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FOREWORD 


This document contains the subsistence, personal use, and commercial groundfish and shellfish proposals, 
briefing documents, board actions, and the adopted regulatory language (where applicable) considered 
during the Alaska Board of Fisheries November 1993 Sitka meeting. 

The summaries under "BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS" are for information purposes only and are 
not intended to detail, reflect or fully interpret the reasons for the board's actions. Under "ADOPTED 
REGULATORY LANGUAGE" only the regulatory language specific to the associated board proposal 
is included (i.e., many regulations were repealed, rewritten, then readopted often changing section numbers 
but not affecting the intent of the language; these changes are NOT included). 

Please note that the exact wording in this document may differ from the official codes on file with the 
Lieutenant Governor. There may be errors or ommissions that have not been identified. To be certain 
of the current laws, refer to the official codes. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

POSITIONS ON REGULATORY PROPOSALS 


ALASKA BOARD OF FlSHERIES 

SITKA, ALASKA 


NOVEMBER 9 TO 14, 1993 


SUBSISTENCE FISHERY PROPOSALS 

1. 5 AAC 01.730. Allow directed subsistence harvest of king and coho salmon in Southeast. 

If adopted, this proposal would allow the directed subsistence harvest of king and coho salmon in 
southeast Alaska subsistence fisheries. Under current regulations, king and coho salmon may only be 
retained if caught incidentally. The board has previously found that there are customary and traditional 
(C&T) uses of salmon, including incidental takes of king and coho, in selected areas of southeast Alaska. 
The Subsistence Division will provide information pertaining to the historical and contemporary uses of 
these species, including gear types used. Because a directed subsistence fishery has not been permitted, 
kings and cohos have not been consistently taken under subsistence regulations or documented in recent 
studies of subsistence fishing in the region. The Sport Fish Division will provide data on 1986- 1992 king 
and coho harvest by residents and non-residents in subsistence and non-subsistence areas. This proposal 
is linked with Proposal 2 because allowing rod and reel as a legal subsistence gear would have a 
significant impact on fishing effort and harvest if a directed subsistence fishery was allowed for king and 
coho salmon. The Board may wish to take up proposals 1 and 2 together. The department is concerned 
that either of these proposals, if approved by the Board, would result in a significant reallocation of 
fisheries in the region. The legislative findings section of the state subsistence law states explicitly that 
it is not the purpose of the law to cause major reallocations. 

2. 5 AAC 01.720. Allow subsistence fishing for finfish with rod and reel, 

If adopted, this proposal would establish rod and reel gear as a legal subsistence fishing gear type. Under 
current regulations, rod and reel is not allowed as a subsistence fishing gear-type. The Subsistence 
Division will provide information pertaining to the historical and contemporary use of these species. Sport 
Fish Division will provide information on the inefficiency of rod and reel in catching kin2 and coho 
salmon, and conservation concerns for specific stocks. Fish and Wildlife Protection should be asked to 
comment on the enforcement issues in this proposal. The department does not support this proposal 
because it would result in a major reallocation of fisheries in the region. Such a consequence was not 
intended by the legislature when the state subsistence law was enacted. 

3. 5 AAC 01.680. Allow directed subsistence harvest of steelhead trout. 



If adopted, this proposal would allow for a directed subsistence harvest of steelhead in the Yakutat area. 
The Subsistence Division will provide information on the historical use of steelhead by residents of 
Yakutat. Sport Fish Division will present data on average harvestable surplus of 500 steelhead in the 
Situk River during the past 10 years. Conservation concerns include no harvestable surplus during four 
of the 10 years and harvest would occur before staff had any indication of run strength. Impacts on the 
sustained yield of this stock could be substantial, depending on run strength and amount of harvest. The 
department opposes this proposal on the basis that it would result in a major reallocation of the limited 
steelhead resource in the area. Furthermore, a directed net fishery has not been permitted in the area; 
consequently steelhead have not been consistently taken with this method and it has not been documented 
in recent studies of subsistence fishing in Yakutat. 

4. 	 5 AAC 01.715. Designate Sitka as a C&T area for all finfish. 

The Subsistence Division will provide information regarding the historical and contemporary pattern of 
use of salmon and shellfish in the Sitka area. 

5 .  	 5 AAC 01.710. Create a subsistence fishery near Point Baker from July 1 to September 20. 

This proposal would create a multi-species salmon subsistence fishery in Sumner Strait between Hole-~n- 
the-Wall and Red Bay and would provide for weekly open fishing periods on Thursday and Friday of each 
week from July 1 through September 20. Subsistence salmon fisheries in Southeastern Alaska have 
traditionally occurred in streams and near stream mouths where salmon concentrated in large numbers and 
were easily harvested. Changing from stream and bay directed subsistence fisheries would be a s~gn~ficant 
departure from the way subsistence fisheries are currently managed in southeast Alaska. Subsistence 
opportunity and salmon harvests would likely increase. Incidental harvests of other salmon species would 
also increase. 

6.  	 5 AAC 01.715. Establish subsistence use areas for the Tongass Tribe (Saxman). 

Most of the areas identified for this proposal are now contained within the Ketchikan non-subsistence use 
area. Although non-subsistence areas have been found to be uncongtitutional the state is asking for a stay 
of the decision pending review by the state Supreme Court. Therefore, the department will address this 
proposal assuming the non-subsistence areas are intact. The Subsistence Division will provide information 
to the board concerning the historical and contemporary uses of salmon and hooligan in the areas 
described in the proposal that are outside the non-subsistence area. 

7 .  	 5 AAC 02.107. Expand the Yakutat customary and traditional use area to include setnet areas in  
the Yakutat district. 

The Subsistence Division will provide information to the board regarding the historic and contemporary 
uses of areas described in this proposal. 

8. 	 Establish a requirement that no more than 213 of any stream in the Yakutat area may be blocked 


by a subsistence net. 




If adopted, this staff proposal would make it illegal to completely block a salmon stream with a 
subsistence (or personal use) net. Completely blocking a stream could lead to overharvest of some salmon 
stocks. This practice is already illegal under commercial fishing regulations. The department recommends 
adoption of this proposal. 

9. 5 AAC 01.120. Prohibit retention of kings for subsistence use by commercial fishermen. 

If adopted, this proposal would prohibit commercial fishers from retaining king salmon for personal use 
during periods of "non-retention". The proposal appears to be directed at the commercial purse seine 
fishery for which existing regulations prohibit the retention or sale of king salmon greater than 28 inches 
in length during periods established by the department. King salmon less than 28 inches but greater than 
21 inches may be retained by seiners, but not sold. King salmon less than 21 inches may be retained and 
sold at ail times. However, these "small kings" do not count against the 11,400 fish quota established by 
the BOF for the purse seine fishery. To achieve the stated intent of this proposal, the Board would need 
to modify existing salmon fishing regulations for the commercial purse seine fishery. Therefore, the Board 
may wish to defer consideration of this proposal until the Ketchikan meeting. 

10. 5 AAC 01.710. Allow subsistence fishing in Chilkoot Lake for "spawned out" salmon. 

If adopted, this proposal would allow subsistence harvest of "spawned-out" salmon in Chilkoot Lake in 
upper Lynn Canal. If the Board feels that subsistence users should be allowed to harvest spawned-out 
sockeye salmon in Chilkoot Lake or the Chilkoot River, the department recommends the following 
options: Option A - establish a specific area where subsistence harvest is allowed in the Chilkoot River, 
set weekly fishing periods for a specified number of weeks, and restrict subsistence fishing in the Chilkoot 
River to hand-held dip nets. Option B - the department will provide for the limited needs requested in 
this proposal under the existing subsistence permit authority. 

11. 5 AAC 01.725. Allow subsistence fishing in and at the mouth of the Chilkoot River. 

Subsistence fishing with drift gill net gear is already allowed in saltwater areas of Lutak Inlet. This 
proposal would allow subsistence drift nets to fish in freshwater in the Chilkoot River. The department 
has no conservation concerns with this proposal as long as the subsistence fishery occurs below the 
Chilkoot River weir site. If a subsistence fishery is allowed in the Chilkoot River there may be gear 
conflicts between recreational and subsistence users in some are&. 

12. 5 AAC 01.725. Provide a subsistence fishery in Lynn Canal from Thursday to Saturday 

This proposal would open saltwaters of Lynn Canal to subsistence drift nets fishing from 12:00 noon, 
Thursday through 12:OO noon, Saturday. The current regulation provides for subsistence fishing on the 
day before commercial drift gill net openings; this regulation was enacted to address enforcement 
concerns. Fish and Wildlife Protection should be asked to comment on this proposal. The department has 

no conservation concerns regarding this proposal. If this proposal is not adopted, the department would 
still recommend that the existing regulation be amended to implement the same management approach for 



Chilkat Inlet. The department used emergency order authority to implement a similar management 
strategy for Lutak and Chilkat Inlets in recent years. 

13. 	 5 AAC 01.720. Allow subsistence harvest of salmon with drift net and seine gear at Redoubt 
Lake near Sitka [This proposal has been withdrawn by the proposers]. 

15. 	 5 AAC 01.71X. Establish a lingcod fishing season in the Sitka Sound area (same as #31 in 
personal use and #I74 in groundfish sections). 

This proposal would establish a closed season for subsistence and personal use harvest of lingcod in the 
Sitka Sound area from December 1 through April 30 each year and would allow for a 10 percent by-catch 
in fisheries for other species within the area. In order to implement a subsistence fishery, the Board will 
apparently need to make a finding regarding customary and traditional use of lingcod for the Sitka area. 
Subsistence Division will comment on subsistence use of lingcod in the Sitka area. Enforcement of the 
10% bycatch provision might be difficult since the restriction would only apply to Sitka Sound. Fish and 
Wildlife Protection should comment on this proposal. The department does support winter closures for 
lingcod (see proposal #125). 

16. 	 5 AAC 02.1 15. Direct ADF&G to take immediate action in southern Southeast Alaska to increase 
dungeness crab abundance through area and seasonal closures (same as #37 in Shellfish, and #32 
and #204 in Personal Use roadmaps). 

This proposal would close commercial, personal use, and .subsistence harvest of dungeness crabs In 

southern Southeast Alaska. The intent of the closure is to promote increases in abundance of dungeness 
crab for all fisheries. Suggestions for appropriate regulations include various closures of commercial, 
personal use, sport, and subsistence fisheries for an unspecified period. The department has no programs 
for tracking the effects of a total closure and no means of assessing the status of stocks other than through 
catch statistics and port landings of commercial catch. The Commercial Fisheries Division wlll maintain 
a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 

17 and 18. 5 AAC 02.1 15. Reduce the subsistence possession limit to 10 dungeness crab in Section 13- 
b, north of the latitude of Dorothy Narrows. 

This proposal would close all waters of Section 13-3 north of Dorothy Narrows to commercial fishing for 
dungeness crab. The requested closure area includes all waters of Sitka Sound, its contiguous bays and 
inlets, and large portions of the outer coast of Kruzof Island. In addition, this proposal would reduce the 
subsistence and personal use possession limits to 10 crabs per person from this same area. The 

Commercial Fisheries Division will maintain a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 

19. 	 5 AAC 02.1 15. Require two escape rings of 4 3/23 inches each for subsistence dungeness crab 
pots in southeast Alaska and Yakutat (same as proposal #34 in Personal Use section). 

Current regulations do not require escape rings for subsistence and personal use dungeness crab pots in 
southeast Alaska and Yakutat. Escape rings are required ori commercial dungeness crab pots. The 



department recommends adoption of this staff proposal. Escape rings on "sport" dungeness pots should 
also be addressed even though the department's original proposal did not contain a proposed change to 
the sport regulations. 

20. 	 5 AAC 02.107. Designate sea urchins, abalone, sea cucumbers, and king and Tanner crab as C&T 
harvest species (same as proposals #78 and #81 in Shellfish section). 

This proposal requests that sea urchins, abalone, sea cucumbers, king crab, brown king crab, and Tanner 
crab be added to the list of subsistence priority species in the customary and traditional subsistence use 
area around Kake. Subsistence Division will provide information on the historic and contemporary uses 
of these shellfish species in this area. The proposal also would close commercial fisheries for sea urchins 
and abalone in Tebenkof Bay, and in the Kake customary and traditional use area which includes portions 
of Chatham Straits and Frederick Sound. It is assumed that the requested closure is limited to the 
commerciai harvest of these species, with subsistence and personal use fisheries for abalone and sea 
urchins in this area to remain open. The department does not have sufficient biological data to determine 
the condition of local stocks of shellfish in the subsistence fishing area included in the proposal and is 
neutral on the proposal. 

21. 	 5 AAC 02.1XX. Estabiish bag and possession limits for subsistence and personal use harvest of 
rock, bay, and weathervane scallops in southeast Alaska (same as #35 in Personal Use). 

Currently, there are no bag and possession limits established in regulation for the subsistence and personal 
use harvest of scallops in southeast Alaska. This staff proposal would establish bag and possession limits 
that will ensure the conservation of scallops while still providing subsistence and personal use fishing 
opportunity. In addition, the department will draft regulatory language that establishes bag and possession 
limits under the sport fishing regulations. 

22. 	 5 AAC 02.107. Designate the Sitka area as a customary and traditional use area for abalone and 
restore the 50 abalone bag limit. 

This proposal asks the Board to make a C&T finding for abalone for residents of Sitka in. Section 13-B 
north of the latitude of Dorothy Nanows. The area described in this proposal has been closed to the 
commercial harvest of abalone by regulation since 1979. Currently, abalone may only be harvested under 
personal use regulations in this area, with a bag limit of 20 abalone per day. If this proposal is adopted, 
the bag limit would be increased to 50 abalone per day. The department does not support an increase in 
the abalone bag limit in this area. The Subsistence Division will provide information on the historic and 
contemporary use of abalone in the Sitka area. 

23. 	 5 AAC 02.010. Close a portion of Section 3-B to the subsistence harvest of abalone using dive 
gear (same proposal as #200 in Subsistence and #36 in Personal Use roadmaps). 

If adopted, this proposal would prohibit the use of diving gear to harvest abalone for subsistence, sport, 
and personal use in a portion of Section 3-B near the communities of Craig and Klawock on the west 



coast of Price of Wales Island. The area is currently closed to commercial harvest to provide for 
subsistence fishing opportunities for abalone. The department has a neutral position on this proposal. 

200. 	 5 AAC 46.035., 5 AAC 77.010., and 5 AAC 02.010. Close a portion of Section 3-B to the 
subsistence harvest of abalone using dive gear (same as proposals #23 and #36). 

Same comments and same proposal as #23 above. 

529. 	 5 AAC 02.1 10. and 5 AAC 77.660. Modify shrimp pot gear specifications (includes personal use 
gear specifications) in Southeast Alaska. 

This public proposal would ensure conformity of subsistence and personal use shrimp pot mesh provisions 
with existing requirements for commercial gear. There are currently no specifications for webbing on 
subsistence, sport, and personal use shrimp pot gear in Southeast. Commercial fisheries regulations require 
a minimum mesh of 1 3/4"on two sides of each pot, hung to permit the free passage of a 12 inch long, 
314" wooden dowel. This regulation helps conserve spot shrimp stocks in heavily fished areas by 
enhancing escape of males and transitionals through the mesh. This passive sorting measure seems to 
work, however, the mesh passes almost all sizes of other species of shrimp. As a result, the commercial 
fishery is essentially a spot prawn fishery; this is not the case in the personal use/subsistence fishery. 
Because solid-walled, cloth-paneled, or meshed pots are legal gear, non-commercial gear often retains 
coonstripe, sidestripe, and pink shrimp and males and transitional sizes of spot prawns, along with larger 
female spot prawns. Adoption of this proposal would reduce persona1 use and sport harvests of these 
species. The department will remain neutral on this proposal. 

PERSONAL USE FISHERY PROPOSALS 

Proposal A. 5 AAC 77.682. Allow set gill nets to be used in Yes Bay except within 500 vards of the 
terminus of Wolverine Creek. 

This "housekeeping" proposal was submitted by the department to correct a mistake in a regulation that 
was adopted by the Board in Anchorage in February 1993. 

24. 	 5 AAC 77.682. Close Taku River to personal use fishing for salmon species on August I. 

The department recommends that the BOF take no action on this staff proposal. The proposal was 
originally submitted to clarify the existing regulations for the Taku River personal use salmon fishery. 
The department has subsequently determined that this clarification can be achieved by modifying personal 
use fishing permits. 

25. 	 5 AAC 77.682. Require commercially harvested chinook and steelhead retained for personal use 
to be reported on separate fish tickets. 



This proposal would require commercial permit holders to report all steelhead and chinook salmon retained 
for personal use to be reported on a separate fish ticket. At the request of the BOF, the department has 
submitted a regulatory proposal (proposal 293) that would require reporting of all salmon harvests on fish 
tickets - including salmon retained for personal use. The department recommends that this issue be 
considered when the BOF takes up proposal 293 at the January meeting in Ketchikan. 

27. 	 5 AAC 77.682. Establish that no more than Y3 of any stream in the Yakutat area may be 
blocked by a personal use salmon net (same as proposal #8 in Subsistence section). 

If adopted, this staff proposal would make it illegal to completely block a salmon stream with a personal 
use salmon net. This is a companion to proposal #8, also submitted by the department. Completely 
blocking a stream could lead to overharvest of some salmon stocks. This practice is illegal under 
commercial fishing regulations. The department recommends adoption of this proposal. 

29. 	 5 AAC 77.672. Close the waters of Auke Bay to the personal use harvest of herring from April 
1 through May 31. 

If adopted, this staff proposal would prohibit the personal use harvest of herring in Auke Bay from April 
through May 31. Most hemng are taken in small mesh gill nets which also catch Dolly Varden char 
which have recently out-migrated from Auke Lake. Numbers of Dolly Varden leaving Auke Lake range 
from 3,050 to 7,230 and average 5,450 fish. Auke Bay has been closed to sport fishing for Dolly Varden 
from April 1 to May 31 to protect these stocks. Closure of the personal use herring fishery would provide 
additional protection to this stock. The department recommends adoption of this staff proposal or as an 
alternative, close the area to personal use hemng nests from April 1 through May 31. 

30. 	 5 AAC 77.672. Limit all user groups to a maximum of 112 ton of hemng for personal use. 

If adopted, this proposal would limit all user groups to a maximum of 112 ton of herring for personal use 
as bait. Under current regulations, commercial fishers may harvest up to five tons of hemng for personal 
use as bait without a permit; harvests over five tons require a permit from the department. The Board may 
wish to defer consideration of this proposal until the January meeting in Ketchikan where general herring 
regulatory proposals will be considered. In any case, this proposal is allocative and the department will 
maintain a neutral position. 

31.  5 AAC 77.674. Establish a lingcod fishing season in the Sitka Sound area (same as proposals # I  5 
in Subsistence and #I74 in Groundfish roadmaps). 

Same proposal and same comments as for proposal #15 in Subsistence section. 

32. 	 5 AAC 77.662. Direct ADF&G to take immediate action in southern Southeast Alaska to increase 
dungeness crab abundance through area and seasonal closures (same as #I 6 in Subsistence. #37 
in Shellfish, and #204 in Personal Use roadmaps). 

Same comments and same proposal as #I6 in Subsistence section. 



204. 	 5 AAC 46.020. Direct ADF&G to take immediate action in southern Southeast Alaska to increase 
dungeness crab abundance through area and seasonal closures (same as #16 in Subsistence, #32 
in Personal Use, and #37 in Shellfish roadmaps). . 

See comments for proposal #16 in Subsistence section. 

33. 	 5 AAC 77.662. Reduce the personal use possession limit to 10 dungeness crab per person in the 
waters of Section 13-B north of the latitude of Dorothy Narrows. 

If adopted, this proposal would reduce the personal use possession limit for Dungeness crab in the Sitka 
Sound area from the current 20 per person per day to 10. The author of the proposal cites a reduction 
in the abundance of dungeness crab in the area as justification for a reduced personal use bag and 
possession limit. The data available to the department do not indicate that stock abundance in this area 
is declining. This proposal is aliocative and the department will adopt a neutral position. 

34. 	 5 AAC 7'9.612 and 77.662. Require two escape rings of 4 318 inches for personal use dungeness 
crab pots in S.E. Alaska and Yakutat (same as #19 in Subsistence section). 

Current regulations do not require escape rings for personal use dungeness crab pots in southeast Alaska 
and Yakutat. Escape rings are required on commercial dungeness crab pots. The department recommends 
adoption of this staff proposal. In the original proposal staff neglected to address gear specifications for 
sport dungeness pots. Additional regulatory language will be drafted at the Board meeting to address this 
potential loophole. 

35. 	 5 AAC 7Y.x. Establish bag and possession limits for personal use harvest of rock, bay, and 
weathervane scallops in southeast Alaska (same as #21 in Subsistence section). 

Currently, there are no bag and possession limits established in regulation for the personal use harvest of 
scallops in southeast Alaska. This staff proposal would establish bag and possession limits that will ensure 
the conservation of scallops while still providing personal use fishing opportunities. Sport fishing 
regulations will also need to be addressed at the Board meeting. 

36. 	 5 AAC 77.010. Close a portion of Section 3-B to the personal use harvest of abalone using dive 
gear (same as proposal #23 in Subsistence section). 

If adopted, this proposal would repeal the existing closure of the commercial abalone dive fishery in a 

portion of Section 3-B on the west coast of Prince of Wales Island. The existing commercial dive fishery 
closure was enacted to provide for subsistence fishing opportunities for abalone. This proposal is 
allocative since it would reopen commercial fishing for abalone in a portion of Section 3-B. As a result, 
the department has a neutral position on this proposal. 

530. 	 5 AAC 77.010. Allow longline shrimp pot gear in inside waters of northern Southeast Alaska. 



This proposed regulation would explicitly legalize longlining of personal use shrimp pot gear. The 
subsistence regulations (5 AAC 02.010) appear to permit long-lining of shrimp pots. The personal use 
regulations (5  AAC 77.010) appear to prohibit the practice although the wording is ambiguous. 
Commercial regulations permit long-lining of shrimp pots in Southeast Alaska. If this proposal is adopted, 
the present ambiguity regarding long-lining of personal use shrimp pots will be resolved. It would be 
clearly legal for personal use fishermen to long-line their pots and possibly become more effective 
catching shrimp. The department has no specific recommendation on this proposal. The Division of Fish 
and Wildlife Protection may have comments specific to enforcement of pot limits if shrimp pots are 
longlined. 

531. 	 5 AAC 77.010. Increase the individual pot limit for shrimp in the inside waters of northern 
southeast Alaska. 

The proposed regulation would allow the use of ten shrimp pots per person or ten shrimp pots per vessel, 
fishing under the personal use provisions in the regulations, in segments of Icy Straits, Lynn Canal, and 
upper Stephens Passage. Current regulations specify a maximum of five pots per person with a maximum 
of 10 per vessel, for all of Southeast Alaska/Yakutat, for ail personal use and subsistence shellfish 
fisheries. As a result, this proposal increases the number of pots a single person in a skiff can transport 
and fish. The Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection may have some enforcement concerns regarding 
this proposal since it would result in different gear limits in immediately adjacent areas. 

532. 	 5 AAC 77.668(2). Establish a bag limit of 10 razor clams on the Sitka road system. 

This proposal requests limitation of the razor clam harvest from beaches accessible by the Sitka road 
system to the first ten clams dug. An isolated population of razor clams occurs on the sandy beaches along 
the Halibut Point road system north of Sitka. Situated on the road system, this population is very 
accessible. The department supports this proposal to conserve local stocks of razor clams. If this proposal 
is adopted, changes are recommended to the personal use, subsistence, and sport fisheries. Fish and 
Wildlife Protection may have additional comments on enforceability of this regulation. 

SHELLFISH FISHERY PROPOSALS 

Dungeness crab fishery 

37. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Direct ADF&G to take immediate action in southern Southeast Alaska to 
increase dungeness crab abundance through area and seasonal closures (same as proposals # I6 in 

Subsistence and #32 and #204 in Personal Use sections). 

See comments for proposal #16. 

38. 	 5 AAC 32. I XX. Close the commercial dungeness crab summer fishery (June 15 - August 15') as 
per the beach marker into Echo Cove, Juneau AK. 



This public proposal would close the commercial fishery for Dungeness crabs in Echo Cove during the 
summer season. The intent is to reduce conflicts between commercial and non-commercial users and to 
improve the non-commercial harvest in Echo Cove, an area accessible by small boat and protected from 
the weather. This is an allocative proposal and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

40. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close four areas near Juneau AK that are traditionally relied upon for personal 
use dungeness crab harvest. 

This proposal would close four areas near Juneau to commercial fishing. Echo Cove, Eagle Beach, 
Barlow Cove, and Doty Cove are four historically productive Dungeness crabbing areas accessible by 
small boat from Juneau. The intent of the closure is to improve local abundance and provide better 
crabbing for the personal use fishery. The department will maintain a neutral position on this proposal. 

41. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close Black Bear Creek in Union Bay near Meyers Chuck, AK to commercial 
dungeness crab fishing. 

This proposal would close the area around the mouth of Black Bear Creek in Union Bay to commercial 
Dungeness crab fisheries. The intent of this proposal is to improve local abundance of Dungeness crab 
and provide better crabbing for the personal use fishery. The department will maintain a neutral position 
on this allocative proposal. 

42. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close areas near Port Frederick to commercial dungeness crab fishing. 

This proposal would close an area in Port Frederick around the community of Hoonah to commercial 
Dungeness crab fisheries. The intent of this proposal is to improve local abundance of Dungeness crab 
and provide better crabbing for the personal use fishery. The department will maintain a neutral position 
on this allocative proposal. 

43 and 44. 5 AAC 32.150. Close all waters of Section 13-B, north of the latitude of Dorothy Narrows 
to commercial dungeness crab fishing. 

This proposal would close most of the waters of Sitka Sound in the vicinity of Sitka to commercial 
Dungeness crab fisheries, which are allowed in this area for a period from October 1 through February 
28. It provides for a reopening when crab abundances improve. The department does not have a program 
to determine stock abundance and would not be able to determine when sufficient improvement had 
occurred to reopen this area. 

This area has not supported a consistent commercial fishery in recent seasons and current stock conditions 
cannot be clearly attributed to overfishing by any user group. There is no season for personal use harvest 
and the timing of the major molt insures that non-commercial users have first harvest opportunities for 
crabs molting to legal size early in the year. The department will maintain a neutral position on this 
allocative proposal. 

45. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close a portion of Icy Straits to the commercial harvest of dungeness crab. 



This proposal would close portions of Icy Strait to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. The intent of 
this proposal is to improve local abundance of Dungeness crab and provide better crabbing for the 
personal use fishery. Current stock conditions cannot be clearly attributed to overfishing by any user 
group. A complicating factor is that much of the area has been under heavy colonization by sea otter 
during recent years and there is likely a negative correlation between population densities of sea otter and 
Dungeness crabs. The department will maintain a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 

46. 5 AAC 32.150. Close Blank Inlet and "Bostwick" to commercial crab fishing. 

This proposal would close these two inlets and fishing areas to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. The 
intent of this proposal is to improve local abundance of Dungeness crab and provide better crabbing for 
the personal use fishery. The commercial fishery is restricted in this area to a winter season from October 
1 to February 28, while most of the rest of the state has summer seasons in addition to a winter season. 
The overall District 1 commercial catch does not show any declining trends in catch, catch per vessel, or 
lbs per landing that may indicate recruitment failure or fishery-induced depletion. There is no season for 
personal use harvest and the timing of the major molt insures that non-commercial users have first harvest 
opportunities for crabs molting to legal size early in the year. Sport Fish Division data suggests that 
personal use catches per pot are higher in Ketchikan, in general, than they are around other larger 
communities in Southeast Alaska. The department. will maintain a neutral position on this proposal. 

47. 5 AAC 32.150. Close George and Carroll Inlets to commercial crab fishing. 

Same intent and generally available information as 46 above. 

48. 5 AAC 32.150. Close Moser Bay and Vallner Bay to commercial crab fishing. 

Same intent and generally available information as 46 above. 

49. 5 AAC 32.150. Close Traitors Cove and Shrimp Bay to commercial crab fishing. 

Same intent and generally available information as 46 above.. 

50. 5 AAC 32.150. Close Helm Bay and Smugglers Cove to commercial crab fishing. 

Same intent and generally available information as 46 above. 

5 1 .  5 AAC 32.150. Close the waters of Flat Bay (also known as Mud Bay) and Viking Cove, west 
of 135'20'W. longitude to commercial harvest of dungeness crab. 

This proposal would close the waters of Flat Bay and an immediately contiguous shallow inlet to the 
commercial Dungeness crab fishery. The intent of this proposal is to improve local abundance of 
Dungeness crab and provide better crabbing for the personal use fishery. The Department does not have 
commercial fisheries catch information specific to Mud Bay nor personal use or sport fish data to provide 
any insight into this request. The department will maintain a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 



52 .  	 5 AAC 38.107. Close the area from the cannery bluff, south to False Burnt Point, then east to 
the shores of Chichagof Island to commercial shrimp and crab fishing. 

Same comments as on proposal 42 above. Areas are slightly different, but the issues, available 
information, etc., are very similar. 

53 and 54. 5 AAC 32.150. Close portions of South Zimovia Strait to commercial crab fishing (same as 
proposals #69 and #70 in Shrimp section). 

This proposal would close a portion of Zimovia Strait to commercial Dungeness and shrimp pot fisheries. 
The intent is to improve local abundances of Dungeness crab and shrimp to provide better opportunities 
for personal use fisheries. The limited commercial and sport fisheries information available is unspecific 
to the proposed closure area. The department will maintain a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 

55. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close portions of Twelve Mile Arm to commercial shrimp and dungeness crab 
fishing (same as proposal #67 in Shrimp section). 

This proposal would close much of the waters of Twelve Mile Arm in Kasaan Bay to commercial 
Dungeness and shrimp fisheries. Commercial Fisheries information is summarized for all of Kasaan Bay, 
of which Twelve Mile Arm is a small fraction. Data is limited to catches reported by one to three 
commercial Dungeness vessels that fish the bay each season. One to eight commercial shrimp pot vessels 
report landings from the bay each season. No clear trends in harvest characteristics are discernible in the 
available data. No quantitative information is available on the sport/personal use fisheries in this area. 
The department will maintain a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 

56. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close commercial dungeness crab harvesting in portions of Port Frederick 

Although the area proposed for closure to commercial fishing is different, this proposal is essentially the 
same as proposal 42 (see comments above). 

57. 	 5 AAC 32.150. Close inside of Port Frederick to commercial crab fishing. 

Areas are slightly different, but the issues are very similar to proposals #42 and #56 above. 

58. 	 5 AAC 32.170. Change the marking, conformation, and numbering requirements for commercial 
dungeness crab pot buoys in the Yakutat Area (Area D) to conform with the same requirements 
as the Southeast Alaska Area (Area A). 

This proposal would clearly define legal markings for commercial Dungeness crab buoys in the Yakutat 
Area (Statistical Area D) fishery. The specifications are identical with those effectively implemented in 
the Southeast Alaska commercial Dungeness crab fishery. Consistent markings enhance enforceability of 
pot limits and more clearly define ownership of the gear. This is a housekeeping proposal that is 
recommended for adoption by the department. 



59. 	 5 AAC 32.050. Establish a 400 pot limit for commercial dungeness crab fishery in Area D. 

This proposal would reduce the pot limit for the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in the Yakutat Area 
(Statistical Area D) from the current 600 pot level to 400 pots. This is primarily an allocative issue 
between operators of larger and smaller vessels and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

60. 	 5 AAC 32.050. In Area D, all dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single 
registration must be identically buoyed and marked. 

This proposal was submitted by the Yakutat Advisory Committee. The intent is similar to proposal #58 
submitted by the department and the same comments apply. 

61. 	 5 AAC 32.125. In Area A, all dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single 
registration must be identically buoyed and marked. The buoy, or multiple buoys attached to a 
dungeness crab pot or ring net may bear only one ADF&G number. 

This proposal was submitted by the Department of Public Safety, Fish and Wildlife Protection to clarify 
dungeness crab pot buoy marking requirements. If adopted, this proposal would require all dungeness crab 
pot buoys to be individually marked with the unique number of the single vessel working the gear. The 
department supports this proposal. Similar regulatory language should be considered for the Yakutat area.' 

62. 	 5 AAC 32.170. Prohibit longlining of dungeness crab pot gear in the Yakutat Area (Area D). 

The purpose of this department proposal is to bring the Yakutat regulations into compliance with existing 
regulations for Southeast Alaska. 

Shrimp fishery 

63. 	 5 AAC 31.1XX. Provide for management of non-traditional commercial shrimp trawl fisheries 
in specific fishing areas of Southeast Alaska and Yakutat and establish commercial shrimp trawl 
gear and bycatch restrictions for non-traditional fishing areas (same as proposal #77). 

This proposal was submitted by the department to improve the management of the shrimp trawl fishery 
in areas outside of the traditional fishing grounds. The proposal, if adopted, would establish guideline 
harvest ranges, mandatory logbooks, and prior notification requirements for Districts 3, 5 ,  7, 9, portions 
of District 6, and Yakutat. The proposal would also establish gear specifications and bycatch restrictions 
that would minimize the harvest of non-targeted species (i.e., sidestripe shrimp). Finally, this proposal 
would close all other areas to commercial fishing for shrimp. This means that all federal waters would 
also be closed since the State currently has management authority out to 200 miles. 

64. 	 5 AAC 31.1 10. Restrict commercial shrimp fishing to the period from 1200 noon on October 
1 through February 28. 



This proposal requests that the commercial shrimp pot fishery in Section 13-C (Peril Strait) be restricted 
to the period from 12:OO noon on October 1 through February 28. The justification for the proposal 
appears to be perceived declines in abundance of the shrimp resource in the Peril Strait area. Information 
available to the department does not indicate declining stock abundance in this area even though catches 
and effort have generally been increasing. Given that no conservation concerns are evident, the 
department will remain neutral on this proposal. 

65. 	 5 AAC 31.110. Permit fishing with beam trawl for shrimp in Windham and Hobart Bays and Port 
Houghton. 

This proposal was submitted by the department to clarify the management approach for mainland bay 
areas in the northern portion of District 10. The department recommends adoption of this proposal. 

66. 	 5 AAC 31.1 10. Open Glacier Bay to shrimp fishing. 

This proposal asks the Board to open Glacier Bay to commercial shrimp fishing. Although open to fishing 
under State regulations, the National Park Service has enforced a closure of Glacier Bay to shrimp fishing 
due to concerns over impacts to marine mammals (humpback whales). This is a State sovereignty issue 
that should be addressed by the Department of Law. 

-	 67. 5 AAC 31.135. Close portions of Twelve Mile Arm to commercial shrimp and dungeness crab 
fishing (same proposal as #55 in dungeness crab section). 

This proposals requests that Twelve Mile Arm in Kasaan Bay in District 2 be closed to the commercial 
shrimp pot fishery. Twelve Mile Arm is a long inlet in Kasaan Bay on the eastern shore of Prince of 
Wales Island. This proposal is allocative in nature and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

68. 	 5 AAC 31.135. Close waters adjacent to the community of Meyers Chuck, in District 2, to 
commercial shrimp and red snapper fishing (same as #I04 in Groundfish section). 

This proposal, if adopted, would close an area immediately adjacent to Meyers Chuck to commercial 
fishing for shrimp and red snapper (see proposal 104). It is assumed that this proposal seeks closures of 
both pot and shrimp trawl fisheries. Available data is not sufficient to determine if a conservation problem 
exists for the shrimp stocks in this area. The department will maintain a neutral position regarding this 
proposal. 

69 and 70. 5 AAC 3 1.135. Close waters of South Zimovia Strait to commercial shrimp and crab fishing 
(same proposals as #53 and 54 in dungeness crab section). 

This proposal requests closures of commercial fisheries for dungeness crab and shrimp in the area 
surrounding the community of Thoms Place in Zimovia Strait. Thoms Place is a small cove located on 
the southwest shore of Wrangell Island off Zimovia Strait. The department will maintain a neutral 
position regarding this allocative proposal. 



71. 	 5 AAC 3 1.135. Close Port Camden to commercial trawling for shrimp. 

This proposal requests that Port Camden, a bay to the south and west of the community of Kake, be 
closed to commercial trawling for shrimp. Port Camden, on the eastern shore of Kuiu Island, is within 
the designated customary and traditional use area for shellfish for the residents of Kake. However, shrimp 
have been explicitly deleted from these customary and traditional use findings by the board in prior 
deliberations. There have been no reported commercial shrimp pot landings from this area in the last 
decade. The department will maintain a neutral position on this proposal. 

72.  	 5 AAC 31.110. Repeal beam trawl shrimp restrictions in Southeast Alaska District 7 

If adopted, this department proposal would repeal restrictions on commercial beam trawling for shrimp 
in portions of District 7. The department has determined that restrictive seasons are not necessary in this 
area. Opening the area to a year-round fishery will provide additional fishing opportunity and will not 
complicate management or threaten conservation of shrimp stocks. 

73. 	 5 AAC 31.125. Prohibit concurrent use of shrimp pots and other types of pot gear in Southeast 
Alaska where there is a limit on the number of shrimp pots that may be fished. 

This proposal was submitted by the department to improve enforcement of shrimp pot limits in those areas 
where pot limits are in effect. It is difficult to enforce shrimp pot limits under existing regulations because 
it is hard to distinguish shrimp pots from other types of pot gear. 

74. 	 5 AAC 31.125. Establish a shrimp pot limit for District 16 that is the same as shrimp pot limit 
specified for all other portions of Southeast Alaska. 

If adopted, this proposal would establish the same shrimp pot limit for District 16 that already exists for 
Districts 1-15 in southeast Alaska (150 pots). When the shrimp pot limit for southeast Alaska was 
established by the Board in 1983, the pot limit for District 16 was inadvertently left unspecified. This 
occurred because District 16 was changed (also in 1983) from being part of the Yakutat registration area 
(Area D) to the southeast Alaska Area (Area A). The department supports this housekeeping proposal. 

75. 	 5 AAC 31.125 Define Southeast Alaska and Yakutat shrimp pots consistent with definition used 
in the Prince William Sound Area. 

The department recommends that the Board take no action on this proposal because an identical reguiatiorl 
already exists in the Statewide regulations. 

76. 	 5 AAC 31.170. Modify mesh. requirements for construction of shrimp pots in Yakutat Area. 

This proposal requests modification of mesh requirements for commercial shrimp pots in the Yakutat area 
(Area D) to ensure consistency with Southeast Alaska (Area A) regulations. These changes are needed 
to promote conservation of shrimp stocks in the Yakutat area. 



77. 	 5 AAC 31.170. Establish shrimp trawl mesh requirements for Area D by emergency order. 

Identical proposal to #63. 

Miscellaneous shellfish fisheries 

78.  	 5 AAC 38.134. Close the waters of Tebenkof, Chatham, and Frederick Sound to commercial 
abalone fishing (same as #20 in Subsistence and #81 in Sea Urchin sections). 

See comments for proposal #20 in Subsistence section. 

79. 	 5 AAC 38.130. Abalone may only be taken or possessed from October 1 through May 15 and 
in even-numbered years. 

Adoption of this proposal would result in the abalone fishery being opened on an alternate year basis. 
The stated justification for this proposal is declining stock abundance of abalone. Anecdotal evidence does 
suggest that there has been a widespread decline in the abundance of abalone in southeast Alaska. 
However, the fishery performance data available to the department do not confirm this. If at some point, 
the fishery performance data does indicate a serious stock conservation problem, then the department has 
sufficient authority to close the abalone fishery by emergency order. As a result, the department has no 
specific recommendation regarding this proposal. 

80. ' 	5 AAC 38.135. Reduce the guideline harvest range for abalone in District 13. 

The department recommends that the Board take no action on this staff proposal. Since the proposal was 
submitted, department staff have determined that available data do not support lowering the guideline 
harvest level for abalone in District 13. If fishery performance data does indicate stock conservation 

' 

problems in future years, the department has authority to close the abalone fishery. 

Sea urchins 
e 


81. 	 5 AAC 38.1X.X. Close the waters of Tebenkof, Chatham, and Frederick Sound to commercial sea 
urchin fishing (same as #20 in Subsiqtence and #78 in Abalone sections). 

See comments on proposal #20 in Subsistence section. 

82. 	 5 AAC 38.1XX. Allow a limited urchin fishery in all of Southeast Alaska. 

This proposal asks the Board to direct the department to initiate a limited sea urchin fishery in all of 
southeast Alaska. The department does not support this proposal. The department already has the 
regulatory authority to allow a commercial fishery for sea urchins in southeast Alaska. However, the 
department will not open the commercial sea urchin fishery until stock assessments are completed and a 

management plan is developed. 



83. 5 AAC 38.062. Allow a limited urchin fishery in all of southeast Alaska. 

Same comments as on proposal 82 above. 

84. 5 AAC 37.100. Allow the harvest of aquatic plants for use as bait in the urchin fishery 

Same comments as on proposal 82 above. It would be premature to establish methods and means for the 
sea urchin fishery until stock assessments are conducted and a management plan is developed. 

85. 5 AAC 38.051. Establish a fishing season for ring net and trap harvested urchins in Area A. 

Same comments as on proposal 84 above. 

86. 5 AAC 38.051. Redefine commercial sea urchin gear. 

Same comments as on proposal 84 above. 

87. 5 AAC 38.051. Establish closed waters for trap, ring net, and dive gear for sea urchin fishery 

Same comments as on proposal 84 above. 

Sea cucumbers 

88. 5 AAC 38.X.X.  Reduce the weekly open periods. 

If adopted, this proposal would reduce fishing time in the commercial dive fishery for sea cucumbers. 
The department supports a reduction in fishing time due to the increasing intensity of the fisheries and 
the difficulties in managing for guideline harvest levels. The department recommends a maximum of two 
days of fishing time starting on either Sunday or Monday. 

89. 5 AAC 38.140. Create a system of rotating area openings. 

The author of this proposal indicates that the primary intent of this proposal is to reduce fishing 
opportunities for non-residents to participate in the commercial sea cucumber fishery. The Department 
of Law should comments on this aspect of this proposal. The department does support a one or two day 
opening per week as a measure to slow the fishery down and provide for adequate management for 
guideline harvest levels. A system of rotating area openings might actually increase fishing effort in a 

given area and complicate managing for GEL'S, particularly in areas with very small quotas. 

90. 5 AAC 38.140. Establish a WednesdayIThursday weekly opening. 


The department supports a maximum of two days of fishing time starting on either Sunday or Monday 


91. 5 AAC 38.140. Establish a one-day opening per week. 
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Same comments as for proposal #88 and #90 above. 

92. 5 AAC 38.140. Establish a Sundayhlonday opening every other week. 

Same comments as for proposal #88 and #90 above. 

93. 5 AAC 38.140. Limit weekly openings to one 48-hour period each week. 

Same comments as for proposal #88 and #90 above. 

94. 5 AAC 38.140. Limit weekly openings to one 48-hour period each week. 

Same comments as for proposal #88 and #90 above. 

95. 5 AAC 38.140. Limit weekly openings to two, 36-hour periods and set monthly harvest quotas. 

Same comments as for proposal #88 and #90 above. 

96. 5 AAC 38.140. Establish a split season and divide harvest quotas equally between seasons. 

Same comments as for proposal #88 and #90 above. 

97. 5 AAC 38.140. . Create a system of rotating area openings. 

Same comments as for proposal #89 above. 

98. 	 5 AAC 38.140. Establish a harvest limit per boddiver. ' 

The department will adopt a neutral position on this proposal due to the allocative implications. 

99. 	 5 AAC 38.140. Limit the number of registered commercial sea cucumber divers, at any given 
time, per boat. 

The department will adopt a neutral position on this proposal due to the allocative implications 

100. 	 5 AAC 38.XXX. Limit the number of registered commercial sea cucumber divers. at any given 
time, per boat. 

The department will adopt a neutral position on this proposal due to the allocative implications. 

Geoducks 

101. 	 5 AAC 38.1 10. Establish a open season for geoducks from January 1 through April 15 with 

weekly openings on Sunday and Monday only. 



This proposal would change the open season for geoduck clams from the current season of October 1 

through May 3 1 to a January 1 through April 15 season. The intent of the proposal appears to be reducing 
fishing opportunities for fishermen that "do not reside in southeast Alaska in the winter". If the season 
is changed to a January 1 opening date, weather will become a more important factor in controlling effort 
and harvest in the geoduck fishery. However, because most other dive fisheries would be closed by 
January 1, effort in the geoduck fishery might actually increase. If the Board determines there is sufficient 
reason to change the opening date of the geoduck fishery, the department has the authority to modify the 
season opening date accordingly. 

Miscellaneous proposals 

102. 	 5 AAC 38.XXX. Manage all dive fisheries on a monthly quota system. 

This proposal is allocative because it is intended to discourage "out-of-state" divers from participating in 
Southeast Alaska dive fisheries for sea cucumbers. As stated above for proposals 88 and 90, the 
department does support reduced fishing time so that guideline harvest levels are not exceeded. However, 
a system of monthly quotas spread out across the entire season does not appear to be practical. For 
example, small quotas in some areas would be become 5 or 6 times smaller under this system and without 
any means of limiting effort, the department might not be able to open up these areas at all. In addition, 
the department also has concerns about increased personnel costs resulting from managing sea cucumber 
fisheries over a several month period. 

103. 	 5 AAC 38.XXX. Manage dive areas so there is adequate harvestable resources throughout the 
entire season and establish a limited entry fishery incorporating Alaska residency. 

Same comments as for proposal #I02 above. The Dept. of Law should comment on Alaska residency. 

104. 	 5 AAC 38.XXX. Allow no more than one diver per boat in all commercial dive fisheries. 

The department will adopt a neutral position on this proposal due to the allocative implications. 

Proposal B. 5 AAC 38.090. Prohibit the operation of dive fishing gear 14 days prior to and 14 days after 
a commercial opening for miscellaneous shellfish and prohibit more than one species of 
miscellaneous shellfish to be onboard a vessel at one time. 

This proposal would prohibit the operation of dive fishing gear 14 days before and after a commercial 
opening for miscellaneous shellfish and prohibit more than one species of miscellaneous shellfish to be 
onboard a vessel at one time. This proposal was submitted by the Departments of Public Safety and Fish 
and Game due to concerns over illegal activity associated with miscellaneous shellfish dive fisheries. 
There is reason to believe that some divers may be "stockpiling" sea cucumbers, abalone, and geoducks 
prior to commercial openings. In addition, divers may also be harvesting miscellaneous shellfish during 
closed periods between commercial openings under personal use, sport, or subsistence fishing regulations 
and then selling these catches. These problems would be alleviated by I )  prohibiting operation of fishing 
gear before and after commercial openings and 2) prohibiting participation in personal use, sport, and 



subsistence fisheries before, during, and after commercial openings. These restrictions would be similar 
to those in effect for shellfish commercial pot fisheries. 

GROUNDFISH FISHERY PROPOSALS 

Description of Renulatow Areas 

105. 	 5 AAC 28.105. Expand the Southeast Outside Subdistrict to 140" W. longitude, and rename the 
East Yakutat District to an East Yakutat Section of the Southeast Outside District. 

If adopted, this "housekeeping" proposal would modify the existing subdistricts and sections for 
management areas along the outer coast as specified above. This proposal would make the state 
management area boundaries compatible with federal regulatory districts. 

106. 	 5 AAC 28.105. Delete reference to temtorial waters in the description of the Eastern Gulf 
groundfish management area and clearly delineate state management authority beyond the 
temtorial waters for certain groundfish species. 

This department proposal would extend state management jurisdiction for certain species beyond three 
miles in the Eastern Gulf. This would remove any uncertainty regarding the state's management authority 
in federal waters for those groundfish species not included in a federal FMP and those species where state 
authority is specified beyond three miles by federal action. 

Closure of commercial groundfish fishing areas 

107. 	 5 AAC 28.1XX. Close waters adjacent to the community of Meyers Chuck, in District 2, to 
protect shrimp and red snapper (same proposal as #66 in shellfish section). 

If adopted, this proposal would close a portion of Clarence Strait and Ernest Sound to commercial fishing 
for shrimp and "red snapper"; presumed to be referring to spot shrimp and demersal shelf rockfish. It is 
unclear from the proposal if the request is for a closure to directed fishing for those species or for a 
closure to all fisheries which might harvest those species. CFM&D Division staff will provide summaries 
of commercial spot shrimp and DSR harvests from the general area of concern. However, the commercial 
catch database is not accurate enough to provide harvest information from the exact area being proposed 
for closure. The department is neutral on this proposal. 

Sablefish fishery 

108. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Change the Southern Southeast Inside (SSEI) District sablefish season to June 
I through July 15. 

If adopted, this staff proposal would shorten the time during which the SSEI section sablefish season could 
be held by four months from November 15 to July 15. This is consistent with the current management 



of this fishery, which has lasted for approximately 2.5 days in mid-June the past three seasons. The 
department is not so concerned with when the fishery is held as it is with restricting the period during 
which the fishery can be held to a more reasonable length. This will provide the industry with a better 
indication of when the fishery will be held and reduce the pressure on the department to make 
management decisions which are allocative in nature. 

109. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Specify that the sablefish seasons in Southeast Outside District and the West 
Yakutat District will coincide with the opening of adjacent federal waters for the Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ). 

If adopted, this department proposal would automatically set the opening date for sablefish fishing along 
the outer coast to coincide with the adjacent EEZ unless otherwise specified by E.O.The department 
submitted this proposal for the following reasons: I )  The sablefish fisheries in the Outside Subdistrict and 
the West Yakutat District are currently managed in conjunction with federal management of the adjacent 
EEZ and are expected to be managed in conjunction with federal waters in the future. State management 
will be greatly simplified if our seasons are automatically set the same as the federal seasons; 2) Under 
the current regulations the season must be opened and closed by E.O. This requires close tracking of 
federal action and the availability of CFM&D staff to write and sign the E.0.s at the appropriate time. 
Groundfish staff with E.O. authority are not always available to implement this action when necessary 
which places a burden on other CFM&D Division staff; and 3) When offshore sablefish fisheries come 
under IFQ management, the season will most likely be open for an extended period. The federal fishing 
period may be adjusted annually by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC); the Board 
considers state groundfish regulations every three years. 

110. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Specify that the opening and closing times for the inside water sablefish seasons 
will be set by emergency order during daylight hours. 

This staff proposal would supersede the current regulation requiring that the inside section sablefish 
fisheries are to be opened and closed at 12:OO noon. The department submitted this proposal to Increase 
management flexibiiity to set seasons in increments of less than one full day while still providing for a 

. 	fair start and closure (i.e., openings and closures during daylight hours). The SSEI fishery has been closed 
at 9:00 p.m. by E.O. the past three season to allow for more than 48 hours of fishing. This change w~l l  
legitimize that action, if necessary in the future. 

1 1 1. 5 AAC 28.160. Increase the guideline harvest range (GHR)for sablefish in the NSEI and increase 
the lower limit of the GHR in the Southern Southeast Inside Section (SSEI). 

This department proposal would increase the GHR in the NSEI section from the current level of 500,000 
to 1,500,000 pounds to 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 pounds, dressed weight. In the SSEI section, the lower 
end of the GHR would be increased from 125,000 to 250,000 pounds dressed weight. The upper end of 
500,000 pounds would remain the same for that area. The department supports this action because i t  IS 

more consistent with the current level of harvest than the previous GHRs for these areas. CFMJtD 
Division staff will present recent harvest and survey data from both areas. 



112. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Require off-loading sablefish before fishing for sablefish in the SSEI Section or 
before leaving the SSEI Section to fish for sablefish in other areas. 

If adopted, this staff proposal would require a vessel to offload sablefish before entering the SSEI Section 
to fish sablefish and to offload sablefish from the SSEI Section before they could fish sablefish in another 
area. This is consistent with the regulation currently in place for the NSEI Section. It is important to 
make the distinction between fish caught in the inside districts and from other areas if we are to enforce 
harvest limits set the inside sections and to account for total fish removals from those areas. This will 
become even more important when the offshore fishery comes under IFQ management and the offshore 
seasons are extended to occur concurrently with the inside section fisheries. 

113. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Specify that the bycatch limits for sablefish in the outer coastal waters within 
three miles will be the same as the bycatch limit specified for the adjoining federal waters. 

This department proposal would allow retention of sablefish in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict and the 
West Ydcutat District consistent with bycatch allowances in the adjacent federal waters. The bycatch limit 
in federal waters is currentiy 4%, but may be adjusted slightly for 1994. The department submitted this 
proposal to make state and federal regulations more consistent in offshore waters. 

114. 	 5 AAC 28.110. Allow rete'ntion of tagged sablefish providing that the tags are returned to the 
Department of Fish and Game with information on specific area and date of recapture. 

If adopted, this staff proposal would allow for retention of tagged sablefish even if the sablefish season 
is closed, providing that the tag and recapture information are promptly returned to the department. 
CFM&D supports this proposal as tag recovery is an important aspect of our sablefish research programs. 
Allowing retention and return of tags will potentially provide valuable information on the biology and life 
history of sablefish. This regulation would only pertain to state waters, but taken in conjunction with 
proposal 113 above and the current bycatch allowances in federal waters, should allow for retention of 
tagged sablefish from both state and federal waters of the Eastern Gulf over most of the year. Language 
to require tags to be attached to the fish at time of delivery may also be needed. 

115. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Establish gear limits for the Northern Southeast Inside Section sablefish fishery. 

If adopted, this industry proposal would establish a working group to explore options for restricting the 
amount of gear a vessel could use to fish for sablefish in the NSEI Section. This is consistent with staff 
proposals submitted in 1988 and 1990 which were rejected because of opposition from the industry. The 
department is in favor of discussing management options as an agenda item at the November Board 
meeting. During the Board meetings CFM&D Division staff will present a detailed overview of catch and 
effort statistics for this fishery and discuss the biological and market implications of the current "derby' 
style openings and the rapidly escalating individual effort. 

116. 	 5 AAC 28.1XX. Discuss a transition approach for management of sablefish and halibut fisheries, 
conducted in State of Alaska waters, that are scheduled to be included in an individual fishery 
quota (IFQ) limited access program. 



This department proposal was submitted to alert the Board to potential management problems that may 
occur due to implementation of the federal vessel moratorium and IFQ programs. These programs will 
impact state management of groundfish and we may not be able to wait until the 1996 Board meeting 
cycle to address these issues. The department will summarize impending federal regulations and discuss 
potential impacts on state groundfish management. 

Rockfish fishery 

117. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Change the apportionment for the directed demersal shelf rockfish guideline 
harvest level to correspond to the revised accounting year. 

This industry proposal was submitted to redistribute DSR harvest based on current market demands and 
recent catch histories. The seasonal allocation currently in regulation retains 43% of the Total Allowable 
Catch (TAC) for harvest after October, compared to the 30% allocation in this proposal. For several years 
the fall allocation has not been taken either due to circumstances in other fisheries (higher than expected 
DSR bycatch) or poor weather limiting fishing opportunity. To maximize value to the fleet, industry is 
requesting this change. The department has no specific recommendation on this proposal. However, 

increasing the summer allocation would make it easier to manage the fishery in areas where GHL's are 
very small. 

118. 	 5 AAC 28.160. Establish a DSR guideline level for the East Yakutat District, lower the DSR 
guideline harvest level (GHL) in the inside water districts, specify that the GHL for DSR applies 
to the directed fishery, and lower the GHL for rockfish other than DSR. 

This staff proposal recommends three separate actions. The Southeast Outside subdistrict was expanded 
to 140" W. longitude by the NPFMC last year. Consequently, the DSR fishery has also expanded and a 
directed fishing quota is needed for this area. The 75 to 150 mt is recommended is based on the 
Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) for the area, minus anticipated bycatch. Reducing the lower end of 
the GHL in the SSEI and NSEI signals the industry that we have concerns in these areas and allows staff 
the flexibility to close areas when we have resource concerns. The recommendation to lower the "other 
rockfish" quota from 880 mt to 500 mt, is an attempt to prevent excessive harvest on a resource about 
which we have no stock assessment information. We anticipate more interest in these species as the 
federal IFQ and groundfish moratorium programs come into effect. 

119. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Direct the Department of Fish and Game to obtain authority to set demersal shelf 
rockfish bycatch limits from the National Marine Fisheries Service and set bycatch standards that 
ensure the continuation of the directed demersal shelf rockfish fishery. 

If adopted, this industry proposal would require the department to: 1) petition NMFS for "return of 
authority to set directed fishing standards for DSR", 2) allow the department to set DSR bycatch standards 
by E.O. annually, and 3) require the department to set directed fishing standards for DSR which will 

"insure the continuation of a directed DSR fishery at historic levels". It is unclear whether the request for 
the department to petition the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for return of authority is to be 
a regulation or simply a direction to the department. CFM&D Division staff have been discussing 



regulatory language with NMFS to clarify our respective management roles in offshore waters. Therefore, 
this part of the proposal may have already been addressed. The second provision is dealt with in staff 
proposal number 120. The department concurs with the need for more flexibility in setting DSR bycatch 
rates, particularly once halibut IFQ management is in place. The third provision is more problematic. 
It is assumed that the proposers are concerned that an increase in DSR bycatch in other fisheries will 
displace the directed fishery. However, there is simply no way that maintenance of historic directed 
fishery harvest levels can be guaranteed for any fishery, let alone for species such as DSR which are 
extremely susceptible to over-harvest. The DSR fishery is, and will continue to be, managed with an 
annual yield (TAC) limit. That level cannot be exceeded regardless of who catches the fish. Distribution 
of the annual DSR harvest limits among the various users is allocative and the department will take a 
neutral position. The department will present the reported and assumed harvest levels of DSR in the 
directed and bycatch fisheries and discuss how these levels might change under IFQ management of 
halibut. 

120. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Allow ADF&G to set rockfish bycatch limits by Emergency Order and delete 
regulations that allow unlimited bycatch of demersal shelf rockfish while fishing for halibut. 

This department proposal was submitted in response to impending IFQ regulations in the halibut fishery 
and also is meant to prevent confusion between state and federal regulations. Currently, the department 
allows unlimited bycatch of DSR during halibut fishery. Recently there has'been confusion between 
federal and state directed fishing standards. Hence, in outside waters the department has had to reopen the . 
directed DSR fishery to allow unlimited bycatch as federal standards do not allow for this prov~sion. 
Also, once IFQs are implemented there is a concern that excessive amounts of DSR will be landed because 
the IFQ law prohibits discard of DSR and there will be some incentive to target DSR if a fisher chooses 
to spread our their halibut harvest over a longer time period. This regulation will allow staff to set the 
bycatch limit based on actual background bycatch level. This will discourage waste of bycatch but also 
discourage targeting. 

121. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Decrease the limit on the number of pounds of demersal shelf rockfish that may 

be landed during a five-day period. 


This industry proposal is an attempt to retain the small boat nature of the directed DSR fishery. A 

reduction in trip limit by 1,000 pounds (to 6,500 pounds) in the area east of 13'7" is an attempt to 
discourage larger longliners and freezer vessels from targeting DSR. Implementation of a 12,000 pound 
trip limit in the East Yakutat area is also meant to limit the size of vessels participating and to slow down 
the fishery. The larger trip limit in East Yakutat is an acknowledgement that most vessels fish the 

Fairweather grounds and both trip size and vessel size are larger than the usual trips In the rest of 

Southeast Alaska. The department has no specific recommendation on this proposal but will provide catch 
and effort statistics for Board review. 

122. 	 5 AAC 28. I XX. Close the area described by the Sitka Sound Demersal Shelf Rocktish Sanctuary 

Area to all commercial halibut fishing. 




This public proposal is in response to the impending IFQ fishery for halibut. The proposer feels that the 
nature of the halibut fishery will change with IFQ, adversely impacting the Sitka Sound DSR resource. 
It is possible that increased longline pressure in the sound could effect rockfish stocks however, the 
department does not have information to support or refute this proposal. This proposal has allocative 
implications because most skiff fishers fish within the Sound and would be displaced if this proposal was 
adopted. As a result, the department has no position on this proposal. 

123. 	 5 AAC 28.175. Require that completed demersal shelf rockfish and lingcod logbook pages be 
submitted to the depakment after each fishing trip. 

This department proposal would enhance the accuracy and completeness of groundfish logbook programs 
by insuring 100% compliance. Due to limited budgets, the department does not have year-round port 
sampling coverage in all ports. As a result, an important segment of the fleet is not adequately sampled. 
If this proposal is adopted, the department requests that the regulation require logbook pages (in sealed 
envelopes) be stapled to the ADF&G fish ticket copy at the time of landing. 

180. 	 5 AAC 46.020. Increase the bag and possession limits for rockfish to 9/day, no more that 3 of 
which may be yelloweye rockfish. 

The current regional rockfish sport fishing regulations are 5/day and 10 in possession of which only Uday 
and 4 in possession may be yelloweye rockfish. More restrictive regulations of 3lday and in possession 
of which only one may be a yelloweye rockfish, are in effect in Sitka Sound and marine waters around 
Ketchikan because of conservation concerns. Currently most rockfish are caught incidentally by anglers 
fishing for other species. Increasing the bag limit may increase fishing pressure and increase harvest. The 
department opposes this proposal because it would provide for increased sport harvests and targeting of 
rockfish which could compromise sustained yield of rockfish stocks. 

Lingcod fishery 

124. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Change commercial lingcod season in inside waters to May I to December 14. 

. 
This industry proposal requests changing the lingcod season to May 1 to December 14 and expanded the 
area of closure from the surfline out to the three mile line (all waters inside the three mile line would be 
closed from Dec 15 - Apr 30). The department supports this proposal if amended to encompass the dates 
of December I through April 30 (directed fishing season open May I through November 30). 

125. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Change the commercial lingcod season to May I through December 3 1 2nd 

expand the size of the winter season, closed water area. 

This is a department proposal which we would modify to prevent directed fishing from occurring inside 
the 3 mile line between December I through April 30. Additionally we propose closing the area at the 
mouth of Sitka Sound, the area in front of Cross Sound, and the Fairweather Ground to directed fishing 
during these dates as well. This proposal is recommended to prevent directed fishing on nest-guarding 
males during their nest-guarding period. 



126. 	 5 AAC 28.160. Apportion the lingcod guideline harvest between two fishing periods. 

The public proposal is in response to proposal 124. The proposer does not want a winter closure to 
protect nest-guarding males, but instead proposes allocating one-third of the directed fishing quota between 
the months of January and March to protect nest-guarding lingcod. The department does not support this 
proposal because it would not provide adequate protection of nest guarders and would actually allow a 
doubling of removals during this quarter (based on past catch histories). 

127. 	 5 AAC 28.160. Establish separate lingcod guideline harvest levels for each of the six groundfish 
management areas. 

This department proposal is recommended as part of an overail lingcod management plan. These guideline 
harvest limits (GHL) are intended to apply to all commercial harvest (unlike the current 500,000 pound 
directed fishery limit). Guideline harvest limits are based on harvest of 0.25 mt/nm2 (rocky habitat inside 
100 fm) -0.50 mt/nm2. In NSEI, SSEI, and SSEO, which have no history of a directed fishery, the harvest 
will be limited to the lower end of the GHL. 

128. 	 5 AAC 28.1XX. Allocate lingcod harvest, based on recent historical average catches, among the 
dinglebar, jig, longline and troll fisheries. 

-This industry proposal recommends allocation of lingcod in NSEO and CSEO based on recent, historlc 
averages. An industry working group met in Sitka and will be presenting an allocation scheme based on 
the following. For CSEO with a 500,000 pound total allocation, longliners and trollers will be provided 
with their historic high catch (128,000 and 32,000) with the remainder of the allocation applying to the 
directed dinglebadjig fishery. If the quota is increased, all gear groups would get a proportional increase. 
Conversely, if the quota is decreased, only the directed fishery allocation would be lowered. Because this 
proposal is allocative, the department has no specific recommendation. 

129. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Close areas with lingcod breeding stock on a rotating basis. 

This public proposal requests the Board implement rotating area closures instead of a winter closure policy 
to protect breeding stocks of lingcod. The department does nbt have the information necessary to 
delineate areas appropriate for this purpose and therefore cannot support this proposal. 

130. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Provide a bycatch limit of lingcod when the directed fishery is closed. 

This department proposal recommends specific bycatch limits when the directed fishery is closed. The 

wording in this regulation is no longer the department's position as outlined in our lingcod management 
plan. We do support providing for a 20% bycatch of lingcod by DSR longliners, 20% by trollers, 5% by 
halibut longliners and 1% by trawlers. These leveis reflect historic usage of the resource without 
encouraging targeting. We also make a recommendation in our management plan to prohibit targeting on 
lingcod by longliners when the directed fishery for DSR is closed. 

131. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Establish lingcod bycatch limits for longline gear. 



If adopted, this department proposal would prohibit the use of longline and trawl gear to target lingcod. 
The rationale is preventing excessive bycatch of rockfish with these gear types that would be wasteful. 
The department agrees that both longline and trawl gear would incur significant bycatch of DSR if used 
to target lingcod. The department has a proposal limiting legal gear to hook and line however we do not 
prohibit the use of longline gear for targeting lingcod except when the directed DSR fishery is closed. 
Seasonally, bycatch of lingcod when fishing for DSR may exceed 20%. The department sees no reason 
to prohibit the retention of lingcod if both the DSR and lingcod seasons are open. 

132. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Restrict directed fishing for lingcod to hook-and-line gear. 

If adopted, this department proposal would limit the legal gear for lingcod to hook-and-line only. In other 
areas of the Pacific coast, lingcod are harvested by trawl gear. However, in southeast Alaska, lingcod 
resource appear to be distributed in the same types of rocky habitat that DSR utilize. The department feels 
that the current hook and line fleet is capable of fully harvesting these resources and does not wish to 
allow new fisheries to develop that may result in bycatch problems. 

133. 	 5 AAC 28.175. Require directed lingcod fishermen to maintain logbooks of fishing activity. 

This department proposal is integral t o  the success of our proposed lingcod management plan. In order 
to manage fisheries in the absence of stock assessment data, fishery performance data is critical. 
Mandatory logbooks will allow the department to monitor the fishery with the best available data. 

170. 	 5 AAC 46.020. In Southeast Alaska the bag and possession limit for lingcod is 2 fishlday and 
four in possession. 

There are currently no bag and possession limits of lingcod in Southeast Alaska sport fishing regulations. 
Lingcod have sustained light harvest from sport anglers in the past, but effort in marine waters is 
increasing in some areas. Sport harvest of lingcod is highest near communities and fishing lodges located 
on the outer coast. A bag limit of two fish would decrease the sport catch by about 4%. The department 
feels a 2 fish per day bag limit and 4 fish possession limit is appropriate. 

171. 	 Identical proposal to #170. 

172. 	 5 AAC 46.010. Lingcod may only be taken from May 1 through November 30. 

This proposal would provide for a closed season on lingcod from December 1 through April 30 to provide 
protection for nest guarding males. There is presently no closed sport fishing season for lingcod in 
Southeast Alaska. Lingcod are territorial, inhabiting rocky reefs that are easily found and can be over- 
exploited. Male lingcod establish and guard spawning territories. After spawning they p a r d  the nests 
from predation until hatching, usually 7 to 1 1  weeks. Nest-guarding males are crucial to survival of the 
eggs. Males are aggressive when guarding the nest and are very susceptible to harvest during this period. 
The department feels that a spawning season closure for lingcod is appropriate and recommends adoption 
of this staff proposal. 



173. 	 5 AAC 46.010 and 46.020. In Southeast Alaska the bag and possession limit for lingcod is 5 
fishlday and 5 in possession with a closed season from December through March, and a minimum 
size limit of 24 inches. 

The department favors a daily bag limit of 2 lingcod/day and a possession limit of 4 as discussed in 
proposal #I70 and a closed season from December through April as discussed in proposal #172. This 
proposal would also establish a minimum size limit of 24 inches for lingcod. There is presently no 
minimum size limit for lingcod in Southeast Alaska sport fisheries. During the 1989 Board of Fisheries 
meeting, a lingcod minimum size limit of 27 inches was adopted for the commercial fisheries. This size 
limit was based on the size of 50% sexual maturity for females from British Columbia data. This limit 

was set to protect both immature females and nest guarding males, which are smaller in size. A size limit 
of 24 inches is estimated to decrease the sport harvest by about 6%. Adoption of the present commercial 
size limit of 27 inches would reduce the sport harvest by 17%. The department recommends that a 
minimum size limit of 27 inches for lingcod harvested under sport fishing regulations be adopted. 

174. 	 5 AAC 44.010., 5 AAC 01.710., 5 AAC 01.715(f)., and 5 AAC 77.674. Establish a lingcod 
fishing season in the Sitka Sound area (same as #15 and #31 in Subsistence and Personal Use 
roadmaps). 

See comments for proposal #15 in Subsistence section. 

21 1. 	 5 AAC 49.020. In the Yakutat area the bag and possession limit for lingcod is 2 fishlday and four 
in possession. 

There are currently no bag and possession limits of lingcod in the Yakutat area sport fishing regulations. 
Lingcod have sustained light harvest from sport anglers in the past, but effort in marine waters is 
increasing. A bag limit of two fish is estimated to decrease the sport catch by about 4%. The department 
feels that a bag limit of two lingcod and a possession limit of four is appropriate and recommends 
adoption of this staff proposal. 

212. 	 5 AAC 49.010. Lingcod may only be taken from May 1 through November 30. 

This department proposal would provide for a closed season on lingcod from December I through April 
30 to provide protection for nest guarding males. There is presently no closed sport fishing season for 
lingcod in the Yakutat area. Lingcod are territorial, inhabiting rocky reefs that are easily found and can 
be over-exploited. Male lingcod establish and guard spawning territories. After spawning they guard the 

nests from predation until hatching, usually 7 to 1 1  weeks. Nest-guarding males are cruclal to s i ~ r v ~ v ~ l l  

of the eggs. Males are aggressive when guarding the nest and are very susceptible to harvest during this 
period. 

Flatfish fishery 

134. 	 5 AAC 28.1 10. Clarify the area where trawling for flatfish is restricted. 



This department proposal would better define the area where trawling for flatfish is restricted under state 
regulations and would allow for directed fishing for flatfish with hook and line gear. The original 
intention of the trawl restrictions was to minimize trawl bycatch of prohibited species in territorial waters 
while still allowing for a flatfish trawl fishery in areas where historic harvests had occurred. The 
department supports this proposal as a minor "house keeping" adjustment which will make the regulations 
more consistent with current state management of the flatfish trawl fisheries and will allow for hook and 
line flatfish fisheries to occur within the region. 

135. 	 5 AAC 28.160. Allow for the incidental harvest of flatfish by applying the restrictions in the 
current regulations to the directed flatfish fishery only. 

If adopted, this department proposal would allow fishers using any gear type in areas of Southeast Alaska 
not under the current GHRs, to retain incidental catch of flatfish up to the bycatch limits allowed by 
regulation for each gear. The department supports this as a "housekeeping" measure that clarifies the 
intent of the current directed flatfish trawl fishery regulations. 

136. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Set a trip limit for the inside water flatfish trawl fisheries. 

This department proposal would restrict flatfish trawl vessels to a limit of no more than 20,000 pounds 
during any seven-day period while fishing in the Southeast Inside Sections. The department supports this 
proposal as a conservation measure designed to assure that the very small harvest objectives for flatfish 
are not exceeded. Information on average trip size and potential management problems with unrestricted 
individual harvest limits will be presented to the Board. 

137. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Allow fishing for flatfish by registered shrimp trawl vessels during the closed 
shrimp season providing that a minimum of 5-inch, cod-end mesh is used. 

If adopted, this department proposal would modify the existing regulations to be consistent with the 
current practice of allowing registered shrimp trawl vessels to fish for groundfish providing that a 
minimum mesh size is used. Under existing regulations, a registered shrimp trawl vessel may not trawl 
for groundfish during ashrimp registration year. This is a state-wide regulation designed to avoid cheating 
by shrimp trawlers under the pretext of fishing for groundfish. The department supports this proposal as 
a compromise which recognizes that trawl vessels can be allowed to fish both shrimp and flatfish 
providing that legal trawl gear for the flatfish fisheries is defined. 

18 1 .  5 AAC 46.020. In all waters in the Ketchikan area, the halibut bag limit for guided sport anglers 
shall be one tish. 

The author of this proposal apparently feels that large increases in guided sport fishing activity have 
dramatically decreased the abundance of halibut in the Ketchikan area. Division of Sport Fish data from 
the on-site creel survey does not indicate a large increase in the halibut harvest. The data available to the 
department does not support the view that there is a conservation concern for halibut in the Ketchikan 
area. This proposal appears to be primarily allocative the department will maintain a neutral position. 



Pacific Cod fishery 

138. 	 5 AAC 28.160. Establish k guideline harvest range for Pacific cod in the two Southeast Inside 
Sections combined. 

The department submitted this proposal to establish a guideline harvest range of 750,000 to 1,250,000 
pounds round weight for Pacific cod in the NSEI and SSEI Sections, combined. There are two reasons 
for this proposal. I.) The reported harvest of Pacific cod increased dramatically over the past three years 
from 255,000 pounds in 1990 to 880,000 pounds in 1992. Cod markets are currently very strong resulting 
in increased effort in the cod fishery. It is not known if these historic high harvest levels can be sustained. 
Without regulation the harvest is expected to continue to increase, regulated only by declining cod 
abundance. 2.) There are currently no regulations for Pacific cod in the internal waters of Southeast 
Alaska. There is some question as to whether the state has management authority over groundfish species 
for which there are no reguiations. Some MblFS personnel have argued that, in the absence of state 
regulations, the fishery must be managed under the federal regulations established for the off-shore fishery. 
The department supports this proposal for the reasons stated above. However, it should be noted that the 
proposed limits simply bracket the current harvest and are not based on biological yield estimates. 

Harvest of bait 

139. 	 5 AAC 28.190. Prohibit the taking of sablefish for bait and require reporting of bait landing on 
fish tickets. 

.This department would prohibit taking sablefish for bait, restrict harvest of lingcod as bait to no more than 
10%of the bait catch, require ail bait catch to be reported on fish tickets, and limit the use of bait under 
this provision to the territorial waters of the state. This proposal addresses several concerns with the 
current bait regulations. 1.) CFM&D Division staff have received numerous reports of the potential 
retention of sablefish for commercial sale under the guise of the bait allowances. Several vessels have 
had large quantities of dressed and iced sablefish on board a vessel with the skipper claiming they were 
taken as bait to be used in an upcoming fishery. Many of these vessels were boarded outstde the 
jurisdictipn of the state either in the Gulf of Alaska where sablefish bycatch is allowed, or on their way 
through Canada to outside ports. This is a problem which needs to be addressed. 2.) The current vague 
reporting requirement is not working. It is necessary to account for total groundfish mortality and the fish 
ticket is the best system available to account for all commercial landings. 3.) The problem with allowing 
fish taken as bait out of the jurisdiction of the state is addressed in number 1 above. The department 
supports changing the current bait regulations to make them more enforceable. However, the use of 
sablefish as bait has a historic precedent and we are willing to work with the Board and the ~ndustry to 
devise ways of eliminating the problems addressed above, short of prohibiting the taking of sablefish as 
bait.. Options which have been discussed will be presented to the Board. 

General gear specifications 

140. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Develop a definition for dinglebar gear. 



The department submitted this proposal to legally define "dinglebar gear" which is the primary gear type 
in the directed fishery for lingcod. Currently, there is no specific definition for this gear type. All power 
troll, dinglebar, and mechanical jigging machines are lumped under the category of "mechanical jig" even 
though they are distinct gear types. If a vessel was equipped with both dinglebar and mechanical jigs it  

would mean that the permit holder would have to purchase an additional permit. 

141. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Define legal gear for the directed lingcod fishery as one, jigging machine or 
gurdy, with one main wire or line. 

This public proposal attempts to define legal dinglebar gear and limit the gear to one line. As written it 
would also limit the use of mechanical jigging machines to one machine per vessel. This proposal was 
submitted to try and maintain the small boat nature of the directed fishery, and discourage larger vessels 
from participation. Since this proposal was submitted, an industry working group met in Sitka agreed to 
support this proposal (one line for dinglebars) if amended to exclude mechanical jigging machines. The 
department will adopt a neutral position on that aspect of the proposal dealing with the number of lines. 

142. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Specify that groundfish pots may not be longlined and that one buoy of each 
groundfish pot must be marked with ADF&G numbers. 

If adopted, this department proposal would prohibit longlining of groundfish pots and specify buoy 
marking requirements. This proposal will make state groundfish pot regulations consistent with federal 
regulations and will reduce the potential for conflicts between pot fishermen and users of other gear types. 
The department supports this proposal and will submit similar proposals for adoption in other areas of the 
state as the Board cycle allows. 

General provisions 

143. 	 5 AAC 28.130. Add on-board observer requirements to the list of permit provisions under the 
trawl permit specifications. 

This department "housekeeping" proposal would legitimize the eurrent practice of requiring on-board 
observer coverage as a condition of issuing a trawl permit to fish in biologically sensitive areas. 

144. 	 5 AAC 28.170. Prohibit the waste of non-targeted species of ground fish for which a commercial 
harvest quota has been established. 

If adopted, this proposal would require that all groundfish for which a quota is in place must be retained 
during a fishery for any other groundfish species. It is believed that this proposal is directed at halting 
the discard of rockfish during the sablefish and possibly the halibut fisheries (even though halibut are not 
technically classified as groundfish under the regulations). The department supports full utilization of all 
legally harvested commercial species to the greatest extent possible. However, we recognize that 
processors often dictate whether or not rockfish are marketable during fisheries for other species. "Wanton 
waste" has been notoriously difficult to define and even more difficult to enforce for commercial fisheries 



in the past. Also, it not certain how requiring retention of rockfish will reduce overall rockfish mortality, 
if that is a concern to the proposers. The department will adopt a neutral position on this proposal. 



SUBSISTENCE ISSUES 


PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 01.710. FISHING SEASONS AND PERIODS. 

That a subsistence fishery be allowed around the Cape of Point Baker, from Little Hole in the Wall on 
the west, to the south side of Red Bay on the East, on Thursday and Friday during the period from July 
1 - September 20. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Point Baker and Port Protection residents customarily and traditionally harvested subsistence 
fish in front of the villages. This customary, traditional and logical harvest area has been denied to local 
residents for years, because it is a cape fishery. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Residents will continue to be deprived of the right 
to subsistence fish close to home, although thousands and thousands of fish will be taken from the same 
area commercially. Some will continue to go without subsistence fish. Others will continue to risk their 
lives going long distances in skiffs in order to reach permitted subsistence areas. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Local subsistence users. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. The total number of subsistence fish which would be taken 
if every resident of both villages got pennits would be less than 2000 fish. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Status quo. Rejected because it fails to provide reasonable 
access to subsistence fish for local users. Instead it forces people to either do without fish or, frequently. 
risk their lives in order to get them. 

PROPOSED BY: Sumner Strait Advisory Fish & Game Advisory Committee (HQ-93-F-34 1 ) 
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Title: From July 1 through September 20, on Thursday and Friday of each week, all 
species of salmon may be taken in the waters of Surnner Strait between Hole- 
in-the-Wall and Red Bay. 

Proposal No. 5 

Proposed by: Surnner Strait Advisory Committee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: William Bergmann, Petersburg-Wrangell Area Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would create a multi-species salmon subsistence fishery in Sumner Strait between Hole-in- 
the-Wall and Red Bay (Figure I )  and would provide for weekly open fishing periods on Thursday and 
Friday of each week from July 1 through September 20. 

BACKGROUND 

Subsistence salmon fisheries in Southeastern Alaska have traditionally occurred in streams and near stream 
mouths where salmon concentrated in large numbers and were easily harvested. Native villages are often 
located near such systems. This type of stock specific fishery has been supported by the Department and 
permits have historically been issued for terminal area harvests. Villages and communities settled in more 
recent times were located more for commercial reasons, i.e., access to fishing grounds, good harbors, and 
mining sites. Residents in these communities have often had to travel longer distances to access good 
subsistence fishing systems. 

Residents of Point Baker and Port Protection have usually obtained most of their subsistence harvest frort~ 
Shipley Bay, located about 15 miles to the south. Catches from Shipley Bay occasionally are taken by 
other residents but most often are harvested exclusively by residents of these two communities. Annual 
sockeye harvests at Shipley Bay and numbers of permits returned to residents of Point Baker and Port 
Protection are shown in Figure 2. For a number of years the subsistence limit For sockeye salmon at 
Shipley Bay was 15 fish per person or 25 fish per family. In 1980 this was decreased to 10 fish per 
person or family to reduce the fishing pressure on the system. In 1986 it was changed back to 15 and 1-5 
at the request of the local advisory committee. 



A commercial gillnet fishery occurs in Sumner Strait (Section 6-A) adjacent to Point Baker. An average 
of 100,000 sockeye, 81,000 coho, 155,000 pink, 56,000 chum and 500 king salmon have been harvested 
over the past 10 years (Figure 3). 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Changing from stream and bay directed subsistence fisheries will increase the harvest of sockeye salmon 
and harvests of other species of salmon will increase. A directed fishery for coho salmon will occur if 
the fishing season is open after August 15. Allowing harvesting of salmon closer to Point Baker would 
decrease the harvest of Shipley Bay sockeye salmon. 

The Board of Fisheries has previously determined that the area described in this proposal is not considered 
a customary and traditional (C&T) subsistence use area. The Board would need to reconsider their 
previous C&T findings for this area if this proposal is adopted. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

There may be some enforcement issues related to this proposal since subsistence fishing as proposed could 
occur over a wide area of Sumner Strait. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

8 . 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The Board of Fisheries previously found that the area described in this proposal is not a C&T area. 
This previous finding would need to be considered to create a subsistence fishery in the Point Baker 

area. 

* This fishery would provide easier access to a subsistence fishing area and more species of fish over 
a broader period of time for a number of people in southern Southeastern Alaska. 

: V a r v e s t s  of chinook and coho salmon would increase; harvests of sockeye salmon in Shipley Bay 
would decrease and escapements would increase. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 01.710 FISHING SEASONS AND PERIODS. 

(0 From July 1 through September 20. on Thursday and Friday of each week, all species of salmon 
may be taken in the waters of Surnner Strait within 4 nautical miles of the Prince of Wales Island 
shoreline west of the longitude of Red Bay (133O18'40" W.long;.) and north of the latitude of Hole-in-
the-Wall (56'1 5'42" N. lat). 

NOTE: Previous findings on C&T use in this area would also need to be reconsidered. 
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Figure 1, Proposed slamon subsistence fishery for Poht Baker (Proposal # 5 ) .  



Shipley Subsistence Harvest 

Baker and Protection Permits Returned 

Year 

PermitsReturned -Sockeye Harvested 

Figure 2. Shilpey Bay subsistence h a n e s t  and effort, 1978 - 1992. 



P r o p o s a l  i l5 

Average Weekly Sumner Strait Gillnet Harvest: 1984-1 993 

Sockeye Coho Pink Chum WeekKing 
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Figure 3. 	 Average weekly salmon harvest for  Summer Strait commercial 
drift g i l l n e t  f ishery,  1984 - 1993. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 5 


Action: DEFERRED 

Due to the recent ruling by the Alaska Superior Court in Kenaitze v. State, which found that 
nonsubsistence areas are unconstitutional, the board deferred consideration of this and most other 
subsistence proposals until the January 1994 board meeting. At the meeting in ~etchikan, the board wiil 
be advised of the status of the state's subsistence law and determine a course of action on the subsistence 
proposals. 

Until the superior court decides whether the nonsubsistence areas can be severed from the 1992 law, the 
board does not have clear direction on what subsistence law, if any, governs its subsistence determinations. 
Under the superior court decision, the subsistence provisions of the 1992 law may or may not be valid, 
depending on whether they are severable. If they are found to be unseverable, and the entire law is 
invalidated, the board is advised that the 1986 subsistence law may reemerge to govern the board's 
subsistence determinations. If they are found to be severable, then the subsistence provisions of the 1992 
law will remain in effect. 

In order to deal fairly with subsistence proposals, and to avoid disruption to established subs~stence 
fisheries, the board finds it essential to have clear statutory standards for addressing subsistence uses. Due 
to the uncertainty in the subsistence law as a result of the Kenaitze decision, the board found it ~mpossible 
to act on subsistence proposals at this meeting. In order to fairly and reasonably address subsistence 
proposals, the board found it necessary to defer the proposals at least until the superior court decides on 
the severability of the invalid nonsubsistence area provisions, and whether to grant a stay. 

Discussion was held regarding if any of the proposals were based on any conservation concerns. The 
board directed staff to review the proposal scheduled for this meeting to determine if any of them met one 
or more of the following criteria: 

1. The proposal was generated by a court decisionlorder. 
2. The proposal was based on a conservation concern. 
3. The proposal will provide for a subsistence needs which are not being met. 

This is the same criteria used by the Joint Board of Fisheries and Game in February 1993 to determine 
whether to consider or defer subsistence proposals. Staff determined that proposals #8, #I9  and #3-1 

should be taken up at this meeting. 

Copies of the Board's finding (Finding # 93-08-FB) regarding the deferring of these proposals can be 
obtained from the Board Support Section at the following address: 

Department of Fish and Game P.O. Box 25526 
Division of Administration Juneau, AK 998 1 1-5526 
Boards Support Section Phone: (907) 465-4 1 10 



PROPOSAL 8 - 5 AAC 01.670. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. and 5 AAC 77.628. 
PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY. 


Establish a requirement that no more than two-thirds of any stream in Yakutat may be blocked by 

subsistence and personal use nets, as follows: 


5 AAC 01.670. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. 

id) Any gillnet or seine used for subsistence fishing may not block more than two-thirds of any 
stream. 

5 AAC 77.628. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY 

(g) A gillnet used for personal use fishing may not exceed 50 fathoms in length, and no net may 
block more than two-thirds of any stream. 

PROBLEM: The blocking of more than two-thirds of a stream by subsistence and personal use salmon 
nets. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The salmon stocks of some streams may be over 
harvested. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All fishers as this proposed regulation should help ensure spawning 
escapements are achieved. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. Subsistence and personal use fishers will still be able to 
effectively harvest salmon. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Same as proposal # 27 in Personal Use 
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Title: 	 Require that no more than two-thirds of any stream in the Yakutat area may be 
blocked by a subsistence or personal use net. 

Proposal Nos. 	 8 and 27 

Pages: 	 5 and 16 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Keith Weiland, Yakutat Area Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal would require that no more than two-thirds of any stream in Yakutat could be 
blocked by subsistence or personal use nets. The department's objective is to ensure adequate escapement 
of salmon to the various streams and rivers of the Yakutat area that are traditionally used for subsistence 
and personal use purposes. 

BACKGROUND 

The customary and traditional area for subsistence fishing in the Yakutat area was determined by the 
Board to be upstream from the terminus of streams and rivers in the Yakutat area from the Doame River 
to the Tsiu River, and in the waters of Yakutat Bay, Russell Fjord and Icy Bay [5  AAC 01.666 (3)]. For 
personal use fishing, salmon may be taken during periods open to subsistence fishing from July 1 through 
September 30 in all waters upstream from the terminus of streams and rivers in the Yakutat area which 
are open to commercial fishing and in Yakutat Bay [5 AAC 77.628 Cj)]. In freshwater streams and rivers 
subsistence fishing often takes place in, but is not limited to, the same waters open for commercial gillnet 
fishing. Commercial fishing areas are defined by regulation and, for the most part, delineated by 

regulatory markers. Commercial gillnet lengths vary from river to river, but no s~ngle commercial net can 
exceed 25 fathoms in length in any freshwater system and no commerciai net can block more than two- 
thirds of any stream. 

Subsistence and personal use gillnets may be up to 50 fathoms in length. There are currently no 
restrictions in regulation against the compiete blockage of streams and rivers by these nets. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


Commercial gillnet fisheries in Yakutat are managed to provide adequate spawning escapement through 
all segments of the returns, while allowing harvest of surplus fish excess to spawning needs. One of the 
various tools used to ensure escapement through time is the requirement that no more than two-thirds of 
any stream can be blocked by a net, thus allowing some movement of fish around the net. Subsistence 
and personal use nets have no such requirement, and could be legally set from bank to bank, effectively 
blocking ail fish passage during the time the net is in place. In most areas subsistence nets do not have 
to be attended at all times. Prior to a commercial fishing season and after a commercial fishing season, 
the period of time a net could be left fishing is indefinite. The department cannot ensure adequate 
escapement in any stream or tributary that is completely blocked by a net. This is especially true during 
periods when a net could be left this way indefinitely. As a result, it is possible that some salmon stocks 
or portions of a return could be over harvested. It is also possible that the migration of fish, not actually 
caught in the net, may be delayed to the extent that it adversely effects their ability to spawn successfully. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSZONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department recommends that this proposal be adopted. Establishing a requirement that no more 
than two-thirds of any stream may be blocked by a subsistence or personal use net will help to ensure 
adequate escapement. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 01.670. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. 




id) Any i l lnet  or seine used for subsistence fishing may not block more than two-thirds of any 
stream. 

5 AAC 77.628. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY. 

(g) A gillnet used for personal use fishing may not exceed 50 fathoms in length, and no net may 
block more than two-thirds of any stream. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 8 


Action: ADOPTED 7 to 0 

Most persons are already complying. Passage of the proposal closed any loopholes. The proposal was 
unanimously passed. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 8 


5 AAC 01.670. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. 

(d) Any gillnet or seine used for subsistence fishing may not block more than two-thirds of astream 
width. 



PROPOSAL 9 - 5 AAC 01.020. SUBSISTENCE FISHING BY COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN. Amend 
for Southeast area: 


Retention of king salmon during periods of non-retention for personal use by commercial fishermen is 

prohibited. 


PROBLEM: Retention of king salmon by commercial fishermen during periods of non-retention for 
personal use. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Commercial fishermen (i.e. seiners, etc.) will 

continue to retain king salmon during periods of non-retention. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All king salmon stocks. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 


PROPOSED BY: Tongass Sportfishing Association 
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Title: Prohibit retention of king salmon during periods of non-retention for personal use 
by commercial fishermen. 
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Proposed by: Tongass Sport Fishing Association 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Doug Mecum, Southeast Regional Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal would prohibit retention of king salmon by commercial fishermen during periods 
of non-retention. 

BACKGROUND 

Existing regulations for the purse seine fishery prohibit the retention or sale of king salmon greater than 
28 inches in length during periods of "non-retention". Purse seine non-retention periods are the primary 
management measure used to ensure that the seine fishery does not exceed the 1 1,400 king salmon quota 
[5  AAC 33.365 (10)(A)]. Periods of non-retention are usually implemented early in the salmon season 
when catch rates for target species (e.g., pink salmon) are lower and when there is a greater chance of king 
salmon being sorted and released unharmed. Retention periods are generally allowed when catch rates 
for target species are highest and sorting and release of king salmon is difficult. 

Current purse seine regulations also specify that king salmon "less than 28 inches, but greater than 21 
inches, may be retained, but not sold". King salmon "less than 2 1 inches may be retained and sold at all 

times" [5 AAC 33.392 (b)]. The Board adopted these regulations in recognition of the problerns 
associated with separating and sorting small kings from large numbers of pink or chum salmon in purse 
seine catches. The provision specifying that king salmon between 21 and 28 inches can be retained, but 
not sold, was intended to discourage seiners from targeting king salmon. It is very difficult to separate 
small (less than 21 inches) king salmon from pink salmon onboard a purse seine vessel. These small 
kings are sorted out at the processing plant when the fish are landed and are then reported separately on 
fish tickets. However, as specified in regulation, these small kings do not count against the purse seine 
king salmon quota. 



Non-retention of king salmon by commercial trollers is also implemented during the summer trolling 
season after the king salmon quota has been achieved. Over the past several years, the summer chinook 
troll season has been very short. In 1993, the summer troll fishery was opened to the retention of chinook 
salmon from July 1 to 5. It was subsequently reopened for several days in 'August after the department 
determined that the king salmon harvest goal for the troll fishery had not been reached. Over the past five 
years, the summer troll fishery has been closed to the retention of king salmon for an average of 69 days. 
During periods of king salmon non-retention in the troll fishery, it is illegal for a troller to retain king 
salmon for any reason. Thus, this proposal would not appear to affect the commercial troll fishery. 

Night closures are the primary management measure used to control the harvest of king salmon in drift 
gill net fisheries. Night closures are generally implemented when the harvest of immature king salmon 
is unusually high. These night closures appear to be fairly effective at reducing the catch of king salmon 
because catch rates for kings are generally higher at night. Non-retention is not considered to be a 
practical option for reducing king salmon harvests in drift gillnet fisheries. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Trollers are already prohibited from retaining chinook salmon during chinook trolling closures. Non-
retention is not a practical management option for gillnet fisheries. If this proposal is adopted, it would 
primarily affect the purse seine fishery by prohibiting seine vessels from retaining small chinook salmon. 

In order to achieve the stated purpose of this proposal, the Board would need to modify 5 AAC 33.392 
(b) under the commercial salmon purse seine regulations. Therefore, the Board may wish to defer 
consideration of this proposal until the January meeting in Ketchikan. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

" The department will adopt a neutral position on this proposal. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 


None suggested at this time. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 9 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 10 - 5 AAC 01.710. FISHING SEASONS AND PERIODS 

Allow subsistence fishing in Chilkoot Lake for spawned out salmon. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 1991/1992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Traditional subsistence fishing in Chilkoot Lake for spawned out salmon. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Subsistence users will not be able to fish their 
customary and traditional fishing grounds. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Traditional subsistence users. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Suffer is not an appropriate description. Those individuals within 

sport or commercial classifications who operate under privilege so as to be able to play with their food 
(or the food of others, if fish area released) and commercial who may believe that in the list of priorities 
nature or God intended that fish and game be used for commercial purposes, ultimately to purchase goods 
and services via profit. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? There are not other solutions. All other solutions lack 
principle, integrity, political honesty, and make a continuation of the mockery which makes one view the 
present situation of state government protecting sport and commercial and denying subsistence as Animal 
Farm, wherein the pigs, seeking power, bought off the dogs to enforce denial of the rights of all the other 
animals in the barnyard. 

PROPOSED BY: Jack Polster 
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Title: Allow subsistence harvest of "spawned-out" salmon at Chilkoot Lake 

Proposal No. 10 

Page 6 

Proposed by: Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp 5 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Ray Staska, Haines Area Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposed regulation would allow subsistence harvest of "spawned-out" salmon in Chilkoot Lake in 
upper Lynn Canal. 

BACKGROUND 

Some subsistence users may feel that they do not have reasonable opportunity to harvest "spawned-out" 
sockeye saimon in the Chilkoot River. These "spawned-out" sockeye salmon have red skids and 
apparently a distinct flavor that some subsistence users prefer over "bright" sockeye. The fish~ng grounds 
referred to in this proposal are also an area where spawning sockeye salmon concentrate. 

Existing regulations permit subsistence harvest of Chilkoot sockeye salpon stocks with drift gill net gear 
in saltwater areas and including near the mouth of the Chilkoot River in Lutak Inlet (Figure I ) .  The 
subsistence fishery occurs on the same days that the commercial fishery is open. In addition, the Board 
directed the department to open the subsistence fishery in Lutak Inlet one day prior to the start of the 
commercial fishery to minimize gear conflicts between subsistence and commercial users. Subsistence 
effort and sockeye salmon harvests have increased in Lutak Inlet and in other subsistence fisheries In Lynn 
Canal from about 3,700 sockeye caught by 172 permit holders in 1985 to 9,100 sockeye harvested by 470 

permit holders in 1992. Catch and effort data for 1993 is still preliminary since some permits have not 
been returned yet. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The department issues subsistence fishing permits for Lutak Inlet to any individual requesting one. 
Chilkoot Lake supports a very large run of sockeye salmon and there have more than enough fish in recent 
years to provide for subsistence uses as well as the commercial drift gill net and recreational fisheries. 

The department operates a salmon enumeration weir at the mouth of the Chilkoot River. This weir allows 
the department to regulate the harvest of sockeye salmon in the commercial drift gill net fishery to obtain 
precise weekly and seasonal escapement goals for the Chilkoot sockeye stock. 

If an open access subsistence fishery with gill net gear were permitted to occur in the Chilkoot River and 
at Chilkoot Lake, well above the department weir, an additional harvest monitoring program would need 
to be implemented to ensure that escapement goals were still obtained. Although subsistence users are 
required to report catches on permits, the department cannot use these catch reports for in-season 
management because they are usually not received until well after the end of the season. Gill net gear 
can be very effective in a river situation and even a few nets could effectively block upstream migration 
of sockeye during low water periods. Under recent court decisions, any person, regardless of residency, 
would be able to obtain a subsistence fishing permit for the Chilkoot River. It is possible that subsistence 
fishing effort could be high given that most of the Chilkoot River can be easily accessed along the road 
system. 

The Chilkoot River supports a significant freshwater sport fishery (Table 2). Both Chilkoot Lake and 
Chilkoot River are very popular sport fishing locations. If subsistence fishing for salmon with gill net gear 
was allowed to occur in this area there would likely be gear conflicts between sport and subsistence users. 

The department has granted subsistence fishing permits for special requests that were similar to this 
proposal. However, these permits have been issued on a limited basis (i.e., time, area, and gear) to a few 
individuals that have expressed a desire to harvest "spawned-out" sockeye. If the Board feels that 
subsistence users, in general, should be allowed to harvest spawned-out sockeye salmon at Chilkoot Lake 
or in other areas of the Chilkoot River above the department salmon weir, then the department requests 
the Board to consider the following management options: 

1)  establish a specific area where subsistence harvest is allowed in the Chilkoot River; 

2) set weekly fishing periods for a specified number of weeks; and 

3) restrict subsistence fishing in the Chilkoot River to hand-held dip nets. 

These options would provide for a more orderly and controlled fishery and reduce gear contlicts between 
sport and subsistence users. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Fish and Wildlife Protection may need to increase enforcement efforts to monitor this new fishery. 

FISCAL NOTE 

If the Board approves a subsistence gill net fishery for Chilkoot Lake, the department might need to 
implement a new harvest monitoring program to ensure that escapement goals are still obtained for 
Chilkoot Lake. This harvest monitoring program may only need to be conducted for one or two years if 
harvest levels appear not to be excessive. However, the department does not have funding to conduct this 
type of program. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department would have conservation concerns if this proposal is adopted as written. 

* The department has allowed the harvest of spawned out salmon in Chiikoot Lake in past years via the 
existing subsistence permit process. This approach can provide for the limited special needs expressed 
in this proposal. 

* If the Board decides to allow an open access subsistence fishery for sockeye salmon at Chilkoot Lake, 
the department recommends that the Board consider management options (i.e., time, area, and gear) 
that would help to ensure that escapement goals are obtained and that gear contlicts are minimized. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

No specific language is suggested at this time. The department is prepared to draft regulatory language 
depending on the Board's action on this proposal. 





Table 1. Effort and harvest in District 115 subsistence fisheries 1985 to 1993 


Location Sockeye Pink Chum Coho King Issued 


-1 9 8 5  
Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

2 5 1  
1 , 5 1 8  

857  
1 , 0 5 5  

1 0  
1 3 2  

1 0  
258 

81 
1 4 5  
272 

2  9  

0  0  23 

Total 3 , 6 8 1  410 527 1 2  1 9  1 7 2  

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

Total 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

Total 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

874  
1 , 7 7 3  

77 9  
1 , 0 1 3  

27 
1 2 5  

88 
63 

27 
0  

2  0  
8 

2 1 
55 

Total 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

1 , 3 2 8  
1 , 8 5 3  

6 8 1  
2 , 0 6 4  

1 5 4  
217  

1 8  
318  

1 9 8 9-
1 6 6  
3  3  4  
1 0 6  

1 3  

2  9  
31 

0 
3 

3 
1 2  

0  
2  

6  3  
7  2  
1 5  

1 0 7  

Total 5 , 9 2 6  707  619 6  3  1 7  257 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

935 
3 , 0 5 9  

782  
2 , 5 1 6  

6  5  
1 4 4  

1 5  
678 

1 9 9 0-
3  6  

413 
1 8 6  

43  

Total 7 , 2 9 2  902 678 1 2 2  6  3  312 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

627 
3 , 5 1 4  

390 
4 , 3 9 1  

2  
4  5  

0  
55 

1 9 9 1-
1 2 6  
421  

1 
93 

2  8  
55 

8 
5 

0 
2 3 
1 

3 0  

3  8  
1 1 3  

21 
1 5 5  

Total 8 , 9 2 2  1 0 2  693 9  6  54 52 6 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

1 , 1 7 1  
2 , 7 6 1  
1 , 0 3 9  
4 , 1 0 4  

1 0 5  
336  

3  9  
404 

1 9 9 2-
200 
502 
1 3  6  
80  

8  0  
8  0  
5  7  
1 4  

0 
1 

1 0  
11 

5 1 
95 
2 3 
147 

Total 9 , 0 7 5  884 918 231  32 -1 0 9 

Chilkat Inlet 
Chilkat River 
Klukwan 
Lutak Inlet 

1 , 1 4 2  
2 , 0 0 2  
1 , 1 1 4  
2 , 4 4 6  

5  
4  8  
3  7  
11 

1 9 9 3  ' 
1 3 7  
1 9 0  
1 4 0  

44 

51 
1 0 5  

5 
0 

2 
4 
5 

24 

5  7  
77 
19  

100  

Total 6 , 7 0 4  1 0 1  5 1 1  1 6 1  3 5 4 6; 

Preliminary figures for 1 3 9 3  - actual harvest and effort w i l l  be higher as  permits are 
re turned. 



T a b l e  2 .  Estimated sport f i s h i n g  effort and hamest at Chilkoot 
River and Lake, 1977-1992 (takenfrom published Statewide 
Harvest Repor t s )  . 

Year 

1977 

Angler 
Days 

3,139 

Sockeye 

514 

Coho 

286 

Pinks 

626 

Dolly 
Varden 

2,350 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 10 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 11 - 5 AAC 01.725. WATERS CLOSED TO SUBSISTENCE FISHING. 


Subsistence fishing be allowed in and at the mouth of the Chilkoot River. 


EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 


PROBLEM: Subsistence fishing priority in Chilkoot River. Commercial fishermen are allowed to fish up 

to the mouth of the river and sport fishermen in the river. Subsistence is not allowed in the river and this 
is not in compliance with State and Federal Law. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Subsistence fishermen will not be allowed to exercise 
their customary and traditional fishing rights. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence users. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Haines Alaska Nativehood Camp # 
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Proposed by: Haines Alaska Native Brotherhood, Camp 5. 
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Division Author: Ray Staska, Haines Area Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

Subsistence fishing with drift gill net gear is presently allowed in saltwater areas of Lutak Inlet. This 
proposal would allow subsistence drift nets to fish in and at the mouth of Chilkoot River which flows into 
Lutak Inlet (Figure 1). 

BACKGROUND 

Presently, subsistence fishing with drift gill nets is allowed in saltwater areas of Lutak Inlet during the time 
that the commercial fishery is open in Lynn Canal. In addition, the subsistence fishery is also open one day 
prior to any open commercial fishing period in Lutak Inlet in order to minimize gear cont'iicts and to provide 
additional fishing opportunity to subsistence users. 

Currently, subsistence fishing permits for Lutak Inlet are issued to any Alaska resident requesting one. 
Subsistence harvests in Lutak Inlet increased from roughly 1,100 sockeye salmon in 1985 to 9,075 in 1992 
(Table I).  The number of subsistence permits issued for the Lutak Inlet fishery has also increased from 38 
permits in 1985 to 147 permits in 1992. Subsistence data for 1993 is still preliminary because some permits 
have not been returned yet. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The Commercial Fisheries Division operates a weir near the mouth of the Chilkoot River to enumerate salmon 
escapements. As long as the subsistence fishery occurs below the weir, there should be no conservation 
concerns. However, this proposal would allow subsistence net fishing to occur in all areas of the Chilkoot 



River. If an open access subsistence fishery with gill net gear were permitted to occur in the Chilkoot River 
above the department weir, an additional harvest monitoring program would need to be implemented to ensure 
that escapement goals were still obtained. Although subsistence users are required to report catches on 
permits, the department cannot use these catch reports for in-season management because they are usually 
not received until well after the end of the season. Gill net gear can be very effective in a river situation and 
even a few nets could effectively block upstream migration of sockeye during low water periods. Under 
recent court decisions, any person, regardless of residency, would be able to obtain a subsistence fishing 
permit for the Chilkoot River. It is possible that subsistence fishing effort could be high given that most of 
the Chilkoot River can be easily accessed along the road system. 

The Chilkoot River supports a significant freshwater sport fishery (Table 2). Both Chilkoot Lake and 
Chilkoot River are very popular sport fishing locations. If subsistence fishing for salmon with gill net gear 
was allowed to occur in this area there would likely be gear conflicts between sport and subsistence users. 

If the Board feels that subsistence users, in general, should be allowed to occur in the Chilkoot River above 
the department salmon weir, then the department requests the Board to consider the following management 
options: 

1) establish a specific area where subsistence harvest is allowed; 

2 )  set weekly fishing periods for a specified number of weeks; and 

3) restrict subsistence fishing in the Chilkoot River to hand-held dip nets. 

These options would provide for a more orderly and controlled fishery and reduce gear conflicts between 
sport and subsistence users. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

The Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection might need to increase monitoring of this new fishing area. 

FISCAL NOTE 

If a subsistence net fishery is allowed in the Chilkoot River in areas upstream of the department weir site, 
an additional harvest monitoring program would need to be implemented. Currently, there are no available 
funds to conduct this program. There would be no fiscal impact to the department if the subsistence fishery 
was only allowed below the weir site. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* The department would have conservation concerns if this proposal is adopted as written. This concern 
would be lessened if the subsistence fishery occurs below the Chilkoot River weir site. 

* If the Board decides to allow an open access subsistence fishery for sockeye salmon in the Chilkoot River 
above the weir site, the department recommends that the Board consider management options (i.e., time, 
area, and gear) that wouId help to ensure that escapement goals are obtained and'that gear conflicts are 
minimized. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted the following regulatory language is suggested: 

AAC 01.725. WATERS CLOSED TO SUBSISTENCE FISHING. 

(3) in District 15, saltwaters of Lynn Canal including Chiikat, Chilkoot, and Lutak Inlets, during closed 
periods of the commercial salmon net fishery in the district, except that salmon may be taken in 
saltwaters of Lutak Inlet and in the Chilkoot River on the Saturday before any period that the commercial 
salmon net fishery is open in the inlet to the terminus of the Chilkoot River. 



Figurm 1.. Illp o f  OIiUcoor and Chillcat Ukms and principal tribucariea 
In rr l i t ion  t o  Chilkoot and C h i l k a t  Inlata. 



Table 1 .  Effort and harvest in Distrlct 115  subsistence fisheries 1985 to 1993 

Permrts 
Location Sockeye Pink Chum Coho King Issued 

1 9 8 5  
Chilkat Inlet 2 5 1  1 0  81 0  0  2  3  
Chilkat River 1 , 5 1 8  1 3  2  1 4 5  7 1 5  81 
Klukwan 8 5 7  1 0  2 7 2  5  4  3  0  
Lutak Inlet 1 , 0 5 5  2 5 8  2  9  0  0  3 8 

Total 3 , 6 8 1  410  5 2 7  1 2  1 9  1 7 2  

1 9 8 6-
Chilkat Inlet 3 1 1  2  7  9  0  0  1 7  
Chilkat River 1 , 3 8 4  1 3  1 6 7  2  0  7  9  
Klukwan 1 , 1 4 8  2 2 1 7  2 4  2  8  4 7  
Lutak Inlet 1 , 6 4 0  63 11 0 0 81 

Total 4 , 4 8 3  80 4 7 4  2  6  2  8  224  

1 9 8 7-
Chilkat Inlet 942  2  6  2 9 5  0 1 55 
Chilkat River 1 , 2 3 9  8 7  2 3  3  1 0 82 
Klukwan 1 , 1 2 7  1 5  1 0 2  9 33 43 
Lutak Inlet 1 , 2 3 7  4  9  6  9  0  0  6  7  

Total 4 , 5 4 5  1 7 7  6 9 9  1 0  3  4  2 4 7  

1 9 8 8-
Chilkat Inlet 8 7 4  46 4 2 4  5 0 55 
Chilkat River 1 , 7 7 3  2 9 1  8 5 4  51 6  6  85 
Klukwan 7 7 9  2 7  8  8  2 7  2  0  21 
Lutak Inlet 1 , 0 1 3  1 2 5  63  0  8  5  5  

Total 4 , 4 3 9  4 8 9  1 , 4 2 9  8  3  94 216  

1 9 8 9-
Chilkat Inlet 1 , 3 2 8  1 5 4  1 6 6  2  9  3  63 
Chilkat River 1 , 8 5 3  2 1 7  334  31 1 2  7 2 
Klukwan 6 8 1  1 8  1 0 6  0 0 1 5  
Lutak Inlet 2 , 0 6 4  3  1 8  1 3  3 2 1 0 7  

Total 5 , 9 2 6  7 0 7  6 1 9  6 3  1 7  257  

Chiakat Inlet 9 3 5  
Chilkat River 3 , 0 5 9  
Klukwan 7 8 2  1 5  1 8 6  
Lutak Inlet 2 , 5 1 6  6 7 8  4 3  

Total 7 , 2 9 2  902  678  1 2 2  63 3 1 2  

1 9 9 1-
Chalkat Inlet 6 2 7  2 1 2  6  2  8  0  3 8 
Chilkat River 3 , 5 1 4  45 4 2 1  5  5  2  3  1 1 3  
Klukwan 390  0 1 8 1 21 
Lutak Inlet 4 , 3 9 1  5  5  93  5  3  0  1 5 5  

Total 8 , 9 2 2  1 0 2  693  9 6  5  4  52  6  

1 9 9 2-
Chilkat Inlet 1 , 1 7 1  1 0 5  2 0 0  80 0 51 
Chilkat River 2 , 7 6 1  3 3 6  5 0 2  8  0  1 9 5 
Klukwan 1 , 0 3 9  3 9  1 3  6  5  7  1 0  23 
Lutak Inlet 4 , 1 0 4  404  8  0  1 4  11 1 4 7  

Total 9 , 0 7 5  8 8 4  9 1 8  23 1 2  2  -109 

Chilkat Inlet 1 , 1 4 2  
Chilkat River 2 , 0 0 2  
Klukwan 1 , 1 1 4  
Lutak Inlet 2 , 4 4 6  

Total 6 , 7 0 4  1 0 1  511 1 6 1  3 5 4 t5 1 

Preliminary figures for 1 9 9 3  - actual harvest and effort will be higher as permits are 
re turned. 



I 

T a b l e  2. 	Estimatsd s p o r t  f i s h i n g  e L f o r t  and harvest at Chilkooc 
River and Lake, 1977-i992 (takenfrom published Statewide  
Harvest Repor t s )  . 

Year Angler Sockeye Coho Pinks Dol ly 

Days Varden 


1977 3,139 514 286 626 2,350 


1978 6,290 76i 792 1,301 3,436 


1979 3,065 628 191 1,264 1,881 




BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 11 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 12 - 5 AAC 01.725 (3). WATERS CLOSED TO SUBSISTENCE FISHING. 

Subsistence fishermen of the Upper Lynn Canal have priority and fish Thursday noon through Saturday noon. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Commerciai fishing gilinetters competing with saltwater subsistence fishermen. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Commercial fishermen dominate the saltwater fishery. 

Subsistence fishermen and commercial fishermen will be in each others way. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence fishermen. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER3 No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Alternative: stationary coimercial lines. LutaWcommercial 

boundary line at White Rock. Subsistence to fish north of the rock, commercial south. Cannery Pt. boundary 

line. Subsistence north of line, commercial fish south. 


PROPOSED BY: Steven Hay (HQ-93-F-346) 
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Title: 	 Open subsistence fishery in Upper Lynn Canal from Thursday noon through 
Saturday noon 

Proposal No. 	 12 

Page 	 7 

Proposed by: 	 Steven Hay 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Ray Staska, Haines Area Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would open saltwaters of Lynn Canal to subsistence fishing with drift gill nets from 12:OO 
noon, Thursday, through 12:00 noon, Saturday. 

BACKGROUND 

Existing regulations allow subsistence fishing with drift gill nets in saltwaters of Lynn Canal in District 15 
(Figure 1) during the time that the commercial fishery is open. This regulation has been in effect for many 
years. The requirement for coincident commercial and subsistence fishery openings was ~ntended to 
discourage subsistence-caught fish from entering commercial channels just prior to a commercial opening 
("bootlegging"). 

District 15 subsistence harvests increased from roughly 3,700 sockeye salmon in 1985 to 9,075 in 1992 (Table 

1). The majority of the subsistence sockeye harvest is taken in the Chilkat River and in Lutak Inlet. The 
number of subsistence permits issued for the District 15 fisheries has also increased from 172 permits in 1985 
to 509 permits in 1993. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The primary management concern related to this proposal is the potential gear conflicts between commercial 
and subsistence drift net fishermen when both users are fishing in the same area. To minimize these contlicts, 
the Board of Fisheries enacted a regulation in 1989 that allows subsistence fishing to occur on the day prior 



(Saturday) to a commercial opening in Lutak Inlet (the majority of gear conflicts were occurring in Lutak 
Inlet). In the last two years, the department has also implemented the same approach for the Chilkat Inlet 
subsistence fishery by emergency order because the existing regulations do not specifically address the Chilkat 
River. The department does not have any conservation concerns regarding this proposal. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

As stated previously, the current regulation was enacted to address an enforcement problem with bootlegging. 
Fish and Wildlife Protection should be asked to comment on this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department has no conservation concerns regarding this proposal. 

* Fish and Wildlife Protection may have enforcement concerns and should be asked to comment. 

* If this proposal is not adopted, the department recommends that the existing regulation be amended to 
implement the same management approach for Chilkat Inlet (suggested regulatory language is attached). 
The department used emergency order authority to implement a similar management strategy for Lutak 
and Chilkat Inlets in recent years. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 01.725. WATERS CLOSED TO SUBSISTENCE FISHING. 

(3) in District 15, saltwaters of Lynn Canal including Chilkat, Chilkoot, and Lutak Inlets, during closed 
periods of the commercial salmon net fishery in the district, except that salmon may be taken in 

saltwaters of Lutak Inlet from 1200 noon, Thursday through 1200 noon, Saturdav. [on the Saturday 
before any period that the commercial salmon net fishery is open in the inlet to the terminus of  the 
Chilkoot River.] 



If this proposal is notadopted, then the department recommends the following alternative regulatory language: 

(3) in District 15, saltwaters of Lynn Canal including Chilkat, Chilkoot, and Lutak Inlets, during closed 
periods of the commercial salmon net fishery in the district, except that salmon may be taken in 
saltwaters of Chilkat and Lutak Inlet on the Saturday before any period that the commercial salmon net 
fishery is open in the district. [to the terminus of the Chilkoot River.] 



1 1.. Xap o f  W l k o o t  and PIllkat W I a s  and principal tributaries 
in rml r t ion  to Chilkooe and Chillut Xnlats. 



Table 1. Effort and harvest in District 115 subsistence fisheries 1985 to 1993 


Permits 

Location Sockeye Pink Chum Coho King Issued 


-1985 
Chilkat Inlet 251 10 8 1 0 0 2 3 

Chilkat River 1,518 132 145 7 15 8 1 

Klukwan 857 10 272 5 4 30 

Lutak Inlet 1,055 258 29 0 0 38 


Total 3,681 410 527 12 19 172 


-1986 
Chilkat Inlet 311 2 7 9 0 0 
Chilkat River 1,384 13 167 2 0 
Klukwan 1,148 2 217 2 4 28 
Lutak Inlet 1,640 63 11 0 0 

Total 4,483 8 0 474 2 6 2 8 224 


-1987 
Chilkat Inlet 942 2 6 295 0 1 5 5 
Chilkat River 1,239 8 7 233 1 0 8 2 
Klukwan 1,127 15 102 9 3 3 43 
Lutak Inlet 1,237 4 9 6 9 0 0 6 7 

Total 4,545 177 699 10 3 4 247 


-1988 
Chilkat Inlet 874 4 6 424 5 0 55 
Chilkat River 1,773 29% 854 5 1 6 6 85 
Klukwan 779 2 7 88 2 7 2 0 2 1 
Lutak Inlet 1,013 . 125 63 0 8 5 5 

Total 4,439 489 1,429 8 3 9 4 2 16 


1989 

Chilkat Inlet 1,328 154 16 6 2 9 3 6 3 

Chilkat River 1,853 217 334 31 12 72 

Klukwan 681 18 106 0 0 15 

Lutak Inlet 2,064 318 13 3 2 107 


Total 5,926 707 619 63 17 . 257 

-1990 
Chilkat Inlet 93 5 6 5 36 4 14 45 

Chilkat River 3,059 144 413 89 38 108 

Klukwan 782 15 186 14 7 18 

Lutak Inlet 2,516 678 43 15 4 92 


Total 7,292 902 678 122 63 312 


-1991 
Chilkat Inlet 627 2 12 6 2 8 0 38 

Chilkat River 3,514 45 421 55 2 3 113 

Klukwan 390 0 L 8 1 21 

Eutak Inlet 4,391 5 5 93 5 3 0 155 


Total 8,922 102 693 96 5 4 526 


-1992 
Chilkat Inlet 1,171 105 200 

Chilkat River 2,761 336 502 

Klukwan 1,039 39 13 6 

Lutak Inlet 4,104 404 8 0 


Total 9,075 884 918 23 1 2 2 463 

1993 ' 
Chilkat Inlet 1,142 5 137 51 2 57 
Chilkat River 2,002 4 8 190 105 4 7 7 
Kl ukwan 1,114 37 140 5 5 19 
Lutak Inlet 2,446 11 44 0 2 4 10 0 

Total 6,704 101 511 16 1 3 5 4 6 1 


Preliminary figures for 1993 - actual harvest and effort will be higher as permits are 
returned. 



BOAIUI OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 12 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 13 - 5 AAC 01.720. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. Delete section (I). 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 1991/1992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Lawful gear and gear specification. Redoubt Bay and lake system is a sockeye system close 
to Sitka. This is the only system that does not allow a harvest by a drift net or seine gear. We would like 
to change the method of harvest on this system to reflect a more efficient means of subsistence harvest. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The subsistence user will continue to have a very 
difficult time harvesting sockeye from this system in a legal manner. It has almost become impossible to 
acquire fish in one day with the present methods and means allowed for subsistence harvest. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This is the closest sockeye system to Sitka and the most e,conomical 
distance to go to harvest sockeye. Presently, because of its restrictive nature (through use or regulation) it 
has forced users to have to go further to harvest sockeye to offset the economic cost because of greater 
quantities available by more efficient means in these more distant systems. This system has not been fished 
commercially since the introduction of the present regulation in the early 60's. This system was depleted by 
commercial fishing and the run was almost completely decimated. That's why it has taken almost 30 years 
to come back. This system has received help in recovering through recent years and has now reached the 
point where it could sustain a more efficient harvest method by subsistence users. Recent developments have 
also added to the difficulty in harvesting sockeye as allowed now by use of gaff, spear, or dip net. The 
system has two outlets into the head of the bay and the one which was the customary site for dipnetting, 
which has been blocked off so that the fish are forced to go up the alternate channel where the weir has been 
installed. This change in the water flow outlet has also changed the terrain at the head of the bay, creating 
a sand bar and a broader shallow shelf. We mention these changes to point out the difficulty of a subsistence 
user being able to get fish with a spear, gaff or dip net. As a matter of fact, the sport fishing gear (rodheel) 
is much more efficient than the subsistence gear. With a sport fishing license, you can stand just on the other 
side of the marker and snag six sockeye in no time as they mill around the point because their patters have 
changed due to the stream flow changes. Under present conditions, a family of 5 can get a subsistence permit 
for 10 fish. But, if they just are themselves with sport gear, license, and all their family, they can harvest 
30,fish a day. This is a blatant abuse of the philosophy of subsistence use. The subsistence user should have 
the ability to harvest this fish in an efficient manner, with sufficient quotas to meet their needs. Therefore, 
we suggested the change in lawful gear and gear specifications for harvesting Redoubt Bay sockeye by 
deleting that section. There is evidence to indicate that the Redoubt Bay sockeye have recovered sufficiently 
to allow the subsistence user to take more fish in a more efficient manner by use of sine net gear or drift gill 
net. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? It depends on the purpose or goal for restricting Redoubt sockeye that 
would determine who would not get hurt. Is this run being restored for the sake of subsistence users or an 
eventual commercial harvest? In either case, subsistence use would no6 cause any slower advancement in 
number towards an eventual commercial harvest. Rather subsistence priority would put the burden on the 
department to continue its restoration efforts. 



OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Could not think of any other solutions to address the current 
changes and problems. 

PROPOSED BY: Ann Lowe and Robbie Littlefield 

PROPOSAL #13 



1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 

Allow seine and drift net gear to be fished at Redoubt Lake 

Proposal No. 13 
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Proposed by: Anne Lowe and Robbie Littlefield 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob DeJong, Sitka Area.Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would add purse seine and drift gillnet as legal gear to fish subsistence salmon at Redoubt Bay 

BACKGROUND 

Existing regulations do not allow the use of gill net or seine gear for subsistence salmon fishing in Redoubt 
Bay [5 AAC 01.720 ( I ) ] .  This prohibition has been in effect by regulation since 1953. Legal gear, by 
permit, includes dip nets, spears, and gaffs. However, only dip nets are currently used. 

Redoubt Bay is a sockeye system which is located approximately 10 miles south of Sitka (Figure 1 ) .  No 
targeted commerciai fishery occurs on this stock. This system does support subsistence and sport fisheries 
for sockeye salmon. The Redoubt Bay sockeye stock has been generally depressed and enhancement efforts 
through lake fertilization have been directed at rebuilding this stock. From 1984 through 1993, the FRED 
Division, in cooperation with the U.S. Forest Service and Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture 
Association, enriched Redoubt Lake with fertilizer in an effort to improve the sockeye salmon rearing 
production. The enrichment program appears to be successful and escapements have increased to a high of 
73,000 in 1990 (Table 1) .  The escapement goal for Redoubt is 125,000 sockeye. 

Returning sockeye salmon generally accumulate at the base of the falls at the lake outlet and are readily 
available for harvest. A major sport "snag" fishery occurs at the outlet in saltwater. Subsistence fishing 
occurs at the falls almost exclusively with dip net. Participation in both fisheries have always been high, 
mainly because of its close proximity to Sitka. Subsistence effort was highest in 1991 when 326 permits 
fished Redoubt (Table 1 ) .  Subsistence harvests have been low, except during the period between I989 and 

1991 when catches increased to between 2,700 and 4,500 fish. The legal daily subsistence sockeye bag li~iiit 



per subsistence permit holder is 10 fish. Sport fish harvest are not documented, however, catches are 
probably approaching subsistence levels. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Currently, the legal methods of subsistence fishing at Redoubt Bay provide opportunity to harvest sockeye 
salmon. Participation in this fishery is already high due to the close proximity of Redoubt Bay to Sitka and 
the use of more efficient subsistence gear is considered to be a conservation issue. If this proposal is adopted, 
the department recommends establishing a closed water area to protect salmon in the schooling areas at the 
head of the bay. Even with the closed water area, some reduction in harvest levels in the existing sport and 
subsistence fishery might be needed to adjust for the increased harvest from the new gear. 

The Redoubt Lake sockeye stock has been depressed for the last 30 years. If more efficient gear is allowed 
and the harvest increases significantly, the rebuilding progress for this stock could be jeopardized. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Increased enforcement will be needed to ensure overharvest of daily bag limits and wastage does not occur. 

FISCAL NOTE 

More intense management of the sockeye resource at Redoubt Lake will be necessary if this proposal is 
adopted as written. The Department may need to hire additional personnel to monitor the fishery to ensure 
that harvest levels are not excessive. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Current legal gear provides opportunity to harvest subsistence sockeye salmon at Redoubt Bay 

* If this proposal is adopted, the department recommends that the Board establish a closed water area near 
the head of the bay to protect schooling fish. 

" The potential for overharvest of daily sockeye bag limits (10 per day) would increase if inore efficient 
net gear is allowed. 



* A reduction in existing sport and subsistence fisheries would be necessary to compensate for the increased 
harvest with net gear. 

* A significant increase in the harvest of Redoubt Bay sockeye salmon would slow the rebuilding progress 
for this stock. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

No regulatory language is suggested at this time. 





Table 1. Redoubt subsistence sockeye catch, effort and escapement data. 

NO. OF 
YEAR ESCAPEMENT #PERMITS HARVEST 
1954 21,148 
1955 22,876 
1963 \ 

1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 13 


Action: This proposal was withdrawn by the proposers. 



PROPOSAL 15 - 5 AAC 01.710. FISHING SEASONS AND PERIODS., 5 AAC 01.715 (F). 
LIMITATIONS ON PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE FINFISH FISHERIES., 5 AAC 46.010. BAG 
LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS, AND SIZE LIMITS., and 5 AAC 77.674. PERSONAL, USE BOTTOM 
FISHERY. 

Lingcod may be taken within the area waters bounded on the northwest by a line between Klockachef Pt. and 
Cape Georgiana (COLREGS demarcation line 82.173.)B Salisbury Sound); bounded on the northeast by the 
entrance of Rose Channel at Povorotni Island and east of a line from Sitka Point on Kruzof Island to Frosty 
Reef only between May I and December 1 unless closed by emergency order. The ABF&G shall allow a 
bycatch of up to 10% in fisheries for other species within this area. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. (A Customary and 
Traditional Finding will be needed to implement a subsistence fishery.) 

PROBLEM: Establish a lingcod fishing season in the Sitka Sound area. The spawning season for lingcod 
occurs between December and April. Females deposit eggs in areas of shallow waters less than 25 fathoms. 
The eggs form large clusters and attach to bottom rocks. Male lingcod guard these nests of otherwise 
unprotected eggs and during this time are extremely protective and aggressive and are easily captured by any 
hook and lure. Once this guard male is removed, his nests of now unprotected eggs become easy prey by 
any number of egg eating fish and invertebrates. The loss of one male lingcod during this time period results 
invariably in the destruction of the entire clutch of eggs laid by its mate for the entire year. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? There has been a dramatic drop in the occurrence of 
lingcod in the Sitka Sound area and surrounding waters during the past three years. This drop could be 
occurring primarily due to an increased directed fishery for lingcod during the time of year when males guard 
egg nests. Further reductions are probable since egg mortality is dramatically increased when male lingcod 
are removed. It is easy to foresee the depression of lingcod to such low levels so as to be detrimental to all 
users of this fish species. 

WHO IS LIMELY TO BENEFIT? All lingcod fisherman, both commercial and non-commercial in the long 
term due to increased reproductive success of this fish species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Possibly fishermen who are currently targeting on lingcod during the 
spawning season when the aggressive males are most vulnerable to capture. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Depth restriction were considered. however; this system has been 

tried for the past year and proved totally ineffective. It is strictly an honor system and v i r t ~ ~ a l l yimpossible 
to enforce. This option was rejected especially in light of the outlook that only one protection officer will 
be stationed in Sitka for the foreseeable future. 

PROPOSED BY: Ben Mitchell (HQ-93-F-340) 
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Title: Establish a personal use and subsistence fishing season for lingcod in the Sitka 
Sound area. 

Proposal No. 15, 31, and 174 

Page 9, 19, and 108 

Proposed by: Ben Mitchell 

Commercial Fisheries 
DSvision Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Biologist 

S YNOPSZS 

Deferred proposal 15 would establish a closed season for subsistence and personal use harvest of lingcod in 
the Sitka Sound area (Figure 1)  from December 1 through April 30 each year and would allow for a 10 
percent by-catch in fisheries for other species within the area. This proposal was also submitted under the 
personal use (31) and groundfish (174) proposal sections. 

BACKGROUND 

At the January 21-3 1,  1991 meeting of the Board of Fisheries, the department submitted a proposal ( 172) that 
would have closed all directed commercial fishing for lingcod in the Southeast District from January I 
through May 31. During the meetings, but prior to the Board deliberation, the department met with two 
lingcod fishermen from Sitka who did not support a complete closure of the Southeast District. Instead, they 
proposed a closure inside the "surfline" as a compromise. The department agreed that this would be better 
than no closure, but expressed concern that a lack of data on the distribution of nesting lingcod in the area 
made it difficult to determine the benefit of a partial closure. 

After considerable debate, the Board finally adopted the sur"1ine compromise for a January I through >lay 

31 closure, but did not allow retention of lingcod in other commercial fisheries inside the si~rtline during the 
closed period. The Board also established a guideline harvest range of 300,000 to 500,000 pounds to ensure 
that the directed fishery did not expand too rapidly. After amending and adopting Proposal 172, the Board 
felt that the lingcod season issues had been resolved and therefore took no action on Proposal 173. Proposal 
173 was deferred and is here resubmitted for Board consideration. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


In order to implement a subsistence fishery, the Board will apparently need to make a finding regarding 
customary and traditional use of lingcod for the Sitka area. Subsistence Division should be asked to comment 
on subsistence use of lingcod in the Sitka area. 

The department supports a winter closure of all directed fishing for lingcod during the period from December 
1 through April 30 (see proposal 125). The winter closure would prevent directed fishing on nest-guarding, 
male lingcod. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of the 10 percent by-catch provision contained in this proposal may be difficult because it would 
only apply to Sitka Sound. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENBA TIONS 

* Implementation of a subsistence fishery for lingcod would require the Board to make a Customary and 
Traditional Use finding. 

* Enforcement of a 10% bycatch limit for only the Sitka Sound area may be difficult. 

* The department supports a closure of all directed fishing for lingcod from December 1 through April 30. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. Regulatory language can be developed at the Boards direction. 



Figure 1 .  Proposed closure area f o r  llngcod in S l t h  Sound. 
. -. 

-



BOARD OF FISHElUES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 15 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 16 - 5 AAC 02.1 15. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY., 5 AAC 32.150. 
AREA A CLOSED W A E R S . ,  5 AAC 46.020. BAG LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS, AND SIZE LIMITS.. 
and 5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. Amend these regulations to provide 
the following: 

The ADF&G shall take immediate action in Southern Southeast Alaska to increase Dungeness crab 
abundance. Such action might be to: 1) Close or reduce or limit commerciai Dungeness crab harvest, or 2) 
Close commercial and sport crab harvest, or 3) Close commercial and sport and personal use crab harvest. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Personal use and sport Dungeness crab harvesters have noted and reported the dramatic decline 
in abundance of Dungeness crab of a harvestable size. In 1987 and 1988 the decline seemed to be present 
primarily in areas close to Ketchikan. In 1989, the low abundance was obvious aright. Many personal use 
and sport harvesters of crab did not harvest adequate crab to meet family consumption needs and desires. 
Many quit crabbing because of the extreme low catch rate. Increased commercial harvest of Dungeness crab, 
harvests far above historical share, are thought to be the major reason for decreased abundance. Frustration, 
leading to the harvest of undersized or female crabs by sport and personal use fishermen, may also play a 
part. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Unless there is scientific evidence to the contrary, ~t 

is expected that personal use and sport harvesters will not have sufficient crab to eat In future years. Probably 
harvestable Dungeness crab stocks cannot decline much further unless there is a natural dens~ty relationshl~ 
needed for procreation. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Dungeness crab stock should recover rapidly. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? All users who might be limited or unable to harvest until stocks recover. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Ketchikan Marine Charters, Inc. (HQ-93-F-350) 
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This proposed regulation would close commercial, personal use, and subsistence harvest of Dungeness crabs 
in parts of southern Southeast Alaska. The intent of the closure is to promote increases in abundance of 
Dungeness crabs for all user groups. Suggestions for appropriate regulations include various closures of 
commercial, personal use, and subsistence harvests for an unspecified period. 

BACKGROUND 

The exact area affected by this proposal is not specified. Although current Department definitions of southern 
Southeast Alaska include the waters of Districts I through 7, the source of this proposal suggests that the 
intended area of closure may be limited to Districts 1 and 2. 

In Districts 1 and 2, which are waters around Ketchikan, the commercial season is open from October I 
through February 28 and the personal use and subsistence fisheries are open all year. The commercial fishery 
in Districts 1 and 2 was limited to the winter season in 1986,with some support from the commercial fishing 
industry. Testimony received by the Board indicated that Dungeness crab were hard and full during the 
winter months. The commercial fishery to that point had been developed as a secondary fishery by 
commercial salmon fishermen who engaged in it during the winter off-season for salmon. Limiting the 
fishery to the winter would continue allocating the crab catch to crabbers who fish for salmon during the 
summer. This was an issue because the fishery was growing and there was at least the threat that newer 
entrants would crab during the summer. 

In 1986, during discussion of the proposal for the winter season, the Board did recognize that li~niting the 
commercial fishery to the winter season would also have other allocative implications. Dungeness crabs molt 
in late winter through late summer and many crabs rnolting to legal size after the comme~.cial closure could 



be taken by personal use and subsistence fishermen for seven months during the spring and summer before 
being first subject to commercial harvest in the autumn. 

While restricting the commercial fishery to the winter season had these allocative implications, it was a step 
towards conforming to 3-S (size, sex, and season) management. "Size" refers to a minimum legal size to 
provide mating opportunities and increase reproductive potential for male crab prior to recruiting into the 
fishery. "Sex" is the prohibition on taking females, which serves to maximize the reproductive potential of 
the stock. "Season" normally refers to a period closed to fishing during the molting (growth and initial 
fishery recruitment) and mating periods. The underlying assumption is that if the 3-S system is appropriately 
employed, all legal males are surplus to the needs of the population and can be removed by various fisheries. 
Districts 1 and 2 and parts of Sitka Sound in District 13 are the only districts in Southeast Alaska that 
conform to general, Pacific Coast-wide, 3-S management, which restricts primary harvest to the winter 
months. With few exceptions affecting very limited areas, the rest of Southeast Alaska remains open to 
commercial fisheries in the summer. 

During the past five years, the Board has adopted a number of proposals regarding commercial crab fishing 
closures, usually in the vicinity of communities, to provide for subsistence and personal use crab fishing 
opportunities for local residents. These closure areas are generally small and include waters in Gastineau 
Channel, a subdistrict in Tenakee Inlet, the head of Port Althorp, waters around Point Baker, Thorne Bay, 
and an area at the mouth of the Salmon River in Gustavus. These closures were established in recognltlon 
of subsistence needs and infers that curtailment of commercial fishing was found to be necessary to provide 
for personal and subsistence use. These closures differ from that being requested by this proposal in  that they 
are permanent closures of small areas, around which the commercial fleet continues to operate. Personal use 
and subsistence fishing continue to be open in these areas. 

Sport Fish Division reports that on a regional basis personal use crabbers in Ketchikan area take Dungeness 
crab at a higher CPUE than many fisheries in Southeast Alaska. h he^ average about 2 to 2.5 times CPUE 
of crabbers in the Juneau area. Dungeness crab CPUE in the Ketchikan area also appears to have increased 
since the late 1980's. 

SportPersonal Use Dungeness CPUE (Harvest per pot or ring fished) 

Pnnce 
Ketchikan Juneau Petersburg Wrangell Sitka Haines of Wales 

1988 2.83 1.32 3.73 5.98 1.08 0.45 ----
1989 2.37 1.73 2.36 2.50 0.99 ---- ----
1990 2.48 1.27 ---- ---- ---- ---- ----

1991 4.29 1.75 ---- ---- ---- ---- ----

1992 4.01 1.27 0.90 4.26 ---- ---- 2.62 
1993 3.49 1.16 3.04 3.41 ---- ---- ----

(---- = No Data) 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


This proposal requests closure of the winter-only fishery in Districts 1 and 2. This would suggest that 
management based on 3-S, though considerably more conservative than applied elsewhere in Southeast 
Alaska, has been inadequate. Historically, these districts have not been highly productive nor heavily fished 
(the high catch of 123,149 pounds being taken by 40 vessels in the 1984185 season prior to the summer 
closures). Catches in District 1 and 2 have been generally stable since the winter-only fishery started in 1986 
(Table I), averaging about 60,000 pounds per season since then. This recent average is considerably higher 
than that reported from the 1970s and early 1980s and reflects an overall, region-wide growth through the 
1980s. 

The department does not have research programs which study the distribution, abundance or population 
dynamics and life history of Dungeness crab stocks in Southeast Alaska. - It is possible that many requests 
for curtailment of commercial fishing effort have a basis in at least short-term observation of depressed catch 
per unit effort caused by increased effort and/or poor recruitment. It would require at least a rudimentary 
field program to assess the affects of the commercial and non-commercial fisheries on crabs in this area. 

An additional consideration is the most suitable period of closure. The inferred life history of this species 
in Southeast Alaska results in recruitment to the fishery (attainment of the legal size) in about four to five 
years from egg hatch. In order to retain the full advantage of any gains in abundance result~ng from a 
closure, all the crab surviving natural mortality and carrying over into successive seasons should be protected 
for at least a single full reproductive cycle. This would suggest a closure of a minimum of four years, and, 
depending upon the level of recruitment, more time may be required. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of some areas while others are open is highly dependent on local support and the 
ability of Fish and Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. While i t  is not anticipated that 
adoption of this proposal will resuit in new enforcement problems, Fish and Wildlife Protection may have 
further comments regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* Adoption of this proposal would question the validity of classical 3-S management for Dungeness crab 
stocks. While some users may experience depressed catch per unit of effort caused by variations in 
recruitment, the department sees. no overriding conservation issue and is neutral on adoption or rejection 
of this proposal. 

* Total closure of the Dungeness crab fishery to all users would preclude any allocative problems. 
However, in the absence of any Department research programs, no sources of information on the probable 
health or recovery of the resource would be available. The Department would have no way to determine 
when it was appropriate to reopen the fishery. 

* A minimum closure of four years would be necessary to accrue its full benefits. Depending on survival 
and recruitment into the reproductive population, a longer closure might be appropriate. With the known 
high natural variability in the inter-annual abundances of Dungeness crabs, even an extended closure 
provides no assurance that the stocks will significantly increase as a result of a closure. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

Commercial Fisheries Regulations 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 17) waters of District 1 and District 2. 

Personal Use Regulations 

5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 15) District I and District 2 are closed 
to the personal use fishery for Dungeness crab. 

Subsistence Regulations 

5 AAC 01.710. FISHING SEASONS. (a) Unless restricted in this section, 5 AAC 01.725, or under the 
terms of a subsistence fishing permit, fish and shellfish may be taken in the Southeastern Alaska Area at any 
time. 

if)Dungeness crab may not be taken in waters of District 1 and District 2. 

Sport Fishing Regulations 

5 AAC 46.010. FISHING SEASONS. 

(d) District 1 and District 2 are closed to the harvest of Dungeness crab. 



Figure 1. Proposal 16, 32, and 37. Increase Dungeness crab abundance in 

Southern Southeast Alaska. 




Table 1. Historical Dungeness harvest for Districts 1 and 2. (Proposals 16, 32, and 37) 

Catch in Number of Number of 
Season Pounds Permits Landings 

197 1172 17,137 4 26 
1972173 1 1,374 3 17 
1973174 11,016 4 17 
1 974175 28,528 10 33 
1975176 
1 976177 

43,446
* 

9 
* 

63 
* 

1977178 2 1,265 3 3 9 
1978179 
1979180 

37,173
* 

4 
* 

24 
* 

1980181 28,464 5 39 
1981182 13,871 8 44 
1982/83 55,4 16 16 55 
1983184 72,496 14 7 5 
1984185 123,149 40 209 
1985186 73,447 2 8 196 
1986187 53,844 12 70 
1987188 63,687 2 1 90 
1988189 67,853 19 100 
1989190 47,367 15 67 
199019 1 59,642 17 69 
1991192 85,797 27 125 
1992193" 35,759 10 33 

a Most recent year's data should be considered preliminary. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 16 


Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 
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PROPOSAL 17 - 5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY 

Reduce the subsistence possession limit to 10 dungeness crab per person in the waters of area 13-B north of 
the latitude of Dorothy Narrows. 

PROBLEM: The traditional dungeness crabbing areas in the Sitka Sound vicinity are being over fished by 
both noncommercial and commercial users. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It has become increasingly difficult for residents of 
Sitka to obtain even small numbers of dungeness crab for personal consumption in the customary and 
traditional crabbing areas in the northern portion of Area 13-B. 

Several y e a s  ago a new boat ramp was constructed by the State of Alaska at the northern end of the Sitka 
road system. This has made the northern portion of Area 13-B readily accessible to small boaters and 
crabbing pressure in this area will continue to rise. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All visitors and residents of Sitka should benefit from the more 
equitable distribution of the dungeness crab resource that would occur. 

There are approximately 1600 small boat owners in Sitka and their families who depend on the waters of 
Sitka Sound for their supply of dungeness crab for their personal consumption. In addition, there are 
increasing number of sport fishermen who come to visit from out of town and whose experience in Sitka is 
enhanced by the opportunity to harvest a few dungeness crab in t.he local area. The merchants of Sitka 
depend on Sitka maintaining a strong reputation in salt water recreation. This same reputation attracts the 
tourist to Sitka. The tourist industry is becoming an increasingly stronger factor in the local economy. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Those few harvesters who have the equipment, technology, and good 
fortune to occasionally find large numbers of dungeness crab prior to the weekend would suffer from this 
proposal. Currently with the low dungeness crab population cycle, these individuals are few in number. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Consideration was given to leaving the subsistence possession 
limits as is. This was rejected because the Sitka Sound area is relatively small and is in close proximity to 
Sitka which has a large population of people interested in utilizing the local dungeness resource. The current 
bag limit will continue to contribute to the over harvest of the resource. 

PROPOSED BY: Dale Kanen (HQ-93-F-1971 
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S YNOPSIS 

The first of the proposed regulations would close all waters of Section 13-B north of Dorothy Narrows to 
commercial fishing for Dungeness crab. The requested closure area includes all waters of Sitka Sound, its 
contiguous bays and inlets, and large portions of the outer coast of Kruzof Island. In addition, the second 
and third of the proposed regulations would reduce the subsistence and personal use possession limits to 10 
crabs per person from this same area. 

Commercial Fisheries Division is providing the following commercial fishins data, information on seasons. 
and other perspectives for the commercial dungeness fishery in this area. Most comments pertain to the first 
proposal and most references will be to the first proposal. The general subsistence and personal use issues 
will be presented by Subsistence and Sport Fisheries Divisions, respectively. 



BACKGROUND 


Available commercial fisheries fish ticket harvest information for the past two decades indicates that the 
landings from subdistricts 1 13-35, 113-36, 113-37, 1 13-38, 113-41, 113-42, 1 13-43, 1 13-44, and 113-45, 
which account for all but a small area around Dorothy Narrows, have fluctuated seasonally between about 
200 pounds and over 66,000 pounds. Over the last decade, harvest from all of District 13, (of which these 
subdistricts are a small fraction), have fluctuated between one and six percent of the total Southeast Alaska 
harvest. 

Harvests in these subdistricts peaked in the 1982183 season and have declined to a fraction of what they were 
during a period of intensive fishing between 1981 and 1986. Since the 1986187 season, the commercial 
season in Sitka Sound enclosed within a line from Cape Burunof to Shoals Point, including Krestof Sound, 
has been open only from October 1 to February 28. The recent downturn in reported commercial catch 
coincides with the start of the winter-only season in Sitka Sound. 

No commercial catches have been reported from the subdistricts comprising the proposed closure area for the 
1990191 season. Small catches by three or fewer vessels were reported for both the 1991192 and 1993,193 
seasons. As a result, the catch figures are confidential. However, the recent catches have been very poor 
compared to long-term averages. Commercial catches from these subdistricts have experienced declined. 

There are many possible explanations for the observed decline in reported commercial catch. The most 
productive waters in Sitka Sound are only open between October 1 and February 28. Winter months have 
never been as productive as the summer months in this area. In addition, these grounds have never been as 
productive as the traditional grounds in other districts. There are other possible reasons for lack of effort and 
reported landings. The available data is insufficient to assess the present abundance of dungeness crab in this 
area, much less explain the cause of any perceived local depletion. 

Sport Fish Division data indicates that in a survey conducted in 1988 very few sport and personal use 
crabbers take more than 10 Dungeness crabs per boat trip. Of 40 boats surveyed, highest catch was 12 crabs, 
average take was 3.0 crabs with a mean CPUE of 1.07 per pot or ring fished and a maximum of I2 crabs. 
The sport/personal use limit is not much of a factor in Sitka, as very few boats catch limits. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries related management issues related specifically to this proposal. Total 
closure of the area to commercial fishing will result in displacement of the commercial gear to other open 
areas. The combined commercial catch in recent seasons from this area is a very small fraction of the 
Southeast Alaska total. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA T I 0  NS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt the proposal to close the commercial fisheries in Section 13-B north of 
Dorothy Narrows, the following regulatory wording is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 17) waters of Section 13-B north of the latltude of Dorothv 
Narrows, until x/x/xx (date) or an assessed population level of xx,xxx legal-sized male dungeness crab are 
attained. 



Table 1. Historical Dungeness harvest for waters of 13-B north of Dorothy Narrowsa. (Proposal 17, 
18, 33, 43, 44) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

* * * 	 * 1971172 
* * * 	 * 1972173 


1973174 * * * * 

* * * 	 *1974175 
* * * 	 * 1975176 

* * 	 4:1976177 * 

1977178 0 0 0 0


* * * 	 * 1978179 
1979180 0 0 0 0

* * Y 	 * 198018 1 
1981182 * * * * 
1982183 66,630 6 31 2,149 
1983184 28,785 4 9 3,198 
1984185 * * * * 
1985186 16,205 4 10 1,621 
1986187 * * * * 
1987188 4,004 4 6 667 
1988189 * * * * 
1989190 * * * * 
1990/91 0 0 0 0

* 	 * * 199 1192" * 
" Districts included are 1 13-45, 113-41, 1 13-38, 1 13-35, 113-37, 1 13-36, 1 13-44, 1 13-43, and 1 13-42. 
b Most recent year's data should be considered preliminary. 

Table 2. 	 Dungeness historical ten year average harvests for waters of 13-B north of Dorothy Narrows. 
(Proposal 17, 18, 33, 43, 44) Averages are calculated only from years where landin~s are 
reported. 

Average Average Average 
Catch in Number of Number of 

Season Pounds Permits Landings 

1972173 through 198 1/82 
1982183 through 199 1/92 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 17 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5.  



PROPOSAL 18 - 5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. Amend this section 
as follows: 

Reduce the subsistence possession limit to 10 Dungeness crab per person in the waters of area 13-B north 
of the latitude of Dorothy Narrows. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: The Dungeness crab population in the Sitka Sound area is small and the stocks are already 
depressed from over harvesting by commercial and personal use fishermen. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It has become increasingly difficult for residents of 

Sitka to obtain even small numbers of Dungeness crab for personal consumption in the customary and 
traditional crabbing areas in the northern portion of area 13-B, Sitka Sound and contiguous waters. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All visitors and residents of Sitka should benefit from the more 

equitable distribution of the Dungeness crab resource that would occur. 

There are approximately 1600 small boat owners in Sitka and their families who depend on the waters of 

Sitka Sound for their supply of Dungeness crab for their personal consumption. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Those few harvesters who have the equipment, technology, and good 
fortune to occasionally find large numbers of Dungeness crab prior to the weekend would suffer from this 
proposal. Currently with the low Dungeness crab population cycle, these individuals are few in number. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Consideration was given to leaving the subsistence possession 
limits as is. This was rejected because the Sitka Sound area is relatively small and is in close proximity to 
Sitka which has a large population of people interested in utilizing the local Dungeness resource. The current 
bag limit will continue to contribute to the over harvest of the resource. 

PROPOSED BY: Dale Kanen (HQ-93-F-35 1 ) 

(See Proposal #17 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 18 


Action: DEFERRED 


See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 19 - 5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY., 5 AAC 77.612. 
PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY ., and 5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS 
CRAB FISHERY. 

Require two, four, and three-eighths inch diameter escape rings for Southeast Alaska and Yakutat subsistenc~ 
and personal use Dungeness crab pots as follows: 

5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 

(X) In the southeast Alaska and Yakutat Areas, each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular 
escape rings of four and three-eighths inches minimum inside diameter on opposite sides of the pot 
and located on the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

5 AAC 77.612. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 

(X) In the Yakutat Area, each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of four and 
three-eighths inches minimum inside diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper 
half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 

(X) In the Southeast Alaska Area, each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of 
four and three-eighths inches minimum inside diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on 
the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

PROBLEM: Current regulations do not require escape rings in subsistence and personal use Dungeness crab 
pots although they are required for commercial pots. Escape rings are designed to allow free passage to 
females and sub-legal male crabs, allowing them to leave the pot and experience less handling stress. Also, 
if the pot is untended for long periods, at least the smaller males and females can leave the pot and avoid 
starvation or cannibalization. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Sub-legal males and females will be subject to higher 
levels of stress and cannibalism than they would if the escape rings were required. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The Dungeness crab stocks, and indirectly, the fishermen. who will 
have more crabs to catch in the future. Fishermen will also benefit because there will be fewer sm~111crabs 
to haul and sort. 

WHO IS LIMELY TO SUFFER? At least initially, all the people who must install escape rings will suffer 
a little, although it is usually quite easy to wire two escape rings into a pot or to attach them with hog rings. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-405) 
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S YNO PSIS 

This proposal requests adoption of regulations requiring installation of two, four and three-eighths inch inside- 
diameter escape rings on personal use and subsistence Dungeness crab pots in Southeast Alaska and Yakutat. 

BACKGROUND 

Escape rings for commercial Dungeness crab pots are metal rings with a four and three-eighths inch inside 
diameter, usually fabricated from one-eighths inch stainless steel rod. They are usually tied into the stainless 
mesh covering of the pot. Escape rings are sized to permit the escape of most female and sublegal male 
Dungeness crabs that enter Dungeness crab pots, while retaining all legal-sized crab (males with carapace 
widths of 6.5 inches or more). Escape rings have been required on commercial gear for many years and have 
been an effective means of passively reducing handling of non-legal Dungeness crabs and reducing mortality 
due to starvation or cannibalization by larger, more aggressive crabs. Escape rings operate in concert with 

the termination device requirement on commercial pots. Both are passive devices intended to reduce fishing 
mortality due to handling or retention. Non-commercial gear is required to have termination devices installed 
but not currently required to have escape rings. 

Commercial Dungeness crab gear is defined by the tunnel eye opening, which must be permanent and rigid 
and individually do not exceed 30 inches in perimeter. Non-commercial gear is not restricted in the same 
manner and is not specifically defined. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


Non-commercial gear is often untended for extended periods and use of escape rings would allow free 
passage to at least females and sublegal males, allowing them to escape starvation or cannibalization. Loss 
of legal males is factored into the general management strategy for Dungeness crabs and assumes that their 
loss to any fishing mortality is generally biologically, if not always legally, acceptable. This is definitely not 
true for females and sublegal males. All mortality on these segments of the stock are assumed to directly 
affect future recruitment and management intent is to minimize fishing mortality on them. Escape rings are 

one means of attaining this end. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

The probable effectiveness of this regulation would not require major alterations in the funding or activities 
of Fish and Wildlife Protection. Gear used in this fishery is passive and could readily be checked for 
compliance with an escape ring requirement. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant additional expenses or other expenditures are anticipated if this proposal is adopted. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Handling and retention mortality attributable to subsistence and personal use gear should be minimized. 

* Escape rings are a relatively inexpensive, effective means of passively sorting females and sublegal males. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

Subsistence regulations are combined for Southeast Alaska - Yakutat, as follows: 

5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. In the subsistence t a k i n ~  of Dungeness 
crab 



(6) each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of 4 3/8 inches minimum inside 
diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

Personal use regulations for Yakutat follow: 

5 AAC 77.612. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. In the personal use taking of Dungeness 
crab 

( 5 )  each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of 4 3/8 inches minimum inside 
diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

Personal use regulations for Southeast Alaska follow: 

5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. In the personal use taking of Dungeness 
crab 

15) each Dun~eness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of 4 3/8 inches minimum inside 
diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

Sport fish regulations for Southeast Alaska and Yakutat are part of the statewide provisions, as follows: 

5 AAC 75.035. SPORT FISHING GEAR FOR SHELLFISH. Unless otherwise provided by the area 
regulations in 5 AAC 46 - 5 AAC 70, shellfish may be taken only as follows: 

(4)(a) each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of 4 3/8 inches minimum inside 
diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 19 


Action: NO ACTION 


This proposal was withdrawn by staff due to enforcement concerns by Fish and Wildlife Protection. 
Protection felt that the provision could not be enforced because a dungeness pot is not defined. As a result. 
the board took no action. 



PROPOSAL 20 - 5 AAC 02.107. LIMITATIONS ON PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE SHELLFISH 
FISHERS., 5 AAC 38.134. CLOSED WATERS (for abalone)., and 5 AAC 38.1XX. CLOSED WATERS 
FOR SEA URCHINS. 

The following should be added to the Subsistence list: Sea urchins, abalone, sea cucumbers, king crab, brown 
crab, and Tanner crab. 

That any commercial usage of sea urchins, abalone, be closed in the Tebenkoff, Chatham, and Frederick 
Sound until definite studies by Fish and Game are done to determine the reproductive cycles is established. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: These are traditional usage area for these foods and with commercial harvesting running 
rampant, it is only a matter of time before the local subsistence users are shut out of this harvesting of their 
needs. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN Il? NOTHING IS DONE? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The natural resource itself. Insuring that everyone can benefit from 

the knowledge acquired by such a study. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Kake Advisory Committee 
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Title:" 5 AAC 02.107. Limitations on participation in subsistence shellfish fisheries, 5 AAC 
38.134. Closed waters (for abalone), and 5 AAC 38.1XX. Closed waters for sea 
urchins. 

Proposal Nos.: 20, 78, and 81 

Pages: 13, 49, and 50 

Proposed by: Kake Advisory Committee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Timothy Koeneman, Regional Shellfish Bioiogist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests that sea urchins, abalone, sea cucumbers, king crab, brown [king?] crab, and Tanner 
crab be added to the list of subsistence priority species in the customary and traditional subsistence use area 
around Kake. TRe proposal also would close commercial fisheries for sea urchins and abalone in Tebenkof 
Bay, and in the Kake customary and traditional use area which includes portions of Chatham Straits and 
Frederick Sound. It is assumed that the requested closure is limited to the commercial harvest of these 
species, with subsistence and personal use fisheries for abalone and sea urchins in this area to remaln open. 

BACKGROUND 

The customary and traditional use (C & T) waters for the Kake area are shown in Figure I .  These waters 
include portions of Chatham Straits, Frederick Sound, and Keku Straits. The area is defined in 5 AAC 02.107 
(g) as waters of Section 9-B north of the latitude of Point Ellis, in waters of District 10 west of a line from 
Pinta Point to Point Pybus, and in waters of District 5 north of 56'40' N. latitude. The Kake C & T area 
does not include Tebenkof Bay, which is requested for closure to commercial harvests of abalone and sea 
urchins. Shellfish species currently designated for subsistence priority use around Kake include ail shellfish 
except king crab, Tanner crab, and shrimp. Sea cucumbers, sea urchins, and abalone are already ~ncluded 
as subsistence priority species for the Kake C & T area. 

Background discussion for this proposal will be split into two parts. The first summarizes the historical. 
reported commercial catch of king crab, Tanner crab, sea urchins, abalone, and sea cucumbers from the Kake 
C & T area. These reports contain records from subdistricts corresponding to the Kake C & T area. except 



for a portion of subdistrict 110-21. The second part will discuss the request for closure of Tebenkof Bay to 
the commercial harvest of abalone and sea urchins. 

Historical Harvests 

Commercial catches of brown and red king crab, Tanner crab, and sea cucumbers have been reported from 
the waters included in the Kake C & T areas. Landings of brown king crab have been reported since the 
1976177 season but significant landings did not occur until the 198383 season when 46,718 pounds were 
landed by seven fishermen. The catch increased to a peak landing of nearly 500,000 pounds during the 
1986187 season. Since then, the brown king crab harvest has fluctuated between 195,000 to 344,000 pounds. 
This area is part of a very productive ground for brown king crab and these landings represent between 10 
and 50 percent of the seasonal brown king crab catches for southeast Alaska since the 1984185 season. 

Red king crab were reported caught in these waters before the fishery was closed in the 1985186 season. 
Landings since the 1975176 season fluctuated widely between less than 1,000 pounds and 65,000 pounds. 
This represented between less than one percent to about 23 percent of the southeast red king crab catch. 

Tanner crab landings have been reported for every season since 1970171, While the landings have fluctuated 
widely, there has been a general trend to more fishermen catching more Tanner crab over the past ten 
seasons. During this period, the Tanner crab fishery was increasingly restricted by management. Despite 
efforts to maintain a more stable level of exploitation of Tanner crabs, the number of pounds harvested from 
this area has generally increased, nearly doubling each season over the past three seasons to a record area 
catch of over 27'4,000 pounds harvested by 30 fishermen in the 1989190 season. This record catch represents 
slightly less than 14 percent of the region-wide total Tanner crab catch. 

Reported sea cucumber catches are limited to the 1990191 season, during which 45,400 pounds were reported 
landed by 13 fishermen. This catch represented about 2.6 percent of the region-wide total. 

Department records show no commercial harvests of sea urchins from this area. Reported harvests of abalone 
are limited to one season, 1985186, when a small percentage of the region-wide total was harvested by three 
or less fishermen. 

Commercial Landings Reported From Tebenkof Bay 

Brown king crab landings reported from Tebenkof Bay are limited to a single season, 1982183. by three or 
fewer fishermen. Only one red king crab landing was reported from Tebenkof Bay in 1989190 and this was 
probably misreported by a vessel fishing in closed waters. Tanner landings have been limited to two seasons. 
1983184 and 1989190 when only one fisherman reported a single landing. There was a small harvest of 
abalone in the 1980181 season reported from Tebenkof Bay. Twelve fishermen reported 49,600 pounds of 
sea cucumbers harvested during the 1990191 season. The department has no records of any commercial sea 
urchin harvests in Tebenkof Bay. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The proposal requests that "brown crab" (presumably brown king crab) be included as a subsistence priority 
species. Although extensive effort is expended commercially for this species around Kake, it is a deep water 
species of king crab that rarely occurs in depths less than 50 fathoms and usually inhabits depths in excess 
of 100 fathoms. As such, it is a difficult species to catch even with heavy commercial gear. 

Reported catches for sea urchins, sea cucumbers, and abalone are either limited to single seasons or are at 
low levels relative to the total regional catch. There have been no reported catches of sea urchins from either 
the Kake customary and traditional use area or Tebenkof Bay. While it is possible that a commercial fishery 
for this species may develop in this area, it would be permitted under very restrictive mana, mement measures 

including an approved management plan which would incorporate opportunities for public review and 
discussion. 

The reported catch of sea cucumbers during the 1990191 season from the Kake customary and traditional use 
area and Tebenkof Bay represented the initial harvests from these areas for this species. The fishery is 
currently managed in a much more restrictive manner than when these landings occurred and the Board 
recently adopted a comprehensive fishery management plan for the southeast Alaska sea cucumber fishery. 
The sea cucumber management plan contains provisions for closed areas (biological refuges) In several 
locations throughout southeast Alaska. These biological refuges are closed to commercial harvesting but are 
open to subsistence harvest using traditional methods and means. One of these biological refuges is located 
within the Kake customary and traditional use area in the Bay of Pillars and Rowan Bay (Figure 1) .  

The commercial abalone fishery reported a single landing in 1985186 from the Kake customary and traditional 
use area and a single landing in 1980181 from Tebenkof Bay. This may indicate that these two areas do not 
provide sufficient densities of abalone for commercial exploitation. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 
m 

Fish and Wildlife Protection may wish to elaborate on concerns for enforcement. An obvious concern is the 
difficulty of enforcing commercial closures of relatively small areas. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* Commercial Fisheries Division does not have sufficient biological data to determine the condition of local 
stocks of shellfish in the Kake C & T subsistence fishing area. The department considers this proposal 
an allocative issue and has no specific recommendation. 

* Subsistence Division will provide information on the historic and contemporary uses of shellfish species 
in this area. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. The proposal is sufficiently broad that it will require changes to a number of 
sections in the regulations, including those for personal use, subsistence, and commercial fisheries under 
chapters 34, 35, and 38 of the commercial fishing regulations, Chapter 2 of the subsistence regulations, and 
Chapter 77 of the personal use regulations. 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 20 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 21 - 5 AAC 02.1XX. SUBSISTENCE SCALLOP FISHERY. and 5 AAC 77.7XX. 
PERSONAL USE SCALLOP FISHERY. 

Establish bag and possession limits for subsistence and personal use harvest of rock, bay, and weathewane 
scallops in Southeast Alaska as follows:. 

5 AAC 02.1XX. SUBSISTENCE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the subsistence taking of rock (Hinnites sp.), 
bay (Chlamyssp),and weathervane (Pecten sp) scallops, the daily bag and possession limit is 20 scallops, 
of any species, in the aggregate. 

5 AAC 77.7XX.PERSONAL USE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the personal use taking of rock (Hinnites 

sp), bay (Chlamys sp), and weathervane (Pecten sp) scallops, the daily bag and possession limit is 20 
scallops, of any species, in the aggregate. 

PROBLEM: Proliferating efforts by personal use and subsistence divers are harvesting scallops as either 
directed or incidental catch over wider areas of Southeast Alaska. In addition, the expanding dive fisheries 
for sea urchins, sea cucumbers, geoducks, and abalone are exposing many previously isolated and remote 
populations of scallops to harvest by commercial divers operating under personal use provisions of the 
shellfish regulations. Most scallop species are very slow growing, long-lived, and exhibit highly variable 
recruitment. Many populations of rock scallops and weathervane scallops are discontinuous, limited in 
abundance and are subject to local depletion. Maintaining viable populations in high-use areas will become 
increasingly difficult without some limits on harvest. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Some scallop populations will likely be locall) 
depleted, particularly in the vicinity of larger communities or adjacent to major dive fisheries for geoducks, 
sea cucumbers, abalone, or other species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Long-term subsistence and personal use fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Infrequent or irregular users of the resource who depend on higher 
numbers to support their activities and commercial divep harvesting scallops incidental to their commercial .
harvests of abalone, geoducks, and sea cucumbers. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? No action: will result in local depletion of stocks in or around 
areas of high use. Prohibition on participation in personal use fisheries by commercially licensed and 
registered divers. Prohibition is probably harder to enforce than limits. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-39 1 )  
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Title: 	 Establish bag and possession limits for subsistence and personal use 
harvest of rock, bay, and weathervane scallops in Southeast Alaska 

Proposal No.: 

Page. 

Proposed by. 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: 	 Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 


Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 


SYNOPSIS 

The primary means of harvesting rock, bay, and weathervane scallops for personal use or subsistence is with 
diving gear. Recreational SCUBA diving is growing in Southeast Alaska. Commercial diving for various 
miscellaneous invertebrates species is also intensifying. Directed or incidental harvest of rock scallops 
(Hinnites sp), bay scallops (Chlamys sp), and weathewane scallops (Pecten sp) is being conducted by both 
recreational and commercial divers. 

BACKGROUND 

D 

Commercial dive fisheries for sea urchins, sea cucumbers, geoducks, and abalone are being conducted in 

hitherto isolated and remote locations which would not be ordinarily visited by divers. The increasing 
numbers of divers and widening of the distribution of diving effort are exposing scallops in many areas to 
increasing harvest levels. 

Scallop species are relatively slow-growing, long-lived, and exhibit highly variable recruitment. Rock 
scallops are generally found only along exposed coasts and are notably discontinuous in their distribution. 
Their numbers are limited and they are usually found in upper subtidal depths in areas of moderate surge. 
They are attached to the substrate, are highly visible when feeding, and very susceptible to local overharvest. 
Rock scallops seem to exhibit very slow growth and infrequent recruitment. 

Bay scallops are commonly found in the less than 40 feet of water, concentrated in sinall arelis of suitable 
habitat. Bay scallops are found in fair abundance in some areas but their very abundance in some areas 
attracts heavy harvest by divers. They are more generally distributed than rock sciillops or weathervune 
scallops. 



Weathervane scallops attain the largest size among the three. They are found on sandy substrates in the 
subtidal zone but are more abundant at greater depths. Their known distribution in Southeast Alaska includes 
offshore stocks with commercial potential and smaller, isolated populations in a few areas in more protected 
bays and waterways. Weathervane scallops may enjoy a depth refuge because a large part of the reproductive 
population occurs in waters too deep for recreational diving but those individuals that occur in shallower 
water are easily collected by divers. At fully mature size, weathervane scallops appear to be fairly sessile. 
Although they can move from location to location by rapidly opening and closing their shells, they do not 
seem to move very far. Local depletion of the shallow water portion of stocks may occur. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Harvest of scallops by divers is a conservation issue, as there are no commercial harvests for these species 
in inshore waters. The only commercial harvest, by scallop dredge for weathervane scallops, is limited to 
remote, offshore waters and depths unattainable by recreational divers. There is a conservation concern 
because of the general life history of scallops, their vulnerability to harvest by divers, and their often limited 
distribution. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

To meet the intentions of these proposed regulations, on-board shucking, processing, and stockpiling of meats 
must be prohibited. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL. NOTE 

No significant additional expenditures of funds or resources are anticipated if this proposal is adopted. 
C 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Recreational and commercial dive activities are expanding in Southeast Alaska. 

* Scallops are highly desirable species either deliberately sought or incidentaily retained by divers. 

* Harvest of scallops is not subject to daily or possession limits. 

'"callops are long-lived, slowly growing, and slow moving or sessile. Scallops exhibit highly variable 
recruitment. These characteristics are common in species in which a few year classes [make LIP a 



disproportionate segment of the unexploited stock. Such species are often very susceptible to overharvest 
and take many years to recover. There is particular concern for rock scallops, which occur in shallow 
depths, sessile and subject to local depletion. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

It the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 02.140. SUBSISTENCE SCALLOP FISHERY. (a) In the subsistence tak1n.z of rock scallops 
(Hinnites sp), bay scallops (Chlamvs sp), and weathervane scallops (Pecten sp), the daily bag and possession 
limit is 20 scallops, of any species, in the aggregate, of which no more than 5 may be rock scallops and no 
more than 10 may be weathervane scallops; and 

(b) until a scallop has been processed or prepared for human consumption, no person may mutilate or 
otherwise disfigure it in any manner that would prevent the determination of its species or obscure the 
number of harvested individuals. 

5 AAC 4'7.659. PERSONAE USE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the personal use taking of rock scallops 
(Hinnites sp), bay scallops (Chlamvs sp), and weathemane scallops (Pecten sp), the daily bag and possession 
limit is 20 scallops, of any species, in the aggregate, of which no more than 5 may be rock scallops and no 
more than 10 may be weathervane scallops; and 

(b) until a scallop has been processed or prepared for human consumption, no person may mutilate or 
otherwise disfigure it in any manner that would prevent the determination of its species or obscure the 
number of harvested individuals. 

The Sport Fish regulation on bag and possession limits follows: 

5 AAC 49.020. BAG LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS, AND SIZE LIMITS. (a) Except as provided in (b) 
of this section, bag limits, possession limits, and size limits are as follows: Rock, bay, and weathervane 
scallops, in combination; Bag limit: 20 in the aggregate, of which no more than 5 mav be rock scallops and 
no more than 10 may be weathervane scallops; Possession limit: 20 in the aopregate. of which no more than 
5 may be rock scallops and no more than 10 may be weathervane scallops: Size limit: None. 

i f )  until a scallop has been processed or prepared for human consumpt~on. no person lnuv nu ti late or 
otherwise disfigure it in any manner that would prevent the determination of its species or obscure the number 
of harvested individuals. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 21 


Action: NO ACTION 

The board discussed this proposal and decided to take no action and to take up this issue under Proposal 35. 



PROPOSAL 22 - 5 AAC 02.107. LIMITATIONS ON PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE SHELLFISH 
FISHERIES. Amend this regulation to provide the following: 

Restore 50 legal size abalone per day. 

Currently the subsistence abalone bag limit is 50 per day. The personal use abalone bag limit in Section 13-B 
north of Dorothy Narrows is 20 per day. Therefore, for Sitka residents to qualify for the subsistence bag 
limits, the Board of Fisheries must find that residents of Sitka have customary and traditional use of abalone 
and amend this regulation so Sitka residents may participate in the subsistence abalone fishery. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Severe restrictions and reductions in bag limits of subsistence take of abalone. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Bag limits as proposed are not subsistence at all 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence harvesters. 

.WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? We oppose any economic considerations to any subsistence use 
and take. 


PROPOSED BY: ANB Advisory Boards - Sitka (HQ-93-F-348) 
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S YNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal would establish that residents of Sitka have customary and traditional use of abalone. 
This would allow residents of Sitka to harvest abalone under the subsistence regulations with a daily bag limit 
of 50 abalone. Currently, abalone may only be harvested under personal use regulations in the Sitka area 
with a daily bag limit of 20 abalone. 

BACKGROUND 

Two years ago, during the spring 1989 Shellfish Board meeting, a regulation was adopted to reduce the 
personal-use abalone bag limit, in Section 13-B north of Dorothy Narrows (Figure 1 )  from 50 to 20. The 
area has been closed to the commercial harvest of abalone by regulation since 1979. Deferred proposal 22 
asks the Board to find that residents of Sitka have customary and traditional use of abalone. The subsistence 
daily bag and possession limit for abalone is 50 per day under existing regulations. 

IMANAGE~MENTISSUES 

Information about the general abundance of abalone in this area is lacking. Conversations with local users 
indicate that the pressure for abalone is increasing and it is becoming increasingly difficult to find harvestable 
quantities of abalone. 

Sea otters are becoming an increasing threat to the abalone population in the Sitka area. Sea otters are 
rapidly expanding their range and large numbers of them are now making their home in Sitka Sound. I t  is 



known that abalone are a favored prey item of sea otters and the population, regardless of regulations, can 
be expected to decline in the future. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The Department lacks the necessary abundance data on abalone to recommend a bag limit in Sitka Sound. 
However, anecdotal information indicates that abalone are becoming increasingly difficult to find in Sitka 
Sound. In addition, sea otters may be threatening the local abalone populations in Sitka Sound. 

* The Division of Subsistence will provide the Board with information on customary and traditional uses 
of abalone in the Sitka area. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 02.108. CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL SUBSISTENCE USES OF SHELLFISH 
STOCKS. The Alaska Board of Fisheries finds that the following shellfish stocks are customarily and 
traditionally taken or used for subsistence: 

(4) abalone 

{A) in the waters of Section 13-B north of the latitude of Dorothy Narrows. 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 22 

Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 23 - 5 AAC 46.035. METHODS AND MEANS., 5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS AND 
GENERAL RESTRICTIONS. and 5 AAC 02.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL 
RESTRICTIONS. 

Abalone Harvest Areas: Take the existing area of 3-B that is closed to commercial harvest, draw a line east 
west dividing it into half, and flip a coin to decide witch half to close to harvest by diving gear. 

PROBLEM: The people that want to pick abalone at low tide have a reduced chance of success if they must 
compete with some one using diving gear. You need a high concentration of abalone in one place to force 
the abalone above the low tide mark so that you can pick them off the beach. When the divers keep hitting 
the hot spots you don't get that kind of concentrations often. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Nothing. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Beach pickers. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. There is plenty of abalone in either area for both. It is just 
a matter of making it available to the beach pickers. It will probably make the divers have to work a little 
harder. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Banning diving gear for sport or subsistence harvest all to gather. 
Rejected as unnecessarily restrictive. Spot closures of beaches. Rejected as too complicated to enforce. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: Likely future predation patterns and convenience to town. 

PROPOSED BY: James B. Dennis (HQ-93-F-34) 

Same as Proposals #36 and #200 
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Title. 	 Close a portion of Section 3-B to the harvest of abalone using dive gear (same 
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Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

Proposal 23 would prevent the use of diving gear to harvest abalone in a portion of Section 3-B near the 
towns of Craig and Klawock for subsistence, personal use and sport fisheries. This proposal was also 
submitted under the personal use (#36) and sport (#200) sections. 

BACKGROUND 

Due mainly to concerns raised by local residents in the Craig/Klawock area regarding adequate abundance 
levels for the subsistence harvest of abalone, a portion of Section 3-B (Figure 1)  on the west coast of Prince 
of Wales Island was closed to the commercial harvest of abalone in 1979. The relative health and stock 
abundance of local stocks of abalone in this area is unknown. The department conducts no stock assessment 
program for abalone in southeast Alaska due to a lack of funding. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Current management measures in the subsistence fishery include a possession limit of 50 abalone with a shell 
length of at least three inches (except in District 13 where the size limit is 3.5 inches). In the personal use 
fishery, the possession limit is 50, three-inch abalone (except in Sitka Sound north of Dorothy Narrows the 
possession limit is 20, 3.5 inch abalone). In the sport fishery, the possession limit is five three inch abalone 

(except in District 13 where the possession limit is five 3.5 inch abalone). Abalone may be taken by abalone 
irons, diving gear or by hand. The use of diving gear is much more efficient than hand picking because 
fishermen are not restricted to minus tides and divers can exploit a much greater range of abalone habitat. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSZONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The Department views this proposal as allocative and has no specific recommendations. 
* The Department expects there will be a continuing increase in fishing pressure on the region's abalone 

stocks. 
* The Department lacks adequate information to estimate the numbers of abalone within Section 3-B. 
* Sea otters are believed to have reduced the numbers of abalone in at least a portion of Section 3-8. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

In 1991, the Board closed a portion of Section 3-B to the personal use/subsistence/sport harvest of sea 
cucumbers with diving gear (Figure 1). If this proposal is adopted the Board might wish to consider 
implementing a similar or identical closure line (see regulatory language below) for the personal 
use/subsistence/sport abalone fishery rather than "dividing the area in half and then flipping a coin" as this 
proposal recommends. 

5 AAC 02.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL RESTRICTIONS. (a) Unless otherwise 
provided in this title, the following are legal types of gear for subsistence fishing: 

( 5 )  abalone may not be taken with the use of diving gear in Section 3-B in those waters east of n line 
from the southernmost tip of St. Phillips Island to the southernmost tip of Point Anirnas to the 
northernmost tip of Cape Flores. 

5 AAC 46.035. METHODS AND MEANS. (i) Shellfish may be taken only as follows: 

(4) abalone may be taken by abalone irons, diving gear, or by hand except that abalone mav not be taken 
with the use of diving gear in Section 3-B in those waters east of n line from the southernmost tip of  St. 

Phillips Island to the southernmost tip of Point Animas to the northernmost tip of Cape Flores. 



5 AAC 77.670. PERSONAL USE ABALONE FISHERY. In the personal use taking of abalone 

( 5 ) abalone may be taken by abalone irons, diving gear, or by hand except that abalone may not be taken 
with the use of diving gear in Section 3-3  in those waters east of a line from the southernmost tip of St. 

Phillips Island to the southernmost tip of Point Animas to the northernmost tip of Cape Flores. 



Proposal 23, 36 k 200 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 23 


Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 

Note: The closure of part of Section 3-B to abalone dive gear was addressed under. personal use proposal 
#23 and failed. 



PROPOSAL 200 - 5 AAC 46.035. METHODS AND MEANS ., 5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS AND 
GENERAL RESTRICTIONS. and 5 AAC 02.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL 
RESTRICTIONS. 

Abalone Harvest Areas: Take the existing area of 3-B that is closed to commercial harvest, draw a line east 
west dividing it into half, and flip a coin to decide witch half to close to harvest by diving gear. 

PROBLEM: The people that want to pick abalone at low tide have a reduced chance of success if they must 
compete with some one using diving gear. You need a high concentration of abalone in one place to force 
the abalone above the low tide mark so that you can pick them off the beach. When the divers keep hitting 

the hot spots you don't get that kind of concentrations often. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Nothing. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Beach pickers. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. There is plenty of abalone in either area for both. It is just 

a matter of making it available to the beach pickers. It will probably make the divers have to work a little 
harder. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Banning diving gear for sport or subsistence harvest all to gather. 
Rejected as unnecessarily restrictive. Spot closures of beaches. Rejected as too complicated to enforce. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: Likely future predation patterns and convenience to town. 

PROPOSED BY: James B. Dennis (HQ-93-F-34) 

(See proposal 23 for briefing document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL, 200 


Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PROPOSAL 529 - 5 AAC 02.110. SUBSISTENCE SHRIMP FISHERY and 5 AAC 77.660. PERSONAL 
USE SHRIMP FISHERY. Amend these two regulations to provide the following: 

Pot gear for shrimp fishing in the Southeast Area shall have no less than one and three-quarter inch stretched 
mesh, and to be hung as to let a seven-eights round to pass through the web. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This proposal is a carry over from the January 1991 meeting. 


PROBLEM: Web size regulation on shrimp pots to be used by subsistence fishermen, personal use 

fishermen, and on sport fishermen, in statistical Area A. The one and three-quarter inch mesh size would 
bring this group into line with the commercial gear regulations. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The subsistence, sport, and personal use fishermen 
will continue to take small male shrimp before they can mature and be fertile females, if not allowed to 
mature, these shrimp will never get a chance to reproduce. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Everyone who uses shrimp. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Only those who blame the commercial fishermen for the decline of stock 

in some areas, to continue to use small we6 to take young shrimp before they can reproduce. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 


PROPOSED BY: Don Wells (HQ-93-F-503) 
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Title: 	 Subsistence and personal use shrimp pot gear in Southeast Alaska shall comply with 
commerciai shrimp pot mesh requirements. 

Proposal No.. 

Page: 	 Deferred proposal, supplemental 

Proposed by: 	 Don Wells 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: 	 Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist; Juneau 


Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 


S YNOPSZS 

This proposal requests conformity of subsistence and personal use shrimp pot mesh provisions with existing 
requirements for commercial gear. There are currently no specifications for webbing on subsistence, sport, 
and personal use shrimp pot gear in Southeast Alaska. 

BACKGROUND 

Commercial fisheries regulations require a minimum mesh of 1 and 314 inches on two sides of each pot hung 
to permit the free passage of a 12 inch long, 314 inch wooden dowel. This regulation was intended to 
conserve the spot prawn (Pandaius platyceros) resource in heavily fished areas by enhancing escape of males 
and transitionals through the mesh. This passive sorting measure seems to work. However, the mesh passes 
almost all sizes of other species of shrimp. As a result, the commercial fishery is essentially a spot prawn 
fishery. 

Use of construction material in non-commercial gear is unrestricted. Solid-walled, cloth-paneled, or lneshed 
pots are legal gear. Non-commercial gear often retains coonstripe, sidestripe, and pink shrimp and rnales and 
transitional sizes of spot prawns, along with larger female spot prawns. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The primary management issue is to provide sufficient opportunity for the most heavily exploited spot prawn 
stocks to reproduce and continue recruiting into the fishery. In the absence of management ~issessments and 



stock status data for this species, the minimum mesh requirement is one of the few means of minimizing 
handling of small spot prawns. 

In areas of high effort, regardless of the user group, minimum mesh requirements would provide a continued 
measure of protection for spot prawns, the species predominantly targeted by all users. In other areas, it is 
probably unnecessary to restrict mesh size or material in non-commercial gear. Adoption of this proposal 

would essentially preclude personal use, subsistence, and sport use of coonstripe, sidestripe, and pink shrimp. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Further elaboration on enforcement issues can be provided by Fish and Wildlife Protection. Implementation 
of regulations resulting from adoption of this proposal will require active public contact. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Commercial Fisheries Management and. Development Division remains neutral on this proposal because 
of insufficient data to project the probable effects on shrimp stocks of a mesh change in non-commercial 
shrimp pot gear. 

* Adoption of this proposal would essentially preclude harvest of pink, coonstripe, and sidestripe shrimp 
by non-commercial gear. 

* Similar proposals have been submitted in the past by Fish and Wildlife Protection and have been rejected. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt this proposal; the following regulatory wording is suggested: 

5 AAC 02.110. XXX. (X) Each shrimp pot operated in Area A must be entirely covered with net webbinc 
or rigid mesh. At least two opposing sides of the pot must have a webbed panel of a m i n i r n u ~ ~ ~  stretch of  
one and three-quarter inches. The webbing of the panels must be hung to allow the passace of 11 715'' woocien 



dowel 12" long. Upon insertion into the web, the dowel must drop completely through the web without force 
by its own weight. except that, 

IA) the mesh on the top and bottom of a pot utilizing a bottom drawstring closure is not required to allow 
the passage of a seven-eights inch diameter dowel; 
(B) the webbing used in the pot tunnel is not required to comply with the specifications in this section; 
(C) in waters of Lituya Bay enclosed by a line from the easternmost tip of Harbor Point to the 
southernmost tip of LaChaussee Spit there is not minimum mesh size. and 
ID) pots that do not have a definable side, including round pots, must have, in compliance with paragraph 
(6) above, neb webbing or rigid mesh panels covering a minimum of 50 percent of the vertical or near- 
vertical surface of the pot. 

5 AAC 77.660. PERSONAL USE SHRIMP FISHERY. (4) Each shrimp pot operated in Area A must be 
entirely covered with net webbing or rigid mesh. At least two opposing sides of the pot must have a webbed 
panel of a minimum stretch of one and three-quarter inches. The webbirig of the panels must be hung to 
allow the passage of a 1918" wooden dowel 12" long. Upon insertion into the web, the dowel must drop 
completely through the web without force by its ow%weight, except that, 

(A) the mesh on the top and bottom of a pot utilizing a bottom drawstring closure is not required to allow 
the passage of a seven-eights inch diameter dowel; 
(B) the webbing used in the pot tunnel is not required to comply with the specifications in this section: 
IC) in waters of Lituya Bay enclosed by a line from the easternmost tip of Harbor Point to the 
southernmost tip of LaChaussee Spit there is not minimum mesh size, and 
(D) pots that do not have a definable side, including round pots, must have, in compliance with paragraph 
16) above, neb webbing or rigid mesh panels covering a minimum of 50 percent of the vertical or near- 
vertical surface of the pot. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 529 


Action: DEFERRED 

See discussion under Proposal #5. 



PERSONAL USE ISSUES 


PROPOSAL A - 5 AAC 77.682. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY. 


(g) Salmon may be taken by gear listed in 5 AAC 01.010 (a) except as may be restricted on a personal 
use fishing permit and except as follows: 

(2) set gillnets may not be used to take salmon except 

(D)in Yes Bay, north of a line from Bluff Point to Syble Point, except within 500 vards of the 
terminus of Wolverine Creek. The personal use permit holder shall be physically present at the 
net while it is in operation; 

PROBLEM: At the Board of Fisheries meeting on subsistence proposals in Anchorage in February of 1993, 
the Board adopted a regulation allowing personal use fishermen to use set gillnets in Yes Bay in Section 1-D 
near Ketchikan. Prior to passage of this regulation, only drift gillnet gear was allowed in this fishery. 

In the staff proposal submitted to the Board, the department proposed closing an area within 500 yards of 
the terminus of Wolverine Creek, the outlet stream of McDonald Lake. This closure was necessary to ensure 
that escapements of sockeye salmon to McDonald Lake were achieved. Unfortunately, errors were made in 
the final editing of the regulation adopted by the Board. The regulation that was eventually published states: 

(2) set gillnets may not be used to take salmon except 

(D) set gillnets may be used in Yes Bay within 500 yards of the terminus of Wolverine Creek. 

This regulation should have specified that set gillnets could be used in Yes Bay except with~n 500 yards of 
the terminus of Wolverine Creek. In addition, a requirement specifying that the permit holder must be 
physically present at the net while it is in operation was omitted from the final regulation. The proposal 
being submitted by the departiment would correct these errors. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The department continue issuing personal use fishing 
permits for Yes Bay that are in conflict with published regulations state the area within 500 yards of 
Wolverine Creek is closed to personal use fishing even though the published rezulation states otherwise. This 
will cause confusion and make enforcement of the area closure difficult. 

WHO IS LIMELY TO BENEFIT? Personal use fishermen will benefit because the regulations will be less 
confusing. This proposal would make enforcement easier since it would require fishermen to be physically 
present during the operation of a net. The 500-yard closure at the terminus of Wolverine Creek woilld be 
marked with Fish and Game regulatory markers and the closed area would also be listed on person~il use 
permits. 



WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: Allow the use of set gill nets in Yes Bay, except within 500 yards of the terminus 
of Wolverine Creek, and require the permit holder to be physically present at the net 

while it is in operation. 

Proposal No. Proposal A 

Page Supplemental Proposal 

Proposed by:  Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Philip Doherty, Ketchikan Area Management Biologist 

S YNOPSZS 

This is a housekeeping proposal that was submitted by the department to correct an error in a regulation 
previously adopted by the Board. At the Board of Fisheries meeting on subsistence proposals in Anchorage 
in February of 1993, the Board adopted a regulation allowing personal use fishermen to use set gillnets in 
Yes Bay in Section 1-D near Ketchikan. Prior to passage of this regulation, only drift gill net gear was 
allowed in this fishery. In the staff proposal submitted to the Board, the department proposed closing an area 
within 500 yards of the terminus of Wolverine Creek, the outlet stream of McDonald Lake. T h ~ s  closure was 
necessary to ensure that escapements of sockeye salmon to McDonald Lake were achieved. Unfortunately, 
errors were made in the final regulation adopted by the Board. The regulation that was eventually published 
states: 

(2) set gill nets may not be used to take salmon except 

(D) set gillnets may be used in Yes Bay within 500 yards of the terminus of Wolverine Creek. 

This regulation should have specified that set gillnets could be used in Yes Bay except within 500 yards of 

the terminus of Wolverine Creek. In addition, a requirement specifying that the permit holder ~nusrbe 

physically present at the net while i t  is in operation was omitted from the final regulation. The proposal 
being submitted by the department would correct these errors. 



BACKGROUND 


Drift gill nets are currently legal gear for personal use fishing in Yes Bay. This fishery targets on sockeye 
salmon returning to McDonald Lake in West Behm Canal (Figure 1) and is the only area near Ketchikan 
where gill nets are allowed for personal use. Gill nets are allowed because of the large run of sockeye 
salmon to McDonald Lake, the predominance of sockeye salmon in Yes Bay versus other species, and the 
deep water nature of Yes Bay which make other gear unsuitable. 

There is also a sport fishing lodge located in Yes Bay and boat traffic is often heavy. The use of drift gill 
nets in Yes Bay has caused considerable conflicts between personal use fishermen and lodge users. Often 
the strong tidal action in Yes Bay make control of the gill nets difficult and they become a hazard to 
navigation. If the gill nets were allowed to be anchored or allowed to be tied off to the shore, some of the 
conflicts maybe lessened. Existing regulations would need to be amended to allow this to occur. 

The department also proposes to close the terminus of Wolverine Creek, the outlet stream of McDonald Lake. 
This would further reduce conflicts between recreational and personal use fishermen and provide increased 
protection for spawning sockeye salmon. The lodge is located adjacent to the stream mouth. 

Finally, this proposal also calls for the permit holder to be physically present at the net site while the net IS 

in operation. In the past, nets have been allowed to drift in Yes Bay with no one closely attending them. 
This has also caused conflicts between boaters and fishermen. Without the permit holder present durlng the 
operation of the net, the potential for exceeding the sockeye limit is increased. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The amount of sockeye salmon harvested in Yes Bay has been based on stock abundance. The use of set 
.gill nets would not change the management of the personal use fishery in this area. By closing the mouth 
of the stream, some added protection would be given to the returning sockeye. Being physically present 
while the net is in operation would help fishermen to stay within the established sockeye limits. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

This proposal may make enforcement easier since it would require fishermen to be physically present during 
the operation of a net. The 500-yard closure at the terminus of Wolverine Creek would be marked with Fish 
and Game regulatory markers and the closed area would also be listed on personal use permits. 



FISCAL NOTE 


None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal would not limit the personal use fishery in Yes Bay. It is intended to minimize gear 
conflicts and provide for a more orderly fishery. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 77.682. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY. 

(g) Salmon may be taken by gear listed in 5 AAC 01.010 (a) except as may be restricted on a personal 
use fishing permit and except as follows: 

(2) set gill nets may not be used to take salmon except 

(D) in Yes Bay, north of a line from Bluff Point to Syble Point, except within 500 yards of the 
terminus of Wolverine Creek. The personal use permit holder shall be physicallv present at the 
net while it is in operation; 



F i g u r e  1. Location of McDonald Lake and Ye3 Bay. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL A 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

This proposal was housekeeping in nature. The board adopted this regulation during its March 1993 meeting. 
However, an error in transposing the board's intent lead to incorrect language being submitted for the final 
regulations. The board passed the corrected proposal unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL A 


5 AAC 77.682. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY 

(g)(2)(D) set gillnets may be used in Yes Bay north of a line from Bluff Point to Syble Point, except within 
500 yards of the terminus of Wolverine Creek; the personal use permit holder shall be physically present 
at the gillnet while it is in operation. 



PROPOSAL 27 - 5 AAC 01.670. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. and 5 AAC 77.628. 
PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY. 

Establish a requirement that no more than two-thirds of any stream in Yakutat may be blocked by subsistence 
and personal use nets, as follows: 

5 AAC 01.670. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. 

(d) Any gillnet or seine used for subsistence fishing may not block more than two-thirds of any stream. 

5 AAC 77.628. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY 

(g) A gillnet used for personal use fishing may not exceed 50 fathoms in length, and no net may block 
more than two-thirds of any stream. 

PROBLEM: The blocking of more than two-thirds of a stream by subsistence and personal use salmon nets. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF' NOTHING IS DONE? The salmon stocks of some streams may be 
overharvested. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All fishers as this proposed regulation should help ensure spawning 
escapements are achieved. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. Subsistence and personal use fishers will still be able to 

effectively harvest salmon. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal # 8 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 27 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

This proposal was adopted based on actin taken on Proposal 8 to ensure consistent regulations. 



ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 27 


5 AAC 77.628. PERSONAL USE SALMON FISHERY. 

(g) A gillnet used for personal use fishing may not exceed 50 fathoms in length, and may not block more 
than two-thirds of any stream width. 



PROPOSAL 29 - 5 AAC 77.672. PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY. 

(7) Herring may not be taken in Auke Bay, east of a line from the mouth of Waydelich Creek to a 
department marker located one-fourth mile south of the mouth of Auke Creek from April 1 through May 
31. 

PROBLEM: Under current regulations residents can put a personal use herring net in Auke Bay throughout 
the year. These nets are frequently left out overnight, and sometimes several days before being checked. 
These nets are also effective in catching incidental species such as immature salmon, anadromous Dolly 
Varden, and cutthroat trout. Auke Lake is a major over-wintering lake for a number of Dolly Varden stocks 
in northern Southeast Alaska. Auke Bay is closed to sport fishing for Dolly Varden from April 1 through 
May 31 to protect these stocks as they outmigrate from Auke Lake. Reducing the incidental catch of Doily 
Varden in personal use herring nets would provide additional protection to these stocks. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Incidental catches of immature salmon, and 
anadromous Dolly Varden and cutthroat trout will continue to occur in this fishery from April 1 through May 
31. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All users of the resource. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Residents who want to personal use fish for hemng with gill nets from 
April 1 through May 31. 

OTNER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED: Prohibiting the use of hemng gill nets throughout the year was 
considered and rejected because it was unnecessarily restrictive. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-376) 
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i'itie: 5 AAC 77.672. PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY. Close Auke Bay to 
personal use herring fshing from April 1 - May 31. 

Proposal No. 29 

Page 18 

Proposed by: Alaska Depamnent of Fish and Game 

Sport Fisheries 
Division Author: Mikt Bethers, Area Management Biologist, Sport Fish Division, Juneau 



5 AAC 77.672. PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY. Close Auke Bay to lirle: 
personal use herring fishmg from April 1 - May. 31. 

Proposal No. 29 

Page 18 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would close the personal use herring fishery Auke Bay east in a line from the mouth of 
Waydelich Creek to a department marker one-fourth mile sou& of the mouth of Auke Creek from April 

1 through May 31. 

BACKGROUND 

Auke Bay is located approximately 12 miles north of Juneau on the Juneau road syaexn and is a popdar 

place to fish for hemng. Gillnas are the preferred method for catching herring. Nets are 'mically 
anached to the extensive harbor float system and left for extended periods of time unattended. Nets often 
intercept large numbers of Dolly Varden char while fishing for herring. 

Historically, large nurnbta of herring enread Auke Bay in the spring, however more recently, the 
number and size of herring utilizing the head sf Auke Bay has dropped dramatically. This may be due 

to decreased herring abundance, extensive harbor development or some other factor. 

Dolly Varden char that art being inmercepttd are typically recent ouunigrants from Auke Lake which is 
located adjacent to the boat harbor. 

The area identified in this proposal is closed to spon fishing for Dolly Varden from April 1 to May 31 

to protect the newly ouanigrant Dolly Varden when they are especially vuinerabie to harvest. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The personal use hemng fishery in Auke Bay took less than a few tons of herring during the best of 

years. More rtcently, the harvest has amounted from several buckets full to several hundred pounds. 
Juneau area hening stocks art  currently depressed and the minimum threshold for a commercial fishery 
has not been attained since 1982. The local stock is not in jeopardy due to local p e r s o d  use harvest. 

Dolly Varden char being intercepted in personal use herring nets in Auke Bay are typically recent 
ourmigrants from Auke Lake. The Auke Lake drainage is one of two large lake systems in the Juneau 
area closed to Dolly Varden fishing year round to protect Dolly Varden stocks. 



5 AAC 77.672. PERSONALUSE HERRING FISHERY. Close Auke Bay toEtle: 
personal use herring fishing from April 1 - May 31. 

Proposal No. 29 

Page 18 

The numbers of Dolly Varden outmigrating Auke lake range from 3,052 to 7,230 with an average of 
5,445 fish annually. 

The number of Dolly Varden taken in the Auke Bay personal use herring nets has not been officially 
determined. However, it w d d  amount to several hundred fish in some years. In some recent years, the 
catch of Dolly Varden in some nets may have exceeded the catch of herring. In recent years, most of 
the herring utilizing Auke Bay arc small and many go through typical personal use herring nets. 

The remainder of the Juneau area would remain open to personal use herring fisheries. 

An alternative to this proposed regulation would be to prohibit the use of herring gillnets in this area but 
leave it open to other types of gear that would not impact Dolly Vanien populations. i.e. beac:. seines 
and hemng jigs. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Adoption of this proposal would not have major impacts on responsibilities of F. & W.P 

FISGU. NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that the Board adopt proposal no. 29 and close the personal use herring fishery in the 
head of Auke Bay from April 1 through May 31. Or as an alternative, close the area to the use of 
personal use herring nets from April 1 through May 31. 



Erie: 5 AAC 77.672. PWlSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY. Close Auke Bay to 

personal use herring fishing from April 1 - May 31. 

Proposal No. 29 

Page 18 

RECULATORYLANGUAGE 

If the Board chooses to close the Auke Bay herring personal use fihery, the regulation would appear 
under 5 AAC 77.672 PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY as foilows: 

5 AAC 77.64 PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY 

(7) Herring may not be taken in Auke Bay, east of a line from the mouth of Waydelich Creek 
to a department marker located one-fourth mile south of the mouth of Auke Creek from April 1 through 
May 31. 

If the Board chooses to close this area to the use of hening gillnets, the reguiatisn would read: 

5 AAC 77.672 PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY 

(X) Herring may not be taken by gill nets in Auke Bay. East of a line from the mouth of 
Waydelich Creek to a department marker one-founh mile south of the mouth of Auke Creek from April 
1 through May 31. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 29 


Action: ADOPTED 7 - 0 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 29 


5 AAC 77.672. PERSONAL USE HERRING FISHERY. 

(7) Hemng may not be taken in Auke Bay, east of a line from the mouth of Waydelich Creek to a 
department marker located one-fourth mile south of the mouth of Auke Creek, from April I through May 
31. 



PROPOSAL 31 - 5 AAC 01.710. FISHING SEASONS AND PERIODS., 5 AAC 01.715 (F). 
LIMITATIONS ON PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE FINFISH FISHERIES., 5 AAC 46.010. BAG 
LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS, AND SIZE LIMITS., and 5 AAC 77.674. PERSONAL USE BOTTOM 
FISHERY. 

Lingcod may be taken within the area waters bounded on the northwest by a line between Klockachef Pt. and 
Cape Georgians (COLREGS demarcation line 82.173.)B Salisbury Sound); bounded on the northeast by the 
entrance of Rose Channel at Povorotni Island and east of a line from Sitka Point on Kruzof Island to Frosty 
Reef only between May 1 and December 1 unless closed by emergency order. The ADF&G shall allow a 
bycatch of up to 10% in fisheries for other species within this area. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 1991/1992 board cycle. (A Customary and 
Traditional Finding will be needed to implement a subsistence fishery.) 

PROBLEM: Establish a lingcod fishing season in the Sitka Sound area. The spawning season for lingcod 
occurs between December and April. Females deposit eggs in areas of shallow waters less than 25 fathoms. 
The eggs form large clusters and attach to bottom rocks. Male lingcod g ~ a r d  these nests of otherwise 
unprotected eggs and during this time are extremely protective and aggressive and are easily captured by any 
hook and lure. Once this guard male is removed, his nests of now unprotected eggs become easy prey by 
any number of egg eating fish and invertebrates. The loss of one male lingcod during this time period results 
invariably in the destruction of the entire clutch of eggs laid by its mate for the entire year. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? There has been a dramatic drop in the occurrence of 
lingcod in the Sitka Sound area and surrounding waters during the past three years. This drop could be 
occurring primarily due to an increased directed fishery for lingcod during the time of year when males guard 
egg nests. Further reductions are probable since egg mortality is dramatically increased when male lingcod 
are removed. It is easy to foresee the depression of lingcod to such low levels so as to be detrimental to all 
users of this fish species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All lingcod fisherman, both commercial and non-commercial in the long 
term due to increased reproductive success of this fish species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Possibly fishermen who are currently targeting on lingcod during the 
spawning season when the aggressive males are most vulnerable to capture. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Depth restriction were considered, however, this system has been 

tried for the past year and proved totally ineffective. It is strictly an honor system and virtually impossible 
to enforce. This option was rejected especially in light of the outlook that only one protection officer will 
be stationed in Sitka for the foreseeable future. 

PROPOSED BY: Ben Mitchell (HQ-93-F-340) 

(See Proposal #15 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 31 


Action: NO ACTION 

This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 15. The Board decided to address this issue when staff 
proposal on lingcod were addressed later in the meeting. 



PROPOSAL 32 - 5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY., 5 AAC 32.150. 
AREA A CLOSED WATERS., 5 AAC 46.020. BAG LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS,AND SIZE LIMITS., 
and 5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. Amend these regulations to provide 
the following: 

The ADF&G shall take immediate action in Southern Southeast Alaska to increase Dungeness crab 
abundance. Such action might be to: 1) Close or reduce or limit commercial Dungeness crab harvest, or 2) 
CIose commercial and sport crab harvest, or 3) Close commercial and sport and personal use crab harvest. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Personal use and sport Dungeness crab harvesters have noted and reported the dramatic decline 
in abundance of Dungeness crab of a harvestable size. In 1987 and 1988 the decline seemed to be present 
primarily in areas close to Ketchikan. In 1989, the low abundance was obvious areawide. Many personal 
use and sport harvesters of crab did not harvest adequate crab to meet family consumption needs and desires. 
Many quit crabbing because of the extreme low catch rate. Increased commercial harvest of Dungeness crab, 
harvests far above histsrical share, are thought to be the major reason for decreased abundance. Frustration, 
leading to the harvest of undersized or female crabs by sport and personal use fishermen, may also play a 

Pan-


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Unless there is scientific evidence to the contrary, i~ 
is expected that personal use and sport harvesters will not have sufficient crab to eat in future years. Probably 
harvestable Dungeness crab stocks cannot decline much further unless there is a natural density relationship 
needed for procreation. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Dungeness crab stock should recover rapidly. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? All users who might be limited or unable to harvest until stocks recover. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS C0NSIDERED"Bone. 

PROPOSED BY: Ketchikan Marine Charters, Inc. (HQ-93-F-350) 

(See Proposal #16 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 32 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 15. The board determined that rhe proposal did not address 
any conservation concern and was too vague. The proposal failed unanimously. 



PROPOSAL 33 - 5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 

Reduce the personal use possession limit to 10 dungeness crab per person in the waters of area 13-B north 
of the latitude of Dorothy Narrows. 

PROBLEM: The traditional dungeness crabbing areas in the Sitka Sound vicinity are being over fished by 
both noncommercial and commercial users. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It has become increasingly difficult for residents of 
Sitka to obtain even small numbers of dungeness crab for personal consumption in the customary and 
traditional crabbing areas in the northern portion of Area 13b. 

Several years ago a new boat ramp was constructed by the State of Alaska at the northern end of the Sitka 
road system. This has made the northern portion of area 13b readily accessible to small boaters and crabbing 
pressure in this area will continue to rise. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All visitors and residents of Sitka should benefit from the more 
equitable distribution of the dungeness crab resource that would occur. 

There are approximately 1600 small boat owners in Sitka and their families who depend on the waters of 
Sitka Sound for their supply of dungeness crab for their personal use. 

In addition, there are increasing number of sport fishermen who come to visit from out of town and whose 
experience in Sitka is enhanced by the opportunity to harvest a few dungeness crab in the local area. 

The merchants of Sitka depend on Sitka maintaining a strong reputation in salt water recreation. This same 
reputation attracts the tourist to Sitka. The tourist industry is becoming an increasingly stronger factor in the 
local economy. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Those few harvesters with the equipment, technology, and good fortune 
to occasionally find large number of dungeness crab prior to the weekend would suffer from this proposal. 
Currently, with the low dungeness crab population cycle, these individuals are few in number. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Consideration was given to leaving the personal use possession 
limit as is. This was rejected because the Sitka Sound area is relatively small and is in close proximity to 
Sitka which as a large population of people interested in utilizing the local dungeness resource. The current 
bag limit will continue to contribute to the over harvest of the resource. 

PROPOSED BY: Dale Kanen (HQ-93-F- 196) 

(See Proposal #17 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 33 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The board determined that the current bag limit is not presenting any conservation concern and a 10 crab bag 
and possession limit would not limit harvests anyway. 



PROPOSAL 34 - 5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY., 5 AAC 77.612. 
PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY., and 5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS 
CRAB FISHERY. 

Require two, four, and three-eighths inch diameter escape rings for Southeast Alaska and Yakutat subsistence 
and personal use Dungeness crab pots as follows: 

5 AAC 02.1 15. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 

(X) In the Southeast Alaska and Yakutat Areas, each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape 
rings of four and three-eighths inches minimum inside diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located 
on the upper half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

5 AAC 77.612. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. 

(X) In the Yakutat Area, each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of four and three- 
eighths inches minimum inside diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper half of the 
vertical plane on the pot. 

5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB RSHERY. 

(X) In the Southeast Alaska Area, each Dungeness crab pot must have two circular escape rings of four 
and three-eighths inches minimum inside diameter on opposite sides of the pot and located on the upper 
half of the vertical plane on the pot. 

PROBLEM: Current regulations do not require escape rings in subsistence and personal use Dungeness crab 
pots although they are required for commercial pots. Escape rings are designed to allow free passage to 
females and sub-legal male crabs, allowing them to leave the pot and experience less handling stress. Also, 
if the pot is untended for long periods, at least the smaller males and females can leave the pot and avoid 
starvation or cannibalization. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Sub-legai males and females will be subject to higher 
levels of stress and cannibalism than they would if the escape rings were required. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The Dungeness crab stocks, and indirectly, the fishermen, who will 
have more crabs to catch in the future. Fishermen will also benefit because there will be fewer small crabs 
to haul and sort. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? At least initially, all the people who must install escape rings will suffer 
a little, although it is usually quite easy to wire two escape rings into a pot or to attach them with hog rings. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #I9 for Briefing Document) 




BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 34 


Action: NO ACTION 


This proposd is the same as subsistence proposal 19. This proposal was withdrawn by staff due to 
enforcement concerns by Fish and Wildlife Protection. Protection felt that the provision could not be 
enforced because a dungeness pot is not defined. 



PROPOSAL 35 - 5 AAC 02.1XX. SUBSISTENCE SCALLOP FISHERY. and 5 AAC 77.7XX. 
PERSONAL USE SCALLOP FISHERY. 

Establish bag and possession limits for subsistence and personal use harvest of rock, bay, and weathervane 
scallops in Southeast Alaska as follows:. 

5 AAC 02.1XX. SUBSISTENCE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the subsistence taking of rock (Hinnites sp) ,  

bay (Chlamyssp),  and weathervane (Pecten sp)  scallops, the daily bag and possession limit is 20 scallops, 
of any species, in the aggregate. 

5 AAC 77.7XX. PERSONAL USE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the personal use taking of rock (Hinnites 
sp) ,  bay (Chlamys sp) ,  and weathervane (Pecten sp)  scallops, the daily bag and possession limit is 20 
scallops, of any species, in the aggregate. 

PROBLEM: Proliferating efforts by personal use and subsistence divers are harvesting scallops as either 
directed or incidental catch over wider areas of Southeast Alaska. In addition, the expanding dive fisheries 
for sea urchins, sea cucumbers, geoducks, and abalone are exposing many previously isolated and remote 
populations of scallops to harvest by commercial divers operating under personal use provisions of the 
shellfish regulations. Most scallop species are very slow growing, long-lived, and exhibit highly variable 
recruitment. Many populations of rock scallops and weathervane scallops are discontinuous, limited in 
abundance and are subject to local depletion. Maintaining viable populations in high-use areas will become 
increasingly difficult without some limits on harvest. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Some scallop populations will likely be locally 
depleted, particularly in the vicinity of larger communities or adjacent to major dive fisheries for geoducks, 
sea cucumbers, abalone, or other species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Long-term subsistence and personal use fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Infrequent or irregular users of the resource who depend on higher 
numbers to support their activities and commercial divers harvesting scallops incidental to their commercial 
harvests of abalone, geoducks, and sea cucumbers. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? No action: will result in local depletion of stocks in or around 
areas of high use. Prohibition on participation in personal use fisheries by commercially licensed and 
registered divers. Prohibition is probably harder to enforce than limits. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #21 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 35 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substitute language 

This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 21. The board amended the proposal to establish 
subsistence and personal use bag and possession limits for rock and weathervane scallops. The bag limit is 
five rock scallops and 10 weathervane scallops. Bay scallops are small and there are no conservation 
concerns and were removed from consideration for a limit. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 35 


5 AAC 77.617.PERSONAL USE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the personal use taking of rock scallops (Hinnites 
sp) and weathervane scallops (Pecten sp) 

(1) there is no closed season; 

(2) the daily bag and possession limit is five rock scallops and 10 weathervane scallops. 

5 AAC 47.667.PERSONAL USE SCALLOP FISHERY. In the personal use taking of rock scallops (Hinnites 
sp) and weathewane scallops (Pecten sp) 

( I )  there is no closed season; 

(2) the daily bag and possession limit is five rock scallops and 10 weathervane scallops. 



PROPOSAL 36 - 5 AAC 46.035. METHODS AND MEANS., 5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS AND 
GENERAL RESTRICTIONS. and 5 AAC 02.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL 
RESTRICTIONS. 

Abalone Harvest Areas: Take the existing area of 3-B that is closed to commercial harvest, draw a line east 
west dividing it into half, and flip a coin to decide witch half to close to harvest by diving gear. 

PROBLEM: The people that want to pick abalone at low tide have a reduced chance of success if they must 
compete with some one using diving gear. You need a high concentration of abalone in one place to force 
the abalone above the low tide mark so that you can pick them off the beach. When the divers keep hitting 
the hot spots you don't get that kind of concentrations often. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Nothing. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Beach pickers. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. There is plenty of abalone in either area for both. It is just 
a matter of making it available to the beach pickers. It will probably make the divers have to work a little 
harder. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Banning diving gear for sport or subsistence harvest all to gather. 
Rejected as unnecessarily restrictive. Spot closures of beaches. Rejected as too complicated to enforce. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: Likely future predation patterns and convenience to town. 

PROPOSED BY: James B. Dennis (HQ-93-F-34) 

(See Proposal #23 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 36 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 23. This board felt the proposal was too vague and broad. 



PROPOSAL 530 - 5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS AND GENERAL RESTRICTIONS. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This proposal is a carry over from the 199011991 board cycle. The intent is to 
apply to Southeast only: No more than 5 shrimp pots per person or 10 pots per boat may be fished at a 
given time. Shrimp pots may be attached to a longline with properly marked keg or buoy attached. 

PROBLEM: Technically it is not legal to longline personal use shrimp pots in Southeast Alaska (5  AAC 
77.010 states that a properly marked keg or buoy must be attached to a gillnet or pot).. It is not practical or 
effective to fish single shrimp pots given this deep water fished and light weight (10-20 lbs) of typical 
personal use shrimp pots. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The effectiveness of legally fished personal use shr~rnp 
pots will be very poor. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Personal use shrimp pot fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one, as local effort by other user groups is minimal. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. The only practical and effective way to fish shrimp pots 
is to longline them with and anchor on each end of the longline. Longlining shrimp pots is presently legal 
in commercial and subsistence fisheries. This should also apply to personal use. It will also reduce loss of 
pots - which can continue to fish. 

PROPOSED BY: Van Sundberg and Nate Johnson (HQ-93-F-504) 
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Title: Permit longlining of personal use shrimp pots in Southeast Alaska 

Proposal No. 530 

Page Deferred proposal 

Proposed by: Van Sundberg and Nate Johnson 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Timothy Koenernan, Shellfish Biologist, Petersburg 

Ken Imamura, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 
Cathy Botelho, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 

SYNOPSIS 

The proposed regulation would explicitly legalize longlining of personal-use shrimp pot gear. 

BACKGROUND 

The Subsistence regulations (5 AAC 02.010) appear to permit long-lining of shrimp pots while the Personal 
Use regulations (5 AAC 77.010) appear to prohibit the practice but the wording is ambiguous. Commercial 
regulations permit long-lining of shrimp pots in Southeast Alaska. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

If this proposal is adopted, the present ambiguity regarding long-lining of personal use shrimp pots will be 
resolved. It would be clearly legai for personal use fishermen to long-line their pots and possibly become 
more effective catching shrimp. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Long-lining of pots has and will continue to cause difficulties for enforcing limits because the entire string 
must be pulled for the pots to be counted. However, this problem already exists in the subsistence and 
commercial fisheries. 

FISCAL NOTE 


None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department supports clarification of the legality of long-lining of shrimp pots in the personal use 
fishery. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory wording is suggested: 

5 AAC 01.720. LAWFUL GEAR AND GEAR SPECIFICATIONS. Fish and shrimp may be taken by gear 
listed in 5 AAC Ol.OlO(a) except as may be restricted under the terms of a subsistence fishing permit and 

except as follows: 

( 5 )  unless otherwise provided for in this chapter, pots operated to take shrimp may be lonnlined. A 
buoy is not required for each pot, but at least one buoy on the lonnline must be marked as required in 
5 AAC 01.010. (h). 

5 AAC 77.660. PERSONAL USE SHRIMP FISHERY. In the personal use taking of shrimp 

(3) shrimp may be taken only with pots, ring nets, or trawls. 

la) unless otherwise provided for in this chapter, pots operated to take shrimp may be longlined. A 

buoy is not required for each pot, but at least one buoy on the longline must be marked as required 
in 5 AAC 77.010. (dl. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 530 


Action: ADOPTED with substitute language 

This proposal only applied to Southeast Alaska. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 530 


5 AAC 77.660. PERSONAL USE SHRIMP FISHERY 

(4) unless otherwise provided for in this chapter, pots operated to take shrimp may be longlined; a buoy is 
not required for each pot, but at least one buoy on the longline must be marked as required in 5 AAC 
77.010(d). 



PROPOSAL 531 - 5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS AND GENERAL RESTRICTIONS. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This proposal is a carry over from the 199011991 board cycle. Intent to apply only 
for area identified in problem section. No more than 10 shrimp pots per person or 10 shrimp pots per boat 
may be fished at a given time. 

PROBLEM: Shrimp populations in Northern inside Southeast Alaska are wide spread but not very thick 
anywhere. Five shrimp pots per person is not enough gear to dependably catch enough shrimp to eat. The 
area involved would include waters North of Taku River and Point Marsden and west of Point Adolphus in 
Icy Strait. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Personal use shrimp pot fishermen will essentially be 
denied access to a local resource. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Personal use shrimp pot fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKJ3LY TO SUFFER? No one, as use by other user groups is very light. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. Ten shrimp pots per person is the absolute minimum 
amount of gear that should be allowed. 

PROPOSED BY: Van Sundberg and Nate Johnson (HQ-93-F-505) 



1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: 	 Ten shrimp pots per person or 10 shrimp pots per boat may be fished in subsistence 
or personal use fisheries in Southeast Alaska north of Taku River in Stephens 
Passage, north of the latitude of Point Marsden in Chatham Strait and Lynn Canal, 
and east of the longitude of Point Adolphus in Icy Straits. 

Proposal No. 	 53 1 

Page 	 Deferred proposal, supplemental 

Proposed by: 	 Van Sundberg and Nate Johnson 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Authors: 	 Timothy Koeneman, Shellfish Biologist, Petersburg 


Ken Imamura, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 

Cathy Botelho, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 


S YNOPSZS 

The proposed regulation would allow personal use fishing with 10 shrimp pots per person or 10 shrimp pots 
per vessel, in segments of Icy Straits, Lynn Canal, and upper Stephens Passage (Figure I ) .  In essence, there 
would be a 10 pot per vessel limit. 

BACKGROUND 

The gear limit for all personal use shellfish pot fisheries in Southeast Alaska is five pots per person, with no 
more than 10 pots per vessel. The sport limit is four pots per person, with no more than 10 pots per vessel. 
Sport and personal use fisheries may be conducted in all areas of Southeast Alaska. The subsistence shrimp 
pot gear limit is 10 pots per person, with no more than 20 pots per vessel and subsistence fishing for shrirnp 
is limited to Section 15-A in upper Lynn Canal. Subsistence gear limit for all of Southeast for Dun,"entfss 

crab and shellfish other than crab is five pots per person, with no more than I0 pots per vessel. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


There are no major commercial shrimp pot fisheries in the areas of Northern Southeast ~laska'addressed by 
this proposal, low probability for user or gear conflicts, and no biological data that would suggest that the 
proposed change would adversely affect shrimp stocks. 

However, there are major commercial shrimp pot fisheries in Southern Southeast Alaska. If the non-
commercial gear limit is changed throughout the Region in the interest of consistency and enforceability of 
regulations, there may be some allocation problems in Southern Southeast Alaska, where stocks are fully 
utilized. In some areas with high harvest rates, there may be some biological impiications because non-
commercial pots are currently not subject to the mesh and tunnel eye restrictions for commercial gear. As 
a result, they retain smaller spot prawns. If too many small spot shrimp are harvested, populations may be 
reduced to unsustainable levels. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

If only the personal use limits are changed, personal use, sport, and subsistence pot limits will all be different. 
Buoy marking requirements for all three non-commercial fisheries are nearly identical. Sport and personal 
use marking requirements are for first initial, last name, home address, and name or Coast Guard number of* 
the vessel used to work the gear. Subsistence markings are the same, except that the name or Coast Guard 
number of the vessel is not required. While it may be possible to differentiate gear on the basis of the homer 
address requirement, it would not be easy to do so consistently. Some suggestions for minimizing such 
problems are suggested below under Conclusions and Recommendations. 

There may also be some enforcement concerns along boundaries where different pot limits are established. 
For example, if this proposal is adopted without modification, the personal use shrimp pot limit would be 10 
per vessel in much of Northern Southeast Alaska and 5 per person with a maximum of 10 per vessel in 
immediately adjacent areas. The sport limit in Northern Southeast Alaska wouid remain at four per person 
with a maximum of 10 per vessel. The subsistence limit in Section 15-A, which is included in the area 
requested in this proposal, would remain as 10 per person with a maximum of 20 per vessel. As a result, 
Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


While this proposal is an allocative issue, it is an opportunity to simplify and organize disparate regulations 
for gear limits and marking regulations for the personal use, subsistence, and sport pot fisheries in Southeast 
Alaska. The Board may wish to consider the following points: 

1) 	 Adoption of this proposal would simplify personal use regulations and enforcement, by making gear 
limits relate to the vessel working the gear. However, limiting regulatory change to the personal use 
pot shrimp fishery in Northern Southeast Alaska will increase the disparities in the sport, subsistence 
and personal use regulations for other species and other areas in Southeast Alaska. This may make 
enforcement more difficult in some cases. 

The Board may wish to discuss adoption of uniform, 10-pot vessel limits for all non-commercial 
shellfish pot fisheries in Southeast Alaska. This would result in a reduction in the subsistence gear 
that could be used but since subsistence shrimp fishing is limited only to Section 15-A its reduction 
is not likely to have significant effects. A ten-pot vessel limit for all sport, personal use and 
subsistence shellfish fisheries would greatly simplify the regulations and their enforcement. 
If such a change is contemplated, there should be an accompanying change in marking requirements 
so all gear will be identified with the vessel fishing working it and to indicate whether it is personal 
use, sport, or subsistence gear. This is important because the various non-commercial fisheries have 
different open areas, limits, and restrictions. For example, the sport fishery for shrimp has a ten 
poundlten quart bag and possession limit and subsistence and personal use fisheries have no limits. 
Subsistence pots may be used for shrimp only in Section 15-A in upper Lynn Canal and may not be 
used for king and Tanner crab in Southeast Alaska. There is no sport fishery permitted for king crab 
in Southeast Alaska. Enforcement of the various non-commercial regulations would be greatly 
facilitated by clear definition of the gear as sport, personal use, or subsistence. 

The Department supports adoption of consistent vessel pot limits for non-commercial fisheries if the allocative 
questions can be appropriately resolved. It also supports concurrent adoption of consistent buoy marking 
requirements that clearly define sport, personal use, and subsistence pot gear. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt this proposal, the Department will coordinate input from the appropriate 
divisions to insure consistent wording of all pertinent sections in the regulations. The following wording is 
suggested and will be modified as required by the actions of the Board. 

5 AAC 02.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL RESTRICTIONS 



(e) Marking requirements for subsistence shellfish gear are as follows; (1) each person who is subsistence 
fishing shall plainly and legibly inscribe his or her first initial, last name, [AND] address, and the letters 
"SUB" in letters no smaller than one inch high and a quarter inch wide on a keg or buoy attached to 
unattended subsistence fishing gear; subsistence fishing gear may not display a permanent ADF&G vessel 
license number but must display the name or U.S. Coast Guard number of the vessel used to operate the 
POt. 


(i) (1) In the subsistence taking of shrimp in the [SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA -I Ydcutat and Prince 
William Sound Areas, no more than 20 pots per vessel may be used; in the subsistence taking of shellfish 
other than shrimp in the [SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA -1 Yakutat Area, no more than five pots of any 
type, and no more than 10 pots of any type per vessel may be used; in the subsistence taking of shellfish 
in the Southeastern Alaska Area, no more than 10 pots of any type per vessel may be used. 

Personal Use 

5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL ESTRICTIONS. 

(d) Each personal use fisherman shall plainly and legibly inscribe his or her first initial, last name[,] 
[AND] home address, and the letters "PER" in letters no smaller than one inch high and a quarter inch 
wide on a keg or buoy attached to a. gillnet or pot. A keg or buoy attached to a pot must also be 
inscribed with the name or the U.S. Coast Guard number of the vessel used to operate the pot 

(i) No more than [FIVE POTS PER PERSON, REGARDLESS OF TYPE, WITH A MAXIMUM OF] 
10 pots, regardless of type, per vessel, may be used to take shellfish at any given time. 

sport 

5 AAC 46.035. METHODS AND MEANS. 

(j)No more than [FOUR POTS PER PERSON, REGARDLESS OF TYPE, AND A MAXIMUM OF] 
10 pots per vessel, regardless of type, may be used to take shellfish at any time. 

(m) Each sport fisherman shall plainly and legibly inscribe his or her first initial, last name, [AND] home 
address, and the letters "SPT in letters no smaller than one inch high and a quarter inch wide on a keg 
or buoy attached to each pot. A keg or buoy attached to a pot must also be inscribed with the name or 
the U.S. Coast Guard number of the vessel used to operate the pot. 



-
Figure 1. ProposaZ 531. Shrimp pet methods and means. 
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BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 531 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substitute language 


The board approved the substitute language in the department briefing document then,amended it to include 
a 20 shrimp pot limit for both personal use and sport fishing in all of Southeast Alaska. Note: The 
subsistence pot limit is already 20 pots. The department took a neutral stand on the proposal as it was 
allocative in nature. In addition, there were no conservation concerns. It was felt consistent regulations for 
personal use, sport and subsistence would make enforcement easier. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 531 


5 AAC 77.010. METHODS, MEANS, AND GENERAL RE$TRICTIONS. 

(i) No more than five pots, other than shrimp pots, per person, a maximum of 10 pots, other than shrimp pots, 
per vessel, may be used to take shellfish at any time. In the Southeastern Alaska and Yakutat Areas, no more 
than 10 additional shrimp pots per person with a maximum of 20 additional shrimp pots per vessel may be 
used in the taking of shrimp at any time. 



PROPOSAL 532 - 5 AAC 77.668 (2). PERSONAL USE CLAM FISHERY. 


EDITOR'S NOTE: This proposal is a carry over from the 199011991 board cycle. New sub-section: 


Bag and possession limit on the Sitka road system is the first ten (10) razor clams harvested. 


PROBLEM: Overharvest of razor clams on the Sitka Road system. There are beaches that can be reached 

on all low tides during the year. This year on the first good tides the main razor clam beach accessible by 
road had people taking 5 gallon buckets full of razor clams. Many people were not taking the broken clams. 
There were approximately 30 people digging and it cannot sustain the overharvest. The nearest beach by boat 
has a 50 clam limit. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The demise of the small populations along the road 
system. The overharvest has already been noticed by local long time diggers. This beach without a limit 
will take the full impact of harvest wtthout regard to the population. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Everyone who digs razor clams. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Closing down the beach to the harvest of razor clams until a 

population study is done. This would eliminate harvest of razor clams to people without boats. 


PROPOSED BY: Patrick Wood (HQ-93-F-506) 
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Title: Establish a limit for the personal use harvest of razor clams on beaches accessible 
by the Sitka road system to the first ten clams dug. 
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S YNOPSIS 

This proposal requests limitation of the razor clam harvest from beaches accessible by the Sitka road system 
to the first ten clams dug. 

BACKGROUND 

Razor clams, Siliaua patula, are highly prized and found in the lower intertidal zone of some isolated, surf- 
swept, sandy beaches on the outer coast of Southeast Alaska. Razor clams are thin-shelled, clams that are 
easily crushed unless carefully dug. 

The best known razor clam beds in the vicinity of Sitka are on Kruzof Island and are so small that they 
support only a recreational fishery (Figure I). Isolated populations of razor clams occur on the sandy beaches 
along the Halibut Point road system north of Sitka. Mr. Wood reports that effort on this population is high 
and possibly increasing as its existence becomes better known. 

The primary means of harvesting these clams is by individually identifying the location of a clam by "shows" 
or a slight dimple in the sand created by withdrawal of it siphon when it is disturbed. A shovel or clam gun 
is then used to quickly dig down to the rapidly burrowing clam. A successful effort usually results in the 
capture of an intact, large clam. However, inexperienced or careless diggers can easily break the fragile shells 
of this species and kill them. Although experienced diggers can generally determine the size of the clam by 
the size of the "show", small clams are occasionally inadvertently dug, damaged, and discarded. Wastage 
is especially high when the discarded clam is badly damaged and unable to rebury itself. This proposal 



requests a regulation that requires retention of all clams dug by personal users to a maximum limit of 10 
clams, thereby reducing the waste and conserving the limited local resource. 

The current sport fishing regulations are unspecific to legal gear, generally stating that clams may be taken 
by rakes, shovels, and manually operated clam guns. Some of the gear types cause more damage than others 
to razor clams because of their thin shells and the need for the digger to quickly prevent their escape. Non- 
residents fishing under sport regulations may take 10 razor clams per day and have 10 in their possession. 

The current personal use regulations also specify that clams may be taken by rakes, shovels, and manually 
operated clam guns. Regulations restrict harvest from Kruzof Island beaches to 50 razor clams, with the 
further specification that all damaged clams must be retained as part of the limit. This proposal requests 
amending this regulation to also limit personal use razor clam harvest along the Sitka road system to the first 
10 clams dug per day. 

The subsistence regulations do not specify legal gear or limits for razor clams nor do they provide subsistence 
findings for razor clams for Sitka. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no commerciai fisheries for razor clams in Southeast Alaska because there are no known beds of 
commercial significance.. Commercial Fisheries Management and Development Division has no direct 
management concerns with this proposal. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Fish and Wildlife Protection may have some concerns and comments regarding enforceability of this proposed 
regulation. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* Spot checks on the Sitka beaches and reports from clammers in late 1993 indicated that a conservation 
problem existed for this species on the Sitka road system and the sport and personal use fisheries were 
closed as of October 23, 1993. 

* The Department supports this proposal. A 10 clam personal use limit for the Sitka road system will be 
consistent with the existing sport fish limit in effect for all of Southeast Alaska. 

* Razor clams are assumed to be included under shellfish customarily and traditionally taken or used for 
subsistence. Comparable regulations will need to be drafted for subsistence use if personal use and sport 
regulations are changed. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 02.130. SUBSISTENCE CLAM FISHERY. aIn the subsistence taking of geoducks the bag limit 
is six geoducks per person per day[.]; 

(2) in the subsistence taking of razor clams in Sitka Sound and contiguous waters, the daily bag and 
possession limit is 10 razor clams. 

5 AAC 77.668. PERSONAL USE CLAM FISHERY. in the person use taking of clams 

(2) there are no daily bag and possession limits for clams, except that for 

(B) razor clams on western Kmzof Island beaches between Cape Edgecumbe and Cape Georgians, 

the bag and possession limit is 50 clams; all damaged razor clams are part of the bag limit; 

(C) razor clams on Sitka Sound beaches and those on conti,ouous waters, the daily b a ~  and possession 
limit is 10 clams; all clams dug count toward the bag limit. 

5 AAC 49.020. BAG LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS, AND SIZE LIMITS. (b) Exceptions to the limits 
set out in (a) of this section are as follows: 

15) for razor clams on Sitka Sound beaches and those on contiguous waters, the daily bag and possession 
limit is 10 clams; all clams dug count toward the bag limit. 



I 
Figure 1. Proposal 532.  Establish a l a i r  f o r  the p e r s o d  use hanrest of razor 

clams. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 532 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substitute language 

The board approved the substitute language in the department briefing document and amended it to include 
all of Sitka Sound as a conservation measure. It was the intent of the board that the regulations include that 
first 10 clams dug, i.e. including damaged clams, would count towards the limit. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 532 


5 AAC 77.668. PERSONAL USE CLAM FISHERY. 

(2) 	(B) razor clams on western Kruzof Island beaches between Cape Edgecumbe and Cape Georgiana, the 
bag and possession limit is 50 clams; all damaged razor clams are part of the bag limit; 

(C) in the vicinity of Sitka, in all waters and beaches of Sitka Sound, and in all contiguous waters and 
beaches enclosed by a line from Shoals Point to Cape Burunof and south of the latitude of Neva Point, 
the daily bag and possession limit for razor clams is 10 clams; all damaged razor clams are part of the 
bag limit. 



SHELLFISH ISSUES 


Dunqeness crab fishery. 

PROPOSAL 37 - 5 AAC 02.115. SUBSISTENCE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY., 5 AAC 32.150. 
AREA A CLOSED WATERS., 5 AAC 46.020. BAG LIMITS, POSSESSION LIMITS, AND SIZE LIMITS., 
and 5 AAC 77.662. PERSONAL USE DUNGENESS CRAB FISHERY. Amend these regulations to provide 
the following: 

The ADF&G shall take immediate action in Southern Southeast Alaska to increase Dungeness crab 
abundance. Such action might be to: 1) Close or reduce or limit commercial Dungeness crab harvest, or 2) 
Close commercial and sport crab harvest, or 3) Close commercial and sport and personal use crab harvest. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199V1992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Personal use and sport Dungeness crab harvesters have noted and reported the dramatic decline 
in abundance of Dungeness crab of a harvestable size. In 1987 and 1988 the decline seemed to be present 
primarily in areas close to Ketchikan. In 1989, the low abundance was obvious areawide. Many personal 
use and sport harvesters of crab did not harvest adequate crab to meet family consumption needs and desires. 
Many quit crabbing because of the extreme low catch rate. Increased commercial harvest of Dungeness crab, 
harvests far above historical share, are thought to be the major reason for decreased abundance. Frustration, 
leading to the harvest of undersized or female crabs by sport and personal use fishermen, may also play a 

p-. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Unless there is scientific evidence to the contrary, it  
is expected that personal use and sport harvesters will not have sufficient crab to eat in future years. Probably 
harvestable Dungeness crab stocks cannot decline much further unless there is a natural density relationship 
needed for procreation. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Dungeness crab stock should recover rapidly 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? All users who might be limited or unable to harvest until stocks recover. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Ketchikan Marine Charters, Inc. 

(See Proposal #16 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 37 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 16 and personal use proposal 32. No conservation concern 
could be established and the Board considered this proposal too broad, based on action taken on Proposal 32. 



PROPOSAL 38 - 5 AAC 32.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. and 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A 

CLOSED WATERS. 


Close the commercial dungeness summer June 15 - August 15 fishery as per the beach marker into Echo 

Cove, Juneau AK. 


PROBLEM: A conflict between commercial dungeness crabbers and personal use crabbers in the small echo 
cove area north of Juneau with the high boat traffic. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN Il? NOTHING IS DONE? This conflict will go on. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Personal use crabbers and family boaters; commercial boats by not 


losing pots. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? None. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 


.PROPOSED BY: Gastineau Channel Advisory Committee 
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Title: 	 Close the summer portion of the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in Echo Cove. 

Proposal No. : 38 

Page: 	 24 

Proposed by: Gastineau Channel Advisory Committee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: 	 Ken Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 


Cathy Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Tim Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 


S YNOPSZS 

This proposal requests closure of Echo Cove to the commercial Dungeness crab fishery during the summer 
season, which is currently open in Southeast Alaska from June 15 through August 15. This proposal cites 
conflicts between personal use and commercial user groups. 

BACKGROUND 

Echo Cove is a small, narrow inlet on the south shore of Berner's Bay, at the northern end of the Juneau road 
system (Figure 1). Commercial landings for Echo Cove are part of those reported from the greater Berner's 
Bay subdistrict, 115-10. Most of the observed commercial effort in this area is usually concentrated across 
the beach along the south shore of the outer bay, in the vicinity of the Berner's reefs at the mouth of Cowee 
Creek and extends at times across the mouth of Echo Cove. Commercial effort also occurs along the inner 
shore of the Point St. Mary peninsula that forms the northern headland of Berner's Bay. During the past two 
seasons, there have been strings of commercial gear set toward the head of Echo Cove, during at least the 
first few weeks of the commercial fishery. 

Commercial catch has been reported from Berner's Bay since the 1970171 season and was intermittent until 
the 1985186 season. Since then, at least one vessel has reported landings from somewhere in Berner's Bay 
each season. The peak catch of 17,752 pounds was reported in the 1986187 season. Landings from the bay 
have increased over the past four seasons from 3,895 pounds in the 1989190 season to 12,528 pounds in the 
1992193 season, the last season with complete fish ticket records. 

Sport Fish Division's Juneau roadside creel census program does not include sampling at Echo Cove. 

Although limited information specific to Berner's Bay is collected at other sampling sites, it is insufficient 
to draw any firm conclusions about personal use crabbing in the bay. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


There are no direct commercial fisheries related management issues related specifically to this proposal. The 
commercial fishery is currently open in this area during the general summer opening from June 15 through 
August 15 and during the general winter season from October 1 through November 30. Closure of the area 
to the summer commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial gear to other 
open areas. The extent and overall effects of displacement are unaccessible. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones state here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative and the Department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

. , REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. In Area A, male Dungeness crab may be taken or 
possessed only as follows: 

(2) in waters of Echo Cove south of the latitude of the regulatory marker on the eastern shore at 
58'40'53" N, 134'55' 10" W, from 12:OO noon October 1 through November 30; 

in all other waters of Area A, from 1200 noon June 15 through August 15 and from 12:00 noon 

October 1 through November 30. 



Figure 1. Proposal 38. Close the summer portion of the commercial Dungeneas . . 

crab fishery in E c h ~Cove. . . 
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Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Berners Bay, including Echo Cove, district 115-20. 
(Proposal 38) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

~ v e r a ~ e '  6,508 2 18 352 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 38 

Action: FAILED 0-7 

No conservation concern could be demonstrated and the area requested to be closed was too large. 
s 




PROPOSAL 40 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 


Close four areas traditionally relied on for personal dungeness crab harvest. 


1) 
2) 

Echo Cove: The area east of a line from Point Bridget to the mouth of Sawmill Creek. 
Eagle Beach: The area enclosed by a line from the Shrine of Saint Terese, to Gull Island, to Sentinel 
Island Light, then due East to the mainland. 

3) Barlow Cove: 
Islands. 

The area south of a line from Point Retreat to the northern most tip of the Barlow 

4) Doty Cove: The area west of a line of a line bearing 212' from Cove Point to a unnamed point at 
LAT 58O6.4'N LON 134~)11.6'W. 

PROBLEM: Alaska Department of Fish & Game research data, angler surveys, and personal experience of 
long time residents indicate a sharp decline in the quantity, quality, and size of dungeness crab in the Juneau 
area. Due to the recent expansion of commercial harvest, few if any legal size crab are available for personal 
use in the Juneau area. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Residents of Juneau will no longer be able to harvest 
dungeness crab for personal use. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Residents of Juneau who have historically relied on these areas for 
personal use. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one, closure of these small areas will not effect the viability of the 
commercial crab industry. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Closing all of 11-A to commercial~harvest of dungeness crab. 
Rejected because of economic impact on commercial users of the area. 

PROPOSED BY: Territorial Sportsmen, Inc. 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests the total closure of the commercial fishery in four areas around Juneau traditionally 
used for personal use fishing for Dungeness crab (Figure 1). These areas include waters in Echo Cove, off 
Eagle Beach, in Barlow Cove, and in Doty Cove. This request cites ADF&G research data, angler surveys, 
and personal experience indicating sharp declines in the quantity, quality, and size of Dungeness crab in the 
Juneau area. Staff is not familiar with the cited research data nor the conclusions drawn from survey data. 

BACKGROUND 

Echo Cove has been discussed in detail in Proposal 38, which requests a closure specific to Echo Cove. 
Please refer to the background section in Proposal 38 and Table I in this brief for more details. 

Doty Cove is located on the eastern shore of Admiralty Island to the west of Juneau. Doty Cove is a small 
portion of the 1 1 1-31 commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict. Although commercial Dungeness crabbing 
also occurs intermittently along the shore and more consistently around Twin Points and South Island, much 
of the effort is concentrated in or near Doty Cove. The contribution of the Doty Cove area to the total 
subdistrict catch (Table 2 )  is probably significant. 

The area around Eagle Beach has traditionally supported high levels of personal use fisheries for Dungeness 
and red king crab, particularly in the bight at the southern edge of the delta off the Scout camp. It can also 
be productive of Tanner crab. The area is easiIy accessible by small boats because i t  is adjacent to a launch 
ramp at Amalga Harbor. It has been historically open to commercial fishing but lightly fished until the 
commercial fishery started expanding in the mid-1980s. It is now commonly fished commercially for at least 
the first few weeks of the summer season. This area is a small portion of the 1 1 1-50 comriiercial fisheries 



reporting subdistrict, which includes areas such as Symonds Point that are also fished commercially. The 
portion of the total catch reported from this subdistrict (Table 3) that may be attributable to the Eagle River 
area is probably significant. Barlow Cove is fished for Dungeness crab but much more heavily fished for 
red king crab by the personal use fleet. This bay on the northern shore of Admiralty Island is a popular 
recreational area. During the past few summer seasons, commercial strings of Dungeness gear have not been 
observed in Barlow Cove during management overflights. Efforts by sport divers also suggest that Dungeness 
crab are not abundant in much of Barlow Cove. This area is a small portion of the 11 1-50 commercial 
fisheries reporting subdistrict, which includes areas such as Symonds Point and Eagle River flats that are also 
fished commercially. The portion of the total catch reported from this subdistrict (Table 3) that may be 
attributable to the Barlow Cove area is probably insignificant. 

With possibly the exception of Barlow Cove, these are very popular areas for Dungeness crabbing outside 
the areas currently exclusively set aside for personal use in Gastineau Channel and Auke Bay. 

Sport Fish Division conducts creel surveys that include data on personal use harvest from Eagle Beach, 
Barlow Cove, and Doty Cove. No quantitative information is available for the Echo Cove Area because no 
surveys are conducted in that area. Available information is summarized below: 

Eagle Beach -	 In 1992- 1993, an average of 770 (6% of surveyed Juneau fishery) Dungeness crab were taken 
in this area. Dungeness CPUE in this area is average or below average compared to entire 
fishery. 

Dungeness CPUE (Harvest per pot or ring fished): 
Eagle Beach Entire Fishery 

1988 0.65 1.32 
1989 1.63 1.73 
1990 0.86 1.27 
199 1 1.81 1.75 
1992 0.82 1.27 
1993 0.44 1.16 

Barlow Cove -	 An average of 232 (2% of surveyed Juneau fishery) Dungeness crab were estimated to have 
been taken in this area during 1992-1993. Estimated Dungeness CPUE in this area is highly 
variable due in part to small sample sizes: 

Dungeness CPUE (Harvest per pot or ring fished): 
Barlow Cove Entire Fishery 

1988 0.00 (2 boats) 1.32 
1989 3.00 (10 boats) 1.73 
1990 4.29 (7 boats) 1.27 
1991 1.40 (7 boats) 1.75 
1992 0.39 (13 boats) 1.27 
1993 1.68 ( 16 boats) 1 .16 



Doty Cove -	 An average of 416 (3% of surveyed Juneau fishery) Dungeness crab were estimated to have 
been taken in this area during 1992-1993. Estimated Dungeness CPUE in this area is above 
average in comparison to the rest of the Juneau fishery: 

Dungeness CPUE (Harvest per pot or ring fished): 
Doty Cove Entire Fishery 

1988 4.20 (1 1 boats) 1.32 
1989 3.50 (2 boats) 1.73 
1990 2.65 (3 boats) 1.27 
1991 3.67 (3 boats) 1.75 
1992 3.88 (6 boats) 1.27 
1993 1.29(17boats) 1.16 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries related management issues related specifically to this proposal. The 
commercial fishery is currently open in these areas during the general summer opening from June 15 through 
August 15 and during the general winter season from October 1 through November 30. Closure of the area 
to the summer commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial gear to other 
open areas. The combined commercial catch from all the areas is a very small fraction of the Southeast 
Alaska total. 

EATORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones state here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 
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REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(1) waters of Section 1l-A north of a line from Marmion Island Light to the easternmost tip of Point 
Salisbury and east of a line extending from the northernmost tip of Outer Point to the southernmost tip 
of Portland Island to the northernmost tip of Portland Island to the southernmost tip of Point Louisa; east 
and south of a line from Point Bridpet to the tip of the westernmost headland of the cove at Sawmill 
Creek; within the area off the mainland shore enclosed by a line from the northernmost tip of the 
peninsula at the Shrine of Saint Terese to Gull Island, extending to the Sentinel Island Light, and east 
to the mainland at the latitude of the Sentinel Island Light; Barlow Cove south of a line from Point 
Retreat to the northernmost tip of the Barlow Islands; Doty Cove west of a line from Cove Point to the 
unnamed point at 58'6.4' N., 134'1 1.6' W.; 





I 

Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Berners Bay, including Echo Cove, district 115-20. 
(Proposal 40) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1 97017 1 * * * * 
1974175 * * * * 
1976177 * * * * 

* * * *1983184 
* * * *1985186 

1986187 17,752 3 29 6 12 
1987188 3,871 3 11 35 1

* * * *1988189 
1989190 3,895 3 5 779 
199019 1 7,039 6 3 2 219 
1991192 11,901 7 83 143 
1992193 12,528 4 40 313 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 
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Table 2. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Doty's Cove and other areas of District 1 1  1-31 
(Proposal 40) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

* * * * 1980181 
* * * * 198U83 
* * * *1986187 

1987188 504 3 4 126 
1988/89 6,969 3 19 366 
1989190 8,223 3 14 587 
1990191 13,162 4 18 73 1 
1991/92 35,916 8 26 1,381 
1992/93 23,303 5 21 1,109 

~ v e r a ~ e '  10,076 3 13 775 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 
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Table 3. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Eagle River, Barlow Cove and other areas of District 
111-50. (Proposal 40) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

~ v e r a ~ e '  8,179 2 7 1,168 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where three or fewer permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 40 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with modifications 

The board discussed that the Eagle Beach Area is a very popular and small area for personal use fishers. The 
board felt that closing the area to commercial dungeness fishing would have a minimal impact on the 
commercial effort (two vessels). The commercial closure of the Eagle Beach area was approved by a 4-3 
vote. The board determined that the other areas did not pose any conservation concerns and were too large 
to consider closing (Echo Cove, Barlow Cove, and Boty Cove were removed from the proposal). 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 40 


5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following waters are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(1) waters of Section 11-A that are 

(A) north of a line from Marmion Island Light to the easternmost tip of Point Salisbuq and east of 
a line extending from the northernmost tip of Outer Point to the Southernmost tip of Portland Island 
to the northemost tip of Portland Island to the southernmost tip of Point Louisa; and 

(B) off the mainland shore enclosed by a line from the northernmost tip of the peninsula at the Shrine 
of Saint Therese to Gull Island, extending to the Sentinel Island Light, and east to the mainland at 
the latitude of the Sentinel Island Light; 



PROPOSAL 41 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 

We, the undersigned of Meyers Chuck, do hereby request the Board of Fisheries to close the mouth of Black 
Bear Creek in Union Bay to commercial Dungeness crab fishing, but to leave it open to personal use fishing. 
This is the most important subsistence and personal use crabbing grounds in this area. However, recent 
commercial crabbing has virtually eliminated the stock of crabs and deprived local (Meyers Chuck, Thorne 
Bay, and Ketchikan) residents use of these resources. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 1991/1992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Community residents and part time resident landowners of Meyers Chuck, Alaska are very 
concerned over the depletion of the Dungeness crab resource at Black Bear Creek. We feel that in order for 
crab stocks to survive and rehabilitate in the future, commercial crab fishing must be closed in this area, as 
soon as possible. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IP NOTHING IS DONE? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: John J. Emel, Ruth K. Emel, Joseph E. Emel, Patricia J. Emel, Lois E.Wierman, Daniel 
L. Wierman, Cliff Gardner, Joyce I. Gardnew, Theresa E. Johnson, Donald W. Johnson, Casimir R. Silko, 
Garret K.Buffa, Chester V. Thompson, Bill Thompson, Wanda Meyer-Silko, Jacquelyne. A. Hunley, Peter 
E. Rice, Pat Bifoss, Robert M. Meyer, Marian Glenz, Ed Glenz, Ray Chapman, Pat Chapman, Richard J. 
Stubbe, Marie Wierema, Ruth Johnson, Beverly Rizinstein, Benn Jankowski, Robert L. Hunley, Steve Peavey, 
Cassy Peavey, Linda F. Forbes, Ellen R. Scott, Thomas T. Scott, and Gary W. Neilson (HQ-93-F-356) 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposed regulation would close commercial harvest of Dungeness crabs in the waters at the mouth 
Black Bear Creek, in Union Bay, in the vicinity of Meyers Chuck (Figure l) ,  to improve personal use fishing 
for residents of Meyers Chuck, Tshorne Bay, and Ketchikan. 

Sport Fish Division does not have any quantitative information regarding Dungeness crabs in this area. 

BACKGROUND 

Available fish ticket harvest information for the past two decades indicates that the landings from subdistrict 
107-10, of which Union Bay is a small part, have fluctuated seasonally between a hundred pounds and over 
40,000 pounds. It is evident that the harvests peaked in the 1984/85 season and have declined to a fraction 
of what they were between the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s (Table 1). No commercial catches nor effort 
were reported from subdistrict 107- 10 in the 1989190 season. Since then, effort has been limited to less than 
four vessels a season and catches have averaged less than 2,000 pounds per season. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

None. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative and the Department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt this proposal, one of the two following regulatory wordings is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 17) waters within xxx yards of Black Bear Creek in Union 
&or waters between xxx and xxx W. longitude within xx nautical miles of the shores of Union Bav at the 
mouth of Black Bear Creek. 



-. . . .- - , . - - --. 

PROPOSAL - 5 AAC 32150. AREA A aOSED WA-. 
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Table 1. Dungeness harvest in District 107-10 which includes the mouth of Black Bear Creek in 
Union Bay. Only seasons with reported catches are noted. (Proposal 41) 

DUNGENESS CRAB HARVEST 

District 107- 10 


Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

* * * *1974175 

* c * * 1975176 

* * * 9
1976177 


1979180 20,523 4 9 2,280

* * * *1981182 

* * * *1982183 


1983184 16,160 7 18 898 

1984185 35,391 5 9 3,932


* *1985186 I * 

* * * *1986187 

* * * *1987188 

* * * *1988189 

* * * *199019 1 


1991192 4,050 4 11 368 

~ v e r a ~ e '  14,175 3 6 2,363 


* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 41 


Action: FAILED 0-7 


The board determined that the proposed area for closure in this proposal was different than the ~ a g l e '  Beach 
area closed by passage of Proposal 40 in that the area is much larger. The board determined that the proposal 
did not address any conservation concerns and that leaving this area open for commercial harvest would still 

provide opportunities for personal use and subsistence. 



PROPOSAL 42 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 

Close to the taking of dungeness crab the waters of Port Frederick, south of a line from Inner Point Sophi; 

to Christ Point and North of a line from Burnt Point to Neka Bay. 


PROBLEM: Lack of subsistence crab surrounding the community of Hoonah. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? There won't be any more crab for the local people 

or for reproduction. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All the people in and around Hoonah and even transient people that 
use our boat harbor. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? If cominercial fishing continues like it has been, there won't be crab for 
anyone. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? There just doesn't seem like any other solution. 


PROPOSED BY: Alf A. Skaflestad (HQ-93-F- 106) 
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SYNOPSIS 

These proposals request closure of essentially the same area in the outer, or northern portion of Port Frederick 
on Chichagof Island in the vicinity of Hoonah. General depletion of the Dungeness crabs in this area is 
attributed to commercial fishing activity and low availability of crabs for subsistence users, both residents and 
transients, is referenced in these requests. 

BACKGROUND 

Port Frederick is a large bay system on the northern shore of Chichagof Island (Figure 1) .  The community 
of Hoonah is located on its northeatern shore. In the last two decades, Mount Bether has developed to the 
south of Hoonah. More recently, a major logging camp and transfer operation has been established between 
the two. Both newer communities have contributed to the resource user base in Port Frederick. 

The commercial Dungeness crabbers operating in Icy Strait have historically concentrated their efforts in the 
more productive outer straits to the west of Port Frederick. Within the past decade and particularly in the 
past five years, commercial effort has seemed to increase in Port Frederick, both by anecdotal observation 
of gear and the reported commercial landings. Port Frederick is a single commercial fisheries reporting 
subdistrict. In addition to the northern portion being requested for closure, significant commercial effort 
occurs in the Neka Bay flats area and other smaller deltaic areas in the upper, or southern inlets. With the 
limitations of the reporting system, it is not possible to clearly attribute the proportion of the commercial 
catch originating in the requested closure area. 

In the six years of record since the 1974175 season, one or two vessels landed an average of 8,973 pounds 
per season from Port Frederick. Unlike the 50 percent rise in effort in District I4 during the past decade, 
the number of commercial vessels reporting catch each season from Port Frederick has not varied signific~lntly 



over the years. Since the 1988/89 season, landings have been reported from Port Frederick each season, with 
a low of less than 1,000pounds to a high of over 25,000 pounds during this period. This generally represents 
less than five percent of the total District 14 (Icy Strait) catch. 

Some of the factors influencing commercial fishing effort in Port Frederick may include the gradual reduction 
in production on fishing grounds in the outer strait as sea otter have colonized Port Althorp, Taylor Bay, 
Idaho Inlet, and Dundas Bay. In addition, the past five seasons have seen a general increase in overall effort 
throughout Southeast Alaska. During this period, catches declined on some major traditional fishing grounds 
elsewhere in Southeast Alaska and some effort was displaced into more lightly fished areas like Icy Strait. 
These factors may have resulted in more concentrated effort in Port Frederick, but this supposition is not 
strongly supported by landings data. 

For general perspective, these proposals were submitted during the spring of 1993 and were likely based on 
subsistence fishing during the previous summer of 1992 and winter of 1993. The 1992193 commercial catch 
was very low compared to those of the previous two seasons and may have reflected a lower local abundance. 

Sport Fish Division does not have any quantitative information regarding this area. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to these proposals. Closure 
of the area to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. Closure would affect the small number of commercial fishermen who currently fish this area. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closur~s of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

17) waters in Port Frederick south and east of a line from Inner Point Sophia to Crist Point and north of 
a line from Burnt Point to a point on the northern headland of Neka Bay at 58'3'12" N. lat., 135'36'37" 
W. long. 



CHlCHAGOF ISLAND 

Figure 1 .  Proposals 4 2 , 5 2  56 and 5 7 .  Closure of outer Port Frederick to 
Dungeness crab fisheries.  
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Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Port Frederick, District 114-30. (Proposals 42, 52, 56 and 
57) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1974175 * * * * 
1988189 * * * * 
1989190 * * * * 
199019 1 
199 1192 

10,100 
* 

4
* 

18
* 

561
* 

1992193 * * * * 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 42 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The majority of board member felt this proposal was similar to the previous Proposal 4 1 .  The proposal failed 
by a vote of 2-5. 



PROPOSAL 43 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 

Close all waters of Area 13b north of a latitude of Dorothy Narrows to commercial dungeness crab fishing 
on a year round basis until such time as ADF&G biologists determine that stocks have sufficiently rebounded. 

PROBLEM: The traditional dungeness crabbing areas in the Sitka Sound vicinity area being over fished 
by both noncommercial and commercial users. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It has become increasingly difficult for residents of 
Sitka to obtain even small number of dungeness crab for personal consumption in the customary and 
traditional crabbing areas in the northern portion of Area 13b. 

Several years ago a new boat ramp was constructed at the northern end of the Sitka road system. This has 

made the above waters readily accessible to small boaters and crabbing pressure from noncommercial users 
in these bays will continue to rise. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Approximately 1600 small boat owners in Sitka and their families who 
depend on these waters for their supply of dungeness crab for personal consumption. 

In addition, there are increasing numbers of sport fishermen who come to visit from out of town and whose 
experience in Sitka is enhanced by the opportunity to harvest a few dungeness crab in the local area. 

The merchants of Sitka depend on Sitka maintaining a strong reputation in salt water recreation. This same 
reputation attracts the tourist to Sitka. The tourist industry is becoming an increasingly stronger factor in the 
local economy. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Perhaps one or two commercial dungeness crab fisherman would be 
displaced into more remote areas away from Sitka. Currently with the low dungeness crab population cycle, 
little commercial activity can be expected to take place in these waters for a number of years until stocks 
rebuild. Even during good years the waters in the northern portion of area 13b do not support high enough 
dungeness crab populations to be considered a significant factor in the total commercial take Bf dungeness 
crab. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? A part year commercial opening during the winter months was 
considered and rejected due to the relatively small area involved. It is reasonable to predict that during such 

commercial openings most of the available legal dungeness crab would be taken leaving only marginal size 

crab available to non-commercial users during the remainder of the year. 

PROPOSED BY: Dale Kanen (HQ-93-F-195) 

(See Proposal #17 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 43 


Action: FAILED 0-7 


This is the same as subsistence proposal 17. The board felt that this was an extremely large area requested 
for closure and referenced its determination in the previous two proposals (Proposals 41 and 42). 



PROPOSAL 44 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Amend this section as follows: 

Close all waters of area 13-3 north of a latitude of Dorothy Narrows to commercial Dungeness crab fishing 
on a year round basis until such time as ADF&F biologists determine that stocks have sufficiently rebounded. 

Two precedents exist for this action: 1) the closure of Sitka Sound to commercial abalone harvesting; and 
2) the closure of Kadashan Bay to commercial Dungeness harvesting. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 1991/1992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: The Dungeness crab population in the Sitka Sound area is small and the stocks are already 
depressed from over harvesting by commercial and personal use fishermen. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It has become increasingly difficult for residents of 
Sitka to obtain even small numbers of Dungeness crab for their personal consumption in the customary and 
traditional crabbing areas in the northern portion of area 13-B, Sitka Sound, and contiguous waters. 

Several years ago a new boat ramp was constructed at the northern end of the Sitka road system. This has 

made the above waters readily accessible to small boaters and crabbing pressure from non-commercial users 
in these bays will continue to rise. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Approximately 1600 small boat owners in Sitka and their families who 
depend on these waters for their supply of Dungeness crab for personal consumption. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Perhaps one or two commercial Dungeness crab fishermen would be 
displaced into more remote areas away from Sitka. Currently, with the low Dungeness crab population cycle, 
little commercial activity can be expected to take place in these waters for a number of years untll stocks 
rebuild. Even during good years, the waters in the northern portion of area 13-3 do not support h~gh enough 
Dungeness crab populations to be considered a significant factor in the total commercial take of Dungeness 
crab. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? A part year commercial opening during the winter months was 
considered and rejected due to the area involved. It is reasonable to predict that during such commercial 
openings, most of the available legal Dungeness crab would be taken leaving only marginal size crab 
available to non-commercial users during the remainder of the year. 

Currently, during the months of December, January, and February, Sitka Sound is the only area in the 

northern half of Southeast Alaska that is open to commercial Dungeness fishing. This has the potential of 
a directed fishery on Dungeness stocks in a small area next to a major population center which is already 
putting heavy personal use pressure on the stocks. 

PROPOSED BY: Dale Kanen (HQ-93-F-355) 

(See Proposal #17 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 44 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

This is the same as subsistence proposal 17. This proposal failed based on action taken on Proposal 43. 



PROPOSAL 45 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Amend this regulation to provide the 
following: 

Closed waters of Icy Straits from a line between Pt. Adolphus and Pt. Gustavus west to the Inian Islands 
including all tributary bays closed to the taking of Dungeness crab. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: Gross over harvest of Dungeness crab. As a 26 year subsistence user of Dungeness crab in 
the western Icy Straits area, the total crab population has declined to an almost nonexistent level. Particularly 
in Mud Bay and Idaho Inlet. In excess of 200 pots have been observed in Mud Bay in past years. 1988 and 
1989 crab stocks would not support a single commercial pot. I personally observed an operator retrieve 50 
pots after a 5 day soak and obtain only two (2) total legal crab in June of 1989 in Mud Bay. Other Icy Strait 
traditional crab fisheries are similarly depleted. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Long term extreme depression of crab stocks. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Every person who has any interest in Dungeness crab. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Some commercial users may perceive adverse consequences - but some 
level of reasonable consumption is their only long term hope of a continued fishery. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Reduced season would only allow the first operator to harvest any 
slight recovery of stocks and put the crab population back to "square one". 

PROPOSED BY: Jimmie C. Rosenbruch (HQ-93-F-354). 
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Title: 5 AAC 32.150. Area A closed waters. Amend this regulation to close waters of Icy 
Straits from a line between Point Adolphus and Point Gustavus west to the Inian 
Islands including all tributary bays to the taking of Dungeness crab. 

Proposal No. 45 

Page Deferred proposal 

Proposed by: Jimmie C. Rosenbruch 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Timothy Koeneman, Shellfish Biologist, Petersburg 

Ken Imamura, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 
Cathy Botelho, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposed regulation would close commercial fishing for Dungeness crab in an area of Icy Straits between 
the Inian Islands and Point Gustavus, both of which are in commercial fisheries reporting District 14 (Figure 

1). Historically, District 14 has been very productive (Table 1) and Idaho Inlet and Mud Bay have been 
important fishing areas. While catch records suggest that production continues from Idaho Inlet, data from 
two series of test fisheries in the early summer of 1988 and 1989 indicated low abundances of Dungeness 
crab in Mud Bay. 

BACKGROUND 

The proposed closure area includes all of Idaho Inlet (1 14-40) and approximately bisects both subdistricts 
114-21 and 114-23. The proposed closure area does not include the historically most productive grounds. 
Taylor Bay and the Gustavus-Pleasant Island flats, which have contributed significantly in rnany seasons to 
the overall total landings reported from these subdistricts. It is impossible to estimate the proportion of the 
total subdistrict catches that were taken from the proposed closure area. 

Reported landings from Idaho Inlet, subdistrict 114-40, can be assigned totally to the proposed closure urea. 
Landings have been reported in 15 of the last 20 seasons and vary from a high of 20.777 pounds in the 
1991192 season to a low of less than 1,000 pounds in the 1985186 season. 



Through the decade of the 1980s, combined seasonal catches from subdistricts 114-21 and 114-23 have been 
considerably above the records for the prior decade of the 1970s. The seasonal catch for the ten-year period 
from 1971172 to 1980181 averaged 56,400 pounds landed by an average of three vessels per season (Table 

2). From 1981182 to the 1992193 season, catches averaged 180,875 pounds landed by an average of 14 
vessels'(~ab1e3). As noted above, it is impossible to accurately apportion the subdistrict 114-21 or 114-23 
historical harvest to the areas within the proposed closure. However, it is likely that the proportion from the 
proposed closure area is less than half of this total, as the most productive grounds in both subdistricts are 
excluded from the proposed closure area. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The available data cannot easily be corrected for changes in the fishery since the early 1970s, because the 
first vessels entering this fishery were larger than the increasing number of smaller vessels entering the fishery 
in Icy Straits through the mid-1980s. It does not account for the gradually shortened seasons during this 
period and the majority of the catch apparently being taken during an increasingly shorter period in recent 
seasons. The effects of the impending moratorium during the mid-1980s and its implementation in 1992 are 
largely unquantifiable. The threat of restrictive processing of crab tainted with PSP in 1992 and the reality 
of a sections-only market for crabs from Icy Straits in the second half of the summer season in 1993 also 
discouraged fishing in Icy Strait. The overail efficiency of the fleet has increased and the actual grounds 
fished have expanded to the full, known range of Dungeness in Southeast Alaska. Although the Department 
continues to have concerns about the possible effects the recent increases in commercial fishing effort may 
have on local stocks, it does not have sufficient data to support more conservative management measures. 

Sea otter have been extending their range and increasing in numbers in Icy Straits. At the present time, they 
are known to utilize the waters and invertebrate resources of Port Aithorp and Taylor Bay and the male 
vanguard was well into Idaho Inlet and Dundas Bay by early 1989 (Pitcher, 1989). Port Althorp and Taylor 
Bay, once productive fishing grounds for dungeness crab, no longer support commercially viable populations. 

As sea otter more fully utilize these bays and inlets and move further into interior waters, the relative 
contribution from the outer bays to the total dungeness catch will probably decline. Commercial, personal 
use, sport, and subsistence fishing will be increasingly restricted to the remaining bays and flats and 
ultimately displaced to other fishing grounds. Otter are currently firmly established in Idaho Inlet and in the 
outer and middle reaches of Dundas Bay and routinely sighted in the Pleasant Island area and the mouth of 
Glacier Bay. 

Sport Fish Division has no quantitative information regarding non-commercial Dungeness crab fisheries in 
this area. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


There would probably be need for new expenditures by Fish and Wildlife Protection to enforce the proposed 
closure, which they should elaborate upon. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments 
regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the Department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

* Considering the increased utilization of both Idaho Inlet and Mud Bay by sea otter, and prospects for 
continued expansion of their numbers and range (Pitcher, 1989; Pitcher and Imamura, 1990) restrictions 
applied to the commercial Dungeness crab fishery at this time may have limited results. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 17) waters of Icy Passage and contiguous bays and inlets 
. - 	 enclosed between a line from Point Carolus to Point Gustavus, extending from Point Gustavus to Point 

Adolphus, and a line at 135O16'35" W. long. from Point Dundas through the easternmost point in the Inian 
Islands to the Chichagof Island shore. 

LITERATURE CITED 

Pitcher, K.W. 1989. Studies of Southeastern Alaska Sea Otter Populations: Parts I and 11. Distribution, 
Abundance, Structure, Range Expansion, and Potential Conflicts with Shell fisheries. U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Cooperative Agreement, No. 14- 16-0009-954. 



Pitcher, K.W. and K.K. Imamura. 1990. Impacts of Sea Otter Predation on Dungeness Crab Abundance in 
the Cross Sound - Icy Straits Area, Southeastern Alaska. Part 111. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Cooperative Agreement, No. 14-16-0009-954. 





Table 1. District 14 historical Dungeness harvest. (Proposal 45) 

Average 

Pounds per 

Landing 


* 
* 
* 
* 

3,443 
4,316 

Y

* 
3,176 
3,205 
8,295 
4,397 
1,451 
1,392 
1,451 
2,212 
1,896 
1,853 
1,388 
1,264 

Season 

1971192 
1972/73 
1973/74 
1974/75 
1975176 
1976177 
1977178 
1978179 
1979/80 
1980/81 
1981182 
1982183 
1983/84 
1984185 
1985/86 
19861819 
1987188 
1988/89 
1989190 
1990/9 1 " 

Catch in 

Pounds 


* 
* 
* 
* 

165,272 
138,105 

* 
* 

279,516 
76,919 

945,644 
523,242 
250,989 
197,647 
262,598 
441,065 
563,113 
492,937 
283,084 
295,871 

Number of 

Permits 


* 
* 
* 
* 
9 
4 
* 
* 

10 
7 

18 
21 
18 
20 
18 
26 
3 1 
26 
3 1 
22 

Number of 
Landings 

* 
* 
* 
* 

48 
32 
* 
* 

88 
24 

114 
119 
181 
142 
181 
213 
297 
266 
204 
234 

a Most recent year's data should be considered preliminary. 



Table 2. 	 Dungeness historical ten year average harvests for Gustavus Flats, Outer Icy Strait, and Idaho 
Inlet. (Proposal 45) 

Average 	 Average Average 
Catch in Number of Number of 

Season Pounds Permits Landings 

1973174 through 1982/83 
1983184 through 1992193 

Table 3. 	 Historical Dungeness harvest for Gustavus Flats, Outer Icy Strait, and Idaho Inlet. 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1969170 
197017 1 
1971172 

161,110
* 
* 

4
* 
* 

36
* 
* 

4,475
* 
* 

1972173 49,313 3 14 3,522 
1973174 49,960 3 8 6,245 
1974175 83,586 9 28 2,985 
1975176 76,540 5 26 2,943 
1976177 
1977178 
1978179 

50,123
* 
* 

3
* 
* 

14
* 
* 

3,580
* 
* 

1979180 74,198 7 25 2,967 
198018 1 72,753 7 18 4,04 1 
1981182 212,105 I 1  33 6,427 
1982183 4 18,798 17 85 4,927 
1983184 121,720 13 5 5 2,213 
1984185 86,857 15 54 1,608 
1985186 119,266 10 74 1,611 
1986187 256,763 17 67 3,832 
1987188 163,429 11 63 2,594 
1988189 165,677 13 58 2,856 
1989190 127,479 18 113 1,128 
199019 1 148,816 14 143 1,040 
199 1/92 268,268 22 184 1,157 
1992193" 162,253 17 120 1,352 

a Most recent year's data should be considered preliminary. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 45 


Action: FAILED 0-7 


Board members felt that subsistence needs are being met and was hesitant to close a large area as proposed 
in the proposal based on its actions taken in the previous proposals. 



PROPOSAL 46 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 


Blank Inlet, Bostwick closed to commercial crab fishing. 


PROBLEM: Commercial overharvest of dungeness crab in heavily used easily accessible recreation areas 

near Ketchikan. It can take 2 to 3 years for stocks to recover after commercially fished. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Stocks will continue to decline and limit sportlpersonal 
use/subsistence, especially in a 2 to 3 year period after area is fished commercially. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence/personal use/sport users who will have areas with good 
crabbing available accessible even to small boats and skiffs. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one because of availability of areas not in immediate Ketchikan area 
where commercial crabbing can take place. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Limit commercial take/# of pots used. No way to monitor or 
enforce limits. 


PROPOSED BY: Tongass Sportfishing Association (HQ-93-F-224) 
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Tirle: Closure of Blank Inlet and Bostwick Inlet to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. 

Proposal No.: 46 

Page: 29 

Proposed by: Tongass Sportfishing Association 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Kenneth K. Imarnura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 
Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests the total closure of the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in Blank Inlet and 
Bostwick Inlet, located on Gravina Island south of Ketchikan ((Figure 1). This request cites commercial 
overharvest of Dungeness crab in these bays in commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict 10 1-27. 

Sport Fish Division estimates that in 1992-1993, an average of 4,014 (42% of surveyed Ketchikan fishery) 
Dungeness crab were taken in this area which made it the most important area near Ketchikan for personal 
uselsport crabbers. Dungeness CPUE in this area is above average compared to the entire Ketchikan fishery: 

Dungeness C P m  (Harvest per pot or ring fished): 

S.E. Shore, Gravina Entire Fishery 

BACKGROUND 


Blank Inlet and Bostwick Inlet are the two largest bays in subdistrict 101-27. It is likely that the 
preponderance of the commercial catch reported from this subdistrict (Table I )  originated in one of these two 



bays. The total catch from subdistrict 101-27 is a fraction, generally less than three percent, of the total 
commercial catch from District 1 and is usually taken by one to two vessels in a season. 

Along with Section 13-B around Sitka and District 2, District 1 has a commercial Dungeness crab season that 
extends from October 1 through February 28. These are the only areas in Southeast Alaska that do not have 
a summer commercial season from June 15 through August 15. 

In 1992-1993, an average of 4,014 (42%) of surveyed Ketchikan fishery) Dungeness crab were taken in this 
area which made it the most important area near Ketchikan for personal uselsport crabbers. Dungeness CPUE 
in this area is above average compared to entire Ketchikan fishery: 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
the area to the summer commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort 
to other open areas. The extent of displacement is likely to affect one or two commercial fisherman who 
currently fish this area. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones state here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 




Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

14)Blank Inlet north and west of a line from Blank Point to Blank Island light to the easternmost point 
tip of Gravina Point; 

18) Bostwick Inlet north and west of a line from Bostwick Point to an unnamed point at 55"12'501'N. 
lat, 131°43'55" W. long. 



Figure 1. Proposal 46. Closure of Blank Inlet and Bostwick Inlet to 

commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. 




- - - - 

I 

Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Blank Inlet, Bostwick Inlet and other areas of District 
101 -27. (Proposal 46) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1974175 * * * * 
* * * 1975176 * 

I * * * 1983184 
1984/85 1,579 4 11 143

* * * *1985186 
* * * * 1986187 
* * * * 1987188 
* * * * 1988189 
* * * * 1990191 
* * * * 1991192 
* u * * 1992193 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 46 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 


Some board members felt this proposal mirrored Proposal 40 and is more of an allocative issue. The board 
reviewed the proposal in light of its allocative criteria. The board felt the area was important to personal use 
crabbers and that the commercial crabbers would not be affected significantly by the closure. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 46 


5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following waters are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(7) waters of Blank Inlet north and west of a line from Blank Point to Blank Island light to the 
easternmost point tip of Gravina Point; 

(8) waters of Bostwick Inlet north and west of a line from Bostwick Point to an unnamed point at 
55°12'50" N. lat. 131°43'55" W. long.; 



PROPOSAL 47 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 


George and Carroll Inlets closed to commercial crab fishing. 


PROBLEM: Commercial overharvest of dungeness crab in heavily used accessible recreation areas near 

Ketchikan. It can take 2 to 3 years for stocks to recover after commercially fished. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IFNOTHING IS DONE? Stocks will continue to decline and limit sport/personal 
use/subsistence, especially in a 2 to 3 year period after area is fished commercially. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence/personal use/sport users who will have areas with good 
crabbing available accessible even to small boats and skiffs. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one because of availability of areasnot in immediate Ketchikan area 
where commercial crabbing can take place. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Limit commercial take/# of pots used. No way to monitor or 
enforce limits. 


PROPOSED BY: Tongass Sportfishing Association 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests the total closure of the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in George Inlet and Carroll 
Inlet, located on Revillagigedo Island east of Ketchikan (Figure 1). This request cites commercial overharvest 
of Dungeness crab is these bays in commercial fisheries reporting subdistricts 101-44 and 101-46, 
respectively. 

BACKGROUND 

George Inlet and Carroll Inlet are two long, narrow bays within easy access from Ketchikan by skiff. Both 
inlets are characterized by steep, rocky shorelines typical of glacially carved fjords. Suitable habitat for 
Dungeness crab is limited to a few areas of shallow flats. The total catch from both subdistricts ranges from 
usually less than a percent of the total commercial catch from District 1 up to 15 5%. Catches range from 155 
Ibs to 3,075 Ibs since the early 1980s (Table 1). During the nine years of record the catch has been taken 
by one or two vessels each season. 

The commercial crab season in District 1 runs October 1 through February 25, as well as that in  District 2 
and Section 13-B. In the rest of Southeast Alaska a summer commercial season running from June 15 
through August 15 is also provided for in regulation. 

Sport Fish Division reports that in 1992-93, an average of 569 Dungeness crab or nine percent of the 
surveyed Ketchikan fishery, were taken from the George Inlet and Carroll Inlet areas. Dungeness crab CPUE 
in this area was below the Ketchikan area average in 1989, 1991, and 1992. 



Dungeness crab CPUE (harvest per pot or ring fished) 

George and Carroll Inlets Entire Ketchikan fishery 
1988 3.1 1 2.83 
1989 0.88 2.37 
1990 2.80 2.48 
1991 2.9 1 4.29 
1992 2.5 1 4.01 
1993 3.57 3.49 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
the area to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. One or two commercial fishermen who currently fish this area will be affected. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative and the department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 


Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

220 




5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab; 

17) G e o r ~ e  Inlet and Carroll Inlet north of the latitude of the westernmost tip of Carroll Point; 



Figure 1. Proposal 47. Closure of George and Carroll Inlets to commercial 

Dungeness crab fisheries. 




1 

Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in George Inlet and Carroll Inlet, Districts 101-44and 101-46. 
(Proposal 47) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

~ v e r a ~ e '  1,120 3 6 173 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 47 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The board felt there is no conservation concerns and the area for requested closure is too large and that the 
area closed in Proposal #46 would provide ample opportunity for local residents to take crab. 



PROPOSAL 48 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 


Moser Bay, Vallner Bay closed to commercial crab fishing. 


PROBLEM: Commercial overharvest of Dungeness crab in heavily used easily accessible recreation areas 

near Ketchikan. It can take 2 to 3 years for stocks to recover after commercially fished. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Stocks will continue to decline and limit sport/personal 
use/subsistence, especially in a 2 to 3 year period after area is fished commercially. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence/personal uselsport users who will have areas with good 
crabbing available accessible even to small boats and skiffs. 

WHO IS LIMELY TO SUFlFER? No one because of availability of areas not in immediate Ketchikan area 
where commercial crabbing can take place. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Limit commercial take/# of pots used. No way to monitor or 
enforce limits. 


PROPOSED BY: Tongass Sportfishing Association 
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S YNOPSZS 


This proposal requests closure of Moser and Vallenar Bays to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. This 
request cites commercial overharvest of the resource in popular personal use harvest areas in the vicinity of 
Ketchikan. 

BACKGROUND 


Moser Bay is a small bay on the southwest shore of Revillagigedo Island. Vallenar Bay is an open bay on 
the northwest shore of Gravina Island. Both bays are easily accessible by small boat from Ketchikan. In 
terms of area, Moser Bay is a small part of commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict 10 1-90. More extensive 
habitat is present in other larger bays in this subdistrict. Landings of up to 22,088 pounds by up to 10 boats 
have been reported from subdistrict 101-90 and the long-term average, from ten years of record is over 9,000 
pounds. In some seasons, the catch from 101-90 accounted for between one-third and one-fifth of the District 
1 total. However, within the limitations of the reporting system it is not possible to determine what fraction 
of the total was harvested from Moser Bay. 

Conversely, Vallenar Bay represents a significant fraction of the suitable habitat in subdistrict I0 1-29. Only 
a single landing has ever been reported from this subdistrict and the amount landed was small. 

Sport Fish Division conducts Dungeness sport/personal use surveys in the Ketchikan area. Their summaries 
include areas around Clover Pass and the West Shore of Gravina Island. The Clover Pass area combines 
landings from Moser Bay and Traitors Cove and are not specific to either. The West Shore of Gravina 
probably accurately retlects much of the catch from Vailenar Bay. Harvest estimates follow: 



Moser Baynraitors Cove West Shore Gravina Island 

(lbs, (percent)) (lbs, (percent)) 

Dungeness CPUE in the Clover Pass and West Gravina Island areas are generally below the fishery average. 
Comparative data follows: 

Moser Baynraitors Cove West Shore Gravina Island Entire Ketchikan area 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

mere are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
these areas to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is allocative in nature and the department is neutral on its adoption or rejection. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(7) Moser Bay south of the latitude of the northwesternmost headland at 55'33'58" N. lat, 131°41'05" 
W. long; 

(8) Vallenar Bay south and east of a line from a point at 55'22'57" N. lat, 131°51'41" W. long to a point 
on the Gravina Island shore at 55'23'30" N. lat, 131'50'45'' W. Ion% 



Figure 1. Proposal 48. Closure of Moser Bay and Vallenar Bay to commercial 

Dungeness crab fisheries. 
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Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Moser Bay, Vallenar Bay, and other portions of District 
101-90 and 101-29. (Proposal 48) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

* * * *1 97017 1 

* * * *1974175 

* * * *1975176 

* * * *1976177 

* * * *1978179 

* * * *1980181 

* * * c198 1/82 


1982183 958 3 5 19 1 

1983184 2,799 5 7 399 

1984185 18,652 12 46 405 

1985186 22,088 10 74 298 

1986187 2,562 3 9 284 

1987188 4,024 7 12 335 

1988189 9,925 6 19 522


* * * *1989190 

1990191 10,318 6 17 606 

199 1/92 9,693 9 22 440


* * * *1992193 


Average1 6,747 4 14 47 8 


* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 48 


Action: FAILED 0-7 


See discussion under Proposal 47 




PROPOSAL 49 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 


Traitors Cove, Shrimp Bay closed to commercial crab fishing. 


PROBLEM: Commercial overharvest of dungeness crab in heavily used easily accessible recreation areas 

near Ketchikan. It can take 2 to 3 years for stocks to recover after commercially fished. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Stocks will continue to decline and limit sport/personal 
use/subsistence, especially in a 2 to 3 year period after area is fished commercially. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence/personal use/sport users who will have areas with good 
crabbing available accessible even to small boats and skiffs. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one because of availability of areas.not in immediate Ketchikan area 
where commercial crabbing can take place. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Limit commercial take/# of pots used. No way to monitor or 
enforce limits. 


PROPOSED BY: Tongass Sportfishing Association 
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S YNOPSZS 

This proposal requests closure of Traitor's Cove and Shrimp Bay to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. 
This requests cites overharvest of the Dungeness crab resource by the commercial fishery. 

BACKGROUND 

Traitor's Cove is located on the western shore of Revillagigedo Island in commercial fisheries reporting 
subdistrict 101-90. It is a fairly large bay with limited Dungeness crab habitat. Commercial landings have 
been reported from 101-90, (Table l), for 18 seasons since 1970171 and at least a small catch has been 
reported each season since 1980181. These have ranged from less than 1,000 pounds to more than 22,000 
pounds and effort has varied between one and I I vessels. Both number of vessels and pounds landed have 
generally been higher, though variable, through the 1980s than during the 1970s. The catch averaged about 
9,000 pounds between 1989190 and 1991192 and declined to a fraction of that in 1992193. The number of 
vessels fishing this subdistrict also declined. 

Shrimp Bay is located on the northwestern shore of Revillagigedo Island in subdistrict 101-SO. It is one of 
the smaller inlets in this subdistrict. From subdistrict 101-80, Table 2, commercial harvests have been 
reported each season since 1969170, the start of the recent record. During this period, catch levels have 
fluctuated between less than 500 pounds to more than 16,000 pounds, with no discernible trends. The lowest 
commercial effort in a decade occurred last season when a single vessel reported landings from this area. 
The average catch has been relatively stable for the past decade, tluctuating between about 3,000 pounds and 
10,000 pounds. As in other areas with multiple bays contributing to the total subdistrict catch, it is difficult 
in this case to accurately determine what fraction of the subdistrict catches came from Traitor's Cove and 
Shrimp Bay. 



Sport Fish Division survey results combine landings from Moser Bay and Traitors Cove. They also combine 
landings from Shrimp Bay and several other productive bays in the Southwest Behm Canal area. 
Spodpersonal use harvest estimates for 1992 and 1993 include the following: 

Moser/Traitors Cove Southwest Behm 
(lbs, (percent)) (lbs, (percent)) 

Dungeness CPUE in the Southwest Behm area is often above average while the MosertTraitors Cove are 
generally below the fishery average. The relative CPUE for these areas follows: 

Dungeness CPUE (Harvest per pot or ring fished) 
Moser/Traitors Southwest Behrn Entire Ketchikan Area 

1988 1.11 4.84 2.83 
1989 0.00 4.89 2.37 
1990 0.18 1.72 2.48 
1991 2.44 4.44 4.29 
1992 2.5 1 5.28 4.0 1 

1993 1.80 3.06 3.49 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
these areas to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 

Dungeness crab: 

(7) Traitor's Cove east of the longitude of the tip of the northwesternmost headland at 55'41'48" N. lat, 
131'41'58" W. Ion% 

j8) Shrimp Bay east of longitude of the tip of the northwesternmost headland at 55'50'25" N. lat, 
131°30'39" W. long. 



Figure 1. Proposal  49,  Clsoure of T r a i t o r s  Cove and Shrimp Bay t o  commercial 
Duegeness crab  f i s h e r i e s .  
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Table 1. 	 Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Traitor's Cove and other portions of District 101-90. 
(Proposal 49) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 
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Table 2. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Shrimp Bay and other portions of District 101-80. 
(Proposal 49) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1969170 * * * * 
197017 1 
1971172 
1972173 
1973174 

* 
* 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 
* 

1974175 9,975 4 6 1,662 
1975176 
1976/77 
197717 8 
1978179 
1979180 
198018 1 

15,430 
8 

* 
* 
* 
* 

8
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

26
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

593
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

1981182 
1982183 

2,58 1 
* 

5
* ,  

12
* 

215
* 

1983184 7,665 6 16 479 
1984/85 7,808 7 41 190 
1985186 7,411 6 19 390 
1986187 4,347 4 18 241 
1987188 6,869 7 19 36 1 
1988/89 10,834 8 3 5 309 
1989190 3,094 6 9 343 
1990/91 2,327 6 9 25 8 
1991192 
199U93 

6,227 8 
8 

6
* 

1I
* 

5 70 
* . 

'Average 6,362 12 524 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 49 

Action: FAILED 0-7 

See discussion under Proposal 47 



PROPOSAL 50 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 

Helm Bay, Smugglers Cove closed to commercial crab fishing. 

PROBLEM: Commercial overharvest of dungeness crab in heavily used easily accessible recreation areas 
near Ketchikan. It can take 2 to 3 years for stocks to recover after commercially fished. The 
Helm/Smugglers area is heavily used by recreational boaters and has USFS cabins in Helm Bay that are 
occupied over 113 (120 days) of the year. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Stocks will continue to decline and limit sport/personal 
use/subsistence, especially in a 2 to 3 year period after area is fished commercially. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Subsistence/personal uselsport users who will have areas with good 
crabbing available accessible even to small boats and skiffs. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one because of availability of areas not in immediate Ketchikan area 
where commercial crabbing can take place. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Limit commercial take/# of pots used. No way to monitor or 
enforce limits. 

PROPOSED BY: Tongass Sportfishing Association (HQ-93-F-220) 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests closure of Helm Bay and Smuggler's Cove to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. 
This requests cites commercial overharvest of Dungeness crab in heavily used easily accessible personal use 
fishing areas near Ketchikan. 

BACKGROUND 

Helm Bay and Smuggler's Cove are two adjacent bays on the southeastern shore of the Cleveland Peninsula. 
Both bays are located in commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict 101-85. Helm Bay is by far the larger of 
these two bays. The combined commercial catch from these two bays probably accounts for a large part of 
the total catch reported from this subdistrict because the only other bay is heavily developed as a log-transfer 
and storage location and probably unproductive of Dungeness crab. In the 10 years of record since the 
1980181 season, the catches from subdistrict 101-85 have averaged 2,018 Ibs (Table 1 ) .  Typically, three or 
fewer crabbers reported landings from this area and much of the seasonal records are confidential. 

Sport Fish Division survey estimates for the Ketchikan area spodpersonal use fisheries include the Southeast 
Cleveland Peninsula area which encompasses Helm Bay and Smugglers Cove along with Port Stewart and 
Bond Bay. 

In 1992 and 1993, an average of 1,712 (18% of surveyed Ketchikan fishery) Dungeness crab were taken in 
the Southeast Cleveland Peninsula area which made it the second most important area in the Ketchikan area 
for personal use crabbers. Dungeness CPUE in this ,,za is consistently above the Ketchikan fishery average. 
as indicated by the survey results for the past six years: 



Dungeness CPUE (Harvest per pot or ring fished): 
SE Cleveland Entire Fishery 


1988 3.69 2.83 

1989 2.56 2.37 

1990 4.72 2.48 

1991 5.37 4.29 

1992 4.94 4.01 

1993 4.65 3.49 


MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
these areas to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department will maintain a neutral position 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 


Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 



5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(7)Helm Bay and Smuggler's Cove north and west of a line from a point on Helm Point at 55'35'58" 
N. lat, 131°53'42" W. long, through the light at the mouth of Helm Bay, to a point on the southern 
headland of Smuggler's Cove at 55'34'23'' N. lat, 131'56'42'' W. long 



Figure 1. Proposal 50. Closure of Helm Bay and Smugglers Cove to commercial 

Dungeness crab fisheries. 
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Table 1. Historical Dungeness crab harvests in Helm Bay, Smuggler Cove and other portions of 
District 101 -85. (Proposal 5 0 )  

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

~verage! 2,018 3 5 354 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 50 

Action: FAILED 0-4 

See discussion under Proposal 47. 



PROPOSAL 51 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSURE WATERS. In area A, the following are closed to 
the taking of dungeness crab: 

(7) waters of Chilkoot Inlet know as Flat Bay (also known as Mud Bay) and Viking Cove lying west 
of longitude 135~20'. (see attached map) 

PROBLEM: Commercial dungeness crabbing in the area waters of Flat Bay is threatening to eliminate the 
subsistence fishery for area residents. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? If commercial dungeness crabbing is allowed to 
continue in Flat Bay, the crab population will be suppressed to a level that will take year to recover from. 
In past years, commercial dungeness fisherman have fished out the legal size crab in the bay in a matter of 
days. The area proposed for closure is a small area used heavily by local subsistence users. Pressure from 
commercial crabbers has a serious effect on the ability of subsistence users to meet their needs. Commercial 
crabbers have other options, (such as the large Katzehin River Delta), which are not practical for locals, 
(crabbing from small skiffs, canoes, etc.), due to distance, time, and vagaries of local weather and seas. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The area residents will benefit because they will have the rightful 
opportunity to preserve their rural and subsistence lifestyle. In addition, personal use and sport crabbers will 
benefit. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one suffers from this solution because commercial operators have 
many other area choices in which to crab; the residents of Flat Bay do not. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Mud Bay Subsistence Users 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests closure of Flat Bay, locally known as Mud Bay, and an adjacent unnamed cove locally 
known as Viking Cove, to commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. This request cites the threat of commercial 
Dungeness crabbing to the continued viability of the subsistence Dungeness crab fishery for area residents. 

BACKGROUND 

These inlets are located on the eastern shore of the Chilkat Peninsula south of the community of Maines. Flat 
Bay is one of a number of small bays in commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict 115-34, which includes D 


waters of upper Lynn Canal between Seduction Point and Skagway. Commercial landings and numbers of 
vessels reporting catch from this subdistrict increased from less than a thousand pounds landed by one to four 
vessels during the early 1980s to a peak of 23,583 pounds landed by 12 vessels in 1991192. Both effort and 
catch have declined since then through the current season. The average catch in the 1 1 years of record since 
the 1982183 season was 6,563 pounds. 

Sport Fish Division reports that data from a spring survey of sport/personal use1subsistence fishermen in  the 
Waines area during 1988 indicated a mean CPUE of 0.46 crab per pot or ring fished. The largest number of 
Dungeness crab brought in by a single boat was 12, with an average catch per boat party of 1.3 Dungeness 
crab. 



MANAGELWENT ISSUES 


There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
these areas to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Enforcement of closure of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(7) Flat Bay west of the longitude of a point at 59'9'2" N. Lat.. 135'19'58" W .  Long.; 



Figure 1. Proposal 51. Closure of Flat Bay (Mud Bay) and Viking Cove to 

commercial Dungeness crab fisheries. 




Table 1. 	 Historical Dungenes crab harvests in Fiat Bay, Viking Cove and other areas of Chilkoot 
Iniet, District 115-34. (Proposal 51) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Pennits Landings Landing 

8 Asterisks indicate confidential infomation where fewer than three permits were fished. 
1 Averages are caicuiated only from years where landings were reported. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 51 


Action: ADOPTED 4-3 

Some board members felt the commercial harvest in this area is more substantial and is different from the 
previous proposals. The department expressed there are no conservation concerns. The majority of board 
members felt this ares is important to personal use crabbers and that commercial crabbers would not be 
affected significantly by its closure. The board approved the substitute language in the department briefing 
document which outlines the area in regulatory language. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 51 


5 AAC 32.150. A W A  A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following waters are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(9) waters of Flat Bay west of the longitude of a point at 59°09'02" N. lat. 135O19'58" W. long. 



PROPOSAL 32 - 5 AAC 38.107. CLOSED WATERS. 

Close the area from the cannery bluff, south to False Burnt Point, then east to the shores of Chichagof Island 
to commercial crab fishing. 

PROBLEM: We feel that the crab stock has been selously depleted due to over fishing by commercial 
vessels and we request that this area be designated for private, noncommercial crab fishing only. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The area will be fished out. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The community of Hoonah and personal use fishermen. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Commercial fishermen. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Alf R. "Windy" Skaflestad et a1 


(See Proposal #42 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 52 


Action: NO ACTION 

These issues had already been considered with proposal 42 (Port Frederick). No conservation concern could 
be demonstrated and the area requested was too large. 



PROPOSAL 53 - 5 AAC 3 1.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. and 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED 
WATERS. 

The area of S. Zimovia Strait from Lat. 56'1 1'05"N x 56'09'0"~, be closed to commercial shrimp and crab 
fishing. 

PROBLEM: We would like to see our subsistence shellfish are protected from commercial harvest. The 
area that we "Thom's Place" residents use for our subsistence shrimp and crab is being decimated by the ever 
increasing commercial harvest in our area. The area is in S. Zimovia Strait. Lat. 56'1 1'05" N by 56'09'0" 
N. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? I and my family and neighbors will (and are) losing 
a relied on food source. I and my family need and use this subsistence resource always!!! 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The local (land-owner) resident, subsistence users of the shrimp and 
crab in the here mentioned area. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The commercial fleet may lose a potential 200 pot area!!! 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? I have spoken to the individual boats and unlike the past few 
years; the current boats no longer honor our subsistence grounds. 

PROPOSED BY: R. V. Paul Davis (Thom's Place) (HQ-93-F- 18) 
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S YNOPSZS 

This proposal requests closure of Thorn's Place to commercial Dungeness crab and shrimp fisheries. The 
request cites over harvesting of shrimp and crab by commercial fisheries for these species in the waters 
surrounding the community of Thorn's Place. 

BACKGROUND 

Thorn's Place is both a small cove located on the southwest shore of Wrangell Island off Zimovia Strait and 
the name of a community located on the shores of the cove. The cove is one of numerous areas within 

D 

commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict 107-30. 

Sportfish Division reports an estimated 103 (13% of surveyed Wrangell spring fishery) Dungeness crab were 
taken in this area during 1992 and 60 (7%) in 1993. Mean CPUE in this area in 1992 was 3.92 (mean = 4.26 
for Wrangell area). 

Dungeness Crab 

Commercial Dungeness crab catches have been reported from 107-30 each season since 1969170 with the sole 
exception of the 1981182 season (Table I ) .  The number of vessels fishing the area was stable at one or two 
until the early 1980s. During the 1980s, four to 20 vessels reported landings from 107-30. The number of 
vessels peaked in 1986187, with 30,324 pounds reported landed. As in many smaller reporting areas. the 
pounds reported vary widely from a low of less than 1,000 pounds to the 198.5186 record, with a historical 
average of 17,563 paunds. 



Shrimp 

Commercial shrimp fishing in 107-30 is conducted by both trawls and pots. For the purposes of this 
proposal, it is assumed that trawl shrimp is not the primary issue because the species sought for personal use 
are usually either the spot prawn or the coonstripe; these species are seldom targeted by trawlers. The 
commercial shrimp pot fishery in this area has reported landings for the past 11 seasons between less than 
200 pounds to a high of 7,963 landed by three boats in 1988/89. The long-term average has been about 2,600 
pounds per season. Effort has fluctuated between one and eight boats with no discernible trend in either 
number of vessels or reported catch. 

Within the limitations of the commerciai catch reporting system, it is not possible to determine what 
proportion of the subdistrict 107-30 commercial Dungeness crab and shrimp catches originate in the waters 
of Thorn's Place. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
these areas to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the commercial effort to other 
open areas. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

e 


FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department will maintain a neutral position 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(7 )Thorn's Place north of the latitude of the western headland at 56"9'21" N. lat. 



Figure 1 .  Proposal 53,  5 4 ,  69 and 70.  Closure of Thoms Place t o  commercial 
Dungeness crab and shrimp f i sher ies .  
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Table 1. 	 ~~~~ harvests inihom's Place, south Zimovia W tand other areas 
of D i e d  107-30.pmposals 53,54,69, and 70) 

-	 Average 
-A
fl-*..X. 

LU 
:" Number of N u m b  of 'Pounds pcr 

Season Pniin~i~ Ptrmits Landings Landing 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages arc calculated only fmm y w where landings we= q r t e b  



Table 2 sbnmp pot harvests in Thm's  Place, south Zimovia Strait and other areas of 
District 107-30. (Pmpsals 53.54, 69 and 70) 

Average 
ca&hm Numberof Numberof Pounds per 

Season hunds Prxmi~ taadings M g 
* * * 1982/83 * 

1983/84 1,822 5 7 260 
1 984/85 2,312 3 9 256 
1985/86 728 3 9 80 
1986B7 4,141 6 16 258 
1987/88 1,866 5 13 143 
1988/89 7963 3 32 248* * * 1989190 * 
1990~91 6509 8 18 361 
1991192 1,679 3 3 559

* t * 1992~93 41 

e Astdsh indicate confidential information where fewer tatan permits were fished. 
I Avexages are c a l d a  only from yean where landings wen reported. 
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Historical shim* m w l  Wests in "Ihom'S PhcG south M i a Strait and otbcr a mTable 3. 
of D i d d  107-30. (PIoposals 53, 54, 69 and 70) 


Season 

1971f72 

1972f73 

1975f76 

1978179 

1979188 

1980181 

1983184 

1984/85 

1986/87 

1987188 

1989/90 

199019 1 

1991192 

1992B3 


Cartch in 
Pounds 


* 
* 
* 
* 

* 
* 

1 1,454 * 

10,147 
7.568 

26,862
* 

Numba of 
Ptrmitr 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
3 


* 
3 

3 

6

* 

Number of 
Landings 


* 
* 
* . 
* 
* 
* 
* 
6

* 
* 
7 


12 

14
* 

Pou& per 
Landing 


* 

* 
t 

* 
* 
* 

1.909
* 
* 

1*449 

630 


1,918

* 

* Asterisks indicate wnfidcntial information where fewer than thnx permits were fished. 
Averages arr: calculated only from ycars when landings wen: qorted. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 53 

Action: FAILED 0-7 

The board felt there are no conservation concerns and the area requested for closure is too large. 



PROPOSAL 54 - 5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. and 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED 
WATERS . 


The closure of this are to commercial fishing. The area of South Zimovia Strait - from Lat. 56"11'05" N tc 

56'09'0" N. to be closed to commercial shrimp and crab fishing - see map. 


PROBLEM: The over harvesting of shellfish (specifically shrimp and crab) by commercial fisher people 
in the waters surrounding the community of Thom's Place. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The residents will be deprived of their basic right to 

that food to commercial harvest. Subsistence priority & the law. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resident subsistence users in the area. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one really. There is still plenty for everyone, they just don't need 

to get it from our front yard. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? I cannot think of any other alternative. 


PROPOSED BY: Magdaline Volaitis - Thorn's Place 


(See Proposal #53 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 54 


Action: NO ACTION 

No action was taken on this proposal based on actions take on proposal 53. 



PROPOSAL 55 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A. 31.135. CLOSED WATERS 

5 AAC 32.150 XXX AREA "A" CLOSED WATERS. In Area A the following waters are closed to the 
taking of dungeness crab: (7) Waters of Twelve Mile Arm west of the longitude of a line from Outer Point 
to Sandy Point. 

5 AAC 31.135 XXX AREA "A" CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following waters are closed to the 
taking of shrimp (1) Waters of Twelve Mile Arm west of the longitude of a line from.Outer Point to Sandy 
Point. 

PROBLEM: Closure the waters of 12 mile arm to the commercial taking of shrimp and dungeness crab. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Commercial fishing pressure coupled with increased 
subsistence and sport fishing pressure, as a result of growth in and access-to the community, have resulted 
in a decline in local stocks of shrimp and dungeness crab. Most community members are restricted to the 
waters of 12 mile ann for access to subsistence and sport fishing for these species. This access is restricted 
by both proximity and the size of the boats that are prevalent in the community. 

A steady decline in C.P.U.E. has prompted the community to seek protection for these stocks in the waters 
of 12 mile arm. A single commercial vessel exerts more gear pressure than the combined gear of the 
community. A closure of these waters to commercial fishing will allow these stocks to rebound. It will also 
protect these stocks for the combined subsistence and sport use by the community. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The subsistence users of Hollis that hand pull pots with small skiffs 
and do not over fish the stock. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The commercial fisherman that fish the small area. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Hollis Community Council/Edward E. Wilson 



1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: 	 Closure of Twelve Mile Arm in Kasaan Bay to commercial Dungeness crab and 
shrimp pot fisheries 

Proposal No. : 	 55, 67 

Page: 	 33, 41 

Proposed by: 	 Hollis Community CouncilEdward E. Wilson 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: 	 Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 


Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 


SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests closure of Twelve Mile Arm in Kasaan Bay to commercial Dungeness crab and shrimp 
pot fisheries. The request cites declines in the local stocks of crab and shrimp used by residents and 
transients for personal use. 

BACKGROUND 

Twelve Mile Arm is a long inlet in Kasaan Bay on the eastern shore of Prince of Wales Island. The 
community of Hollis lies on the western shore of Twelve Mile Arm. 

Kasaan Bay and all its minor bays and inlets lies in commercial fisheries reporting subdistrict 102-60. One 
to three vessels have reported Dungeness crab catches from 102-60 in ten of the last eleven years, with a 
season average during this period of 2,660 pounds. During the last decade, one to eisht shrimp pot vessels 
have reported harvesting an average of 11,300 pounds from subdistrict 102-60. No shrimp trawl catch has 
been reported from this subdistrict. 

Within the limitations of the catch reporting system, it is not possible to determine the proportion of the 
commercial Dungeness crab and shrimp pot catch from District 102-60 that originates in Twelve Mile Arm. 

Sport Fish Division reports no quantitative information regarding these fisheries in this area. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


There are no direct commercial fisheries management issues related specifically to this proposal. Closure of 
these areas to the commercial fishery will most likely result in displacement of the 
commercial effort to other open areas. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Enforcement of closures of small areas is highly dependent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL NOTE 

No significant expenditures are anticipated. 

CONCLUSIONS'AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

* 
Should this proposal be adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of 
Dungeness crab: 

(7) waters of Twelve Mile Arm in Kasaan Bay south and west of a line from a point at 55"?3'9" N. lut. 

132"31916" W. long on Sandy Point to a point at 55"3 1 '  15" N. lat, 132"3 1'20" W. long on Outer Point: 

5 AAC 3 1.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. [EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED IN 5 AAC 3 1.100 
THROUGH 5 AAC 3 1.149, THERE ARE NO WATERS IN AREA A CLOSED TO THE TAKING OF 
SHRIMP.] In Area A, the following are closed to the taking of shrimp by pots or trawls: 



(1) waters of Twelve Mile Arm in Kasaan Bay south and west of a line from a point at 55'33'9" N. lat. 
132O31'16" W. long on Sandy Point to a point at 55°31'15" N. lat, 132O31'20" W. long on Outer Point 



PRINCE 

OF 

W A L E S  

ISLAND 

F i g u r e  1. P r o p o s a l s  55 and 6 7 .  C losure  of Twelve Mi le  Arm i n  Kasaan Bay t o  ' 

commercial Dungeness c r a b  and shrimp p o t  f i s h e r i e s .  



Table 1. Historical Dungenes crab harvests in wakm of Twelve Mile Arm and other poxlions of 
Distrid 102-60. (Proposal 55 and 67) 

Average 
catch in Number of N m k  of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 
* * * 	 * 1982/83 
* * * 	 * 1983/84 

1984/85 5,417 3 12 45 1 
* * * 	 * 1985186 * * * 	 * 1987/88 * * * 	 * 1988/89 * * $6 	 * 1989190 
* * * 	 * 1990191 
* * * 	 * 1991i92 
* * * 	 rb1992193 

* 	 Asterisks indicate confidential information wherc fewer than three pennits wen fished. 
Averages are calculated only fmm years where landings we= reported. 



Historid pot shrimp harvests in waters of Twelve Mile Arm and other portions of Table 2. 
District 	102-60. (Rwpsal 55 and 67) 

Catchin Numbcrof N u m k ~ f  Pourds per 
Season Pounds Pennits L e g s  Landing 

* * * 	 * 1971172 
1983/84 9,487 6 16 592 
1984185 4,829 5 15 321 
1985186 7,823 6 23 340 
1986187 20.007 5 40 500

* * * 	 * 1987188 
1988/89 12,43 1 8 41 303 
1989t98 10,593 6 31 341 . 
1990/9 1 16,365 7 55 297 
199 1/92 16,175 6 59 274 
1992P3 15,583 3 84 185 

* 	 Asterisks indicate c~nfidcndalinformation whexe fewer than t h e  @ts were fished. 
Averages ars caldated only horn yur; whuc Indings wexe rsporkd. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 55 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

This proposal is the same as proposal 67. The board felt there are no conservation .concerns and the area 
requested for closure is too large and that subsistence needs are being met. 



PROPOSAL 56 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 

Close to commercial dungeness crab harvesting the portion of Port Frederick from the Inner Point Sophia to 
Crist point for the NE boundary line and from Neka Point to Grassy Island/Burnt Point for the SW boundary 
line. 

PROBLEM: The over harvesting of Dungeness Crab within Port Frederick. With an increase in commercial 
harvesting of this crab as well as an increase in subsistence, sport and personal use of Dungeness, there is 
a very serious depletion of the parent crab population. If this is allowed to continue unchecked the 

consequences will be disastrous. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The parent crop will be depleted by over harvesting 
which endangers the use of this resource for subsistence, sport, personal use and commercial purposes. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The local residents of Hoonah who use this resource for sport and 
subsistence as well as people from Whitestone Logging Camp, Mt. Bether Christian Community and Iots of 
transients who pass through this area. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFER? None, because the recent over harvesting has depleted the stock and it 

is no longer economically feasible. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? To shorten the commercial season ...however this would add costs 
due to enforcement activity and becomes more cumbersome for the fishermen to manage openings and 
closures. 

To limit the number of pots allowed ...however this would also add to the enforcement responsibilities and 
again, further diminishing the economic feasibility to the fishermen. 

PROPOSED BY: Gordon Greenwald (HQ-93-F-43) 

(See Proposal #42 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 56 


Action: NO ACTION 


These issues were previously considered on proposal 42 (Port Frederick). No conservation concern could be 

demonstrated and the area requested was too large. 



PROPOSAL 57 .5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Amend to add a new subsection. 


Close inside of Port Frederick for commercial crab fishing: the waters south of a line from Inner Point 

Sophia Light to the northwesternmost tip of Halibut Island then bearing 323" 

to Chichagof Island and North of a line from Neka Bay Point to Burnt Point. 


PROBLEM: Near the community of Hoonah, there are only four small areas where.dungeness crab exist; 

Hubbard Creek, Game Creek, Humpback Creek and Gartina Creek. Due to the extended commercial crab 
fishing this past season, there is a lack of subsistence dungeness crab for the community. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Continuation of the lack of subsistence crab for local 

people or crab for reproduction. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All residents of Hoonah, Whitestone Logging Company, Mt. Bether 
Community and many transient boat people using the local boat harbor. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? I personally don't think anyone will suffer much since there's a lack of 

crab in the area now. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Can't see any other fair solution. 


PROPOSED BY: Gerald Peterson 


(See Proposal #42 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 57 


Action: NO ACTION 

These issues were previously considered on proposal 42 (Port Frederick). No conservation concern could be 
demonstrated and the area requested was too large. 



PROPOSAL 58 - 5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR. 

Change the marking, conformation, and numbering requirements for commercial Dungeness crab pot buoys 
in the Yakutat Area (Area D) to conform with the same requirements as in the Southeast Alaska Area (Area 
A) as follows: 

5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR. 

(X) Effective 11/1/94 in Area D, all Dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single 
registration must be identically buoyed and marked. At least one buoy on each pot must display the 

permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the single vessel used to operate the gear. The buoy 
may bear only one number, and this number must be in symbols at least one and one-half inches high 
and with lines at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. 

PROBLEM: Unspecified size of the required numbers, and lack of uniformity' in conformation, color, or 
size of buoys used by the same vessel hinder enforcement and association of the gear and the vessel working 
the gear. When the only available management survey technique is aerial overflight of the fishing grounds, 
the ability to associate the vessel and its gear is essential for determining distribution of effort and specific 
fishing patterns. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Management will continue to experience difficulty 
in determining fishing patterns and enforcement will encounter a wide variability in markings and 
conformation of buoys being fished by the same vessel, continuing to make assessments of the number of 
pots being used by each vessel very difficult. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Management and enforcement and fishermen who clearly mark their 
gear and use a legal limit of gear. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Some fishermen will be forced to insure that all their buoys are marked 
the same and are the same size, color, and shape. Fishermen using over limits of gear and disguising them 

m. as separate strings will find it more difficult to do so. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Requiring only the numbers to be a minimum of one and one-half 
inches high and line at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. This would not permit 
aerial surveillance and assessment. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-403) 
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Title: Change buoy marking requirements for commercial Dungeness gear in Yakutat 

Proposal No.: 58 

Page: 35 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 
Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal is nearly identical to Proposal 60. The buoy marking requirement for commercial Dungeness 
crab pot gear in Yakutat conforms to the statewide standard, which specifies that each buoy must be legibly 
marked with the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the single vessel operating the gear. 
It further stipulates that the symbols must be a minimum of one and one-half inches high with lines at least 
one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. The Southeast Alaska gear regulation further 
specifies that all gear fished under a single registration must be identically buoyed and marked. This proposal 
requests that the identical marking requirement in Southeast Alaska be extended to the Yakutat fishery. 

The Board may wish to discuss Proposals 58, 60, and 61 as a group because adoption or rejection of any of 
the three have implications for the remaining two. 

BACKGROUND 

Requirement of identical marking for Dungeness crab buoys in the commercial fishery in Southeast Alaska 

was originally adopted by the Board in 1988. At that time, the commercial fishery in Southeast Alaska was 
undergoing rapid expansion. The increasing competition fostered deceptive practices to hide gear, mislead 
competitors, and obfuscate enforcement of gear limits. Secondarily, use of very small floats, buoys painted 
to blend with the sea surface or background, long-lines, and many differently configured buoys by the same 
registered vessel made .it very difficult to determine fishing patterns and effort by aerial surveys. Aerial 
surveys were, and continue to be, the only cost-effective means of tracking fishing effort and verifying 
information on fish tickets. 

Longlining is currently prohibited, minimum height and width requirements For numbers and the identic~ll 
marking and conformation regulations have restored a modicum of order to this fishery. There at-e fewer 



means of legally hiding or camouflaging gear and enforcement and management based on buoy counts and 
location can be more effectively conducted. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Many sf the problems that prompted proposals for regulatory change in Southeast Alaska are also inherent 
to the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in Yakutat. The fishery in Yakutat is different because most of 
the vessels participating are larger than those in Southeast Alaska, are home-ported in Washington, Oregon, 
or California, and their numbers in any given season rarely exceed 50 vessels. Most of these vessels are fully 
capable of deploying and working at least twice the legal limit of 600 pots. Checking compliance with gear 
limits and surveying pot distribution is difficult in the best of conditions and the various marking and 
conformations used by some vessels further complicate these tasks. 

From mid-June to mid-July each summer, some participants in the Southeast Alaska and Yakutat fisheries 
operate in close proximity to each other at the district boundary at Cape Fairweather. Gear limits aye 300 
pots for the Southeast Alaska registrants and 600 for the Yakutat vessels. Yakutat does not explicitly have 
prohibitions on long-lining and their gear definitions are much more liberal. The season in the Yakutat area 
starts a month before the Southeast Alaska area. Violations of this line, in both directions, is not uncommon. 
Specifications for identical markings for gear used by Yakutat vessels may make policing this line a little less 
difficult than it is now. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Consistent regulations for gear marking and conformation for both Southeast Alaska and Yakutat should make 
enforcement more effective. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Requirement of uniform, identical, and consistent markings for Dungeness crab buoys in the commerci~il 
fishery in Yakutat will facilitate management and enforcement of that fishery. 



* 	 Immediate implementation of this requirement will necessitate purchase of new buoys by some 
participants and cause varying degrees of inconvenience for others. The comparable regulation in 
Southeast Alaska was deferred for a year to allow for gradual replacement of buoys to alleviate any 
hardship the change may have represented to individual participants. A similar deferment may be 
appropriate for the Yakutat area, if the Board decides to adopt this proposal. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. (c) Effective 11/1/94 in Area D, all Dungeness crab pots 
and ring nets operated under a single registration must be identically buoyed and marked. At least one buoy 
on each pot or ring net must display the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the single vessel 
used to operate the gear. The buoy may bear only one number, and this number must be in symbols at least 
one and one-half inches high and with lines at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 58 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

This proposal was amended to include Area D (Yakutat) and effective 11/1/94. Adopted language will be 
consistent with the rest of Southeast Alaska and is supported by Fish and Wildlife Protection. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 58 


5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(c) Effective 11/1/94, all Dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single registration must be 
identically buoyed and marked. At least one buoy on each pot or ring net must be legibly marked with only 
the permanent department vessel license plate number of the single vessel operating the gear. The buoy, or 
multiple buoys attached to a Dungeness crab pot or ring net, may bear only one number. The number must 
be in symbols at least one and one-half inches high and with lines at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast 
with the background. 



PROPOSAL 59 - 5 AAC 32.050. GEAR FOR DUNGENESS CRAB. 

(a) In Area D, no more than 400 dungeness crab pots may be used by a vessel to take dungeness crab. 

PROBLEM: Increased numbers of vessels has led to a complete saturation of the region with crab pots, far 
beyond what is necessary to harvest the resource. Enforcement of the limit is impossible. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Fish & Wildlife will continue to be unable to enforce 
the 600 pot limit. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All crab fishermen will benefit from a more orderly fishery and through 

Fish & Wildlife being more capable to enforce the pot limit. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Large vessels may feel that they will be less able to compete. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Require identically marked buoys. This is needed but the sheer 

number of pots still makes enforcement impossible. 


PROPOSED BY: Yakutat Advisory Committee (HQ-93-F- 162) 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests reduction of the number of pots that may be used by a commercial Dungeness crab 
fishing vessel in the Yakutat fishery from 600 pots to 400 pots. 

BACKGROUND 

The current limit of 600 pots has been in effect since 1968. For perspective, the participants in the Yakutat 
Dungeness crab fishery may be operationally divided into two general groups, big boats home-ported in other 
states or communities other than Yakutat and small boats home-ported in Yakutat. There are a few 
exceptions both ways, but the larger, ocean-going Dungeness gabbing vessels fishing the open coast in the 
Yakutat area are between 45 and 80 feet long, can carry between a fourth and a half of their allowed limit 
of 600 pots at a time, m d  capable to holding 25,000 to 40,000 pounds of live crab in their circulating sea 
water tanks. Most of these vessels and crews can easily lift and set their 600 pots once each 24 hours. When 
fishing is particularly good, they can go through their gear twice in 24 hours and f i l l  their holds in one to 
two days. Many of these vessels fish only the summer season or part of the summer season before 
proceeding westward to participate in salmon and other fisheries. 

In contrast, the local small vessel fleet is comprised of vessels ranging in size from skiffs to a few vessels 
of about 40 feet. The capabilities of these vessels is considerably more limited and their activities are largely 
confined to Yakutat Bay and the immediately adjacent coastal areas. Many sell their crab on a daily basis 
and their tank capacity is very limited compared to larger ocean-going crabbers. 



The major fishery and heaviest harvest occurs during the summer along the entire coast. Most of the larger 
vessels registered to fish in the area participate in the summer fishery. One or two larger vessels will 
occasionally remain to work the winter fishery, but the winter fishery is mostly limited to the local fleet. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

A reduction in the pot limit for this fishery has little biological significance because the total number of pots 
fished fluctuates widely, depending on the number of vessels registering for this fishery each season. Further, 
Dungeness management hinges on size and sex in this area. Management strategy assumes that any male crab 
larger than six and one-half inches in width may be harvested without endangering the continued viability 
of the stocks. There are no quotas or GHLs in this fishery. Total catch is a function of abundance and effort. 
As a result, the number of units of gear being fished is not necessarily a problem unless there are other 
circumstances such as occurrence of mid-season molts or obvious high handling rates on females and 
sublegds, as happens occasionally during the summer fishery. In the past, when a much higher level of port 
sampling or presence was maintained than is currently possible, the entire Yakutat area or parts of it were 
closed when major molting was reported or indicated in the landings. 

Reducing the pot limits for this fishery has more allocative implications than biologically compelling reasons. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcing a 600 pot limit in a fishery where many of the vessels routinely move up to a fourth of their gear 
each day is very difficult. Enforcing a 400 pot limit may not be much easier. The solution does not lie in 
pulling and counting gear on the grounds as much as in some means of marking gear so adherence to the 
limit is encouraged or the activities of the fleet during initial deployment are more closely monitored. Fish 
and Wildlife Protection may have addition comments regarding this proposal. 

rn 


FISCAL NOTE 

None, unless a buoy sticker program or some equivalent pro-active measure is directed by the Board. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal has more allocative implications than biological or enforcement significance. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board adopts this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. (a) In Area D, no more than [600] 400 Dungeness crab 
pots may be used by a vessel to take Dungeness crab. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 59 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

The board approved this proposal to improve enforcement capabilities of pot limits. The board also felt that 
the pot limit would help slow down the fishery and conserve stocks and have a minimal impact. Staff 
expressed no conservation concerns and felt the proposal was primarily allocative. The board felt reallocation 
would be very slight. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 59 


5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(a) In Area D, no more than 400 Dungeness crab pots may be used by a vessel to take Dungeness crab 



PROPOSAL 60 - 5 AAC 32.050. GEAR FOR DUNGENESS CRAB. 

In Area D, all dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single registration must be identically 

buoyed and marked. 


PROBLEM: Enforcement of the dungeness crab pot limit. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? An unenforceable situation in.the crab fishery will 

continue to occur. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All those involved in the fishery. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Those who are cheating on the crab pot limit. Some fishermen will 


suffer the cost of new buoys. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 


PROPOSED BY: Yakutat Advisory Committee (HQ-93-F-161) 
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SYNOPSZS 

This proposal requests the same changes to the regulations as Proposal 58. The only difference is the greater 
emphasis on the enforceability of gear limits. The buoy marking requirement for commercial Dungeness crab 
pot gear in Yakutat conforms to the statewide standard, which specifies that each buoy must be legibly 
marked with the permanent vessel (ADF&G) number of the single vessel operating the gear. It further 
stipulates that the symbols must be a minimum of one and one-half inches high with lines at least one-quarter 
inch wide that contrast with the background. The Southeast Alaska gear regulation further specifies that all 
gear fished under a single registration must be identically buoyed and marked. This proposal requests that 
the identical marking requirement in Southeast Alaska be extended to the Yakutat fishery. Proposal 61 is 
similar to this one except that it requests additional clarification for Area A. 

The Board may wish to discuss Proposals 58, 60, and 61 as a group because adoption or rejection of any of 
the three have implications for the remaining two. 

BACKGROUND 

Requirement of identical marking for Dungeness crab buoys in the commercial fishery in Southeast Alaska 
was originally adopted by the Board in 1988. At that time, the commerciai fishery in Southeast Alaska was 
undergoing rapid expansion. The increasing competition fostered deceptive practices to hide gear, mislead 
competitors, and obfuscate enforcement of gear limits. Secondarily, use of very small floats, buoys painted 
to blend with the sea surface or background, long-lines, and many differently configured buoys by the same 
registered vessel made it very difficult to determine fishing patterns and effort by aerial surveys. Aerial 
surveys were, and continue to be, the only cost-effective means of tracking fishing effort and verifying 
information on fish tickets. 



Longlining is currently prohibited, minimum height and width requirements for numbers and the identical 
marking and conformation regulations have restored a modicum of order to this fishery. There are fewer 
means of legally hiding or camouflaging gear and enforcement and management based on buoy counts and 
location can be more effectively conducted. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Many of the problems that prompted proposals for regulatory change in Southeast Alaska are also inherent 
to the commercial Dungeness crab fishery in Yakutat. The fishery in Yakutat is different because most of 
the vessels participating are larger than those in Southeast Alaska, and are fully capable of deploying and 
working at least twice the legal limit of 600 pots. Checking compliance with gear limits and surveying pot 
distribution is dlfficult in the best of conditions and the various marking and conformations used by some 
vessels further complicate these tasks. 

From mid-June to mid-July each summer, some participants in the Southeast Alaska and Yakutat fisheries 
operate in close proximity to each other at the district boundary at Cape Fairweather. Gear limits are 300 
pots for the Southeast Alaska registrants and 600 for the Yakutat vessels. Yakutat does not explicitly have 
prohibitions on long-lining and their gear definitions are muck more liberal. The season in the Yakutat area 
starts a month before the Southeast Alaska area. Violations of this line, in both directions, is not uncommon. 
Specifications for identical markings for gear used by Yakutat vessels may make policing this line a little less 
difficult than it is now. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Consistent regulations for gear marking and conformation for both Southeast Alaska and Yakutat should make 
enforcement more effective. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Requirement of uniform, identical, and consistent markings for Dungeness crab buoys in the commercial 
fishery in Yakutat will facilitate management and enforcement of that fishery. 



* Immediate implementation of this requirement will necessitate purchase of new buoys by some 
participants and cause varying degrees of inconvenience for others. The comparable regulation in 
Southeast Alaska was deferred for a year to allow for gradual replacement of buoys to alleviate any 
hardship the change may have represented to individual participants. A similar deferment may be 
appropriate for the Yakutat area, if the Board decides to adopt this proposal. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. (c) Effective 11/1/94 in Area D, all Dungeness crab pots 
and ring nets operated under a single registration must be identically buoyed and marked. At least one buoy 
on each pot or ring net must display the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the single vessel 
used to operate the gear. The buoy may bear only one number, and this number must be in symbols at least 
one and one-half inches high and with lines at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. 

BOARD OF FISHERlES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 60 


Action: NO ACTION 

The Board took no action on this proposal and took up the issue under Proposal 58. 



PROPOSAL 61 - 5 AAC 32.125 (d). LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. Amend this regulation as follows: 

In Area A, ail dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single registration must be identically 
buoyed and marked. At least one buoy on each pot or ring net must display the permanent vessel license plat 
(ADF&G) number of the single vessel used to operate the gear. The buoy, or multiple buoys attached to a 
dungeness crab pot or ring net may bear only one ADF&G number, and this number must be in symbols at 
least one and one-half inches high with lines at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. 

PROBLEM: Recently, FWP seized several commercial dungeness crab pots that had attached two buoys 
with a different five-digit number on each buoy. Department of Law dismissed this case because they did 
not think this regulation specifically prohibited this practice. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Enforcement will have difficulty determining which 
vessel is actually working specific gear, and it will be easier for dishonest fishermen to operate over limits 
of crab pots. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Enforcement personnel and honest fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? This regulation may require fishermen to remove additional numbering. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Fish & Wildlife Protection 
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SYNOPSZS 

This proposal requests clearer clarification of intent and language in an existing regulation. The intent of the 
existing regulation is that Dungeness crab pot buoys in Southeast Alaska should be identically marked and 
numbered with the unique vessel license number of the vessel working the gear so the ownership of the gear 
could be easily determined and fishing patterns assessed via aerial surveys. There is a question as to whether 
multiple buoys, each marked with different numbers, may legally be fished by any vessel. This proposal 
seeks to clarify that any Dungeness pot must be individually marked and marked with only the unique number 
of the single vessel working the gear, even if more than one buoy is attached to each pot. 

Adoption of this proposal has implicatlons for both Proposal 58, an ADF&G proposal, and Proposal 60, a 
Yakutat Advisory Committee proposal. 

BACKGROUND 

In an effort to promote consistent marking of Dungeness crab gear in Southeast Alaska, regulations were 
adopted to require identical marking and conformation of buoys used in this fishery in 1988. This was part 
of a larger effort to define legality of practices such as longlining of pots and use of many different types of 
buoys by an operator of a registered vessel. Many of these practices were responses by fishermen to a rapidly 
expanding fishery and utilized regulatory shortcomings to discourage competition. These loopholes made 
management assessment of the distribution of effort and enforcement of gear limits 
extremely difficult. Many of these loopholes were closed in 1988. Since October 1,  1989, commercial 
Dungeness pots in Southeast Alaska have been required to be individually buoyed, with identically configred 



and marked buoys imprinted with a vessel license numbers with a minimum size of 1 112 inches in height 
and 114 inch in width. 

Until recently, these definitions have served their intent both for management of the fishery and enforcement 
of the gear limit regulations. However, a recent case was dismissed because of ambiguity in the wording of 
the regulation if more than one buoy were attached to a single pot and each buoy was imprinted with a 
different number. This requested change is necessary to maintain the original intents of the existing 
regulation, which were to clearly identify the single vessel that was working the gear and to encourage 
compliance with the pot limit. 

The Board could, in consort with this proposal, consider requiring some means of uniquely identifying 
individual pots with buoy decals or a similar system. However, there would be considerable costs associated 
with such a requirement and they would have to be borne by the industry or the Department. Similar buoy 
decal programs in Southeast Alaska and Yakutat Tanner and king crab fisheries annually cost a dollar a decal 
charged to fishermen, in addition to unquantified personnel time and administration charged to the state. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

This is more an enforcement problem than a management problem since it is assumed that even strings with 
multiple vessel license numbers on multiple buoys would still have to comply with the identical marking 
requirement and would be suweyable from the air. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of pot limits would be very difficult if gear can legally be marked with the numbers of more 
than a single vessel. It is already very difficult to lift and count all pots to determine compliance with the 
300 pot limit in Southeast Alaska, particularly since a single limit may be scattered over many widely 
separated bays. Multiple numbers on a single buoy line would not permit assignment of ownership to a 
specific vessel and legal responsibility for the gear could not be determined. The wording change or a 
suitable alternative is necessary to maintain the intent of the existing regulation: clear indication of the 
ownership of the pot attached to the numbered buoy. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* 
 Although this proposal primarily addresses an enforcement problem, it does have secondary management 
implications. 

* The Board is encouraged to adopt this regulation or suitable alternative wording to enforce the intent of 
the current regulation. 

* The Board should, if it is within its authority, consider including the same restrictive wording for the 
Yakutat area if it adopts Proposals 58 or 60, as the foreseeable problems will be the same. 

* Buoy decal programs for the Dungeness crab fishery would be considerably more costly than those for 
the Tanner and king crab fisheries because of the greater number of participants and higher pot limits in 
the Dungeness crab fisheries. A buoy decal program is not recommended for the Dungeness crab 
fisheries in Southeast Alaska or Yakutat. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.125. LA- GEAR FOR AREA A. (d) In Area A, all Dungeness crab pots and ring nets 
operated under a single registration must be identically buoyed and marked. At least one buoy on each pot 
or ring net must display the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the single vessel used to 
operate the gear. The buoy, or multiple buoys attached to a Dun~eness crab pot or ring net may bear only 
one ABF&G number, and this number must be in symbols at least one and one-half inches high with lines 
at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast with the background. 

If the Board adopts either Proposal 58 or 60, both of which address Dungeness crab buoy marking 
requirement for the Yakutat Area (Statistical Area D), it is strongly recommended that the same wording for 
multiple buoys be attached. The problems associated with the need for the more restrictive wording are very 
similar for both Statistical Area A and the immediately adjacent Statistical Area D. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 61 

Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

The board accepted the substitute language in the department briefing document and amended the language 
to include Area D (YAKUTAT). 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 61 


5 AAC 32.125. LAWEUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(d) In Area A, all Dungeness crab pots and ring nets operated under a single registration must be identically 
buoyed and marked. At least one buoy on each pot or ring net must be legibly marked with only the 
permanent department vessel license plate number of the single vessel operating the gear. The buoy, or 

-rnultipie buoys attacked to a Dungeness crab pot or ring net may bear only one number. The number must 
be in symbols at least one and one-half inches high and with lines at least one-quarter inch wide that contrast 
with the background. 



PROPOSAL 62 - 5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR. 


Prohibit longlining of Dungeness crab pot gear in the Yakutat Area (Area D) as follows: 


5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(X) in Area D, no person may longline pots to take Dungeness crab; each pot must be individually 
buoyed and marked. 

PROBLEM: Provisions to allow longlining of dungeness crab pots makes it difficult to enforce a limit on 
the number of dungeness crab pots allowed to be fished in the Yakutat Area. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Longlining may occur in Yakutat as a means of hiding 
gear, fishing in shipping lanes, fishing more than one limit of gear, or other reasons, as was cited for interest 
in its use in Southeast Alaska before the practice was prohibited. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen using the standard fishing practice of one buoy per pot, 
using no more than one limit of gear, and with no interest in hiding gear or fishing in shipping lanes. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? A few fishermen who may benefit from fishing in shipping lanes, wish 
to hide their gear, fish more than one limit of gear, or otherwise find it beneficial to have multiple pots 
attached to a single line. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Marking longlines with multiple buoys, with one buoy for each 
pot on the longline. Pot counts and location of effort would still be difficult with this option. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-404) 
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SYNOPSIS 

Longlining pots is the practice of stringing more than one pot onto the same buoy line. Since any number 
of pots could be attached to a single buoy, determining the number and distribution of pots was nearly 
impossible. 

BACKGROUND 

This practice was used to hide the location of pots from competitors, to fish in shipping lanes without risk 
of gear loss, and possibly to fish more than a limit of gear during a period when the commercial Dungeness 
crab fishery was rapidly expanding. It created many enforcement problems and threatened to compromise 
the aerial survey pot counts used to assess fishing patterns and fleet distribution. In 1988, longlining pots 
was determined to be more detrimental to an orderly fishery than beneficial and it was prohibited in 
Southeast. This proposal requests the board to extend this regulation to Yakutat. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Explicitly prohibiting longlining of commercial Dungeness crab pots will encourage compliance with the gear 
limit and insure more accurate surveys of gear distribution and number. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Longlining stymies enforcement by concealing the number of pots that are being fished by a single registered 
vessel. Prohibition of longlining would clearly make it a violation to attach more than one pot to a buoy and 
would facilitate enforcement of pot limits. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional concerns or 
comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Prohibition of longlining would encourage closer compli,ance with the gear limit and assist management 
by permitting aerial survey assessment of fishing effort and distribution. While this is primarily a 
housekeeping proposal to bring consistency to Southeast Alaska and Yakutat regulations, its adoption 
would circumvent possible development of longlining in Yakutat and the trouble the practice threatened 
to cause in Southeast Alaska. 

* Prohibition would aid enforcement of the pot limit, to the extent that is possible, by making concealment 
of gross over limits of gear more difficult. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

. 
If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. (X) in Area D, no person may longline pots to take 
Dunneness crab; each pot must be individually buoyed and marked. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 62 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The proposal passed unanimously. The board felt this made Yakutat consistent with Southeast. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 62 . 


5 AAC 32.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(d) In Area D, a person may not longline pots to take Dungeness crab; each pot in operation must be 
individually buoyed and marked. 



Shrimp fishery 

PROPOSAL 63 - 5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A., 5 AAC 31.115. GUIDELINE 
HARVEST RANGES FOR AREA A., 5 AAC 3 1.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS ., and 5 AAC 3 1.160. 
FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA D., 5 AAC 3 1.165. GUIDELINE HARVEST LEVEL FOR AREA D., 
5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. Provide for management of non-traditional commercial 
shrimp trawl fisheries in specific fishing areas of Southeast Alaska and Yakutat as follows: 

5 AAC 31.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (b) In Area A shrimp may be taken by trawls [AT 
ANY TIME, EXCEPT] &as follows: 

(3) in Districts 3, 5, 9, 11, and that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. 
John, shrimp may be taken only from May 1 through February 14. 

(XI in Districts 3, 5, 9, 11, and that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. 
John, shrimp may be taken only after contacting the local ADF&G office and obtain in^ logbooks. 
Lopbook completion is mandatow and must be attacked to all shrimp tickets from these fishing locations. 

(X) all other waters are closed to commercial shrimp trawling. 

5 AAC 31.11 5. GUIDELINE HARVEST RANGES FOR AREA A. (a) 

(5) District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds; 

16) Districts 3, 5, 9, l I: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds in each district. 

5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Repealed effective 

5 AAC 31.160. FISHING SEASQNS FOR AREA D. (b) In Area D shrimp may be taken by trawls [AT 
ANYTIME EXCEPT THAT] in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the westernmost tip of 
Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby and north and west of a line from the westernmost 
tip of Point Carrew to Point Latouche. and in the waters of Icy Bay, [SHRIMP MAY BE TAKEN BY 
TRAWLS] only from June 21 through February 14. 

(X) Shrimp may be taken only after contacting the local ADF&G office and obtaininn logbooks. 
Logbook completion is mandatory and must be attached to all shrimp tickets from these fishinc locations. 

(X) all other waters are closed to commercial shrimp trawling. 

5 AAC 31.165. GUIDELINE HARVEST LEVELS FOR AREA D. The guideline harvest level for the 
taking of shrimp by trawls is as follows: 



Min waters of Yakutat Bay east of line from the westemmost tip of Ocean Cape to the westemmost tip 
of Point Manby is 30,000 pound per each month of the open season. 

lb) in waters of Icy Bay from 50,000 to 350,000 pounds. 

5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

14) During periods announced by emergency order shrimp trawl webbing throughout the trawl cod end 
must be at least one and seven-eighths inch stretch mesh, hung so the bars of the mesh are horizontal and 
perpendicular to the mouth of the trawl. During such periods the incidental cumulative catch of species 
of pandalid shrimp, other than sidestripe shrimp, may not exceed 10 percent by weight of all shrimp 
aboard the vessel. 

PROBLEM: The Board of Fisheries has established fishing regulations to manage traditional shrimp 
trawling grounds on the principles of sustained yield under regulations defining open and closed seasons, 
guideline harvest ranges, and gear limitations set forth in the commercial fishing regulations. However, many 
areas of the state, outside of the traditional fishing grounds, are open throughout the year to shrimp trawling. 
Individuals may initiate shrimp trawling activities in these areas without prior notification to the department. 
The department needs to know when and where vessels are conducting shrimp trawling in these areas to ailow 
adequate opportunity to monitor ongoing shrimp trawling activities and gather biological samples and other 
information. This is necessary to ensure appropriate management measures can be taken. 

Additionally, effort targeting on sidestripe shrimp is occumng with some nets designed to harvest pink 
shrimp. Such effort may result in the overboard discard of significant quantities of pink shrimp. In these 
cases, gear should be constructed to minimize the harvest of non-targeted species. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Shrimp trawling in nontraditional fishing areas will 
continue to occur without the department having prior knowledge of the activity, or without obtaining 
information necessary for proper resource management decisions. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Improved management capabilities will benefit all resource users. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Closure of all nontraditional shrimp grounds. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests adoption of regulations for time, area, and gear for the commercial shrimp trawl 
fishery in specific areas of Southeast Alaska and Yakutat. Proposal 77 is identical with this proposal and its 
inclusion later in the proposal booklet was inadvertent. This request is in response to increasing interest in 
non-traditional areas and the entry of larger vessels, including factory-trawlers, into this fishery off the coasts 
of Southeast Alaska and Yakutat. It is prompted by the recognition that current regulations and measures are 
inadequate to manage the rapidly expanding beam trawl fishery in Southeast Alaska, potential increasing otter 
trawl effort in Yakutat, and the advent of factory trawlers in both areas. It is also intended to establish a 
more comprehensive set of regulations for shrimp trawl fisheries in these areas. 

BACKGROUND 

The trawl fisheries for shrimp in Southeast Alaska and Yakutat have historically been undertaken by two 
basic types of gear; small vessel beam trawlers in interior waters of Southeast Alaska and larger otter trawlers 
in the large ocean bays of the Yakutat area. In the last two seasons, requests have been received from factory 
trawlers to conduct exploratory shrimp trawling, both in State waters and further offshore in the EEZ. 

The beam trawl fishery is conducted by 40 to 65 foot, older vessels. This fleet is not very mobile, being tied 
to their shore-based processors in Wrangell and Petersburg by lack of refrigeration, short product holding 
times and their limited size. The generally targeted species, pink shrimp, are a low priced, high volume 
product. More recently, this fishery has been expanding because it  is one of the few shellfish fisheries in 
Southeast Alaska still open to entry. Despite many constraints, the number of entrants into this fishery have 
climbed from about a dozen vessels through the 1980s to about three dozen in the last complete season in 
1992193. Average catches for recent seasons have fluctuated between 1.6 tnillion and 2.7 million pounds of 



pink shrimp and 21,000 and 162,333 pounds of sidestripe shrimp. There has been a sharp recent rise in 
sidestripe catches as the market for this species has improved (Table 1). Recently, there has been an increase 
in catches and effort in non-traditional areas (Table 2). 

In some seasons, one or two larger otter trawl vessels have targeted pink shrimp in Yakutat Bay and Icy Bay 
in the Yakutat Area (Statistical Area D). This effort has been so sporadic and limited that much of the data 
is confidential. However, the lack of effort has been due to market conditions rather than lack of product. 
As interest in the usually incidentally-caught sidestripe shrimp grows and the market for this species 
improves, this fishery may develop very rapidly. 

In the past two seasons, several requests have been received from large factory trawlers for permits to otter 
trawl in state waters to three miles offshore and EEZ waters under state management jurisdiction to 200 miles 
offshore. The fishing power of .these vessels and their ability to catch and process product is of some.concern 
because of stock conservation and by-catch considerations. 

Historically, the shrimp trawl fishery in both Southeast Alaska and Yakutat has targeted pink shrimp. More 
recently, sidestripes, previously an incidental catch during tows intended to harvest pink shrimp, have been 
developed as a specialty product in Japan. Rising demand and prices for sidestripes is encouraging trawlers 
to target sidestripes. The large amounts of pink shrimp caught with the sidestripes is then undesirable and 
may be discarded. Large-scale efforts to target sidestripe and the potential for loss of discarded pink shrimp 
is higher in Yakutat than in Southeast Alaska. One means of minimizing retention of pink shrimp would be 
to require use of larger mesh trawls by trawlers targeting sidestripes in the Yakutat Area. 

Panddid shrimp biology is a management concern, particularly in circumstances where a fishery may rapidly 
expand or intensify. Pandalid shrimp stocks have prolonged recovery periods after being over fished. Past 
experience in Alaska has been that stock depletion can occur before it is apparent in the usual fish ticket data" 
available to resource managers. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

ISSIE: Expanding Beam Trawl Fisheries In Southeast Alaska. On-going expansion in numbers of beam 
trawl vessels, increasing effort on traditional grounds culminating in reduced fishing time, and resulting 
expansion into new areas are sources of management concern. No stock assessment programs are conducted 
for trawl shrimp stocks in Southeast Alaska, nor are any anticipated. The threat of overfishing stocks and 
encountering unacceptable levels of incidental catch may be minimized by implementation of several 
conservation measures. 

* Establishing early summer to late winter seasons for Districts 3, 5, 9, and 1 1 and portions of District 
6, areas with historically low effort or harvest levels, will structure the fishery to avoid much of the 
sensitive vernal egg hatch period for targeted pink and sidestripe shrimp. 



* In addition to more restrictive seasons in these areas, mandatory logbooks will provide specific and 
detailed effort and harvest levels for management to evaluate appropriate harvest levels. 

* Guideline harvest levels (GHLs) based on either past historical catch levels or best inferences from 
available data, would control harvest levels and permit controlled development of the fishery for a 
district or fishing area. This would permit comparisons of effort and catch relationships over time 
and a baseline from which management adjustments could be made. 

* Closure of districts which have little or no history of shrimp trawling would prevent unregulated 
entry, gear conflicts, and taking of unacceptable incidental species. District 1 and 2 have limited 
areas suitable for trawling and a major pot shrimp fishery. District 4, 13, and 16 are on the outside 
coast and have limited area suitable for trawling, bycatch concerns for economically important 
species, and limited known concentrations of pink and sidestripe shrimp susceptible to overfishing. 
Districts 12, 14, and 15 have very limited histories of shrimp trawling, major potentials for gear 
conflicts, user conflicts, and bycatch concerns for economically important species. In most of these 
areas, test fisheries could be conducted for assessment of commercial potential if the harvester 
provides for a qualified observer and adheres to the terms of an exploratory fishing permit. Permits 
many stipulate, among other things, short openings, bycatch criteria, and conditions under which a 
permit could be invalidated or revoked. 

ISSUE: Increasing Otter Trawl Effort In Yakutat. Shrimp trawling in Yakutat has historically been 
conducted by ocean-going vessels using otter trawl gear. Early department surveys indicated harvestable 
quantities of pink and sidestripe shrimp in Yakutat Bay. The fishing power of otter trawlers that have fished 
the bays in the past of sufficient in some cases to take 60,000 lbs (double the 30,000 lb monthly guideline 
harvest level) by fishing the last few days of one month and the first few days of the next. Product was 
usually transported out of the area on ice or dry and had to be processed within a few days. For much of 
its history, this fishery has been economically constrained. Changing economics, particularly for sidestripe 
shrimp, is generating renewed interest in this fishery. Any significant increase in effort will be unmanageable 
under existing regulations. 

?.he fishing power of factory trawlers currently interested in fishing the same general area is considerably 
higher than the shore-based vessels that have fished in this area in the past and their ability to process and 
store large quantities of product would render management incapable of assessing their effects on populations 
of shrimp until long after the fact. The trawl fisheries in Yakutat waters are further complicated by bycatch 
considerations, harvest quotas by species, prohibited retention by species, and other factors. 

No stock assessment programs are currently conducted for trawl shrimp stocks in Yakutat, nor are any 
anticipated. The threat of overfishing stocks and encountering unacceptable levels of incidental catch may 
be minimized by implementation of several conservation measures. 

* Establishing early summer to late winter seasons for all open waters in the Yakutat Area will 
structure the fishery to avoid much of the sensitive vernal egg hatch period for targeted pink and 
sidestripe shrimp. 



* Permanent closure of an area around the community of Yakutat by regulation would negate the need 
to draft emergency orders each season to close areas for conservation or because of user conflicts. 

* Requiring reporting into a fishery will enable the Department to place observers aboard vessels, 
conduct overflights, and determine approximate effort levels in Yakutat Bay and particularly Icy Bay. 

* Mandatory logbooks will enable management to relate catch and effort, conduct comparisons between 
and within seasons, and provide supplemental information to that available on fish tickets. 

* 	 Guideline harvest level (GHL) for Icy Bay, based on either past historical catch levels or best 
inferences from available data, would establish a total harvest potential between 50,000 and 350,000 
Ibs per season. This would permit comparisons of effort and catch relationships over time and a 
baseline from which management adjustments could be made. The existing GHL for Yakutat Bay 
would be retained. 

* Closure of all waters other than Icy Bay and Yakutat Bay would prevent unregulated entry, gear 
conflicts, and taking of unacceptable incidental species. Logbooks received from factory trawlers 
operating in the Yakutat Area during the past two years indicate incidental catches of species of 
commercially important fish and shellfish and compxatively small catches of targeted sidestripe 
shrimp. In closed areas, test fisheries could be conducted for assessment of commercial potential if 
the harvester provides for a qualified observer and adheres to the terms of an exploratory fishing 
permit. Permits many stipulate, among other things, short openings, bycatch criteria, and conditions 
under which a permit could be invalidated or revoked. 

* Requiring use of minimum mesh for specified periods would permit directed fishing for sidestripe 
shrimp while minimizing the catch and waste of pinks and other species of shrimp. 

ISSUE? Entry of Factory Trawlers into Trawl Shrimp Fisheries in Southeast Alaska and Yakutat. As noted 
above, in both Southeast Alaska and Yakutat, the newest and most managerially challenging development in 
the shrimp trawl fisheries has been the entry or requested entry by large, factory-trawl vessels explicitly 
targeting sidestripe shrimp. Exploratory efforts by several vessels in both areas have not been productive for 
sidestripe shrimp, have encountered varying levels of incidental catch of fish and shellfish, resulted in high 
gear loss or damage rates, and caused concern from users of other groundfish and shellfish resources. The 
Department does not currently have the resources to provide the level of oversight required to protect the 
long-term viability of the shrimp resources, insure acceptable levels of incidental catch, and to alleviate user 
group conflicts. 

* The Department proposes to forestall many of these problems by closure of those areas most likely 
to cause them. Closure of open coastal waters to the outer limit of the EEZ will effectively curtail 
effort by large factory-trawlers for economic and operational reasons. However, they could decide 
to fish in open areas such as Yakutat or Icy Bays, these fisheries would be open to them under the 
same conditions as those placed on shore-based trawlers. These closures are not likely to result In 

lost opportunity, as there are no known stocks of commercial significance off the coasts of either 
Southeast Alaska or Yakutat. The possibility of conducting test fishing in these areas under terms 



of a permit and in the presence of a certified observer would be left open in the event that an 
applicant believes otherwise. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

It is not anticipated that adoption of any of these proposals will result in increased need for enforcement 
efforts, as most of them are for passive measures such as quotas, logbooks, and gear specifications. It may 
be necessary to periodically check fishing grounds, logbooks, and gear for compliance but that could generally 
be done concurrently with other enforcement activities. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional 
comments regarding the enforcement implications of this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None, other than tracking of fishing activities and interpreting logbook information if this proposal is adopted. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Provide the tools to permit management of the resource. 

* The threat of rapidly escalating effort or entry of large, catcher-processor vessels into this fishery 
underscore the need for controlling the fishery and tracking its affects on the shrimp resources in 
Southeast Alaska and Yakutat. 

REGUEATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory wording is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (b) in Area A shrimp may be taken by trawls [AT 
ANY TIME, EXCEPT] only as follows: 

(3) in Districts 3, 5, 9, 11, and that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point 
St. John, shrimp may be taken only from May 1 through February 14. 

/XI in Districts 3, 5, 9, 11,  and that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point 
St. John, shrimp may be taken only after contacting the local ADF&G office and obtaining logbooks. 



Logbook completion is mandatory and must be attached to all shrimp tickets from these fishins 
locations. 

(X) all other waters are closed to commercial shrimp trawling. 

5 AAC 31.11 5. GUIDELINE HARVEST RANGES FOR AREA A. (a) 

15) District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds; 

(6) Districts 3, 5, 9, 11: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds in each district. 

5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Effective as of XXlXX1199X. 

5 AAC 31.160. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA D. (b) in Area D shrimp may be taken by trawls [AT 
ANY TTME EXCEFT THAv in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the westernmost tip of Ocean 
Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby and north and west of a line from the westernmost tip of Point 
Carrew to Point Latouche. and in the waters of Icy Bay, north and east of a line extending from Point Riou 
Spit at 59O55'16" N. lat., 141°28'19" W. low., to Clay Bluff Point at 59'57'47" N. lat., 141°35'24" W. long., 
[SHRIMP MAY BE TAMEN BY TRA.VCS] only from June 21 through February 14. 

{X) Shrimp may be taken only after contacting the local ADF&G office and obtaining logbooks. 
Logbook completion is mandatow and must be attached to all shrimp tickets from these fishing 
locations. 

(XI all other waters are closed to commercial shrimp trawling. 

5 AAC 31.165. GUIDELINE HARVEST LEVELS FOR AREA D. The guideline harvest level for the 
taking of shrimp by trawls is as follows: 

in waters of Yakutat By east of a line from the westernmost tip sf Ocean Cape to the westernmost 
tip of Point Manby is 30,000 pounds per each month of the open season. 

{b) in waters of Icy Bay from 50,000 to 350,000 pounds. 

5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. (4) During periods announced by emergency order shrimp 
trawl webbing throughout the trawl cod end must be at least one and seven-eichts inch stretch mesh. hung  

so the bars of the mesh are horizontal and perpendicular to the mouth of the trawl. During such periods the 
incidental cumulative catch of species of pandalid shrimp, other than sidestripe shrimp, may not exceed 10 
percent by weight of all shrimp aboard the vessel. 



- oposal 63.  Major beam-trawl f i shing areas iii'.Southeast Alaska. . -.-



Table 1. Historical beam trawl harvests of pink shrimp and sidestripe shrimp in Southeast Alaska. 
(Proposal 63)  

Pink Shrimp 
Sidestripe Shrimp 

Permits Landings Catch LBSLanding Permits 
Landings Catch LBSLanding 

d Most recent year's data should be considered preliminary. 



Table 2. Historical harvests of non-traditional beam trawl areas in Southeast Alaska. (Proposal 63) 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1968169 39,500 3 10 3,950 
1969170 * * * * 
1970171 2,836 3 5 567 
1971172 1 1,550 4 12 962 

x * * * 1972173 
* * * JF1973174 

1974175 2,922 5 9 324 
1975176 50,166 6 40 1,254 
1976177 5,859 7 14 418

* * * * 1977178 
1978179 1 1,982 3 9 133 1 
1979180 15,917 6 18 884 
198018 1 6,464 5 11 5 87 
1981182 10,902 5 18 605 
198U83 100,284 4 12 8,357 
1983184 50,525 8 3 8 1,329 
1984185 12,864 7 12 1,072 
1985186 1,739 4 7 248 
1986187 1,477 3 6 246 
1987188 3,609 3 5 721

* * * *1988189 
1989190 13,283 6 13 1,021 
199019 1 91,161 10 5 1 1,787 
1991192 9 1,296 16 48 1,902 
1992193" 25 3,994 22 74 3,432 

a Most recent year's data should be considered preliminary. 
* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 

C 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 63 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

The board accepted the substitute language in the department briefing document. The board noted strong 
support from many of the Southeast Alaska Advisory Committees and the intent of the proposal is to extend 
into areas in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). 

ADOPTEDREGULATOWLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 63 


5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

(b) (3) in Districts 3, 5, 9, 11, that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John, 
that portion of District 10 west of the longitude and north of the latitude of the westernmost tip of Cape 
Fanshaw, and District 7 except in Eastern Channel west of 132' 06' 30" W. long. from May 1 through " 
February 14. A person may take shrimp only after contacting the department and obtaining a logbook. 
Completion of the logbook is mandatory. The completed logbook must be attached to the corresponding 
shrimp tickets. 

5 AAC 31.1 15. GUIDELINE HARVEST RANGES FOR AREA A. (a) The following are guideline harvest 
ranges for the taking of shrimp by trawls in Area A: 

(1) District 3: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds for the entire fishing season; 

(2) District 5: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds for the entire fishing season; 

(3) District 6 north of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John: 80,000 to 400,000 pounds for each 
open period; 

(4) District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds for the 
entire fishing season; 

( 5 )  District 7 in Eastern Channel west of 132°06'30' W, long.: 15,000 to 50,000 pounds for each open 
period; 

(6) District 7, except in Eastern Channel west of 132~06'30" W. long.: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds f o r  

the entire fishing season; 



(7) District 8: 25,000 to 175,000 pounds for each open period; 

(8) District 9: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds for the entire fishing season; 

(9) District 10 east of the longitude and south of the latitude of the westernmost tip of Cape Fanshaw: 
5,000 to 75,000 pounds for each open period; 

(10) District 10 west of the longitude and north of the latitude of the westernmost tip of Cape Fanshaw: 
25,000 to 100,000 pounds for the entire fishing season; 

(11) District 11: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds for the entire fishing season. 

(b) The guideline harvest range for the taking of shrimp by pots in Districts 8 and 8 is 75,000 to 100,000 
pounds. 

5 AAC 3 1.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Repealed. 

5 AAC 31.160. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA D. 

(b) In Area D, shrimp may be taken by trawls only in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the 
westernmost tip of Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby and north and west of a line from the 
westernmost tip of Point Carrew to the westernmost tip of Point LaTouche, and in the waters of Icy Bay, and 
only from June 21 through February 14. A person may take shrimp only after contacting the department and 
obtaining a logbook. Completion of the logbook is mandatory. The completed logbook must be attached 
to the corresponding shrimp tickets. 

5 AAC 31.165. GUIDELINE HARVEST RANGES AND LEVELS FOR AREA D. (a) The guideline harvest 
level for the taking of shrimp by trawls in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the westernmost tip 
of Ocean Cape to the easternmost tip of Point Manby is 30,000 pounds per each month of open season. 

(b) The guideline harvest range for the taking of shrimp by trawls in the waters of Icy Bay is from 50,000 
to 350,000 pounds for the entire fishing season. 

5 AAC 31.1'70. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(4) during periods announced by emergency order, all shrimp trawl webbing in the cod end must be at 

least one and seven-eighths inch stretched measure, hung so the bars of the webbing are horizontal and 
perpendicular to the mouth of the trawl; during such periods the incidental cumulative catch of species 
of pandalid shrimp, other than sidestripe shrimp, may not exceed 10 percent, by weight, of all shrimp 
aboard the vessel. 

5 AAC 31.175. AREA D CLOSED WATERS. (a) Repealed I 194 



PROPOSAL 64 - 5 AAC 31.110 (a)(3). FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

Restrict commercial fishing to the period from 12:00 noon on October 1 through February 28. 

PROBLEM: District 13 remains open to commercial shrimp fishing the entire year. This presents a two 
fold problem for area 13 c. These waters are protected from weather fairly well and receive heavy pressure 
from both sport and commercial users. They receive additional pressure when other Southeast districts close 
down. The stocks can not and have not held up to this continued pressure. The regional shellfish biologist 
has been made aware of this problem but said he cannot react with a closure unless there is research to 
support the decision. There are no funds available for research so nothing happens. The resource continues 
to become more depleted. 

I have been a sport user of this resource for over 20 years. I have personally seen the decline of the shrimp 
populations in this are to the present point where one cannot catch enough shrimp for a salad on most 10 pot 
sets. The resource is being fished to the point of severe depletion. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? If the problem is not solved there will be no viable 
sport or commercial fishery in this area. There is no viable sport fishery at this time given the pot limit 
imposed. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? 'Pnis change would benefit the stocks and all user groups. The shrimp 
population would have a chance to reproduce and the sport and commercial groups would benefit through 
an increased catch per pot. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Those comrnercid users who fish this area on a year round basis. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? The best solution would be to have a set season based on research 
using a guideline hasvest approach. Until such a plan can be developed, the resource should be managed on 
a conservative basis. 

PROPOSED BY: Robert D. Schell (HQ-93-F-07) 
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Title: Restrict commercial shrimp pot fishing in Section 13-C to a period from 1200  noon 
on October 1 through February 28. 

Proposab No. : 64 

Page: 39 

Proposed by: Robert D. Schell 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 
Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests restriction of the commercial shrimp pot fishery in Section 13-C (Peril Strait) to a 
period from 12:OO noon October 1 through February 28. This request cites declining availability of shrimp 
in Peril Strait. This proposal is very close in content and intent to one presented to the Board during the 
1990/91 shellfish meeting by another personal use fisherman. 

BACKGROUND 

Section 13-C includes wa9ers of Peril Strait in subdistricts 113-51 through 113-59 (Figure I ) .  The 
commercial shrimp pot and trawl fisheries are currently open in this area with no seasonal restrictions. There 
is no sport7 subsistence, or personal use data and only limited commercial harvest data available for this 
fishery. 

The commercial fishery in Peril Strait essentially began in the 1981182 season (Table 1) .  The season catch 
from this area has generally increased since then. Until the 1992193 season, the majority of the catch from 
Peril Strait came from 113-55, the western area around Deadman Reach. A major shift occurred in the 
1992193 season, when the catch from 113-55 dropped and the catch from 113-5 1 increased to about the same 
level as that 113-55. Catch reports suggest that effort is moving further east into the more open waters of 
Peril Strait and shifting to other, non-Peril Strait, subdistricts in District 13. 

For much of its history, the fishery in Peril Strait has had a very strong winter component (Table 2). A 

stronger summer component started during the 1989190 season. Since then, the summer catch has been twice 
the previous, long-term average and the winter catches have slowly increased to record levels. This is a 
development that closely mirrors the experience in Districts 1 and 2 in the early 1980s and [nay indicate the 



start of a dedicated fishery targeting shrimp throughout the year, rather than as a secondary fishery during 
the winter. 

None. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

If the Board elects to adopt this proposal, it is likely that any gains that may be accrued by non-commercial 
users will be offset by the commercial fleet fishing harder in the winter. This is the pattern that has occurred 
around Ketchikan in areas closed to commercial fishing in the summer. 

Commercial effort will shift into adjacent districts or subdistricts in District 13 during the summer and 
possibly resule in more user conflicts. Such shifts are already underway as the fleet adjusts to competition 
or declining catches. 

Many of the catch and fleet distribution trends parallel those that occurred in the District 1 shrimp pot fishery 
prior to its change to a winter only season for the 1986187 season. While there are some alternate 
explanations possible for the fish ticket data, much of Peril Strait may have already reached and locaIly 
exceeded long-term sustainable catch levels. Although restricting harvest to a winter season may allev~ate 
gear conflicts between user groups, it will not necessarily lead to increased abundance because commercial 
effort will simply shift and possibly intensify during the winter. Also, the current lack of mesh restrictions 
for non-commercial users allow them to capture smaller sizes of spot prawns before they can grow to be 
reproductive females. So whether to close the summer commercial fishery will still be largely an allocative 
decision because a summer season closure will not necessarily result in any long-term effect on stock 
abundance and simply shifts harvest from one season to another or one user group to another. The 
department is neutral on this proposal. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (a) 

(1) In Districts 1,2,3, and 7, and in Section 13-C, from 12:00 noon October 1 through February 28; 



. -	 --.- - - - - .  	 --

Figure 1. 	 Proposal 64. Restrict commercial shrimp pot fishing in Section 

13-C to a period from 12:OO noon on October 1 through February 28. 


1 



1 

Historical pot shrimp harvests in waters of 13-Cand their relative importance to the totalTable 1. 
Southeast harvest. (Proposal 64) 

Catch in Number of Percent of Catch Total District 13 
Season Pounds Permits betwan Oct thru Feb Catch 

* 38 * 1977178 * * 39 	 * 1978f79 * * 0 	 * 1979/80 * * 1980/81 * * 0 
198Y83 13,718 8 49 99 
1983/$4 15,298 13 83 79 
1984/85 16,459 15 59 99 
1985/86 8,120 12 59 98 
1986/87 8,729 8 29 100 
1987/88 18,002 16 $8 180 
1988/89 11,111 9 61 8.a 
1989/90 20,151 16 29 85 
1990/91 21,990 13 32 97 
199 1/92 26,846 17 49 58 
199W3 28,929 18 50 71 

* 	 Asterisks indicate confidential infomation where fewer than three permits wen fished. 
Averages an calculated only fiwm years when landings were reported. 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 64 

Action: FAILED 0-7 

No conservation concern could be demonstrated. 



PROPOSAL 65 - 5 AAC 31.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

In Southeast Alaska pennit fishing with beam trawls for shrimp in Windham and Hobart Bays and Port 
Houghton during closures of District 10, east of the latitude of Cape Fanshaw, as follows: 

5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (b) In Area A shrimp may be taken by trawls at 
an; time, except as follows: 

(1) in District 8, District 10 east of the'longitude and south of the latitude of the westernmost tip of 
Cape Fanshaw, District 6 north of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John, and in waters of 
District 7 in Eastern Channel west of 132O06'30" W. long., shrimp may be taken only from: 

PROBLEM: Stringent interpretation of current regulations would include Port Houghton and Hobart and 
Windham Bays in the restricted-season beam trawl shrimp fishery outlined in 5 AAC 31.1 10 (b)(l). The 
intent of this regulations was to permit a more ordered fishery in the waters of District 10 immediately 
adjacent to Petersburg. It was not intended to include three mainland bays in upper District 10. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The beam trawl shrimp fishery will be precluded from 
fishing in areas which were never intended to be included in the current regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Beam trawl fishermen who wish to fish in these three bays. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? No action. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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SYNOPSIS 

This department proposal requests clarification of the fishing season for the commercial shrimp beam trawl 
fishery in Windham and Hobart Bays and Port Houghton in District 10 in Southeast Alaska (Figure ). The 
wording in the cunent regulations specify restrictive seasons and guideline harvest levels in waters of District 
10 east of the longitude of Cape Fanshaw. A rigorous interpretation of this regulation would include these 
three mainland bays north of Cape Fanshaw in waters under restrictive management. This was not the 
original intent of this regulation and the implicit inclusion of these mainland bays was an inadvertent 
regulatory oversight. This proposal requests explicit exemption of these bays from closures and GHLs 
affecting other areas in District 10. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1989, the Board discussed and adopted a department proposal to implement a season and GHL 
management strategy for waters in District 10 subject to high fishing effort and heavy fishing pressure. These 
waters were generally in Frederick Sound to the immediate north and west of Petersburg in District 10. The 
adopted regulations allowed the department to manage this area in a manner to spread the available catch over 
a longer period during the year, provide some protection for segments of the population during sensitive life 
history events like mating and egg incubation, and promote a more stable supply of product for market. 
Subsequent experience suggests that this strategy has served its intended purpose and is generally amenable 
to both industry and the long-term health of the shrimp stocks in this area. While more restrictive 
management was deemed necessary for District 10 waters around Petersburg, i t  is not obviously necessary 
in more northern mainland bays in District 10 that are also east of the longitude of Cape Fanshaw. Windham 
and Hobart Bays and Port Houghton have no records of commercial shrimp beam trawl landings but do seem 
to have benthic habitat that may be amenable to pink and sidestripe shrimp. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


Keeping these bays open during closures of other District 10 waters will provide the opportunity for beam 
trawling in these areas if anyone is interested. The lack of current effort in these bays does not indicate need 
for seasonal closures nor adherence to restrictive GHLs intended for other areas of District 10. Conformity 
to current management intent requires filing an emergency order three to four times each season to keep these 
areas open when other areas in District 10 are closed. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

This is a housekeeping proposal, would result in clearly opening these areas to beam trawling at all times, 
and its adoption should not require any significant changes to Fish and Wildlife Protection activities in this 
area. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

Adoption of this proposal should not result in any significant expenditures of time or resources by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This is a housekeeping proposal that requests clarification of an existing regulation to exempt three 
northern bays in District 10 from closures and GHLs in effect for other waters in District 10 east of the 
longitude and south of the latitude of Cape Fanshaw. 

* Adoption of this proposal will obviate the necessity for a written emergency order each season to keep 
these three bays open to harvest when other District 10 waters are closed. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 



5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (b) In Area A, shrimp may be taken by pots only as 
follows: 

(1)  in District 8, District 10 east of the longitude and south of the latitude of the westernmost tip of Cape 
Fanshaw, District 6 north of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John, and in waters of District 7 in 
Eastern Channel west of 132O06'30" W. long., shrimp may be taken only from: 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 65 


Action: ADOPTED 6-1 


The board viewed this as a housekeeping proposal. One board member voted against this proposal indicating 
there was insufficient information to liberalize fishing in these areas. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PRQPQSAL 65 


5 AAC 3 1.110. FISHXNG SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

(b) In Area A, shrimp may be taken by trawls only as follows: 

(1) in District 8, District 10east of the longitude and south of the latitude of the westernmost tip of Cape 
Fanshaw, District 6 north of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John, and in waters of District 7 in 
Eastern Channel west of 132' 06' 30" W. long., from: 

(A) May 1 through June 30, 

(B) July 1 through August 31, and 

(C) September 1 through September 14; 



PROPOSAL 66 - 5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

Glacier Bay shall be open to shrimp fishing. 

PROBLEM: Opening commercial shrimp fishery in Glacier Bay. 

WHAT W E L  HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Commercial fishers are denied this resource closed 
by the USNPS for reasons that did not exist without going through the board process. The state has control 

of these waters. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Area fishermen. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Government egos. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Wrangell AC 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests opening Glacier Bay to commercial shrimp fishing. In a strict sense, Glacier Bay is 
not closed to shrimp fishing under state law. It is closed to commercial shrimp fishing under federal law. 

BACKGROUND 

The formal reason cited for the Federal closure was to prevent the harvest of species of fish and shellfish that 
were important food sources for humpback whales. At the time of the closure, the number of humpback 
whales entering Glacier Bay to feed during the summer was declining. One of the reasons cited for the 
decline was possible depletion of their favored prey species. In an attempt to maximize the available whale 
food supply, fisheries for various fish and shellfish were closed in Glacier Bay by the National Park Service. 

There are limited records of shrimp harvest from Glacier Bay before the federal closure. Small catches have 
been reported by both trawl and pot fisheries. Numbers of participants were so low that most of the data is 
confidential. Both these gear types were not as fully developed then as they are now, and if the opportunity 
existed, either fishery, and particularly the trawl fishery, could probably economically operate in Glacier Bay. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Fish and Wildlife Protection may wish to comment further on this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This area is currently open by State law. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None specific to this proposal. 



Figure 1. Proposal 66. Open Glacier Bay to commercial shrimp fishing. 




BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 66 


Action: NO ACTION 

No action was taken on the proposal as state regulations already allow fishing in Glacier Bay. The federal 
government however has .closed the area. 



PROPOSAL 67 - 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A. 3 1.135. CLOSED WATERS. 

5 AAC 32.150 XXX AREA "A" CLOSED WATERS. In Area A the following waters are closed to the 
taking of dungeness crab: (7) Waters of Twelve Mile Arm west of the longitude of a line from Outer Point 
to Sandy Point. 

5 AAC 31.135 XXX AREA "A"CLOSED WATERS. In Area A, the following waters are closed to the 
taking of shrimp (1) Waters of Twelve Mile Arm west of the longitude of a line from Outer Point to Sandy 
Point. 

PROBLEM: Closure the waters of 12 mile arm to. the commercial taking of shrimp and dungeness crab. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Commercial fishing pressure coupled with increased 
subsistence and sport fishing pressure, as a result of growth in and access to the community, have resulted 
in a decline in local stocks of shrimp and dungeness crab. Most community members are restricted to the 
waters of 12 mile arm for access to subsistence and sport fishing for these species. This access is restricted 
by both proximity and the size of the boats that are prevalent in the community. 
A steady decline in C.P.U.E. has prompted the community to seek protection for these stocks in the waters 
of 12 mile arm. A single commercial vessel exexts more gear pressure than the combined gear of the 
community. A closure of these waters to commercial fishing will allow these stocks to rebound. It will also 
protect these stocks for the combined subsistence and sport use by the community. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The subsistence users of Hollis that hand pull pots with small skiffs 
and do not over fish the stock. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The commercial fisherman that fish the small area. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Hollis Community CouncilEdward E. Wilson 

(See Proposal #55 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 67 


Action: NO ACTION 

This proposal is the same as proposal 55 and was previously addressed. 



PROPOSAL 68 - 5 AAC 28.150. WATERS CLOSED TO GROUNDFISH FISHING. and 5 AAC 31.135. 
AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Amend these regulations to provide the following: 

We are communicating with you on behalf of the community of Meyers Chuck. We would like to have a 
buffer zone established to protect shrimp and red snapper areas used extensively by community residents for 
subsistence purposes and personal use. Red snapper numbers have dwindled drastically after longliners fished 
out the area. We would like to have a buffer zone established in the hope of the red snapper reestablishing 
their numbers here. If commercial shrimping continues in the near area, we hear the same scenario will take 
place as with the red snapper. We would like to see a buffer zone from 100 fathoms off of Three Islands 
running at least 100 fathoms off of the beach to red buoy #2, (between Lemesurier Point and Onslow Island), 
then running from red buoy #2 to at least 100 fathoms off of and to Union Point. This subject was discussed 
at the fall meeting of the Meyers Chuck Community Association where it  was decided we would pursue this 
in 1990. A petition is being drawn up and will be sent along to you. Please seriously consider establishing 
this buffer zone. 

PROBLEM: 

WJUT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? 

WHO IS LIMELY TO BENEFIT? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 

OT'P.IER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Meyers Chuck Community Association 
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Title: Close an area around Meyers Chuck to the commercial harvest of shrimp and "red 
snapper" 

Proposal No. 68-A 

Page Deferred proposal 

Proposed by: Meyers Chuck Community Association 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Timothy Koeneman, Shellfish Biologist, Petersburg 

Ken Imamura, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 
Cathy Botelho, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 

SYNOPSIS 

The proposed regulation would close am area immediately adjacent to Meyers Chuck (Figure 1 )  to commercial 
fishing for shrimp and "red snapper". In this document, comments are limited to the shrimp aspects of this 
proposal. 

It is assumed that this proposal requests closure of both pot and tiawl shrimp fisheries for areas immediately 
surrounding the community of Meyers Chuck. 

BACKGROUND 

The area being proposed for closure overlaps small parts of three reporting subdistricts for shellfish (Figure 
1). It is impossible to accurately ascribe what fraction of the reported catch from these subdistricts actually 
originated in the areas being proposed for closure. 

Existing regulations permit commercial fishing with shrimp pots, otter and beam trawls in subdistricts 103-80. 

106-20, and 107-10. The historical catch records indicate a low effort for beam and otter trawl shrimp in 
these subdistricts. Over the last decade, trawl records show landings by a maximum of three fishermen in 
any one of three years from which catches were reported from these subdistricts. Of the seven years of 
record during the past two decades, the average catch has been slightly less than 2,000 Ibs (Table I ). 

In the pot shrimp fishery for spot prawns, the historical record suggests that the fishery started in 19SO: 
landings are reported for nine of the past 10 years with an average catch slightly less than 10,000 Ibs. The 



highest catch recorded was 17,212 lbs in the 1987188 season. More recent catches have declined slightly. 
Available information is insufficient to determine whether this is the start of a significant long-term trend. 
There were no pot landings reported for these areas in the 1992193 season. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The department does not have sufficient population assessment data or port sampling information to detect 
a biological basis for closure of the pot or trawl shrimp fisheries in the waters around Meyers Chuck. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of closures of small areas depends to a great extent on local support and the ability of Fish and 
Wildlife Protection to respond to reports of violations. There will be concern for setting of pot gear, capable 
of taking shrimp, for other species of shellfish or fish in waters closed to shrimp fishing. Fish and Wildlife 
Protection may have additional concerns to the ones stated here. 

FISCAL, NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The department lacks the information to develop a position on this proposal and is neutral on its adoption 
or rejection by the Board. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory wording is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Except as otherwise specified in 5 AAC 3 1.100 through 5 
AAC 31 .I49 or below, there are no waters in Area A closed to the taking of shrimp. 



(1) shrimp may not be taken with pot or trawl gear in the waters within 0.1 nautical miles of the 
mainland shore in the vicinity of Meyers Chuck from the latitude of the southernmost tip of Meyers 
Island around Lemesurier Point along the shore of Union Bay to the longitude of Union Point. 

5 AAC 39.165. TRAWL GEAR UNLAWFUL. It is unlawful to use any type of trawl gear for any 
commercial fishing purposes in the following locations: 

13) the waters within 0.1 nautical miles of the mainland shore in the vicinity of Meyers Chuck from the 
latitude of the southernmost tip of Meyers Island around Lemesurier Point along the shore of Uiol Bqi. 
to the longitude of Union Point, in Southeastern Alaska, except that trawls may be used to take herring 
during the open commercial hening food and bait season. 



Figure 1. Proposal 68-A. .Close an area around Meyers Chuck to the commercial 

harvest of shrimp and "red snapper". 




I 

Table 1. Pot shrimp catches from subdistricts surrounding the community of Meyers Chuck. Only 
seasons since 1969170 with reported catches are noted. (Proposal 68) 

POT SHRlMP CATCHES 
District 106-20, 102-80, 107- 10 

Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

1980181 2,543 3 5 508 
1981182 2,584 5 6 430 
1983184 8,993 11 2 1 428 
1984185 10,153 10 17 597 
1985186 10,364 12 46 225 
1986187 4,591 7 15 306 
1987188 17,212 8 44 39 1 
1988189 16,169 9 25 646 
1989190 5,895 8 10 589 
199019 1 15,151 8 20 757 
199 1/92 5,282 5 19 27 8 
~ v e r a ~ e '  8,574 8 21 408 

* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages are calculated only from years where landings were reported. 



1 

Table 2. Trawl shrimp catches from subdistricts surrounding the community of Meyers Chuck. Only 
seasons since 1969170 with reported catches are noted. (Proposal 68) 

TRAWL SHRIMP CATCHES 

District 106-20, 102-80, 107- 10 


Average 
Catch in Number of Number of Pounds per 

Season Pounds Permits Landings Landing 

* * 1976/77 * * 
* 1977/78 JF * * 

1979/80 4,600 3 5 920 
* * * * 1981182 
* * * * 1985186 

* * 1988/89 * * 
* Ik * 1992193 * 


~ v e r a ~ e '  1,971 2 2 986 


* Asterisks indicate confidential information where fewer than three permits were fished. 
Averages xe calculated only from years where landings were reported. 

BOARD OF PISMERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 68 


Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal based on its logic used in previous proposal dealing with large 
areas no conservation concerns can be demonstrated. 



PROPOSAL 69 - 5 AAC 3 1.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. and 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED 
WATERS. 

The area of S. Zimovia Strait from Lat. 56'1 1'05"N x 56'09'0"N, be closed to commercial shrimp and crab 
fishing. 

PROBLEM: We would like to see our subsistence shellfish are protected from commercial harvest. The 
area that we "Thom's Place" residents use for our subsistence shrimp and crab is being decimated by the ever 
increasing commercial harvest in our area. The area is in S. Zimovia Strait. Lat. 56'1 1'05" N by 56°09'0" 
N. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? I and my family and neighbors will (and are) losing 
a relied on food source. I and my family need and use this subsistence resource always!!! 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The local (land-owner) resident, subsistence users of the shrimp and 
crab in the here mentioned area. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The commercial fleet may lose a potential 200 pot area!!! 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? I have spoken to the individual boats and unlike the past few 

years; the current boats no longer honor our subsistence grounds. 


PROPOSED BY: R. V. Paul Davis (Thom's Place) 


(See Proposal #53 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 69 


Action: NO ACTION 


Based on action taken on Proposals 53 and 54: the area is too large and there are no conservation concerns. 



PROPOSAL 70 - 5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. and 5 AAC 32.150. AREA A CLOSED 
WATERS. 


The closure of this are to commercial fishing. The area of South Zimovia Strait - from Lat. 56°11'05" N to 

56°09'0" N. to be closed to commercial shrimp and crab fishing - see map. 


PROBLEM: The over harvesting of shellfish (specifically shrimp and crab) by commercial fisher people 
in the waters surrounding the community of Thom's Place. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The residents will be deprived of their basic right to 


that food to commercial harvest. Subsistence priority & the law. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resident subsistence users in the area. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one really. There is still plenty for everyone, they just don't need 

to get it from our front yard. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? I cannot think of any other alternative. 


PROPOSED BY: Magdaline Volaitis - Thom's Place 


(See Proposal #53 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 70 


Action: NO ACTION 


Based on action taken on Proposal 53, 54 and 69: the area is too large and there are no conservation 
concerns. 



PROPOSAL 71 - 5 AAC 27.150. WATERS CLOSED TO HERRING FISHING. and 5 AAC 31.135. 
AREA A CLOSED WATERS. 

That Port Camden be closed to hemng bait fisheries and trawling for shrimp. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: There has been a noticeable decline of mature stocks and shrimp in this area the past ten years. 
The decrease of herring, shrimp and crab subsistence has been eliminated by commercial over fishing. The 
herring spawning has been reduced to small patches. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The inhabitants of the area will be deprived of their 
traditional use of the above species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The rebuilding of the resource to a more usable and wiser cooperation 
between subsistence user and commercial fisheries. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Kake Advisory Committee 
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Title: 	 5 AAC 27.150. Waters closed to hening fishing and 5 AAC 31.135. Area A 
waters. That Port Camden be closed to hemng bait fisheries and trawling for 

shrimp. 

Proposal No. 41-A 

Page 	 Deferred proposal 

Proposed by: Kake Advisory Committee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: 	 Timothy Koeneman, Shellfish Biologist, Petersburg 


Ken Imamura, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 

Cathy Botelho, Assistant Shellfish Biologist, Juneau 


SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests changes to two regulations. This document will address that portion which affects the 
commercial shrimp fishery in Southeast Alaska, 5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. This proposal 
requests that Port Camden, a bay to the south and west of the community of Kake (Figure l), be closed to 
the commercial trawling for shrimp. Port Camden, on the eastern shore of Kuiu Island, is within the 
designated customary and traditional use area for shellfish for the residents of Kake. However, shrimp have 
been explicitly deleted from these customary and traditional use findings by the board in prior deliberations. 

BACKGROUND 

Existing regulations allow commercial fishing with shrimp pots, otter and beam trawls in District 9, of which 
the waters in question are a small part. Port Camden is designated as subdistrict 109-43 in the Commercial 
Fisheries Division reporting system. Reported trawl shrimp landings for the last ten year period from 
subdistrict 109-43 are limited to two seasons in the early 1 9 8 0 ~ ~  most recently the 1982183 season. However. 
Port Camden is often used to denote the more open waters of the bay and includes subdistricts 109-40, 109- 
41, and 109-42 (Figure 1). Combined landings from these three subdistricts indicate commercial shrimp trawl 
fishing occurred during only two seasons in the last ten years. The last two reports of landings were made 
in the 1990191 and 1992193 seasons. These landings were also reported as being solely pink shrimp. 



There was a small pot catch reported out of these subdistricts during the 1991192 season. The general area, 
including surrounding waters in Districts 9, 10, and 12 have not been particularly productive for pot shrimp 
fishermen. Sport Fish Division has no quantitative information for this area. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Considering the limited trawl shrimp harvest reported from this area, its closure should not have a significant 
affect on these fisheries. This proposal seems to be allocative and seek preemption of future development 
or expansion of commercial shrimp trawl fisheries in this area. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

There are no significant, foreseeable new issues in the proposal that would pose problems for enforcement. 
Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments related to this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This proposal is primarily allocative in nature and the Department is neutral on its adoption or rejection by 
the Board. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

Should the Board decide to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Except as otherwise specified below or in 5 AAC 3 1.100 
through 5 AAC 31.149, there are no waters in Area A closed to the taking of shrimp. 

( I )  in waters of Keku Straits and contiguous waters of District 9 south of a line from Macartnev Point 
to Cornwallis Point, shrimp may be taken only with pots. 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 71 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

See discussion under Proposal 68. It was noted that the hemng portion of the proposal will be taken up by 
the board at its Ketchikan meeting. 



PROPOSAL 72 - 5 AAC 31.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

Repeal restrictions to the beam trawl shrimp fishery in Southeast Alaska District 7 as follows: 

5 AAC 3 1.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

(b) [(2) IN WATERS OF DISTRICT 7 IN BLAKE PASSAGE EAST OF 132°06'30" W. LONG. AND 
NORTH OF N O R T H E M O S T  TIP OF BLAKE ISLAND, SHRIMP MAY BE TAKEN ONLY FROM 
MARCH 1 THROUGH APRIL 301 repealed 1 1941; 

PROBLEM: Effort in these waters of District 7 has not been consistently heavy enough to justify continued 
seasonal closures. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? These waters will remain closed in the spring to beam 
trawl fishing and unavailable to the fishery after closure of the primary fishing areas in Districts 6, 7, 8, and 
10. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Beam trawl fishermen and processors. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: Repeal some of the restrictions to beam trawl shrimp fishing in District 7 

Proposal No.: 72 

Page: 44 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 
Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 

SYNOPSIS 

This department proposal requests lifting restrictions on commercial beam trawl shrimp fishing in areas of 
District 7 south and east of the Nanows and north of the latitude of Blake Island (Figure 1). 

BACKGROUND 

Blake Passage is a narrow waterway south of Wrangell. Starting in the 1976/77 season, it was open to 
fishing between the latitude of Babbler Point and Blake Island from May 1 through February. Starting in 
the 1986187 season, the northern section between Babbler Point and the Narrows have been included in the 
split season and GHL management strategy along with District 8, parts of District 10, and parts of District 
6. Waters between the Narrows and Blake Island have had a March 1 to April 30 open period since the 
1986187 season. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

District 7 waters between the Narrows and Blake Island were included in areas under restrictive management 
because the potential for heavy effort and high exploitation rates existed for these protected waters in close 
proximity to Wrangell, one of the fishing centers for the beam trawl fishery in Southeast Alaska. Since then, 
resulting effort in these waters have not been consistently heavy enough to justify continued closures (Table 
I ) .  Management does not anticipate great interest nor high harvests from the area between the Narrows and 
Blake Island if the area is opened to fishing all year. It does anticipate that there will be some interest in 
fishing the area as other areas to the immediate north seasonally close upon attainment of their GHLs. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Adoption of this proposal will result in a relaxing of closed season restrictions for this area and will most 
likely require less enforcement oversight than is currently directed to this fishery. 

FISCAL NOTE 

Adoption of this proposal should not result in any new or additional expenditures by the Department. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Restrictive seasons for the waters of Blake Passage between the latitude of the Narrows and the 
northernmost tip of Blake Island are not necessary for the conservative management of the commercial 
shri~~lpbeam trawl fishery. 

* Opening this area to a year round fishery will permit interested fishermen to fish these areas when other 
areas are closed or at any other time if they wish to. 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (b) [(2) IN WATERS OF DISTRICT 7 IN WATERS 
OF B L A E  PASSAGE EAST OF 132"06'3OWW. LONG. AND NORTH OF THE NORTHERNMOST TIP 
OF BLAKE ISLAND, SHRIMP MAY BE TAKEN ONLY FROM MARCH 1 THROUGH APRIL 30;j 



Figure 1, Proposal 72. Repeal some of the r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  beam trawl shrimp , .  . 
f i s h i n g  i n  D i s t r i c t  7 .  
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BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 72 

Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

This proposal was aproved unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 
PROPOSAL 72 

5 AAC 31.110. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. 

(b) 

(2) ' ~ e ~ e a l e d_/_/. 



PROPOSAL 73 - 5 AAC 3 1.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

Prohibit concurrent use of shrimp pots and other types of pot gear in portions of Southeast Alaska where there 
is a limit on the number of shrimp pots that may be fished as follows: 

5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(3) the maximum number of pots in the aggregate that may be operated from my registered shrimp 
fishing vessel operating in District 1 through 15 is 150 pots; no person or vessel may fish shrimp pots 
and [MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH] and any other type of commercial, subsistence, sport or personal 

-use pots at the same time; 

PROBLEM: It is difficult to enforce the Southeast Alaska shrimp pot limit when fishers are allowed to fish 
other types of pots concurrent with shrimp pots. Problems with distinguishing shrimp pots form other types 
of pot gear, and ambiguity of current regulations, have made enforcement of the 150 shrimp pot limit 
difficult. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It will not be possible to enforce the Southeast Alaska 
shrimp pot limit. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen and staff will benefit from regulations which enable better 
enforcement of shrimp pot limits. 

WHO IS LIWELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen desiring to fish shrimp pots concurrent with other type of pot 
gear. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? No change. 'Phis would permit those who exceed the shrimp pot 
limit or use gear intended to harvest other species to fish for shrimp. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department sf Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-390) 
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Tirle: Prohibit concurrent fishing of shrimp pots and other pot gear in Southeast Alaska 
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Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Kenneth K. Imamura, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 

Catherine E. Botelho, assistant shellfish biologist, Juneau 
Timothy M. Koeneman, shellfish biologist, Petersburg 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests prohibiting the concurrent use of commercial shrirrip pot gear and any other type of 
pot gear in Southeast Alaska. In effect, while a commercial fisherman is registered and fishing pot gear for 
shrimp, he may not participate in any other pot fishery in Southeast Alaska. In order to fish pots in any other 
fishery, he will have to invalidate his shrimp pot registration, retrieve and store his shrimp pot gear, and 
terminate all commercial pot shrimp fishing activities. 

BACKGROUND 

Problems with the pot limits for the commercial shrimp pot fishery in Southeast Alaska have repeatedly 
required discussion of this issue before the Board. During the 1991 meeting, the Board added wording to 
an existing regulation to limit the concurrent use of shrimp pot and miscellaneous species pot gear to a 
maximum of 150 units in the aggregate. This was intended to restrict the number of all pots that could 
legally be fished from a regiseered shrimp pot vessel to 150 pots. However, pots may also be used for some 
species of bottomfish such as Pacific cod, for which a directed food fishery is currently under development. 
There is no pot limit for these specialized fisheries. Pot gear for groundfish is not well-defined and could 
look and function very similarly to shrimp pot gear. Like miscellaneous shellfish pot gear, groundfish pot 
gear need not comply with minimum mesh requirements for commercial shrimp pots, so shrimp retained by 
pots supposedly being fished for fish species could easily occur in the commercial pot shrimp catch. Use of 
small mesh web, solid-wall pots, or other such restrictive construction would circumvent the intent of the 

minimum mesh restriction on commercial shrimp pots; passive sorting of male, transitionals and smaller 
female spot prawns. There is no season for groundfish pot fisheries, so gear fully capable of catching shrimp 
could be deployed before start of the shrimp season or fished in areas closed to the commercial pot shrimp 
fishery. 



The pot shrimp fisheries in parts of Southeast Alaska are becoming increasingly competitive. Under current 
fishing conditions, this fishery is gear limited; that is, a vessel could easily deploy and use many more pots 
than are legally permitted. The 150 pot limit might be exceeded by fishermen ostensively (and legally) 
fishing pot gear for bottomfish that could also effectively retain shrimp. 

To further confuse this issue, regulations for non-commercial fisheries such as personal use, subsistence, and 
sport fisheries also have loopholes that have potential for abuse by commercial shrimp pot fishermen. 
Rewording the non-commercial regulations to attain the same, desired objective of limiting commercial 
shrimp pot gear to a maximum of 150 pots of any kind would require much more effort, and risk additional 
regulatory confusion, than the proposed modification to the existing commercial fishing regulation. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Data with which to manage this fishery is limited to fish ticket information and some research conducted in 
Alaska and Washington State. One of the assumptions in evaluating the catch and effort information on fish 
tickets is that they represent the fishing power of a maximum of 150 pots. At best, there are many variables 
that may affect catch and effort estimates. If the use of an excess of 150 pots per permit is widespread, that 
basic assumption is significantly flawed. While this in itself is not significant, when it is all that is available 
and important to estimation of catch and effort relationships, it is an important consideration. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

This proposal probably has important implications for enforcement. The major issue is that it is very difficult 
now to determine adherence to pot limits because shrimp gear may legally be longlined. If a fisherman 
concurrently operates pot gear for shrimp and fish, enforcement of shrimp pot limits becomes impossible. 
Additional costs associated with this proposal are probably not significant, although compliance will be 
encourage by comprehensive checking of the gear in the field. Fish and Wildlife Protection probably has 
further comments regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* Adopt this regulatory change to more fully implement the intent of the 150 pot limit for the Southeast 
Alaska commercial shrimp pot fishery. 

* 	 The Board should note that proposal 74 requests changes to the sane  regulation as this proposal, except 
it requests extending the 150 pot limit to District 16, thereby bringing all of Southeast Alaska into 
consistency with this limit. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(3) the maximum number of pots in the aggregate that may be operated from any registered shrimp 
fishing vessel operating in District 1 through 15 is 150 pots; no person or vessel may fish shrimp 
pots and [MISCELLANEOUS SETELLFISH] and any other type of commercial, subsistence, sport 
or personal use pots at the same time; 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 73 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 


The proposal was viewed as housekeeping and will assist enforcement. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 73 


5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(3) the maximum number of shrimp pots that may be operated from a registered shrimp fishing vessel 
is 150 pots; no person or vessel registered to fish shrimp may fish both shrimp pots and any other type 
of commercial, subsistence, sport or personal use pots at the same time; 



PROPOSAL 74 - 5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

Establish a shrimp pot limit for District 16 that is the same as shrimp pot limit specified for all other portions 
of Southeast Alaska as follows: 

5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(3) the maximum number of pots in the aggregate that may be operated from any registered shrimp 
fishing vessel [OPERATING IN DISTRICT 1 THROUGH 151 is 150 pots; no person or vessel may fish 
shrimp pots and miscellaneous shellfish pots at the same time. 

PROBLEM: District 16 is the only district exempt from the 150 pot limit. Requiring 150 pot limits will 
bring District 14 into conformity with the rest of Southeast Alaska. 

WHAT W E L  HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? More than 150 pots per vessel will continue to be 
legal gear in District 16. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen would know that the 150 pot limit applies to all waters in 
Southeast Alaska. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen who need to fish more than 150 pots to justify fishing in more 
remote areas. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? No change. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests establishment of the same pot limit in District 16 as in the rest of Southeast Alaska. 
The current pot limit for Districts 1 through 15 in Southeast Alaska is currently 150 pots. District 16 is 
located on the outer coast of Southeast Alaska at its extreme'northwestern end (Figure 1). 

BACKGROUND 

The pot limit in District 16 was left unspecified when the rest of Southeast Alaska was restricted to a 
maximum of 150 pots per vessel. This is primarily a housekeeping proposal of 'an oversight back in 1983 
when District 16 was switched from being a part of the Yakutat Area to Southeast Alaska. The shrimp pot 
limit for Southeast Alaska was also instituted in the 1983 Board meeting and due to an oversight, this limit 
was not extended to District 16. This inconsistency has been overlooked for years during a period when 
fishing effort and catches in District 16 were low. 

Recently, the number of permits reporting landings from District 16 has roughly doubled, but there has been 
no clear concurrent rise in catch levels. The increasing number of permits and the limited fishing grounds 
in District 16 indicate a need to establish the same pot limits there as in the rest of Southeast Alaska. It 
should be noted that the shrimp pot mesh minimum webbing required for Southeast Alaska does not apply 
in Lituya Bay, a small bay of disproportionate importance to the total landings in District 16. This exclusion 
was deliberate and allowed continuance of what participants characterized as a coonstripe shrimp fishery. 
Coonstripes are smaller than the spot prawns generally targeted in the rest of Southeast Alaska and the Board 
determined that requiring the same mesh requirement for Lituya Bay would essentially terminate the pot 
shrimp fishery there. Most of the landings from District 16 are reported from Lituya Bay. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The primary management issue is that more gear may be legally used in District 16 than is considered a 
maximum allowable limit in the rest of Southeast Alaska. As interest in fishing in District 16 increases due 
to competitive pressure or improving economics, more participants are expected to fish in this district. 
The rising interest in entry into this fishery indicates that it is time to limit the gear in a manner consistent 
with the rest of Southeast Alaska before intensive fishing occurs on the limited productive shrimp grounds 
in District 16. District 16 is largely open coast and poor habitat for spot prawns and coonstripe shrimp, the 
two species most likely to be targeted. 

Activities by the current users of the coonstripe fishery in Lituya Bay may be affected to some extent by the 
limit of gear. This affect has not been quantified and, as such, should be a consideration during the Board's 
deliberation, particularly if there is some comment on this proposal from shrimp fishermen who fish in Lituya 
Bay. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

A foreseeable enforcement issue would be the difficulty in determining the legality of a commercial pot vessel 
registered in Southeast Alaska, transporting and working over the Southeast Alaska 150 pot limit, by 
repeatedly fishing in District 16, where there is no gear limit nor a need for one and 718 inch escape panels. 
Bringing District 16 into consistency with the rest of Southeast Alaska would effectively resolve these 
potential problems. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have further comments on this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Adoption of this proposal will correct an administrative oversight dating back to 1983. 

* Catch and effort statistics will be more comparable between districts if all districts have the same 
maximum gear limits. 

* Enforcement of gear limits will be facilitated, to a greater extent than currently possible, if pot limits are 

the same throughout Southeast Alaska. 



* The Board should note that Proposal 73 requests changes to this same regulation to further clarify the 
shrimp pot limit. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(3) the maximum number of pots in the aggregate that may be operated from any registered shrimp 
fishing vessel [OPERATING IN DISTRICT 1 THROUGH 151 is 150 pots; no person or vessel may fish 
shrimp pots and miscellaneous shellfish pots at the same time. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 74 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

This proposal was viewed as housekeeping and approved unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 74 


5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(3) the maximum number of shrimp pots that may be operated from a registered shrimp fishing vessel 
is 150 pots; no person or vessel registered to fish shrimp may fish both shrimp pots and any other type 
of commercial, subsistence, sport or personal use pots at the same time; 



PROPOSAL 75 - 5 AAC 3 1.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. and 5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR 
FOR AREA D. 

Define Southeast Alaska and Yakutat shrimp pots consistent with definition used in the Prince William Sound 
Area as follows: 

5 AAC 31.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(X) a shrimp pot is a pot with tunnel eye openings which individually do not exceed 15 inches (38 cm) 
in perimeter. 

5 AAC 3 1.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(X) a shrimp pot is a pot with tunnel eye openings which individually do not exceed 15 inches (38 cm) 
in perimeter. 

PROBLEM: Shrimp pot gear is not specifically defined in Southeast Alaska and Yakutat. This permits a 
wide range of gear, commonly configured to more efficiently capture crab or other species, that can be legally 
fished as shrimp gear. The proposed regulations will bring S.E. Alaska and Yakutat regulations into closer 
conformance with Prince William Sound shrimp pot gear regulations, which are more specific to typical, 
efficient shrimp gear. These regulations are another incremental effort to discourage the concurrent use of 
a legal limit of shrimp pot gear and additional pots configured for and ostensibly being fished for other 
species to catch shrimp. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IP NOTHING IS DONE? Shrimp pot gear will remain largely undefined and 
it will be difficult to distinguish when a pot is being used for shrimp and when it is being used for 
miscellaneous species such as octopus and snails or other species, such as king crab, which may be open at 
the same time and place as the pot shrimp fishery. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Shrimp pot fishermen who fish only a legal limit of shrimp pot gear. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen who use the loopholes in the current regulations to 
concurrently fish shrimp and other species with more than the legal limit of gear. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Clarification of 5 AAC 3 1.125 (3) to explicitly mean that the 
maximum number of pots in the aggregate that may be operated from any registered shrimp tishing vessel 

a vessel registered for shrimp fishing may not use more than 150 pots of any kind other than shrimp pots 
while validly registered for shrimp fishing. This would still require a definition of shrimp pots in order to 
differentiate them from other kinds of pot gear. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-110) 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests adoption of a regulation defining commercial shrimp pot gear by specifying that 
maximum tunnel eye openings do not exceed 15 inches (38 centimeters). An identical definition is available 
in the'statewide regulations, 5 AAC 31.050 (e). The Department wishes to rescind this request. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 75 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal as regulation already exists under Statewide provision. 



PROPOSAL 76 - 5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

Modify mesh size requirements for the construction of shrimp pots in the Yakutat Area as follows: 

5 AAC 31.170. LAWELn GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(3) each shrimp pot operated in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the southernmost tip of 
Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby, must [HAVE AT LEAST ONE WEBBED PANEL 
ON AT LEAST TWO OF THE VERTICAL SIDES OF THEPOT;THE PANELS MUST EXTEND AT 
LEAST ONE-THIRD OF THE HEIGHT OF THE POT; THE WEBBING OF THE PANELS MUST 
HAVE A MINhlUM MESH OF 1 1R INCHES] be entirely covered with net webbing or rigid mesh. 
At least two opposing sides of the pot must have a webbed panel of a minimum stretch mesh of one and 
one-half inches. The net webbing must be hung to allow the passage of a three-quarter inch diameter 
12 inch long wooden dowel. Upon insertion in the web or rigid mesh, the dowel must drop completely 
through by its own weight, without force, except that 

IA) the mesh on the top and bottom of a pot utilizing a drawstring closure is not required to allow the 
passage of a three-quarter inch diameter dowel; 

(B) the webbing used en the pot tunnel is not required to comply with the specifications in this section; 

{C)pots that do not have a definable side, including round pots, must have in compliance with paragraph 
(3) above, net webbing or rigid mesh panels covering a minimum of 50 percent of the vertical or near- 
vertical surface of the pot. 

PROBLEM: The current regulatory language for shrimp pot gear in Yakutat Bay does not clearly reflect 
' the intent of the minimum mesh panels to allow escape of male, transitional, and smaller female spot shrimp 
and is difficult to enforce. The same problem existed in Southeast Alaska and Prince William Sound before 
the board adopted the current wording for these two registration areas adjacent to the Yakutat registration 
area. Due to an oversight at that time the existing regulations were adopted for Southeast Alaska, the 
analogous changes to the Yakutat regulations were not made. The requested change will bring the regulatory 
language for Yakutat into consistency with that adopted for Southeast Alaska and promote enforcement of 
the intent of minimum mesh requirements. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Some fishermen will continue to circumvent the intent 
of the regulation by using gear that retains small spot shrimp. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen trying to comply with the intent of this regulation. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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This proposal requests modification of the mesh requirements for commercial shrimp pots in the Yakutat area 
so the wording is comparable with that in the southeast Alaska area. 

BACKGROUND 

Commercial shrimp pot landings have been reported from Yakutat Bay since the 1971172 season and each 
season since 1980/81. The first concerted fishery occurred in 1983184, when catch climbed from a previous 
long-term average about 300 pounds to 37,502 pounds and participants increased from one to six. Catches 
since that season have fluctuated, with a general upward trend, between 1,463 and 11,655 pounds caught by 
four to 12 permit holders. 

The existing regulation on mesh size and hanging requirements for the commercial shrimp pot fishery in 

Yakutat was adopted in 1986, after the record 37,502 pounds reported from the 83/84 season and 6,675 
pounds reported from the 1984185 season. At that time, the perception was that this fishery was rapidly 
expanding and more active management was required. 

Nearly identical wording was adopted for the Southeast Alaska fishery, for much the same reasons. In 1989, 
the Southeast Alaska regulation was substantially modified and extended to rectify deficiencies in the wordins 
of the regulation adopted in 1986. By that time, Yakutat and Southeast Alaska had been established as 
separate registration areas and while the Southeast Alaska regulation was changed, the Yakutat regulation was 
overlooked. The same shortcomings that became evident in the 1986 regulations for Southeast Alaska affect 
the current Yakutat regulations. 



The worst shortcoming was that the vague 1986 definition of escape panels, which are designed to permit 
the escape of male, transitional, and smaller female spot prawns. In the Southeast Alaska experience, it was 
found that the panels will not work as intended unless the mesh is hung on a one-to-one ratio, resulting in 
a square opening which will pass shrimp with a body diameter of up to 314". This deficiency was rectified 
in Southeast Alaska by including wording in 1989 that specified how a panel had to be hung and how it must 
allow passage of a dowel of a certain size. In Southeast Alaska, the minimum mesh size is 1 718" stretch 
measure and the dowel is 1918" in diameter. A 314" dowel is requested in Yakutat to accommodate the smaller 
size shrimp in Yakutat Bay and the smaller 1 112" webbing currently specified for thh fishery. 

Further, in Southeast Alaska, it was determined that solid panels in pots nullified the role of the escape panels 
to varying extent. In 1989, the regulation pertaining to material for Southeast Alaska was changed to require 
that the entire pot had to be covered with either a rigid mesh or netting and that 50 percent of the pot had 
to be covered with 1 314" webbing or rigid mesh. 

Since 1989, the current Southeast Alaska mesh requirements appear to be adequately fulfilling its intent. 
Similar changes in the Yakutat regulations would insure that the intent of those regulations are better served 
than is likely under the current regulations. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The major management issue is for consistent application sf intent of the mesh size and hanging regulation. 
This is important in the Y&u%at Bay fishery because the commercial and non-commercial shrimp pot fisheries 
have been conducted for many years in Yakutat Bay and effort may cunently be high enough to affect stock 
abundance and composition. The existing regulation was considered necessary in 1986, and the fishery has, 
slowly expanded since that time. Management assumes the need for escape panels to fulfill their intended 
function has also increased. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of this regulation will require active gear checks in Yakutat Bay and may result in additional 
expenditures of resources by Fish and Wildlife Protection. However, the experience in Southeast Alaska has 
indicated that the new regulations for Yakutat will be much more enforceable than the current ones. In  that 
sense, the new regulations will allow more efficient gear checks and better criteria for evaluating compliance. 
Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments regarding this proposal. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* Increasing effort and harvest of shrimp by commercial pot shrimp permit holders in Yakutat Bay 
necessitate rewording existing regulations to facilitate compliance with the intent of the escape panel 
requirement. 

* Implementing the proposed regulatory changes will promote conservation of portions of the shrimp 
population necessary for their continued reproductive viability while providing for a harvest of larger spot 
prawns and coonstripe shrimp. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board decides to adopt this proposal, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR A E A  B. 

(3) each shrimp pot operated in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the southernmost tip of 
Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby, must [HAVE AT LEAST ONE WEBBED PANEL 
ON AT LEAST TWO OF THE VERTICAL SIDES OF THE POT; THE PANELS MUST EXTEND AT 
LEAST ONE-THIRD OF THE HEIGHT OF THE POT; THE WEBBING OF THE PANELS MUST 
HAVE A MINlMUM MESH OF 1 112 INCHES] be entirely covered with net webbing or rigid mesh. 
At least two opposing sides of the pot must have a webbed panel of a minimum stretch mesh of one and 
one-half inches. The net webbing must be hung to allow the passage of a three-quarter inch diameter 
12 inch long wooden dowel. Upon insertion in the web or rigid mesh, the dowel must drop compietelv 
through by its own weight, without force, except that 

@) the mesh on the top and bottom of a pot utilizing a drawstring closure is not required to allow 
the passage of a three-quarter inch diameter dowel; 

(B) the webbing used in the pot tunnel is not required to comply with the specifications in this 
section; 

(C) pots that do not have a definable side, including round pots, must have in compliance w ~ t h  

paragraph (3) above, net webbing or rigid mesh panels covering a minimum of 50 percent of the 

vertical or near-vertical surface of the pot. 
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BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 76 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board viewed the proposal as housekeeping and will provide consistency for fishers and enforcement. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 76 


5 AAC 3 1.125. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA A. 

(B) the webbing used in the pot tunnel is not required to allow the passage of a seven-eighths inch 
diameter dowel; and ....... 

5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

(3) each shrimp pot operated in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the southernmost tip of 
Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby must be entirely covered with net webbing or rigid 
mesh; at least two opposing sides of the pot must have a webbed panel of a minimum stretch mesh of 
one and one-half inches; the net webbing must be hung to allow the passage of a wooden dowel that is 
three-quarter inch in diameter and 12 inches long, upon insertion in the web or rigid mesh, the dowel 
must drop completely through by its own weight, without force, except that 

(A) .the mesh on the top and bottom of a pot utilizing a drawstring closure is not required to allow 
the passage of a wooden dowel that is three-quarter inch in diameter; 

(B) the webbing used in the pot tunnel is not required to allow the passage of a wooden dowel that 
is three-quarter inch in diameter; and 

(C) in addition to the requirement of (3) of this section, pots that do not have a definable side. 
including round pots, must have net webbing or rigid mesh panels covering a minimum of 50 percent 
of the vertical or near-vertical surfaces of the pots; 



PROPOSAL 77 - 5 AAC 31.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A., 5 AAC 31.1 15. GUIDELINE 
HARVEST RANGES FOR AREA A., 5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS., and 5 AAC 31.160. 
FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA D., 5 AAC 31.165. GUIDELINE HARVEST LEVEL FOR AREA D., 
5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

Provide for management of non-traditional commercial shrimp trawl fisheries in specific fishing areas of 
Southeast Alaska and Yakutat as follows: 

5 AAC 31.1 10. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA A. (b) In Area A shrimp may be taken by trawls [AT 
ANY TIME, EXCEPT] only as follows: 

(3) in Districts 3, 5 ,  9, 11, and that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. 
John, shrimp may be taken only from May I through February 14. 

/X) in Districts 3. 5, 9, 11, and that portion of District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. 
John, shrimp may be taken only after contacting the local ADF&G office and obtaining logbooks. 
Logbook completion is mandatory and must be attacked to all shrimp tickets from these fishing locations. 

(X) all other waters are closed to commercial shrimp trawling. 

5 AAC 3 1.1 15. GUIDELINE HARVEST RANGES FOR AREA A. (a) 

15) District 6 south of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds; 

16) Districts 3, 5, 9, 11: 25,000 to 100,000 pounds in each district. 

5 AAC 31.135. AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Repealed effective 

5 AAC 31.160. FISHING SEASONS FOR AREA D. (b) In Area D shrimp may be taken by trawls [AT 
ANYTIME EXCEPT THA'a in the waters of Yakutat Bay east of a line from the westernmost tip of 
Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip of Point Manby and north and west of a line from the westernmost 
tip of Point Carrew to Point Latouche, and in the waters of Icy Bay, [SHRIMP MAY BE TAKEN BY 
TRAWLS] only from June 21 through February 14. 

{X) Shrimp may be taken only after contacting the local ADF&G office and obtaining logbooks. 
Logbook completion is mandatory and must be attached to all shrimp tickets from these fishing locations. 

1x1all other waters are closed to commercial shrimp trawling. 

5 AAC 31.165. GUIDELINE HARVEST LEVELS FOR AREA D. The guideline harvest level for the 
taking of shrimp by trawls is as follows: 

@ in waters of Yakutat Bay east of line from the westernmost tip of Ocean Cape to the westernmost tip 
of Point Manby is 30,000 pound per each month of the open season. 



(b) in waters of Icy Bay from 50,000 to 350,000 pounds. 

5 AAC 31.170. LAWFUL GEAR FOR AREA D. 

14) During periods announced by emergency order shrimp trawl webbing throughout the trawl cod end 
must be at least one and seven-eighths inch stretch mesh. hung so the bars of the mesh are horizontal and 
peruendicular to the mouth of the trawl. During such periods the incidental cumukative catch of species 
of pandalid shiimp, other than sidestripe shrimp, may not exceed 10 percent by weight of all shrimp 
aboard the vessel. 

PROBLEM: The Board of Fisheries has established fishing regulations to manage traditional shrimp 

trawling grounds on the principles of sustained yield under regulations defining open and closed seasons, 
guideline harvest ranges, and gear limitations set forth in the commercial fishing regulations. However, many 
areas of the state, outside of the traditional fishing grounds, are open throughout the year to shrimp trawling. 
Individuals may initiate shrimp trawling activities in these areas without prior notification to the department. 
The department needs to know when and where vessels are conducting shrimp trawling in these areas to allow 
adequate opportunity to monitor ongoing shrimp trawling activities and gather biological samples and other 
information. This is necessary to ensure appropriate management measures can be taken. 

Additionally, effort targeting on sidestripe shrimp is occurring with some nets designed to harvest pink 
shrimp. Such effort may result in the overboard discard of significant quantities of pink shrimp. In these 
cases, gear should be constructed to minimize the harvest of non-targeted species. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Shrimp trawling in nontraditional fishing areas will 
continue to occur without the department having prior knowledge of the activity, or without obtaining 
information necessary for proper resource management decisions. 

WHO IS L I m L Y  TO BENEFIT? Improved management capabilities will benefit all resource users. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Closure of all nontraditional shrimp grounds. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #63 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 77 

Action: NO ACTION 

This proposal is the same as proposal 63 and was previously addressed. 



MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH 


Abalone 

PROPOSAL 78 - 5 AAC 02.107. LIMITATIONS ON PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE SHELLFISH 
FISHERS., 5 AAC 38.134. CLOSED WATERS (for abalone)., and 5 AAC 38.1XX.' CLOSED WATERS 
FOR SEA URCHINS. 

The following should be added to the Subsistence list: Sea urchins, abalone, sea cucumbers, king crab, brown 
crab, and Tanner crab. 

That any commercial usage of sea urchins, abalone, be closed in the Tebenkoff, Chatham, and Frederick 
Sound until definite studies by Fish and Game are done to determine the reproductive cycles is established. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 199111992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: These are traditional usage area for these foods and with commercial harvesting running 
rampant, it is only a matter of time before the local subsistence users are shut out of this harvesting of their 
needs. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The natural resource itself. Insuring that everyone can benefit from 

the knowledge acquired by such a study. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Kake Advisory Committee 


(See Proposal # 2 O  for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 78 


Action: DEFERRED 


This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 20 and sea urchin proposal 81 and was deferred to the 
Ketchikan meeting in January 1992. 



PROPOSAL 79 - 5 AAC 38.130. FISHING SEASONS FOR ABALONE. 

Abalone may be taken or possessed from Oct. 1 through May 15 of even-numbered years. 

PROBLEM: Abalone stocks in Area 3 and 4 are declining. Some locations that at one time produced 
several hundred pounds of abalone now produce few abalone at all let alone commercial legal size abalone. 

WHAT W E L  HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Many areas that do continue to produce legal abalone 
have a high percentage of barely legal-sized abalone resulting in increased waste of fishermen's time and 
injuries to undersized abalone that are popped off for measuring. This increase in cost per unit effort has 
been offset by dramatically rising abalone prices but the stocks continue to decline. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? I don't know. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Certainly divers who have grown dependent upon an October shot of 
money will suffer and the market will suffer initially but they'll suffer more if stocks continue to decline. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? I rejected making abalone diving a free-dive (no artificial air) 
fishery such as I understand New Zealand has because S.E. Alaska still has limited access to many dive areas 
and dive conditions are generally harsher in Alaska. 

I-


Many unknowns have yet to be addressed also: For example: 1) Effect of sea otter predation, 2) extent of 
il%egalcommercial activity and illegal subsistence taking of undersized abalone, 3) effects of abalone harvest 
upon the abalonelurchin ratio, 4) extent recent climate conditions have on abalone reproduction, and 5) extent 
proposed logging on Dall Island will have on the resource. 

PROPOSED BY: Michael Sallee (HQ-93-F-227) 



1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Abalone may be tsken or possessed from October 1 through May 15 and in 
even-numbered years. 

Proposal No. 79 

Page 49 

Proposed by: Michael Sallee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 


This proposal would open the commercial abalone fishery during even-numbered years and close it during 
odd-numbered years. 

BACKGROUND 


The fishing season for abalone starts on October I of each year. The current guideline harvest level (GHL) 
for all fishing districts, except district 13, is between 25,000 and 50,000 pounds; the GHL for district 13 is 
8,000 pounds. In recent years there has been numerous comments, from both local residents and commercial 
harvesters regarding a lack of abundance and harvestable size of Southeast Alaska's abalone stocks. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The effect of this proposal would be to reduce the average commercial harvest by half. The Department has 

no abalone stock assessment projects to monitor either the possible decline of the stocks or their potential 

recovery if this proposal is adopted. A developing problem to the management of the abalone stock in some 
areas is predation by rapidly expanding sea otter populations. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The Department has no recommendation on this proposal. 

* Anecdotal evidence suggests that there is a general and widespread decline in the numbers of abalone in 
Southeast Alaska. 

* The department lacks the necessary information to determine the size or relative health of abalone stocks 
in Southeast Alaska. 

* Sea otters may significantly reduce the abalone population in several areas of Southeast Alaska. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If thls proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 38.130. FISHING SEASONS FOR ABALONE. Abalone may be taken or possessed from 
October 1 through May 15 only durin~ even-numbered years. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 79 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

Discussion centered around the stockpiling of abalone which is the main concern. Board members felt that 

the proposal did not solve the problem but felt proposal B, submitted by the department, will better address 



the issue. The board would be considering proposal B later in the meeting. (Note: Also later in the meeting, 
after staff testified that a size limit would promote conservation and slow down the fishery, board Proposal 
D was submitted and passed establishing a 4-inch size limit for abalone. 

ADOPTEDFWGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 76 


5 AAC 38.131. ABALONE SIZE LIMIT AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. (a) Abalone four inches (102 
mm) or larger in greatest diameter of shell may be taken or possessed. 



Sea urchins 

PROPOSAL 81 - 5 AAC 02.107. LIMITATIONS ON PARTICIPATION IN SUBSISTENCE SHELLFISH 
FISHERS., 5 AAC 38.134. CLOSED WATERS (for abalone)., and 5 AAC 38.1XX. CLOSED WATERS 
FOR SEA URCHINS. 

The following should be added to the Subsistence list: Sea urchins, abalone, sea cucumbers, king crab, brown 
crab, and Tanner crab. 

That any commercial usage of sea urchins, abalone, be closed in the Tebenkoff, Chatham, and Frederick 
Sound until definite studies by Fish and Game are done to determine the reproductive cycles is established. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: This is a deferred proposal from the 1991/1992 board cycle. 

PROBLEM: These are traditional usage area for these foods and with commercial harvesting running 
rampant, it is only a matter of time before the local subsistence users are shut out of this harvesting of their 
needs. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN TF NOTHING IS DONE? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The natural resource itself. Insuring that everyone can benefit from 

the knowledge acquired by suck a study. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Kake Advisory Committee 


(See Proposal #20 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 81 


Action: DEFERRED 

This proposal is the same as subsistence proposal 20 and abalone proposal 78 which were deferred to the 
Ketchikan meeting. 



PROPOSAL 82 - 5 AAC 38.1XX. FISHING SEASONS FOR SEA URCHINS. Establish a new section 

as follows: 


A limited urchin fishery other than the Sitka Region, for all of Southeast Alaska. 


PROBLEM: Urchin dive fisheries area east of 135' 00' 00" 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? No viable fishery in these areas. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Divers and product buyers; local businesses; Alaska shellfish fisheries. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? N/A 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? NIA 


PROPOSED BY: Bart Downey 




1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Allow a limited urchin fishery in all of Southeast Alaska. 

Proposal No.: 82 and 83 

Page: 5 1 

Proposed by: #82 by Bart Downey, #83 by Rodney Linton 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

These proposals would open a portion of Southeast Alaska east of 135'00' (Figure 1) to a sea urchin fishery 
at some unspecified level. 

BACKGROUND 

There are two potential commercial species of sea urchins in Southeast Alaska. The red sea urchin occurs 
primarily in the outer coastal waters and the green sea urchin occurs primarily in the central and northern 
portions of the region. In some areas, populations of red sea urchins have been reduced to low leveis because 
of predation by sea otters. 

Commercial harvest of red and green urchins in Southeast Alaska began in 198 1. During 198 1 through 1983 
fishing effort was very limited. The first significant harvest of red sea urchins occurred in 1984 when 1 1  
divers harvested about 107,400 pounds from District 101 near Ketchikan. In the same year, there was a 
limited harvest of green sea urchins from Districts 106 and 112 and a small harvest of red urchins from 
Districts 102 and 104. The total urchin harvest increased to 125,200 pounds in 1985, 282,000 pounds in 
1986, and 650,000 pounds in 1987. From 1987 to 1990 sea urchin harvests declined to a low level due to 
a lack of industry interest and markets. 

In 1990, the department decided to close the sea urchin fishery until data were available to adequately assess 
and manage the sea urchin resource. In the last few years the department has allowed a limited, experimental 
red sea urchin fishery in Sitka Sound as part of a research program funded by the Pacific States Marine 
Fisheries Commission. The primary purpose of this research is to formulate an urchin management plan for 
Southeast Alaska. In 199 1, the Department conducted it's first urchin survey in Sitka Sound and established 
weekly fishing periods. Based on a virgin population estimate size of 2,300,000 urchins for the area of 



southern Sitka Sound, a three year quota 220,000 urchins (6%) was established for the 1991 fishery. The 
total catch for the three year fishery was 245,352 urchins for an estimated ex-vessel value of $52,000. A 
better population estimate of urchins in southern Sitka Sound (20,463,000 urchins) produced 428,220 pounds 
(601,000 urchins) for the commercial fishery in 1992. During the summer of 1992, sea otters moved into 
the study area and removed urchins from several large areas. The 1993 population estimate was 6,655,000 
urchins which resulted in a fishing quota of 191,000 urchins. The fishery was opened from April 11 through 
April 26, 1993 and 143,485 pounds of urchins (202,000 urchins) were harvested. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Except for the Sitka Sound area, the department has no information concerning the distribution and abundance 
of either red or green urchins in Southeast Alaska. In addition, there is almost a complete lack of knowledge 
concerning size at maturity, growth rates, natural mortality rates, and patterns of recruitment for populations 
of red and green urchins in Southeast Alaska. The department currently has no funds available to collect this 
information or to monitor and manage a large scale commercial fishery. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

Significant new funding will be required to open a sea urchin fishery in southeast Alaska. 

. 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department supports development of sea urchin fisheries in Southeast Alaska but only after: 

a) a comprehensive management plan is developed, and 
b) funding is made available to conduct necessary stock assessment research and to manage and 

administer the fishery. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. 



Figure I. Map of open area for urchin fishery for proposals 82 and 83. 

-



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 82 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

Board members felt this proposal is premature and staff testified that the fishery could already be opened 
under existing regulations, but it would not be opened until a management and stock. assessment plan was 
developed, reviewed and approved by the board. 



PROPOSAL 83 - 5 AAC 38.062. PERMITS FOR SCALLOPS, OCTOPI, SQUID, KOREAN HAIR CRAB, 
SEA URCHINS, SEA CUCUMBERS, SEA SNAILS, CORAL, AND OTHER MARINE INVERTEBRATES. 
Amend this regulation to provide the following: 

A limited urchin fishery other than the Sitka Region, for all of Southeast Alaska. 


PROBLEM: Urchin dive fisheries area East of 135°00'00". 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? No viable fishery in these areas. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Divers and product buyers, local business, Alaska shellfish fisheries. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? NIA 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? NIA 


PROPOSED BY: Rodney Linton 


(See Proposal #82 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 83 


Action: NO ACTION 


This proposal is the same as proposal 82 and was previously considered. 

e 




PROPOSAL 84 - 5 AAC 37.100. PERMITS. Amend to establish a new subsection as follows: 

A registered urchin trap or ring net interim permit user may harvest aquatic plants for the sole use as bait in 
the urchin fishery. Harvest may only occur in fishing districts whole urchin harvesting is permitted. 

PROBLEM: Urchin trap harvesting of urchins relies on kelp as bait. It is necessary that urchin pot and ring 
net fishermen have readily available access to aquatic plants. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IJ? NOTHING I§ DONE? Urchin trap fishermen will have to utilize other types 

of bait which will spoil the urchin roe and will cause bycatch to occur. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The emerging trap urchin fishery. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Duff W. Mitchell 




1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Allow the use of traps and rings as gear for urchins and provide for use of kelp as 
bait, establish a season, and describe waters closed to diving for urchins. 

Proposal Nos.: 84, 85, 86 and 87 

Pages: 52 and 53 

Proposed by: Duff W .  Mitchell 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

These proposals would: a) permit the use of kelp as bait in the urchin fishery and restrict the harvest of kelp 
to the district it will be used as bait (#84), b) provide for a year long open season for pots and ring nets 
(#85), c) specify pots and ring nets as legal gear for urchins (#86), d) and provide for areas closed to pot 
fishing for urchins and areas closed for diving for urchins (#87). 

BACKGROUND 

The two commercially valuable species, the red sea urchin, and the green sea urchin are found throughout 
Southeast Alaska. The red sea urchin occurs primarily in the outer coastal waters, while the green sea urchin 
occurs primarily in the central and northern regions. In some areas, the red sea urchin populations have been 
reduced because of predation by sea otters. A commercial fishery history is included in the briefing document 
for proposal #82 and in the 1992193 Shellfish Board of Fisheries Report. 

Urchins, primarily green urchins, are sometimes captured by fishermen using dungeness pot gear. The 
effectiveness of pots in harvesting this resource and the amount of bycatch or size selectivity is unknown. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Except for Sitka Sound where limited stock assessment research has been conducted, the department has no 
information on the distribution and abundance of either red or green urchins in Southeast Alaska. The basic 



life history information necessary to conduct a commercial fishery, such as size at maturity, growth rates, 
natural mortality rates and patterns of recruitment is also lacking. 

The department has no funds available to address these issues nor are funds or personnel available to monitor 
and manage the fishery. It is department policy to not allow urchin fisheries to begin in Southeast without 
stock status information and the means to monitor and manage the fishery. 

Diving gear is the only legal gear currently specified in regulations for harvesting urchins. The department 
is confident that a commercial fishery could be conducted for both red and green urchins using dive gear. 
If and when a sea urchin fishery is allowed, the department would recommend that gear be limited to diving 
and hand picking only to minimize handling and sorting of undersized urchins. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department is slowly working to develop an urchin management plan. When that plan is tinalized 
the department will present it to the Board of Fisheries for approval. Until that time, the department may 
open experimental urchin fisheries by emergency order. 

* 
m 

Sea otters have severely impacted urchin populations in some areas of Southeast and will become an 
important factor as their populations expand to new areas. 

* There is a potential of increased handling of undersize urchins and bycatch using pot and ring gear. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 84 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The proposer was not able to obtain a permit for an experimental pot fishery for urchins. The board felt 
upcoming Proposal 86 would better cover the pot fishery as a whole. The Board agreed with the department 
that it is premature to establish methods and means for an urchin fishery. Staff testified that diving (hand 
picking) was the preferred harvest method to minimize handling of poor quality and undersized urchins. 



PROPOSAL 85 - 5 AAC 38.051. GEAR FOR SEA URCHINS. 

5 AAC 38.125. FISHING SEASON for ring net and trap harvested urchins in Area A. There is no closed 
season on ring net and trap harvested urchins. 

PROBLEM: Establish a fishing season for ring net and kipharvested urchins in Area A. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The predominately "outside" controlled dive fishery 
will be allowed to maintain its monopoly on the resource. Ring net and pot fishermen will be barred access 
to the resource. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Alaskan pot and ring net fisherman will be allowed access to a under 
utilized and undeveloped fishery resource. 

WHO IS LII(ELY TO SUFFER? The dive fishery will lose its exclusive "monopoly" on the resource. 
However, they will not economically suffer. 

OTWER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Duff W. Mitchell 


(See Proposal #84 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 85 

Action: NO ACTION 

m 

Board decided to take up the aspects of this proposals with Proposal 86 and no action was taken given the 
action taken on Proposals 82 and 84. 



PROPOSAL 86 - 5 AAC 38.05 1. GEAR FOR SEA URCHINS. 

1. 	 Change the regulation to allow environmentally sound gear types into the urchin fishery. 

2. 	 5 AAC 38.051. GEAR FOR SEA URCHINS. Sea Urchins may be taken by: 1) handpicking, which may 
be aided by the use of diving gear or an abalone iron; 2) pots; 3) ring nets. 

PROBLEM: Sea Urchins cannot be harvested by pots or ring nets in Alaskan waters. Urchins are harvested 
by ringnets and pots in various Asian countries. Trap harvesting of urchins is environmentally sound and 
should be allowed to become a fishery. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? An urchin pot fishery will not become a reality. The 
current regulation has created a monopoly on the resource for dive fishermen. The State constitution did not 
intend for any specific gear type to be awarded an "exclusive right" to a fishery. The urchin fishery will 
likely become a very high dollar fishery. Our resource will end up going to outside divers rather than 
Alaskan pot fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Alaskan pot fishermen will be allowed to develop a new fishery 
utilizing pots and ring nets. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The predominately non resident dive fishery would lose its exclusive 
monopoly over the fishery. However, they would not suffer economically if F&G management was allowed 
to designate "Dive Only" areas where the dive fishery has already been established. "Pot Only" areas could 
be designated in other areas. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 1 .  The current regulation is unconstitutional under state law. Pot 
fishermen are being unfairly denied access to a fishery that they have every right to participate in. There 
really is no other solution except to make the regulation fair. 

PROPOSED BY: Duff W. Mitchell 	 (HQ-93-F- 15) 
P 

(See Proposal #84 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 86 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The board prefers to have the department deal with the proposer and other possible persons on a case by cast: 

basis under the commissioner's existing ability to issue a permit rather than have a blanket provision for 
urchins. The board also referenced its comments regarding Proposal 84. 



PROPOSAL 87 - 5 AAC 38.051. GEAR FOR SEA URCHINS. 

The following waters are closed to trap or ring net urchin harvesting: Sitka Sound FMU. 

The following waters are closed to dive urchin harvesting: Stephens Passage FMU, Frederick Sound FMU, 

Lynn Canal FMU, Icy Strait FMU, Upper Chatham Strait FMU. 


PROBLEM: Preventing urchin pots and ringnets from being placed on historically designated dive urchin 
fishing grounds. Also, keeping divers from fishing on or around gear set by urchin pot and ring net 
fishermen. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Urchin pots will be set in areas where a dive fishery 
has already been established. Also in the future, dive boats and fishermen will raid urchin beds located and 
developed by urchin trap fishermen. 

WHO IS LIKELY TQ BENEFIT? Divers will maintain exclusivity over Sitka Sound. Trap and ring net 
fishermen will be allowed to harvest urchin beds in other areas with out being raided by divers. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? All urchin harvesters due to shortsightedness. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? No dive harvesting within I mile of an urchin ring net or trap 
buoy - not enforceable. 

PROPOSED BY: Buff W. Mitchell (HQ-93-F-42) 

(See Proposal #84 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 87 


m 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The Board agreed with the department that it was premature to establish closed waters for the sea urchin 
fishery until a management plan is developed. 



Sea cucumber 

PROPOSAL 88 - 5 AAC 38.130. FISHING SEASONS FOR ABALONE. and 5 AAC 38.140. 
SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 


Have openings of two days a week as opposed to the four day a week as presently opened. 


PROBLEM: Miscellaneous shellfish - sea cucumber & abalone area openings having all areas open at once. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Shortens our fishing season causing resident divers 

to be unemployed during legislated diving months Oct. 1 thru Mar. 31. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Alaska resident divers & product buyers, local businesses, area 
environment 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Bart Downey & Rodney Linton 




1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMElVT 

Title: Reduce the open weekly fishing periods in the commercial sea cucumber fishery. 

Proposal Nos.: 88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, and 95 

Pages: 54 through 58 

Proposed by: Bart Downey and Rodney Linton, Brett Stillwaugh, James B. Dennis, Craig Divers 

Association ( ~ 1 5 0  signatures), Larry Trani (pres. Sitka Chapter-AK Harvest Divers 
Association), AK Harvest Divers Association (Ketchikan Chapter), and Michael 
Sallee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

All of these proposals are similar in that they would reduce the weekly fishing period from the current two, 
48-hour, weekly fishing periods each week (Saturday/Sunday and WednesdayIThursday). Proposed 

alternatives include: two days a week with no days specified (proposal 88); open on Wednesday and Thursday 
each week (proposal 90); open only on Sunday each week (proposal 91); open on Sunday and Monday every 
other week (proposal 92); open Sunday and Monday each week (proposals 93 and 94); and open for two 36- 
hour time periods each week beginning on Sunday and Wednesday (proposal 95). 

The department supports a reduction in fishing time for the sea cucumber fishery. Under the current fishing 
schedule, it is very difficult to manage for small guideline harvest levels in accessible areas. 

BACKGROUND 

The department closed the commercial sea cucumber fishery in the spring of 1990 due to our inability to 
properly manage the developing sea cucumber fishery. The fishery was opened in the fall of 1990 with an 
interim management plan which the board adopted in regulation during the spring of 1991. At that time the 
department recommended two-36 hour, weekly time periods with the days of the week unspecified. The 
Board adopted a management plan with two-48 hour, weekly fishing periods. Since that time, the number 
of divers has increased, as has their efficiency. this year the guideline harvests in those areas with good 
accessibility taken in only a few days of fishing. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The rate of harvest during the past two seasons has made it increasingly difficult for the department to 
properly sample and tabulate each period's catch (Figure 1). With high catch rates and only a day or two 
period between openings the summarization of catch rates and distribution of fishery announcements in a 
timely manner is jeopardized. The derby style fishery has Is;evented some processors from utilizing all of 
the lower value skins and increases the opportunities for waste of product due to spoilage. It is not 
anticipated that reducing the weekly fishing period will prevent harvesting the guideline harvests before the 
end of March season closure. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* A shorter fishing period each week will increase the opportunities for processors to utilize all of the 
cucumber body and minimize product spoilage. 

D * The current cucumber fishing weekly fishing periods have promoted a "derby type" fishery. The 
department has experienced difficulties in controlling the fishery to stay within prescribed guideline 
harvest levels and obtaining adequate sampling of the catch. 

* The department supports a one or two day opening each week starting on either Sunday or Monday. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEAST ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. (b) Sea cucumbers 
may be taken from October 1 through March 31. The weekly fishing periods will be {the depa~tment will 

provide specific language at the boards request}. 



Cucumber Catch by Week 

CumrnulatiovePercent 

Weeks Open 

Figuire 1. 	 Cumulative harvest of  sea cucumbers in Southeast Alaska from 
1990 through 1993. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 88 

Action: NO ACTION 

There was no action on this proposal given action on Proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 89 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 

PLAN. 


Open one area at a time until quota is met then rotate to another area. 


During the 92-93 season all areas were open at once, which is up to local office discretion, and approximately 

175 out of state divers were able to then return to their respective state fisheries and Alaska divers, 

approximateiy 20-25 were left without a job and no product. 


PROBLEM: Miscellaneous shellfish - Sea Cucumber area openings; having all areas open at once. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Shortens our fishing season causing resident divers 
to be unemployed during legislated diving months Oct. 1 thru Mar. 31. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Alaska resident divers and product buyers. Local business - Dept. of 
Unemployment Insurance - area environment. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Out of state divers might not be able to dive complete season because 

of obligations to lower 48 permits. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIBERED? We strongly object to current all areas being opened at once. 

Reasons being items 3, 4 & 5. 


PROPQSED BY: Bart Downey (HQ-93-F-45) 




1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Establish a system of two or more harvest season openings within each year for the 
cucumber and general dive fisheries. 

Proposal No. : 

Page: 54 through 62 

Proposed by: Bart Downey (#89), Michael Bangs and Dave Beebe (#96), Rodney Linton (#97), 
Rodney Linton (#102), and Bart Downey (#104). 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

All of these proposals are similar in that they would divide the regular open season into sea Oments. 
Proposed alternatives include: opening each area that has a separate cucumber quota consecutively (#89 and 
#97), that half of the sea cucumber quota be taken in November with the other half taken in February (#96), 
that for all the dive fisheries the overall quota be divided by consecutive openings or monthly allotments to 
insure harvesting in all months of the season (#I02 and #103). Proposal #I03 also asks the board to establish 
a limited entry system restricted to residents only. 

Note that a component of proposal #95, discussed in a separate briefing document, is that the overall 
cucumber quota be divided equally between the months of the season and each month managed separately. 

BACKGROUND 

The department closed the commercial sea cucumber fishery in the spring of 1990 due to our inability to 
properly manage it under existing regulations. The fishery was re-opened in the fall of 1990 with an interim 
management plan which the board adopted in regulation during the spring 1991 meeting. At that time. the 
department recommended two 36 hour weekly time periods with the days of the week unspecified. The board 
adopted the management plan with two 48 hour weekly fishing periods. Since that time, the number of divers 
has increased as has their efficiency. This year the guideline harvests in those areas with good accessibility 
was taken in only a few days of fishing. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The rate of harvest during the past two seasons has made it increasingly difficult for the department to 
properly sample and tabulate each period's catch. The derby style fishery has prevented some processors 
from utilizing all of the lower value skins and increases the opportunities for waste of product due to 
spoilage. 

All of these proposals are an attempt to slow the catch rate of the fishery and provide fishing opportunities 
during most of the winter months. A series of small openings, throughout the winter would certainly reduce 
the fleet size. To what extent the number of fishermen is reduced would influence the need for a shorter 
weekly fishing period. 

There are two potential problems associated with monthly harvest quotas. First, it is already difficult to 
manage areas with small quotas and dividing quotas into several monthly quotas would exacerbate this 
problem. Second, the department is already under funded for managing the sea cucumber fishery. If the 
length of the season increases, management costs would also increase. 

EATORCEMENT ZSSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The current cucumber fishing weekly fishing periods with concurrent openings have promoted a derby 
type fishery where the department has difficulties attaining prescribed guideline harvests and obtaining 
adequate sampling of the catch. 

* The department supports measures to slow the catch rate including a reduction in the weekly fishing 
periods. The concept discussed in these proposals may also work to accomplish that purpose, depending 
on the numbers of fishermen participating. However, extending the season over a protracted time would 
raise costs for management and would make it difficult to manage areas with small quotas. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 


5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEAST ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. (b) Sea cucumbers 
may be taken from: jthe department will provide specific regulatory language at the board's request). 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 89 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposai given action on Proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 90 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. (b). 


Southeast Area A cucumber fishery will be open Wednesday and Thursday of every week until quotas have 

been reached in each area. 


PROBLEM: The cucumber fishery in Southeast Alaska Area A. The quota for the various rotational areas 
has went from a 6 month fishery to a one month fishery due to increased of divers into the fishery. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? We will soon be down to a derby style fishery of 3 


to 4 openers and eventually to one day at the rate of increase of divers into the fishery. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Local residents that live and fish year round in Southeast Alaska. They 

would have a fishery in which to earn a living during the winter months. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Out of state divers who couldn't afford to stay around for 2 days a week. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Brett Stillwaugh 


(See Proposal #$8 for Briefing Document) 


BOAWD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 90 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on shis proposal given action on Proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 91 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 

PLAN. 

Commercial Sea Cucumber openings should be one day a week (Sunday) starting first of October and running 
until quota is gone. 

PROBLEM: The Sea Cucumber fishery has become another derby fishery with most of the problems 
associate with derby fisheries. The season has become short, the processors are flooded with product for 
short periods of time, it has attracted a great many participants for a short period of time that leave after the 
fishery is done. People are compromising safety and product quality in order to maximize their production. 
The F&G cannot adequately supervise harvest or keep track of remaining quota in any particular area. 
Product is wasted because processors do not have the capacity to maximize processing of product, i.e. the 
skins. By the time processors can get a crew trained the season is over and they have to lay everyone off. 
Local business get two or three weeks of a 1st of business and then no business. People over capitalize to 
maximize production and then have little use for the equipment for the rest of the year. Basically the fishery 
is failing to help provide a sustained economy for local community, one of the main reasons for the having 
the fishery in the first place. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Seasons will get shorter. Competition will be greater. 
People will get hurt, and the fisher will become even less popular with the local people. It will be a waste 
of resource, peoples effort, and good will. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The consumers that will receive a better product over a longer period 
of time, with in the year, possible a fresh market. 

The processor that will be better able to handle and market the product. 

The processor crew that will have a longer lasting job. 

The harvester that will be better able to plan and execute the harvest. The danger involved in harvesting is 
not from the actual diving itself but from the weather encountered traveling to and from the harvest area and 
due to the fatigue of long hours of continues work. With one day a week the harvester could watch the 
weather and get some rest. 

The local economy would have a smaller number of people employed for a longer period of time. The F&G 
would be better able to track the harvest. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? People that do not want to spend all fall and winter in Southeast Alaska. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? More days a week, different days of the week, trip limits, limited 
entry, gear restrictions. 

PROPOSED BY: James B.  Dennis (HQ-93-F-33) 



(See Proposal 88 for Proposal 91 Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 91 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given action on Proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 92 - 5 AAC 38.140 (b). SPUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. 

Cucumber openings to be held on Sunday and Monday every other week beginning October 1 until the quota 
is reached. 

PROBLEM: Sea cucumber season. At present, the season doesn't allow for accurate accounting of area 
harvest before it reopens, nor the safe and timely movement of participants among the area openings. It also 
does not distribute income and jobs to fishermen and rural communities throughout the slow winter months 
as it was originally intended. Better usage of the resource by the processing of skins is also an issue which 
should be considered. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Poor usage of the resources by the processors. Income 
will not be evenly distributed throughout the winter months to fishermen and processors. Confusion as to 
which areas remain open and quantity of quota remaining prior to opening. Loss of life and vessel safety 
scrambling to area openings because of night running, big tide drift, and winter storms. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All participants would benefit because of safer and more timely 
movement to area openings. Fish and Game will have time to more accurately assimilate resource 
information. Processing skins at processing plants will increase jobs and higher prices to all participants. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? People who plan to spend their winters out of southeast Alaska. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Craig Divers Assoc. (wJ50 signatures) 

(See Proposal #88 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 92 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given action on Proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 93 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEAST ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

Sea cucumbers may be taken from October 1 through March 31. The weekly fishing period will be one 48 
hour time period extending from 12:01 a.m. Sunday through 11:59 p.m. Monday, each week. We request 
that this change become effective October 1, 1994. 

PROBLEM: The rapid decrease in season length, 365 days in 1989-90 to 11 days in 1992-93, is resulting 
in adverse diving conditions for divers i.e. "Derby Style" fishery with diving occurring in all weather 
conditions and at night, product overload at the processor level is resulting in a decrease in economic 
efficiency and product quality, as well as placing processor employees in a category of very high incidence 
of serious tendinitis problems brought on by the strenuous repetitive motion of stripping large quantities of 
cucumber meat in a relatively short period of time. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The season will continue to be compressed resulting 
negatively for a11 in the fishery. Even more severe diving conditions will occur for divers. Loss of product 
will increase while quality decreases at the processor level. Diminished product quality at the consumer level 
will result in economic downtrends for the fisher and processor. Processor employees' productivity will suffer 
and Fish and Game biologists will be denied the ability to better manage the fishery. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? 1) Divers will benefit in several ways. Gear breakdowns won't 
eliminate divers from the fishery for the entire season. The need to dive in all weather conditions and at 
night will be diminished resuIting in a safer fishery, Fishing over more of the winter months will result in 
the product being harvested at it's peak (body meat to total weight ratio is highest during early winter 
months). Everyone benefits from this. 

2) Processors will benefit by having more time to process less product resulting in increased quality. They 
will also be assured of a longer steady supply of product from the divers. 

3) Employees of processors benefit by having a source of steady employment for a longer period of time 
during the winter months and their risks of incumng physical problems brought on by product overload will 
be diminished. 

4) Consumers benefit by having a higher quality of fresh product over a broader time frame. 

5) Fish and Game benefit by being able to manage the fishery better and will also receive data over a 
broader period of time thereby increasing their data reliability. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Any individuals/companies that prefer that this fishery continue as a 
"Derby" with little or no regard for those placed in an economic hardship or at high risk by the continuation 
of the current seasonal structure will suffer the most. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? One or two 1 (one) day openings per week was suggested but 

subsequently dropped because the necessary transporting to and from the grounds was deemed roo much of 

an economic hardship to justify 1 day openings. 



One 2 (two) day opening every other week was considered and then deemed unacceptable because it 
elongated the season too much for the processors to justify obligating space to process the product. 

Delaying the season until December 1 was brought up for consideration and then dropped. This proposal 
did nothing to alleviate our current problems and additionally would miss the peak period when 
cucumbers are at their best. 

A proposal to have a 2 (two) day opening once a week, on Wednesday and Thursday, was discussed and 
dropped in favor of what has been submitted. It was determined that a larger segment of the communities 
could have the opportunity lo participate in a fishery that was open on the weekend and during the week 
(Sunday and Monday) than one that would essentially eliminate students and individuals with regular 
employment, Monday through Friday, from the fishery. 

PROPOSED BY: Larry Trani, Pres. Sitka Chapter-AK Harvest Divers Assoc. (HQ-93-F-108) 

(See Proposal #88 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 93 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 


The proposal was submitted at the meeting by a coalition of dive groups from Sitka, Craig, and Ketchikan 
(Alaska Harvest Divers Association). The board decided to take up this proposal first since it encompassed 
all of the major issued before the board on the sea cucumber fishery. The department testified that the fishery 
needs to be slowed down to ensure that areas could be managed for guideline harvest levels. The board 
agreed and also felt something should be done to improve enforcement. 

5 AAC 38.140, SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN was amended to 
include the following: 

Fishing period was changed from October 1 through March 31 to November I through March 3 1 .  In addition. 
the fishing times in the month of November will be on Monday each week during daylight hours, with the 
times set by the department by emergency order. The fishing times for the months of December through 
March will be Monday and half of Tuesday each week during daylight hours, with the times set by the 
department by emergency order. 

The harvest limit during any fishing period was set at 2000 pounds of eviscerated sea cucumber. The 
department can repeal the harvest limits to obtain the guideline harvest levels if they are not being met. In 
other words, the department may repeal trip limits in December by emergency order to ensure guideline 
harvests levels are met. 



No more than two interim-use permit holders can be on a vessel registered by the state to fish sea cucumber, 
at one time. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 93 


5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. (a) A permit 
described under 5 AAC 38.062. is not required for the taking of sea cucumbers in Statistical Area A. 

(b) Sea cucumbers may be taken from November 1 through March 31. Fishing periods will be as follows: 

(1) the fishing periods in November will occur during daylight hours on Monday each week during 
periods set by the department by emergency order; 

(2) the fishing periods from December through March will occur during daylight hours on Monday and 
one-half of the daylight hours on Tuesday each week during periods set by the department by emergency 
order; these fishing periods may be extended by emergency order to obtain the guideline harvest level. 

(c) Sea cucumbers may be taken in areas within the fishery management units described in (i) of this section 
as specified by emergency order issued by the department before each fishng season. An area will not be 
opened unless the department has conducted a biomass assessment in that area within the preceding two years., 
An area will be closed by emergency order if the guideline harvest level is reached before the closing date 
of the season. An area opened by emergency order under this subsection may not be opened again until at 
least two subsequent fishng seasons have passed. 

(d) A person may not land or have on board more than 2,000 pounds of eviscerated sea cucumbers during 
any fishing period established by the department. Harvest limits may be repealed by emergency order if 
guideline harvest levels have not been reached. 

(e) No more than two divers registered to fish for sea cucumbers may be on board a vessel registered to fish 
for sea cucumbers at one time. 

(f) In order to provide a refuge for seacucumbers below 18 meters depth, saturation diving or use of mixed 
gases is prohibited. Sea cucumbers may only be harvested by picking them by hand and placing them in 

bags. All other means of harvesting seacucumbers are prohibited. 

(g) Sea cucumbers may be harvested by divers using the following: 

( 1 )  SCUBA gear; 

(2) a tethered, umbilical, surface-supplied system; or 



(3) a snorkel. 

(h) The department shall establish a guideline harvest level for each area open to the harvest of sea 
cucumbers. The guideline harvest level shall be based on population estimates from the department's biomass 
assessment, and shall be calculated as a product: Guideline Harvest Level = 3 x CF x GF x M x P, where: 

CF = 0.4 	 scaling factor relating maximum sustainable fishing mortality to unexploited 
population size; 

GF = 0.5 	 correction factor to allow for errors in assumptions upon which the surplus 
production model is based; 

M = 0.32 	 estimated instantaneous mortality rate for sea cucumbers; 

P = 	 virgin population size, taken as the lower bound of the one-sided 90 percent 
confidence interval. 

The guideline harvest level includes a factor of three to account for a two-year closure under (c) of this 
section. 

(i) Each diver who has a valid CFEC interim-use permit card for the commercial taking of sea cucumbers 
and who harvests sea cucumbers in Statistical Area A shall maintain a complete and accurate logbook of dive 
harvests. The logbook may be obtained from the department. A buyer may not purchase sea cucumbers unless 
the diver provides the diver's logbook to the buyer. The buyer shall attach the logbook to the department's 
copy of the fish ticket at the time of sale. Information that must be recorded in the logbook includes 

(1) the location of catch by latitude and longitude to the nearest minute of arc; 

(2) the total duration of diving at each location in minutes; 

(3) the maximum depth of each dive in feet; and 

(4) the quantity of each species harvested. 

(j)Sea cucumber fishery management units are as follows: 

(2) Western Prince of Wales Fishery Management Unit: District 3 and District 4; 

(k) The following waters are closed to commerecial sea cucumber fishing: 

(2) Western Prince of Wales Fishery Management Unit: 

(A) In Section 3-A, those waters northeast of a line from Halibut Nose to a point on Sukkwan Island 
at 55°09'16" N. lat., 132'53'46" W. long.; 



PROPOSAL 94 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEAST ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

Sea Cucumbers may be taken from October 1st through March 31st. The fishing period will be one48 hour 
opening per week from 12:Ol a.m. Sunday through 11:59 p.m. Monday. 

PROBLEM: The current two 48 hour openings per week do not allow ADF&G personnel enough time to 
properly manage the resource by accurately counting cucumbers taken to establish new quotas for the next 
48 hour opening. In addition to this problem, it also creates a glut of product on the processing floor forcing 
processors to incur a spoilage due to personnel being unable to keep up with processing in a timely manner 
as well as forcing "round the clock processing" (see attached letter from a major sea cucumber processor). 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? If this fishery remains status quo the full potential of 
the resource can not be utilized and you will continue to have confusion on remaining quotas during the 
current 24 hour break between the two 48 hours openings. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All divers participating in the fishery, ADF&G management personnel 
and the processors and their personnel. 

WHO IS LIMELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Harvest Divers Assoc. - Ketchikan Chapter 

(See Proposal #88 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 94 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 95 - 5 AAC 38.140 (b). SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. 

Sea cucumbers may be taken from Oct. 1 through March 31. The weekly fishing periods will be two 36 hour 
time periods extending from 12:Ol a.m. Sunday through 1159 a.m. Monday and 12:Ol a.m. Wednesday to 
1159 a.m. Thursday each week. In addition, the established quota shall be divided by the number of months 
in the harvest period. When this fraction of the quota is reached harvesting will cease until the beginning 
of the following month, and similarly until the season ends. 

PROBLEM: Derby style dive fisheries: Limited entry in other fisheries and high product price have 
increased the pressure on the Alaska dive fishery. If too large a number of people become dependent upon 
the dive fishery, it becomes politically difficult to regulate that fishery for sustained yield. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS BONE? Short intense openings encourage fishermen to take 
risks with adverse weather, product spoilage, and exceeding bottom-time dive limits. Processors have to deal 
with a glut of product in a short time. Spoilage, waste, and loss of quality result. Sea cucumber skins don't 
get used if not processed quickly. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Local divers will reap a larger share of the harvest. Dive fisheries in 
general should reap a better public image from a reduction in the appearance of a feeding frenzy. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Nonresident divers will reap a smaller share of the harvest. They will 
also bear the brunt of facing the fact that S.E. Alaska does not have enough resource to provide unlimited 
jobs for those escaping over exploited resources elsewhere. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Two one-day openings needlessly provide less flexibility for 
unfishable weather. 

Two 48-hour openings that end at midnight mean some boats will tend to hold their catch longer rather than 
run in to deliver after dark. 

Timing the Alaska dive fisheries with out of state fisheries to force nonresidentsto choose between their local 
fishery and the Alaska fisheries places Alaska's fishery at risk if the out of state fishery is changed or 
canceled. 

PROPOSED BY: Michael Sallee 

(See Proposal #88 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 95 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 96 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. 

Half of 1993-94 quota be harvested in November 1993, other half harvested in February or March 1994. 

PROBLEM: The 1993-94 sea cucumber harvest season should be split up to make available a fishing 
opportunity in late season. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Local economies will not receive maximum benefits 
from resource. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Local economies in S.E. Alaska; resource would also benefit by more 

orderly management. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? None known. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Michael Bangs & Dave Beebe 

(See Proposal #89 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 96 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 97 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. 

Open one area at a time until quota is met, then rotate to another area. This rotation is currently controlled 

by local ADF&G offices. 


PROBLEM: Misc. shellfish - sea cucumber - area openings; having all areas open at once. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Nonresident harvesters will continue to deplete 

Alaska's quotas in a matter of weeks, instead of the legislated diving months of Oct. 1 through March 31. 

They then return to their respective fisheries leaving Alaska divers unemployed throughout those hard winter 
months, meanwhile taking the resource moneys out of the state with them. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Resident divers, product buyers, S.E. Alaska economy, area 
environment. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Nonresident divers might not be able to harvest complete season, because 

of obligations to lower 48 permits they hold. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Possibly having certain areas per month or certain quotas per 

month for legislated dive months Oct. 1 through March 31. 


PROPOSED BY: Rodney Linton 


(See Proposal #89 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 9'7 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 98 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEAST ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

A solution to this could be a cooperative effort between ADF&G personnel and harvesters in which a pound 
limit per boatldiver could be assigned in addition to possibly reducing fishing time for the remaining quota. 
(i.e. 12 to 24 hours fishing periods.) 

PROBLEM: When the Sea Cucumber dive fleet is at maximum levels with boats and divers, sub-district 
areas are being closed prior to the allocated quotas being met. The reason for this, according to the ADF&G 
officials, is that due to the high number of divers there is fear that the fleet will go over he allocated quota. 
Consequently an area is closed to further harvest for the remainder of the season even though as much as 
20% of the original allocated quota remains. This practice is being done statewide. Note: an assigned quota 
is approximately 17% of the total bio-mass surveyed by ADF&G divers. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? At the time that ADF&G closed the 1992193 sea 
cucumber dive season there were numerous areas with partial quotas still remaining. We don't feel this was 
the intent of the writers of the requisition. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All divers participating, processors who buy the product, and all sea 
cucumber processing personnel. Continued employment helps everybody. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one is likely to suffer. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Harvest Divers Assoc. - Ketchikan Chapter 



1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: 	 Change the sea cucumber management plan to limit the amount of product, or 
number of divers allowed per boat. 

Proposal Nos.: 	 98, 99, 100 and 103 

Pages: 	 60 through 62 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Harvest Divers Assoc. (#98), Brett B. Stillwaugh (#99), Bart Downey (#loo), 
Rodney Linton (#103) 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

All of these proposals are similar in that they would try to limit the amount of fishing power of each boat. 
Proposed alternatives include: allowing the department to set the amount of product each diver or boat could 
possess, (#98); establishing a two diver limit per boat in the cucumber fishery (#99); limiting each boat to 
only two divers in the water at any one time (#loo); and having only one diver in the water at any one time 
per boat in all dive fisheries (#103). 

BACKGROUND 

Tke department closed the commercial sea cucumber fishery in the spring of 1990 due to our inability to 
properly manage it under existing regulations. The fishery was re-opened in the fall of 1990 with an interim 
management plan which the board adopted during the spring 1991 meeting. At that time, the department 
recommended two 36 hour weekly time periods with the days of the week unspecified. The board adopted 
the management plan with two 48 hour weekly fishing periods. Since that time, the number of divers has 
increased as has their efficiency. This year the guideline harvests in those areas with sood accessibility was 

taken in only a few fishing days. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The rate of harvest during the past two seasons has made it increasingly difficult for the department to 
properly sample and tabulate each period's catch. The derby style fishery has prevented some processors 



from utilizing all of the lower value skins and increases the opportunities for waste of product due to 
spoilage. 

All of these proposals are an attempt to slow the catch rate of the fishery; a goal that is supported by the 
department. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* It is unknown to what extent reducing the number of divers working from each boat will reduce either 
the number of divers or the daily catch rate. 

* The current cucumber fishing weekly fishing periods with concurrent openings have promoted a derby 
type fishery where the department has difficulties attaining prescribed guideline harvests and obtaining 
adequate sampling of the catch. 

* The department supports measures to slow the catch rate including a reduction in the weekly fishing 
periods. Proposals to divide the quota throughout the season or restrict the number of divers working 
on each boat may also work to accomplish that purpose, depending on the numbers of fishermen 
participating. 

* These proposals are ailocative and have little biological basis hence the department is neutral. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 98 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 99 - 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. 

Southeast Area A cucumber fishery will have a limit of 2 divers registered to any given boat at a time. 


PROBLEM: The increased pressure on the cucumber dive fishery due to increased numbers of divers into 

the fishery speculating on the possibility of limited entry and permit values. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Increased pressure on the resource and increased 


pressure on fish and games financial ability to manage the fishery. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Small local fisherman. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Large boat fisherman. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Brett B. Stillwaugh 


(See Proposal #98 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 99 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



PROPOSAL 100 - 5 AAC 38. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 


Have no more than two divers harvesting product at any given time per boat. 


PROBLEM: Number of divers per boat harvesting product at any given time. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Rapid depletion of the harvestable resource; increased 

injury potential to divers. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Harvest divers; environment 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The public health consideration and probability of reduction in injuries 

for outweigh any negative impact to others. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Bart Downey (HQ-93-F-48) 


(See Proposal H8 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 100 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given action on proposal 93. 



Geoducks 

PROPOSAL 101 - 5 AAC 38.110. FISHING SEASON FOR CLAMS. Change opening dates and times 
of Geoduck season as follows: 

Geoducks open Jan. 1 - April 15th on Sunday and Monday only. 

PROBLEM: 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Poor usage of resource. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? People who live in Southeast Ak in the winter. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? People who don't reside in Southeast Ak in the winter. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Michael Eliason (HQ-93-F-198) 




1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Establish a open season for geoducks from January 1 through April 15 with 
weekly openings on Sunday and Monday only. 

Proposal No.: 101 

Page: 61 

Proposed by: Michael Eliason 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bob Larson, Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 

Tim Minicucci, Assistant Regional Developing Fisheries Biologist 
Don House, Ketchikan Assistant Area Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would change the open season for geoducks from October 1 through May 31 to January 1 
through April 15. It would also establish a two day per week (Sunday and Monday) weekly fishing period. 

BACKGROUND 

Under current regulations, the geoduck fishery occurs from October 1 through May 31, or until the Guideline 
Hapvest Level (GHL) has been reached. Since the inception of this fishery in 1985, fishery opened on 
October 1 and closed when the GHL's is reached. The fishery began in 1985 around Noyes Island. Over 
the years, additional areas were opened and the management was standardized to include area rotation with 
annual guideline harvest levels. Currently, the total guideline harvest level fluctuates around 2,000,000 Ibs. 
each year. Although this fishery occurred slowly at it's inception, it  has recently progressed to a much higher 
speed; established quotas are currently being taken within the first two weeks. Actual fishing time has 
decreased from 240 days per year when the fishery first opened in 1985, to form 2.5 to 10.5 days during the 
1993 season depending upon the area. 

Management of the geoduck fishery is conducted through the fish ticket system. Poundage is recorded on 
fish tickets as they are sold to processors. The department tracks tickets through processors or maintains daily 
marine radio contact with divers in remote areas. When the GHL is approached, the department closes the 
fishery. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


Management and enforcement of this fishery would be more difficult during the inclement winter weather. 
The change in fishing effort that may occur is unknown. Limiting fishing to two days per week would slow 
the fishery down in some areas but not in others. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Additional Enforcement effort will be needed if the fishery is shorten to two days per week to ensure illegal 
harvesting is not occurring between openings. Because of the remoteness of the fishery in several areas, this 
will likely place additional burden upon enforcement efforts. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have 
additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department can currently manage this fishery under existing regulations. 

* Weather will become a primary factor if the fishery is changed to a January 1 opening date. 

* Currently the Department has the flexibility to schedule the fishery as to when it should occur based on 
interest by divers, the industry, and to avoid conflicts with other department responsibilities. If the open 
season of this fishery is limited by regulation to a specific period of time, the department will lose this 
flexibility. 

* The Department is neutral on this proposal. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 101 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

Board members felt the proposal was vague and pitted resident against nonresidents. In addition, it actions 
on the sea cucumber proposals may have alleviated problems by slowing down the fishery and reducing 
effort. 



Miscellaneous proposals 

PROPOSAL 102 - 5 AAC 38.062. PERMITS FOR SCALLOPS, OCTOPI, SQUID, KOREAN HAIR 
CRAB, SEA URCHINS, SEA CUCUMBERS, SEA SNAILS, CORAL, AND OTHER MARINE 
INVERTEBRATES., and 5 AAC 38.130. FISHING SEASONS FOR ABALONE., and 5 AAC 38.140. 
SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. Amend these regulations to 
provide the following: 

Manage dive areas to there is adequate harvestable resources throughout the entire harvest season, possibly 
monthly quotas or area rotation, example: certain areas for certain months. 

PROBLEM: Influx of out of state divers rapidly depleting Alaskan's resource and quotas. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF' NOTHING IS DONE? Rapid depletion of urchin, sea cucumber and abalone 
resource quotas and loss of diver employment for Alaska residents. 

WHO IS LIKXLY TO BENEFIT? Alaska resident divers and buyers, local business, unemployment 
statistics, area environment. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? The status quo is ruining our fisher and we are unable to earn a 
living. 

PROPOSED BY: Rodney Linton (HQ-93-F-99) 

(See Proposal #89 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 102 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

There was not much discussion on this proposal. The Board apparently felt that most problems had been 
solved given actions taken on sea cucumbers in Proposal 93 (slower fishery and possible reduced effort) and 
on abalone (four inch size limit possibly slowing down the fishery). 



PROPOSAL 103 - 5 AAC 38.062. PERMITS FOR SCALLOPS, OCTOPI, SQUID, KOREAN HAIR 
CRAB, SEA URCHINS, SEA CUCUMBERS, SEA SNAILS, CORAL, AND OTHER MARINE 
INVERTEBRATES., and 5 AAC 38.130. FISHING SEASONS FOR ABALONE., and 5 AAC 38.140. 
SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN. Amend these regulations to 
provide the following: 

Have no more than one diver harvesting product at any given time per boat. In other words one diver in the 
water at a time. 

PROBLEM: Number of divers per boat harvesting product at any given time. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Rapid depletion of the harvestable resource. Increased 
injury potential to divers. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Harvest divers, environment, product resource 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The public health consideration and probability of reduction in injuries 
far outweigh any negative impact to others. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Rodney Linton 

(See Progosai #98 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 103 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

There was not much discussion on this proposal. The Board apparently felt that most problems had been 
solved given actions taken on sea cucumbers Proposal 93 (slower fishery and possible reduced effort). 



PROPOSAL 104 - 5 AAC 38.133. ABALONE FISHING PERMITS., 5 AAC 38.140. SOUTHEASTERN 

ALASKA SEA CUCUMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN., and 5 AAC 38.1XX. SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA 
SEA URCHIN MANAGEMENT PLAN. Amend these regulations to provide the following: 

Manage dive areas so there is adequate harvestable resources throughout the entire harvest season also 
establish a limited entry fishery, incorporating a stipulation of Alaska residency. 

PROBLEM: Influx of out of state divers rapidly depleting Alaska resources. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Rapid depletion of Urchin, Sea Cucumber and Abalone 
resources and loss of diver employment. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Alaska resident divers and buyers; local business; unemployment 
statistics; area environment 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? The status quo is ruining our fishery and we are unable to earn 

a living. 


PROPOSED BY: Bart Downey (HQ-93-F-46) 


(See Proposal #89 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 104 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

There was not much discussion on this proposal. Board members felt the proposal was vague and pitted 
resident against nonresidents. In addition, it actions on the sea cucumber proposals may have alleviated 
problems by slowing down the fishery and reducing effort. 



PROPOSAL B - 5 AAC 38.OXO. GEAR FOR MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH. (a) and 5 AAC 38.090. 
UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH (d). 

Prohibit the operation of dive fishing gear 14 days prior to and 14 days after a commercial opening for 
miscellaneous shellfish and prohibit more than one species of miscellaneous shellfish to be onboard a vessel 
at one time, as follow: 

5 AAC 38.OXO. GEAR FOR MISCELLANEOUS SHEELFISH (new section). 

la) it is unlawful for any vessel or person that is licensed or registered to commercially fish for 
miscellaneous shellfish to operate dive fishing gear 14 days prior to or 14 days after a commercial 

opening or during closed periods between weekly commercial openings for miscellaneous shellfish in the 
registration area. A person or vessel that operates commercial, subsistence, suort, or personal use dive 
fishing gear 14 days prior to the opening of a miscellaneous shellfish season, may not participate in the 
miscellaneous shellfish fisherv in the registration area. 

5 AAC 38.090. UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH. 

id) it is unlawful for any person to possess aboard a commercially licensed vessel, more than one species 
of miscellaneous shellfish at any one time. 

PROBLEM: The Departments of Public Safety and Fish and Game are concerned about illegal activity 
associated with miscellaneous shellfish dive fisheries. There is reason to believe that some divers may be 
"stockpiling" sea cucumbers, abalone, gesducks, clams, and sea urchins prior to commercial openings. In 
addition, divers may also be harvesting miscellaneous shellfish during closed periods between commercial 
openings under personal use, sport, or subsistence fishing regulations and then selling these catches. These 
problems would be alleviated by I) prohibiting operation of fishing gear before and after commercial 
openings and 2) prohibiting participation in personal use/sport/subsistence fisheries before, during, and after 
commercial openings. These restrictions would be similar to those already in effect for the shellfish 
commercial pot fisheries. 

Because harvesting activities in the dive fisheries occur underwater, it is very difficult for enforcement 
personnel to monitor or to detect illegal activity. Prohibiting the possession of more than one species of 
miscellaneous shellfish onboard a vessel at one time, will assist in enforcing timelarea closures during 
concurrent openings for sea cucumbers, geoducks, and abalone. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? "Stockpiling" of miscellaneous shellfish by divers 
prior to and during commercial miscellaneous shellfish seasons will continue to occur. It will be impossible 
to ensure "fair starts" for miscellaneous shellfish dive fisheries. The fisheries will continue to intensify and 
the ability of ADF&G to manage these fisheries from fishery performance data will be compromised. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Miscellaneous shellfish divers will benefit from fair starts for dive 
fisheries and from improved management, monitoring, and enforcement of miscellaneous shellt'ish fisheries. 



WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Status quo was considered, but rejected, for the reasons described 
above. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game and Department of Public Safety 
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Title: 	 Prohibit diving 14 days before and after a commercial opening and prohibit more 
than one species of miscellaneous shellfish to be onboard a vessel at one time. 

Proposal No. : 	 Proposal B 

Pages: 	 Supplemental Proposal 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Doug Mecum, Regional Management Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

Tnis department proposal would prohibit the operation of dive fishing gear 14 days prior to and 14 days after 
a commercial opening for miscellaneous shellfish and prohibit more than one species of miscellaneous 
shellfish to be onboard a vessel at one time. 

BACKGROUND 

The Departments of Public Safety and Fish and Game are concerned about illegal activity associated with 
miscellaneous shellfish dive fisheries. There is reason to believe that some divers may be "stockpiling" sea 
cucumbers, abalone, and geoducks prior to commercial openings. In addition, divers may also be harvesting 
miscellaneous shellfish during closed peFiods between commercial openings under personal use, sport, or 
subsistence fishing regulations and then selling these catches. These problems would be alleviated by 1 )  

prohibiting operation of fishing gear before and after commercial openings and 2) prohibiting participation 
in personal use/sport/subsistence fisheries before, during, and after commercial openings. These restrictions 
would be similar to those already in effect for the shellfish commercial pot fisheries. 

This proposal was not submitted prior to the call for proposal deadline for the Sitka meeting on shellfish 
regulatory proposals. As a result, the department initially submitted this proposal as an agenda change 
request. However, the Division of Boards subsequently indicated that this proposal could instead be 
considered by the Board at the Sitka meeting as long as sufficient public notice was provided. The 
department then distributed a news release (attached) on October 1 ,  1993 that described the proposal :~nd  
solicited public comments. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


By submitting this proposal, the department is trying to address three problems. First, "stockpiling" of 
miscellaneous shellfish (geoducks, sea cucumbers, urchins, and abalone) by divers before commercial 
openings makes it very difficult to ensure "fair starts" for miscellaneous shellfish dive fisheries. Fishery 
performance data is the primary means the department uses to monitor the relative health and abundance of 
abalone and geoduck stocks. Depending on the extent that stockpiling of miscellaneous shellfish occurs, this 
fishery performance data can be significantly biased. In other words, catch rates are artificially high due to 
stockpiling occurring before an abalone or geoduck opening. 

Second, under the current regulations, a diver can harvest miscellaneous shellfish under the personal use, 
subsistence, or sport fishing regulations during, prior to, and after commercial openings for miscellaneous 
shellfish species. In addition to artificially elevating catch rate data, this also increases the potential for 
"bootlegging" of miscellaneous shellfish harvested under the guise of personal use, subsistence or sport 
fishing. Fish and Wildlife Protection officers have encountered registered and licensed commercial divers 
fishing in an area that is closed to commercial harvest, who have claimed that they were personal use or sport 
fishing for miscellaneous shellfish. At least for sea cucumbers, this problem is compounded because there 
are no bag or possession limits under the sport, personal use, or subsistence regulations. 

Third, the sea cucumber, abalone, and geoduck fishing seasons all open by regulation on October 1 .  This 
means that vessels and divers can simultaneously register to fish in all three of these fisheries. In some cases, 
the same area may be open to fishing for all three species. Normally though, an area that is open for one 
species is usually closed to fishing for the other two. In order to enforce closures for one or the other 
species, the department has been requiring divers to turn their permitlregistrations in to a department area 
office. This creates an administrative burden for both department personnel and commercial divers. This 
problem could be alleviated, and enforcement of area closures improved to some extent, by making it  

unlawful to possess more than one species of miscellaneous shellfish aboard a vessel at any one time. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Because harvesting activities in the dive fisheries occur underwater, it is very difficult for enforcement 
personnel to monitor or to detect illegal activity. Adoption of this proposal should facilitate enforcement of 
timelarea closures for miscellaneous shellfish species. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* The department recommends that this proposal be adopted to improve enforcement and management of 
dive fisheries for miscellaneous shellfish species. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 38.OXO. GEAR FOR MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH (new section). 

la) it is unlawful for any vessel or person that is licensed or registered to commercially fish for 
miscellaneous shellfish to operate dive fishing pear 14 days prior to or 14 days after a commercial 
opening or during closed periods between weekly commercial openings for miscellaneous shellfish in the 
registration area. A person or vessel that operates commercial, subsistence, sport, or personal use dive 
fishing gear 14 days prior to the opening of a miscellaneous shellfish season, may not participate in the 
miscellaneous shellfish fishery in the registration area. 

5 AAC 38.090. UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH. 

id) it is unlawful for any person to possess aboard a commercially licensed vessei, more than one species 
of miscellaneous shellfish at any one time. 



C O M M E R C I A L  F I S H E R I E S  


NEWS RELEASE 

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 

STATE OF ALASKA Southeast Regional Office 
Depamnent of Fish and Same Box 240020 
Carl L. Rosier, Commissioner Douglas, Ak 99824 

Jeffery P. Koenings Contact: Doug Mecum 
Director (907) 465-4250 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE October 1, 1993 

PROPOSED REGULATION FOR MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH DIVE FISHERIES 

Juneau . . . . The Alaska Department of Fish and Game in cooperation with the Department of Public 
Safety, Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection will submit the following regulatory proposal for 
consideration by the Alaska Board of Fisheries during the upcoming meeting on shellfish, groundfish, 
subsistence, and personal use fisheries in Sitka that begins November 9, 1993: 

"It is unlawful for any vessel or person that is licensed or  registered to commercially fish 
for miscellaneous shellfish to operate dive fishing gear 14 days before or  14 days after a 
commercial opening or during closed periods between weekly commercial openings for 
miscellaneous shellfish in the registration area. A person or vessel that operates 
commercial, GbsHence, sport, or personal use dive fishing gear 14 days prior to the 
opening of a miscellaneous shellfish season, may not participate in the miscellaneous 
shellfish fishery in the registration area. It  is unlawful for any person to possess aboard 
a commercially licensed vessel, more than one species of miscellan&us shellfish at any 
one time." 

The intent of the proposed regulation change is to provide for improved management and enforcement 
of misceilaneous shellfish dive fisheries. All interested divers that participate in these fisheries are 
encouraged to submit comments regarding this pn~posal in person at the Board meeting or in writing 
to the Board of Fisheries. Written comments can bc suhrnitted to: 

ATTN: BOF Comments 
Alaska Depamnent of Fish and Gamc 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 25526 
Juneau. Alaska 99802-5526 

Comments may be submitted until the public testimony period is closed at the meeting and 
deliberation by the Board begins. Comments received by three weeks prior to the scheduled meeting 
will be published in the Board workbook. All comments received later will be presented to Board 
members at the time of the meeting but will not be printed in the Board workbook. 

Phone numbers for the Southeast Area Offices are Juneau 465-4250, Sitka 747-6688, Ketchrkan 225- 
5 195, Petersburg 772-3801, Wrangell 874-3822, and Haines 766-2830. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL B 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

The Board agreed regulations were needed to ensure fair starts and to eliminate stockpiling. The Board 
amended the department proposal to make it more specific to the dive fisheries and species that are harvested 
by dive gear. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL B 


5 AAC 38.054. UNLAWFUL USE OF DIVE FISHING GEAR. (a) It is unlawful for any person or vessel 
that is licensed or registered to commercially fish for any species of miscellaneous shellfish to operate dive 
fishing gear from 14 days before a commercial opening to 14 days after a commercial closure, or during 
closed periods between weekly commercial openings for miscellaneous shellfish in the registration area. 

(b) A person may not participate in the miscellaneous shellfish fishery during the remainder of the season 
in the registration area for the species taken if the person or vessel has operated commercial, subsistence, 
sport, or personal use dive fishing gear 14 days before the opening of a miscellaneous shellfish season and ' 
has taken any species of miscellaneous shellfish in the registration area. 

5 AAC 38.090. UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF MISCELLANEOUS SHELLFISH. 

(d) It is unlawful for any person to possess on board a vessel registered to fish for miscellaneous shellfish 
more than one species of miscellaneous shellfish at any one time. 



GROUNDFISH ISSUES 


Description of Regulatory Areas 

PROPOSAL 105 - 5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS. 

Add an East Yakutat Section to the Southeast Outside District, and delete the East Yakutat District to conform 
with the revised federal area definitions as follows: 

5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS. 

(a) Southeast District: all temtorial waters of Alaska east of [137" W. LONG.] 1400 W. long. 

IX) East Yakutat (EYAK) Section: all waters of the southeast outside subdistrict between 137" and 
140" W, lone; 

(b) [EAST YAKUTAT DISTRICT: ALE TERRITORIAL WATERS OF ALASKA BETWEEN 137" 
AND 140" W. LONG.] Repealed 1 194. 

PROBLEM: Since the Board of Fisheries last considered Southeast Groundfish, the federal definition of the 
Southeast Outside District has changed to include the East Yakutat District. This action was supported by 
ADF&G to include the productive fishing grounds in the area of Cape Spencer and the Fairweather Grounds 
in the Southeast management area. To conform with the revised federal area definition, the western boundary 
of the Southeast Outside District needs to be moved from 137' to 140' W, longitude. The current East 
Yakutat District should be deleted and the area renamed the East Yakutat (EYAK) Section. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? There will continue to be a conflict between the 
NMFS and ADF&G description of the area. 

. 
WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This change should have no significant impact on anyone and reflects 
the current management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: "House keeping" proposals for federaystate management consistency in the Eastern 
Gulf of Alaska. 

Proposal Nos: 105, 106, 109, and 113 

Pages: 63, 64, 66, and 69 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this series of proposals would make state management of groundfish in the outer coastal waters 
consistent with management of groundfish in the adjacent federal waters. 

BACKGROUND 

The off-shore waters of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska are managed jointly by the State of Alaska and the federal 
government. The state manages all groundfish within three miles of shore and also manages demersal shelf 
rockfish (DSR) and lingcod throughout their range. DSR are managed by the state beyond temtorial waters 
because of a provision in the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Management Plan (FMP) which grants that 
authority. Lingcod are managed beyond territorial waters because they are not listed as an FMP species and 
are, therefore, not included under federal management. Other species are managed cooperatively and, under 
the current situation, the state must respond to each federal action by taking similar action for fisheries in the 
temtorial waters. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Fishers participating in off-shore fisheries operate freely across the three-mile line. It is therefore important 
for state and federal regulations to be consistent. This avoids confusion and reduces enforcement problems. 
To the greatest extent possible, the department has responded by issuing emergency orders. However. 3 

preferable long-term solution would be to framework the state regulations to assure consistency in state and 
federal regulations without requiring annual adjustments or E.O. action. 



A "global" emergency order is issued annually which acquiesces to federal groundfish management for all 
FMP species in the territorial waters of the Central and Western Gulf and the Bering sea, unless otherwise 
specified. The Southeast Region has retained emergency order authority over groundfish in the Eastern Gulf 
because some state fisheries are managed independently within the territorial waters. The proposed changes 
would help to assure that state and federal regulations are the same for those offshore fisheries which are 
managed cooperatively. 

Proposals 105 redefines the Eastern Gulf management areas to be consistent with federal regulatory districts 
and with the way DSR, lingcod, and sablefish are currently being managed. This is an important prerequisite 
to the suggested language in later DSR and lingcod proposals. 

Proposal 106 deletes references to the territorial waters in the description of the Eastern Gulf management 
areas, thereby recognizing state authority for some species beyond three miles. 

Proposal 109 sets the sablefish season in the off-shore sections and districts to automatically coincide with 
the opening and closing times of the adjacent federal waters. 

Proposal 113 allows for bycatch of sablefish in the territorial waters of the off-shore sections and districts 
at the same level which is allowed in the adjacent federal waters. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

The suggested changes should improve enforcement because it will assure greater consistency between state 
and federal waters. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA TZONS 

* The department supports adoption of these proposals as a means of assuring greater consistency in the 
management of the off-shore fisheries. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 


If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

Proposal 105 

5 AAC 28.105 DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS. 

(a) Southeast District: all [territorial] waters of Alaska east of [137'] W. longitude. 

(x) East Yakutat (EYAK) Section: all waters of Alaska between 137" W. longitude and 140" W. 

longitude. 

(b) [EAST YAKUTAT (EYAK) DISTRICT: ALE TERRITORIAL WATERS OF ALASKA BETWEEN 
137' AND 140' W. LONG.] Repealed / 194. 

Proposal 106 

5 AAC 28.100 DESCRIPTION OF AREA. The Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area consists of 
[TERRITORIAL] waters of Alaska east of 147' W. longitude, excluding the waters of Prince William 
Sound. 

5 AAC 28.105 DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS. 

(c) West Yakutat District: All [TERRITORIAL] waters of Alaska between 140' and 147" W. long., 
excluding waters of the Prince William Sound Area. 

5 AAC 28.1XX APPLICATION OF REGULATIONS. The regulations of this section will be applied to 
the adjoining waters of the Exclusive Economic Zone for: 

/ I )  	all aroundfish species not included in the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Management Plan; 

(2) groundfish species for which the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Management Plan delegates 
management authority to the State of Alaska. 

Proposal 	109 

5 AAC 28.1 10 FISHING SEASONS. 

(a) In the [SOUTHEAST DISTRICT] Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, sablefish may be taken only as 
follows: 



(3) in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict [,THE EAST YAKUTAT DISTRICT] and the West Yakutat 
District [DURING PERIODS ESTABLISHED BY EMERGENCY ORDER] to coincide with 
ouenings and closures of the adiacent federal waters, unless specified by emergency order. 

Proposal 1 13 

5 AAC 28.170. Possession and Landing Requirements. 

(x) The operator of a vessel fishin9 hook and line near in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict or the 
West Yakutat District may retain and sell sablefish in amounts equal to the amount allowed by 
federal regulations in the adiacent federal waters of each area, unless otherwise specified by 
emergency order. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 105 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The Board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 105 


5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS. (a) Southeast District: 
all waters of Alaska, to the extent provided in 5 AAC 28.195. the adjacent exclusive economic zone, that are 
east of 140' W. long. 

(3) (D) East Yakutat (EYKT) Section: all waters of the Southeast Outside Subdistrict between 137' W. long. 
and 140' W. long. 



PROPOSAL 106 - 5 AAC 28.100. DESCRIPTION OF AREA., 5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF 
DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS., and 5 AAC 28.1XX. APPLICATION OF 
REGULATIONS. 

Clarify that state jurisdiction extends into the waters of Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) for those species 
not included in a federal fishery management plan (FMP) and for those species where management authority 
has been delegated to the state by a federal FMP as follows: 

5 AAC 28.1XX. APPLICATION OF REGULATIONS. The regulations of this section will also be 
applied to the adjoining waters of the Exclusive Economic Zone for: 

(1) moundfish species not included in a federal fishen management plan; 

12) groundfish species for which a federal fishery management plan delegates management authority to 
the state. 

5 AAC 28.100. DESCRIPTION OF AREA. The Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area consists of [TERRITORIAL 
WATERS OF ALASKA1 all waters east of 147" W. long., excluding waters of the Prince William Sound --area. 

5 AAC 28.105. DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS, SUBDISTRICTS, AND SECTIONS. (a) Southeast 
District: [ALL TERRITORIAL WATERS OF ALASKA] all waters east of 137" W. long. 

(b) East Yakutat District: [ALLTERRITORIAL W A E R S  OF ALASKA] all waters between 137" and 
140" W. long. 

(c) West Yakutat District: [ALL TERRITORIAL WATERS OF ALASKA] all waters between 140" W. 
long. and 147" W. long., excluding waters of the Prince William Sound area. 

PROBLEM: The application of state commercial groundfish regulations in the adjoining waters of the EEZ 
needs to ba clarified for species not covered by a federal FMP or for species where management authority 
has been delegated to the state. Demersal shelf rockfish and lingcod are managed by the state beyond the 
three mile limit and other species are managed cooperatively with the federal government. The groundfish 
regulations need to be modified to reflect this management responsibility. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The State's management authority will technically 
be limited to the territorial waters of the state. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This change shall have no significant impact on anyone as it is designed 
to reflect current management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 



PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #I05 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 106 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The Board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed i t  unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 106 


5 AAC 28.100. DESCRIPTION OF AREA. The Eastern Gulf of Alaska consists of all waters of Alaska and, 
to the extent provided in 5 AAC 28.195. the adjacent exclusive economic zone, east of 147" W. long., 
excluding waters of the Prince William Sound Area. 

5 AAC 28.105. (c) West Yakutat District: all waters, and to the extent provided in 5 AAC 28.195. the 
adjacent exclusive economic zone, waters that are between 140" W. long. and 147" W. long., excluding waters 
of the Prince William Sound Area. 

5 AAC 28.195. APPLICATION OF REGULATIONS. The regulations in 5 AAC 28.100 - 5 AAC 28.190 
will also be applied to the adjoining waters of the exclusive economic zone for all: 

(1) groundfish species not included in the federal Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Management Plan; or 

(2) groundfish species for which the federal Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Management Plan delegates 
authority to the state to manage a groundfish fishery in the exclusive economic zone. 



Closure of commercial groundfish fishing areas 

PROPOSAL 107 - 5 AAC 28.150. WATERS CLOSED TO GROUNDFISH FISHING. and 5 AAC 3 1.135. 
AREA A CLOSED WATERS. Amend these regulations to provide the following: 

We are communicating with you on behalf of the community of Meyers Chuck. We would like to have a 
buffer zone established to protect shrimp and red snapper areas used extensively by community residents for 
subsistence purposes and personal use. Red snapper numbers have dwindled drastically .after longliners fished 
out the area. We would like to have a buffer zone established in the hope of the red snapper reestablishing 
their numbers here. If commercial shrimping continues in the near area, we hear the same scenario will take 
place as with the red snapper. We would like to see a buffer zone from 100 fathoms off of Three Islands 
running at least 100 fathoms off of the beach to red buoy #2, (between Lemesurier Point and Onslow 'Island), 
then running from red buoy #2 to at least 100 fathoms off of and to Union Point. This subject was discussed 
at the fall meeting of the Meyers Chuck Community Association where it was decided we would pursue this 
in 1990. A petition is being drawn up and will be sent along to you. Please seriously consider establishing 
this buffer zone. 

PROBLEM: 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN W NOTHING IS DONE? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUPFER? 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Meyers Chuck Community Association 
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Title: Close an area around Meyers Chuck to the commercial harvest of shrimp and "red 
snapper". 

Proposal No. : 107 

Page: 64 

Proposed by: Meyers Chuck Community Association 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

S YNOPSZS 

This proposal would close an area immediately adjacent to the community of Meyers Chuck to commercial 
fishing for shrimp and "red snapper". It is assumed that "red snapper" refers to yelloweye rockfish. This 
document only addresses the issue of closing the area to yelloweye. 

BACKGROUND 

Commercial rockfish landings have been reported from statistical areas in the vicinity of Meyers Chuck for 
a number of years. The area for which a closure is being requested includes only very small portions of three 
rather large groundfish statistical areas (Figure I). For this reason, it is impossible to determine how much 
rockfish has been taken from the area suggested in this proposal. Yelloweye rockfishmare managed as part 
of the eight-species demersal shelf rockfish assemblage. Landings of yelloweye rockfish ranged from 65% 
of the total reported rockfish landings, from the three adjacent groundfish statistical areas in 1987, to less than 
33% in 1990. Yelloweye comprised 57% of the total reported demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) landings in 
1993. 

Rockfish are landed both in a directed fishery and as bycatch in fisheries for other species, particularly the 
halibut longline fishery. In 1987, the directed harvest represented 94% of the 95,347-pound total harvest 
reported from the three statistical areas near Meyers Chuck (Table 1). By 1990, the total reported rockfish 
harvest from the area had declined to only 3,036 pounds, of which the directed fishery accounted for 77%. 
By 1993, the directed harvest dropped to 0 and the total reported harvest of 2,667 pounds was the lowest 
since the directed fishery started in the mid-1980s. These data show that both the directed and the incidental 
harvest have decreased dramatically in the area since 1987 and that an increasingly higher percentage of the 
harvest is taken as bycatch in target fisheries for other species. 



It should be noted that, based on the 1993 catch figures, a closure to the directed rockfish fishery is not likely 
to reduce the rockfish mortality in the area of concern. To have the desired effect, all fisheries which take 
yelloweye rockfish as bycatch, including the halibut fishery, would also have to be closed. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Yelloweye rockfish is the predominant target species in the eight-species DSR assemblage. DSR are 
harvested in both a directed fishery and as bycatch in fisheries for other species. The reported harvest of 
rockfish in the vicinity of Meyers Chuck has declined dramatically between I987 and 1993. A portion of 
this decline can very likely be attributed to reduced rockfish abundance, but the actual stock level cannot be 
quantified. 

In 1989, the Board adopted regulations which liberalized the retention of rockfish taken in fisheries for other 
species. This was done because of the high mortality of rockfish when they are brought to the surface. In 
order to fully protect yelloweye rockfish from commercial exploitation, the area would have to be closed to 
all longline fishing. This would include fisheries for other species of demersal shelf rockfish, halibut, lingcod, 
and Pacific cod. Sablefish fisheries would not be impacted because they normally occur in depths greater 
than 100 fathoms. Because of the bycatch in other fisheries, closing the directed rockfish fishery will not 

totally eliminate the commercial exploitation of yelloweye rockfish. In fact, all DSR reported from the area , 

in 1993 were taken as bycatch in fisheries for other species. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Closures of small areas can be difficult to enforce. Difficulty in enforcing small area closures depends on 
how the regulation is worded. If the area is closed to DSR fishing and remains open to fishing for other 
species using the same gear type, additional enforcement problems may be created. A depth restriction as 
requested by the Meyers Chuck community Association could be very difficult to enforce. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* Rockfish harvests in the three statistical areas in the general vicinity of Meyers Chuck declined rather 
dramatically from over 95,000 pounds in 1987 to only 2,667 pounds in 1993. The proportion of the 
harvest by the directed fishery declined from 95% in 1987 to 0 in 1993. 

* The department remains concerned about the impact of all fisheries on DSR in the inside waters of 
Southeast (proposal 118). The department recommends that the need, if any, for a closure in this area 
be handled through Emergency Order authority. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If the Board chooses to close the demersal shelf rockfish fishery in an area near Meyers Chuck, the regulation 
could appear under 5 AAC 28.170 POSSESSION AND LANDING REiQUIEMENTS. The department 
proposes no specific language at this time. 

Table 1. 	 Reported harvest of yetloweye rockfish and directed and total catch of demersal shelf rockfish 
(DSR) in three statistical areas near Meyers Chuck, Alaska, 1987-1993. 

Directed fishing is defined as all harvest on a demersal shelf rockfish ("Y") CFEC permit. 
"SR is and abbreviation for the eight-species demersal shelf rockfish management group. 
I 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 107 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous action on proposal 68. 



Sablefish fishery 

PROPOSAL 108 - 5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 

In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, change the Southern Southeast Inside area sablefish season as follows: 

5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 

(a) In the Southeast District, sablefish may be taken only as follows: 

(2) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from June 1 through [NOVEMBER] July 15 only during 
fishing periods established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into 
consideration the following guidelines: 

PROBLEM: The current season listed in regulation does not reflect recent management and creates 
confusion. While there is no biological reason not to hold the season anytime during the period now 
specified in the regulations, it is very doubtful the season in the area will exceed a few days at the current 
level of effort and the longer period listed is no longer necessary. As a policy, the department has been 
opening the season as close to the regulatory opening date as possible to remain within the specified 
considerations. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The season will be set by emergency order during 
June unless there is adequate interest from the fishing industry to specify different open period. It is unlikely 
that there will be a deviation from status quo unless the current opening date specified by regulation is 
modified by the Board. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This change should have no significant impact on anyone and reflects 
current management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Other open periods were considered, but there was no clear 
consensus among the fishermen regarding a change to the current practice of opening the fishery in June. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-487) 
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Title: 	 Change the dates for the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish fishery to 
reflect current management. 

Proposal No.: 	 108 

Page: 	 65 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: B a y  Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal, if adopted, would shorten the period during which the Southern Southeast Inside (SSEI) 
Subdistrict sablefish fishery could be held from June 1 through November 15, to June 1 through July 15. 
The conditions for setting the season would remain the same. 

The period during which the sablefish seasons in the inside subdistricts is conducted, has been set by the 
Board during periods recommended by the fishing industry. For a number of years, the SSEI Subdistrict has 
opened in June and the Northern Southeast Inside (NSEI) Subdistrict has opened in September. 

Until 1982 the SSEI Subdistrict sablefish fishery opened by regulation on June 15, and spanned several 
months, closing by regulation on November 15. During 1982, the area was closed by Emergency Order prior 
to the regulatory closure date when the annual harvest quota was taken. Since 1985, the total season has been 
no longer than seven days and has been reduced to 2.4 days the past three seasons. Since 1987, the 
regulations have allowed for a flexible opening date starting as early as June 1 even though existing 
regulations potentially provide for a longer season. 

In 1992, fishermen petitioned the department to delay the SSEI Subdistrict season until the fall. An ar,oument 
for that request was that the regulations allowed for the season to be held as late as November 15. A ballot 
was mailed to each permit holder; those responding overwhelmingly preferred maintaining a June opening. 
A list of opening dates is shown in Table 1. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The department has no objection to opening the season later in the year, if that is what the majority of 
participants want. However, it would be preferable from a management standpoint if the regulations are 
adjusted to reflect the much shorter seasons of recent years. Listing a possible five and one-half month long 
season in the regulations when the actual opening is less than a week, is confusing to the industry and places 
an undue burden on the staff to choose an opening time during such an extended period. With the much 
shorter openings, there is no longer a need to have such a long possible fishing period listed in the 
regulations. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Adoption of this proposal will not affect enforcement. 

FISCAL NOTE 

The proposed action will not effect management or enforcement costs. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATZONS 

The department is not so concerned with when the fishery is held as it is with restricting the period during 
which the fishery can be held to a reasonable length. We support this proposal because 1) it is consistent 
with cunent management of the fishery, 2) it will provide the industry with a better indication of when the 
fishery will be held, and 3) it will reduce the pressure on the department to choose a fishing period which 
could benefit some and inconvenience others. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 

(a) In the Southeast District, sablefish may be taken only as follows: 



(2) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from June 1 through [NOVEMBER] July 15 only during 
fishing periods established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into 
consideration the following guidelines: 

Table 1. Season length and open dates of the Southern Southeast inside Subdistrict sablehh tishery, 1980 
- 1993. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 108 

Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unanimously. 



ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 108 


5 AAC 28.110. SABLEFISH FISHING SEASONS. (a) 

(2) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from June 1 through July 15, only during fishing periods 
established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into consideration 
the following guidelines: 



PROPOSAL 109 - 5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 


Change the sablefish seasons in the portions of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska that are within Alaska's territorial 

sea, that are managed consistent with the adjacent federal waters as follows: 


5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 

(a) In the Southeast District, sablefish may be taken only as follows: 

(3) in the Southeast Outside District, the East Yakutat District, and the West Yakutat District [DURING 
PERIODS ESTABLISHED BY EMERGENCY ORDER] to coincide with openings and closures of the 
adiacent federal waters, unless otherwise specified by emergency order. 

PROBLEM: The sablefish fisheries in state water of the Southeast Outside District, the East Yakutat District 
and West Yakutat District are managed consistent with federal management in the adjoining waters of 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The regulatory language establishing fishing season, needs to be changed 
to better reflect this management approach to the public. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The season will be opened and closed by emergency 
order to coincide with federal openings. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This change should have no significant impact on anyone and reflects 
the current management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFTER? See above 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? An independent opening option has been considered, but the 
sablefish resource within three miles is so limited that independent management is not justified. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-488) 

(See Proposal #I05 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 109 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 


The board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unanimously 



ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 109 


5 AAC 28.110. SABLEFISH FISHING SEASONS. (a) 

(3) in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict and the West Yakutat District, concurrently with the openings 
and closures of the adjacent federal waters, unless otherwise specified by emergency order. 



PROPOSAL 110 - 5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 

Change the opening and closing times for Eastern Gulf of Alaska sablefish fisheries from 12:OO noon to set 
by emergency order to occur during daylight hours as follows: 

5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. (a) In the Southeast District, sablefish may be taken only as 
follows: 

(1) in the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from September 1 through November 15 only during 
fishing periods established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into 
consideration the following guidelines: 

(E) schedule all opening and closing times [AT 12:OQ NOON] by Emergency Order to occur during 
daylight hours; 

(2) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from June 1 through November 15 only during fishing 
periods established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into 
consideration the following guidelines: 

(C) schedule all opening and closing times [AT 12:OQ NOON] by Emergency Order to occur during 
day light hours; 

PROBLEM: The intent of the current regulation was to assure a fair start and end to the fisheries so that 
they could be observed during daylight hours. As season lengths have shortened, however, this has limited 
management flexibility. The past two seasons, the Southern Southeast inside subdistrict fishery was closed 
by emergency order at a time other than 1200 noon in order to allow for a 2.5-day fishery. The regulation 
which sets all opening and closing times at 12100 noon makes it difficult to allow the maximum amount of 
fishing time necessary to reach the harvest objective, or to provide for less than a full 24-hour opening, if 
necessary, to prevent overharvest. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The seasons will continue to be set by emergency 
rn 

order or set on a 2Qhour noon-to-noon basis. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This change should have no significant impact on anyone and reflects 
the current management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? See above. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title. Change the opening and closing times for the Inside Subdistrict sablefish fisheries 
to occur during daylight hours rather than at 12:OO noon. 

Proposal No.: 110 

Page: 66 and 67 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

This proposal, if adopted, this department proposal would allow the opening and closing time of the Southeast 
Inside Subdistrict sablefish seasons to be set by Emergency Order during daylight hours rather than at 12:OO 
noon. 

BACKGROUND 

When the Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish seasons became progressively shorter, the Board adopted a 
regulation which set the opening and closing periods at 12:OO noon. This change was made at the request 
of the department to assure a fair start and end to the fishery. When the seasons were longer, the "noon to 
noon" opening period worked well. Now that the seasons are getting progressively shorter, the "noon-to- 
noon" opening unnecessarily is limiting management flexibility. For the past three seasons the SSEI 
Subdistrict has been closed by Emergency Order at 9:00 pm. The reason for this is that the stock status 
justifies more than two days, but less than three days of fishing time. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

As the regulations are currently written, the seasons are set in increments of 24 hours. It is anticipated that 
fine seasonal adjustments will become even more necessary in the future, particularly if individual effort 
continues to increase. The proposed change will allow flexibility to maximize opportunities to take the 
seasonal harvest objective while minimizing the risk of over-harvest. The season can be opened or closed 



by E.O. now and the department could continue to exercise that option, but then the regulations would not 
reflect current management practice. 

The intent of the noon-to-noon opening regulation was to assure that the opening and closing times could be 
enforced during daylight hours. By specifying that the seasons will be set by E.O. to open and close during 
daylight hours, the intent is retained while management becomes more flexible and the regulations will better 
reflect current management practice. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department supports this proposal. If adopted it will allow more management flexibility and the 
regulations will better reflect current management practice. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 

(a) In the Southeast District, sablefish may be taken only as follows: 

( 1 )  in the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from September 1 through November 15 only during 
fishing periods established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into 
consideration the following guidelines: 

(E) schedule all opening and closing times [AT 1200 NOON] by emergency order to occur durinq 
daylight hours; 



(2) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from June 1 through [NOVEMBER]JuiV 15 only during 
fishing periods established by emergency order; the department shall establish fishing periods taking into 
consideration the following guidelines: 

(E) schedule all opening and closing times [AT 12:OO NOON] by emergency order to occur during 
daylight hours; 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 110 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 110 


5 AAC 28.1 10. SABLEFISH FISHING SEASONS. (a) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska area sablefish may be 
taken only as follows: 

(1) (E) schedule all opening and closing times to occur during daylight hours; 

(2) (C) schedule all opening and closing times to occur during daylight hours; 

(b) For the purposes of this section, "International Pacific Halibut Commision Area 2-C" means all waters 
off the state that are east of a line running 340' true from Cape Spencer Light (58'1 1'57" N. long. 13698' 18" 
W. lat.) and south and east of a line running 205" true from Cape Spencer Light. 



0 

PROPOSAL 111 - 5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

For the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, increase the upper and lower limits of the guideline harvest range for the 
Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish fishery and the lower limit of the guideline harvest range for 
the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish fishery as follows: 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

(a) In the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the guideline harvest range for the taking of sablefish 
is [500,000 TO 1,500,000 POUNDS (227 to 680 MT)] 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 pounds (454 to 1,134 mt) 

dressed weight. 

(b) In the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the guideline harvest range for the taking of sablefish 
is [125,000] 250,000 to 500,000 POUNDS ([571 113 to 227 mt) dressed weight. 

PROBLEM: The sablefisk harvest in the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict has averaged near 2.5 million 
pounds and the harvest in the SSEI subdistrict has averaged slightly over 500,000 pounds since 1986. Recent 
analysis of relative abundance indexing surveys in both areas shows no significant linear change in abundance 
in either area over the past four. years at those hawest levels. The recommended levels more closely 
approximate the expected harvest than the current levels. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? 7'he current guidelines harvest ranges were set based 
upon historic catch levels rather than upon any particular harvest strategy. Annual harvest objectives are now 
set based upon the results of the annual abundamce indexing surveys and will likely remain higher than the 
current guidelines harvest ranges listed in the regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The fishing industry will benefit from having more realistic guidelines 
harvest ranges listed in the regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: 	 Modify the guideline harvest ranges for sablefish in the Northern and Southern 
Southeast Inside Subdistricts. 

Proposal No.: 	 111 

Pages: 	 67 and 68 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

S YNOPSZS 

This proposal would increase the guideline harvest range (GHR) for sablefish in the Southern Southeast Inside 
(SSEI) and Northern Southeast Inside (NSEI) Subdistriets. The lower end of the GHR for the SSEI would 
be increased from 125,000 pounds to 250,000 pounds. The lower end of the GHR for the NSEI Subdistrict 
would be increase from the current level of 500,000 to 1,500,000 pounds, while the upper end would be 
increased from 1,000,000 pounds to 3,000,000 pounds. All harvests will be regulated based on dressed 
weight. 

BACKGROUND 

There was no GHL for sablefish in the SSEI Subdistrict until 1980 when the current GHR of 125,000 to 
500,000 pounds was adopted. Figure 1 shows the current and proposed GHRs in relationship to the actual 
reported harvest for the area. 

There has been a quota in place for the NSEI sablefish fishery since 1973. The first quota was set at the 
request of the industry at 1,000,000 pounds. It was reduced to 850,000 pounds in 1979 in response to an 
indication of declining CPUE in the fishery. In 1980, the quota was replaced by a GHR of 500,000 to 
900,000 pounds. In 1982, the lower end was decreased to 300,000 pounds and the upper limit remained the 
same. The current GHR of 500,000 to 1,500,000 has been in effect since 1985. However, the harvest has 
been greater than the upper end of the range every year since it was increased. The actual harvest in 
relationship to the current and proposed GHRs is shown in figure 2. 

During the last Board meeting, GHRs were discussed briefly and it was agreed that the levels would not be 
changed until the department analyzed the survey data to determine if the current level of harvest was having 



 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.160 HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

(a) In the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the guideline harvest range for the taking of sablefish is 
[500,000TO 1,500,000POUNDS (227 TO 680 MT] 1,000,000 to 3,000,000 pounds 454 to 1,360 mt) dressed 
weight. 

(b) In the Southern Southeast Subdistrict, the guideline harvest range for the taking of sablefish is [125,000] 
250,000 pounds ([57] 4to 227 mt) dressed weight. 

Note: the upper end of the proposed GHR for the NSEI Subdistrict is higher than in the original proposal. 
This reflects the higher CPUE in the 1993 survey for that area. 
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BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 111 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

This staff proposal was adopted unanimously but the Board did express concenis about the department 
allowing the fishery to exceed existing guideline harvest levels in the Northern Southeast Inside District. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 111 


5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES. (a) In the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, 
the guideline harvest range for the taking of sablefish is 1,000,000 to 3,000,000 pounds (454 to 1,360 m.t.) 

dressed weight. 

(b) In the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the guideline harvest range for the taking of sablefish is 
250,000 to 500,000 pounds (113 to 227 rn-t.) dressed weight. 



PROPOSAL 112 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska require sablefish fishery vessels fishing in the Southern Southeast Inside (SSE- 
area to off-load sablefish taken in other areas before fishing another area or before entering the SSEI area to 
fish as follows: 

5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) The operator of a vessel taking sablefish in the Northern Southeast Inside or the Southern Southeast 
Inside Subdistrictg shall unload all sablefish taken in either of these Subdistricts and [NOTIFY A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT] submit a completed fish ticket to the department before 
taking sablefish in another area. 

(b) The operator of a sablefish fishing vessel may not take sablefish in either the Northern or Southern 
Southeast Inside Subdistricts when sablefish that were taken from [ANOTHER] any other area are on 
board. 

PROBLEM: The current regulations do not include exclusions for vessels entering the SSEI Subdistrict 
with fish on board from another area. The SSEI fishery follows the federal offshore fishery resulting in a 
potential for vessels to enter the SSEI area with fish on board from the offshore waters. This makes 
accounting of fish taken from the SSEI Subdistrict more difficult and could lead to misreporting of harvest. 
It is anticipated that this problem will increase as the offshore fisheries convert to individuai fishery quota 
management which will extend the offshore fishing season. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? It may become more difficult to accurately account 
for the sablefish harvest from the SSEI Subdistrict. 

WHO IS LIKELYTO BENEFIT? The primary beneficiaries will be the SSEI area permit holders because 
of improved management capability. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen who would prefer to move freely between state-managed and 
federal-managed fisheries without having to unload their fish before transferring to another management area. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-177) 
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Title: Require vessels fishing sablefish in the SSEI Subdistrict to off-load sablefish before 
fishing sablefish in another area or before entering the SSEI Subdistrict to fish for 
sablefish. 

Proposal No.: 112 

Pages: 68 and 69 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bany Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal, if adopted, would require vessels to off-load sablefish from another area before fishing the 
SSEI Subdistrict and to off-load sablefish from the SSEI Subdistrict before fishing sablefish in another area. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1985 the Board adopted regulations which require vessels to off-load all sablefish taken in another area 
prior to fishing for sablefish in the NSEI Subdistrict. The regulations also required vessels to off-load all 
sablefish taken in the NSEI Subdistrict prior to fishing for sablefish in another area. The intent of this 
regulations was to assure that the department could accurately account for the total harvest from the NSEI 
Subdistrict. It became increasingly more important to account for total harvest from the area as the harvest 
increased and as vessels began entering the area with fish on board from other areas. Although the same 
concerns exist for the SSEI Subdistrict, we can find no evidence that a similar regulation has ever been 
proposed for that area. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

During the past two seasons vessels which had fished sablefish in offshore waters entered the SSEI Subdistrict 
with frozen sablefish on board from the offshore fishery. The fish tickets which were submitted separated 
the harvest, but there is no assurance as to the accuracy of that information. 



Once the IFQ program is in place for the offshore fishery, the offshore and inside seasons will overlap. 
Adopting off-loading regulations for the SSEI Subdistrict which are the same as those currently in place fc. 
the NSEI Subdistrict appears to be the best way to accurately account for harvest from the SSEI Subdistric 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

It may become increasingly difficult to accurately determine where sablefish are harvested if vessels are 
allowed to move freely between the SSEI Subdistrict and offshore waters to fish for sablefish. 

FISCAL NOTE 

The proposed action should not effect management or enforcement costs. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* If adopted, this proposal will assure accurate accounting of sablefish harvest from the SSEI Subdistrict. 
Minor wording changes to clarify the intent of the existing regulations are also incorporated into the 
suggested regulatory language below. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 
m 

5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) The operator of a vessel taking sablefish in the Northern or Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts 
shall unload all sablefish taken in either of these Subdistricts and [NOTIFY A REPRESENTATIVE OF 
THE DEPARTMENT] submit a completed fish ticket to the department before taking sablefish in another 
area. 

(b) The operator of a [SABLEFISH] fishing vessel may not take sablefish in either the Northern or 
Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts when sablefish that were taken from [ANOTHER] any other area 
are on board. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 112 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 112 


5 AAC 28.170. SABLEFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS (a) The operator of a 
vessel taking sablefish in the Northern or Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts shall, before taking sablefish 
in another area, unload all sablefish taken in either subdistrict and submit a completed fish ticket to the 
department. 

(b) Tke operator of a fishing vessel may not take sablefish in the Northern or Southern Inside Subdistricts 
with sablefish taken from in another area on board. 



PROPOSAL 113 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. (g) 

Allow a bycatch of sablefish in outer coastal waters of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska that is the same as the 
amount allowed in the adjacent federal waters as follows: 

5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(X) The operator of a vessel fishing hook and line gear for other groundfish species in the Southeast 
Outside District and the West Yakutd District may retain and sell sablefish in amounts equal to the 
amount allowed by federal regulations in the adjacent waters of the Exclusive Economic Zone. 

PROBLEM: The intent of this proposal is to allow groundfish vessels to retain sablefish as bycatch in 
fisheries for other groundfish fisheries up to the amount allowed under federal regulations. That amount is 
currently up to 4% for hook and line vessels. Under the current regulations, a vessel may retain sablefish 
bycatch outside of three miles, but must discard bycatch taken inside of three miles. Since most outside area 
fisheries are jointly managed, this results in regulatory inconsistencies between the two managing agencies 
and presents problems with fisheries monitoring and enforcement. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The inconsistencies in sablefish bycatch regulations 
which currently exist between federal and state regulation will continue. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen should benefit from consistent management. Processors 
should also benefit from having small amounts of sablefish available for sale during the off-season. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. The resource will still be managed within the annual total 

allowable catch (TAC) limit and once that level is reached no sablefish may be retained in either state or 
federal waters. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED'! A set percentage bycatch allowance was considered, but rejected 
because one of the primary arguments is for consistency and the federal bycatch limits may change over time. 
The proposed wording would result in continued consistency between state and federal regulations regardless 
of any future federal changes in bycatch allowances. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #I05 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 113 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The Board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unhimously. The board 
commented that the proposal will make state regulation consistent with federal regulations. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 113 


5 AAC 28.170. SABLEFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(d) The operator of a vessel using hook and line gear in the S~utheast Outside Subdistrict or the West 
Yakutat District may retain and sell sablefish in amounts equal to the amount allowed by federal regulations 
in the adjacent exclusive economic zone, unless otherwise specified by emergency order. 



PROPOSAL 114 - 5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 


Allow retention of tagged sablefish in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska providing that they are returned to the 

Department of Fish and Game with information on specific area and date of recapture as follows: 

5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 

(a)(4) Tagged sablefish may be legally retained and possessed provided the tag is returned to ADF&G 
along with accurate information on the specific location and date of recapture. 

PROBLEM: The Department of Fish and Game and other agencies have released tagged sablefish in the 
Eastern Gulf of Alaska for over 40 years. The department has released over 22,000 tagged fish since 1979. 
These studies rely on voluntary returns from cornmerciaI fishermen to determine the distribution of tagged 
fish. Under current regulations, sablefish may only be retained by licensed fishermen during the open fishing 
periods. This regulatory change would allow anyone recapturing a tagged fish to retain it, providing that the 
tag and accurate recapture information are returned to the department. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Tagged sablefish will continue to be discarded when 
caught outside of the regular seasons and that data will be lost. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This change will benefit ail agencies conducting sablefish research. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: 	 Allow retention of tagged sablefish providing that the tags are returned to the 
Department of Fish and Game with information on specific area and date of 
recapture. 

Proposal No.: 	 114 

Page: 	 70 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bany Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal would allow for retention of tagged sablefish even if the sablefish season is closed, 
providing that the tag and recapture information are promptly returned to the department. 

BACKGROUND 

The department and other agencies have been tagging sablefish in Alaska for many years. All agencies rely 
on the fishing industry as the primary means of returning tags. Under current regulations, only those tagged 
fish caught during an open sablefish season can be legally retained. This potentially results in lost data on 
growth and movement of sablefish. A similar regulation currently used by the Halibut Commission to 
encourage return of tagged halibut out-of-season. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Management agencies spend a great deal of money on tagging programs and rely almost entirely on the 
fishing fleet to return tags from these programs. Because of the importance of the data, we should make 
every effort to encourage any tagged fish to be retained, providing that the tag and recovery data are returned 
promptly to the department. The suggested change would allow for retention of sablefish out of season 
providing that the fish is landed, with the tag intact, and the tag and recovery information are given to the 
department. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


There should be no problem with enforcement as the result of this proposal, provided that the language 
requiring the tag to remain on the fish until landed is included in the regulation. 

FISCAL NOTE 

The proposed action should not effect management or enforcement costs. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal will encourage fishers to return sablefish caught in other fisheries when the sablefish season 
is closed. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 

(a) (4) In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts and within three miles of shore in the 
Southeast Outside Subdistrict, and the West Yakutat District, sablefish bearing a fisheries agency tag, at 
the time of capture, may be legally retained and sold at any time, providing that the fish are landed with 
the tag intact and the recovery is reported at the time of landing. The tagged fish must be made available 
to a representative of the department or a fisheries officer upon request. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 114 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unanimously. The board noted that 
this proposal would assist the department in gatherning data on sablefish. 



ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 114 


5 AAC 28.170. SABLEFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(c) In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, in the waters of Alaska within the Southeast 
Outside Subdistrict, and in the West Yakutat District, a sablefish bearing a fisheries agency tag at the time 
of capture may be retained and sold at any time, if the fish is landed with the tag intact and the recovery is 
reported to the department at the time of landing. The tagged fish must be made available to a local 
representative of the department upon request. 



PROPOSAL 115 - 5 AAC 28.130 (a). GEAR. 

Until such time as reductions in the fleet size eliminate the derby nature of the fishery, gear limits shall be 
imposed on vessels participating in the Chatham Strait sablefish fishery. ADF&G shall be instructed to work 
with Chatham permit holders to develop an appropriate and enforceable gear limit program, which should 
include: allowed number of skates, tagging system, check-in &/or spot check program, penalties for 
violations, etc. It is the intent of proposers that violations of gear limit regulations would result in severe 
fines and suspension of fishing rights. 

PROBLEM: Gear loss in the Chatham Strait sablefish fishery. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Effort will continue to increase, resulting in more gear 
loss, deadloss, bycatch and waste. This waste results in foregone revenue to fishermen and may effect the 
long-term productivity of the Chatham ecosystem. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resource will benefit from the reduction in gear loss, deadloss, 
bycatch and waste. Responsible fishermen, who do not set more gear than they can carefully haul during the 
designated fishing period, will also benefit from reduced gear conflicts, reduced waste & enhanced fishing 
opportunities. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen who have profited by setting excessive amounts of gear and 
discounting gearloss, deadloss, ete., as a cost of doing business. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Trip Limits: Trip limits often result in problems similar to those 
which occur under the Derby system because fishermen set liberal amounts of gear to ensure full utilization 
of allowed limits. Vessel size limits: The amount of gear set, the care with which it is hauled and the 
treatment of gear hang-ups, bycatch, etc., determine gearloss, deadloss & waste; the operator of the vessel, 
not the size of the vessel, control these decisions. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Longline Fishemen's Association 



1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Establish gear limits for the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish fishery. 

Proposal No. : 115 

Pages: 70 and 71 

Proposed by: Alaska Longllne Fishermen's Association 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal requests the department to assist Chatham Straits sablefish permit holders in developing a 
workable system for restricting the amount of gear a vessel may use to fish for sablefish in the Northern 
Southeast Inside (NSEI) Subdistrict. 

BACKGROUND 

A limited entry program was adopted for the NSEI Subdistrict sablefish fishery in 1985. At that time, it was 
pointed out that limited entry might not be effective in reducing the number of vessels. As predicted, the 
fleet size was not reduced and, in fact, the number of participating vessels increased dramatically from 73 
vessels in 1984 to a peak of 162 vessels in 1987. CFEC began to implement a point system established for 
the program in 1988, and the effort was reduced to 121 vessels by 1990. The effort has fluctuated the past 
four seasons, but has remained near 120 vessels (Table 1). 
Currently, about one-third of the permit holders in the fishery have permanent permits. The remainder have 
Interim Use Permits (IUP)s, and are subject to elimination if the target number of permits for the fishery of 
73 permits is eventually reached. 

The NSEI Subdistrict sablefish fishery is the only fishery under limited entry, in the state, for which the 
amount of gear is not restricted. Because of this an increase in individual efficiency was predicted. However, 
no one was really prepared for the dramatic increase in individual effort which has occurred. The average 
number of hooks run per vessel increased from 4,791 per vessel per day in 1984, the year prior to limited 
entry, to 31,307 per vessel per day in 1993 (Table I ) ,  a 6.5 fold increase in ten years. Given that the tleet 
is nearly twice as large as it was in 1984, there were approximately 12 times more hooks in the water in 1993 
than in 1984. As a result of this increase, any advantage accrued though possible future reductions in the 
number of vessels will be negated by the increased amount of gear deployed by each vessel. 



The minimum number of hooks fished per vessel is increasing at a much faster rate than the maximum 
number of hooks fished per vessel. This is occumng because smaller vessels are being replaced by larger 
more efficient vessels. At the current rate of increase, the average number of hooks per vessel will reach 
40,000 hooks in approximately three years. 

In response to the rapid increase in individual vessel fishing effort, the department submitted proposals to 
restrict gear or implement trip limits in 1989 and again in 1991. These proposals were rejected because of 
opposition from the industry. Those permit holders testifying preferred to continue using fishing time as the 
primary management tool and suggested that it was up to CFEC to reduce effort through elimination .of 
permits. However, they also testified that a time period of less than 24-hours was not practical for a longline 
fishery of this type. 

MMAGEMENT ISSUES 

The management issues fall into two general. categories, gear conflicts and resource conservation. 

Gear Conflicts 

As the amount of gear fished per vessel has increased, reports of gear left on the grounds have increased 
dramatically. There are two reasons this has occurred. First, as the vessels set more gear, they tend to 
overlap or "set down" on gear set by other vessels. In the frenzy to retrieve their gear, within the allotted 
time, many vessels have not been retying another fisherman's gear and instead they simply cur it and let it 

go. Needless to say, this practice compounds the problem. The department has experienced "hang-ups" on 
as many as one-half of our survey sets in Chatharn Strait and many of these hang-ups are attributed to lost 
gear. 

The second problem is simply one of setting too much gear to be reasonably hauled within the allotted time. 
Fishers that employ this strategy simply retrieve as much gear as possible prior to the closing time and then 
cut off the rest. Often, a vessel will allow just enough time to cut the gear and then retrieve the buoy line 
before the closure. Others are reported to continue fishing after the closure up until the time they see another 
vessel or airplane in close proximity. Losing gear is not expensive to fishermen relative to the high value 
and catch rates. 

Part of the department's skipper interview program requests information on gear loss. Reported gear loss has 
ranged from 1.2% of all hooks set in 1991 to 5.9% of all hooks set in 1992 (Table 2). These should be 
considered minimum estimates because many fishers are reluctant to provide information on lost gear. This 
is evidenced by the fact that there have been fishers who request permission to recover lost. gear who did not 
report any gear loss during their skipper interview, and by anecdotal reports of significant gear loss which 
are not reported in the interview data. 



Resource Conservation 

Perhaps the biggest problem with gear loss is the resulting unreported mortality. Table 2 shows the minimum 
estimate of dead loss in dressed weight obtained by multiplying the estimated number of lost hooks by the 
average CPUE during the fishery. The minimum dead loss has ranged from 31,200 to 177,700 pounds 
dressed weight or 49,500 to 282,100 pounds round weight. Again, these are minimum estimates, and the real 
loss could be much higher. At an average ex-vessel price of $1.75 to over $2.00 per pound, this represents 
a tremendous waste. 

Another source of unreported dead-loss comes from fish dropping off the gear when it is being retrieved at 
a very high rate of speed. Speed of retrieval is related to the amount of gear being fished, hence, as the 
amount of gear increases, the unreported dead loss is also likely to increase. 

Another conservation issue is the uncontrolled harvest which has resulted from the increasing amount of gear. 
The harvest of sablefish in the NSEI Subdistrict has exceeded the preseason harvest objective every year since 
limited entry was adopted. The harvest has not been below 2,000,000 pounds dressed weight since 1984 and 
in 1993 the harvest exceeded 3,600,000 pounds dressed weight. While the high level of harvest has not 
resulted in an indication of stock decline, historic data suggests that continued high harvest could result in 
a stock failure. Between 1942and 1944 harvests of over 3,000,000 pounds dressed weight caused a collapse 
in what is now the NSEI Subdistrict. That reduced stock abundance lasted until the mid-1980's. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Fish and Wildlife Protection Division staff should be included in any discussions regarding gear limitations 
to ensure that they are enforceable. 

FISCAL NOTE 

The additional costs of management and enforcement will depend on the options selected. In any event, it 

is assumed that any changes will result in the need to monitor the fisheries more closely. Adoption of a gear 
limit would require placement of at least one department vessel on the grounds and probably some additional 
shore-based check points. Additional Fish and Wildlife surveillance may also be necessary. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



* The department supports minimizing loss of gear and resultant mortality in the Chatham Straits sablefish 
fishery and is willing to work with interested participants to find solutions to the problems discussed 
above. Lf a gear limitation system is developed, the major features should include: 

1. 	 The standard unit of gear should be defined (e.g., length of gear and hook spacing). 

2. 	 Check-idcheck-out system would be needed to ensure compliance with gear restrictions. 

3. 	 The total amount of gear that can be legally deployed during an open fishing period should be 
specified. 

4. 	 Enforcement personnel should be able to ascertain the amount of gear being fished by a vessel 
after a brief examination. 

REGULATORY LAAGUAGE 

No specific language is suggested at this time. The department will be ready to work with Fish and Wildlife 
Protection and the public to develop specific language upon direction from the Board. 



I 

Table 1. Summary of skipper interview data from the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish 
fishery, 1980-1993. 

YEAR NUMBER 
VESSELS 
FISHED 

POUNDS 
LANDED 

DRESSED WT 

DAYS OF 
FISHERY 

LANDINGS 
SAM PLED^ 

MINIMUM 
HOOKS PER 

DAY 

MAXIMUM 
HOOKS PER 

DAY 

AVERAGE 
HOOKS PER 

DAY 

93 122 3,641,897 I 71 12,700 45,750 31,307 

Pnor to 1984 an ~nd~vldualvessel may have been interwewed rnultlple tlmes. 



Table 2 .  Estimated gear loss and estimated loss of sablefish during the Northern 
Southeast Inside Subdistrict sablefish fishery, 1989 - 1993. 

9  2  59% 3  5% 1 9 , 2 5 0  1 , 7 0 2  5 . 9 2 %  2 0 4 , 2 4 0  1 7 7 , 6 8 9  

9 3 58% 3 0 %  6 , 4 5 0  8 4 6  2 . 7 0 %  1 0 2 , 8 4 6  1 0 3 ,  8 7 4  kd 
The average hook loss trorn sampled vessels multlplled by total number ot vessels In the tlshery 

The estimated total number of hooks lost multiplied by the pounds per hook, dressed weight 

derived from the sampled vessels in the fishery. 


BOARD OF FISHER)[ES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 115 


Action: DEFERRED 

The board directed the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (&FA), whom submitted the proposal, to 
coordinate and facilitate a conference committee comprised of industry, F&W Protection, and ABF&G. The 
conference committee was directed to develop solutions to problems caused by a derby-style fishery. The 
board deferred the proposal until its March 1994 meeting. 



PROPOSAL 116 - 5 AAC 28.XXX. MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA (IFQ) 
SABLEFISH AND HALIBUT FISHERIES. 

This proposal is being submitted to allow the Board of Fisheries and Department of Fish and Game an 
opportunity to discuss, in a public meeting, a transition approach for management of sablefish and halibut 
fisheries, conducted in State of Alaska waters, that are scheduled to be included in an individual fishery quota 
(IFQ) limitation system being implemented by the North Pacific Fisheries ~ a n a ~ e m e n t  Council. 

PROBLEM: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council has approved regulations authorizing an 
individual fishery quota (IFQ) entry limitation for Alaska's commercial halibut and sablefish fisheries that 
are regulated under a Federal fishery management plan (FMP). As halibut and some sablefish resources are 
taken in state waters in FMP fisheries, implementation of the federal IFQ system will influence management 
in state waters. This may require modification of state cornmerciai fishing regulations to prevent regulatory 
inconsistencies between the two managing agencies and presents problems with fisheries monitoring and 
enforcement. This proposal is being submitted to allow the Board of Fisheries an opportunity to review the 
issue and to develop a transition approach for the implementation of an IFQ limitation system. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Inconsistencies in sablefish and halibut regulations 
may develop. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Commercial fishermen and department staff should benefit from a good 
discussion of transition to IFQ management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Unknown. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None considered. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 



1993/94 BOARD OF FZSHERZES BRXEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Implement a management plan for state-managed groundfish fisheries under federal 
moratorium and IFQ programs. 

Proposal No.: 116 

Page: 71 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project ~ e a d e r  

SYNOPSIS 


This proposal does not request regulatory action at this time. It is intended to set the stage for developing 
a management approach to state-managed groundfish fisheries when federal moratorium and IFQ programs 
are implemented in 1994 and 1995 respectively. 

BACKGROUND 


The groundfisk fisheries in Alaska are managed jointly by the State of Alaska and the federal government. 
In general, the state has management authority for the internal waters and for the coastal waters out to three 
miles. For some species, in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, such as demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) and lingcod, 
the state assumes management authority to 200 miles. The authority for DSR management is conveyed as 
a provision in the federal Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Management Plan. Lingcod are managed by the state 
because they are not covered under the federal plan. 

The state and federal governments have worked closely together to achieve management consistency to the 
greatest extent possible. This is particularly true, in the outside areas, where it makes sense to manage under 

one set of regulations, or at least very similar regulations for state and federal waters. 
The federal government, under the guidance of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council, is planning 
to adopt two management programs which will have a tremendous impact on the way groundfish are managed 
in the North Pacific Ocean in the future. First, a moratorium on new entrants into the halibut, groundtish 
and Bering Sea crab fisheries is planned for 1994. Under this plan, only those vessels which have a history 
of participation, in any of those fisheries, will be allowed to participate beginning January 1, 1994. Second, 
both the halibut and Gulf of Alaska sablefish fisheries are scheduled to be placed into an individual fishing 
quota (IFQ)management plan beginning with the 1995 season. The sablefish plan, as written, will apply only 



to federal waters of the Gulf of Alaska. The halibut plan, however, will apply to the entire halibut fishery 
in both state and federal waters. 

All three of these plans will have impacts on state management of groundfish. They will be implemented 
before the Board is scheduled to meet to discuss Southeast Groundfish issues again in 1996. Therefore it is 
important to begin laying the groundwork for transition into those programs. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The impacts of the moratorium are likely to occur in two major areas of .concern: 

First, if the waters from 3 to 200 miles are under the moratorium and waters from 0 to 3 miles are not, 
then any attempts to standardize state and federal regulations will be impossible. We may have the same 
quotas in place, but there would be no control on the vessels fishing in the state portion of the area. This 
could create an enforcement problem for the federal government. There seem to be three options; 1 )  the 
state could adopt the federal moratorium program for the offshore fisheries to maintain compatibility; 2) 
the state could close the waters from 0 to 3 miles to protect the resource from additional uncontrolled 
fishing pressure; 3) the state could adopt a completely separate management plan for the state portion of 
the area. 

Second, the moratorium may cause displaced fisheries to shift their effort to state managed stocks not 
under the moratorium. This might result, for example a rapid expansion on lingcod, pacific cod or 
rockfish.fisheries throughout the region in the internal waters. 

The impacts of the F Q  program may also be significant. We will face the same problem with incompatibility 
for sablefish management in the outside waters which were addressed in the discussion under the impacts of 
the moratorium above. The solution to this will not be as easy, however, because at the current time, the 
state lacks the statutory authority to adopt the program for the waters from 0 to 3 miles, even if we wanted 
to. One short-term solution would be to close the near-shore waters to sablefish fishing until the fishery 
could be managed consistently. It simply would not work to have an IFQ fishery on one side of the three- 
mile line while the area inside the line was managed under some other system. 

The impacts of the halibut IFQ program will likely be a bit more subtle. The primary concern will be 
management of other groundfish species with a single-species IFQ program in place. The fishers with halibut 
IFQs will likely fish for, and retain, large amounts of other valuable groundfish species during a fishin: trip. 
Under current regulations, for example, a halibut fisher could retain unlimited amounts of DSR while fishing 
for halibut. Proposal 120 addresses this concern, but even if the state has the authority to modify the bycatch 
limits, it is doubtful if both bycatch and directed fisheries will continue in the future. In other words. we 
assume that bycatch of the more valuable species will be taken up to the limit allowed by law. and i t  will 
be a delicate balancing act to set a level which provides for legitimate bycatch needs without promoting waste 
in all areas of the region. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Problems with enforcement of state regulations under the proposed federal management programs will depend 
to a large extent on how compatible state and federal regulations are and what management approach is 
ultimately adopted. 

FISCAL NOTE 

The cost of management and enforcement will depend on the options selected. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The purpose of this proposal is to alert the board to problems surrounding state groundfish management 
that may occur as a result of changes in federal management. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

No specific language is suggested at this time. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 116 


Action: NO ACTION 

This was a discussion proposal submitted by the department. The board took no action but informed the 
department they would would be amenable to agenda change requests if fishej/ management problems are 
caused by IFQ implementation. 



Rockfish fishery 


PROPOSAL 117 - 5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 


Change Southeast District, demersal shelf rockfish regulation. 5 AAC 28.1 10 (3)(b) to read: 


(1) from October 1 through December 31, or until 30 percent of the annual harvest limit is taken from each 
management area; 

(2) from January 1 through May 15, or until 49 percent of the annual harvest limit is taken in each 
management area; 

(3) from July 1 through September 30, or until 21 percent of the annual harvest limit is taken in each 
management area. 


PROBLEM: The recent adjustment in the DSR accounting year may result in a percentage of the Fall quota 

remaining unharvested. Unharvested quota represents a loss to local fishermen and the State. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The recent adjustment in the DSR accounting year 
may result in a percentage of the Fall quota remaining unharvested. Unharvested quota represents a loss to 
local fishermen and the State. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? DSR fishermen, Southeast coastal communities, and consumers. 


WHO IS LIKXLY TO SUFFER? DSR fishermen who fish exclusively in the fall season (probably no one). 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 


PROPOSED BY: Sitka Rockfish Working Group 




1993/94 BOARD OF FISHERIES BRIEFING DOCUMENT 


Title: Change seasonal apportionments of Demersal Shelf Rockfish 

Proposal No.: 117 

Pages: 7 1-72 

Proposed by: Sitka Advisory Committee's Rockfish Working Group 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory O'Connell, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal recommends changing the seasonal apportionments of DSR as follows: 

Season I Current Apportionment I Proposed Apportionment 11  

Qct 1 - Dec 31 43 % 30 % 

BACKGROUND 

" .  

The directed fishery guideline harvest limits for DSR were apportioned seasonally by the Board of Fisheries 
in 1989. These apportionments were made based on industry recommendations to ensure fresh product was 
available year round, thereby stabilizing markets and increasing prices. Last year, the allocation was changed 
from an October I - September 31 cycle to a calendar year accounting but no recommendations to change 
the apportionment were made. The current set aside of 43% (167 mt) or the fall fishery has never been taken 
primarily due to poor weather conditions during the fall. Fish ticket data for the years 1987 - 1990 indicate 
that total DSR harvest between October 1 and December 31 ranged between 65 - 159 mt, with an average 
of 8'7 mt, The data from 1991 and 1992 was not included because the fall fishery was closed in the outer 
management areas when the prohibited species cap for halibut was reached. The price for DSR tends to be 
highest in the winter. The Sitka industry therefore wants to redistribute the allocation with more quota going 
toward the winter fishery. An increase to the summer quota was recommended to help managers because 
15% of the current guideline harvest limits is quite small in some areas. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


In 1990 and 1991 the fall DSR fishery was not opened in the outside water management areas because the 
prohibited species cap (PSC) for halibut had been reached. Since that time, halibut PSC has been set aside 
for the fall DSR fishery to prevent future closures. There are however, other reasons why the fall fishery may 
be preempted. The board should be aware that although a seasonal set aside can be made, ADF&G is still 
obligated to close the fishery in the four outside management areas (EYAK, NSEO, CSEO, SSEO) once the 
annual TAC has been met. Although ADF&G subtracts traditional bycatch needs from the TAC before 
setting directed fishery limits, there is always the possibility unexpected bycatch could occur, causing the fall 
fishery to be curtailed. For instance in 1993, 70 mt of bycatch was reported by offshore trawlers when only 
5 mt, their traditional total annual bycatch, had been anticipated. From this perspective it makes sense to take 
most of the directed fishery quota early in the year. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Reapportionment of a portion of the fall quota would seem to benefit the industry by improving both their 
ability to fish and the price per pound while maintaining a traditional level of fishing for the fall period for 
fishers that rely on the fall fishery for a portion of their income. 

The department does not have a recommendation for apportionment of quota except to support a higher level 
of summer set aside than the current 15%. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.110 (3)(b): 



(1) from January 1 through May 15, or until 49 percent of the annual harvest limit is taken from each 
management area; 

(2) from July 1 through September 30, or until 21 percent of the annual harvest limit is taken from each 
management area; 

(3) from October 1 through December 31, or until 30 percent of the annual harvest limit is taken from each 
management area. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 117 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 


The board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure and passed it unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 117 


5 AAC 28.11 1. DEMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH FISHING SEASONS. (a) In the Southeast District, 
demersal shelf rockfish may be taken (in a management area) in the directed fishery only as follows: 

(1) from January 1 through May 15, or until 49 percent of the annual harvest limit, for the mana, Dement 
area, is taken, whichever occurs first; 

(2) from July 1 through September 30, or until 21 percent of the annual harvest limit, for the 
management area, is taken, whichever occurs first; 

(3) from October 1 through December 31, or until 30 percent of the annual harvest limit, for the 
management area, is taken, whichever first occurs; 

(b) The opening and closing times for all Eastern Gulf of Alaska demersal shelf rockfish fishing periods are 
at 12:00 noon. 



PROPOSAL 118 - 5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, specify that the harvest limits for demersal shelf rockfish apply to the directed 
fishery only and change rockfish guideline harvest ranges as follows: 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

(c) The guideline harvest levels for the taking of rockfish are as follows: 

(1)  for the directed taking of demersal shelf rockfish in the southeast district. 

(A) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from [50] 0 to 100 mt ([I 10,2501 Q to 220,500 
pounds); 

(D) in the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from [35] Q to 60 mt ([77,000] Q to 132,000 
pounds); 

{X) in the East Yakutat Section, 75 to 150 mt (165,375 to 330,750 pounds). 

(2) for all [OTHER] rockfish species other than demersal shelf rockfish in the southeast district, [800] 

-500 mt. 

PROBLEM: This proposal addresses several problems with the existing rockfish guideline harvest 
regulations. First, the current regulatory language indicates that the guidelines harvest ranges apply to all 
demersal shelf rockfish species when they were originally intended as directed fishing levels. The Department 
of Fish and Game has been managing the fishery as if they apply only to the directed fishery. Second, the 
guidelines harvest ranges for the Southern Southeast Inside and Northern Southeast Inside sections may be 
too high to be sustainable. There is some indication that these areas cannot support a directed fishery. 
Setting the lower end to 0 recognizes the potential resource problem and allows more management flexibility. 
Third, a guideline harvest range is needed foe the East Yakutat Section which brackets the current directed 
fishing quota set for that area in 1992. Forth, the language pertaining to rockfish other than demersal shelf 
rockfish needs to be clarifies. Fifth, the guideline harvest range for the other rockfish category needs to be 
reduced from 800 mt to 500 mt, a number which is considered by the department to be much more realistic 
with the available resource. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? This is many-faceted proposal which includes u 
number of proposed changes to demersal shelf rockfish management. If these changes are not made to the 

regulations, it is likely that at least some aspects of current management which are currently regulated by 

emergency order will continue to be inconsistent with the regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The fishing industry and the staff will benefit as the proposed 
regulations better reflect actual management of the fishery. This will mean less need for explaining 
departures from the stated regulations. The resource should also potentially benefit from reduced guidelines 
harvest ranges and area-wide quotas that are sustainable. 



WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one as the proposed regulations more closely parallel actual 


management. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: Change in Harvest Guidelines for DSR 

Proposal No. : 118 

Page: 72-73 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory O'Connell, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal supports the establishment of a guideline harvest level for the directed DSR fishery in the East 
Yakutat District (a new management areas since the last board meeting on Groundfish), changes the lower 
end of the guideline harvest limits in the two internal water management areas to 0, and specifically states 
that the guideline harvest limits listed for DSR are intended for the directed fishery ( a housekeeping change). 
Additionally it recommends lowering the "other" rockfish quota from 880 mt to 500 mt, primarily as a 
housekeeping measure. 

BACKGROUND 

The staff and the board intended the listed guideline harvest limits for DSR to pertain to the directed fishery, 
however this wording was omitted in the published regulations. Up until 1991, the department had 
management authority of DSR in federd waters out to 137' W. longitude only. In 1991 the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council voted to expand the "Southeast Outside" area to 140' W. longitude, effectively 
expanded department management authority of DSR out to this line. Therefore it is now necessary to 
establish a guideline harvest range in the area (EYAK) between 137" and 140". 

A comparison of logbook CPUE data (pounds/hook) from the six management areas indicates that the two 
inside water areas have low productivity in terms of CPUE compared to outside water areas (table 1 ) .  The 
reduction of the lower end of the guideline harvest limit in NSEI and SSEI to zero will allow staff the 
flexibility to curtail the directed fishery if current signs of localized depletion continue. 



Table 1. CPUE (poundslhook) for the directed DSR fishery, by year and management area. 

Current regulations list the guideline harvest limit for "all other rockfish" species in the Southeast District at 
880 mt. This number is an artifact of rockfish management prior to the implementation of assemblage 
management. P ~ o rto 1984 the total rockfish harvest limit for southeast was 1480 mt. In 1984, a 600 rnt 

limit was place on the demersal shelf rockfish assemblage. The 880 mt has no biological basis and seems 
excessively high given our current knowledge of rocMsh life histories. The 500 mt limit is an attempt to 
control over harvest while allowing for some expansion in the pelagic shelf rockfish fisheries in state waters, 
which are currently underdeveloped. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Implementation of a directed fishery quota for the East Yakutat area is consistent with the management of 
the directed BSR fishery in the rest of Southeast. Lowering the low end of the guideline harvest limits in 
the two internal water areas will allow staff the flexibility to manage more conservatively in those areas. A 
complete curtailment of the directed fishery in NSEI and SSEI, if necessary may have several impacts on 
management. Effort traditionally expended in internal waters may shift to outside waters, causing more rapid 
progression in the other areas. Also, the internal water areas tend to be fished as an alternative to fishing in 
outside waters during stormy weather. 

The reduction of the "other rockfish" harvest limit from 880 to 500 mt will have no impact on management 
or fisheries at this time. The total other rockfish harvest in state waters in Southeast in 1992 was 147 mt, 
the 6 year harvest average (198'7-1992) is 116 mt. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 



FISCAL NOTE 


None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Inclusion of the words "directed fishery" in the harvest guideline regulations are recommended. 

* 	 The department recommends establishing a directed fishery guideline harvest limit for DSR in the East 

Yakutat area. 

* The department recommends lowering the lower end of the guideline harvest limit to zero to allow 
conservative and flexible management of the internal water fisheries. 

* Reduction of the "other rockfish" quota is recommended to avoid future potential problems with over 
harvesting. The 500 mt upper limit will accommodate both an expansion of the pelagic shelf rockfish 
fishery and bycatch needs in other fisheries. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES 

. . 
(c) The guideline harvest levels for the taking of rockfish are as follows: 

(1) for the directed taking of demersal shelf rockfish in the southeast district. 
(A) in the Southern southeast Inside Subdistrict, from 0 to 100 mt (0 to 220,500 pounds); 
(D) in the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from 0 to 60 mt (0 to 132,000 pounds); 
(X) in the East Yakutat Section, 75 to 150 mt (165,375 to 330,750 pounds). 

(2) for all rockfish species other than demersal shelf rockfish in state waters of the southeast district. S 
mt. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 118 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board viewed this proposal as housekeeping and felt it will allow the department flexibility in demersal 
shelf rockfish management. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 118 


5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES. 

(c) The guideline harvest levels foe the taking of rockfish are as foilows: 

(I) for the directed taking of demersal shelf rockfish in the Southeast District 

(A) in the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from 0 to 220,500 pounds (0 to 100 m.t.); 

(B) in the Southern Southeast Outside Section, from 220,500 to 330,750 pounds (100 to 150 
m.t.); 

(C) in the Central Southeast Outside Section, fro 220,500 to 330,750 pounds (100 to 150 m.t.); 

(D) in the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, from 0 to 132,000 pounds (0 to 60 m.t.); 

(E.) in the Northern Southeast Outside Section, from 55,000 to 110,000 pounds (25 to 5bm.t.); 

(F) in the East Yakutat Section, from 165,375 to 330,750 pounds (75 to 150 m.t.). 



PROPOSAL 119 - 5 AAC 28.170 (c). POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

1) 	 Direct ADF&G to petition NMFS for return of authority to set the directed fishing standard for DSR. 

2) 	 Give ADF&G the authority to framework the DSR directed fishing standard by Emergency Order each 
year. 

3) 	 Direct ADF&G to set the directed fishing standard for DSR in the Southeast/". Yakutat regulatory area 
hook and line fisheries to insure the continuation of a directed DSR fishery at historic levels. 

PROBLEM: The potential for excessive bycatch of demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) in the IFQ halibut fishery 
to over fish the resource. 

WHAT WKE HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The BSR resource could easily be overfished and the 
historic, directed fishery preempted. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? ( I )  All. fishermen will benefit. The DSR resource will be protected 
without curtailing other groundfish fisheries. (2) Traditional DSR fishermen will benefit as their historic 
fishery will be retained. (3) Alaskan coastal communities, businesses and residents. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Some inexperienced halibut IFQ fishermen may be affected in the short- 
term until they learn to fish grounds with minimal DSR bycatch. Development of a stair-stepped enforcement 
guidelines will mitigate this iinpact. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Limited Entry: limited entry would not by itself prevent DSR 
bycatch from overfishing the resource and, under current laws, might worsen economic condition in the 
historic, directed fishery. 

PROPOSED BY: Sitka Rockfish Working Group. 
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Title: Modify directed fishing standards for demersal shelf rockfish 

Proposal No. 119 

Page 73  and 74 

Proposed by: Sitka Rockfish Working Group 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Bany Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal would direct ADF&G to petition W F S  for return of authority to set directed fishing 
standards for demersd shelf rockfish (DSR), framework the DSR directed fishing standard be see by 
emergency order annually, and require that the directed DSR fishery be maintained at historic levels. 

BACKGROUND 

The DSR fishery in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict is managed jointly by the State and the federal 
government. The annual Total Allowable Catch (TAC) is set by the North Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council (NPFMC) and seasons, legal gear, directed fishing standards, and harvest guidelines are set by the 
department. 

The DSR fishery is managed with separate directed fishing quotas for six management areas within Southeast 
Alaska. Four of these are along the outside coast and are managed within the umbrella of the TAC. To set 
the annual directed fishing guidelines, the department estimates the amount of DSR necessary for bycatch in 
fisheries for other species and then sets the directed fishing quotas to allow for harvest of the remainder. 

State regulations allow for unlimited retention of DSR while fishing for halibut during an open halibut season. 
This regulation was adopted in 1989 as a way to encourage full retention of ail rockfish taken as bycatch. 
For 1992, the National Marine Fisheries service unilaterally modified the directed fishing standard for DSR 
in fisheries for other species, to amounts less than 10% of other species on board. As a result, there was a 
conflict between ADF&G and NMFS regulations. The first part of the proposal addresses this issue. 
However, there have been on-going discussions between ADF&G and NMFS over which agency has the 
authority to set directed fishing standards for DSR. That has not been fully resolved, but is not something 
which can be accomplished through regulatory change. 



This proposal also requests the department to "framework" the directed fishing standard for DSR so that the 
amount allowed can be modified by E.O. on an annual or an in-season basis. This issue is fully covered in 
the briefing document for staff proposal 120 and will not be discussed further here. 

The third portion of the proposal requests assurance that the directed fishing standards for DSR in other 
fisheries will be set to guarantee future directed harvests at historic levels. The directed fishery has been 
reduced over time so current harvest guidelines are well below historic levels. In addition, there is no 
certainty that the DSR resource will support even the current levels indefinitely and harvests may already be 
above long-term sustainable yield levels. Finally, what the proposers are asking for is assurance that the 
directed fishery will not be replaced by a bycatch fishery under halibut IFQ management. There is simply 
no guarantee that both fisheries can be sustained without wasting valuable rockfish in the halibut fishery or 
over harvesting DSR. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Managing DSR when halibut IFQ's go into effect will be a very delicate balancing act. The current 
regulation allowing for unlimited retention of DSR during halibut fisheries may have to be modified. DSR 
should be managed to allow for necessary bycatch without encouraging either "topping off' or discard waste. 
Frameworking the directed fishing standard, or bycatch limits, is perhaps the best approach available to the 
department. However, there is no way that a historic level of yield can be guaranteed in any fishery. The 
department can assure the fishing industry that we will attempt to find a balance between bycatch needs and 
unnecessary waste. Hopefully in that process there will be enough DSR left over to allow for continuation 
of the directed fishery. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Problems with enforcement of state bycatch limits depends to a large extent on how the limits are imposed. 
For example, if there is one bycatch limit which satisfies the needs for all management areas, there should 
be very little problem with enforcement. However, if it becomes necessary to set different bycatch limits for 
different management areas or zones, then enforcement will become much more difficult. 

FISCAL NOTE 

Fisheries monitoring and enforcement costs could both increase substantially if variable bycatch limits are 
implemented. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* 	 The first part of this proposal is already being addressed through discussions between ADF&G and 
NMFS at the staff level. Depending on the outcome of those discussions, it may become necessary to 
involve higher level policy makers. The department is not in a very favorable bargaining position given 
that the department is granted authority for DSR management in federal waters only through a specific 
provision in the federal Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Management Plan. NOfurther action on this 
proposal can be taken at this time. 

* 	 The second part of the proposal is addressed in staff proposal 120. No further action is recommended 
on this portion of proposal 119. 

* The third part of the proposal which requests that directed fisheries for DSR be maintained at historic 
levels is more problematic. There is simpiy no way that the department can guarantee that any fishery 
can be maintained at a specific level of harvest unless that level is set so low that sustainable yield is 
virtually certain. It is the department's intention to maintain both a bycatch fishery and a directed fishery 
to the extent possible under IFQ regulations for halibut. However, we will be forced to evaluate realistic 
bycatch needs in the halibut fishery and there simply may not be adequate resource to support both 
fisheries, particularly in the two inside subdistricts where DSR stocks are much reduced from historic 
levels. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

No specific language is suggested at this time. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 119 


Action: NO ACTION 

The board felt the department would deal with issues raised by the proposal in an appropriate manner and 
decided to take action on Proposal 120 instead. The board indicated that it cannot direct ADF&G to work 

with the NMFS as proposed. 



PROPOSAL 120 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDWG REQUIREMENTS. 

Allow the department to modify demersal shelf rockfish bycatch limits and delete provisions that allow 
unlimited bycatch of demersal shelf rockfish while fishing for halibut as follows: 

5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(c) In the Southeast District no CFEC permit holder may have onboard a commercial fishing vessel 
demersal shelf rockfish in excess of 10 percent, by weight, of all species of fish onboard the vessel 

(X) The department may establish additional bycatch allowances by emergency order. 

(d) [BEMERSAL SHELFROCKFISH TAKEN WHILE OPERATING GEAR FOR HALIBUT DURING 
OPEN PENODS ESTABLISHED BY THE INTEFWATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION 
ARE LEGALLY TAKEN AND POSSESSED] Repealed 1 194. 

PROBLEM: The department does not currently have the flexibility to set demersal shelf rockfish harvest 
restrictions by Emergency Order. There are two reasons that in-season or annual adjustments are necessary. 
First, the state regulations regarding retention of demersal shelf rockfish in outside waters are not currently 
consistent with the federal regulations. A primary intent of this proposal is to establish a mechanism to assure 
management consistency. Second, This change is also necessary in response to the pending implementation 
of the halibut Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) program. Unlimited retention of demersal shelf rockfish was 
encouraged during the "derby style" one-day fisheries, but will likely result in significant topping off and 
potential over-harvest of demersal shelf rockfish by halibut fishermen. Setting the limits by Emergency Order 
will allow for maximum flexibility of setting appropriate bycatch rates under the new IFQ program. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Federal and state demersal shelf rockfish bycatch 
allowances will continue to be inconsistent. The entire demersal shelf rockfish allowable catch level could 
be taken or exceeded by halibut fishermen during an IFQ fishery. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The fishing industry should benefit from consistent state/federal 
demersal shelf rockfish management. This will also act as a means of better protecting demersal shelf 
rockfish from over-harvest of demersal shelf rockfish during an IFQ halibut fishery. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Halibut fishermen who would like to be able to top off a halibut trip 
with unlimited amounts of demersal shelf rockfish. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Set bycatch limits were considered, but rejected because the 
department needs the flexibility to adjust the bycatch level to reflect changes in federal regulations and to 
respond to new bycatch information under IFQ management. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-484) 
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Tirle: Change the bycatch provisions for Demersal Shelf Rockfish 

Proposal No.: 120 

Page: 74 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory 07Conneil, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This provision would give the department the flexibility to set DSR harvest restrictions in other fisheries by 
Emergency Order. The current regulations allowing unlfmited bycatch of DSR during the halibut fishery is 
inconsistent with federal regulations in outside waters and would promote targeting on DSR while fishing for 
halibut when IFQs ape implemented. 

BACKGROUND 

The current regulation allowing unlimited retention of DSR during the halibut fishery was implemented 
because DSR suffer close to 100%mortality when landed on commercial gear and they are a regular bycatch 
during the halibut fishery. By allowing unlimited retention, the department was trying to discourage waste 
of this resource during the "derby-style" halibut openings. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

When IFQs are implemented, allowing unlimited bycatch of DSR would likely result in significant topping 
off and potential over-harvest of DSR by halibut fishermen. Information provided by the International 
Pacific Halibut Commission indicates that "background" bycatch limits are lower in internal water than in 
outside waters. This regulation would provide the needed flexibility to set limits by Emergency Order which 
will allow setting rates that are appropriate to each management area. Once experience is gained with by-

catch rates under ITQ management, the department will recommend appropriate levels to the board of 
adoption on regulations. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department recommends approval of this proposal to provide flexibility needed to manage the DSR 
resource. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.170 POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS 

(d) The department may establish additional bycatch allowances by emergency order. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 120 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The Board agreed that the department needed more flexibility to set rockfish bycatch levels when the halibut 
IFQ program was implemented and passed this measure unanimously. 



ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 120 


5 AAC 28.171. DMERSAL SHELF ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(b) In the Southeast District, a trawl vessel may not land or have on board dernersal shelf rockfish in excess 
of one percent, by weight, of all other species on board the vessel. 

(c) The department may establish additional bycatch allowances by emergency order. 



PROPOSAL 121 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

Change 5 AAC 28.170 (e) to read: In the Southeast district east of 137 W. Longitude no vessel or CFEC 
permit holder may land more that 6,000 pounds of DSR in any five day period. In the Southeast district west 
of 137 W. Longitude not vessel or CFEC permit holder may land more than 12,000 pounds of DSR in any 
five day period. 

PROBLEM: Rapid expansion of DSR fishing effort in East Yakutat without the trip limit restrictions 
imposed on the Southeast DSR fishery district, has caused both conservation and socioeconomic problems. 
Traditional DSR fishermen are affected through early closures and the disruption of the quality fresh DSR 
market. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN €33' NOTHING IS DOME? Quotas could be exceeded in the E. Yakutat district, 
which would place undue pressure on DSR stocks. Also, tRe tradltional DSR market is easily disrupted by 
pulse fishing and large volumes. Unless the impact of escalating effort in the E. Yakutat area is mitigated, 
the historic fishermen and markets will suffer severe economic harm. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? (1) The resource: the proposed trip limits will allow for better 
management of the small DSR quotas and prevent oveffishing. (2) The historic DSR fishermen, processors, 
and their communities. 

.WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? New entrants with large vessels and high overhead, e.g., freezer 
longliners. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Sitka Rockfish Working Group (HQ-93-F- 1 1 1)  
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Title: Change the trip limit for Demersal Shelf Rockfish 

Proposal No.: 121 

Page: 75 

Proposed by: Sitka's Rockfish Working Group 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory 07Connell, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would change the five-day trip limit for DSR in the Southeast District east of 137" W longitude 
to 6,000 pounds, a reduction of 1,500 pounds (20%) from the current 7,500 pound limit. It also defines a 
trip limit of 12,000 pounds for DSR in the East Yakutat portion of the Eastern Gulf. There is presently no 
trip limit for DSR in that area. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1989 the department, in conjunction with the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, conducted a 
series of meetings with an industry panel to formulate a management plan for DSR. Several board proposals 
were drafted at those meetings, including the current regulation limiting fisheries to no more than 7,500 
pounds of BSW in any five-day period. This proposal is intended to help maintain the small boat, fresh- 
product nature of the fishery. The decrease in trip limit in the Southeast District is intended to discourage 
participation in the winter fishery by larger longliners. No trip limit was implemented in the East Yakutat 
area in 1989 because prior to 1991, BSR was only defined to 137". In 1991 the Southeast Outside District 
was extended to 140" by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 

Traditionally, trips from the East Yakutat area have been significantly larger than trips from other areas 
because most vessels in East Yakutat fish the Fairweather Ground. This area is about 4 miles offshore, and 

120 nm north of Sitka. Running time is considerable, and usually only larger vessels fish this area given the 
exposed location. Trips have exceeded 40,000 pounds in this area, with 20,000 pound trips fairly common. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Trip limits have the effect of slowing down harvest over a longer period, given similar fleet size. 

GNFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

F I S C U  NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal is allocative and therefore the department is neutral. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.170 POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS 

(e) In the southeast district no vessel or CFEC permit holder may land more than 6,000 pounds (round 
weight) of demersal shelf rockfish in any five-day period. 

(g )  In the East Yakutat district no vessel or CFEC permit holder may land more than 12,000 pounds 
(round weight) of demersal shelf rockfish in any five-day period. 



I I 

F i g u r e  1 BSR directed fishery landing size (east of 137"),for 1992. 
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Figure 2 DSR directed fishery landing size, Fairweather Ground, 

1991-1993. 




BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 121 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 


The board approved this industry proposal unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 121 


5 AAC 28.1'91. BEMERSAL, S E L F  ROCKFISH POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(d) In the Southeast District east of 137' W. long., a vessel or CFEC permit holder may not land or have 
on board more than 6,000 pounds (round weight) of demersal shelf rockfish in any five-day period. 

(e) In the East Yakutat Section, a vessel or CFEC permit holder may not land or have on board more than 
12,000 pounds (round weight) of demersal shelf rockfish in any five-day period. 



PROPOSAL 122 - 5 AAC 28.170 (g). POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

Close the area described by the Sitka Sound Demersal Shelf Rockfish Sanctuary Area to all commercial 
halibut fishing year round until the recovery of the Demersal Shelf Rockfish species. 

PROBLEM: As the halibut fishery will be put on IFQ with the attendant long open commercial halibut 
fishing seasons the bycatck of Demersal Shelf Rockfish within the Sitka Sound Demersal Shelf Rockfish 
Sanctuary Area will negate the protection of this designated rockfish sanctuary area that was created in 1988. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? As result of commercial halibut fishing with long open 
seasons the bycatch of Demersal Shelf Rockfish by halibut fishermen will deplete this assemblage of species 
of rockfish and other finfish which are just now beginning to show some signs of increasing after commercial 
over fishing in the 1980's. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All fishermen both commercfal and noncommercial in the future 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Very few if any. Closure of this area would require commercial halibut 
fishermen to travel outside the Area to operate. I am a skiff comercial halibut fisherman and I do not mind 
if I must travel outside the area of Sitka Sound Sanctuary Area to operate. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? The 10%bycatch rule is worthless as most rockfish are dead and 
dying when brought up. The "solution" would be only legislated waste of the resource. 

PROPOSED BY: Ben Mitchell 
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Title: Close Sitka Sound to Commercial Halibut Fishing 

Proposal No.: 122 

Page: 75 

Proposed by: Ben Mitchell 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory O'Connell, Groundfish Biologist 

This proposal would close the commercial halibut fishery in that portion of Sitka Sound that is currently 
closed to commercial fishing for demersal shelf rockfish. 

BACKGROUND 

This proposal anticipates implementation of the halibut IFQ plan which may allow year-around fishing for 
halibut and potentially increase mortality on demersal shelf rockfish. Demersal shelf rockfish are the primary 
bycatch species taken during longline halibut operations. The author of this proposal feels that all potential 
benefits of the commercial demersal shelf rockfish closure in Sitka Sound will be lost if the halibut fishery 
is allowed to continue in the same area. 

0 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

This proposed regulation may be allocative because many small vessels fish the protected waters of Sitka 
However, because the distribution of effort by various vessel sizes may change under the IFQ program, it is 

difficult to project the potential impact on the fishing fleet. 

The department has very little bycatch data specific to Sitka Sound that would allow an evaluation of the 
change in total removals of demersal shelf rockfish with the change in management. The department is 

working with the International Pacific Halibut Commission to obtain this information. 



This proposal also raises a question regarding the State of Alaska's authority to close areas to halibut fishing 
since the halibut fishery is managed by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. The Department of 
Law may wish to comment further. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal has allocative implications and the department will adopt a neutral position. 

* This proposal raises the issue of the effects of F Q  management on groundfish resources. If a demersai 
shelf rockfish resource conservation problem occurs, the department will have to take some management 
action. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.170 POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(x) No CFEC permit holder may use longline gear to commercially fish for halibut in the Sitka vicinity; 
in all waters of Sitka Sound south of 57'16' N lat. and north and east of a line from Sitka Point on 

Kruzof Island to the northernmost tip of Little Biorka Island to Frosty Reef. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 122 


Action: FAILED 0-7 

The Board felt that the approach outlined by this proposal was not appropriate. It would be better to wait 
until IFQs are in place to address the issues. 



PROPOSAL 123 - 5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS. 

Require that completed demersal shelf roc.kfkh and lingcod logbook pages be submitted to the department 
after each trip in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska as follows:. 

5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS. 

(b) [THEINFORMATION REQUIRED IN (A) OF THIS SECTION MUST BE MADE AVAILABLE 
TO A LOCAL, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT UPON REQUEST.] The information 
required in (a) of this section must be submitted to the department within 7 days after each landing. 

PROBLEM: The current regulation which pertains to the demersal shelf rockfish logbook program (and to 
lingcod if the department's proposal is adopted) simply states that the information required in the section must 
be made available to the department upon request. This allows the department to obtain information in those 
ports with port samplers, but not in other ports. This requirement would provide uniform logbook coverage 
which should result in improved management. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN PIP NOTHING IS DONE? The department will have to rely on partial returns 
of logbook infomation to manage the demersal shelf rockfish and lingcod fisheries. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The department will benefit from better information to manage the 
fishery. The industry should benefit from improved demersal shelf rockfish and lingcod management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? This requirement would be the same as currently in place for fish tickets 
and a mechanism, such as lock boxes at the processors, could be designed to allow fishermen to submit 
logbook pages at the time of landing and sti'll maintain the confidentiality of the information. 

OTHEX SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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S YNOPSZS 

This proposal would require fishers participating in the directed fishery for demersal shelf rockfish and the 
directed fishery for lingcod (if proposal 133 is adopted) to submit logbook information after each trip. 

BACKGROUND 

Currently regulations require logbooks to be maintained while targeting demersal shelf rockfish. The success 
of this program is dependent on the departments ability to obtain the logbook information through the port 
sampling program. There are several ports where no port samplers are stationed to obtain logbook 
information. This proposal would provide uniform logbook coverage which will result in improved 

s 


management. 	 . 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The demersal shelf rockfish logbook program has been very helpful in providing detailed catch and effort 
information. However, there are many landings for which logbook information is not obtained. Requiring 
mandatory submission of logbook information would provide more complete information for managing this 
fishery. The proposed logbook requirement for the directed lingcod fishery will provide the department with 
a better assessment of the relative health of lingcod stocks. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


None. 

FISCAL, NOTE 

This proposal would require department supplied logbooks and would result in a slight increase in costs. 

CONCLUSZONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposed regulation would greatly increase the success of the logbook program. To achieve the full 
of this proposal, the department recommends that logbook pages be required to be attached to 

the Fish and Game Fish Ticket copy at the time of each delivery. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS 

(X) The logbook information required in (X) and (X) of this section must be kept onboard the vessel 
while operating gear for lingcod, duiing transits to and from port of landing, and copies of the logbook 
page(s) pertaining to a landing must be attacked (stabled) to the fish ticket documenting each landing ( 5  
AAC 39.130). " 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 123 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The Board viewed this proposal as a housekeeping measure that would provide the department with timely 
harvest information and pssed  it unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 123 


5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS. (a) An operator of a vessel operating gear to take demersal shelf rockfish or 
lingcod in waters of the Southeast District shall maintain an accurate logbook of all fishing operations for 
each species of fish taken; 

(b) A logbook described in (a) of this section 

(1) for demersal shelf rockfish must include the date, the specific location of harvest by latitude and 
longitude within one-half mile of set, the amount of gear (number of hooks) used, the depth of each set, 
the estimated weight of all demersal shelf rockfish species taken in each specific location, and an 
estimated weight of other species retained or discarded at sea; 

(2) for lingcod must include the date, the specific location of harvest by six digit statistical area and 
nearest headland, the number of lines and hooks per line used, the average depth fished, the hours fished 
for each line, the number of lingcod retained, the number of lingcod discarded, the estimated sex ratio 
of retained lingcod, and the number of all other fish caught by species; 

(3) must be updated within 24 hours after midnight local time on the day of operation; and 

(4) must be retained, with its original pages, for a period of two years by the owner or operator of the 
vessel. 

(c) A logbook described in (a) of this section for demersal shelf rockfish must be kept on board the vessel 
while operating gear for demersal shelf rockfish, during transits to or from a port of landing, and for five days 
after delivering demersal shelf rockfish. 

(d) A logbook described in (a) of this section for lingcod must be kept on board the vessel while operating 
gear for lingcod, during transits to or from a port of landing, and for five days after delivering lingcod. 



(e) A logbook described in (a) of this section must be made available to a local representative of the 
department upon request. 

(0A copy of the page of the logbook described in (a) in this section pertaining to a landing must be attached 
to the fish ticket documenting the landing. 

(g) A person may not make a false entry in the logbook described in (a) of this section. 



Lingcod fishery 

PROPOSAL D 

The board had staff put forward a management plan proposal that combined all staff proposals on lingcod 
management (sport and commercial). There was extensive discussion on this proposal. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL D 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

After extensive discussion Proposal D was adopted unanimously. 

ADOPTED WGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL D 


5 AAC 28.1 13. LINGCOD FISHING SEASONS. (a) In the East Gulf of Alaska Area lingcod may be taken 
at any time except as provided in (b) and (c) of this section. 

(b) In the following waters of the Southeast District, lingcod may only be taken from May 1 through 
November 30: 

(I)  the waters of Alaska; 

(2) the Dixon Entrance District; 

(3) that portion of the CSEO section from 56"50' N. lat. to 57"00' N. lat. that is east of 36" W. long.; 

(4) that portion of the NSEO section from 58'06' N. lat. to 58'10' N. lat. that is east of 136'50' W. long.; 

(5) that portion of the EYKT section from 58"OO' N. lat. to 58"307 N. lat. that is between 138'00' W. 

long. to 140'00' W. long.; 

(c) In the Southeast District, lingcod may be taken in a management area in the directed fishery only as 
follows: 



(1) from January 1 through April 30, or until 20 percent of the annual harvest limit for the management 
area is taken, whichever occurs first; 

(2) from May 1 through September 30, or until 60 percent of the annual harvest limit for the 
management area is taken, whichever occurs first; 

(3) from October 1 to December 31, or until 20 percent of the annual harvest limit for the management 
area is a e n ,  whichever occurs first. 

(d) In the West Yakutat District, lingcod may be taken only from July 1 through December 31. 

(g) In the Southeast District, lingcod may be taken only by mechanical jigging machines, dinglebar troll gear, 
hand troll gear, and longline gear. 

5 AAC 28.114. FISHING SEASONS FOR GROUNDFISH. Unless otherwise provided in this chapter, 
groundfish may be taken at any time. 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AMD RANGES. 

(e) In the Southeast District, the maximum harvest limits for the taking of lingcod will be set annually based 
on a range of 0.25 m.t./nm2 - 0.50 m.t./nm2 (metric tons/square nautical mile) of rocky habitat in waters of 
less than 100 fathoms within each management area as follows: 

Management Area 	 Rocky Habitat 0.25 m.t./nm2 0.50 m.t./nm2 
(nm2 estimate) *(round pounds) *(round pounds) 

East Yakutat 494 
Northern Southeast Outside 262 
Central Southeast Outside 630 
Southern Southeast Outside 627 
Northern Southeast Inside 300 
Southern Southeast Inside 775 

* Pounds have been rounded to the nearest 10,000 pounds. 

5 AAC 28.173. LINGCOD POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. (a) In the Southeast District 
a vessel fishing for halibut may have on board or land lingcod in excess of five percent, by weight, of all 
halibut on board the vessel. 

(b) In the Southeast District a vessel fishing with longline gear may not land or have on board lingcod in 
excess of 20 percent, by weight, of all other species on board the vessel when the directed fishery for 
demersal shelf rockfish is closed. 

(c) In the Southeast District, a vessel using trawl gear may not land or have lingcod on board. 



(e) Except in the West Yakutat District, lingcod retained must measure at least 27 inches from the tip of the 
snout to the tip of the tail, or 20.5 inches from the front of the dorsal fin to the tip of the tail. Undersized 
lingcod must be returned to the water immediately without further injury. No person may mutilate or 
otherwise disfigure lingcod in any manner that prevents determination of the minimum size before delivery 
for sale. 

5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS. (a) An operator of a vessel operating gear to take demersal shelf rockfish or 
lingcod in waters of the Southeast District shall maintain an accurate logbook of all fishing operations for 
each species of fish taken; 

(b) A logbook described in (a) of this section 

(1) for demersal shelf rockfish must include the date, the specific location of harvest by latitude and 
longitude within one-half mile of set, the amount of gear (number of hooks) used, the depth of each set, 
the estimated weight of all demersal shelf rockfish species taken in each specific location, and an 
estimated weight of other species retained or discarded at sea; 

(2) for lingcod must include the date, the specific location of harvest by six digit statistical area and 
nearest headland, the number of lines and hooks per line used, the average depth fished, the hours fished 
for each line, the number of lingcod retained, the number of lingcod discarded, the estimated sex ratio 
of retained lingcod, and the number of all other fish caught by species; 

(3) must be updated within 24 hours after midnight local time on the day of operation; and 

(4) must be retained, with its original pages, for a period of two years by the owner or operator of the 
vessel. 

(c) A logbook described in (a) of this section for demersal shelf rockfish must be kept on board the vessel 
while operating gear for demersal shelf rockfish, during transits to or from a port of landing, and for five days 
after delivering demersal shelf rockfish. 

(d) A logbook described in (a) of this section for lingcod must be kept on board the vessel while operating 
gear for lingcod, during transits ts or from a port of landing, and for five days after delivering lingcod. 

(e) A logbook described in (a) of this section must be made available to a local representative of the 
department upon request. 

(f) A copy of the page of the logbook described in (a) in this section pertaining to a landing must be attached 
to the fish ticket documenting the landing. 

(g) A person may not make a false entry in the logbook described in (a) of this section. 



PROPOSAL 124 - 5 AAC 28.1 10 (d)(l). FISHING SEASONS. 

In the Southeast District, inside state waters (including 0-3 miles), lingcod may only be taken from May 1 
through December 14 (season outside 3 miles is Jan 1 through Dec 31). 

PROBLEM: Commercial season for lingcod in Southeast. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The surfline closure does not adequately protect 
nesting lingcod but a total winter closure is too restrictive and does not allow for winter income for local 
fishermen who need to fish in the winter. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resource, fishermen who fish locally in the winter, and all users 
in the long run. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Less quoea will be available for harvest in the summer so summer only 
fishermen may be effected. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Surfline closure is not protective enough. Total winter closure 
is too restrictive. 

PROPOSED BY: Gary Egerton for Sitka Advisory Committee, Lingcod Subcommittee 
(HQ-93-F-205) 
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SYNOPSIS 

This proposal addresses the issue of a winter closure to protect nest guarding males for the commercial 
lingcod fishery. The Sitka Fish and Game Advisory Committee's Lingcod Subcommittee believes that the 
current surfline closure does not adequately protect nest-guarding males but feels a total winter closure (as 
originally proposed by staff) is too restrictive. This proposal would close fishing in all state waters (inside 
3 miles) from December 15 through May 31 (Figure 1). There would be no closed season in federal waters 
(3-200 nm). 

BACKGROUND 

Male lingcod guard egg masses from fish predation. The majority of spawning occurs in winter months 
(primarily February and March). Time to hatching averages about 7 weeks but can take up to 1 1  weeks. 
During this time, male nest guarders are territorial. If the male is removed from the nest, it is generally lost 
to predation. Targeting on nest guarding males can therefore cause localized depletion. The department has 
requested a total winter closure to directed fishing for lingcod at the past two board meetings to protect nest- 
guarding males. These requests were denied by the Board, however, in 1991 the Board voted to close 
directed fishing inside the surfline (Figure 2). This compromise position was taken because the literature 
suggested that spawning occurred primarily in shallow waters (< 30 M) and the fleet made a sizeable portion 
of their income during the winter fishery. 

Since the implementation of the winter closure the department has taken emergency action to close a portion 
of the outer coast to all commercial lingcod fishing in response to an apparent resource decline in the area 
between Pt. Kruzof and Pt. Woodhouse (Figure 3). This decline may be attributable to the past fishing 
pressure in coastal areas during the winter nest guarding period. Fishermen tend to fish directly on the line 



which has concentrated effort in a small area. Also, new research reveals that at least a portion of the lingcod 
population spawn in deeper water and are not protected by the surfline closure. 

The lingcod subcommittee recommended leaving federal waters open to directed fishing to provide some 
fishing opportunity to the local fleet during the winter months. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


If adopted this proposal may limit the number of participants in the directed fishery as it is difficult to operate 
dinglebar gear ( the target gear type) effectively in deep water. Vessels may have to upgrade their dinglebar 
equipment to fish in this manner. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal is preferable to the status quo (surfline closure). 

* The department would support a closure of the directed fishery between December 1 and April 30 inside 
the three mile line (all internal waters and all territorial waters). In addition to these waters, the 
department would like the entrance to Sitka Sound, the entrance to Cross Sound, and the Fairweather 
Grounds closed during these months as well. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 


If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested. 



5 AAC 28.110(d)(l). FISHING SEASONS 

In the southeast district, inside state waters (including 0 - 3 miles), directed fishing for lingcod is permitted 
only, between May 1 through December 14. In the southeast district, in federal waters (3 - 200 miles) 
lingcod may be taken at any time. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 124 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 125 - 5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. 

Expand the winter closure area for lingcod and modify the closure period in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska as 
follows: 

5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 

(d)(l) [IN THE SOUTHEAST DISTRICT,INSIDE THE "SURFLINE" AS DEFINED AT 5 AAC 
33.312(B), LINGCOD MAY ONLY BE TAKEN FROM JUNE 1 THROUGH DECEMBER 311. 
In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, lingcod may be taken by the directed fishery from May 1 through 
December 31. 

PROBLEM: This proposal addresses several problems. First the biological justification for a winter lingcod 
closure is not restricted just to the area inside the surf line. Research has Shown that lingcod display nesting 
behavior in deeper water and further offshore than previously thought. Also, the recent winter closure 
adopted for the offshore waters of the Central Region makes our regulations incompatible. This creates 
potential enforcement problems unless the entire area is closed simultaneously. 

The recommended change in the season is intended to better protect the large female fish which tend to move 
toward shore during December. The previous closure through May does not appear to be necessary, as most 
nest guarding is completed by May 1. Analysis is ongoing and May 15 and December 15 may also be 
considered as compromise dates. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Fishermen will continue to target on nest-guarding 
male Iingcod in outside waters and harvest large female lingcod as they move inshore in the late fall. This 
could jeopardize the stock and ultimately reduce the amount of lingcod available for harvest during the 
remainder of the year. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The primary beneficiary will be the lingcod stock. Fishermen may 
also benefit in the long run if the spawning stock is better protected. 

m 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen who currently rely upon the winter fishery. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Partial area closures; rotational harvest strategies, and alternative 
seasons were also considered, but abandoned in favor of the proposed regulations. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-467) 
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SYNOPSXS 

This document summahizes the Alaska Department of Fish and Game's proposed management plan for the 
commercial lingcod fishery in the Southeast Region. In 1991 the BOF requested that the Department 

: 	 develop an interim management plan for the lingcod fishery. The recommendations herein are the result of 
that request. We currently have no stock assessment information and therefore, this plan is an interim step 
until such data are available. A conservative approach to management is recommended given our lack of 
stock abundance information. Plan details recommend definition of total allowable catch limits, a directed 
fishing season between May 1 and November 30, bycatch limits, and legal gear. 

BACKGROUND 

Review of Life Histow and Biology 

Lingcod are distributed in coastal waters from Ensenada, Baja California to the Shumagin Islands. Alaska 
(and possibly the Bering Sea) in depths from intertidal to 427 m (usually < 150 m) (Allen and Smith 1988). 
Adults are usually found on or near rocky bottom; juveniles are found over a wide range of habitats including 
sand, gravel and eelgrass, often in bays and estuaries (Love 1991). Recent research has shown that juveniles 
disperse over a wider geographic range than adults. Adults tend to be resident, although they may be 
involved in localized movements related to spawning, and individual fish may occasionally move large 
distances (Barss and Demory 1989, Jagielo 1990, Smith et al. 1990). Recent work in the Strait of Georgia, 
British Columbia suggests that adult male lingcod may have home ranges and are capable of homing 
(Yamanaka 1992). 



Lingcod are large fish, attaining a maximum size of 100 cm for males, 150 cm for females. The maximum 
age reported is 14 yr for males and 20 yr for females (Cass et al. 1990). No age and growth information is 
available for Southeast Alaska, however, life history information is available for the British Columbia stocks 
Lingcod grow rapidly, particularly during their first few years of life, and females exhibit faster growth than 
males (Cass et al. 1990). Lingcod begin recruiting into the commercial fishery at age two; full recruitment 
in the Canadian fishery occurs at age 6. Canadian data shows mean age and size at 50% sexual maturity, 
ranging from 3 to 5 yr, and from 61 to 71 cm for females lingcod, while most males mature at age 2 and 50 
cm. Preliminary length data from Southeast Alaska indicates that length at 50% sexual maturity is 83 cm 
for females (Gordon in press). This larger size at sexual maturity for Southeast Alaskan lingcod follows the 
trend of increasing size and age at sexual maturity with increasing latitude found by Richards et al. (1990). 
The literature suggests that the natural mortality (M) for lingcod is moderately high, approximately 0.25 
(Richards and Yamanaka 199 1 ). 

Lingcod are demersal spawners, depositing large masses of eggs onto rocky substrate during the winter and 
spring. Fecundity is related to size; a 120 cm lingcod may have 490,000 eggs and egg masses as large as 
65 1 have been reported (Cass et al. 1990). Spawning in southeast Alaska probably peaks in late February 
(Gordon in press). Prior to spawning males establish and guard territories and females are reported to move 
into these areas to spawn (Cass et al. 1990, LaRiviere et al. 1991). After spawning the males guard the nests 
from predation until hatching, generally 7 to 11 weeks. Scuba surveys conducted in Sitka Sound have found 
viable lingcod nests between February and May (Gordon in press, O'Connell 1993). The presence of the 
nest-guarder is crucial to the survival of the eggs. Males are aggressively territorial, they are very susceptible 
to harvest during this guarding period. The literature reports spawning and nest sites occurring in shallow 
water, generally less than 30 m. Recent work by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game has greatly 
expanded the krnown spawning depth of lingcod. A research submersible was used to delineate the deptf: 
distribution of lingcod nests below 30 m off Kruzof Island in April of 1991. Nests were found as deep as 
97 m, and lingcod exhibiting coioration and behavior typical of nest-guarding males were seen as deep as 126 
rn (09Connell 1993). 

No infomation is available of future recruitment and year class strengths in the Southeast Alaska lingcod 
population. Coast-wide however, lingcod are generally described to have cyclical peaks in recruitment, with 
strong year classes occurring every two to five years. 

The rapid growth, young age at sexual maturity, and high fecundity, and natural mortality of lingcod are 
generally associated with "r" selected species. These types of fishes are usually good candidates for 
successful management during commercial exploitation as they tend to be highly productive. However, given 
the limited movement of adults and the restricted dispersal of larvae, harvest of nest guarding males could 

easily result in localized depletion. 

Review of Fishery and Current Regulations 

Prior to 1987, most lingcod were landed as bycatch in the longline fisheries for rockfish and halibut, and in 
the salmon troll fishery. The commercial catch of lingcod in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska has almost doubled 
over the past five years, primarily because of the development of a directed fishery (Table I). The total 



Eastern Gulf lingcod catch in 1992 was 1,013,860 million pounds (round weight) of which just under half 
was landed by the directed fishery. 

Over 90% of the target fishery uses "dinglebar" gear, a modified troll system. bycatch of other species is 
very low using this gear type and proficient skippers are able to efficiently operate in rocky, nearshore areas, 
typical of nesting grounds. 

The directed fishery occurs primarily out of Sitka, with major fishing grounds on the outer coasts of Kruzof, 
Chichagof, and central Baranof Island. Declines in average landing size from this area, coupled with fleet 
concern about decreased catch per unit effort, prompted a recent closing of the area between Pt. Kruzof and 
Pt. Woodhouse for the second year in a row (Figure 1). To date, there has been only limited fishing effort 
out of other ports. 

During the 1989 BOF meeting a lingcod size limit of 27"was adopted. The size limit was based on the size 
of 50% sexual maturity for females from British Columbia data. This limit was meant to protect both 
immature females and nest guarding males because a staff proposal requesting a winter closure was rejected. 

During the 1991 BOF meetings two additional lingcod regulations were adopted: 

I )  a guideline harvest limit of 300,000 to 500,000 pounds, round weight, was established for the directed 
fishery in the Southeast District (east of 167" W longitude). This GHL was proposed by the BOF based on 
the level of production by the directed fleet in Sitka in 1990 and included some room for expansion. 

2) a winter closure inside the "surfline" was implemented from January 1 through May 31. This was a 
compromise from the staff request for a total winter closure. Literature reports indicated that spawning occurs 
in very shallow water (< 30 m) and the BOF decided that a surfline closure would protect the majority of 
nesting males along the outer coast. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


The original staff proposals submitted to the BOF were based on a preliminary management plan drafted last 
winter. After further review not all of the proposals are recommended for adoption as written. The following 
list constitutes the management measures that the department recommends for commercial lingcod 
management in Southeast Alaska. These regulations are designed to: 

I )  conserve the resource by enacting Guideline Harvest Limits, 2) maintain the integrity of the age 
structure 3) protect the reproductive potential of the population, 4) minimize incidental mortality by 
providing for background bycatch levels without promoting excessive bycatch and 5) prevent localized 
depletion. 

The department's recommended proposals are discussed below: 

1. Establish a season that will protect spawning aggregation of female lingcod and nest-guardinn male 
lingcod from harvest (Proposal 125). 

Recent research indicates that the surfline closure is not effective in protecting nest-guarding lingcod 
along the outer coast. Removal of lingcod from the nest causes loss of the entire egg mass. This can 
result in localized depletion and recruitment failure due to the limited movement of adults and limited 
dispersal of larvae. The change in season dates from the current Jan 1 - May 31 to Dec 1 through April 
30 will accomplish this goal by protecting females during the spawning migration and males during nest 
guarding. New information indicates that most eggs are hatched by May and therefore a closure through 
May is not necessary. 

The original staff proposal was to have all waters closed to directed fishing between Dec 1 and April 30. 
However, since that time staff has participated in working group meetings with the Sitka Fish and Game 
Advisory committee's Lingcod subcommittee. Twenty people representing longliners, dinglebar 
fishermen, sport users, the advisory committee, and department staff participated in this process. Due 
to the discussions at this meeting st3ff now supports. the proposal (amended proposal 124) to prohibit 
directed fishing inslde territorial waters (3 mile line) between Dec 1 and April 30. This is a significant 
improvement over the current surfline closure and effectively prevents fishing inside 40 fathoms while 
allowing some fishing in deep water. Longliners have taken lingcod in deep water during the winter 
months for over a decade. Concurrent with this closure we recommend that the area inside 57" N. 
latitude and 136" W. longitude and 56" 50' N. latitude and the area inside 58" 06' N. and 58" 10' N and 
136" 50' W. be closed. These area closure will protect shallow water areas at the entrances to Sitka 
Sound and Cross Sound that may be important for local stock production. Additionally the directed 
fishery will be closed on the Fairweather Ground (statistical areas 385800 and 395800) during this period. 
This will limit the bycatch of lingcod during the winter DSR fishery on Fairweather to 20%. The staff 
will collect sex ratio information during the winter fishing period from the directed fishery to determine 
the effects of the 3 mile closure. If a significant portion of the winter catch outside the 3-mile line is 
comprised of males, staff may recommend a total winter closure at the next Board meeting. Because 



some waters will remain open during the nest-guarding period, the 27" size limit, which was originally 
implemented in 1987 to protect nest-guarding males, should be retained. 

2. Set a total allowable catch for lingcod, by management area based on 0.25 mt/nm2 to 0.50 mt/nm2 
of rocky habitat inside the 100 fm edge (uroposal 127). 

The current guideline harvest limits are only intended for the directed fishery and do not limit the total 
harvest. The department recommends a total allowable harvest limit for all fisheries (commercial and 
sport). In the absence of stock assessment data, management must be based on fishery-dependent 
information such as catch per unit effort data. Two sources of information were used to derive the 0.25 
mt - 0.50 mt approach: 1) catch and quota data from several British Columbia fisheries and 2) pounds 
per landing data from the local fishery off Kruzof Island. 

Three Canadian management areas were reviewed for catch history: the Strait of Georgia (Area 4-B), 
the southwest Coast of Vancouver Island (Area 3-C), and Queen Charlotte Sound (Area 5-B) (Figure 3). 
The Strait of Georgia fishery is the most similar to the SE Alaska fishery in terms of method of harvest, 
as most of the catch from this area was taken by troll gear, and the primary bycatch occurred during 
longline fisheries (Cass et al. 1990); Richards and Yamanaka 1991). This fishery developed in the early 
1900s and boomed during the 1950s and 1960s. It is now severely depressed with a total commercial 
closure and a request by DFO biologists to close the sport fishery as well. This area was subjected to 
a decade of harvest in excess of 1 mtfnm2 with no winter closure to protect nest-guarding fish, followed 
by a decade of harvest between 0.5 and 1 mtfnm2. In the two other Canadian fisheries reviewed, lingcod 
are primarily harvested with trawl gear. British Columbia differs from Southeast Alaska in that there is 
a wide, shallow shelf (primarily < 80 fm) of hard, relatively flat, bottom which is very accessible to trawl 
gear. Both of these fisheries have GHLs that are approximately equal to a harvest rate of 1 mt/nm2. The 
latest stock assessment report from the Pacific Stock Assessment Review committee (PSARC) suggests 
that these stocks may not be as healthy as previously thought and a more conservative management 
approach may be in order (PSARC 1992) 

The historic harvest data from the area near Sitka closed by emergency order during 1992 and 1993 
exceeded the 1 mt/nm2 harvest between 1989-1991. There was no winter closure at all in this'area until 
1991 and beginning in 1991 there was a winter closure inside the surfline. There is clear evidence from 
the catch data of local stock declines in this area. Catch per landing decreased over 35% between early 
199% and early 1993. Comparison of first quarter landings from the same area in 1990 through 1992 
show a 29% reduction in average pounds per landing between 1991 and 1992 and a 34% reduction 
between 1990 and 1992. 

Based on this information, the department believes that harvests of 1 rnt/nm2 may not be sustainable 
particularly when combined with winter fishing on nest-guarding males. We therefore chose to use 0.25 
to 0.50 as an appropriate interim strategy for setting harvest limits until such time as stock assessment 
data is obtained in Southeast. There is an added level of conservatism in this figure as the catch rates in 

Canadian waters were based on all habitat inside the 100 fm edge, not just rocky habitat. The staff 
proposes to limit total commercial removals to the lower level (0.25 mt/nm2) in areas with no existing 



directed fisheries (SSEI, NSEI, SSEO). Based on this approach the proposed interim guideline harvest 
range for lingcod (for all commercial fisheries) are: 

I 
-- -

Management Area Rocky Habitat 
(estimate) 

East Yakutat 494 272,3 17 54,882 

' NSEO 262 144,362 288,986 

CSEO 630 347,288 694,575 


SSEO 627 345,777 691,581 


775 413,250 826,500 

based on habitat south of R. Sullivan only. 
# based on habitat along the outer coast only (Salmon district 3) 

The staff also advises the Board that we will continue to use EO authority to close areas within 
management units in-season to distribute effort and prevent localized depletion. The department will 
continue to evaluate CPUE data and habitat information to determine if adjustments are appropriate. If 
stock assessment funding becomes available and stock assessment surveys provide us with estimates of 
abundance we would modify our management plan to reflect the best available information. For example, 
it is possible that stock assessment data may indicate that a habitat-based approach is not appropriate for 
lingcod. 

Sport fish data indicates that there are sizeable landings of lingcod in the sport fisheries in Sitka, Prince 
of Wales, and Ketchikan. Using Sitka as an example, creel data indicates that approximately 34,000 
pounds of lingcod were harvested by recreational users in 1993 in the Sitka Sound area. Commercial 
catch data from internal Sitka Sound shows an average harvest (1987-1993) of lingcod longline bycatch 
at 10,000 pounds and directed lingcod catch at 15,000 pounds. There is also some bycatck of lingcod 
in the salmon troll fishery but this data is not available by small areas. To prevent overharvest, in areas 
near port, the department may recommend smaller area guidelines. If the Board does not establish harvest 
priorities between and within commercial and recreational users the department will use timelarea closures 
to control harvest. In effect, this means that some areas may be closed to all users during a portlon of 
the year. 

3. Implement a mandatory logbook program for the directed lingcod fishery (Proposal 133). 

If the department is to be successful in it's management objectives it is imperative to have logbook 
information available from the directed fleet. Logbooks are already mandatory in the Demersai Shelf 
Rockfish fishery, the primary fishery in terms of lingcod bycatch. In lieu of fishery-independent 
information, detailed fishery information may provide the department with a picture of the relative health 
of the stock, seasonal changes in abundance, etc. To achieve the full potential of this proposal the 



department recommends that logbook pages be required to be attached to the Fish and Game Fish Ticket 
copy at the time of each delivery. An example of the proposed logbook format is appended to this 
document. 

4. Allow for bycatch during the winter directed fisherv closure and set directed fishing standards to 
prevent excessive bycatch mortality (Pro~osal  130). 

The department recommends allowing the following bycatch limits for lingcod: 

1) Longliners targeting DSR will be allowed a 20% bycatch (based on round weight of target 
species onboard). 

2) Longliners targeting halibut will be allowed a 5% bycatch (based on round weight of halibut 
onboard). 

3) Trawlers will be allowed a 1% bycatch (based on round weight of target species m. 
4) Trollers targeting salmon will be allowed a 20% bycatch (based on round weight of target species 

onboard). 

DSR fishers have traditionally landed quantities of lingcod during directed DSR trips. Seasonally, this 
bycatch can exceed 20%. By setting the bycatch limit at 20% the department is acknowledging this 
traditional use of lingcod bycatch and will adjust directed fishing quotas to accommodate this removal. 
Conversely, very little lingcod harvest has traditionally been landed by halibut fishers or trawlers in 
Southeast Alaska. Limiting bycatch to historic levels in these fisheries will prevent targeting on lingcod 
during the course of halibut and trawl fisheries while allowing for retention of background levels of 
bycatch. Lingcod bycatch by trawlers in Southeast is minimal, accounting for a small fraction of the 
total harvest. Fish ticket data from 1988 through 1992 indicates that the landed bycatch of lingcod during 
the Southeast Alaska halibut fishery is approximately equal to between 1 to 3% of the halibut weight. 
Because individual landings may vary from the overall average and because outer coast areas would have 
higher bycatch than internal waters, the department recommends setting the bycatch limit for halibut at 
5 percent, The impending implementation of IFQs for halibut may well encourage targeting in areas to 
maximize allowable bycatch of other species. Given the current default bycatch limit of 20%, 2 million 
pounds of lingcod could be landed as bycatch during an average annual halibut fishery with a halibut 
quota of 10 million pounds. It therefore seems prudent to define directed fishing standards for these 
fisheries. 

5. Define legal gear for lingcod as hook and line only (Proposal 132). 

Lingcod has not been recorded as bycatch by either the foreign or domestic trawlers in the Eastern Gulf 
of Alaska. It seems prudent given the co-occurrence of demersal shelf rockfish and lingcod to prevent 
development of a directed trawl fishery for lingcod in Southeast. Proposed regulations limit total 
production in areas to small amounts, and it is likely that bycatch of other groundfish will be a significant 
problem with any directed trawl fishery for lingcod. It is the departments recommendation to limit gear 
for lingcod to hook and line, just as it is limited in the DSR fishery. 



Additionally, we see a potential problem with allowing a directed longline fishery for lingcod when the 
DSR fishery is closed due to the high bycatch of DSR. Therefore we propose to limit the catch of 
lingcod by longliners to 20% when the directed DSR fishery is closed. 

6. Provide for closed waters by emergency order in areas with low abundance of lingcod based upon 
survey or catch per unit information. 

Although the department already has sufficient authority to close areas based on conservation concerns, 
adoption of this language in the management plan will notify the fleet and industry that areas where poor 
stock conditions are observed will be closed. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

There should be no significant increase in enforcement activities resulting from adoption of the recommended 
proposals. 

FISCAL WrOTE 

There will be increased costs to the department if the proposal for a mandatory logbook is adopted into 
regulation. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The department recommends the following management measures for the commercial lingcod fishery in 
Southeast Alaska: 

1. Provide for a management plan which limits total harvest of lingcod to 0.25 mt/nm2 - 0.50 mt/nm2 
(per unit of rocky habitat). 

2. Impose a directed fishery season of May I through November 30 inside the territorial sea (3 mile line) 
to protect nest-guarding males from harvest. 

3. Require logbooks be filled out by all participants in the directed fishery and require that logbook 
pages be submitted with the fish ticket upon landing. 

4. Allow for bycatch of lingcod at levels that promote full utilization of bycatch without encouraging 
targeting on lingcod: 20% for DSR longliners and salmon trollers, 5% for halibut fishers, and 1 %  for 
trawlers. 

5. Define legal gear for lingcod as hook and line only and prohibit longlining for lingcod when the DSR 
fishery is closed. 

6. Area closures implemented to deal with local depletion. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

The following regulatory language is recommended to implement the department's preferred management 
measures : 

5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS 

(d) (1) In the Southeast District, directed harvest of lingcod may occur inside the three mile line, inside 
the area delineated by 57" N. latitude and 136" W. longitude and 56" 50' N. latitude. inside the area 
delineated by 58" 06' N. and 58" 10' N and 136" 50' W., and in the Fairweather Ground (statistical areas 
385800 and 395800) only from May 1 through November 30. 



5 AAC 28.130. GEAR 

(e) In the Southeast District, lingcod may be taken only by mechanical jigging machines, dinglebars, 
power troll, hand troll, and longline gear. 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES 

(e) The maximum harvest limits for the taking of lingcod in the Southeast District will be set 
annually based on a range of 0.25 rnt,nm2- 0.50 mt/nm2 of rocky habitat inside the 100 fm edge 
within each management area. These maximum harvest limits will apply to all harvest of lingcod 
(directed and bycatch). These maximum harvest limits are intended to prevent localized depletion 
and to provide for a sustainable fishery. Harvests will be curtailed prior to reaching the maximum 
harvest limit in any statistical area, or portion thereof, where fishery performance or other available 
stock assessment information indicates overharvest may be occurring. 

5 AAC 28.170 POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS 

(f) In the Southeast District no vessel of CFEC permit holder may have onboard a commercial fishing 
vessel lingcod in excess of 20 percent, by weight, of all target species onboard the vessel 

( 1 )  between May 1 and November 30 

(g) In the Southeast District no trawl vessel may have onboard lingcod in excess of 1 percent, by 
weight, of all target species onboard the vessel. 

(h) In the Southeast District no vessel fishing for halibut may have lingcod in excess of 5 percent, by 
weight, of all halibut onboard. 

(i) In the Southeast District no vessel fishing with longline gear may have lingcod in excess of 20 
percent, by weight, of all species onboard when the directed fishery for Demersal Shelf Rockfish is 
closed. 

5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS 

(c) The operator of a vessel operating gear to take lingcod in waters of the Southeast District shall 
maintain an accurate logbook of all fishing operations; the logbook must 

(1) include the date, specific location of catch by six digit statistica1 area and nearest 
headland, number of lines and hooks per line used, average depth fished, hours fished for 
each line, number of lingcod retained, number of lingcod discarded, estimated sex ratio of 
retained lingcod, and the numbers of other fish caught by species. 

(2) be updated not later than 24 hours after midnight local time for each day in operation and 
within 24 hours after each fishing trip. 



(3) be kept onboard the vessel while operating gear for lingcod, during transits to or from port of 
landing, and copies of the logbook page(s) pertaining to a landing must be attached (stapled) to the 
fish ticket documenting each landing (5 AAC 39.130). 
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Table 1. Commercial lingcod catch in round lbs, by fishery, southeast Alaska (east of 140°), 
1987-1992. 

Year Directed Jig Catch Troll Catch Longline Catch Total 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 125 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 126 - 5 AAC 28.160 (e). HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

A guideline harvest of 30% of the yearly quota allowed during the period of January 1st through March 31st 
and from April 1st through December 31st open fisheries. 

PROBLEM: Over fishing of spawning lingcod outside surfline. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS BONE? Depletion of resource. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resource, the consumer, the directed lingcod fisherman 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? The fisherman who doesn't want any restrictions at all. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? To have a 3 mile limit during Jan. 1st thru March 31st - why I 
rejected it is because it would pretty much shut down the fishing and smaller boats would be in rougher 

water. 


PROPOSED BY: Chris Brevick (HQ-93-F-262) 
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Title: Seasonal apportionment of Lingcod Quota 

Proposal No.: 126 

Page: 78 

Proposed by: Chris Brevick 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory O'Comell, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal is in response to proposals 125 and 126 recommending winter closures for commercial lingcod 
fishing. Instead of advocating a winter closure to protect nest-guarding fish, the proposer suggests limiting 
the directed fishery harvest between January 1 and April 1 to one-third of the annual quota. 

BACKGROUND 

The department originally proposed a total winter closure (between December 1 and April 30) to directed 
fishing for lingcod to protect spawning and nest-guarding fish. The Sitka Fish and Game Advisory 
Committee's Lingcod Subcommittee recommended a closure inside the 3 mile line between December 14 and 
May 1 to address this same problem. This proposal is Mr. Brevick's response to those two recommendations. 
He feels that a total winter closure is unnecessary and that closing all waters inside the 3 mile line is also too 
restrictive. He makes the point that it is very difficult to fish with dinglebar gear in deep water and that 
implementation of a closure inside the 3 mile line would be allocating the winter harvest to larger vessels. 
He states, that the status quo would result in the depletion of the resource and proposes that limiting the 
harvest between January and March to 113 of the annual harvest will prevent this depletion. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


If adopted, this proposal would not protect nest-guarding lingcod. Mr. Brevick recommends limiting the 

January - March harvest to 113 of the annual harvest. A review of the fish ticket data since 1986 reveals that 
the average harvest during January - March has been 14%. This proposal would effectively allow a doubling 
of the harvest to occur during the nest-guarding period. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCEUSlONS AND RECOMMENDATZONS 

* The department supports a closure of the directed fishery between December 1 and April 30 in all waters 
inside the 3 mi!e line as well as waters at the mouth of Sitka sound, Cross Sound, and the Fairweather 
Ground. 

* The department does not support this proposal because it would not adequately protect nest guarding 
lingcod. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.160 (e) HARVEST GUIDELINES 

In guideline harvest range for the taking of lingcod in the Southeast District is 300,000 to 500,000 pounds. 
of which no more than 113 (100,000 to 166,667) may be taken between January 1 and March 3 1 .  



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 126 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board felt it was important to keep the department out of allocation between gear groups. It was also 
the intent of the board to maintain historical allocations of the lingcod resource. The regulations will require 
the department to manage the fishery to achieve historic high harvest levels in traditional fisheries. 



PROPOSAL 127 - 5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, modify the existing regulations for the harvest of lingcod in the Southeast 
District and establish separate harvest guidelines for each of the six management areas within the district as 
follows: 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

(e) The guideline harvest range for the taking of lingcod in the Southeast District is [300,000 TO 500,000 
POUNDS] as follows: 

I l l  In the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, 410,000 to 825,000 pounds round weight; 

J2) In the Southern Southeast Outside Section, 345,000 to 690,000 pounds round weight; 

(3)In the Central Southeast Outside Section, 320,000 to 645,000 pounds round weight; 

(4) In the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, 165,000 to 330,000 pounds round weight; 

(5) In the Northern Southeast Outside Section, 145,000 to 290,000 pounds round weight; 

16) In the East Yakutat Section, 270,000 to 545,000 pounds round weight. 

PROBLEM: The guideline harvests for lingcod which is in the current regulations was based upon the 
actual directed harvest through 1991 modified to allow for some growth in the fishery. The proposed 
guidelines harvest ranges are based on a harvest per unit of habitat formula applied to the productive lingcod 
areas in each of the six management areas whish make up the Southeast District. It is the department's intent 
to view these as total harvest limits and it will be up to the Board to allocate portions to directed fisheries 
or to bycatch if they so choose. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The current 300,000 to 500,000 pound guidelines 
harvest ranges for the entire Southeast District will remain in place. Once that level is reached no lingcod 
may be retained for the remainder of the year. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? This proposal would primarily benefit fishermen fishing in areas 
outside of the Central Southeast Outside Section where most of the current directed lingcod harvest is 

occumng. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? This should not adversely impact any user since the proposed guidelines 
harvest ranges are higher for most areas alone than the current regulations are fo; the entire Southeast District. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Other strategies were considered for setting the guidelines harvest 
ranges, but the proposed numbers are the most easily justified given the amount of available information. 



The approach used is similar to the one used to set the original guidelines harvest ranges for demersal shelf 


rockfish in the Southern and Northern Outside Sections. 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 


(See Proposal #I25 for Briefing Document) 


BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 127 


Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 128 - 5 AAC 28.160 (e)(3). HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

Allocation is based on recent historical averages: 

The guideline harvest range (GHR) for lingcod in the CSEO and NSEO areas by dinglebar or jigging is X 
pounds, round weight. 

The guideiine harvest range (GHR) for lingcod in the CSEO and NSEO areas by longlining is X pounds, 
round weight. 

The guideline harvest range (GHR) for lingcod in the CSEO and NSEO areas by trolling is X pounds, round 
weight. 

PROBLEM: Allocation of lingcod between directed dinglebar and jig fisheries and bycatch of lingcod in 
the longline and troll fish. As we develop a lingcod management plan and set harvest guidelines based on 
abundance, each gear group needs to know how much of the resource is available to their group so they can 
work with the board and managers to develop fishery plans to optimize value of the resource and fishery. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Conservation and optimum utilization of the lingcod 
resource will suffer. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resource, fishermen, public and consumers. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Depends on the BOF9s alIocation. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Allocation of a fixed bycatch % to the longline and troll fisheries 
but decided they could best determine how to live within their allocation. Specific numbers should be set 
by the Board after hearing from each group, consulting staff, and considering allocation criteria. 

PROPOSED BY: Eric Jordan for Sitka Advisory Committee, Lingcod subcommittee 
(HQ-93-F-207) 
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Title: Allocation of Commercial Lingcod 

Proposal No. : 128 

Page: 79 

Proposed by: Eric Jordan, Sitka Fish and Game Advisory Committee's Lingcod Subcommittee 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Tory O'Connell, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal addresses the issue of allocating lingcod quota between the various user groups in the NSEO 
and CSEO management areas. Although lingcod is landed as bycatch in other areas, the directed fishery by 
ice boats has occurred almost exclusively in these two management areas. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1990, the Board directed the Department to complete a management plan for the commercial lingcod 
fishery. It is anticipated, that as part of this process, a guideline harvest limit or total allowable catch will 
be recommended for commercial lingcod harvest. The present guideline harvest limit of 300,000 to 500,000 
round pounds implemented by the Board in 1990 pertains to the directed fishery only. . 


MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

The proposal states that allocation in the NSEO and CSEO should be based on recent histor~cal averages. 
If the years 1987- 1993 are used, the dinglebar, or directed fishery is the primary harvester of this resource 
in these areas. There has however, been historical usage of lingcod bycatch by the demersal shelf rockfish 
and halibut fleets in the southeast outside districts. Table 1 lists the catch statistics for the NSEO and CSEO 
areas between 1987 and 1992. Table 2 lists the historic catches of lingcod by gear type for all of Region I .  
Because of the different reporting areas used between the groundfish and the salmon fisheries i t  is not 
possible to determine troll bycatch landings by groundfish management area. 



Table 1. Commercial landings of lingcod from NSEO and CSEO by year and gear type: 

YEAR DINGLEBAR LONGLINE SALMON TROLL JIG 



Figure 1. Commercial lingcod landings (metric tons) by year (1969 - 1992) and fishery, Southeast Region. 

Year 

hgline salmon roll DirectedHarvest 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department takes a neutral position on this allocative proposal. 

547 




REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

5 AAC 28.160 (e) (3) HARVEST GUIDELINES 

Specific regulatory language can be drafted at the boards request. 



Table 2. Commercial lingcod landings by year and gear. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 128 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

The board felt it was important to keep the department out of allocating a resource between gear 
groups. It was also the intent of the board to maintain historical allocations of the lingcod resource. 
Regulatory language states that the department will manage a fishery to achieve historic high harvest 
levels in traditional fisheries. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 
PROPOSAL 128 

5 AAC 28.165. LINGCOD ALLOGATIQN GUIDELINES. (a) The department shall allocate the 
lingcod fisheries in the Central and Northern Southeast Outside Subdistricts according to the historic 
directed fishery harvest and harvest of lingcod in fisheries for other species. 

(1) in the Central Southeast Outside Subdistrict, the lingcod baseline harvest objective of 
500,000 pounds shall be allocated by gear group as follows: 

(A) 128,000 pounds to longline gear; 

(B) 31,000 pounds to salmon troll gear; 

(C) the remainder of the annual harvest objective to dinglebar troll and mechanical 
jigging machines; 

(2) In the Northern Southeast Outside Subdistrict, the lingcod baseline harvest objective of 
240,000 pounds shall be allocated by gear group as follows: 

(A) 	 77,000 pounds to longline gear; 

(B) 	 19,000 pounds to salmon troll gear; 

(C) 	 the remainder of the annual harvest objective to dinglebar troll and mechanical 
jigging machines. 

(b) If the annual harvest objective for lingcod in the Central Southeast Outside Subdistrict or 
Northern Southeast Outside Subdistrict is less than the baseline harvest objective for the subdistrict, 
the department shall reduce the allocation for dinglebar troll gear and mechanical jigging machines 



for the subdistrict. If the annual harvest objective is above the baseline harvest objective, the 
department shall allocate the additional pounds of lingcod evenly to each of the three gear groups. 



PROPOSAL 129 - 5 AAC 28.110. FISHING SEASONS. For the "Central Southeast Outside 

(CSEO) section provide for: 


To close small areas on a rotating basis to maintain breeding stock. 


PROBLEM: Lingcod fisheries. The impact of small areas too heavy fishing close to Sitka. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Some areas will be stressed for breeding 

stock is not closed at times. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Everyone. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? At times if some areas close to Sitka are closed weather may 
stop some fishermen. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Total closure see 147' 1211 - 4130. The fishery does not 
warrant this at this time. 


PROPOSED BY: Henry J. Blake (HQ-93-F-70) 
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Title: Close areas to the directed fishing for lingcod during the spawninghesting season in 
the Central Southeast Outside section on a rotating basis. 

Proposal No.: 129 

Page: 80 

Proposed by: Henry Blake 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: David Gordon, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal addresses the same concerns as proposals 124 and 125 with the intent of providing protection 
to lingcod during the nest guarding season. The author proposes closing small areas to lingcod fishing during 
the spawninglnesting period on a rotating basis. No specific areas or the length of the closure are given in 
the proposal. It is assumed that area rotations would be on an annual basis. 

BACKGROUND 

This is a counter proposal to the department's proposal to provide a total closure to the directed fishing for 
lingcod in the Southeast District from December 1-April 30. Currently there is a closure inside the surfline 
from January 1-May 31 to protect nest guarding males. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Recent research indicates that the surfline closure is not effective in protecting nest-guarding lingcod along 
the outer coast. Removal of lingcod from the nest causes loss of the entire egg mass. This can result in 
localized depletion and recruitment failure due to limited movement of adults and minimal dispersal of larvae. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Enforcement of area closures may be difficult due to the remoteness of the area. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* 	 The department supports a closure of all waters inside 0-3 miles from December I-April 30 and as a 
result does not support this proposal. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

No regulatory language is suggested. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 129 


Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 130 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

Add a new section which would provide for a bycatch of lingcod during the period when the directed fishery 

is closed in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska as follows: 


5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(X) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, no, CFEC interim use or limited entry permit holder may have 
onboard a commercial fishing vessel lingcod in excess of 10% by weight of all species of fish on board 
the vessel when the directed taking of lingcod is prohibited. 

PROBLEM: The current regulations provide a guidelines harvest range for the directed lingcod fishery and 
allow no retention when the directed fishery is closed. Also, the current regulations do not allow for retention 
of lingcod in the waters inside the surfline during the winter closure. The new guidelines harvest ranges 
recommended by the department are intended to be limits on all fisheries. Both longliners and salmon trollers 
have a long history of retaining bycatch of lingcod during directed fisheries for other species. The department 
supports the allowance of a reasonable bycatch level to retain that traditional harvest. If this regulation is 
adopted, the directed fisheries will be managed by setting aside adequate bycatch to assure that the annual 
harvest objectives are not exceeded. 

WHAT WILE HAPPEN IF' NOTHING IS DONE? Once the directed fishery is closed, all lingcod must 
be discarded. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Longline and salmon fishermen who have a long tradition of reminirig 
lingcod as bycatch during fisheries for other species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen targeting on lingcod may have a slightly lower directed 
fishing quota. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Status quo, other percentages of bycatch allowance, and a 
regulation allowing the department to set bycatch rates by emergency order were all considered, but rejected 
in favor of the proposed regulation. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-478) 

(See Proposal #I25 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHEIClES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 130 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 131 - 5 AAC 28.130 (d). GEAR. and 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING 
REQUIREMENTS. 

In Southeast District lingcod may be taken by dingle-bar, hand troll or mechanical jig machine. When 
targeting demersal shelf rockfish with longline gear, allow a 20% bycatch of lingcod. When targeting halibut 
with longline gear, allow a 5% bycatch. No bycatch of lingcod while fishing for blackcod. 

PROBLEM: A possible directed longline or trawl fishery of lingcod. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? A large mortality rate of yellow eye and halibut but 
more so yellow eye. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Directed lingcod fishermen, the yellow eye and halibut fishermen 
because of a less mortality rate of their species. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? A fisherman who is willing to sacrifice a high mortality rate on yellow 
eye while targeting lingcod with longline or trawl gear. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? 

PROPOSED BY: Chris Brevick 
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Title: Establish lingcod bycatch limits for longline gear. 

Proposal No.: 131 

Page: 81 

Proposed by: Chric Brevick 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: David Gordon, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal addresses the concern that gear other than dinglebar and jig gear may begin to target lingcod 
there by reducing the amount of quota available to the current gear types used in the directed fishery. This 
proposal would make dinglebar, hand troll, and mechanical jig gear the only legal gear for targeting Iingcod. -
This proposal also sets longline bycatch limits for lingcod at 20% when targeting demersal shelf rockfish 
(DSR) and 5% when targeting halibut. 

BACKGROUND 

Currently there is no target fishery for lingcod using longline or trawl gear. Lingcod are landed in significant 
amounts in the longline fishery for DSR and during certain times of the year the bycatch of lingcod can be 
as high as 50%. Because DSR and lingcod coexist in the same habitats, it is believed that longliners could 
not effectively target lingcod without having a high bycatch of DSR. The bycatch in the Southeast halibut 
fishery is approximately equal to between 1 and 3% of the halibut weight. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Currently, the directed fishery harvest guideline is being fully utilized by the dinglebar, handline, and 
mechanical jig fleet. The department is proposing guideline harvest ranges for lingcod in the Southeast 
District which would include removals of lingcod in all fisheries. Because lingcod are not defined in the 
North Pacific Fisheries Management Plan, lingcod are the only species that a recent moratorium on North 
Pacific groundfish fisheries would not apply and the possibility of targeting of lingcod by longline and trawl 
gear is apparent. Increased pressure from other gear groups would likely confound management of the 



lingcod resource. Additionally, we see a potential problem with allowing a directed longline fishery for 
lingcod when the DSR fishery is closed due to the high bycatch of DSR. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 

FZSCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* This proposal. suggests by-catch rates of 20% for longline gear when fishing for DSR; this is the same 
rate proposed by the department. 

* This proposal suggests a by-catch rate of 5% for longline gear when fishing for halibut; this is the same 
rate proposed by the department. 

* This proposal suggests no by-catch rates for salmon trollers; the department suggests a rate of 20%. 

* This proposal suggests that no lingcod may be retained as by-catch while longliners fish for blackcod; 
the department believes this is not a problem. 

* 	 . . 

This proposal does not propose a by-catch rate for trawl fisheries; the department suggests a 1 % rate. 

* This proposal establishes dinglebar, hand troll on mechanical jig as the legal gear for the targeted fishery; 
the department suggests that legal gear should be hook and line and that longlining be prohibited when 
the DSR fishery is closed. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

See Southeast Region Commercial Lingcod Management Plan (Proposals 125, 127, 1 30, 132. 133). 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 131 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 132 - 5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

Restrict directed fishing for lingcod to hook-and-line gear in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska as follows: 

5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

(X) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area lingcod may only be taken with hook-and-line gear. 

PROBLEM: In other areas of the Pacific coast a large percent of the lingcod harvest is by trawl gear. This 
is not currently the case in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska. This proposal would preclude user groups other than 
those using hook-and-line gear from conducting directed fishing for lingcod. The status of the lingcod stock 
is uncertain and the existing hook-and-line fleet is capable of fully harvesting resources. Allowing new 
fisheries to develop would potentially confound management and place the resource at greater risk. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? New directed lingcod fisheries could develop which 
could place the lingcod resource at greater risk. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT:! ?.he existing hook-and-line fishermen. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Users of other gear types interested in directed fishing for lingcod. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Maintaining status quo and restricting the directed fishery to 

"dinglebar" gear were also considered. 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-471) 


(See Proposal #I25 for Briefing Documents) 


. . 
BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 


PROPOSAL 132 


Action: NO ACTION 


The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL 133 - 5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS. 

Require directed lingcod fishermen in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska to retain logbooks as follows: 

5 AAC 28.175. LOGBOOKS. 

(X) the operator of a vessel operating gear to take lingcod in the waters of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska 
Area shall maintain an accurate logbook of all fishing operations. The logbook will be supplied by the 
Department and must: 

(1) Include the date, specific location of catch by six-digit statistical area and nearest headland, 
amount of gear (number of lines and hooks per line) used, average depth fished, hours fished for each 
line, number of lingcod retained, number of lingcod discarded, estimated sex ratio of retained lingcod, 
and the numbers of d l  other species caught. 

(2) be updated not later than 24 hours after midnight local time for each day in operation and within 
24 hours after each fishing trip; 

(3) be kept onboard the vesseI while operating gear for lingcod, during transits to or from a port of 
landing, and for five days after delivering lingcod; 

(4) be retained for a period of two years by the owner or operator of the vessel used to take lingcod. 

PROBLEM: Very little information is currently available on the distribution or abundance of lingcod in 
the Eastern Gulf of Alaska. It is unlikely that funding will become available to conduct the independent 
lingcod research necessary to obtain that information. The demersai shelf rockfish logbook program has been 
very helpful in providing detailed catch and effort information from the commercial fishery. The proposed 
regulation parallels the regulation currently in place for the demersal shelf rockfish fishery and is expected 
to provide the detailed information necessary to manage the directed lingcod fishery. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The department will have no means of determining 
detailed catch and effort information from the lingcod fishery. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The department will benefit from better information to manage the 
fishery. The industry and lingcod resource should ultimately benefit from improved lingcod management. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? This will require more work for lingcod fishermen. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #I25 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL 133 

Action: NO ACTION 

The board took no action on this proposal given previous actions taken on Proposal D. 



PROPOSAL E 

This was a board generated proposal to make seasons and size limits consistent with other board actions taken 
in Cook Inlet and Southeast. 

BOARD OF FISHEPUES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL E 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board considered this a housekeeping proposal and adopted it unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL E 


5 AAC 28.113. FISHING SEASONS FOR LINGCOD. 

(b) in the West Yakutat District lingcod may be taken only from July 1 through December 31. 

5 AAC 28.173. LINGCOD POSSESSION AND LANDING REiQUIREMENTS. 

(d) In the West Yakutat District, all lingcod retained must measure at least 35 inches from the tip of the 
snout to the tip of the tail, or 28 inches from the front of the dorsal fin to the tip of the tail. Undersized 
lingcod must be returned to the water immediately without further injury. A person may not mutilate or 
otherwise disfigure lingcod in a manner that prevents determination of the minimum size before delivery for 
sale. 



Flatfish fishery 


PROPOSAL 134 - 5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 


For the Eastern Gulf of Alaska clarify the area where trawling for flatfish is restricted as follows: 


5 AAC 28.1 10. FISHING SEASONS. 

(c) In the [SOUTHEAST DISTRICT] Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict and the Southern Southeast 
Inside Subdistrict, and within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside District, flatfish flounder and 
sole may be taken by trawl gear only as follows: 

PROBLEM: With the proposed change in language which deletes the reference to the territorial waters, 
it is necessary to better define the area in which fishing for flatfish is restricted. Also, the original restriction 
was intended to apply only to trawl gear to avoid bycatch problems. The suggested change would allow for 
hook-and-line fisheries to retain flatfish outside of the areas listed in this section. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? State and federal regulations would be in conflict and 
hook-and-line fishermen could not legally retain flatfish outside of the four limited areas defined in this 
section. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen, managers, and enforcement personnel will benefit from 
the clarification of the language, and hook-and-line fishermen will benefit by being able to retain flatfish 
taken in areas other than those listed in this section. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTIPER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: Modifications to flatfish regulations in the internal waters of Southeast Alaska. 

Proposal Nos.: 134, 135, 136, 137, and 143 

Pages: 83, 84, 85, and 89 

Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

If adopted, this series of proposals would help clarify the intent of the Southeast Inside Subdistrict trawl 
regulations adopted in 1989. In addition, the risk of over-hawesting flatfish would be reduced in areas where 
the quotas are small through implementation of a weekly trip limit. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1989 the board adopted a series of proposals which restricted flatfish trawling to four small areas in the 
internal waters of Southeast Alaska. Seasons and GHR's were established for each area. The seasons were 
set to reduce the bycatch of crab which tend to congregate in two of the areas during the winter months. One 
effect of these regulations was to close all other areas to fishing for flatfish by all gear types, even though 
the intent was to restrict trawl activity to avoid bycatch of other valuable commercial species. 

During the 1990/91 cycle the board considered and rejected a proposal to implement a 40,000-pound trip limit 
for flatfish trawl vessels. The staff took a neutral position because it was unclear that a 40,000-pound limit 
would improve management or reduce the risk of over-harvest. However, it was pointed out that with the 
small available quotas, the risk of exceeding a quota was high if several vessels obtained permits for the same 
area at the same time. Hamest of flatfish has declined since 1990 and the target quotas have been reduced. 
The risk of over-harvest in a given management area has increased to the extent that a smaller weekly trip 
limit now needs to be considered. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


Proposal 134 is a "house keeping" proposal. If adopted, this proposal would better define the area where 
trawling for flatfish is restricted, under state regulations and would allow for directed fishing for flatfish with 
hook and line gear. The original intention of the trawl restrictions was to minimize trawl bycatch of 
prohibited species in territorial waters while still allowing for a flatfish trawl fishery in areas where historic 
harvests had occurred. 

Proposal 135, excludes bycatch in hook and line fisheries from the GHL established for trawl fisheries. 
Bycatch levels for gear other than trawls would not be modified. 

Proposal 136, would limit directed flatfish trawl harvest to no more than 20,000 pounds per seven-day period. 
This is viewed as a conservation measure. During the past two seasons large vessels passing through the 
region have requested permits to trawl for flatfish in the open areas. On one occasion two vessels caught 
more from one area than the harvest objective. On the other occasion, either of the two vessels requesting 
permits had the capability of exceeding the quota in any of the areas which remained open. Because there 
was still quota available, the department did have the authority to deny them a permit under the existing 
regulations. Fortunately, neither vessel was successful and we remained within our harvest objectives. Trip 
sizes over the past three years was examined to determine the impact this proposal would have on the existing 
fleet. Since 1990, only three flatfish landings have exceeded 20,000 pounds (Table 1). 

Proposal 137, would modify the existing regulations to be consistent with the current practice of allowing 
registered shrimp trawl vessels to fish for groundfish during a closed shrimp season providing that a minimum 
mesh size is used. Under existing state-wide regulations (5 AAC 28.090 (b), a registered shrimp trawl vessel 
may not trawl for groundfish in an area closed to the taking of shrimp with trawls. This is .a state-wide 
regulation designed to avoid cheating by shrimp trawlers under the pretext of fishing for groundfisk. We feel 
that the intent of the regulation is served by the modification while still allowing the small local fleet to fish 
for flatfish during the off-season. 

Proposal 143, if adopted, will legitimize the current practice of requiring on-board observer coverage as a 
condition of issuing a trawl permit to fish in biologically sensitive areas. This is viewed as a "house keeping" 
measure. It will also allow for some flexibility to allow for experimental fishing which would not otherwise 
be allowed. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

None. 



FISCAL NOTE 


None. 

CONCLUSZONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department supports adoption of these proposals as a means of clarifying the existing trawl 
regulations and of reducing the risk of over-harvest. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following language is suggested: 



Proposal 134 

5 AAC 28.110 FISHING SEASONS. 

(c) In the [SOUTHEAST DISTRICT] Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the Southern Southeast Inside 
Subdistrict, and within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict, flatfish (flounder and 
sole) may be taken by trawl gear only as follows: 

Proposal 135 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES 

(d) The guideline harvest range for the directed taking of flatfish (flounder and sole) in the 
[SOUTPIEAST DIS'FRICT] Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the Southern Southeast Inside 
Subdistrict. and within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict, is as follows: 

Proposal 136 

5 AAC 28.170 POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

(x) In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, no trawl vessel may have on board or land 
more than 20,000 pounds of flatfish (flounder and sole) during any seven-day period. 

Proposal 137 

5 AAC 28.130 GEAR. 

(x) In areas open to flatfish trawling in the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts and 
within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict, registered shrimp trawl vessels mav fish 
for flatfish in an area closed to shrimp trawling providing that a minimum cod-end mesh of 5 inches, 
stretched mesh, is used. 

Proposai 143 

5 AAC 28.130 GEAR. 

(c) In the [SOUTHEAST DISTRICT] Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, the Southern Southeast Inside 
Subdistrict, and within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict, groundfish may be taken 
by trawls only under authority of a permit issued by the department. In the permit, the department may 
specify open areas, fishing periods, gear and operating specifications, observer requirements, and 
completion of department-supplied logbooks by the vessel operator. 
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Table 1. Summary of trawl landings of flatfish in Southeast Alaska, 1987-1993. 

YEAR NUMBER MAX LB/ MIN LB/ MEDIAN LBI AVG LBI # LANDINGS % LANDINGS 
LANDINGS LANDING LANDING LANDING LANDING ~ 2 0 , 0 0 0  >20.000 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 134 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board considered this a housekeeping proposal, clarifying the board's intent, and adopted it unanimously. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 134 


5 AAC 28.112. FLATFISH (FLOUNDER AND SOLE)FISHING SEASONS. In the Northern Southeast 
Inside Subdistrict, the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, and within the waters of Alaska in the Southeast 
Outside Subdistrict, flatfish (flounder and sole) may be taken by trawl gear only as follows: 

(1) in waters of Sumner Strait north and east of a line from Mitchell Point to Point St. John, west of a 
line from the tip of Low Point to the tip of Point Alexander, south of a line from Point Alexander to the 
southernmost tip of Woewodski Island, and south of the latitude of the northernmost tip of Butterworth 
Island in Duncan Canal, from October 1 through November 15 and from February 15 through April 15; 

(2) in waters of Zimovia Strait and Anita Bay south of the latitude of Nemo Point and north of the 
latitude of Village Island, from October 1 through April 15; 

(3) in waters of Sumner Strait, Stikine Strait, and Eastern Passage north and east of a line from Point 
Howe to Neal Point to Woronkofski Point to Point Highfield. north and west of a line from Babbler Poin 
to Hour Point, and south of the latitude of Blaquiere Point, from October I through April 15; 



(4) in waters of Keku Strait and Port Camden south and east of a line from Point Macartney to 
Cornwallis Point and west of a line from Point Camden to Salt Point, from October 1 through November 
15 and from February 15 through April 15. 



PROPOSAL 135 - 5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 


For the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, allow for the incidental harvest of flatfish by applying the restrictions in the 

current regulations to the directed flatfish fishery only as follows: 


5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

(d) The guideline harvest ranges for the directed taking of flatfish (flounder and sole) in the 
[SOUTHEAST DISTRICT] Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict and the Southern Southeast Inside 
Subdistrict. and within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside District, are as follows: 

PROBLEM: Currently, the harvest of flatfish is restricted to the four areas described in this section. The 
intent of the guidelines harvest ranges and area restrictions were to regulate the directed flatfish trawl fishery, 
not to preclude fishemen fishing other gear types in other areas from retaining their incidental catch of 
flatfish. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Flatfish harvest will be. restricted to only the four 
areas listed in the regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen who catch flatfish incidental to target fisheries for other 
species outside of the four areas cureently described in the regulations who wish to retain their incidental 
catch. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SWFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSJDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See ProposaI #I34 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 135 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 


The board considered this a housekeeping proposal and adopted it unanimously. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 135 


5 A46 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES 

(d) The guideline harvest ranges for the directed taking of flatfish (flounder and sole) in the Northern and 
Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, and within the waters of Alaska in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict 
are as follsws: 



PROPOSAL 136 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

Set a trip limit for the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Inside Subdistrict flatfish trawl fisheries as follows: 

5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 

{ X ) In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, no trawl vessel may have on board or 
land more than 20,000 pounds sf  flatflsh (flounder and sole) during any seven-day period. 

PROBLEM: The flatfish quotas in the Southeast Inside Subdistricts are very small. They have been 
traditionally fished by small vessels and the harvests have been easily controlled. In recent years we have 
issued permits to large off-shore trawl vessels passing through the area. Any one of these vessels had the 
capability of taking the entire remaining quota, particularly in cases where some of the quota had already been 
taken. This proposal is viewed as a way to assure that the department can manage the flatfish trawl fishery 
within the annual quotas while at the same time allowing anyone requesting a permit to fish. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The risk of the annual quotas being exceeded is 
greatly increased. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The smaller trawl vessels who have traditionally fished these areas. 

WHO IS LIMELY TO SUFFER? Large off-shore trawlers may be restricted under this regulation. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDEPIED? Exclusive registration and some criteria for denying permits to 

large vessels capable of exceeding the quota were both considered as alternatives. 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 


(See Proposal #I34 foe Briefing Document) 




BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 136 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board agreed with the department that a trip limit was needed to help manage the fishery for guideline 
harvest levels. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 136 


5 AAC 28.172. FLATFISH (FLOUNDER AND SOLE) POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. 
In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, a trawl vessel may not land or have on board 
more than 20,000 pounds (round weight) of flatfish (flounder and sole) in any seven-day period. 



PROPOSAL 137 - 5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, allow fishing for flatfish by registered shrimp trawl vessels during the closed 
shrimp season providing that a minimum of 5-inch, cod-end mesh is used as follows: 

5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

(X) In the Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict and the Southern Southeast Inside Subdistrict, and within 
three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside District, registered shrimp trawl vessels may fish for flatfish 
during the closed shrimp trawl season proving that a minimum cod-end mesh of 5 inches, stretched 
measure, is used. 

PROBLEM: A current provision in the general regulations, 5 AAC 28.090 (b), prohibits registered shrimp 
trawl vessels from trawling for groundfish in an area closed to shrimp trawling. The intent was to make a 
clean separation between the two fisheries and assure that a vessel could not fish shrimp while claiming to 
be fishing for groundfish. In Southeast Alaska three of the four areas open to flatfish trawling are within the 
restricted shrimp beam trawl area. Many of the small local trawl vessels which trawl for flatfish also trawl 
for shrimp. In fact, the flatfish fishery is considered to be an off-season fishery and is often fished only after 

. 	the closure of the shrimp season. The department has been allowing these vessels to fish with the larger cod 
ends for a number of years listing the mesh size restriction under the terms of the groundfish trawl permit. 
The proposed change in the regulations will remove any conflict between that practice and the existing 
regulations. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The department will continue to allow registered 

shrimp trawl vessels to fish for flatfish with larger mesh under the terms of the groundfish trawl permit and 
there will continue to be a conflict between the practice and the regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The local Southeast Alaska trawl fishermen will benefit from knowing 
that the current practice is legal under the regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. Lo 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Maintaining status quo. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #I34 for Briefing Document) 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 137 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board considered this a housekeeping proposal and adopted it unanimously. 

ADOPTEDREGULATORYLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 137 


5 AAC 28.130 GEAR. 

(e) In areas open to flatfish (flounder and sole) trawling in the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside 
Subdistricts, and within the waters of Alaska in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict, registered shrimp trawl 
vessels may trawl for flatfish in an area closed to shrimp trawling, if a cod-end mesh of at least five inches 
stretched measure 1s used. 



Pacific Cod fishery 

PROPOSAL 138 - 5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

Establish a guideline harvest range for Pacific cod in the two inside subdistricts of the Southeast District of 
the Eastern Gulf of Alaska as follows: 

5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES. 

i f )  The guideline harvest range for the taking of Pacific cod in the Southern and Northern Southeast 
Inside Subdistricts combined is 750,000 to 1,250,000 pounds round weight. 

PROBLEM: The 1992 harvest of Pacific cod from the two inside subdistricts was over 800,000 pounds, 
the highest ever reported. Markets have improved and it is anticipated that fishing effort will continue to 
increase. Little is known about cod abundance in Southeast Alaska and there are currently no regulations in 
place. This essentially allows for unlimited expansion of the fishery potentially placing the resource at risk. 
The proposed level brackets recent high harvests and allows for some expansion, while putting an upper limit 
on the fishery until better abundance estimates can be obtained. As long as there are no State regulations 
controlling cod harvest, the federal government assumes management authority throughout their range. Our 
management practice which has allowed continued fishing after the Eastern Gulf Area closure is technically 
in violation of federal regulations. By setting an independent guidelines harvest range for the inside 
subdistricts, the State wiIl assume full authority over that fishery. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Cod harvests may continue to increase without 
regulation and the current State regulations which allow non-specified groundfish to be harvested year-round 
will continue to be in violation of federal regulations. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The resource will benefit from the reduction in risk which is inherent 
in an unregulated fishery. The fishing industry should also benefit from better long-term management. 

WHO IS LIlRELY TO SUFFER? This could result in closures of the fishery if the guidelines harvest 
range is taken. That could negatively impact some fishermen who rely on cod as an off-season fishery. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Managing the inside areas in conjunction with the federal 
management of the off-shore cod fishery. It was determined that an independent, State-managed guidelines 
harvest range provides more management flexibility. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-476) 
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Title: 	 Establish a guideline harvest range for Pacific cod in the Northern and Southern 
Inside Sections of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska. 

Proposal No.: 	 138 

Page: 	 85 and 86 

Proposed by: 	 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

S YNOPSZS 

If adopted, this staff proposal would establish a guideline harvest range of 750,000 to 1,250,000 pounds round 
weight for Pacific cod in the NSEI and SSEI Sections combined. 

BACKGROUND 

There are currently no regulations governing the harvest of Pacific cod in the internal waters of Southeast 
Alaska. Until recently the harvest has been relatively low, fluctuating annually according to sporadic demand 
for food fish and whatever bait sales were necessary to satisfy the crab and longline fleets. Over the past 
three years, however, the harvest has increased dramatically from 308,000 pounds in 1990 to 879,000 pounds 

0 

in 1992 (Table 1). At the current catch rate, it appears that the 1993 harvest will be even higher. Much of 
this increase is the result of a directed food fish fishery which has developed in response to an increasing 
demand for whole cod going to a Korean market during the fall and winter months. 

The department has very little biological information and no abundance information on Pacific cod in 
Southeast Alaska. The proposed GHR is not based on a sustainable yield objective, but rather simply 
brackets the 1992 harvest level and, if allowed to go beyond the mid-point of the range, provides some room 
for expansion. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


There are two primary management issues addressed in this proposal. First, this is another case of a fishery 
expanding rapidly with no information upon which to base an appropriate sustainable yield level. A 
provisional GHR would simply put a cap on the fishery until better biological information is obtained. 
Second, there is some question as to the state's authority to assume management control over a federal FMP 
species with no regulations in place. In other words, in the absence of state regulations, it could be 
determined that federal regulations adopted for the off-shore waters of the Eastern Gulf would apply 
throughout Southeast Alaska, including the internal waters. 

It should be noted that the department does not currently have funding to conduct Pacific cod stock 
assessments or even basic life history research. It is doubtful that information upon which to base a 
biological yield will become available any time in the near future. 

This proposal does not address allocation of the cod resource between the bait and foodfish fisheries, nor does 
it address directed fisheries versus cod taken as bycatch in fisheries for other species. These issues may need 
to be addressed by the board in the future. The board may wish to direct the staff to close the directed 
fishery below the annual harvest objective to allow for reasonable levels of bycatch in fisheries for other 
species. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Management of cod under a GHR is not anticipated to be an enforcement problem. Fish and Wildlife 
Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

D 

Some minor additional cost may be accrued because of the need for better in-season monitoring of cod 
harvest. Considerable additional funding would be necessary to conduct stock assessment surveys or other 
research programs for Pacific cod. 

CONCLUSZONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Adoption of this proposal would be a first step in developing a management program for Pacific cod in 
Southeast Alaska. 



REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 28.160. Harvest Guidelines. 

if)The guideline harvest range for the taking of Pacific cod in the Southern and Northern Southeast Inside 
Sections combined is 750,000 to 1,250,000 pounds round weight. 

Table 1. 	 Reported harvest of Pacific cod by primary gear type in the two inside management sections of 
the Southeast District, 1987 - 1993. 

FTNFISH PERMIT 

I Through September only. 

* Does not include harvest during the NSEI Section fishery. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 138 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 

The board agreed with the department that a guideline harvest range for Pacific cod was needed to control 
the Pacific cod fishery until better information is obtained. 



ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 138 


5 AAC 28.160. HARVEST GUIDELINES AND RANGES. 

(f) The guideline harvest range for the taking of Pacific cod in the Southern and Northern Southeast Inside 
Subdistricts combined is '750,000 to 1,250,000 pounds round weight. 



Harvest of bait 

PROPOSAL 139 - 5 AAC 28.190. HARVEST OF BAIT BY COMMERCIAL PERMIT HOLDERS. 

In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, modify the provisions for commercial fishers to take groundfish for bait, 
provided by 5 AAC 28.190, to: 1) prohibit the taking of sablefish for bait, 2) require that fish taken for bait 
must be used within territorial waters of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, 3) require that all bait landings 
must be reported on fish tickets, and 4) specify a 10% incidental catch rate for lingcod as follows: 

5 AAC 28.190. HARVEST OF BAIT BY COMMERCIAL PERMIT HOLDERS. 

(1) groundfish except sablefish may be taken at any time; 

(3) no more than 10 percent, by weight, of all species on board may be demersal shelf rockfish or 
lingcod; 

( 5 ) any person or vessel who takes groundfish for their own use as bait must report that harvest to the 
department on [DEPARTMENT SUPPLIED FORMS] ADF&G fish tickets within seven days after 
landing the species for which the bait was intended; 

(X) my person or vessel who takes groundfish for their own use as bait under this provision may not take 
that bait outside of the territorial waters of the Eastern Gulf Area. 

PROBLEM: This proposal addresses several problems with the current provisions for commercial fishers 
to take groundfish for bait for their own use. Sablefish have become so valuable that fishermen are taking 
them under the bait provision and then going into other areas where some bycatch of sablefish is allowed. 
Often these fish are dressed and iced as if for commercial sale, but cannot be differentiated from legitimate 
bycatch at the time of landing. Each year the department staff receives numerous calls from the Coast Guard 
and National Marine Fisheries Service regarding vessels in federal waters of the Gulf of Alaska prior to the 
halibut and sablefish openings with "bait' on board from the inside waters. Eliminating sablefish from the 
bait provision and requiring the bait to be used only within the territorial waters should eliminate these 
problems. Lingcod has become a valuable resource and provisions area needed to eliminate the potential for 
harvest under the bait provisions entering the commercial market. A reporting change in needed is to specify 
that fish taken under the bait provisions be reported on fish tickets to provide better accounting of bait 
removals. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The problems described above will continue and 
possibly escalate. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The department will benefit from better accounting of catch, National 
Marine Fisheries Service and Fish and Wildlife Protection officers will benefit from clarification of the intent 
of the regulations, and legitimate fishermen will benefit from the resource being used as intended under this 
provision. 



WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Those fishermen currently taking advantage of the bait provision. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Elimination of this section and the requirement that all groundfish 

used as bait must be taken during an open season with appropriate gear and permit(s). 


PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game (HQ-93-F-482) 
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SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this staff proposal would prohibit taking sablefish for bait, restrict harvest of lingcod as bait to 
no more than 10% of the bait catch, require all bait catch to be reported on fish tickets, better define the area 
where the regulations apply, and limit the use of bait under this provision to the territorial waters of the state. 

BACKGROUND 

Prior to 1989, bait was taken by commercial fishermen either as part of their miscellaneous finfish landings 
or under the personal use provisions. At the 1989 board meeting, regulations were adopted which allowed 
groundfish to be taken as bait under the commercial fishing regulations. As part of those regulations, anyone 
taking more than 2,000 pounds was required to obtain a permit and report the harvest to the department. 
However, the period of time during which the harvest could occur was not specified. During the meetings, 
a sub-group was formed to discuss bait regulations with particular emphasis on the use of sablefish for bait. 
The board agreed to allow continued use of sablefish, but encouraged full accounting of what was being used. 

During the 1991 board meeting, the regulations were modified to require anyone taking bait under the bait 

provision to report the harvest to the department, regardless of the amount taken. However, the exact means 
of reporting and the time frame for reporting were not specified. The question of whether or not sablefish 
should be allowed for bait was again discussed at the 1991 meetings. The board instructed the staff to 
monitor the situation and to report back if problems occurred as a result of the continued harvest of sablefish 
for bait. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


There are several parts to this proposal. The management issues are presented in the order they appear in 
the suggested regulatory changes. 

Use of Sablefish as Bait 

The use of a valuable foodfish such as sablefish, for bait is complicated by the fact that sablefish in the 
inside subdistricts are under a limited entry program. In addition there is a historic precedent of using 

sablefish for halibut bait and many vessels still use sablefish as a bait of choice in that fishery. 

The inside subdistrict sablefish stocks are apparently quite healthy and the additional mortality is not 
likely to jeopardize the resource. However, very little of the bait harvest seems to be reported. During 
discussions with fishermen concerning this issue, a large number have admitted to using sablefish, but 
none had reported that use, as required by regulation. The additional bait mortality, if significant, could 
complicate modeling programs which attempt to account for total fishing mortality and project future 
yield based on past harvest levels. 

Perhaps an even bigger problem with the use of sablefish has been the temptation to sell the fish taken 
under the bait provision. There have been three problems brought to the department's attention since the 
last board meeting. 

1.) Vessels have been boarded passing through Canada with large amounts of dressed and iced 
sablefish on board during a period when sablefish fishing was closed in Alaskan waters. The 
operators have claimed that the fish were taken under State of Alaska bait regulations to be used in 
a later fishery. Given that sablefish are worth in excess sf $2.00 per pound, it is very doubtful that 
the fish made it back to Alaska; to be used as bait. Regardless, the bait regulations provided a large 
enough loophole that a case could not be made. 

2.) Vessels have been boarded in federal waters of the Gulf of Alaska with sablefish on board prior 
to a halibut opening. Again, the operators indicated that the sablefish were taken in internal waters 
under the State's bait provisions. Federal regulations do not allow for sablefish in excess of specific 
bycatck limits. However, since the vessels were not engaged in fishing at the time they were 
boarded, citations were not issued even though there was some evidence the vessels might have been 
fishing in federal waters prior to the season. NMFS has specifically asked ADF&G to address this 
problem by either prohibiting sablefish, or restricting transport of bait-caught groundfish outside of 
temtorial waters. 

3.) The third problem with this practice is that small amounts of sablefish are allowed as bycatch 
under federal regulations. If sablefish are on board the vessel prior to the fishery, it is conceivable 
that at least a portion of them may be retained and sold as part of the bycatch allowance. There is 

no easy way to control this as long as bait-caught fish are allowed to be retained in marketable 
condition and allowed to be taken outside of the territorial waters of Alaska. 



Restriction of the Taking of Lingcod for Bait 

There is very little evidence that lingcod have been or are currently being used extensively for bait. 
There are concerns for harvest of lingcod during critical life history periods, and lingcod are fully utilized 
by other fisheries over much of the area. As part of the comprehensive lingcod management plan 
discussed in earlier proposals, it seems prudent to limit the retention of lingcod to a reasonable bycatch 
level at the outset. The 10%level recommended is the same as that currently in effect for demersal shelf 
rockfish. 

Bait Reporting 

The bait reporting requirement is not working as currently written. Very little bait harvest is reported, 
even though it is common knowledge that large amounts of groundfish are harvested as bait. In those 
cases where a resource is being managed based on total yield, it is very important to account for fishing 
mortality from all sources. Requiring reporting of bait harvest on fish tickets within seven days of 
landing is the same requirement currently in place for other commercially harvested groundfish. We are 
hopeful that this regulatory change in conjunction with an extensive informational program will result 
in better accountability for total groundfish fishing mortality. 

Description of Area 

There is some question as to where the bait provisions apply. With the suggested deletion of references 
to the territorial waters in the description of the area in earlier proposals, it is important to specify that 
the state can only allow for harvest of groundfish as bait within three miles of shore. Any fishing outside 
of three miles requires a federal permit and compliance with federal fishing regulations. 

Transport of Bait Out of Territorial waters 

Most of the issues associated with this proposal are covered in the section on sablefish above. However, 
the same situation would apply to any valuable groundfish species which is allowed to be taken out of 
the jurisdiction of the state. The practice of using bait taken in state waters in the offshore fishery has 
a historic precedent. The board must decide if allowing this practice to continue outweighs the problems 
with enforcement and the temptation to keep and sell high-value species taken under this provision. 

Other less restrictive options were brought up during discussions with fishermen which might help alleviate 
the obvious problems with the current regulations. Suggestions included requiring mutilation of the fish in 

such a way that they could not be marketed, and not allowing fish taken as bait to be on board a vessel after 
the conclusion of the fishery for which the fish were taken. Also, restricting the time prior to a fishery during 
which bait could be taken was suggested. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Problems with enforcement and abuse of current regulations is the primary emphasis behind the recommended 
changes. Modifying the regulations to clearly spell out reporting requirements, where fish taken as bait can 
be used, and elimination or modification of the use of high-valued sablefish for bait should improve 
enforcement capability. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

The proposed changes should not increase management or enforcement costs. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department supports adoption of the various elements of this proposal. We are, however, willing to 
further discuss other solutions in lieu sf a complete prohibition on the use of sablefish as bait and on 
transporting or using groundfish taken as bait outside of territorial waters, provided that workable 
alternatives are adopted whish address the concerns stated above. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAG 28.190 HARVEST OF BAIT BY COMMERCIAL PERMIT HOLDERS 

(1) Groundfish, except sablefish may be taken at any time; 

(2) no more than 10 percent, by weight, of all species on board may be demersal shelf rockfish or lingcod; 

(5) any person or vessels who takes groundfish [FOR THEIR OWN USE AS BAIT] under this provision 
must report that harvest to the department on [DEPARTMENT SUPPLIED FORMS] ADF&G fish tickets 

within seven days after landing the species for which the bait was intended; 

(x) the provisions outlined in this section apply only to the territorial waters of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska 
Area. 

i x )  any person or vessel who takes groundfish under this provision may not transport or use that roundfish 
outside of the territorial waters of the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 139 


Action: ADOPTED 7-0 with substituted language 

The board kept the ability of persons to use sablefish as bait. However, the board added reporting 
requirements and a requirement to cut sablefish in half to mark them as bait and take the salability of the fish 
away (cut in half laterally between first and second dorsal fin). The board also specified that sablefish taken 
for bait may not be onboard a vessel after cessation of the trip in which the bait was taken. The department 
does not have good catch data for sablefish used as bait. This reporting requirement will assist in gathering 
data. The board would like to revisit the possibility of prohibiting sablefish as bait if it becomes apparent 
that a large number of sablefish are being taken as bait. 

ADOPTEDREGULATOWLANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 139 


5 AAC 28.190. HARVEST OF BAIT BY COMMERCIAL PERMIT HOLDERS. The holder of a valid CFEC 
interim use or limited entry permit may take groundfish in the waters of Alaska in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska 
Area for use as bait in the commercial fishery for which the permit is held as follows: 

(3) no more than 10 percent, by weight, of all other species of fish on board the vessel may be 
demersal shelf rockfish, and no more than 10 percent, by weight, of all other species of fish on board 
may be lingcod; 

(5) a person who takes groundfish under this section must report that harvest to the department on 
departmental fish tickets within seven days after landing a species for which the bait was intended; 

(6) groundfish taken under of this section may not be: 

(A) purchased or sold; or 

(B) transported outside of the waters of Alaska in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area; 

(7) sablefish taken under this section must be cut in half laterally between the first and second dorsal 
fin immediately after capture, and may not be retained aboard a vessel after the cessation of the 
fishing trip during which the sablefish was used as bait. 



General e a r  specifications. 

PROPOSAL 140 - 5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. and 5 AAC 39.975. DEFINITIONS. 

Redefine legai gear for groundfish in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area and define "dinglebar" gear as follows: 

5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

(X) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, groundfish may be taken by trawls, hand troll gear, power troll 
gear (dinglebar gear), mechanical jigging machines, longlines or pots. All provisions listed in 5 AAC 
28.050 (a) (I)  and (2), and (b) through (d) still apply. 


5 AAC 39.975. DEFINITIONS. 


(X) Dinglebar gear means power troll gear with the terminal tackle and lines rigged to fish for groundfish. 

PROBLEM: Since the directed lingcod fishery began over five years ago, power troil vessels using 
"dinglebar" gear for lingcod have been licensed as mechanical jig vessels. This was necessary because power 
troll gear is not currently listed as legal gear for groundfish. This provision makes it difficult to separate 
dinglebar landings from the legitimate mechanical jig landings. Adoption of this provision will also help 
clarify sections 5 AAC 28.050 (c) and (d). 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Power troll vessels will continue to fish for lingcod 
licensed as jig vessels making it difficult to differentiate between user groups. The intent of the regulations 
regarding vessels using mechanical jigging machines listed under 5 AAC 28.050 (c) and (d) will continue to 
be conflicting. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? ADF&G will benefit from being able to differentiate between the 
different gear types. This should improve our ability to manage the fisheries. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? A fisherman who uses both dinglebar gear and mechanical jigging 
machines will be required to obtain two separate permits. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: Develop a definition for dinglebar gear. 
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Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Division Author: David Gordon, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal would define dinglebar gear as power troll gear with the terminal tackle and lines rigged to fish 
for groundfish. 

BACKGROUND 

Since the directed lingcod fishery began over five years ago, power troll vessels using "dinglebar" gear 
(Figure 1) have been licensed as mechanical jig vessels. This was necessary because power troll gear is not 
currently listed as legal gear for groundfish. This provision makes it difficult to separate dinglebar landings 
from mechanical jig landings. Mechanical jigging machines consist of a mechanical reel that is used to 
deploy jigging gear at a specified depth; the gear is then jigged as the vessel drifts along with the current. 
Although lingcod and some other species groundfish are harvested with mechanical jigging machine gear, 
they are primarily used to target rockfish species. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Because mechanical jig gear and dinglebar gear operate differently it is important to be able to differentiate 
between the two gear types for tracking catch rates used for in-season management. 



ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 


Enforcement of the regulations affecting power troll vessels fishing for groundfish will be simplified if the 
gear is clearly defined. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* The department believes that continued licensing of vessels using dinglebar gear as mechanical jig vessels 
is confusing and makes it impossible to differentiate the two distinct gear types. Adoption of this 
proposal will also clarify sections 5 AAC 28.050 (c) and (d). 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 39.105. TYPES OF LEGAL GEAR. 

(27) dindebar troll pear consists of a line that is retrieved and set with a power or hand troll aurdy with 
a terminally attacked weight from which a single line with one or more lures or baited hooks is pulled 
through the water. 





BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 140 


Action: ADOPTED 5-0 with substituted language 


The board approved substitute language which included a definition for "dinglebar troll gear" in the Eastern 
Gulf of Alaska, and a vessel marking requirement as follows: dinglebar troll gear consists of a single line 
that is retrieved and set with a power or hand troll gurdy with a terminally attached, elongated weight from 
which one or more leaders with one or more leaders with one or more lures or baited hooks pulled through , 
the water while the vessel in making way; and vessels while fishing with dinglebar gear must display the 
letter "D" on both sides of the cabin, hull, or mast, and vessels while fishing with mechanical jigging 
machines must display the letter "M" on both sides of the cabin, hull, or mast. The board adopted the 
amended language and it was noted that it satisfied enforcement's concerns. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 140 


5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

(h) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, dinglebar troll gear is gear that consists of a single line that is 
retrieved and set with a troll gurdy with a terminally attached weight from which one or more leaders 
with one or more lures or baited hooks are pulled through the water while a vessel is making way. 

5 AAC 28.135. VESSEL IDENTIFICATION. (a) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, a vessel fishing for 
groundfish with dinglebar troll gear must display the letter "D" and a vessel fishing for groundfish with 
mechanical jigging machines must display the letter "M": 

P 


(1) on both sides of the hull, cabin, or mast; 

(2) in symbols at least 12 inches high and one inch wide that contrast with the background; 

(3) in a manner that leaves the letter visible and unobscured; and 

(4) at all times when fishing with or transporting fish taken with dinglebar troll gear or mechanical 
jigging machines. 

(b) A vessel may not operate dinglebar troll gear and mechanical jigging machines. 



PROPOSAL 141 - 5 AAC 28.130 (e)(3). GEAR. 

Legal gear for the directed lingcod fishery is limited to one jigging machine, gurdy, with one main wire or 
line. (There is no restriction on the number of leaders or jigs which can be attached to the main line.) 

PROBLEM: Gear definition for the directed dinglebar (jig) fishery for lingcod. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Conservation and optimum utilization of the lingcod 
resource will suffer. A developing fishery characterized by limited gear and effort will be displaced by more 
gear and pulse type fishing. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? RESOURCE, PUBLIC, FISHERMEN, CONSUMERS. This fishery 
is characterized by one person operations fishing one wire and an extended fishery serving both fresh and 
frozen markets. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Fishermen planning to enter the fishery and use more gear to increase 
catch per day in an ever increasing race for the harvest. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? I considered proposing two wires but rejected it because it would 
change the nature of the fishery. 

PROPOSED BY: Eric Jordan (HQ-93-F-204) 
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Title: Limit gear for targeting lingcod. 
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Division Author: David Gordon, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

This proposal addresses the concern that fishers targeting lingcod may fish more gear as competition for the 
lingcod resource increases. This proposal would limit the number of lines fished for lingcod to one. 

BACKGROUND 

Currently, most fishers targeting lingcod with dinglebar gear use one line. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

If fishers were to begin fishing with two or more lines the catch rate of lingcod would prcjbably increase and 
potentially shorten the season. 

ENFORCEIMENT ISSUES 

None. 



FISCAL NOTE 


None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* Most of the participants in the directed lingcod fishery use one line. 

* This proposal is allocative and the department will maintain a neutral position. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

5 AAC 128.130. GEAR 

(e) In the Southeast District, when fishing for lingcod, no more than one jigging machine or power gurdy 
with one main line may be fished. 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 141 


Action: NO ACTION 

No action was taken on this proposal given previous action on Proposal 140. 



PROPOSAL 142 - 5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

Specify that groundfish pots may not be longlined and that one buoy of each groundfish pot fished in the 
Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area must be marked with ADF&G numbers as follows: 

5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

(X) Groundfish pots may not be longlined. At least one buoy on each groundfish pot must be legibly 
marked with the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the vessel operating the gear. 
The buoy may bear only a single number - that of the vessel operating the gear. The numbers must 
be placed on the top one-third of the buoy in numerals at least four inches in height, one-half inch 
in width and in a color contrasting to the color of the buoy. The buoy markings must be visible on 
the buoy above the water surface when the buoy is attached to the groundfish pot. 

PROBLEM: Groundfish vessels may currently longline pots. This is not a desirable situation due to gear 
conflicts with longline and trawl fishermen. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has implemented 
a regulation that prohibits longlining of groundfish gear in federal waters. In addition, the current regulations 
are unclear as to how well the buoys on groundfish pots need to be marked with the vessel's ADF&G 
number. The department intends to submit similar proposals for the other areas of the state, as other areas 
are considered by the board, to ensure consistent application of this marking concept. The board previously 
adopted similar regulations for Cook Inlet and the Central Gulf of Alaska Areas, and will consider a 
corresponding proposal for the Prince William Sound Area during this meeting cycle. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS BONE? Possible gear conflicts may result from the longlining 
of groundfish pots, groundfish pot regulations may differ between state management areas and between state 
and federally managed waters, and groundfish pots will continue to be poorly marked. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Fishermen and department staff will benefit from being able to clearly 
identify their gear and having consistent marking regulations throughout the state. 

WHO IS LIKELY TQ SUFFER? Vessel operators currently longlining their gear. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Title: Specify regulations for groundfish pot gear in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area. 
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Proposed by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Barry Bracken, Regional Groundfish Project Leader 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal, would prohibit running groundfish pot gear on longlines and require that at least 
one buoy on each pot must be marked with the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number. 

BACKGROUND 

In the early 1980's, pots were prohibited for fishing sablefish from all areas of the Eastern Gulf except the 
SSEI Subdistrict. One of the primary arguments, in favor of that ban, was the incompatibility of hook and 
line and pot gear fishing the same grounds. That was particularly true when pots were fished on longlines, 
which made it impossible to determine the location of the gear under water. 

In the mid-198OYs, rockfish fishing was restricted to hook-and-line gear in the Southeast District. One of 
several concerns which resulted, in that restriction, was the possible development of an experimental pot 
fishery for rockfish. 

More recently, a major pot fishery for Pacific cod has developed in other parts of the state. The federal 
government has responded to concerns over gear conflicts, by requiring groundfish pots to be fished 
independently, and marked to identify the fishing vessel. The proposed regulations would make state and 
federal regulations compatible for the Eastern Gulf. It is the department's intent, to propose this same 
regulation, for other areas of the state as groundfish regulations come open for discussion. 



MANAGEMENT ISSUES 


There are two major issues involved: 

1. First is the potential conflict between hook-and-line gear and pot gear. This conflict is greatly 
exacerbated if pots are longlined rather than set individually. Virtually all Pacific cod currently taken, 
in the state-managed fisheries, of the Eastern Gulf are taken by hook-and-line geq. Longlines are by far 
the dominant gear type. While there has been very little pot fishing in Southeast Alaska, there has been 
a growing interest in fishing with pot gear. Productive fishing for Pacific cod occurs in a relatively few 
rather small geographic areas. If unrestricted pot fishing is allowed, the potential for major gear conflicts 
is very high. 

2. The second issue is the need for consistency between state and federal regulations. This is particularly 
true in the Southeast Outside Subdistrict and the West Yakutat District where Pacific cod are 
cooperatively managed under quotas set by the NPFMC. 

Cod harvests have increased dramatically in Southeast Alaska over the past three years. That rapid increase 
has resulted in a staff proposal to establish a provisional GHR for this fishery. The fishery is expected to 
continue to expand rapidly as seasons become progressively shorter in other areas of Alaska. Prohibiting 
longlining of pots may reduce, but not eliminate conflicts between hook-and-line and pot fishermen if fishing 
effort intensifies. Even when fished individually, pots can preempt grounds from effective longlining. It is 
difficult to fish a string of longline gear, in close proximity to a string of pot gear, without risking gear loss. 

Lost brown crab pots are a major problem for sablefish longliners in many parts of Chatham Strait and 
Frederick Sound. Lsngline gear lost because of entanglement with pot gear results in an unknown level of 
lanrepofled mortality and resource waste. Since very little pot fishing for cod currently occurs in the inside 
subdistricts, the board may wish to consider prohibiting pots as legal gear for Pacific cod altogether in those 
areas before a conflict occurs. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

Some additional enforcement effort may be necessary to assure compliance with the proposed regulations. 
The consistency in regulations for state and federal waters along the outer coast should improve enforcement 
capability by both state and federal officers. Fish and Wildlife Protection may have additional comments. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


* The department supports adoption of this proposal. The situation in the inside waters should be 
monitored closely and the Board may have to decide to prohibit pots as legal gear or to assign separate 
areas for the gear groups as problems arise in the future. An alternative would be to prohibit pot as legal 
gear for directed fishing for Pacific cod in the inside subdistricts before problems develop. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

If this proposal is adopted, the following regulatory language is suggested: 

Option 1. 5 AAC 28.130 GEAR. 

IX) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area pots may not be longlined. At least one buoy on each groundfish 
pot must be legibly marked with the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the vessel 
operating the gear. The buoy may bear only a single number - that of the vessel operating the gear. The 
numbers must be placed on the top one-third of the buoy in numerals at least four inches in height, one- 
half inch in width and in a color contrasting to the color of the buoy. The buoy markings must be visible 
on the buoy above the water surface when the buoy is attached to the groundfish pot. 

Option 2. 5 AAC 28.130 GEAR. 

(XI In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, directed fishing for Pacific cod may be 
conducted only with longline, troll. and mechanical iigging machine (hook-and-line) gear: 

IXX) In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area pots may not be longlined. At least one buoy on each 
groundfish pot must be legibly marked with the permanent vessel license plate (ADF&G) number of the 
vessel operating the gear. The buoy may bear only a single number - that of the vessel operating the 
gear. The numbers must be placed on the top one-third of the buoy in numerals at least four inches in 
height, one-half inch in width and in a color contrasting to the color of the buoy. The buoy markin~s 
must be visible on the buoy above the water surface when the buoy is attached to the groundfish pot. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 142 


Action: ADOPTED 5-0 


The board considered this a housekeeping proposal and noted it will make state regulations consistent with 
federal regulations. 

ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 142 


5 AAC 28.130. 

( f )  In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska Area, pots may not be longlined. At least one buoy on each groundfish pot 
must be legibly marked with only the permanent department vessel license plate number of the vessel 
operating the gear. The number must be placed on the top one-third of the buoy in numerals at least four 
inches high and one-half inch wide, must be in a color contrasting to the color of the buoy, and muse be 
visible above the water surface when the buoy is attached to the groundfish pot. 



General provisions 

PROPOSAL 143 - 5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

Add "on-board observer requirements" to the list of permit provisions under the trawl permit specifications 
in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska as follows: 

5 AAC 28.130. GEAR. 

(c) In the [SOUTHEAST DISTRICT] Northern Southeast Inside Subdistrict and the Southern Southeast 
Inside Subdistrict, and within three miles of shore in the Southeast Outside District, groundfish may be 
taken by trawls only under authority of a permit issued by the department. In the permit, the department 
may specify open areas, fishing periods, gear and operating specifications, observer requirements, and 
completion of department-supplied logbooks by the vessel operator. 

PROBLEM: In some areas where flatfish stocks are depressed the department allows trawling only with 
a department observer on board. This change in wording will legitimize that practice. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The department will continue to require observes 
under the terns of the permit whether or not this regulatory change is made. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? The fishermen may benefit if the Board adopts the current practice of 
allowing fishing in some otherwise restricted areas if a department observer is on board. 

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Maintaining status quo. 

PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(See Proposal #I34 for Briefing Document) 

BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 143 


Action: ADOPTED 5-0 


The board considered this a housekeeping proposal. 



ADOPTED REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

PROPOSAL 143 


5 AAC 28.130 GEAR. 

(c) In the Northern and Southern Southeast Inside Subdistricts, and within the waters of Alaska in the 
Southeast Outside Subdistrict, groundfish may be taken by trawls only under the authority of a permit issued 
by the department. In the permit the department may specify open areas, fishing periods, gear and operating 
specifications, observer requirements, and completion of department supplied logbooks by the vessel operator. 



PROPOSAL 144 - 5 AAC 28.170. POSSESSION AND LANDING REQUIREMENTS. Amend this 
regulation to provide the following: 


It is unlawful to waste non-targeted species of ground fish for which a commercial harvest quota has beer, 

established during the conduct of a specific groundfish fishery. 


PROBLEM: The wanton waste of non-targeted species such as rock cod by the commercial groundfish 
fisheries. 


WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Non-targeted species will continue to be wasted 

resulting in an unacceptable impact on fishery resources. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All fishery resource users. 


WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? No one. 


OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? None. 


PROPOSED BY: Ketchikan Marine Charters 
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Title: 	 Prohibit the waste of non-targeted species of groundfish for which a commercial 
harvest quota has been established. 

Proposal No. 

Page 

Proposed by: 	 Ketchikan Marine Charters 

Commercial Fisheries 
Division Author: Dave Gordon, Groundfish Biologist 

SYNOPSIS 

If adopted, this proposal would make it unlawful to waste non-targeted groundfish species for which a 
commercial hawest quota has been established. It is assumed that the authors of this proposal are primarily 
concerned with the discard of rockfish species (Sebastes) because of the high mortality suffered by these 
species when brought to the surface. 

BACKGROUND 

Currently, there are no regulations to prohibit commercial fishers from discarding non-targeted groundfish 
species. Some species of groundfish, particularly rockfish, have a physoclystic swim bladder. Because of 
this, they are susceptible to soft tissue damage or death from decompression when they are brought to the 
surface. The highest incidence of non-targeted mortality of rockfish, primarily demersal shelf rockfish (DSR), 
occurs during the halibut fishery. During these "derby-style" fisheries most of the non-targeted groundfish 
species are discarded because the fishermen may not have a market for the fish or because of limited hold 
space on the vessel. 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Currently, the DSR assemblage is managed by the State of Alaska under authorization of the North Pacific 
Fisheries Management Plan in federal waters to 137" W. longitude. A Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for DSR 
is set by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council for all outer coastal waters. An estirnate of the 
non-reported mortality of DSR, is subtracted from the TAC before directed harvest quotas are determined. 



Requiring retention of these species would provide better information on total mortality but it would not result 
in a change in management strategy for these species. 

The department does not advocate the waste of fish. For example, regulation 5 AAC 28.170 (d) provides for 
unlimited retention of DSR during halibut openings; this regulation is intended to encourage utilization of 
DSR. However, the discarding of non-targeted groundfish species during halibut openings is primarily 
industry driven because of low prices offered for non-target groundfish species and fishers not wanting to take 
up limited hold space with a lower valued product. 

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

In previous Board discussions on this issue, enforcement personnel have suggested that a wanton-waste 
regulation for groundfish may be difficult to enforce because of the difficulty in determining whether a dead 
fish is discarded intentionally or if a fisher attempted to release the fish unharmed. Fish and Wildlife 
Protection staff may wish to elaborate further. 

FISCAL NOTE 

None. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA TZONS 

* 	 The department does not condone the intentional waste of any consumable fish species. Bycatch 

regulations for DSR have been developed that encourage the utilization of this non-targeted species during 
halibut openings. . 

* Requiring retention of all non-targeted species of groundfish with harvest quotas might be difficult to 
enforce. 

REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

None suggested at this time. 



BOARD OF FISHERIES ACTIONS 

PROPOSAL 144 


Action: FAILED 0-5 

The board felt the-approach outlined in this proposal was not appropriate and that other action taken during 
the mdf i ' g  will alleviate problems addressed in the proposal. It was also noted that all the advisory 
c ~ r n ~ a e e s ,that commented, were opposed to the proposal. 
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