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Mat-Su Borough Fish and Wildlife Commission 
2026-2027 Strategic Communications & Outreach Plan 

 

1. Background 
 

The Mat-Su Fish and Wildlife Commission (FWC) relies on communication to accomplish many 
of our goals. As advisors to elected officials and managers on fish, wildlife, and habitat topics, 
the results of our communications determine how well we accomplish our mission. This 
document aims to establish a professional, organized process for using communications to 
strengthen our impact in support of Mat-Su Borough residents. 

This plan builds on examples of successful FWC communications, including “It Takes Fish to 
Make Fish”, committee members’ comments on Proposal 186, public testimony, letters to 
legislators and the Governor’s Office, resolutions to the Assembly, and our experience 
developing relationships with agencies and decision-makers.  
 

2. Purpose 
 

The FWC requires a structured, outcome-driven communication strategy to effectively influence 
decisions at the 2027 Alaska Board of Fisheries Meeting. This strategy establishes a framework 
for outreach, relationship-building, and legislative alignment to support the Commission’s short 
and long-term objectives. 

Effective communication for the FWC is not simply receiving and distributing information, but it 
is the ability to build trust, engage similar agencies, and provide recommendations for decision-
making through timely, transparent, and continuous communication. 
 

3. Communication Objectives 
 

Primary Objective 

Influence regulatory and policy outcomes at the 2027 Board of Fisheries and 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) meetings to maintain the 

Conservation Corridor 
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Supporting Objectives 

• Build a broad coalition of support across Mat-Su user groups  

• Increase public awareness and engagement on key fisheries issues  

• Build relationships with the Governor, state and federal agency leadership, and board 
council meetings  

• Strengthen alignment with local and state legislators  

• Establish the Commission as a credible voice in fisheries policy  

• Ensure organized, effective participation during public comment and decision phases  

All communication will directly support these objectives and are measurable, time-bound, and 
consistent with communication strategies. The communication that assists our actions is 
necessary for a thorough product. 
 

4. Target Audiences and Key Messages 
 

Effective communication requires clearly defined audiences based on influence, engagement 
level, and authority.  

Target Audiences and Associated Stakeholders 

• Alaska Board of Fisheries members  
• ADF&G leadership, managers, and biologists 
• State legislators, elected officials, and assembly members representing the Mat-Su 

region  
• Federal managers and NPFMC members 
• Tribal and subsistence stakeholders 
• Mat-Su residents and local outdoor users  
• Sport fishing and guiding groups  
• Advocacy and interest groups (aligned and opposed)  
• Northern District Set-Netters  
• Mat-Su Salmon Habitat Partnership 
• Local and statewide media outlets  

Each audience will be engaged based on their current awareness, influence, and ability to 
impact outcomes, ensuring messaging is targeted and effective. Messaging will be tailored to 
each audience and designed to achieve three outcomes: inform, advocate, and drive action. 
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Core Themes 

• Policy, Politics, and Public Relations (3 Ps)
• Sustainable harvest opportunities are essential to Mat-Su’s economy, culture, and way of

life
• Local stakeholders must have a voice in fish and wildlife management decisions
• Data-driven and equitable solutions striving to benefit commercial and sport fishing,

personal use, and subsistence harvest opportunities
• Timely action is necessary to address current and emerging challenges

Examples of Direct Action 

• Participate in public meetings and submit comments
• Support Commission-backed proposals
• Engage with legislators and decision-makers

5. Communications Mix

The Commission will use a variety of communication tools to implement this plan and our 
objectives. The following list includes common tools and media for the FWC to use: 

Platforms of Communication 

• Website updates on the FWC webpage and a Fish and Wildlife topic page (replacing the
Fish Hub)

• Information materials, particularly the “It Takes Fish to Make Fish” booklet
• FWC meetings
• Social media posts
• Presentations at public meetings and community forums
• Surveys and feedback mechanisms
• Customized outreach to key stakeholders and partners
• E-newsletters (Planner Pulse)
• Policy briefs and fact sheets for decision-makers
• Media outreach (op-eds, interviews, press releases)

Most effective communication strategies emphasize active engagement and messaging, 
ensuring stakeholders and the public are not only informed but are motivated to participate in 
shaping outcomes. 
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6. Timelines for Key Meetings 
 
The following timeline identifies the general tasks and deadlines for upcoming 2027 meetings 
affecting fish and wildlife management: 

2027 North Pacific Fishery Management Council Meeting 

• December 2026 – January 2027: Review NPFMC materials  
o Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) reports 
o Environmental Assessment (EA) for Cook Inlet salmon harvest specifications 
o Submit written comments 

• February: Select FWC members to provide oral comments, develop testimony  

• February 22- March 2, 2027: NPFMC meeting  
o Participate and attend the event, either in person or virtually 
o Develop an action plan or a brief for the FWC for the NPFMC meeting 

2027 Board of Fisheries Meeting 

• September – October 2026: Determine which proposals to focus on and establish 
alignment with FWC and Borough positions 

o Establish our goals and core themes for BOF meeting 

• Work Session October 28-29, 2026, for Agenda Change Requests (ACRs) and organizing 
the 2027 regulatory meeting 

o Monitor this Work Session and track Board decisions on ACRs 
o Participating in this Work Session 
o Develop an action plan or brief for the FWC to act on based on the Work 

Session’s results 

• November – December 2026: Draft FWC position statements, research and develop 
evidence-based arguments 

• January – Early February 2027: Submit written comments, develop testimony scripts 

• February 2027: Identify speakers and aligned agencies for support 

• March 4 – 15, 2027: Board of Fisheries Meeting  
o Deliver oral testimony 
o Provide clarification statements and stay active in discussions 

• Late March – April 2027: Post-meeting debriefing with an after-action summary, monitor 
regulatory processes, and develop plans for next proposal cycle 
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7. Action Plan

Action Who Leads? Method of 
Communication Objective? Due Date 
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Key Performance Indicators 

• Engagement levels (meeting attendance, survey responses)  
• Number of legislative briefings and partnerships formed  
• Public participation in Board of Fisheries and NPFMC meetings  
• Media reach and visibility  
• Alignment of final outcomes with Commission objectives  

Success will be measured using both quantitative and qualitative metrics. Regular evaluation 
ensures the strategy remains adaptable and responsive to changing conditions. 

Conclusion 

This communication strategy provides a structured, actionable framework for the Mat-Su Fish 
and Wildlife Commission to build relationships, engage organizations and residents, and 
influence fish and wildlife policy outcomes. By focusing on targeted messaging, active 
engagement, and milestone-driven execution, the Commission will be positioned to effectively 
meet its goals for the 2027 Board of Fisheries and NPFMC meetings. 

8. Evaluating Success & Conclusions 
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This document is intended to inform discussion regarding the FWC position on HB321B. It provides the language of the FWC draft letter 
opposing HB321 the responses from Joe Meehan of Representative Josephson’s office (based on a phone call with FWC member Kendra 
Zamzow) and compares bill and regulation language. Joe Meehan managed refuges in Alaska for 25 years. 

FWC letter Joe Meehan response HB321B language Current statutory 
language 

The bill’s language to prohibit the 
use of firearms poses land use risks 
to Mat-Su Borough residents and 
infringes on our rights protected 
under the United States and Alaska 
Constitutions. While intended to 
address unsafe firearm discharge 
and other hazards, the FWC 
believes this could allow agencies 
to close portions of wildlife refuges 
without legislative oversight and 
infringe on inherent protected rights 
to bear and use firearms.  

The purpose is to give ADFG the authority 
to ban target shooting at access sites only. 
It actually strengthens the right to bear 
arms in refuges. There is no definition of 
“target shooting”, so the bill uses 
“discharge of firearms for any purpose 
other than hunting in designated areas”.  

The reason the bill addresses target 
shooting is because of the cost the state has 
had to spend to clean up lead 
contamination. Cleanup requires either 
burying the lead or excavating the soil and 
shipping it to Oregon. The state probably 
spent around $3.5 million statewide. They 
spent $2.5 million cleaning up lead 
contamination at Reflections Lake and 
hundreds of thousands at Rabbit Slough, 
Cottonwood Creek and Goose Bay.  

ADFG would still need to go through 
regulatory and public comment processes 
to identify the “designated areas”. Alaska 
State Parks has a similar statute and it has 
not resulted in conflicts with hunting or 
other legal use of firearms. 

* Sec. 7. AS 16.20 is amended by
adding a new section to read:
Sec. 16.20.028. Restrictions on the
discharge of firearms and public
access. (a) The discharge of firearms
during lawful activities, including
hunting, trapping, and fishing is
permitted within the boundaries of a
wildlife refuge established under AS
16.20.010 - 16.20.075 or 16.20.550 -
16.20.690, except that the department
may, for purposes of public safety,
close a designated area within a
wildlife refuge to the discharge of
firearms for purposes other than
lawful hunting, trapping, and fishing.
(b) The department may by regulation
prohibit public access to a designated
area within a wildlife refuge
established under AS 16.20.010 -
16.20.075 or 16.20.550 - 16.20.690 if
the closure is reasonably necessary to
(1) protect the public's health and
safety;
(2) allow for the safe operation of a
facility within the refuge.
(c) Nothing in this section prohibits
the operation of a shooting range,
shooting park, or similar facility
operated or sanctioned by the
department.

None – HB321B adds a 
new section 
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FWC letter Joe Meehan response HB321B language Current statutory language 
The Goose Bay, Palmer Hay Flats, 
and Susitna River Refuges are the 
primary areas of direct relevance to 
the Mat-Su Borough, and HB 321 
proposes converting it into a state 
wildlife refuge while incorporating 
additional state-owned or future 
state-acquired lands into its 
boundaries. This automatic 
inclusion of future acquisitions 
without any requirement for Mat-Su 
Borough consultation creates 
uncertainty for land-use planning 
and for residents who rely on 
consistent access to these high-use 
areas. As a result, we have 
significant concerns about how 
future boundary changes may 
interfere with local land use 
planning.  

The bill does not change anything 
for future acquisitions outside 
refuge boundaries. It is the 
legislature that establishes the 
external refuge boundaries now and 
that process would not change. It 
only changes the parcels of land 
that ADFG and others have 
purchased inside refuge boundaries 
with the express purpose of 
managing them as refuge. 
Currently statutes require ADFG to 
go to the legislature every time they 
purchase 5 acres, 10 acres etc to 
allow them to manage the land as 
refuge.  

One piece of land outside existing 
boundaries is proposed in the bill – 
this is land in Knik Arm that has 
risen above the surface as land 
rebounds.  

* Sec. 14. AS 16.20.032(a) is
amended to read: 6
(a) The presently [FOLLOWING]
state-owned land and water, and
land and water acquired in the
future by the state, within the
described area is established as the
Palmer Hay Flats Wildlife [STATE
GAME] Refuge:

(1) Township 16 North, Range 1
West, Seward Meridian
Sections 1 - 12
Section 13: N1/2
Sections 14 - 18
Section 20: NE1/4
Section 21: N1/2;

Section 26:  
SE1/4 NE1/4[,]  
S1/2, excluding all portions of U.S. 
Survey No. 9024 Matanuska 
TWNST (USS 1169) Block 31, 
Lots 1 and 2  

Section 32: Lots 3 - 7, NE1/4, 
SW1/4 SW1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, 
including all state tide and 
submerged land  
(no land changes proposed for 
Goose Bay or Susitna Flats) 

Sec. 16.20.032. Palmer Hay Flats 
State Game Refuge.  
(a) The following state-owned land

and water is established as the
Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge:
(land descriptions are the same as
HB321B except where HB321B has
descriptions in bold)
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FWC letter Joe Meehan response HB321B language Current statutory  language 
HB 321 also appears to shift 
authority away from local 
communities and toward state 
agencies. By elevating habitat 
protection as the primary statutory 
purpose of wildlife areas, HB 321 
may enable ADF&G to restrict 
access through regulation rather 
than legislative action. For a rapidly 
growing region like the Mat-Su 
Borough where residents depend on 
accessible hunting, fishing, and 
recreation, this shift raises 
legitimate concerns about long-term 
access. Access to public lands is 
central to our community identity 
and outdoor culture, thus the 
potential for regulatory closures by 
unelected officials is particularly 
concerning. 

Habitat is already and has always 
been the highest priority of refuges; 
access has always been second 
provided it doesn’t significantly 
impact habitat. This is encoded in 
Alaska Statute AS 16.20.020 
(purpose statement for refuges) and 
AS 16.20.500 (purpose statement 
for Critical Habitat Areas). The 
purpose statements have been in 
place for 40-50 years. The bill only 
combines the language  in 
16.20.020 and 16.20.500.  If the 
purpose statement is changed, then 
essentially state refuges would be 
managed as regular DNR state 
lands. 
 
Conditions of access, especially 
those that could impact habitats, 
are addressed in the development of 
a refuge management plan and 
regulations which includes a public 
process and engagement of the 
MSB and other agencies, partners, 
and stakeholders. 

* Sec. 6. AS 16.20.020 is repealed 
and reenacted to read:  
Sec. 16.20.020. Purposes. (a) The 
purposes of AS 16.20.010 - 
16.20.075 and 16.20.550 - 
16.20.690 are to protect and 
preserve natural habitats, fish and 
wildlife populations, and areas 
crucial to the perpetuation of fish 
and wildlife and to restrict all other 
uses not compatible with the 
purposes.  
(b) Subject to (a) of this section, the 
department may allow hunting, 
trapping, fishing, subsistence 
activities, wildlife viewing, 
photography, recreation, and other 
public uses of wildlife refuges 
under AS 16.20.010 - 16.20.075 
and 16.20.550 - 16.20.690.  
(c) The department, the Board of 
Fisheries, and the Board of Game, 
as appropriate, may adopt 
regulations to achieve the purposes 
described in this section.  

Sec. 16.20.020. Purpose.  
The purpose of AS 16.20.010 — 
16.20.080 is to protect and preserve 
the natural habitat and game 
population in certain designated 
areas of the state. 
Sec. 16.20.030. National wildlife 
refuges designated as state game 
refuges; Goose Bay State Game 
Refuge.  
 (e) Egress and ingress to and from 
private property within the parcels 
described in (c) of this section shall 
be allowed through access corridors 
established through agreement 
between the Department of Natural 
Resources and the Department of 
Fish and Game, and with the 
private property owners involved. 

 
Sec. 16.20.500. Purpose.  
The purpose of AS 16.20.500 — 
16.20.690 is to protect and preserve 
habitat areas especially crucial to 
the perpetuation of fish and 
wildlife, and to restrict all other 
uses not compatible with that 
primary purpose. 
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FWC letter Joe Meehan response HB321B language Current statutory  language 
Additionally, HB 321 includes statutory 
brown bear hunting closures in the 
McNeil River and Katmai regions. 
Although these areas lie outside the Mat-
Su Borough, the precedent is relevant. 
Our analysis concludes that these 
closures expand no-hunt zones in ways 
that are difficult to reverse and prioritize 
tourism over hunting opportunity. This 
raises concerns about how similar 
statutory restrictions could be applied 
elsewhere in the future, including within 
or near Mat-Su Borough wildlife areas. 

There are 3 areas in Alaska 
with hunting closures 
established in statute including 
one at the McNeil River 
sanctuary. Recognizing the 
unique resource values at 
McNeil River, it has been 
closed to brown bear hunting 
since 1955 by the federal 
government and then the state 
after gaining statehood.  

The surrounding area in the 
McNeil River REFUGE has 
been closed to brown bear 
hunting by the BOG for at 
least 30 years, and the area in 
Kamishak Bay has been closed 
to brown bear hunting for at 
least 40 years. This bill simply 
enshrines these regulatory 
closures into statute. 

* Sec. 48. AS 16.20.041 is amended to
read:
Sec. 16.20.041. McNeil River Wildlife
[STATE GAME] Refuge. (a) The
presently [FOLLOWING] state-owned
land and water, and land and water
acquired in the future by the state,
including the tideland but exclusive of
marine water and submerged land, lying
within the following parcels described
in this subsection is established as the
McNeil River Wildlife [STATE
GAME] Refuge:
(Land descriptions follow)

* Sec. 60. AS 16.20.160, as repealed
and reenacted by sec. 5, ch. 56, SLA
1991, is amended to read:
Sec. 16.20.160. Sanctuary established
[SANCTUARY ESTABLISHED]. The
presently state owned land and water,
and land and water acquired in the
future by the state, in the following
described area and adjacent state waters
are established as a state wildlife
[GAME] sanctuary to be known as the
McNeil River Wildlife [STATE
GAME] Sanctuary:

Sec. 16.20.041. McNeil River 
State Game Refuge.  
(a) The following state-owned

land and water, including the
tideland but exclusive of
marine water and submerged
land, lying within the parcels
described in this subsection is
established as the McNeil
River State Game Refuge:
(Land descriptions are
identical to HB321B)

Sec. 16.20.160. McNeil River 
State Game Sanctuary.  
The following state-owned 
land and water, including the 
tidelands but exclusive of 
marine water and submerged 
land, lying within the parcels 
described in this subsection is 
established as the McNeil 
River State Game sanctuary: 
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FWC letter Joe Meehan response HB321B language Current statutory  language 
Finally, the bill’s prohibition on personal 
watercraft in certain wildlife refuges 
may conflict with a recent Alaska 
Supreme Court decision and could limit 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s 
(ADF&G) ability to conduct habitat 
restoration work. This contradiction 
suggests that HB 321 may 
unintentionally hinder the very 
conservation efforts it seeks to establish. 

The bill only addresses 
Kachemak Bay and Fox River 
Flats (at the head of 
Kachemak Bay) and would re-
instate language that was in 
regulation for 20+ years and 
put it into statute. For any 
other area to have personal 
watercraft prohibited, the 
language would need to go 
through a regulatory or 
legislative process. There is no 
change in that process. 

The recent Alaska Supreme 
Court decision involving the 
regulatory PWC prohibition in 
Kachemak Bay was based on 
the public process of 
rescinding the prohibition, not 
the merits of the prohibition. 

There is no known habitat 
restoration work being done 
(or having been done) with the 
use of PWC.   

* Sec. 77. AS 16.20.590 is amended by
adding new subsections to read:
(c) A person may not operate a personal
watercraft within the Kachemak Bay
Wildlife Refuge established under (a) of
this section.
(d) In this section, "personal watercraft"
has the meaning given in AS
16.20.580(c).

None – HB321B adds a new 
subsections 
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Commentary, letters to the editor and more: Hear from different voices around Alaska in our free
opinions newsletter, sent every Monday.

Email*

Type your email
Sign Up
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