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Phone
907-357-1606
Email
nininger@alaska.net
Address
P.O. Box 877944
Wasilla, Alaska 99787

ACR 14: I am opposed to this ACR for the following reasons:

This ACR proposes to increase both the time and area open to drift gillnet fishing in Cook Inlet. The objective of AAC 21.353 was to
manage Upper Cook Inlet commercial fishing to include for adequate escapement of sockeye and Coho salmon in upper Cook Inlet and
the Matanuska-Susitna Valley. At the 2014 BOF meeting in Anchorage changes were made in regulations to include a Conservation
Corridor in the center of the Inlet to allow for adequate escapement and maintain sports fisheries in the Matanuska Susitna Borough.
Furthermore, additional time and area was allowed for the drift fleet by establishing expanded Kenai and Kasilof Sections to facilitate the
drift fleet. Prior to the 2014 BOF regulation changes, northern runs of sockeye and Coho were being intercepted in the middle of Cook Inlet
by the drift fleet. To approve this ACR would essentially return to regulations that were in place prior to 2014 that precluded adequate
escapement of northern bound sockeye and Coho salmon.

Furthermore, UCIDA fails to acknowledge that in the last few years (prior to 2014) set netters had fishing restrictions placed on them, (in
an effort to protect Kenai kings), which enabled the drift fleet to harvest salmon in greater numbers. Subsequently, starting in 2014, set net
fishing regulations were eased which resulted in less net harvest numbers to the drift fleet.

Additionally, UCIDA, in this ACR fails to mention that a contributing factor in the Cook Inlet harvest numbers are a reflection of conservation
measures established to protect late-run Kenai River king salmon.

Lastly, it is a real reach for UCIDA to argue that this ACR is not allocative in nature. This whole proposed modification is based on
increased allocation.

This ACR fails to meet the established criteria for an Agenda Change Request.
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ACR 13: I am opposed to this ACR for the following reasons:

This Agenda Change Request (ACR) proposes to eliminate the 1% Rule but, in doing so, it clearly ignores the language in AAC 21.353
and the subsequent action that was taken at the January/February 2014 BOF meeting in Anchorage regarding Proposal # 135, (to include
modified language in RC 236). The 2014 Board action clearly reiterates what is stated in AAC 21.353: . . . the department shall manage

the commercial drift gillnet fishery to minimize the harvest of Northern District and Kenai River Coho salmon in order to provide sport
and guided sport fishermen a reasonable opportunity to harvest these salmon stocks . . ": This language was a primary factor in the
modification of AAC 21.353. By establishing a Conservation Corridor in the center of Cook Inlet and redirecting the drift fleet to expanded
Kenai and Kasilof sections it allows for later run Coho and sockeye salmon to migrate to northern portions of Cook Inlet and the drainages
of the Matanuska-Susitna Valley. The set net fleet has been governed by this ruling for several years. The Central District of Upper Cook
Inlet is managed primarily for the commercial harvest of sockeye salmon, and to that end it is to include minimum escapement goals for
northern bound sockeye.

Furthermore, UCIDA, in this ACR fails to mention that a contributing factor in the Cook Inlet harvest numbers are a reflection of
conservation measures established to protect late-run Kenai River king salmon.

Lastly, it is a real reach for UCIDA to argue that this ACR is not allocative in nature. This whole proposed modification is based on
increased allocation.

This ACR fails to meet the established criteria for an Agenda Change Request.
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September 29, 2015
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526,
Juneau, AK 99811-552
KRSA comments on Agenda Change Requests to be considered by the Alaska Board of Fisheries
at the 2015 Work Session, October 21-22, Anchorage, Alaska
Kenai River Sportfishing Association (KRSA) strongly recommends that the Alaska Board of Fisheries
(BOF) fail, in each case, the following seven Agenda Change Requests (ACRs) as they fail to meet any
criteria for accepting ACRs.
•

ACR #8 addressing the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan 5 AAC 21.365;

•

ACR #9 addressing the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan 5 AAC 21.365;

•

ACR #10 addressing the Kenai River Late-Run King Salmon Management Plan 5 AAC 21.359;

•

ACR #11 addressing the Kenai River Late-Run Sockeye Salmon Management Plan 5 AAC
21.360;

•

ACR #12 addressing the Kenai River Late-Run Sockeye Salmon Management Plan 5 AAC
21.360;

•

ACR # 13 addressing the Central District Drift Gillnet Fishery Management Plan 5 AAC 21.353;
and

•

ACR #14 addressing the Central District Drift Gillnet Fishery Management Plan 5 AAC 21.353.

Discussion: In accordance with 5 AAC 39.999 Policy for changing board agenda.
The Board of Fisheries will accept an agenda change request only:
1) For a fishery conservation purpose or reason; or
2) To correct an error in regulation; or
3) To correct an effect on a fishery that was unforeseen when a regulation was adopted.
The Board will not accept an agenda change request that is predominantly allocative in nature in the
absence of new information found by the Board to be compelling.
1|Page
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A thorough review of the current codified regulations, fishery statistics from each of the previous five
salmon fishing seasons in Upper Cook Inlet (2011-2015), and a review of the documents archived from
the both the 2011 and 2014 Upper Cook Inlet (UCI) meetings of the BOF makes it perfectly clear that
the criteria set forth for acceptance of an ACR are not satisfied by any of the seven put before the BOF
at this time.
Acceptance of any one of these seven ACRs, each of which seeks to open and address key aspects of the
major fishery management plans that govern the complicated mixed stock, mixed species UCI salmon
fisheries, would result in a piecemeal, out-of-cycle meeting of the BOF on the most complex,
contentious area of the State during the limited time available at the 2016 Statewide Finfish meeting
March 8-12, 2016 when a full hearing of the UCI salmon fisheries is scheduled for the winter of 2017.
In spite of the authors’ erroneous claim that the changes they suggest would not result in the reallocation
of salmon fishery resources, this claim flies in the face of facts.
Nowhere in their requests do the authors of the ACRs describe the likely negative consequences of
adopting their recommended “solutions.” The fact that heavily influenced the conduct of the East Side
Set Net fishery in both 2014 and 2015 was significant concern for achievement of the minimum
escapement goal for Kenai River late-run king salmon. It was not unforeseen that regulatory actions
taken by the BOF at the UCI 2014 meeting to ensure that the minimum goal for this important species
would be realized might result in numbers of sockeye salmon in excess of the Optimum Escapement
Goal range entering the Kasilof and Kenai rivers. This subject was a primary topic of that meeting and
was discussed at length. Likewise, the fact that Susitna sockeye are designated a Stock of Yield Concern
and the continued failure to achieve minimum escapement goals in the three index lakes provided strong
justification for the modifications made to the Central District Drift Gillnet Fishery Management Plan.
Also the changes to the Drift plan mark an important step in the implementation of the 35-year-old
directive to minimize the harvest of northern bound coho salmon to provide sport and guided sport
fishermen a reasonable opportunity to harvest these salmon resources over the entire run. Somehow the
authors of these ACRs would have the BOF falsely believe that the strong “push” they seek now to
change one of the fundamental UCI management plans would not have a likewise strong “pull” on one
or more of the other fundamental plans.
Supplemental facts supporting rejection of each of the seven ACRs before the BOF at this time include
that the escapement goals for Kasilof River sockeye, Kenai River late-run sockeye and Kenai River laterun king salmon are scheduled by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG) to be evaluated and
amended if appropriate as a customary and important step in the preparation for the regularly scheduled
2017 UCI meeting. In the case of Kasilof River sockeye the likely result will be a recommended
increase in the escapement goal range. For Kenai River late-run king salmon ADFG is most likely going
to recommend an escapement goal range that is comprised of fish only greater than 30 inches.
Additionally, ADFG’s preseason outlook for Kenai River late-run king salmon is very likely to be
positive enough for ADFG to begin all fisheries governed by the Kenai River Late-Run King Salmon
Management Plan under normal regulations.
Specific comments:
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ACR #8 seeks amendments to the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan that would instruct ADFG to
increase commercial set net fishing time in the Kasilof section of the Upper Subdistrict after July 25
when the escapement of sockeye salmon into the Kasilof River is projected to exceed 365,000 fish
(365,000 is the upper bound of the current Sustainable Escapement Goal) before utilizing the Kasilof
River Special Harvest Area (KRSHA). This ACR request fails to meet the criteria as the current
extensive usage of the KRSHA was not unforeseen when the BOF adopted measures to conserve laterun king salmon during the recent years where historic low numbers of Kenai River late-run king salmon
have been observed. This was the case in both 2014 and 2015. Specifically during the 2014 UCI
meeting, the BOF removed language from the Kenai River Late-Run King Salmon Management Plan
that exempted the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan from conservation measures aimed at
achieving the minimum escapement goal for Kenai River late-run king salmon while providing language
in the codified regulation allowing ADFG extensive access to the KRSHA.
ACR #9 seeks amendments to the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan that would instruct ADFG
that only after specific dates and under specific circumstances could utilize the “within one half mile of
shore” and “within 600 feet of the high tide mark” tools that are found within the Kasilof River Salmon
Management Plan. This ACR fails to meet the criteria for acceptance. While the specific guidelines for
traditional use of these two tools as found in the existing Plan are grounded in the management of
Kasilof River sockeye over a wide range of abundance of Kenai River late-run sockeye, subsection (e)
of 5 AAC 21.363 of the Upper Cook Inlet Salmon Management Plan gives ADFG authority to act
“outside” of the specific language of any codified management plan should it become necessary in their
effort to achieve established escapement goals. The BOF thoroughly discussed both the Kasilof River
Salmon Management Plan and subsection (e) of the Upper Cook Inlet Salmon Management Plan at the
2014 meeting. Additionally this ACR fails to suggest how concern over the achievement of the
minimum escapement goal for Kenai River late-run king salmon would be affected.
ACR #10 seeks amendments to the Kenai River Late-Run King Salmon Management Plan that would
eliminate the paired restrictions found in that plan that apply to the East Side Set Net fishery. In answer
to the question, “What solution do you prefer?” the author essentially provides a 2013 copy of the Kenai
River Late-Run King Salmon Management with the current escapement goal of 15,000-30,000 inserted.
The cornerstone of the entire 2014 meeting of the BOF was the conservation of Kenai River late-run
king salmon which had experienced historic low run in each year since 2012. Conservation of this
important species drove the development of the paired restrictions, the consequences of which, including
addition numbers of sockeye salmon spawning in the Kasilof and Kenai rivers, were not unforeseen. A
careful review of the meeting transcripts makes it clear that there exists no error in regulation.
ACR #11 seeks amendments to the Kenai River Late-Run Sockeye Salmon Management Plan
mandating that ADFG provide additional fishing time to the East Side Set Net fishery when they project
that the upper end of the inriver goal for Kenai River late-run sockeye will be exceeded. The cornerstone
of the entire 2014 UCI meeting of the BOF was the conservation of Kenai River late-run king salmon
which had experienced historic low run in each year since 2012. Conservation of this important species
drove the development of the paired restrictions, the consequences of which, including addition numbers
of sockeye salmon spawning in the Kasilof and Kenai rivers, were not unforeseen. A careful review of
the meeting transcripts makes it clear that there exists no error in regulation. In addition, it must be
understood that the inriver goal is not the escapement goal. The inriver goal is an allocative management
target. The Optimal Escapement Goal for Kenai River late-run sockeye salmon is 700,000 – 1,400,000
3|Page
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and a review of the fishery statistics shows that this number, after the harvest by the sport fishery taken
upstream of the sonar counter is subtracted from the sonar count, is rarely if ever exceeded.
ACR #12 seeks amendments to the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan that would require ADFG
to provide additional fishing time to the East Side Set Net fishery. This ACR fails to meet the criteria. It
seeks to exempt the Kasilof section of the Upper Subdistrict from participating in the paired restrictions
adopted for the conservation of historically small runs of Kenai River late-run king salmon. The current
extensive usage of the KRSHA was not unforeseen when the BOF adopted measures to conserve laterun king salmon. Specifically during the 2014 UCI meeting, the BOF included the Kasilof section in the
conservation measure and went so far as to removed language from the Kenai River Late-Run King
Salmon Management Plan that exempted the Kasilof River Salmon Management Plan from the
conservation measures while at the same time providing language in the codified regulation allowing
ADFG extensive access to the KRSHA.
ACR #13 seeks amendment to the Central District Drift Gillnet Fishery Management Plan that would
eliminate the “1% rule” designed to provide for an orderly transition between UCI fisheries. The 1%
rule is directed at the timeframe during which the marine waters of the UCI Central District are managed
primarily for the commercial harvest of sockeye salmon to the time when the commercial harvest of
coho salmon is minimized so as to provide the sport and guided sport fisheries with a reasonable
opportunity to harvest over the course of the run. This ACR fails on all counts to meet the criteria. This
ACR fails to acknowledge the discussion on the record prior to adoption of the 1% rule for the Drift
Fishery during the 2014 BOF meeting. It is also not unforeseen that conservation measures adopted into
the Drift Plan in an effort to meet minimum escapement goals for northern bound sockeye or provide for
sport fisheries could be a contributing factor to larger sonar counts of sockeye salmon in both the
Kasilof and Kenai rivers. This ACR also fails to acknowledge that the 1% rule did not take effect in
2015. This ACR does not acknowledge that conservation measures put in place in an effort to meet the
minimum escapement target for Kenai River late-run king salmon were the most significant contributing
factor in limiting commercial fishing during each 2014 and 2015.
ACR #14 seeks amendments to the Central District Drift Gillnet Fishery Management Plan that would
essentially undo all of the changes adopted into this plan by the BOF since 2011 with the intent of
dramatically increasing the fishing power of the Drift Fishery at the expense of sockeye and coho
salmon necessary to provide attainment of escapement goals in Northern Cook Inlet and to provide the
UCI sport and guided sport fisheries with a reasonable opportunity to harvest coho salmon over the
course of the run. This ACR fails on all counts to meet the criteria. This ACR fails to acknowledge the
discussion on the record prior to adoption of the 1% rule for the Drift Fishery during the 2014 BOF
meeting. It is also not unforeseen that conservation measures adopted into the Drift Plan in an effort to
meet minimum escapement goals for northern bound sockeye or provide for sport fisheries could be a
contributing factor to larger sonar counts of sockeye salmon in both the Kasilof and Kenai rivers. This
ACR also fails to acknowledge that the 1% rule did not take effect in 2015. This ACR does not
acknowledge that conservation measures put in place in an effort to meet the minimum escapement
target for Kenai River late-run king salmon were the most significant contributing factor in limiting
commercial fishing during each 2014 and 2015.
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Tad Fujioka
f/v Merlin
214 Shotgun Alley
Sitka, AK 99835
Chairman Kluberton and member of the Board of Fisheries:

September 30, 2015

I support ACR 15 to reduce percentage of Alaska hatchery Chinook required in Spring Troll
Districts during years of extraordinarily high abundance of non-Alaska hatchery Chinook
I am a small boat fisherman and hence depend on the spring troll season
My name is Tad Fujioka. I live in Sitka where I am a commercial troller. My boat, the Merlin is only
28' long- one of the smallest power trollers in the fleet. The Merlin is too small for me to safely fish the
most productive waters of the winter fishery during typical winter weather. Even during the summer
fishery, frequently the one or two short-duration derby-like openings coincide with poor weather and I
am often unable to fish the best (or even the mediocre) waters. (For instance I was only able to fish
prime water for about half of the summer Chinook season this year.) In contrast, the spring fishery
occurs nearly exclusively on inside waters. Furthermore the spring districts are managed with regular
weekly openings over a two month period. If the weather is unsafe on one week, it, will usually be fine
the next. This means that most of the time I can fish the same waters as everybody else and compete on
a more equal footing than during the winter or summer fisheries. Many of the fishermen from smaller
villages are also in small boats and especially hence benefit from the spring season.
Background: Spring districts are managed based on percentage of Alaska-hatchery Chinook
The spring troll Chinook fishery is managed to harvest kings returning to local hatcheries. In order that
these fish be caught while they are still fairly bright, it is necessary to catch them a moderate distance
from the hatchery release site. At this point they are still mixed with the non-Alaska hatchery Chinook
(The latter are commonly referred to “treaty” fish since the quota for Chinook that don't originate in
Alaskan hatcheries is set by the process outlined in the US-Canada Salmon Treaty.) There are several
dozen different spring troll areas, each of which is managed in season based on the percentage of treaty
fish vs Alaska hatchery fish. The higher the percentage of hatchery fish in a district's harvest, the higher
the number of treaty fish allowed to be caught there before the district is closed for the remainder of the
spring season. ADF&G managers try to spread the district's quota out over the entire spring season as
much as feasible, so most districts end up being open 1-3 day/ week.
Chinook abundance in Southeast is currently at historic high level
In the past couple of years there has been extraordinarily high Chinook abundance in the waters of
Southeast Alaska. This is driven by the many adult Chinook caught in Southeast Alaska that were born
in the Columbia River or other watersheds in the Pacific Northwest or British Columbia. Patterns of
high/low marine survival of Chinook tends to alternate between the northern and southern ends of the
range. When Alaskan rivers have good returns, the southern rivers tend to perform poorly. When
Alaskan stocks are struggling, the southern stocks have strong returns. We are experiencing the peak of
the latter phase of the cycle now. The recent Chinook returns to the Columbia River (which is the
largest producer of Chinook in the Southeast Alaska fishery) have been nearly as large as they were in
the pre-dam era! The 2013 and 2014 returns were the biggest since 1937, and the 2015 return while not
yet complete, is of similar magnitude.
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Support ACR 15 cont'd
Unanticipated consequence of “too many” treaty Chinook
A tremendous abundance of Chinook in the waters of Southeast Alaska should be a great thing for
everyone. Unfortunately the method for setting a spring troll district's allowable harvest of treaty fish
(defined in 5 AAC29.090) doesn't account for the possibility that the abundance of treaty fish might
increase. Ironically, an abundance of treaty Chinook means that the spring troll fisheries are shut down
earlier than usual and/or managed extremely conservatively. With so many treaty kings around, the
spring troll districts which normally produce a catch of 30%-50% Alaska hatchery fish, are catching
much lower percentages. (In 2014 the overall hatchery percentage was 25%. This is the lowest since at
least 1986.) These lower percentages in turn mean that each district's allotment of treaty fish is reduced
(frequently cut in half relative to past seasons from 2,000 to 1,000). As a result, the fishing time in
these spring districts is reduced to fewer days per week, or the district is shutdown entirely. This
reduces the opportunity during the Chinook fishery that is the most level playing field for small boat
fishermen like myself.
Spring troll Chinook much more valuable than summer troll Chinook
Due to the limited supply of Chinook being harvested coast-wide in May and June, the dock price for
spring kings is considerably higher than the July summer price. For instance in 2014, the dock price in
Sitka for most of the spring season for red kings was $6/lb for large and $5/lb for mediums. The
summer price was considerably lower at $4.25 for large and $3.50 for medium. This sort of price
spread is typical from year to year. Even more valuable to the troll fleet than this 40% increase over the
summer price is the addition of the hatchery Chinook to our catch. Over the years the spring fishery has
averaged one Alaska hatchery-produced king for every 2 treaty kings caught. (The ratio in the summer
fishery by contrast is about 1 to 25.) When the value of the hatchery fish are included, each treaty king
caught in the spring brings about twice as much income to the troll fleet as the same fish would have if
caught in the summer fishery. In the years that our spring fishery is restricted or prematurely curtailed
we are unnecessarily losing fifty cent on the dollar. Most of the hatchery king that are not caught by the
troll fleet don't even end up being caught by any other fisherman but instead are taken by the hatchery
operator as cost-recovery-at a fraction of price they would command if caught when bright.
ACR 15 would only rarely apply
During these years when the treaty fish are much more abundant than originally anticipated, 5 AAC
29.090 requires flexibility to allow the spring fisheries to continue to be prosecuted in the normal
manner. Hence the need for ACR 15, which would do precisely that. In the years when the Abundance
Index is at least 1.95 (which has happened only 4 times since 1979) the proposal would make a slight
adjustment of the hatchery percentages associated with higher treaty caps in order to allow the spring
troll fishery to be continue to be managed in a manner similar to other years.
I Oppose Statewide proposal 203 facilitating the potential closure of hatchery SHAs to sport
fishing
As written, section (B) of this proposal would elevate cost-recovery above sport fishing. The purpose
of hatchery production is to increase opportunity for all fishermen, but this proposal is about decreasing
sport opportunities. While at times it may be necessary to restrict sport harvest in order to meet brood
stock or natural escapement, cost-recovery is a lower priority use of the resource. As such it doesn't
deserve to be prioritized above sport fishing.
Thank you, Tad Fujioka

Submitted By
Rich Blanc
Submited On
10/1/2015 1:41:29 PM
Affiliation
Alitak District Setnetters Association
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Phone
360-391-5470
Email
150fathoms@gmail.com
Address
13589 Trumpeter Lane
Mount Vernon, Washington 98273
1 Oct 15

Alaska Board of Fish

RE: ACR submitted by the Alitak District Setnetters Association

Dear Board Members:

I implore you to seriously consider our (Alitak District Setnetters Association”s) Agenda Change Request to open the Alitak District
Management Plan this Board cycle for conservation concerns.

The Alitak District sockeye escapements and harvests are well below normal. When you compare the Alitak District Sockeye harvest to
the Kodiak Management Area from 1976-2009 Alitak District harvested 26.27% of the Kodiak Management Area. From 2010-2013
Alitak District harvested 13.38%. I don’t have the 2014 and 2015 results, but they would make Alitak Districts harvest even more dismal.

We brought this situation to the BOF’s attention in 2014 and you directed the Kodiak F&G to implement changes. We were told that a
different management strategy would be enacted to conserve the resource.

The 2015 season was prosecuted as in the past. Result: Early Upper Station BEG was not achieved; Frazer Lake was over escaped;
the abnormal amount of jacks were not eradicated; Late Upper Station by the 8 Sep 15 had not achieved minimum escapement with no
harvest opportunity after the 9 Aug 15.

Had the management strategy we were told in 2014 happened, we as an association of fishers had purchased small mesh net to harvest
the jacks and nets to harvest the fish efficiently and effectively in the Dog Salmon Flats Section at a cost of $36,670.90. We were not able
to implement our investment.

We can’t wait until next year at Kodiak’s Board cycle to put into regulation a management strategy that will conserve the Alitak District

Sockeye resource.
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We need to start achieving BEG escapements now. For the first time in 43 years as a set gill netter in Alitak District I’m concerned that I
won’t be able to continue to survive as a fisherman.

Thank you for your consideration,

Rich Blanc
Alitak District Settner for 43 years
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September 30, 2015
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811
Sent via email
Dear Chairman Kluberton and Board of Fish Members:
The Alaska Trollers Association (ATA) supports ACR15, which would allow a small reduction in the spring
troll fishery hatchery triggers, but only when abundance is anticipated to be very high. The proposal is
designed to prevent loss of opportunity similar to what we have recently experienced, due to a high
abundance of treaty king salmon.
ATA represents hook and line fishermen who operate in state and federal waters off Southeast Alaska. This
low volume, high value fishery is quite important to the region. There are nearly 2,000 troll permits and up
to 1,000 fish each year. The fleet is 85% resident; roughly 1:35 people in Southeast work on a troll vessel.
The troll Chinook fishery is divided into three distinct segments – winter, spring, and summer. The spring
portion is unique, as it occurs exclusively in inside waters and the fishing areas are small and tightly
controlled as a means to target hatchery kings. Many of these fish are produced to mitigate the troll fleet’s
losses under the Pacific Salmon Treaty (Treaty) and do not count against the annual quota. Spring fisheries
are important to local communities, not only because they provide fish in addition to the quota, but because
they occur in protected waters and prices are typically quite good.
ACR15 was submitted in response to an unforeseen event in the spring troll fishery resulting from the
abundance and availability of treaty Chinook in our region. Many spring fishing areas were adjusted in
2014 and 2015, due to the presence of Columbia River Chinook, which are returning at levels that have not
been seen since the first dam was placed in 1938. There are about 30 spring areas. In 2014, seven (7) areas
were subject to time/area restriction or closure. Partly as a result of these actions, just 25% of the Chinook
landed during the 2014 spring fishery were Alaska hatchery fish – the smallest proportion since the start of
the spring fisheries. Similar modifications occurred in 2015. In both years, the loss of time and area were
exacerbated by broad area closures to protect Unuk River Chinook. The intent of the ACR is to help ensure
that the spring fisheries continue to function in the way the Board intended them to.
To put an additional point on the sheer numbers of treaty fish that are present in our fishery, the 2015 winter
fishery closed 5 weeks earlier than ever before. We fully expect to see strong abundance in the coming year
and fear additional closures and the loss of access to valuable hatchery fish.
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A high abundance index (1.95) was chosen to ensure that caps would only be increased in years of2 of 2
exceptional production. The abundance index has reached 1.95 or more just four times since 1979. The
increase in the spring caps would be modest and only taken in years when there are lots of quota fish, so it is
unlikely to negatively impact the BOF goals for the summer troll fishery.
No one anticipated returns to the Columbia River like we are seeing today. A variety of factors are at play
(e.g. increased spill), which leads us to believe that abundance will be sustained at higher levels than we’ve
seen for decades, at least for the next couple of years.
ACR15 would simply allow ADFG the flexibility to help prevent unnecessary disruption of an important
component of the troll fishery. We believe that flexibility will be needed in 2016, which compels ATA to
request out of cycle action by the BOF.
Thank you for your consideration of ATA’s point of view. Don’t hesitate to contact me if I can provide
additional information or answer any questions.
Best regards,

Dale Kelley
Executive Director
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