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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 01-16, SIDE A
Number 0001

CO CHAI R GARY STEVENS reconvened the House Special Committee on
Fisheries neeting to order at 6:13 p.m Representatives Scal zi,
Dyson, Coghill, Kerttula, Stevens, and WIson were present.
[ For m nutes of the Presentation on the AK Seafood Internationa
(ASI) by Bob Poe, Executive Director, AIDEA and Jeff Bush,
Deputy  Comm ssi oner, Depart nent of Community & Economc
Devel opnent, see the 5:07 p.m mnutes for the sanme date.]

HB 206- VESSEL LI M TED ENTRY FOR COW FI SHERI ES

CO CHAI R STEVENS announced the next order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 206, "An Act relating to a vessel-based
commercial fisheries limted entry system to managenent of
offshore fisheries, and to the definition of 'person for
purposes of the commerci al fisheries entry program and
providing for an effective date."
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Nunmber 0048

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI, speaking as co-chair of the House
Resources Standing Committee, sponsor of HB 206, explained that
there are two types of limted entry systens in Alaska, the
[current] limted entry system and the Individual Fishery Quota
[IFQ, a federally managed fishery. This bill addresses a new
fishery that exists for which the current limted entry system
does not work. The current limted entry system requires a
permt to be issued to the vessel operator.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI noted that HB 206 is by request of the
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commssion [CFEC], and has been
brought to the legislature to see if CFEC can receive support in
obtaining this new "tool" regardi ng managenent of fisheries. He
stat ed t hat Mar y Mc DOVEELL, Commer ci al Fi sheri es Entry
Commi ssion, is here to speak on the "fine necessities of the
situations”™ that have risen in the hair <crab and scallop
fisheries and why the existing limted entry system does not
wor k.

Number 0226

MARY  McDOVELL, Comm ssi oner, Commer ci al Fi sheri es Entry
Comm ssion (CFEC), Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane, explained
that the origin of this bill stens from the |egislature. I n
1996, the legislature placed a noratorium on the entry of new
vessels into the Korean hair crab fishery, and did the sanme to
the weat her vane scallop fishery in 1997. In passing the bill
that inplenented the noratorium on the hair crab fishery, the
| egi slature directed the CFEC and Departnent of Law to draft and
bring forward legislation to create a vessel-based |imted entry
pr ogram This alternative program could serve where there are
probl ematic prograns such as in the hair crab and scallop
fisheries.

VS. McDOWELL stated that the |legislature gave specific
instructions to develop a vessel based |limted entry program
that could be used in fisheries in which [imtations of Al aska's
current program hindered the achievenent of the purposes of

Limted Entry Act. She said these purposes were "conservation
[of] a resource and protecting the economc viability of the
fishery and those who depend on it." In doing this, the

| egi sl ature recogni zed that these fisheries are not well suited
to limtation in the current program So, a new tool was needed
for specific use in these fisheries.
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Nunber 0374

M5. MDOWNELL specified that the current limted entry program
was enacted in 1973, wth very few changes since then. Over 60
fisheries have been limted under the current program She said
it has served Al aska and its fisheries very well. She expl ai ned
that the current |imted entry program was based on the owner-
operator nodel, that has characterized the salnon fishery, which
happens to be the first fishery that was limted. The owner -
operator nodel still characterizes the vast mgjority of the
st at e-managed fisheri es. Rel atively small boats and single
owners characterize these fisheries. These owners invest in the
boats and equi pnent and serve as the skippers of the operations
by operating the vessel, hiring crew, and so on. She reiterated
that fishing privileges go to the vessel operator wunder the

current limted entry program These privileges can only go to
a human being, not to conpanies, partnerships, or any other kind
of entity. So, operators of these fishing operations are

"grandfathered"” into a fishery under CFEC s program

M5. McDOWELL said in recent years, CFEC has been faced with the
need to get a handle on several fisheries that differ in the way
t hey have evol ved. This has resulted in a nodified version of
the limted entry program These fisheries tend to be
characterized by larger and nore expensive vessels, fishing
farther offshore, and ownership through conpani es, partnerships,
or corporations, even if those involved one or two individuals.
In these fisheries, owners use hired skippers nore often than
not. These skippers are not invested in the fishery, and m ght
be working on a rotating basis throughout the year.

M5. McDOWELL indicated that if these fisheries were Iimted such
that the permts had to be issued to the actual fishernen, the
nunber of participants in a fishery could increase rather than
decr ease. For exanple, if one boat has four skippers, and four
permts are issued, the operation could be "cloned" into four
[fisheries].

Number 0601
M5. McDOWNELL renmarked that there is also a fairness issue as to

whet her, under the current program ongoing fishing privileges
were being issued to enployees rather than to those who have

invested in developing that fishery. So, the legislature
recogni zed that these fisheries had different traits when the
noratoriuns were inplenented. She nentioned that t he

noratoriuns for hair crab and scallop fisheries were supposed to

HOUSE FSH COW TTEE -4- April 2, 2001



expire in 2000-2001, but since the legislature did not have a
way of permanently dealing with these fisheries, the |egislature
extended them to 2003-2004. House Bill 206 provides the tool
needed to deal wth the hair crab and scallop fisheries.
However, as the legislature directed, this is a generic bill
that could serve as a useful tool in other fisheries.

MS5. McDOVWELL renarked that this bill establishes a franework for
a vessel-based program that is very simlar to the current

program under current statute. This bill was carefully drafted
to preserve the use of CFEC s current person-based program in
any fisheries where it can be workable. It was also designed to
adhere to as many of the goals and purposes of the current
program as possible and still create a new one.

Number 0723

M5. McDOWNELL referred to page 2, lines 16-31, of HB 206 and said
it contains criteria regarding when the CFEC may use this

program as opposed to the traditional limted entry program
She sunmmarized this part of +the bill as saying that "we
essentially always default to traditional person-based |imted
entry." It is a well-designed program that keeps the fishing
privileges in the hands of the actual participants. She went on
to say that [traditional limted entry progran] avoids absentee

ownership of Alaska's fisheries and consolidation of ownership
and so on, and it works well to protect the place of Al askans in
their fisheries both at initial issuance and over tinme as
permts change hands, while still passing constitutional nuster
which it needs to do because it is regulating a conmerce
activity.

M5. MDOWNELL renarked that the bill ensures that this new
program would only be used in state-managed fisheries if the
fishery net several criteria. She indicated that the fishery
would have to neet l|imtations that would not work under the

existing limted entry system The new program could also be
used for fisheries that are in the [United States] exclusive
economc zone if it helped the state gain or retain state
managenent of those fisheries.

M5. MDOWELL pointed out the "second generation” provision that
begins on page 6, line 8, of HB 206. She said that under this
program permts are initially issued when a fishery cones
"under limtation to the owners of the vessels that qualify."
These owners can be individuals, partnerships, conpanies, or
anot her sort of entity. However, when permts are transferred,
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sold, or given away, they can only be transferred to an
i ndi vidual human being, which is the case in CFEC s current
[traditional |imted entry] program

M5. McDOWELL said this bill mandates that the person receiving
the permt nust hold an ownership interest in the vessel and be
onboard whenever that vessel is fishing. These provisions are
also in the current [limted entry] program Permt hol ders can

still have partnerships in owming a boat and so on, but fishing
privileges can only be under one person. She said the only
exception for this is found on page 6, line 24, subsection (c)

whi ch says an entity that received an initial issuance permt in
that fishery could have another permt transferred to it if it
was for use on the sane boat. For exanple, this could happen if
different criteria such as species to be caught or areas to be
fished were attached to the permits in a given fishery. So, if
one's initial permt was for a particular species or a specific
area, another permt could be issued to the sane boat to broaden
the species or area that could be fished. This is the only
exception. O herwi se, at the second generation and from there
on, permts would have to change hands only into the hands of a
human bei ng.

M5. MDOAELL summarized that [CFEC] believes this bill is
responsive to the directives from the legislature and that it
departs from CFEC s current program as little as possible. The
Commercial Fisheries Entry Comm ssion encourages quick passage

of the bill since it is faced with the upcom ng expiration of
the noratorium on the hair crab and scallop fisheries, where
this program is needed. She said this bill is only "enabling"
| egi sl ati on. After its passage, limtations wll still need to

be proposed in those fisheries. The Commercial Fisheries Entry
Comm ssion plans on working closely with the people in these
fisheries to ensure that a workable programis devel oped.

Number 1064

CO-CHAIR WLSON asked for clarification on what occurs if a
transfer nust be nade to a person.

M5. MDOWNELL replied that wunder the current [limted entry]
program only a human being can hold a permt. When fisheries
are initially limted, the "grandfather rights" are handed out
to participants. In this case, the permt would go to only
vessel owners, which may be a "non-human being" such as a
conpany. If the entity [vessel owner] goes to sell the permt
or give it away, the permt can only be transferred to a human
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being, not another <corporate entity. SSmlar to CFEC s
traditional limted entry program "it's the idea of having
partici pants have the ownership in the fishery." She said there
was sone fear in initial discussions, that the fishery would
nove toward "absentee corporate ownership, that our fisheries
woul d be owned by California banks or sonething, [and] fishernen

would all be hired hands." The current limted entry program
was designed for this not to happen. She said this is a
confusing part of the bill, but it's nmeant to depart from the

goals of the current programas little as possible.

Nunber 1196

REPRESENTATI VE STEVENS wondered if she had any concerns wth
corporate structures owning permts, especially when they change

hands.

M5. McDOWNELL remarked that this is not going to be an easy thing

to adm nister. The Commercial Fisheries Entry Conm ssion hopes
it will not be used that often. Provisions in the bill wll be
established for when ownership has changed enough that it has
triggered the need to be transferred to a human being. For

exanpl e, she said:

If there's a partnership, [where] you ve got two or
three partners and they want to add a new partner,
that would be seen as a change of ownership. At that
point, we would say this partnership has changed and
the next owner of that permt needs to be a hunman
bei ng. [In other words,] one of you needs to be
onboard and the nane of one person needs to be on the
ownership of the fishing privileges.

Nunber 1292

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA rermarked that if there were problens in
the fishery, the sanme problens would exist when transferring the
permt. She asked if this would cause transference of a permt
to becone very difficult.

M5. MDOWELL conmented that this is an area that they wll be

hearing from fishery participants about. But the participants
[ CFEC] has spoken to so far have not seen it as a problem
[This bill] will limt the available market, because [a permt
hol der] wll have to find sonmeone who wants to be an active
partici pant. She said in nost partnerships, the person whose
nane it is in, after the transfer, will need to be at least a
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partial owner of the vessel and | ook for a partner who wants

to be an active participant. She went on to say that this
proposal cane from fishery participants, due to the concern of
peopl e noving towards absentee ownership. So "we're hopeful
it's workable." If not, CFEC wi | hear from fishery

partici pants.
Number 1349

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI comrented that the reason for this is that
if [the permt] were to go to the individual initially, there
woul d be too many. So, the intent is to start with a vessel and
then "mgrate to putting it to the person, essentially."”

M5. MDOWNELL said there still my be nultiple owners of a
vessel, but one owner has to have the permit in his or her nane
and be an active participant onboard.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked what the case would be if there
were four people who wanted to be the owner [of the permt].

M5. McDOWELL replied that initially, the permt would be issued

to the conpany or partnership. Most of the vessels in these
bi g-boat fisheries are incorporated as a business. Wen vessel
ownership changes, the "market" would be towards those wlling

to put the [permt] in their nanes.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked if partnerships can individually
sell their shares.

M5. McDOWELL said they could sell the ownership of the boat that
way. But the fishing privileges have to be put in the nane of
one person.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked if the transfer could be to "one
person and to one partnership, or to two persons.”

M5. McDOWELL stated that upon transfer, it has to be in the nanme
of one person because one person holds the [fishing] privileges.

Nunmber 1494
REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL said chances are high that ownership

woul d change within a fishery. He asked if she knew what this
scope m ght | ook |ike.
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M5. McDOWELL replied that she did not know, but perhaps fishery
participants who testified could answer that.

Nunber 1525

REPRESENTATI VE DYSON asked what the required mnimm tine was
that a person could have the permt in his or her nane before
being able to transfer it.

M5. McDOWNELL said there was no m ni mum anount of ti nme.

REPRESENTATI VE DYSON inquired if the permt had to be in the
hands of a person "every other tine."

M5. McDOWELL replied that a permt could only go to an entity at
the initial issuance. After that, the permit nust go to one
per son.

REPRESENTATI VE DYSON asked how this would work for a vessel that
wor ked year-round with a succession of crews and skippers.

M5. McDOWELL said this is an inconveni ence because it neans the
person who owns the permt nust be onboard if the boat is

fi shing. As in current [limted entry] program "we" have to
find someone who is wlling to be on the boat whenever it
fishes. This is how the bill is currently crafted; however

it's a policy call [for the legislature].
Nunmber 1625

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI commented that this is simlar to the |IFQ
fishery. In first-generation |IFQ transfers, the North Pacific
Fi shery Managenment Council realized that there were many people
who had nultiple boats or who hired skippers. In second-
generation |FQ transfers, the owner nust be onboard the vesse

when it is fishing. He said the intent of this was to keep it a

"smal | -boat fishery" and not have absentee owners. He noted
that Joe Kyle, who served on the North Pacific Fishery
Managenment Council during this time, would be available for
questi ons.

Nunber 1625

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON renmarked that what this bill does is "fix
sonething that's <currently a problem but she wondered if
soneone, for exanple, owned a corporation and sold it after ten
years, if "we" would go back to the sanme probl em
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M5. MDOWMELL said no, because the bill proposes to "push the
direction of the evolution of the fishery over tine," by going
towards participant ownership rather than absentee corporate

ownership. These are expensive vessels, and there will still be
conpanies and partnerships investing in them However, the
fishing privileges wll be held by actual participants with an

ownership interest in the fishery.
Nunber 1744

JOHN WNTHER testified via teleconference. [Much of M.
Wnther's testinmony was difficult to transcri be due to bad sound
quality.] He stated that he was born and raised in Al aska, and
has been involved in the fishing business since 1964. He bought
his first vessel from an uncle who started fishing in Juneau in
1915. He has fished crab in the Bering Sea since 1973 as well
as hair crab. He has also built his own vessel. He has served
six years on the North Pacific Fishery Managenment Council, ten
years on the Governor's Panel of U S -Canada Sal non Conm ssion
and is currently on the RJ (ph) Commttee for (indisc.), which
i nvol ves desi gni ng managenent options for the Bering Sea.

MR  WNTHER remarked that he fully supports Conm ssioner
McDOVELL' s testi nony.

MR. WNTHER described hair crab fisheries. [This part of the
testinmony was indiscernible.] He then went on to say that this
bill would replace the noratorium that Conmm ssioner MDONELL
di scussed.

MR. W NTHER commented on problens with the current limted entry
system and how this new system is nodeled after the federal |FQ
system [Details of this section were indiscernible.]

Number 2094

ALAN PARKS testified via teleconference that he has been
involved with commercial fishing since 1975. He spent ten years
fishing crab in the Bering Sea, and has also fished crab around
Kodi ak, in the South Peninsula, in Cook Inlet, and on the outer
coast between Homer and Seward. He said he also has 25 years'
experience longlining from Washington up to Southeast [Al aska]
to Adak for primarily halibut, black cod, and [Pacific] cod. He
has al so participated in salnon fisheries in False Pass, Bristol
Bay, Kodi ak, and Cook Inlet. |In addition, he has spent nunerous
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seasons fishing herring in Prince WIIliam Sound, Cook Inlet,
Kodi ak, and Togi ak. He went on to say:

| wanted to just coment a Ilittle bit about the
history of the fisheries just to give you a little bit
of what ny perspective is when we becanme a state. The
very first Act of the state legislature was to do away
with the fish traps around our salnon rivers. And
that was done for a very specific reason because the
corporation had a hold of our communities and the
| egislature felt that they needed to give control of
the resource ... to the people living in the state.

And to reflect back to the 1973 inplenentation of
limt entry for salnmon, ... it was issued to the
i ndi vidual and the owner. And ... it was issued to
the people who nade the fish landings, based on a
poi nt system So | have sone real problenms with this
bill on ... the way it's going. | particularly want
to say that 1've been the operator, |[|'ve been an
owner -operator, [l've] nostly been a crew nenber,
should say, but | have owned and operated-owned
limted entry permts, owned boats, [and] fished in a
variety of different fisheries under a variety of
di fferent capacities.

But in the introduction letter from Representative
Scal zi and comentary by the CFEC staff person, it
states that it would award fishing privileges to many
who have worked essentially as hired crew in the

fishery and ... not those who have invested in the
fishery. And under that pretense, ... | think that |
have invested in the fisheries over the past 25 years.
| have spent tine. And you can |ook at those hair

crab vessels out there, and they wouldn't be out there
if it wasn't for a crew. So there's actually a val ue
to the crew. [ There is a] value to the boat, owners,
and operators to have professional cr ewrenber s
onboard.

And | know that the |IFQ system has been nentioned here
a couple of times, and | should say that there is a
Nat i onal Acadeny  of Science publication called
"Sharing the Fish" that addresses the value socially
and economcally for giving a broad spectrum of
i ssuance to fishing rights. So, ... | think ... we
need to go back and think about other ways that we can
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address the hair crab and the scallop fishery while
not producing sonething that's [going to] have a whol e
bunch of sideboard issues that we don't foresee right

NOW. So, | think that there's other ways to limt
t hose guys and reduce the nunber of issuances, based
on a point system perhaps. But there's other ways

that coul d possibly help those guys out.

Number 2370
Now, | know that you have nentioned the |FQ situation
and | can tell you right now that |I worked on a boat
out of Seattle that was an initial allocation, and it
was basically a first generation. So they were able

to hire a skipper to run that boat, and now that boat
and vessel have [been sold] to an investor, and he
only has to own.... There are several |oopholes
involved in the IFQ situation, so | won't go into
that. But basically what's happened is that this boat
that was once producing incone for five famlies has
been sold along wth its fishing rights, and basically
the investor wote a new letter to the crew stating
that the wages cal cul ati ons has been changed and your
wages have been cut 60 percent....

To sumit up, | think the intent of this [bill] m ght
have merit, but the devil is in the details, and |
think we need to | ook at other ways we can address the
problem in the hair crab and scallop fishery rather
than giving it to corporation. | think that we have
to go back to our roots and exactly how we (indisc.)
fisheries in the past. And IFQ fisheries, a federally
managed program so then the state didn't do that. So

| guess | would say, "Use caution, |look at the
details, and listen to the fishermen in the
comunities.” And | think that you'll gain a |ot of
know edge. . .. Thank you very nuch for letting ne
testify.

Nunber 2479

MAKO HAGGERRTY, commer ci al fi sher man, testified Vi a
t el econf er ence:

| have a lot of problenms with this bill. | don't

really know where to start. Wat | have heard is that
the concern is that one boat that has four skippers is
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going to translate to four permts, which will clone
the fishery into four boats.

well, first of all that doesn't nmake a | ot of sense to
me because that one boat had four skippers for a
reason. It had four skippers because that one boat

had to be fishing all the tinme. So it just seens |ike
we're trying to fabricate a problem that doesn't
really exist. | think it's a bad idea to be giving
the fishing rights to the vessel owners. C ' ve
heard a lot of talk about that one boat and severa

ski ppers. But what | haven't heard tal ked about is
one owner and several boats. And it basically w nds
up into the same thing, ... concentration of wealth
and one person controlling a fishery. And that takes
us back to what Al an [Parks] was tal king about, which
is the way the fish wheels worked and the fact that
all the fish was owned by one entity, and we all were
|l ucky to be able to have an opportunity to just get a
little bit of that noney.

So | guess what |I'm really concerned about is that
this particular bill kind of violates what that
initial sharing of the resource was all about, and it
re-concentrates a resource back into the hands of [a]

few. And this bill does exactly that. You m ght
think that this just addresses hair crab and

scallop fishery. It can be translated into the state
cod fisheries and a nunber of other fisheries [as
wel |]. And | think that it would have [a] very
detrinmental effect to the coastal econony. And |
woul d really urge you to nmake the necessary changes or
even just throw this bill out. Alan [Parks] had sone

good points about eligibility by a point system but
giving the fishery to the vessel owner is really a
(indisc.) to regul ate nanaged fi shers.

Number 2631

PAUL SEATON testified via teleconference and referred to M.
McDOVELL' s conments regardi ng owner-operated salnmon fisheries in

1973. He said anyone who has been involved with the sal non
industry, including him knows that these were not owner-
operated fisheries. They were predom nantly vessels owned by

canneries, and operators were from the "outside" or anywhere in
Al aska, and they fished "whether it [was] in Bristol Bay or Cook
Inlet.” He noted that trolling in the Southeast m ght have been
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different. But this is how the gillnet fisheries were. He said
the state "saw in its wisdont to grant permts to fishernen. He
went on to say:

If you went back and |ooked at the ownership of
vessels in Cook Inlet and the ownership of vessels in
Bristol Bay at the tine this happened, you'd find
exactly the sane situation that you'd find now, [one
in which] sonebody else [such as] a corporation owned
a vessel, and not the majority of fishernen. And |
think when the state decided to enpower fishernen,
that's why they did this. And I don't think the boat
woul d have cone out the sane way if the ... system was
designed to give the ownership to vessel owners
i nstead of the fishernen.

Basically, this is a difference between the state
system that enpowers fishernen and the federal system
that gives everything to vessel owners. And there's
been huge anmounts of problens within the conmunities
that [have] been created by the federal system and in
fact that's why we have a state water sablefish
fishery. That's why the state Board of Fisheries went
through and fornmed the state water's [Pacific] cod
fishery and other devices trying to alleviate the
econom c ... hardships that have been created by this
federal vessel owner system Between the tinme this
first came up and now, the federal governnent and the
council has created the (indisc.) inplenentation (or
LLP progran) to solve these problens in these federa

fisheries, these both scallop and hair crab can go and
get a species endorsenment w thout having to go through
and change the whole basic philosophy of fisheries
managenent in the state of Al aska.

These fisheries, to solve those problens, could get
endorsenments on LLP's for those two fisheries and

go back to the people that it operated in those
fisheries. And the state could still mai nt ai n
managenment. So, | amfirmy against this.

W can take a look at the state water [Pacific] cod
(ph.) fishery, which has been a lifesaver to fishernen
from Sand Point and Chignik, and Kodiak and here and
Prince WIlliam Sound, to all over. We've got five
different nmanagenent areas and they have this open
access fishery that's regulated in a nunber of
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(indisc.) to a slow fishery. And that's specifically

to provide a long-term economc input. The useful ness
of a limted entry system here has not occurred. And
if people haven't applied for limted entry I|ike at
Sand Point, which they would imediately apply under a
vessel |icense program because the vessel owners

aren't the guides that are out there fishing.

It's the sane way here in Cook Inlet. | owm ... two
vessels at [Pacific] cod (ph.) fish[ery]. ce Most
of the larger vessels here are not owner-operator and
|'"'m sure there would be a nove to apply for limted
entry right away if the owners of the vessels were
given the permt. Right now, that's not going to

happen because the vessel owners aren't operating the
vessels. And so they are not out pushing for an entry
permt system that would give those permts to the

oper at ors.
Nunber 2845
MR. SEATON said there were a |lot of problens with this bill. He
referred to page 5, line 3 of HB 206, and remarked that he could

not believe that "only if lost”" would "nake it into the final
writing."”

MR. SEATON al luded to transfers of vessel entry permts found on
page 6 of HB 206. He referred to earlier testinony and said if
"You have <corporation A and that's bought by a holding
corporation, corporation A still owns the permt but you now
have new owners of that permt and vessel." He said
corporations have many ways around this.

MR. SEATON poi nted out another problem on page 7, lines 3-6 of
HB 206. He indicated his hope that substitution [of another
vessel for the vessel identified on the permt] wuld be
elimnated fromthe bill, and that two fisheries [hair crab and
scallop] would go back to LLP endorsenments rather than changing
the state's phil osophy on fisheries.

Number 2920

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI requested that M. Seaton submt witten
testinmony detailing his concerns.

01-16 SIDE B
Number 2944
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REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA remarked that she would not object to

this bill being noved out of commttee because she has heard
enough testinony to see that the bill needs to be |ooked at.
However, she still has concerns about transferring permts to

corporations since she is not clear on what happens wth second-
generation transfers. She nentioned that she sees how there can
be exenptions and "multiple ownership” [with permits]. But, her
concerns can be addressed before this bill goes to the House
Resources Standing Conmttee, she said.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI made a notion to nove HB 206 from
commttee with individual recommendations and attached fiscal
not es. There being no objection, HB 206 noved from the House
Speci al Conm ttee on Fisheries.

ADJ QURNVENT
Nunber 2898
There being no further business before the commttee, the House

Special Committee on Fisheries Committee neeting was adjourned
at 7:03 p. m
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