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SUMMARY

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has received an appropriation of State Capital Funds (FY2014)
for salmon fisheries and protection. To guide expenditure of a portion of these funds, the Mat-
Su Fish and Wildlife Commission has directed preparation of this research, monitoring and
evaluation (RM&E) Plan for Borough salmon.

This plan is intended to encompass the interests of governing agencies and partners in guiding
funds towards research, monitoring and evaluation projects selected to manage, protect and
improve Mat-Su Borough salmon stocks for optimum benefits while maintaining biological
productivity and diversity. The plan is concerned with all five salmon species (Chinook, coho,
sockeye, chum and pink). The focal area includes fresh and estuarine waters inhabited by salmon
originating from the Mat-Su Borough, as well as marine waters of the Northern and Central
Districts of Upper Cook Inlet north of Anchor Point. The period of the plan is the next three to
five years.

A formal, structured, and collaborative decision process was used to identify and prioritize
specific goals, objectives, and issues. The process involved:

A. Identification by the Commission of an inclusive set of goals and objectives for salmon
status, fisheries, and ecosystems.

B. Completion under Commission direction of a comprehensive information review and
inventory to identify data gaps relative to goals and objectives.

C. Identification and prioritization of issues pertinent to goals and objectives in a facilitated
strategic planning workshop of invited stakeholders and a public review and comment on
a draft plan.

The goals, objectives, issues, and priorities identified in this plan are those of the Mat-Su Borough
Fish and Wildlife Commission. Stakeholder input was incorporated through the facilitated issue
identification and ranking process. However, resulting priorities do not necessarily represent the
opinions and priorities of other participating agencies or individuals.

A total of 55 research, monitoring, and evaluation issues were identified. Substantial differences
in priority were apparent between highest and lowest ranked issues although ranks for many
issues fell into equal or similar blocks. Issues were categorized by priority into five more-or-less
equally-sized groups. The highest priority issues identified for Mat-Su salmon included:

1. Lack of current economic and social information on sport, personal use, and commercial
salmon fisheries of Upper Cook Inlet.

2. Need to monitor occurrence and evaluate control of invasive species (e.g., pike and
waterweed Elodea) in Matanuska-Susitna waters.




3. Needinformation for identification and/or evaluation of effective stock-specific strategies
in mixed stock fisheries.

4. Need to evaluate salmon effects and control of invasive pike.

5. Insufficient information for in-season projections of Mat-Su salmon run sizes needed to
manage escapements and optimize fisheries.

6. Potential impacts of invasive waterweed Elodea in area waters are uncertain.
7. Alack of management objectives for the smaller salmon stocks originating from Mat-Su

waters.

Priorities will be one of several considerations in identifying projects for funding. Project
evaluation criteria also include proposed approach, technical scientific merit, qualifications,
expertise, budget, cost effectiveness, partnership, etc.



I.  THE PROJECT

Background

This project is being conducted on behalf and under the direction of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough (Mat-Su Borough) Fish and Wildlife Commission (Commission). The Commission,
formerly the Mayor's Blue Ribbon Sportsmen's Committee, was formed in February 2007 to
represent the interests of the Mat-Su Borough in the conservation and allocation of fish and
wildlife. The Commission advises the Mat-Su Borough Assembly and the State of Alaska Boards
of Fish and Game regarding fish and game practices and policies that affect the Mat-Su Borough.
The Commission consists of seven representatives from the following segments of the
community: one representative from the Mat-Su Borough; one sportfishing representative; one
hunting representative; and, four at-large positions.

Sustainability and management of the Mat-Su Borough’s tremendous salmon resources is a
primary focus of the Commission’s efforts. Recent problems have highlighted significant research
needs. Poor or declining runs of Chinook, coho and sockeye have occurred in recent years.
Restrictions and closures of local sport fisheries have been widespread. Established spawning
escapement goals are often not being met. The Board of Fisheries has formally designated a
number of salmon Stocks of Concern. The status and causes of Mat-Su Borough salmon problems
have been a particularly controversial issue in the management of Upper Cook Inlet (UCI)
commercial fisheries which harvest northern-bound salmon stocks along with Kenai Peninsula
fish. In many cases, the available information on stock status and limiting factors has not been
adequate to serve salmon sustainability and management demands.

Through dedicated efforts, the Mat-Su Borough has received an appropriation of State Capital
Funds for local fisheries and fish protection (Table 1). Funding was identified for passage
improvements, critical habitat acquisition, and a sportfishing economic assessment and salmon
research. Additional funds have been provided by the legislature in the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game (ADFG) budget for salmon research, restoration and enhancement in the Susitna
River drainage and UCI. Mat-Su Borough salmon are also the focus of a number of new initiatives
and resources including a Mat-Su Basin Salmon Habitat Partnership involving the Mat-Su
Borough, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and a coalition of other collaborators; a statewide Chinook
Salmon Research Plan being implemented by ADFG; and, a large-scale salmon, habitat, and
ecosystem assessment effort for Susitna-Watana Hydropower evaluations, which is overseen by
the Alaska Energy Authority. These efforts are in addition to base ADFG assessment and
management programs and projects.

Collectively, these appropriations, projects and programs provide a convergence of opportunity
and critical mass to further substantive progress in assessment, improvement, and management
of Mat-Su Borough salmon resources. The Commission has identified the need to prepare a
comprehensive salmon research, monitoring and evaluation (RM&E) Plan to guide application of
their dedicated funds in a complementary and effective manner. The Commission strongly




believes that a sound scientific foundation is essential for effective protection and management
of sustainable salmon runs and fisheries. No such plan or guidance document currently exists. A
comprehensive review of all potential issues is necessary to place the significance of any single
issue in context and to focus expenditures on the most significant issues and opportunities. The
funds invested in developing a comprehensive RM&E plan will produce large dividends in
identifying the entire scope of need and addressing the highest priority issues. For the cost of
replacing one modest-sized culvert, the RM&E plan provides a sound foundation for funding
projects and seeking additional funds which address all problem culverts in the Borough as well
as the full spectrum of factors impacting Mat-Su salmon.

The planning process is also expected to inform related efforts by other parties and foster
working partnerships and program effectiveness by involving key stakeholders. While the
primary funding source for the RM&E Plan is a capital grant from the State of Alaska to the Mat-
Su Borough, the RM&E Plan has been constructed so that issues and options identified by
stakeholders can be addressed by multiple funding sources.

Table 1.  Partial summary of salmon-related research resources in Upper Cook Inlet.
Allocation Purpose Amount Schedule
Mat-Su FY2014 State Capital Fund allocation for local fisheries $2.5m New
Borough and fish protection (passage, acquisition, research)?
e Culvert replacement (5$900,000)
e Data gap analysis (5200,000)
ADFG FY2014 State Capital Fund allocation for Susitna salmon $2.5m New
research, restoration & enhancement?
e Susitna Chinook smolt production ($360,000)
e UCI sockeye retrospective scale analysis (5500,000)
e Habitat assessment & inventory ($S0)
e Survey &prioritize wetlands ($100,000)
e Fish prioritization Optimization Model ($25,000)
e Railroad Culvert Inventory ($20,000)
e Beaver dam passage assessment ($75,000)
ADFG FY2014 State Capital Fund allocation for UCI Chinook $2.0m New
salmon enhancement
ADFG Fishery Management Program Not avail. Ongoing
ADFG Governor’s Chinook Initiative $2.5m | 2012-present
Alaska Energy | Susitna-Watana Project $50m 2012-present
Authority
USFWS Matanuska-Susitna Salmon Habitat Partnership $0.25° | 2005-present
TBD Federal Cook Inlet Disaster Funds ~50.7 m Pending

9 Bullets denote projects identified through 2014.
b Less than 50% of the $2.5 million in funding received to date has been for assessment and/or research.




Project Mission

Develop a strategic plan that encompasses the interests of partners and governing agencies in
guiding funds towards research, monitoring and evaluation projects selected to manage, protect
and improve Mat-Su Borough salmon stocks for optimum benefits while maintaining biological
productivity and diversity.

Problems to be addressed

Insufficient, incomplete and uncertain information on stock status, fisheries and the ecosystem
constrain conservation and management of Mat-Su Borough salmon. Primary issues contributing
to the overall problem include, but are not limited to:

e Recent returns of Chinook, coho and sockeye salmon have been inconsistent and many
have declined.

e Spawning escapement goals have been established for only a few salmon stocks and
established goals are not consistently met.

e The Board of Fisheries has formally designated a number of salmon returning to
Matanuska-Susitna waters as Stocks of Concern.

e Poor salmon returns to Matanuska-Susitna waters limit sport, commercial, and personal
use fisheries in rivers, streams and coastal areas of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

e Poorsalmon returns to Matanuska-Susitna waters also constrain UCI commercial fisheries
which can intercept significant numbers of these salmon outside the Borough.

e Development and activities by people throughout the Mat-Su Borough will continue to
affect salmon habitat, ecology, productivity and fisheries.

e The relative significance of many limiting factors is uncertain.

e While substantial research, monitoring, and evaluation efforts for Mat-Su salmon have
been undertaken, a comprehensive RM&E plan does not exist.

Time Horizon

Issues raised and proposed options will be considered relevant within a five year time horizon
(2015-2020). Five years is the period of the capital appropriation to the Mat-Su research effort
(as well as one life cycle of salmon). Thereafter, updates to the plan may be needed to address
changes in the original problem, and to incorporate new information and improved technologies.
Any updates will also consider the effectiveness of the plan and its implementation.

Species Addressed

This Plan is concerned with all five salmon species (Chinook, coho, sockeye, chum and pink).
Species priorities were not identified by the Commission at a goal or objective level but were
subsequently identified on an issue-by-issue basis by stakeholders participating in a strategic
planning workshop. RM&E of salmon ecosystem issues will also benefit other fish species even
though they are not a direct focus of the Plan.



Geographical Area

The focal area of this plan includes all freshwater watersheds inhabited by salmon originating
within the Mat-Su Borough, extending through estuaries into marine waters up to the ordinary
high water mark, including the Northern and Central Districts of UCI, to Anchor Point. Significant
watersheds include the Susitna and Knik arm systems. Marine waters of UCl are included because
of the potential significance of this area to early survival and productivity of salmon and because
significant numbers of northern Cook Inlet salmon are harvested in UCI commercial fisheries.

The Plan does not include marine waters south of Anchor Point, Kenai Peninsula systems, or the
municipality of Anchorage:

Marine waters south of Anchor Point were excluded because a) funds are intended to
benefit salmon originating in the Mat-Su Borough and those stocks become increasingly
diluted south of Anchor Point; b) RM&E Plan stakeholders have a limited capacity to
conduct offshore marine research on salmon; and, c) other plans and funding sources are
directed towards research of salmon in offshore marine waters.

Freshwater streams in the Kenai Peninsula Borough were excluded because they are
addressed by other entities and processes.

Freshwater streams within the municipality of Anchorage were not specifically included
although the plan addresses issues common to both Mat-Su and Anchorage areas.
Priorities identified in the plan allow for the possibility of addressing common interests.
At the same time, Anchorage has issues that are uniquely its own. Borough priorities for
expenditures are primarily focused on Borough concerns. In addition, we are not aware
of an entity, comparable to the Mat-Su Borough’s Commission, with which a partnership
can be established.

Freshwater streams on the west side of Cook Inlet were excluded for similar reasons.

The planning team recognized the value of keeping interested parties within the Kenai Peninsula
Borough and the municipality of Anchorage informed RM&E efforts in order to develop future

opportunities for shared benefits of related activities.
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Figure 1. Matanuska-Susitna Borough (yellow outline) and Upper Cook Inlet marine waters north of
Anchor Point addressed by this RM&E Plan.




Related Policies and Plans

The RM&E Plan was developed within the context of policies, plans and values related to salmon
protection and management as identified by the Mat-Su Borough and other entities. Examples

include:

Mat-Su Borough Comprehensive Plan

Strategic Action Plan of the Mat-Su Basin Salmon Habitat Partnership

Matanuska River Management Plan

Mat-Su Stormwater Management Plan

Mat-Su Wetlands Management Plan

ADFG Statewide Chinook Salmon Research Plan

Alaska Board of Fisheries policies for sustainable salmon fishery management and
escapement goals

Fishery Management Plans adopted by the Board of Fisheries

Alaska Sustainable Salmon Fund

Monitoring and evaluation plans by the Alaska Energy Authority for Susitna-Watana
hydropower development

Cook Inlet Regional Salmon Enhancement Plan - Phase Il (2006-2025)

Information developed through this plan will ultimately inform policies, regulations and best
management practices (BMPs) for management of salmon fisheries, as well as salmon habitat
use, conservation and restoration, in the Mat-Su Borough. Implementation of related measures
(i.e., conservation easements, setbacks, buffers, and water quality regulations) will fall under the
purview of the appropriate governing, monitoring and/or enforcement entities.

12



Il. THE PLANNING PROCESS

Planning Groups & Roles

Core Planning Team included the Mat-Su Borough Environmental Planner (Frankie Barker), a
Commission representative (Larry Engel), and lead consultants (Ray Beamesderfer of R2 and
Peggy Merritt of Resource Decision Support). This team facilitated the planning process on behalf
of the Commission by drafting a plan scope and plan components for review by the Commission.
The Core Planning Team also organized and facilitated involvement by other parties to this
planning process. Jim Hasbrouck of ADF&G provided assistance to the Core Planning Team in
consideration of planning goals and objectives.

Mat-Su Borough Fish and Wildlife Commission consists of seven members. The Commission
established the plan’s scope, goals and objectives. The Commission and Mat-Su Borough will
solicit proposals and select projects with application to priority issues identified in the plan — this
is not a basic research program. The Mat-Su Borough will ultimately ensure that resources are
used consistent with their needs and obligations.

Stakeholder Group included invitees from state and federal agencies, fishery organizations and
others as identified by the Commission. These stakeholders attended a planning workshop to
identify and prioritize issues and options to address goals and objectives identified by the
Commission.

Public. Consistent with long-standing Mat-Su Borough policies, Commission meetings, including
the planning workshop, were open to the public. The public was also provided with opportunity
to review and comment on the draft plan.

Consultants. Project coordination and implementation was facilitated on behalf of the
Commission by Ray Beamesderfer and Kai Steimle of R2 Resource Consultants and Peggy Merritt
of Resource Decision Support. These consultants assisted with guiding the process and drafting
the plan. Additional technical assistance was provided at the planning workshop by Mac Minard
of Northwestern Natural Resource Consultants.

Work Plan

1. Define plan scope and process.

This work was completed by the Core Planning Team. Scope and process were reviewed
and approved by the Commission prior to implementation.

2. Clarify the mission, and identify and prioritize plan goals and objectives.

The Commission identified upper level elements of the RM&E Plan from examples
prepared by the Core Planning Team. The Core Planning Team also developed criteria for
judging importance and prioritize goals and objectives. Through the planning process with
the Stakeholder Group, scrutiny of words, clarification of concepts and introductions of
additional knowledge led to changes in the initial goal and objective statements to more
accurately reflect an assessment of the problem.

13




Complete an information review and inventory to identify information gaps relative to
goals and objectives identified by the Commission.

An information gap analysis helped identify critical needs for knowledge to ensure that
the best possible projects are solicited and funded with existing resources. The most
efficient and effective use of funds will be to complement other efforts and initiatives,
capitalize on shared opportunities, and avoid duplication of effort. The state of available
knowledge was identified and documented to inform subsequent efforts to identify and
prioritize issues and options. This inventory characterized information availability for each
goal and objective. Availability of knowledge was included in the suite of criteria used for
identifying and prioritizing issues and options.

Identify and prioritize issues and options in a facilitated strategic planning workshop of
the Stakeholder Group.

A robust RM&E Plan will objectively address concerns by a broad spectrum of interests.
Involving key stakeholders in plan development provides a strong, objective foundation
the plan. A summary of results of the information review and inventory was available to
facilitate identification and prioritization of plan elements.

Complete Research, Monitoring and Evaluation plan.

The RM&E Plan documents results of all previous tasks including: a) planning scope and
methodology, b) research goals and objectives, c) information summary and review, and
d) issues and options. The plan will also highlights data gaps based on a comparison of
the available information with needs and options identified at the strategic planning
workshop. This activity was completed by the Core Planning Team consistent with
workshop discussions and results.

Conduct public review process of the draft Plan.

Interested public were invited to attend and observe the workshop process. Per standard
Mat-Su Borough protocols, the public was also provided an opportunity to review and
comment on the written draft plan. Comments received were addressed in the plan with
revisions and explanations as appropriate.

Solicit proposals for research, monitoring and evaluation projects and select for
implementation.

The Commission will identify project areas for funding with available resources based on
guidance in the RM&E Plan. Proposals will be invited for consideration through an open
solicitation process. Proposals will be ranked according to criteria including consistency
with priorities, qualifications and experience, past performance, project approach, and
proposal quality, and costs.

14
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Figure 2.  Plan development steps and responsibilities.

Table 2.  Project schedule.

2014 2015

Task

1. Plan scope & process

2. ldentify & prioritize goals & objectives
3.Information review & inventory
4.Workshop: issues & options
5.Complete draft plan

6.Public review

7. Complete final plan

8.Project solicitation
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Plan Elements

A responsibility to fulfill. The mission may be a mandate ordered
through a legislative or legal framework or organizing charter
and is typically not subject to significant change in the planning
process. Established for this plan by the Mat-Su Borough Fish &
Wildlife Commission.

A long term achievement that contributes to accomplishing
a mission that can begin with: protect, manage, maintain,
harvest, sustain, provide. Established for this plan by the
Mat-Su Borough Fish & Wildlife Commission.

Objective

A measurable statement of purpose that can begin with:
characterize, describe, identify, estimate, determine,
monitor, document, evaluate. Established for this plan
by the Mat-Su Borough Fish & Wildlife Commission.

Can be an information need, but broader in meaning.
An impediment to achieving an objective that
includes uncertainty, incomplete or a lack of
information, political or socioeconomic difficulties.
Stakeholders are vital to identifying issues.

Can be a strategic action, but broader in meaning.
A course of action or change in approach to
address and overcome an issue or sub-issue.
Stakeholders are vital to identifying options.

The RM&E Plan identifies goals, objectives, issues, and options organized in a hierarchical structure (Figure 3).

Examples

Develop a strategic plan to guide funds towards research,
monitoring and evaluation projects needed to manage,
protect and improve salmon stocks for optimum use while
maintaining biological productivity and diversity.

Provide information on salmon stock characteristics,
abundance, and productivity necessary to quantitatively
assess status and trends relative to historical benchmarks
and numerical goals.

Integrate information on stock identification, status and
productivity to identify quantitative benchmarks or goals
appropriate for monitoring and evaluating trends and
optimizing productivity.

Few escapement goals have been established for northern
Cook Inlet salmon stocks and existing goals are not be
representative of all stock components.

Develop additional escapement goals that are
representative of all stock components of coho and sockeye
based on additional adult escapement ground surveys.

Figure 3.  Definitions and examples of RM&E Plan elements.
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Establishing Plan Priorities — The Analytic Hierarchy Process

A formal, structured decision process was used to identify and rate specific issues related to
program goals and objectives. The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is a systems analysis tool
designed to structure and address complex problems through expert judgment (Saaty 1999).
Expert judgment is defined as “previous relevant experience, supported by rational thought and
knowledge” (Saaty 1999). The process defines and communicates the problem, encourages
explicit statements of importance or preference, incorporates diverse viewpoints, and increases
the likelihood of finding an optimal solution.

This process was developed in the 1970s and has since found wide application in planning,
conflict resolution, and prioritization for policy development, economics, engineering, medicine
and military science, and has more recently been applied to fisheries research and management
including plans in Alaska (Merritt and Criddle 1993; Merritt 1995, 2000, 2001; Merritt and
Skilbred 2002; USFWS 2005; KRSA 2007; Mat-Su Partnership 2008).

AHP provides a framework for structuring a decision or problem, representing and quantifying
its elements, relating those elements to overall goals, and evaluating alternative solutions.
Complex problems are broken into elements comprising a hierarchy. The structure relates
elements in lower levels to higher levels and prioritizes elements based on judgments. Judgments
are used to compare the relative importance (or preference) of elements within a group, in the
context of the element at next higher level.

Breaking a complex problem into levels permits decision makers to focus on smaller sets of
decisions, improving their ability to make accurate judgments and encouraging people to
explicitly state their judgments of preference or importance. Defined criteria ensure that decision
makers use the same considerations in thinking about relative importance or priority. The
process then synthesizes all the weights of importance assigned in the hierarchy into a ranked
set of options. The ranking reflects the importance of the option, relative to its issue and
objective, and ultimately the goal it addresses. In imbalanced hierarchies, an adjustment feature
is used to restore priorities to their intended proportion of weight.

1.000

I
0.250 ‘ 0.166 ‘ 0.166 l 0.166

Figure 4. Example of an AHP hierarchy with global default priorities.
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Workshop / Stakeholder Group

The ideal group size for decision making is about 12-15 people; larger groups may fall victim to
“groupthink”, which can decrease individuality and creativity during discussions. Viewpoints
represented should be approximately equivalent to foster a feeling of fairness during the
prioritization phase. Sufficient expertise in describing issues comprising the complex problem,
and in generating options to address issues, should be contained within the Stakeholder Group;
however, too much overlap in expertise for a given topic may bias discussions towards one way
of thinking about issues. If stakeholders wish, they can bring “experts” with them to consult with
during planning and prioritization, however, the extra people will not be asked for their priorities,
in an effort to keep the group to a manageable size.

Itis vital that no key interest category, or stakeholder within a category, is inadvertently excluded
from the invitation list that has either critical information on issues that describe the problem (or
options that can address the problem); or, the influence to disrupt implementation of the
planning outcome by claiming their absence invalidates the plan.

The Core Planning Team identified stakeholder interest categories for invitation to the planning
workshop, corresponding backgrounds, and the possible number of people needed to represent
that category’s spread of influence and expertise.

Ranking Priorities

Plan elements are prioritized based on group judgments. Priorities were established for goals and
objectives by the Commission and the Core Planning Team. Priorities were established for issues
by stakeholder workshop participants.

To make comparisons of relative importance among plan elements, in consideration of their
“parent” node, criteria were established by the Core Planning Team as standards for
measurement. Criteria help to discriminate among concepts. Judgments made according to
criteria are then used to compare the relative importance of elements within a group.

A positive 1-9 ratio scale with verbal definitions is used for rating the importance among
elements, where 9 is extremely important. Unimportance can be expressed in a positive inverse
ratio scale, where 1/9% is extremely unimportant. A scale of nine units reflects the degree to
which people can reasonably discriminate the intensity of relationships between elements. A
ratio scale measures magnitude; i.e., where one element is “twice as much” or “three times as
much” when compared with another element. Numbers between those listed (e.g., 2, or 2.5,
etc.) are used to interpolate meanings as a compromise. Unimportance is expressed in a positive
inverse ratio scale, where the reciprocal 1/9 is defined as extremely unimportant.

Elements judged to be of equal importance are given equal scores. Consensus on the rating of
elements is defined for the purposes of this exercise as within a range of two to three points.
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Table 3.  Positive ratio scale used to rate relative importance of plan elements.

Scale of Importance Magnitude Definition
9 Nine times as much Extreme importance
7 Seven times as much Very strong importance
5 Five times as much Strong importance
3 Three times as much Moderate importance
1 About the same Slight importance

Individual judgments are then combined into a group solution. In combining individual
judgments, it is assumed that everyone’s judgments are consistently made using the same
criteria. Dissent and debate are encouraged. Debate allows for exploration of alternative
viewpoints and gain of new knowledge. To be successful, debate must lead to cooperation and
agreement. Debate of ideas and an exchange of information promotes learning among the group,
resulting in edits to elements that clarify the meaning of concepts. Debate should bring
judgments closer together. A well-informed person can change beliefs.

Individual scores are combined into a group score using the geometric mean. The geometric
mean is the appropriate method for combining judgments made on a ratio scale. The geometric
mean is then used to resolve differences of opinion when consensus is lacking. Because a mean
score can mask extremes, we also recorded the spread of scores.

Decision support software, Microsoft Excel and Expert Choice, is used to synthesize all the
weights of importance assigned to elements in the hierarchy into a ranked set. The software was
used interactively to depict the influence of weights of relative importance and derive priorities.
Derived priorities of elements in a hierarchy proportionally add up to their whole, 1.000.

Rank order of an element is determined from the weight of importance assigned to its “parent
node” in the next higher level, as well as its weight of importance in relation to other elements
under the parent (its “siblings”).

Because objectives had unequal numbers of issues, the hierarchy was unbalanced. Structural
imbalance in the hierarchy can lead to dilution of the weight of many issues under a single
objective, so an adjustment feature in Expert Choice was used to restore priorities to their
respective proportion of weight. In a conceptual example, consider that if an objective (A) has
four issues, and another objective (B) has two issues, then there are six issues in all and structural
adjusting multiplies A’s priority by 4/6 and B’s by 2/6. Thus, the overall priorities for A’s issues
are not diluted simply because there are many of them.
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Opportunities for Stakeholder Input

The planning process afforded three opportunities for input. First, representatives of key
agencies and entities were invited to the planning workshop to identify and prioritize issues.
Second, public review comments were invited on the draft RM&E plan. Third, proposals for
project funding by the Borough will be invited from any party.

The primary purpose of the planning process was to identify key information needs to guide
funding decision by the Borough. Stakeholder involvement in the process was designed to seek
guidance to the Borough in identifying funding priorities. Workshop invitations were extended
to a number of parties representing a spectrum of interests including some that were unable and
others who were unwilling to attend. All comments received were considered and incorporated
into the plan to the fullest extent possible.

A diversity of perspectives is reflected in the broad range of issues and priorities identified in the
RM&E plan. The Commission hopes that the plan will help inform RM&E efforts by others but
acknowledges that this is the Borough’s plan and that other parties will necessarily be obligated
to their own needs and requirements which sometimes diverge from those of the Borough.
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IIl. GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Identification and Ranking Methods

The core planning team met on August 28, 2014 in Anchorage and September 18, 2014 in Palmer
to develop goals and objectives for the RM&E plan. On December 18, 2014, the core planning
team participated with Commission members in a facilitated discussion in Palmer to establish
priorities among goals, and objectives within each goal, using AHP.

The core planning team identified a set of five criteria to use in making comparisons of relative
importance, so that everyone’s judgments were consistently made using the same standards. A
key component of the criteria was the “State of the Knowledge Summary” (Summary) that
resulted from the Gap Analysis. The Summary distilled a comprehensive inventory of published
technical information relating to goals and objectives in the RM&E plan into an assessment of
the state of knowledge, partitioned into four possible categories: extensive, moderate, limited or
sparse. The core planning team relied on two highly-valued criteria derived from the Summary in
making judgments of importance. The set of criteria was posted and referred to repeatedly
during the day. Relative importance was judged according to the advantage that the goal or
objective presented in:

Table 4. Criteria for assessing the relative importance of goals and objectives.

Category Criteria Value

State of Obtaining knowledge through research that will make a High
Knowledge | significant contribution to Mat-Su salmon in UCI.

Obtaining knowledge through research to fill an information gap | Mid-High
needed for managing, protecting and improving Mat-Su salmon

stocks in UCI.
Feasibility and | Obtaining cooperative funding and partnership opportunities. Medium
Cost Obtaining benefits per cost or effort that are useful to achieving | Medium

Effectiveness | the RM&E plan’s mission.

Obtaining a high likelihood of success or effectiveness to | Medium
achieving the RM&E plan’s mission.

21




Goals

Three goals were identified by the core planning team relative to achieving the Mission. Goal 1
was salmon status which included biological attributes of each species. Goal 2 was salmon
fisheries which concerned our use of the salmon resource. Goal 3 was the salmon ecosystem
which included natural and human factors affecting both salmon status and use.

Goals were initially weighted unequally based on expert judgment regarding the importance of
each. Based on feedback from stakeholders participating in the planning workshop, priorities of
goals were subsequently revised so that each was weighted equally. Appendix A shows the
effects of equalizing goal priorities on subsequent objective and issue priorities. Equal weight of
goals resulted in greater deference to the collective view of participating stakeholders.
Perspectives of the Mat-Su Commission are still reflected by objective priorities identified by the
Commission.

Table 5.  Goals and their relative priorities in the RM&E plan.

Level 1-Mission Level 2-Goals

0.333 Goal 1. Salmon Status

1.000 Strategic Plan Provide information on salmon stock, abundance,
productivity and biology necessary to quantitatively
assess status and trends relative to historical
benchmarks and numerical goals.

Develop a strategic plan that encompasses
the interests of partners and governing
agencies in guiding funds towards research,
monitoring and evaluation projects selected
to manage, protect and improve Mat-Su
Borough salmon stocks for optimum
benefits while maintaining biological
productivity and diversity.

0.333 Goal 2. Salmon Fisheries

Provide information on salmon fisheries to manage for
sustainability and optimum use.

0.333 Goal 3. Salmon Ecosystem

Provide information on ecosystem and human
processes, effects and perturbations that limit or
threaten salmon sustainability and optimum use.

In regards to the goal “Salmon Status”, the core planning team believes that a primary benefit to
obtaining more complete knowledge on salmon stock identification, characteristics, abundance
and productivity is a more effective management system. Thus, there is a sequence of priority
that needs to occur: obtaining information to achieve the goal, “Salmon Status”, facilitates
achieving the goal, “Salmon Fisheries.” For example, obtaining information to establish an
escapement goal that is currently lacking would make a significant contribution to Mat-Su salmon
in UCI. Following discussion, the core planning team assigned a mean rating of 0.375, ranking this
goal as the highest priority. The priority of this goal was subsequently revised to 0.333 based on
recommendations from a number of planning workshop participants that all three goals should
be equally weighted.
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In regards to the goal “Salmon Fisheries”, the core planning team believes that fisheries are being
managed without key information. As a result, controversies arise. Obtaining key information to
develop new tools, or enhance existing tools, would be a significant contribution to increasing
the effectiveness of the fisheries management system. Following discussion, the core planning
team assigned a mean rating of 0.329, ranking this goal second in priority. The priority of this goal
was subsequently revised to 0.333 based on recommendations from a number of planning
workshop participants that all three goals should be equally weighted.

Ill

In regards to the goal “Salmon Ecosystem”, the core planning team centered their discussions
around the topic of aquatic habitat. Significant impacts to salmon habitat have occurred in
developed areas of the Borough and invasive pike have also impacted salmon production in large
areas of the watershed. However, the footprint of human impact is relatively limited (see Error!
Reference source not found.), compared to relatively undisturbed habitat available throughout
most of the watershed where conditions and functions remain intact. The Mat-Su Fish Habitat
Partnership has developed a Strategic Action Plan which has identified significant aquatic habitat
issues. Not all of these issues are being actively addressed and more work is needed. Less than
50% of the $2.5 million in funding received by the MSSP to date has been for assessment and/or
research with the rest spent on restoration activities. There are existing areas of compromised
habitat as well as future build out and large development projects planned or proposed that
could affect significant areas. Assessment and research could significantly help quantify potential
impacts from these activities.

The core planning team was aware that a large amount of money ($900,000) has been set aside
for culvert replacement in the Mat-Su Borough; they debated the benefits of restoring 10 miles
of stream access versus using limited funds to obtain information that is critically needed for
conservation of stocks of concern in the Mat-Su Borough. While one person pointed out that we
could always better evaluate the impacts of habitat alterations on salmon, others argued that
these evaluations have already been instituted, and furthermore, other funding sources are being
used for this purpose. Following discussion, the core planning team assigned a mean rating of
0.296, ranking this goal third in priority. The priority of this goal was subsequently revised to
0.333 based on recommendations from a number of planning workshop participants that all
three goals should be equally weighted.

Objectives

Using the above criteria as guidelines, the core planning team used their expert judgment to
individually assign ratings of importance to objectives relative to achieving each goal. Numbers
identifying objectives were re-assigned following prioritization. Priorities and rationales are
provided below.
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Table 6.

Objectives and their relative priorities for the RM&E plan.*

Level 2-Goals

Level 3-Objectives

0.333 Goal 1.
Salmon Status

Provide
information on
salmon stock
abundance,
productivity, and
biology necessary
to quantitatively
assess status and
trends relative to
historical
benchmarks and
numerical goals.

0.089 Objective 1.1. Biological Reference Points

Integrate information on stock identification, status and productivity to determine
guantitative benchmarks/escapement goals suitable for monitoring/evaluating
trends and optimizing productivity.

e. g., sustainable, biological, optimal escapement goals. Maximum yield, maximum
production, capacity, conservation concern levels.
0.085 Objective 1.2. Stock Abundance

Estimate relative and/or absolute abundance of representative stocks or
populations.

e. g., adult escapement, juveniles or smolts, age, sex, length, assessment methods,
standards for escapement estimation.

0.079 Objective 1.3. Stock Identification

Describe distribution and stock structure of each salmon species.

e. g., distribution by life stage, genetic stock structure, population identification,
migratory timing.
0.053 Objective 1.4. Stock Productivity

Determine production, survival and/or replacement rates relative to spawning
escapement and other limiting factors.

e. g., stock-recruitment productivity and capacity, life stage survival.
0.027 Objective 1.5. Biology

Describe characteristics of salmon species.

e. g., Life History, ecology, food habits, habitat requirements, physiology.

0.333 Goal 2.
Salmon Fisheries

Provide
information on
salmon fisheries
to manage for
sustainability and
optimum use.

0.091 Objective 2.1.Economic & Social Values

Assess the economic and social values associated with sport, commercial and
personal use fisheries.

e. g., expenditures, revenues, ex-vessel values, wholesale value, markets, traditional
utilization.
0.089 Objective 2.2. Management Strategies & Tools

Evaluate the effectiveness of existing and alternative management strategies and
tools.

e. g., forecast accuracy, in-season run strength assessment, gear, time & area effects,
management effectiveness, regulatory inconsistency, enforcement, conservation
corridors.

0.064 Objective 2.3. Harvest

Estimate amount/composition of harvest for each fishery.

1 Goal priorities are equalized relative to original judgments by the core planning team based on workshop
discussions. Relative priorities of objectives were identified by the core planning group.
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Level 2-Goals

Level 3-Objectives

e. g., species/stock composition, age/sex/length, exploitation rate, incidence of catch-
and-release or drop-off mortality catchability, selectivity, numbers and pounds
caught, catch per effort.

0.053 Objective 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement

Provide information on hatchery enhancement effectiveness and opportunities
consistent with salmon sustainability and optimum use.

e. g., production, hatchery practices, costs, returns, fishery contributions, cost
recovery, wild fish interactions, evaluation criteria.

0.036 Objective 2.5. Participation
Characterize effort and composition of participants in each fishery.

e. g., numbers of permits or licenses, number and origin of participants, effort (angler
days), trips per participant, trip length, access.

0.333 Goal 3.
Salmon

Ecosystem

Provide
information on
ecosystem and
human
processes,
effects and
perturbations
that limit or
threaten salmon
sustainability and
optimum use.

0.080 Objective 3.1. Ecological Interactions

Evaluate interactions and impacts of animal and plant species on salmon production
and trends.

e. g., primary/secondary aquatic productivity, trophic interactions, competition,
predation, invasive species (pike and Elodea), beavers, disease, parasites.

0.075 Objective 3.2. Human Factors

Evaluate status and effects of human development and activities on salmon
production and trends.

e. g., land & water use, large scale development, culverts/passage, pollution, climate
change, regulation & compliance, protection & restoration action effectiveness.
0.068 Objective 3.3. Aquatic Habitat Conditions

Characterize quantity and quality of freshwater and estuarine habitats which affect
salmon production.

e. g., River, stream and lake physical characteristics, water quality and quantity.

0.055 Objective 3.4. Marine Ecology
Evaluate ecology and habitat conditions and influences of the near- and offshore
marine environment in UCl on salmon production and trends.

e. g., temperature and circulation patterns, anomalies, productivity, environmental
cycles & regimes.

0.055 Objective 3.5. Landscape and Watershed

Evaluate landscape, watershed, wetland, riparian, and hydrological factors which
affect freshwater salmon habitat conditions.

e. g., characterization, function and/or analysis of landscape, watershed, wetland,
floodplain, hydrology, sedimentation.
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Objectives under Goal 1, Salmon Status

In considering the five objectives under Goal 1, “Salmon Status”, the core planning team engaged
in lengthy discussion. Escapement goals are established only by ADFG or the Board of Fisheries,
and are typically based on a broad category of Biological Reference Points which identify
population parameters such as maximum yield or production. The planning group agreed that
being able to establish Biological Reference Points requires knowledge about stock status, stock
identification and productivity, so the objectives are linked. It was pointed out that Biological
Reference Points are an outcome of stock status research and productivity assessments. There is
limited information at this time to establish Biological Reference Points for stocks of chum, coho
and sockeye salmon in Mat-Su Borough waters. Ultimately, obtaining knowledge to establish
Biological Reference Points (Objective 1.1) was rated the highest in priority for achieving the goal.

The core planning team thought that basic estimates of stock abundance (Objective 1.2) and
stock identification (Objective 1.3) were the next highest priorities. With respect to stock
identification, a key question is whether the limited number of stocks or populations that are
monitored for some Mat-Su salmon are representative of all or just a portion of the run of each
species.

Productivity (Objective 1.4) will be better understood once more knowledge about stock
abundance and stock identification is acquired. All members agreed that significant information
about general salmon biology (Objective 1.5) is available and this objective is deemed of lesser
importance than assessing status and trends of Mat-Su salmon in UCI.

1.1 Biological Reference Points

1.2 Stock Abundance

1.3 Stock Identification

1.4 Stock Productivity

1.5 Biology

0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
Mean priority

0.

g

Figure 5. Rank of objectives under Goal 1: Salmon Status.
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Objectives under Goal 2, Salmon Fisheries

In considering the five objectives under Goal 2, “Salmon Fisheries”, the core planning team
agreed that a lot of decision-making in allocation to optimize the benefits of diverse fisheries
revolves around the outcomes of research on economic and social values (Objective 2.1). For
example, the economic significance of sport and personal use fishing to the Mat-Su Borough is
widely referenced in relation to job growth, local and state tax revenue, and funding allocation.
Thus, the group favored periodic updates of research on the value of fishing in Upper Cook Inlet.
However, some members questioned whether an alternative agency, such as ADFG, should
allocate funds for such a study? Members were informed that while the intent of ADFG is to
conduct an economics study related to Cook Inlet salmon every 5 years, they have only produced
one. At the present time, ADFG is looking into conducting another economics assessment of
salmon specific to Cook Inlet, but there is no firm commitment. Given the significant contribution
to the Mat-Su Borough of research on the economic and social values of salmon fishing, and, the
uncertainty of alternative funding sources, the core planning team rated this objective as the
highest priority for achieving the goal.

The core planning team concluded that obtaining information to develop and evaluate
management tools — such as conservation corridors or net mesh size and depth - could have a
substantial influence on abundance and composition of salmon returning to the Mat-Su Borough.
In fact, looking at the overall effectiveness of current management strategies and tools (Objective
2.2), and different ways of doing things, would likely lead to high benefits. As an example, one
person highlighted the potential value of a model for analyzing the effects of alternative salmon
management strategies on harvest, allocation and escapement in UCI. The core planning team
rated Objective 2.2 second highest in importance to achieving the goal.

The core planning team noted that there is extensive information about the number of salmon
harvested in each UCl fishery (Objective 2.3). However, one person pointed out that information
was quite limited on catch and release mortality by sport anglers and incidental fishing mortality
from gill nets due to drop out. Accordingly, the group rated this objective third highest in priority.

In regards to research relating to hatchery enhancement (Objective 2.4), the group noted that
ADFG has received a lot of funding on enhancement: 2 million dollars in the FY2014 capital fund
allocation for Susitna River salmon research, restoration & enhancement. The group questioned
whether funds for salmon enhancement efforts in UClI would be dedicated primarily to
production, as in the past, or whether significant evaluations of enhancement efforts would also
be included? The group was informed that basic evaluations of existing enhancement programs
are underway - 100% of juvenile chinook released from hatcheries into Willow, Ninilchik and
other streams are marked in some way, for example adipose fin clips, otolith marks or coded wire
tags. In the end, the group considered that ADFG has funds for hatchery enhancement; and, there
are uncertain benefits (salmon survival) to costs of hatchery operations.
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All members agreed that significant information on fishery participation (Objective 2.5) is
available, so this objective was deemed as having the least importance to achieving sustainability
and optimum use.

2.1 Economic & Social Values

2.2 Mgt. Strategies & Tools

2.3 Harvest

2.4 Hatchery Enhancement

2.5 Participation

0.

00

0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
Mean priority

Figure 6. Rank of objectives under Goal 2: Salmon Fisheries.

Objectives under Goal 3. Salmon Ecosystem

In considering the five objectives under Goal 3, “Salmon Ecosystem”, one member mentioned
the recent controversies surrounding Mat-Su salmon that relate to ecological interactions
(Objective 3.1), such as predation from northern pike and habitat alterations from the lake-
choking invasive weed, Elodea. Others noted that there are opportunities for partnership and
cooperative funds to address these types of ecological interactions, such as with the Mat-Su Fish
Habitat Partnership and ADFG. In fact, ADFG is currently working on several aspects of ecological
interactions relating to salmon, including an experimental pike suppression program in Alexander
Creek. Another member who favored research on ecological interactions said that looking at
interactions and impacts of animal and plant species on salmon production and trends was
something tangible, in contrast to research on ecological processes whose definition is unclear.
Finally, the summary revealed that ecological interactions have only recently begun to receive
attention. As a result of these arguments, the core planning team rated this objective high in
priority for achieving the goal.

Considering Objective 3.2, Human Factors, several members noted that human factors are
already getting a lot of attention through the Mat-Su Fish Habitat Partnership. There can be
limited benefit for the cost because other funds are directed towards these types of evaluations.
For example, a large amount of money ($900,000) has been set aside for culvert replacement.
While not all issues relating to human factors are currently being addressed, still, they have been
identified in the Mat-Su Fish Habitat Partnership plan. Others pointed out that UCl is experiencing
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impacts from humans in many forms, from development to fishing. Furthermore, research on the
effects of human factors on salmon production and trends is deemed important by stakeholders
and politicians. Protecting healthy salmon habitats from significant human impact will be key to
the long-term health of salmon runs and fisheries. With these points in mind, the group gave a
relatively high priority to this objective.

Reiterating earlier sentiments, the majority of the core planning team agrees that the state of
the physical aquatic habitat (Objective 3.3) in the Mat-Su Borough is largely intact with the
exception of certain developed areas. Substantial information has been developed on aquatic
habitat conditions. Additionally, they believe that the Mat-Su Fish Habitat Partnership has done
a good job of addressing salmon habitat issues in the Mat-Su Borough. Therefore, the group gave
a priority score of lesser importance to this objective.

Some information is available on marine ecology (Objective 3.4) in UCI but gaps remain. The
marine environment in UCI may have a significant effect on variability and trends in returns of
salmon to Mat-Su streams. However, some questioned if studying the effects of marine
conditions in UCl on salmon production is outside the scope of the RM&E plan given that marine
research “gets very expensive.” The group assigned a relatively low priority to this objective due
to the potential low cost effectiveness of investments of resources, but recognized the potential
value of a better understanding of marine ecology in UCI on Mat-Su salmon.

In regards to landscape and watershed conditions and processes (Objective 3.5), one person
pointed out that understanding related processes is important to long-term protection of aquatic
habitats, but studies may not have immediate application to salmon production issues.
Substantial information already exists on many aspects of landscape, watershed conditions and
processes in the Mat-Su region from efforts relating to the Susitna-Watana Hydro project and
projects funded by the Mat-Su Fish Habitat Partnership and ADFG.

3.1 Ecological Interactions

3.2 Human Factors

3.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions

3.4 Marine Ecology

3.5 Landscape & Watershed

0.

8

0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
Mean priority

Figure 7. Rank of objectives under Goal 3: Salmon Ecosystem.
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MISSION

GOALS

OBIJECTIVES

.089 1.1 Biological Reference Points
Integrate information on stock identification, status
productivity to determine quantitative benchmarks/
escapement goals for monitoring/evaluating trends
optimizing productivity.
.333 1. Salmon Status .085 1.2 Stock Abundance
Provide information on Estimate relative &/or absolute abundance of
stock abundance, productivity representative stocks or populations.
& biology necessary to
quantitatively assess status & .079 1.3 Stock Identification
trends relative to historical Describe distribution and stock structure of each
benchmarks & numerical species.
.053 1.4 Stock Productivity
Determine production, survival &/or replacement
relative to spawning escapement & other limiting
.027 1.5 Biology
Describe characteristics of salmon species.
.091 2.1 Economic & Social Values
Assess the economic & social values associated with
1.000 Develop a strategic plan sport, commercial & personal use fisheries.
encompasses the interests
partners & governing .089 2.2 Management Strategies& Tools
in guiding funds towards .333 2. Salmon Fisheries Evaluate the effectiveness of existing & alternative
research, monitoring & Provide information on management strategies & tools.
evaluation projects fisheries to manage for
to manage, protect & sustainability & optimum use. | .064 2.3 Harvest
Mat-Su Borough stocks for Estimate amount/composition of harvest for each
optimum benefits while
maintaining biological .053 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement
productivity and diversity. Provide information on hatchery enhancement
effectiveness &opportunities consistent with salmon
sustainability &optimum use.
-036 2.5 Participation
Characterize effort & composition of participants in
each fishery.
.080 3.1 Ecological Interactions
Evaluate interactions & impacts of animal & plant
on salmon production & trends.
.333 3. Salmon Ecosystem .075 3.2 Human Factors
Provide information on Evaluate status & effects of human development &
ecosystem & human activities on salmon production & trends.
effects & perturbations that
limit or threaten salmon .068 3.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions
sustainability & optimum use. Characterize quantity & quality of freshwater &
habitats which affect salmon production.
-055 3.4 Marine Ecology
Evaluate ecology & habitat conditions & influences of
near- and off-shore marine environment in Upper
Inlet on salmon production & trends.
.055 3.5 Landscape & Watershed
Evaluate landscape, watershed, wetland, riparian &
hydrological factors which affect freshwater salmon
habitat conditions.
Figure 8.  Global priorities of goals and objectives. Goal priorities were equalized based on workshop

discussions and public comments. Objective priorities were established by the core

planning team.

30



IV. STATE OF KNOWLEDGE SUMMARY

Information gaps for goals and objectives were identified based on a preliminary assessment of
the state of knowledge for goal and objective subjects identified in the draft research plan. This
assessment is based on a qualitative assessment of quantity and quality of the available published
and unpublished technical information (Beamesderfer et al. 2015) and will be subject to
refinement based on continuing planning discussions.

Assessment Categories

A) Extensive: This subject has been or is being addressed in a comprehensive fashion by a number
of well-designed studies. There is little uncertainty regarding this subject. Findings have been
extensively reviewed and corroborated by complementary efforts. Work has found direct
application through the identification of alternatives and implication of significant actions. The
existing information provides sufficiently meaningful and timely guidance to policy makers and
resource managers. While additional work might be done, the marginal contribution to related
actions or alternatives is relatively modest in relation to past work. Substantial consensus exists
on the implications and outcomes associated with the available information on this subject.

B) Moderate: Significant information is available but it is incomplete. Significant uncertainty
remains. Findings may not have been extensively reviewed and corroborated by complementary
efforts or contradictory results are unresolved. Information may need to be updated or existing
studies may need to be improved to give better guidance to resource managers. The existing
information provides only partial guidance to policy makers and resource managers on related
guestions. Additional work might make a substantial contribution to related actions or
alternatives in relation to past work. Disagreements exist regarding the implications and
outcomes associated with the available information on this subject.

C) Limited: Some related information is available but major questions remain unanswered.
Information is highly uncertain. The existing information provides inadequate guidance to policy
makers and resource managers on related questions. Additional work might make a very
substantial contribution to related actions or alternatives in relation to past work. Substantial
disagreements exist regarding the implications and outcomes associated with the available
information on this subject.

D) Sparse: Very little information is available. The existing information does not provide
substantive guidance to policy makers and resource managers on related questions.
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Goal 1 - Salmon Status

Table 7.  Summary of the current state of knowledge regarding status of Matanuska-Susitna

salmon.
. Salmon Species
Objective Coho Chinook Sockeye Chum Pink
1.1. Reference Points C B C D --
1.2. Stock Abundance B A B C D
1.3. Stock Identification B A A -- --
1.4. Stock Productivity C B B D D
1.5. Biology B B B
Coho

Information on coho salmon is quite limited relative to their importance in Mat-Su region sport
fisheries. Stock assessments are difficult for coho due to their wide distribution and run timing.
Some stock assessment information is available but significant information and escapement goals
are limited to only a few Knik area streams which may or may not be representative of the entire
region. Genetic studies have been initiated and hold promise for identifying stock structure and
harvest composition in mixed stock fisheries. However, it remains to be determined whether
current and planned genetic sampling and assessments will be adequate. Stock productivity and
factors driving productivity have not been effectively quantified.

Chinook

A substantial amount of information is available for Chinook salmon including time series of
escapement index data and SEGs based on that data. Surveys and goals include representative
populations from throughout northern Cook Inlet. Substantial efforts to identify and characterize
stock structure have been undertaken in recent years based on advanced genetic methodologies.
Some information exists on productivity (e.g. Deshka weir) but data have not been sufficient to
identify BEGs for most populations. New work is estimating in-river run size based on fish wheel
samples, smolt abundance including Coded Wire Tagging which will be sampled in the sport
harvest. Marine harvest is being estimated in mixed stock commercial fisheries of Cook Inlet.
Some questions remain regarding trends in productivity of marine and freshwater environments.

Sockeye

Susitna sockeye have been subject to substantial stock assessments in the Mat-Su region
although substantial gaps remain. Stock structure has now been very well described with
extensive genetic assessments which are now being utilized in mixed stock analyses of UCI
commercial fishery data. Several escapement goals have been established but these do not
appear representative of the very diverse Susitna sockeye run. Productivity is being documented
based on stock-recruitment analyses and juvenile migrant sampling but substantial questions
remain regarding limitations and trends in productivity.

Chum

Chum salmon stock assessments have historically received relatively little attention since UCI
commercial fishery values shifted in favor of sockeye. No escapement goals are established for
the Mat-Su region. Stock structure has not been subject to substantial investigation in UCI. More

32



recently, chum salmon abundance was estimated in 2010-2012 based on fish wheel studies in
the Susitna and Yentna rivers.

Pink
Very limited data is available for pink salmon in UCI due to their relatively high abundance and

limited importance in current commercial and sport fisheries. No escapement goals have been
identified.

Goal 2 - Salmon Fisheries

Table 8.  Summary of the current state of knowledge regarding fisheries for Matanuska-Susitna

salmon.
Sport Personal Commercial
Objective Coho Chinook Other Use Drift N. Set
2.1. Economic & Social Values B B B c? A A
2.2. Management System & Tools B A C B C B
2.3. Harvest A A A A A A
2.5. Participation A A A A A A
Coho Chinook Sockeye

2.4. Enhancement B B --

Economic & Social Values

Economic values of commercial fishing are well documented in terms of ex-vessel values but a
full assessment of the economic and social value of commercial fishing requires more than an
evaluation of the ex-vessel value available to commercial fishermen. Economic values of sport
fishing in Alaska and the Mat-Su Borough have been assessed by studies in 2008 and 2009.

Management System & Tools

Effects of fishery regulation on the Chinook sport fishery and escapement are well understood.
Substantial information exists for the coho sport fishery, personal use fishery in northern Cook
Inlet, and northern district set net fishery although some questions remain. Management of
northern inlet sport fisheries is considerably less intensive. The effectiveness of time and area
restrictions in the Central District drift net fishery for the benefit of northern coho and sockeye
remains a subject of substantial uncertainty.

Harvest

Harvest numbers and composition is very well documented in current sport, personal use and
commercial fisheries through a statewide angler harvest survey, permit reporting and fish ticket
reporting systems, respectively.

Participation

Participation in numbers is very well documented in current sport, personal use and commercial
fisheries through a license sales, permitting systems, statewide angler harvest survey, permit
reporting and fish ticket reporting systems, respectively.
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Enhancement

Current and planned production is well-documented. Some information is available on hatchery
contributions to fisheries. Information is limited on cost/benefit relationships of hatchery
programs and effects on hatchery production on wild fish.

Goal 3 - Salmon Ecosystem

Table 9.  Summary of the current state of knowledge regarding the Matanuska-Susitna salmon
ecosystem.

Objective Issue Knowledge
3.1. Ecological Interactions Aquatic productivity
Pike
Beaver dams/blockages
Other aquatic invasive species (e.g. Elodeaq)
3.2. Human Factors (other) Land use & development
Large-scale resource development
Culverts
Motorized off-road recreation
Stormwater runoff
Waste water treatment (e.g. Septic Tanks)
Water withdrawals
Climate change
3,3. Aquatic Habitat Rivers & streams
Lakes
Hydrology & water quality
3.3. Marine Effects Estuarine/Nearshore
Cook Inlet
Ocean
3.4. Habitat Processes Riparian
Wetland
Floodplain/Uplands
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Ecological Interactions

Ecological interactions of significance to Mat-Su salmon have only recently begun to receive
substantive attention. Aquatic productivity studies are being conducted in the Susitna for the
Susitna Watana Hydro projects with smaller scale efforts completed in a number of other areas.
Pike distribution has been partially documented and efficacy of pike suppression is being
evaluated — ADFG and CIAA have identified additional opportunities for experimental eradication
and evaluation. Effects of beaver dams on salmon passage have been identified in a number of
systems. ADFG and CIAA are conducting additional surveys in other areas. Information is more
limited on new threats (e.g. Elodea).

Human Factors

Substantial information is available on other human factors affecting salmon habitats although
the available material is by no means comprehensive. Large-scale development such as the
potential Susitna-Watana Hydro project are subject to extensive evaluations. Land use and
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development is well documented although effects may be less well understood. Extensive efforts
have been undertaken to inventory, characterize and remediate impacts of culverts on fish
passage — ADFG has also undertaken a project to improve the existing culvert prioritization
process to optimize benefit from fish passage dollars as available. ATV crossings, storm water
runoff, wastewater treatment, and water withdrawal have been partially addressed by a number
of assessments and plans but opportunities for additional work exist. Effects on climate change
on Mat-Su salmon are subject to substantial uncertainty.

Aquatic Habitat

Substantial information has been developed in recent years on aquatic habitat conditions within
the Mat-Su region through the efforts of the Habitat Partnership as well as the Susitna-Watana
Hydro projects. River and stream habitats have been mapped in the Susitna and Matanuska rivers
with a combination of LiDAR, orthoimagery and ground surveys. Extensive information has been
collected on lakes, particularly large sockeye-producing systems. Significant information is also
available regarding hydrology and water quality (including temperature and contaminants) in
selected systems. Habitat information may be incomplete for representative and at-risk systems
throughout the basin.

Landscape & Watershed

Substantial information has been developed in recent years on aquatic habitat conditions in areas
of the Mat-Su region through the efforts of the Habitat Partnership as well as the Susitna-Watana
Hydro projects. Extensive riparian and wetland mapping and assessment work has been
completed for many areas, particularly in the Susitna. A need for additional work has been
identified to synthesize and augment work conducted by various agencies and organizations to
identify priorities and provide guidance for future protection and restoration activities (Hughes
2013). For instance, ADFG is conducting related work for wetlands.

Marine Ecology

Substantial information has been developed in recent years identifying estuary habitats
throughout the Knik arm and evaluating the status of each. Some information exists on
environmental conditions in Cook Inlet. Information on environmental conditions in salmon
habitats in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea is available from large-scale monitoring efforts
largely overseen by the National Marine Fisheries Service. Effects of marine conditions in UCl and
the ocean on Mat-Su salmon are only partially understood.
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V. ISSUES & OPTIONS

Identification & Ranking Methods

The Core Planning Team identified stakeholder interest categories for invitation to the planning
workshop and the number of people needed to represent that category’s spread of influence and
expertise. Stakeholders indicating they were able to attend the workshop were sent preparation
materials, including a handout that contained: and introduction to the planning process, term
definitions, training in the AHP, an explanation of the plan’s mission, goals and objectives, criteria
for judging importance, and an invitation to bring a list of salient issues and possible options for
each objective. Their primary task was to use expert judgment to identify and prioritize issues
that are currently impeding the achieving of objectives, such as incomplete knowledge,
uncertainty, and difficulties that need to be overcome. A secondary task was to brainstorm for
possible options (project ideas) that might be implemented to address issues.

The workshop was held on January 21 and 22, 2015 in Wasilla. A total of 15 invited stakeholders
were able to attend. Several additional attendees observed but did not participate in discussions
or ranking of priorities. A complete list of workshop attendees and observers can be found in
Appendix B.

Table 10. Stakeholders invited to the planning workshop.

Interest Background Invited | Attended

Mat-Su Borough &Fish and Wildlife Business, Sport fish, Personal Use 3 3

Commission

ADFG Sport fish, Habitat, Commercial fish 3 3

Board of Fisheries Advisory Committees: | Sport fish, Business, Habitat, 2 2

Mat Valley & Susitna Valley Commercial fish

Mat-Su Borough local government Politics, Business, Habitat 1 1

Mat-Su Salmon Habitat Partnership Habitat 1 1

USFWS Habitat & Fisheries 2 2

NMFS Marine waters 1 0

Cook Inlet Aquaculture Enhancement & Monitoring 2 2

Northern District Setnet Fishery Commercial fish 1 0

Central District Driftnet Fishery-UCI Drift | Commercial fish 1 0

Association

East Side Setnet Fishery -Kenai Peninsula | Commercial fish 1 1

Fisherman’s Association

Native Community-Chickaloon Village Subsistence 1 0

Traditional Council

Private non-profit Environment, Monitoring 1 0
Total 20 15
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On the first day of the workshop, participants were introduced, the purpose of the meeting and
reference material were reviewed, and the planning process and funding source were explained.
To use time efficiently, participants were asked to self-select one of three workgroups to join,
representing the three goals of the plan: Salmon Status, Salmon Fisheries and Salmon Ecosystem.
Participants joined workgroups based on their interest and expertise; people were free to sit in
on all workgroups if they so desired. Moderators guided workgroups in articulating issues and
possible options systematically by objective, which were written on flip chart pages. In the
afternoon, everyone reconvened and each workgroup shared summarized results, allowing
others to comment upon or add issues and options. In this manner, a total of 55 issues and 102
options were generated on the first day of the workshop. At the end of the day, an exercise in
rating the importance among issues relative to their objective was undertaken to prepare the
group for prioritization on the following day.

On the second day of the workshop, criteria for judging relative importance among issues under
each objective were reviewed and posted (see Table 4). One additional criterion — knowledge is
sequential in nature —was added to the list. A professional facilitator led the entire group in using
AHP to state their judgments of relative importance. Time was taken to discuss differences of
viewpoint, which allowed an exchange of ideas, resulting in learning and at times changes in
ratings of importance to more closely reflect a person’s newly-gained knowledge. Group
discussion also clarified the wording of issues (e.g., edits were made) and refined their
organization within the hierarchy (e.g., similar issues were combined and others moved under
more appropriate objectives). The group succeeded in discussing all issues under the three goals
and completing judgments of importance among issues by the end of day 2. Options for issues
were identified during the workshop, but were not rated for importance.

During the workshop, the three workgroups submitted their work on issues pertaining to Goals
1, 2 and 3 which was combined to build a framework that represented the entire problem. As
people watched the framework take shape on-screen, they could view specific issues in context
to the entire problem. Viewing specific issues in context helped people to clarify their thinking
about the problem. As the problem became clearer, people voiced ways to improve how the
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problems were visualized and articulated. Everyone was asked to review the framework and the
workgroup as a whole was encouraged to offer edits throughout the day. Many changes were
made to the framework based on comments from the workgroup. Changes included spelling
corrections, better word substitutions, re-phrasing sentences to increase clarification, discarding
duplicate issues and moving issues that fit more appropriately under a different objective.

Small revisions were also made to issue and option descriptions following the workshop. First,
descriptions of several issues framed in terms of measure implementation were revised for
consistency with the research, monitoring and evaluation purpose of this plan. For instance, one
workshop issue initially discussed in terms of a need to develop and implement an invasive
species plan, was revised to identify the need to monitor and evaluate the incidence of invasive
species to guide implementation of effective remediation strategies.

Second, descriptions of several issues was amended based on review comments. For instance,
beaver-salmon issues were identified with respect to both salmon passage and broader habitat
or ecological effects. In every case, revisions were inclusive of related RM&E issues discussed at
the workshop.

Third, two objectives were dropped from the issue ranking calculation based on workshop
results. No issues were identified at the workshop for Objective 1.5 (Salmon Biology). Objective
2.5 (participation) was rolled into Objective 2.1 (economic and social values). Objective priorities
were revised so that the total for all remaining objectives under a goal matched the overall goal
objective.

Goal 1 Issues by Objective

A total of 22 issues were described for Objectives 1.1 through 1.4. The workgroup decided that
there were no salient issues for Objective 1.5 Biology that were not already addressed under the
other objectives for that goal. Thus, the weight of importance for that objective was
appropriately re-distributed among the remaining four objectives under Goal 1. Issues were
classified as either pertaining to specific salmon species or all salmon.
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Table 11. Issues and options identified for Objective 1.1 Biological Reference Points.

Level 3: Objective 1.1 Biological Reference Points
Integrate information on stock identification, status and productivity to determine quantitative
benchmarks/escapement goals suitable for monitoring/evaluating trends and optimizing productivity.

Level 4: Issues with Example Options

1.1.1. Coho-Knowledge is insufficient to establish escapement goals for Susitna coho; existing
escapement goals in the Knik system may not represent the status of coho in the Susitna system.
Suggested options:
a. Identify alternative benchmarks for use as interim reference points.
b. Develop additional goals for representative populations from existing or new information.
c. Use mark recapture estimates of total abundance.
d. Conduct inseason monitoring of escapement with sonar, weir, fishwheel, etc.

1.1.2. Chinook-Because knowledge is insufficient to establish BEGs for Susitna Chinook, only SEGs are
established; thus, assessment needs to be improved in order to identify BEGs that provide the
greatest potential for maximum sustained yield and production.
Suggested options:
a. Collect additional data on ASL and harvest apportionment.
b. Conduct more quantitative assessments than the current single aerial survey.

1.1.3. Sockeye-The historical baseline of sockeye escapement in the Susitna is unknown; current SEGs
may not be representative of existing sockeye status and diversity.
Suggested options:
a. Use genetic analysis of scales collected in the commercial fishery to revise run
reconstruction; conduct a retrospective analysis.
b. Evaluate adequacy of goals relative to sockeye distribution and genetic stock structure.
¢. Monitor major sockeye escapements in the Susitna inseason with sonar, weir, etc.
d. Onan annual basis, monitor smaller sockeye escapements in the Susitna.

1.1.4. All salmon-No basis for instituting sustainable escapement thresholds (SETs) has been
developed, thus no SETs have been established. There may be instances where SETs are applicable
(e.g., Shell Lake).Without a technical basis for establishing a trigger point, there is no process for
identifying conservation concerns which trigger substantive actions even in cases of obvious need.
Suggested options:
a. Develop and apply a systematic approach to SET identification based on the best available
science (e.g., ESA guidance).

1.1.5. Pink-No biological reference points have been identified for pink salmon in UCI.
Suggested options:
a. Identify an appropriate framework or approach for identifying benchmarks or goals for
pink salmon escapement in the Susitna (e.g., existing data, new data).
b. Identify the genetic stock structure of pinks to provide a basis for selecting units for
assessment.
c¢. Implement or adapt annual pink monitoring.

1.1.6. Chum-No biological reference points have been identified for chum salmon in UCI.
Suggested options:
a. Identify an appropriate framework or approach for identifying benchmarks or goals for
chum salmon escapement in the Susitna (e.g., existing data, new data).
b. Identify the genetic stock structure of chums to provide a basis for selecting units for
assessment.
c. Implement or adapt annual chum monitoring.
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Under Objective 1.1, Biological Reference Points, the group discussed empirical estimates of
production-related stock parameters (maximum yield, maximum production, capacity, etc.) and
escapement goals. The strongest rating of importance (mean score of 6.4) was assigned to the
issue of insufficient knowledge to establish escapement goals (or comparable management
reference points) for Susitna coho salmon (Issue 1.1.1). No escapement goals have been
established for any Susitna coho population. Goals have been established for a few Knik Arm
streams but some people questioned whether these goals are representative of the entire
species or stock due to the extent of human activities in more-developed areas of the region. The
lack of escapement goals for assessing coho salmon status limits the ability to manage fisheries
to ensure sustainability while also identifying and accessing harvestable surpluses.

The group assigned a strong rating of importance (mean score of 5.4) to the issue of insufficient
knowledge to establish biological escapement goals (BEGs) for Chinook salmon in UCI streams
(Issue 1.1.2). A number of sustainable escapement goals (SEGs) have been identified for Chinook
and these appear to include representative populations throughout the watershed. By
establishing BEGs for Chinook, and identifying those escapements which maximize sustainable
production or yield, fishery benefits could be potentially improved.

The historical baseline of sockeye escapement in the Susitna is unknown (Issue 1.1.3). The group
assigned a strong rating of importance (mean score of 5.3) to this issue because current SEGs
may not represent the full range of diversity and status among the numerous sockeye
populations in the region. Susitna sockeye have experienced an extended decline. One
participant also identified the need in the establishment of escapement goals to consider
environmental changes such as the introduction and expansion of predator pike.

The group noted a lack of established sustainable escapement thresholds (SETs) for any salmon
stock (Issue 1.1.4). SETs are defined in the Sustainable Salmon Policy as a point of conservation
concern. Without this benchmark, there is no formal mechanism to identify stock-specific
conservation concerns. There are situations where stocks have fallen to critically low levels of
abundance (e. g., Alexander Creek Chinook, Shell Lake sockeye), and having a trigger for
conservation action, such as a SET, would be helpful to managers. The problem is that ADFG has
not described a technical basis for establishing a SET. Issue 1.1.4 was rated of moderate
importance (mean score of 3.2) by the group, relative to other escapement information deficits,
such as gaps in baseline knowledge of escapement. One person pointed out, “No salmon runs in
Alaska appear to have disappeared because SETs were not established”.

No biological reference points (escapement goals) have been established for pink (Issue 1.1.5) or
chum (Issue 1.1.6) salmon in Mat-Su waters. These issues were rated of low importance (mean
scores of 2.7 to 2.8) because these species are not intensively managed and exploitation rates
appear to be relatively low in relation to production capacity.
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Table 12. Issues and example options identified for Objective 1.2 Stock Abundance.

Level 3: Objective 1.2 Stock Abundance
Estimate relative and/or absolute abundance of representative stocks or populations.

Level 4: Issues with Example Options

1.2.1. Chinook-Substantial imprecision exists in current Chinook salmon assessment in the Susitna
(single aerial flights) which reduces confidence in escapement estimates and risks failure to
implement appropriate management measures to ensure that escapement goals are met.
Suggested options:
a. Implement more rigorous, quantitative assessments (e.g., mark-recapture, weirs).

1.2.2. Coho-Abundance information is limited for Susitna coho salmon drainage-wide as well as for
representative drainages.
Suggested options:
a. Continue annual mark-recapture estimates of total abundance for coho.
b. Conduct annual monitoring of escapement for additional representative coho populations.

1.2.3. Sockeye-Current abundance estimates of sockeye salmon in the Susitna do not include a
representative range of existing status and diversity (weaker components of the run).Insufficient
information can mask declines in abundance and diversity and result in failure to implement
appropriate management actions.
Suggested options:
a. Monitor the escapement of index sockeye populations on an annual basis and other
populations on a periodic rotating schedule.

1.2.4. Chum-Historical and current trends in chum salmon abundance in the Susitna are unknown
because information on escapement is lacking.
Suggested options:
a. Implement or adapt annual chum monitoring for representative units.
b. Identify and implement appropriate analysis of existing information.

1.2.5. Pink-Information on pink salmon escapement in the Susitna is lacking.
Suggested options:
a. Implement or adapt annual pink monitoring for representative units.

Under Objective 1.2, Stock Abundance, the group agreed that abundance information is
important for monitoring status and trends in relation to limiting factors over time, and for
establishing escapement goals which help guide fishery management. The group achieved a high
degree of consensus regarding the relative priority of issues related to stock abundance — there
was not a lot of disparity in individual scores.

A strong rating of importance (mean score of 6.5) was assigned to the issue of substantial
imprecision in current Chinook abundance assessment (Issue 1.2.1). Imprecision in Chinook
abundance assessment is a highly important issue because Chinook are highly valued and utilized
in fisheries and they have experienced recent declines in abundance relative to historical
numbers. Chinook escapements are currently monitored in a variety of streams throughout the
Mat-Su region based on single aerial surveys. In addition, Chinook are counted at a weir on the
Deshka River, which is one of the major populations and fisheries in the region. Aerial surveys
include representative populations and provide indices of relative abundance useful for
distinguishing large, average and small runs. However, reliance on single aerial surveys
introduces substantial imprecision into the Chinook assessment. Indices may be affected by
annual differences in run timing and variation in stream flows which affect counting conditions.
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A strong rating of importance (mean score of 6.2) was given to the issue of limited and overall
insufficient abundance information for Susitna coho salmon drainage-wide (Issue 1.2.2) because
of their importance in Mat-su sport fisheries and demonstrated declines. There is some
information being developed, but information on coho abundance is limited to only a few
streams or years with data. Long-term data on coho abundance is available for several Knik area
streams, but questions have been raised regarding how representative these sites are of the
entire region. Mark-recapture studies have estimated total abundance of coho in the Susitna for
several recent years but this information may not be representative of long-term patterns.

The issue of limited and overall insufficient abundance information for Susitna sockeye salmon

(Issue 1.2.3) was also rated strongly important (mean score of 6.0) because of their high value
and use by fishers and a recent designation as a Stock of Concern by the Alaska Board of Fisheries.
Abundance is currently monitored for several populations but these may not be representative
of the numerous sockeye populations of varying productivity in the region. Population data is
also available for a limited time period. Long-term index data is available for sockeye from Yentna
sonar counts but these estimates are highly uncertain due to species apportionment problems.

A lack of information to assess abundance of chum (Issue 1.2.4) and pink (Issue 1.2.5) salmon
was recognized, but rated of low importance (mean scores of 2.9 and 2.3, respectively) because
of the limited fishery utilization of these species.
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Table 13. Issues and example options identified for Objective 1.3 Stock Identification.

Level 3: Objective 1.3 Stock Identification
Describe distribution and stock structure of each salmon species.

Level 4: Issues with Example Options

1.3.1. All salmon-There is insufficient information on the distribution and relative importance of
streams for salmon in order to identify and prioritizes areas for protection from human-caused
habitat disturbance.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct surveys of additional streams that may support significant salmon production but
are not currently included in the anadromous waters catalog.
b. Analyze recent salmon radiotelementry information to identify streams utilized by salmon
but are not included in the anadromous waters catalog.
c. Identify the significance of different rivers and streams for salmon production based on
relative fish abundance by life stage or inferences from habitat suitability.

1.3.2. Coho salmon-There is insufficient understanding about the genetic stock structure of coho
salmon to identify representative units and to be able to conduct mixed stock analyses for stock
apportionment of the commercial harvest.
Suggested options:
a. Collect additional information for genetic baseline, including additional populations and
multi-generational sampling.

1.3.3. Sockeye salmon-The current sockeye salmon apportionment in the commercial harvest may
not provide sufficient detail on the full range of representative populations needed to evaluate status
and impacts on significant subcomponents.

Suggested options:
a. Evaluate the potential for finer scale stock apportionment relative to representative
populations.

1.3.4. Chinook salmon-A Chinook salmon genetic baseline exists for current applications but
additional information is needed to distinguish some Chinook stocks in order to identify significant
management units and accurately assess stock-specific fishery impacts from mixed stock analysis.
Suggested options:
a. Collect additional information for chinook genetic baseline and mixed stock analysis as
appropriate.

1.3.5. Chum salmon-Insufficient information is available on the stock structure of UCI chum salmon to
identify significant management units, assess status, and evaluate limiting factors.
Suggested options:
a. Develop genetic stock identification tools for chum salmon in UCI.
b. Sample and analyze chum populations throughout UCI to identify their genetic stock
structure.

1.3.6. Pink salmon-Insufficient information is available on the stock structure of UCI pink salmon to
identify significant management units, assess status, and evaluate limiting factors.
Suggested options:
a. Develop genetic stock identification tools for pink salmon in UCI.
b. Sample and analyze pink populations throughout UCI to identify their genetic stock
structure.
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Under Objective 1.3, Stock Identification, the group engaged in lengthy discussions about where
salmon occur, the relative importance of different areas, how stocks are organized across their
distribution, and how this organization translates into management units for the purposes of
conservation and fishery sustainability. The highest rated issue (mean score of 7.1) under
Objective 1.3 is the need for more information on salmon distribution and the relative
importance of streams to identify areas for protection from land use and development
disturbance (Issue 1.3.1).

Salmon occurrence in waters throughout the state is documented in an anadromous waters
catalog (catalog). The catalog is relatively complete for larger rivers and streams but may not be
well informed for smaller streams, particularly in remote areas. The catalog is updated as new
information becomes available. For example, several new areas in the Susitna River above Devils
Canyon have been nominated for inclusion in the catalog as a result of recent hydro licensing
studies. In another example, areas have been recently added to the catalog as a result of
telemetry research. One person cautioned that telemetry data is useful but typically needs to be
supported with juvenile sampling of smaller tributaries. Despite ongoing efforts, the issue
remains that Mat-Su streams used by salmon are likely missing from the catalog. For instance,
there are several streams used by salmon in the Matanuska Valley adjacent to mine development
that are not in the catalog. Another aspect of the issue is that the relative importance of river or
stream reaches has not been quantified. The catalog may simply identify salmon occurrence but
not use or productivity. Several options to this issue were suggested, such as linking salmon
distribution to habitat condition and using GIS overlaid with habitat mapping (e.g. Nature
Conservancy effort).

The need to obtain information on coho salmon genetic stock structure to identify representative
units and thus conduct mixed stock analyses for stock apportionment (Issue 1.3.2) was rated
strongly important (mean score of 6.5). A project is currently underway to collect genetic baseline
data for coho in order to identify genetic stock structure. Additional sampling may be required
to fill data gaps and then management-test applications for mixed stock analysis of fisheries.

Sockeye stock structure has been described with genetic analysis, and this information has been
successfully applied to stock apportionment of the commercial fishery harvest using mixed stock
analysis. However, the current sockeye apportionment may not provide sufficient detail on the
full range of representative populations needed to evaluate status and impacts on significant
subcomponents (Issue 1.3.3). Because sockeye populations exhibit a high degree of
differentiation and home faithfully to specific locations, this feature may provide an opportunity
to more finely apportion harvest among representative populations. Further investigation of this
option was enthusiastically proposed. This issue was rated strongly important (mean score of
6.0).

Chinook salmon are largely harvested inriver and in Federal waters on the high seas. The current
genetic stock structure baseline serves the need for stock apportionment on the high seas.
However, additional genetic baseline information would be helpful for stock apportionment in
the northern Cook Inlet commercial Chinook fishery, the Tyonek subsistence fishery and inriver
sport fisheries (Issue 1.3.4). In particular, additional samples and markers are needed to
distinguish western inlet stocks of concern from Susitna fish. Studies are underway to determine
if distinguishing markers can be identified for Chinook stocks. In addition, additional baseline data
is needed to distinguish the Talachulitna drainage. An incomplete baseline can result is samples
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being apportioned to the wrong stock unit in mixed stock analyses of harvest. The ability to use
distinguishing markers would improve mixed stock analysis of harvest in UCl. While these
guestions about genetic stock structure of Chinook remain, the group generally deemed their
significance smaller in comparison to similar questions for coho and sockeye, so the rating of this
issue was of moderate importance (mean score of 4.2).

Information is limited on chum and pink salmon distribution and little exists on genetic stock
structure (Issues 1.3.5 and 1.3.6). The need to obtain information on the stock structure of pink
and chum salmon to identify management units was rated relatively low in importance (mean
scores of 2.8 and 2.4, respectively) due to their lower levels of exploitation in current fisheries.

Table 14. Issues and example options identified for Objective 1.4 Stock Productivity.

Level 3: Objective 1.4 Stock Productivity
Determine production, survival and/or replacement rates relative to spawning escapement and
other limiting factors.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
1.4.1. Chinook salmon-Existing information on Chinook salmon productivity in the Susitna is
inadequate to identify stock-recruitment relationships needed to identify and manage for
escapements consistent with maximum yield or production.
Suggested options:
a. Expand the collection of ASL information needed for run reconstruction.
b. Mark juvenile Chinook in the Susitna to estimate juvenile to adult survival.
c. Estimate the marine harvest component.
1.4.2. Coho salmon-Information on coho salmon productivity in the Susitna is inadequate to identify
stock-recruitment relationships needed to identify and manage for escapements consistent with
maximum yield or production.
Suggested options:
a. Evaluate appropriate information to assess productivity of coho in the Susitna
(abundance, ASL, stock-specific harvest based on apportionment).
b. Mark juvenile coho in the Susitna to estimate juvenile to adult survival.
1.4.3. Sockeye salmon-Information on sockeye salmon productivity in the Susitna is inadequate to
identify stock-recruitment relationships needed to identify and manage for escapements consistent
with maximum yield or production.
Suggested options:
a. Evaluate appropriate information to assess productivity of sockeye in the Susitna
(abundance, ASL, stock-specific harvest based on apportionment).
1.4.4. Chum salmon-Information on chum salmon productivity in the Susitna is inadequate to
identify stock-recruitment relationships needed to identify and manage for escapements consistent
with maximum yield or production.
Suggested options:
a. Evaluate appropriate information to assess productivity of chum in the Susitna.
1.4.5. Pink salmon-Information on pink salmon productivity in the Susitna is inadequate to identify
stock-recruitment relationships needed to identify and manage for escapements consistent with
maximum yield or production.
Suggested options:
a. Evaluate appropriate information to assess productivity of pinks in the Susitna.
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Under Objective 1.4 Stock Productivity, concerns about inadequate information on productivity
was rated strongly important (mean scores of 6.8, 6.5 and 5.8, respectively) for Chinook (Issue
1.4.1), coho (Issue 1.4.2) and sockeye (Issue 1.4.3) because productivity is critical for evaluating
trends in abundance and identifying optimum fishing strategies and goals. One person pointed
out that information about Chinook productivity would add to the narrative about why those
stocks are in decline in UCI.

While inadequate, information about productivity of chum (Issue 1.4.4) and pink (Issue 1.4.5)
salmon were thought to be an issue relating more to ecology than to harvest and thus rated
moderately important (mean scores of 2.6 and 2.3, respectively) one person cautioned that
attention needs to be paid to these species “before the rug is completely pulled out from under
us”. It was hoped that projects undertaken to obtain knowledge about productivity would benefit
all salmon.

Synthesis of all 22 Issues under Goal 1

Synthesis of adjusted priorities for all 22 issues under Goal 1 resulted in a distribution of
importance, where 1.1.1 lack of coho escapement goals in the Susitna is the highest ranked issue.
Other important issues concern 1.2.1 imprecision in current Chinook assessment, 1.3.1
incomplete information on salmon use of streams, 1.1.2 insufficient knowledge to establish
Chinook BEGs and 1.1.3 unknown baseline of sockeye escapement. Lowest ranked issues concern
chum and pink salmon.

1.1.1. Coho: No escapement goals in the Susitna

1.2.1. Chinook: Imprecision exisits in current assessment

1.3.1. Incomplete information on salmon use of streams
1.1.2. Chinook: Insufficient knowledge to establish BEGs
1.1.3. Sockeye: Historic baseline of escapement is unknown

1.2.2. Coho: Lack information on abundance

1.2.3.Sockeye: Abundance estimates not representative

1.3.2. Coho: Insufficient understanding of genetic stocks

1.3.3. Sockeye: Apportionment is insufficient in detail
1.4.1. Chinook: Lack information on productivity

1.4.2. Coho: Lack information on productivity
1.3.4. Chinook: Need more discerming genetic baseline
1.1.4. No basis for instituting SETs

1.4 3. Sockeye: Lack information on productivity

1.1.5. Pink: No escapement goals

1.1.6. Chum: No escapement goals

1.2.4. Chum: Trends in abundance are unknown
1.3.5. Chum: Lack information on stock structure
1.2.5. Pink: Lack information on escapement
1.3.6. Pink: Lack information on stock structure
1.4.4 Chum: Lack information on productivity

1.4.5 Pink: Lack information on productivity
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Figure 9. Adjusted priorities for all 22 issues under Goal 1 Salmon Status.
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Goal 2 Issues by Objective

A total of 13 issues were described for Objectives 2.1 through 2.4. The workgroup decided to
combine issues under Objective 2.5 Participation with those under Objective 2.1 Economic and
Social Values. Thus, the weight of importance for Objective 2.5 was appropriately re-distributed
among the remaining four objectives under Goal 2.

Table 15. Issues and example options identified for Objective 2.1 Economic and Social Values.

Level 3: Objective 2.1 Economic and Social Values
Assess the economic and social values associated with sport, commercial and personal use fisheries.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
2.1.1. Information on economic and social values is: a) not current, particularly in regard to changing
values in relation to changing trends in fishing and management strategies; b) not well understood by
policy makers and the public; and, c) not well integrated into decision-making affecting salmon in UCI.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct (repeat) the 2007 ADFG economic study, with a focus on UCI salmon.
b. Strengthen advice to the BOF on the socioeconomic impact of management strategies and
regulations on stakeholders of UCI salmon fisheries.
c. Assess the economic and social impacts of the proposed ballot initiative to eliminate set
net salmon fishing in UCI.
2.1.2. Need to obtain information on additional variables relating to fishing participation to: a) assess
the accuracy of current data-collection efforts, b) explain factors influencing fishing, and c) project
changes in participation trends in order to improve the socioeconomic body of knowledge for
decision-making affecting salmon in UCI.
Suggested options:
a. Expand independent assessment of bias and precision (e.g., onsite surveys) of the State
Wide Harvest Survey (SWHS), including a preference survey.
b. Maintain/improve estimates of variables associated with participation by fishery.

Under Objective 2.1, Economic and Social Values, many pointed out that benefits derived from
fishing are influenced by the Alaska Board of Fisheries, who are presented with economic and
social data for their consideration of alternative management proposals, particularly proposals
affecting allocation among users. Thus, it is imperative that data on economic and social values
be up to date, understandable and clearly integrated into decisions affecting salmon in UCI (Issue
2.1.1). All rated information on economic and social values as the strongest importance (mean
score of 6.9). The need for updated economic and social information was ultimately the highest
rated issue in the plan. This high rating reflected a high objective priority by the Commission and
a high ranking of the specific issue by workshop participants. The importance of this information
was also highlighted by plan review comments of ADFG’s Commercial Fishery Division regarding
the relationship between ex-vessel values and true economic value which is not well
documented.

Two aspects of fishing participation were discussed (Issue 2.1.2) and rated of moderate
importance (mean score of 3.3). The first aspect is the use of participation data to provide
estimates of sport harvest and effort, as accomplished by ADFG’s Statewide Harvest Survey
(SWHS), conducted through mail-outs. While one person maintained that accuracy of the SWHS
has already been verified, another pointed out that there is a lag time in the availability of data.
Onsite surveys conducted inseason would not only continue to check the accuracy of the mail-
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out survey, but also provide more timely data. The second aspect concerned “holes” in the
current collection of participation data. While numbers of participants in commercial fisheries
are collected by the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, and several types of data
about participants in sport fisheries are collected by the SWHS, nonetheless additional variables
associated with fishing participation could be collected that would be helpful in explaining factors
that influence fishing (e.g., social and cultural constraints), estimating trips and expenditures, and
projecting changes in participation rates. These additional variables would add to the
socioeconomic body of knowledge relating to salmon fishing in UCI. For example, one person was
curious about the relationship of income to participation in multiple fisheries (e.g., sport,
personal use, and commercial). Another aspect of participation not well understood are people
who purchase salmon from commercial fishers — are not buyers participants? What are their
characteristics? And, what are the estimated benefits that they accrue from fishing?

Table 16. Issues and example options identified for Objective 2.2 Management Strategies and Tools.

Level 3: Objective 2.2 Management Strategies and Tools
Evaluate the effectiveness of existing and alternative management strategies and tools.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
2.2.1. Need to develop management strategies and tools to avoid over-harvesting weak stocks and
under-harvesting strong stocks in mixed stock fisheries and to avoid fishery selection in sport and
personal use fisheries.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct acoustic studies to gain a better understanding of migratory routes and timing for
major species/stocks.
Collect additional information on gear/area/timing options on harvest by species.
c. Evaluate alternative commercial management strategies and tools that more-effectively
focus harvest on target stocks and species (e.g. time and area fishing patterns).
d. Evaluate effects of catch and release in sport fisheries.
e. Evaluate size and sex selectivity of sport fisheries.
2.2.2. In-season projections of timing and run strength for both marine and freshwater fisheries are
inadequate to guide management actions to focus harvest on abundant stocks while also meeting
escapement goals.
Suggested options:
a. Improve/increase test fishing for stock specific projections.
b. Conduct genetic studies for stock identification beyond sockeye.
c. Improve precision of commercial catch allocations by stock.
2.2.3. A lack of management objectives for species and stocks other than major sockeye and Chinook
stocks limits management effectiveness for accessing harvestable surpluses while also ensuring
sustainable escapement levels of all run components.
Suggested options:
a. Establish management objectives for additional stocks of Chinook, sockeye and coho.
2.2.4. Preseason forecasting accuracy is insufficient for effective management of salmon in UCI; and,
there is a lack of preseason forecasts for some important species including coho salmon.
Suggested options:
a. Improve precision of commercial catch allocations by stock by reducing stock assessment
measurement error.
b. Conduct genetic studies for stock identification beyond sockeye in order to provide
information needed to improve stock-specific forecasting accuracy.
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Under Objective 2.2 Management Strategies and Tools, the concern rated of strongest
importance (mean score of 7.5) was the need to establish effective mixed stock management
strategies (Issue 2.2.1).Stock-specific management strategies are important for optimizing
benefits while preserving sustainability of all stocks. While habitat is essential and its importance
should not be overlooked, the development of effective fishery management strategies and tools
may be a more pressing need where habitat is in relatively good shape.

To address Issue 2.2.1, several options were discussed. A key to devising an effective mixed stock
management strategy is to know what fish are being caught. Understanding migratory pathways
and timing will help focus fisheries on target stocks. Advances in technology provide more
effective methods for stock identification than historical analyses, such as scale pattern analysis
which identified time and area patterns. Newer technology includes acoustic studies. Options to
evaluate management tools used in efforts to manage mixed stocks were highly favored by the
group. For example, new commercial fishing regulations have mandated the use of shallower-
depth gillnets with the purpose of reducing catch of Chinook salmon while increasing net
selectivity for sockeye salmon. This new regulation needs to be evaluated as to whether it is
achieving its intended effect. In another example, recent time and area restrictions have been
imposed on drift gillnet fisheries for the purpose of providing a conservation corridor for
northern-bound salmon. These new restrictions need to be evaluated as to whether they are
achieving their intended effects. Based on plan review comments, Issue 2.2.1 was modified to
also include evaluation of sport and personal use management strategies.

The need for inseason information on run timing and strength to guide management actions
(Issue 2.2.2) was rated strongly important (mean score of 6.3) because effective mixed stock
management strategies rely on stock-specific data in order to focus harvest on abundant stocks
while meeting escapement goals. Variables such as migration patterns may exhibit year to year
differences, so timely inseason information is critical to achieving optimal benefits from
sustainable fisheries.

A lack of management objectives for stocks other than major sockeye and Chinook runs (e.g.,
northern stocks of coho and minor runs of sockeye and Chinook), as well as for several species of
salmon (chum and pink) (Issue 2.2.3) was rated strongly important (mean score of 5.9) because
management effort is driven by objectives. If there are no established objectives, the concern is
that these other stocks and species will be subject to less management and research attention.

Limitations on the accuracy of preseason forecasts in run size was identified as a management
constraint (Issue 2.2.4). This issue was moderately important (mean score of 4.3) in recognition
of the priority placed on in season information for effective implementation of mixed stock
management strategies.
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Table 17. Issues and example options identified for Objective 2.3 Harvest.

Level 3: Objective 2.3 Harvest

Estimate amount/composition of harvest for each fishery.

Level 4: Issues with Example Options

2.3.1. Information on age, sex and length (ASL) in the sport harvest of Chinook salmon is not
sufficient to evaluate run composition and fishery effects on different run components.

Suggested options:
a. Expand angler surveys to collect additional information on ASL in the Chinook sport
harvest.

2.3.2. Information on freshwater catch & release mortality of Chinook, coho and sockeye salmon in
the Susitna is insufficient to accurately estimate total returns, impacts of fishing, and the
effectiveness of management measures intended to reduce this impact where needed.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct tagging studies to estimate freshwater catch & release mortality in key fisheries
where information is lacking.
2.3.3. Information on the incidental effects of commercial fisheries due to drop out mortality and
sublethal effects in net-marked Chinook, coho and sockeye salmon of the Susitna is insufficient to
accurately estimate returns, impacts of fishing, and the effectiveness of management measures
intended to reduce this impact where needed.

Suggested options:
a. Conduct tagging studies to estimate drop out mortality and sublethal effects of net
marked fish.

Under Objective 2.3 Harvest, the group agreed that harvest estimates by user group are critical
to fishery management. Currently, excellent fish harvest reporting systems provide sufficiently
accurate and timely estimates for effective fishery management. For example, commercial fish
harvest is reported by daily fish tickets; sport harvest is reported post season by ADFG’s
Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS), conducted through mail-outs. However, the group highlighted
the utility of additional information on several harvest-related issues.

Strong importance (mean score of 5.1) was placed on the need to better understand age, sex and
length (ASL) in the Susitna sport harvest of Chinook (Issue 2.3.1) for run reconstruction to
document changes in composition over time. While it is difficult to separate out impacts of fishing
selectivity on a fish stock from impacts of environmental changes, nonetheless, studies
conducted in other areas have found that management tactics (e.g., mesh size in gillnets) can
affect traits related to fish size. That is, size-selective fishing can lead to a decrease in the average
size in salmon. Similar studies have not been conducted in the Susitna, however trends in
declining sizes of Chinook salmon have been observed. One person noted that while few Chinook
originating in the Susitna are harvested in the UCI commercial fishery, commercial harvest of
coho and sockeye salmon bound for waters of the Mat-Su Borough is substantially greater.
Additional collection of ASL data through angler creel surveys was suggested to address Issue
2.3.1, as well as issues found under Goal 1, Salmon Status (Issues 1.4.1, 1.4.2 and 1.4.3).

Questions arose about the accuracy of catch and release mortality estimates for highly active
inriver salmon fisheries (Issue 2.3.2). Some catch and release mortality estimates are available
for sport fisheries in other areas, but their applicability to sport fishing for salmon in the Susitna
is unclear. Little information is available about the sublethal effects of catch and release fish. This
issue was rated moderately important (mean score of 4.1). There is almost no information on the
magnitude of unaccounted mortality of fish that drop out of commercial nets or the fate of net-
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marked fish (Issue 2.3.3) which escape nets but experience delayed mortality. Impacts from
injured drop outs may include reduced viability on the spawning grounds. This issue was rated
moderately important (mean score of 3.5).

Table 18. Issues and options identified for Objective 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement.

Level 3: Objective 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement
Provide information on hatchery enhancement effectiveness and opportunities consistent with
salmon sustainability and optimum use.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
2.4.1. There is an inaccurate perception by policy-makers and the public about the effectiveness and
limitations of salmon hatcheries for supplementing salmon in the Mat-Su region.

Suggested options:

a. Synthesize information on salmon hatchery effectiveness and risks based on evaluations of
comparable programs in other areas.

b. Document evaluations in technical and non-technical forms to serve a variety of
audiences.

2.4.2. There is a lack of knowledge about where in the Mat-Su region hatcheries might be effective for
providing additional fishing opportunities or otherwise addressing declines in wild stocks.
Suggested options:

a. Complete an assessment of potential opportunities for additional hatchery production of
Chinook, coho or sockeye in northern Cook Inlet for fishery harvest or conservation based
on an evaluation of benefits, costs and risks.

2.4.3. Need to quantify current hatchery contributions to the harvest of Chinook in order to assess the
benefits and cost-effectiveness of existing programs.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct creel survey sampling programs to estimate wild/hatchery harvest.
2.4.4. Need a better understanding of wild/hatchery salmon interactions in spawning escapements in
order to more clearly weight potentially undesirable impacts of hatchery production.
Suggested options:
a. Quantify percent of hatchery origin spawners on wild spawning grounds.
b. Estimate the relative productivity of hatchery and wild fish.

Under Objective 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement, the group noted the limited use of hatchery
enhancement in the Mat-Su region. However, a concern of strong importance (mean score of
6.0) was that policy-makers and the public have an incomplete understanding about the
effectiveness and limitations of salmon hatcheries, which has led to misperceptions regarding
the value of hatchery investments (Issue 2.4.1). Policy-makers and the public need information
about the estimated costs, benefits and risks of supplemental hatchery production for Susitna
salmon. For example, building more hatcheries won’t solve problems associated with complex
(mixed stock and mixed species) fisheries. Complex fisheries, as are found in UCI, create
management challenges from differences in salmon productivity - these differences are not
resolved by hatchery production.

There may be situations in the Mat-Su region where hatchery enhancement can be an
appropriate and effective tool in producing salmon to support fisheries or address declines.
Currently, there is a lack of knowledge about where in the Mat-Su region hatchery enhancement
might be effective in providing additional salmon (Issue 2.4.2). To be successful, the hatchery
enhancement tool must be matched to the environment. For example, hatchery production
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should not be regarded as a replacement for declining habitat. The issue was rated of moderate
importance (mean score of 4.8)

Questions arose about hatchery contributions to the Chinook harvest (Issue 2.4.3), resulting from
funds recently directed by the legislature for Chinook production. There is a need to assess the
benefits and cost-effectiveness of this kind of hatchery enhancement program. The issue was
rated of moderate importance (mean score of 3.3)

The need for a better understanding of wild/hatchery salmon interactions in the Susitna (Issue
2.4.4) was rated of low importance (mean score of 2.7) because significant research on hatchery
and wild stock interactions are underway in Southeast Alaska. Upon completion and peer review,
the results of this research can be expected to address many hatchery-related questions in other
parts of Alaska, including the Susitna. With this in mind, several of the group advised,
“Information is out there and coming in, we just need to wait for it.”

Synthesis of all 13 Issues under Goal 2

Synthesis of adjusted priorities for all 13 issues under Goal 2 resulted in a distribution of
importance, where 2.1.1 lack of updated economic and social information is the highest ranked
issue. Other important issues concern 2.2.1 need for stock-specific strategies in mixed stock
fisheries, 2.2.2 insufficient information for preseason projections, 2.2.3 lack of management
objectives for smaller stocks and 2.3.1 need for additional collection of ASL in the sport harvest
of Chinook. Lowest ranked issues concern 2.4.4 unknown effects of wild/hatchery spawning
interactions and 2.4.3 unknown contribution of hatchery Chinook to the total return.

2.1.1. Lack updated economic & social information

2.2.1. Need stock-specific strategies in mixed stock fisheries
2.2.2. Insufficient information for inseason projections
2.2.3. Lack management objectives for smaller stocks
2.3.1. Need ASL in sport harvest of chinook

2.4.1. Inaccurate perception about hatchery production
2.2.4. Need to improve preseason forecast

2.3.2. Insufficient information on catch & release mortality
2.4.2. Need to identify restoration opportunities

2.1.2. Lack variables about participation

2.3.3. Lack information on mortality of net-marked salmon

2.4.3. Unknown contribution of hatchery chinook to return

2.4.4. Unknown wild/hatchery spawning interactions

o

0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1 0.12 0.14
Adjusted Priority

Figure 10. Adjusted priorities for all 13 issues under Goal 2 Salmon Fisheries.
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Goal 3 Issues by Objective

A total of 20 issues were described for Objectives 3.1 - 3.5, ranging from one to seven issues per
objective. Several issues can be addressed through changes in protocols, policies or planning.

Table 19. Issues and example options identified for Objective 3.1 Ecological Interactions.

Level 3: Objective 3.1 Ecological Interactions
Evaluate interactions and impacts of animal and plant species on salmon production and trends.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
3.1.1. Need to monitor and evaluate the incidence of invasive aquatic species in the Susitna to guide
implementation of effective remediation strategies.
Suggested options:
a. Develop invasive species monitoring and evaluation protocols.
b. Develop an early detection, rapid response plan.
c¢. Implement systematic invasive species monitoring and evaluation program.
3.1.2. The feasibility and benefits of controlling pike to improve salmon production in Alexander Creek
and elsewhere in the Susitna drainage are unclear.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct a pike distribution assessment (e.g., environmental DNA).
b. Evaluate alternative control and suppression methods.
3.1.3. The impacts of the invasive aquatic plant, Elodea, on salmon production, efficacy of control
measures for eradication and preventing spread, and cost of control in the Susitna are unclear.
Suggested options:
a. Continue Elodea monitoring in vulnerable lakes.
b. Evaluate effectiveness of Elodea eradication efforts.
c. Conduct prevention and education outreach efforts.
3.1.4. The significance of parasites and disease to sockeye production in Shell Lake and elsewhere is
unclear.
Suggested options:
a. Assess PKD presence and other parasite/disease in other sockeye lakes.
b. Evaluate success of enhancement in countering related sockeye declines in Shell Lake.
¢. Evaluate the importance of temperature in the incidence of disease.
3.1.5. Beaver dams may affect salmon in the Susitna by impeding adult salmon passage or influencing
habitat or ecological function. These effects may be both positive and negative.
Suggested options:
a. Evaluate where and when beaver dams negatively impact salmon.
b. Evaluate effectiveness of remediation alternatives (breaching, trapping, etc.)
¢. Evaluate effects of beaver dams on habitat or ecological processes influencing salmon.
3.1.6. The ecological significance of varying levels of Marine Derived Nutrients (MDN) related to
salmon escapement in the Susitna is poorly understood.
Suggested options:
a. Investigate MDN effects of sockeye, pink and chum escapement.
3.1.7. There is a lack of information on ecological relationships of marine mammals and salmon in UCI.
Suggested options:
a. Describe marine mammal distribution and diet in UCI.
b. Evaluate use of marine mammals as indicators or salmon ecosystem health.
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Under Objective 3.1 Ecological Interaction, a variety of biological factors affecting salmon
abundance and productivity were discussed. Three issues about invasive aquatic species were
rated strongly important. Most critical (mean score of 7.5) was the need to monitor and evaluate
the incidence, impacts and risk of invasive aquatic species in the Susitna to guide prevention and
remediation strategies (Issue 3.1.1) because once invasive species are established, they are
difficult to control. The group highlighted the importance of a comprehensive plan for addressing
invasive aquatic species in the Susitna.? There are currently a handful of positions in state
Agencies that have some invasive species duties but limited funding to address emerging threats
such as Elodea.

Biologists have difficulty in controlling invasive pike in connected water systems of the Susitna.
Salmon abundance has declined in historically-productive lakes coincident with pike colonization.
An experimental control program is being implemented in Alexander Creek. Preliminary results
suggest that significant numbers of pike can be removed and that salmon production
correspondingly improves. However, control efforts are costly and effects are expected to be
temporary unless removal efforts are sustained. In addition, the scale of pike invasion in lower
elevation Mat-Su waters is such that costs of a widespread control effort would be daunting even
if it were feasible. Finally, interactions of pike predation and habitat changes are not clearly
understood. Thus, the feasibility and benefits of attempting to control pike to improve salmon
production are unclear (Issue 3.1.2). The issue was rated strongly important (mean score of 6.4).

Another invasive species, the aquatic plant, Elodea, is extremely aggressive and contributes to
changes in primary production patterns (Issue 3.1.3). Decreased oxygen levels have been
documented. Additionally, Elodea is believed to provide preferred habitat for pike, enhancing
that predator’s effectiveness. While only one lake in the Mat-Su has been found to contain
Elodea, the plant has established elsewhere in the state, including Anchorage, Fairbanks, Cordova
and Kenai areas. Questions arose about effective alternatives for control of Elodea and potential
impacts on salmon. The best prospects for long-term control of Elodea come when the problem
is addressed in the early stages before the scale of invasion overtakes the potential remedies.
There is currently a draft document for the Elodea Statewide Management Plan that is being put
together by DNR, USFWS, FS, Kenai Wildlife Refuge, Homer Soil and Water Conservation District
(SWCD), Fairbanks SWCD, and the Copper River Watershed project (H. Stewart, ADNR —see public
review comments in Appendix C). The issue was rated strongly important (mean score of 5.7).

Concerns about disease in Shell Lake are based on the analysis of samples taken from moribund
sockeye which tested positive for the only documented case of Proliferative Kidney Disease (PKD)
in the Mat-Su Borough. There may be additional instances of this highly infectious parasitic
disease that are unknown (Issue 3.1.4). Diseases are endemic in wild fish and outbreaks can cause
significant mortality. Outbreaks are often triggered by environmental stressors such as warm
temperatures, low flows and fish crowding. Additional information is needed on salmon diseases
in the wild to understand significance and implications of observed incidences. One person
commented that it is better to inventory the extent of the concern and address its occurrence

2 The corresponding issue consistent with the research, monitoring and evaluation purpose of this plan would be
monitoring and evaluation of the incidence of invasive aquatic species in the Susitna to guide implementation of
effective remediation strategies
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sooner rather than later, as prevention and control measures in the wild are limited. The issue
was rated moderately important (mean score of 3.4).

The group acknowledged that beaver dam impacts on salmon are complex: their impacts depend
upon the location of the dam and species of salmon. Beaver dams can either benefit salmon by
creating favorable habitats for rearing salmon, particularly for coho juveniles; or, impede salmon
by blocking upstream adult passage, particularly for adult sockeye in small streams (Issue 3.1.5).
The issue of beaver dams impeding adult salmon passage was deemed of moderate importance
(mean score of 3.2) because beavers have always been present and their activity is integral to
habitat function and processes in the natural ecosystem. Questions were raised about the short
and long-term efficacy and cost-benefits of dam removal efforts. Subsequent public comments
highlighted the potential significance of ecological function of beaver activities.

While the group agreed that there is a fair amount of knowledge regarding the contributions of
Marine Derived Nutrients (MDN) delivered by salmon to watershed and terrestrial productivity
for other areas, there is difficulty in translating that body of information to specific guidance for
management of salmon escapement in the Susitna (Issue 3.1.6). Questions concerning the
ecological significance of varying levels of MDN vectored by salmon spawning in the Susitna
received scores of relatively low importance (mean score of 2.0).

The lowest rated (mean score of 1.3) issue concerned a lack of information on marine mammal
ecological relationships with salmon in UCI (Issue 3.1.7). Marine mammals were discussed as
something else potentially eating salmon. However, marine mammals are native and have
diverse food sources available thus likely pose a low risk to Susitna salmon. The importance of
salmon as food for listed Beluga was also noted but Beluga population dynamics are being
addressed by other initiatives. The use of marine mammals as indicators of salmon ecosystem
health was also discussed.
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Table 20. Issues and example options identified for Objective 3.2 Human Factors.

Level 3: Objective 3.2 Human Factors
Evaluate status and effects of human development and activities on salmon production and trends.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
3.2.1. Information on impacts to salmon from land use development, and guidelines for avoiding
impacts, is needed for the development of policy requiring consideration of impacts to salmon in Mat-
Su Borough land use plans.
Suggested options:
a. Identify appropriate criteria for riparian buffers in different areas.
b. Identify appropriate criteria for septic system restrictions to maintain water quality.
3.2.2. Culverts block fish passage into otherwise favorable salmon habitat in the Susitna.
Suggested options:
a. Identify and prioritize problem areas for culvert replacement (borough and state roads and
the railroad) based on the quantity and quality of affected salmon habitat.
3.2.3. The extent of unregulated development in floodplains of the Mat-Su Borough is uncertain and
impacts to salmon habitat are unknown.
Suggested options:
a. Document the extent of unregulated development in floodplains.
b. Identify critical areas at risk of further development.
3.2.4. The amount and distribution of impervious surfaces mapped in 2008 is out of date, thus is
inadequate to assess recent trends and effectiveness of stormwater runoff controls for avoiding
detrimental impacts to salmon habitat quality.
Suggested options:
a. Update the 2008 map of impervious surfaces.
b. Map stormwater outfalls (this was not on the 2008 map).
¢. Monitor water quality of stormwater outfalls.
3.2.5. Existing information on shoreline degradation at sport fish access sites is inadequate to assess
the magnitude of this potential problem, its significance to salmon habitat, and ensure effective
remediation.
Suggested options:
a. Assess the magnitude of shoreline and riparian habitat degradation at angler access sites.

Under Objective 3.2 Human Factors, the strongest rated issue (mean score of 6.2) concerned the
need to obtain information for avoiding impacts to salmon from land use development that can
inform effective Mat-Su Borough land use plans and guidelines (Issue 3.2.1). Of particular value
would be information that translates into criteria for various activities such as riparian buffers or
septic systems restrictions. While it is often all too easy to identify blanket criteria, the most
effective criteria include considerations for the specifics on any given case so that ineffective
restrictions are not implemented unnecessarily.

Information on culverts that potentially block salmon movement (Issue 3.2.2) continues to
command attention and was thus rated strongly important (mean score of 5.8). While culverts
do not impact salmon in the major portion of the Mat-Su region which is roadless, poorly
designed and constructed culverts have been identified in developed areas. Substantial efforts
have been undertaken to address culverts that impede salmon passage. Additional information
on the locations of problem culverts (especially those located on borough and state-owned roads
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as well as the railroad) and prioritization as to degree of salmon habitat value, would ensure cost-
effective remediation.

An issue came to light concerning unregulated development in the floodplains of the Mat-Su
Borough and impacts to salmon habitat (Issue 3.2.3). Floodplain conditions and connections to
rivers and streams are critical to processes and function that shape salmon habitat. There are
significant violations — information is needed to document the location and extent of unregulated
development in the floodplain and how much salmon habitat has been affected. Obtaining this
knowledge is the first step towards improving protection of salmon habitat in the floodplain. The
group assigned a moderate rating of importance to this issue (mean score of 4.7).

The amount and distribution of impervious surfaces mapped in 2008 is out of date, thus is
inadequate to assess recent trends and effectiveness of stormwater runoff controls for avoiding
detrimental impacts to salmon habitat quality (Issue 3.2.4). Hard surface, including roads and
parking lots, can substantially increase stormwater runoff in developed areas with concomitant
effects on stream hydrology, erosion and a variety of other water quality features important to
salmon. The group assigned a moderate rating of importance to this issue (mean score of 4.6).

Shoreline damage at sport fish access points caused by anglers and off-road vehicles trampling
vegetation and eroding the bank, thereby increasing sedimentation, may negatively impact
salmon habitat on a local scale (Issue 3.2.5). Additional information on the scale and location of
these impacts to assess the magnitude and significance of the problem would be useful for
guiding protection, restoration and education activities. However, angler access points are
confined in area; most of the Mat-Su Basin is not affected by this issue, so the mean rating of this
issue was of moderate importance (mean score of 3.8). The issue needs to be brought to the
public’s attention because there are improved ways of accessing the water without destroying
the shoreline. Upon assessing the problem, restoration along with public outreach can be used
to remedy habitat degradation.
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Table 21. Issues and example options identified for Objective 3.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions.

Level 3: Objective 3.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions
Characterize quantity and quality of freshwater and estuarine habitats which affect salmon
production.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
3.3.1. Water quality baselines in the Susitna are not adequate to assess patterns and trends which
may impact salmon.
Suggested options:
a. Identify index watersheds and sites for long-term water quality monitoring.
b. Initiate broad scale temperature monitoring.
3.3.2. Water quantity baselines in the Susitna are not adequate to assess patterns and trends which
may impact salmon.
Suggested options:
a. Install river gauge stations to monitor hydrology.
b. Collect data to support water reservation proposals.
3.3.3. There is a lack of information (through space and time) on changing habitat conditions in the
Susitna (habitat types, channel morphology, bank stability, substrates, rising water temperature, etc.)
in relation to salmon production.
Suggested options:
a. Describe important salmon habitat by life stage.
b. Complete physical habitat surveys of representative areas.
c. Select index watersheds and sites to monitor over time.
d. Monitor and evaluate changing habitat conditions in relation to salmon production.

Basic information on water quality (Issue 3.3.1), water quantity (Issue 3.3.2), and aquatic habitat
conditions (Issue 3.3.3) throughout the Mat-Su Borough is incomplete and is needed to evaluate
changes over time and impacts of related factors. The quality of the existing information is also
quite variable. The need for this information was afforded a relatively strong priority by the group
(mean scores ranging from 5.9 to 6.3).

Table 22. Issues and example options identified for Objective 3.4 Marine Ecology.

Level 3: Objective 3.4 Marine Ecology
Evaluate ecology and habitat conditions and influences of the near- and offshore marine environment
in Upper Cook Inlet on salmon production and trends.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
3.4.1. Information on the distribution of juvenile salmon in estuarine and nearshore marine waters of
UCI, and use of these areas, is not adequate to assess their importance to salmon ecology and
production.
Suggested options:
a. Identify juvenile salmon habitat use and availability in estuary and nearshore marine
waters of UCI.
b. Estimate condition, growth and survival of salmon in estuary/nearshore habitat.

The sole issue identified by the group for Objective 3.4 Marine Ecology was a need for
information on the distribution and use by juvenile salmon of estuarine and nearshore areas in
UCI (Issue 3.4.1).While understanding of juvenile salmon use of these areas in UCl is currently
inadequate to assess significance of habitat and environmental changes, direct application of this
information to salmon conservation and management is unclear.
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Table 23. Issues and example options identified for Objective 3.5 Landscape and Watershed.

Level 3: Objective 3.5 Landscape and Watershed
(0.049)Evaluate landscape, watershed, wetland, riparian and hydrological factors which affect
freshwater salmon habitat conditions.
Level 4: Issues with Example Options
3.5.1. Loss of wetland salmon habitat to filling and development in the Mat-Su Borough has not been
guantified, nor assessed in relation to salmon production.
Suggested options:
a. Develop an estimate of wetland losses from 2000 to present and current reference
conditions based on aerial photogrammetry and/or index sites.
b. Assess site-specific impacts related to human activities (e.g., off road vehicle use, etc.)
3.5.2. Inaccurate stream maps may limit the ability to assess and protect important salmon habitats.
Suggested options:
a. Conduct additional mapping studies.
3.5.3. Allack of understanding of groundwater and surface water exchanges in the Susitna River limits
the ability to assess the significance of these processes to salmon production and to identify critical
areas in need of protection.
Suggested options:
a. Continue groundwater monitoring initiated by AEA for the Susitna Watana project.
3.5.4. An incomplete understanding of sediment processes in the Susitna limits the ability to assess
the significance of these processes to salmon production, and impacts and risks of land use and
development.
Suggested options:
a. Study sediment processes near the three river confluences.

Under Objective 3.5 Landscape and Watershed, the group agreed that landscape and watershed
conditions which affect salmon habitat in the Mat-Su region, with few localized exceptions, are
in excellent shape. Four issues were identified as needing attention, including loss of wetland
habitat to filling and development (Issue 3.5.1). Quantification of changes in wetlands was rated
strongly important (mean score of 5.2). Wetlands were inventoried in 2000 but current
information is needed to evaluate changes and identify problem areas.

Inaccurate mapping of streams (Issue 3.5.2) was deemed an issue of moderate importance (mean
score of 4.5).Accurate maps of streams are a foundational piece for habitat assessment activities.
Changes in stream course following high water events are a continuing challenge to maintaining
accurate maps in dynamic systems like the Susitna. The availability of advanced technologies such
as LiDAR has vastly improved the capability to develop accurate maps.

Lack of understanding of groundwater and surfaces exchanges in the Susitna River (Issue 3.5.3)
was rated moderately important (mean score of 4.4). Upwelling areas in rivers and streams have
been found to be critically important spawning and rearing areas for salmon. Chum salmon in
particular are closely linked with these upwelling areas for spawning. Information on the
guantity, quality and dynamics of these critical areas is limited.

An incomplete understanding of sediment processes (Issue 3.5.4) was rated moderately
important (mean score of 3.7). Sediment processes are important to the quantity, quality and
distribution of productive salmon habitats, particularly in glacial systems like the Susitna.
Processes may involve complex interaction between inputs, export, and the rate of water flow.
Sediment processes can also have significant implications to land use, for instance by affecting
dynamics of flooding and erosion.

59



Synthesis of all 20 Issues under Goal 3

Synthesis of adjusted priorities for all 20 issues under Goal 3 resulted in a distribution of
importance, where 3.1.1 need to monitor and evaluate invasive aquatic species is the highest
ranked issue. Other important issues concern 3.1.2 presence of pike and 3.1.3 Elodea, 3.2.1 lack
of information to consider impacts to salmon in land use development plans and 3.2.2 culverts
that block fish passage. Lowest ranked issues concern 3.1.7 lack of information on marine
ecological relationships between marine mammals and salmon in UCI and 3.1.6 poor
understanding of the effects of varying levels of Marine Derived Nutrients on production in the
Susitna.

3.1.1. Meed to monitor & evaluste invasive species

3.1.2. Pike are presentin Alexander Cr & elsewhere

3.13. Elodeaizpresent in Alexander Cr

3.2.1. Lack information to consider salmon in land use plans
3.2.2. Culverts block fish passage

3.2.3. Unknown impactsfrom unregulsted floodplain development
3.2 4. Information on impervious surfaces/runoff is out of date
3.3.1. Incompletewater quality baselines for Susitna salmon
3.3.2. Incomplete water guantity baselines for Susitha salmon
3.3 3. Lack information on changing habitat conditions

3.1.4. Unclear occurrence of parasites & disease

3.5.1. Losses of wetland s have not been guantified

3.1.5. Beaver dams may impede adult salmon passage

3.2 5. Unknown effects of shoreline degradation at access
3.5.2. Streamsare not accurately mapped

3.4.1. Lack information on estuarine & nearshore conditions
3.5.3. Poor understanding of water exchanges

3.54. Poor understanding of river sediment processes

3.1.6. Poor understanding of varying levels of M DN

3.1.7. Lack information on marine mammal rel ationships

o 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 01
Adjusted Priority

Figure 11. Adjusted priorities for all 20 issues under Goal 3 Salmon Ecosystem.
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Synthesis of all 55 Issues

Synthesis of adjusted priorities for all 55 issues resulted in a distribution of ranks derived from
the proportional weight of importance of an issue relative to others in its group, as well as from
the weight of its parent node — the objective. Substantial differences in priority were apparent
between highest and lowest ranked issues although ranks for many issues fall into equal or similar
blocks. Issues were distinguished in five more or less equally-sized groups based on priority.3
These priorities will be one of several considerations in identifying projects for funding.five

Those issues ranking highest include 2.1.1 lack updated economic and social information, 2.2.1
need stock-specific strategies in mixed stock fisheries and 1.1.1 lack of coho escapement goals in
the Susitna. Issues ranking lowest include 3.1.7 lack information on marine mammal relationships
with salmon, and lack information on pink (1.4.5) and chum (1.4.4) productivity.

High priorities were reflected in workshop ratings of specific information needs on coho, Chinook
and sockeye. Priorities for information on chum and pink salmon were uniformly lower than
those of other species.

3 Issues with equal ranks are included in the same tier.
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2.1.1. Lack updated economic & social information

3.1.1. Need to monitor & evaluate invasive species

2.2.1. Need stock-specific strategies in mixed stock fisheries
3.1.2. Pike are present in Alexander Cr & elsewhere

2.2.2. Insufficient information for inseason projections
3.1.3. Elodea is present in Alexander Cr

2.2.3. Lack management objectives for smaller stocks

2.3.1. Need ASL in sport harvest of chinook

3.2.1. Lack information to consider salmon in land use plans
1.1.1. Coho: No escapement goals in the Susitna

2.4.1. Inaccurate perception about hatchery production
3.2.2. Culverts block fish passage

1.2.1. Chinook: Imprecision exists in current assessment
1.3.1. Incomplete information on salmon use of streams
2.2.4. Need to improve preseason forecast

1.1.2. Chinook: Insufficient knowledge to establish BEGs
1.1.3. Sockeye: Historic baseline of escapement is unknown
1.2.2. Coho: Lack information on abundance

2.3.2. Insufficient information on catch & release mortality
2.4.2. Need to identify restoration opportunities

1.2.3. Sockeye: Abundance estimates are not representative
1.3.2. Coho: Insufficient understanding of genetic stocks
2.1.2. Lack variables about participation

3.2.3. Unknown impacts from unregulated floodplain...

3.2.4. Information on impervious surfaces/runoff is out of date
3.3.1. Incomplete water quality baselines for Susitna salmon
3.3.2. Incomplete water quantity baselines for Susitna salmon
1.3.3. Sockeye: Apportionment is insufficient in detail

3.3.3. Lack information on changing habitat conditions
2.3.3. Lack information on mortality of net-marked salmon
3.1.4. Unclear occurrence of parasites & disease

3.1.5. Beaver dams may impede adult salmon passage
3.5.1. Losses of wetlands have not been quantified

3.2.5. Unknown effects of shoreline degradation at access
3.4.1. Lack information on estuarine & nearshore conditions
3.5.2. Streams are not accurately mapped

3.5.3. Poor understanding of water exchanges

1.4.1. Chinook: Lack information on productivity

1.3.4. Chinook: Need more discerning genetic baseline
1.4.2. Coho: Lack information on productivity

2.4.3. Unknown contribution of hatchery chinook to return
3.5.4. Poor understanding of river sediment processes

1.1.4. No basis for instituting SETs

1.4.3. Sockeye: Lack information on productivity

2.4.4. Unknown wild/hatchery spawning interactions

1.1.5. Pink: No escapement goals

1.1.6. Chum: No escapement goals

3.1.6. Poor understanding of varying levels of MDN

1.2.4. Chum: Trends in abundance are unknown

1.3.5. Chum: Lack information on stock structure

1.2.5. Pink: Lack information on escapement

1.3.6. Pink: Lack information on stock structure

3.1.7. Lack information on marine mammal predation

1.4.4 Chum: Lack information on productivity

1.4.5 Pink: Lack information on productivity
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Figure 12. Adjusted priorities for all 55 issues in the Mat-Su Salmon RM&E Plan.
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Discussion

Priorities identified for issues in this plan ultimately reflect input by both the Commission and
stakeholders participating in the planning workshop. The three goals were ranked equally based
on recommendations from stakeholder workshop participants. Objectives under each goal
continue to reflect weights assigned by the Commission. Issues corresponding to each objective
were identified and ranked by workshop participants. A close examination of workshop
outcomes shows that issue priorities are heavily influenced by rankings provided by workshop
participants. Workshop participants often had differing views on the significance of specific issues
depending on their interest and expertise. The final priority rankings reflect the combined
perspective from workshop participants in aggregate. Issues that received a high level of interest
by workshop participants were ranked highly regardless of priorities identified by the
Commission for corresponding objectives.

Goals and objectives identified by the Commission included all salmon-related concerns. No
potential issue identified by workshop participants was excluded from consideration. Within each
goal, the highest ranked issues were rated highly at the objective level by the Commission and at
the issue level by workshop participants. The lowest ranked issues were rated low by both the
Commission and workshop participants.

A great body of peer-reviewed literature exists on priority setting - would outcomes change if
different groups of people made the priorities? If the groups are comprised of people with
sufficient expertise and varying perspectives of the problem, there will be a large degree of
similarity in the outcome between groups. Specifically, the core planning team was comprised of
a sufficient level of expertise to describe the general problems in fairly good detail. The larger
group of workshop participants was also comprised of a sufficient level of expertise to describe
the problem in fairly good detail. That's why both groups agree that the important issues are in
the top ranks, and the less important issues are in the bottom ranks.

In designing an RM&E planning process to guide direction of salmon research funds, the
Commission sought to balance their sense of priorities with those of other interested parties. The
Commission invited input from diverse interests. Resulting issue priorities reflect that input to a
very large degree. At the same time, funding was directed to the Borough and it is incumbent on
the Commission to identify projects that address the Borough’s needs. The RM&E plan is
ultimately the Borough’s plan and the Fish and Wildlife Commission greatly appreciates the
participation and input from other parties in providing guidance for the Commission’s efforts.
While different priorities might be assigned to specific issues by various interests, the
Commission feels that the current plan is inclusive of issues of concern to a broad spectrum of
interests.

It should also be noted that while priorities identified in the plan will be a consideration in funding
decisions, they will not be the only consideration. Project selection criteria will also include
considerations of benefits vs. costs, cooperative funding and partner opportunities, likelihood of
success, etc. Projects addressing some moderately ranked issues will likely be funded in
preference to some more highly ranked issues based on those criteria.
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Glossary

Benefits. Value and satisfaction accrued to humans through their harvest and enjoyment of
salmon, as well as value to the riparian habitat to sustain ecosystem functioning.

Biological Escapement Goal (BEG). A spawning escapement that provides the greatest potential
for maximum sustained yield.

Evaluation. Systematic and objection synthesis of data and information for the purpose of
informing strategic decisions. Example: evaluate the effectiveness of management
alternatives for meeting established escapement goals.

Expert judgment. Relevant experience, supported by rational thought and knowledge.

Goal. A long-term achievement that contributes to accomplishing a mission that can begin with:
protect, manage, maintain, harvest, sustain, provide. An example is, “Protect wild
Chinook salmon freshwater habitat to provide for ecosystem diversity.” Goals can either
be: already mandated in a legal or management framework; established prior to group
planning by the funding agency; or, created by stakeholders in a group setting. In prior
salmon plans developed by the State, goals have incorporated principles of the
Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy.

Importance. Meant to convey degree of dominance, one over another. For example, are all
objectives of equal importance to achieving the goal? If not, which one is the most
important?

Issue. Includes an information need, but is broader in meaning. An impediment to achieving an
objective that includes uncertainty, incomplete or a lack of information, political or
socioeconomic difficulties. An example is, “Total harvest is uncertain.” Stakeholders are
vital to identifying issues.

Mission. A responsibility to fulfill. The mission is usually (but not always) a mandate ordered
through a legal framework and is not subject to (much) change by the funding agency or
stakeholders. An example is, “Sustain a healthy and biologically diverse wild salmon
ecosystem in southeast Alaska and the human use of wild salmon in that ecosystem,
through salmon research, monitoring, restoration and stewardship.”

Monitoring. Systematic and routine collection of information over a period of time, typically for
the quantification of status, trends, and effects. Monitor fresh water temperature and
flow volume in indicator streams.

Objective. A measurable statement of purpose that can begin with: characterize, describe,
identify, estimate, monitor, document. An example is, “Characterize physical parameters
of spawning and rearing habitat.” Stakeholders are often invited to participate in a group
setting in creating objectives.

Option. Includes a strategic action, but is broader in meaning. A course of action or protocol to
address and overcome an issue or sub-issue. Examples are conduct coded wire tag
projects, radiotelemetry, adopt standards, etc. Stakeholders are vital to identifying
options.
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Planning. A repetitive decision-making activity involving thinking & social processes that help to
design what is perceived as a desirable outcome.

Priority. Also priority score. In AHP, priority is expressed using a positive inverse ratio scale.
Priority implies units of measurement.

Problem. The difference between the current condition and the desired condition. An example
of a problem: salmon are declining. Problem-solving is an approach taken to describe the
desired condition and how to get there. The problem statement is usually the overarching
premise for funding.

Rank. The position of an element relative to others in the group, such as top-ranked.

Rating. Classifying importance according to a standard or scale. For example, people rated the
importance of Goal 1, “Salmon Status” using the positive inverse ratio scale. The result
was a priority score.

Research. Systematic investigation in order to establish or confirm facts, reaffirm the results of
previous work, solve new or existing problems, support theorems, or develop new
theories. Example: identify spawning areas using radiotelemetry.

Scope. Limitations placed on the range of activities or intent; a clear definition of what will or will
not be addressed. Example: geographic scope defines the physical boundaries of the
research plan.

Stakeholder. Individuals who are either responsible for oversight or are directly affected by
decisions.

Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS) — mail in survey distributed to a sample of sport fishing
license holders to estimate annual harvest.

Strategic. Long-term future based on goals. Most strategic plans for salmon have a 3-5 time year
horizon.

Sub-issue. Specific categories of the main issue to help direct thinking about options. If the main
issue is, “Total harvest is unknown”, its sub-issues can be: interception in Area M,
unreported subsistence harvest, identification error in the commercial fishery, etc.
Stakeholders are vital to identifying sub-issues.

Sustainable Escapement Goal (SEG). A level of spawning escapement, indicated by an index or
estimate that is known to provide for sustained yield over a 5 to 10 year period. An SEG
is used in situations where a BEG cannot be estimated or managed for.

Sustainable Escapement Threshold (SET). A threshold level of spawning escapement below
which the ability of the salmon stock to sustain itself is jeopardized. The SET is lower
than the lower bound of a BEG or SEG.

Systematic approach. The whole problem is viewed as a system, whose parts are structured, and
the links between the parts identify interactions and influences. Used in solving complex
problems.
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APPENDIX A — EFFECTS OF GOAL PRIORITY EQUALIZATION

This appendix describes how the rank order of 55 issues was influenced by changes in priorities
at the goal level. The AHP model was run with two different goal ranks. The original priorities of
the goals considered by the core planning team, were: Goal 1 (Salmon Status) = 0.375, Goal 2
(Salmon Fisheries) = 0.329 and Goal 3 (Salmon Ecosystem) = 0.295 (hereafter called the original
model). Based on comments from workshop participants, all goals were subsequently given equal
importance (0.333) in the final analysis.

Unequal Priority Equal Priority
Goal1 | Goal1 [N
Goal 2 I Goal 2 |
Goal 3 I Goal 3 NN
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Unadjusted Priority Unadjusted Priority
Appendix Figure 1. Priorities of goals initially considered by Mat-Su Commission core planning

team (left) and equal goal priorities (right) subsequently used in this plan.

Appendix Figure 2 and Appendix Figure 3 show changes in priorities of goals and objectives from
initial values identified by the core planning team (unequal goal priorities) to final values based
on stakeholder comments (equal goal priorities). Changes also reflect workshop outcomes which
eliminated objectives 1.5 (Salmon Biology) and 2.5 (Fishery Participation) when no significant
issues were identified for those objectives independent of coverage in other objectives.

Appendix Figure 4 shows the ranking of issues under for unequal goal priorities. Appendix Figure
5 shows the how rankings changed under equal goal weights. The rank order of issues was
relatively robust in regard to the changes in priorities at the goal level.

Fourteen of the 17 (82%) highly ranked issues in the original model were also highly ranked in
when goal ranks were equal. The three issues that dropped in rank to the middle were in both
Goals 1 and 2; they were replaced by issues from Goals 2 and 3 that rose in rank, from middle to
high. It makes sense that a few issues from Goal 3 would rise in rank order when goal priorities
were equalized, since the priority of Goal 3 was changed from 0.295 to 0.333, thus giving more
weight of importance to its components.

Similarly, 12 of the 16 (75%) low ranked issues in the original model were also low ranked in the
equal-goal model. The four issues that rose in rank to the middle were all in Goal 3. Again, a few
issues from Goal 3 rose in rank order in the equal-goal model since the priority of Goal 3 was
changed from 0.295 to 0.333. The four issues that dropped in rank order from middle to low
priority were in Goals 1 and 2.
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MISSION

GOALS

OBIJECTIVES

planning team.

.100 1.1 Biological Reference Points
Integrate information on stock identification, status
productivity todetermine quantitative benchmarks/
escapement goals for monitoring/evaluating trends
optimizing productivity.
.375 1.Salmon Status .096 1.2 Stock Abundance
Provide information on Estimate relative &/or absolute abundance of
stock abundance, productivity representative stocks or populations.
& biology necessary to
quantitatively assess status & .089 1.3 Stock Identification
trends relative to historical Describe distribution and stock structure of each
benchmarks & numerical species.
.060 1.4 Stock Productivity
Determine production, survival &/or replacement
relative to spawning escapement & other limiting
.030 1.5 Biology
Describe characteristics of salmon species.
.090 2.1 Economic & Social Values
Assess the economic & social values associated with
1.000 Develop a strategic plan sport, commercial & personal use fisheries.
encompasses the interests
partners & governing .088 2.2 Management Strategies& Tools
in guiding funds towards .329 2. Salmon Fisheries Evaluate the effectiveness of existing & alternative
research, monitoring & Provide information on management strategies & tools.
evaluation projects fisheries to manage for
to manage, protect & sustainability & optimum use. | .063 2.3 Harvest
Mat-Su Borough stocks for Estimate amount/composition of harvest for each
optimum benefits while
maintaining biological .052 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement
productivity and diversity. Provide information on hatchery enhancement
effectiveness &opportunities consistent with salmon
sustainability &optimum use.
-036 2.5 Participation
Characterize effort & composition of participants in
each fishery.
.071 3.1 Ecological Interactions
Evaluate interactions & impacts of animal & plant
on salmon production & trends.
.296 3. Salmon Ecosystem .067 3.2 Human Factors
Provide information on Evaluate status & effects of human development &
ecosystem & human activities on salmon production & trends.
effects & perturbations that
limit or threaten salmon .060 3.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions
sustainability & optimum use. Characterize quantity & quality of freshwater &
habitats which affect salmon production.
-049 3.4 Marine Ecology
Evaluate ecology & habitat conditions & influences of
near- and off-shore marine environment in Upper
Inlet on salmon production & trends.
.049 3.5 Landscape & Watershed
Evaluate landscape, watershed, wetland, riparian &
hydrological factors which affect freshwater salmon
habitat conditions.
Appendix Figure 2. Unadjusted global priorities of goals and objectives developed by the core
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MISSION GOALS OBIJECTIVES
.097 1.1 Biological Reference Points
Integrate information on stock identification, status
productivity to determine quantitative benchmarks/
escapement goals for monitoring/evaluating trends
optimizing productivity.
.333 1. Salmon Status .093 1.2 Stock Abundance
Provide information on Estimate relative &/or absolute abundance of
stock abundance, productivity representative stocks or populations.
& biology necessary to
quantitatively assess status & .086 1.3 Stock Identification
trends relative to historical Describe distribution and stock structure of each
benchmarks & numerical species.
.057 1.4 Stock Productivity
Determine production, survival &/or replacement
relative to spawning escapement & other limiting
.102 2.1 Economic & Social Values & Participation
Assess the economic & social values associated with
1.000 Develop a strategic plan sport, commercial & personal use fisheries; and,
encompasses the interests
partners & governing .100 2.2 Management Strategies& Tools
in guiding funds towards .333 2. Salmon Fisheries Evaluate the effectiveness of existing & alternative
research, monitoring & Provide information on management strategies & tools.
evaluation projects fisheries to manage for
to manage, protect & sustainability & optimum use. | .072 2.3 Harvest
Mat-Su Borough stocks for Estimate amount/composition of harvest for each
optimum benefits while
maintaining biological .059 2.4 Hatchery Enhancement
productivity and diversity. Provide information on hatchery enhancement
effectiveness &opportunities consistent with salmon
sustainability &optimum use.
.080 3.1 Ecological Interactions
Evaluate interactions & impacts of animal & plant
on salmon production & trends.
.333 3. Salmon Ecosystem .075 3.2 Human Factors
Provide information on Evaluate status & effects of human development &
ecosystem & human activities on salmon production & trends.
effects & perturbations that
limit or threaten salmon .068 3.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions
sustainability & optimum use. Characterize quantity & quality of freshwater &
habitats which affect salmon production.
.055 3.4 Marine Ecology
Evaluate ecology & habitat conditions & influences of
near- and off-shore marine environment in Upper
Inlet on salmon production & trends.
.055 3.5 Landscape & Watershed
Evaluate landscape, watershed, wetland, riparian &
hydrological factors which affect freshwater salmon
habitat conditions.
Appendix Figure 3. Unadjusted global priorities of goals and their objectives, revised based on

stakeholder input and public comments received on the draft plan.
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2.1.1. Lack updated economic & social information
2.2.1. Need stock-specific strategies in mixed stock fisheries

1.1.1. Coho: No escapement goals in the Susitna
2.2.2. Insufficient information for inseason projections
2.2.3. Lack management objectives for smaller stocks
3.1.1. Need to monitor & evaluate invasive species
2.3.1. Need ASL in sport harvest of chinook
1.2.1. Chinook: Imprecision exists in current assessment
1.3.1. Incomplete information on salmon use of streams
2.4.1. Inaccurate perception about hatchery production
1.1.2. Chinook: Insufficient knowledge to establish BEGs
1.2.2. Coho: Lack information on abundance
3.1.2. Pike are present in Alexander Cr & elsewhere
1.1.3. Sockeye: Historic baseline of escapement is unknown
1.2.3. Sockeye: Abundance estimates are not representative
1.3.2. Coho: Insufficient understanding of genetic stocks
3.1.3. Elodea is present in Alexander Cr
1.3.3. Sockeye: Apportionment is insufficient in detail R SR S
2.2.4. Need to improve preseason forecast e ;‘{_-’- L2
2.3.2. Insufficient information on catch & release mortality e rmewwr ;‘\1-’ .
2.4.2. Need to identify restoration opportunities e ;‘f_-" L2
2.1.2. Lack variables about participation e rmewwr ;‘\1.’ ¥
3.2.1. Lack information to consider salmon in land use plans e ;‘f_-" L2
2.3.3. Lack information on mortality of net-marked salmon e o~ ;‘\1.’ _
3.2.2. Culverts block fish passage e ;‘{_-’- L2
1.4.1. Chinook: Lack information on productivity e o~ ;‘\1.’ _
1.4.2. Coho: Lack information on productivity e ;‘{_-’- GINN
1.1.4. No basis for instituting SETs e o~ ;‘\’,-" L]
1.3.4. Chinook: Need more discerning genetic baseline e ;‘f_-" L2
3.2.3. Unknown impacts from unregulated floodplain development e o~ ;‘\1.’ _
3.2.4. Information on impervious surfaces/runoff is out of date e ;‘f_-" L |
1.4.3. Sockeye: Lack information on productivity e o~ ;‘\1.’ _
2.4.3. Unknown contribution of hatchery chinook to return e ;‘{,-’- ¥
3.3.2. Incomplete water quantity baselines for Susitna salmon e o~ ;‘\1.’ _
3.3.1. Incomplete water quality baselines for Susitna salmon e ;‘{,-’- ¥
3.3.3. Lack information on changing habitat conditions e o~ ;‘\1.’ _
3.1.4. Unclear occurrence of parasites & disease e ;‘{,-’-
3.1.5. Beaver dams may impede adult salmon passage e o~ ;‘\1.’
3.5.1. Losses of wetlands have not been quantified [ ;‘{,-’-
1.1.5. Pink: No escapement goals | |
2.4.4. Unknown wild/hatchery spawning interactions | |
3.2.5. Unknown effects of shoreline degradation at access | |
3.4.1. Lack information on estuarine & nearshore conditions | |
3.5.2. Streams are not accurately mapped | |
1.1.6. Chum: No escapement goals | |
1.2.4. Chum: Trends in abundance are unknown | |
3.5.3. Poor understanding of water exchanges | |
1.3.5. Chum: Lack information on stock structure |
3.5.4. Poor understanding of river sediment processes |
1.2.5. Pink: Lack information on escapement |
1.3.6. Pink: Lack information on stock structure |
3.1.6. Poor understanding of varying levels of MDN |
1.4.4 Chum: Lack information on productivity |
1.4.5 Pink: Lack information on productivity |
3.1.7. Lack information on marine mammal predation |
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04
Adjusted Priority
Appendix Figure 4. Priorities for all 55 issues based on unequal goal weights initially considered by

the Mat-Su Commission core planning team (Goal 1 Salmon Status 0.375, Goal
2. Salmon Fisheries 0.329 and Goal 3. Salmon Ecosystem 0.29).
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2.1.1. Lack updated economic & social information

3.1.1. Need to monitor & evaluate invasive species

2.2.1. Need stock-specific strategies in mixed stock fisheries
3.1.2. Pike are present in Alexander Cr & elsewhere

2.2.2. Insufficient information for inseason projections
3.1.3. Elodea is present in Alexander Cr

2.2.3. Lack management objectives for smaller stocks

2.3.1. Need ASL in sport harvest of chinook

3.2.1. Lack information to consider salmon in land use plans
1.1.1. Coho: No escapement goals in the Susitna

2.4.1. Inaccurate perception about hatchery production
3.2.2. Culverts block fish passage

1.2.1. Chinook: Imprecision exists in current assessment
1.3.1. Incomplete information on salmon use of streams
2.2.4. Need to improve preseason forecast

1.1.2. Chinook: Insufficient knowledge to establish BEGs
1.1.3. Sockeye: Historic baseline of escapement is unknown
1.2.2. Coho: Lack information on abundance

2.3.2. Insufficient information on catch & release mortality
2.4.2. Need to identify restoration opportunities

1.2.3. Sockeye: Abundance estimates are not representative
1.3.2. Coho: Insufficient understanding of genetic stocks

A NS LR TN,

A NS T e TN

2.1.2. Lack variables about participation s EEE e SR
3.2.3. Unknown impacts from unregulated floodplain... s mmmm s et
3.2.4. Information on impervious surfaces/runoff is out of date e T s |
3.3.1. Incomplete water quality baselines for Susitna salmon :'.'FE N e L U T
3.3.2. Incomplete water quantity baselines for Susitna salmon s Ewmm e e
1.3.3. Sockeye: Apportionment is insufficient in detail s e e
3.3.3. Lack information on changing habitat conditions s s werw e cwees
2.3.3. Lack information on mortality of net-marked salmon :'.'Fi L5 N S N Ry
3.1.4. Unclear occurrence of parasites & disease s mmmm e e
3.1.5. Beaver dams may impede adult salmon passage | s we '
3.5.1. Losses of wetlands have not been quantified s s e e e

3.2.5. Unknown effects of shoreline degradation at access
3.4.1. Lack information on estuarine & nearshore conditions
3.5.2. Streams are not accurately mapped

3.5.3. Poor understanding of water exchanges

1.4.1. Chinook: Lack information on productivity s s
1.3.4. Chinook: Need more discerning genetic baseline e—————
1.4.2. Coho: Lack information on productivity s s s
2.4.3. Unknown contribution of hatchery chinook to return s s s e

3.5.4. Poor understanding of river sediment processes
1.1.4. No basis for instituting SETs s s

1.4.3. Sockeye: Lack information on productivity s s
2.4.4. Unknown wild/hatchery spawning interactions
1.1.5. Pink: No escapement goals

1.1.6. Chum: No escapement goals

3.1.6. Poor understanding of varying levels of MDN
1.2.4. Chum: Trends in abundance are unknown
1.3.5. Chum: Lack information on stock structure
1.2.5. Pink: Lack information on escapement

1.3.6. Pink: Lack information on stock structure

3.1.7. Lack information on marine mammal predation
1.4.4 Chum: Lack information on productivity

1.4.5 Pink: Lack information on productivity

0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04
Adjusted Priority

Appendix Figure 5. Adjusted priorities for all 55 issues based on equal goal priorities. Key: black
bars are highly ranked issues, textured bars are middle ranked issues, and grey
bars are low ranked issues in the original model.
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APPENDIX B — PLANNING WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

Appendix Table 1. Participants in the Mat-Su salmon planning workshop, January 21-22, 2015.
Affiliation Background Person Email Phone
1 | MSB Fish & Wildlife Comm. Sport /Personal use Larry Engel larryengel@gci.net (907) 745-4132
2 | MSB Fish & Wildlife Comm. Sport /Personal use Howard Delo hodelo@mtaonline.net (907) 892-8796
3 | MSB Fish & Wildlife Comm. Sport /Personal use/Business | Bruce Knowles! bigfish@mtaonline.net (907) 495-4965
4 | ADFG Sport fish Tim McKinley Timothy.mckinley@alaska.gov | (907) 267-2124
5 | ADFG Commercial fish Jack Erickson Jack.erickson@alaska.gov (907) 267-2376
6 | ADFG Habitat Mike Bethe? Mike.bethe@alaska.gov (907) 861-3202
7 | Susitna Valley Advisory Committee Sport/Business/Commercial Mike Wood mike@susitnarivercoalition.org | (907) 354-5815
(AC)
8 | Mat Valley AC/MSB Fish & Wildlife Sport/Business Jehnifer Ehmann | jehnifer.ehmann@gmail.com (907) 354-0059
Comm.
9 | Mat-Su Borough (MSB) Local government Frankie Barker frankie.barker@matsugov.us (907) 746-7439
10 | USFWS Habitat Jon Gerken jonathon_gerken@fws.gov (907) 271-1798
11 | USFWS Fisheries Doug McBride doug_mcbride@fws.gov (907) 271-2871
12 | NMFS Marine waters Did not attend
13 | Cook Inlet Aquaculture Enhancement & Monitoring Gary Fandrei gfandrei@ciaanet.org (907)283-5761
14 Lisa Ka’aihue lisak@ciaanet.org (907)283-5761
15 | Northern District Setnet Fishery Commercial fish Did not attend
16 | Central District Driftnet Fishery - UCI Commercial fish Did not attend
Drift Assoc.
17 | East side Setnet fishery - Kenai Commercial fish Rob Williams krvwilliams@gmail.com (907)398-2719
Peninsula Fishermen’s Assoc.
18 | Chickaloon Village Traditional Council Subsistence Did not attend
19 | Aquatic Restoration & Research Private non-profit Did not attend
Institute
20 | Mat-Su Salmon Partnership Habitat Jessica Speed? jspeed@tnc.org (907) 865-5713

1 Attended Jan 21 only.
2 Attended Jan. 22 only.
3 participation was limited to discussion and clarification of ecosystem goals.
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Appendix Table 2.

Observers present at the Mat-Su salmon planning workshop, January 21-22, 2015.

Affiliation Background Person Email Phone
MSB Fish & Wildlife Comm. Sport/personal use Terry Nininger nininger@alaska.net --
Kenai River Sportfishing Association Non governmental organization Ricky Gease ricky@krsa.com (907) 262-8588
Mat-Su Borough Assembly Local government Jim Sykes -- --
Alaska Outdoor Council Sport/personal use Rod Arno -- --
Public HDR & commercial fisherman Mark Doner - -

Appendix Table 3.

Support staff at the Mat-Su salmon planning workshop, January 21-22, 2015.

Affiliation

Role

Person

Email

Phone

R2 Resource Consultants

Project Lead

Ray Beamesderfer

rbeamesderfer@r2usa.com

(360) 975-7688

Resource Decision Support

Workshop Lead

Peggy Merritt

pmerritt@ak.net

(907) 457-5911

R2 Resource Consultants

Project Assistance

Kai Steimle

ksteimle@r2usa.com

(360) 244-7070

Northwestern Natural Resource Consultants

Regional Expert

Mac Minard

macminard@mt.net

(406) 439-2059
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APPENDIX C - PUBLIC COMMENTS & RESPONSES

This section summarizes major comments on the draft master plan from the public review and
corresponding plan revisions or explanations —subjects are numbered in the summary list below
and these numbers are referenced on copies of public review comments that follow the
summary. Public comments also included many additional suggestions for improvement ranging
from clarification to typographical errors — corresponding edits are included in the revised plan
but not in the summary list below (denoted by check marks on attached public review
comments).

Appendix Table 4. List of public commenters on draft plan.
Affiliation Author Date

ADFG — Commercial Fisheries Division J. Erickson 3/20/15
ADFG — Sport Fisheries Division T. McKinley 3/19/15
ADFG — Anadromous Waters Catalog Biologist J. Johnson 3/11/15
ADNR — Invasive Weed & Ag Pest Coordinator H. Stewart

Chickaloon Village Council G. Hay 3/23/15
Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association G. Fandrei, L. Ka’aihue 3/17/15
Knik River Watershed Group R. Howard 3/14/15
University of Alaska — Research Associate M. Krupa 3/10/15
Mat-Su Salmon Partnership C. Smith 3/20/15
United Cook Inlet Drift Association D. Martin 3/19/15
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service D. McBride, J. Gerken 3/20/15

1. Need for a research plan (UCIDA)

One workshop invitee declined to attend, questioned the need for a research plan and
subsequently criticized the plan as lacking in new information.

The Matanuska-Susitna Fish and Wildlife Commission strongly believes that a sound scientific
foundation is essential for effective protection and management of sustainable salmon runs and
fisheries. No such plan or guidance document currently exists. The value of the research planning
process was affirmed by a number of workshop participants, by their attendance and in their
comments. For instance ADFG Commercial Fishery Division comments noted “Clearly we agree
when additional funding becomes available, a research plan with priorities is critical to ensure
those funds are spent in a productive manner.”

2. Funds are more properly spent on obvious problems like culverts (UCIDA)

One commenter questioned why grant money is not being spent on solutions to those
documented problems rather than additional research. In particular, this commenter suggested
more spending on culverts.
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The reason is because a comprehensive review of all potential issues is necessary to place the
significance of any single issue in context and to focus expenditures to the most significant issues
and opportunities. The funds invested in developing a comprehensive RM&E plan will produce
large dividends in identifying the entire scope of need and in developing information to address
the highest priority issues. For the cost of replacing one modest-sized culvert, the RM&E plan
provides a sound foundation for funding projects and obtaining additional funds to address all
problem culverts in the Borough as well as the full spectrum of factors impacting Mat-Su salmon.

3. Limited opportunities for input (Chickaloon Village Council, MSSP)

One commenter was unable to attend the planning workshop due to scheduling conflicts and
suggested that additional meetings would be appropriate. Another commenter expressed
disappointment that the planning process was not more inclusive.

The planning process afforded three opportunities for input. First, representatives of key agencies
and entities were invited to the planning workshop to identify and prioritize issues. Second, public
review comments were invited on the draft RM&E plan. Third, proposals for project funding by
the Borough will be invited from any party.

The primary purpose of the planning process was to identify key information needs to guide
funding decision by the Borough. Stakeholder involvement in the process was designed to seek
guidance to the Borough in identifying funding priorities. Workshop invitations were extended to
a number of parties representing a spectrum of interests including some that were unable and
others who were unwilling to attend. All comments received were considered and incorporated
into the plan to the fullest extent possible.

A diversity of perspectives is reflected in the broad range of issues and priorities identified in the
RM&E plan. The Commission hopes that the plan will help inform RM&E efforts by others but
acknowledges that this is the Borough’s plan and that other parties will necessarily be obligated
to their own needs and requirements which sometimes diverge from those of the Borough.

4. Goal & Objective Priorities (ADFG, CIAA, MSSP, USFWS)

A number of parties questioned the structure of the planning process where overarching goal
and objective priorities were identified by the Mat-Su Fish and Wildlife Commission and the
identification and ranking of issues related to those priorities was completed by workshop
participants. Several workshop participants suggested that they would have prioritized goals and
objectives differently based on the focus of their interests. It was also noted that the ranking of
issues was affected by the overall goal and objective priorities identified by the Commission and
that the ranking would have been different if goal and objective priorities were assigned by
workshop participants rather than the Commission.

To address this comment, the Commission revised ranking of the three goals so that all were
ranked equally. Thus, salmon ecosystem issues are more highly ranked and salmon status issues
lower ranked than in the review draft of this plan. Objectives under each goal continue to reflect
weights assigned by the Commission. Priorities identified for issues in this plan thus reflect input
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by both the Commission and stakeholders participating in the planning workshop. A close
examination of workshop outcomes shows that issue priorities are heavily influenced by rankings
provided by workshop participants. Issues that received a high level of interest by workshop
participants were ranked highly regardless of priorities identified by the Commission for
corresponding objectives.

Goals and objectives identified by the Commission included all salmon-related concerns. No
potential issue identified by workshop participants was excluded from consideration. Within each
goal, the highest ranked issues were rated highly at the objective level by the Commission and at
the issue level by workshop participants. The lowest ranked issues were rated low by both the
Commission and workshop participants.

A great body of peer-reviewed literature exists on priority setting - would outcomes change if
different groups of people made the priorities? If the groups are comprised of people with
sufficient expertise and varying perspectives of the problem, there will be a large degree of
similarity in the outcome between groups. Specifically, the core planning team was comprised of
a sufficient level of expertise to describe the general problems in fairly good detail. The larger
group of workshop participants was also comprised of a sufficient level of expertise to describe
the problem in fairly good detail. That's why both groups agree that the important issues are in
the top ranks, and the less important issues are in the bottom ranks.

In designing an RM&E planning process to guide direction of salmon research funds, the
Commission sought to balance their sense of priorities with those of other interested parties. The
Commission invited input from diverse interests. Resulting issue priorities reflect that input to a
very large degree. At the same time, funding was directed to the Borough and it is incumbent on
the Commission to identify projects that address the Borough’s needs. The RM&E plan is
ultimately the Borough’s plan and the Fish and Wildlife Commission greatly appreciates the
participation and input from other parties in providing guidance for the Commission’s efforts.
While different priorities might be assigned to specific issues by various interests, the Commission
feels that the current plan is inclusive of issues of concern to a broad spectrum of interests.

It should also be noted that while priorities identified in the plan will be a consideration in funding
decisions, they will not be the only consideration. Project selection criteria will also include
considerations of benefits vs. costs, cooperative funding and partner opportunities, likelihood of
success, etc. Projects addressing some moderately ranked issues will likely be funded in preference
to some more highly ranked issues based on those criteria.

5. Attribution of Opinions (ADFG, MSSP)

Several commenters noted that there are examples where opinions are provided within the draft
document but whose opinions these are is not clear. Commenters also recommended more
detailed explanations on when stakeholders were involved and to what degree, as well as
describing how or if stakeholders will continue to be involved throughout the plan’s completion
and implementation.
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The plan was revised to clarify that it is the Borough’s plan, how and where guidance from
stakeholders was incorporated, and to whom opinions in discussion of issues were attributed. An
introductory paragraph was included that states the opinions and priorities of the plan are those
of the Mat-Su Fish and Wildlife Commission and they do not necessarily represent the opinions
and priorities of the individuals or agencies that participated in the scoring process. Stakeholders
will be invited to submit project proposals. A final plan and descriptions of proposal evaluation
criteria will be distributed as well as periodic reports on program implementation.

6. Species addressed (ADFG)

It was pointed out that significant concerns exist for Susitna sockeye and this species should be
treated in similar detail to Chinook and coho salmon which were identified as a particular concern
by the Commission due to their sport fishery significance.

The plan was revised to clarify that concerns exist for all salmon species including sockeye which
have been identified as a stock of concern. Species priorities were not identified by the
Commission at the goal or objective level. Species priorities were discussed at the workshop,
particularly under goal 1. Issues were identified and prioritized at the species level. High priorities
were reflected in workshop ratings of specific information needs on coho, Chinook and sockeye.
Priorities for information on chum and pink salmon were uniformly lower than those of other
species.

7. Overlap in Goal 1 & 2 Objectives (CIAA)

One commenter suggested that overlap of Goals 1 and 3 was confusing and that some goal 1
objectives related to salmon productivity, biology, and trends are ecosystem functions and
appropriately considered in Goal 3.

The Commission identified three information goals. Goal 1 was salmon status which included
biological attributes of each species. Goal 2 was salmon fisheries which concerned our use of the
salmon resource. Goal 3 was the salmon ecosystem which included natural and human factors
affecting both salmon status and use. Complex problems, such as Upper Cook Inlet salmon, are
inevitably comprised of linked components. While components in salmon status are linked to
salmon ecosystem, they are viewed from slightly different perspectives, as we endeavored to
clarify. Information identified under specific issues can clearly have application to different goals.
For instance, estimates of salmon productivity are an attribute describing species or stock health
and viability relative to conservation and sustainability objectives, a measure of harvestable
surplus and optimum escapement levels in fishery management, and can also be used to estimate
the impact of various limiting factors. Related information may be used to address multiple needs.
That is part of the reason that the Commission initially assigned a high priority to species status
information. Attempts were made during the workshop to clarify each goal, objective and issue
to the extent possible and current issue priorities reflect the understanding by workshop
participants.
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8. Significance of Habitat Issues (UCIDA, MSSP)

Several parties took issue with the descriptions of current ecosystem and habitat conditions in
the Mat-Su Borough and the corresponding priority for this goal assigned by the Commission. In
particular, exception was taken to characterizations of Mat-Su habitat as being in “pretty good
shape” and that habitat-related concerns are effectively addressed by activities of the Mat-Su
Salmon Partnership.

The plan was revised to clarify that significant habitat impacts to salmon habitat have occurred
in developed areas and that invasive pike have impacted salmon production in large areas of the
watershed. Clarification was also included to the effect that, while the MSSP Strategic Action Plan
has identified significant issues, not all of these issues are being actively addressed and more work
is needed. At the same time, these explanations are qualified with recognition that physical
habitat conditions and functions remain intact throughout the large majority of the watershed
and it would be grossly inaccurate to represent concerns for Mat-Su salmon to be entirely due to
in-basin conditions.

Additional information and descriptions of the MSSP program and strategic plan were
incorporated into the RM&E Plan based on review comments. All habitat issues identified in the
MSSP Strategic Plan are included in the Mat-Su RM&E plan and the majority are prioritized at a
moderate to high level. The Mat-Su Borough is an active participant in the MSSP process and
welcomes the opportunity to utilize this Borough funding process to address high priority issues
identified in the MSSP Strategic Action Plan and the Borough’s Salmon Research, Monitoring and
Evaluation Plan.

9. Priorities of Specific Habitat Issues (USFWS, MSSP)

Several comments suggested that the priorities of specific issues should have been higher than
currently identified in the plan. For instance, one commenter suggested that having three issues
for invasive species (3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.1.3) might have diluted the rankings of other habitat-
related issues which would otherwise have ranked in the top tier. Comments proposed a higher
ranking for the Anadromous Waters Catalog (1.3.1) and land use planning (3.2.1). Comments also
suggested merging three invasive species issues into one issue to avoid dilution of the importance
of other habitat issues identified in the draft plan.

Issue priorities reflect a combination of goal and objective priorities and issue significance
identified by workshop participants. Workshop participants often had differing views on the
significance of specific issues depending on their interest and expertise. The final priority rankings
reflect the combined perspective from workshop participants in aggregate. Workshop
participants raised concerns about specific issues, which the entire group discussed, edited and
prioritized in good faith. Changing ranks of specific issues after the fact would erode the intent of
the workshop process.

The need for more information for the anadromous waters catalog was already highly rated under
goal 1. While the AWC has specific regulatory application, it is also the most comprehensive
description of the spatial distribution of salmon in Alaska at a stream and reach level. Related

78



salmon distribution information was included under salmon status because this RM&E plan
defines status broadly in terms of abundance, productivity, distribution, and diversity. Much of
the information on salmon status identified under goal 1 has multiple applications. For instance,
abundance information may be used to provide a basic inventory of stock status (goal 1),
escapement goals that provide guidance for fishery management (goal 2), and evaluations of the
effects of various limiting factors (goal 3). While this information has application in land use
planning identified under Goal 3, inclusion under goal 3 does not change the funding priority.

Land use planning is ranked with a relatively high priority. It should also be noted that a moderate
ranking does not exclude this issue from the potential for funding. All of the issues included in the
plan are important and appropriate for funding but obviously funds will not be currently available
to fund every item. Funding decisions will be based on a variety of criteria. People tend to submit
proposals for issues they feel they have a reasonable degree of succeeding at addressing,
regardless of rank. It is likely that several projects addressing lower ranked issues will be funded
in preference to some highly ranked issues where supported with strong project proposals.

An adjustment feature in the Expert Choice AHP software was used so that issues were not diluted
due to unequal numbers under each objective. In a conceptual example, consider that if an
objective (A) has four issues, and another objective (B) has two issues, then there are six issues in
all and structural adjusting multiplies A’s priority by 4/6 and B’s by 2/6. Thus, the overall priorities
for A’s issues are not diluted simply because there are many of them.

10. Scope not including the Municipality of Anchorage (CIAA)

One commenter suggested that excluding the Municipality of Anchorage is a major shortcoming
of the plan because it is the source of existing and evolving problems (e.g., Elodea).

The Planning core team discussed inclusion of Anchorage in the planning process and recognized
that the Mat-Su Borough shares many of the same concerns and problems. The plan ultimately
included issues common to both areas and priorities identified in the plan allow for the possibility
of addressing common interests. For instance, the need for information to monitor and evaluate
invasive species (3.1.1) was among the highest rated priorities and the presence of Elodea in Mat-
Su waters was specifically addressed by an issue (3.1.3) in the highest priority tier. This would
presumably include both Anchorage and Mat-Su waters. At the same time, Anchorage has issues
that are uniquely its own. Borough priorities for expenditures are primarily focused on Borough
concerns.

11. Biological Reference Points under 1.1 (ADFG)

A disagreement was identified regarding characterization of biological reference points. The
commenter objected to a suggestion that maximum production, rather than maximum vyield, is
an appropriate reference point for Chinook subject primarily to sport fisheries.

This statement was deleted from the plan because a more in-depth discussion of the distinctions
among sustained yield for the benefit of Alaskans, maximum sustained yield, maximum
production, and optimum sustained yield is beyond the scope of this document.
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12. Need for Additional Information on Invasive Species (MSSP, ADNR)

The MSSP recommended contacting the Invasive Species Coordinator at Alaska Department of
Natural Resources, for more information about Elodea in the Mat-Su and the prevention of its
introduction and spread and general Elodea education.

Heather Stewart of the ADNR subsequently provided additional information as specified. The
RM&E plan was revised to reference this information which was also summarized in the separate
information review report. The corresponding information may be found in its entirety in the
copies of public comments that follow this summary.

13. Treatment of Beaver Impacts on Salmon (MSSP, M. Krupa, USFWS)

Two comments addressed issue 3.1.5 regarding effects of beavers on salmon. The MSSP
recognized a diversity of opinion on this issue and recommended that the actions under this issue
expand the knowledge about the role that beavers play in ecosystem processes and not focus
solely on adult fish passage. Another commenter was skeptical of the significance of this issue
and highlighted the importance of related ecological functions.

The description of this issue in the plan was revised to clarify that it includes ecosystem as well as
passage questions.

14. Marine Ecology & Related Issues (MSSP)

One commenter suggested clarification of descriptions regarding marine mammals under
Objective 3.4 Marine Ecology and Related Issues to better capture workshop discussions.

The issue description was revised to clarify that marine mammals were discussed from the
perspective of ecological interactions with salmon including potential consideration as indicator
species on the health of salmon populations.

15. Importance of Economics (M. Krupa)

One commenter was pleased to see that the inclusion of socio-economic data was addressed by
the plan and recognized the importance of this information in watershed planning.

The need for updated economic and social information was the highest rated issue in the plan.
This high rating reflected a high objective priority by the Commission and a high ranking of the
specific issue by workshop participants. The importance of this information was also highlighted
by comments of ADFG’s Commercial Fishery Division regarding the relationship between ex-vessel
values and true economic value which is not well documented. (Corresponding references in the
plan to interpretations of ex-vessel value are revised as per ADFG comments).

16. Knik Watershed Issues (KRWG)

One commenter highlighted concerns for impacts of off-road vehicle use in Jim Swan wetlands
and uplands habitat on salmon habitats.
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While off road vehicle use was not specifically identified as a separate issue at the workshop, it
may be addressed under Issue 3.5.1 (Loss of wetlands). An option was added in the plan under
this issue to this effect.

17. Allocative aspects of the plan (UCIDA)

One workshop invitee suggested that the planning process was conceived and designed to
promote research designed with allocative intentions.

In fact, the RM&E planning process was designed to identify information needed to provide a
sound scientific basis for managing, protecting and improving Mat-Su salmon stocks for optimum
benefits while maintaining biological productivity and diversity. No allocative agenda is identified
or implied by this objective statement. RM&E goals and objectives were defined to include the full
scope of factors affecting Mat-Su salmon. The fact that there are significant disagreements over
the relative impact of habitat and fisheries for Mat-Su salmon highlights the need for additional
information on both factors. Allocation decisions may be informed by a technical understanding
of fishery effects, management alternatives, and tradeoffs. However, technical scientific
information is not inherently allocative. All fishery sectors can be expected to benefit from
accurate scientific information. The availability of information is no more allocative than the lack
thereof.

18. Proposal solicitation process (ADFG)

Clarification of criteria and timeline to be used by the Commission for soliciting and ranking
proposals was requested.

Details of the proposal solicitation process are currently under development and will be
distributed to workshop participants and interested parties along with the final RM&E plan. A
solicitation is expected to be issued around the end of April. The current plan involves first
soliciting pre-proposals and then inviting full proposals from selected opportunities. Proposal
evaluation criteria are expected to include a combination of the following:

e [ssue priority

e Project Approach / Technical scientific merit
e Qualifications & expertise

e Past Performance

e Proposal Quality

e Budget / Cost effectiveness

e Partnership / Cost sharing
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Alaska Department of Fish & Game — Commercial Fisheries Division*

THE STATE

"ALASKA

GOVERNOR Birt WAL KER

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES
Region I Office

333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99518-1565
Main: 907.267.2105

Fax: 907.267.2442

MEMORANDUM

TO: Frankie Barker DATE: March 20, 2015
Environmental Planner
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
350 E. Dahlia Avenue
Palmer, AK 99645

FROM: Jack Erickson SUBJECT:

Region Il Research Coordinator

Commercial Fisheries Division

Mat-Su FWC Research
Workshop

THRU:  Tracy Lingnau

o’ E -
Regional Supervisor
Commercial Fisheries Division

Dear Ms. Barker,

Thank you for the invitation to attend and participate in the Matanuska-Susitna Fish and Wildlife
Commission’s Fish Research Workshop (commission) held on January 21-22. 2015 in Wasilla.
Coordinating a meeting of this magnitude is not easy and [ appreciate your efforts in making it happen.
Clearly we agree when additional funding becomes available, a research plan with priorities is critical to
ensure those funds are spent in a productive manner.

I have received and reviewed the Matanuska-Susitna Salmon Research, Monitoring and Evaluation Plan
for Upper Cook Inlet. First and foremost, it should be noted that although the Division of Commercial
Fisheries (DCF). Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) participated in this learned exercise.
by no means does that indicate we support the resulting document as a whole. There are portions of the
report that I will outline below where we currently differ in thought.

Project Mission: Although it states “Restrictions and closures of local sport fisheries have been
widespread”, there is no mention about the significant restrictions that have occurred in the commercial
fisheries, both drift and in the Northern District.

Problems to be Addressed: The statement “*Poor salmon returns to Matanuska-Susitna waters limit
important sport and personal use” falls short on all the fisheries that oceur in Upper Cook Inlet.

4 Detailed edits were also provided in mark-up on a copy of the draft plan.
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Specifically. there are two subsistence fisheries which are not mentioned, and again, the poor salmon
runs limit commercial fishing opportunities as well.

The statement “The Board of Fisheries has formally designated a number of salmon returning to
Matanuska-Susitng waters as Stocks of Concern.” Designation of a stock of concern and development of
an action plan is a mechanism to improve poor salmon runs.

Species Addressed:

18

15

11

“Chinook and coho salmon are of particular concern due to their spori fishery significance ™ At cach
board of fish meeting, there is also concern for the lack of sockeye salmon by non-commercial entities in
the northern Cook Inlet drainages. The DCF believes it would be in the best interest of the commission
to include sockeye salmon stocks as well.

Solicit proposals for research, monitoring and evaluation projects and select for implementations
“Proposals will be inviled for consideration through an open solicitation process. Proposals will be
ranked according to criteria including consistency with priorities, qualifications and experience, past
performance, praject approach, and proposal quality, and costs.” The document does not clarify if the
criteria for proposals have been developed nor does it provide a timeline as to when it will. This is
critical in order to rank and evaluate the cost vs. benefits of the issues identified on page 53.

Objectives, Economic & Social Valuwes:

The statement “Economic values of commercial fishing ave well documented by ex-vessel values” is a
very misunderstood and incorrect statement. The true economic vatue of the commercial fishery is not
reflected by the exvessel value, The exvessel value only reflects what is paid to the commercial
fisherman for the fish and not what the value of the fish is to the public. For example, a fisherman may
be getting paid $2,00 per Ib. of whole fish, Market value, the amount you pay at the store for that same
fish may be $10.00 per Ib.

Under Objective 1.1, Biological Reference Points:

It is here DCF could not disagree more. The appropriate reference point is “maximum sustained yield”
or “sustained yield” NOT “maximum production™. The statement “By establishing BEGs for Chinook,
and identifying those escapements which maximize sustainable production, fishery benefits could be
potentially improved. Maximum production, rather than meximum yield, is an appropriafe reference
point for Chinook because UCH stocks are subject primarily to sport fishing with little commereial
harvest.” is in direct contlict with Article VIIT (Natural Resources) Section 8.4 (Sustained Yield) of the
Alaska Constitution. “Fish, forests, wildlite, grassiands, and all other replenishable resources belonging
{0 the State shall be wtilized, developed, and maintained on the sustained yield principle, subject to
preferences among beneficial uses”

Board regulations state under 5§ AAC 39.223, Policy for statewide salmon escapement goals, (a) “The
Department of Fish and Game (department) and ihe Board of Fisheries (board) are charged with the
duty io conserve and develop Alaska's salmon fisheries on the sustained yield principle.”

Although DCF does agree that the productivity of some stocks are down, there may be mitigating
actions that could be implemented to aide in restoring these stocks to a sustained vield, if not maximum
sustained yield.
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Within the draft document there are examples where opinions are provided but whose opinions these are
is not clear. It would be beneficial to clearly identify what is an opinion and to whom the opinion can be
attributed to. Throughout the draft document | have tried to identify who opinions belong to. but I likely
have likely missed a few or gotten some wrong. One possible solution would be to include an
introductory paragraph that states the opinions and priorities of the plan are those of the Mat-Su Fish and
Wildlife Commission and they do not necessarily reflect the opinions and priorities of the individuals or
agencies that participated in the scoring process,

Feel free to call me if you (or your consultants assisting with the development your plan) need
clarification regarding my comments or suggested changes.

Sincerely, f

[ 'F S oA
.--"/II gl -
L £ T_—7 - %ﬂ T-——.ﬁ\

Jack Erickson

Fisheries Research Coordinator
Division of Commercial Fisheries
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

=t

S ar
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Alaska Department of Fish & Game — Sport Fisheries Division

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF
FISH AND GAME

DIVISION OF SPORT FISH

MEMOEANDUNM
TO: Ray Beamesderfer DATE: 19 March 2015
E.2 Eesource Consultants
FROM: Tim McKinley TELEPHONE: 260-2913

FRegional Research Coordinator
Division of Sport Fish, Region IT
SUBJECT: Mat-5u Research Plan

Thank vou for the opportunity to participate in and review the draft Matanuska-Susitna Salmon
Research, Monitoring & Evaluation Plan For Upper Cook Inlet (Plan). 1 found the Plan well written,
and of course the method for developing the Plan (the Analvtic Hierarchy Process) is very sound.

My brief comments are limited to the parts of the Plan that occurred prior to my participation, and afier,
as I think the Plan as written captured the discussion while T was in attendance very well. And that
during my participation any outlier rankings were pointed out by the facilitator and discussed at length.
Also, any significant comments that I had verbalized during the process appear fo be included in the
narrative of the draft Plan.

The Plan contains what are generally considered to be the key elements for successfully maintaining and
evaluating salmon stocks in Alaska, and you've made it specific to the Mat-5Su area. In evaluating the

Plan I was unable to identify significant elements that may have been missed. However, I would say
that if the Stakeholder Group, and not the Mat-Su Borough Fish and Wildlife Commission
(MSBF&WC). had been tasked with the step Jdentify & Prioritize Goals & Objectives. that the priorifies

would be somewhat different. How that result would trickle down to affect the adjusted priorities for
Issues is difficult to say, but as an example, biological reference points would likely have ranked
somewhat lower.
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Alaska Department of Fish & Game — Anadromous Waters Catalog Biologist
From: Jessica Speed [mailto:jspeed @TNC.ORG]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 10:01 AM

To: Johnson, J D (DFG)

Subject: RE: catalog (Sears & Roebuck) ? - i suggest a rewrite
HiJ,

| appreciate you taking the time to provide input. Unless | hear otherwise from you, | will forward your
email on to Frankie Barker who is accepting comments.

Jessica

From: Johnson, J D (DFG) [mailto:j.johnson@alaska.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 1:49 PM

To: Jessica Speed

Subject: catalog (Sears & Roebuck)? - i suggest a rewrite

Salmon occurrence in waters throughout the state is documented in an anadromous waters catalog
(catalog). The catalog is relatively complete for larger rivers and streams but may not be well informed
for smaller streams, particularly in remote areas. The catalog is updated as new information becomes
available. For example, several new areas in the Susitna River above Devils Canyon have been
nominated for inclusion in the catalog as a result of recent hydro licensing studies. In another example,
areas have been recently added to the catalog as a result of telemetry research. One person cautioned
that telemetry data is useful but typically needs to be supported with juvenile sampling of smaller
tributaries. Despite ongoing efforts, the issue remains that Mat-Su streams used by salmon are likely
missing from the catalog. For instance, there are several streams used by salmon in the Matanuska
Valley adjacent to mine development that are not in the catalog. Another aspect of the issue is that the
relative importance of river or stream reaches has not been quantified. The catalog may simply identify
salmon occurrence but not use or productivity. Several options to this issue were suggested, such as
linking salmon distribution to habitat condition and using GIS overlaid with habitat mapping (e.g. Nature
Conservancy effort).

Page 38 refers to anadromous waters catalog (lower case)
I’d change that too

J. Johnson

AWC Project Biologist

907-267-2337
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Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Public Review Draft:

Matanuska-Susitna Salmon Research, Monitoring & Evaluation Plan for Upper Cook Inlet
Heather Stewart

DNR, Division of Agriculture

Invasive Weed and Agricultural Pest Coordinator

Here is some more information and suggestions regarding Elodea in the public review draft:

1. There is currently a draft document for the Elodea Statewide Management Plan that is being put
together by DNR, USFWS, FS, Kenai Wildlife Refuge, Homer Soil and Water Conservation District
(SWCD), Fairbanks SWCD, and the Copper River Watershed project. The statewide goal for
Elodea is eradication. That being said, I'm glad there is 3.1.3.b to “evaluate Elodea eradication
methods for efficacy.” However, | think that this can be a little misleading because we know
these methods.

Unlike large scale, lake-wide management techniques, hand and suction harvesting can be
conducted on a single plant or a small bed at a minimal expense, if not minimal labor. It is useful
for preventing re-infestations after a larger-sale plant management strategy, particularly when
combined with a vigilant surveillance program. Even when performed properly, hand and
suction harvesting often results in some fragmentation, which could result in new infestations.

Mechanical removal by suction dredge, dragline, cutting, or similar mechanical treatments have
a high risk of spreading Elodea further in the lake and stream systems. Since Elodea fragments
easily into small pieces when disturbed, mechanical treatments are likely to make the Elodea
problem worse. Mechanical treatments have not demonstrated success with Elodea removal
except in cases where removal is done merely to reduce biomass on an annual basis. Mechanical
removal would not eradicate Elodea in the lakes, and would only serve to reduce biomass rather
than eradicate the population while increasing risk of spread.

Tarping may be effective in suppressing growth in areas where the population in the nearshore
littoral zone is sparse, but as evidence from distribution surveys both in Alexander and in the
State, this would not be possible in any of Alaska’s infested waterbodies. In areas of thick
biomass, tarping would not work. Tarping may reduce biomass or prevent growth after several
years of tarping application, but would not eradicate elodea from the lakes. Again, not the goal
of the state or the Mat-Su!

Biological controls such as the introduction of grass carp are considered illegal in the State of
Alaska, and are not considered for control. Also, because grass carp reduce biomass, biological
control utilizing herbivorous piscivorous species is not eradication.

Herbicidal applications are the most efficient and cost effective means of eradication of Elodea.
Fluridone, a systemic herbicide is absorbed through leaves, shoots, and roots of susceptible
plants and interferes with the synthesis of RNA, proteins, and carotenoid pigments in plants,
and disrupts photosynthesis. In the case of Alaska Elodea, very small concentrations of fluridone
(5-9 ppb) are prescribed for effective efficacy of Elodea and minimal non-target plant effects.
There are also no water contact restrictions or drinking water restrictions when fluridone is
applied at such low concentrations.
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“Evaluating” eradication methods might not be the most important issue because we already
know how to eradicate Elodea and prevent spread by fragmentation by means of responsible
herbicide applications. | also think that alternative control options in the Susitna are not
necessarily “unclear” but maybe just completely understood in effectiveness measures? If you
would like some literature, | am more than happy to send some your way.

| agree that it is somewhat unclear of Elodea’s direct impact on salmon production. | have
attached (in the email) an article that describes how Elodea and some other aquatic
macrophytes have altered salmon spawning habitat selection; mostly Egeria densa and
Myriophyllum spicatum. There is, however, quite a bit of literature that addresses other non-
native submersed aquatic plants that do impact fisheries resources, water quality,
sedimentation rates, etc. For example, the Minnesota DNR’s special publication 160 (November
2004), summarizes the role of submersed aquatic vegetation as habitat for fish in Minnesota
lakes, including implications of non-native plant invasions and their management. In this
document, it states that removing vegetation (both mechanically and chemically) will have
varying effects on fish populations depending on the extent and distribution, but when
vegetation forms extensive, homogeneous beds throughout the littoral zone, there are less
abundant fish and invertebrates than do areas with diverse plants. In Alexander lake the whole
lake is considered a littoral zone since it does not exceed 6 feet in depth; therefore, making the
entire lake susceptible for Elodea invasion.

| also agree that continue monitoring efforts in the Upper Cook Inlet is key for rapid response to
infestations. The Public Review Draft states “vulnerable” lakes. | suggest we expand this to
waterbodies since Elodea can establish in streams and sloughs. For example, it is found in the
Chena Slough in Fairbanks. | also suggest that (maybe not in this document) we identify which of
these waterbodies in the Upper Cook Inlet are considered “vulnerable”.

Prevention and education outreach efforts are the most important option to prevent the spread
of Elodea. To realistically keep Elodea out of the Mat-Su, there needs to be more outreach to
cabin owners travelling by boat and floatplanes. They will be additional needed eyes in the field
for identification of Elodea in areas not previously known. The lack of surveys completed in
remote areas is alarming, considering a total of 62 surveys have been completed in the Mat-Su
since 2014, and are almost exclusively along roadsides. In order for us to get the full picture of
distribution in the Upper Cook Inlet, we need to have more surveys completed. To prioritize
which waterbodies that need to be surveyed, | think we need to answer the “vulnerability”
guestion. | also think that most of the discoveries have been opportunistic findings and not
species specific to Elodea. For example, Krissy Dunker found it in Alexander Lake when she was
check pike traps. Also, USFWS have been doing shore bird nest surveys and have also been
looking for Elodea at the same time. There needs to be more of these opportunistic and species
specific surveys completed to the Mat-Su’s remote areas.

Thankfully, there is limited boat access to these remote areas with a few boat launch sites by
both cabin owners and recreationalists. | suggest signage of best management practices
(Inspect, Clean, Drain, Dry) at each of these sites either by traffic style sign or pavement
markings. For targeting float plane pilots, | suggest directing education efforts towards
associations, businesses and private plane operators.

Minor edit: In Figure 12 issue 3.1.3 should say Alexander Lake, not “Cr” creek. As far as we
know, it hasn’t been found in Alexander Creek.
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To give you a better picture of what the status is of our Elodea efforts around the state, here is a
brief summary of to-date actions. As mentioned above, there is a draft of the Statewide Elodea
Management Plan being written with stakeholders in different areas around the state where
Elodea is found. Is there anyone in the Upper Cook Inlet area that would like to be included in
this document?

Local efforts: In Fairbanks: Their attempts of manual and suction dredging proved to be labor-
intensive, time consuming and largely ineffective. They are currently writing an integrated
management plan to utilize fluridone in the Chena River, Chena Slough and the Chena Lake. In
Cordova: A public meeting and workshop bringing together experts and stakeholders was held
last week to discuss future management and realistic and attainable goals for Elodea
management. In Kenai: The first herbicide treatment in the 3 infested lakes was completed in
2014. The results of efficacy of Elodea are proving management strategies to be effective with
minimal non-target plant effects. Two more years (if needed) of treatments are scheduled along
with continual monitoring efforts. In Anchorage: USFWS funding is available for herbicide
treatments in the three infested lakes. Work is planned for the first treatment to occur in 2015,
with continued monitoring. In Alexander: DNR is writing an EA and permits to potentially treat
the small infestation in 2015 with fluridone. A Mat-Su/Upper Cook Inlet management plan for
Aquatic Invasive Species will be drafted in the next few years for not just Elodea, but other
potential threats.
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Chickaloon Village Council
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Chickaloon Village Traditional Council
(Nay’dini’aa Na’)

March 23, 20015

Frankie Barker

Environmenta! Planner
bfatanuska-Susitna Borough
Planning snd Land Use Departmemt
350 E Dahlia Avenus

Palmer, AK 99645

Re: Draft Matanuska-Susitna Salmon Research, Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for
Upper Cook Inlet

Diear bis. Barker,

Chickaloon Village Tradithonal Council is the goveming body of the federally-recognied
Tribe of Chickaloon Native Village, Our Tribal sarvice area covers approximately half of
the blat-Su Borough and sines 2002 we hawve been actively involved in salmon research,
restoration, and preservation, working collaboratively with many Tribal, federal and state
ppencies as well 85 non-profits. We are concerned abaut the current process of collecting
infiormation for the Matanuska-Busiiea Salmon Research, Monitoring and Evalwation Plan
for Upper Cook Inlet. The two peimary areas of concern ane!

1} There was only one stoke holder meeting. Completing a project of this nature should
involve more stakeholders and provide an adequate number of meetings so all may
porticipate, Our Tnbal Environmental Stewardship Deparimend staff were unaveilable to
attend the one stake holder meeting in January and would have appreciated other
opportunities o participate.

2) There appeared (o be no input from Tribes within the project area. Tribes have a wealth
of traditional knowledge and should be consulted or at least provided more opportunities

1o engnge in this projeci.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and if vou have any questions please
comact Jesica Winnestaffer, Environmental Biewardship Direstor, by email
Jessicai@ichickaloon.org or phone (90717450737,

May Creator Guide Our Footsteps,

@

CGary H
Executive Director

P, BONX 1105 Chickaloos, Akiska PRET4
ewpall! cvadminEcliclaleamong

Phame (307) 745-0707  Fax (S07) T45-0Ti
Hovar Page: hpetewe orichalpam arg
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Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association

401 H.Ili:l'lllhl\..\' Hedich Bisid
Konal, Alagka 90a] 1

Fhome: $07-283-5761
Fax: 907-283- 1433

ir i iaarig |, o K
WY SlanneT.OTE

March 17, 2015

Frankie Barker, Enviromments]l Plannes
Matamnsk 3-Susiing Borough

350 E. Diahlia Ave.

Palmer, AF 00543

Diaar b= Barkes,

We wonld like fo thank you for the opporhmity to participate in the stakeholders workshop held
Jammeary 21 and 22, 2015 in Wasilla, Alsska and for the opportonity to provide comments on the
puirlic review draft of the Matannska-Susims Salmon Fesearch MMonitorning, and Evalustion Plan
for Upper Cook Inlet dated Febmary 26, 2015 The following comments are provided by me and
Lisa Ea'siime who attended the workshop with me Onr commmends are based on o knowledes
amid experience with Cook Inlet salmon ficheries; howeyver, they have not been reviewsd by the
Cook Inlet Aquacalure Associaten (C1AA) Board of Directors due to the tight schedule for plan
revigw. We believe 3 zood plan is an asset that will benefit all wser groups and our comments
are intended to be helpfial and consmactive, bat should not be considersd at this dme as an
endorsement of the plan by CIAA

Commentng on 3 comprehensive plaoning affor like the Matamecka-Susima Sabmon Fesesrch,

Monitoring, and Evaheation Plan for Upper Cook Inlat can be difficnlt because of the complexity
of the issuss. Az a result we have divided our comments info two categoriss. Conunents in the

first category are broad based comments covering the plan and planning process in general. The
second category is spedfic comments relating directly o the draf plan doomment. Our abjecdve
for splifiing the conEments Intg twio cabegories 1s to make their review easier fo follow.

EBrosd-Based Commments:

1. The renking of the three plan goals is not forward looking, Goal monber 1, the highest
ranked goal, and its ohjecives address the states of the salmon popalations in the

Wiatamnska-Susitns Boroush 1e it fornses on the current conditions. Gaal mmiber 2,
4 the second ranked goal, and its objectives sddress the salmon fishenes of Ulpper Cook

Inlet, ie., if fomuses oo historical and oorent conditions. Goal mmber 3, the lowest
ranked zoal. and its objecoves address emvironmental condidons. We fee] this zoal
recosmizes the chanses confrontine the sabmon resource and beliege it should heyvs beem
ranked equal toor higher than the other twio goals.

Saiwon enfmcanent today memms benior salmon fsRimg fomarrai.
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2. A shorcoming of the Level 2-Guoals is the overlap of Goals 1 and 3. Goal 1 is too
inchasive in that it looks at salmon stock abundsnee and productvity, biology, and trends.
Abwmdance itzelf iz 3 goal Productvity, ology, and trends are ecosysiem fnctons and
appropriately considersd in (roal 3. This was evidens dunng the womkshop as it causad
confision smeng the particpants and atempts were made (o move some issnes and
options between the two goals on the second day of the workshop.

3. The ranking of issues and opdons was limited by the ranking of the “parsnt nods.™
Dmiringz the workshop, staksholders were tasked to identify snd rank issuss and options
for the previonsly ranked gocls amd objectves. Bacanse the “parent node™ modified the
finsl rank of the issmes and options, the fnal renk of the issues and optons are reflective
of the stakeholders only if the stakeholders apreed with the previously developed renking
of the zoals and ohjectives. Withow being involved in or heaning the discnssions for
devaloping the ranking of the goals and objecdves, anunderstamdine of and an agTeement
with the rankings by the stakeholders was oamsory at best.

4. Excluding the Mumicipality of Anchorage 1= a major shoricoming of the plan. Mot
becanse we need to look af Anchorage as the source of Ssh buf becase it 1s the sorce of
exiziing and evohing proflems. The invasive species Elodea is & good exsmple, Ithas
become establizhed in af laast one system i the Matamzkz-Susima Borough, Alexsnder
Lake, and hikely originated fom floatplanes based out of Anchorage.

Flan Specific Comumenis;

1. Onerall, place 3 conuns after “e.z.™ and “1.e ™ Sometimes a comma is inchided and
somiefiTnes ot

2. Pagze § “Problams to be Addressed” Fonmth Buallet. — Suggest adding “commendal” fo the
list of Matanncka-Susima Borongh fshenes impacted by poor salmon reforms and
“ropastal aress™ 1o the areas where fisheries ooour in the Borough Conunercial Sshery
operaioas in the Matamnska-Susims Borough are impacted for the same reasons sport
and personal use fisheres are mpacted.

3. Page 6 “Problems to be Addressad”™ Fifth Bullst. — Suggest adding “pussids of the
Matsmmska-Susima Borough™ to clanfy the problem addressed.

4. Page § “Species Addressed ” Second Sentence — Suggest adding st the end of the
santence “and the irepact low retoms have oo the mansgement of other spacies and
stocks.”

5. Page 7 “(zepgraphical Area™ Second Bullet — The statement that Fenad Penimznla
Borough watersheds are subject to a different suite of isses is nusleading and mcormect.
Eenal Peninsula Borough watersheds are subject o the same issues — lack of snfficient
dara, ovenuse, fish passage enviromrmentz] threats, mansgement of other stocks and
specias, Sfc,

6. Page 7 “Geographical Area” Fourth Bullst. — delate the first “for” in the statement.

Salmon enfmcaren today medas berter salmon flshing romorrad.
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7. Page O “Felated Policies and Plans.” — Feconmend adding the “Cook Inlet Fegional
Salmon Enhancernent Planning Phase IT Plan: 2006 — 20257 to the list This plan
inchodes backerowund information on many MMatannska-Susims waters and provides
dirsction on salmon enhancement sctivitiss.

8. Page 10 “Work Plan™ Number 1. — This is the first mention of “proposals™ and it is
unclear what the anthors are referencing here. espedally since the ttde of this section is
“Diefine plan scops and process (described in thic docmment )™

8. Page 11 “4 Identify and prionitize .. — The last sentence says the resalts of the
informadon review and inventory were presented to facilitate identfication amd
prioritization of plan elements is misleading.  The results of the information review and
imrentfory were available to fcilitate identification snd prioniization of plan elements,
bt not mmach more than 3 summary of the information review and inventory was
presentad at the workshap.

10. Page 13 “Plan Elements™ Figure 3. — This figure is misleading as the examples provided
in the fizme do not coincide with the description of Mission, Goal, and Objective. Based
on the descniptons of Misson, Goal, and Objective, the first example appears tobe a
{Foal, the second and third examples sppear o be Objectves.

11. Page 14 Second Paragraph Last Sentence. — The senucolons n the teast references should
b commmess.

12 Pagze 16 Third Paragraph Second Sentence. — Missing a period.

13, Page 19 Line 1. — There is an exira “t7 in the middle of the line.

14. Pagze 20 Table & Goal 1 Objective 1.4 — This objective is very closely associated with
{Foal 3. The degree of overlap with Goal 3 1s confirsing the parpose of Goal 1.

15. Page 20 Table § Goal 2 Objective 2.2 — Need a space bebween “Soatemies™ and “8&7.

16. Paze 21 Table § Goal 3 Objective 3.3. — Need a space betaeen “0.060" and “Oljective™

17. Page 22 Second Sentence. — It is “Board of Fisheries,™ not “Board of fishenies ™

18. Paze 22 Last Full Senfence. — Missing a period.

19. Page 23 Second Paragraph First Line. — Sugzgest substinming the word “theorizad” for
“acknowledzed” in the first line Acknowledzing that more informstion on mansgement
toals wonld substantizlly influence the sbundsnce of retaming Sch srongly suggests that
the other 2 goals are Dot necessary.

20. Page 24 Second Paragraph Second to Last Line. — There i an extra “T" in that sentence.

21. Page 24 “Ohjectives mder Goal 3. Salmon Ecosystemn™ Tenth Tine. — There appears to
b= something missing near the end of this line.

22, Page 25 Second Paragraph First Sentence. — The statement that the aquatic hebitat in the
Matammska-Susiing boronsh “is in pretty good shape™ is 3 concem. This statement may
pettain to the physical and chemical components of sqoatic habitat, bt it cerainly is not

Salmen enhmmcanent today mems berar saimon fishimeg fomorro.
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representaiive of the biological component where substantiz] changss are soooming dus
to invasive species. This point was broughs wp at the workshop, It s also contrany to

statements mads at the wodkshop that the mmpact to salmon habitat due to unresulated
development is unknown (zee page 51, Third Paragraph).

23, Paze 15 Fourth Parapraph, Third Tine. — Exira peried at the end of the sentence.

24 Paze 10 “Economic mnd Socisl Values ™ — We agree with the statement from the (ap
Analysis that ex-vessel values of the conumercial fishery are well doomented bt
dizazres that this value provides a full assessment of the economic and social vahie of
commEmencisl fishing. Assessing the economic and sedal value of commercial fshing
Tequites muore than an evalustion of the ex-vessel value availzble to commercial
fishermen

25, Page 20 “Mansgement Systenss and Tools™ Last Semtence. — The description of the
Asseszment cateFories on page 27 states the Gap analysis would be based on
“dizapresments ” The last senfence under Manapement Systems and Tools uses the
phrass “mbstantial controversy ™ Controversy i not the same s disspresment in tanms
of 3 zap analysis because everyons could azres on the mumber of fsh being harvested.
b thers conld stll be comroversy on wh is harvesting the Sizh  Disapresment and
COmToVErsy are not the sams.

26. Page 10 “Aguatic Habitat™ Line §. — The word at the end of line 6 should be “in™ and not
ctie

27. Page 20 “Landscape and Watershed™ Line 4 and Last Line — In line 4 the word
“addition” should be “additional™; in the Last line there should be a3 space after the first
period.

28. Page 30 Last Paragraph Last Two Lines. — Add and “CTAA™ after “ADFG™ in both these
sepfences, We have been surveying, researching and eradicaing northem pike in the Mai-
Sm region for the last three years, and we have also been surveying for Eledaa this past
VEAr.

20 Paze 3] “Huoman Factors™ Last Sentence. — We challenge the validity of the staterment
“Climate chanee is generally being addressed. . ™ basad on the limited activiry throwghout
the world to address climats change.

30. Page 32 “Tdentification and Fanking Methods™ Line 4. — The word “and™ in the nuddle of
the line should be “an”.

31. Page 32 “Tdentification and Fanking Methods™ Second Paragraph — The workshop was
hald in Wasilla not Palmer. The list of attendees foumd in the Appendix is not a complete
list of attendess—it 1= a list of those fovited that attended . There wers other people n
atfendance. Please inchide 3 complete List of attendsas,

32. Page 32 Table 10. — Please idenfify who was imvited from the “Private non-profit™
inferest group. It wiould be clearer if those entifies wers named, just &5 the others above in

Saimeon enfumcament foday means betier salmon fizhime fomorrod.
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thiz mable. The Appendix inchidss the organization names, 5o they should be inchidad
here too. Alse, East Side Semes Fishery liste EPFA and they uss “Fishermen's™ mot
:'F].E]:IEI.'IIIHII.'E..'-'

33. Pagzes 32 and 33. — Eardy during the second dary, an exercize was conducted im which
somie issues and opdons ware switched betowresn the (oals where they were originally
discussad. MManipunlaton of the workshop partdcipants” disonssion and justficaton for the
changes shiould be clearly repomed. This is pardoularly inmportant as the final ranking of
options and 1smes is dependent on the ranking of the “parent node ™ Also, thers was
ciomfision by soms participants Later in the second day during the review process,

34, Page 35 — There was a concern by at least one member of the stakeholders that the
establishment of escapement poals moest consider environmental chanees such as the
infroduction smd rapid expansion of predatory pike n the system

35 Page 35 — Please define 5B, BEG, and SET. A lay person reading this deonment may
ot imdersiand the differencas befween SEG, BEG, and SET.

36. Paze 35 Fourth Paraeraph, Last Line — This statement does not add anything fo the
conclusion of the sroup already stafed in the previous line.

37. Page 37 — Here and elsewhers in the doomment s referencs o coho salmon as being 3
high value species. It wonld be helpfal o define whist high valwe means. Does valos
imply 3 monetary mezsure or does it also imply desirability. If's hard fo fell. The o
parazraphs that mm toeether on this paze should also be separated by a space.

38. Page 30 First Paragraph Tine 4. — Add a space afier the period in s line.

30 Paze 30 Last Pamazraph Line 5. — Add a space afier the pesiod in this line

40. Paze 40 Table 14. — Add a space after 1.4 in the table ttle.

41. Page 42 Table 15, 2.1.2 — “5WHS"™ is used withous definiion.  Assume it iz Statewide
Harvest Survey, bt it 1s better to not miske the resder ssomme.

42 Paze 43 Table 16. — Opdons should be expanded to evaluate sport fsh and personal wse
manzgement sratemes. For example, inchide an evaluaton of catch and release; betier
precizion on sport fish harvest to provide estimate of potential spawners; and an
evaluation of the size of fish retzined

43, Page 4 Second Paragraph Lines 7. 8 amd O, — The statement that the nse of shallower-
depth millnets increases the catwch of sockeye salmon is incorrect They do nof incresse

the caich of sockeve salmon At best the caich of seckeye salmon s insignifcandy
Teduced

44 Paze 45 First Paragpraph affer Table 17 Last Line — Femowe the “T7 from the end of the
line

45 Paze 45 Third Parazraph Second Line — Add a space after the first period
46, Paze 46 First Paragraph after Table 18 Fifth Line. — Add a space after the first period.

Saimen enfamcanent today meas befter salmon fizhing fomorrow.

95



47 Paze 40 Level 4, 3.1.1. — The roup working on this suzgested the development of an
“parly detection rapid response plan™ (EDWERE) fo inwasive threats in the Matanncks-
Snsima Borough, We recommend that langiaze be nsed here, rather than just “develop
monitonng and evaleation protecols.” which does nof convey the urgency associzted with
EDERE. plans. These plans are conmmonly nsed o combat invasive species and they
imvalve early detection, rapid assessment and rapid response.

48, Paze 42, First Full Sentence. — The State of Alaska alveady has a State Coordinator for
Trneasive Species—Tanmoy Diavis, Project Lesder, Ineasive Spedes Program This meakes
it soumd like there is notf one and this could lead to nnsinformation. The real issoe 1= that
althonsh there may be 2 handfol of State postbons that heve soms imvasive species dufiss
thers is oo fimding o address emerging thrests such as elodea.

40 Paze 49, Second Full Paragraph Fifh Lins. — Add “Fairbanks" fo the aress whene elodea
has already been established.

50. Page 49, Second Full Paragraph Seventh Line — It is “long-tenm™ (adjective).

51. Paze 4% Fourth Paragraph First Line. — Samples were tzken from “monbund™ Ssh not
“dead” fish. It is very difficult to identify a disease from dead fish.

52. Page 51 Second Paragraph Second Line — Add a space after the first period.

53. Page 51 Third Parazraph — The statement that the impact of wmregulated development to
salmon habitat 15 imknoeam is in confrast to the statement on page 25 that it is believed the
hesbirat is imfsct. I the impact of umrepnlated devalopment is unknown if folloars that
intact habitat is also unknown

54. Page 51 Fourth Parapraph — The foof size appears smaller in this paragraph

53, Page 53 Table 25 Leveal 3. —In the sabmon colored area of the table the mumaber (00487 is
inchoded What does this momber mean” A similar mumber is not mclnded in the other
tables

56. Page 53 Tabls 13— The statement that there iz a lack of understandine sufficiant to
Assess mpacts fo salmon is in conirast to the statement on page 25 that it is believed the
hahbitat is infact. It appears the condition of the habitat is not really known.

57. Page 53 Second Paragraph, Last Line. — Use LTDAR. not idar. Both are used in this
document.

58. Pages 50 and §0. Table 24, “Participants. | ™ — Please inchade Lica Eaaihme with Cary
Fandrei as a paricipant for Cook Inlef Aquaoalime Association

50 Pages 50 and §0. Table 24, Partcipanis. . ." — As stafed previously, this is oot a commplese
list of participants in the workshop. There were mamy other people who attended and
participated Plesce inchide Ficky Gease of the Kensi Fiver Spomfiching Associsfion
who met with the consaltants and attendad the second day of the mesting and other
participants that had an opportmity to disonss icmes wit the invited stakeholders during

Saimon enfamcement toddy mems befter salmon fizhmg fomorrow.
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breaks, etc. It is imporiant to be Tansparent in this process and that inchades letting the
pullic know who all aftended.

0. Page 59 Tabls 24. Participanis. .. — Line 1§ of the table lisis EPFA and they use
“Fishermen's™ not “Fisherman’s ™

§l. Page 50, Table 24. Participants .. ™ Footnote 1. — The “Tan™ in foomobe 1 needs & period
1o be consistent with foomote 2.

We hope these comments are helpfl

Sincarely,

»ﬁ (;2 ﬂj'f, ' ) ;

Gary Fandrai Liza Ka'ailme

Expoeive Dhirector Special Projects hManager

Selman enhancamant foady meds betier salmow fiskimes fomorrod.
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Knik River Watershed Group

From: Robert Howard [mailto:rvhoward@mac.com]

16

Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 9:35 AM

To: Frankie Barker

Subject: Mat-Su RM&E Plan Public Review Draft 20150226

Hello Frankie,

Knik R. watershed Group is excited about this effort inclusive of the Knik Watershed.

Please find the below comments of ongoing concern: (They are excerpted from talking points authored
for a meeting with the new DNR Commissioner, as a time saver due to my leaving on vacation today. All
comments are supportable by ample documentation. Thanks for including these in public comment on
the Public Review Draft. Please contact us for any additional, applicable documentation or questions as
needed. )

R. Howard

KRWG, Chair

Palmer Alaska

745-1868

Knik River Public Use Area Issues - 2015
Headwaters of Cook Inlet

Value Statement - The KRPUA includes the Jim Swan Wetlands and Uplands habitats, the extreme value
of which is recognized and documented all the way from MSB to NOAA. The 1985 Susitna Plan which
contained a ‘must comply’ clause for future planning efforts, listed Jim Swan as a “first priority” area
with specific recommendations.

HB 307 language calls for habitat protections and recognizes, equally, motor and non-motor recreational
uses. Problems:

1. Anadromous fish habitat is being continually degraded by motorized abuse. USFWS and ADF&G
recognize these issues on record.

Example reference:

http://www.matsusalmon.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/SmithC_Inventory-of-Salmon-Off-road-
Vehicle-Trail-

Distribution-in-the-Knik-River-Public-Use-Area.pdf
Waterfowl, and all wildlife habitat is also impacted by the same and similar abuses.
2. Lack of effective enforcement is ongoing:

ATVs travel unabated beyond DNR’s poorly conceived loop turnaround on Rippy Trail deeper into
recognized prime habitat, including DNR’s acknowledged ‘Sensitive Moose Birthing Area’.
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Although provided an expensive bridge to cross salmon bearing Upper Jim Cr., motor traffic continues to
travel down both sides of the creek to the mouth and cross in defiance of F&G and Div. of Wildlife
signage.

Excessive poaching and wanton waste continue to be problematic.
ORV’s are penetrating and damaging the wetlands on all sides.

Waterways continue to be degraded by airboat and overpowered boat traffic. Dumping, vandalism, and
illegal target shooting continue - one cannot safely leave a vehicle to pursue recreational activities.

Known Anadromous Waters Crossing Permit violations in the KRPUA go unenforced.

“DNR is living an insane fantasy until they get effective enforcement out there.” (Palmer F&G Habitat
Biologist)

The above listed issues are spilling onto lands within and adjacent tothe KRPUA. DNR is failing effective
coordination efforts with Eklutna Inc., BLM and MSB. DNR continues to spend large amounts
accommodating special interests while not attending to sustainable habitat practices. DNR may identify
‘incompatible uses’, but fails to do so.

In summary, decades old documented problems in want of solutions still exist in the Knik Watershed.
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M. Krupa — University of Alaska Research Associate

From: Meagan B Krupa [mailto:mnboltwood@uaa.alaska.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 9:31 AM

To: Frankie Barker

Subject: Public Review Draft of Mat-Su Salmon Research, Monitoring & Evaluation Plan
Hi Frankie,

It's been a while! I'm now at UAA, collecting socio-economic data for the Kenai River Fishery. I'm
conducting a stakeholder analysis of the 50+ groups involved and will be collaborating on the
construction of a model to predict future management scenarios. It's keeping me very busy!

I've read through the Mat-Su plan, and it looks like a solid plan. | am especially pleased to see the
inclusion of vital socio-economic data. Hopefully, this can become the foundation of some
comprehensive watershed planning.

I have one specific concern regarding the $75,000 allocated to study fish passage at beaver dams. | was
shocked when the set netters assn. brought up this idea at the MatSu Science Conference in November
2013 and even more shocked to see it given "moderate" importance in this report. The idea that beaver
dams block adult fish was discredited through several scientific studies about 30-40 years ago. The
report mentions that ADFG has evidence that the dams in the MatSu are blocking adult fish passage. If
possible, | would like to see this evidence because I'm very skeptical that this is the case. I've talked with
several Alaskan stream ecologists and fisheries biologists, and there is consensus that beaver dams are
not substantial enough to block adult fish passage. As the report mentions, beaver dams serve several
important ecological functions - one of which is providing crucial rearing habitat to juveniles. Also, as
someone who grew up canoeing and snorkeling around these structures, | can tell you with confidence
that notching or removing these structures would be an exercise in futility. Those beavers are quite
industrious.

Hope you are well,
Meagan Krupa, PhD
Research Associate
Alaska EPSCoR
Department of Biology

University of Alaska
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Mat-Su Salmon Partnership

Mat-Su
salmon
FARTHERSHIP

20 March 2015
TO: Mat-5u Borough Fish and Wildlife Conmission

EE: Matanu:ka-Susitna Salmon Eesearch, Monitoring, and Evaluation Flan for Upper Cook
Inlet, Public Eeview Draft

Thesmik you for the opporbmity to comument on the boroagh's draft of the Matanncks-Susims Salmion
Besearch Monitoring, and Evaloation Flan for Upper Cook Inlet. Tessica Spead, the coordinator of
the Mhist-5n Basin Salmon Habitat Parmership, participated in the habitst discussions at the
workshop for this plan on Fameary 21 and 22, 2015, and the Parmership Steering Conmmittes has
reviewed and discussed the draft plan. We are sncouraged that the lagtslanre and the boroush see
the imporiance of beter undarstanding the szlmon that reqam o the Mat-5u each year and the
hsbitat that prodoces them . We affer the following conments snd megestions on the draft plan in
the hopes that the fimds the boronzh oErentty has and soy funme fimding will be expendad on the
hizhest priorities to ensume the long-term health of 3at-5u sabmon and their habitat.

The main areas whers we provide conmment are on the planning process, information shous our
parmemship, snd soals, objecdves, and isswes relsted 1o habitat

Planming Process

We appreciste that the boroush choss to inchads the public inoa process for decidine how to spend
the fiumds it recarved fom the state’s capital budeet We are concemed that thete was 3 perception
that stakeholders weare going to be invalved earlier in the prionfization process. CGroals, objectives,

and] their rlatve mportance were defermuined preceding the public's first opporimity to pardpate
4 thrpuzh the workshop, This misunderstandine alienated some stakeholders who are also concemed
abronaf the fonme of R{ai-50 sslmon. We swzzest that the plan nesds o be very clesr on when

stakeholders were mvolved and to what degree, as well a8 dascribing howy or if stakeholders wiill
continne o be mvolved throughows the plan’s commpletion (e g, how will comments be incorporated)
and implementation.

We are dissppointed that the borough did not devise a more inchusive planning process that might

have bridzed some of the oErent divide betwesn sport snd commencial fishing mierects in Cook
3 Imlet. By leaving commercis] fishermen as well s other stskeholders and parmers ot of the goal
and objectve sering phazes, the boronzh missed sn opporimity to find common Fround and

develop a plan that will be embraced, supported, and wsed by others. Some of our members have
questionsd the partcipation of our parmership coordinator, Jessica Speed. in the workshop. We
bope that her pardcipstion will result in 3 plan that inchades the highest priorites for salmon habitat
research and assessment.

Tessica attended the plannine workshop with the specific and exclsive inbent of providing inpart on
'\/ elements of the plan relatsd to habitat (referred to 23 ecosystems in the plam). This reflacts our
operafing princple that we “foois Parmership actvities on issnes pertaiming to habitst conssmation

Matanuska-Susitng Basin Salmon Habitat Partnership
Peving fiak, heafelny Raebiears, & weal cowmpmrioes i e Udar-Su Raon
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— not Sshery manasement allocation decisions.™ Jessica did not vote on content related to the goals
for Salmon Stanes or Salmen Fishenes and did partcdpate in those working sroaps. The plan
incorrectly notes Jon Gerken from TN5 Fish and Wildlife Service as the Parmership’s representative.
While Ton's crganization is 3 member of the parmerzhip and he has provided his scoentific experize
o our efforts, Jessica Speed was imvited as our representative, and the Steering Committes
imedierstood that she was representing the partnership’s perspeciive. We request 3 comection of
Table 24 to reflect that Jessica attended for the Mat-50 Salmon Parmership (ie. revise Affiliation)
and sdd 2 feomiots to clarify that her participation was limited to discussion and prioritization of
BCosystam goals.

Parinership
We apprecizte the kudos that o parmesship receives i the plan, and we would like to clear up
some misunderstandines about our Smategic Action Plan, its implementation. and our fimding.

The parmership ic 3 broad based coalifion of diverse orzanizations that he: been in exdstence since
2005, At this point we oo longer think of ourselves as new, as noted on page 4, and we'd prefer to
be described as 3 ‘coaliton of organizstion:’ instesd of ‘coalifon of collaborators.” While
collzboration is one of our goals, membership in the parmership is based on the common objecive
of conserving sabmon habitat in the hat-5u Basin and collsboration among over Gffy organizations
iz rarely possible. We also request that the name of the parmership be consistently used in the plan.
The full name - Mat-50 Basin Salmen Habitat Parmership - or the shortensd — hat-5u Salmon
Parmership — are both spproprizte (ot ‘fish hahitat parmership or “habitat parmemship ™).

The parmership conmpleted a Smatemic Action Plan in 2008 and updated dhat plan in 2013,

While the Parmership has identified threats to salmon habitat in the bisi-50 and conssration
sirategies to mitigate those threats o our Soategic Action Plan the listng of those conservation
objectves does not assurs in any way that those srategies are being flfilled Fulfllment of the
plan’s objectves requires orgsnizstions o take itiatve and heve capacity o do that work.
Considering a threat taken care of or giving a goal a lower priorty becanse it's identified in our plan
is inscourate. A befter siratepy for achieving salmon habitat conservaton wonld be for our plan and
the boroush's plan to azres oo prioriy habitat issues. That conld open up more possibilities for the
borough and the parmership in seeking additional fimding for salmon habitat projects.

Since 205, the partmership has received §2.1 muillion total (Table 17, abowt 52 70,000 per year,
throuzh the National Fish Habitat Parmership (WFHF) supported by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWE). Less than half of those funds were used for reseanch snd assessment projacts.
We comnpets for these fmds nattonally so they are not an assursd fimding source. Farthermore,
fmding of research by USFWE is limited. We anticipate that fitiire WFHP fimds will place hizher
prioTty on on-the-ground projects in the fivnare. which will reduce our ability to support ressarch
and assessmeent projects. In addifon fo nclueding our fimds in Table 1, we suggest that it be revisad
b0 b clearer sbout the e of projects that the listed funds supportad (2.2, resesrch assessment, on-
the-gronmd restoration). For example, the 5900, 000 that the borough spent on colvert replacements
wese for acmal constmucion costs, not research. monitoning, o evaboaton.

! Conserving Sabwon Habito s e Mae Sy Bean, the Strovegic Acoon Plor of the Mot -5 Barn Salweon Habin
Parmerskip, 2008 Dpdae, page 30, Avathble ot womw mmtvesalmon org.

e 2af 4

102



Salmon Ecosyitem Coal #3 and Eelated Objectives and Issnes

We think that the three goals are independant and should heve egual weighs, We'd like to see the
Salmwn Ecosysiem goal have an equal importance with Sabmon Status and Salmon Fisheries. For
without habitat there would be no salmon

The assmnphons wsed to give habitat a lower score were macoarate. Cm page 19 1t7: whnitten that the
“planming team agrees that the aquatic habitat (objectve 3.3) in the Mat-5u Borough “is In pretiy
good shape. ™ The plan does not specify how the planning feam assessed the statns of aquatic
hisbitat  More acourately, the greatest impacts to salmon hakbitat are in the more developed aneas.
The exceptions are for mmeasive spaces which ooor i developed areas (1e reed canary grass) and
moTe remobe aress with litde development (i.e. norhemn pike elodes). The ssme page (19) notes
that the "Parmership has done a good jobr addressing salmon habitat issues in the Boroush". As
discussed shove, identfication of issues in owr Soategic Acton Plan does oot mean that all issues
are being actvely sddressed Whils we have made great progress 00 s0me issues, more Deeds to be
done to understand the habitats that salmon need thronghout their life cycle and the impacts that
buman acavitges have upon those habitats., The Mat-5uis the Sstest growing area of the state and
umderstanding development inpacts now can inform the land nse decizions that will be made in the
following decades. Becanse of these inacourate assumiptions, we think the ecosysiem goal, its
objectves, and issuss received & lower ranking in the plan then they wamant  An investnent in
hetter understandine of habitat todsy provides the information we need 1o better mensge lands and
waters in the fiture.

Objective 3.1 Ecological Interaction: and Related Issmes: While we agrse that invasive squatic
species are important having three isswes (311, 3.1.2, amd 3.1 3) shout imeasive species niight have
diluted the rankings. We recommend combining these very sinlsr ismes. which ndght provide
Toomm for ather habitat-related issnes 10 be in the top Ger {Table 12). At the top of page 49 there’s 2
moie about the state’s ivasive species coordinator. We recomumend contactine Heather Stewart,
Imvasive Species Cpordinaior st Alsska Deparmment of Matural Fesowrces, for more informaton
ahnmﬂudanﬂm“ar—&uwdﬂrwmﬂm@mmnmdmdaﬂgmﬂa]ﬂm
eduction.

The Mat-5u Salmon Permership Sirategic Action Plan fecuses on nmsn-cansed sresses to salmon
habitat, so it dees not address beavers (3.1.5). Ohr member organizatons have varying opindons
abot the impediments that beaver dams pose 1o mizTaing aduls versas the habitat that they aeate
for jovenils salmon We would recommend that the scions under this issue expand the knoalades
abonat the role that beavers play in ecosystem processes and not focns salaly on adult Ssh passage.

Objective 3.2 Human Factors and Related Tssnes: We would like to see informaten for land use
planning (3 2.1} ranked higher, Eey informtion is the mapping of sabmoen distoibagon and
pdentification of key salmon habitat. In our plan. the Ansdromous Wiaters Catalog (AWC) is & tool
to Ldentify the presence of sabmon and the habitar in which they are fmmd Thoush this toed is only
one part of the picture of salmon presence in hahitats, it is 3 priority for ws and commonly wtilized
by agencies that make decizions abous land use. Listine waters in the AW has the added benafit of
providing them addifional protections under state Law, We do not think that the importance of
surveying sireams for the Ansdromens Waters Catalog is acourafely raflecied in the plan. We do
mot agres that it 1s 2 Stock Identification action. We mderstand that the habitat working syoup at
the workshop inchoded it in their priontes. We reconumend that it be inchaded o this plan as a
habatat issne amd be ziven 3 higher priomity.

puage 30 4
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Oibjective 3.4 Marine Ecology and Eelated Issnes: Wa think there was a misumderstanding abont

marine marmmals inthe plan. Jessica rememibers the disoussion at the workshop being shont manne
mammals as indicator species on the health of salmon populations, not as a threat doe to predation.

We ask that this issue be more thorewshly vetted before including a= currenthy written.

We can assisi the Fish snd Wildlifs Commission in reviewing potendal research projects relsted to
fezhwater habitat and provide nformation abows current work wmderway snd the gaps that ame
currently not being addressed by any organization.

Thank vou for the opporianity to comument on the plan.  If you need additional imformation, please
comtact the Mat-5u Salmon Parmership Coordinator, Jessica Speed (207) 863-5713 and
Simcenaly,
The Stesring Conmmittes of the %{ai-5n Basin Salmon Habitat Parmerchip

Ami Thomson (Alaska Salmon Allisnce)

Bill Rice (L1.5. Fizh & Wildlife Service)

Christy Cimcoma (Tyonsk Tribal Conservation Dsmict)

Corinne Smith {The Matre Conservancy’)

Erika Amemann (Mabdonal Coeanic and Amospheric Adnrinistrabon)

Frankie Barker (Mai-5u Boronzh)

Jessica Winnestaffer (Chickaloon Villaze Traditional Coumcil)

Eim Pyals (Bdat-5n Tradls & Parks Foundation)

Pogsr Hardims {Alacka Depariment of Fish and Game)

g 40
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United Cook Inlet Drift Association — Comment on Workshop Invitation

United Cook Inlet Drift Association

17

43961 K-Beach Road, Suite E . Soldotna, Alaska 99669.(907) 260-0436 . fax (907) 260-9438
. infof@ucida.org .

Date: January 14, 2015

Addressee: Frankie Barker
Environmental Planner
Matanuska-5Susitna Borough
350 E. Dahlia Avenue
Palmer, AK 99645

RE: Fish Research Workshop

Dear Ms. Barker.

Thank you for the invitation to attend the Mat-5Su Fish and Wildlife Commission (Commission)
Fish Research Workshop. For some time, UCIDA has been aware of and has been following the
Commission’s efforts to create a research plan to further their allocation agenda. Aside from the
clear allocative nature of the proposed plan, we also object to the Commission’s plan for
spending 1.6 million state dollars for the following reasons.

Existing research has clearly defined the factors that are limifing salmon production in the Mat-
Su: impaired/polluted water bodies; the introduced and now abundant invasive Morthern Pike
populations; invasive elodea, disease and parasite occurrences; beaver dams blocking salmon
passage; warm water temperatures that are lethal to most salmon populations; improperly
installed road culverts that block salmon movements; unregulated habitat destruction due to
4x4's, ATVs and air boats; and known poaching occurrences. There are plenty of known
problems, with already identified solutions, that are limiting salmon production in the Mat-5u
Basin.

Considering the current $3.5 billion State of Alaska budget deficit, we recommend that the funds
the Commission is proposing to spend on workshops, planning and research be returned to the
State of Alaska Governor Walker has been very clear that we, as a state, should not spend
additional funds on studying what needs to be done. It's time to roll up our sleeves and get to
work.

With limited funding available, efforts need to be coordinated and focused. ADF&G has the
legal charge and responsibility to develop and maintain salmon stocks throughout Cook Inlet and
the State. ADF&G has the scientific staff to establish research priorities. when needed. and
develop work plans to maintain salmon populations. We suggest that ADF&G do their job. We
believe it is inappropriate for a local group, such as the Commission, to construct a plan for
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furthering their parochial agenda and presume that state and federal agencies will follow along.
The Commission has not received a State or Federal mandate and the Commission represents
only their own interests.

Funding for further Chinook salmon research was just eliminated by the new State
Administration. Since the funding for the Commission’s plan originally came from Governor
Parnell’s Chinook Salmon Research Initiative. why 1s the plan not targeted towards restoring
Chinook salmon stocks? We also raise the question, is 1t appropriate for ADF&G employees to
participate in this workshop when the Commission’s plan would directly compete with ADF&G
and other state agencies for increasingly scarce funding sources?

We cannot condone wasting funds on meetings, planning and research when primary threats to
salmon production in the Mat-Su, and solutions, are already identified. UCIDA believes that if
this money 1s not going to be spent on killing pike, eliminating elodea, notching beaver dams,
replacing culverts or reducing pollution sources then the funds should be retumed to the State of
Alaska.

In addition, after reviewing the gap analysis and other documents you provided, we noticed
multiple errors and omissions that will affect the discussions and possible outcomes of the
workshop. The gap analysis is clearly designed to advance the concept of weak stock
management, which has never been recognized as the primary method of salmon management
anywhere in the State. The gap analysis also indicates that the current low economic value of
chum and pink harvest somehow diminishes their importance. This is an example of one of the
many misrepresentations contained in your documents. The drift fleet and set net fisheries have
repeatedly requested to be allowed to harvest more chum and pink stocks. At the present time
commercial fisheries harvest less than 10 percent of the chum and pink stocks, leaving an
immense harvestable surplus.

To convene a “stakeholder” group at this stage of the process is disingenuous at best. Goals,
objectives and their rankings within the plan have already been decided by the core planmng
team. Some members of this team have a history of making false statements about and attacking
the commercial industry for over a decade. This biased perspective 1s indelibly built into the core
of this plan.

These are just a few examples of why only ADF&G should plan and conduct fishery research.

For all of the above reasons, UCIDA will not participate in the Commission’s Fish Research
Workshop.

Sincerely,

Original Signed Document

David B. Martin
UCIDA President
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Matanuska-Susitna Fish & Wildlife Commission Response to UCIDA Invitation Decline

P T fatanusks-Susitna Borough
f G FISH AND WILDIFE COMMISSION
¥ & 3 350 East Dahlia Avenue » Palmer, AK 99645

o f

January 19, 2015

Ciavid . BAartin, President

United Cook Inlet Drift Association
435961 K-Beach Road, Suite E
Soldotna AK SBE59

Caar Mr. Bartin:

We are disappointed that UCIDA has chosen not to attend cur January workshop to identify
research, monitoring and evaluation needs and pricrities for Upper Cook Inlet salmon.

The Mat-5u Resaarch, Monitoring and Evaluation [RMEE] planning process is designed to
provide essantial guidance on needs and priorities for Upper Cook Inlet salmon. Mo such plan
or guidance document currently exists. Our Commission stronghy believes that a sound
scientific foundation is essential for effective protection and management of sustainable
salmon runs and fisheries. RMEE projects and programs are the bricks by which the scientific
foundation is laid. The Commission feels that it makes no more sense to implemant 3 complex
and costly BMEE program without a comprehensive plan, than it does to try to build a house
withiout a blueprint.

The funding for this research project came from the &lazka State Legislature through a capital
grant to the Mat-5u Boroush in 2013 (FY2014). Part of the grant funds |5900,000) have already
besn used to match federal funds and local road service area funds to complete cubvert
replacement projects to improve fish passage. In 2014, a resaarch firm was contracted through
a competitive bid process to coordinate the fish ressarch planning process prior to soliciting
and funding field research projects.

significant research, monitoring and evaluations projects are currently undersay on Mat-5u
salmon runs, fisheries and habitats. Members of your organization are suppaorting a variety of
state-funded research projects on Mat-5u salmaon through your involvement with the Cook inlet
Agquacoulture Association. As noted in your letter, there are significant factors affecting Mat-5u
salmon runs. Limitations ooour in freshwater as well a5 marine areas. Continuing confroversies
regarding the significance of many of these factors and effective remediation, highlight the
nieed and value of additional RMEE. However, the needs are many and funding is limited.

Current state budget circumstances will require even more careful scruting of current and
future projects to ensure that limited resources are fooused on the most important and cost
effective activities. Cutbacks in current state funding of programs including the Chinook
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Initiative and the Susitna-Watana fish studies only heighten the need for critical consideration
of specific needs and priorities.

As the drift net gillnet fishery is historically the largest harvester of salmon from Northern Cook
Inlet, we extended an invitation for a representative from UCI DA to particdpate in the RMEE
planning process. The invitation remains open. itwas clear from your letter of January 14,
2015, that your organization has strong ideas on priorities for salmon-related work in the Mat-
Su. 'We will enter your letter into the record to assure that the ideas and priorities expressad
therain are reflected in the workshop discussions and resufts. Draft workshop proceadings will
also be distributed for public review which will afford you with an additional opportunity to
prowide any comments that you might choose to provide on spedfic Bsues.

Sincerely,

Bruce Knowles, Chairman
Matanuska-Susitna Fish and Wildlife

ioC:

Matanuska-5Susitna Borowsh Mayor & Assembly
Governor Bill Walker

Alagika State Senate

L&laska Hous= of Representatives

Kenai Peninsula Borowugh Mayor hike Kavarne
LDFEG Commissioner Sam Cotton
Deputy Commissioner Charles Swanton
Tim McKinley

Jack Erickson

Michael L Bathe

Julie Speegle

Mike Wiood

Jon Gerken

Dowg MMcBride

Gary Fandrei

Jessica Winnestzifer

Je=ff Dawis

Jessica Speed

James ] Hasbrouck

William Rice

Robert Williams

Ed Farley

Stewen Braund

Erik= Arrirrianin

Corinne Smith

Rashah MoChesney
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United Cook Inlet Drift Association — Comment on Research Plan

United Cook Inlet Drift Association

17

43961 K-Beach Road, Suite E . Soldotna, Alaska D0669 . (907) 260-0436 . fax (907) 260-0438
. infoia ncida.ore .

Diate: March 19, 2015

Addreszee Franki= Barker

Matamaska-Susima Borough
330 E. Dahlia Avemue
Palmer, AF 9045

EE: (Caopmments on Draft Blan

Digar Ms. Barker,

It is clear that the Mat-50 Bormush Fizh and Wildlifs Coommissson (Coommission) conceived,
desipped, and is promotng their Salmon Fesearch, Monttoring and Evaluatson Flan (Plan) in an
effort to fund research desigmed with allocative intentions. We do not believe this is appropriate nse
of stare capial fomds.

If the allocative aspects of the Flan are mmoved there is virally oo oew miommation within i The
Diraft Plan sommmarizes the ourent state of knowladge of the Mat-50 salmon stanas, fishenies and
ecosystamn. This work bas already besn done by the Mar-50 Basin Sadmon Habitat Parmership,

In addirion to duplicating previous wark, in the Draft Plan the Commission uses disingemmons
conclosions o role out spending meney oo projects that are pot allecative. The Draft Plan states
repeatedly that ™_..q loree amant g monay (EO00 000 has been sef azide for cuhvert repiacement. ™
According to the Mai-50 Berough, it costs between 5200000 and $500,000 1o r=place ane culvert.
%o, setting aside enough funds to fix twe or thres of the 400+ cutvens blocking fish access i oot “a
large amonnt of monsy™. In the “Salmon Ecosystem™ section (p.24) there is moch discussion about
all of the reszarch that has already besn done identifying problems and issues. It begs the question of
why the pranf money 15 not being spent on solutens io those decumented problems rather than
additoral research.

Cm page 253 the Diraft Plan s@anes that “rhe magiarity of the core planmime feam qerees thar the stane g
thg aquasic habign i the Mar-5i Berough "I in preny good shape”. There are undreds of
deomented examples of impaired kabitats in the borough. The proliferation of the nvasive species
Mogthem pike &5 the most obvous and egregious example, with elodsa beginming a separate assault
on salmon and ot babitat io the valley. We do not consider the habitat 1o be “In prefty zood shape™
when imvasive pike have elimirated 100%: of the sockeyve salmoen production in ope-tird of the
salmen producing lakes and have reduced production in anether third of the salmon producing lakes,
resulting in an estmated 507 reduction in torl sockeys salmon production. Pike are baving a
significant efect on coho and Chineok salmon producion as well, with the devastating resalts only
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doomented in two (Alexander Laks and Cresk)) of the over 135 lakes and waterwarys currently Hsted
% infested.

In addition to specific examples listed abese the Draft Plan contains mummercns other ermors

Until the Mat-50 Borough and ADF&G establizhes an exfensive pike eradication and
mararement program and a sieckinz and rehabilinton prozram the salmon nons in the Mat-50 Bazin
will never recover.

Diareid Mlartin. President
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U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service

United States Department of the Interior

1U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Anchorage Fish and Wildlife Field Office
4700 BLM Road
Anchorage. Alaska 99507

INKOPLY REFER TO
FWSATES AFWIO

Frankic Barker, Environmental Planner

Matanuska-Susitna Borough WiR 20 206
150 E. Dahlia Ave

Palmer, AK 99645

Re: Review of Matanuska-Suvitna Saimon Research, Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for Upper Cook
Inlet- February 26, 2013 Public Review Dvafr

Dear Ms. Barker:

Per request, US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing comment on the public review of the
Matamiska-Susiina Salmon Research, Monitoring and Evalwation Plam for Upper Cook Infet Draft Plan.
As stated, this draft plan was prepared under the direction of the Mat-Su Fish and Wildlife Commission,
including input from stakeholder participants in a January 21-22 workshop in Wasilla The Service was
invited to participate and provided two Fisheries staff from Anchorage Fish and Wildlife Field Office
for the stakeholder workshop: Doug McBride and Jon Gerken. The Service thanks you for both the
opportunity 1o participate and provide comment. Prior to finalizing a revised plan, we recommend that
vou consider and address the following:

men_hxl’m
Listed afliliation for both Doug McBride and Jon Gerken she

A

(Appendix VII of the draft plan). As drafted, Jon is the only person ||slcd with nﬂnlwuon on the Mat-Su
Basin Salmon Habitat Partnership (Partnership), The Pastinership was represented by their coordinator.
Jessica Speed, who should be listed as representing the Parinership and not The Nature Conservancy

(TNC). Also, the information on stakeholders invited 1o the workshop (1. sec Table 10) appears
inconsistent with Service participation {2),

As clearly stated during the workshop and in the draft plan, many of the decisions were already drafied

prior to the stakeholder workshop. Specifically, the Core Planning Team had already defined scope and
process for the Plan, and the Mat-Su Borough (MSB) Fish and Wildlite Commission had already
identified and prioritized Gioals and Objectives (see Figure 2 in the drafl plan). Also, consultants for

MSB had aiready drafled the Stute of Knowledge summary. The process of using an Analytical
Hierarchy Process (AHP) should meaningfully weight the subsequent input from the stakeholder
workshop along the entire prioritization of the Goals and Objectives, The dralt plan does not currently

reflect the priorities of stakeholders at the mnkshop: for instance we recommend that the three Goals be
equally weighted as Goal 3, the habitat goal, is significantly lower weighted than other goals. Without

habitat research, there is no understanding of critical habitat or impacts to it and the assumptions used in
the draft plan to lower Goal 3 should be reviewed. Specific comments for Goals and Objectives are
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made below, We also highly recommend that the final Plan ¢learly stage the exvent 1o which final
priovitized lssues reflect stakeholder impast.

Cevals and Objectives:

O coneem 10 the Service is the lower priority given 1o Greal 3 (Salmon Ecosyslem). The stated reasons
for the low ranking {pgs 18-19) are 1) the work by the Partsership already addressing habitat concemns,

2 the relatively undisturbed nature of salmon habitat in the Mat-5u, and 3) the investment of 3900K by
the MSH from this funding for culvent replacement, Please note that:

¢  While the Partnership does work on habitsd concems, less than 3% of the 325 million in
fuunding received to date has been for assessmemt and’or research, with the rest spent on
restoration activities. Divided by the vears we have received funding, this amounts to $90.000
annuslly Tor nesearch or assessments: easily an order of magnitude bess than other effonts listed
on Table 1, The federal funds the Pasinership receives annually is nod dedicated funding and the
Partnership competes nationally for funding projects every vear. Service funding {federal
funding for the Partnership is provided by the Service) for assessments and rescarch will also
decrease as national direction for program funding shifls away From these types of projects and
more toward prstection and restoration activities,

s  While there are large arcas of relatively undisturbed sulmon habitat in Mat-Su, there are existing
areas of compromised habitat as well as future build out extent and large development prajects
planned or proposied that could in the future impact large swaths of hibitat, Assessment and
research could significantly help quantity potential impacts from these activities, The Partnership
is primarily focused on habitar impacts related 1o rapid urbanization and limited by its ability and
diversity of members to address all habitat igsues, For instance, there are significant future
habita cancerns (e.g. large development projects such as the Watana dam) that are for the most
part outside the purview off the Parinership itsell to assess or conduct research.

s The $900k in culvert work MSB invested was for construction, not assessment and research.

Alsno, the case made for Goal 3 that there is already effort and investment in habitat conservation through
the Partnership can similarly be made for Goals 1 and 2; there is much greater effort and investment
through ADFG to address salmon status and salmon fisheries. For exampde, the annual amoumt thit
would be entered for the Parinership into Table 1 (pg 31 is 3250K annually, an order of magnitude hess
than anv of the capital budgets listed in that 1able and as stated above, less than 50% of that has been for

assessment and research annually,

For habitat issues and nssessment, 3 much more comprehensive and rigorous planning process was
utilized by the Parinership to sdentily habitat issves and conservation actions in the Mat-Su Basin into a
sirategic action plan {hitp:www malsusalnwanoorgsee-Lhe-parinershap s-updated-strategie-action-plan. ).
The MSB should consider further process with the Partnership to ensure that habitat issues under Goal 3
acewrately paflect that body of work.,

Issues for Goal 3:

We agree with the five issues ranked as high priority (see Fig 12 pg 54, though we recommend merging
the three mvasive sEues tooone issue of dealing with aguatic invasives. Hreaking agquatic invasives indo
three issues dilutes the imporiance of other habitat priosities listed in the drafi plan.
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An issue that we doa't think was captured under this Goal, and that should rank ss a high prienty, is
completion of the Anadromous Waters Catalog {AWC)., While it appears this was captured under 1.3.1;
the logic of including the AW as an issue of Swock dentification under the Goal of Salmon Sdstus is
difficuli 1o follow,

We agree with most of the issues ranked as medium and low priority. The Partnership only addresses
fish passage isswes from anthropogenic causes and therefore does not address beaver dams as a habital
izsue and question this & warranting a medium priority (Priority 3.1.50. A better way for this priority is
io think of assessment and research as understanding the ccological effects of beaver dams for different
species and life stages of salmon and ot solely concemrating on beaver dams as an adult salmon

P gration issue.

Figure 13. Adjusied Prioritics for all 35 Issues:

We agree with Goal 3 issues that ranked as high priorities (see Fig 13 pg. 35), noting as above our
recommensdation 1o consider merging the invasive study priorities. We also note that completion of the
AWC (included in 1.3.1) is also ranked as a high priority and we agree. Issue 3.2.1 (lack of information
ti consider salmon in land use plans), while ranked as a high priority uander Goal 3, was in a lower tier
on Figure 13 because of the low rating for Goal 3 in general (see above comments under Process and
Goals and Objectives). Priority 3.2.1 only runks as of medium priogity in the overall rankings and we
would like 1o see this in the top tier priorities as it is of high priocty i understanding critical arcas for
salmon that land ==e planners and others can take info account now and 10 Tulure planning efforts.

Thank vou for the opportunity 1o participate and provide comment. Please feel free to contact me if you
would like to discuss any of these comments or if | can provide anything further in this matter,

Sincerely,
;‘E_'._d-_f A ey

William Bice, P.E.
Habitat Restoration Bransh Chiet
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