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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 6, 2022 7:02 AM 

First Name 

Alfredo 

Last Name 

Abou-Eid 

Community of Residence 

Chignik Lagoon, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

I, Alfredo Abou-Eid, strongly oppose proposal #9 which, if enacted, would remove vessel 

registration exclusivity for state-waters jig gear fisheries. 

Super exclusive status is an important and appropriate tool to promote small local fishing fleets.  

The super exclusive Chignik jig GHL is designed to promote the jig fishery opportunity for local 

Chignik fishermen - not for a statewide jig fleet.  And the reason that there is no active jig 

fishing in Chignik in recent years is that there is no local processor for the fish for our small boat 

jig fleet. 

A more appropriate adjustment would be to move the Chignik jig quota to the Chignik pot fleet 

until the local conditions allow for a profitable fishery for the local Chignik jig fleet. 

The regulations for Black rockfish should also remain the same. 
 

Proposal 9 - Oppose 
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Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Marit Carlson-Van Dort, Chair 
Submitted via online portal & via email: dfg.bof.comments@alaska.gov 

 

 

RE: Support for Proposal 161 October 11, 2022 
 
 

Dear Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Alaska Board of Fisheries Members: 
 

The undersigned fishermen and processors participating in Alaska’s Pacific cod fisheries thank 
you for the opportunity to comment in strong support of Proposal 161 - Policy on Groundfish 
Fishery Resources Management. 

 

This proposal is necessary to retain sustainability certification for Alaska’s state waters Pacific 
cod fisheries by both the Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM) and Marine Stewardship 
Council (MSC) programs. Alaska needs RFM and MSC certification to sell cod into nearly all 
markets in the U.S. and European Union, among others. This proposal was put forward in 
response to the RFM and MSC certifications carrying a condition related to the lack of written 
fishery-specific management objectives for Pacific cod harvested in Alaska state waters. The 
Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation (AFDF) is the client for these certifications. A 
condition means that the certification bodies are granting the client time to address the issue 
before the next certification cycle. If it is not addressed, these fisheries will lose sustainability 
certification and access to the most valuable markets for Alaska cod. 

 
As the client responsible for fulfilling any conditions, AFDF facilitated discussions among a 
steering committee that represented a broad group of Pacific cod stakeholders to draft a BOF 
proposal to meet the condition for the certification (submitted in April 2022). This proposal is 
non-allocative, benefits all gear groups, and is supported by stakeholders as a whole. It 
outlines a very broad management policy for the BOF, similar to policies for other species 
such as crab and salmon. Proposal 161 does not change current BOF management. It only 
serves to document the broad goals and objectives that the BOF already uses to guide 
groundfish management so that Alaska can “get credit” for the management the BOF already 
does and satisfy this technical requirement to retain certification. 

 

Serious impacts would result from the Alaska cod industry losing certification. Loss of 
certification means lower value received for Alaska’s Pacific cod harvests. It would also create 
confusion in the marketplace for all Alaska cod due to the continued certification of cod 
harvested in federal waters but not in state waters, as well as damage the overall Alaska 
seafood brand. There would also be significant increased handling and logistics costs because 
cod from state waters would need to be accounted for, processed, and marketed separately 
from cod harvested in federal waters. Many Alaska fishermen and processors participate in 
both federal and state waters cod fisheries, and our harvests collectively share an important 
marketplace. 
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) supports maximizing the value from Alaska’s 
fisheries, with one of the primary goals of the department being to optimize economic benefits 
from fish and wildlife resources. Cod is economically important to every gear group (jig, pot, 
longline, trawl) and all regions (Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, Western Gulf of Alaska, Central 
Gulf, and Eastern Gulf), consistently making up 10% or more of the ex-vessel value of all species 
in Alaska. The state waters cod Guideline Harvest Levels (GHLs) combined exceeded 71 million 
pounds in 2022. However, as previously stated, with the loss of certification all cod caught off 
Alaska in state and federal waters would be affected; in 2021, that was more than 156 million 
pounds, with a first wholesale value of $283 million. 

 
While the conditions first placed on cod were the impetus for this proposal, it is submitted as a 
statewide proposal for all Alaska groundfish fisheries, to be considered at the board’s March 
2023 meeting. Given a similar situation for the certification of the Prince William Sound pollock 
fishery, the move to include all such fisheries statewide was made to proactively address any 
other potential certification of a groundfish fishery in state waters. Adopting this proposal will 
allow Alaska to continue reaping maximum economic benefit from these important fisheries. 

 

Managing fisheries sustainably for generations is the primary responsibility of the BOF and 
ADF&G. But we must also be able to maintain and expand markets to sell those fish to have a 
successful fishery. We respectfully request that the BOF adopt Proposal 161 and establish a 
broad, written policy for groundfish management that aligns with the BOF’s current practices. 
With this action, the Alaska state waters cod fishery and other groundfish fisheries will continue 
to meet the requirements for RFM and MSC certifications, and Alaska will get marketplace 
credit for the exemplary fisheries management practices already in place. 

 
Thank you for your consideration and service. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Anderson, Alaska Seafood Cooperative 
Chris Barrows, Pacific Seafood Processors Association 
Julie Bonney, Alaska Groundfish Databank 
Julie Decker, Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation 
Angel Drobnica, Western Alaska Community Development Association 
Abby Fredrick, Silver Bay Seafoods 
Hannah Heimbuch, Under 60 Cod Harvesters 
Darius Kasprzak, Alaska Jig Association 
Stephanie Madsen, At-Sea Processors Association 
Malcolm Milne, North Pacific Fisheries Association 
Stefanie Moreland, Trident Seafoods 
Chad See, Freezer Longline Coalition 
Rebecca Skinner, Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association 
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October 10, 2022 

 
Marit Carlson-Van Dort 
Alaska Board of Fisheries Chair 
Alaska Board of Fisheries/Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

 
RE: 5AAC 28.648 Dutch Harbor Subdistrict Pacific Cod Management Plan Proposal 6 

 
 
Dear Chair Carlson-Van Dort, 

 
The undersigned CDQ groups support the Dutch Harbor Subdistrict (DHS) Pacific Cod 
Management Plan Proposal 6 on the Alaska Board of Fisheries’ (BOF) October 2022 agenda. 
We believe this proposal addresses and balances the impacts of the 2018 Pacific cod 
management decision on our groups by modifying the current Dutch Harbor Subdistrict (DHS) 
Pacific cod guideline harvest level (GHL) fishery schedule to one that is based on abundance. 

The CDQ Program was established in 1992 by the State of Alaska to help support fisheries-based 
economic development in 65 Western Alaska communities. In 2020, our program directly 
accounted for approximately 20% of our regions’ employment and labor income, 2,360 jobs, and 
scholarship funding for over 1,000 students. Our groups offer broad reaching programs to 
support small boat fisheries in state and federal waters. Over the years, these have included 
providing market access in very remote communities by operating shoreside processing facilities, 
tendering, and buying stations, as well as grants and loan programs to help with vessel, permit, 
and quota purchases. Each year CDQ groups also fund substantial cooperative research efforts 
that aid in the management of state water salmon fisheries, in collaboration with ADFG. 

As outlined in the proposal, the BOF modified the DHS Pacific cod GHL from 6.4% of the Bering 
Sea Pacific cod federal allowable biological catch (ABC) to 8% starting in 2019, with an annual 
increase of one percentage point each year the GHL is achieved up to 15%. Because Pacific cod 
abundance is low, every pound allocated to the DHS GHL has a direct impact on CDQ federal 
participation, as almost 40% of every federal point is owned by an Alaska group. Additionally, 
while the DHS cod fishery reached its 90% harvest performance threshold this year, there is still a 
considerable amount of cod left in the water, and the fishery may need to be reevaluated to prevent 
underutilization in the future, particularly as the biomass increases. 

We appreciate the importance of state water fishery opportunities to Alaskans. The CDQ 
program’s purpose is to support fisheries’ access and participation for our residents, and we have 
created many programs structured to do just that throughout our regions. As you evaluate this 
proposal, we respectfully request that the BOF consider both the Alaska state and federal 
interests in this Pacific cod fishery, as well as how the fishery’s current design may lead to 
unharvested cod under certain abundance levels. 
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We believe Proposal 6 provides the BOF with a way to better balance fishing opportunity for 
Alaskans in the DHS cod fishery and Alaskan communities that depend on the offshore cod 
fisheries. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this matter and your service on the 
Alaska Board of Fisheries. 

 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 

Luke Fanning, Chief Executive Officer 
Aleutian Pribilof Island Community 
Development Association 

 
 

Eric Deakin, Chief Executive Officer 
Coastal Villages Region Fund 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CC: Alaska Board of Fisheries Members 

Alaska Department of Fish & Game 

Ragnar Alstrom, Executive Director 
Yukon Delta Fisheries Development 
Association 

 

 
Robin Samuelsen, Chairman 
Bristol Bay Economic Development 
Corporation 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 9:19 PM 

First Name 

Keith 

Last Name 

Bell 

Community of Residence 

Homer, Alaska  

Write your comment here: 

My name is Keith Bell, I'm a born and raised Alaskan resident from Homer.  I'm writing in 
opposition to propositions both 5 and 6 being considered for board approval.  Having worked 
on deck and eventually operating a 58' foot vessel in the Area O cod fishery, I saw firsthand a 
great opportunity not just for me but for many young fisherman to make their way into the 
industry if they're willing the work for it.  Using money made in Area O I was able to afford to 
buy my own boat to use in other fisheries in Alaska.  I oppose the propositions because it's not 
sensible to change the current regulations due to the fact that the proposed length is an 
arbitrary number, not correlated to anything but what benefits a select few.  Thank you. 
 
-Keith Bell 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board, 
 
My name is Bernie Burkholder, and I am an Owner and Manager of the F/V Northern Endurance 
and F/V Aleutian Endurance. The F/V Northern Endurance is 78 ft length overall and the F/V 
Aleutian Endurance is 58 ft length overall. Both vessels are home ported and based out of 
Kodiak. These vessels have traditionally supported local Kodiak businesses. The captains and 
crews largely reside in Alaska. The Northern Endurance began fishing in the Central Gulf of 
Alaska State Water Pacific Cod pot fishery in 2014 and the State Water Pacific Cod Fisheries in 
Adak in 2018. We have fished Pacific Cod with pots consecutively since 2014 and prior to that 
date with longline gear. Pacific Cod pot fishing is a better and cleaner fishery with significantly 
less wastage and provides the fishermen the ability to deliver a higher quality product. 
 
I oppose Proposal 2, 5 and 6. 
 
Proposal 2 
First, I believe in the Alaska State Water Pacific Cod Fisheries and support the foundation of the 
social and economic benefits this fishery has brought to Alaska Communities. 
 
Three years ago, the Board of Fish heard discussions to exclude traditional Alaska State Water 
Pacific Cod pot vessels above 58 ft from the Adak fishery. It was decided by the Board of Fish at 
that meeting to include all vessels 100 ft and under in this fishery without limitations. 
 
Proposal 2 asks for vessels with lengths of 59 ft to 100 ft be limited to 25 percent of the GHL. 
This group of vessels have historically caught well over 50 percent of the GHL. The net effect of 
this proposal would be to limit traditional fishing vessels in Adak that are over 59 ft in length so 
other vessels under 59 ft who have first completed fishing in another area can then come to 
Adak for another fishing opportunity.  I do not see this as being fair to historic participants. 
 
Proposal 2 would reallocate quota from a historic fishermen and vessels 59 ft and over who 
have fished consecutive years and supported local processing and the business community to a 
new user group. The vessels and fishermen who remained after the bankruptcy of the shore-
based processor Golden Harvest all sustained large economic losses. The vessels that remained 
built a new and viable Alaska State Water Pot Cod Fishery by at first chartering and paying for 
tenders back to Dutch Harbor and Akutan. Over time and with a lot of coordinated effort and 
gains in efficiency, the tenders are now paid for by the processors. It remains to be seen if a 
new shore-based processor will emerge in the Adak market, but the Alaska State Water Pacific 
Cod Fishery is stronger and more viable now than it has been in the last three years. 
 
Proposal 2 would benefit a select group of vessels and fishermen who have had the opportunity 
to fish Pacific Cod with pots in other Alaska State Water Pacific Cod Fisheries at the expense of 
traditional fishing vessels and fishermen in the Adak fishery. This proposal would in effect 
cripple the gains made by vessels 59 ft and over - and under 59 ft - who have worked together 
and consecutively fished every year from the beginning of the season to the seasons end.  
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All successful business models need stability, and the Alaska State Water Pacific Cod Fishery in 
Adak is no exception. 
 
Proposal 5 
As stated above, I believe in the Alaska State Water Pacific Cod Fisheries and support the 
foundation of the social and economic benefits this fishery has brought to Alaska Communities. 
 
Proposal 5 would reallocate quota from a historic user group who have supported the 
foundations of the Alaska State Water Pacific Cod pot fishery to a very small subset of the 
fishery that would not provide any significant new benefit to the fishery. Since 2015, only 1 
vessel participating in the fishery would qualify for this newly defined sector. For this reason, I 
see Proposal 5 as an unfair reallocation. The historic user group has followed the rules, made 
significant investments, supported local businesses, financed with Alaskan banks, and fished 
with a very low incidental bycatch.  Establishing a new user group now, without the historic 
catches to support a reallocation, would not be fair or beneficial. 
 
In addition, the processing sector would not benefit from this change. Consistent steady supply 
of high-quality product is needed for any processor to be viable. Putting additional focus on 
smaller vessels in the middle of winter in the Dutch Harbor Subdistrict would not be a step in 
the right direction for consistent processor supply.  I believe Proposal 5 would reduce both 
processing stability and viability. 
 
I oppose additional vessel length restrictions that would reallocate traditional Pacific Cod 
catches. Beginning a new category of 55 ft and under vessels, in the Dutch Harbor Subdistrict, 
would effectually permit a new exclusive fishery with little or no catch history. 
 
In my opinion, there has been a misplaced effort in allocating and then trying to reallocate 
Alaska State Water Pacific Cod to smaller catcher vessels. Long time Alaska fishermen have 
made long term investments in Alaska State Water fisheries only to see the rules changed to 
benefit a new prospective group of vessels without catch history to support their new fishery. 
The damage to the historic Alaska State Water Pacific Cod vessels and fishermen is not offset 
with any reasonable gain by the new vessels and fishermen without historic participation 
support their requests. 
 
Proposal 6 
 
I am opposed to Proposal 6 because I feel it seeks to redesign the state water allocation to a 
tiered system approach. In addition, I believe the state water allocation should not be given a 
lower priority than the federal allocation neither in times of low or high abundance. Both the 
federal and state water allocations are important for Alaska and Alaskan Communities. 
 
 
Bernie Burkholder 
bernie@efishco.com 

9



 PC06 

Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: September 27, 2022 10:12 AM 

First Name 

James 

Last Name 

Burton 

Community of Residence 

Anchorage, AK 

Write your comment here: 

Madam Chair and members of the board, 

I oppose proposals 2. 

Proposal 2 seeks to limit access to only pot / jig gear when this fishery has historically ALSO 
been fished by the < 60 Trawl fleet.  This would impact me personally as I plan to participate in 
the AI state waters under 60 trawl fishery starting in 2023.  

However, I do support the pot limit component of this proposal to level the playing field for the 
pot boats engaged in the fishery.  It does seem out of line with other State pot cod fisheries to 
not have a pot limit.  

Please reject the proposal and feel free to contact me.  I planned to attend the meeting but 
schedule conflicts prevent it.  If telephonic testimony is allowed for this meeting, I plan to 
participate telephonically. 

 

Thank you 

James Burton 

Proposal 2 - Oppose 
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Abby Duffy 
October 11, 2022 

 
My name is Abby Duffy, I am an Alaska resident, living in Talkeetna, AK. I am the deckboss on 
the F/V Miss Leona, a former research biologist and a former Alaskan fisheries observer. I am 
writing on the behalf of the F/V Miss Leona. I adamantly oppose Proposal 2. Adoption of this 
proposal would likely cause harm to the community of Adak, by stranding fish. 

 
As of now for the 2022 season, The AI cod fishery is still open, with a likely result of fish being 
stranded in the water. Proposal 2 seeks to exclude the small number of trawlers that have 
historically participated in this fishery. Excluding historic participants from the fishery will likely 
lead to even more stranded fish in the future. 

 
Trawl vessels under 100’ have participated in this fishery since it began in 2006 (in 2006 the 
fishery had 1 pot boat). The fishery was developed at this time to include trawl vessels (even 
though the Kodiak fishery was developed in 1997 as pot and jig only). Trawl vessels have 
supported the multiple shoreside plants that have been in Adak. The Miss Leona has delivered 
shoreside in Adak whenever a cannery has existed (we are the only ice boat and cannot deliver 
offshore). 

 
Beyond the major problem of harm to the AI communities, Kavanaugh’s rationale for 
implementing Proposal 2 is to streamline management plans of all Statewaters fisheries. This 
rationale is fundamentally flawed because the AI fishery is different from the other Statewater 
cod fisheries. The cod are genetically different from those in the Bering Sea and Gulf of 
Alaska. The currents are different, the weather patterns are different, the passes are different. 
The needs of the communities are different. The AI is also different in that there are no marine 
support services, making the risk management of a fishing plan out there different from the other 
fisheries. When the AI fishery was developed in 2006 differences in its management plan 
reflected the differences in the fishery. 

 
Given that the AI fishery is different than the other Statewaters fisheries, there is no reason it 
ought to have its management plan aligned with those other fisheries. Especially when 
alignment of those plans would lead to suboptimal management by stranding fish in the water 
with likely detrimental effects on the community of Adak. 

 
 
Abby Duffy 

 
Proposal 2 - Oppose 
Proposal 3 - Support 
Proposal 4 - Support 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 10:49 PM 

First Name 

Robert 

Last Name 

Gunderson 

Community of Residence 

Kodiak, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

Proposal 5 and 6 
Chair Carlson- Van Dort and members of the Board, 
I am a 62 year resident of Kodiak. I grew up in a fishing family with my father starting his fishing 
career in 1938. I graduated from Kodiak High School in 1974 and started running my own boat 
in 1977.  Since then my wife and I have built our fishing business up to the 58 foot seiner that 
we have now. I also served on the NPFMC Advisory Panel for 3 years, from February 2006 to 
December 2008. 
I am writing to you today as a participant in Alaska's state water pot cod  fisheries. I appreciate 
the opportunity to comment on the proposals for changes to the Area O State Water Pot Cod 
Season. These proposed changes would negatively affect my business, my community and the 
community of Dutch Harbor, my crewmembers and their families. The Area O State Water 
Fishery, that the board set up, is working very well. It employs 25 to 35 of the less than 60 foot 
boats right now, and their crews, with room for more boats to join if they choose. It also takes 
pressure off the other State Water Pot Cod fisheries such as the Area M fishery. 
My wife and I Oppose Proposal 6. It is proposed as a conservation move, yet there are no other 
conservation proposals for any other gear types, Factory Longline, CDQ Groups, or anyone, 
anywhere including anything before the NPFMC. To us , this seems to be a fish grab by big 
businesses from small guys. What would come from our State Water Quota wouldn't be 
conserved, but would go into increasing the quotas of the federal water players at the expense 
of the small family owned boats that you created this fishery for. The way that the fishery is set 
up, and based off the Federal TAC, if the TAC goes down, then the State Water Quota goes 
down, just like every other State Water Code Fishery does. If the TAC goes up, the the State 
Water Quota goes up, but with Proposal 6 they want to cap the quota so that our Area O quota 
can't increase, only decrease. That doesn't seem right. It seems to be saying that the big 
businesses that are fishing the Federal Quotas are more important than the Alaskan, family 
owned small boats that this Area O State Water fishery was created for. The small boats that 
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are fishing inside of 3 miles for the cod quota are doing this with very low bycatch, and bycatch 
is on everyone's minds these days. 
My wife and I also Oppose Proposal 5. If we start subdividing the State 3 mile area into 
subcategories, where does that stop. This is a proposal for a 55 foot length, but what would be 
next, a 40 or 50 foot length in another area or how about an 18 or 22 foot wide area. Once this 
door is opened it will never stop. Bristol Bay has a 32 foot limit with different types and sizes of 
32 foot boats that compete together. There aren't propeller only or jet drive only areas or big 
32 foot and small 32 foot areas. 
In summary, my wife and I do not think that either of these proposals are necessary, the right 
direction for the Area O State Water fishery, or the State of Alaska. 
Thank you for reading our comments. 
Robert and Jennifer Gunderson 
F/V Icy Mist 
3614 Spruce Cape Road 
Kodiak, Alaska  99615 
907-539-5698 
bjmist@gci.net 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board,  
 
I am writing to you today as a participant in Alaska’s state water cod fisheries. I appreciate 
changes would affect my business, my family and my community. I think Area O fishery 
management is working well now, and changes to participant access or the GHL system are 
not in the best interests of the fishery or Alaska. I oppose Proposals 5 and 6. 
 
We own and operate the F/V Cynosure and F/V Cerulean, both 58’ and known as Super “8”s.  
Vessels were built based on the experience and insights of a skipper with 20+ years of 
experience in the Bering Sea on a variety of platforms.  Our ownership group helped pioneer 
the development of wide 58’ vessels focusing on safety and flexibility.  Our vessels often 
work 9-10/months a year.  Both vessels are home ported in Dutch Harbor and fish solely in 
the Bering Sea and Aleutians.  Our primary profit center in recent years has been pot fishing 
pacific cod and is supplemented with longlining of sablefish and halibut and tendering.  Our 
operation spends hundreds of thousands annually with local Dutch Harbor vendors 
provisioning and repairing our vessels.  We employ a minimum of 5 crew/vessel and 
frequently have 7 crew per vessel.  Preference is given to qualified Alaskans for crew 
positions.  We have studied how cod pots fish and taken steps to minimize bycatch with pot 
design.   
 
Proposal 6 suggests that you redesign the statewater allocation on a tiered system, a 
proposal I strongly disagree with. All cod harvesting sectors have an allocation percentage 
based on abundance. If we reduce the statewater allocation percentage at times of lower 
abundance, to try to ensure a certain threshold for federal sectors, we are saying the 
statewater fishery is a lower priority, or somehow more resilient than the federal sectors. 
That’s not right. It also suggests that the state has a responsibility to balance the federal 
sector first, before dispersing fish to its own statewater participants. That’s not right and 
sets a dangerous precedent for putting statewater harvests second. While there are 
Alaskans participating in the federal fisheries and those are important businesses to our 
communities too, this issue has moved beyond allocation discussions. The State of Alaska 
should manage the fishery resources in statewaters, unconditionally, not just at times when 
there’s lots of fish in the water.  
 
Pacific Cod has been the main profit center for our operation for the last 5 years.  The cut of 
1% would be dramatic for the under 60 group given there were 29 vessels fishing the state 
water fishery in 2022.  Reducing 1% translates to a decrease of 10% for the average 
operation while this would have nominal benefit spread over the rest of the sectors.  Note 
that this also changes the cap to 13% instead of the 15% in current structure of step 
increases.  We are supportive of CDQ groups but believe this is an assault on small fishing 
operations which are based in local Alaskan communities and just as deserving of state 
resources.  We work with the CDQ groups harvesting halibut quota and this measure would 
reduce our financial viability and ability to support harvest of halibut.  The real intent behind 
this proposal is to stop the 1% step increase to 15% which would largely benefit not CDQ 
groups but large corporate fishing interests in the Bering Sea and Aleutians.  I would urge 
BOF and NMFS to study the true economic impact of this proposal to small operations as 
ours. 
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Proposal 5 would limit a portion of the fishery to boats 55 and less. The boats in this fishery, 
while all under 60 feet, come in a wide variety of sizes and capacities, and vessel length is 
only one factor. In a winter fishery in the Bering Sea, a less than 60 foot boat is small boat. 
While we’ve seen some participants build or buy larger platforms to be safe and effective 
fishermen, this statewater fishery has and continues to be a meaningful opportunity for all 
of the under 60 vessels. We’ve seen many young fishermen work their way from crew to 
skipper to investing in a boat, and on all sizes of boats within the fishery. It’s a healthy 
fishery and fishing opportunity, and there is no need to constrain a portion of the fleet into 
a smaller fishery area.  
 
This proposal is unnecessary and adds one more allocation for those administering the 
fishery to deal with.  Our vessels spend limited time fishing this area and since we are 
capable of fishing in areas further away, we do.  Our companies have not only invested in, 
but pioneered larger platforms, for efficiency and SAFETY.  Such investments should be 
supported and not penalized as this proposal would do.  In the current season, ALL the 
larger platforms (known as super 8s) stopped fishing at the end of April.  Despite good 
summer weather, no other boats to contend with, the under 55’ vessels have not taken 
advantage of harvesting the remaining state pacific cod quota available.   On April 29 
2,537,056 lbs remained of GHL.  On October 5 a notice was issued by the state cod 
managers that 1,700,000lbs of GHL remained and encouraged participants to continue 
fishing and removed pot limits and requirements for pot tags.  Note that on this date, boats 
petitioning for this proposal WERE TIED TO THE DOCK IN GOOD WEATHER.   The under 55’ 
vessels have had FIVE months to harvest available quota and have not taken advantage of 
the opportunity.  This proposal adds unnecessary complexity to the under 60’ vessels, would 
benefit only 1-2 vessels and risks stranding pacific cod. 
 
This is an important and impactful fishing opportunity for Alaskan vessels, and the many 
communities across the state they homeport in. I do not think these proposed changes are 
necessary, or a positive direction for the fishery or the State of Alaska. Thank you for 
considering my comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
Jerri Harden, Manager 
Neil Anderson, Owner 
Joshua Trosvig, Owner and Skipper 
HAT LLC – F/V Cynosure 
Far West Fisheries – F/V Cerulean 
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Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board, 

 

I am writing to you today as a participant in Alaska’s state water cod fisheries. I 
appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposal for changes to the Area 
O fishery. Those changes would affect my business, and my community. I think 
Area O fishery management is working well now, and changes to participant 
access or the GHL system are not in the best interests of the fishery or Alaska. 

I oppose Proposals 5 and 6 

I am a long-time resident of Homer and own and operate a 58 ft pot boat and I 
have fished state water cod in Cook Inlet, Kodiak, Chignik, Area O and the Aleutian 
Islands and Adak over many years. Our state water fisheries give us many 
opportunities and doing so we support a wide range of communities and their 
support businesses.  The Area O fishery is a very important fishery for my family 
and my 4 crew members, and their families, and it is something that we have 
become very dependent on. 

Proposal 6 suggests that you redesign the state water allocation on a tiered 
system, a proposal I strongly disagree with. All cod harvesting sectors have an 
allocation percentage at times of lower abundance. To try to ensure a certain 
threshold for federal sectors, we are saying the state water fishery is a lower 
priority, or somehow more resilient than the federal sectors. That is not right! It 
also suggests that the state has a responsibility to balance the federal sector first, 
before dispersing fish to its own state water participants. That sets a dangerous 
precedent for putting state water harvest second. While there are Alaskans 
participating in the federal fisheries and those are important businesses to our 
communities too, this issue has moved beyond allocation discussions. The State of 
Alaska should manage the fishery resources in state waters, unconditionally, not 
just when there’s lots of fish in the water. We are harvesting this cod with much 
lower habitat and bycatch impacts than any federal sector, with the exception of 
the other pot sectors. I feel this proposal is taking fish away from the state and 
giving it right to the federal trawl sector. 

Proposal 5 would limit a portion of the fishery to boats 55 and less. The boats in 
this fishery, while all under 60 feet, come in a wide variety of sizes and capacities, 
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and vessel length is only one factor. In a winter fishery in the Bering Sea, a less 
than 60-foot boat is a small boat. While we have seen some participants like 
myself build or buy larger platforms to be safe and effective fishermen, this state 
water fishery has and continues to be a meaningful opportunity for all the under 
60 vessels. We have seen many fishermen work their way from crew to skipper to 
skipper to investing in a boat, and on all sizes of boats within the fishery. It is a 
healthy fishery and fishing opportunity, and there is no need to constrain a 
portion of the fleet into a smaller fishery.  

The Board of Fish has grappled with this in the past for example, with proposals in 
the Chignik state water fishery over length, tonnage, to no avail. It cannot be 
done this way. In this action before us it would only be a matter of time before a 
55 ft by 28 ft wide vessel slid out of a ship yard. Then what? A new proposal 
would be in front of you at some point to restrict width. I used to own and 
operate a boat that would be considered small in today’s terms, and traveled to 
many different state water fisheries and fished them successfully. Was I the top 
boat? No! But I did well and accepted where I stood in that fishery with the vessel 
I had. This is the very foundation of our state water fisheries, it is giving us 
opportunity to fish and be successful no matter what length and size we are. 
Many of our boats in this fishery have been modified or built to the latest and 
improved engineering and design of today, as with all the other fisheries in the 
state of Alaska and the west coast. Bristol Bay is a prime example of what can be 
developed and they have a length limit of 32 feet. This proposal is 
counterintuitive of this modernization for safety and efficiency in harvesting fish 
today. 

This is an important and impactful fishing opportunity for Alaskan vessels, and the 
many communities across the state they homeport in. I do not think these 
proposed changes are necessary, or a positive direction for the fishery or the 
State of Alaska. Thank you for considering my comments. 

 

Todd Hoppe 

907-299-2045 

hoppeent@gmail.com 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 6:53 PM 

First Name 

Ryan 

Last Name 

Johnson 

Community of Residence 

Haines, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board, 
 
I am writing to you today as a participant in Alaska’s state water cod fisheries. I appreciate this 
opportunity to comment on the proposals for changes to the Area O fishery. Those changes 
would affect my business, my family and my community. I think Area O fishery management is 
working well now, and changes to participant access or the GHL system are not in the best 
interests of the fishery or Alaska. I oppose Proposals 5 and 6. 
 
I am the owner/ operator of the 58 foot F/V Devotion.  I have participated in the Area O fishery 
for the past three seasons and have have owned the Devotion for three years now.  Purchasing 
the Devotion was a huge step for me and the culmination of year round fishing in Alaskan 
waters for the past 29 years.  My business plan is dependent on a vibrant winter cod season.  I 
employ three young Alaskan deckhands, all of whom participate in multiple fisheries and 
various salmon permits and longline quota.  Their winter crew shares are also of vital 
importance to their livelihoods and contributions to several coastal Alaskan communities. 
 
Proposal 6 suggests that you redesign the statewater allocation on a tiered system, a proposal I 
strongly disagree with. All cod harvesting sectors have an allocation percentage based on 
abundance. If we reduce the statewater allocation percentage at times of lower abundance, to 
try to ensure a certain threshold for federal sectors, we are saying the statewater fishery is a 
lower priority, or somehow more resilient than the federal sectors. That’s not right. It also 
suggests that the state has a responsibility to balance the federal sector first, before dispersing 
fish to its own statewater participants. That’s not right and sets a dangerous precedent for 
putting statewater harvests second. While there are Alaskans participating in the federal 
fisheries and those are important businesses to our communities too, this issue has moved 
beyond allocation discussions. The State of Alaska should manage the fishery resources in 
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statewaters, unconditionally, not just at times when there’s lots of fish in the water. 
 
 
Proposal 5 would limit a portion of the fishery to boats 55 and less. The boats in this fishery, 
while all under 60 feet, come in a wide variety of sizes and capacities, and vessel length is only 
one factor. In a winter fishery in the Bering Sea, a less than 60 foot boat is small boat. While 
we’ve seen some participants build or buy larger platforms to be safe and effective fishermen, 
this statewater fishery has and continues to be a meaningful opportunity for all of the under 60 
vessels. We’ve seen many young fishermen work their way from crew to skipper to investing in 
a boat, and on all sizes of boats within the fishery. It’s a healthy fishery and fishing opportunity, 
and there is no need to constrain a portion of the fleet into a smaller fishery area. 
 
I can relate to the desire of small boats to ensure opportunity as my first vessel was a 38 foot 
jigger out of Kodiak.   However, ample opportunity exists all around the Gulf for smaller vessels 
to participate in both jig and pot fisheries safely.  The Bering Sea is occasionally safe for vessels 
of this size but it is not the norm. 
 
This is an important and impactful fishing opportunity for Alaskan vessels, and the many 
communities across the state they homeport in. I do not think these proposed changes are 
necessary, or a positive direction for the fishery or the State of Alaska. Thank you for 
considering my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Johnson 
F/V Devotion 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 4:49 PM 

First Name 

Garrett  

Last Name 

Kavanaugh  

Community of Residence 

Kodiak  

Write your comment here: 

Support 2; oppose 3,4,5,6 

Proposal 1 -  

Proposal 2 - Support 

Proposal 3 - Oppose 

Proposal 4 - Oppose 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  

Proposal 7 -   

Proposal 8 -  

Proposal 9 -  

Proposal 10 -  

Proposal 161 - Support With Amendments 
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Proposal 2 We support the frame work of this proposal and with intent that more detailed language will 
be provided at the Oct meeting by stakeholders.  

 

 

Proposal 3 & 4 

 We are opposed to an earlier start date for trawl gear vessels over 60 in the Aleutian Islands Sub 
District. This trigger is set at March 15th to allow the State Waters vessels under 60 ft time to harvest 
quota in an orderly manner. The current March 15th trigger already has the effect of pressuring the 
under 60 fleet to increase their harvest rate and make safety concessions to ensure a successful season. 
As soon as the over 60 trawl vessels enter the GHL fishery it has an immediate overall effect of closing 
the fishery in days. We look forward to a discussion within proposal #2. We cannot support this proposal 
in isolation and find it to reduce safety, create barriers to participation for smaller vessels, and 
destabilize small boat participation. 

 

Proposal 5  

We find this proposal to be detrimental to the flexibility and viability of the majority of vessels in the 
Dutch Harbor State Waters GHL fishery. Table 12 illustrates that this proposal would benefit a nine-year 
average of 1.1 current participants or LESS than 2 vessels and adversely impact 26.1 average 
participating vessels.  

On table 13 it shows that the harvest in the two statistical areas have been caught predominately by 
vessels 56-58ft. More specifically, the average <56ft participants is 0.33 and 56-58ft vessels is 2.89.  

We should consider that there are vessels 56-58 that choose- for the same reasons as a <56ft vessel, to 
fish in the areas targeted by this proposal; That their safety and access is as important as any other;  And 
while the number of vessels 56 to 58ft have increased overall, the effort in this area has not (reference 
table 12). It is not good policy to push vessels that have made operational decisions to enhance their 
safety out of this area.  

Another consideration is the fleet’s ability to react to the urgent request from the Bering Sea Crabber’s 
Association to take voluntary measures that avoid interactions with BS king crab. The fleet needs to 
have the ability to move if they are going to continue to participate. It is an important tool while we wait 
and hope that solutions are identified and implemented. Therefore, the full fleet needs access to the 
entire fishing grounds to fish in a safe, adaptive, and productive manner.  

 

Proposal 6 

This proposal seeks to put additional stress and burden on state waters harvesters in times of low 
abundance.  It compounds the reduction of state waters GHL when there are LESS fish for everyone. 

First, I want to speak to Table 15. This table implies that there would be an overall benefit and increase 
to the GHL. But this table does not reflect what would happen in multiple years of low abundance. We 
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are facing ecosystem uncertainty and to position the state fishery to bear the brunt of burden is 
unreasonable.  

The Board of Fish created and preserved an opportunity for State participation in the BSAI in 2013. The 
initial percentage of ABC was modest and conservative due to statements that the state harvesters 
wouldn’t be able to execute or harvest the GHL. The fleet proved to be more than capable and two 
years later, the Board of Fish saw wisdom in providing more adequate opportunity. Additionally, in a 
cautionary manner, the Board of Fish implemented the GHL increases over time and required that the 
fleet successfully demonstrate harvesting band width.  Not only has this fleet been successful, the 
fishery has also provided a necessary opportunity over time to distribute a fleet across coastal Alaska. 
When the Gulf of Alaska saw a Pacific Cod Stock crash, the Bering Sea GHL provided relief for vessels 
that lacked permits and/or access to other state & federal fishing resources. Widespread state 
management throughout waters managed by Alaska is crucial to the continued success of the harvesters 
that depend on them. The burden of conservation would be unbalanced by this proposal. It seeks to put 
disproportionate hardship on state fishers. It is the opposite of shared responsibility.  

We hope that this Board of Fish understands and recognizes that the creation and support of the BS 
State Waters fishery was timely and important. It allowed Alaska to mange a portion of fish within it’s 3 
mile zone, defined intent and purpose to do so in the face of federal fisheries that were seeking 
rationalization, and has been successful in implementation and execution.  

While you may hear that the share of GHL is too large, I would direct the Board to the other GHL areas 
that have 20 and 25% of the ABC. It is not too large and pales in percentage comparison with it’s 
companion fisheries. 

Ron & Julie Kavanaugh 

Kodiak Alaska 

Proposal 1 - Support 

Proposal 2 - Support 

Proposal 3 - Oppose 

Proposal 4 - Oppose 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  

Proposal 7 - Support  

Proposal 8 - Support 

Proposal 9 - Support With Amendments 

Proposal 10 - Support 

Proposal 161 - Support With Amendments 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 2:06 PM 

First Name 

Ethan 

Last Name 

Kizzia 

Community of Residence 

Homer, AK 

Write your comment here: 

I am commenting to oppose proposals 5 and 6. This winter (2023) will be my fifth year working 
as a deckhand in area O on a 58 foot boat. I am a life long Alaska resident and my work in the 
fishery has provided me the opportunity to advance my career. I used to my crew shares to 
invest in my own salmon fishing operation. The cost of starting an operation these days is very 
high, and I would never have been able to do without my work in area O. I want other young 
Alaskans to continue to have the same opportunities I did and therefore I oppose proposals 5 
and 6. 

 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 6:08 PM 

First Name 

Buck 

Last Name 

Laukitis 

Community of Residence 

Homer, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

Oppose Proposal 6. 
 
I respect both the jurisdiction of the State of Alaska’s Board of Fisheries and the Federal 
NPFMC’s jurisdiction. The Board is not the proper jurisdiction to increase the share of cod for 
CDQ groups. The CDQ program was created by the federal system. The NPFMC could increase 
the CDQ share (as it as done by amendments incrementally in the past) and derive un-diluted 
benefits to Alaskan CDQ communities. If the Board re-allocates cod to the federal jurisdiction 
you will delegate your authority to manage the state’s resources. This re-allocation will result in 
increased halibut, crab, and salmon bycatch and less fish being delivered to our coastal 
communities. Article 8 of the State Constitution provides for the utilization, development and 
conservation of all natural resources belonging to the state for the maximum benefit of its 
people. The cod resource is in state waters. Please continue to manage it. 
 
My name is Buck Laukitis. My family owns two boats that participate in the Area O pot cod 
fishery. We have participated since the inception of the state water cod fisheries. In 1996 I 
helped establish what did not exist previously —a cod allocation with a clean gear type, pot 
limit, and opening dates, that ADFG could easily manage. The Gulf of Alaska cod GHL fisheries 
eventually stepped up to 25-30% of the allowable biological catch. 
 
I also helped establish and grow the Area O allocation at each Board meeting since the original 
2% allocation. The Board in 2018 established a credible allocation schedule for growth — 
capping the Area O allocation at 15% in 1% annual increments IF/WHEN the fleet developed to 
catch its allocation. 
 
These state cod fisheries have been overwhelmingly successful. CFEC date shows over 80% of 
the less than 60 pot cod vessels and permit holders are Alaskan. Inversely CFEC data shows that 
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greater than 60’ trawlers are more than 80% NON- residents. 
 
Salmon, Halibut and Sablefish, and Cod are the three most important fisheries by value and 
participation for state residents. 
 
Cod allocations to state GHL fisheries come off the top of the NPFMC’s process. Next year 12% 
of whatever the biological decision is will go to the state GHL. After that the CDQ groups in 
entirety will get a 10% allocation off the top of the new whole. Then every other sector’s 
allocation is determined. For example <60’ pot 2%, catcher trawl vessels 22.1%, 13.4 % to A80 
trawl processors, etc. (Table 17 of ADFG comments) 
 
What proposal 6 conveniently leaves out is that the CDQ groups would only directly get 10% of 
whatever the Board re-allocates. So if you were to reduce the Area O allocation by a million 
pounds six CDQ groups in the simplest terms would split 100,000 pro rated 16,666 pounds 
each. But we know that CDQ groups also own A80 trawlers, AFA pollock trawlers, catcher 
trawlers, off-shore catcher processor longliners, and even <60 pot boats that fish in Area O. 
These direct investments increase the benefit of any re-allocation to all the federal participants 
as well as the CDQ interests. But these benefits for the state are greatly diluted. And the Board 
must consider this. 
 
The CDQ program and GHL fisheries are alike in some respects. They are both very important to 
Alaskan residents, and they both grew incrementally out of frustration with the federal system 
which was disadvantaging Alaskans. 
The CDQ  has the potential to do a lot of good for their residents, but proposal 6 is the wrong 
approach. The right jurisdiction is the NPFMC. Proposal 6 pits Alaskans vs. Alaskans in an 
allocation fight we don’t deserve. 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 12:11 PM 

First Name - Shelly 

Last Name - Laukitis 

Community of Residence - Homer, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

My husband and I have a family owned fishing business. Our daughters and their husbands all 
work aboard, operate and are part owners of two 58 foot vessels. We have participated in state 
water cod fisheries in the Gulf since their inception in 1996 starting on a 42 foot boat, later in 
the Aleutians/Adak, and since the beginning in Area O. We have grown our business as the 
fishery grew. 
 
Area O is a proving ground and incubator for young fishermen’s careers. I do the book keeping 
for our business. We hire on average over 30 crewmen. The majority are Alaskan residents. This 
is a very challenging winter fishery. But it is good paying, and it is a good compliment to 
summer salmon fisheries. Our kids have worked from the back deck on smaller vessels to larger 
safer 58 foot vessels to being in the wheel house running successful operations. 
 
We have proudly helped numerous other young fishermen take positive steps in their fishing 
careers and in life in general. We see young fishermen using Area O crew shares for their start 
up capital to purchase their own gillnetters in Bristol Bay and PWS. They have purchased 
houses in Sitka, Homer and Anchorage and Dutch Harbor. They keep coming back to crew to 
improve their equipment and to improve their lives. They will be the next generation that 
thrives in Alaska. 
 
Everyone knows about the graying of the fleet and worthy efforts such as the Young 
Fisherman’s Summit to provide business training for young fishermen. The state water cod 
fisheries recently might only last a few days in the Gulf of Alaska. Adak hasn’t had a processor. 
Area O is the only thing we can count on. Many young crewmen are getting their chance to 
work hard the get ahead in this fishery. 
 
Please take no action on Proposal 6.  

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 10, 2022 1:26 PM 

First Name 

David 

Last Name 

Morey 

Community of Residence 

Homer, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

Board of Fish members, 
My name is David Morey. I am the captain of the Oracle which is one of the yearly participants 
in the DHS State Cod Fishery. I have been involved in the 58 foot fisheries since 2007. I am 
writing in opposition to Proposal 6. The DHS State Fishery has been instrumental in providing 
opportunity for small boat access in winter months for many coastal communities. The majority 
of owners, captains and crews are Alaska residents. For many crew this has been a catalyst into 
buying into salmon permits or halibut/sablefish IFQ or even ownership of the vessel they 
operate. Participation in this fishery has grown heavily as the cod quotas in the GOA have 
collapsed since 2018 and the small boat fleets of Kodak, Sand Point and King Cove lost winter 
fishing opportunity. This is a tough fishery with heavy weather and big expenses but has 
enabled these boats that would rather fish closer to home cash flow and survival. The yearly 
increase in DHS provided by the BOF is crucial to the fishery fluctuations in participation along 
with reductions in Federal quota for U60 boats. Proposal 6 is basically asking for a reduction in 
State GHL to accommodate the fluctuations in BS biomass related through ABC (acceptable 
biological catch) from CDQ groups very conveniently not adding the title of owners of the 
majority of CP long liners and several trawl vessels which would directly gain from a transfer of 
fish from State control to Federal. These vessels have mainly non Alaskan crew and hold a huge 
majority of the Federal Cod quota.  Why would the State of Alaska give control of cod quota ( or 
any quota)  back to Federal interests? Proposal 6 is basically only asking for one thing, a 44 
million pound cap. The GHL is derived from the fluctuations in biomass as is the TAC for all 
other sectors of the BS. Why are they asking us to have a cap and they not? This fishery is 
managed successfully and I ask that you leave current percentages and increases alone. Thank 
you for your time and consideration. 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 8, 2022 7:17 AM 

First Name 

Timothy 

Last Name 

Murphy 

Community of Residence 

Anchorage, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

Members of the State of Alaska Board of Fisheries; 
I write to comment on proposal 9 which seeks to eliminate exclusivity designations on state 
waters jig fisheries. 
The proposer states the jig quota in Chignik has gone unharvested and when it goes to rollover 
for pot gear it is still unharvested.  There is no shore based processor in Chignik, the pot fleet 
there harvests pacific cod and must deliver it in Sand Point or Kodiak, unless there is a tender 
available.  This is reason number 1 the jig quota is untouched, as well as when it rolls over to 
pot gear. 
Limitations on the amount of rockfish per week a vessel may harvest (5000 lbs), as well as cost 
of fuel are both prohibitive reasons why jig vessels do not target pacific cod or rockfish in the 
CMA. 
It would appear the proposer could have sole access to the entire quota of rockfish and pacific 
cod jig fishery if they were to register there, but the exclusive and/or super - exclusive 
designations should be kept intact. 
I oppose the passage of proposal 9. 
 
Thank You, 
Timothy Murphy 

 

Proposal 9 - Oppose 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 8:47 PM 

First Name

Claire 

Last Name

Neaton 

Community of Residence

Homer, AK 

Write your comment here:

My name is Claire Neaton. I am a lifelong Alaska resident, commercial fisherman and part 
owner of a vessel that participates in the Area O state water cod fishery. Please see the 
attached documents outlining the majority resident (85%) permit holders in the pot cod fishery 
versus majority out-of-state permit holders (86%)  in the trawl fishery. Every pound of quota in 
the small-boat pot cod fishery will directly benefit Alaskan families. A transfer to the CDQ 
interests will only thin the benefits and lilkely end up out of state. 

Thank you for you time, please see the attached. 

Proposal 5 - Oppose

Proposal 6 - Oppose
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 PC20 

Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 9, 2022 8:48 PM 

First Name 

Peter  

Last Name 

Neaton 

Community of Residence 

Unalaska, AK 

Write your comment here: 

To Whom it May Concern 
In Opposition to a proposals 5 And 6 
 
My name is Pete Neaton, age 33, I have participated in the Area O state water fishery since its 
inception in 2014. First as a deckhand, then I had the opportunity to invest in a new boat and 
captain that boat myself. In the 8 years of participating in the fishery, my operation has helped 
no less than 7 people, mostly Alaskan residents, reinvest into small boat fishing operations of 
their own. I urge you: do not yield or submit to the Federal group pressure. The little quota we 
can secure and manage at the state level will directly benefit resident families. Our fleet is 
90%Alaskan owned and operated. This is the purest form of direct-result quota-to-resident 
profit. Look behind the curtains of the so-called CDQ groups and you’ll be lost in a maze of 
bureaucracy that funnels into the pockets of out-of-state shareholders. This is nothing but a fish 
grab from corporate interests. Do not give up the ground we fought to gain in years past. The 
CDQ program has been dirtied up by corporate interests. We small boats are still traceable to 
the family interests involved. No good will come of this proposal. If the CDQ groups want a 
piece of the action my suggestion would be to build a 55’ by 30’ wide boat and tap into the 
new, local small boat culture of Unalaska. 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  

 

39



 PC21 

Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 7:56 PM 

First Name 

Michael 

Last Name 

Nelson 

Community of Residence 

Kodiak, AK 

Write your comment here: 

I support prop 2, but I’d have to oppose 3,4,5,&6. 

Proposal 2 - Support 

Proposal 3 - Oppose 

Proposal 4 - Oppose 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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United States Department of the Interior 
Office of Subsistence Management 

1011 East Tudor Road MS 121 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199 

 
 
 

OSM.22115.GP OCT 7 2022 
 
Ms. Märit Carlson-Van Dort, Chair 
Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Dear Chair Carlson-Van Dort: 

The Alaska Board of Fisheries will consider 11 proposals at its Alaska Peninsula, Aleutian 
Islands, Bering Sea, and Chignik Pacific Cod Meeting from October 27-28, 2022. 

 
The Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), working with other Federal agencies, has 
reviewed the proposals and believes that adoption of any of these proposals will not have 
significant impacts on Federal subsistence users or fisheries. During the meeting, OSM may 
wish to comment on other agenda items that may impact Federally qualified subsistence users. 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look 
forward to continuing to work with the Alaska Board of Fisheries and the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

Sue K. Detwiler 
Assistant Regional Director, 
Office of Subsistence Management 

 
 

Cc:  
Anthony Christianson, Chair, Federal Subsistence Board 
Interagency Staff Committee 
Benjamin Mulligan, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Anchorage 
Art Nelson, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Juneau 
Mark Burch, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Palmer 
Administrative Record, Office of Subsistence Management, Anchorage 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 5:36 PM 

First Name 

Jacob  

Last Name 

Privat 

Community of Residence 

Homer, AK 

Write your comment here: 

I’m writing in opposition to proposal 6. This state water fishery  has been crucial in my ability to 
purchase a home and property in Alaska, and has allowed me to invest into other state 
fisheries. It is not in the states interest to accept this proposal. 

Proposal 5 - Oppose  

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: September 19, 2022 12:48 PM 

First Name 

Michael (YLE) 

Last Name 

Spokas 

Community of Residence 

Helena, Montana 

Write your comment here: 

This comment was sent to the ADF&G Dutch Harbor office on September 7, 2022 by Michael 
Spokas, captain of the F/V St Paul. Mr. Spokas is currently fishing and unable to send the 
comment. 

 

It is no newsflash that as a collective group, we need the State water harvested. A few of us had 
to stop State water fishing to fulfill other fishing obligations. For example, the St. Peter and St 
Paul have CDQ to fish; many others have black cod and halibut to fish; and others were just 
worn out and needed a break. My recommendations are as follows: 

 

1. On April 1st the exclusive State water registration is void between BS and AI; and 

2. On April 1st the BS pot limit can increase to (75 – 90). 

 

I believe these actions would help everyone maximize the State water quota, especially with 
increased TAC. 
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 10, 2022 8:20 AM 

First Name 

Robert  

Last Name 

Thorstenson 

Community of Residence 

Juneau  

Write your comment here: 

Oppose Proposal 6. 
 
The only major bycatch reduction initiative that Alaska has ever devised came into being with 
the introduction of the Area O pot cod fishery. 
 
 
It was begun in 2014 and has taken the Bering Sea by catch levels down by a solid 10% in less 
than a decade.  This has saved millions of pounds of otherwise discarded halibut that would 
have been taken by the factory freezer longline fleet and the daggers. 
 
In every other cod fishery in Alaska, from Prince William Sound and Kodiak to Chignik and False 
Pass and Sand Point the pot cod state waters are harvesting 25% of the local TAC. 
 
It should be thus in the Bering Sea as well. 
 
But we are in a system that very slowly and gradually increases our harvest proportion in the 
last all Alaskan small boat open access fishery left. 
 
There should be no changes to Area O. 
 
U nless the board of fisheries in its infinitive wisdom, determines to raise the 2026 goal to 20 or 
25% from the current 15 

Proposal 6 - Oppose  
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Board of Fisheries - Pacific Cod Meeting Comments 

Submitted Time: October 11, 2022 9:04 PM 

First Name 

Dustan 

Last Name 

Dickerson 

Community of Residence 

Unalaska, Alaska 

Write your comment here: 

Proposal 5. 
The Unalaska Native Fishermen's Association is formally withdrawing our proposal to place 
length restrictions on vessels using pot gear, between Priest Rock and Bishop Pt. during the GHL 
fishery. 
We are withdrawing our proposal in order to accommodate community members who, while 
not having fished these waters for a number of years, would like to maintain the flexibility to do 
so. We feel these protections are necessary, but that harmony within the community is perhaps 
more important at this time. We reserve the right to re-address this issue during the next cycle. 
Time will tell.. 
 
UNFA 

Proposal 5 -  Withdrawal 
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October 11, 2022 
 
 
To the Alaska Board of Fisheries 
Re: Alaska Peninsula, Aleutian Islands, Bering Sea, and Chignik Pacific Cod Proposals 

 
Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board, 

 
I am writing to you on behalf of the Under Sixty Cod Harvesters (USCH). USCH represents 
vessels under 60 feet harvesting Pacific cod in state and federal fisheries in the Bering Sea, 
Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska. USCH opposes Proposal 5 and Proposal 6, which 
recommend allocative changes that are not in the best interests of the fishery, its 
participants, or the State of Alaska. 

 
Background: Opportunity and access for Alaskan fishermen 
Under 60 pot-cod vessels are home-ported in coastal hubs across Alaska, from Petersburg to 
Dutch Harbor. The owners, skippers and crew of these vessels are more than 80% Alaskan 
residents, and they run thriving year-round work platforms providing meaningful economic 
opportunity for hundreds of crew, tradesmen and support businesses across rural Alaska. 
These vessels are hubs of livelihood opportunity and economy for fishing communities and 
families. While many participate in halibut and sablefish fisheries, or salmon tendering, 
statewater cod fisheries offer a critical winter economy to fishery participants, their families 
and dependents, the shore-based processing plants they deliver to, and the rural 
communities that rely on seasonal influxes from these critical resources. 

 
This fleet has been a path to success for young professional fishermen, in part because of 
the open access nature of the fishery. A successful, and stable, year-round fishing business 
often depends upon diversified access to multiple seasonal fisheries. Statewater salmon 
fisheries continue to be a good entry-level crew, operator and even owner option for 
younger fishermen, but branching beyond the summer season can be more challenging. For 
the next generation of fishermen, diversifying into IFQ fisheries like halibut or sablefish has 
gotten increasingly cost-prohibitive as access shares have consolidated and risen 
exponentially in price-per-quota-pound. 

 
Cod offers a critical alternative. While gear and vessel costs in pot fisheries are not 
insignificant, access rights are affordable, and the timing is right to diversify from other 
opportunities. Over time, participants in the under 60 pot sector have been successfully 
working their way up into the wheelhouse and professional fishing careers. We see young 
Alaskans gaining critical experience, taking crew shares and investing in other small-boat 
fisheries, or investing back into the cod fishery by buying into a vessel individually or in 
partnership with other fishermen. We also see veteran harvesters able to diversify and 
maintain successful operations that contribute jobs, economy and fish-over-the-dock for 
Alaska’s fishing communities and families. They provide millions of dollars in ex-vessel value 
into the state each year, ($10-16M annually in the last 5 years) with exponential benefits 
through coastal economies, and they do so with very little habitat footprint, or bycatch. 

 
Proposal 5 
USCH opposes proposal 5, which suggests that the BOF create an new fishing sector, and 
carve up the existing statewater fishing grounds between boats smaller than 56 feet, and 
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those that are 56 or larger. This change is not needed, and creates additional safety issues 
for the entire fleet. 

 
The proposer implies that statewater pot vessels are displacing longline vessels harvesting 
cod in the federal fishery. However, Department staff comments on the proposal show that 
less than 5% of the statewater cod GHL has been harvested in that area, with the exception 
of two years in which the fishery operated in a subset of the primary area. It also shows that 
5 or less pot boats (under and over 56 feet) and 5 or less longline vessels, have harvested 
cod in the smaller area since 2014. This information, found in tables 12-14 in the staff 
comments, does not illustrate a serious vessel conflict or race for fish in this small area. 
What it does help to illustrate is that this area is used in moderate amount by a diversity of 
small boats — pot, longline, under 56 and over 56. When winter fishing in the Bering Sea, a 
vessel under 60 feet is a small boat, whether it's 55 feet or 59 feet. All of these vessels 
occasionally need areas close to town to fish. New skippers working on a vessel or with a 
new crew for the first time need safe places to run gear. Most importantly, every crew 
participating in this fishery deserves options for safe fishing when weather is too dangerous 
to go farther out. Historical use patterns do not indicate that this area is overloaded or 
unavailable to either smaller pot vessels or the hook and line vessels participating in the 
federal parallel season. 

 
We believe it is impractical and unnecessary to create a new participant sector within this 
fishery, and new enforcement layer, which would benefit only one recent pot participant, 
and undefined but likely minimal prospective participants in the federal hook and line 
fishery. Smaller vessels using pot gear or hook and line gear have opportunity and area 
through the current regulation and management of the state and federal fisheries. 

 
Additionally, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council recently took action to divide 
the federal opportunities available to the under 60 sector, which is shared between pot and 
longline vessels. The majority of the fleet (vessels 56 to 59 feet) will no longer have A season 
access to approximately 30% of the federal quota they have historically fished. Instead, 
vessels under 56 feet have priority access to that cod. We ask that the board consider not 
only that proposal 5 is unwarranted within the current conditions of the fishery, but that it 
would cause compounded negative impacts to the majority of the under 60 pot-cod fleet. 

 
Proposal 6 
USCH also opposes proposal 6, which suggests that the Board of Fish should change how the 
statewater GHL is established. The tier system proposed is inherently inequitable to the 
State of Alaska, and its fishery participants, in not only the Bering Sea cod fishery but any 
other fishery that may be affected by this precedent. 

 
Statewater GHLs, like all other groundfish quotas, are set as a percentage of the harvestable 
biomass. In the Dutch Harbor Subdistrict, that percentage amount is in a period of gradual, 
stair-stepped growth up to 15%. This is the smallest percentage allocated to a major 
statewater cod area in Alaska, as the Western and Central Gulf are set at 30% and 25%. 
Regardless of the GHL percentage, the number of pounds available to harvest each year 
rises and falls with the abundance of the resource. Yet proposers are suggesting that a new 
management plan is necessary to “link access to the resource to the health of the resource.” 
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But the Dutch Harbor Subdistrict GHL percentage is already based on the Federal ABC as 
determined in the Federal BSAI harvest specifications process, and so is already linked to the 
health of the resource. 

 
Proposal 6 would add an additional layer of limitation, through a tier system in which the 
actual percentage afforded to the state fishery would be smaller during times of lower 
abundance. That is an additional layer of restriction not placed on any other Pacific cod 
sector. A permanent system that diminishes the statewater fishery more than others at 
times of low abundance is fundamentally problematic, and sets a troubling precedent for 
Alaska. 

 
Statewater users rely on many species that have interactions with federal fishing sectors, 
and do not benefit from the state committing to a federal use priority. 

 
While there are sustainable, important fisheries within the federal sectors, there are also 
large sectors that use cod entirely as a bycatch resource to prosecute other groundfish 
fisheries, as well as targeted cod fisheries that have bycatch challenges with other species. 
In the federal process, we continue to struggle with balancing conservation responsibilities 
between user groups, and have ongoing work to do around abundance-based management 
of halibut bycatch, meaningful and abundance-based caps in salmon bycatch, enforcement 
of non-hard-cap limits on non-target species such as sablefish, critical updates to essential 
fish habitat protections, and reduction of impacts to struggling crab stocks and their 
habitats. As federal participants ourselves, rooted in communities dependent upon these 
resources, we will continue to advocate within the federal process to improve these issues. 
We also believe, however, that the state should prioritize actions that affirm its 
independent authority to manage Alaska’s fisheries. Not actions that diminish that role in 
favor of federal management. 

 
There is no doubt that the federal fisheries and the CDQ programs offer important benefits 
to Alaskans, but this issue transcends allocation disputes between sectors. USCH strongly 
supports independent State of Alaska management of the fisheries off our coastline. 
Regardless of who is invested in and benefiting from federal fisheries, there is no situation 
in which the State of Alaska should deliberately place itself as lower priority than the federal 
management system in the distribution of fishery resources. Alaska must commit to itself 
and its fishery participants as an autonomous resource manager, with clear rights to 
conserve and manage its fishery resources without conditions from Outside jurisdictions. 

 
We urge the Board to make no changes to this fishery, which is functioning exactly as the 
Board of Fisheries has intended, with strong participation from Alaskan fishermen and with 
significant benefit to Alaska’s communities. Thank you for considering our comments. 

 
Regards, 

 

Hannah Heimbuch, Executive Director, Under Sixty Cod Harvesters 
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Dear Chairwoman Carlson-Van Dort and Alaska Board of Fish Members, 
 
For 52 years -- from Homer to Chignik, Dutch Harbor to Adak -- I’ve been 
fishing in Alaska since 1970. I’m a lifelong Alaskan resident and my family 
participates in almost every part of our business. I am writing to you today as a 
participant in Alaska’s statewater cod fisheries. I think Area O fishery 
management is working well now, and changes to participant access or the GHL 
system are not in the best interests of the fishery or Alaska.  
 
I oppose Proposals 5 and 6.  
 
My vessel, the F/V Taurus has relied on Alaska’s statewater cod fisheries for 
almost a decade and why I invested nearly $1million upgrading an old but 
reliable 58-foot steal boat into a modern fishing vessel. No matter the season, 
every time I’m fishing in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, I’m reminded how 
these are some of the toughest waters on the planet. The F/V Taurus is built to 
be safe for my family, skipper and crew. It is a small but mighty vessel that is 
the culmination of my lifelong career on the ocean. Alaskans and the Board of 
Fish should also be proud that, through guts and forward-thinking, we’ve 
created opportunities for families to invest in our boats and communities while 
participating in a low bycatch fishery. At a time when our crab stocks have 
crashed and abundance of halibut, sablefish and salmon are threatened, we 
should not be giving up our state's right to manage our own low bycatch 
statewater pot cod fisheries.  
 

• Proposal 6 suggests that you redesign the statewater allocation on a 
tiered system, a proposal I strongly disagree with. All cod harvesting 
sectors have an allocation percentage based on abundance. If we reduce 
the statewater allocation percentage at times of lower abundance, to 
try to ensure a certain threshold for federal sectors, we are saying the 
statewater fishery is a lower priority, or somehow more resilient than 
the federal sectors. That’s not right.  

o It also suggests that the state has a responsibility to balance the 
federal sector first, before dispersing fish to its own statewater 
participants. That’s not right and sets a dangerous precedent 
for putting statewater harvests second. While there are Alaskans 
participating in the federal fisheries and those are important 
businesses to our communities too, this issue has moved beyond 
allocation discussions. The State of Alaska should manage the 
fishery resources in statewaters, unconditionally, not just at 
times when there’s lots of fish in the water. 

 
• Proposal 5 would limit a portion of the fishery to boats 55 and less. The 

boats in this fishery, while all under 60 feet, come in a wide variety of 
sizes and capacities, and vessel length is only one factor. In a winter 
fishery in the Bering Sea, a less than 60 foot boat is small boat. While 
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we’ve seen some participants build or buy larger platforms to be safe 
and effective fishermen, this statewater fishery has and continues to be 
a meaningful opportunity for all of the under 60 vessels. We’ve seen 
many young fishermen work their way from crew to skipper to investing 
in a boat, and on all sizes of boats within the fishery. It’s a healthy 
fishery and fishing opportunity, and there is no need to constrain a 
portion of the fleet into a smaller fishery area.  

 
The statewater Area O cod fishery is low bycatch, and one of the most Alaskan-
owned and operated fisheries in the state. Just a few years ago our fleet was 
less than 10. Today we’re almost 30. The Board of Fish can continue this 
amazing success story by opposing Proposals 5 and 6.  
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dan Veerhusen 
F/V Taurus 
Homer, Alaska 
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Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board, 
 
I am writing this letter to voice my opposition of Proposal 5 regarding a separate vessel length 
(55’ and under) limitation for a subsection of the Dutch Harbor Subdistrict (DHS) pot cod 
fishery. As a stakeholder that has invested heavily in a vessel that meets the current size limit of 
this fishery, my opposition is based on further complications within management and 
enforcement of the fishery that would most likely result from this proposal moving forward. It 
must also be noted that a similar action of allocating federal cod amongst the same sector that 
resulted in a benefit to the newly established 55’ and under subset most recently was passed at 
the NPFMC.  
 
My name is Erik Velsko and I have three different vessels all 58’ and under that participate in a 
number of different federal and state fisheries. All three vessels were purchased under the 
presumption that length limits in the fisheries I was participating in would remain the same in 
regulation. One of my vessels is a 32’ Bristol Bay gillnetter. Another one of my vessels 
participates in the DHS cod fishery, and has at times fished in the area that Proposal 5 would 
exclude a vessel of that size (58’). Reasons for fishing in close proximity to Dutch Harbor for our 
operation included waiting for crucial mechanical parts or crewmembers, adverse weather in 
further reaches of the DHS and new or inexperienced Captains wanting to learn the fishery 
before traveling 12-24 hours in either direction laden with pot gear.  
 
The difference between 55’ and 58’ can be measured in half of an arm’s length, and this action 
as well as the latest action at the NPFMC is nothing more than an attempt to slow or stall the 
eventual and natural progression of any modern-day fishery. A 58’ vessel harvesting cod in the 
Bering Sea in the middle of winter is a small boat, even considering some of the vessels that 
have increased their width to accommodate the adverse conditions in this rugged environment. 
Every fisherman participating in the DHS cod fishery has ample opportunity to harvest fish in 
relative volume to his/her operation. The Board shall realize that fisheries function more 
efficiently and smoothly with less boxes and regulation, and can look to the convoluted federal 
management scheme if they need examples of how complicated management and 
enforcement can become by creating more boxes.  
 
Furthermore, enforcement of a 3’ difference in vessel length would be burdensome and 
difficult. Vessels engaged in the state waters fisheries are not required to have a VMS as the 
federal fishery requires, so the only enforcement mechanism would be through visual 
observation by Alaska State Troopers. Closing Priest Rock to Bishop Pt. to 56’-58’ vessels covers 
a substantial fishable area, and would be difficult to continually monitor. The Board should 
reference a nautical chart in evaluating this proposal as the way the longitude is referenced in 
the proposal is misleading. The area of potential closure to the 56’-58’ vessels would cover over 
21 nautical miles from east to west and out to the 3 nm limit established for state waters 
fisheries.  
 
Maximization of width and capacity isn’t segregated to the 58’ limit, and there are many vessels 
shorter than 58’ that have increased their width to maximize capacity. There are a number of 
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traditional 58’ vessels that don’t fit the criteria of a “Super 8” that this proposal would 
negatively impact. Crowded local grounds around Dutch Harbor between Priest Rock and 
Bishop Pt. in the state-waters fishery have not been a problem in recent years. 
 
Finally, the Alaska Board of Fisheries Allocation Criteria has to be considered when allocating 
between commercial fisheries as determined by Peninsula Marketing Association vs. State 
(opinion No. 3754; dated September 20, 1991). Essentially, I believe the Board would have to 
create another commercial harvesting sector (55’ and under) within the current sector that 
encompasses all vessels 58’ and under, and CFEC would have to be consulted for another length 
designation. I believe that interpretation of the allocation criteria by the Board will determine 
that this action does not meet the criteria currently in place and therefore cannot be moved 
forward.  
 
Regards, 
 
Erik Velsko 
F/V Kaia 
kaiafisheries@gmail.com 
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Chair Carlson-Van Dort and Members of the Board, 
 
I am writing this letter to express my concern over Proposal 6 in regards to the management of 
the state waters pot cod fishery in the Dutch Harbor Sub District (DHS). As a stakeholder in this 
fishery, a champion of small boat state waters fishing rights and a lifelong Alaskan I feel strongly 
that the fishery is functioning as intended, and changes are unwarranted at this time.  
 
My name is Erik Velsko and I was born and raised in Homer, Alaska. I have been involved in 
state and federal fisheries since my early teenage years. I hold a number of limited-entry 
permits for salmon and crab, and own three vessels that participate in many different fisheries 
throughout the state from Bristol Bay salmon to DHS cod. Our vessels employ anywhere from 3-
5 Captain/crew at a time, and work from Juneau to Dutch Harbor. Every fishery we participate 
in is crucial to our vessels and crew including the DHS state-waters cod fishery.  
 
Proposal 6 submitted by a portion of the Alaskan CDQ groups seeks to redesign the current 
mechanism for determining Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) in the DHS small boat pot cod 
fishery. Currently, the GHL is based on a percentage of the overall federal Bering Sea allowable 
biological catch (ABC) as determined by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council in the 
groundfish specifications process. In 2018, the BOF increased the DHS fisheries allocation to 8% 
with a step-up provision of 1%/year if 90% of the allocation is harvested until an overall cap of 
15% is reached.  
 
Although this action moved more fish from the federal fishery and its participants to the state 
waters, the Board determined that the State of Alaska should have ample access rights to the 
cod resources in the near-shore waters of the Bering Sea. Proposal 6 attempts to limit the 
amount of State control over cod in the DHS by creating a tiered and not abundance-based 
approach to determining GHL for the fishery. Determining the GHL in this manner is not 
progressive fisheries management, and is based on limited and outdated management 
principles that the NPFMC has wrestled with for a number of years, especially in regards to 
tiered bycatch limits. The Board does not want to go down this road when determining GHL’s in 
our State fisheries. 
 
Currently, as the abundance of the cod stock rises and falls as determined in federal regulation 
by the ABC, the DHS GHL concurrently rises and falls. Determining the GHL in this manner 
doesn’t prioritize State or federal participants because as the ABC increases the GHL increases 
and vice/versa. Proposal 6 attempts to prioritize federal participant’s access to p. cod over 
those interests of the State of Alaska by placing a cap on the GHL fishery. Is it the State of 
Alaska’s responsibility to ensure that the federal sectors of the p. cod fisheries have an ample 
amount of cod quota before the State takes it’s slice of the now shrinking pie? If policy is 
executed to prioritize federal participants that have a wide range of ownership interests, that in 
some instances are not tied to the direct benefit of the State of Alaska, then we are entering 
dangerous and uncharted territory that compromises the foundation of our State’s rights. 
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As a result of the stair-step approach determined by the BOF in 2018, the effect on the federal 
participants have seemed to be more drastic because cod ABC’s have been at reduced levels. 
It’s unfortunate that the BOF action in 2018 coincided with this biological reality; however, 
there will eventually be a cap of 15% of ABC on the DHS fishery, and federal participants still 
have access to the majority of all cod harvested off the coast of Alaska. The Board must also 
remember that state waters allocations in the Gulf of Alaska are set at 25% of ABC. The benefit 
of State waters fisheries directly to its participants are undeniable, whereas the diluted benefit 
to CDQ groups through ownership interests in large vessel fleets is questionable at best. The 
latest data from CFEC shows Alaskan ownership interest of vessels participating in the DHS pot 
cod fishery at over 85%. Furthermore, the majority of the Captains and crew also reside in 
Alaska. I’m not certain the same ratio can be realized for the larger more industrial fleets that 
some CDQ entities have investments in.  

The fact that the DHS fishery is an open access opportunity should also not be ignored. 
Proponents of Proposal 6 fail to mention that their organizations have every right to participate 
in DHS pot cod fishery if they so choose, for in many cases, a fraction of what their investments 
are in other federal cod sectors. The opportunity for participation in state waters cod is 
available, but it also has to be utilized. Other CDQ groups are taking advantage of the DHS 
fishery benefit, and appear to be successful in these endeavors. It must also be noted and not 
ignored that this same opportunity does not exist for the U60 cod fleet in the federal arena. In 
fact, the U60 fleet has slowly been losing historic federal opportunity through a number of 
recent NPFMC actions making any and every pound of state-waters access crucial for financial 
survival. Many who have watched the progression of some CDQ groups from their inception 
feel strongly that state waters opportunities and access in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
seem to fall directly in line with the original intentions of the CDQ program, and are 
disappointed that a proposal would be submitted that would directly impact and divide fellow 
Alaskan fishermen that depend on these same access opportunities. 

Countless young fishermen have cut their teeth on the back decks and wheelhouses of vessels 
in this open-access fishery and invested back into the DHS fishery or other Alaskan fisheries. As 
rationalization and privatization have disrupted entry opportunities in almost all of the federal 
fisheries, state waters opportunities remain as shining examples of true boots-on-deck to 
ownership success stories. On the other hand, if the Board chooses to bend to the pressure of 
CDQ interests, small U60 boats rooted in Alaskan communities will be disadvantaged. At the 
end of the day the small, independent Alaskan fishermen that have benefitted from the DHS 
fishery are the first ones to lose, and the winners will continue to be the most financially 
powerful and politically connected entities in Alaskan fisheries. The creation of the DHS small 
boat fishery, and the increases in allocation are working for the betterment of small boat 
Alaskan fishermen and direct benefits are flowing into many coastal communities as a result.  

Regards, 

Erik Velsko 
F/V Kaia 
kaiafisheries@gmail.com 
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