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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA F seal Note Number:

2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: H.B. 218
April 13, 2005 Publish Date;

Revision Date/Time (Note ifcorrection;. Dept. Affected Fish and Game

Title An actrelating to cost recovery ROU Commercial Fisheries
hatcheries for private non-profits Component SE. Central,and Westwar JRegions

Sponsor Representative Bill Thomas Fish M anagement

Requestjr House Fisheri Committee Component No. 2167,2168. 2170

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below .

[OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

°cersonal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

M iscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |
[CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | 0.0 | JO | 0.0 j 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/ Mental Health

other (Specify Type--Do not .obreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 CO 0.0 0.0
Estimate fany current yea «(FY2005) st: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding or this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2006 nudget proposal:
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS; (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This legislation is enabling legislation and creates no additional expenses for the A'aska Department of
Fish and Game (ADF&G). The promulgation of the regulations required by this legislation is already
covered by ADF&G'’s existing budget. A zero fiscal note assumes that ADF&G will n*u be conducting hold
inspections and that the reporting of harvests arid sales taken within the special harvest area will be
accomplished through the existing fish ticket catch reporting system.

Prepareo by: Doug Mecum, Director Phone 465-6100
Division Division of Commercial Fisheries Date/ Time 4/14/05 4:11 PM
Approved by: McKie Campbell. Commissioner Date 4/14/72005
Agency Departmentof Fish and Game

(Revised 9/2MCKM OMB) Page lof 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:

2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: Hd218-DPS-ASTD-4-14-05
() Publish Date:

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected: Public Safety

Title "An Act renting to cost recovery fisheries for RDU Alaska State Troopers

pnivale nonprofit hrtchery facilities.” Component AST Detachments

Sponsor Representative Thomas

Requests’ House Fisheries Component No. 2325

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include in'lation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENCITURES FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008

Personal Services

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

[CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type--Do not abbreviate)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2005) cost: m 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funuing for this bill is included &i the Governor's FY 2006 budget proposal: |

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
In part, Section 2 outlines that hatchery permit holders can harvest salmon for the facility in special harvest areas
using agents, contractees, or employees of the permit holder or through common property fisheries. A person who

violates a regulation adopted under this section is guilty of a class A misdemeanor.

Currently the Department of Public Safety (DPS) does not expend any resources enforcing cost recovery fisheries.
DPS does enforce fisheries opened by Department of Fish and Game in special harvest areas, and terminal harvest

areas on a limited basis. These efforts are dependent upon other ongoing enforcement needs and public safety

emergencies.

Sincelthe involvement for DPS has not been stipulated by this legislation, we have determined that there is no fiscal

Phone 907-465-3223

Prepared by: Lieutenant Todd Sharp
Date/Time 4/14/05 1:22 PM

Division Alaska State T ro o p ers

Date 4/14/2005

Approved by: Commissioner William Tanoeske

Agency Department of Public Safety

(Revised 9/212004 OMB) Page lof1



FISCAL NOTE

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version: HB 218 (FSH)
() Publish Date:

STATE OF ALASKA
2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):

Title Privato Hatchery Cost Recovery Fishe
Sponsor Rep. Thomas
Requester House Resources

Expenditures/Revenues

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006
Personal Services

Travel

Contractual

Supplies

Equipment

Land & S‘'uctures

Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES | |
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) *

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

10C10F

10C5 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Heal'h

Other (Specify Type--Do not abbreviate)
TOTAL

Estimate of any current year (FY2005)c o s t:

Dept. Xffected: Revenue 04
|[IRDU Tax and Treasury
Component __ Tax
Component No. 2476

(Thousands of Dollars)

noted below.
FY 2007

00

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

. * * *

(Thousands of Dollars)

Check this b x (X) if funding for th'S bill is included in the Govprnor's FY 2006 budget proposal: (~

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (A ,ach a separata page if necessary)

See page 2

Prep-ired by:  Chuck Harlamert
Division Tax Division

A-proved by: Tom Boutin. Deputy Co.nmissioner

Phone 465-2320
Date/Time 4/18/05 4:12 PM

Date 4/18/2005

Age icy Revenue

iRevi* - BABAT4ONE)

Page 1of_2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. H3 218(FSH)
2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION

Tha bill authorizes hatchery permit holders to recover costs using an assessment against special common property fisheries in lieu
of cost recovery harvests. Revenue is charged with setting the assesment rate, not to exceed 40%, in consultation with the
Department of Fish and Game, the Department of Comerce Community, and Economic Development, the hatchery permit holder,
and commercial fishermen Licensed fisheries businesses and participating commercial fishermen remit the assessment to the

Department under regulations.

Our interpretation of the bill is that does not authorize the Rr enue to enforce an assessment. The department will not perform
audits or otherwise pursue compliance with an assessment. 'r 3 assessment is not subject to the administrative provisions of Title
43 including penalties, interest, assessments ard limitations on assessmnets, or appeal lights and procedures The department's
authority is restricted to setting the assessment rate, receiving payments, and accounting

Cost Discussion
Our costs are indeterminant becasue v- cr'.nol predict the number, if any, or complexity oi common property cost recovery

fisheries that will arrise under the biil.

Receipt & Accounting

We arc unable to predict the actual number of fisheries that can be handled using existing resources. We estimate that we can
receive and account for 2-3 common property cost recovery fisheries using existing resources. It is possible, depending on the
number of payors per fishery and the complexity and liming of accounting and distribution requirements, that we could receive and
account for additional fisheries using existing resources.

Rate Setting

We are unable to predict the cost of setting rates under the bill. The time and expense attributable to rate setting will be influenced
by the knowledge, experience, contributions by the participants, the financial and operational status of the hatche'/ permit holder,
and other factors specific to each fishery and hatchery permit holder. We expect to incur travel expenses with mspect 10

hatcher 3S and interest gioups who are testing the waters as well as for any cost recovery fisheries that actually take place. We a
unable to anticipate the level of demand for services associated with rale setting activities, however, the successful establishment
of a fishery under the program may not be posible without dedicated staffing

Revenue Discussion
We are unable to ~ edict 'he number of cost recovery fisheries that will arise under the bill or receipts associated with a fishery.

Page 2_of 2.



IOUSE COMMITTEE REPO

Date Referred to Committee: April 18, 2005 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action:

The RESOURCES Committee considered: HB 218

HOUSEBILL NO. 2Jj PRIVATE HATCHERY COST RECOVERY FISHERIES

"An Acti elating |0 10't rccoverj' fisheries for private nonprofit hatchery facilities.”

Recommends it lie r .placed with [ JHCS 0r [~CS for & N3 {
For Senate Bills yith new title: [~ J Technical Title [ JNew Title: NCR__ [t-fSame Title [ JNewT». .
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Listof NEV/ FISCAL NOTES PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTES

Abbrev ; i ’ i
for | . .A55|gned.by Chief Clerk’s Office List hv Dept(s):  FN# Fiscal  Indet.  Zero
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1172
(907) 586-2820
April 5, 2005 f907) 463-2545 Fax
E-Mail: ufa@ ufa-tish.org
www.ufa-fish.org

Repiesentative Thomas, Co-Chair
Representative LeDoux, Co-Chair
House Special Committee on Fisheries
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol (Mail Stop 3100)

Juneau. \K 99801-1182

Dear Representative Thomas:

United Fishermen of Alaska (UFA) supports passage of House Bill 218 relating to potential
reductions in hatchery cost recovery fisheries and esulting increases in common property
fisheries to be accompanied by a voluntary assossment/land.ng tax collected by the Department

of Revenue. 1'ie basis for UFA support is three-fold:

1 First and foremost, HB 218 is permissive. That is. the hatchery and its Board of
Director must elect to harvest surplus salmon through the common property fishery,
Similarly, commercial fishermen are under no obligation to participate in the common
property fishery and pay the additional landing tax

2 HB 218 does not in any meaningful manner disrupt hatchery finances or in any
way impinge upon the hatchery's fiduciary duties. The additional landing tax will
generate the same level of net revenue now generated by the cost recovery fishery
The tax rate will be adjusted annually to ensure that the tax reflects the reasonable

financial needs of the hatchery.

3 HB 218 is a first step toward reducing the direct sale of salmon by hatcheries.
UFA does not oppose hatchery sales and in fact has a number of member
hatcheries, including NSRAA and PWSAC. However, UFA does maintain that
whenever possible, commercial salmon fishermen must have maximum opportunity
to harvest and sell salmon produced at hatcheries or in the wild

If you have any further questions regarding UFA’'Ssupport of H6 218, please do not hesitate
to contact rne.

Respectfully

Mark D. Vinsel
Executive Director

SUPPORT

"'a‘ulraf ..
LIYAN ']‘ ﬂ', )
‘ “,,'{m.é:m.'
g I "
:



mailto:ufa@ufa-tish.org
http://www.ufa-fish.org
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Madam Chamnan and Committee

This revised CS for 1113218 ;s by fat worse than die previous effort, not better.

Finding*--
Sentence I:
Any hitchcry organization run by and for thr fishermen tlready ha* this as theiT credo. The word "by" should be

replsced by "for".

Sentence 2:
"to the greatest extent feestbie, the direct sale' f snimor harvested in speciai harvest areas" This really gets to the

bottom of the intent of this legislation. The hatcheries are getting a better price because they can negotiate for
dirat. sales. This puts an toward pressure on price and the processing industry cant justify paying their
fishermen let=* *h»n »he fish m* truly worth.

Page 2 line 10

"The board" What Board *s this? | expect it it the 3oard of Fish. The Board of Fish is a political board appointed
by the Governor who seems to care more for the processor than the individual fisherman. The hatcheries will lose
any control over their con recoveries and be subject to an appropriation that the legislature may honor. The
sentence relating to the Board of Fish should be ehrmnated>ecause the board already has allocative abilities.
This sentence puts the hatchery operator in another politicafarena and introduces a huge financial nsk.

Page 3 tine 15

We believe that this is the poison pill for thta legisl ttion. The legislature mav or may not appropriate the money
to each individual hatchery. This means that each hatchery would have to travel to Juneau each year to beg for
their appropriation. The hatchery v-ould lose any central it has on its revenue stream and ould not project
anything for the following year or into the ftiture. Valdcz Pishenes Development Association would hr  to
change arc fiscal year from May 31 to coincide with the state fiscal year in order be in an appropriation cycle.
This would occur right in the middle of our cost recovery and require us to harvest 1/2 of our cost recovery In
one year and 1/2 our cost recovery in the following year. This would require that we borrow 18 months of
operating expenses from the state, If available, to insure that we had sufficient funds to operate each >tar subject
to legislative appropriations.

THIS TILL MUST HAVE A FISCAI. NOTE ATTACHED THAT SHOWS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT
ON THE INDIVIDUAL HATCHERIES AND THE STATE OF ALASKA, DEPARTMENT OF
REVENUE.

I think this bill is a 'ed herring to get the hatcheries out of die fish sales business, which can only impact the
commercial fishermen negatively. If you change twe words in this piece of legislation: Page I line 11 may to

shall; and Page | line 1d may to shall then the hatchery system will .ease to function and the State of Alaska can
come and get the keys to all the PNP hatchcnes and :hc 60 million worth of debt they carry

Sincerely
Poat'iT Fax Note 7671
Jason Well* To(V™ CI GV U
Executive Director Co/Dapt @ vly
Phonet Rhon #0 & -aiov
Fax*
Fa** -*57?10

DEDICATED TO THE UTILIZATION CONSERVATION
AND REHABILITATIO OF ALASKA'S |:ISH RY RESOURCE
WITHIN THE 200-MILE UMIT



From: Jim Zuanich [loraxincl 'i hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2005 3:24 PM

ro: Rep. Jay Ramras

Subject: hb218

Representative Rami s: | am a southeast seiner. Have been for most of last 40 years. I'm a
SEAS board member and was HiddenFalls cost recovery <-jlenteerm coordinator the last three
years. Like practically the entire fleet, | support hb218. 218 does r.ot force any changes

down anyone's throat.
It simply allows hatcheries, subject to board approval, more options to finance operations

than currently exist. | couldn't tell you why hatcdhery staff is afraid of it. Jim
Zuanich
Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!

http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm0020047lave/direct/01/


http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471ave/direct/01/

April 20, 2UU5

Jay Ramrus
Co-Chair Ilouse Comillitlee

Dear Mr. Jay Ramras:

I he Rake's Seiner’s Association is in lull support of House liill 21X and thanks tor
ollerin” ns the opportunity to share our opinion.

lleiirieli hluduke



19,2)05 15:06 South®/si Alaika Seinors 9074635093 Pag® !

April 19,2005

Representative Ramras, Ce-Chaix
Representative Samuels, Co-Chair
House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, AK 99X01

Dear Representative Ramras:
We are a group of commercial fishermen asking you to support passage o f HR2IX

Ihank you for taking the time lor an issue that is so important to our business.
HH2IX will allow us to work with a hatchery association to accomplish the following:

. Improve harvest quality in hatchery special harvest areas S
Improve market timing and predictability of harvesting and processing timing
AIIowmﬁ the commercial hatchery™ users” (commercial fishermen) to work with
the hatchery to help determine the method of paying their "user fee”.

A sense o f'fairness” in Ievelin? the playing field so that fishermen can take
advantage of the predictable volumes and inexpensive cost structures that have
benefited the hatcheries under the “old" cost recovery c.stem,

&~ coror

Wc d9 not ask that hatcheries. bq forCed to do something they do not wis.h. to do. .
That is why HD 218 has permissive language, so the hatchery has the ability to enter into
an arrangement to replace “cost recovery” inawilling and eager fashion Or not at all.

We're writing today on behalf o the salmon purse seine fishermen of Southeast Alaska.
Since 1968, SLAS {Southeast Alaska Seiners A.«nciation)has represented the 416 permit
holders and approximately 260 vessels and 1000 crew who purse seine for salmon In
Southeast. Thank Vou again for your time and consideration of this important legislation
and we ask for swift passage through your committee.

Respectfully ycurs,

OPO Box 23081, Juneau, AK 99502 O 907-463-5030 O Fax 90--463-5083 O
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April 19, 2006

Representative Ramras, Co-Choir
Houce Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, AK 90601

Dear Representative Ramras:

| am a seine fisherman with permits and experience in multple areas of Alaska’s
salmon fisheries. | support HB 218.

j believe 210 presents Alaska's "stake holder owned hatchery associations” a
valuable toolto free fishermen from the constraints of hatchery associations
micro managing cost recovery efforts and provides them profitable options to
perform the same function* /hiie meeting th, costrecovery needs ofthe
hatchery. This arrangementcould work outwell for hatcheries In Southeast

Alaska.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely. Scott McAHister.

1
10'd 1.06 JIHAMO "Ad  Utd ifr! 80 t003-6t-dd«



April 20,2005

TESTIMONY FOR HOUSE RESOURCES ON HB 218

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY TODAY ON HOUSE BILL 218

MY NAME IS JIM BACON. | LIVE IN KETCHIKAN ALA SKA. | OWN THE FV
WAVEDANCER. | HAVE PARTICIPATED IN THE SOUTHEAST ALASKA SALMON
FISHERY FOR THE LAST 30 YEARS. | SUPPORT HB 218 AND BELIEVE IT PROVIDE’S
AN EXCELLAINT TOOL FOR THE AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATIONS TO USE, SHOULD
THEY CHOOSE TO. | SERVED ON THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SOUTHERN
SOUTHEAST REGIONAL AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION FOR SEVERAL YEARS IN
THE 80*S AND APPRECIATE THE POINT THAT THE BELL LEAVES THE FINAL
DECISION IN THE HANDS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE ASSOCIATIONS..
I'ESPECTFULLY URGE THE COMMITTEE TO PASS HB 218.






State Capitol

Juneau AK. 99801-1182
907-461-3/32
888-461-3732

FAX 907-465-2652

REPRESENTATIVE BILL THOMAS

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HB 230

Loans for Cominertfal Fishing Tenders

“An Act authorizing the making cf lo; ns for upgrade of

commercial fishing tender vessels and gear.”

lﬁ inthe ere rcjal Fishin
ers or 1SN tenders to a\%/ fBrI to
|mprove %e our sea dert curre SI n of
n}/ nF Ece conomic er u
0 ers ter to ders f ou |r UI men %
Iy v oducéte are nc1 fls
onI sm on} nr’r t%lproc ?ﬁ]
the seafood ot de
sher e refore notcurrent ua |m rovement
oens es e en some oe men on
1Shin vesses he % ood
[ |on em s | vvl qua re5| er ovmers )
ICI te ts amtou rae nco ganother
p o a%ﬁ‘ sn ssea om, |ssu ; edaéy 0 Increasing
'nde i V?Jennens lation.

Contact lan Fisk in Rep. Thomas’ office at 465-3732



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number.

2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Mill Version: HB 230
0 Publish Date:

Ravir.ion Date/Time (Not* correction): Oept Affected Commerce
TK» Loans for Commercial Fishing Tenders RDU Investments (122)
Component Investments
Sponsor Thomaa
Requester  House Flatteries Component No. 333
Expendttui es/Re\anu— (Thousand., of Dollars)
Nots Amounts dO not indude inflation unless otherwise noted below.
[OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY2006 | FY1007 Ff2008 Fv200e FY2010  Fv 2011
Persons; Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Lend & Structures
Grants & Claims

T OTAL OPERATING @ o 0 0 ©

[CAPITAL EXPENDITURES |
ICHANCE IN REVENUES jiC38) | 001 00| 00| 001 00| 00
FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipt
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Menial Health

Other (Specify Type-Do no! ab'reviate” m
TOTAL 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9

Estimate of any current year (FY2905) cmt: 0.0

Mark this box (X) If funding for this hill Is Included In the Governors FY 2006 budget proposal:

posmo. ?

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a swvmta page If'."Mjsswy)

Thie bill would amend the Commercial F,sh‘'ng Revolving ~oan Fund (CFRLF) -o allow trie department to
make loans for the upgrade of existing tender vessels and gear to improve the quality of Alaska seafood
products. The total balances outstanding to a borrower on tender vessel upgrade loans may not exceed
$300,30. The department anticipates making approximately five tender upgrade loans each year totaling

j$325,000.

No additional administrative costs would be required to accommodate this amendment to the CFRLF

Phone (907) 465-251C
Date/Time 3/25/05 11:36 AM

Date 3/25,2005

Prepared by Greg VW spar. Director
Division Investments

Approved by: Edgar BlatcMord, Commissioner
Agency Commerce. Community,and Economic Development

(RivtwJ w2v2cm OMB) Page 1of 1 FISCAL



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

9
Oat® Referred to Committee: April 1, 2005 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action:

The RESOURCES Committee consicered: HB 23
HOUSE BILL NO. 230 LOANS FOR COMMERCIAL FISHING TENDFRS
"An Act authorizing the meking of loans for upgracle of conuncraiti- fishing tender vessels and gear.”

Recommends it be replaced with; 5 HCS o 1 3 Corgr st N

For Senate Bills vith new title: [ j Technical Title [ /New Title: HCR |_ L1E TIUE: |

%ngh anr]g?err {0 Committee
ettew Intent. ——Commttee

lust of new  FISCAL NOTES previous FISCAL NOTES

Abbrev . f . .
*Assigned by Chief Clerk's Office List bv I)eot(s):  FN# Frcal Indet.  Zero

Uepts : List by lept(s): *FN# Fiscal Indet.  Zero
éDM -$ell

Signing with recommendations Printed Last Naim

J=9a0 c” | _

Charr:



84/03/2005 20:18 0000000000

Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance

9369 North Douglas Highway
Juneau, AK 99801

Phono 907-588-6052 Fax 907-523-1168 E-mail, seafa@gd.net

April 2, 2005

House Resources Committee
Representative Jay Ramras, Co-chair
Representative Ralph Samuels, Co-chalr
State Capitol Building

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: Support HB 230 mLoans tor Commercial Tendermen

Dear Representative Samuels and Ramras,

The Southeast Alasf 4 Fishermen's Alliance (SEAFA) supports HE5230 that allows
Alaskan tenderme'i the ability to get loans from the Division of Investments If they meet
allthe retirements. Tenders are an Important part of the commerJal fishing industry.
As the Alaskan fishing jndustry works to Increase the quality of our fishery resources, it
it Important thatthe ienders we use In the fishery have the ability to also upgrade.
Without this ability we create a weak link In the handling of our product in trying to
Increase the quality of our products. We consider it only fair that they are allowed
uccess to funds to upgradertheir operations.

Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance (SEAFA) is a multi-gear non-profit membership
fishing organization that represents our membere involved In the salmon, creb. shrimp
and longline fisheries of Southeast Alaska.

Res

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director

CC: Representative Thomas; Representative EikJns


mailto:seafa@gd.net

iinK-ci-<iuus MN 1B AH  SITKA LIO 907 747 5807
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To'Whbm h may Concern,
Rc% e~rct:HB 230

Tla* i« g Uttero ftestimony hicase |l am outoftown doing tbe Haring fishery here in
Sitka vtwo the b ill oomee up. This H | oorrectt eo oversight in the Vessol Q uality Improve-

ment Program.

Thi» St ateand loenprograms for processors and a loan program fix fiabcrroan

bowevic Tenders don’t quality (or either. Tenders «re where mosto fthe refrigeration afprod-
icttab a place. Teoden transportfiih from tbe fishing grounds to the processors aQ over the
Kate. 1dost Teoden these days ere individually owned operated, NOT company owned. |
consider m yialfto be a normaltender. | own the boat and ray wife and kids -nth.crew . | hire
crewm”cnlxrs a* neceasary when the kids are in school We ta Tender operators have suffered
the sena downtrend in the industry juetlike everyone (lit. Costs go up and income goes down.
For me | considerit a“ good year” if | catgrow two thuds o fwhet: did ten yeera ego.

The bill gives access to theVeaeel Quality Improvement Progam to Alailane who own
and op rate teoden in the) State o fAlaska. Teoden are anintegralp vt o fthe Ashing industry.
The AfM I laying “Keep it fresh, keep it cold, keep it moving" WeDC We need help
to mtprave our refrigeration and producthar.Jung.to | hadto up~ade hr/refrigeration last
spring Ifree ¢breakdown. | wm told by Amo Fuguhrog W j*ru o fto use the program because
hejust aad it va» an excellent program. When | tried to apply | wastold | couldn’t qualify
becaua | waajvut atender. W ell, ths1frtkof wm a Tender, too. It didn’t fish, it justtendered!

The ony difference was that Arne held apermit.

Thilbill corrects that. | don't know anyone who is opposedto it It W ILL help improve
fish quality in the State o fAlaska. Thank you.

James M Edaon

SUPPORT



Sent By: UFA; 907 463 254’ Apr-6-05 12:44PM; Page 1/1

Cordova District Fishermen United

P.O. Box 939
Cordova, Ata9ka 99674
(907) 424-3i447 FAX (907) 424-3430

April 6,2005 [
;-
House Resourcec Committee
Representative Jay Ramras, Co-chair
Representative Ralph Samuels, Co-chair
State Car\itj)l Building
R T [m

RE: SupportHB 230- Lorn for Commercial Tendcrman

i oo ploeees’ X

Dear Representative Samuels & Ramras,

Cordova District Fishermen United (CDFU) supforts HB 230 thatallows qualifying
Alaskatendermen the ability to obtain state loam from the Division o fInvestments.

be available to existing tenderownen thatare Alaska residents. Asthe need to improve
guality in Alaska's seafood product Continue*to lis t, the ability for existing tender
owners to obtain state loans fortbe purpose o fup grading theirequipmentA gearis
critical. .

Respectfully,

Diane Platt
Executive Director






Representative Ralph Samuels

House District 29

House Bill 251
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FISCAL NOTF

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 1
2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HB 251
(H) Publish Date: 4/11/05

Dept. Affected: Fish and Game

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):
RDU Administrative Services

Title An Act Authorizing the Board of
Fisheries to Adopt

Component Boards Support

Sponsor Representative Samuels

Requester House Fisheries Committee Component No 148

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006 FY 200/

Personal Services

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES [ [ [ [ [ [
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) [ [ | [ [ [

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type--Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY2005) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2006 budget proposal:
POSITIONS T
Full-time h
Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
Passage 07? this legislation would have no fiscal impact.

Phone 465-6137

Prepared by: “.arah Gilbertson
Date/Time 04/07/05 8:35 a.m.

Division Legislative Liaison

Approved by: McKie Campbell. Commissioner Date 4/7/2005

Agency Alaska Department of Fish & GameHB
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%'IEﬁu%erosa%ptalaska.net]

This bill is a re-run of a BOF proposal 284 of a couple years ago which I fought as
President of Lynn Canal G illnetters Assn. We had a special meeting on it that was one of
the best attended meetings the*- we have ever had and we were almost unanimous in our

opposition of it

The idea that one fisherman can buy advantage over another is repulsive to me. If a
fisherman wants to own an extra permit and wants to fish it he can buy another boat and
pat his son or uncle or wife on board.

That should be the limit of owning two permits.

For a fisherman to m two permits to get to fish more days of the week than the fisherman
who owns only one, is a violation of the trust we entered intowith the State of Alaska
when we bought our entry permits.

(I payed $100,000.) The sime is true if there to be advantage in respect to open area.
If certain areas are open more days or only to owners of two permi s then, not only is

the richer man who has the liquid assets availablegoing tobe ah outcompete his
brother who is tied to the dock because he onlyhas one.But the. ginalized in this
manner will begin a downward spiral, because they are going to get to fish less than they
are now. This isn't good for the fleet. To give some guysa bonus for having money in
their pockets and the rest of us the shaft. Isn't right.

This applies to extra gear as well.

If you are interested in views in opposition to this legislation then you need seek no
farther than letters opposed to BOF proposal 284 which was rejected by the BOF because of

all the opposition. It was this same ugly idea.

Sincerely yours,

Mike Saunders


mailto:Saunderosa9aptalaska.net

Message Page 1of 1

From: Rena Balzerlrena_balzer@ fishgame.state.ak.us]
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2005 1:36 PM

To:
Cc: ‘Sarah Gilbertson'; ‘Landa Baily'

Subject: Mike Saunders' Request Regarding "Permit Stacking"

Kim,

I've just faxed over to you the specific proposals Mr. Saunders was referring to. The cover letter contains the following:
"I've tracked it all down | believe! Mike Saunders had the wrong proposal number, but having the author of the proposer
helped. ltis Proposal 378 and 379. | have enclosed those here, which at the bottom of each proposal you will see a list
of Names followed by either PC XX or AC XX number in the "Oppose” column. Those are the written comments
received on theso proposals that opposed the issue.

Mr. Saunders may have mentioned that the Board of Fisheries (BOF) voted these proposals down due to large
opposition? 1 have also er ;losed the official vote record indicated that the BOF actually voted to take NO ACTION on
these proposals due to not having the statutory authority. This may explain why it is now in the Legislative process

If you would still like copies of these written comments faxed to you, please let us know ASAP to enable time to pull
them and get them to you before the hearing on Monday morning."

Rena M. Balzer

Publications Specialist Il

Division of Boards Support. Dept. Fish & Game
Ph: 907.465.6097
http://www.boards.adfg.state.ak.us/

4/11/2005
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PROPOSAL 378 -5 AAC 33.310. FISHING SEASONS AND PERIODS FOR NET GEAR.
Amend this regulation to provide the following:
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PROPOSAL 379 -5 AAC 33.310. FISHING SEASONS AND PEPJODS FOR NET GEAR.
Amend this regulation to provide for the following:
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To: Alaska Board of Fish

| T, a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and 1fish
Lynn Cfarn otiosed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn

Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposa.
| support Mike in his efforts to defest this proposal.

Signed:-)[. o Afiiuf.-sf, rf:w ars*
<7

?.S.

RECEIVED

dec 10 22
BQANDa

COMMENT# '



To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and I fish

LynnC. lai. _
lan oposed to Board ot Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn

Canal Gillnetters 'ssn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.
| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

P.S. ificx -57>s

ftK ?2 7 Fi-7

COMMENT#
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BOARDS



To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and: | fish
Lyn" CPam oDOsed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn

Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.
| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.
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received

To: Alaska Board of Fish

hoar'ts

lam a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chilkat Valley and | fish
Lynn Cﬁg%l'oposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter againstthe proposal.

| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

P.S.

COMMENT®#



To: Alaska Board of Fish

lam a Southeas Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and | fish

Lynn Cﬁﬁm'oposed to Board of Rsh Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gilinetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.

| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

P.S.

RECEIVED

DEC 2 7 2002
boards

COMMENT# ;



To: Alaska Board of Fish

Lynn Canal 3 Southeast Drift Gllinet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and | fish

| am oposed to 3oard of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the DrODOsal
| support Mike in his efforts to defeflt this proposal.

Signed: /{/M V -

'Bel/ 5 ?

P.S.

COMMENT# 3

RECEIVED
HC 2340

BGAHLte




To* Alaska Board of Fish

I am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and Ifish

LynnCanal. ~ ~ A N proposa, m7Q for many 0j the same reasons Lynn

Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.
| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.
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F-(Sla

ptCGf'e
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'RECEIVED

To: Alaska Board of Fish DEE(}QR%%Z

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and Ifish

Lynn Cagal oposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against tho proposal.

I support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

Signed:.A

P.S.

'J

COMMENT#



To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet P e nit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and I fish

Lynn C?‘Qﬁq' aposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.

| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

Signed..

RECEIVED
13400

BOARDS

COMMENT®#



To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and Ifish

_ynn Canal. _. . Prnmqgai #3718 for many of the same reasons Lynn
‘anal« m S £ton PmskfenSe Saunders outlined in his letter againstthe proposal.
Jana ?s Wrtme h™ s efforts to defeat this proposal.

RECEVED
HCf 32

boards

COMMENT#



To: Alaska Board of Fish

f

| am a Southeast Dnft Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and I fish

Lynn Canal. , . p,nnnga|m [ofor many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal a S t o S *  Saunders ouUined in his letter against the proposal.

03  ?sup|wrt* e in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

Signed

RECEVED
DEC f 3 2I)p

bpards

COMMENT®#



To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and | fish

Lynn Cf 2n oDOsed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn

Canals f f i Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined In his letter against the proposal.

| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

S ig n ff(Ofj.h

F  OCEAAP UAI//F

P.S. RECEIVED

Hof 2

%

BOARDS
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received

EBOm 630 Bullion Dr

Fairbanks, AK 99712

BOARDS December 26, 2002

Alaska Board of Fish
ADF&G Board Support
PO Box 25526
Juneau, AK 99S02
Attn: Dianna Cote

|l am a Southeast Drift Gillnet permitholder and I fish L>un Canal.

Il am opposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many ofthe same reasons

Lynn Canal Gillnetters A ssociation President M ike Saunders outlined in his

letter against the proposal.

Il am a memberofLynn Canal Gillnetters Association and | support M ike in

his efforts to defeat this proposal.

M urray L. Clayton

COMMENT#



EscapementGoal-BEG atthe Ollginal figure of 2500-
5000 that the committee builtthe plan on. MOTION
PASSED 7-1 VOTE

New business
1. LETTERTO GOVERNOR MURKOWSKI: Shane Horton

moved, Mike Ward 2*dto write a letter to GOVERNOR
MURKOWSKI describing the last year and the committee’s
frustrations with the process and ADF&G, passed
unanimously. Shane Horton and Norm Hughes volunteered
to be on committee.

2. ADF&G FISH PKOPOSALS - BOF Meeting of 20 -24:

comments due 2-06
3. the committee voted on the following proposals:

PROPOSAL 368- MOVE TO ADOPT BY Norm Hvghes, 2nd by Mike

Ward, withdrawn.
PROPOSAL 378- MOVE TO ADOPT BY John Katzeek, 2"d by Mike

Ward, failed unanimously 6-8.
PROPOSAL 379- MOVE TO ADOPT BY Shane Horton, 2** by Rocky

Hickman, failed unanimously 0-8.
PROPOSAL 381 - MOVE TO ADOPT BY Mike Ward, 2“d by Shane

Horton, passed unanimously 8-0.
PROPOSAL 388- MOVE TO ADOPT BY Mike Wai J, 2nd by SHANE

Horton, passed unanimously 8-0.

PROPOSAL 347 - MOVE TO ADOPT BY Mike "ird, 2“d by Rocky
Hickman to modify this proposal as follows: rather than increase the
Bag limit on Dolly Varden from 2 to 5, increase it from 2 to 4, based on
increasing pressure observed by local Sport Fish personnel, passed
unanimously 8-0.

PROPOSAL 392 - MOVE TO ADOPT BY Norm Hughes, 2"db Mike
Ward to modify this proposal from the 15,000 sockeye down to a J0,000

sockeye limit for Seiners in this area.
Norm Hughes requested that the board support his appointment to the

REGIONAL FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE £ OARD; WE WILL TAKE
IT UPa a THE NEXT MEETING IN ABOUT TWO WEEKS WHEN
WE HAVE ELECTIONS. THE PLANNING COMMISSION IS

WAITING . TIME TO adown.
A ljownment 7PM A

SUBMITTED Ward, Sec. 2-05-03



#356 Failed 08 iTiis proposal is not speanc as townere Nwuunj U «WXO> icyiw i r
wide. We weren't interested in applying this everywhere.

#357 - 359 Fallen 3-8

#360 Carried 7-1

#3e2 Carried 6-2

#362*363 Failed 07 one member out.

#364 Failed 0-8

#365 Took no action out of our area.

We reoessed for the night at 10:30 PM.

The Petersburg Fish and Game Advisory Committee reconveneu At 7:00 PM .Feb-urary
5,2003. Attending from the ADF&G, were William Bergman, Troy Thynes, Brian Lynch and
Coug Fieming.Cora Crome represented the Petersburg Vessel Owners. Seven (7)
committee members were present. We were short of a quorum but decided to consider

the™e proposals anyway.

#366 Failed 0-7 We dun't agree with taking opportunity away from one group to raise

another groups %.
#367 Failed O-7
#368 Failed 0-7 Gillnetters are not out of their range and this would not help trailers very

much. NN
#369-370 We considered this Issue when we voted on proposals 210-211. Our

comments arc the same.

#371 Carried 7-0 This was supported by the ADF&G.

#372 Failed 0-7 Same as #371 but the Lat/Lon is not correct.

#373 Carried 7-0 There was some concern tr' sportfishermen that the jure 1 starting date
could effect sportfishing. We also wantto be sure that sportflsh caught in the Terminal
Harvest Area, do not count against the Pacific Salmon Treaty quota.

#374-376 Carried 7-0
#377 Failed 0-7 This Isthe lastyear fish will be returning to Earl Wess Cove, itis already

being managed this way.

#378 Failed 0-7 We do not think the Board (BOF) has the authority to do this.
#379 Failed 1-6

#380 Carried 7-0

#381 Carried 7-0
#382 Carried 6-1 A minority oppinlon felt that this and other proposals pertaining to a Drift

Gilnet fishery for King Salmon do not need to be acted on until a fishery is authorized

through the Pacific Salmon Treaty.
#383 Failed 0-7 This could already be authorized by (EO) authority. The ADF&G is

opposed. When sockeye fishing Is occuring, this area would be open to harvest Chum

salmon.

#384 Carried 4-3 AN »
#385 Carried 4-3 AC, COMMENT#

#386 Carried 6-1 Same comments as #382

#387 Failed 1-6 _ o
#388 Failed 0-7 We feel that present management Is working and adequate protection is

given to affected stocks.



Page 4
Proposal 377 - T Fisher moves to approve, R.Moyer 2nd.
D.House - Department is opposed. Proposal is unclear. It needs to be rewritten.

Vote: Favor 1- T.Fisher
Against 5

Proposal 378 - T.Fisher moves i approve, R.Moyer 2nd.

D.House - Department is neutral.
K.Duckett- From audience - Bo2rd of Fish does not have the authority to do this.

Vote: Favor 0
Against 6

Proposal 379 - T.Fisher moves to approve, R.Moyer 2nd.
D.House - This would allow a person who holds a gillnet and a purse seine permit to gillnet in
purse seine areas.
Vote: Favor 0
Against 6

Proposal 380 - 390 - TJFisher moves to approve, R.Moyer 2nd.
K.Duckett- From Audience - The change in the Seine Management Plan to seven days a week is

causing a concern as far as allocation of fish to the gillnet fleet.
D.Castle - The purse seine fieet does not think that the allocation of fish to the respective users will

be altered. Poor egg values is the reason for the shiftto a fou/ day on, one day off season. Processors

want to even the flow of product through their facilities.
K.Duckett- From Audience. - Everyone is in sympathy to improve quality and improve efficiencies

but all gear groups need safeguards.
K.Andrcws - She has concerns with this proposal. Seiners have the ability to harvest large amounts

of fish within a very short time span.

D.Castle - There is a need to look at time and area closures.

R.Moyer - The Clover Pass area was very poor for cohoes this year because of the intens' seine
pressure. There was a dramatic drop in sport catches whenever the seiners fished near by.

K. Andrews - We need mechanisms to look at allocations and wild stock escapements.

Vote: Favorb
Against 1- D.Castle

Meeting set for Thursday, January 30,2003
Meeting brought a close at 9:00 P.M.

Secretary Rudy Franulovich

AC. COMMENT#
\
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Written testimony for Board of Fish
Proposal #373 RECEIVED
Against the Proposal NOV 29 20

From: Mike Saunders, Pres. Lynn Cana) Gillnetters Assn.
BOARDS

To: Esteemed Board of Fish Representatives,

Proposal s370 allowing stacking of S.E. Gillnet 3ermits so that two could be held by
the same individual, and; also mandating the Dept, of Fsh and Game to manage gillnet
fishing periods oy splitting the openings so that the individual owning two, (A & B) permits
is allowed to fish twice as long as the individual who holds one, (A) permit, is one of the
most disturbing pieces of social engineering that | have yet heard of.

l

Tne author of this proposal is attempting to mislead the Board when he states in the
proposal that, if adopted, it “would create an opening twice as long."

Gillnet openings in Southeast Alaska are already managed by the Dept of Fish and
Game to allow maximum harvest days to the fleet while still allowing for required
escapement levels of wiid stocks.

What will happen is that the fisherman who owns one permit, (A), (most of the
fleet), will get to fish half the time he currently does under existing regulations. The
fisherman who buys a second permit, thereby owning two, (A&B) permits will get to fish
the entire opening that we all get to fish now, only a bunch of us will halve to be tied up at

the dock.

Under the “What If nothing Is done” section of this proposal, the autno’ states that
the result of nothing being done will be nothing less than, “the demise of the Salmon

Industry due to the glut ofsatmon on the world market.”
This is not true and in fact this p. oposal does nothing nor claims to do anything about
the glut of salmon on the world market. All this proposal does, if enacted, is put more fish in

a'w fish holds and less fish in a lot of fish holds.

The proposal does not address the question, “Will the quality of the resource
harvested or products produced be improved?”
They would not be.

The answer to the question, “Who is likely to benefit?” being stated a", “all
commercial gillnet fishermen”, Is not true. A few fishermen would benefit by having an unfair
advantage over the rest of the fleet.

Infact. |asked the author of this proposal at lunch during a break at tho Fall 2002
NSRAA Board Meeting weather or not he was trying to buy an advantage over the rest of
the fleet and he said, “Yes." That is the whole point of his proposal.

Under “Who is likely to suffer?” The proposal says, “no one.”
This is also untrue Ever/ S.E. Alaska Drift Gillnet Permit holder who does not

purchase a second permit will suffer as their fishing time will get cut in half.

In order to compete fairly in the fishery everyone would have to buy a second
permit. And not every one can afford to do that. Some won't out of principal. Some will
file lawsuits. Some wont realize what is going on until it is too late. Some will mistakenly

think they can still compete in a rigged game.
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What would happen evenJally is that the value of the single, (A) permit will be
downgraded. Itwon't be an (A) permitanymore. The (A&B) permit will become the more
valuable A permit and the single permit will be the less valuable B permit, much like the
Power Troll and Hand Troll permits in that fishery.

This is the worst sort of buy back scheme possible with the inost human fallout any
such scheme | could imagine would have. Even if it were the venue of the Board of Fish to
engage in this sort of social engineering, surely, the Board must see that this proposal does
nothing to address the failings of the Salmon Inuustry, but; in fact, uses that pretense as a
guise for a few fishermen to engage an unfair advantage over the rest of the fleet.

Sincerely yours,
Mike Saunders
Pres. Lynn Canal Gillnetters Assn.
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To: Alaska Board of Rsh

I am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and |fish

Lynn sed tQ Buard of Rsh proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.
I support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

Signed:.! ---
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To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and 1 fish

Lynn C?Qﬁl'oposed to Board of Fish Proposal#378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against the|proposal.

| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

Signed

P.S.
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RECEIVED \ZJnJO?'
DEC t7 2002

To: Alaska Board of Fish BOARDS

I am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and I fish

Lynn Cham oposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in his letter against thejproDosal.
I support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

SignedC ~JIE £
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To: Alaska Board of Fish

Lymn

| ama Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder /esicing in the Chiikat Valley and I fish

| am oposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Candl Gillnetters Assn. President Mxe Saunders outlined in his letter against the proposal.

| support Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

Signed

P.S.
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Alaska Board ofFisheries
Attn: BOF Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Proposal 378 Salmon

First and foremost we would not want to disrupt pvv existing gillnet fisheries in southeast, but to
allow ADF&G some latitude to give whoever ha~ an extra permit some type of extended time.
Extended time that ADF&G usually won’t give when there is the normal fleet of gillnetters. |
would like to say the proposal 378 is just an idea that needs to be greatly expanded on, for
instance the proposal as written states that it would give a person that has two permits double the
fishing time than that of a person that holds one permit. Aiter input from fellow gillnetters we
realize that double the fishing time would be asking to much and it would be tough for ADF&G
to manage, especially when some weekly openings are 5 days long to start with. The scenarios
that can be in place for people that have two permits could be endless and very creative. Last year
maybe the person with the extra permit could have fished extra days in area 8 even though it was
closed to the whole fleet for conservation reasons. This type of arraignment would be perfect for
fishing area 11 & 15c, targeting DIPAC chums. Other issues involve some type of area
registration for the person with two permits, mainly for areas that are within a few hours of
running. Ifa person registered in area 11 for his extension area he would not be allowed to travel
to area 15 to fish the extra days, this giving ADF&G a better handle on their management strategy
for the extra days. Some concern is that there may not be enough e. tra permits to go around for
people to buy leaving them on the dock while a portion of the fleet continues fishing. Another
way to look at this is what happens in a supply and demand situation? Most likely if you could not
find a extra permit your current permit value would increase making you a benefactor of the
proposal withouL the extra investment. Other areas of concern woul 1 be the that Special and
Terminal Harvest areas (Deep Inlet, Anita Bay, Neets Bay, Boat Harbor, Limestone Inlet, etc)

would not be affected by this proposal.

Hopefully this letter clears the air about the intentions of proposal 378.1know it’s easier to lie
and distort the facts, like some ofthe opponents of proposal 378 have been doing on the North

End. | ask that you at least try to digest it before you trash it.

PS I talked to the Division of Investments the other day about permit financing. State value on a
permit is 27k, they will loan on 100% ofthe 27k at' % for 14 yeai-s, your vearly paymeny”Id
be 83000.00, pretty cheap investment for a few extra days.

Thank vou for your Time and Service, COMMENT#
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United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters
PO Box 23378 Ketchikan, AK 99901  (907)247-2471 Fax (907) 225-0241 Email: usag@ gci.net

February 2, 2003

Ed Dersham, Chair
Board of Fisheries

P.O. Box 25526
Juneau, AK 99802-5526

Dear Mr. Dersham:

The United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association represents commercial fishermen whose
primary source of income is derived from drift gillnetting for salmon in Southeast Alaska. We
respectfully submit our position and perspective on Proposal 316, Proposals 368 through 374, and
Proposals 376 through 392 that are of primary concern to our fleet. The prooosals and our

comments are:

Proposal 316: This proposal would increase the number of Chinook in the sport allocation from its
present 20% to a proposed 30% by reducing the allocation to the troll fleet, it might also reduce the
number of treaty chinook allocated to the net fleets. We do not think that more chinook shouid be
reallocated away from the troll fleet to an ever-expanding charter sport fleet. We are also opposed
to any change in the allocation that presently goes to the seine and gillnet fleets. In the years that
the net fleets jdo not catch their entire allocation of ci.inook, we are :n favor of the department
distributing those unused fish to the troll fleet. Our main concern about loosing a portion of our
allocation of chinook is that when we exceeded our limit in the past, the department has instituted
'night closures’ and reduced fishing area and time. The chinook salmon represent a small portion
of our income and when these restrictive measures are applied they disrupt our targeted chum and
sockeye fisheries, resulting in a far greater detrimental impact on our incomes. Therefor the net
fleets need their allocation of chinook to remain the same even if that allocation is not fully 1 ,ized
so that our targeted fisheries will not be adversely impacted. We catch most of our chinook early in
the salmon season and have no problem, with unused fish being caught by the trailers later in the

year so that Alaska’s full allocation of treaty fish can be utilized.

Proposal 368: This proposal would change the boundaries of the Deep Inlet Terminal Harvest
Area and the conduct of the common property harvest in the terminal ..rea. The proposal would
increase gillnet and troll access to the terminal area and reduce seine access. The reason
presented for the change is that the goals of the Southeast Alaska Enhanced Salmon Allocation
Plan are not being met. We support the Allocation Plan and recommend that the Board of Fish
(BoF) consider this proposal from the perspective of the implementation of that plan. In the early
spring of 2002 when this proposal was being drawn up the final allocation numbers for 2001 were
not available. The data for 2000 showed the gillnet fleet to be below its target range for that year
and forthe 5 year rolling average. This would have been the first year the fleet was outside its
range and corrective action favoring the fleet would not normally have Deen considered until after
the fleet was outside its range for three five year periods in succession. Also *n 2000, however, the
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trol' fleet and the seine fleets were outside of their respective allocation limits. The troll fleet
significantly or, the low side and the seine fleet significantly on the high side. Based on this
situation, shifting fish to the gillnet and troll fleets from the seine fleet as this proposal would do
could reduce the amount the seine fleet was over their range; reduce the amount the troll fleet was
under their range; and bring the gillnet fleet back within their range.

We now have 20j1 data available and we have £ somewnhat different perspe  s. The point
number for 2001 for the gilinetters shows us to be above our target for the 2001 season and within
our range for the 5 year rolling average period. The point number for 2001 for the seine fleet is
within their target and tha troll point number while significantly improved, is still somewhat Lelow
range. Ifwe continue to experience the conditions in the fishery that produced the 2001 allocation
figures, we conclude that the gillnet fleet does not require a change to this terminal area at this time.

We would also take this opportunity to say that we believe ttis best that oroposals relating to the
management of the terminal harvest areas come from the aquaculture association that is
responsible for the terminal area’s management in conjunction with the Department of Fish and
Game. We also believe the Southeast Joint Regional Planning Team should make proposals
concerning the management of terminal areas to achieve balance in the allocation program.

Proposals 369 anti 370: These proposals attempt to minimize the potential conflict that may
develop between the existing crab fishery in Anita Bay and the increased activity from the gillnet
and seine fleets accessing fish returning to this terminal harvest area. Proposal 370 would close the
entire inr.er portion of the bay from June 15thto June 25th Proposal 369 extends the time of the
closure to July 10* but reduces the area that is dosed to allow the salmon net fleet’s closer access
to the net pen area where returning salmon will home. After July 10* the entire bay would be open
to salmon fishing. The disadvantage of this arrangement is that some fish wrll home to the net pen
area inside the line and remain in that area inaccessible  net fishermen even if crab gear is not in
the B?" Those fish will loose quality rapidly and will be very lew value when finally taken in the
fish &/ after July 10*. The advantage is that potential gear conflicts will be avoided, at least in the
innei part of the bay where most of the crab fishery is conducted. We are in favor of trying this

compromise and recommend that the BoF approve these proposals.

Proposals 371 and 372: Both of these proposals expand the Anita Bay Terminal Harvest Area.
This action is requested as the salmon that were being released in the Eari West Cove Terminal
Area are now being released in Anita Bay. Also Anita Bay is now receiving an additional 6 million
summer chum fry that were previously released in Neets Bay as part of the Southeast Sustainable
Salmon Fund program. The original boundary was to allow the Burnett Inlet Hatchery a small area
for a cost recovery fishery. The expanded area is required to allow the seine and gillnet fleets room
tc conduct a rotational common property fishery. The largerterminal area will also allow returning
fish to be harvested quicker which will produce a higher quality product. We support the expansion
of the Anita Bay Terminal Harvest Area and think that proposal 371 submitted by the Southern
Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA) is the better of the two proposals.

Proposal 373: The salmon that were released at Eari West Cove are now being released in Anita
Bay. This includes chinook, summer chum, and fail coho salmon. This proposal revises the timing
applied to the terminal area and the species involved. We support this proposal.

Proposal 374: The SSRAA Board of Directors appro'ed establishment of an early rotation in the
Neets Bay Terminal Harvest Area for the net fleets to access chinook salmon that were not
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intercepted in the common property fisher' Inpastyer these fish have been cleaned up by the
cost recovery fishery and used for costre  ery. The .V ° AA Board wanted to get more of these
fish in the hands of fishermen if possible  d establishod the early rotation. We support this

proposal and ask the BoF to approve it.

Proposal 376: The SSRAA Board wanted to assure maxim jm opportunity for the net fleets late in
the salmon season and assure complete cleanup of the fall chum and coho returning to Nakaf Inlet.
They did this by instituting an open fishery after September 17. We support this proposal.

Proposal 377: This proposal will allow for a continuous rotation in the Eastern Passage Terminal
Harvest Area (Earl West Cove). The advantage of this rotation is that it provides the net fleets with
more fishing time to access to the fish returning to the terminal area. It also allows for quicker
harvest of the fish when they enter the terminal area and therefor produces a higher quality fish.
Another advantage of increasing harvest opportunity with the continuous rotation is that the quick r
harvest of the fish reduces the potential for straying. We support this proposal.

Proposal 378: We do not believe the implementation of this proposal is within the jurisdiction of
the Board. AS 16.43.140(c) reads as follows: *“(5)conso»tuation of the fishing fleet for a salrnon
fishery; however, a person niay hola not more than two entry permits for a salmon fishery jnder this
paragraph, butthe person who holds two entry permits for a salmon fishery may not engage in
fishing ' derthe second entry permit." We think this would prohibit tbr type of action contemplated
in this proposal. This is however, a point of interest for ourfleetand  “ra attempting to determine
what our members think about this and similar kinds of ideas for fleet red  uon.

Proposal 370: This is an interesting proposal that would reduce the size of the seine fleet by
allowing a gillnet permit owner to stack a seine permit on a gillnet permit and then fish gilinet gear in
seine area’'s when they are open to seining. We helieve that if this proposal were to be seriously
considered that the seine fleet would ask for the s& re opportunity to stack a gillnet permit on a
seine permit and then be allowed to fish seine geari» gillnet area’s. Tne end result of these actions
would be the complete loss of the historical separation between the two gearty res. This
separation is necessary because of the gear conflicts that may develop when the two gear types
are fished together. The much greater size and efficiency of seine gear would place the gillnet fleet
at a distinct disadvantage ifthis kind of arrangement were instituted. We understand that there is a
great deal of economic stress in our fisheries at this time, but we don't believe that this would result
in an overall constructive change. We are opposed to this proposal and ask me BoF to reject it.

Proposal 330: The United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association (USAG) submitted this
proposal in on attempt to address the changes taking place inthe renagement of tire seir ®fishery.
W : fully appreciate the economic stress that the seine fleet is encountering as we are facing those
exact same problems. Inthe past, commenci'l fisheries have been managed to assure obtaining
the required escapement goal for the respective species or systems while providing the fleet an
opportunity to catch any harvestable surplus. Management regimes have net been adjusted based
on economic considerations except perhaps spreading openings to allow facilities to handle the
volumes harvested. Last season was the first season where adjustments ere made in
management to improve quality, increase fishing time, reduce packer expenses, and attempt to
provide a steady flow offish to processors to improve overall efficiency and economy. We support
these kinds of changes, which we hope will improve the quality and economy of the salmon
industry. We do feel however, that it is inappropriate that these kinds of decisions only be
discussed with one fleet when the changes can and do affect the other fleets. We therefor believe
that when the Department is consideri* g such changes it should include the other affected fleets in
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the decision rite,>ing process. We would like assurance that these changes in the seine
management plan will not change the allocation balance between ther v groups. We are also
concert id thjat the bu den of conservation where required will continue o be Dom by th* groups
with respectto the historic sharing of the stock. This proposal presents a policy framework for the
Department to make these kinds of economic management decisions The involvemr rit of other
affected groups should be added to and included in the policy. We hope the Board will consider thr

development of such a policy statement.

Proposal 381: USAG submitted this proposal to allow the Department to adjust the -tart time for
gillnet openings to atime that best fits the needs of the specific area. One immediate benefit could
be more timely delivery of the first days catch. Asthe system is currently structured with op' nings
beginning at noon, a packer will normally hold Sunday’s fish until after the Monday night deliveries
in order to get an economic volume for a re* «nto the plant. Processing would normally begin on
Tuesday morning. If our fishery were perm.rted to open at 5:00 or 6:00 am in the morning, with the
good fishing that normally occurs on the first day due to the buildup of fish between openings,
enough volume could possibly be delivered Sunday evening to permit a packer to return to the plant
for processing Monday morning. This would result in higher quality fish with a longer shelf life. We
ask the Board to pass this proposal. Ifthis proposal is passed, we would like to work with the
Department ih such forums as the fall gillnet tank force meeting to establish th “mpreferred opening

me for each area.

As a second con;, jration, we considered asking to eliminate the requnement for the opening to
begin on Sunday. This could allow the openings to be tailored to the rec- irements of the specific
area. We did not request thi however, favoring instead to take a stager approach and see how
the elimination of the start time is received and if it contributes to a more efficient fishery.

Proposal 382: USAG submitted this proposal. We are trying to get away from tne regulations that
require us to have specialized, non standard and expensive nets for special situations. The
abundance figures for chinook salmon show the stocks to be on the increase and some systems
are exceeding their escapement goals. If we were able to reestablish our fishery on some of these
stocks, we would like to bo able to use the nets that we use in other fisheries. This proposal would

allow that to happen. We ask the Board to approve ‘his proposal.

Proposal 383: This prop sal will allow the gil.net fleet to target enhanced chum salmor, returning
to the Anita Bay Terminal Area. The problem with opening 4is area is that some Stiuine River
Sookeye will be caught while fishing forthe :hums. The Transboundry portion of the US-Canada
Salmon Treaty controls the number of Stikine Sockeye that Americans can catch. In years of low
abundance of Stikine Sockeye, our first priority would be to allow the District 6 gillnet fishely to
proceed in as normal a manor as possible. The second priority woulo r to use any remaining fish
to support fisfr Ig in the area or vered by this propo. al, rather than having a directed sockeye
fishery elsewhere in District £. To furthor conserve sockeye we are suggesting that a 6-inch
minimum mesh restnction be applied to this area when such conservation is necessary.

Proposals 384 and 385: These two proposals were submitted by USAG. They would reinstate the
directed gilinet fisheries for chinook in District 8 (Stikine) and District 11B (Tau Inlet) respectively.
The chinook stocks for these systems are rebuilding. The gillnet fleet historically had a fishery on
these chinook which was discontinued due to the need to conserve anr ebuiid the stocks. Now
that the stocks are recovering, we feel it is appropriate to put these fisheries back on the books.
The reestablishment of these fisheries will give our Alaska representatives at the treaty negotiations
the opoortun'rty to ask for a larger share of these transboundry chinook. It is difficult to ask for fish
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for these historic fisheries when they no longer exist in regulation. These fisheries also represent
the last opportunity for an American fleetto harvest our portion of the returns when abundance
conditions warrant. We request that the BoF reestablish these fisheries.

Proposal 386: USAG made this proposal. As in proposal 382 above, we would like to staudaidize
the requirements for our nets so we do not have to provide for numerous expensive special nets.
The standard length for gillnets in District 11 is 200 fathoms and we propose that this standard be

applied to all situations.
Proposal 387: USAG has no position on this proposal.

Proposal 388: This proposal which we su’ milted addresses the issue of sockeye bound for gillnet
districts 11 and 15 being intercepted by tl  -einers fishing the Hawk Inlet Shoreline in accoidance
with the seme management plan for this area. This is the same issue that proposals 391 e id 392
addresses. Our comments on those proposals will refer to the comments made for this proposal.

The gillnet fleet in district 15 has been restricted by time, area and mesh restriction to help conserve
Lynn Canal Sockeye. The 2002 management plan for the drift gilinet fishery in upper Lynn Canal
states the following; “Section 15-C will open for two days beginning 12:01p.m. Sunday, June 16. If
the Chilkoot Riverweircountis less than 4,500 sockeye salmon through June 13 the eastern side
of Section 15-C willbe dosed north of the latitude ofBridget Point. Ifthe Chilkoot Lake or Chilkat
Lake sockeye salmon returns are poor there willbe 6-inch mininmum mesh size restrictions in
section 15-C. This gearrestriction will be implemented to minimize the harvest ofsockeye salmon
while targeting summer hatchery chum salmon. Ifthe Chilkoot River weir or Chilkat river fish wheel
counts continue to be very poorand effortlevels are higherthan average, itis also possible that
additional areas of Section 15-C maybe closed" The area bioionist report on the 2002 season
presented at the Gillnet Task Force meeting held November 19, 2002 in Sitka contained the
following information on page 1. The total sockj resalmon harvest of 82,009 fish was 53% of the
recent 10-year average (Table 2). A totalof24,300 ChilkootLake sockeye salmon were harvested
based on scale pattern analysis, 67% ofthe 10-yearaverage. The commercial catch of Chilkat
L.ake sockeye salmon based on scale analysis was 47,285 fish, 49% of the 10-yeai average." Then
or page two of the same report it states the following: The fishing effortin Lyrn canal during the
summerseason Was concentrated in section 15-C where the fleet targeted returns of hatchery
summer chum salmon from the Amalga and Boat Harborremote releases. The eastern side of
Section 15-C was closed north ofthe latitude ofPoint Bridget to protect expected poor returns of
Chilkoot Lake sockeye salmon from the start of the season through Statistical Week 30 (Jul;y 21).
Six-inch minimum gillnet mesh size restrictions were implemented in Section 15-C, exceptfor the
BoatHarbor area to minimize the catch of Chilkoot Lake sockeye salmon while harvesting hatchery
chumsaimon.n Clearly, from the above information, extensive conservation restrictions are being
placed on the gillnet fleet in lower Lynn Canal to conserve upper Lynn Canal sockeye. The
numbers above show that the catch is well below the 10-year average and that the conservation is
warranted. The chart on page 6 which was developed by Douglas Island Pink And Chum
Aquaculture Association (DIPAC) to show their contribution to the common property fishery in their
area. The chart clearly shows the impact of the restrictions the department has placed on the
gilinetters in Lower Lynn Canal after 1995. Prior to those restrictions the gillnet fleet was harvesting
about 80% of the available DIPAC production. After the restrictions the gillnet fleet is only
harvesting about 40% of available DIPAC production. This represents a tremendous economic
impact on our fleet. To help mitigate the impact of the restrictions the department has put on the
gillnet fleet in lower Lynn Canal, USAG believes that it is very reasonable to ask the seine fleet to
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help share the conservation effort for these sockeye stocks. This is why we submitted this proposal
and ask for ypur approval of it.

Common Property &Cost Recovery Harvest of DIP\C Chum Salmonj
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There are other issues present in this situation. In a poor survival year, if the seine fleet took their
15,000 sockeye, this could so weaken the run that the gillnet fleet could be restricted more than
indicated in the previous paragraph. Even with the 6 inch mesh restriction in place for the gillnet
fleet, because of the small harvest of sockeye that does occur when using these nets, we could be
further prevented from fishing in areas of lower Lynn canal which would further restrict our access
to hatchery chums returning to Amalga harbor. The seine fleet has good access to their Hidden
Falls fishery that time of year which is unaffected by any fishery in front of it. We do not think it is
reasonable for the seine fleet to fish in front of us to the extent of potentially restricting our access to
hatchery chum production that was designed and intended for our fleet to catch.

Another issue we believe should be considered is the practice of mrnaging an intercept mixed
slock fishery such as this for pir.k salmon that have low market value and of which processors only
want a restricted number of fish. This situation was evident last season in the x-vessel price of
pinks and the catch iimits that were placed on pink salmon fishermen, The real reason for Interest
in this fishery is seine access to sockeye and chums bound for districts 11 and 15 and the fishery

should be managed from this perspective.

Proposal 389; This proposal highlights one problem with the new rotation outlined in the 2002
seine management plan. During times of pink salmon abundance the new management plan for
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the seine fleet will deviate from the historic time ratio of two days on and two days off in favor of four
or more days on and one day off. This proposal asks that during thos® times when the seine fleet is
on the new rotaiion, the seiners be removed from the border area around the Foggy Point line that
separates the seine and gilinet fleets in that area during the two days the seine fishery would have
been closed pnderthe old 2 on 2 off plan. This is to provide the gillnet .act some opportunity to
catch the ‘backout’ or ebb fish that we had previous access to during the time the seine fleet was

not fishing.

This is typical of many boundary areas  ween the two net fleets in districts around Southeast
Alaska. Itisthe prelude to the many pnp .relsthat may be offered in the future if there are not
appropriate management adjustments»u accompany the new seine fishing rotation. We believe
that not oniy must the overall allocation balance between the fleets be preserved, but also the
integrity of specific fishing locations and line fisheries must be preserved under the new seine

system.

Proposal 390: This proposal has the same intent as the USAG proposal number 380. The
comments we made for proposal 380 are equally applicable to this one.

Proposal 391: This proposal addresses the same issue as USAG proposal number 388 only from
the perspective of the seine fleet. They want more opportunity to intercept sockeye and chums
bound for gillnet districts 11 and 15 and we want to restrict their access to these fish. The
comments we made for proposal 388 are d-'rectly applicable to this proposal.

There is however one additional consideration applicable to this proposal that should be
considered. Sockeye that are bound for the Snettisham hatchery pass through the Hawk Inlet
shoreline area. This is the rationale behind this proposal. The way the Board of Fish structured the
Snettisham terminal area fishery requires that the escapement goal for Speel Lake is achieved
before gillnet fishing can begin directly on the hatchery fish returning to Snettisham. This means
that the more Speel fish that are caught in the Hawk Inlet Shoreline seine fishery the longer it will be
before the Speel receives  iscapement and the longer the gillnetters must wait before the. can
fish the Snettisham termina’ area. This represents opportunity lost, because ounce the sockeye
enter the hatchery recruitment area, they arc unavailable to ourfleet. If only wild fish are counted

as proposed by the seiners, they will be able to fish longer during this time and intercept more of
these Speel Lake sockeye.

The sampling and counting of the sockeye actually caught in tne Hawk Inlet shoreline fishery has
also been a problem. Mixed loads delivered to processors in other areas increase the likelihood
that the fish which are caught in this fishery are not adequately accounted for. This is one reason
the Department has submitted proposal 392. The additional burden requiring the determination
whether the fish that are counted are wild fish or hatchery fish introduces more opportunity for error
into the count. The greater the opportunity for the seine fleet to fish the Hawk Inlet shoreline, the
less will be the opportunity for gillnetters to access Amalga Harbor hatchery chums and Snettisham
hatchery sockeye. Both of these programs were designed to benefit the gillnet fleetjust as tire
Hidden Falls program mainly benefits the seine fleet. We ask the Board to reject this proposal in

favor of proposal 388.
Proposal 392: This proposal addresses some on the same issues we have discussed in proposal
388 and 391. We know it is difficult to determine where fish are caught and how many were caught

at specific locations when a boat may fish a number of areas during a given opening. We think this
will help to correct this situation. We ask the Board to approve this proposal.
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Comments on Board of Fish Proposals
February 20 to March 2,2003 Meeting in Ketchikan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Duckett
Executive Director
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368-supports, we believe that this is a win for the trailers while not affecting the days the
gillnetters fish in deep inlet.

378-against. creating two classes of gillnetters is not a good way to consolidate the fleet.

381-supports, allows for more flexibility on start time and could improve fish quality.

387supports.

388supports. help in conserving soceyes in Lynn Canal.

391-against, does not conserve soceyes in Lynn Canal.

392-supports.
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FEB 0 6 2003
Hey Art here | go again. These are my personal comments. BOARDS

274 support it as written with addition of new beg from F&G. range 1750 to 3500.1
worked hard at meetings in haines last spring to build a consensus with all users ofthe

resourse. This will work well.

316 NO. giving un used kings to sport is no good. Just because we don't catch the limit
doesn't mean we won't. If we get the limit it can stop us from cautching other ;almon in

season.

368 support. THis will give trailers more access to chums and cut the seiners while not
cuttting into the gillnetter days in deep inlet.

378 NO. Not a good way to rationalize the fishery. Two classes of fishers in same gear

group is no good.
379 NO. This will make a mess af f& G data gathereing.

380 Support. Keeping gillnetters in the loop when seiner change management style is

good.

384 Support The fish are back and we are ready to fish them.

385 Support. The kings are back and we are ready to fish them.

388 Support. For years gillnetters in 15c have been trying to conserve chilkoot sockeye. 6
inch nets, less days a week. This has contributed to a reduced catch of dipac chums. Right

now dipac gets 65% and we get less than 35% It should be the other way around. We lose
fishing time to conserve on chilkoot. The seiners should share the burden too.

391 NO The seiners have been out ofthere allocation for years they don't need more fish.

392 Support

Norman Hughes
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BOARDS
Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance
9369 Nnrth Douglas Highway
Jureal, AK 99801
Phone 907-586-6652 Fax 907-586-5648 E-mail: seafa@gci.net

February 6, 2003

Alaska Department of Fish and Same

Board Support Sect’on
Attn: Board of Fish Comments

PO Box 25526
Juneau, AK 99802-5526

RE: Board of Fish salman/finfish proposals
Chairman Ed Dersham and Board of Fish Members,

The Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance would like this opportunity to comment
on salmon and finfish proposals before you at the February 2003 Board of Fish
meeting in Ketchikan. We are a non-profit membership group formed in 2000 to
represent the interests of our members involved in the salmon, crab, shrimp and
longline fisheries. Within our salmon division, the largest majority of salmon
fishermen are involved in the drift gillnet followed by trollers and a few salmon
seine fishermen who are involved in other fisheries we represent.

Proposal #282 - Support. We support this proposal to allow additional access to
hatchery chinook by increasing the amount of treaty fish that may be caught during
the spring hatchery openings. The troll fleet is out of balance in the 5£ Enhanced
Allocation Plan and this proposal would allow additional access to hatch iry chinook,

which would help address the troller’s imbalance.

Proposal #285 - Support. We support this ADFG housekeeping proposal that would
allow the Dept flexibility and clarify when and how the spring troll fisheries are

opened and closed.

Proposal #286 - Support. We support this ADF6 proposal to open add”nal
waters in District 14 since there are no conservation concerns in this area.

Proposal #287 - Support. We Support this ADFG proposal to clarify if the waters
in front of salmon streams are open during the spring fisheries.
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Proposal #291 - Support. We support this ATA proposal that allows the
Commissioner to open by EO authority a hatchery chum salmon fishery in the Neets

Bay area.

Proposal #293 - Support in concept. We support this proposal to reopen area in
District 11Ato trolling that was closed inthe past for the conservation and
rebuilding of the Taku River chinook stocks. The language in this proposal states
that Chinook may be taken only in a section of District 11 A while the intent was to
reopen a portion of District 11A and still keep open Districts 11B, 11C& 11D.

Proposal #294 - Support. We believe that due to the troller’s being so low in the
SE Enhanced Allocation Plan that they should be allowed some opportunity to target

enhanced chums returning to the DIPAC facility.

Proposal #295 - Support. This proposal would allow additional opoortunity to
access tie chum salmon that will be returning to the Anita Bay release site. ADFG
can close by EO authority portions of the area if a conservation concern for any

stocks in the c¢ea occurs.

Proposal #301 - Support. We support chciging the ending date of the .rummer coho
fishery to Sept 30th. ADFG can close the fishery early by EO authority if
necessary to protect stocks that the Dept has concerns about escapements.

Proposal #302 - Support. We support this proposal to allow additional access to
hatchery echo after September 30th. The troll fleet is below their allocation goals
inthe SE Enhanced Allocation Plan. This might provide additional opportunities to
access hatchery fish and help the trollers within the allocation plan.

Proposal #304 - Support. We support this proposal by ADFG to use escapement
projections as part of the criteria for the ten-day coho Salmon troll fishery

closure.
Proposal #305, 306, A 307 - Support. We support these proposals to delete the

regulation regarding the eight days on and 6 days off. ADFG has stated that this
regulation does not serve any conservation or management needs.

Proposal #308 - Support. We support this proposal to open additional area to
trollers. This would allow the drag to extend to an area with an anchorage. This

stretch of coast cGn be dangerous if the weather comes up.
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Proposal #311 - Oppose. We would be willing to discuss this proposal with the Dept
during the committee process.

Proposal #313- 322 - Oppose. We oppose these proposals to change the allocation
between the sport and troll fleets. The troM fishery should not be punished for the
unrestricted growth of the charter and guide fishery in SE /Alaska

Proposal #323 - Oppose. We oppose the proposal drafted by the King Salmon Task
force. While there are good ideas within this proposal, it is obvious that the
charter/guide representatives outhnumbered the resident sports rishermen.

Proposal #366 A 367- Oppose. Both of these proposal deal with troll/seine
openings within the Hidden Falls THA. We support the status quo that allows the
trollers opportunities to harvest chum salmon to help balance the troll fleet in the
Se Enhanced Allocation Plan. At the sameti' e cknowledge that the Hidden
Falls seine fishery is extremely important to v “eine fleet and based on the
number of boats fishing this area determines how much other area on small stocks

the Dept may open to the seiners.

Proposal #369 A 370 - Support. These propu-als were a consensus proposal to
proc ctively deal with the potential conflict br+ween salmon and crab fishermen in

Anita Bay.

Proposal #371 A 372 - Support. Both of these proposals increase the Anita Ba,
iHA. We support increasing the THA but suggest that the Board of Fish or staff
check and see that the lines given are accurate and moving the THA to the mouth

of Anita Bay.

Proposal #373 - Support. We support this ADFS housekeeping proposal that brings
the Anita Bay management dan current with the species being released at Anita

Bay and the dates contained in the plan.

Proposal #374 - Support. We support this proposal submitted by SSRAA which
would allow Neets Bay to be opened pr'or to July I*1by clarifying the regulation.

Proposal #375 - Support. We support this proposal submitted by ssrAA to allow
troll fishing to occur when appropriate and not be bound by restrictive dates set in

regulation.

Proposal #376 - Support. We consider this proposal to be housekeeping as this
proposal changes the regulation to reflect the way Nakat Inlet has been managed

the last three years.

COMMENTH®#
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Proposal #378 4 #379 - Both of these proposals take statutory changes. While it
is likely those changes to the statutes may occur in the next year or two we believe
that the statute change should occur prior to having a discussion with the fleet.
Both of these proposals have contributed to many discussions within the fleet and
forcing some members of the fleet to look at current conditions and what the
future of the fleet should look like. At this time there is no consensus on whether
a majority of the fleet is in support or opposed to this proposal or similar ideas.

Proposal #381 - Oppose. While the change in 1nis proposal would provide ADF6 the
flexibility to change the starting time of the fishery, there are alot of
considerations that should be dealt with pricr to changing the starting time. Such
as is it appropriate to have different districts starting at different times. Will
changing the Starting time of the fishery increase the conflicts between the gillnet
and sport fisheries. Who will determine what the starting time should be and what
will be the process? ADFS or a couple of fishermen, the processors? While it
would be nice to Start the first day earlier such as the suggested time in the
proposal 6-00 am, what will be the effect in ending the fishery early in the morning
at 6:00 am. Nor do we understand the justification given in the proposal that
changing the startiig time of the fishery increases the quality of the fish.

Proposal #362 - Support. This proposal would allow a fisherman to use their
current net if aking fishery is ever established. In today's market for gillnet kings
and the cost of net it would be prohibitive to most fishermen to participate in the
f:shery if they had to have a special net in order to participate.

Proposal #383 - Suppo.’t. This proposal establishes corridor areas in the District 8
to allow gilinet harvest of Anita Bay returns with 6" minimum mesh restriction while
protecting weaker sockeye stocks. ADF6 has stated at Advisory committee
meetings that they are neutral on the allocative aspects of this proposal but is
opposed to this proposal because they feel that there will be an unacceptable
harvest on wild stocks and thaT it would be against The mixed stock policy. In the
mixed stock pol*cy under (d) it states that the board will restrict new or expanding
mixed stock fisheries unless otherwise provided for by management pin** *r
application of the board's allocation criteria. This proposal is asking tor a L strict 8
management plan so that the Dept may open this area and allow the opportunity to
harvest the fish when they are in better shape rather than harvesting the darker
fish out of the terminal harvest area when they are less desirable. The other
regulation that should be considered while discussing this proposal is AS 16.10.440
(a) Fish released into the natural waters 0t the state by a hatchery operated under
AS 16.10.400-16.10.470 are available to the people for common use and are subject
to regulation under applicable law in the same way as fish occurring in their natural
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state until they return to the specific location derignated by the department for
harvest by the hatchery operator. We take this statute to mean that with the
chums that will be starting to return to the Anita Bay release Site are considered
surplus wild fish that harvest opportunities should be granted on as long as it does
not create a conservation concern on another stock. 6" minimum mesh restrictions
on the gillnet fleet have been quite successful in the District 11 and District 15
fisheries to harvest chums while protecting weak sockeye returns. The Crescent
Lake sockeye run was rebuilt from a depressed state inthe 1990’'s with the use of
5-1/4" gear for part of the week and allowing additional harvest opportunities
during the week with 6' gear rather than completely restricting the fishery down
to two days aweek. 6" gear has also been used to protect the Chilkoot sockeye in
lower 15C while allowing the harvest of chums returning to Amalga Harbor and the
Chilkoot has met the lower escapement levels the last two years after several years

of being below the desired lower escapement ranges.

Proposal #384 A 385 - Oppose. We oppose these proposals based on the
information provided to SEAFA by ADFG. We hope that the Board of Fish will
write a letter to the Commissioner of Fish and Came stating that they will take this
proposal up out of cycle as soon as harvest sharing arrangement were made with
Canada and a complete proposal is drawn up by ADFC that makes provisions for all
gear groups that shared in the conservation of the stocks while they were being
rebuilt as they did with the corresponding subsistence proposals at the January

Board of Fish meeting in Sitka.

Proposal #386 - Support. We support this proposal to clarify the regulation. This
change will not make much difference unless a king fishery is established at a later
date that starts prior to the third Sunday in Ju e in which case this proposal is
allowing for a longer net to be used in the fishery than was allowed in the past prior
to the fishery being closed for conservation concerns. See comments on proposal

#382.

Proposal #387 - Support. We support this small line change to help avoid the reef
at Pt. Arden on incoming tides. We do not believe that the movement of this line
ivill significantly alter the amount of fish that will be caught - they will just be

caught in a slightly different area.

Proposal #388 A #391 - Oppose. We oppose both of these pr oposals that are
asking for changes to the sockeye cap harvested North of Point Aarsden in July.
Proposal #388 asks for the cap to be lowered based on the overharvest of the
Chilkoot and Speel sockeye returns. According to ADFG data the Speel Lake
sockeye have met their sockeye escapement goals and the Chilkoot has met
minimum escapement goals for the last two years. Based also on the information we
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saw from the Dept we don't believe that Proposal #391 should be changed from
counting all sockeye to counting only wild sockeye as they have only in one year gone
over the 15,000 cap and in most years have harvested less than f of the sockeye
cop leaving room for enhanced fish to be harvested before they reach the cap of
15,000. The bulk of the pink return goes t!'trough in August, as do some of the
enhanced fish returning to the Snettisham Hatchery. This shoreline was the cause
of many of the battles between the seme and gilinet gear groups in the past. We
have had a plan in place for approximately 10 years now that has helped diminish
the conflict between the gear groups and allowed them to work successfully
together on issues for the betterment of the region. We do not wish to see any
changes that will once again stir up the conflicts and bickering between gear

groups.

Proposal #389 - Support. This proposal is asking for protection from long-term
changes with the advent of the new seine management plan. We don't feel the need
to have this in regulation if the seine fishery is going to continue to be managed on
a 2 day on 2 day o ff scenario but with the new seine management plan where the
Dept tries to offer some fishing all week long providing a closed corridor through
part of the area to allow the fish to get into the inside waters allows the gillnet,
charter, troll, sport and subsistence users an opportunity on the stocks before they
are all intercepted. We believe that seine gear can be extremely effective when
used continually in front of the other users and some particular h ok o ff points are
more effective in catching all fish transiting an area than others. While we
compliment the current area management staff for this district in their ability to
know just hrwmuch e ffort can be placed where, we have to realistically not expect
him to be there forever and feel it is best to put in place protections for other
users and the resource while the managers who know the district the best are still
available. While we know that last year the fishery was managed to not affect the
gillnet fishery and in fact worked to the advantage of the gillnet fishery when you
look at the historical allocations but 2002 was not a typical year. What wili happen
when seiners are allowed to harvest salmon without catch limits and there is enough

processing capacity to take all fish?

Proposal #392 - Support. We support this ADFfi housekeeping proposal that puts
in regulation how fish and game determines which fish are counted towards the

sockeye cap in July, North of Point Marsden.

4
Director
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To: Alaska Board of Fish

| am a Southeast Drift Gillnet Permit holder residing in the Chiikat Valley and | fish

Ly Gk oposed to Board of Fish Proposal #378 for many of the same reasons Lynn
Canal Gillnetters Assn. President Mike Saunders outlined in h's letter against the proposal.

| suDDort Mike in his efforts to defeat this proposal.

P.S.
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