


As you are aware, the economy of St. George is nearly non-existent.
halibut for the small-boat local fleet is limited to a few months during
conditions allow the vessels to leave the harbor. Due to the small am
quota there is no seafood processing plant in operation in St. George :
tendered to St. Paul for processing.
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the community, resulting in extremely high prices. There is little sale
not enough to allow the City to function the way it needs to. Without
harbor, it is only a matter of time until the situation on St. George bec
Conversely, with a safe and functioning harbor the City can be sustair

We have worked closely, for much more than a decade, with the City,
Corporation, and the St. George Traditional Council to secure the fun
necessary to construct the harbor. We are closer now than we have ey
been going through the planning process with the Army Corps of Eng
expect to complete that process in the next few years. We still need (

and funding for actual construction, but believe that construction may
2019.

A significant part of the justification for the harbor is the economic be
through the construction of a seafood processing plant resulting from |
commercial fishing industry. A viable seafood processing plant will n
millions of pounds of seafood. The creation of a sanctuary, or even th
be created, brings great uncertainty to the decision making process nec
investment of several million dollars. While it is true that a sanctuary
commercial fishing, we do believe that the sanctuary process will opet
that would expand fishing closures in the Bering Sea, and that the proc
divisive. .

It is our board’s belief that supporting both a harbor initiative and a sai
extraordinarily contradictory message and could, in fact, jeopardize th

Community Support

It is our understanding that a sanctuary nomination must demonstrate s
breadth of community interests. While the St. George City Council, co
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individuals, supported and sponsored the submission of the proposal, tl... s is notably a lack of
formal support from any other local entity. The St. George Trac™*"~ " uncil, the Tribe, has

neither voted to support or oppose the proposal. Reportedly thi
divisions within the Tribe regarding this issue. The lack of a vo
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e The St. George Tanaq Corporation, the local Alaska Native V
community, has unanimously opposed the proposal;

e A resolution in opposition to adopting the proposal was appro
Conference (an annual conference sponsored by the Aleut Cor
Pribilof villages) in October of this year, by a vote of 56 to on

e The Alaska Federation of Natives, Alaska’s largest organizatic
approved a resolution in opposition to the adoption of any san
their convention last month.

e The APICDA resolution in opposition to the sanctuary is attac
Additional resolutions of opposition from other pertinent entities may

While there is obviously some support for the proposal from the City !
about the lack of clarity that exists on how far this support extends int:
the only real way to determine the extent of support is to put the propc
municipal election addressing the topic. The community is small and
it is important for the agency to provide suggestions back to the City ¢
much local support exists, particularly considering the significant leve
from various community entities.

The Existing MSA Process is Sufficient

The fishing management system in effect in the Bering Sea/Aleutian I
robust and respected management systems in the world. It is an open :
one accessible by every entity and individual. The cast of entities and
this process is huge, and ranges from fishery associations to environm«
individuals, communities, and Alaska Native interests. The fishery res
in scope — more than half our country’s harvest occurs off Alaska — an
decision making process, and the decisions themselves, are equally hu;

If this proposal is adopted and moves forward there will be considerab
interest groups to significantly expand the size of the sanctuary from tt
it is clear the sanctuary process allows, and probably requires, that the

proposal be reviewed to determine whether or not it is sufficient to add
the proposal.
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This is where the insertion of the sanctuary process into fishery manage ient in Alaska
potentially becomes a significant challenge. The sanctuary process inv-._s, if not encourages,
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new government entity operating under a new framework. It will inevii >ly be a divisive,
expensive, time consuming, and redundant process. And, most of all, u 1ecessary.



With regard to sea birds and marine mammals, the US Fish & Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service already spend millions of dollars annually on St. George focused on sea
bird and marine mammal research. The National Marine Fisheries Service already spends
millions of dollars on fishery management in the North Pacific, including the small area around
St. George initially requested for sanctuary status — the fishery management efforts already
include focus on areas to prohibit or limit commercial fishing by gear type, by component, by
species, by area, and by time. The insertion of a new process is simply not necessary.

The attached testimony by Chris Oliver, Executive Director of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, before US House of Representatives Subcommittee on Water, Power, and
Oceans (http://docs.house.~~ -/meetings/i/1113/2015"""3/103986/HHRG-114-1113-Wstate-OliverC-
20150929-U2.pdf) is a fine description of the fishery management process in i1¢ North Pacific with

particular relevance to marine protected areas.
Conclusion

First, there is no doubt that there is “significant™ opposition to the proposal, however it is very
unclear how much local support exists. We believe that this question needs to be resolved before
moving the proposal forward.

The existing process under the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council has proven to be
effective at protecting fishery resources, habitat and community interests. We do not believe that
the outcome of the sanctuary process will be any different than what would be accomplished
under the existing North Pacific Council process, however, we are concerned with the additional
amount of time, money and energy that will need to be spent. We believe that the existing
Council process works well and the sanctuary process will inevitably be divisive, expensive,
time consuming and potentially redundant.

Finally, and most important, the future of St. George truly is at stake. The very best chance to
save the community and provide it with the opportunity to survive and rive is through the
construction of a safe and usable harbor. At the very least, moving forward with the sanctuary
proposal poses an existential threat to the harbor and, thus, the community.

“~‘ncerely, 7
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industry, to numerous remote, coastal communities who are heavily dependent upon fishing activities in
this region, and to the U.S. as a whole.

I would also note that we have developed an Aleutian Islands Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FEP), which
serves as an overarching guide to our long-standing Fishery Management Plan (FMP). The FEP provides
an explicit ecosystem context for management considerations, and includes a series of ecosystem
indicators which can be periodically assessed to help inform whether further protections are warranted,
and specifically guide decision-makers as to specifically where and how such protections make the most
sense. Our Council is now in the process of developing a similar overarching FEP for the Bering Sea
management area. These processes will dovetail in 2016 as the Council will also be conducting a 5-year
review of our Essential Fish Habitat provisions, which could inform consideration of additional, or
alternative, closure areas.

Bering Sea Canyons

An additional area of intense focus for our Council over the past few years has involved consideration of
protection measures for canyon areas adjacent to the vast Bering Sea slope area, specifically Pribilof and
Zemchug Canyons, the so-called ‘grand canyons of the Bering Sea”. These canyons are small parts of the
much larger Bering Sea slope, which is an area of extremely high productivity and importance to
commercial fisheries. While relatively little fishing effort occurs in the two canyon areas (and most trawl
effort occurs at depths far shallower than where most deep sea corals occur), the Council has been
petitioned to prohibit fishing in these canyons, or in areas within the canyons, to protect areas of coral
concentration or other benthic habitat. Beginning in 2012, based on initial video transect surveys (Miller
et al 2012) and numerous proposals from ENGO organizations, the Council began to specifically examine
the necessity of special protection for these canyon areas, as important habitat for deep-sea corals,
sponges, and certain life history stages of fish and crab species. Based on examination of trawl survey
and other available information, NMFS scientists concluded that while Pribilof canyon in particular does
contain areas of coral concentration, neither area contains unique physical characteristics which
distinguish them from other areas of the Bering Sea slope.

Additional, underwater camera transect surveys were conducted in 2014, and the report of that research
will be reviewed by our Council at our upcoming October meeting. Among the results of the recent
camera drops are that about 97% of the images captured were classified as “containing only
unconsolidated substrate (mud, sand, gravel, pebble, or mixed course material)’. However, this work
also did verify areas of the Pribilof canyon with deep-sea coral concentrations. While relatively little
commercial fishing occurs in these canyon areas currently (less than 3% of total Bering Sea catch), and
most trawling occurs at depths much shallower than most deep-sea coral concentrations, it can be an
important area for certain species at certain time. The important point is that careful consideration of the
available scientific information, and the involvement of the numerous stakeholders, is necessary in order
to make informed, responsible decisions regarding proposed closures of large areas of the ocean. Similar
to the development of the Aleutian Islands Habitat Conservation Area, it is likely that, in the case of the
Bering Sea canyons, a more surgical resolution could result in appropriate protections, without
unnecessarily closing large areas of the ocean which are, or may be in the future, important to fisheries,
but which would provide little marginal habitat protection. This is not only possible through the Council
process, it is precisely what the Council process was designed to accomplish.

Examples from Other Regions

Other regional Councils around the country have implemented similar closures for habitat protection,
through very similar processes.



New England: New England Council Chairman, Terry Stockwell, outlined in a recent statement
numerous habitat protections developed by their Council over the years, some of which apply to areas
which are currently being considered for National monument designation — for example, through the New
England Council process fishing activities have been restricted in the Cashes Ledge and adjacent areas, an
area of 520 square nautical miles, for over 15 years. The NEFMC just completed a multi-year review of
its closure system. This included the innovative development of the Swept Area Seabed Impact model to
evaluate the impacts of fishing on habitat. Some measures to protect deep-sea corals were first adopted in
2007. In 2013, the three east coast Fishery management Councils signed a Memorandum of
Understanding to coordinate protection of deep sea corals. The NEFMC is now moving forward with
plans to adopt additional protections in many offshore canyons.

Mid-Atlantic: The Mid-Atlantic Council earlier this year took action to designate ‘deep sea coral zones’
which will prohibit the use of any bottom-tending gear over an area of more than 38,000 square nautical
miles — an area nearly the size of Virginia. Reflective of the science-base, participatory process used in
the North Pacific and other Council regions, and the need to appropriately balance habitat protections
with fishing opportunities, Council Chairman Rick Robbins was quoted — “This historic action by the
Council was made possible by the cooperation of a broad group of fishermen, advisors, coral
researchers, conservation groups, Council members, and staff... ... Many people deserve credit for their
collaborative efforts to refine the coral protection areas in a way that protects deep sea corals in our
region while accommodating current fishing practices.”

The Mid-Atlantic Council took this action under the discretionary provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act which allow regional fishery management councils to designate zones where, and periods when,
fishing may be restricted in order to protect deep sea corals. The success of this action hinged on a
cooperative effort to define the proposed coral protection areas in order to protect deep sea corals in the
region while accommodating current fishing practices and minimizing the potential negative economic
impacts. Over the course of the amendment's development, the Council engaged with of a broad group of
fishermen, advisors, coral researchers, and conservation groups.

A particularly successful element of this collaborative process was a w«  :shop that the Council held in
April 2015, in order to refine proposed boundaries for fifteen “discrete coral zones,” which are areas of
known or highly likely coral presence. This workshop included participants from the Council’s advisory
panels, deep sea coral experts, industry members, and other stakeholders. During the interactive
workshop, boundaries were refined and negotiated in real time, allowing the participants the opportunity
to provide feedback on key areas of importance for both coral conservation and for fishing communities.
This participation was critical to reconciling multiple boundary proposals, for which small-scale spatial
modifications may have led to large differences in impacts, and where fine-scale fishery and coral data
were often lacking. Workshop participants were able to reach consensus on alternative boundaries for all
fifteen proposed discrete areas, all of which were ultimately recommended by the Council for
implementation.

Pacific: The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Pacific Council) has a long and collaborative history
of protecting habitat and unique natural areas. The West Coast currently has extensive conservation areas
in place. In 2005, the Pacific Council set aside over 130,000 square miles of essential fish habitat
conservation areas for species in its Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. Additionally,
there are five National Marine Sanctuaries on the West Coast, the California Coastal National Monument,
and numerous State water marine protected areas in California, Oregon, and Washington. A new
National Monument designation for marine areas would presumably be for the purpose of protecting
objects of historic or scientific interest and the West Coast has both existing protected areas and an open
Pacific Council process to address current and potential future needs.






the thousands of jobs attendant to these activities, can be wiped out with a single, unanticipated, relatively
uniformed action.

Successful use of this resource management tool requires a careful balancing of multiple considerations
which is not possible under unilateral actions such as monument designations. In late 2014 the North
Pacific Council, at the request of Senator Lisa Murkowski, submitted a comment letter on draft legislation
titled “Improved National Monument Designation Process” (similar to legislation, HR330, just introduced
by Congressmen Jones and Young). Quoting from this letter, Council Chairman Dan Hull stated “Your
legisiation would indeed improve upon the existing process, and would require deliberative consideration
of consequences, rather than unilateral Executive Action.....Further, we note that the Regional Fishery
Management Council process provides an open and transparent forum to consider potential impacts of
monument designation relative fo fishing and related activities within any proposed monument site... and
that, if an area is designated, any fishing regulations within that area should be accomplished through
the authorities of the relevant Regional Fishery Management Council, and the processes of the
Magnuson-Steven Act”.















