by the Board. The Department will also prepare a
list of future and/or potential projects. This in itself coming from a mother and a
grandmother isjust like raising a family. List, Prioritize, and then Pay for it,not

charge it.

There arc many fine points in this bil! that will be disgust today, but as a User, wc
are in need of something that will guarantee me and my family a fair allocation of

fish on a continuing base,which is not happening now.

I want to thank you for listening to my comments and also say, Thanks for doing a
great job in determining the future ,and our renewable resources is and always will
be ,the future of our great State.

Margo Sherwood
Wife, Mother, »&Grandmother
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Blase A. Burkhart

1161 W, 79th

Anchorage, Alaska 99518
Secretary - Alaska Boating
Assoclation

Alaska State House and Senate
¢/o Senator Rick Halford
Twentieth Legislature - First Session

Re: Senate Bill No. 40

Dear Representatives and Senators,

I am a lifelong Alaska resident wilting in support of Senate Bill No. 40, referring to discreet
salmon stock management.

As you know, there has been a continual controversy regarding allocation offish resources between
the interests of sport and commercial fishing. | have always believed resolution of these concerns
would require some fair, honest, and “common sense” compromises. And it is imperative that we
always approach allocation and fishing regulations with the concern for the resource renewal above

all else.
I believe this bill heads in the right direction for my concerns.
I SUPPORT SENATE BILL NO. 40

Sincerely,
Blase Burkhart - Secretary, Alaska Boating Association



ALASKA SEAFOOD COUNCIL INC.
PO Box 91239 Anchorage, AK 99509-1239 Phone/Fax: 907/463-2628

April 1, 1998

Senator Rick Halford, Chairman

Members
Senate Resources Committee

Dear Senator Halford,

The Alaska Seafood Council is an umbrella organization representing the
Alaska seafood industry. It is comprised of almost 2,000 individual
members which include harvesters and processors, processing workers,
and Alaskans working in supporting businesses. We have members in the
banking, insurance, transportation, fuel, legal and manufacturing sector.

We are opposed to SB 40 for the following reasons:

1) SB 40 requires the Board of Fish to prioritize discrete salmon
stock assessment projects based on several new criteria including the
importance of the fishery to die state, and die magnitude of the
conflicts among users or a certain salmon stock.

We believe diis may lead to a situation where only the "squeaky wheel
gets the grease", so to speak. We can envision political allocation battles
determining research priorities rather than true management and
scientific needs getting the attention and research funds they deserve.
Good science, not emotion, needs to determine research priorities.

2)  The bill fails to define what a "discrete" stock is , and fails to
identify die problem it is trying to fix.

3) Commercial fishermen and the industry are already taxed in
Alaska in many ways-through the raw fish tax which goes to
shoreside communities, by the tax paid to the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute for marketing of Alaskan fish, and in many
cases, by tax for die continued production of salmon stocks
through aquaculture associations. This is in addition to other
taxes paid through property taxes, business taxes, and taxes on
fuel, permit fees, and every day operations. In addition,
fishermen tiiroughout the state will be taxed, but many will
never see any research done in tiieir areas.

Board of Jim Bacon  E.J. Cheshler ~ Ed Crane  Doug Oonegan Andy Golla Kris Noros*  John Sund
Directors Auko Bay  Cordova Anchorage  Anchorage Dillingham Petersburg  Seattle



Sen. Halford
April 1, 1998
Page 2

We are supportive of the ADF&G having adequate funding to provide for
good management and collection for Alaska's fishery resources. We believe
the present relationship between the ADF&G and the Board of Fisheries is

healthy.
We also support research and scientific data, and it's the feeling of the
Alaska Seafood Council that the authority to accomplish the intent of this

legislation, to gather information and assess the health of salmon stocks,
already exists in the state constitution, statute and in the ADF&G

regulations and policies.
Thank you for the opportunity to submitt this testimony for your review.

Sincerely,

Kris Norosz, President



TO: Senate Resources Committee
FROM: Dick H. Bower
SUBJECT: SB 40 ¢ Discrete stock salmon assessment

he following represents. my written testrmo re ardrn SB 40 prepared for the
ommitte ngtrrs?statewrde teleconference ear ng hed on th@ r?g

| would tlret like to st te that I fully s ortth Intent of this ro ed legislation. .In its
t Wa ;;) t[ % cderrr the

|oresent orm severa ments eIeted rom he
st le rsIatrve session. have mrﬁed eernqs re ardrng somg oft etrons cause
the pr sent f orm rej)reﬁenti]leﬁs a comm mej‘tttor uire mana ementactron

regar mqsram h 0CKS Whigh may etrou or Ins%rrous,edp Iy owever trs
Version o grl is less specific In several ways and may result " more appropriate
action statewi
ﬂgriate
S

The Alaska Board of Frfsh(erres ha3 too often found Itseh‘ faced with a lack of ap
Bnd relevant data In ifs decision ma rn rocess nman?/casesdata receive
een. Inconsistent, rnaccurate an rns e Instances rep esents extrapolatron rom
Ins frcrentor maccur te data, T ere% ults of this Ie% slation co dhepgvercom ﬁ
Isay could because unless there are spe Hrroce ure? nd criteria for t
mattin E) ata colected

§$t ering, fessment evatl ation, Interpret tIO
otentia f [) COﬂ stenc%puust e assure on a

ofthrse ortw ot e r
ea togear tfasrs%n sho ?care ycraf? S0 that computerization will result in

elatively easily understood resuits

| believe th?t ltt]slnhereptwrthrnthrs urpose that the Department greparea} thevre\gr with
the Board of Fisheries a Ave ear assessment plan In.one'yoar Increments which can

reviewe andeva uatod annually.

The committee substrftute for SB 40 descrrEes the fundin mechanrsrﬂr for this effort as
.a User-pay srstem or the discrete stock assessment program™. This prompts me to

regrster Several concerns:

1, Given the Inter retatron that there Isa_Constitutional pr hibition %f
designated funds and_the reluctance of the Legislature to clarrfyt IS Issue [he process

proposed has some pitfalls.

2. The "yser" grou sIdentr red are tho e holdin n%erther sRort qQr commercial
Icenses or permits. This a Rres egpahg/ to both residert and no resr dent recgrents
OwWever, there Isnoreco Ition subsrstence category which Tassume IS not to

be Involved as a paying "tser group. | onotEro pose t at ubsrstence user*pay as the

Ptner rouPs Thel_e are asoabr]umbehof las asenrorsrrv ﬁio n?t rrect” h for

aISIolcnat orrrvo?gs sor?vget\éernl usrleerveroluat ut aure(rS corr]nem? rhseéhttlort]oS 1 to tion
r ish

nd contrnuatron ofI e sa?m%n re g lt are? rtseemsthat there shouldp%

urce. IST
esrﬁna&ron 0T some mon es from the ge eraltqunﬁ V&)g l’tt IS program. SINce tIS
clea |recte towar t e protection”or a critica rene ble resource of importance

to the state as a whole.
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3. ftiIsIndicated that funds generated and appropriated in this manner are
"...not intended to replace, fund3 appropriated tor the operation of tho division or
commercial fisheries management and development or tho divicion of sport fish’. Tho
division of sport fish does not now receive general fund monies, however one would
not want to see assessment funds replace itsfederal and license fee expenditures. An
unrecognized division in this critical effort istho hobltat division. This division has one of

the most important roles Inaccomplishing the intent of this legislation.

4. This legislation @directed toward discrete stocks of salmon, however to fail to
take advantage of the program to assess other fish stocks will be a major mistake. For
too long management of specific salmon species as if they were discrete from not only
other salmon species but also other fish species present within the ecosystem has
occurred. Thishas resulted insome known problems and undoubtedly unknown
problems not Identified because of either their lack of economic value or lack of
importance to those persons who do not view thorn as their responsibility.

This legislation represents a first step long overdue Inthe management of Alaska's
fishery resource, lwould like to urge two additional steps for your consideration:

1, Encourage (mandate) the establishment of a Research Division within the
Department which will have the responsibility for conducting or coordinating all
research activities. Thisdepartment must be separate from the sportfish and
commercial fisheries divisions to assure maximum objectivity within tho highly charged
atmosphere which exists In these two divisions.

2. Establish an active and ongoing relationship with the University 0f Alaska In
both research and scientific studies. The benefits of this effort willbe at least twofold.
First, It may bring a degree at objectivity to both the studies and results which may
defuse problems which now often result, Secondly, given budget shortfalls of both the
Department and the University thismay be a means to accomplish joint objectives in a
meaningful and cost effective manner. Tho scientific iceources found within the
Universities general academic staff and its School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences
should represent a significant resource to ihe Department and to the state of Alaska In
programs such as are represented by this legislation.

lappreciate the opportunity to comment upon this legislation and hope that you will
not hesitate to call upon me flcan be of any further assistance . Two of Alaska's most
important renewable resources are lIts fish and its foresls. Both offer considerable
economic return through their harvest. We need their use, but must avoid fholr abuse.
Wise and responsible uae will assure their presence for years to come. Less than lhal
may soon find Alaska in the position of many of the states in the lower forty-eight.



900 Iroquois Dr.
W asilla,AK 99654

Bob Martinson CO-CHAIR GILLNET- DIVISION,
CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED.

Dear Honorable Members ofthe Senate:

| have seen politics interfere and underming fisheries’ health from California, to Oregon, to
Wellington and British Columbia. Living in the Mat-Su valley, and being a lifetime commercial
fisherman, it angers me that those who aré chosen to represent me ore the ones who are always
tryln? to take away my livelihood, one piece at a time, or sometimes all at once. This time it may

be all at once.

inanutshell, SB40 is essentially a sportfish-driven pIoY to fill the streams of Alaska with fish.
Sounds good doesn't it? It’s no good, Alaska’s Deportment ofFish and Game would tell you so.
All the ADF+G managers that | spoke with are against it. Is it a coincidence that sportfishing

guide Rick Halford sponsored this bill”? NO!

| this bill were to be stripped of its technical GBI, it would say: “We should Po outandtog
every fish from every stream and if one oftho3e fish comes up missing, then all'we liave to do is

closé down commercial fishing!”

Well, commercial ﬁshingI isthe State of Alaska’s ul employer and provides revenues for the
state while I%eneratmg millions in revenue sharing for coastal communities. For FY96 com-fish.
revenues ofthe State of Alaska exceeded expenditures for fish management by 9 million dollars.

In 1995, my vessel license renewal fee more than doubled and there was the 10stax for
mar_k_etln? Seafood. Then they increased our marine fuel lax last year also. The legislature’s
decision to cut the ADF+G’s budget is not ajustification for SB'O.

Why are we the fishing industry, being asked to pay again, and again, and again!”?

The Department hasn’t asked for any changes to the current policy. It would create another
whole hatch of state employees with another fish lab and on and onand on...

Keep in mind this is all because sportflsh quide Rick Halford says it’sa good idea.

Remember, this is a very misleading, allocative measure, and allocation is to be left to the
BOARD OF FISHERIES. This research would be prioritized by the BOF.- a budget
sugﬁ)lement controlled by the B.O.F. This amounts to a sei ;ous and radical disruption of the

public budget process.

Good fish management has heen underway in Alaska since the late 18005. Let the biolo%ists _
continue to do theirjohs which have created the most successful management in the world, anti
don’t befuddle it with more unneeded bureaucracy.
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Cordova District Fishermen United
Celebrating 62 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska

P.O. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574/ Telephone (907) 424-3447 /Fax (907) 424-3430

April 11,1997
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Oordova District Fishermen United
Celebrating 62 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska

P.O. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574/Telephone (907) 424-3447 /Fax (907) 424-3430

April 21,1997
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate resources committee, my name Is Liz
Cabrera and | am testifying on behalf of the Petersburg Vessel Owners Association
(PVOA). For the record, we are opposed to the [orovmons of Senate hill 40, which
Create a tax and spend mechanism for the development of a discrete salmon stock
assessment program.

The sponsor statement for Senate hill 40 states that *far too much of our fishery
management is being driven by allocation battles..., Instead cf by sound science and
pertinént information.” Jn our opinion, SB 40 is a perfect examplé of management of
our resources bem% driven by allocation, not sound science. Currently, thé authon&y to
manage and allocate our fishery resources is divided between the Départment of Rsh
a id Game and the Alaska Board of Fisheries. The Department is charged with
conservation, i.e. the biology and the Board, allocates our resources amonP competing
users. This system of checks and balances is one of the strengths of the Alaska =
management system and has resulted In record saimon returns, generated substantial
revenue to our State in the form of commercial fisheries tax and in‘the form of tens of
thousands of jobs inthe commercial and charter/guide industries.

Senate hill 40 jeopardizes the division of authority by allowing the Board of Rsh to
cross into an area under the purview of the Departnient of Fish and Game. While
Board members are knowledgeable about our fisheries, theY are not stack assessment
biologists. The real danger with this legislation is it would alfow the Board to_develop
the sCience. The Board Could substantiate their allocation decjsions with their science.
Given this p055|b|||tY, the state will run the risk of erodmﬁ public confidence in the
Board process and further polanzmg? the user groups. The Department of Fish and
Game Is more than capable of developing stock assessments to assist the Board in
making Informed decisions, the only real problem is getting the Legislature to fund the

request.

Despite our industries contribution to the state's general fund, the legislature continues
to cut fundm[q for management of our fisheries resources. Now, we are bem? asked to
p,aY for devefopment ofa new tool, which isn't necessary to manage for sustained
yield, biological health or genetic diversity. While we aré not opposed to mprovmq our
management techniques 0r gathering new information, we fail to see why we would
want to “improve” by using management tools which failed in the Lower 48, SB 40
does not mandate a discrete stock policy, but it does the next best thm(t; and allows the
Board to make decisions hased on discrete stock assessments, Discrefe stock
management has never proven asuccessful method of _mana?mg salmon and
contributed to the destruction of salmon runs in the Pacific Northwest. In other words,
why should we pay for something which could _ulUmateIY compromise the health of our
slocks and why would we want t0 repeat the mistakes ot the Pacific Northwest ?

In short, allocation battles are sufficiently contentious is some areas of the state without
addin fh? %owsmns of sb 40 and politicizing our science. We urge you to vote no on

Senate hill 40.

TQTAL P.02
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Anne Herschleb

Tclephona (907) 783-3153
Fax (907) 783-1223
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Juneau

RE: CSSB 40- Public Hairing 4/11/97, 3:30 pm
Senators,

| amagainst CSSB 40 for thefollowing [€350nS.
There 1SN0 rgflnmono Olete stockrrenacerrentof mon," bI0|0ﬂlcaJ health."

conflicts," an ance o7 stock* included jnthe bifl, fthis is to
tﬁeaw e)() hese terms need to l)e%) Ined in order to avmg su!JJectNe]udgrrents
Board ofFishand ADF&

rC|aI IShin alread rBUteS revenues to Ithe state | e%(cesso fthe cost of
m%segie or documentat |on IS

exge UreS Or easesee and Wildlife Revenues
Exnendltur tﬁGov emment InFY ? rong ruce and Tuula Marou a{
Novemper 5, 19% %/ the commercial Tishing Inolstry once again to pay for a
legislative action that dloes jiot benefit the ndustry?
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Testimony of
Dale Kelley, Executive Director
Alaska Trollers Association
Before the Alaska Senate Resources Committee
on SB 40
April 11, 1937

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name is
Dale Kelley, I'm the executive director of the Alaska Trollers Association
(ATA). ATA opposes SB 40, which seeks to establish an industry funded
discrete salmon stock assessment program. Qur opposition to this bil
stems from the following issues:

SB 40 is a bill of dubious intent and definitely alopears to be an allocation bill
and a funding mechanism dressed up in a cloak of conservation. Such
‘cross-dressing’ should never be permitted in the world of salmon
management and is the very reason the legislature should steer clear of
such Initiatives, so to speak. What does the magnitude of user conflicts
have to do with sustained vyield and genetic diversity? What "problem”

does SB 40 seek to correct?

The sponsor statement speaks more clearly to user conflict than science. If
the point is to analyze who is taking what and then fairly apportion the
conservation burden, and the sponsor wants fishermen to pay for it, why
not just say that? But why ask fishermen to pay when they already
contribute so heavily to the general fund? And why ask fishermen to pay

who aren't even involved in the dispute?

If ADF&G and the Board of Fisheries are missinP critical data, they should
identify those needs and request the necessary unde. On this point, we
urge the Ieﬂ!slature to take a hard look at the state of the ADF&G budget.
Over one third of the entire FY97 ADF&G budget relied on federal funds.
That's a precarious position for a state with more fish and game than entire
regions of this country. ~ The state has an obligation to manage its
resources and adequate research is the cornerstone of good management.
ADF&G simply must have more money to do their very large job.

SB 40 politicizes the state's salmon stock assessment lp_rogram, by blurring
the line that has so plainly divided authorities between Fish & Game and the
Board of Fisheries. The state currently holds ADF&G responsible for
conservation and gives the Board of Fisheries authority to allocate
harvestable surﬁluses. Fish and Game said it best themselves in a recent
publication: "The clear separation of management authority from allocation
authority is one of the strengths of the Alaska management system."



As drafted, ADF&G becomes nearly subservient to the Board of Fisherigs,
since the Board shall identify the stocks in need of analli/sis i consultation
with the Department. Hopefully, the agency experts will always be at the
helm when identifying and settmﬁ research priorities intended to address
conservation concerns. Through the years |'ve been privileged to work with
some of the finest stock assessment biologists on the coast, most of whom
work for ADF&G. As a former member of the Northern Panel and a
Commissioner on the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, I'm
familiar with ker fisheries professionals in the Pacific Northwest. Alaska
can be proud of its talented research and management staff, a? there are
none better on the west coast. The health of our resource and fisheries are
a testament to that fact. Surely they are capable of identifging research
priorities.  Which begs the question, what problem does SB 40 seek to

correct?

SB 40 provides an increased opportunity for public comment about stock
selections, but the purpose of this P_rovmon Isn't clear - unless it's about
the criteria in Section 2 about "conflict among users". While ATA strongly
supports the public process, research programs built around user conflict
seem destined to be driven by political whim instead of good science.

This isn't to say the Board of Fisheries or constituents shouldn't have input
into fisheries research. If the Board lacks sufficient data to make sound
decisions, it's perfectly reasonable to make recommendations to the
Department and work to secure the necessary funding.

SB 40 calls for a series of long term, costly research programs, many of
which aren't necessary to secure sustained yield. To establish meaningful
escapement goals will mean the development of many years of data, which
varies greatly by species. A sPawner/recrun an &vsw will require a mInImU{B
of 16 years escapement data for chinook, and 1Z years for pink salmon;

Eears_of harvest data; and, 10-13 years of age c_omf)osmon estimates for all
ut pink salmon. River size and quality of available spawning and rearing

habitat are also important factors to assess.

To estimate who's catching what/where, will require an exploitation rate
analysis complete with years of extensive in-stream tagging, followed by

even more years of tag recovery and analysis.

Similar catch and escapement programs in Southeast, even where some
data existed and programs where in place, have cost from $150,000 to well

over a quarter of a million dollars a year.



If core data is currentlg lacking, it could be years before enough data is
gathered to be useful for Eollcy makers. lronically, if "user conflict" is a
criteria for selecting stock analysis programs, some of these unhappy
fishermen may retire before the answers are in hand. For instance, although
the Columbia River drainage has been studied since the mid-1800s, when
the Pacific Salmon Treaty was signed in 1985, only 4 stocks formed the
basis of the chinook model due to the lack of good data.

More information is always good, but isn't always necessary to manage for
sustained yield or genetic diversity. Given there are 15,000 salmon streams
in Alaska, it's unlikely we'll ever know it all. ADF&G utilizes information
from key indicator stocks and area biologists manage intensively in-season.
Our biologists are on the ground, in the air and on their computers
monitoring fisheries activity and analyzing data. Fisheries are opened and
closed on a daily basis, to ensure the continued health of salmon. Alaska's
program is more rigorous than any on the west coast and overall ADF&G is
meetm% the sustained yield mandate. So, what problem does SB 40 seek to

correct:

SB 40's emphasis on discrete stocks is contrary to the state's management
Program and positions In federal arenas.  The sponsor tabled a similar bil
ast session In an attempt to manage for discrete stocks, ostensibly to
protect sustained yield and genetic diversity. While this bill doesn't spemf?]/
a chanck]e in management philosophy, it's definitely walking down the Pat
of weak stock management - the very form of management that has helped
to annihilate fish stocks, fisheries and communities in the Pacific Northwest.

Abundance based management is working in Alaska, as exhibited by vibrant
production in most rivers statewide. The current Board of Fisheries process
and emergency order authority vested in ADF&G provides maximum
flexibility to manage stocks. This includes the option of conducting more
selective fisheries when appropriate. However, one prescription definitely
does rot fit all in salmon management.

Weak stock management is contrary to Alaska's positions in key national
and international forums, like the Pacific Salmon Treaty and the Endangered
Species Act. Under the ESA, Alaska fishermen have lost fishing time and
over 56,000 salmon since 1993, to save a handful of Snake River fall
chinook. This is weak stock management at its finest!

SB 40 IS punitive when added to the taxes and fees already paid by the
commercial salmon industry. Deckhands will have to pay nearly as much as
permit holders in some fisheries. To add insult to injury, this bill mandates
sport and commercial fishermen foot the bill for stock analysis regardless of

whether they harvest the stock in question.



Commercial fishing pays it's way, far beyond that of most state industries.
The commercial fIShIn% industry is made up of thousands of small family
businesses, which are being placed at risk by the same elected officials that
talk about AObS and families. Despite the seafood mdustrr's substantial
general fund contributions, some legislators continue to ask for more while
reducing services. ‘'User pay' has been amped up to ‘user pay more"
When will it end?

Oh, and what is the problem SB 40 seeks to correct?

ATA urges you to vote no on SB 40. Thank You,
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Testimony before the
Senate Resources Committee
on SB 40
By Ron Rainey
Member of theBoard ofdirectors
Kenai River Sportfishing Association
AprS 11,1997

The Board of Directors of the Kenai River Sportfishing Association support the
concept that the AlaskaBoard ofFisheries and Department ofFish ScGame will gather
needed information tomore scientificallymanage discrete salmon stocks.

We also supporta fundingmechanism forsuch a program through a surchargeon
sport and commercial crewmembers licenses and commercial entry permits. We are not
sure in the Commercial Fish Division, but paying for stock identification work is not
new or unusual forthe SportFishDivision. Currently, theyhave atleastS1-S3 million in
sock ID programs in the field. I  sure Sport Fish Director Kevin Delaney, who | be—
lieve is in the Anchorage L10, can explain specifically what they are doing and how
much the division isspending for this type of information ifanyone is interested.

We would stress funding must be shared equally between commercial and sport
users. Placing the entire or even the majority of the financial burden on the sport angler
would be improper and, insome cases, illegal.

An important aspect of thisassessment concept isthat itinvolves the AlaskaBoard
of Fisheries. They would be required to annually identify salmon stocks forwhich dis—
crete stock assessment isneeded. What btrier board todo this than the one set in statute
to address fisheries issues. W e have also heard from many legislators for many years to
keep Fisheries issues under theBoard ofFisheriespurview. We agree. This conceptwould
support those beliefs.

The Board would also be required to prioritize the projects with the assistance of
the Department and involving the public. This should allay any fears that this assess—
ment will circumvent the public process.

Itwould also require the Department to submit a prioritized listof projects to the
Governor to be included as a separate item in the Governor 3 operating budget for the
following fiscal year. This could provide for more credibility in the legislative budget

process.
And thisconceptwould elevate discrete stock salmon assessment by establishing

such a section in the Fishand Gome statutes.

We believe such assessments will create new information which will lead to a
more scientificmanagement paradigm. That, in tum, should provide for healthier more
sustainability salmon populations. It is a concept supported in the National Research
Council®s publication U pstream Salmon and Society in the Facific Northwest. Itis a
concept thatwe hope you support.

Such amodel will benefitcommercial and sportusersand, more importantly, will

help preserve diverse salmon populations for generations to come.
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Wiltliam & Nancy Pace
HC 31, Box 5079P
Waailla, Alaska 99654
(907) 376-2286

April 21, 1997

Re:  SB40
Dear Members of the legislative committee:
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April 22, 1997

Senator Rick Halford

Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Halford.

Thank you for your efforts to emphasize Alaska’s constitutional mandate for sustained yield. Alaskans
should unanimously agree with your position that it is our responsibility to pass along a healthy and
diverse resource to future generations. CSSB 40 (RES) has evolved to help focus the crucial need to
gather information on stocks which present both biological and user complexities, and for which little
information is available to aid the Board of Fisheries and fishery managers in their decisions. Decisions
based on good information will help Alaska achieve its constitutional mandate and provide for a rich and

diverse resource for our children.

The Copper River sockeye and chinook fisheries are very real examples for which CSSB 40 can provide
direction. A great deal of ADFG and Board of Fisheries time and resources have been devoted to Copper
River stock and user conflict issues. Not only has the Copper River sustained a significant gillnet fishery
for almost 100 yeats, but the growing participation of personal use dip net fishermen, subsistence users
and sport fishermen has focused the need for careful fishery management and re-allocations as the
fisheries expand. The most unfortunate aspect of this situation is that so little is currently known of the
up river stocks. This w is clearly evidenced at the 1997 Board of Fisheries meeting held in Cordova. In
addition, with increased harvest pressure up river during the early wild stock sockeye return, stocks may
suffer while hatchery produced sockeye entering the system later in the season may not be subject to the
same harvest pressure yet provide a more ample and less critical harvestable component. Conversely
managing for the Copper River delta sockeye stocks presents managers with complexities due to run
timing similarity with that of the up river hatchery stocks. It was also pointed out at the Board of
Fisheries that della stock escapement has recently suffered.

To help address these issues Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation recently put forward
(March, 1997) a proposal to otolith mark Gulkana Hatchery sockeye salmon. The fish enter the Copper
River system after over-wintering in several lakes in the Copper Basin area after release from the
Gulkana Hatchery. Almost 30 million sockeye fry are released into these lake systems. The program
began in 1974 and has been quite successful. In 1996 it is estimated the program contributed more than
S3.5S million dollars to the commercial fishery and more than 28.0C0 sockeye valued at $300,000 to the
personal use, subsistence and sport fisheries. With better baseline and inseason information we believe
the upriver contribution can be significantly increased and lessen the harvest rate on wild stocks. We
believe that through information gained by the otolith mark and recovery program, ADFG and the Board
of Fisheries will have substantial new insights to manage the Copper River fisheries while addressing the
complex mixed stock issues and fulfilling user needs as they increase and shift.

With passage of CSSB 40(RES) Alaska will be given a significant opportunity to gain information, to
develop a belter understanding of our salmon stocks, and to fulfill both sustained yield and conservation
of our wild stocks. We can help in this effort and therefore ask you to consider our proposal for funding
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the otolith marking program for Gulkana Hatchery sockeye salmon under authorization of the proposed
statute to assess discrete salmon stocks.

Sincerely,

Bob Roys
CEO

cc: Senate Resource Committee
House Resource Committee
Senate Finance Committee
House Finance Committee
Senator Georgianna Lincoln
Representative Gene Kubina
Governor Tony Knowles
Members, Alaska Board of Fisheries
Advisory Committees: Cordova. Glennallen, Fairbanks
Frank Rue. Commissioner, ADFG
Bob Clasby, Director, CFMDD. ADFG
Kevin Delaney, Director, Sport Fish Division, ADFG
John Hilsinger, CFMDD Area Supervisor Central Region, ADFG

(i)
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Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation
Proposal to Otolith Mark Gulkana Hatchery Sockeye Salmon

March 1997
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Proposal:

Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation (PWSAC) seeks funding to purchase, install and operate
a thermal marking system to identify sockeye salmon produced by the Gulkana Hatchery. To achieve full
scale marking, a three phase ramp-up program will be carried out. Thermally induced otolith marks will
be first applied to pre-hatch alevins beginning in the Fall of 1997 at a feasibility scale. Full scale
marking will take place in 1999. Assessment of thermally marked fish will contribute significantly in the
future to more accurate identification of hatchery stock contributions and migration routes in the mixed
stock Copper River fisheries. Such information will give resource managers an edge in managing for
both conservation of wild stocks under the maximum sustained yield principle, and maximum utilization
of hatchery produced fish. The three year project will cost $427,214. Thereafter annual operating
costs ($69,000 year 2000 and beyond) and annual otolith recovery and analysis ($62,500 year 2003 and
beyond) will be incorporated into PWSAC’s annual budget.

Significance:

The 1996 enhanced sockeye salmon return to the Copper River was worth over S3.58 million to
commercial fishermen, and an additional 28,000 sockeye salmon (valued at $300,000 using commercial
fisheries prices) were caught in the personal use, subsistence and sport fisheries. Hatchery contribution
to the resource users of the region is significant. However, to manage the complexity of the mixed stock
fishery to maintain wild stock escapement for sustained yield and to maximize harvest of hatchery
salmon, a comprehensive mark and recovery program is vital. Current hatchery operations, coded wire
lagging and adult enumeration studies are paid for by PWSAC through a 2% assessment paid by Copper

River commercial fishermen on the value of their catch. Other user groups contribute nothing to the

enhancement program.

Background:

The Gulkana Hatchery is located on the Gulkana River, a head water tributary of the Copper River. The
first Gulkana facility was built in 1973 and operated by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game until
1992 when the program was transferred to PWSAC; complete operational takeover occurred in 1993.
The Gulkana program is actual y comprised of two facilities (Gil land I1). Gulkana | is permitted to take



35.5 million sockeye eggs. Gulkana Il is permitted to take 2.5 million sockeye eggs. It is estimated the
Gulkana Hatchery annually contributes approximately 250,000 sockeye to the Copper River. Adults are
harvested primarily by the commercial fleet, but Chitina personal use dipnetters, subsistence fish wheel
operators and sports fishermen also harvest large numbers. Unharvested fish return to the hatchery site
and lakes where released as fry. Brood stock are taken at the hatchery site. Although many adults go
unharvested, they cannot be exploited more intensively in the delta and river fisheries without accurate
and timely assessment information. To do so could jeopardize wild stock escapement.

Adult Gulkana Hatchery sockeye return with large components of upper Copper River and Copper River
Delta wild stocks. As a result, management of the fishery is complex and resource managers are
challenged to achieve wild stock escapement goals, particularly in the delta. As Gulkana Hatchery
returns increased, harvest strategies and harvest pressure increased during mid and late stages of the
season to target returning hatchery fish. This pressure particularly coincides with delta stock migration.
A review of historic Copper River sockeye commercial harvests (Figure 1) clearly indicates a shifting
cumulative harvest as the season progresses. Itis also notable that delta stock spawning escapement has
not been achieved in recent years coinciding with hatchery increases. As a result of this concern the

Board of Fisheries (12/96) mandated delta escapement goals be met.

Recognizing potential complexities with wild stock management, in 1990 ADF&G published the
“Gulkana Hatchery Policy Paper” (RIR No. 2C90-06). Expressing concerns for large and overlapping
hatchery contributions to Copper River wild stock sockeye production, the Department articulated the
policy that “hatchery production at the current level or at an increased level must occur in conjunction
with evaluation programs that ensure maintenance of wild stock escapements.”

Copper River management tools include escapement goals for up river and della stocks, a sonar
enumeration program on the Copper River at Miles Lake, delta stock escapement aerial estimates,
commercial harvest enumeration and forecast methods. Additionally, hatchery fry and smolt survival
studies have been conducted as have coded wire tag (CVVT) recovery programs to assess hatchery stock
adult survival and estimations of hatchery contributions to overall Copper River production. Annual
adjustments to the hatchery component contributed to total Copper River production is required to avoid
over exploitation of wild stocks. The adjustment factor is based on projected hatchery return. However,
should the forecast not be accurate, potential exists for increases in overexploitation. As hatchery fry
production and adult returns increased (Table 1). the fishery became more complex and increased
potential for both assumption error and overexploitation. Although stocks have been coded wire tagged,
validity of CWT programs has been questioned. Differential mortality between tagged and untagged fish
can result in statistical expansion errors; CWT tag shedding rate is unknown; adult fish often o”-ur with
naturally missing adipose fins (adipose fins are clipped by hatchery staff to visually mark CWT fish); 10
million fry released into Paxson Lake do not get represented by tagged lots, all of which can result in
erroneous assumptions and inaccurate assessments.

Due to numerous weaknesses with coded wire lagging and resultant analyses, thermal marking otolith
programs have gained significant support. Results of multi year otolith mark, recovery and analysis
programs in Southeast Alaska and more recent but preliminary otolith marking in Prince William Sound
underscore the significance of the technology and procedures. ADF&G supports implementation of
otolith marking programs and is preparing to establish an otolith analysis lab at its Coidova field office to
manage the otolith program in PWS. With financial support of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee
Council, ADF&G and local PNP hatchery programs, all hatchery produced pink salmon were
successfully and differentially marked beginning 1995. Otolith recovery and inseason analysis beginning
1997 will provide resource managers a now, highly accurate and very rapid tool to discriminate hatchery



contribution in the mixed stock pink salmon fisheries.

An otolith program appears to be the most effective tool currently available to mark and recover sockeye
in the Copper River in order to provide managers the tools necessary to manage the resource.
Advantages of such a program include:
all hatchery fish can be marked (Gulkana I site);
thermal marking is the mosi cost effective, least risky and environmentally sound method to mark
hatchery incubated fish;
sampling costs will decline because all returning hatchery fish are marked;
no assumptions regarding marked to unmarked ratios will be required for in season or post
season estimations;
differential marks can readily be applied to fish released at different locations;
more comprehensive, accurate and timely assessments can be made;
accurate and timely stock assessment provides resource managers with information to adjust
strategies to assure wild stock escapement and maximum utilization of the hatchery resource.

Objectives:

Construct and evaluate small scale prototype gravity feed thermal marking program based on naturally
occurring temperature differentials and heat exchange principles.

Construct and implement production scale marking program at Gulkana 1site. Gulkana ” fry,
approximately 8% of total hatchery production, will not be marked.

Provide accurate and timely assessment tool to help resource managers identify in season the hatchery
component of the mixed stock Copper River sockeye. This information will enable managers to
achieve maximum exploitation of hatchery stocks while meeting escapement goals tor wild stocks
under the sustained yield principle mandated in the Alaska Constitution and articulated in the
Department of Fish and Game escapement goal policy.

Project Phases:

PhaSG 1. Following prototype designs from National Marine Fisheries Service and Northern Southeast
Regional Aquaculture Association, equipment will be acquired, assembled, installed and tested at the
Gulkana Hatchery site for operation during the desired mid-winter (1997-98) marking time frame.
Otolith marks will be applied to a small sample lot (one or two incubators). Evaluation of otolith marks,
operational and climate issues, plus suitability and requirements for full scale marking program will be
undertaken. Wild stock sampling and otolith analysis will provide background information to both
efine an identifiable hatchery mark and differentiate hatchery marked fry from wild stock fry. Cost:

26,685

CWT marking will continue through year 200land overlap otolith applications. CWT recovery will
continue through year 2003, the first year when the entire return of adult Gulkana Hatchery I sockeye

will be otolith marked.

PhaSE 2 Dependent to a large degree on Phase 1resu|ts, the second phase will expand marking and
evaluation of equipment under severe conditions of interior Alaska. Currently, thermal marking
equipment is deployed in moderate climate coastal locations. Significant alterations to provide
protection against the environment may be necessary. It is anticipated that during Phase 2. only the



on-site release group (approximately 40% of the fry) would be marked. Marking of all Gulkana I fry will
require installation of short term holding capacity for approximately 15 million fry. This equipment has
not yet been installed or tested. Phase 1testing should provide answers to most, if not all of the issues
anticipated for operation of Phase 2. To the extent possible, cooling will be used for marking using water
source temperature differentials. Using cooled water will dramatically reduce the recurring cost of
marking by eliminating nearly half the fossil fuel needed if only heating is used for marking. Cost:

$273,960

Phase 3. Phase 3 will be the first full facility marking effort and as such will represen he "operational
level" of marking for Gulkana. Three distinct groups of fry will be marked with differential marks to
allow identification when they are recovered in the commercial fishery or other recovery sites. Essential
to Phase 3 is installation of short term holding capacity for 15 million fry. Without a short term holding
facility, Phase 3 cannot occur. Cost: $70,845

Phase 4. Adult sockeye otolith recovery will begin May 15 each season or at a later date if evidence
supports sampling schedule changes. Samples will be taken in various fisheries and at various locations
according to sampling protocol. ADF&G field technicians will be assigned to sample adults, analyze
otolith marks and report on hatchery contributions to the mixed stock fishery.

Methods:

Phase 1: Develop small scale prototype to evaluate assumptions.

Run one or two incubators (15 gpm each).

Acquire baseline data for temperatures, flow requirements, mark quality and other parameters.

Evaluate need for degassing supply water.

Determine feasibility of gravity flow system (if not entirely gravity flow, what degree can gravity flow be
achieved).

Determine feasibility of using cooling rather than heating to generate mark.

Evaluate using river water (32.5 degrees F) to cool hatchery water (37.5 degrees F) to approximately 34
degrees F using heat exchanger.

Compare estimated costs for cooling some or all of the required flow to estimated heating costs and or
combined system costs to achieve marking goal.

Develop associated plumbing controls for system.

Collect (March '98) and evaluate fry otoliths from wild stock systems in the Copper River and Copper
River della area including Eyak Lake, Clear Creek. Summit Lake. McKinley Lake and Bering River

stock.

Phase 2: Meat or cool 40% of entire facility, mark all releases to Paxson Lake, can occur in cycles

with 20% per alternating cycle.

All on site (Paxson Lake) releases marked; remote releases marked with CWT's as done currently.

Production design equipment (full scale) to heat/cool 800 gpm or half of mark group each cycle with 400
gpm.

Assume continuous on site personnel requirement.

Requires alarm system for both flow and temperature variations.

Requires recording thermograph to document temperature cycles forevaluation of otolith marks.

Phase 3: Expand capacity to mark entire facility using mark cycles to reduce cooling and/or
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heating costs and logistics. Full production marking.
Minimum requirement approximately 35-40% of facility capacity marked in a cycle.

All Phase 2 requirements continue to Phase 3.

Phase 4: Mark recovery; recovery by fishery.
Recovery mandatory in commercial fishery and personal use dipnet fishery plus hatchery and remote

release sites.
Recovery in subsistence and sport (rod and reel) fisheries desired but not critical.

Recovered otoliths analyzed in area ADF&G otolith lab (Cordova).

Technical support:

Alaska Department of Fish and Game will provide technical support through its fishery management
division and the state's otolith lab.

Budget Phase 1-3 Development and Marking (see attached budget detail: Table 2)

100 Personnel $37,000
200 Travel 2,170
300  Contractual 154,000
400  Commodities 56.220
500  Equipment 92.100
Subtotal $371,490
Admin (15%) 55.724
Total $427,214 Grant request

Budget Phase 4 Recovery and Analysis (see attached budget detail: Table 2)

100 Personnel $57,400
200 Travel 0
300  Contractual 1,100
400  Commodities 4,000
500  Equipment 0

Total $62,500 PWSAC annual operating cost
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Table 1

Number of sockeye salmon fry released at the Gulkana Hatchery (Paxson Lake) and
remote releases at Summit and Crosswind lakes, 1974-1996.

Number released

Release Gulkana (&) Summit Lake Crosswind Lake Total
year (Paxson Lake)
1974 79,691 79,691
1975 785,110 785,110
1976 627,080 627,080
1977 514,922 514,922
1978 477,219 477,219
1979 940,974 940,974
1980 1,105,397 1,105,397
1981 3,368,642 1,340,660 4,709,302
1982 5,985,270 1,860,491 7,845,761
1983 5,470,056 2,047,947 7,518,003
1984 6,162,450 4,312,628 10,475,078
1985 9,261,785 4,741,759 14,003,544
1986 8,586,509 8,451,782 1,287,042 18,325,333
1987 9,905,907 14,999,085 24,904,992
1988 6.204,332 12,491,926 2,487,396 21,183,654
1989 10,105,238 12,026,642 3,130,373 25,262,253
1990 13,288,695 12,004,491 4,906.005 30,199,191
1991 10,522,819 6,455,011 5,469,759 22,447,589
1992 10,553,621 7,048,536 5,420,351 23,022,508
1993 5,295,017 2,651,542 4,495,966 12,442,525
194 9,405,449 7,637,009 9,144,382 26,186,840
1995 10,317,116 7,418,311 9,973,600 27,709,027

1996 12,241,896 8,400,148 9,732.911 30,374,955



April 24, 1997

Senator Rick. Halford ,
Chairman, Senate Resource Committee

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99501-1182

Dear Senator Halford,

It seems there is some misunderstanding and confusion regardln? my April 22 letter and Copper
River sockeye otolith marking proposaladdressed to you. “ClearTy the letter spoke to CSSB
40(RES), the discreet stock assessment bill. HOWEVER, the letter did in no manner suggest
that PWSAC supparts the ?roposed bill. Rather, the letter spoke to the constitutional mdndate
for sustained yield, the need for information gathering, developing understanding of our salmon
stocks, passing along a healthy and diverse résource fo future generations, and needed stock

research on the Copper River.

| have a very real impression that my message has been misinteipreted. To clarir%
you, the legislative and administrative offices contacted, and general public who
apportunity 1o review my April 22 letter, let it be very clear that

PWSAC did not “state” support for the. bill. . _
PWSAC will not comment on the funding sources prescribed in the bill

Furlthée_r, PWSAC did not comment on other specifics of the hill which may bo contentious
including;

The relationship of the Governor, Legislature, Board of Fisheries and Department of Fish and

.Game In prioritizing PrOJECtS._ -
“Discreet stock" terminology which has no commonly accepted definition and may be

determined by requlation after serious review by éxperts.

osition to
a[\T/]g ﬁad the
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Whether the bill positions the Board of Fisheries to exceed its authority and administratively
Infringe on the Department of Fish and Game's authority and responsibilities.

PWSAC has a mandate to produce fish for all users. Therefore nothing in this or the previous
letter can be construed as allocative.

The sole reason for writing the April 22 letter was fo request that you consicer the importance of
Copper River salmon resources, and consicer funding our stock marking proposal should funding
for stich stock investigations become available.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Roys
CEQ

cc.  Senate Resource Committee
House Resource Committee
Senate Finance Committee
House Finance Committee
Senator Gegrgianna Lincaln
Representative Gene Kubina
Governor Tony Knowles
Members, Alaska Board of Fisheries _
Aavisory Committees: Cordova, Glennallen, Fairbanks
Frank Rue, Commissioner, ADFG
Bob Clashy, Director, CFMDD. ADFG .
Kevin Delaney, Director, Sport Fish Division, ADFG
John Hilsingcr, CFMDD Area Supervisor Central Region, ADFG

dn



Alaska State Legislature

Please enter Into the record my testimony to the _ m
committee name
committee on . V\ ft 40 _ ,dated
bill/subject
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UIEIITED COOK INLET DRIFT ASSOCIATION
X

0. Box 389 *Kenai, Alaska 99611 m#389
(907) 283¥3600 * FAX (907) 283*3306 e-mail: ucldaOkenal.net

Agnl 23, 1997
Sent via fax

%%nator Rick Halford
alr, Senate Resources Committee

Etate 1% itol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Subject:  UCIPAjaPB.Q3iti<?n to mQSS.S 4.Q.(RES)
Dear Senator Halford,

United Cook Inlet Drift Assouatmn (UCIDA) represents the 585 salmon drift permit
holders in Upper Cook In et. Some 350§perm|t holders are ourrent members of our
association, "UCIDA Is alsq active at the state and federal levels ada member of the
Executive Comm|ttee of United Fisherman of Alaska (UFA).

UCIDA would like to express It unequivocal opposition to CSSB 40 (RES) for the
following reasons:

1)  Contrary to the sponsor's statement, this v |o nisN reat deal different
| than tre orig manlll which man ate(} a Board F|s%enes adopt

discrete stock management.

- Sec 2 Eb) mandates development of new discrete stoc
and forecasts. This s nothing mare than the intent of th
escapements objectives REQUIRE management.

2)  CSSB 40 (RES) Is NOT an attempt to assure necessary stock assessments to
) provide. fo(r healthy stocks. CSSB 40 ?s spemaf Intere tfeglslatlon designed to

use "science” to create a de facto sport priority.

J) CSSﬂB %0 undermines the current public process for the resolution of allocative
conflicts

Underthth rrent roc ss the é)ubhca (; %Adwsor Com |tteels< (A/C's)
|nteractW|t " ) to establish the |mg ancT F
yleﬂ]gmtu e of co |cts b|o|0%]|ca| hea "and ag ;Fnate evels of sustamed

to create viable and stable sport and commercial fisheries.

- Under this bill the public and A/C's Dgg NOT help Identify stocks for which
discrete stock assessments are neede

k escapement objectives
the original version -



