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General Comment

The southern resident killer whales require the protection of Endangered Species Act (ESA) and
the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). In addition, the required protection from the
Species at Risk Act of Canada (SARA) due to their utilization of waters that are both Canadian
and American. Therefore, the current laws and regulations that are in place should be enforced,
which would result in those "individuals or eco-tourism companies", who blantently disregard
the rules being punished.

The new regulations are punishing the "innocent"; the public. Eco-tourism is a necessary
"educational platform" for the plight of these endangered animals, which were historically
impacted by our lack of knowledge (biotoxins) and currently impacted by our greed
(commercial gain from salmon). Simple math: loss of salmon = loss of the southern resident
killer whales.

Although, whale watching is a "commercial" industry, it relies heavily on the plight of the
animals and the concern for their survival in the wild by the public. The first magnificant
"encounter" with killer whales affects each and everyone in our own way. It results in an
emotional change, which for many leads to a lifestyle change, i.e. reduction of a consumerism
mentality, water usage, chemical usage, or who to support politically. My first sighting of a killer
whale in the wild (on a ferry ride from Horseshoe Bay to Nanaimo) on my way to Ucluelet to go
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whale watching in April 1992, defined the species that I was going to scientifically research.

The "public" needs their chance to "encounter" these animals and experience that change,
without it...would the public truly care what happens to these animals.

The current regulations are enough to conserve and protect the southern resident killer whales

and all the other animals the inhabit the waters of the Salish Sea. However, the regulations need
to be "enforced" for the conservation and protection the animals.
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Comments on Proposed Puget Sound Vessel Regulations to Protect Killer Whales

Please write your comments below and give to a NOAA representative, or mail to: Assistant Regional
Administrator, Protected Resources Division, Northwest Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries
Service, 7600 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115.
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Comments on Proposed Puget Sound Vessel Regulations to Protect Killer Whales

Please write your comments below and give to a NOAA representative, or mail to: Assistant Regional
Administrator, Protected Resources Division, Northwest Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries
Service, 760 andd’oint Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115.

20 Posed

o KUlEs ARC  unhee «PTRBLE
" AT Aﬁ%ﬂﬂéﬁg LAt oF ﬁw'%vwbmqg
- Dy ?\éﬁ /\[93@[1@% ﬁpowumf/v by Rt p AT e N
- /ID/M\BQKL Lo Wd’mmflﬁ Qeﬂum
TS CABS E o D enid Qt‘:‘j’%% EVERE (1]
allv P@P WL ATION  OF  ENERY O TR
pﬂé\/ SPz(ez DM TS p[;wg’f
RELES on THE [ PULATIOS 0F (TS
Pﬂée\f/ gP@(eS TS S Scz@\)WF{"cm%
eEM f ([Lcc kT J‘{@we\!lﬂ& NoT S
ADD pessen (v~ These [Coces
- P&bw UN ST NTIE e — C{7
= ‘ﬁg)bu UN SO PPoT K3CE 017

EK’\} KJ (< l}k/L’ B N, — D
s 6% ¢3%%



To Kevoee T /4@05”@@ [t o

A “FasT Pory AT 100 varns (4 e e
' 3/ 3¢/ 09

TJST SLow BN Tils BpATS, /80 Tifs

pR OX( M T o (NW;SAV LU ATDS
"T“@ / SA\/ '72K7§ : ,
Lo Lomve Tt \Viswioe bis prmree
AT 100 yAtDS Ao SAVE T
/Mbuﬁmj U\Mﬁ.cg EDUCATET /i
pu%uc’- whhcll SUPPIRTS MY
OTh=e  EDOCATION  [PR4 & R AT |
1T cFreess Qe \epw e
/QD\NB ET Feog MANY P@PC@ LG
[N Tjuen ErFessy MANY oTHER @Z“)ﬂ(e;

ENFORCE THE BT I RICES | D/ D
T CFFert % T BUPGET

byu> Mosy [ 1 Fore T/

| P A THE Resorfesd fupeed

: TS K;ccz/u({ TS SK KW
TITER Ml o |

Toen T Guess 7

O



Comments on Proposed Puget Sound Vessel Regulations to Protect Killer Whales

Please write your comments below and give to a NOAA representative, or mail to: Assistant Regional
Administrator, Protected Resources Division, Northwest Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries
Service, 7600 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115.
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Subject:

From: John Risser <riz@cedarcomm.com>
Date: Mon, 05 Oct 2009 13:11:34 -0700
To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Administrator, Protected Resources Division
Northwest Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

7600 Sand Point Way, NE.

Seattle, WA 98115.

To Whom it May Concern,

I am writing this letter is response to the proposed Protective Regulations for Killer Whales in the
Northwest Region Under the Endangered Species Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act {50 CFR
Part 224 [Docket No. 070821475-81493-01] RIN 0648-AV15}.

In the proposal I see several flaws that are not scientifically based, most notably the banning of sport
fishing within the proposed “no go” zone on the west side of San Juan Island. The act of sport
fishing and the affects it has on the natural behavior of the southern resident population of Killer
Whales appears to be mainly based on interpretation of opinion and not scientific fact according to
the references listed in the proposed regulation.

This proposal would also severely affect the local whale watching industry by excluding it from one
of its most popular areas. It is also in the best interest of the local whale watching industry to protect
the southern resident population of killer whales, as they appear to be one of the most popular
whales to observe. The local whale watching industry respects the natural behavior of killer whales
making this proposal not necessary.

According to scientific fact, pollution in Puget Sound (most notably the presence of PCB’s) has a
greater impact on the survival of the southern resident population of killer whales. I feel the effort
and resources devoted to this current proposal would be better served by addressing the issue of
pollution in Puget Sound than establishing “no go” zones. Tribal and Commercial gill netting of the
rivers and sound need to be addressed.

Last couple of items are:

1. The alternative plan by the Whale Watching Association needs to be considered.

2. Mandatory Licensing of all Boat Operators; Private along with the current requirement
of commercial operators that includes a chapter on operation of a Vessel around all
whales; I.E. the does and Don’ts

3. Enforcement by Lawfully appointed officers not Sound Watch or Friends of the San

Juan's. Can most effectively accomplished by Light airplanes and Cameras that can
take pictures of the boats registration numbers, the operators and the offense. Tickets
are then mailed

Sincerely
Skyler White

1 of2 1/6/2010 4:25 P



5519 2615t NW
Stanwood WA, 98292
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orca rules

Subject: orca rules

From: gomesrj@comcast.net

Date: Sat, 17 Oct 2009 23:45:11 +0000 (UTC)
To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

NOAA, Your thought process amazes me. If you are so concerned about the whales
survival and the declining numbers of salmon in your waters do like California and Oregon.
Close your waters to ALL fishing not only to the sport fisherman but to the indians also. You
can't tell me their nets don't cause "behavioral disturbances including swimming
patterns,speed,direction and surfacing behavior", not to mention that they are completely
raping the waters of salmon and anything else that gets caught in their nets. The whales
don't leave because of the nets, they leave because there are no salmon to feed on . Like
most government thinking your solution is very short sided not to mention ridiculous. Give
the waters a rest and let nature heal itself without human interference . | realize, of course,
this would create a big problem with the indians and your treaty but protecting our
environment is EVERYONES responsiblity. With all due respect you need to seek a much
broader and equitable solution. Janet Gomes

(a California resident concerned about all our West coast waters)

lofl 1/6/2010 4:45 P
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ROBERT M DUNNE Bainbridge Isla:g, ?ﬂ‘l): ;:33(5)

Telephone: (206) 855-0737
E Mail: r.dunne@att.net

October 14, 2009

Assistant Regional Administrator, Protected Resources Division
Northwest Regional Office National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way NE

Seattle, WA98115

re: Proposed Rule Modification Pertaining To
Protection Of Puget Sound Orca Pods

Dear Sirs;

I am wniting to object to the proposed Rule Change pertaining to vessel navigation in the
vicinity of Orca populations. I speak from my twenty year experience as a pleasure boater
navigating the inland waters of Puget Sound, Georgia Straits and the inland waters of the
Northwest Passage to Southeast Alaska. During that twenty year period I have been blessed by
several encounters with both solitary Orcas and small family units sharing the waters. At all such
times, whether in US or Canadian waters I have observed the rules of the Marine Mammal
Protection Act of 1972 and regulations pertain thereto. Ironically, I have observed Orca's
“violating” such rules by initiating contact with vessels by approaching the same much the same
way Grey Whales have been know to approach vessels in San Ignacio Lagoon and Magdalena
Bay in Baja California.

Adopting a “No Entry” zone in the San Juans will be fraught with uncertainty
and difficult enforcement. The mariners who are most likely to violate such a rule are the ones
least likely to “Know where they are,” which only lends to difficult enforcement. A rule that

absolutely bars entry to navigable waters without regard to whether or not Orcas are present 1s
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urreasonable on its face. The proposal is further tainted by the hypocrisy of allowing certain
privileged groups to navigate the waters with impunity while baring others.

Enlarging the buffer zone from 100 to 200 yards, which I believe is also proposed, does
not trouble me as much but does challenge the mariner to observe such a distance regardless of
the movements of the whales in question.

The Rules regarding Orcas as presently constructed are sufhcient to protect the
populations mnvolved if continued efforts are made to educate the boating public on their terms
and meanings and 1f a modest effort were to be made at enforcement. In the few instances when
I have seen large numbers of boaters attempting to observe the populations, the presence of one
government patrol craft (Be it Coast Guard, NOAA or San Juan County Shenfl) would have
been suthicient allow free passage of any whales i the area.

Very truly yours,

7



My name is Larry Carpenter; I reside in Mount Vernon Washington. I’ve been in the
boat business, with 2 dealerships for 31 years. I have a US Dept of Commerce Appt.
serving for 10 years on the US Section of the Pacific Salmon Commission/US Canada
Treaty. Here are some facts.

1.) My family with 3 children have fished and enjoyed the whales for 40 years on the
West Shore of San Juan Island. I would like the Orca’s protected but do not
believe that excluding recreational fishers from the No Go Zone would make any
difference to the whales, but certainly would negatively impact those that now
fish the zone area and those that support the activity. The recreational fisherman
does not in anyway negatively affect Southern resident killer whales. To the
contrary, I have tens of thousands of hours fishing the area spelled out in your
rule proposal. Orca’s like being around sport fishing boats. If they didn’t they
wouldn’t cruise thru the recreational fish boats as often as they do.

2.) Regarding food supply for SRKW, the recreational industry has been very
aggressive in supporting mass marking and selective fishing as it relates to
Chinook and Coho salmon. Currently the output in Puget Sound is 60 million
Chinook and 35 million Coho all marked. This added food source is readily
available to Orca’s. We are part of the solution, not the problem.

3.) To our knowledge no one at NOAA persued communication with any recreational
fisherman or any industry leadership attempting to learn and discuss the rule
proposal regarding recreational traffic and whales. That in itself leaves many
unanswered questions. Why would NOAA not talk to the people on the water?
There are far more sport fishing boats on the West side on San Juan Island than
all other vessels combined.

4.) As a business owner that is directly linked economically to the outcome, I’'m
appalled at the approach to information gathering that has driven the rule proposal
thus far. The taxpayers deserve better. I categorically disagree with your
proposal and it will be a long time before this is settled. There is much work to
do on this issue. If you desire further discussion my contact information is listed.

Larry Carpenter
800-838-2176

360-336-2176
larryc@mastermarine.com



Sept. 29" 2009

We attended NOAA'’s presentation in Anacortes on Sept. 24. It was very
well attended, by whale watching boat owners, from San Juan, Anacortes,
Seattle, and Canada.

Your changing the present 100m/yrd of viewing the whales is something that
bothers us. The 100m/yrd in our view is a good distance and one that can be
enforced. To change it would really affect the wale watching boat owners
and the tourist in that industry.

In your plan, closing the whale watching season and the charter boat and
pleasure boat fishing time May-Sept., in our mind is a bad plan. Both
industries would be put out of business. A big loss to the tourist season, jobs
and the economy of our area. As you know the whales are a curious
mammal and pop up to the boats with out any notice, our captains shut off
engines when this happens, because they are trying to protect the whale.

Please reconsider your plan of closing the area May-Sept., the 100m/yrd
viewing area of the whales. Throw out the study done by your
Massachusetts consultants and have some one from Washington, that knows
the problems of the Puget Sound and our whales. Consult with the people
your decisions will affect, the economy of the area.

We love having the whales in our area and we want to protect them, yet we
want to view them at a reasonable distance, we want to fish the areas and
share in the schools of fish.

; [ ]

Thank You for asking for personal testimony in writing at the 24 meeting.

%@VKW

Pat & Betty Mooney
2010 41* Street
Anacortes, Wash. 98221



Wednesday, January 06, 2010

Ms. Donna Darm
7600 Sand Point Way, NE
Seattle, WA 98115

Ms. Darm:

The following comments express my concern to NOAA's proposed regulations to protect
Orca's in Puget Sound from "selected" marine vessels. As a member of Coastal
Conservation Association (CCA) Washington, | am representative of a large population
of ardent marine conservation supporters and recreational fishermen and women and [
recognize the contribution we make to the economy of the area. My concerns with
NOAA's proposed vessel restrictions are as follows:

Recreational fishing boats are arbitrarily selected to be excluded from the proposed "No
Go" zone. This, despite the fact that the Draft Environmental Assessment calls attention
to the low probability of these vessels affecting the killer whale pods. It should be
obvious that certain types of commercial fishing that are proposed to be exempt from the
"No Go" zone are far more detrimental to the whale population than a recreational angler.
To the best of my knowledge, there has been no scientific evidence presented by NOAA
to indicate that the whale pods in Puget Sound, and particularly those in the proposed
exclusionary area are affected by recreational vessels and not by the type of vessel
exempted from the zone. It would appear that NOAA has arbitrarily chosen to exclude
the only user group that has traditionally shown a lack of cohesiveness in arguing it's
case. It IS a fact that the whale pod that spends the most time in the area has increased in
numbers, a point at odds with the opinion of NOAA.

Before considering this proposal to limit access to a popular Puget Sound area NOAA
should carefully exam the economic impact that would occur. Economists, business
owners and recreational fisherfolk should be consulted to determine the monetary value
that the recreation angler contributes.

As a final note comment. Does it really make sense to enact additional rules when there
are already rules in effect to protect the Orca population? Wouldn't it be reasonable to
assume that enforcing (and funding) these existing regulations be a priority?

I strongly support efforts to protect and increase the Orca population in Puget Sound, but
NOAA's proposal will do little to advance those efforts.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, B
- M CLad 4



Grant Darby
51 Sierra Pl
Sequim, WA 98382



My name is Larry Carpenter; [ have 2 boat dealerships in Mount Vernon, Wash.
I rise in opposition to the rule proposal presented by NOAA-F.

I’ve fished along San Juan Islands West shore for decades, spent thousands of nights in
Mitchell Bay. I have had thousands of experiences fishing along side Orca whales. The
whales have always interacted with boats socially and without concern. In my opinion
they enjoy being around the boats and always go about their business very effectively and
efficiently.

Last week in Anacortes I spoke about Chinook abundances and think it is important to
reiterate that point. Last year we renegotiated a new 10 year US — Canada salmon treaty.
In that treaty Alaska had to make significant reductions in their harvest of Chinook
salmon. This was to allow a pass thru of Salmon to Canada, and the Pacific Northwest.
Canada by agreement was to reduce their West Coast Vancouver Island commercial troll
fishery by 30%, again passing thru many more Chinook salmon to Washington and
Oregon waters.

Secondly as I mentioned last week thru massing marking, and ongoing hatchery reform
improvements we are raising and releasing 60 million Chinook and 35 million Coho
salmon in Puget Sound annually. Those are significant numbers that are raised for people
and whales. That I think, says much about improved forage opportunities.

Next point is the health of Puget Sound. Last week on King 5 there was a news piece
regarding how well the health of Puget Sound is improving. They stated significant
reductions in pollutants. If true, it is very positive, I would defer to Kathy Fletcher of
people for Puget Sound, who I have the highest regards for regarding her knowledge and
experience on this issue.

In closing let’s be diligent, responsible and reasonable. Let’s take some time, watch what
unfolds, and track the recent rebuilding trend of S.R.K.W.

To exclude fishing and boating from the 12 mile stretch along San Juan would be an
economic and cultural disaster

So, I believe the forage abundance for Orca’s is dramatically improving.

Puget Sound shows signs of better health.



Let’s not over react to boat interaction concerns because by now hundreds of citizens
have told you that is simply not a factor. Orca’s have lived, loved and socialized around
vessels in Haro Strait, since the first boats arrived.

We in the recreational boating and fishing industry are a huge part of the solution in

going forward. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard, we look forward to working
with NOAA.

Larry Carpenter



Comments on Proposed Puget Sound Vessel Regulations to Protect Killer Whales

Please write your comments below and give to a NOAA representative, or mail to: Assistant Regional
Administrator, Protected Resources Division, Northwest Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries
Service, 7600 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115.
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opposition to proposed rules

Subject: opposition to proposed rules

From: San Juan Excursions - Whale and Wildlife Tours <sanjuanex@watchwhales.com>
Date: Sat, 08 Aug 2009 12:13:02 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Hello,

I strongly disagree with the proposed rules. I don't feel that there is the scientific data to move us
from 100 yards to 200 yards. All of the data that I have come across says that vessels “may”
interfere with the orcas. In my opinion this in not enough evidence to push us back. I support the
current 100 yard viewing distance. I also think that closing off the west side to all vessels is
completely ridiculous. This won't solve anything. The only thing this will do is appease the wealthy
land owners who don’t want anything blocking their view. I don’t see how these new proposed rules
will help the orcas. I only see how they will hurt the hard working people of San Juan Island. Ten
million dollars of lost revenue (from the kayaking companies that will go out of business) for the
county that is already hurting economically doesn’t sound like it will help much either. Things are
working the way it is currently. Don’t change a thing.

Peter Ancich
San Juan Island

1of1 9/2/2009 12:23 ¥



San Juan [sland buffer zone

Subject: San Juan Island buffer zone

From: Claudia La Cava <claudialm@rockisland.com>
Date: Thu, 20 Aug 2009 13:43:23 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I believe we should have a buffer zone, but the one proposed keeping kayakers off
the West side of San Juan Island won't keep the whales from dying of disease and/or
starvation. There is no evidence that kayakers hurt whales. Kayaks don't hurt the
environment. There appears to be no logic in your proposal.

Concerning the motorized tours, from the information I have gathered from the Whale
Museum and writings of Ken Balcomb, if the present buffer rules are obeyed there is
no evidence of damage to whales by tour boats. However, there is strong evidence
of damage to marine life by boats using underwater sonar - a buffer zone for that
would be many miles.

Observing whales and other marine life in their natural habitat has made millions
of people aware of their endangered status. That information can only help their
chances for survival.

What you should be doing is implementing drastic measures to limit pollution in the
Puget Sound and the Salish Sea, with new restrictions on fishing. The survival of

the orca is dependent on it. With cleaner water and a bountiful and healthy salmon
population, there will be plenty to go around. Without that, the fishing industry

will die along with the fish.

The pollution of our waters is the greatest enemy of marine life. ©Not kayaks and
tour boats.

Thank you,

Claudia La Cava
Friday Harbor

San Juan island, Wa.
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Purposed Changes

Subject: Purposed Changes

From: Phyllis Freshour <phylfreshour@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, 20 Aug 2009 17:28:40 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

We went on the 5 Star Whale watching tour on 8/19 and had an amazing experience with J Pod. 1
found the naturalist on board to be very knowledgeable about the Pod and whales in general. The
distance and care demonstrated by the crew had absolutely no effect upon the pod. The purposed
changes do not seem to have any scientific basis in light of our experience. Please reconsider making
the suggested changes. Whale watching gives the public a broader understanding about this precious
resource and if the experience is significantly reduced it will affect passionate public support.

Phyllis [Freshour
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Orca plan, no boat zone

1of1l

Subject: Orca plan, no boat zone

From: "Alan R. Williams" <petman@clearwire.net>
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2009 18:18:09 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

CC: rick.larsen@mail.house.gov, "'Smith, Rep. Norma' <Smith.Norma@leg.wa.gov>, "'Bailey, Rep.

Barbara™ <Bailey.Barbara@leg.wa.gov>, maria.cantwell@mail.senate.gov,
patty . murry@mail.senate.gov

Orca Plan
N.O.A.A

Dear Sirs, it was with great concern I read of your proposed "No boat Zone"
on the West side of San Juan Island. Your proposal seems to cause more
problems than it corrects. If I understand it right you are proposing to
shut off one of the premier salmon fishing areas in Puget Sound during the
salmon run. You are proposing to make it a criminal act to be within 200
yards of any whale, even though the act is intended to protect only the
Southern Orca population. This seems to only apply to recreational boaters.
This seems tantamount to using a sledge hammer to kill a fly. If boat
traffic is so detrimental to the whale population why not restrict ALL boats
in the area? Why exempt commercial fishing boats, government vessels and
other commercial boats, do they have some secret propulsion system that is
not detrimental to the Orcas? I have fished this area since the mid 70's and
have never seen any aversion between fishing boats and the local Orcas, I
have had them swim next to and under my boat as if I didn't even exist. I
agree there may have been times that individuals have harassed the Orcas,
let the local authorities identify and punish those miscreants rather than
punish the rest of us who want to use the area. I understand the proposed
restriction is not in response to a precipitous decline in the population
but appears more a reaction to maintain the current population. From what T
have seen the last few years there is increased awareness of the whales and
a desire not to interfere with them. The current 1/4 mile from shore and
100 yard distance seems more than adequate.

In conclusion I implore you to use some reason in setting new standards.
Let's try to find out what is not working and fix it rather than impose such
draconian restrictions that everyone suffers.

Sincerely

Alan R. Williams DVM
Mount Vernon, WA
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Change to Southern Resident Killer Whale Policies

Subject: Change to Southern Resident Killer Whale Policies
From: Leia Lumsden <ljlumsden05@comcast.net>

Date: Sat, 29 Aug 2009 11:33:09 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

To whom it may concern,

It is my opinion that rather the core issue with the current policies is primarily rooted in
violations to the current policy and making policies more stringent without improving
enforcement is a useless effort and only serves to hurt law abiding citizens and
businesses. Before changing current regulations the NOAA should consider
increasing penalties for violations of the current policies, creating a volunteer
enforcement group with authority to levy penalties on behalf of NOAA and the US
Government enforceable in court.

Moreover, the ban on non-motorized craft seems entirely senseless. The ban would
prevent recreational kayaking (for whale watching purposes or otherwise) during a
significant portion of the year around the San Juan Islands. [t is difficult fo
understand how the banning of non-motorized craft increases the safety and
security of the whales in any way.

Please re-examine the current policies and re-evaluate whether or not the proposed
actions will actually have any measurable increase in the safety and security of
these value Southern Resident Killer Whales. In my opinion, the proposal does not
meets its core objective.

Thank you.
Jason Lumsden

425-438-1073
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Comment from Tom Averna

Submitter Information

Name: Tom Averna
Address:

deer Harbor, WA,
Organization: Deer Harbor Charters

General Comment

While I'm in favor of further protection for the southern residents, I feel the 200 yard viewing
limit has to be a viewing limit agreed by both sides of the border. Without imposing this
proposed viewing limit while the orca are in Canada, the new limit will be confusing to most
when in places close to the border on the U.S. side, such as the west side of San Juan Island.

I disagree with the 1/2 mile no boat zone due to the dangerous tide rips 1/2 mile off San Juan
Island when the weather is rough. It is not a safe place for kayaks and small boats during a
westerly gale with a strong flood tide.

Imposing a 400 yard zone so as to not be in the path of a whale is not acceptable. How can

anyone predict the movement of a wild animal from so far a distance. I do agree the 400 yards
should be a slow approach zone.
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Submitter Information

Name: Edward George Machak Jr
Address:

482 Leon Dr

Endicott, NY, 13760-1320
Email: pwp2@att.net
Phone: 607 754 3442

General Comment

I recently did a whale watch with 5 Star Whales out of Victoria, B.C., Canada. All the boats in
the group were very careful to observe the 100 meter minimum approach distance to the whales.

The whales need more food and extending the separation distance will have no effect.
Thank you,

Ed Machak
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Submitter Information

Name: breanna elsea

General Comment

I UNDERSTAND THAT THERE TRYING TO PROTECT THE WHALES BUT WHY
PUNISH THE WHALE WATCHING BOATS THAT WERE OBEYING THE FIRST LAW
THEY SHOULD BE PUNISHING THE ONES THAT WEREN'T OBEYING THE LAW.
EVEN IF THIS DOES HAPPEN THE ORCAS WILL STILL COME 100 YARDS AGAIN AND
MAYBE CLOSER. I HAVE A VERY SPECIAL CONNECTION WITH THESE ANIMALS
AND THE MAIN PROBLEM IS THE SALMON .

SINCERLY, BREANNA

2/1/2010 11:28 AM



This is rediculous

Subject: This is rediculous

From: Dick and Chris Bangsund <richard42@centurytel.net>
Date: Wed, 29 Jul 2009 07:34:47 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

So your saying the Indians and commercial boats engines don't interfere with Orcus
feeding issues?? You people are crazy, given some authority leaves you with no
common sense. By the time your finished the whales will be the only thing enjoying
the ocean. Leave things alone and go home....Dick

lofl 9/2/2009 12:25 PM



OPPOSED TO ADDITONAL REULATIONS ON VESSELS NEA...

Subject: OPPOSED TO ADDITONAL REULATIONS ON VESSELS NEAR ORCAS
From: Bob Hyde <hyde.family5@verizon.net>

Date: Thu, 06 Aug 2009 06:53:56 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

| am opposed to your additional regulations on vessels near Orcas.
Your science is fuzzy, and | believe a subterfuge for eliminating all
whale -watching and recreational boating anywhere near the orca
pods. | would submit that the supply of food (salmon) regulates the
number of orcas rather than boat engine noise.

The creation of no-boating zone off of San Juan Island is particularly
offensive to me as a recreational boater and occasional whale watch
boat passenger.

Respectfully,
Bob Hyde

1703 8th St
Anacortes, WA

1ofl 9/2/2009 12:23 PM



NOAA studies

Subject: NOAA studies

From: Rob Heesen <rheesen@BBenefits.com>
Date: Fri, 23 Oct 2009 16:02:45 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Hello:

Assistant regional Administrator

Protected Resources Division

Northwest Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way NE

Seattle, WA 98115

I am opposed to the Federal government plan and don't feel that the NOAA
proposed regulations are appropriate for this area. They are too
restrictive. This should be handled on a State basis. Thank you for
your time and consideration in this discussion.

Robert Heesen

Business Benefits Corporation
1818 Westlake Ave N. #424
Seattle, WA 98109
206-286-6562 or 800-342-9635
206-286-6575 Fax
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Orca Plan

Subject: Orca Plan

From: RWHAWTHORNE@aol.com

Date: Fri, 23 Oct 2009 20:03:00 -0400 (EDT)
To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Assistant Regional Administrator for the Orca Plan:

| am writing to express my disagreement with your proposal for new restrictions in Puget Sound. While | believe
that the majority of the work you are doing to improve habitat and water quality is to be commended, | feel this
plan goes to far in your protection of this great mammal.

| have had the occasion to kayak in the San Juans and have had the odd encounter with the orcas. | include
these experiences among the best in my life. These experiences have lead me to believe that we need to make
steps to ensure their existence. This plan, however, goes to far in its limits.

Thanks, Ryan W. Hawthorne

3314 Fuhrman Ave.
Seattle
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Subject: comments on vessel restrictions, San Juan
From: allen rosenberg <ag2r@centurytel.net>
Date: Thu, 17 Dec 2009 19:27:09 -0800

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Attached is my comment on the proposed vessel regs, written after reading the
proposal and attending the public hearing in Friday Harbor

Content-Type: application/msword
Content-Encoding: base64

Orca regs Word.doc
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This memo is a commentary on the proposed restrictions on boating near San Juan
Island designed as protection for the Orca population.

Having read the proposal document, and attended the public hearing in Friday Harbor, |
submit that the proposed restrictions are unnecessary, unnecessarily restrictive,
unsupported by on-point research, and inadequate to actually positively affect the health
and well being of the Orca population.

| don’t have a particular problem with a slow speed (7 kts.?) zone, nor with somewhat
increased stand-off-the-animals distance. It seems intuitive that the whales would like
that.

| can see why the whale watch industry might object, though, at least to the latter. It will
certainly reduce the appeal of their product, and the intensity of the experience. To the
extent one credits the claim that they educate and help build a constituency for the
Orca, it will vitiate that.

| strongly disagree with the half mile no-go zone. It doesn’t impact me negatively
personally, even though | live one lot back from the water inside the zone. In fact, we
wouldn’t mind not having a bunch of whale watch boats off our front yard. We seldom
boat there, and don’t bother to fish because, basically, there aren’t enough fish to make
it worthwhile (which is course the Orcas’ primary problem as well). Reading the report,
a primary argument for this restriction is the presumed reduction in the Orcas’ acuity in
finding prey. That's based on a signal to noise analysis, not on anything empirical.
Makes sense, but it's not proof. Incidentally, the notion that boat noise drives off prey
fish flies in the face of a century’s all too successful commercial fishing experience.

The inclusion of self powered craft in the ban seems particularly, well, stupid. An Orca
can easily evade a kayak, if it wants to, or kill it. | don’t think there’s any recorded
incident of the latter. The research cited in the report isn’t on Orcas, but rather hauled
out seals. Hauled out seals behave differently than swimming seals, and Orcas aren’t
seals anyway. I'm sure you're sick of anecdotal reports by now, but I've had a harbor
seal climb onto my kayak, and | don't think it was trying to hurt me.

A remark by a member of the panel at the Friday Harbor public meeting seemed to me
to capture both a lack of understanding of the issues and a cavalier attitude. She said
fishermen would just have to fish elsewhere during those months. The problem, of
course, is that's where the fish are, when the fish are here. (That, of course, is also why
the Orcas are here.) Closing the zone to recreational and non-tribal fishing during the
season represents a real sacrifice. Possibly that’s justified—though it's not justified by
evidence in the report—but to suggest it doesn't is disingenuous at best.

| have another concern, to the extent that even the 200 yard rule applies to porpoise. If
you're under way, it's not possible to stay 200 yards away from Dall's porpoises, or
Pacific Whiteside dolphins, unless you have a very fast boat and run it fast. They
clearly seek out and approach moving boats. | don’t know whether it's playfulness, as



most people think, or a display of aggression, but these animals routinely approach
boats, surf the bow wave and wake, swim under the hull. If you slow or stop, they go
away. | don't know if they get bored, or leave in triumph after having defeated a foe.
Compliance with the rule seems to require going to idle whenever the animals are close
enough to you to notice you—which is quite a long ways.

In sum, | think NOAA should leave the existing regulations alone. If you feel compelled
" to do something, | suggest a speed limit zone, and possibly increasing the stand off
- distance modestly.

Thank you for your consideration.

Allen Rosenberg
San Juan Island



Re: Protective Regulations for Killer Whales in the NW Region Unde...
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Subject: Re: Protective Regulations for Killer Whales in the NW Region Under the ESA and MMPA
From: Trev Neufeld <trev01@telus.net>

Date: Tue, 01 Dec 2009 18:13:50 -0800

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration50 CFR Part 224 [Docket No.
070821475-81493-01]RIN 0648-AV15

(1) Expand any regulation to include Oregon and California.

The SRKW's expand their range beyond Washington, especially in winter. Research suggests that Chinook Salmon is the
preferred prey for the SRKW's and Chinook Salmon are much less prevalent in the inland waters of Juan de Fuca Strait, Haro
Strait and Puget Sound in the winter.

(2) Maintain and Enforce the 100 yard viewing buffer.

The Noren paper suggests that from 2005 to 2006 the median viewing distance increased dramatically, from 25m to 85.5m.
As boaters learned to comply with viewing buffers the actual distance from whales increased. This is a learning process.
Give the boaters time to learn and enforce the existing, relatively new, law!

(3) Replace the proposed Y2 mile no-go zone with a 7 knot go-slow zone.

This addresses the acoustic masking concern as vessels operating at 7 knots or less produce little sound of the amplitude or
frequency that might mask Killer Whale echolocation.

(4) Fund more Federal Enforcement.

It is extremely frustrating to continually witness wanton violations because few NMFS Enforcement Officers on the water.
Two goals would be achieved: 1) Enhanced protection of the Whales, and 2) Clear identification of the vessel and nature of
infraction. A small percentage of the recreational boaters act bad, but it tarnishes all of us, especially those who are operating
responsibly.

(5) Fund more public education.

Please use the available resources better ie. organizations such as the Pacific Whale Watch Association, OrcaNetwork, The
Whale Museum, The Whale Museum in Friday Harbor, Seattle Aquarium and others.

(6) Decrease the economic downturn on companies and community.

Extending the viewing buffer from 100yds/m to 200yds/m may certainly decrease the number of people choosing to
experience the connection between Orca and Man. The net result could be less, not more, support for the necessary
Conservation and Stewardship actions under NOAA’s Recovery Plan for the Southern Resident Killer Whale population.
(7) Promote more Salmon enhancement.

Salmon is the basis of the higher level food chain. All the large mammals near land and sea need this resource. Continue to
support efforts towards recovery of the Chinook Salmon runs especially those that head to the Elwah River, Columbia River
Basin and Snake River.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely
Trev Neufeld BSc., MSc. Marine Biology
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Submitter Information

Name: Teri Boone
Address:
107 Newt Estates Rd
Longview, WA, 98632
Email: teriboone@hotmail.com
Organization: None

General Comment

I'm not even a kayaker, but I can't imagine their presence in the Sound being detrimental to the
whales. I would think the commercial fishing vessels are what needs to be eliminated, not the
tiny, motorless, non-polluting, occasional kayak skimming along. This sounds like another
example of powerful groups (i.e. MONEY IN THE RIGHT POCKETYS) getting their way while
screwing the little taxpaying peons. The area should NOT be off limits to the average hard
working visitor who chooses to take a few days vacation there.
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200 Yards

Subject: 200 Yards

From: "Cherie L. Lindholm Real Estate" <rentals@lindholm-realestate.com>
Date: Mon, 14 Dec 2009 16:24:39 -0800

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

To Whom It May Concern,

As a twenty five year resident of the San Juan Islands, WA, I am requesting that you do not extend the
distance between charter/whale watch boats and the Orca whales in the San Juan Islands. Our
operators understand the importance of respecting the current 100 yard distance between boats and
whales and because their livelihood depends upon tourists also enjoying these animals, they certainly
don't jeopardize the health of the whales.

When there are violations, it is almost always from the casual tourist boaters visiting the area. These
people often don't know there are rules, and in their zeal they move too close to the whales. To close
the west side of San Juan Island from all boat traffic seems a harsh and ignorant move. The tour
operators are the ones who know the rules, appreciate them, abide by them and educate thousands of
visitors each year.

NOAA could better spend monies in local enforcement of the current 100 yard distance and in
enhancing salmon populations so we will continue to have Orca whales in Puget Sound.

Please do not implement a 200 yard stand-off and any closure of waters.

Karen J. Key Speck

Property Manager

Owner / Broker

Cherie L. Lindholm Real Estate
Orcas Island, Washington
360-376-2204
www.lindholm-realestate.com
www.orcashomes.com
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Subject: San Juan County

From: Gordy <gordon029@centurytel.net>
Date: Tue, 15 Dec 2009 16:41:45 -0800
To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

TO: NOAA
FROM: Gordy Petersen
124 Blackberry Lane
Friday Harbor WA. 98250
RE: Orca Plan

Dear NOAA,

Please consider the following comments regarding the proposed rule changes
for the Southern Resident Killer Whales.

I live along the shoreline of San Juan Island near the Limekiln State Park.
In summer, almost daily, I witness the interaction between the Orcas, the
commercial and sport fishers, and the whale watching fleet. Sometimes they
are all together at once. The Orcas do not seem to mind. In fact, their
behavior and eating pattern seems normal. The boats seem to obey the rules.

People come from all over the world to see these magnificent Orcas, and like
many intelligent animals, they seem to like the attention. When they splash
and play to the delight of awestruck audiences, they look like they are
enjoying themselves to me. No problem exists that needs a massive draconian
regulatory response. The idea of a "no-go zone" is not practical to enforce,
will likely have huge economic impacts, and is probably not legal.

Our Prosecuting Attorney has questioned NOAA's authority over the 3Boundary
Straights? area. An international Treaty has governed maritime navigation
here since 1846. In this Treaty between the U. S. and Great Britain, it was
intended that navigation in the whole channel where the proposed 32no-go?
zone is proposed, 3would remain free and open to both parties.? Restricting
vessel traffic in any way would seem to violate this agreement.

This Treaty seems to render the proposed "no-go zone" for maritime traffic
null and void.

If we can't trust your department to know what laws and treaties govern the
waters you are supposed to oversee and protect, why should we trust you to
regulate of our local waters?

Please let the local residents of San Juan County alone. First it was the
Marine Sanctuary, now this, how many times do we have to tell you to
butt-out? Our county is pristine. We have protected it. We have been good
stewards. We can manage our own local affairs thank you very much.

Thank You for letting us govern ourselves.
Gordy Petersen

1/6/2010 4:51 PM



file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/lynneb/Local%20Settings/ ...

As of: February 01, 2010
Received: January 12, 2010
PUBLIC SUBMISSION Status: Pending_Post

Tracking No. 80a7bbfa
Comments Due: January 15, 2010
Submission Type: Web

Docket: NOAA-NMFS-2008-0327
Protective Regulations for Killer Whales in the Northwest Region under the Endangered Species
Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act

Comment On: NOAA-NMFS-2008-0327-0001
Protective Regulations for Killer Whales in the Northwest Region Under the Endangered
Species Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act

Document: NOAA-NMFS-2008-0327-DRAFT-0041
Comment from ronald wolfe

Submitter Information

Name: ronald e wolfe
Address:
Oak Harbor, WA,
Email: rewolfe@comcast.net
Organization: American Citizen

General Comment

This comment focuses on the proposed vessel exclusion zone off of San Jaun Island. The science
involved is flawed and inconclusive yet you don't exclude the most dangerous threat to the orcas
- commercial fisherman. Obviously, the best government money can buy as was the case in the
global warming debate being polluted by bad science. Soon, no one will believe anything the
government scientist say. You totally ignored the general public in drawing up this proposal and
now the jobless recovery will contain more loast jobs in WA - whalewatching, kayaking and
fishing charters. We don't need another area closed to sport fishing, there is barely a season left
anymore. Our local pods are doing fine. This is a political agenda pushed by tree huggers and
granola crunchers. Your presentations last fall were poorly prepared and a disaster and it was
obvious that your decision was already made. We don't need more bad government. We need to
save the salmon and their habitat and stop the commercial and tribal slaughter of our local
fisheries. As a scientist myself, I was abhored by the conclusions that were drawn from your
data. We have a constitutional right to freely navigate the waters of Washington. This
administration does not need any more backlash from the public. If this passes, their will be
organized resistance and confrontation.
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West side of San Juan Island
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Subject: West side of San Juan Island

From: Ed & Betty Carlberg <carlberg@rockisland.com>
Date: Thu, 22 Oct 2009 12:48:38 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Dear Sirs:

First, to qualify myself to make the following comments: | live on the west
side of San Juan Island, one mile south of Mitchell Bay. on the waterfront. |
am next door (north) of Ken Balcomb of the Whale Research Center. | have
owned my lots since 1972, and have lived here full time since 1978. | have
always observed Orca behavior regularly, as well as the behavior of human
activity when the whales are present. | am a life member of the Whale
Museum, joining in 1979.

Here are my observations:

Kayaks: These are small, slow, silent, and unobtrusive. They have never, in
my experience, bothered the Orca in any way. The whales have been
avoiding small floating logs for thousands of millenniums, and to them, a
kayak is just another small log. Thus, it would be just plain foolish to ban
kayaks from the west side of San Juan Island. They are simply not a
problem. They should, however, be instructed to move toward the shoreline
when the Orcas are approaching.

Commercial Whale Watch Boats: These boats are getting much better at
staying out of the path of the Orca, although it is common for an Orca or two
to approach a boat, apparently out of curiosity. It appears obvious to me that
when the boats shut off their engines entirely, the whales are much more
likely to approach them. The Orcas seem to avoid boats who leave their big
diesels idling, spewing diesel exhaust into the water, even if the boat is not
moving. Thus, | believe that, properly instructed and regulated, the
commercial whale watch boats should be allowed to continue their practice
of teaching the public about whales.

Private small boats: The operators are often uninstructed about proper
behavior around whales, and too often get into, or stay in, the path of the
whales. The Soundwatch boat has helped with instruction on many
occasions, but it needs to be funded to stay on the water for more hours and
days in order to be fully effective. More publicity and instructions are also
called for, especially at marinas and boat launching ramps.
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West side of San Juan Island

Commercial fishing boats: During almost every day of September and
October, 2009, a fleet of Purse Seiners has been out in front of my house in
Haro Strait, There has been as many as a dozen boats at a time, starting
their fishing at dawn, and often fishing until dusk. As you probably know, the
Seining process consists of having a "skiff", (an open aluminum boat about
20 feet long, equipped with a big diameter propeller and a huge roaring
diesel engine. | don't think they are also equipped with mufflers; at least
they don't sound like it) pull one end of the net toward shore, while the
"mother ship", the purse seiner itself, heads west, pulling the other end of the
net to it's full length of about 1/4 mile, or at least 1000 feet. The skiff sticks
its bow in as close to shore as it can get, and the net hangs in the water for
several minutes as the salmon swim into the net, Then, when the net,
which hangs down into the water about 20 feet, (weights below, floats on the
surface) appears to be full, the skiff and the seiner approach one another,
and the net is pulled back aboard its reel on the seiner, and finally the
"purse" is closed, and the tons of salmon are scooped up into the hold of the
seiner.

As soon as one seiner starts to finish its process, another one begins, so
that the west side of San Juan Island is totally blocked for the passage of the
whales from morning to night for days at a time.

| believe that all, or at least most, of these seiners are totally or partially
owned/operated by Native Americans. The Judge Boldt decision of many
decades ago gave these Indians permission to fish whenever and where
ever they pleased. However, | don't believe Judge Boldt gave these Indians
permission to violate the Endangered Species Act at will!

Now, these seiners will claim that "there aren't any Orca around when we are
spreading out our nets". Of Course Not!! These Whales are highly intelligent
mammals, and they clearly know better than to try to come up Haro Strait
when the seiners are blocking their route with huge nets.

During these two months, the Orca should be traversing Haro Strait
regularly, feeding on the heavy schools of salmon that are heading for the
Fraser River, and should be gaining strength and fat to last them through the
winter. But the Seiners deny the Orca this needed feeding time

| propose that these Native Americans be prohibited from fishing the West
Side of San Juan Island. They have plenty of other places they can fish.
They don't need to prevent the Orca from traveling in their accustomed
routes and deny them the salmon they need to survive. | find your proposals
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West side of San Juan Island

to ban kayaks and let commercial fishing continue is just plain silly.
So: lets re-think your proposed rules, and make the rules sensible and
displaying common sense.

| hope the above is of some help to you.

Ed Carlberg

515 Smugglers Cove Road
Friday Harbor WA 98250
360-378-5552
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San Juan Islans
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Subject: San Juan Islans

From: "Papania, Lee (Denver)" <LPapania@stifel.com>

Date: Fri, 23 Oct 2009 17:01:55 -0400
To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

Comments regarding the NOAA and federal government proposed closing of the west side of

San Juan Island to all boaters :

| don't feel that the NOAA proposed regulations are appropriate for this area. Washington State can

handle it just fine & in the best interests of the 'mammal’ populations.

Please help!!!

Thankyou.

Lee M Papa nia

All electronic messages sent and received by Stifel Nicolaus
Associates are subject to review by Stifel Nicolaus. Stifel Nicolaus
may retain and reproduce electronic messages for state, federal, or
other regulatory agencies as required by applicable law.
IMPORTANT: Please do not use e-mail to request or authorize the
purchase or sale of any security or commodity, send fund transfer
instructions, or otherwise conduct any securities transactions. Any
requests, orders, instructions, or time-sensitive messages sent by
e-mail cannot be accepted or processed by Stifel Nicolaus. The
accuracy of any information sent by Stifel Nicolaus through e-mail
cannot be warranted or guaranteed by Stifel Nicolaus or its affiliates.
Stifel, Nicolaus & Company, Incorporated

Member NYSE & SIPC

Headquarters: 501 N. Broadway, St. Louis, MO 63102

314-342-2000
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orca plan

Subject: orca plan

From: churchmtn@aol.com

Date: Sat, 17 Oct 2009 02:25:38 -0400
To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

You people have missed the boat | am afraid, making a criminal out of me and my fellow boaters will not
reduce the stress the Orca's are under. Until you stop the commercial whale watching boats from
"chasing" the pods around puget sound you are just missing the mark. You may well get a "closure" off
the coast of San Juan, however | will not allow your plan to interfere with my right to pursue happiness,
which | find in my boat in the very waters you intend to close.
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NOAA Fisheries Service's proposed vessel regulations

Subject: NOAA Fisheries Service's proposed vessel regulations
From: gomesrj@comcast.net

Date: Sun, 18 Oct 2009 14:57:52 +0000 (UTC)

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

We own property on Fidalgo Island and spend our summers there. One of our main
activities is spending time on the waters of Puget Sound.

On several occasions we have been trolling for salmon with no Orcas in the area, when
suddenly the whales would pass through within yards of fishing boats. It is very obvious the
whales have no concern with the boats.

It makes for great whale watching but pretty much takes care of the fishing for that day.

| realize human nature is such that some boaters are not considerate of whale activity,
however to eliminate SPORTFISHING seems to eliminate the one group that is most
conscientious about preserving wildlife.

The economic impact in the San Juan Islands would be considerable.

It is very disturbing to see the commercial nets strung out from the shores and know that
activity is being supported while sportfishing is eliminated.

Respectfully
Rich Gomes

PS: | tried sending this through the regulations.gov website but it seems to not have been
successful.
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Subject: Response to Proposed NOAA Guidelines
From: Jim Pound <jim078@centurytel.net>
Date: Sun, 18 Oct 2009 11:57:12 -0700

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov

October 18, 2009

The following is my response to the Proposed NOAA Guidelines:

I am a former Director of Wolf Hollow Wildlife Rehabilitation Center on San Juan Island and have
served on a NOAA committee to review east coast grant applications for various organizations under
the John H. Prescott Grant Program for marine mammals.

We all agree that we want to see the Southern Resident Orca Pods not only survive but to prosper. However,
the question is if we are truly at a critical stage in their survival; will the proposed regulations, in fact make a
difference? If the proposed NOAA Guidelines are implemented, will the whales still be starving? If the
answer to this question is either yes or we don’t know then perhaps the focus should not be on an insignificant
part of the total problem. If the situation is at a critical stage then we should not implement proposals that are
only based on agenda driven research and opinions that have not been validated.

To simply state atrocities that occurred decades ago as some kind of justification to implement severe
restrictions on whale watching today is a major stretch. I understand that these comments may be good for
fund raising, but it is not data proven research. If there is validated research that clearly demonstrates vessel
noise is, in fact, the major cause of a decline in the population or the actual starvation of Orca Whales then it
should be presented for proper review. As a matter of fact, the Director of The Center for Whale Research
very clearly disputed the significance of the proposed guidelines at the meeting in Friday Harbor on October

the 5. He commented that vessel noise had very little to do with the current plight of the Orcas and the major
problem is the declining salmon runs and the high levels of toxins.

As a former director of a wildlife rehabilitation center I can tell you that most all animals are sensitive to
noise, but it is not a major cause of their starvation. Animals generally adapt to their environment quite well
and do what is necessary to survive. The tons of raw sewage that is dumped into the water each and every day
and the depleted salmon stocks are major obstacles that they can not overcome. What effect does the
extremely high level of poisons in their bodies have on their respiratory rates and amount of energy spent to
hunt and feed at a sustainable level?

I have observed whales feeding in Haro Straight numerous times while several commercial boats were
harvesting salmon. In addition, many of these boats were fishing very close to the shore line near Smugglers
Cove and along the west side. If the orcas are starving, why is it okay to harvest tens of thousands of
salmon when the whales are currently in our waters and appear to be competing with commercial
fishing boats? A friend of mind lives just down the coast from us and has observed six purse seiners out in
front of his house almost every day during the last couple of weeks harvesting salmon. I also agree with his
comment that in the ten years we have lived here, I have never seen a salmon put back in the water from a
commercial boat, and it is a myth promoted by commercial fisherman that the Orcas don’t eat pinks. I must
say that it is hard to understand the logic of why commercial boats are exempt while kayaks and
recreational fishing boats are not and it is claimed that the Southern Resident Pods are starving,
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Response to Proposed NOAA Guidelines

Finally, I think that you should use only independent research that has been properly validated and not
research that is agenda driven by a-few individuals who have established a goal to stop whale watching at all
cost. I heard about 90 speakers at the Friday Harbor Meeting and the major comment by far was that
they wanted NOAA and NMFS to get serious about the real problems regarding the Southern Resident
Pods. Before a final decision is made regarding the proposed guidelines, it would be highly advisable for
NOAA to take into consideration individuals comments who have spent 20, 30, or 40 years on the water and
have a much better perspective of the real issues that need to be addressed.

Thank you for considering my comments.
James R. Pound
40 Yew Lane

Friday Harbor, WA. 98250
360-378-1696
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NOAA Orca Recovery Pllan

Subject: NOAA Orca Recovery Pllan

From: helen king <helen@highlandinn.com>

Date: Mon, 14 Dec 2009 15:47:58 -0800

To: Orca.Plan@noaa.gov, Colleen and Bill Wright <fun@sanjuansafaris.com>

NOAA Orca Recovery Plan
To whom it may concern:

I believe and support everything in the letter to you below. I live on the west side of
San Juan Island and feel there are enough restrictions if enforced to protect the
whales here. Concentrate your efforts and funding on supporting a boat like
Soundwatch and making everyone aware of the "Whale Watching Guidelines" which
seem to be very effective and reasonable.

It doesn't make sense that cruise ships, freighters, and fishing boats will still be
able to come close to our shores, when you will not even allow little kayaks with no
motors at all to be launched or paddled along our shores!

The proposed changes are too extreme and will be difficult to enforce. It is also
debatable if it will really make any difference to the Orcas! They don't seem
bothered in the least by boats, in fact, are often attracted to them.

Please reconsider this unpopular legislation and listen to the whale experts like Ken
Balcomb with his Whale Research Center here on the west side of San Juan Island
just north of me. Are you going to keep him off 