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Marvin J. George
PO Box 393, Craig, AK 99921
{907} 826-2776

May 20, 2008

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Board of Fisheries

Shannon Stone and Scott Crass
Southeast Region

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

To Whom It May Concern:

Another way to stop the Yellow Eye and other bottom fish from being killed off or thrown away by the
sport fishermen and charter boat group is to impose a rule of no mooching in areas where the Yellow
Eye Red Snappers are located. This will keep the overkill rate down.

Whereas, we the true sport fishermen, who trelt with down riggers and sometimes we just use 8 to 10
oz. trolling lead, are not hooking onto any Yellow Eye Red Snappers, but sometimes we catch a kelp
bass, but those dive back down to the bottom after we unhook and throw them back in the water.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

S Vg~

Marvin 1. George,
Craig Community Association Member
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Restructuring Proposal Form for Proposal 255
Andy Wright

{ HYPERLINK "mailto:fv_windall@yahoo.com" }
907-518-0433

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

Southeast Drift Gillnet

a) Harvester would need two permits to qualify for incentives.

b) Harvesting allocations would be relative to incentives decided on.

¢) Incentives could include longer or deeper nets, more time for dual permit
holders, or other ideas that could come out of possible committee meetings.

d) No

e) Availability of permits would diminish as consolidation grew; the C.P.U.E.
should strengthen as gear is taken out of the water and all users would
benefits.

f) No

g) Yes

h) Depending on what incentive is adopted, the department would have to
modify their C.P.U.E. models as they monitor the fishery.

) ?

j) Post-season evaluation of fishery would occur at meetings with indusiry and
department,

k) Conservation is not a primary motivation of this proposal; however, it would
be easier for the department to manage for weak stocks with less gear in the
water. '

1) Enforcing fisheries with different net lengths may be a challenge; however,
this is not a new concept. Much can be learned from the experiments of
enforcement in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery and the Seymour Canal fishery.

The primary goal of this proposal is to bring the number of participants down to a
level! that achieves a more stable economic viability. The gross income of a
Southeast gillnetter should more adequately reflect the amount of investment and
risk.

Currently we have a large number of boats competing over a small amount of
fish. This problem is going to be exacerbated as loss of LF.QQ.s makes salmon a
more primary target, and loss of Dungeness crab to sea otters diverts the large
amount of dual permit holders from the crab grounds to the salmon grounds. It
seems counterproductive to have 100 boats, for example, catching the same
amount of fish 50 boats could catch. Providing incentives to consolidate would
help achieve better economic viability.

The term allocation usually refers to a specific division of fish numbers,
consolidation incentives don’t guarantee more product to any individual, or group,
only the opportunity to increase their share of the catch. With that said, there are
ways that the fishery may be affected. Some areas may see higher use of the
program. This may be a challenge for management as permit disbursement
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6)

7

8)

equalizes. Another possible consequence could be less competition between gear
groups, if the gillnet fleet is reduced to a manageable level. It would be casier to
survive during lean years.

It seems that as case could be made that all could benefit. Harvesters would have
higher incomes, processors would have a more steady flow of fresh fish, and fish
handling would be limited to fewer boats. Communities would see more trickle
down economics as incomes grew healthy enough for participants to spend money
more freely.

There is no status quo. He continuity of the fleet is changing radically as young
aggressive participants buy permits is creating a chum salmon dependent
machine.

a.
1. As the fleet consolidates, it should be easier to manage wild stocks.
ii. Management will have some exira workload as they adjust to new
management formulas.
iii. Economic utilization would improve as more cost effective
operations bring disposable income info the communities.
b.

i. It would be far more efficient to have fewer boats catching more
fish, limiting pollution and reducing fuel and other operating
expenses. As gross incomes rise and expenses shrink, a healthier
fishing fleet is created.

1i.

iii. Permit values would most likely rise, depending on market value
of fish. There may be a negative impact on boat values as
consolidation progresses.

iv. Distribution of product value would swing in favor of
consolidation participants, but remain static for processors and
market access.

¢. No effect is anticipated on other gear groups and should not affect
interactions between regions or communities.

d. Inpast years, when the salmon fisheries were struggling through hard
seasons, the state of the fleet’s machinery was falling into disrepair, many
vessels were not adequately maintained because of cash flow difficulties.
A well maintained boat is definitely a safer boat, more income means
better maintenance and that translates into more dollars trickling into local
economies.

e. There should not be much change in the market aspects after
implementation of this proposal, although the end result might possibly be
a better product.

f. Dramatic changes for processors are not anticipated. Fewer boats
delivering more fish may increase their efficiency.

g. Some crew jobs could be lost but others would become more lucrative.
The overall impact on the local economies should be positive, as no land
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based jobs would be lost and more disposable income is spent throughout
communities. Raw fish landing should remain static.

9) Many stakeholders are just absorbing the possibilities and are, as of now, unsure.
At this point, while it does not yet have “broad support,” there seems to be
increasing interest and the amount of support may change over the next two
months.

10) The State of Alaska Department of Fish & Game has done an exemplary job of
resource conservation to the end of harvestable excess. To date, there are few
conservation problems that the department cannot manage with their current tools.
This proposal should not create any new obstacles that hinder conservation goals.
I have been involved in the Southeast Drift Gillnet fishery since I was around §
years old. Ispent summers as I grew up crewing with my dad and the other
fishermen. I bought my first boat and permit with a state loan when I was 20 years
old and have participated under the capacity of skipper nearly every year for 27
years. This puts my lifetime experience in this fishery at somewhere near 39
years. I feel very strongly that it is incumbent upon me to do what I can to help
shape a fishery that can survive in perpetuity with economic viability. Does this
constitute fisheries development? In my mind, since “status quo™ is
counterproductive, it does.

11) T am not aware of any legal ramifications, but it is clear that any consolidation
proposal will cause management changes with the department. Clearly the most
complicated would be time related incentives. When crafting proposal (255), my
intention was to get different ideas out to promote dialogue, which would lead to
better ideas, This already seems to be happening, as some new incentive ideas are
already surfacing. Hopefully, by the time the board meets, a concept will rise to
the top that industry and department can live with,
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To Board of Fish

Restrucuring Proposal No 253; Increase length limit for S.E. Salmon Seine vessels to 75 feet,

Question #1: S.E. Salmon Seine

Question #2:

a. Must have current SE Salmon Seine Card.

b. No allocations.

c. Fishing gear will stay the same.

d. Yes, increase vessel length limit to 75 feet.

e. No permits or harvest privileges affected.

f. No defined role for processors on the beach, but may increase custom processing on board.
g. Yes, it should be permanent.

h. Maybe, measuring vessels new to the fishery, but shouid be taken care of by documentation and
licensing.

i. Vertical integration should occur to some extent, but due to current fish pri'ces will be small ,as not as
much need to value add currently as a few years ago ,ie ;{ 6-10 cents Ib for pinks, 15 cents for chum, 80
cents for king,20 cents for coho and 70 cents for sockeye) but if prices fall then there should be an
increase in onboard processing.

Consolidation will not occur. No additional limits imposed.

i. Monitor by vessel licensing and evaluate by how many people change vessel size, not necessarily
capacity as | would add on to my current vessel length to increase speed and stability with no extra
capacity.

k. No conservation, ADF&G does a good job of monitoring and controlling the fishery,

I. The practical challenge that needs to be overcome is to convince the Board of Fisheries to allow it ,as
last board cycle ,there was only one opposing voice in committee by the Tender group, but it wasn’t
much because it was agreed that it wouldn't affect Tenders much . There are less tenders now due to
buybacks restricting participation and attrition, (age, fires sinking’s etc.) and no new tenders are being
built.

Question #3: Some of the changes/goals are

PUBLIC COMMENT # 3



a: Make vessels more versatile.

b: increase efficiency, keep operating costs down and increase fish quality.
c: Uniformity in Seine gear group.

D: Enable young/new participants to buy in.

Question #4 the proposal can meet the goals/objectives

a: to increase deck space, this would help in custom processing applications as you need much more
deck space to comply with regulations, with more room the processing won't be as cramped and there
will be better quality in better handling, storage, rinsing etc . Many boats participate in other fisheries,ie
Spawn on Kelp, where more deck space is needed, also larger decks tend to make things safer, less
crowding ie; S E Roe herring (Sitka) where multiple nets are carried on boats, this would give more room
for this and make it safer(stability). Pot fisheries wouid also benefit and other fisheries may that | don’t
participate in.

b. Increase fuel efficiency and speed as longer vessels travel through the water faster with less
resistance. On larger vessels, yoi would not have to pack the fish as tight increasing quality.

. Make the Seine gear group uniform, as the herring seine fisheries have no length limit on vessels.

d. Making more vessels of different sizes will make it more affordable for young fishermen to enter in
the fishery and for others to upgrade if they wish to.

Question #5 Management plans should not be affected much , concern was voiced by a biologist that
larger vessels would increase catching ability, but | believe his concerns are unfounded . The seine net
catches the fish and the nets will stay the same, fishing in rough weather should not change as there is
maore to it than just a bigger boat. In the summer of 2008 it was so windy where | was fishing that we
couldn’t haul gear, the net would be blown off the deck. There was no wave action. The waves and wind
affect the skiff and side towing , a [arger boat will make the net fish shallow and cause other problems-
like lines breaking etc, and make it harder for the boat to stay on the gear. Another concern maybe
more capacity but already there are 58’ boats that pack 200,000 Ibs and the management style is not
changed because of them. Currently very few vessels under 75’ carry more than that.

Another point is that when fish are running heavy , tenders can just go pump out of the net or unload
the seiner while it is waiting in line{ which happened in 2007 where | was fishing), so the larger vessel
catching more fish for management concerns really is unfounded.

if | was to lengthen either of my vessels, it would not increase packing capacity, just give me more deck
space and better fuel efficiency .

As far as allocation | couldn’t think of any impacts or re allocations.
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Question #6 Who will benefit? First Harvesters, given more deck space, the ability to process if wanted,
new entrants into the fishery as they could buy existing vessels and not spend millions building a new
one, which most nhew entrants can’t afford. Also a more efficient and economical operation.

Communities may benefit as more young or new entrants could afford to buy in.

Question #7 Its better than status quo by all the previous reasons and there is no valid argument against
it!

Question #8

a. 1)There should be no biological impact as the harvest is based on escapement and the
seine/catching power is not changed.
2) The management should not be affected as the catching power of the nets stay the same,
and on big days(which there really aren’t that many, and if there are ,there is usually more than
enough fish escaping, we can’t catch them all!) the reasons | have stated previously still stand. 3)
Economic utilization is positive , as more or different vessels can enter the fishery. Value adding
custom processing can take piace much easier, this | know as | have withessed small boats try
and fail due to lack of space for one, and | have jumped through the hoops and got processor
license myself and all the equipment, but never tried it as the boat would be too small. Itis
58'x17.5.

b. 1) this proposal will increase economic efficiency by offering better fuel savings, more room on
deck, make the vessels better in other fisheries.

2) None that I can think of.
3) None

4) a) It will increase product value to the fisherman by a) less packing in the hatch for improved
quality and the ability to custom process. b) Will increase value 10 processers by delivering a better
product, less tightly packed=less bruising, scale loss and better refrigeration due to increased
circulation over the product.

5) May increase market access due to custom processing and better quality.

c) Interdependence , should improve in some fisheries as seine vessels could be larger making better
vessels for some other fisheries that seiners participate in but could use bigger vessels,(herring,
crab, Spawn on kelp etc.) Regional interaction could be affected by larger vessels not being ablr=e to
fish there due to size limits. An increase in income to communities by more local vessels, higher
moorage income {by the foot, 58' vs 75’)

d} It could increase safety.
e) Already stated.

F) Already stated.
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g} Local communities; may increase employment by adding vessels, processing increases due to
quality improvements resulting in more sales. Industry impacts; by increase income in and to
communities and ports, increasing local business income,

9) £very seiner | have talked to supports the Idea, most agree a limit is not practical and restricts
potential in today’s fishery.

10) As stated previously, ability to custom process on a larger vessel, it is very difficult on a normal
58’ seiner (Development}, it may bring newer and more efficient vessels{fuel economy) among other
things.

11) Management should be the same and enforcement should also be the same, | am not a lawyer
or legal person so | don’t know the legal implication potential.

Larry Demmert

4/,
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To All Board of Fish Members;

My Name is Larry Demmert and | am writing on the various proposals below, | am part Alaska Native
and my family originates out of Klawock, Ak. | am a fisherman whose family has fished since time
immemocrial, | have fished since | was 7, | have a residence in Craig, Ak. | own 3 seiners and several skiffs
and support vessels, | own permits in SE Sac Roe seing, SE Salmon Seine, 2 Spawn on kelp, have held a
Chatham permit and Area M Seine permit. My whole family owns permits, Brenda {wife} owns 2 spawn
on kelp permits, Voshte { Daughter) owns 2 Spawn on Kelp permits, Nicholas (son) owns 2 spawn on
kelp permits and a SE Salmon seine permit, Daniel,{ son ) owns 2 spawn on kelp permits, Sharon
(mother) owns a spawn on kelp permit, Alexi ( nephew ) owns a spawn on kelp permit. Rosemary {
mother in law)} owns a spawn on kelp permit, Rudolph Johanson {father in law) 2 spawn on kelp permits,
1 Se Salmon seine permit in total | speak for 15 spawn on kelp permits and 3 SE seine permits!

1 will comment on Herring first, as we hold the largest amount of permits,

Proposal 199 General herring closure OPPOSE, many commercial herring stocks are at or near historical
highs, the group proposing this obviously has no history or scientific data on Herring, just using lies and
misinformation to drive hysterical ranting of overfishing .

Proposal 201 gillnet herving grab QPPOSE, Gillnetters have damaged their fisheries by harvesting only
large females, they have no right to damage other healthy herring stocks and have no history there.

Proposal 205 gillnet herring grab OPPQSE, see above.

Proposals 209,210 Support we cannot have a fishery like 2008, large sets were made but the quality was
way down, the biomass is so large it is hard to manage, this will appease many users, there will be very
little test fishing and when sets are good the herring will be taken, we can harvest in a variety of areas,
the tribe should support this all the way! It will also make it much safer, [ast year | was rammed and set
in front of, causing web in the wheel, my partner boat was rammed and many other incidents were
reported!

Proposal 211 not requiring permit holder on kelp placement in pen Support, Fishing is defined as
catching/harvesting of fish, not kelp, putting kelp into pens is not fishing, therefore permit holders need
not be there, kelp can be harvested by non permit holders and sold!

Proposal 212 SUPPORT
Proposal 214 SUPPORT Makes sense

Proposal 215 expasnd 3h area SUPPORT There is no subsistence in this areg, there are no Macrosistys
kelp beds in this area, there is plenty of good area for ponding that will have no impact on subsistance.

Proposal 216 expand open pond area in 3b Support This will allow open pounders more opportunity to

follow the spawn, and this is outside the subsistence area.
Public Comment # ; 5
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The next comments are for SE Salmon Seine representing 4 permits. : (
Proposal 238 SUPPORT Will help in a short subsistence year,

Propasal 253 SUPPORT There is no valid argument for a 58’ limit, it is a regulation whose time has long
past. Last Board of fish meeting there was only one small voice of dissent from the Tender group ,but it
was not strong, as the argument that there are no new tenders entering fisheries and we are losing
tenders to sinkings, fire , buy backs etc. Some fish companies will pay the seine boat to pack their fish to
the plant.

In Herring there is no iength limit, we should make these fisheries the same.

This will alse allow for more capitalization as fish quality will be increased and it will also make on board
processing easier.

This will make boats more efficient, as longer boats go through the water faster, and give more deck
space and increase safety.

Managements worries of more fish being caught are unfounded, as they manage by escapement, seines
catch the fish and they are not being changed, many new wide boats pack 200klbs of fish and fish in bad
weather, we cannot fish in weather that will endanger the skiff, also it is too hard on the gear, lines
break and net tears due to heavy weather.

The size will likely be held to under 65’ as there are many regulations on a vessel 65 or greater. (

We should not be held back in making our boats more efficient!

Proposal 254 SUPPORT The measurement should be hull length only no add ons, bolt ons or anything
removable should count, it makes for better working deck, doesn’t increase the catching ability of a
boat.

Proposal 263 extra net onboard seine fishery Support we do it in herring why not saimon?

Proposal 264 close seining in Klawock area QPPOSE Seining in area 4 is limited to hours a week, it has
very little impact on Klawock subsistence, if anything monitor the subsistence fishers who abuse the
system and take thousands of sockeye and sell it illegally, this is what's killing subsistence!!

Proposal 265 change harvest dates OPPOSE NOT BASED ON SCUBD SCIENCE!!! See above.

Proposals 271,273,274 SUPPORT Giilnets have heen catching more ! it is unfair and not how its
supposed to be managed!

Proposals 294,307,308,310 311, 312 SUPPORT THERE HAS BEEN ZERO OVERSIGHT ON SPORT FISHING
AND IT IS ABUSING THE SYSTEMI! | see sport fishermen taking 10 to twenty boxes of fish home each, it is
ridiculous; they will cause severe damage to all fisheries with their unlawful and irresponsible ways. All

Lodges should have to pay for observers and have full coverage, they make millions, if a fishing boat (
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pays for observer coverage and makes 10% of what lodges’ bring in there should be no problem in
payingi!!

VRN Q nQe
WE THE UNDERSIGNED REQUEST THAT Larry Demmert represent us for the Board of Fish 2009 meeting
in Sitka, Ak.

1

2.
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WE THE UNDERSIGNED REQUEST THAT Larry Demmert represent us for the Board of Fish 2009 meeting
in Sitka, Ak
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Restructuring Proposal Form for Proposal 256
Bob Martin

bobwmartin@yahoo.com

907.772.2923

Answers to questions 1 - 11:
1.What regulatory area, fishery, gear type does this restructuring proposal affect?

Southeast Salmon Drift Gillnet except Terminal Harvest Areas. (THAs are small but very
important areas were hatchery fish are targeted with very little impact on wild stocks)

A little background on net length:

Southeast salmon gillnetting is allowed in five Districts: 1,6,8,11,15

Districts 1,11,15 have a 200 fathom maximum net length

Districts 6 and 8 aliow a maximum of 300 fathoms

I do not know why the districts have different net length limits. I can see no reason at this
time. District 6 can be as difficult (strong tide rips, ship traffic, whales, shallow reefs) and
congested (lots of gillnetters) as any other area, yet it allows the longer net. All THAs have
a 200 fathom maximum. Far from being unaffected by this proposal, THAs would benefit the
most because they would feel the boat reductfon, yet see not extra net length from any of
the remaining fleet.

2a. To be eligible for the extra length, a skipper would have to hold two permits.

2b. Not directly, but see question/answer #5

2c. Same means and methods. A second permit allows the skipper to append an additional
100 fathoms of legal gillnet to whatever maximum length the single-permit regulations
already specify.

2d. No

2e. No, please keep transferability the same.

2f. No

2g. Yes, a permanent regulation. (The Board can change permanent regulations though,
right?)

2h. Yes, ADF&G will need to monitor for a change in fleet catch rates and see if a change in
fishing time is needed to meet harvest and escapement goals.

2i. I don't think vertical integration is affected. Isn't fleet consolidation horizontal
integration?

2j. I would like to see all possibly relevant data collected and made available in aggregate,
anonymous form by CFEC and ADF&G so all can see whether this proposal is working
toward its goal of a larger harvest for all vessels whether they have one or two permits. If it
is not, perhaps a future proposal could rectify the shortcomings.

2k. Not fishery conservation, but fuel and pollution conservation motivation since we have a
lot more boats than we need crulsing back and forth to our short weekly openings.

21. In practice, this proposal might not achieve much because it should immediately drive
permit prices up to a level where the acquisition of a second permit would cost as much as
the extra benefit to be gained. This is a problem with any voluntary buyback program. I can
oniy hope that since salmon gilinet permit prices fluctuate a lot, there will be times during
poor years when permits are cheap (and the need for fleet reduction most evident), when
far-sighted individuals in our fleet can snatch them up and eventually affect a meaningful
reduction in the fleet. Having severable permits would mean that the fleet could un-
consolidate if permit prices got so high that it was tempting to sell one of the stacked
permits. However, if the permit value was so high, it would probably be due to the
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profitability of the fishery and another permit stacker could easily be the potential buyer for (
the severed permit. I like severability, though, since it takes some of the risk out of
acquiring a second permit. If it did not work out, you could sell it.

3. To reduce the number of boats and the quantity of gilinet deployed during the fishery,
thus making the fishery more profitable for remaining participants.

4. For every skipper who purchases a second permit and uses the extra 100 fathoms, one
beoat and at least half of a gillnet will be absent from the fishery. The dual-permit holder
gets some extra net, while both dual and single-permit holders gets some extra space which
means more fish.

5. It is possible that some fishing districts within Southeast could see more permit stacking
than others if, for example, District 1 fishermen thought a second permit

would provide a great benefit, while District & fishermen did not think they had much to
gain. On the other hand, District 6 fishermen are accustomed to fishing 300 fathoms, have
the large gillnet reels to accommodate long nets, and would naturally incline toward using a
300 fathom net when they fish in 200 fathom districts. The main weakness of my proposal
is that the extra 100 fathoms of net would be more valuable when appended to a 200
fathom net rather than a 300 fathom net, because it is a greater percentage increase and
does not require the "experiment"” of trying to make a 400 fathom net pay off. To my
knowtedge, no one has ever fished 400 fathoms in the Southeast region, while most of the
fleet can envision the benefit of a 300 fathom net over a 200 fathom net. One solution to
this problem would be make 200 fathoms the maximum single-permit length in all districts.
While this has some support from area 6 and 8 fishermen, it also has some strong
opposition. Thus I avoided that fight in favor of a less controversial proposal. (

6. I do anticipate an increase in resource value.

7. If we do nothing, there will be increasing fleet effort and a smaller slice of the pie for
most fishermen as the older generation who received state-granted permits sells their
lightly fished or unused permits to new entrants who generally become more competitive. If
these permits could instead be absorbed by existing participants at half of the gear amount,
the trend toward a more potent fleet could be offset by a reduction in boats. Over many
years, enough permits would be doubled up to make a noticeable fleet reduction and those
remaining would be getting a larger share of the harvest.

Adjusting for infiation, average gross income for the fleet trended downward from 1988 to
2002. Since then, a few years of improved chum prices and strong hatchery runs have
caused an upturn in income. (Note, however, that some of this increase in income has
apparantly come at the expense of other gear groups as there is now a chum allocation
battle going on between seiners and gillnetters.) If chum prices and catches return to
historical levels, there will be a continued downward trend in inflation-adjusted income for
the fleet.

8a. It is possible that in the long term, a reduced fleet could require more fishing time to
catch the harvestable salmon resource. I doubt much change would be necessary, as a
smaller fleet usually catches more per boat and mops up the allowable harvest with ease.
Since I am not aware of any over-ascapement concerns for the salmon stocks targeted by
Southeast gillnetters, I would think there is no risk to the resource.

8b. In the short term, the harvesters would face the hassle of dealing with two different net
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lengths, especially where boats wait in line to take turns. There wouid be some jealousy and
resentment of those who had two permits. Qver time, these issues should settle down and
become minor. The demand for entry-level boats would drop, leading to lower boat prices,
especially for the smallest and least desirable vessels. However, this trend has already been
evident for many years as the fleet has steadily upgraded its boats and eguipment.

8c¢. I cannot think of an effect on other gear types. As I mentioned in question #5 there
could be a regionatl effect if permits tended to flow toward areas where stacking was more
desirable.

8d. The oniy safety issue I can see is the adjustment of boat traffic to the longer nets.
Perhaps buoy size and visibility could be regulated to help other boats see the nets better.
Boat traffic is already a issue, and I think a larger buoy size could help an existing problem
as well. Having fewer boats and less gear in the water would mitigate the net length issue in
time.

8e. The market should not be affected. The resource can be fully harvested with far few
boats.

8f. As long as the resource can be harvested with fewer boats, the processors should have
only minor adjustments {o make. It could even make fish buying operations easier with
fewer boats to service. Tender capacity needs should not change, although it is possible that
tenders could service the smaller fleet faster and get the fish to the processing plants a little
bit sooner. Again, we are not talking about a harvest reduction, only a fleet reduction.

89g. The reduction in boats and gear would increase the fleet's efficiency but this could come
at the expense of some associated businesses. Less money would be spent on fuel, fishing
gear, machinery, insurance, moorage. Individual boat maintenance might increase for the
remaining fleet, but there could be an overall decline in maintenance spending. Since the
same amount of fish would be harvested with fewer boats, the number of bhoats with a crew
might need to increase to handle the increased catch, possibly offsetting crew laid off by the
reduction in boats. If the remaining boats are more profitable, they will also have more
money to spend in the community, It is hard to predict how this would play out. The
resource will still be harvested, so the money is not lost, but more might be spent in a
disgressionary manner rather than in just paying the bills,

9. I have found support to be mildly favorable. Usually the proposal is greeted with
skeptical indifference, then followed by moderate support after the issues are considered.
High prices for hatchery chums in the last few seasons have beean good to the fleet and fleet
reduction is not on everyone's mind right now. Sometimes opposition to permit stacking is
fierce, however. I have found that the strongest opposition does not cite costs and benefits,
but rather stems from ego issues and the perceived injustice of any kind of permit stacking.
I think House Bill 251 invited this proposal. It is not just my idea.

10. I do not think there will be a noticeable effect on the salmon resource. I am proposing a
modest gear reduction that could induce fishery managers to allow a little more fishing time
in a very well understood fishery. Nor would this proposal lead to rapid change, as permit
prices would probably shoot up if a lot of permit holders tried to buy an second one. There
would be less fuel consumption and pollution.

11. Permit stacking by two separate permit holders on one boat already exists in Bristol Bay

and in herring gillnet fisheries and seems to cause very few problems. Enforcement is not
hard if stacking boats are required to be clearly marked so the whole fleet can tell if
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someone is entitled to a longer net. The fleet already watches for long nets and I suspect
many citations issued by the Troopers already come from tips called in by nearby boats.

Fishery managers should be able to compensate for fleet reduction by adjusting fishing time
to match the level of effort. Surely they take fleet effort into consideration already. I do not
think there would be enough stacking in the first year to warrant any changes. After the
first year of catch data, the catches of stacking boats could be compared to non-stackers to
develop a simple multiplier that would be applied to stacking boats when describing the
level of fleet effort. For example, a stacking boat equals 1.4 single boats when calculating
catch per unit of effort, or a stacking boat equals 1.4 units of effort.

I would strongly advocate that permits that are stacked could be unstacked and sold by the

owner at any time. This would make the pregram more appealing and lead to more
participation in the fleet reduction.
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We are the residents of Herring Cove, and we are writing to express our concerns
and apprehensions regarding the upcoming fishing season(s). There have been designated
closures in this area for many years, but we have learned that Herring Cove will now be
open to fishing from the beach, due to a greatly increased return of Kings and Cohos that
were released from the SSRAA Herring Cove Hafchery 5 years ago. This increased
release was initiated at that time by Rep. Bill Williams and Sen. Robin Taylor for sport
- fishing, however, loeal residents were not informed- of unusually large returns at the
time. Now itis imminent, and we are told by Fish & Game to expect large numbers of
anglers using the beach. The anticipated return this year is 5,700, next year it is
something like 10,000. Once the Hatchery has replaced its brood stock their ladders will
‘be shut and the rest will be “up for grabs”.

Our greatest concern is that no preparation has been made by ANY authority
to handle the additional vehicular and foot traffic, parking, safety problems, trespassing,
and littering of both our neighborhood and the beach. We are told by Fish and Game

- that they do not have the authority to close the fishery, nor do they have funds to develop
designated trails to access the beach. The Dept. of Natural Resources controls the land
~ beyond the high water mark and the Department of Transportation controls some of the.
property ostensibly designated o provide access to the shoreline. We are told there are 3
of these areas, however, none of these access points have been developed in any way.
This leaves beach anglers no choice but to trespass across private inhabited
property. Confrontations between the residents and trespassers are inevitable, there will
be many calls to state troopers to sort out the problems, and we are well aware of how
understaffed they are. There are no public sanitary facilities of any kind in Herring
Cove; please refer to the attached letter from Department of Fish and Game concerning
this and other related issues.

We all appreciate how important sport and commercial fishing is to Ketchikan
and we do not suggest that the fishery be closed. We do suggest, however, that a
reasonable alternative to a free-for-all “combat fishing” situation would be to allow boats
in the area, but prohibit fishing from the beach until public access facilities (parking,
trails and sanitary Jucilities) have actually been developed.

A page of residents’ signatures is attached hereto and a copy of this letter has
been sent to the attached list of governmental agencies. .

2 |
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Herring Cove Combat Fishing
CONTACT LIST

FISH & GAME:

Juneau __— Kevin Delaney, Dlrector
o ‘ 267-2444 "~ -
kevin_delaney@fishgame.state.ak.us
Ketchikan - Steve Hoffman -
2030 Sealevel Drive #205 / 225-2859 fax 225-0497
STATE TROOPERS:
Ketchikan Sgts. Ludwig & Arlow

7 P.O. Box 8700/ 225-5518
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES:
Juneau - Commissioner John Shivley
T 400 Willoughby Ave. 5th Floor
Juneau, AK 99801/ 465-2400 fax 465-3886 .
Anchorage _ Division of Lands
Attention: Bruce Phelps
3601 “C” Street -
Anchorage 99503/  269-8592
BrucePhelps@dnr.state.ak.us
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:
Tom Brigham, Director 465-4070
Andy Hughes, Planning Chief465-4479
S.E. Regional Director 465-1763
Procurement/Property Control (SE) 465-8979
OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN:
Juneau 240 Main St." Suite 202 / (800)478-4970
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION:
Juneau ‘Commissioner Michelle Brown
410 Willoughby Ave. #105
Juneau 99801 / 465-5063 fax 465-5070
Ketchikan Rob Danner
" 540 Water St. #203 / 225-6200
S.E. REGIONAL AQUACULTURE ASSOC. (SSRAA)
Jay Creasey, Hatchery Manager
188 Powerhouse Road / 225-2635
Bill Halloran, Operations Manager
2721 Tongass Ave. / 225-9605
'SENATOR ROBIN TAYLOR
50 Front St. #203 / 225-8088 fax 225-0173
REPRESENTATIVE BILL WILLIAMS
50 Front St. #203 / 247-4672
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS OFFICE
' 50 Front St. #203 / 225-9675
BOROUGH MAYOR JACK SHAY )
344 Front St. / 228-6604

—
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Dennis and Janet Brand
8230 South tongass hwy
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Governor Sarah Palin

For some time now the residents of Herring cove have had to endure what the state
calls shore line fishing. We have fought to move the fish to a more user friendly area
which they can do. It is becoming more dangerous with the huge increase in bear
population

There are no provisions for combat fishing. The only access is down slippery and
dangerous rock cliff. All other access is private and people are constantly trespassing.
If some one is injured on our property while trying to catch a hatchery fish we are
liable not the state, or SSRAA who created this abomination. Each time we are told
that something will be done it is the start of the fishing season and a new person is in
charge. It is not our intention to try to close the hatchery it is a vital part of Alaska‘s
industry, shore line fishing in a residential neighborhood is not. T constantly have
people use my rock wall for a restroom and not just urine. There is trash strewn all
over .there are treble hooks all over the beach so the children cant swim without fear
of stepping on a snagging hook.

I am sure the state troopers have more important problems than trespassers but if we
don’t call we have no recourse if someone is injured.

There are times that we cannot drive across the bridge because of cars busses or vans
blocking the way. '

I have enclosed just a few pictures and explanations of them. Please will someone not
take a look at this travesty? In our bundle of rights as property and home owners we
are given the right to privacy and quiet enjoyment both of these have been taken
away. Depending on the tides we have persons here from 4am to lam. fishing
regulations are not enforced or controlled.

The state had offered at one time to open an alternate area but it would have been a
huge misuse of funds since there was no way to access the fish from these sites but
we were told that we turned it down. So must we now suffer the consequences?

When SSRAA. Was put in years ago we were told that it would have no impact on
our lives or surrounding area which was true until the state got involved and
released more fish than they new what to do with. At that time there were little to no
fishing because this was not a fish stream. it was created by SSRAA. I see no reason
not to close this area until a solution can be found

Sincerely Janet and Dennis Brand
Frustrated property owners

A copy of this letter is also being hand delivered to fish and game Ketchikan

7
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#1  bear was literally fed a carcass by a snagger. (Fisherman). Later the
Bear was shot and drug up the road by its leg because he was stealing
There fish

#2 commercial guides bringing tours down no one is checking for
appropriate licenses '

#3 A fishermen climbed our rock wall to light his cigarette
Who is at fault if he is injured?

#4 People were too lazy to carry the fish up the appropriate trek so they
were left on the beach.

#5 garbage is a constant factor

#6 snagging mn the creck with no one to control it

#7 behind this van is our fire hydrant. Beside the smaller blue car are our
mail boxes. Neither of these is accessible by fire department or homeowners
#8 fish caught and left to rot

#9 1 was to appalled to take a picture of the man defecating on our rock

wall

The following page is a letter and a list of officers that it was sent to in 1999;
of these we received two responses

'
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STATE- 0F AM@B@A

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
SPORT FISH DIVISION

May 12, 1999

Sgt. Ludwig and Sgt. Arlow
Alaska State Troopers

Box 8700 )

Ketch;kan Alaska 99901

Dear-Sgt. Ludwig and Sgt Arlow:

TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

2030 SEA LEVEL DRIVE, # 205 .
KETCHIKAN, AK 99907 (
PHONE: (907) 225-2859

FAX: (907) 225-0497

The Alaska Department of FFish and Game, Division of Sport Fish is writing you this letter to give you
a “heads up” on activities that we feel will develop this season at Herring Cove as the result of large .
king salmon returns to the Whitman Lake hatchery. Beginning this season ( late June through mid-
September) , the Department and staff from SSRAA that operates the hatchery at Herring Cove,
anticipate increased use of this area by sport fishermen fishing from the shore and boats. Past

problems at this site include the following.

Trespassing through private landowner yards.
Litter accumulation and parties that create public problems.

Illegal fishing above and below the Herring Cove bridge. -

0 NN R LN

Retention of over limits for salmon.

Snagging of fish in freshwater portions of Herring Cove Creek.

Tllegal parking along the highway that blocks traffic and causes safety problems. (
Urination and defecation in front of the public and on private Iandowner yards.

‘Conirontations between landowners and anglers during trespassing situations.

Our department is requesting help from your agency in dealing with above listed problems. We are
wondering if signs could be posted concerning parking laws along the highway in Herring Cove and if
additional patrols by both “blue and brown shirt “ staff could be scheduled to help with these problems
as they develop. Our staff Wlll be spending additional time at this site also to deal with the fishery-

related problems.

Singerely

Stephen Hoffman
Area Management

Biologist

Ketchikan, Ak. (

l%"r
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~ STRTE OF RLASKA /f

6860 GLAGIER HIGHWAY

.{)EP Tu OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES f JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-7999

PHONE: (907)465-1774
TTY/TDD: (807}465-4647

(/
I
PLANNING/SOUTHEAST REGION / FAX: (507)465-2016

“w

July 9, 1999

Residents of Herring Cove
C/0O 8366 South Tongass Highway
Ketchikan, AK 99901

Dear Residents,

We appreciate the informative packet that you have provided concerning the
potential for difficulties this summer on the South Tongass Highway at Herring
Cove. The prospects of a large return of hatchery fish may lead to large
numbers of parked vehicles, and individuals who wish to travel from the road to

the waterside.

In response, we enclose two right-of-way maps of this area. Both are old and
have never been updated. They indicate that the right-of-way managed by the
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) varies in width,
and reaches 150 feet wide in the vicinity of the Herring Cove bridge.

([\ Your letter states that some portion of the highway right-of-way is “ ostensibly
designated to provide access to the shoreline”. We do not understand why this
statement is in your letter. In a situation such as this one, planning for access
between the state highway and adjoining lands is the responsibility of local
government, not DOT&PF. While the highway right-of-way is available for
transportation purposes, we haven'’t taken any action to establish public access
from the right-of-way to adjoining properties and the shoreline.

With regards to parking, we encourage your review of regulations found in the
Alaska Administrative Code (13 AAC 02.340 etc.). Questions concerning the
enforcement of these regulations should be directed to the Alaska State
Troopers.

Based on this summer’s experience, you may wish to propose a capital
improvement project to address access problems at this location. Unfortunately,
it typically takes two or more years before a project can be completed. Secondly,
it is imperative that some entity other than DOT&PF be identified to provide for
maintenance of the completed facility. Without a maintenance sponsor, the
prospects are dim for funding these improvements through the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

‘ {
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Residents of Herring Cove -2 - July 9, 1999 ( '

If you have specific suggestions in mind, please bring them to the attention of
the Ketchikan Gateway Borough, which coordinates local nominations of
projects for funding. It may prove beneficial to discuss your proposals with the
Department of Fish and Game, as they also may be able to provide funding
assistance.

Please contact me at 465-1776 if you would like to discuss these topics in
greater detail.

Sincerely,

0. M-

Andy Hughes
Regional Planning Chief

cc: John Hill, Associate Planner, Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Ron Schonenbach, Acting Southeast Regional Manager, Department of ,
Natural Resources (

Gary Hayden, Director of Construction, Maintenance and Operations,
Southeast Region

Thomas B. Brigham, Director, Statewide Planning

Frank Richards, Maintenance Engineer, Southeast Region

Pat Kemp, Preconstruction Engineer, Statewide Design and Engineering Services

|2
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8230 South Tongass Hwy.
Ketchikan, AK 99901
July 10, 2006

Mr. Charles Swanton
State of Alaska

Fish & Game
Juneau, Alaska

Subject: Herring Cove Fish Hatchery
Dear Mr. Swanton:

In response to my phone cail with you on or about 6-29-06, below is information
regarding the Herring Cove angler problem(s).

Tt seems that we, the residents of Herring Cove, have been ignored long enough. When
SSRAA introduced the salmon hatchery to the Herring Cove residents, (a combination of
residential and commercial neighbors), we were told that there would be little to no
impact on property or life as we knew it. To the contrary, we now must police our
property from trespassers which includes and is not limited to:

endure the trespassers foul language when they are asked to leave our property

put out camp fires that are left unattended

clean up the garbage they leave behind

collect yards and yards of fishing line which by the way the seals and wild birds get

caught in

neighborhood children can no longer go bare foot on the beach because of the treble

hooks in the beach sand and rocks

attempt to stop ignorant people from feeding the “cute” bear cub and its mother

tend to injured eagles that people try to feed and pet

the underside of the Herring Cove bridge seems to be a designated rest room

the rocks that line the Cove seem to be another designated rest room area

0. legal parking is really not available; consequently, they park (and block) in and
around driveways

11. parking in front of the fire hydrant seems to be okay too

W =

n

= 0 % &

The State of Alaska and SSRAA have basically placed the resident’s closet to the Cove in
jeopardy. The facts speak for themselves:

Fact 1: We are liable if someone is injured on our properties.

Fact 2: Each year, the angler problem increases and each year, the responses from
Wildlife Enforcement and Fish and Game are less and less.

<
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Fact 3: We have requested over and over that some one take responsibility for this ever
increasing problem

Below are some suggested solutions to the Herring Cove fish haichery problem(s):

Solution No. 1. The State of Alaska has a parcel of land to the south of Herring Cove
with ample room for them to set up parking, rest rooms, a dock for fishing and cleaning
fish.

Solution No. 2: Allow snagging from the road. Problem! No parking.

Solution No. 3: Move markers out from point to point forcing fishing to State designated
land (see diagram attached).

Solution No. 4: Close the Herring Cove fish hatchery; let SSRAA give the fish away.

Solution No. 5: Purchase adjacent property from Ron and Barb Fitzgerald; the State
could create shoreline only fishing.

In summary Mr. Swanton, we do not appreciate spending our summers enduring the
problems related to the Herring Cove fish hatchery; summer in Ketchikan is too short and
too precious to have to spend our time asking anglers to stay off our properties let alone
cleaning up their messes after they leave. And making sure they only have what they
came with.

I was unable to scan the map but if you have a copy of the original proposal it is
alternative #1 the markers would be moved to the point of alt. #3 to alt. #1.

I look forward to meeting you on your visit to Ketchikan.

Sincerely,

Janet A. Brand
Tel (907) 247-8355

16
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2030 Sea Level Drive, Suite 205
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME Ketcmsz] ’ EKE 9£§V§1 uite

DIVISION OF SPORT FISHERIES . P 500y 2900800

September 20, 2006 -

Residents of Herring Cove
Ketchikan, AK

Dear Residents:

In 1999 the Alaska Department of Fish and Game Sport Fish Division (ADF&G/SF) held several
public meetings with the property owners of Herring Cove regarding the increased shoreline sport
fishery in Herring Cove. During these meetings, residents expressed numerous concerns including
trespassing, parking, garbage, waste, noise, etc..

ADF&G/SF proposed several different access projects to address these concerns, However, there was
an overwhelming consensus from the residents that there was no need for additional public access in
Herring Cove. Therefore, it was decided not to proceed with any of the proposed access projects at
that time.

In the past seven fishing seasons since then, there have been many more concerns with this fishery and
access to these fish. Every year ADF&G/SF receives numerous complaints from the Herring Cove

residents regarding this fishery. This year several property owners have expressed interest in meeting
-and discussing the issues regarding the access problem in Herring Cove. With that in mind,
ADE&G/SF would like to invite all Herring Cove residents to meet with us and discuss any and all
issues regarding this fishery. The meeting will be held in the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Conference Room (Suite 209) 2030 Sealevel Dr. Ketchikan, AK on October 5, 2006 at 6:00 p.m..
Pleuse use the north staircase or elevator Ly ihe Pluva Port West Mall

Please inform any Herring Cove residents that may have been missed by this letter, and feel free to
call if you have any questions.

Thank you for time and we look forward to hearing your suggestions and concerns.

Sincerely,
- # e / t
el At
Mike Wood
ADF&G
Sport Fish Division ' 7

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game administers al programs and aclmhes free from dlscnmma%"é{;e basis of sex, color, race, religion, nalional origin, age, marital sialus, pregnancy,
neranthaod o gisabliity, Fer imormation on alfernative formats availals inig an -iher depariment poniicalions, contadl the Jepsumesm ADA Coordinalor ai fwicel 807-465-4120,
(lelecommunlcahon device for the deaf) 1-B00-478-3648, or fax 807-465-6078. Any persan who believes shefhe has been dlscnmrnated against should wille fo: ADF&G, PO Box 25526, Juneau, AK
09802 EE2T, & GG, LA Danarhnent of e Infeior, Washinglan, DG 20240.
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STATE OF ALASHE ~ wmencommer

2030 SEALEVEL DR #205
TCHIKAN, AK 9
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME KETOHIKAN, K 00801
FAX: (907) 225-0497
SPORT FISH DIVISION

June 4, 2007

Dear Herring Cove Property Owners:

We are rapidly approaching the busy fishing time in Herring Cove and there have been several
issues regarding our last proposal we sent you on November 29, 2006.

The Department received several negative comments from Herring Cove residents in regards to our
proposed line change in Herring Cove, The Department has also met with the Alaska Bureau of
Wildlife Enforcement regarding this issue and they too were also opposed to our proposed line
change.

Therefore, we would like to invite and encourage you all to meet again and discuss the 2007 fishing
season options as well as long term solutions. The meeting will be held on June 12, 2007 at 6:00

p.m. in the Fish and Game conference room. Please use the north stairway closet to Plaza Mall,

Please call if you have any questions or comments if you are unable to attend this meeting.

Kelly Piazza
Ketchikan Asst. Area Management Biologist

! |
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P.O . Box 240020

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME = Dosks A oot

FAX: (907) 465-2034

0B ALASHE oo
N

DIVISION OF SPORT FISH

WNowvember 29, 2006

Dear Herring Cove Property Owners!

First off let me express my apelogies for the delay in this correspondence especially since recently noting the
meeting was on October 5, 2006. I want to thank you again for sacrificing the time to come and speak with us
and hopefully you came away with the thought we are sincere in trying to find a workable solution, With that in
mind, boliw arg recounted the various options that were proposed at the meeting and our mreferred golution for
alleviating public trespass, vehicle parking, angler ignorance and human waste disposal.

The options that were offered from the department and discussed with you were:

1) Lease land from a private property owner for parking ~15 to 20 spaces, provide durnpsters, portable
toilets, and signage. Additionally increased public notification via signage, news releases, and radio
announcements. :

2) Modify fishing times to coincide with tides.

3) Land purchase by non state entity and use state funds for vanlted toilet, parking ot and other
improvements,

4) Move boundary of fishery up to the bridge and allow snagging in the creek-This would be done within (
our existing E.O. authority.

After additional Sportfish Division internal discussions we have decided to embark on a measured approach that
could be accelerated if the desired outcome is not attained. The most workable option is to move the current
fishery boundary markers with signage being placed proximate to the down stream right hand corner of the cove
and extending out the cove diagonally to a marker on the left hand side of the cove. This change in the fishing
area would in essence make the left hand side of the cove and adjacent tidelands closed to fishing. Please find
aftached a map that will be easier to understand. Our rational for this choice is that it addresses the largest
concern (trespassing) and will still provide ample area for anglers to catch and harvest fish as they have in the
past. We decided against modifying the gear (no snagging) and time the fishery is open because of the unique
opportunity this fishery affords for roadside angling for king salmon.

In addition to moving the fishing boundary, we will provide signage for the closed area and informational
signage at several prominent access points. We are working towards providing off road parking (we are still
secking landowners willing to lease space), portable toilets and bear proof garbage receptacles.

Please recognize that if these changes are not effective at correcting the situation that took place during 2006
and in prior years we will not be reticent about revisiting these proposed changes and instituting more restrictive
measuros. With this i mind let us reiterate that it is fallacy to think we can, through regulation, impose cthical
angler behavior; we can only try and promote it, and you can be assured that is what we intend to do.

Sincerely,

-~ ¥
oo

. ) /ﬁ Es

Charles O. Swanton 20

Regional Management Supervisor | _
ZL} PUBLIC COMMENT #_;Q______
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PERSONAL USE
FISHERIES .

] C » T
ALASKA DEPARTMENT
OF FISH & GAME
STATE OF ALASKA Southeastern Region
Department of Fish and Game P.0O. Box 240020
Frank Rue, Commissioner Douglas, Alaska 99824-0020
Kevin J. Delaney Contact: Stephen Hoffiman /J‘ ?S/
Director Ketchikan Area Management Biologist
Division of Sport Fish Ketchikan, Alaska
907-225-2859
For Immediate Release June 30, 1999

HERRING COVE TERMINAL HARVEST
AREA PERSONAL USE GILLNET
FISHERY OPENING

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Sport Fish
announced today that saltwater areas of Herring Cove would open
to a personal use gill net fishery for surplus king salmon
returning to SSRAA’s Whitman Lake hatchery located on upper
Herring Cove Creek. Open waters for this fishery will be Herring
Cove west of a line running from the southern entrance of Hole-
In-The-Wall harbor to an un-named creek 1/8 mile north of Whitman
Creek to the freshwater/saltwater boundary signs located at the
mouth of Herring Cove Creek (see attached map). The fishery will
be open by permit only that can be obtained from the Ketchikan;
office prior to the fishery. The perscnal use gillnet fishery
will be open from 8:00 am until 4:30 pm on the following days:

1. Tuesday, July 6, 19399,
2. Wednesday, July 14,1999,

3. Wednesday, July 21, 1999. (

4, Thursday, July 29,1999, 42
2_4 PUBLIC COMMENT # 6
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Regulations require participating individuals to be State of
Alaska residents and to have their sport fishing license in
possession while conducting this fishery. Legal gear is limited
to drift gillnet 10 fathoms (60 feet) or less in length. There
are no restrictions on the size of the gillnet mesh.

The maximum number of other species of salmon that may be
incidentally taken is six coho salmon, six sockeye salmon, 100
pink salmon, and 20 chum salmon.

All king salmon caught with a clipped adipose fin must be checked
in with department or hatchery staff on site, so that coded wire
tags can be recovered.

Fishermen are reminded that sport-taken and personal use taken
king salmon may nct be possessed on the same day.

Participants in this fishery are reminded to
respect private property in the Herring Cove
area. Trespassing on and/or through private
property is not allowed and prosecution of
trespassers will occur by landowners. Personal
use fishermen are also reminded not to use
Herring Cove beaches as bathrooms or garbage
dumps. Abuse of this area will negatively
influence the future of this fishery.

Anyone needing additional information on this subject should call
the Ketchikan ofifice at 225-2859.

N e



FRESHWATER .
BOUNDARY, >, - - -
. * -

HOLE IN
THE WALL

| AREA OPEN TO PERSONAL USE

GILLNET FISHERY
§TAM- 4:30 PM ON \
\_)ulu, (a) 14, 21 and 29, 1999

Y
ZA} PUBLIC COMMENT # L

—



RECEIVED
w0 8 2008

BOARDS

I am writing in opposition of BOF Proposals 255 and 256 submitted by Mr. Andy
Wright and Mr. Bob Martin, respectively, of Petersburg. Thave opposed similar
proposals in the past and my reasoning now is the same as it was then. T am opposed to
any individual similarly situated in a fishery receiving preferential rights over others in
that same fishery simply because he or she can afford to buy an extra permit. This is why
owning two permits was not allowed until recently in Alaska Law and why it was only
then permitted given that extra privileges would not apply by an act of the Legislature
and even so the principal of these “permit stacking” schemes runs contrary to the Alaska
Constitution. The Board has already determined that these proposals qualify as
“Restructuring.” 1 would argue that the Constitution of the State would have to be
amended, for these proposals to be legal.

If these proposals are approved, the Board of Fish will be engaging in social
engineering to the extent of creating two classes of gillnet fishermen, and make no
mistake you will be creating a low class and a high class. The economic ramifications
commensurate with this kind of {inkering with the social fabric of our coastal
communities would be glaring, even Machievellian, in the way it would enrich a few, not
just at the expense of the rest, but; by also marginalizing many who would feel the
consequences to the extant of being pushed to the fringe of the fishery where they could
no longer support their families and lifestyles, or even maintain their boats.

By reapportioning wealth formerly shared by the entire fleet according to their
abilities, ambition and skills to a top-heavy share rationed out to those already in
possession of more wealth given their ownership of two permits, the sponsor of these
proposals is asking the Board of Fish to partner in an embezzlement of the resource.

The Constitution of the State of Alaska specifically states in Article 8, Section 15,
that, “No exclusive right or special privilege shall be created or authorized in the natural
waters of the State.” Section 15 is the authority by which Limited entry was created and
also the Private non profit Aquaculture Associations because it goes on to say, “This
section does not restrict the power of the State to limit entry into any fishery for the
purpose of resource conservation, to prevent economic distress and those dependant upon
them for a livelihood and to promote the efficient development of aquaculture in the
State.”

The Alaska Constitution continues on in Article 8, Section 16, to protect my
rights, as I already own a Limited Enfry Permit that allows me to fish in any gillnet area
in Southeast Alaska with the same rules applied to me as any other permit owner, saying
that, “No person shall be involuntarily divested of his rights to use of the waters, his
inferest in lands or improvements effecting either. Except for a superior beneficial use or
public purpose and then only with just compensation and by operation of law.”

Article 8, Section 17 is even more specific in slamming the door on permit
stacking schemes like BOF 255 and BOF 256; that aren’t buybacks, providing
compensation to single permit owners like myself, when it says, “Laws or regulations
governing the use or disposal of natural resources shall apply equally to all persons
similarly situated with reference to the subject matter or purpose to be served by law or
regulation.”

To the Board of Fish:

@,
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Without a doubt it could be successfully argued in court, that when I am standing ( ‘
on the deck of my gillnet vessel in Lynn Canal, or Taku Inlet, Clarence Straits or any
other gillnet area in Southeast Alaska, fishing for salmon with a Southeast Drift Permit
with a 200 fathom net unless it is in Area 6 where 1 would have a 300 fathom net, that I
am “Similarly Situated” to the other gillnet boat fishing next to me.

Without a Doubt, if the guy on the boat next to me is allowed more gear or time to
fish than I am, then my constitutional rights are being violated under Article 8, Section
17, because the Laws governing the two of us being similarly situated are no longer being
applied equally. Also under Section 16 because I would have been involuntarily
divested of my rights to use of the waters without just compensation. And finally under
Section 15 because an exclusive privilege will have been created for the fisherman with
two permits, which is specifically prohibited.

Another thing that is without a doubt, is that I will continue to fish with as much
gear, for as much time, as any boat similarly situated to where I am, and without buying
another permit; and I would encourage anyone else o do the same. And if T get busted,
when I go to court I will have the constifution in my pocket, and so could anyone else.
It’s what protects us from greedy schemers like Mr. Wright and Mr. Martin and other
promoters of permit stacking cons that would take away the rights to the waters that are
ours by ownership of Limited Entry Permits and guaranteed us by the State and it’s Laws.

Sincerely yours
Mike Saunders
President
Lynn Canal Gillnetters Assn. ' (

%/{O PFUBLIC COMMENT # ;




o g e ey TR
#*”\E R el B

SO IV

ROARDS
First of all because it is not really from the RPT, it is from the Seiners, illustrated by the
identical BOF 274 that is directly from the Seiners Assn.

BOF Proposal 273 from RPT should be rejected by the Board of Fish,

The spring RPT meeting in Juneau which I attended as a representative of Lynn Canal
Gillnetters Assn. was high-jacked by a cabal of the seine reps in collusion with one troll
rep, Alan Anderson of Sitka, who also owns a seine permit, and the other troll rep from
SRAA who went along for the ride. The vote to make this proposal to the BOF with the
idea it was from the RPT, caused the ADF&G members of the RPT to throw up their
hands and not want any part of it sticking to them. The Vote was 4-2 along gear lines
with the two gillnet reps voting against, as it would take away half our fishing time at
Deep Inlet, which is established in regulation.

So let’s get out of the way any illusion that this proposal comes from any real Regional
Planning Team effort in the respect to the way that Regional Planning Teams normally
work.

I am going to link it with the identical BOF 274 which is from the Seiners Assn. and
which I and L'ynn Canal Gillnetters, whom I represent as President, also oppose.

While I am at it, I also oppose proposals, 267, 268, and 271, also proposais from the
Seiners Assn. to change rotation time established in regulation for other special harvest
areas.

Also; Let me stress that the numbers the Seiners, (SEAS) are using to claim that they are
out of their allocation range for the third rolling five ycar average are preliminary, and
haven’t even been made public by the Commercial Fisheries Entry Comm.

In this letter, however I want to emphasize the importance of not changing the rotation
from T'wo to one, (gillnet-seine) for the net flects at Deep Inlet in Sitka, an NSRAA
project that all gear groups are supposed to benefit from equally. Le.; gillnet, troll and
seine fleets.

In 1989 when the rotational fishery was set as it is today at two to one,(Gillnet-Seine) the
NSRRA board passed a motion adopting a policy that it would make it’s best efforts to
return to each gear group a Maximum of 40% to a minimum of 20 % in enhanced value
to each gear group. The two to one rotation (gillnet-seine} is supposed to facilitate this.

With last spring’s (08) NSRAA board meeting, the seiners and troliers on the Board were
able to carry a motion, stripping funding away from the only gillnet projects NSRAA is
involved off Baranof Island that provide any significant revenue to the gillnet fleet.
These are the remote release chum projects at Boat Harbor in Lynn Canal and Limestone
Inlet in Taku Inlet. These are projects that, respectively, provide half a million fish and
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up to two hundred thousand fish to the gillnet fleet on good years. NSRAA funding for (
these projects is now zero.

As of this writing. NSRAA budgets less than {% of its annual operational budget off
Baranof Tsland. What the gillnetters have left out of NSRAA is only our rotational
fishery at Deep Inlet.

And now the Seiners are asking with these two proposals, which are the same proposal
whether you call it Prop 273 or Prop 274 is for the Board of Fish to help them cut in half
that miserly bit of NSRAA production that the Gillnet Fleet still gets to participate in.

In actuality these proposals would take away more than half of the miserly bit of NSRAA
production the Gillnet Fleet still gets to harvest because many boats wouldn’t go to Sitka
just to fish on the diminished rotation. It’s moving forward with the SEAS agenda to
take all of NSRAA production geared towards fiet fleets for the seiners.

SEAS is using allocation as their justification for these Board of Fish Proposals to take
hatchery production away from the gillnet fleet. This they have already achieved at the
board level at NSRAA by the loss of funding at Boat Harbor/Limestone. They have
increased their allocation. What they want to do now with these BOF proposals is take
even more.

So the question is, do they really deserve more allocation and are they really out on the

downside of their range, anyway. And is the allocation process even accurately reflecting

realities in hatchery fish harvesting today in respect to how it was set up to do fourteen (
years ago? I answered some of these questions in my report to the spring 2008 RPT

meeting in Juneau entitled, “So Why Is This The Season Of Our Discontent” (see word

doc “Season of our Discontent™)

One of the glaring realities outlined in my report to the RPT is that the seiners drop in
percentage of enhanced fish harvested was precipitated by the downsizing of their fleet.
In all the years the seine fleet fielded over 350 boats they caught up over 60% of
enhanced fish. When their fleet dropped down in the 230 boat range where it has been
since 2003 they could no longer catch more than 39% of the enhanced catch although 230
boats did manage to catch 50% of the fish in 2006. 2007 was their lowest year with 29%
caught by 230 boats and at the time of my report last spring 2008 numbers were not
available although roughly 225 boats fished.

The interesting thing is that individual seiners are catching as much or more enhanced
fish as ever in value as the boat average in 2007 with 237 boats fishing was $167,000.

With the seine fleet catching 29% of enhanced fish. This is opposed to, say their best

percentage year, 2000, when they caught 63% with 356 boats fishing and boat average
was $106,000 of enhanced fish.

It seems absurd to me that the Board of Fish would at this time take away from the gillnet
fleet what little production we have left at NSRAA to make up for the fact that the seiners
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have taken 150 boats out of their fleet. There is a downside to fleet consolidation at some
point, for God’s sakel

In summarizing, I would like to thank board members for taking the time to read my
letter, and I hope that it is as obvious to you as it is to me that these proposals by SEAS
are unwarranted at this time as are their other proposals changing the rotational fisheries
in the name of allocation at Nakat, Neets Bay, and Anita Bay.

I would also respectfully request the board read my report to the Spring 2008 RPT
meeting in Juneau, “So Why Is This The Season Of Our Discontent.” Because there are
some charts and numbers there that could be useful when considering allocation issues.

Sincerely yours,

Mike Saunders

Pres.

Lynn Canal Gillnetters Assn.
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SO WHY IS THIS THE SEASON OF OUR  _. (
DISCONTENT? o

BOARDE.

A REPORT BY LYNN CANAL GILLNETTERS PRES.
MIKE SAUNDERS FOR THE SOUTHEAST
REGIONAL PLANNING TEAM.

You’d think we’d be happy, (The gillnet fleet) being on the upside of our allocation target
Range. By the charts, catching more than our share of Southeast Alaska’s enhanced
salmon production. The probablem being out on the topside means that you're in
Somebodies crosshairs.

The seiners are not happy being out on the bottom side of their targeted range on the last
five year rolling average, which is why they teamed up at the last NSRAA board meeting
with the Trollers to take away two of the top producing gillnet projects to fund an
increase in a project that the trollers and also the seiners, to some degree benefit from at
Deer Lake. (See: NSRAA Salmon- Comercial Value 1984-2007 “Top 10 Projects in
terms of Commercial Value; Individual gear groups “Top 5-7 Projects providing most
commercial value to each gear group) On the page showing the gillnet production the (
graph depicts the ““Top 5 gillnet projects” One of those projects is the defunct already,
Chilkat Lake Sockeye. With the loss of Boat Harbor and Limestone, if you use 2007
numbers the NSRAA board just cut 40% of it’s gillnet production. We only have one
NSRAA project left of significant commercial value. The Haines spawning channel
projects represent only about 1.5 % of commercial value, although I guess that number is
going to look bigger now.

The seiners want more, well they didn’t really get more actual fish, but their percentage
of NSRAA production is going to go through the roof now with this last board action.
Now let’s see if they really deserve it. For now we’ll ignore the little green book’s
(Alaska Statutes and Regs for PNP Hatcheries) primary premise that allocation be fixed
by increased production rather than by taking away from one gear group.

The seiners; if you look at the graph are below their allocation target range for a couple
five year rolling averages (not official) Although they were way above their range from
1994 until 2000 only dropping into their range in 2001 and then below their range in
2002, with between 36% to 40% of all southeast enhanced fish on until 2005; then back
up above their range in 2006 with about 52%. The chart doesn’t show 2007, but [ can tell
you that they made more money in 2007 as those numbers are available. $38 million
total, ($162K boat average) in 2007 as apposed to $27 million for the fleet in *06 ($119K
Average).
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Let’s look at the seiners catch versus their participation in the fishery with actual fished
permits. (boats) on the water.

SEINERS BOATS FISHING VS CATCH OF

ENHANSED FISH SE WIDE

YEAR BOATS % CATCH $FLEET SAVERAGE
1994 390 50% $61million $156 thousand
1995 375 61% $55 million $ 149 thousand
1996 357 62% $42million $119 thousand
1997 351 62% $40 million $116 thousand
1998 377 62% . $45million $120 thousand
1999 359 59% $56million $157 thousand
2000 356 63% $38million $106 thousand
2001 345 47% $48million $141 thousand
2002 273 37% $20million $74 thousand
2003 235 39% $26million $113thousand
2004 209 39% $31million $151thousand
2005 232 36% $36million $155thousand
2006 230 50% $27million $119 thousand
2007 237 29% $38million $162 thousand

‘What do these numbers tell us?

That the seiners drop below their target range was precipitated by the
downsizing of their fleet in 2001-2003 where many of their boats lost their
markets due to consolidation in the processing sector.

And that when charted against their %of harvest value the two charts mirror
one another exactly. Fish in the water had nothing to do with the seiners
rapid drop in harvest percentage it was just a reflection of a loss of over a
third of their fleet being retired in just two years. Even so their numbers
are trending up. The average seiner made more last year than in their hey
days in the nintics.

Do they deserve more allocation?

Boy, not looking at these numbers.
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How about a buyout?

Boy, that makes you want to laugh. Suppose they get one and there are only
A hundred seiners fishing? Do they still deserve almost 50% of the
allocation? Could they even catch it on years of high pink abundance?

T don’t think so.

230 seiners are never going to be able to catch what 370 could. 1know that
they’d like us to help them to. They’s like all of Deep Inlet in which case
the gillnetters would have no commercially viable NSRAA project. Period.
Given my experience at the last NSRAA board meeting the trollers would
only be happy to help in this endevor. Not that they’s really gain anything
by it.

We’ll take a look at the trollers next. It’s an ugly job, because there sure are
a lot of them. They’re the ones that should probably have a buyout. Maybe
that could be the thing to get them in their range. We’ve tried everything
else, including making enough king salmon to fill up the Columbia River.
Well, probably not. I’ve seen pictures of the old horse seining days in
Astoria.

The trollers have never achieved the bottom of their range and they never
will be in their range. This isn’t just my assessment. An unnamed higher
Level Aquaculture Association Staffer told me that himself,

In 1994 there were 804 power trollers fishing. There are over a thousand
hand troll permits but never more that 300 or so fishing on any given year.
Part of the reason for this is that many hand troll permits are displayed on
fancy pleasure and sail boats with big HT’s on the bow so doctors and
lawyers can avoid paying taxes. I am not bothering with the hand trollers in
this report. They can do their own.

Year BOATS %CATCH $FLEET $ AVERAGE
1994 804 30% $34million $42 thousand
1995 818 11% $15million $18thousand
1996 737 18% $14million $19thousand
1997 740 18% $17million $23thousand
1998 732 13% $14million $19thousand
1999 721 20% $19million $26thousand
2000 712 13% $13million $19thousand
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2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

701
666
637
688
715
737
740

23%

24%

27%

2T%

27%

14%
?

$16million
$12million
$13million
$27million
$25million
$32million
$26million

$23thousand
$18thousand
$21thousand
$39thousand
$35thousand
$44thousand
$35thousand

I don’t know what one can deduce from these figures other than there are a
lot of trollers and they are still able to field a fleet of 740 boats when they
feel like it. Their income has been trending up. One thing that is perhaps

A consideration is that the troll fleet doesn’t target enhanced fish in terminal
areas as the other gear groups other than the considerable effort put forth by

the chum trollers at Deep Inlet.

The gillnet fleet has been both below for an extended period in our allocation range as in
almost all of the 1990”s and now in the new century above our range although not as far
above it as the seiners were back in the ‘90°s, We too, have gone through a bit of
congolidation in our fleet through with our numbers in the mid 400°s and now in the mid
to high 300°s . It doedsn’t appear to have affected our catch rates either over all or per
boat average if you look at the statewide catch. Out targeting of enhanced fish is the
most effort of any of the fleets with enhanced value 44% of total fish value as opposed to
the other gear groups down in the twenty % to percentages in the teens of total value.
This more than anything else could account for our being out of our range.

Here are our catch vs boats statistics

YEAR
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

BOATS
446
452
439
423
422
430
422
433
391
375
348
368
358
387

%CATCH

27%
29%
23%
26%
27%
24%
24%
28%
38%
33%
35%
37%
39%
?

9o

$FLEET
$17million
$16million
$14million
$11million
$11million
$11million
$10million
$1 1million
$8million
$8million
$11million
$12million
$19million
$14million

$AVERAGE
$38thousand
$37thousand
$32thousand
$26thousand
$26thousand
$26thousand
$25thousand
$26thousand
$20thousand
$23thousand
$33thousand
$34thousand
$55thousand
$37thousand
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These numbers represent in all cases actual numbers of permits/boats fished, percentage
of enhanced catch, and overall dollars of all fish caught by fleets and boat averages for all
gear groups. Idid not include actual dollar value of enhanced fish vs dollar value of all
fish .

For the gillnet fleet however with the last NSRAA board action cutting funding for the
FY’09 budget for Boat Harbor and Limestone Inlet, dollars are dollars and if, for example
the Boat Harbor and Limestone projects would have gone away in 1994 loss to our fleet
would have been in the neighborhood of $6million over those years.’94to2007.

Individually this would have represented losses in enhanced fish to the gillnet fleet of
(Just at Boat Harbor) per year of;
$551K,$337K,$53K,$266K,$82K,$153K,$363K,$186K,$137K,$ 70K, $255K,$147K
$688K, and $375K. )

and for Limestone: $103K,$291K,$122K,$85K,$143K,$206K, $445K,$215K,$101K,
$46K,$64K, $53K, §176K, and $171K.

Also when looking at numbers vs projects geared to our gear group in the years between
1998 and 2001 the Chilkat Lake sockeye projact provided $724K to our gear group by
year starting with 1998; $378K,$230K,$54K,$40,K and $20k when it was coming to an
end, That project is gone, too.

When the seiners cry for more allocation, my answer is that they have already re done
It with the axing of these important gillnet projects at their instigation at the NSRAA
Spring Board meeting. 1’d say we’re back at the bottom of the totem pole.

As things sit now these projects are not funded for F'Y’09 by anyone. DIPAC could step
in and fund them but their board meeting is after this RPT meeting. So there is not any
Certaintty to that from my standpoint. That is speculation at this moment in time. The
money for the two axed projects has not been removed from the NSRAA budget, but; our
new Cost Recovery Policy, will take half of that money to put against next year’s cost
recovery and the other half to reserves,
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Proposal

Support/Oppose

Comment fﬂﬁm

225

Support

We agree with this proposal which will allow ifighepsed access to
hatchery fish for sport fishing for both residents ans

residents. This could have significant economic benefits to

Ketchikan and outlying areas reliant on sport fishing.

226

Support

We agree with this proposal which will allow increased access to
hatchery fish for sport fishing for both residents and non
residents. This could have significant economic benefits to
Ketchikan and outlying areas reliant on sport fishing.

269

Support

We agree with this proposal which will have a significant
positive impact on sport fishing in Ketchikan and the out lying
areas by allowing a greater access to the Neets Bay hatchery
resOurce.

286

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal - This is a back door attempt at
restricting the guided sport fishing industry by the commercial
sector. The proposal also targets non guided non resident
fishermen as well who obviously have to process and freeze
their catch before taking it home. The proposal will have a
significant negative economic effect on communities and
businesses reliant on sport fishing. All fish caught by guides and
charters is recorded on log book and has to be refurned to AK
Fish and Game within a certain time frame. Therefore, all the
fish in the boxes at the airport caught by fishermen on guided
fishing/charter boats at the airport have been counted, Very, very
few charter operators/ guides deliberately exceed daily /
possession / annual limits. (T am suve that there are a few
unscrupulous guides/charter operators in business — evety.
business, including the commercial fishing industry has its bad
apples - but these are the exceptions not the rule} If, the writer’s
true concern is the time it takes for Fish and Game to process
sport fishing log book data, then the correct resolution is for Fish
and Game to process this data in a timely fashion to allow the
data to be used in the same season that the fish are caught in
order to preserve and protect the resources for everyone

287

Oppose

This is the basically same proposal as the above and targets out
of state/non resident fishermen. My comments are the same, [
believe that there is some confusion between the daily limit and
in possession limit, but not between these two terms and the
annual limit. If the daily limit has not been exceeded, and the
annual limit has not been exceeded then there has not been any
abuse.... and AK Fish and Game are reasonably aware of the
numbers of fish caught and set limits accordingly to preserve
and protect the resource for all.

288

Oppose

Yet another attempt at restricting guided/charter businesses with
a collection of unscientific observations (e.g: guided fishermen
have less success than guided fishermen !!). Also, I would have
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though that the reason that there is currently no annual limit on (
the number of coho’s is that AK Fish and Game do not believe
that this is required and Coho’s are not under threat. In the
Ketchikan area there is more than enough Coho’s to go around
in part due to the hatcheries in the area. If abundance declines I
am sure that AK Fish and Game will respond accordingly and in
fact have sufficiently good data collection and models in place to
take action before a predicted decline.. One again — if the
concern is use of log book data collected by guides/charter
operators, then the resolution is for Fish and Game to process
guide/charter data in a timely fashion. This proposal would have
significant negative economic impact on Ketchikan and outlying
areas.

289

Oppose

Basically the same proposal as 288 — and therefore my
comments/ response is the same. Bag and possession limits are
casy to enforce. The officer counts unprocessed fish and
compares this against the regulations in place at the
time/location. (AK Fish and Game have also introduced rules to
stop on board processing to assist this). Coho’s are not
endangered, and so there is no need for hostile restrictions on
non resident fishermen. This proposal would have significant
negative economic impact on Ketchikan and the outlying arcas
reliant on sport fishing.

290

Support

We support this proposal - The steethead runs in many southeast |
Alaska streams are small (typically just 300 — 500 fish per year)
We fully support the proposals to preserve and protect these fish.
AK Fish and Game should consider catch and release only for
these species to avoid total closure of various streams and rivers
at a later date.

Can AK Fish and Game also please explain what action is being
taken to reduce the by catch of steelhead by the commercial
fleet?

291

sSupport

We support catch and release regulations for steelhead in high
use rivers,

294

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal which is yet another attack on
the charter industry. So now the commercial fishing fleet claim
that they produce and own all the fish in a certain area? It is also
interesting to note ancther proposal later in the document which
supports an increased opening in an expanded area for troller’s
which would allow an increase in catch without paying the local
hatchery fees!

307

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal which is yet another attack on
the charter/lodge industry - . It is not clear how this regulation
protects or preserves fish resources apart from generally making
life difficult for people employed in the charter fishing indusiry

J
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by preventing them from participating in their own personal use
sport fishing. There is already sufficient regulations in place
which prevent the crew from catching fish when paying clients
are on board. This proposal also implies that all charter operators
and lodge owners are using personal caught fish for paying
guests. This is not true. (I am sure that there are a few
unscrupulous guides/charter/lodge operators in the business —
every business, including the commercial fishing industry has its
bad apples — but these are the exceptions not the rule). If the
writer has specific examples of lodge operators breaking the la
he should inform he appropriate authorities. It is highly unlikely
that this proposal would with stand a legal challenge on the
grounds that this proposal discriminates against some one by
nature of their employment

308

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal which is basically the same
proposal as 307 and implies all charter operators / lodge
operators are breaking the law. The intent is to make life
difficult for charter/lodge operators and employees involved
with the sport fishing industry.— How exactly will this law be
implemented? For example, a small lodge operator catches some
fish for personal use but does not eat it prior to the arrival of
their guests. Do they then have to throw it away to comply with
the law? If the writer has specific knowledge of anyone breaking
the law they should inform the appropriate authorities.

309

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal which is yet another attack on
the guided/charter industry with little justification. I believe last
year the limo for residents and non residents was 6 coho’s per
day with no annual limit, Hardly a de-facto reallocation of the
fish from residents to the charter fishing industry!! The coho’s
are not threatened, and there are plenty to go around!

310

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal which is yet another attack on
the guided/charter industry - There is already a requirement for
all guides/charter operators to complete log books. If there is an
issue here, the correct resolution is for AK Fish and Game to
process data from log books in a more timely fashion — not
create another layer of bureancracy which will cost everyone
more money including AK Fish and Game.

311,312,
313

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal which is yet another attack on
the charter/lodge operators and implies everyone involved in the
business is breaking the law and are guilty. This proposal
contains a number of errors. AK Fish and Game, State Troopers,
NOAA etc already have the authority to board any vessel for any
reason, and also inspect sport fish catch and compare with log
book entries. There are probably more small mom and pop lodge
operations in Alaska than large lodges. These small lodges and
B&B’s are also people’s homes, It is highly unlikely that any

Fubilic Comment # 9
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legislation which allows some ones home to be searched without
a warrant (backed up by probable cause) will survive a legal
challenge. The writers may want to read a document called the
Constitution of the United Stafes. Tt the writers have specific
knowledge of abuse then they should inform the appropriate
authorities who would then be able to take action under existing
laws. Additional rules and regulations are not required

t

332

Oppose

We disagree with this proposal. The Naha Bay Preservation
Coalition does not represent the communities located in and
around Naha Bay. The coalition does not have a significant
membership from the area, and does not “speak™ for the
residents of the area. The observations made in this proposal are
not based on any rational data collection over the years, and
appears to be based on a recent summer vacation in the area by
the (non resident) writer who apparently did not have much luck.
We live in Naha Bay for over 6 months of each year and directly
overlook the Bay. Naha Bay is closed to commercial fishing and
does not see any significant sport fishing efforts guided or other
wise, This is due primarily to the distance from the road system.
In addition, on warm sunny days a prevailing south westerly
wind/swell makes station keeping (and therefore bottom fishing)
a little difficult. There are plenty of bottom fish of all species in
the bay - you just need to know where to look and be patient
which is why they call it fishing!

Proposal

Support/Oppose

Comment

368

Oppose

Federal law prohibits applying different regulations to
anglers based on state residency. It is surprising that
this proposal has reached this stage uniess it is the
intention of the board to throw it out immediately
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Proposal

Support/Oppose

Commient

368

Oppose

Federal law prohibits applying different regulations fo
anglers based on state residency. It is surprising that
this proposal has reached this stage unless it is the
intention of the board to throw it out immediately
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im Marcotte December 25, 2008
) RECEIVED

PO Box 115526 (
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 o j &“ i 3 Zagg
Mr. Marcotte, RO P\RDS'

The Tsiu River has seen tremendous changes in the last 15 years. Physically, socially and economically.

- The waterway of the fishery has physically changed. (The lake above the F&G marker that was once a
safe haven for both fish and sport fishers is gone. Filled in with sand from storms. That means over
half of the usable waterway has vanished, So now the scare tactics of harvesting with powered boats
are moving the fish out of reach of sport fishers.)

- The state of Alaska opened up the area in 1997 to permitting for long term leases. (before 1997 it was
yearly leases and temporary tent camps only. Commercial harvesters were allowed stick frame
buildings without permits or leases; sport fish operations were not.)

- The number of users in each user group has changed (Sport fishers have sky rocketed, commercial
harvesters have dwindled to almost nothing, and at times, completely disappeared)

- In 2004 the state of Alaska transferred ownership of the land of the Tsiu area to the city of Yakutat.

- The economic value from the different user groups of the fishery has changed.

The fisheries management needs to catch up with what is going on today.

We are interested in:
1. stopping the scare tactics with powered boats that the commercial harvesters use.
2. bring all persons wishing to do business on the Tsiu River up to date with Yakutat's permit and (
leasing requirements,
We believe that by stopping the powered hoat scare tactics, and have all businesses become current with
the city of Yakutat regulations, it will virtually eliminate all illegal activity currently taking place as seen
on the videos and stop the complaint letters, Plus, make it a much safer and enjoyable environment for all
user groups. Look at these laws:

5 AAC 39.290. Closed waters

_(a) Commercial fishing for salmon is prohibited at all times within the streams and rivers of Alaska and within 500
yards of any salmon stream or over the beds or channels of streams and rivers of Alaska at all stages of the tide or as
specified in regulations having particular application to designated streams or areas. The restrictions in this
subsection do not apply in the Kodiak Area ...._{d) The Ugashik, Yukon and Kuskekwim Rivers, the Yakutat Area and
any other river where a legal commercial fishery now exists are the only exceptions fo this closure.

5 AAC 75.060. Molesting of fish
_Molesting or impeding spawning or the natural movement of fish contrary to the lawful methods and means of

sport fishing is prohibited.

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions
_The following methods of taking game are prohibited:
_(5) except as otherwise specified, with the use of a motorized vehicle to harass game or for the purpose of driving,

herding, or"m;él;esting game;

5 AAC 39.190. Driving salmon prohibited
It is unlawful to drive or attempt to drive salmon from waters closed to salmon fishing.

§ 05.25.060. Prohibited operation

AR
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A person may not operate a boat on water of the state_
(1) for a recreational purpose or another purpose, ... in a reckless or negligent manner so as to endanger the life or

property of another person

The Ugashik, Yukon, Kuskokwim and Situk rivers are extremely large bodies of waters compared to the
Tsiu River. The Tsiu River, with its average depth below 2 feet, is not a suitable river for scare harvesting

with any powered boats.

Our argument is:

- The scare tactics used by powered boats: molest, impede spawning or the natural movement of fish,
put an undue amount of stress on the fish and scare them out of reach of all user groups by pushing
them upriver into unfishable waters.

- The danger factor: people standing in the water in this very narrow river with large, high powered,
flat bottom jet hoats zig zagging on the edge of being out of control.

- The amount of stress: it puts on consumers trying to sport fish and enjoy the great Alaskan outdoors.

When these Jaws were made the Tsiu River slipped through the cracks probably because there was no
sport fishing going on there at the time. But now the Tsiu River has become a hugely popular, worldwide
sport fishing destination and the laws and management should be updated to protect the river and take
into account the changes that have happened in the last 15 years,

Because of the devastation that has been done to the sport fishing operations the last three years, we
cannot wait another three years for the Board of Fisheries to review our area. There may be nothing left.

One final thought from the Fish and Game code:

Sec. 16.05.092, Fisheries rehabilitation, enhancement, and development.

The department shall :
(1) develop and continuvally maintain a comprehensive, coordinated state plan for the orderly present and long-range

rehabilitation, enhancement, and development of all aspects of the state's fisheries for the perpetual use, benefit, and
enjoyment of all ciiizens and revise and update this plan annually,
(2} encourage the investment by private enterprise in the technological development and economic utilization of the

fisheries resources;

Thank you for your consideration. Have a great day!

Dan Ernhart

Manager of Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company
PO Box 1516

Cordova, Alaska 99574

Office: 907-424-5552

Cell: 218-252-2337

Email: dan@ernhart.com
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Jim Marcotte December 25, 2008

PO Box 115526
juneau, AK 99811-5526

Mr, Marcotte,

The information contained in this package is in two parts. The complaint leiters and the DVD labeled
#2007, 2008 Tsiu River Netting” are to illustrate the way commercial harvesting is conducted on the Tsiu
River. They will also show how it has been negatively impacting the sport fishing experience and kitling
tocal business.

The other DVD labeled “2008 Tsiu Shacks and Junk” is evidence of the way the commercial harvesting
operation is allowed to do business with total disregard for environmental damage they are inflicting
and the aesthetic value they are ruining

Please keep in mind that the city of Yakutat requires all persons that wish to do business, {except for
commercial harvesters), on the Tsiu River to:

A. have a long term lease with a yearly lease payment

B. have survey and appraisal

C. have a substantial bond for clean up or abandonment (which is aver $100,000 for some lease hoiders)
D. pay property taxes

E. have a Yakutat business license

The commerclal harvesters are not lease holders. They are allowed to conduct business without any of
the above mentioned stipulations, with the exception of possibly a business license. All others were
bound to meet the reguirements A, B, C and D before a business Heense would be granted.

As you read the latters and look at the videos and pictures you will probably start to wonder how the
city of Yakutat can force one user group {lease holders) to comply with all their demands to operate a
business while ailowing another user group (commercial harversters) to come in and do business
without any requirements. And, it is that same, noncompliant user group that is hurting the legitimate
businesses and degrading the Alaskan experience for everyone else with their ‘I don’t give a hoot’
attitude. [tis neither fair nor right.

Thank you for your time in reviewing this matter. | strongly suggest reading through the enclosed state
law pages and the letter by Dan Ernhart before the other letters and video. It will help explain what you
will be seeing and reading. Please contact me with any questions or comments.

Dan Ernhart email — dan@ernhart.com

Po Box 1516

Cordova, AK 99574

Cefl - 218-252-2337 — office - 907-424-5552
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[tis illega] to drive fish from closed waters.
5 AAC 39.190. Driving salmon prohibited.

it is unlawful to drive or attempt to drive salmon from waters closed to salmon fishing,
kol ke kR Rk R R ek

1. Mostrivers are elosed to commergial fishing. But Yakutat areg js an exception,
5 AAC 39.290. Closed waters.

_(a) Commercial fishing for salmon is prohibited at all times within the streams and rivers of Alaska and
within 500 yards of any salmon stream or over the beds or channels of streams and rivers of Alaska at all
stages of the tide or as specified in regulations having particular application to designated streams or
areas. The restrictions in this subsection do not apply in the Kodiak Area ...._{d) The Ugashik, Yukon and
Kuskokwim Rivers, the Yakutat Area and any other river where a legal commercial fishery now exists are

the only exceptions to this closure.
sk ook sheofe sfesfe sie sk ok sl e ofok skeske slesfe sk sk e sk ke ke ok

2. The Tsiu is specifically open up to 1/2 mile below Duck Camp Island.

5 AAC 30.350. Closed waters,
_{a) Salmon may not be taken in the following waters:_
(12} Tsiu River: upstream of ADF&G regulatory markers located approximately one-half mile

downstream from Duck Camp Island.
et R ok ofeofe ke s ok vleokoR el okl

3, Gillnets are legal.

5 AAC 30.331. Gillnet specifications and operations.
{A) Tsiu River, one net not to exceed 15 fathoms;
ek o et sk sk sk ok kol ok

4, Gillnets may not be less than 75 yards apart or cover more than 1/2 river
~ AAC 30.335, Minimum distance between units of gear.

lo part of a set gillnet may be set or operated within 100 yards of any part of another set gillnet, except
that in the Tsiu and East Rivers, no part of a set gilinet may be set or operated within 75 yards of any part
of another gillnet...... ’
Set gillnets may not obstruct more than two-thirds of any salmon migratory waterway, except in the Tsiu
River, where set gillnets may not obstruct more than one-half of the waterway.
sesk sk ok skeofe s sfeoke e ek ke ke sk ek e sl kel ok

5. For game, it is illegal to herd

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game: exceptions.

_The following methods of taking game are prohibited:__
_(5) except as otherwise specified, with the use of a motorized vehicle to harass game or for the purpose

of driving, herding, or molesting game;
seskake ek sk ook sk okl sk e kR ek R okok

6. And the sportfish regs have a prohibition on molesting fish.
5 AAC 75.060. Molesting of fish,

_Molesting or impeding spawning or the natural movement of fish contrary to the lawful methods and
means of sport fishing is prohibited.

§ 05.25.060. Prohibited operation

_A person may not operate a boat on water of the state_
(1) for a recreational purpose or another purpose, ... in a reckless or negligent manner so as to endanger

the life or property of another person
A 1961,ch.63,§ 3; SLA 1976, ch. 60, § 1; SLA 1982, ch. 117, § 3; SLA 2000, ch. 28, § 13.
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Harassment Law

Sec. 16.05.790, Obstraction or hindrance of lawful hunting, fishing, trapping, or viewing of fish er game.

(a) Except as provided in () of this section, a person may not intentionally obstruct or hinder another person's lawful
hunting, fishing, trapping, or viewing of fish or game by

(1) placing one's self in a location in which human presence may alter the
{A) behavior of the fish or game that another person is attempting to take or view; or
(B) feasibility of taking or viewing fish or game by another person; or

{(2) creating a visual, aural, olfactory, or physical stimulus in order to alter the behavior of the fish or game that another
person is attempting to take or view.

{b) For purposes of (a) of this section, "lawful” means

(1) in compliance with

{A) this title, regulations adopted under this title, or applicable federal statutes and regulations;

{B} the Marine Mammal Protection Act (P.L. 92-522) or the Endangered Species Act (P.L. 93-205); or

(C}) federal regulations adopted under 16 U.5.C, 3111 - 3126 relating to subsistence hunting, fishing, or trapping on
federal land; and

(2} with the permission of the private landowner if the hunting, fishing, trapping, or viewing of fish or game oceurs on
private land. (

{c) Notwithstanding AS 12.25, only a peace officer may arrest a person for violating this section. A peace officer who has '
probable cause to believe that a person has violated this section may arrest or cite the person or order the person to desist.

(d) In a prosecution under this section, it is an affirmative defense that the person was lawfully entitled to obstruct or
hinder the hunting, fishing, trapping, or viewing of fish or game,

{e) This section does not apply to
{1) lawful competitive practices among persons engaged in lawful hunting, fishing, or trapping;
(2} actions taken on private property with the consent of the owner; or

(3) the obstruction or hindrance of the viewing of fish or game by a person actively engaged in lawful fishing, hunting, or
trapping.

(f) A person who violates this section is guilty of a misdemeanor and is punishable by a fine of not more than $500 or
imprisonment for not more than 30 days, or both.

Sec, 16.05.791. Civil remedies for violation of AS 16.05.790 .

(a) A person aggrieved by conduct or threatened conduct in violation of AS 16.05.790 may petition a superior court to
enjoin the respondent from engaging in the conduct.

(b) A person aggrieved by a violatlon of AS 16.05.790 is entitled to recover general damages and special damages,
including license and permit fees, travel costs, guide-outfitting fees, costs for special equipment and supplies, and other relatea
expenses.

() A court may award punitive damages in addition to the damages set outin (b) of this section.
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My name is Dan Ernhart. | have managed the lodge on the Tsiu River for Alaskan Wilderness
Outfitting Company (AWOC) for the past 14 years. | also conduct tours and provide guide
services for sports fishers.

In my experience the majority of the sport fishers who come to the Tsiu are older, affluent
guests who have fished all over the world and choose our lodge as among the best. I’'m told
that we offer the best fishing and outdoor experiences. In fact, some of our best repeat
customers say they never go to the same place twice, as there are so many options and new
places to see. When customers, new and returning, first come to our lodge they are very
excited to see the wildlife, mountains, rivers and to catch fish; in general enjoy and partake in
the Alaskan experience.

By contrast, when the commercial harvesting operation is in motion our customers have had to
witness and endure the killing of seals, the loss of trumpeter swans, bears and other wildlife as
well as abusive behavior. Our customers have had commercial harvesters literally throw nets at
their feet, tell them to find other places to fish and run large, noisy, powerful jet boats in circles
around them. This behavior is intimidating and intrusive to people who have chosen a vacation
which used to offer them breath taking beauty and tranguility.

I have seen clients on their last vacations with friends and family become degraded and
demoralized by the behavior of the commercial harvesters. These are hard working folks who
have spent thousands of dollars on their trip and spent many days in a journey to have an
experience stolen from them that they will never get back. One commercial harvester with a
total lack of regard for the law, the environment and human decency has the power to destroy
another person’s hard earned vacation with no recourse for the victim. All | can encourage my
clients to do is move to a different spot; usually above the fish and game marker. These spots
get over-crowded fast as the harvesters have intimidated other sport fishers out of their fishing
holes. There have even been times when the commercial harvesters go above the marker; on
those days my clients literally have nowhere else to go.

There are many laws being broken that, if were upheld, would eliminate the problems between
sport fishers and harvesters such as:

e Forcing people out of their fishing holes

» Operating jet boats within 10 feet of people standing waist deep in the river

e Harvesting above the fish and game marker

* Nets stretched more than half way across the river (sometimes all the way across)
¢ Nets not in a predominantly straight line

o No buoys on the nets to identify them

¢ No Alaska (AK) numbers on the boats for identification
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Commercial harvesters also degrade the environment. They are not required to hold a lease or
bond and there is no recourse for the devastation they leave behind. The enclosed videos will
show abandoned atv’s and trailers, rusted out fuel barrels and dilapidated cabins dotting the
sand dunes of the Tsiu River. | have personally witnessed seven shacks and their contents fall
into the Tsiu River and the video will show evidence of that as well.

I have tried to call in these violations, but it is difficult when | cannot identify the boats or nets
that are not numbered. The representative of the Fish and Game, who is on site during the
commercial harvesting season, has historically chosen to not report illegal activities, and in
2008, this individual is the brother of the fisheries manager (Gordy Woods). When | asked Mr.
Woods if he takes into consideration the sport fishing element, he said the Tsiu River is only
managed for commercial harvesting and that there is no sport fishing management plan in
place. Mr. Woods is empowered to open commercial harvesting. In 2008 he announced 31
days of commercial harvesting openers in a 49 day period. That means that there were only
seven days out of a 49 day period that were free of commercial harvesters, and fully available
to our clients. The openers are from 9 am on the opener to 9 am on the day of the closure.
Even though the nets are pulled at 9 am the sport fishing opportunity is very limited due to the
fact there are very low numbers of fish below the marker. And all the fish above the marker
have been scared to death and are stressed out. They do not bite very well. We have to wait
for the next tide to see if more fish will be coming in. Then there is usually an opener the next
morning at 9 am. Just when the fish are starting to fill in the emptied out holes the nets go
back in and the cycle starts again.

Equally troubling is the fact that the commercial harvesting operation is under the control and
management of the city and borough of Yakutat. That is, the cannery, harvesters, pilots, fish
and game management, and F&G on site representative all economically tied to the local

community.
Look at the numbers:

- the numbers of sport fishers increased between 2000-2004 when there was no commercial
harvesting on the Tsiu and then peaked in 2005.
- the number of sport fishers decreased between 2005-2008 when commercial harvesting

resumed on the Tsiu.

[t’s no coincidence. The way commercial harvesting is conducted on a river the size, depth and
length of the Tsiu is filthy, obnoxious, dangerous, and causing people to stop coming to the
Tsiu. Ultimately hurting someone’s vacation, someone’s employment, and someone’s business.

That’s not right.
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If you look at it from a purely economic standpoint, sport fishing on the Tsiu employs many
more people, the revenue base is extremely higher and is potentially even higher, the taxes and
lease payments to Yakutat is higher and potentially even higher. And the impact on the
environment and the fish resource is extremely lower.

The amount of investment in both time and dollars that the lodges on the Tsiu have put into
the infrastructure and building business here is enormous. The lodges all pay sales taxes,
property taxes and lease payments every year. The lodges all have a huge bond on their lease
sites in case of abandonment or for clean up. The lodges all had to get a survey and appraisal
done. The lodges all have business licenses.

The amount of investment in both time and dollars the commercial harvesting operation has
put into infrastructure and the area pales in comparison. There are no property or sales taxes,
no lease payments to make. No bonds to pay in case of abandonment or for clean up. No
survey or appraisals to pay for,

AWOC spends in excess of $100,000.00 a year on advertising and promotions. We travel all
over the country working the streets to get those precious few new groups each year. AWOC
has been advertising the Tsiu for 25 years and has many long time guests and employees.
AWOC has seen a dramatic decline in the number of guests returning the last 3 seasons. Many
long time guests have stated they will never come back as long as there is scare harvesting with
motorized vehicles on the Tsiu.

| have had the question asked, “why is there all of a sudden a problem? What is different now
that there are so many complaints?” There has always been a problem. 1995 was my first year
on the Tsiu and even then | would get run out of my fishing holes by commercial harvesters.
Ironically, it was Greg Derrick running me out. He is now a lodge owner on the Tsiu. In the 80’s
and 90's there was a great big lake above the marker. Plenty of area for fish and anglers to
escape the activities going on down stream. Then there was no commercial harvesting
between 2000-2004. During the last 14 years the lake was slowly filling in with sand blowing in
during the storms. So the area we used to be able to sport fish and get away was gone and was
farced to fish the main channel and the mouth of the river which was fine since there was no
commercial harvesting conflict. Then when commercial harvesting resumed in 2005, there
were new, young faces driving the boats. The price of salmon had fallen off, the price of fuel
had risen and these young guns were aggressive. Now that our safe haven for sport fishing was
gone, we were left shrugging our shoulders wondering what the heck to do. Then, in the years
to follow, the number of sport fishers has dropped off so much so that we are finding our backs
against the wall. There are already 2 of the 5 lodges for sale on the Tsiu. And 2 others have
turned into ghost towns. it's getting ugly. The Tsiu River employs me year around. This is the
way of life | have chosen. { have spent most of my adult life building, developing and turning
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this lodge into one of the greatest sport fishing destinations in Alaska. That is becoming
endangered. Endangered because of a few boats and a handful of young guys that like to hang
out and have fun on the Tsiu? [t really is ridiculous when you think of the possibilities and
potential this river and area has for tourism. People will simply spend their money somewhere
else where they don’t feel disgusted and mad when they leave. Tourists should feel welcome
and leave here wanting to tell everyone about their adventure, what they did, the animals they
saw and feeling a sense of the great Alaska outdoors.

The Tsiu River is not just another river in the middle of nowhere. 1t really is a world-class,
worldwide destination for sport fishing silver salmon. There is nowhere else in the world a
person can go and catch the numbers and size of silver salmon day after day, year after year,
consistently. This place is as special as it gets. 1t is one of a kind, and should be treated that
way. Not like an empty beer can tossed on the beach.

Dan Ernhart  email - dan@ernhart.com
PO Box 1516

Cordova, AK 89574

218-252-2337
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December 5, 2008

Mr Dan Ernhart
P.O. Box 1516
Cordova, Alaska 99574

Dear Dan,

1 wanted to take this opportunity to express my thoughts about the commercial harvesting
of salmon on the Tsiu River in Alaska.

As you know I have been putting together groups of fly fishermen and taking them to
various fishing destinations since the early 1980s. 1 have been bringing such groups to the
Tsiu River since 1987. I have continued to bring groups to the Tsiu because this trip has

- consistently offered excellent accommodations and food, friendly and helpful service,
and excellent salmon fishing. But during the last three years in particular the salmon
tishing experience has deteriorated badly, primarily because of the commercial fishing
operations allowed to exist on the river.

On my trips north I have been allowed to bring as many as 12 anglers to the AWOC
lodge. On some years I have had to turn people away. [ have almost always had at least
10 people—mostly repeat customers each of whom spends upward to $4000 to make this
Alaskan trip. Last year I had only 8 people and 4 of them averaged catching only one
salmon per day. Two were virtually skunked. A few years ago that would have been
unheard of on the Tsiu. These men have all looked upon this trip as an annual get
together. Next year none of the four will be returning, For the first time, | am having
trouble recruiting anglers to come to Alaska. The current commercial fishing practices
on the Tsiu are killing off that river for sport fishermen,

There seem to be more commercial fishermen on the Tsiu than ever before—now
occupying virtually every spot where fresh-run salmon hold. These commercial
fishermen repeatedly circle boats to herd and harass the salmon with ufter disregard for
anv sport fishermen there. In the photographs I have enclosed, the commercial fishermen
circled their boat so closely that my angling friends had to let their lines sink to the
bottom to keep them from being cut by the boats.

We are told that nets can only be stretched half way across the river. Yet I have seen
nlaces where less than 6 inches of water flowed over a wide sand bar. That shallow area
was treated as “half the river”, the net being stretched over the enfire remaining water—
the only water the salmon could move through,

These commercial fishermen are so efficient at harvesting the salmon that we now have
.uuble catching fish on the dav following the harvesting. If there are no fresh fish
_aming 1o the river on those davs. there are few fresh fish left in the river. Tt hae never
.ciore been this bad.
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[ have heard rumors that game wardens were alerted and visited the commercial (
operation last season. If so, I suspect the commercial fishermen were tipped off. Perhaps

the wardens were looking out for their commercial-fishing neighbors. At any rate, when

we arrived, the wardens had gone and the abuses were, if anything, worse than ever.

As disturbing as this 1s, I am just as disturbed by the complete disregard these particular
commercial fishermen have for the salmon fishery itself. They really have a short-
sighted view. Over the last 60 years I have seen the saimon runs in California diminish,
and now am beginning to see the same type of events converge on Alaska salmon runs.
Over 60 years of fishing has taught me that we can no longer treat salmon runs as if they
will always be there. Unlike California, fisheries management people needs to step in
actively while such runs still exist. These commercial practices on the Tsiu need to be
seriously monitored and altered and violations emphatically enforced, if not for the

| balance with sport fishing. at least for the future of the salmon runs.

Sincerely vours.

VO if Gig e
/

Alvin R. Kvte
ishing Author and Teacher (
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James A. Perry
3385 Countrv Club Dr. S.
Salem. OR 97302

December 3. 2008

Dan Embhart

Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting
P.O.Box 1516

Cordova. AK 99574

Dear Dan:

[ am delighted to provide my comments regarding what I see is an almost total disregard
bv most of the gill net fishermen of the rights of sport fishermen who are sharing the river
with them. First of all. | believe that there is a proper place for commercial fishing, but
not in a small confined space such as the Tsiu given the manner in which such
commercial fishing seems to be conducted.

I have been fishing the Tsiu for a number of years now and have been planning my trip as
late in the year as I can in hopes of avoiding the gill net fishermen. The reason for this is
the total disregard most of these guys have for the sports anglers.

Let me give you some examples. I have been fishing a stretch of water and have gill
netters who apparently don’t have boats wade through my fishing water hitting the water
with oars herding the fish down stream into their net. I have had gill net fisherinen in
motorized dorvs speed down stream through water I am fishing doing “donuts™ through
the hole and around their net fo herd fish from the entire river into their net. I have been
forced out of the area I am fishing for fear of being swamped by boats speeding in
confined areas close to me.

As you know, I am respongible for bringing a number of anglers to Cordova and to the
Tsiu. The economic impact which we have, not just to Alaskan Wilderness Outfitters but
to the community and state is not insignificant,

If Ihad my preference, gill net fishing in the river should be outlawed, particularly given
the shrinkage in the size of the river over the last several vears. If it is not banned
entirely, it should be more tightly regulated. Including the regulations which are all ready
m etfect currently, herding of {ish should be banned entirely. A speed limit of 5 MPH
maximum siould be imposed on all motorized boats. Better yet, motors should be

#Meq entireiv.

" - rsiu 1S a precious resource. 1he economic benefit to the State of Alaska of this
-zurce 18 not welt served bv its exolottation bv a few commercial fishermen.
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Frankly, if these conditions do not improve soon, I am no longer interested in coming to
the area for my annual salmon fishing trip. 1 have discussed this with several of my
~rmpanions who are in agreement. As a matter of fact. there are five individuals who
have been with me on prior {rips who are so turned off because of their confrontations

with gill netters that they are wowilling 1o renum.

I hope this is helpful. if there 1s anything more i can do to assist. piease let me know.

sipcerelv,
: A
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Nov. 26, 2008

Wir. Dan Ernhart

Alaskan Wildarness Outfitting Co.
Box 1516

Cordova, Alaska 99574

Dear Dan;

Sorry it has taken me this long to get a letter off to you regarding commercial harvesting of
salmon on the Tsin River.

I have fished the Tste River twice, once in September 2003 when there was no commercial fishing
on the River. It was my first experiance fly fishing for silver salmon and I had a wonderful tirac.

1 returned to the Tsiu River in 2007 to learn that there was commercial fishing on the River. The
commercial fishermen placed nets out from the bank balf way across the tiver on altemating sides
of the river. Thus most of the fish were caught by the nets. Also, the commericial fishermen used
boats to herd the fish into the nets. I caught only 3 fish the whole time [ was there.

A major reason to go to Alaska is to catch fish. T can fish without catching fish here in California,
Az long as there are commercial fisherten on the Tsis River T will be quite refuctant 10 return,

?ﬂd‘q‘ T .
£L, Al 77 S
Jdnes S. Jenké

72 Corliss Drive
Moraga, CA 94536
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November 11, 2008

Dear Dan:

I am writing this letter in hopes that something cen be done shout the persistent and

increasing problem of the commereial harvesters interfering/endangering us sport
fisherman in the Tuiu tiver.

As you know, my friends and [ have been long time annual customers of the
AlaskanWilderness Quifitting Companyin the Tsiu. We date back (o the years when we
tived in your *“tent city™ prior to the establishment of ybur present permanent cabins in
your present location. I cannot recall one year when we did not experience unpleasant
encounters with the commercial harvesters. Thelr aets usually (if not always) would
stretch across at least 80 to $0% of the width of (he rver; They would run their noisy
high powored boats across our lishing lines and many tirnes come dangerously close to
many of us who were already standing in the river even though we were there first prior
to their artival. During this years visii to the Tsiu (2008), our guide spoke to the
commercial fisherman who scemed to be in charge of his group reminding him we had
been fishing in this location prior to their arrival and that they were running their boat
dangcrously close to us, and the response our guide received was I don't care™.---as &
result, we had to leave that spot and went elsewhere. T might add that the above

described encounter this year was not an isolated experience but also repeated in prior
YEATS,

- I find it increasingly difficult to enjoy my fishing in the Tsin because of these repetitive
unpleasent encounters with the commercial hurvesters and would appreciate it if you can

. forward my comments and experiences to the proper authorities. It seems to me that we
should be able to share the river with cach other without conflict. It is my hope that T can
continue to return 1o the Tsiu anually to fully enjoy what otherwise 15 a very fulfilling
and cnjoyable {ishing expericnee. Anything your company can do to help ensure this
goal would be decisive in our returning to the Tsiu.

My personal regards to you, Tom, Katie and the rest of your organization.

Sincerely’

9y

Gilbertcg’. Flum

1771 Longhill Drive
Montorey Park, CA 91754
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I came to the Alaskan Wilderness Lodge for a

fishing trip in summer of 2007. I had taken at least six prior trips
with them. I came from Philadelphia on my last fishing trip and it

is @ grueling series of plane rides to finally arrive at the Lodge on
the Tsiu River. There is also a series of expenses involved in

lodging expenses in Cordova and Anchorage, I point these items out
since fishing at the Tsiu River involves sacrifice and strength to
arrive there in addition to saving for the funds to pay for everything.

In 2007 I was exposed to the activities of the commercial fishermen

in the Tsiu River. They had farge nefs, they had aluminum motor
boats with strong Horse power motors to herd the salmon into the nets
. It had a huge negative effect on my fishing experience. They

drove the boats within my casting range from shore trying to herd the
salmon into the nets. They moved the nets around so that we were
forced to fish around their fishing territory and at times that was a
chaaotic situation. We worked hard fo locate fishing opportunities

on the river and often the satmon were a confused and skittery group.

The worst part of the experience was the large amount of noise from
the motors as they ran in circles to herd the fish into the

nets. How in the world can one have a positive experience with
several boats running in circles and coming close to the shore where
I was fishing? I would look at these fishermen at work and I felt

like leaving and going home. I did not come to Alaska to see noisy
boats dircling the River and it influenced my decision for the summer
of 2008. I did not return in 2008.

At this time I am considering a return to the river for summer of
2009 but I assure everyone that the status of the fishermen will
influence my decision on returning. I have spent thousands of
dellars to both catch wild salmon and to have a pleasant and
enjoyable experience. That is not possible with the actions of the
commercial fishermen.

1 am concerned about the actions of the commercial fishermen and it
will definitely influence my decision on returning for a fishing trip
to the Tsiu River.

Dr. Harold Frey

5720 Otinda Rd.
El Sobrante, CA 94803

bl
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my wife and family hve been fishing the Tsiu for the

past 8 years. Some years have been better than others, but we always
have had a good trip.

The past 2 years we have had to put up with the commercial fisherman,
they have no respect for the sport fisherman. Two years ago they raced
their boat out to the mouth of the river fouling up ail the lines in

the water.

and last year they took just about all the fishable water with their

nets, so on those days the sport fisherman were froze out,

I would like to add that for us to come to Alaska to participate in

your weonderful fishing, that we spend almost 5 thousand dollars per
guest for air fare, lodging, license,etc.

In closing I can't see Alaska Fish and game making a small stream like
the Tsiu a stream for the commercial fisherman.

Arthur and Donna Alger
3937 Chaboya Road
San Jose California 95147

Um
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October 30, 2008

1 have brought two groups of family and friends to the Tsiu River to experience the
fabulous scenery, excellent accommodations and service that AWOC provides as well as
the exciting salmon fishing. Our first trip was in late September 2006 and once again in
late September 2007. These trips were very special for us and we still talk about the
fabulous experiences they were.

During both trips we were surprised at the brazen attitude of the commercial salmon
fishermen. I respect their right to have access to the salimon but do not support their
actions when they put recreational fishermen in danger. T have spent a good sum of
money to take my family and friends to the Tsiu and am extremely disappointed by the
unprofessional actions of the commercial fishermen and clear lack of supervision of their

daily activities.

There has never been a day of fishing on the Tisu that we did not have to quickly reel in
and get to the shore area because some half wit commercial fishermen was blasting
directly towards our positions which we had been fishing in for sometime. This would
happen several times a day as well know. It was obvious they intentionally came all the
way across the river to harass us. 1 have even had occasions when I could not get to the
side of the river fast enough and they would speed up stream between me and the river
bank missing me by less than 30 feet! It was clear to me that the commercial fishermen
believe this is their river and we recreational fishermen are trespassing.

Alaska affords the fishermen such unforgettable experiences but being run over by an out
of control commercial fishermen on the Tsiu is not one T want to remember.

I do hope the authorities can provide some resolution to the Tsiu fishing conflicts
between recreational and commeicial fishermen before someone is run down or the
commercial activities escalate to the point that we recreational fishermen stop coming to
such a special part of Alaska.

Sincerely

Bill McKemy
Reno, NV.
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Blog posted on internet (

Posted by Jitn Mancuso on 2006-09-18 20:19:39

T just returned from a week long trip to the Tsiu in Alaska and was really upset over the amount
of commercial fishing that is going on this year. Attached is a letter I sent to the commissioner of
Alaska Fish and Game. ] urge anyone who has had the pleasure to enjoy this wonderful fishery to
contact the Alaska Fish and Gaine with their comments on this issue. Maybe with enough input,
they will do something about the number permits and/or days allowed netting,

To the Commissioner of FishGame(@FishGame.state.ak.us

T have just returned from a fishing trip on the Tsiu River, located between Cordova & Yakutat.
This was our sixth trip there for silver salmon, for myself & two friends. I would like fo plah a
fishing trip for six to Diericks Lodge, for 2007, but I am concerned due to the extensive amount
of commercial netting I witnessed this year on this magnificent river, Last year there was
minimal amount of netting, but this vear it seems that the netting has doubled or more. Talking to
the owner of the lodge, it is apparent that the netters are allowed twenty-four hours on and
twenty-four hours off of salmon netting. This involves blocking off two-thirds of the river, in
prime water, with each net. It is almost impossible for any fish to pass and spawn. We tried to go
above the nets and fish for salmon, but there wasn't any in the upper reaches of the river due to
the extreme salmon netting pressure. it seems that three lodges have to fish in one area near the
mouth below the [ast net. But due to the netters swerving back and forth in their boats to push the (
fish to the nets, this creates extreme muddiness down below. They dida't even care that we were
at a certain stretch of river first, but just implemented their nets right above us and ran boats back
and forth to push the salmon into the nets. I'm sure that since this is a four year salmon, that there
will be a very small run in 2010.

1 hope the Fish and Game will not let this situation continue, as this will certainly ruin the sport
fishing possibilities and future runs on this magnificent river.

I would like the Alaska Fish and Game to look into this matter and see if anything can be done
about the amount of commercial netting or amount of days that will be allowed.

I would appreciate a response to this letter.

Thank you very much,

Jammes Mancuso
Gregorlim@aol.com
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November 19, 2008

Alaska Department of Fish and Wildlife
Dear Sirs:

I have fished the Tsiu River for the past four years as a guest of the Alaskan Wilderness
Qutfitting Company based in Cordova. Five to six of us come up from Oregon for the
wonderful fly fishing for Coho salmon that the Tsiu River has to offer. We have had a
great time each year with the exception of having to deal with the commercial fishetmen
who “work” the river with their nets for the Coho.

Two years ago, we had been fishing a stretch of the river not too far up from the mouth
when the commercial fishermen came in and put their nets below us and then proceeded
to go round and round with their boat to herd the fish into their nets. They then went up
stream from us and proceeded to walk down the middle of the river aslapping the water
surface with long poles, thus driving the fish downriver back to their nets. The river at
that point is narrow enough that they were only about three rod lengths (about 30 feet)
from where we were standing and fishing, We were all disgusted with this and one of our
guys yelled to the commercial fisher that he was ruining our “water”. And the reply was
something to the effect that he had to make a living. We told our guide that we wanted to
go somewhere else to fish since our spot had be tofally ruined.

This past season (September 2008), we had gotten into a great fishing spot by 8:00am and
had been fishing for over an hour when the commercial guys came up on the opposite
side of the river, put up their nets just below where we were fishing and then went roaring
up the river with their boat coming quite close to several of the fishermen. Needless to
say, the upstream movement of the fish to where we were fishing was severely restricied.

We enjoy fishing the Tsiu River because of the relative remoteness of the area, the great
fishing and the wonderful hospitality of the Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company.
We also see fishermen from other guide camps on the river but have never had any
conflicts. There is plenty of river for the sportsman fisher. However, it is really
distressing to have this serene situation ruined by several commercial fishermen who are
bent on getting their harvest regardless of what others are doing.

Sincerely,

Bruce L Wulf
656 Lamplighter Circle SE
Salem, Oregon 97302
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C. Allen Pool

273 San Bernabe Dr.
Monterey, CA 93940-6123
831-372-5564

November 1, 2008

To Whom [t May Concern:

With the exception of one year, [ have, since 1998, had the pleasure of fishing on the Tsiu River as
a guest at the camp of the Alaskan Wilderness Quifitters Company in either August or September.
Each trip was unique. The setting is beautiful beyond words as has been the abundant supply of
incoming Silver salmon.

Only one feature has prevented the experience from being perfect. That has been the bad

manners, rudeness, and illegal activities of some of the commercial fishermen. Each time that |

have fished on the river at the same time as the commercial fishermen, some of them, not all, have
used their boats to interrupt me and others while we were fishing a school of fish. They would

run and circle their boats between us and the school of fish so as to herd the school into their nets.
Many times, they have done so without regard for our fishing and our safety. (

At the times I and others have called out to them, they expressed their rudeness by saying such
things as “I'm just making a living”, “This is my income”, or “E.... you”. This past September a
woman was fishing about 15 yards to my left. There was a school of fish between her and the
opposite bank. A commercial fisherman raced between her and fish and commenced circling in
front of her and herding the fish to his net. In doing so, he came dangerously close to her. When
she called out to him, he respond holding up to her his middle finger.

I don't begrudge the commercial fishermen their right to fish or to make a living. However, they
should do without infringing upon the rights of others and without violating the law. Greater
enforcement of the fishing regulations is needed. Without vigors enforcement, those commercial
fishermen who have behaved hadly and have violated the law will continue to behave badly and

violate the law.

Respectfully,

G (e By

L. Allen Pool
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This past September tenth through the fourteenth completed my fifteenth consecutive
trip to the Tsiu River, Alaska. It was my worst fishing experience here or anywhere!

Several years ago was my first experience observing commercial fishing operations on
the river. There was a mutual respect between the commercial fishermen and the
anglers. During my break period, | had the opportunity to talk to some of the commercial
fisherman, some of whom were hard working husbands and wives, trying to make a
living. They gained my deepest respect. Some of them apologized o us for their
activities but they operated within the law.

However, in recent years there has been an increase in the violations of accepted legal
commercial fishing practices.

1. The illegal practice of herding fish into the nets by spinning their boats and forcing
the fish into the nets verses the natural captivity of fish swimming into the nets was most
disturbing. The bow man was

tauntingly laughing and waving to us. The aural effect of the boat motors were also
altering the natural behavior of the fish.

2. Nets were anchored more than halfway across the river. This year some were
placed 90% across the river and later reversed tc cover the remaining 10%. This was
done in front of a line of anglers. A

net anchor was dropped haughtily at the feet of one of our guides.

3. One of the boats circled within ten feet of shore in front of me and ran over my fly
line. He continued to harass the anglers by obstructing our casting and herding the
salmon into the nets.

4. Miraculously, when peace officers responded to the complaints and visited the river,
all conditions changed to an orderly harvest by the commercial fishermen. It was
obvious that there had been an internal

"tip off." The following day the few obnoxious commercial fishermen returned to their
unlawful practices.
Until these violations are corrected, | would not recommend anyone to fish this river.
Unfortunately, the fishing lodges, business in Cordova and the state of Alaska will be
negatively impacted.

People from different parts of the world seek 1o experience the natural beauty of Alaska
and their fine people. With proper enforcement, the mutual lawful sharing of the Tsiu
River can be returned.

Respectiully,

Donald A. Langrock

dslangrock@earthlink. net
530-632-3561 (Cell)

P.O. Box 1416
Williams, CA 95987
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Dan, | am writing this to say how much I appreciate your efforts to protect the quality of the sport fishing on
the Tsiu River. Before [ started coming to the Tsiu two years ago, a group of friends and [ had made over 20
annual trips to Yakutat where we fished the local rivers for silvers. We even made a couple of trips up in the
summers to try the sockeye runs. We all enjoyed the fishing experience, realizing that some runs were going
to be great and some down. However, we started looking for a new destination as the fishing around
Yakutat deteriorated and the crowds increased. We found ourselves scheduling day trips just to get awa,
from the commercial nets and the increasing crowds. Fortunately, a friend from my office, Jim Perry, had
been traveling to the Tsiu and bringing back tales a great salmon run and wonderful accommodations with

your company at the Tsiu Lodge.

Accordingly, two years ago, | coordinated a trip for most of my group to the Tsiu, and this year, after one last
trip to the Lost River and Yakutat, we returned to the Tsiu. On my first trip to the Tsiu, [ was actually a little
disappointed by the number of nets in the lower river. There seemed to he more than on the Lostriver.
Moreover, the commercial fisherman were even more aggressive. If we were fishing along a cut bank, they
would set nets a 30-40 yards above us or below us. Periodically, they would start up their boats and race
around the river, occasionally spinning their boats as they moved towards their set nets. It was clear that
they were chasing fish. After waiting for a while they would then go pick the fish out of their nets. The cycle
was pretty regular: 1. Set nets, wait; 2. Fire up boats and go down or upstream and race back towards the
net while doing some spinning; 3. Wait for 10-15 minutes; 4. Pick fish from net. Wait for a while and start
process over. Fortunately, the nets were only in the river a portion of our visit.

This year, we arrived later in the season, and the nets really were not an issue for us. However, [ understand
from a friend who came up earlier and stayed at another lodge on the Tsiu that the same aggressive actions
by the commercial fisherman were again being practiced this year. The noise of the boats, the obvious
herding of fish, and the “this is our place” aggressive attitude of some of the commercial fisherman are
putting a great sport fishery at risk. This year, it was such a joy to not to have to deal with the unnecessarv
conflict between us as sports fishermen and the commercial fishermen. [ feel very fortunate thatI don

have to try to make a living in the elements in which they work, but there is really no excuse for their
abrasive attitude. As a group, we spend a lot of money in our efforts to find a beautiful and enjoyable
environment to spend a few days each year fishing. The accommodations that you provide really add to that
experience. However, the noise of the speeding boats, the obvious herding of fish and the aggressive
behavior of some of the commercial fisherman will ruin both the quality of sport fishing on the Tsiu and the
reputation of the Tsiu as a great place to fish with rod and reel.

Several years ago on the Setuk, [ saw a confrontation between a commercial fisherman and a sports
fisherman almost end in fist fight on a gravel bar. The commercial fisherman was speeding up river in a
boat and got too close to a fly fisherman who was trying to back out of the hole. This is not a good situation
when some of the participants are actually carrying firearms. There is room for both types of fisherman on
the Tsiu. I encourage those who regulate commercial fishing on the Tsiu to take whatever action is
necessary to control the aggressive behavior (e.g, setting nets from opposite banks in an off-setting manner
to essentially block the river, racing or spinning of boats, etc.) of some commercial fisherman. The
economic impact can be substantial when the sports fishing community believes that they are nota
welcome part of the community. The Tsiu is a great river, but there are other places to fish in both Alaska
and Canada where sports fisherman do not have deal with the stress of nets, racing motors and angry
commercial fisherman setting nets around them.

Dan, keep up your efforts to make the Tsiu a better place for all of us. Give my best to your team. They do a
great job.

Regards,

Jim '2_9.1/4_2‘ Public Comment #__[a_.
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October 30, 2008

Our group has been fishing with Alaskan Wilderness on the Tsiu since
year 2000. In the past few years, the commercial fishing industry has
made our experience rather difficult. It is aimost to the point where
fishing the Tsiu on commercial days is an experience in being harassed.

Nets are placed right in front of the sport fishermen with us heing
pushed out of the way from a good fishing hole. When the nets are out,
then the boats run at high speed with loud motors herding the fish into
the nets. This is not the serene fishing that brings pleasure to us.

This year, 2008 the boats ran at high speed between us on the river
where we were 20 feet apart. This included running over our lines with
fish on the hook. The wake from the boats almost knocked me into the
water. When the boat ran between us, the driver held his index finger
aloft to salute us. There was 200 yards of water that he could have used
instead of between us.

We have no way to counter the action of the commercial fishermen as
we are there on a recreational trip for a few days. The expense of a trip
to the Tsiu makes me wonder if I want to continue with the harassment
from the commercial fishermen.

As the Tsiu is one of the few clear water streams in Alaska, I believe it
should be reserved for recreational fishermen.

Jim Miner
2871 Tam O’Shanter Drive
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

‘2.4/ A{L Public Comment #__/,_’___

%



September 28, 2008

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
P.0. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Gentlemen:

For the past 9 years, several of us fish the Tsiu River for Silver salmon
during the month of September. The fishing is great and the lodging in
Cordova and with the Alaska Wilderness Outfitting Company on the Tsiu
are the top of any fishing and hunting areas we frequent.

The commercial fishermen on the Tsiu River have become aggressive
over the years to the point that they push the sport fishermen out of the
way when placing their nets. This year they were so aggressive that
they would run their boats at high speed between two of us that were
20 feet apart while we are standing in 3 feet of water. There was over
100 yards of water that was available for the boats. The wake of the
boats made it difficult not to fall into the river. At the same time the men
in the boat waved their index fingers at the sport fishermen.

The Tsiu is one of the few clear water rivers for fly fishing that I know of
in Alaska. I ask that you consider the banning of commercial fishing on
the Tsiu reserving the clear water fishing for the sport fishermen.

We have made reservations to Fish the Tsiu again in September of 2009.
At the age of 81 I hope to make the trip for many more years.

Yours truly

Jim Miner
2871 Tam O’Shanter Drive
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762
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Iwant to comment on my sport fishing experience on the Tsiu. [ have lived in Alaska 34 years, and I have
fished all over the Alaska Peninsula at various lodges and at the Tsiu for three years {one full week each time).

In all my experience of sport fishing in Alaska, I have never seen anything like the experience on the Tsiu.
First, the silver salmon experience is by far the best fishing | have ever had. [ love it, Secondly, the
commericial fishing on the river is like | have ever experienced anywhere in Alaska. Itis hard to believe that
our state fishing reguiations allow what happens on this incredible river.

The Tsiu is a short, extremely shallow, narrow river. [ cannot believe that commercial fishing is allowed on
this river because of its shallowness and importance to overall silver salmon health,

However, it is currently allowed, but the commercial fishermen abuse the priviledge by:
1. Netting completely across the river--on a daily basis from my experience

2. Driving boats with large, large horsepower to herd fish above and below the nets into the nets.

3. Coming within yards of sport fishermen as they fish in the water. This year, a commerical fisherman came
within yards of me at a FULL tilt while I am fishing in the water. Another woman at the lodge was also scared
by a commercial fisherman coming fast within yards of her. She was terrified. 1 personally have been soaked
with a wake from a boat while I was fishing.

1 am concerned, not only for the sportfishing industry on this river, but most of all for the salmon. The Tsiu is
shallow and small. The fish don't have anywhere to go when herded and when scared by the huge motors.
The motors dig up the sand and change the flow of the river. This.is abuse and poor conservation of the

resource.

I believe that the Board of Fisheries needs to take a long, hard look at the way this river is currently managed
and the abuse of regulations that take place. It needs to change--not just for the sport fishermen--hut for the
long term conservation of the resource.

Commercial fishing on this river needs to be phased out, but in the meantime, much more heavily regulated
and monitored.

Kate Sandberg

PO Box 1025
Girdwood, AK 99587
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[ am a guide on the Tsiu River. I have seen years of commercial fishing and sports ( '
fishing going on side by side. The Tsiu is a short, shallow and narrow river. When
the peak of fishing is underway the river becomes quite crowded. Every year the
crowds seem to grow. With all the people standing in the river commercial and
sports fishing the use of high-speed boats has become dangerous.

Because the Tsiu is a shallow river a flat bottom boat require a lot of speed to keep
from dragging the bottom. Boats running up and down the river weaving through
people is asking for an accident. The hoats must follow the channel, fisherman fish
the channel, not much room for error. | have witnessed numerous close calls. Once
an angler actually have to dive out of the way to avoid being run over by a boat
sliding out of control around a corner!

There is very little respects given to the angler visiting Alaska’s Tsiu River buy the
commercial fishing boats. It is bad enough that angles are run out of fishing holes
buy nets laid at their feet. [t is just not safe or fair to run the angles off the river with
a boat run in circle at high speeds in front of them. People come to Alaska for a
special fishing experience, not to be run off the river buy dangers that could be
regulated. Let me know if [ can assist in making the Tsiu a safer place to experience.

Captain Matt Williams
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PHIL ERICKSON

¢4¢
3345 STONE VALLEY ROAD ALAMO, CALIFORNIA 94507
Phone (925) 837-0278 Fax (707) 922-1465

Email PhilErick(@sbeglobal net

November 4, 2008

To all concerned,

| have fly fished the Tsiu River numerous times and fully enjoyed many of
them, however my experiences the last three trips to the Tsiu were so bad
that | have quit going to what was once one of my favorite venues.

The sole reason for my discontinuing traveling from California to the Tsiu is
the disruption and harassment caused by the commercial fishing elements!

In my earliest encounters with the commercial operators, they appeared to
respect us sport fishermen and avoided close encounters, sadly my last few
trips that has not been the case. They act as though the river is theirs fo do
as they please and would like to drive us from the Tsiu by harassing us.
When | have asked them to please not get so close, they totally ignore the
reqguest!

Their techniques of herding the salmon are not only unbelievably noisy, but
also make it impossible for sport fishermen to access very large portions of
the river, many being the very best runs for fly fishing. Many times they
come right in and place their nets where we are fishing.

Sadly, until changes are made in the commercial fishing practices on the
Tsiu, it will no longer be on my list of places to fish!

Sincerely,

Phil Erickson
The Phishin Phool
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:LTSIU River , Alaska

Just got back from flyfishing the Tsiu river...located between Cordova & Yakutat , below
Anchorage...This was my 6th trip , & probably the last one...This river has probably the best |
runs of silver salmon in alaska...A lot of nearby rivers have diminished runs in cluding the
Situk river at Yakatut... Problem is every commerclal fisherman is keying in on the new
increased prices they're getting for wild alaska salmon...about $1 per pound or s0?...0f the 5
days we stayed at the lodge, it rained really hard except for two half days...And when we
were doing great in areas , the commercials move right in & pull out gill nets 8 drive the
salmon up past us into the nets with their boats...Seems to get worse now the prices have
risen..Turns out the fodge has a couple of permits to fish aiso & i reconized the owners son
helping them out... Needless to say , I was pissed & let him know that you can't have it both
ways..Too bad , cause we used to get 50-100 fish a day when the weather was good...Now
that California & Oregon have closed the salmon fishing, that this will only make things
worse..We still did well , until the boats moved in...Wish i had better news to relay to you

about all wanting Alaska salmon fishing r_eports,,,Jimé
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November 7, 2008

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115525
Juneau, AK 99811

To Whom it May Concern:

Three to four of us have fished Alaska in early September for the last six years. It has been a wonderful
experience until this year. We fished at the Alaskan Wilderness Qutfitters Tsiu River Lodge. |

personally spent over $10,000 on this trip.

We had fished the Tsiu River in 2005, and had a great experience. This year's frip, however, was Jess
than anticipated. The commercial fishermen on the river created substantial problems for the sport
fishermen. It was apparent they were using their boat and outboard motor to move or herd the saimon

into their nets.

In so doing they had complete disregard for me and two companions who were fly fishing the northern
river bank. They (the two commercial {ishermen) would point their boat at full throttle directly at us
and then just before reaching our location they would make a sharp turn to prevent a collision with us.
We had to carefully time our casts to prevent our line from tangling with their boat and motor.

heir actions were very intimidating and dangerous. Carelessness or poor judgement in their
maneuvering could have resulted in a serious accident. The wake from their boat rocked us.

It is my conviction they purposely intended to intimidate us and frighten us from fishing the river.
Noise from the outboard motor spoiled the opportunity for a true Alaskan wilderness experience. There
is abundant room for commercial and sport fishermen on the Tsiu, but each must respect the others

rights and territory.

I 'am convinced those two commercial fishermen were deliberately trying to make our time on the river
unpleasant and frightening—they were successful.

Sincerely,

Looe s fa s
"Gordon Smith
PO Box 1933
Belgrade, MT 59714
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11-14-08
Dan Ernhart
Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company,

Dear Dan,

For about the past 10 years our group of 4-5 people has been coming annually to the Tsiu
River with Alaskan Wilderness Outfitting Company to fish for silver salmon.

The presence of the commercial fishermen is becoming a greater negative as to whether
we return.

The fishing nets often extend near the width of the river, there is no identification on the
nets of the permit holder, the jet boats are deafening 