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communities, and --  please explain this to us --  may not
even be allocated or adopted by the Board and CFEC at all.

Please understand that we want cur federal GOA p. cod 
history and investment allocated to us in its entirety, in 
the same manner and according to the same formula and 
criteria that the Secretary of Commerce will distribute 
GOA federal groundfish history to fishermen who earned 
their history outside of three miles, and we do not want 
the state to confiscate our history or investment.

I respect that SB 113 might give justifiable comfort to 
other people in other groundfish fisheries for other good 
reasons. Ar.d, as I said previously, it may be OK for the 
state to have the tools at their disposal to allocate 
history. However, at this point, SB 113 does not address 
our problem, and the problem that is faced by many 
Alaskans who made their investment and earned their 
federal history inside three miles.

We have been pretty much forced to offer to fish our 
federal ha*" zesting privileges outside of three miles, but 
the state still seems intent upon claiming our federal 
history.

The real solution is that the state should not unjustly 
and unfairly claim our hard earned federal history, or 
take away our life's investment. And SB 113 should not 
give the State the authority to do so.

Thank you for your consideration of our standing and 
concerr with respect to the serious shortcomings and 
omissions of SB 113,

Sincerely

Ken Holland
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W e  oppose  S B U 3  because  o f  its b r o a d  based  powe)rs it w i l l  g r a n t  U ie  A la s k a  

B o a rd  o f  F is h . I t  w o u ld  a l lo w  g r a n t in g  state f is h in g  r ig h ts  to vesse l o w n e rs  

a n d  " assoc ia t io n s"  w h ic h  w i l l  re s u lt  in  absen tee  o w n e rs h ip  a n d  creajtcj 

s h a re c ro p p e rs  o f  w o r k in g  A la s k a n s . SB 113  is in  d  rec t c o n f lic t  w itb lt h e  

p h i lo s o p h y  o f  th e  State o f  A la s k a  as to f is h e ry  re sou rc e  a llo c a t io n . S e n a to r 

W a g o n e r  ,ve u rg e  y o u  to  re je c t th is  p o o r ly  c ra fte d  p iece  o r  le g is la t io n .

NAME
Prim

ODRHSS

^54-gpk^ s. u ^

T 7 7

VESSEL

n < /  k u i l c f v

3°9 fa/'fjk

&&JSL

■d f r / l r pjy./

- j S a J p L ^  P .^ —

L y ' f  / ) .  (  A

, , / h  A  l o  i Lil A f L

f e y  rW  lQi<>’ b

S c J ’

U /d A  (•/<■/&
<etVKt r

Z/<yC / ?  L^oCC-

k! s cl'' y  Xas,7of M <
U lfi

/A«ui U Jx-



R p r IB  0 5 0 9 : 3 2 a S h e l l y  L a u k i t i s 9 0 7 5 4 0 2 2 1 0 P-

1

N o rth  P ac if ic  F is h e r ie s  A s so c ia t io n  

P.O. Box 796 

Hcm er, A laska 99603

°N *** April 18, 2005

Senator Ben Stevens 
Senate Resources Comr.,ittec

Dear Senator Stevens:

Please find the attached resolution in support of the Legislature’s efforts to allow the 
Board o f Fish and the CFEC to develop a dedicated access privilege system for the state 

groundfish fisheries.

Buck Laukitis 
President. NPFA 
907-299-0112

cc: Senator Gary Stevens 
Senator Tom Wagoner 
Representative Paul Seaton

Sincerely,
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A RESOLUTION OF THE NORTH PAC IFIC FISHERIES ASSOCIATION 
SUPPORTING A GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH RATIONALIZATION PLAN

A Resolution of the North Pacific Fisheries Association (NPFA) supporting a Gulf o f 

Alaska Groundfish Rationalization plan that unlocks the value of our renewable 
resources, ensures competitive processing markets (and allows for reasonable economic 
growth) for Kenai Peninsula ports, and promotes conservation o f our fishery resources:

vVhereas, in 2002 Homer was the third most important fishery port in Alaska by value 

(eleventh in the nation)

Whereas, the combined value o f Kenai Peninsula ports ($82 million dollars) is second 
only to Dutch Harbor in 2002 for Alaska and the third highest by value in the natiot,

Whereas, the majority o f NPFA's members who participate in the groundfish fisheries 

arc fixed gear vessels (longliners and pot boats) who are generally small boat, 
independent family fishermen

Whereas, the majority of Homer's processing businesses arc generally small 
entrepreneurial enterprises specializing in fresh high-valued products; and the strength of 
Homer’s waterfront is the ability to innovate and meet changing market demands and 
consumer tastes for fishery products

Whereas, certain “processor provisions" and “community protection" measures (closed 

class o f processors, linkages to processors, and regionalized landing requirements), which 
are stated goals o f the GOA Rationalization Plan at the NPFMC, may advantage Kodiak 

and seriously curtail economic development of the GOA groundfish resources processed 
on the Kenai Peninsula

Whereas, NPFA previously passed a Resolution opposing processor quotas

Whereas. NPFA members include both long term participants who have made significant 

capital investments as well as new entrants to the groundfish fisheries in both state and 
federal waters

Whereas, rationalized fisheries generally slow down the race for fish, promote safety al 

sea. allow for more orderly management, and promote conservation benefits such as 
reduced bycatch and wastage

Whereas, NPFA supports the retention of bycaught halibut (only by longliners who own 
IFQs for halibut) in a rationalized winter cod fishery, as this would reduce wastage of 
halibut and would also bring high-valued halibut into port for the fresh market - 

effectively extending the halibut season
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Whereas. NPFA supports measures in the GOA Rationalization Plan to include 
Prohih;ted Species Caps and/or trawl area close. „•$ to provide for the recovery o f tanner 
and king crab and to reduce the bycatch of king salmon

Whereas. NPFA supports measures in the GOA Rationalization Flan to allow voluntary 
gear conversions so that trawlers would be allowed to fish cod with pots, as this measure 
could significantly reduce halibut bvcatch and lessen adverse effects on marine habitat

Whereas. NPFA supports adequate fishery observer coverage (such as the fee based 
program being analyzed by the NPFMC) lo insure that the conservation goals o f the GOA 
rationalization program arc being met

Whereas. NPFA generally supports maintaining an owner on b<*;»rd fleet ol'harvesters 
(while protecting existing business practices) where fishermen remain vitally connected 
) the waterfronts o f our coastal communities

Whereas. NPFA supports balancing hired-skippers. permit holders and vessel owners 
interests in allocations o f harvest shares based on their historical participation

Whereas. NPFA supports maintaining entry level opportunities for young fishermen in 

any rationalized fishery knowing that such opportunities may not be open access 
opportunil "s

Whereas, NPFA recognizes that the federal LLP does not control effort in state waters or 

the parallel fisheries and that compressed seasons present management complications and 
the risk o f over harvest increases

Whereas. NPFA supported the establishment o f the state waters cod fishery in 1997

Whereas. NPFA members have been active participants in the Board o ffish 

Groundfish Task Force, and the members have conducted a thorough, expansile and 
informed inquiry into possible programs to successfully manage stale water groundfish 

resources into the future

Whereas, NPFA recognizes that the Eoard of Fish and ADF&G must act proactively to 
prevent state water fishermen from being seriously disadvantaged by the pending Federal 
rationalization plan

Whereas. NPFA supports the state control o f resource management inside three miles, but 
recognizes that a program that integrates to the extent possible program design, data 
collection, observers and management with the federal program may be in the best 
interest of fishermen and the state

Whereas. NPFA does not support hard on bottom trawling inside three miles
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Whereas. NPr:A recognizes that limited entry may not he the best means to control 
overcapitalization and enhance fishery product value or provide economic stability in tlx; 
state water groundfish fisheries

Whereas. NPFA recognizes that the Board o f Fish, ADF&G, and CFEC ail have the 
state's best interest in mind and have proposed a new method (tool in the tool box) to 
attempt to crnft a solution that best fits groundfish fishery' management

AND NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the North Pacific Fishermen’s 
Association supports options in the Gulf of Alaska Rationalization P'an that increase the 
value of our fisheries resources; and allows open deliveries without processor restrictions 
for the entire fixed gear catcher fleet, that provides opportunities for our small processors 
to purchase high quality groundfish; and furthermore if  any regionalized landing 
requirements are imposed in the Plan that the Kenai Peninsula have reasonable 

opportunity to increase grendfish landings for economic development into the future;

AND FURTHERMORE BE IT RESOLVED that NPFA supports the Legislature. Board 
of Fish. ADF&G and CFEC in their attempt to develop a Dedicated Access Privilege 
system for the stale groundfish fisheries.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the North Pacific Fisheries Association of Homer this 15u 
day of April, 2005.

Buck Laukitis
President. North Pacific Fisheries Association
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W c oppose  SHI 13 because of Its b ro ad  based pow ers It will g ra n t  the Alaska 
B oard  o f  Fish. It would allow g ran tin g  state fishing righ ts  to vessel owners 
and  "asso c ia tio n s"  which will result in absentee ow nersh ip  and create  
sh a re c ro p p e rs  o f  w ork ing  A laskans. SB113 is in d irec t conflict w ith  the 
ph ilosophy  o f t b c  S ta te  of A laska as to fishery resource allocation. Senator 
W a g o n e r  w c urge you to reject this poorly crafted  piece o f  legislation.
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Wo oppose STi 13 3 because of its b road  based pow ers  it will g ra n t  the Alaska 
H oard of Kish, i t  would ailow gran ting  sta te  fishing righ ts  to vessel owners 
and  "assoc ia tions"  which will result in absentee ow nersh ip  and  crea te  
sh a re c ro p p e rs  of w ork ing  A laskans. S B 113 is in d irec t conflict w ith the 
philosophy of the S ta te  o f  A laska as to fishery resource allocation. Senator 
W agoner we urge  you to re jec t this poorly crafted  piece o f  legislation.
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W e  o p p o s e  S B l 13 b e c a u se  o f  its  b r o a d  b a s e d  p o w e r s  It  w i l l  g r a n *  th e  A la s k a  
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a n d  " a s s o c ia t io n s "  w h ic h  w i l l  r e s u lt  i n  A bsen tee  o w n e r s h ip  a n d  c re a te  

s h a r e c ro p p e r s  o f  w o r k in g  A la s k a n s . S « I1 3  is  in  d ir e c t  c o n f l ic t  w it h  th e  

p h i lo s o p h y  o f  th e  S ta te  o f  A la s k a  as to  f is h e r y  re s o u rc e  a l lo c a t io n .  S e n a t o r  

W a g o n e r  w e  u r g e  y o u  to  re je c t  th is  p o o r ly  c ra f t e d  p ie c e  o f  le g is la t io n .
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M a ry  J a c k s o n

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sen Tom Wagoner 
Monday, April 11, 2005 1:41 PM Mary Jackson
FW: New Pom:SB 85 Off-road Vehicle Use On Dalton Highway

 O r i g i n a l  M e s s a g e ------
From: P O M S @ l e g i s .s t a t e .a k .u s [m a i l t o : P O M S @ l e g i s . s t a c e . a k . u s J  
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2005 11:16 A M  
To: Sen. T o m  W a g o n e r
S u b j e c t : N e w  P o m : S B  85 O f f - r o a d  V e h i c l e  U s e  On Dal t o n  H i g h w a y

Ken to n  Bea r
1101 B r e c k e n r i d g e  Rd

F a i r b a n k s  99709-6850,

Please v o t e  yes for A T V  a c c e s s  e s p e c i a l l y  s n o w m a c h m i n g . T h e y  dor.&«^9t h a r m  the 
e n v i r on m e n t .  I w o u l d  like m e  an d  m y  co-workers, friends, an d  o t h e r  p e o p l e  w a n t i n g  to do so 
h a v e  a w a y  to get to f i s h i n g  and tr a p p i n g  areas. I do not hunt w i t h  A T V & # 3 9 s  and d o n & # 3 9 t  
pla n  on sta r t in g .  Thanks.

1
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F ro m : S e n  Tom  W a g o n e r

S e n t :  M onday . April 18. 2 0 0 5  10 40  AM

T o: M ary J a c k s o n

S u b je c t :  FW : C S  for H B 1 3 0 (R E S ) a n d  S B 9 6

M a ry  J a c k s o n

F ro m : Bob Loeffler [m ailto :B ob_L oeffler@ d '.s ta te .a k .u s ]
S e n t :  S u n d ay , April 17, 2 0 0 5  12 :0 0  AM 
T o : Mike R ieves
C c: R ep. Mike C h<- j i t ;  R ep. Kevin M eyer; R ep. Bill S to ltze ; Rep. Carl M oses; R ep. R ichard F oster; Rep. Eric C roft; Rep. 
R eggie J e t '  _n. Tom W a g o n er; S en . Ralph S eek ins; S en . Ben S tev e n s ; S en . F red D yson; S en . B ert S ted m a n ; S en . Kim 
Elton; S en . G re tc h en  G u ess ; R ichard H Mylius; J a n e t  B urleson  B axter 
S u b j e c t :  Re: CS for HB130(RES) a n d  SB96

Dear Mr. Reives:

I received a copy o f your e-mail to legislators. I would like to address your concerns.

1) Hollis Watershed. First. I testified that tht the language in the amendment would allow us to fix the problem o f 

Hollis watershed. At Rep. Thomas's request, the b ill was changed to allow DNR to make the changes. I believe 
the legislative intent is sufficient; especially, since I testified in public session that DNR would make the change. 

Quite simply, land issues are too complex to make boundary changes in statute. It would not surprise me to find 

other boundary changes o f this sort needed during the title search process.

2) With respect to Hollis waterline. The correct thing to do was to apply for a right-of-way for a waterline. That 
should probably have been done years ago. However, it is not a great problem. Either contact DNR (before the 

land is conveyed), or the University, afterwards. The need to get a simple right-of-way need not involve the 

legislature.

3) With respect to the RU land within the Settlement Area near the Hams River. The recreation/habitat land that is 
mixed in with settlement is done at the scale o f subdivision design. The management intent makes clear that the 

area is for settlement, but that certain areas should be reserved during settlement design. That can be done at the 

land disposal design stage by the University and, again, need not be done by the legislature. I do not see this as 

inconsistent with conveyance.

1 hope this helps.
-  Bob Loeffler

M ike Rieves wrote:

D e a r  R e p re s e n ta tiv e s  a n d  S e n a to rs ;

C o m m e n ts  reg a rd in g  Hollis S e le c tio n s  (M AP P W .H O  1001)

D uring th e  c o u rs e  of prior h e a r in g s  a n d  te s tim o n y  ( (H) R E S  ) a n d  co m m u n ic a tio n s  w ith B ob Loeffler, I 
identified  p art of o n e  of th e  tw o s e le c tio n s  in Hollis a s  being  in c o n s is te n t with th e  P rin c e  o f W a le s  Island  A rea  
P la n  (PO W IA P). T h e  su b je c t a r e a  is d e s ig n a te d  W a te r  R e s o u rc e s  with m a n a g e m e n t p ro v is io n s  s tip u la tin g  no

4 l S/2005
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d e v e lo p m e n t. T h e  m a tte r  w a s  verba lly  ac k n o w le d g e d  by Mr Loeffler a n d  in te s tim o n y  a s  n e e d in g  a  co rrec tion . 
T h e  'fix' w a s  in tim ated  to  b e  a n  ex c is io n  of th e  a r e a  from  th e  G ra n t list. In C S  for H B 130(R E S ). S e c  5. par. (m ). 
th e  C o m m iss io n e r  is g iven  a u th o n ty  to  m a k e  n e c e s s a ry  co rre c tio n s  to  o m is s io n s  o r e r ro rs  S e c  5. p a r  (n) 
lists e x e m p tio n s  from  tran sfe r, a n d  Hollis is not inc luded  W hile su c h  a  co rrec tio n  m ay  well h a v e  a lre a d y  b e e n  
e ffec ted , a  p re su m p tio n  of s u c h  inc lusion  is no t a  d e s ire a b le  su b s titu te  for specific ity  in bill text. P e r h a p s  you 
folks c a n  m a k e  th e  ex e m p tio n  for th is  im portan t a r e a  v isib le in y o u r re sp e c tiv e  c o m p a n io n  bills.

T h e re  a r e  m o re  p ro b lem s w ith th e  two Holiis s e le c tio n s  w hich h a v e  not m a d e  it to  th e  'su rfa c e '

—  A m a io r w a te r  line w hich su p p lie s  th e  Hollis schoo l, th e  Hollis library, a  F o re s t S e rv ic e  com p lex , a n d  a  
P ro m e c h  Air office ru n s  th ro u g h  th e  s a m e  se lec tio n  w hich in c lu d es  th e  w a te r  r e s o u c e  d is c u s s e d  a b o v e ; but it is 
in a n  a r e a  d e s ig n a te d  S e ttle m e n t (S ) a n d  P ub lic  F acilities (P)

—  T h e  s e c o n d  a n d  la rg e r se le c tio n  in c lu d es  p a rt of a  subd iv ision  (H arris R iver), a n d  a  c o m p o n e n t d e s ig n a te d  
(m utua lly  ex c lu sive ly ) bo th  S e ttle m e n t (S ) a n d  P ub lic  R e c rea tio n  - U n d ev e lo p ed  (R u). T h is S /R u  a r e a  h a s  a  
b o u n d a ry  ta n g e n t to  a  se c tio n  of th e  H arris R iver - a  very  p o p u la r a n d  im p o rtan t a n a d ro m o u s  fish  s tre a m . T he 
u p la n d s  a r e  u s e d  e x ten s iv e ly  for d e e r  hunting . At a  m inim um , th e  se lec tio n  b o u n d a ry  sh o u ld  b e  re d ra w n  to 
e x c lu d e  th e  S /R u  a n d  sub d iv is io n  a r e a s .

H ad  th e  U/A L and  G ra n t p r o c e s s  follow ed a  c o n s id e rab ly  m o re  g e n e ro u s  lim e line w hich p ro v id ed  a d e q u a te  
pub lic  n o tic e  a n d  h a d  in c lu d ed  se lec tio n  m a p s  defim tve e n o u g h  th a t c o m m u n tie s ' r e s id e n ts  cou ld  eas ily  d isc e rn  
u s a g e  conflicts, th e  e ffec t w ould  ce rta in ly  h a v e  m o re  re se m b le d  a  g e n u in e  d e m o c ra tic  p ro c e s s .

T h e  very  low financial re tu rn s  to  th e  un iversity  sy s te m  from acq u irin g  th e  p ro p o s e d  S ta te  la n d s  ( rep o rted ly  
vary ing  a ro u n d  2 to  5 %  of th e  a n n u a l S ta te  ap p ro p ria tio n s  ) strong ly  s u g g e s t  th a t th e re  a r e  a lte rn a tiv e  a v e n u e s  
of un ivers ity  fund ing  w hich  w ould  h a v e  c o n s id e rab ly  le s s  a d v e r s e  im p act on  m a n y  co m m u n itie s  -  a s  public 
te s tim o n y  h a s  h e re to fo re  ev in ced .

T h an k  you  for y o u r c o n s id e ra tio n s . Mike R iev es, Hollis, P rin c e  of W a le s  Island
P O  BOX 298
K law ock, A laska  9 9 9 2 5
907-5 3 0 -7 0 7 1

4/18/2005
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N o rth  P ac if ic  F is h e r ie s

P.O. Box 796 

Homer, A laska 99603

N v . . . "

April 18. 2005

Senator Ben Stevens 
Senate Resources Committee

Dear Senator Stevens;

Please find the attached resolution in support o f the Legislature’s efforts to allow the 

Board o f Fish and the CFEC to develop a dedicated access privilege system for the state 

groundfish fisheries.

Sincerely.

Buck Laukitis 
President. NPFA 
907-299-0112

cc: Senator Gary Stevens 
Senator Tom Wagoner 

Representative Paul Seaton

A sso c ia t io n
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A RESOLUTION OF THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES ASSOCIATION 
SUPPORTING A GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH RATIONALIZATION PLAN

A Resolution o f the North Pacific Fisheries Association (NPFA) supporting a Gulf of 

Alaska Groundfish Rationalization plan that unlocks the value of our renewable 
resources, ensures competitive processing markets (and allows for reasonable economic 
growth) for Kenai Peninsula ports, and promotes conservation of our fishery resources:

Whereas, in 2002 Homer was the third most important fishery port in Alaska by value 
(eleventh in the nation)

Whereas, the combined value o f Kenai Peninsula ports ($82 million dollars) is second 

only to Dutch Harbor in 2002 for Alaska and the third highest by value in the nation

Whereas, the majority o f NPFA's members who participate in the groundfish fisheries 
are fixed gear vessels (longliners and pot boats) who are generally small boat 

independent family fishermen

Whereas, the majority o f Homer’s processing businesses are generally small 
entrepreneurial enterprises specializing in fresh high-valued products: and the strength of 
Homer's waterfront is the ability to innovate and meet changing market demands and 

consumer tastes for fishery products

Whereas, certain “processor provisions" and “community protection’’ measures (closed 

class of processors, linkages to processors, and regionalized landing requirements), which 
arc stated goals o f the GOA Rationalization Plan at the NPFMC, may advantage Kodiak 

and seriously curtail economic development of the GOA groundfish resources processed 
on the Kenai Peninsula

Whereas, NPFA previously passed a Resolution opposing processor quotas

Whereas, NPFA members include both long term participants who have made significant 

capital investments as well as new entrants to the groundfish fisheries both state and 
federal waters

Whereas, rationalized fisheries generally slow down the race for fish, promote safety at 

sea. allow for more orderly management, and promote conservation benefits such as 
reduced bycatch and wastage

Whereas. NPFA supports the retention o f bycaught halibut (only by longliners who own 
IFQs for halibut) in a rationalized winter cod fishery, as this would reduce wastage o f 
halibut and would also bring high-valued halibut into port for the fresh market - 

effectively extending the halibut season
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Whereas. NPFA supports measures in the GOA Rationalization Plan to include 
Prohibited Species Caps and/or trawl area closures to provide for the recovery of tanner 
and king crab and to reduce the bycatch o f king salmon

Whereas. NPFA supports measures in the GOA Rationalization Plan to allow voluntary 
gear conversions so that trawlers would be allowed to fish cod with pots, as this measure 
could significantly reduce halibut bycatch and lessen adverse effects on marine habitat

Whereas. NPFA supports adequate fishery observer coverage (such as the fee based 
program being analyzed by the NPFMC) to insure that the conservation goals of the GOA 

rationalization program are being met

Whereas. NPF A generally supports maintaining an owner on board fleet of harvesters 
(while protecting existing business practices) where fishermen remain vitally connected 

to the waterfronts o f our coastal communities

Whereas, NPFA supports balancing hired-skippcrs, permit holders and vessel owners 

interests in allocations o f harvest shares based on their historical participation

Whereas, NPFA supports mair'aining entry level opportunities for young fishermen in 
any rationalized fishery knowing that such opportunities may not be open access 
opportunities

Whereas, NPFA recognizes that the federal LLP docs not control effort in state waters or 

the parallel fisheries and that compressed seasons present management complications, and 
the risk of over harvest increases

Whereas, NPFA supported the establishment of the state waters cod fishery in 1997

V/hcreas, NPFA members have been active participants in the Board o f Fish 
Groundfish Task Force, and the members have conducted a thorough, expansive and 
informed inquiry into possible programs to successfully manage state water groundfish 

resources into the future

Whereas. NPFA recognizes that the Board o f Fish and ADF&G must act proactively lo 
prevent state water fishermen from being seriously disadvantaged by the pending Federal 

rationalization plan

Whereas, NPFA supports the state control o f resource management inside three miles, but 
recognizes that a program that integrates to the extent possible program design, data 
collection, observers and management with the federal program may be in the best 
interest o f fishermen and the state

Whereas, NPFA does not support hard on bottom trawling inside three miles
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Whereas, NPFA recognizes that limited entry may not he the best means to control 
overcapitalization and enhance fishery product value or provide economic stability in the 
state water groundfish fisheries

Whereas, NPFA recognizes that the Board o f Fish ADF&G, and CFEC all have :he 
state’s best interest in mind and have proposed a new method (tool in the tool box) lo 
attempt to craft a solution that best fits groundfish fishery management

AND NOW , THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the North Pacific Fishermen’s 
Association supports options in the Gulf of Alaska Rationalization Plan that increase the 
value o f our fisheries resources; and allows open deliveries without processor restriction: 
for the entire fixed gear catcher fleet, that provides opportunities for our small processors 
to purchase high quality groundfish; and furthermore if  any regionalized landing 
requirements are imposed in the Plan that the Kenai Peninsula have reasonable 
opportunity to increase groundfish landings for economic development into the future;

AND FURTHERMORE BE IT RESOLVED that NPFA supports the Legislature Board 
o f Fish, ADF&G and CFEC in their attempt to develop a Dedicated Access Privilege 
system for the state groundfish fisheries.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the North Pacific Fisheries Association of Homer this 15th 
day of April, 2005.

Buck Laukitis
President. North Pacific Fisheries Association



NORTHW EST AR CT IC  BOROUGH
P.O. BOX 1110 

KOTZEBUE, ALASKA 99752 
(907) 442-2500 / FAX (907) 442-2930

Northwest Arctic Borough 

P.O. Box 1 110 

Kot/ehue. Alaska 00752

I lo. Senator Thomas Wagoner 

145 Main Street l.oop Ste 220 

Kenai. Alaska 09611 

l*h. (907)283-7996 

l ax (907) 283-8127 

Re: SB 102

I )ear Senator.

I respectfully request Ironi you, as the Senate Resources Committee Chairman lo 

schedule a nearing for SB 102 a soon as possible. I his extension is clearly in our Ivst 

interests as well as many districts within this state. Your consideration in this mallei 

would he greatly appreciated.

Ambler • Buckland Candle Deering Kiana Kivahna Kobuk Kotzebue Noatak ■ Noorvik ■ Selawik Shungnak

I hank von

Mayor Roswell Sehaeller Sr. 

Northwest Arctic Borough

Cc. Senator Seekins. Vice-Chair Senate Resource Committee
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F ro m : M elan ie  L esh

S e n t:  T u e sd a y , April 0 5 , 2 0 0 5  10:37 AM

To: to m lo h m a n 2 @ a o l com ; m a rv sm ith .lp b o ro @ sta rb a n d .n e t, s e a b n e s @ o ly p e n  com

C c: M ary A Ja c k s o n : D o u g las  Letch , M elan ie  L esh

S u b je c t :  S B  102 - S e n a te  R e s o u rc e s  C o m m itte e  te s tim o n y

T he S e n a te  R e s o u rc e s  C o m m ittee  h a s  a s k e d  SB  102  s p o n s o r  (S e n . G. S te v e n s )  to help  c o o rd in a te  th e  te s tim o n y  in a n  
invitation-only h ea rin g  tom orrow ,

M ary J a c k s o n , th e  R e s o u rc e s  C o m m ittee  a id e , in d ica ted  th e ir  in ten t to allow  th re e  p e o p le  to testify  on C S  S B  1 0 2  (C R A ) 
hl'.p //www leg is stale ak us/PD F/24/B iIIs/SB0102B PDF 
T he h e a r in g  is W e d n e s d a y , April 6 th  co n v e n in g  a t  3 :3 0  p .m .
T he "b ridge n u m b er"  to  join th e  te le c o n fe re n c e  is: 1 -8 0 0 -3 9 5 -5 0 7 3  
T h e s e  a r e  th e  n a m e s  I've su b m itte d  o n  D ehalf of S e n a to r  S te v e n s :

1. Tom  L ohm an , N orth  S lo p e  B orough , p h o n e . 3 4 9 -2 6 0 6
2. G ab rie lle  L aR o ch e , C o n tra c to r , A leu tian s W e s t (+), em ail: s e a b r ie s @ o ly p e n .c o m
3. M arv S m ith , L ak e  a n d  P e n in su la  B oro u g h , p h o n e : 2 4 6 -3 4 2 1

If you know  of a n y o n e  e l s e  w ish ing  to  testify, p le a s e  e n c o u ra g e  th e m  to su b m it w ritten  te s tim o n y  to  th e  sp o n so r , o r S e n a to r  
Tom  W a g o n er, C h a irm an  of th e  S e n a te  R e s o u rc e s  C o m m ittee  
T hank you .

//»l u n i t ' Lvsh . A id e
Senate Community &  Regional 

Affairs Committee 

Senator Gary Stevens, Chair 

465-4989

M a ry  J a c k s o n

4/5/2005

Bi

mailto:marvsmith.lpboro@starband.net
mailto:seabries@olypen.com
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Fax

Atm : M ary Jackson, Resou rces C om m itt

To: Sen. Thomas Wagoner, Chair Senate Resources Committee 
and full resources committee

From: Alan Parks
65055 Nearly Level Ave 
Homer, Alaska 99603 
235-5680 
amparks@xvz.net

Re: SB 113

Thought this paper would be o f  benefit to the committee as they 
iook at Dedicated Access Privileges (DAP) as a new tool for the 
BOF and or CFEC.

It was presented at the conference “Managing O u r  N a t io n s  

Fisheiies 2 f o c u s  o n  th e  f u t u r e '’ held in Washington D.C. March
2 4 *  _  2 5 th 2 0 0 5 .

Thanks,

mailto:amparks@xvz.net
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In  Search o f T rans ition , C om m un ity , and a New Federa lism :

6 Questions to Confront on the Road Towards a 

Nationa l Policy on Dedicated Access Privileges

Seth Madnko

Introduction

The founding premise for this paper is the same os thar underlying our entire national 
fishery management system under the Magnuson-Stevens a c t : fishery resources in the EEZ are 
national, public assets. 1 suggest that consistency with this premise requires challenging much of 
the prevailing wisdom in contemporary fisheries policy. For example, the concept o f national 
resources implies national interest.,; it is  simply Inconsistent with these interests to permit the 
regional Councils to effectively negate or to throw into doubt the founding premise by virtue of 
the design of dedicated access programs. I reject the notion that we should leave a ll important 
decisions regarding dedicated acctss privileges up to the regional Councils. In the rush to 
embrace user-self regulation masquerading under the name' of co-management and community- 
based management, there is a forgotten federalism to fisheries policy these days. National 
standards for dedicated access programs are necessary to reinforce and preserve the national 
interest in our fishery resources. But federalism cuts both ways. There is also a national interest in 
vibrant, adaptive coastal communities. We need to place much greater focus on the potential roles 
of communities in dedicated access programs. However, the current emphasis on "protecting" 
communities is  misguided Let's enable communities, not protect them. In large part, the damage 
done to both the national interest end communities arises from the prevailing approach to the 
initial allocation of dedicated accejs privileges. This approach is characterized by the awarding of 
permanent allocations to individut-ls in response to what are transitional impacts. Ironically, this 
approach substitutes the initial allocation for a transitional strategy. Wc need to recover the idea 
of a meaningful, planned transition between policy regimes. The current approach to the initial 
allocation and the attendant denial of a transition period retards adoption, and thus realization of 
the promise, o f management systems based on assigned catches.

I offer the following recommendations for national standards for dedicated access 
programs:

1) Prohibit permanent allocations Mandate fixed, limited terms for dedicated access privileges. 
Congress should set the upper bound at 1 5 years and require the Councils to explain why their 
management goals cannot be met with shorter terms.

2) Authorize use r f  auctions and ( iommuu'ty Fishing Trusts The use of Community Fishing 
Trusts as a means of administering auction systems should be encouraged.

3) Mandate Identification o f a specific transition period and specific transitional feaiures, as 
opposed to permanent features, for all dedicated access programs.

4) Establish a minimum threshold for revenue sharing with the federal government.

1
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These recommendations result from consideration of six key questions that confront 
conventional wisdom:

1) What is the Purpose of the Initial Allocation?
2) Whatever Happened to the Idea o f a Transition?
3) Why Does Anyone Warrant a Permanent Allocation7
4) Who Should Be the le sso r1?
5) Who’s Afraid o f Auctions7
6) What About Communities?

These questions are sequentially interrelated in a knee-bone-connected-to-the-thigh-bone 
fashion. As a result, 1 devote proportionally more attention to the earty questions.

1) What is the Purpose of the Initial Allocation?

I do not think we have confronted this question in any serious manner up until now. In 
very broad terms, rt seems that thei c are essentially two ways to answer to this question and these 
answers shape oui policy options. The first answer is that the purpose o f the initial allocation is to 
make a select group o f Individuals in the present generation rich. The second answer is that the 
purpose o f the initial allocation is to assist in the transition between ihc current management 
regime and a new, presumably preferred regime in the future. 1 suggest that, although no one 

juld openly admit it, the first interpretation of the Initial allocation is in far our current default 
position. But making people rich is different than a transitional strategy and i caution strongly 
against conflating the two concept

We are inducing opposition to dedicated access privileges and imposing losses in terms 
of foregone opportunities. These unfortunate outcomes are self-inflicted wounds and arise from 
two aspects surrounding the initial allocation. First, there is the design o f the initial allocation. 
Second, there is the matter o f how we talk about heartfelt concerns associated with those design 
decisions. Ultimately, our current approach to the initial allocation is unsustainable as an 
approach to fisheries policy. Because we are effectively treatir'  the Initial allocation as an event 
whose purpose is to make people rich (and because lots of panics would like to be rich), we are 
building increasingly complex, some might say bizarre, allocation schemes that threaten to 
collapse under their own weight.

a) Picking Winners (and killing Tiansition in the process)

Most o f the opposition to assigned catch progran , can be traced to a panicular 
combination o f key design features characterizing the initial allocation scheme. The prevailing 
approach to the initial allocation features assigned catches that are: i) fully transferable; ii) 
awarded free of charge to initial recipients; iii) effectively permanent; and iv) awarded to a subset
of vessel owners chosen through an inherently political process. At 
ini ti*i allocation amounts to a pro round exercise in the government 
exhaustive, a listing o f the concerns engendered by this approach to 
ris to opposition to future programs includes the following:

lottom, this approach to the 
‘picking winners." While not 
the initial allocation that give

• Rampant speculative "fishing for catch history"— a new kind o f race (in other fisheries) 
in which the cure promotes the disease.

2
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• biter-generational equity concerns, panicularly those associated with the so-called 
transitional gains trap (c.f. Copes, 1986). All subsequent generations face significantly 
heightened entry costs precisely because the original assignments are into perpemity 
while at the same time the future wealth o f the fishery is transferred into the hands of the 
recipients o f the original allocation.

• Intra-generational equity concerns (i.e., distributional equity concerns among the present 
generation) associated with the same transfer of wealth.

• Concerns for the social and economic impacts on coastal fishing communities arising 
from permutations of all three o f the above concerns couplet) with concerns over "permit 
drain" (and permit dearth) in such communities. In particular, there is a profound fear 
that the form o f the initial allocation will inevitably promote absentee ownership thus 
redefining both what It mews to be a fisherman and the distinctive "way o f life" in 
fishing communities by radically altering cherished relation* of production.

• The unleashing and encouragement of massive rent-seeking in the political arena (as well 
as on the water, see 1 abo\ e).

I
• National patrimony concerns. The indefinite nature of the assignments plus the relentless 

accompanying emphasis on "property nghts," "rights-based fishing." and/or 
"privatization" inherently iows confusion regarding the status o f fishery resources as 
national, publicly owned assets.'

I f  not allayed, these concerns give rise to opposition to assigned catch programs. At the 
same time, these concerns represent costs In the overall net benefit calculation. Not addressing 
them results in a loss o f potential l«nefits. But these are consequences of specific design 
decisions not preordained outcomes genetically associated with dedicated access privileges. All 
of these concerns are associated with the form o f initial allocation that currently prevails, 
particularly our penchant for permanent allocations. Permanent allocations can attain 
extraordinarily high values precist ly because they are permanent (and transferable) and thus 
embody the endre fbture benefit stream from the fishery. High values make for high entry costs 
(and all kinds o f subsequent concerns) and large windfalls (another source o f many subsequent 
concerns). These properties of permanent allocations compel consideration o f the initial 
allocation from a functional perspective; what is the function of the Initial allocation? //(and this 
qualification will be examined further below) permanent allocations are not necessary to achieve 
the on-the-water behavior we seek to promote and if  permanent allocations are a critical 
contributor to concents over (and opposition to) dedicated access programs, then what is their 
posirive role? The positive function of permanent allocations is simply that they make some 
initial recipients rich o ff the initial allocation alone.

Apf-07-2001 01 :t{M Fror- T-fIT P. 004/014 F-JH

bantly, when the initial 
cry idea of a transition is

But permanent allocation* make still more mischief. Signifit 
allocation involves the conveyance of permanent endowments, the y< 
eliminated There is no real transition, there is simply the initial allocation and thus everything 
rests on the initial allocation (see Ijelow for further discussion of the problem of the missing 
transition). Under these condition;, a lot o f attention is rightly focused on the initial allocation

The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy (USCOP) recommended that dedicated access programs “assign 
quota shares for a limited period of time to reduce confusion concerning public ownership of living marine 
resources, nllow managers flexibility to manage fisheries adoptively, and provide stability to fishermen for 
investment decisions [USCOP 2004:290]."



Apr-OMOOS 01:2Zpa Fror- T-W F 005/014 F-512

and on the implications the particular form of the initial allocation holds for things people care 
deeply about However, the response* of managers, theoreticians, and analysts to these 
expressions of concern often compound the controversy surrounding the initial allocation and 
adoption o f dedicated access programs.

hi The OppominliY Cost of Defending the Indefensible. Or. The Marlej^ntfiincnc-Scliagl of 
Public Policy a. If. and 1111

Expressions of concern along the lines itemized above have frequently been met with 
brazen dismissals by those urging us to simply get on with the inevitable business of privatizing 
public assets and to suffer through the design o f the initial allocation with good graces, humor, 
and some measure o f compassion. O f course, this nostrum represents noth .»g less than an ends- 
justiiies-thc-means invocation and such invocations are frequently upsetting to people o f good 
conscience1 Further, this brazenni-ss carries its own opportunity cost In the policy arena, Below, 1 
present three quotations culled from the annals of fisheries policy debates Involving dedicated 
access privileges that demonstrate the kind of inflammatory brazenness to which I refer.

i) Let Them Work Elsewhere
One implication o f this [theoretical] insight is that reducing the number of fishermen and 
gear will usually increase the income of those enterprises that remain by more than it will 
reduce the incomes o f tha;e that arc excluded. In principle, m least, a system that 
transferred part of the gains from the first group to the second could leave both of them 
better off titan they had been, while the rest o f soclcry would benefit from the labor and 
capital freed for other use ul activity [Tussing, 1972 8],

This quote demonstrates both jusT how long we have been employing this sort of brazen 
dismissal and how such brazenncss applies genetically to consideration o f dedicated access 
privileges. Indeed, this quote represents a timeless example o f how )ve explain to ourselves 
removing people from the fishery under any form of limited entry of "rationalization" program. 
Sometimes, people form funny ideas about being greeted as liberators, for example, it has always 
struck me as a bit delusional to expect people to be grateful for havipg been removed from their 
current employment (for both their own and society's benefit). On the other hand, there is nothing 
like the prospect of being so liber.,led (by the prevailing qualification scheme) to :um even the 
most ardent supporter of dedicate! I access privileges into a dedicated opponent.

ii) Let Them Find Another Community
I wonder what the effect the share quota systems. . .  [would have on] Alaska’s coastal 
communities or industries.

The damage done springs largely from the Insistence (mostly by fisheries economists) that allocation is 
the paramount policy concern while distribution (think distributional equity) Is a decidedly secondary (If 
nor tertiary or lower) concern. A varl uit on rhe same dichotomy is the frequent pitting of "efficiency" 
concerns In inevitable opposition to equity concerns. If  those schooled in the discipline do not acknowledge 
that true economic efficiency (in the >ense of the Pareto criterion) admits, rather than opposes, equity 
concerns (see Saraydar 1989; Bromlty 1990), what is a mere "lay" participant in fisheries debates to do? 
But of course, real people involved in real initial allocation debates know (hat distribution is everything. 
Indeed the only thing (especially wht n the allocation j  are permanent).

4
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Well, I suppose l don't know. To some extent, I'd  like those questions to be on the other 
side o f the ledger. What J'in interested in end what I think we need to focus our attention 
on is the aggregate effect over the entire U.S. economy, initially ignoring the question of 
how particular groups, and particular individuals and particular regions come out.
* • •
, . .  You know the political system as well as I do. There’ s no shortage of opportunity for 
you to raise the issue o f how it this and how Is that community going to come out.3

I am not sure much more reeds to be said about this exchange over the fate of 
communities under "rationalization" programs. People are and will continue to be concerned 
about impacts on fishing communities. Simply tolling them that thesb concerns are wrong (e.g., 
lecturing them to focus on "allocation" not "distribution"). Is not terribly productive. Community 
concerns are discussed farther below under Question 6.

ill) Lit Them Cease Processing
The flow o f product over i. much longer period would mean ihar processors would either 
have to adapt schedules to allow processing to occur throughout the season, arrange for 
deliveries only during specified periods, or cease processing sablefish. [NPFMC, 
19 89 :117).

This little-known quote from the official analysis of what bocame the halibut/sablefish 
IFQ program in Alaska provides perhaps the most instructive lesson on the dangers o f treating 
distributional issues in the transition period with callous disregard. Processors could simply cease 
processing ? And thus did the world (eventually) come to know the terms "two-pic" and 
"processor quotas." Seriously, telling people you are doing them a favor by, as the British vs ^uld 
say, making them redundant; telling people that there is always another community; and telling 
processors they can simply stop processing are all examples of how not to handle the initial 
allocation i f  you indeed want to make progress towards wider application o f dedicated access 
privileges. The debate over the iniiial allocation often seems like it it interminable precisely 
because we have fashioned the initial allocation into a high stakes game o f chance (or political 
opportunism). That is, the debate is interminable because the stakes are so high and the stakes are 
so high largely because the initial Allocation involves permanent allocations. Permanent 
allocations mean everything rests in the initial allocanon. Exhorting people to disregard the only 
moment that counts (because we lave designed it to be the only moment that counts) is illogical, 
i f  not Irresponsible.

2) Whatever Happened to the Idea of a Transition?

Transition. The word implies a certain temporal dimension, ^period of change. But our 
approach to the iniiial allocation effectively negates any transition period. There is simply the 
instantaneous switch to the new regime effected the moment permanent allocations are awarded 
to the lucky sweepstakes winners. To argue thit this switch involve* a transition is akin to 
arguing that being shot by firing squad at dawn involves a transition. 1 argue that permanent 
allocations eliminate the possibility o f planned transition periods and that this result severely 
limits our policy options. In an interesting twist, the specter of transitional impacts produces

’ This exchange (between a Kodiak f sherman and a fisheries economist) i> tixen from the panel discussion 
section in Frady (1985:145-146),

F-SIZ
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demand* for permanent allocations that In tum rmove the option of transitional policies. A 
particularly striking example o f thi; process was presented at this confercnoe last year.

In his presentation last year, Mr. Joseph T. PIcsha (General Counsel for Trident Seafoods 
Corporation)4 asked us to imagine rhat a valuable fishery resource was discovered off a remote 
U.S.-owned Island in the Pacific ocean and fishery managers wanted the ensuing fishery to 
operate In a rational fashion from the beginning. Given this hypothetical, Mr. Plesha's 
recommendation for what would/should follow next was startlingly concise and candid: The 
government should conduct an auction. After all, Mr. Plesha reasoned, "[o]ur Notion's fishery 
resources arc owned by the general public.. .  and not a group o f fishing vessel owners [Plesha, 
2004; see Appendix A]" nor, as he made clear in another portion of U s statement, a group of 
processors. Further. Mr. Plesha arf ued for an auction on the grounds that "the general public 
should receive the Alii economic benefit from the resources they own [Plesha, 2004; see 
Appendix A]."

But o f course, we are not starting from scratch. In real world applications, Mr. Plesha 
argued for a far different solution--an allocation o f permanent "rights" to both vessel owners and 
processors. The reason for Mr. Plesha's abandonment o f the auction idea is highly instructive. 
When not presented with the luxuty o f Mr. Pleshn'9 hypothetical "nefw" fishery, we face fisheries 
with existing interests in place. In view of these existing interests, Mr. Plesha reasoned "fbjoth 
fishing vessel owners and processing plant owners should, therefore, receive rights in a 
rationalized fishery as compensation for having the value of their existing investments 
expropriated by the new management system [PIcsha, 2004; see Appendix A)."

Notice what has happened: a much-warranted focus on the itsue o f transitional impacts 
has been transformed into a claim for a permanent endowment. But transitional impacts do not 
require permanent therapy. Investments by a select few members of the present generation 
(whether processors or vessel owners) cannot logically be the basis for conveying public assets 
Into pirate hands on a perpetual basis. At best, the current generation (of all affected parties) 
warrants some form o f consideration in the transition to a future policy regime. The very idea of 
attention to the transition, which by definition is a limited period, is obliterated by the leap 
involved In laying claim to a permanent allocation. We need to consider the transitional impacts 
on all parties nore than we have done in the past, but we must insist that treatment of transitional 
impacts be consistent with, not undermine, our founding premise.

3) Whv Does Anyone Warrant a Permanent Allocation?

The question that we need to confront in this context is why does anyone warrant a 
permanent allocation? The argument against permanent allocations Is perhaps easiest to grasp in 
the case of the processors. As noted in the quotation presented earlier, processors may indeed 
suffer regulatory-induced Impacts during the transition to an elongated season. But these are, by 
definition, transitional impacts and potentially warrant temporary, not permanent redress. The 
same conclusion applies to the haivcsting side of the industry. Existing interests (investments) in

4 For those not fnmiliar with the Industry it  the North Pacific, Tridem Seafoods is a major, i f  not the major, 
processor and a principle advocate for as well as beneficiary o f the various forms o f processor 
considerations (including processor quota shares) that have graced the North Pacific arena in recent years. 
Mr. Plesha's presentation ar this conference was echoed in his testimony before a subsequent Congressional 
hearing into processor shares and it i: that testimony that is relied upon here. An excerpt o f Mr. Plesha's 
Congressional testimony Is attached :ts Appendix A to this paper
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On (tie endemic contusion of intere.ts with rights in the fisheries litcraiu<e, see Mecinko and Bromley 
(2002). For a more damning account of the failure to recognize established legal scholarship on "rights" 
within the economics literature gener.illy, see Cole and Grossman (2002). Despite these contributions, the 
tendency towards cavalier usage of the term "rights" continues unabated in the field of fisheries. Whatever
the "rights" contents of specific dedicated access programs, it is clear that these programs are nor nghts- 
based. To say that they are rlghts-bascd is to assert a causal analysis declaring that the programs work 
because of the putative rights involved. See Macinko and Bromley (2004) for discussion of why this causal 
analysis is finally flawed.

6 Note that limited term allocations/leases are fundamentally different than "si’nset provisions" for 
dedicated access programs. Sunset provisions are non-starters. No one is likely to vote (when the sunset 
date comes due) to terminate (or conversely to foil to renew) a system (any system) that has vanquished the 
race for fish. In contrast, a system of constantly renewing limited term allocations provides the kind of 
periodicity that motivates interests in sunset provisions In the first place.

vessels may suffer in the transition but these are transitional Impacts and again call for at most 
temporary mediating measures.

At this point, the objection is usually raised that the race for fish Is perpetual and 
therefore permanent allocations ar.> warranted on the harvesting sidd o f the equation. But we 
know this reasoning is specious. Pt nnanent allocations are not necessary to address the race for 
fish. We know this to be empirically true because we already have programs that feature limited 
duration assignments and these programs are widely hailed for their ability to ameliorate the race 
for fish. 1 am referring to the widespread presence of leasing. Leasing demonstrates that whai i3 
important is that each and every ojeration on the wateT is In pursuit o f an assigned catch, period, 
not the term of that assignment. Leasing by definition involves limited fixed-term assignments 
and those that lease do not race me re than those in possession o f permanent assignments. So we 
know that permanent allocations are not necessary to produce the on-the-water results we covet. 
Botli harvester* and processors' demands for permanent allocations rest on a profound conflation 
of interests with rights4 and the subsequent transformation of potential transitional impacts into 
claims of entitlement to a permanent benefit stream, Those who object to processors holding the 
policy process hostage over transitional Impacts yet insist that harvesters warrant permanent 
allocations practice hypocrisy.

Close inspection reveals tlutf the function of permanent allocations is not to end the race 
for fish but to deliver a reward to taose chosen to receive the initial allocation. But, as outlined 
earlier, these rewards carry a high opportunity cost. Finally, there is another dimension to the 
hypocrisy involved in our current .ipproach to dedicated access programs. Permanent allocations 
have the curious effect of shielding a select few vessel owners (and perhaps processors) in the 
current generation from the market forces we believe are so salubrious for all others. I f  we 
actually believe in the market, we ought to use ii across all generations o f participants. This will 
require, in some form, a system In which all participants operate under lease arrangements.

The maximum term o f any allocarions/leascs should be established by Congress as a 
matter of national policy for a national resource.61 would suggest that 1 5 years is sufficient for 
any fishery both in terms of a reasonable planning horizon and scale of investment involved. The 

Councils should then set specific lrase terms within this broad overall guidance from Congress in 
accordance with local circumstances. I would further suggest that there is a direct relationship 
between the terra of the lease and die scale o f industry that will prevail. That is, the more 
industrial the fleet desired the lonj.er the lease term should be. The smaller scale desired, the 
shorter the lease 'erm should be (shorter terms result in lower entry costs and more opportunity

7
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for entry and more dynamism within the fleet due to more frequent turnover o f leases). And this 
brings us to the next critical question.

Once we have liberated our. jives from the option-constricting belief that allocations have 
to be permanent to work wc are piesemed with the interesting question of who should be the 
lessor. Currently, we have progranis in which many, or in some cases most, actual participants are 
lessees and a group o f vessel owners (though they may not still be vessel owners) are the lessors. 
But there Is no basis for believing that a system In which some level of government acted as the 
lessor (rather than individual vessel owners) would not offer exactly the same amelioration o f the 
race for fish into the future. Yet such a system would offer considerable additional benefits in 
terms of addressing the intra and intergenerational equity Issues outlined earlier and would clearly 
reinforce our founding premise.

Publicly administering limited duration allocations via leases raises the question o f how 
to distribute and redistribute the allocations when lease terms expire, Three broad options exist 
for distributing/redistributing limiied term allocations: (1) the government can engage in an on­
going cycle of picking winners; (2) distribution could occur by lottery; or (3) we could employ 
the maricet— i.e., via periodic least auctions. I am simply assuming a preference for the market 
and auction systems.

5) W ho's Afraid of Auctions?

Limited duration allocations could eliminate many, i f  not most, of the problems 
associated with our current approach to dedicated access programs. Auctions are intuitively 
appealing as a means of administering programs based on limited duration allocations. But, 
auctions are scary, to lots o f people. Perhaps the first thing to say regarding auctions Is to note 
that we already have lease auction systems in place. This is most notably true in the case o f the 
Community Development Quota (CDQ) program In Alaska but I would argue that the existing 
market In privately contracted leases under dedicated access programs already in place is, in 
effect, an auction system. Recognition of these existing auction systems returns us to the question 
o f who should be the lessor (examined above), while mediating any tendency to regard auctions 
as a radical departure from currem practice.

I think we need to have at. honest national conversation about 'auctions without fear’ 
rather than promoting such fears, i f  we wanted to make sure that public auctions never saw the 
light of day, I  would suggest that we instantly switch to a 100% auction system (i.e., overnight we 
auction o ff all o f the available catch) and deposit all the proceeds info the general treasury of the 
natioa Such an approach takes us back to Mr. Plesha's thought experiment and the apparent 
conflict between existing interests and a policy shift to auction systems. The conflict is  artificial 
and rests entirely on the negation of a transition. Thai is, does anyone seriously believe we can 
never transition to auction system ;7 The key issue of course Is how to transition to auction 
systems.

I suggest that i f  we really wanted to use auction systems to improve our fisheries, we 
would fashion a planned transition period, devise auction systems that partitioned the TAC into 
segments and stagger the lease periods for these segments so that they did not come up for 
auctioD at the same time (i.e., it Is desirable both to have frequent opportunities to enter the

8



fishery and to not have one's entire portfolio or  leases possibly expire at once), directly involve 
our local fishing communities in the administration of auctions and as recipients o f the proceeds 
from auction system* (see below under Question 6), and we would fashion many o f the same 
kinds o f provisions we attach to dedicated access programs generally to meet important goals.7 1 
do not know which o f the various claims for consideration during the transition period we should 
honor, that is for the Councils to decide, but I do know that we should keep treatment of such 
claims as short as possible. That is . some temporaQ' shielding from tfce very market forces we are 
trying to introduce may be warranted as a matter o f transitional poliqy but we cannot exempt any 
participants on a permanent basis. Moreover, it is  not clear that shielding from the market forces 
we are introd'icing is the obvious c holce for addressing transitions! impacts. Fortunately, auctions 
offer extreme flexibility in crafting transitional strategies.

For example, in commenting on the crab plan developed by the North Pacific Council, 
the Department o f Justice (DOJ 2003) noted that auctions:

[C]ould improve efficiency. Iu addition, an auction would capture for the public some of 
the value from the scarce tesource, which could be used for public purposes. The 
proceeds could, for example, be reinvested in the fisheries, used to fund conservation 
programs or used to partially compensate harvesters and/or processors for 
overcapitalization.

Here we see the ftision of two important ideas. First, the transition is important and 
claims of ..ansitionai impacts deserve careful consideration not brazen dismissal Second, there 
are ways to use the market to assist in the transition (that do not involve bestowing permanent 
awards in response to transitional claims). O f course, auctions systerins present other options for 
fashioning a transition. The transition to an auction system could be phased in (say, e.g., 10% of 
the TAC per year could be devoted to the auction pool, thus offering a 10 year phase-in period). If  
impacts on present participants art judged especially severe, an initial allocation could be given 
to selected participants (say 50% t f  the TAC,8 the remaining 50% going straight into the auction 
pool) for a fixed period (say 5 years, to then revert into the aucnon pool). These are just 
examples, the possible permutatlo is are many.

Finally, auctions should not be thought o f as a way to pump up the federal coffers while 
pushing beleaguered fishermen into penury. In fact, I argue that we need to see, and to fashion, 
auctions as a critical component o f fleet and community revitalization not deprivation.

6) What About Communities?

There is a forgotten federalism in fisheries policy these days. We need national standards 
on dedicated access programs to roinforce the national interest In our fishery resources (c.f., 
Scheiber 2002). But federalism cuts both ways and there is also a national interest in vibrant, 
adaptive coastal communities. We need to place much greater focus on the potential roles o f 
communities in dedicated acces* "  -ants. However, the current emphasis on "protecting"

7 The point here Is that the kinds ol social, polldcai, and economic goals the Councils may wish to attain 
are really not a flinction of whether or not auctions are employed. All (or none) of the various "bells and 
whistles' used to reach these goals may be used in conjunction with auction systems.
4 The choice of the 50% figure Is not completely arbitrary. In the Alaska halibut fishery, ex-vessel prices 
approximately doubled following Imoducdon of the IFQ program. A similar increase Is projected by 
Weninger and Waters (2003) for the icd snapper fishery in the Gulf of Mexico.
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communities Is misguided. Protectionism often has the unforrunate offect of evemually killing 
that which we wish to protect. Thi:. ironic outcome results from the feci that protectionism 
promotes ossification which is the very opposite of what is needed in a dynamic, vibrant, 
competitive world. We should focus on enabling communities, not protecting them. For example, 
instead o f protection, let's just stop systematically disadvantaging communities via our obsessive 
focus on individual, permanent, portable endowments. Communities are not portable.

McCay (2004) has argued persuasively future programs featuring individually assigned 
catches will require much greater integration o f community perspectives and treatment of 
community concerns i f  such program* are to be truly sustainable. While J agree. I think we need 
to fundamentally rethink whai I would call the sequencing o f this Integration. We need to 
consider endowing communities (or regions) first and then letting the magic o f individual 
initiative flourish underneath these community endowments rather tlian trying to tack 
"community protection" measures onto programs focused on permanent individual endowments. 
Elsewhere, I have likened this reversed sequencing to thinking abouj fisheries as "community 
gardens" (Macinko. 2004). The be refits of thinking of fisheries as resource endowments for 
places and regions are manifest (see Cunningham, 1994) and yet curiously relatively unexplored 
in any serious operational context1 The concept o f fisheries as resource trusts (or conservation 
trusts, see Fairfax and Ouenzler 2001) deserves much more consideration. I suggest that a system 
o f lease auctions locally administered through Community Fishing ^rusts has much promise. As 
noted, federalism cuts both ways. Congress should establish a minimum level o f revenue sharing 
with the federal government but the Councils should be given broad discretion to enable, not 
protect, our coastal fishing communities.

Conclusion

National standards arc appropriate and necessary for dedicated access programs. In 
devising such standards, we need io challenge much o f the conventional wisdom that lies behind 
our current approach to dedicated lccess programs. We must wean ourselves o ff of the belief that 
permanent allocations are necessa'y or even beneficial. All dedicated access privileges should be 
o f limited duration terms (not sunsets). We must stop telling people to "get over" or "get on with" 
the Initial allocation when we have fashioned the initial allocation to be the only thing that 
matters and a  substitute for a transitional strategy. We must use the Initial allocation as part of a 
transitional strategy, not as a tool io make some people rich. We must treat the subject o f the 
transition between policy regimes as a period requiring direct management attention. We js i  
consider transitional impacts as a distinct category; but that means resisting the tendency to mm 
some claims of transitional impacts into a basis for permanent allocations. Finally, we must 
reinforce the founding notion that fishery resources are national assets but realize that we can do 
so In ways that endow, not disadvantage, fishing communities.

9 The Community Development Quota (CDQ) program in Alaska (NRC 1P98) being the obvious 
exception.

JO
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Appendix A
Excerpt, Cret five paragraphs from-

hUn://comi,nen:e.5enatLMtQv/hearinp5/tesiimnnv.cf)n’ ld-l066<fcw ii id-,
(last visited, 2/27/05)

Given at a Full Committee Hearinii:
Seafood Processor Q uotas Hearing 
Wednesday, February 25 2004 - 9;30 AM - Sr - 253 
The Testimony of 
M r. Joseph T. Plesha
General Oounsel, Trident Seafoods Corporation

Our Nation’s fishery resources belong to the general public. Logically then, the general public 
should receive the fill] economic benefit from the resources they own—through a simple auction 
by the Federal government to the highest bidder—when fishery stocks arc rationalized. Neither 
prc ssing plant owners nor fishing vessel owners have an absolute right to be included in the 
allocation of the public's fishery resources.

If  a large stock o f cod were discovered off a remote U.S.-owned island In the Pacific ocean and 
fishery managers warned to rationalize It, I assume the Federal government would auction the 
rights to this undeveloped cod resource Instead of allocating rights to vessel owners or processors 
based in Portland; Oregon or Portland, Maine.

Why should any participant in the seafood industry be allocated rights when open access fishery 
resources are rationalized? Under most circumstances there is a compelling reason to include both 
fishing vessel owners and primary processing plant owners In the allocation. In an overcapitalized 
“open access” fishery that is capitil intensive, and where that capita) invested in fish'.ng vessels 
and processing plants is relatively non-inalleable, the owners o f that capital will suffer enormous 
losses during the transition between the open access and rationalized fishery equilibrium 
conditions. The capital investments in primary processing and harvesting are transferred to quota 
owners when an open access fishery is rational’zH

Simply put, you do not need all ol the harvesting and processing capacity that exists when an 
overcapitalized fishery is rationalized. Primary processing plants and fishing vessels with no 
alternative uses become nearly worthless. Both fishing vessel owners and processing plant 
owners should, therefore, receive rights in a rationalized fishery as compensation for having the 
value o f their existing investment, expropriated by the new management system.

Although including processors in die allocation of rights may be controversial. It should be 
embraced by fishing • a se l owneis. The rationale for including primary processing plant owners 
in the allocation o f rights is also the only rationale for including vessel owners. Otherwise, open 
access fisheries should be rationalized by the Federal government through an auction o f the 
resource to the highest bidder, Our Nation’s fishery resources are owned by the general public 
after all, and not a group o f fishing vessel owners.
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Mary Jackson

From: Sen. Tom Wagoner
Sent: Tuesday. March 22. 20c o 9:26 AM
To: Mary Jackson

Subject: FW: SB 113

From: Dr. Bob Johnson [mailto:mj.bjtcikeaconnect.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2005 9:18 AM 
To: Sen. Con Bunde
Cc: Sen. Tom Wagoner; Sen. Donny Olson; Sen. Ben Stevens 
Subject: SB 113

Senator Bunde et al:
I am a retired physician, resident of Kodiak since 1938, active in my community since my return 

to practice medicine in 1955. Having heard from a number of local fisherman and talked with 
others in positions o f authority, I am concerned about the trend that would be established by SB 
113. In studying the bill, I see that it sets up a system for the allocation o f the fisheries by an 
exclusive organization (whatever form that takes). The organization would decide which 
processors and which fishermen can be involved in a given fishery. It definitely limits the choice 
of individual fishermen: some may not qualify for permits by virtue o f not having a recent record 
of involvement in the fishery; none can shop fo r processors that pay a more favorable price; it 
restricts entry o f youngsters into the fishery unless they can pay the price and convince 
someone they qualify.

In short, this looks to n e  like "incorporation" of the fish business, which takes it out o f the 
hands o f the individual and puts it in the organization, a trend that is too apparent in this country 
and really hampers individual freedom, or "human rights," the basis o f our democracy. I fear you 
are willing to sacrifice the individual for the benefit o f the State. There are better ways to 
conserve the fisheries.

Dr. Bob Johnson
Box 945, Kodiak AK 99615
907-486-5171

3 /2 2 /2 00 5
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Mary Jackson

From:
Sent:
To:
S u b jec t:

Sen. Tom Wagoner
Thursday, March 10, 2005 9:18 AM
Mary Jackson
FW New Pom SB 113 Gulf Of Alaska Groundfish Fishery

  O r ig in a l Message
From: POMS@legis. s t a te .a x . is [m a ilto :POM S@ leg is .s ta te .ak .us l 
Sent: Wednesday, March 0>, 2005 11:50 AM 
To: Sen. Tom Wagoner
S ub je c t: New Pom:SB 11J G u lf Of Alaska G roundfish F ishe ry

Kva Holm 
!'■ Box 3.'€5

> ■ idtak 99615-3865,

: am a l i fe lo n g  Alaskan res id en t and commercial fis he rpe rson opposed to SB :13. ! t would 
a llo w  re a llo c a t io n  of f i shory resources away from Alaskan f is h in g  fam il ie s  and communities 
' ■ ou ts id e in te re s ts .

I
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U N ITED  F IS H E R M E N  O F  ALASKA

211 Founh Streel. Suite 110 
Juneau. Alaska 99801-117? 

(907) 586-2820 
(907) 463-2545 Fax 

F-Mail ula@ufa-lish.org 
www ufa-lish org

March 14. 2005

Senator Toni Wagoner. Chair 
Senate Resources Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capitol (Mail Stop 3 100) 
Juneau AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Wagoner,

United Fishermen o f Alaska (UF A) supports passage oFSenate Bill 113 relating to entry 
into and management o f Gulf of Alaska groundlish fisheries (SB 113). UFA includes 
members and member associations with extensive involvement in G ulf o f Alaska 
groundfish fisheries. UFA members and member associations have been actively engaged 
on this issue in the regulatory processes at the Board o f  Fisheries (BOF) and at the North 
Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) for many years. This bill has the 
unanimous support o f the BOF and NPFMC and agency support from the Commercial 
Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) and Department o f  Fish and Game (ADFG).

SB 113 seeks to authorize the BOF and CFEC to develop a new management program for 
Gulf o f Alaska groundfish fisheries called Dedicated Access Privileges (DAP).

The Gulf o f Alaska groundfish fisheries are very complicated fisheries, with multiple 
gear types catching multiple species o f fish. There are two groundfish fisheries conducted 
in State waters, a directed State managed Pacific Cod fishery, and a Parallel fishery that 
catches fish from a federal allocation. In addition, fish stocks commonly wander back and 
forth, in and out of State and federal waters. GOA groundfish fisheries today lace rapidly 
increasing environmental pressure and decreasing economic efficiencies. Sustainable 
GOA groundfish fisheries are essential to the well being o f coastal Alaska and to the 
overall fishing industry. Anticipated rationalization o f federally managed GOA 
groundfish fisheries will likely increase fishing pressure inside State water and 
exacerbate economic and environmental problems. To do nothing is not likely to preserve 
the status quo o f state managed groundfish fisheries.

Limited Entry may be inadequate to address the complications o f GOA groundfish, and 
the impacts to state fisheries from changes in the federal management. In part because 
these fisheries are managed under a quota system already. DAPs may be appropriate.

mailto:ula@ufa-lish.org


DAP program development will seek to recognize and reflect historic participation in 
GOA groundfish fisheries and to promote the best interests of the State o f Alaska and its 
participants in state water groundfish fisheries.

No future DAP program elements are established in SB 113. The bill docs not pre­
suppose any outcome from the development o f DAP programs Any potential future DAP 
programs will follow additional extensive public process at th<' BOP and CFEC. UFA 
notes its longstanding opposition to processor quota shares and acknowledges that SB 
113 does not move the CFEC or BOF towards allocation o f  processing privileges.

UF A supports the BOF and CFEC processes, and believes that they are the proper 
authority and can provide essential public participatory process to develop new 
management programs.

UFA recognizes that our fisheries need to be as economically efficient and possible and 
as environmentally responsive as possible. We support the prompt passage o f SB 113 to 
initiate the necessary process to address this issue o f widespread concern and impact.

iK'naot f • • 11 % •

Mark I), Vinscl 
Executive DirectorVice President
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/

BULLET SHEET ON SB 113 
My nunc is Steve Drage and I am the vice president of the Alaska Draggers Association 
-  which re ~ ~ trawl vessels that fish out of Kodiak.

The Alaska Drag scrs Association supports SB 113

Presently the Governor of Alaska, the BOF rationalization task force. BOF, NPFMC, and 
the United Fishermen of Alaska all support SB 113.

For today’s hearing, it is important to note, that many of the industry members who are in 
favor of this bill are unable to testify today due scheduling conflicts.

State Juriadlction
A substantial amount of both Pacific cod and Pollock has been caught inside 3 miles 
during the federal fisheries, otherwise known as the parallel fishery. Even thought 
vessels thought that they were operating in a federal fishery, having all the appropriate 
licenses and follow all the federal fishery regi Jations, it turns out that the State of Alaska 
has jurisdiction over this catch.

SB 113 will allow the state to maintain authority over inside three catch, and allow these 
fishers to have somewhat equal treatment when compared to potential fishing privileges 
in the federal program, since both would received fishing privileges based on catch 
history.

SB 113 allows for a coordinated fishery management approach for stocks that are 
migratory across the thrcc-milc jurisdictional lines such as management and data costs, 
enforcement costs, observer coverage and costs, Bycatch, and incidental catch.

No Action By the State
The state must take action to protect the fishery resource and Alaskan fishers, otherwise it 
puts at risk inside three miles fishers with excessive effort by new fishers joining in the 
fray of open access fisheries. The state must respond to groundfish rationalization of the 
federal groundfish fisheries.

With the State taking action with SB 113 the state of Alaska has the ability to drive the 
outcome in the federal process.

Senate BUI 113 Does Not
• Does not provide processor Designated Access Privileges (DAPs) or “processor 

quota shares" for Gulf of Alaska groundfish in state waters
• Does not set a precedent for “processor quota shares" in GOA groundfish, 

salmon, or any other state fisheries
• Does not predetermine which, if any, species, areas, or gear types may have a 

DAP program developed
• Does not predetermine DAP recipients

d)
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Senate Bill 113 Does
• Does grant sufficient statutory authority to the Alaska Board of Fisheries and the 

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission to adequately address fisheries 
development plans for Gulf of Alaska groundfish species

• Does clearly define the respective roles of the Alaska Board of Fisheries and the 
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission in developing dedicated; ;ss privilege 
programs

• Does provide ample opportunities tor the public to participate in the development 
of any DAP programs through the Board of Fisheries and Commercial Fisheries 
Entry Commission public hearing process

• Does offer the opportunity to be a more inclusive limited entry program than the 
existing statutes allow through the license limitation model

PWS pollock fishery:
• The PWS pollock fishery is managed by the State of Alaska and is one of the 

other State groundfish fisheries that could be limited with the DAP approach
• A run away unmanageable fishery when federal rationalization occurs
• Amount o f excessive capacity in this fishery for 2005
• That you have tried to do a license limitation model via CFEC but a this point the 

fishery does not meet the statutory requirements
• That this fishery is a perfect candidate for a DAP fishery approach for 

management
• That you will be taking your case to the BOF and CFEC to work to design an 

appropriate limitation system for this fishery as the process moves forward
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Please enter into the record my testimony to the
committee name

y / a ,
c o m m i t t e e  on „ / / >

bill/subject

• ;■ : M> name is Lonnie White. I am a small business owner here in Kodiak.

£ i S? . . SB 113 is the instrument needed to line the state policy with federal to 
y *'-: change our fishery from open entry into closed class. We know that

rationalization of state water fisher is illegal under our State Constitution.
... , Ben Stevens bill is amazingly simple and mostly true -  however it is radicaL

and contrary to the spirit and intent of the State Constitution and the limited 
entry amendment.

The truth however is that jobs and money will be lost with the new 
efficiency and it will irean fewer jobs and the export of money to other 
states as we have seen with halibut and black cod. D.A.P. - Privilege will 
migrate into ownership in time.

1 , 1  ■
Like the limited entry amendment, this shoiT not be passed as bill but needs 
to be voted on by the people of the State of Alaska -  anything else is highly 
unethical if not illegal as it goes against the spirit and intent of the State 
Constitution. I can not support SB 113.

Signed: J~Q rY\e~

Representing (Optional)

P n  B n X

Address

£ 2 * 1 2 *
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Please enter Into
committee name

committee on . ,  dated 3 r . q - O S
bill/subject

March 9. 2005
Testimony to the Senate Resources Committee 

RE: SB 113

My name is Theresa Peterson and my husband and 1 are commercial fishermen and own a 
fishing vessel. Wc participate in crab, herring, salmon, halibut and groundfish around 
Kodiak and have done so for the past 18 years.

Groundfish has become increasingly more important to our livelihood over the last few 
years and this is true for a number of independent fishing families. In fact, the volume 
and value of groundfish in Kodiak has been at a steady increase and is expected to 
continue to do so according to the Chamber of Commerce. Kodiaks economy is stable 
and a willingness to invest in the community is illustrated by the boom of construction. 
Within the existing fisheries management, this town is thriving.

As I heard a 17 year old say last night, ‘ It’s all the little people that keep this town 
running, without them we’ld just be a poor fishing town with a few rich people.”

We, the little guys, without a lot of history, cannot afford to lose access to the groundfish. 
This bill, as written, i6 so fact it is impossible to predict how this will impact 
stakeholders. We do not want to allow Board of Fish to allocate directly to ‘associations' 
with virtually no guidelines. We do not support this bill and feel that the state has the 
management tools in hand to address concerns brought on with Gulf Rationalization.

Wc need regional hearings on this, this is huge!

Thank-you

Signtd: r T ' h e r e s a  ' V e  h c S o v \

Teatfler

S d £
R ^m e n th fl (Optional)

A d d r e s s

j O ?  W t r  M M .
Phans Nn
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Matiao to Sapport Coord butted Federal/State GOA GroamHUb Rational is* 6m
12/04

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC) and the State of Alaska share the goal of 
creating a management system for Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish fisheries on stocks that are 
migratory across jurisdictional lines that:

> Increases efficiencies, resulting in economic benefits and stability
> Improves safety
> Improves stock conservation
> Reduces bycatch
> Reduces gear conflicts

It is tnlikeiy that these goals can be achieved unless the GOA groundfish fisheries are rationalized in 
both state and federal waters.

Therefore, the NPFMC acknowledges and supports the efforts of the State of Alaska to develop a 
management system in state waters that coordinates with a management system in federal waters to 
assure that the following mutually critical issues can be satisfactorily addressed while meeting the 
shared goals stated above:

> Management and data cotts
> Enforcement costs
> Endangered Species Act issues
> Observer coverage and costs
> Bycatch, incidental take, and prohibited species caps
> Community provisions (that the state is constitutionally prohibited implementing)
> Essential Fish Habitat/HAPC

In order to achieve an integrated and coordinated federal/state managemer * system for GOA 
groiauiiish fisheries across jurisdictions, the NPFMC supports the State of Alaska’s pursuit of 
legislative authority enabling the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) to implement a dedicated access 
program, such as those currently under consideration by the NPFMC for GOA groundfish. For GOA 
groiaidfish, such authority would confer upon the BOF the authority to allocate fishery resources on 
the basis of historical landings to skippers, crew, vessel owners, or other entities, by fisheries, as 
deemed appropriate. Further, it would authorize either the BOF or the Commercial Fisheries Entry 
Commission (or some combination of the two) t provide access to i uch fisheries. Authority would 
also be sought allowing the BOF to allocate fishery resources to cooperatives Provision of such 
authority would enable the BOF to implement—if ultimately approved by the BOF—a management 
program coordinated with the NPFMC, as long as such a program meets Alaska’s constitutional 
mandates.

Further, the NPFMC acknowledges Alaska's constitutional mandates and constraints, and to the extent 
possible and desirable, will attempt to accommodate them in the interest of seeking a mutually 
beneficial federal/state management program for GOA groundfish fisheries.



A la s k a  S ta te P u b lic  O p in io n  M essage S ys tem : C om m un ic a te w ith  y o u r le g is la to rs Page 1 o t 1

Alaska State Public Opinion Message System:
Sen. G ary  S tevens's o ffice

Search Results
1 record returned

Oliver Holm wrote the following message On 3/9/2005 at 10:49 In 
opposition o f SB 113
M essag e :
I oppose SB 113. It fragrantly disregards the intent o f  the state 
constitution. It would enable absentee, outside ownereship of Alaskan 
tishing rights and allow allocations to processors.

Message was delivered by Pom 
C o n ta c t  Info :
Oliver Holm 
Po Box 3865 
Kodiak AK, 99615

View Case

Go to Main Menu | Go to Search Page |
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http://www.legis.state.ak.us/staffpom/pom.asp?lp=view&contactid=
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A'aska State Public Opinion Message System:
Sen. Gary Stevens's office

Search Results
1 record returned

Eva Holm wrote the following message On 3/9/2005 at 11:44 In opposition
of SB  113
Message:
1 am a lifelong Alaskan resident and commercial fisherperson opposed to 
SB 113. It would allow reallocation of fishery resources away from 
Alaskan fishing families and communities to outside interests.

Message was delivered by Pom 
Contact Info:
Eva Holm
Po Box 3865
Kodiak AK. 99615-3865

View Case

Go to Main Menu | Go to Search Page |

h t tp : / /w w w . leg is . state. a k .u s /s ta ffp om /p om .a s p ? lp = v ie w & c o n ta c t id = l 0052 3 /1 0 /200 5

http://www
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Senator Wagoner Apn| 2005
Attention: Mary Jackson
CC : Senate Resources Committee

There has been recent talk about the huge influx of POM’s supporting SB113, 
largely coming from cannery processors. When we heard that the canneries were asking 
the workers to sign POM’s tn support of SB 113, we chose not to inundate the LIO this 
way. If the legislators in Juneau are viewing this as overwhelming support, we would like 
to point out the repetitive nature of these messages. This is a very complex issue and we 
feel SBI13 is not the right fix. If in feet, CFKC and the Board of Fish need this authority, 
first have them build the system. Ixrt’s find out if it meets Constitutional Muster and then 
have the Legislators vote it up or down. If this is for the better of our Coastal 
Communities, let’s see it. Here are just a few more concerned citizens that liave weighed 
in opposition. If need be, these signers are more than willing to convert this petition into 
POM s. We arc relying on the Legislature to be the check and balance. To insure that the 
passage of any bill is legitimately scrutini/ed. And that the burden of challenge does not 
fall to the private sector.

Sincerely, Alexus Kwachka 
F/V No Point 
326 Cope Str 
Kodiak, Ak 99615 
(907)486-5558



M:,TH£ UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB_113- This bill grants the ability lo the State Board of Fishery and/or CFKC to ksue 
history based fishing rights in State Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Privilege Program
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ALASKA. STAND UNITED
AGAINST SB II3. This bill grants the ability to thg SMSj 
based fishing rights in State Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Program
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board of Fishery and/or CFEC tq issue 
history based fishing rights in State Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Privilege Program
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS QETOASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the StatelBoard of Fishery and/or CFEC to. issue 
history based fishing rights in State Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Privilege Program
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VH. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNjlEB 
VGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board of Fishery and/or CFEC tQjssys 
nstoryoased fishing rights in State Waters in ihc form of a Dedicated Access Privilege Program
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA, STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill r nts the ability to the State Board of Fishery and/or CFEC tg issue 
history based fishing rights in Stat« Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Privilege Program

Please Sign and Print Name Community Vessel/Occupation
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board o f Fishery and/or CFEC to issue 
history based fishing rights in State Wafers in the form o f a Dedicated Access Privilege Program

Please Sign and Print Name Community Vessel/Occupation
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WE, THE ST A N D  U N IT E D
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the Stale Board of Fishery and/or CFEC to issue history 
basgd-fejunRnghts in Stale Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Program
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board of Fishery and/or CFEC to issue 
history based fishing rights in State Waters in the form of a Dedic ;ied Access Privilege Program
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W jLJHE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
M»AIN$T SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board of Fishery and/or CFEC to issue 
history based fishing rights in State Waters in the form of a Dedicated Access Privilege Program

Please Sign and Print Name Community Vessel/Occupation
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED COtKERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA, STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Borrd o f Fishery and/or CFEC to issue 
history based fishing rights in State Waters in the form o f a Dedicated Access Privilege Program
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WE. THE UNDERSIGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board o f Fishes i»nd/or CFEC to issue 
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WE. THE JNDERMGNED CONCERNED CITIZENS OF COASTAL ALASKA. STAND UNITED 
AGAINST SB 113. This bill grants the ability to the State Board o f Fishery and/ot CFEC to issue 
history biised fishing rights in State Waters in the form o f a Dedicated Access Priv;!ege Program
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Lname Fnam e form at date con pro notes

B le s s u m K r is t o p h e r 2 5 0 6  E .  L e o n o r a M e s a ,  A Z f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 1 j

B u c h a n a n V ic t o r B o x  4 1 1 4 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05

C h e le d in a s B r ia n B o x  6 9 2 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 1 _ ____ i
C la r k M ic h a e l B o x  2 0 0 9 K o d ia k p r iv a t e  f a x 3/8/05

.

C la r k R o b in B o x  2 0 0 9 K o d ia k p r iv a t e  f a x 3/8/05 1
D o c h t e r m a n n S h a w n B o x  3 8 8 6 K o d ia k e m a i l 3 /8/05 1
D o c h t e r m a n n S h a w n B o x  3 8 8 6 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 0  d u p l ic a t e  o f  e m a i l

VF a r n s w o r t h S t e v e n B o x  8 1 6 3 N ik is k i f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05

F in le y L o c k e B o x  3 8 4 9 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05
A

1 1
G a l l a g h e r D o n a ld B o x  4 4 2 8 K o d ia k P O M 2 / 1 4 / 0 5 1 !

G a l l a g h e r D o n a ld B o x  4 4 2 8 K o d ia k P O M 3/7/05 0  d if f e r e n t  in fo

G a l la g h e r D o n a ld B o x  4 4 2 8 K o d ia k P O M 3/7/05 0  d i f f e r e n t  in fo

G a l l a g h e r D o n a ld B o x  4 4 2 8 K o d ia k P O M 3/7/05 0  d i f f e r e n t  in fo

G a r r E d w a r d 1 4 5  F e r n K e n a i f a x  v ia  lio 3/8/05 1

H e n s o n J o n B o x  1 7 6 K o d ia k fa x  v ia  l io 3/8/05
1 j I

K a v a n a u g h J u l ie B o x  3 8 9 0 K o d ia k e m a i l 3 /7/05 i 0

K a v a n a u g h J u l ie B o x  3 8 9 0 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 o  d u p l ic a t e  o f  e m a i l

K v a n a u g h R o n  &  J u l ie B o x  3 8 9 0 K o d ia k e m a i l 2 / 2 8 / 0 5 2

K a v a n a u g h R o n a ld B o x  3 8 9 0 K o d ia k fa x  v ia  l io 3/8/0 .* ' 0

K o s o n J o s h u a B o x  5 5 9 4 K o d ia k i f a x  v ia  l io 3/4/05 1 t e s t im o n y  @  N P F M C  1 0 / 0 4

K o s o n R u t h B o x  5 5 9 4 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/4/05 1 t e s t im o n y  @  N P F M C  1 0 / 0 4

K o s o n S h a u n B o x  5 5 9 4 K o d ia k f a x  v ia  l io 3/4/05 1 t e s t im o n y  @  N P F M C  1 0 / 0 4

K w a c h k a A le x u s 3 2 6  C o p e  S t K o d ia k I f a x  v ia  l io 3 /8/05 1

L a w h e a D o n a ld 3 8 6 5  C o h o  C ir c le K o d ia k  f a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 1

L u n d q u is t A n d y B o x  5 8 9 t K o d ia k le t te r 3/7/05 1

M a g n j s s o n H a r o ld B o x  5 3 1 B la in e ,  W A fa x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 1

M a r t in R o b e r t B o x  3 5 4 4  K o d ia k :a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 1

M a t h ie u S t e v e n B o x  3 5 8 6 K o d ia k fa x  v ia  lio 3/7/05 1

M a t h ie u S t e v e n 3 o x  3 5 8 6  K o d ia k a x  v ia  lio 3/8/05 0  P r e s  A K  J ig  A s s n  - 3 4  m b r s

M i le s r r a n k B o x  2 7 4 4  K o d ia k a x  v ia  l io 3/8/05 1

P a y n e S u s a n 3 o x  1 9 0  K o d ia k 3 0 M 3/3/05 l '

P e r k in s  G r e g 1 2 5 5  T ie r r a  G r a n d e  P I . W a s i l l a a x  v ia  l io 3 /8/05
A
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Rickman Neil Box 16142 Sitka POM 3/9/05 J . j____ J_______________________
Robbins Lisa Box 2284 Kodiak email 3/7/05 1
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Schauff Barry ??? ??? private fax 3/8/05 1
Smith Edgar ??? ??? email 3/9/05 j
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Tripp Timothy Box 3614 Kodiak fax via lio 3/7/05

Wade Mark 5103 Chuckanut Dr. Kodiak fax via lio 3/8/05 1
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FROM : FA) NORTH POINT F /V  STORMBIRD PHONE NO. : 907 406 2272 Mar. 20 2005 03:01PM P I

To whom it may concern

I am opposed to Senate Bill NO 113 !!!
My name is budget Dochtermann. I have lived in Kodiak for 32 years. I am a fixed 

gear fisherman. 1 am the owner o f  two 90’ vessels that operate in the G ulf o f Alaska and 
BSA1, long lining for halibut and groundfish and pot fishing for crab and codfish.

Senate Bill 113 encompasses all state waters and is inclusive o f the state water 
fisheries for codfish, which is prosecuted by only two gear types, pot and jig. During the 
Federal Groundfish Fisheries trawling and long lining is allowed in state waters The 
exclusive state water fishery which commenced with the 1997 season was requested by 
fisherman from Kodiak to allow entry level participation by ENVIRONMENT ALL Y 
responsible gear types that are target specific and virtually by catch free. The purpose 
was to take crab predator cod fish out o f state waters without harming crab stocks and 
through these efforts bring about a resurgence o f our crab resources The crafters o f this 
fishery also deliberately excluded iong lining for cod in the state water fishery because of 
the high by-catch o f halibut After initially receiving a 10 % allocation o f the cod TAC 
we were able to request an increase to 25 %, which is the present share A 60-pot limit 
was instituted for the state water fishery to prevent large boats from taking an unfairly 
large share. The 25 % state water catch was also divided fairly between pot and jig  gear 
type fishing

There was vociferous opposition from the trawl fleet to any state water fishery, since 
it took away a quarter o f the quota o f which they were catching the lions share.

Around Kodiak all the bays and other crab sensitive areas are o ff limits to the trawl 
fleet for hard on bottom trawling

T he  p o sitiv e  im p ac t o f  the  s ta te  w a te r co d  fish ery  has been  th a t w e  are  
see in g  a  re su rg en ce  o f  the  ta n n e r c rab  sto ck s , w h ic h  has a llo w ed  a  sm all 
fishery  to  be  p ro secu ted  the  p a s t 5 years. T h is h as  b een  a  n eed ed  in fu sio n  o f  
do lla rs  in to  th e  com m unity .

T h e  o th e r p o s itiv e  re su lt is th a t it p ro v id es  an  en try -level fishery  for the  
fu tu re  f ish e rm an  o f  A lask a . T hese  are  local peop le  w h o  o th e rw ise  w ou ld  
h av e  n o  s ta r tin g  p o in t in to  th e  fish ing  life. T h is h as  been  a  b o o n  to  m ost 
co sta l co m m u n itie s .

It is clear to everyone in this community that the hard on bottom cod trawl fleet could 
take the entire federal and state water quota in a few days. The federal pot fishery in the 
GOA is only possible because the TRAWLERS requested a stand down for the first 20 
days o f January. This year the quota was taken in 4 days once the trawlers entered the 
fray. The fishing power o f a trawl is awesome. When a trawl is hard on bottom it is also 
all-inclusive with obscene by catch o f everything that lives in the net’s pass.



FROM : FAJ NORTH POINT F A I STORMBIRD PHONE NO. : 907 496 2272 Mar. 20 2005 33:01PM P2

Page Two

The driving force behind the federal and stale groundfish rationalization program is 
the trawl industry. Their lobby is very powerful In Kodiak the non-trawl fishers call the 
GOA rationalization process the trawlers retirement program. The trawl sector wr its to 
get a guaranteed share o f  the groundfish resources

Times are changing and we are all becoming more conscious o f  our environment The 
handwriting is on the wall There will be more and more restrictions once the general 
public realizes the terrible impact o f  hard on bottom trawling Can there be a better way 
o f forestalling restrictions on their fishing practices then to privatize the resource and 
chisel it in stone?

This b n e f history was necessary for the majority o f the legislators who come from 
non-fishing communities and who might be hoodwinked into buying into Senate B’H 113 
because o f not knowing the facts

SB 113 Page 1 line 6: What are the changes in the significant economic conditions 
facing the fisheries? There has not been any increase in effort in either the trawl, pot, 
Jogline and jig  fisheries in the central and westward region o f  the State.

I include here the data from the ADFG that shows the effort for all these fisheries.

Paael line 10: The economic health o f  fisherman will be detrimentally affected 
because the state wants to charge royalties, which will make it impossible for the jig. pot 
and long line fisherman to operate an already marginal profitable fishery. This would 
only benefit the trawl fleet, which has smaller labor, and fuel costs then the rest o f the 
industry They could outbid the more labor-intensive fisheries

Page 1 line 12; Ensure conservation o f biological and capital resources.
The NPFMC sets the quotas in most Alaska fisheries. WE catch what they give us for 

quotas. How would this program conserve the resource? This bill would sanction obscene 
by-catch in the trawl sector instead o f  reducing it, which would help biological 
conservation.

Page 1 line 13: Capitol i ,ources o f the fishery.
Since there has been virtually no effort change in the fishing fleet how would this bill 

affect the capito! resources o f  the fishery? The negative impact would be that by having 
to pay resource fees marginally profitable mostly small operators would be forced out o f 
business The resulting trickle down effect on the local businesses supplying goods and 
services will be devastating. The resulting consolidation, especially in the trawl sector, 
will cause shrinkage in the fleet as new owner barons sell their quotas and/or fishing 
rights und retire to other climes.

Page 2 Sec 5.6.7: This is the old-faihioned money grab. The LLP program controls 
access into most fisheries. There is no entry unless you are already qualified. The state 
water cod fishery is the only one that allows free entry as the crufters had intended The 
statistics prove my point There is fluctuation, but the effort now is lower then it was at 
the beginning o f  the fishery.



FROM : Fs j  NORTH POINT FA) STOPMBIRD PHONE NO. : 907 486 2272 Mar. 20 2005 03:02PM P3

Page Three

Page 2 Sec 8 I addressed lines 16.17 rnd 18 above Promoting Safety I do not see 
how this bill promotes safety When the weather is bad the fleets here do not go out and 
fish. The foolish people have cither left or are dead

T h e  re s t o f  SB  113 goes in to  sp ec ifics  to  e s tab lish  th is  n e w  b u reau cracy
a n d  ju s tify  its perp e tu atio n .

I f  the reason for Senator Ben Stevens introduction o f this bill is to get more tax 
money from the fishing industry, then it would be a lot cheaper to just increase the fish 
tax for which there is a bureaucracy already in existence I think that approach would be a 
lot more palatable to fisherman then to establish more paper work, more licenses, more 
Jaws and regulations o f  which we are burdened with already The Stare o f  Alaska is 
already bloated with regulatoiy agencies; logic would suggest to stop now with this 
nonsense bill.

If on the other hand SB 113 is only there to guarantee w a lth  and retirement benefits for 
the already wealthy fishing industry vessel owners then I consider this to be 

ab jec t irresp o n sib ility  on  p a rt o f  th e  leg is la tu re  
to pass this bill or even give it serious consideration.

In order for costal communities to maintain their 
economic vibrancy it is essential that the Federal and State 

R A TIO N A LIZA TIO N  process must be STOPPED!

W hen all is sa id  an d  done, 
an d  th is b ill an d  ra tio n a liza tio n  sh o u ld  g o  th ro u g h , 

the  ca rp e tb ag g ers  w ill be  g o n e  an d  leave us w ith  a n o th e r  e m p ty  baske t.

M y  su g g es tio n  is  fo r an  im m ed ia te  in c rease  o f  the  s ta te  w a te r  co d  fishery  to  
4 0  %  o f  th e  T A C  a n d  a n  ev en tua l p h ase  o u t o f  th e  tra w l f ish e ry  o f  d irec ted  

co d  fish in g  in the  G O A . T o  be  genero u s I w ill co n ced e  th em  25  %  o f  th e  
q u o ta  so  th ey  can  k eep  th e ir b y -ca tch  o f  co d  in  th e ir  o th e r  fisheries.

O w n e r O p e ra to r F A / S to n n b ird  and F /V  N o r th  P o in t



State Managed Scuoa Csok la le t Area
Year Vends landings Jig/twll Vends Landings Pd Harvest State GHL% of OHL
1997 46 233 561,947 10 136 276,966 838,913 2*49,646 32.9%
1998 29 123 188,209 13 183 542*60 730,469 2,434,565 30.0%
1999 14 51 127.229, 24 278 1,390*78 1,517,907 2*37*45 57.5%
2000 5 12 13,885 17 219 1,135^03 1,149,788 2,160.255 532 %
2001 5 13 19,428 9 196 8752123 895,351 1,917,195 46.7%
2002 6 15 18,163 9 306 1,310*84 1*28,847 1,571,455 84.6%
2003 15 160 429,684 10 140 1,023.854 1,453*38 1,431,516 101.04%
7004 18 20 326,298 12 170 1,7853*6 2,111*84 2,367,765 89.2%

Ado1? S ’ 4
State Managed Season Prince William So and Area

Year Vessels 1 jjtirfmgs GHL Pots V Total
1997 9 36 880,000 192,142 8,378 200*20
1998 9 33 860,000 385,817 33,177 418,994
1999 7 27 930,000 314*987 79,147 394,134
2000 12 36 2,950,000 268,765 22,377 291,142
ZGOi 3 j .̂,620,UOU lUi m
2002 0 0 1,900,000
2003 Confidential Data
2004 Confidential Data

includes mechanical jig and haid troll
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Westward Region Registration by Year and Area 3/16/05 

Trawl Vessels

2005 
Kodiak 26
SAP 17-
Chignik 1 •

2004 
Kodiak 46
SAP 13.
Chignik 0

2003 
Kodiak 41

SAP 19 1
Chignik 0

2002 
Kodiak 40 ‘
SAP 24 «
Chignik 0

2001 
Kodiak 54-
SAP 17
Chignik 0

2000 
Kodiak 36

SAP 19
Chignik 0

1999 
Kodiak 66
SAP 21
Chignik 0

1998 
Kodiak 74 -
SAP 23
Chignik 0


