ALASKA STATE LEQ SLATURE
HOUSE SPECI AL COW TTEE ON FI SHERI ES
March 29, 2004
9:05 a. m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representati ve Paul Seaton, Chair
Representati ve Peggy Wl son, Vice Chair
Representati ve Dan (Ogg

Represent ati ve Ral ph Sanuel s
Representative David CGuttenberg

VEMBERS ABSENT

Representative Cheryll Heinze
Representative Les Gara

COWM TTEE CALENDAR

SENATE BI LL NO. 315
"An Act relating to the admnistration of conmercial fishing
entry permt buy-back prograns.”

- MOVED SB 315 OQUT OF COW TTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 347(RES)

"An Act relating to noratoria on entry of new participants or
vessels into a comrercial fishery; relating to vessel permts
for, and the establishment of a noratorium on entry of new
vessels into, state @lf of Alaska groundfish fisheries; and
providing for an effective date."

- HEARD AND HELD
PREVI QUS COW TTEE ACTI ON

BILL: SB 315

SHORT TITLE: ENTRY PERM T BUY- BACK PROGRAM

SPONSOR(S): SENATOR(S) STEVENS B BY REQUEST OF SALMON | NDUSTRY
TASK FORCE

02/11/04 (S) READ THE FIRST TIME - REFERRALS
02/11/04 (S) L&C, FIN

02/24/04 (S) L&C AT 1:30 PM BELTZ 211
02/24/04 (S) Heard & Held

02/24/04 (S) M NUTE(L&Q)

HOUSE FSH COW TTEE -1- March 29, 2004



02/ 26/ 04
02/ 26/ 04
02/ 26/ 04
02/ 27/ 04
02/ 27/ 04
02/ 27/ 04
03/ 09/ 04
03/ 09/ 04
03/ 09/ 04
03/ 10/ 04
03/ 10/ 04
03/ 10/ 04
03/ 17/ 04
03/ 17/ 04
03/ 18/ 04
03/ 18/ 04
03/ 29/ 04

BILL: SB 347

SHORT TI TLE: COMM FI SH NG MORATORI A,

SPONSOR(S): SENATOR(S) STEVENS B BY REQUEST

02/ 16/ 04
02/ 16/ 04
03/ 03/ 04
03/ 03/ 04
03/ 03/ 04
03/ 05/ 04
03/ 05/ 04
03/ 05/ 04
03/ 08/ 04
03/ 08/ 04
03/ 08/ 04
03/ 08/ 04
03/ 09/ 04
03/ 09/ 04
03/ 09/ 04
03/ 10/ 04
03/ 10/ 04
03/ 10/ 04
03/ 22/ 04
03/ 22/ 04
03/ 24/ 04
03/ 24/ 04
03/ 29/ 04

(S)
(S)
(S)
(S)
(S)
(S)

L&C AT 1: 30 PM BELTZ 211

Moved SB 315 Qut of Committee
M NUTE( L&C)

L&C RPT 3DP 1NR

DP: BUNDE, SEEKI NS, STEVENS G

NR: FRENCH

FIN AT 9: 00 AM SENATE FI NANCE 532
Moved SB 315 Qut of Committee

M NUTE( FI N)

FIN RPT 5DP 2NR

DP: W LKEN, HOFFMAN, OLSQN, BUNDE,
STEVENS B; NR. GREEN, DYSON
TRANSM TTED TO (H)

VERSI ON: SB 315

READ THE FI RST Tl ME - REFERRALS
FSH, FIN

FSH AT 9: 00 AM CAPI TOL 124

I NCL. AK GULF

READ THE FI RST Tl ME - REFERRALS

RES

RES AT 3: 30 PM BUTROVI CH 205

Heard & Held

M NUTE( RES)

RES AT 3: 30 PM BUTROVI CH 205

Moved CSSB 347(RES) Qut of Conmittee
M NUTE( RES)

RES RPT CS 3DP 2NR NEW Tl TLE
NR OGAN, LI NCOLN;, DP: WAGONER,
STEVENS B, ELTON

FI' N REFERRAL ADDED

FIN AT 9: 00 AM SENATE FI NANCE 532
Moved CSSB 347(RES) Qut of Conmittee
M NUTE( FI N)

FIN RPT CS(RES) 3DP 4NR

DP: W LKEN, BUNDE, STEVENS B

NR:  GREEN, HOFFMVAN, OLSON, DYSON
TRANSM TTED TO (H)

VERSI ON:  CSSB 347( RES)

READ THE FI RST Tl ME - REFERRALS

FSH, RES, FIN

FSH AT 9: 00 AM CAPI TOL 124

W TNESS REG STER

HOUSE FSH COW TTEE

March 29, 2004



CHERYL SUTTON, Staff

to the Joint Legislative Sal non I ndustry Task Force

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented SB 315 and SB 347 on behalf of
t he sponsor, Senator Ben Stevens.

MARY McDOWELL, Comm ssi oner

Comrerci al Fisheries Entry Comm ssion

Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Di scussed Sections 2-8 of CSSB 347(RES).

ED DERSHAM Chair

Board of Fisheries

Anchor Point, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified that SB 347 is a necessary first
st ep.

SUE ASPELUND, Federal Managenent Resource Coor di nator

O fice of the Conm ssioner

Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane ( ADF&G

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified that ADF&G supports efforts to
anend CFEC s statutory authority in Sections 2-8 of SB 347.

M CHAEL RUCCI O Fi shery Bi ol ogi st

Di vision of Commercial Fisheries

Al aska Departnment of Fish & Gane (ADF&G

Kodi ak, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: During discussion of SB 347, answered
questi ons.

HERVAN SAVI KKO, Fi shery Bi ol ogi st

D vision of Commercial Fisheries

Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane ( ADF&G

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of SB 347, answered
guesti ons.

GLENN MERRI LL

Sabl e Fi sheries Division

Nati onal Marine Fisheries Service (NVFS)

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of SB 347, discussed
hal i but by-catch rates.
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DAVI D POLUSHKI N

K- Bay Fi shing Associ ation

Homer, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of SB 347 as it's the
begi nning of the rationalization process.

JULI E BONNEY

Kodi ak, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: As the representative of 25 trawl vessels
that fish out of Kodiak in the Central @ulf of Alaska regul atory
area, urged the commttee to forward SB 347.

JOE SULLI VAN, Attorney at Law

Mundt MacGregor L.L.P.

Seattl e, Washi ngton

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: As the representative for the City of

Kodiak regarding Culf groundfish rationalization issues,

testified in support of the @lg groundfish noratorium
conponents of SB 347.

SAM COTTON

Al euti ans East Borough

(Address not provided)

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified on SB 347.

GLENN CARRCLL, Fi sherman

Homer, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in general support of SB 347, but
expressed concern with regard to the fate of the jig fishery.

BUCK LAUKI TI'S, Fi sherman

Honer, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Characterized SB 347 as an interim step,
and expressed concerns with regard to a vessel -based system

YAKOV REUTOV, Fi sherman
Honer, Al aska
POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Rel ated his support of SB 347.

ALAN PARKS

Honer, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in support of SB 347, but
expressed concerns with regard to a vessel -based system

I LI A KUZM N, Fi shernman
Homer, Al aska
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POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in support of SB 347 and M.
Laukitis' testinony.

JOE CHI LDERS, Director

Western Gul f of Al aska Fi shernen

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of SB 347.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 04-17, SIDE A
Number 0001

CHAIR PAUL SEATON called the House Special Commttee on
Fisheries neeting to order at 9:05 a.m Representatives Seaton
Wlson, QOgg, and Sanuels were present at the call to order.
Representative Cuttenberg arrived as the neeting was in
pr ogr ess.

SB 315- ENTRY PERM T BUY- BACK PROGRAM

CHAI R SEATON announced that the first order of business would be
SENATE BILL NO 315, "An Act relating to the admnistration of
comercial fishing entry permt buy-back prograns.”

Nunmber 0128

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUELS noved to adopt SB 315, Version D, as the
wor ki ng docunment. There being no objection, it was so ordered.

Nunber 0170

CHERYL SUTTON, Staff to the Joint Legislative Salnon Industry
Task Force, Alaska State Legislature, informed the commttee
that SB 315 is the conpanion to HB 410, which this conmttee
heard and noved out on February 9, 2004. She stressed that SB
315 is precisely the sane legislation as HB 410. Sinply put, SB

315 nodifies existing law governing buy-back prograns. The
| egislation would allow the Commerci al Fi sheri es Entry
Comm ssion (CFEC) to "front fund" a buy-back program if an
appropriation were received for that purpose. Senate Bill 315

has a zero fiscal note, she nentioned. She concluded by urging
the conmttee to report SB 315 fromcomittee.

CHAI R SEATQON, upon determ ning no one w shed to testify, closed
t he public hearing on SB 315.
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Number 0362

REPRESENTATI VE WLSON noved to report SB 315 out of commttee
wi th individual recomrendati ons and the acconpanying zero fiscal
not e. There being no objection, SB 315 was reported from the
House Special Commttee on Fisheries.

SB 347- COW  FI SHI NG MORATORI A, I NCL. AK GULF

CHAI R SEATON announced that the final order of business would be
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 347(RES), "An Act relating to noratoria
on entry of new participants or vessels into a comercial
fishery; relating to vessel permts for, and the establishnent
of a noratorium on entry of new vessels into, state @lf of
Al aska groundfish fisheries; and providing for an effective
date."

Number 0442

CHERYL SUTTON, Staff to the Joint Legislative Salnmon Industry
Task Force, Alaska State Legislature, informed the commttee
that Senator Ben Stevens introduced SB 347 at the request of the
Board of Fisheries, the North Pacific Fishery Managenent Counci l
(NPFMC), the Al aska Department of Fish & Ganme (ADF&S), and the
Commerci al Fisheries Entry Comm ssion (CFEC). She related that
Senator Ben Stevens supports SB 347 and agrees wth the
requestors that it's necessary. This legislation was heard in
the Senate Resources Standing Conmttee and the Senate Finance
Comm ttee and passed the full Senate with a unani nous vote. M.
Sutton related her understanding that the chair has requested
specific data from ADF&G and CFEC, and has also indicated that
he didn't intend to nove SB 347 from conmttee today.
Therefore, she deferred to the specific agencies. She concl uded
by relating Senator Ben Stevens' request to report SB 347 from
comittee.

Number 0600

MARY  McDOWELL, Comm ssi oner, Commer ci al Fi sheri es Entry
Comm ssion, Al aska Departnment of Fish & Gane, specified that she
would speak to Sections 2-8 of SB 347, which anends the
provisions in current law that provide CFEC the authority to
adm nistratively establish a tenporary noratorium on entrants of
new participants into a fishery. Al t hough the aforenentioned
exists in current law, its current construction is virtually
unusable, and therefore no noratorium has ever been enacted
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under it. She highlighted that the state has had four to five
norat ori uns over the past few years, but those had to be enacted
by the legislature. M. MDowell explained that the idea behind
a noratorium provision is to buy tine in order to determ ne the
best, long-term solution for controlling growh and ensuring the
manageability of a fishery. |In a fishery where there appears to
be a need to get a handle on rapid growh, inposing a noratorium
rather than a permanent |limtation nmay be a better option in
sonme cases. Currently, the choices are to permanently limt a
fishery or to leave it open access. Therefore, a noratorium
could be used in a situation in which there is insufficient data
regarding whether limted entry is justified and needed. The
constitution provides for limted entry so long as it inpinges
on open access, and therefore a noratorium is a good tool.
Furthernore, the fact that a noratorium provision already exists
illustrates that the legislature has already recognized the
utility of such a tool. However, the provisions in the
| egislation are narrow and don't provide nuch flexibility with
regard to structuring the nost effective noratorium possible.
Moreover, the process required in the legislation is so
cunbersone that it mght generate a rush into a fishery rather
t han prevent such

M5. MDOWNELL highlighted that the need to address the state
waters ground fisheries has arisen and points to the need to
[put in place a noratorium provision] for future fisheries in
order to avoid the need for special legislation to address a

pr obl em She pointed out that the current |aw [addressing
noratoriuns] uses |anguage specifying the ability to use [a
noratoriun] if there is already a problem in a fishery. The

current process is extrenely slow and first requires the
conmi ssi oner of ADF&G to nmake findings and request perm ssion of
the Board of Fisheries to petition CFEC. The Board of Fisheries
has to schedule the request at one of its neetings, which neans
that there has to be 15-day public notice of the neeting. | f
the Board of Fisheries approves the request, the comm ssioner
may petition CFEC which can then begin an analysis.
Furthernore, the current law has no provision allowing for an
extension of the noratorium After issuance of a noratorium at
| east five years mnust pass before another noratorium can be
i ssued. Therefore, without the ability to extend a noratorium
there could be a situation in which the area would return to
open access and create a "real ness.” The aforenentioned is why
the legislation proposes giving CFEC the authority, if
necessary, to extend a noratoriumfor an additional two years.

Number 1034
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CHAI R SEATON surm sed that under the current noratorium law in
order to issue a noratorium it nust be shown that there are too
many fishernmen who will approach too nuch harvest.

M5. McDOWELL clarified that the current |aw specifies that CFEC
"may establish a noratorium on new entrants into a fishery that
has experienced recent increases in fishing effort beyond a |ow
sporadic level of effort and that has achieved a |evel of
harvest that my be approaching or exceeding the maxi num
sustai nable level for the fishery, and for which insufficient
bi ol ogical and resource nmnmanagenent information necessary to
pronote the conservation of sustained yield nmnanagenent of the
fishery."

CHAI R SEATON further surm sed that the desire is to be proactive
and have the ability to establish a noratorium w thout the above
condi ti ons.

M5. McDOWELL pointed out that [CSSB 347(RES)] specifies:

the commssion nmay establish a noratorium if the
comm ssion finds that a noratorium is necessary to
pronote the conservation of sustained yield managenent
of the fishery and the economic health and stability
of the fishery, and either to allow the comm ssion to
develop regulatory Ilegislative proposals to address
the needs of the fishery that cannot be net under
existing regulations or statutes or to allow the
department of fish & game and the board to open a
comercial fishery that would otherwi se remain closed
to protect a fishery resource from over exploitation
resulting fromunrestricted access to the fishery.

CHAIR SEATON related his understanding then that the desire is
to provide CFEC and the Board of Fisheries with nore open-ended,
| ess specific requirenments regarding the institution of a
nor at ori um

M5. MDOWELL clarified that the criteria [specified in the
| egislation] is just as specific, but one doesn't have to prove
that the situation is already at the point of bei ng
unmanageabl e.

Nunber 1229

REPRESENTATI VE WLSON surmsed then that the current | aw
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addressing noratoriuns is cunbersonme and if a noratorium was
called under the current law, it mght be too |ate because of
the waiting. Therefore, this legislation would allow a
noratorium to be put into place before a situation is too far
gone.

M5. MDOWNELL agreed, adding that the noratorium allows [the
departnment] to buy time while assessing the situation wthout
bei ng pushed to a permanent program

M5. McDOVWELL turned attention to the sectional analysis included
in the coomttee packet, as well as a table conparing existing
statute to the |legislation. Section 2 of CSSB 347(RES)
specifies the purposes for which CFEC nay establish a
nor at ori um Section 3 specifies that a noratorium nmay be for
one or nore fisheries or one or nore species, gear types, or
ar eas. For exanple, the ground fish fishery has nultiple
species in areas that [CFEC] nmay want to contain all at once.
In response to Chair Seaton, Ms. McDowel|l renminded the committee
of the noratorium the |egislature placed on the Southeast dive
fishery in which several fisheries were included. Thi s
| egislation would allow CFEC to do such administratively. In
further response to Chair Seaton, M. MDowell said that this
| egi slation would provide CFEC flexibility to determne how to
best handl e a situation.

Nunmber 1488

CHAI R SEATON posed a situation in which there is a fishery wth
a problem and other fisheries wthout problens. He surm sed
that in such a situation there could be a noratorium that would
target the fishery wth a problem but also include other
fisheries that aren't distressed.

M5. McDOWELL said that would be difficult. She highlighted that

fol ks can challenge any actions [taken by CFEC]. Furthernore, a
noratoriumis a tenporary neasure that isn't as restrictive as a
permanent |imtation. She clarified that this [legislation]

provides CFEC with the flexibility to do sonething appropriate
for a given fishery.

M5. McDOWELL turned to Section 4, which provides the ability to
adm nistratively extend a four-year noratorium an additional two
years, if necessary to achieve the purposes of the noratorium
Section 5 expands the current laws directive for CFEC to
anal yze whether a fishery should be |limted under the existing
limted entry program Section 5 directs CFEC to evaluate all
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the post-noratorium options in order to determne the best
possible long-term solution for the fishery. Section 6
discusses a qualification date not just <criteria for the
nmoratorium and therefore establishes an "as of" date for
eligibility in a noratorium Section 6 also provides the
ability to establish a noratorium on persons, vessels, or both.
Although this legislation would allow CFEC to tenporarily cap
entrants of new vessels, CFEC has no authority to do a permanent
vessel -based limtation. 1In response to Representative Ogg, Ms.
McDowel | explained that a couple of years ago the legislature
passed | egislation giving CFEC the ability to use a vessel -based
permanent limtation program in the Bering Sea hair crab and
scallop fisheries. The only authority for a permanent program
other than the aforenentioned is CFEC s traditional person-based
program Therefore, if, at the end of a noratorium CFEC felt a
variation on the current program was appropriate, CFEC would
have to approach the legislature with a proposal requesting
additional authority for a permanent program

REPRESENTATI VE OGG interjected his understanding that CFEC could
use an interimuse or limted entry program

M5. McDOWELL agreed, indicating those are traditional prograns.

Number 1833

REPRESENTATI VE OGG turned attention to Section 6, which [on page
4, lines 8-9] refers to [the eligibility criterial] for "an
interimuse permt, vessel permt, or both". However, the next
sentence [on page 4, line 10] doesn't use the sanme |anguage; it
only refers to an interimuse permt or a vessel permt. He

asked if that's a typographical error.

M5. MDOWNELL replied no. She explained that the |anguage is
specifying that if the program is person-based, interimuse
permts would be issued to that person. However, if the program
is vessel -based, a vessel permt would be issued to a qualifying

i ndi vi dual . If [the progran] is a conbination, then both types
of permts would be issued during a noratorium Ms. McDowel |
related her belief that the |anguage on page 4, |ines 10-11,

nmeans that "whatever kinds of permts you' re issuing under this
thing the eligibility criteria nust include mninmum requirenents
for past and present participation.”

REPRESENTATI VE OGG expressed interest in the |anguage [on page
4, lines 8-9 and lines 10-11] to "track the sane."
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Number 2009

M5. McDOWELL returned to her sectional analysis. In Section 7,
subsections (g), (h), (i), and (j) are necessary to address a
vessel -based program because current law only pertains to

person-based permts.

CHAI R SEATON surm sed then that there is no relationship between
current vessel |icenses and the vessel license fees that are
charged on that and the vessel permts under this |egislation.
Therefore, this l|egislation proposes a vessel permt exclusive
of the current vessel |icense system

M5. McDOVELL agreed, and added that in a vessel -based noratorium
the skippers will have to obtain interimuse permts to run the
vessel that has a permt to participate, as is the case in an
open access fishery. Ms. McDowell continued with Section 7(k),
which she explained is trying to discourage specul ation.
Furthernore, this provision also neans that one participating
during a noratorium doesn't have a claimfor a permanent permt.
However, there nay be reasons to include a conbination of pre-

noratorium and noratorium participation in a subsequent
limtation. The aforenmentioned decision would be made when a
per manent program 1is proposed. She reiterated that this

provi sion puts people on notice that any future limtation may
be based strictly on pre-noratorium participation.

CHAI R SEATON surm sed then that the provision nmeans that [CFEC]
may or may not base [participation] on past catches.

Nunber 2206

M5. McDOWELL noved on to Section 7(1), which makes the general
provisions pertaining to interimuse permts under the standard
program applicable to person-based noratorium permts. Section
7(m is standard boilerplate |anguage in the existing program
specifying that nothing in this provision limts the powers of
the Board of Fisheries and ADF&G Section 7(n) addresses the
fishing history of applicants. If a vessel-based program were
used, there could be a dilenma in which the catch history in a
fishery is based on fish tickets, which are in the nane of the
skipper with the interimuse permt. The aforenmentioned is
confidential information that's only releasable to that skipper.
The vessel owner wouldn't have access to that information.
Therefore, wthout [Section 7(n)] a vessel owner nay not have
any legal access to the records of his vessel, which are
necessary to prove the participation of the vessel in order to
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apply for a vessel -based permt.

CHAI R SEATON requested that Ms. MDowel |l discuss [Section 7(n)]
in relation to the individual fishery quota (IFQ program and
the halibut and sable fishery, in which the federal governnent
gave all the rights to the vessel owner while the fishing
hi story was held by the skipper. This provision would allow al
information to be available to the vessel owner.

M5. McDOVWELL clarified that the amount of information necessary
to prove the participation of the vessel would be releasable [to
the vessel owner]. Both the hair crab and scallop fisheries
have provi sions such as [Section 7(n)].

Nunmber 2368

REPRESENTATI VE GUTTENBERG related his inpression that sone of
these vessels have nultiple skippers. He asked if [Section
7(n)] allows the fishing/harvest history to be rel eased to other
captains or is it from each individual captain to the vessel
owner .

M5. MDOWNELL replied, "The latter." Under Section 7(n), the
applicant, the vessel owner, would apply and the information
woul d be made available by the applicant. The CFEC has this
fish ticket information. When there is an application period,
CFEC notifies the applicant of his or her fishing history per
CFEC s records. If the applicant believes he or she has fishing
history that CFEC isn't aware of, then the applicant has to
bring in docunentation of that.

CHAI R SEATON recalled that currently ADF&G has a form for the
vessel owner to use to obtain the vessel's history from each
oper at or.

M5. MDOWNELL referred to the aforenentioned as a third-party
rel ease.

CHAI R SEATON inquired as to the result of this in the case of a
| ease. He recalled that this was a large issue in the halibut
and sable fish fisheries. He further recalled that if the
vessel was |eased, the |easee would have the rights to the
fishery whereas the vessel owner would retain the rights to the
fishery if a skipper was hired.

M5. MDOWELL explained that in this general portion of the
| egislation, it says that a noratorium may be to the person, the
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ski pper, or to a vessel owner. Therefore, whether there was a
| ease wouldn't be an issue because the permt would go to the

vessel or its owner. In further response to Chair Seaton, M.
McDowel| said that if a vessel-based noratorium occurred,
ownership would be established by regulation. She nentioned

that under the vessel-based limtation prograns in hair crab and
scallop fisheries, there are detailed definitions in the
regul ati ons regardi ng docunenti ng the owner

Nunmber 2608

REPRESENTATI VE OGG said that this legislation doesn't establish
the authority to issue vessel permts, which will have to be a
| ater statute.

M5. McDOWELL interjected, "Or permt program”

REPRESENTATI VE OGG posed a situation during the period of 1998-
2004 in which sonmeone sells his or her vessel in 2002. He asked
if the intent is for the latest owner to receive all the
information or would the information related to the period of
ownership be given to each owner

M5. MDOWNELL reiterated that such would be defined under any

regul ations inplenmenting a program Most likely, it would be
defined as the current owner at the date of the effective date
or the noratorium she said. In further response to

Representative Ogg, Ms. McDowell said that the |anguage coul d be
included in the | egislation.

REPRESENTATIVE OGG clarified that he is trying to avoid
anbi guity because there could be two different owners under the
current | anguage. There could be an owner for a period of tine
and the vessel could be sold to another owner. Representati ve
Qgg suggested that the | anguage could refer to the present owner
or the history during a period of ownership.

M5. MDOWELL, in trying to provide Representative Oyg sone
confort, suggested that the |anguage could refer to the "rel ease
to the current owner" because that's the intent.

Nunmber 2711

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON asked if the aforenentioned is usually in
statute or regulation for other fisheries.

M5. McDOVWELL answered that definitional |anguage is usually done
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in regulation. However, under the existing programit's sinple
because it [refers] to human beings who [don't change identity]
whereas a vessel can go through a nane change, a nunber change,
and vessel owner change. It's nore conplicated when dealing
wi th vessels, she said.

REPRESENTATI VE OGG recall ed when the halibut fishery went to an
| FQ under which he said he believes one with previous ownership
could obtain an IFQ for that period. Therefore, he expressed
the need to be clear.

IVS. McDOWELL reiterated that this refers to a tenporary
noratoriumnot a transferabl e-use privil ege.

CHAI R SEATON posed a situation in which a vessel that was fished
in 1998 was sold to soneone in San Diego, California. If the
"current owner" |anguage is utilized, the information would be
given to the ower in San Diego who would qualify for this
noratorium permt based on another owner's participation in
Al aska.

M5. McDOWELL clarified that this section [Section 7(n)] strictly
addresses who has access to the fishing history of a vessel.
Under the other provisions of this noratorium provision, the
CFEC woul d have to establish the criteria to obtain a noratorium
permt. More than likely, eligibility would require the vessel
to have made landings in certain years or even at a certain
threshold. The [current] vessel owner would have access to the
fishing history of the vessel, while there would be regul ations
that would determ ne whether one would get in. The [fishing
history of the vessel] would allow the owner to determne
whether it's worth applying for a noratoriumpermt.

Number 2939
REPRESENTATI VE W LSON said that the owner of a vessel would be
the current owner, and therefore she questioned why the word

"current" would be added.

CHAIR SEATON specified that the discussion also involves the

fishing history of the vessel. Oten the sale of a vessel
contains contractual provisions saying that they retain the
fishing history or rights of the vessel. However, this

| egi sl ati on proposes that the fishing history is transferred to
t he new [ owner].

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON nai ntai ned that "current” isn't necessary.
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TAPE 04-17, SIDE B
REPRESENTATI VE W LSON said, "I'"'meither the owner or |'mnot."

REPRESENTATIVE OGG agreed wth Representative WIson, but
poi nted out that the fishing history goes back to prior owners.

CHAIR SEATON reiterated that this provision transfers fishing
history information froma past owner to a current owner. O ten
in rationalization/restructuring prograns, the permt holder
wi || have [the fishing history]. This provision isn't
attenpting to establish policy for the program rather the
guestion is whether sonme policy changes may preclude future
choi ces.

Number 2924

REPRESENTATI VE OGG said that he nerely wanted clarity in this
area because standard |anguage in sales contracts specify that
the [vessel] is being sold but any and all fishing rights and
"Exxon" rights and anything that may accrue to the vessel during
the period of ownership [accrue to the vessel owner] .
Therefore, the new owner wouldn't have any of that information
[or rights from the tinme period under the fornmer owner]. Thi s
| egi slation would now say that the new owner would have the
right to review the aforenentioned data even if it isn't
included in the contract. Therefore, the question and concern
is in regard to whether the [legislature] wants to over power
the contractual right explai ned above.

M5. MDOWNELL reiterated that this section only pertains to
whet her [a vessel owner] may know the fishing history of his or
her vessel. This section doesn't grant anything. Furt her nor e,
this section wouldn't inpact the data that's coll ected. The
same information will be collected with or without this section

the fish tickets wll specify which IUP holder sold the fish and
the vessel on which it was |anded. This section nerely
addresses with whomthe informati on nay be shared.

Number 2745

M5. MDOWELL continued the sectional analysis with Section 8.
She explained that if a fishery has been under a noratorium and
is subsequently limted under CFEC s traditional program then a
qualification date may be used to review participation, which
may or may not include time during the noratorium Since this
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| egislation isn't available now, ADF& and the Board of
Fisheries have proposed creating a section that woul d
statutorily create a noratorium for the ground fish fisheries,
for which there is no tine.

Nunmber 2663

ED DERSHAM Chair, Board of Fisheries, informed the conmttee
that for several years NPFMC has been working on the goal of
rationalizing the groundfish fisheries in the @ilf of Al aska.
About nine nonths ago, the Board of Fisheries started a process
to consider what the state would do in reaction to a finalized
NPFMC rationalization for groundfish fisheries in the federa
waters. A working group and the Board of Fisheries have net on
this matter and so far it has been determ ned that [NPFMC] w |
try to finalize the rationalization process sonetine in 2005.

MR. DERSHAM noted that nost of his coments wll be about
Pacific cod because it engenders nost of the discussion in the
groundfish fishery. In the Pacific cod fishery there is a

paral lel fishery that takes place in the state waters the sane
time the federal fishery occurs in the Pacific cod fishery.
There is a separate state waters fishery at other times in which
pots and jigs are allowed from Prince WIlliam Sound to the

Sout hwest Peni nsul a. There are restrictions in sone areas, he
not ed. From the working group it is clear that the status quo
can't be mai nt ai ned in t he state waters unti | t he
rationalization process is finalized. Furthernore, the Board of
Fisheries will be very limted in its options if there isn't a
noratorium on the groundfish fishery participants first. M.

Dersham said that with a conpletely open entry, it would becone
a huge derby that would inpact the fishernmen and the resource
itself. Therefore, the working group recommended that a
noratorium is a necessary first step in order to identify the
participants in the fisheries and the waters, and determ ne the
best way for the state to react. The options range from the
af orenenti oned open state water fishery to an integrated process
that would approxi mate what occurs between the two fisheries.
The latter would probably require legislative action, but would

still need to meet constitutional standards, in particular the
| east i npingenent cl ause. The Board of Fisheries is very
focused on what is best for the state and the economes of the
| ocal regions. Wthout a tenporary noratorium nost of the

options are elimnated and [the state would be] left with only
the large state water fishery and may only be limted to pot and
j1g gear types. M. Dersham said that basically the desire is
to keep the options open and this legislation is a necessary
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first step in that venue.

MR. DERSHAM explained that the first eight sections are a
consensus recommendation of the work group, but the problemis
the tinmeline. Wth the tineline, a noratorium from CFEC
couldn't begin in tine to deal wth the reaction to the process
on the federal side.

Nunber 2233

CHAI R SEATON asked if the Board of Fisheries took a position
wth regard to the vessel permt structure versus the nornmal
CFEC |imted entry interimuse permt structure.

MR. DERSHAM replied, "No." He explained that the vessel-based
provision cane from the departnent. In further response to
Chair Seaton, M. Dersham confirmed that the Board of Fisheries
didn't take any counteraction. In fact, nost of the board
menbers spoke in favor of a vessel-based noratorium However,
it wasn't wunaninmous and the work group and the Board of
Fisheries didn't take a specific position.

CHAI R SEATON requested that M. Dersham di scuss why the Board of
Fisheries doesn't believe it could regulate under the sane
provi sions currently being used in the parallel fishery.

MR. DERSHAM informed the commttee that he has been inforned
that there may be sonme by-catch apportionnent problenms wth
managing the longline fishery in state waters. Therefore, he
said he feels that without a noratorium [the state] would have
| ess options.

CHAI R SEATON surm sed then that the conflict with the parallel
fishery isn't in regard to the provisions that violate the Board
of Fisheries guidelines for establishing a new state fishery.

MR. DERSHAM confirned that this is related to sonething other
t han by-catch that the departnent brought forward.

Nunber 2042

SUE ASPELUND, Federal Managenent Resource Coordinator, Ofice of
the Comm ssioner, Alaska Departnent of Fish & Gane (ADF&G),
began by announcing that ADF&G supports efforts to amend CFEC s
statutory authority as in Sections 2-8 of the |egislation. As
M . Dersham described actions pending in the NPFMC will Iikely
limt entry or rationalize the Gulf groundfish fisheries. The
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state is working a simlar process. However, neither action is
likely to occur prior to the 2006 @ulf groundfish fishery's
seasons. ldeally, the departnment would like for the state to be
able to take admnistrative action to institute a noratorium
However, even if provided with that statutory authority, it's
unlikely that CFEC, given the conplexities of the state's Qlf
groundfish fisheries, would be able to inplenent a noratorium
within the tineframe the departnment believes necessary to
adequately protect the fisheries from speculation and the
increased pressures resulting from the federal groundfi sh
rationalization process. Therefore, ADF&G supports the Board of
Fisheries finding for the immediate inplenentation of a
noratorium on the entry of new vessels into the state groundfish
fishery as requested in its finding, 2004-FB-228, of February
23, 2004. She highlighted the language in Section 1(b)(1),
which specifies the purpose to be immediately inposing a
noratorium on entry of new vessels in the state's groundfish
fisheries.

M5. ASPELUND expl ained that when a fishery has been identified
for limtation, a pattern of speculation has been observed.
Specul ati on exacerbates the problens that a proposed limtation
seeks to prevent, such as increased conpetition, additional
capitalization, decr eased econoni ¢ viability for t he
participants, |ocalized depletion, et cetera. Ms. Aspel und
enphasi zed the need to renenber that [the departnent] is seeking
only a noratorium in SB 347. The proposal in the |egislation
isn't the permanent program She then turned attention to
Section 9, which describes the fisheries that would be included
in the noratorium She pointed out that vessels were chosen for
limtation over persons because it's believed it would define a
smal | er  pool of participants during the period of the
noratorium which would nore effectively achieve the goal of
controlling the growth during the devel opnent of the permanent

program Initially, this legislation included the GCulf
groundfish fisheries in Southeast Al aska, but those were renoved
in the Senate Resources Standing Commttee. The Sout heast

participants believe the nature of their fishery is such that
they don't fit the nore general denographic of those fisheries
that have been included. Furthernore, the jig fisheries were
exenpted from the legislation in order to provide entry-Ievel
access to @lf groundfish fisheries throughout the @Qulf.
Section 9(b) specifies that a vessel use permt is a use
privilege rather than a property right. Section 9(c) provides
the date of inplenentation of the noratorium while Section 9(d)
describes the qualifying years for the noratorium M. Aspelund
expl ained that the years 1998-2003 were used because the Board
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of Fisheries first authorized a state water Pacific cod fishery

in 1997. Therefore, it wasn't until 1998 that there was a full
state waters Pacific cod fishery, which is why that was chosen
as the qualifying vyear. She further explained that the

aforenentioned is believed to maxim ze the benefits to Al askan
resi dents.

MS5. ASPELUND pointed out that Section 9(e) is hoped to be a
di sincentive for a race for fish during a noratorium Section
9(f) specifies that CFEC regul ations can supersede subsections

(d)-(e). Section 9(g) allows for the substitution of a vessel
in the event of |oss, destruction, and danage. Section 9(h)
allows for sales of vessels during the provisions of the
nor at ori um Section 9(i) addresses the vessel's size
restriction and allows the transfer of a vessel permt to a
vessel that's shorter. Section 9(j) establishes fees for the

vessel permts. M. Aspelund enphasized that Section 9(k) is of
particul ar inportance because it directs CFEC, in corporation
with ADF&G and the Board of Fisheries, to conduct necessary
i nvestigations to determne appropriate alternatives for
managenent of entry and to bring those proposals back to the
| egislature if statutory or constitutional anendnents are
necessary to inplenent the reconmmendations. Section 9(I)
aut hori zes CFEC to adopt regul ations. Section 9(nm) exenpts the
hal i but and black cod fisheries. Section 9(n) provides
definitions. Sections 10-11 correlate with a previous section
regarding access to |anding. She concluded the sectional
analysis with Section 12, which is a cl eanup section.

Number 1635

CHAI R SEATON directed attention to the definition of "@ulf of
Al aska" on page 10, line 17. He asked if the definition neans
to include all of the waters to the end of the Al eutian |slands.

V5. ASPELUND deferred to ot her departnent representatives.
Number 1535

M CHAEL RUCCI G, Fi shery Biol ogist, Division of Commerci al
Fi sheries, Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane (ADF&5), related his
understanding that NPFMC s directive is to only rationalize Gulf
fisheries and for those purposes the @ulf of Alaska would end
170 degrees west longitude, which is in the vicinity of the Four
Mountain Island in the Al eutian Chain. Beyond the 170 degrees
west longitude, that portion of the Aleutian Islands is
considered part of the Bering Sea Al eutian |slands Managenent
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Area and isn't slated for rationalization by NPFMC

CHAIR SEATON clarified that this legislation is speaking to a
norat ori um not NPFMC.

MR. RUCCI O acknowl edged that and clarified that his response was
framed in terns of the fact that 170 degrees west longitude is
the end of the Gulf of Al aska as defined by NPFMC

CHAI R SEATON reiterated that this legislation in no way rel ates
to NPFMC or the federal program He related his understanding
that this legislation addresses a state water noratorium for
state waters, and the state waters are defined as all waters
west of Cape Suckling to the end of the Aleutian |Islands.
Therefore, he indicated the need to obtain further clarification
on this point.

MS. ASPELUND turned attention to a map in the commttee packet
| abel ed Figure 2, which shows the South Al aska Peninsula, Area
M The line between Area M and the Bering Sea is what is
described in the definition of the GQulf of Al aska. She rel ated
her belief that "this is the state's definition of @ilf of

Al aska waters." She offered to check on this matter.

M5. ASPELUND directed attention to page 10, Iline 10, which
specifies "In this section". Therefore, the definitions listed
only pertain to this |egislation. In response to Chair Sutton

Ms. Aspelund said that she listened to the work group and was
support staff for it.

Nunber 1292

CHAI R SEATON asked if, wunder vessel licenses, the work group
considered the anmount of [vessels owned by] residents versus
nonr esi dent s.

MS. ASPELUND related that the data isn't yet available. She
informed the comrmittee that one of the difficulties and
conplexities in this process is juxtaposing federal data and
state data.

REPRESENTATIVE OGG asked if the work group discussed who
actually fished the boats as opposed to who were absentee owners
who didn't fish.

M5. ASPELUND said that is included in the data request regarding
residency, which isn't available yet. The [work group] has
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mainly focused on the statutory and constitutional boxes by

whi ch they're constrained. Many folks are famliar with the
federal statutes and regulations, but less famliar with the
state process. Therefore, nost of the discussion has been in

regard to the state's authority.

CHAIR SEATON recalled that M. Dersham had said that the
departnment had said [the Board of Fisheries] didn't have the
ability to manage a longline fishery or the parallel fishery.
The aforenentioned seens to be the driving force [behind the
| egislation]. Therefore, he requested an expl anati on.

Nunmber 1087

HERVAN SAVI KKO, Fisheries Biologist, Dvision of Commercial
Fi sheries, Al aska Departnment of Fish & Ganme (ADF&5, turned to
the question of gear. He explained that when the Board of
Fisheries originally developed a state water fishery for Pacific
cod, the gear in use was reviewed. O the four mmjor gear group
users, the pot and jig have the l|east inpact on halibut by-
catch, which is why the fishery within 0-3 mles was restricted
to that gear. However, the departnent doesn't have the ability
to allocate additional prohibited species catch in that O0-3
mles.

CHAI R SEATON recalled the change in the state water Pacific cod
fishery, which was partially based on the halibut [by-catch in
the 0-3]. He asked if the board's guidelines are problemtic
because they include | ow by-catch gear and don't allow the board
to regulate the parallel fishery.

MR. SAVIKKO clarified that halibut are an international treaty
fish and the [International Pacific] Halibut Conm ssion actually
dictates the allowable catch and the allowable by-catch in those
fisheries. A nunber for the by-catch in the 0-3 mle fishery
isn't specified. In further response to Chair Seaton, M.
Savi kko specified that he is referring to by-catch retention.
He explained that in order to have a fishery from 0-3 mles, a
specific anount of halibut by-catch wouldn't be allocated to
| ongl i ne gear.

CHAI R SEATON offered, "I guess it's a prohibited species in the
P-cod [Pacific cod] fishery wherever it occurs so it's not
allocated to the P-cod fishery in federal waters either. So,

it has to be thrown back from January 1 until the opening of
the halibut fishery.™ He questioned whether he is mssing
sonet hi ng.
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Nunmber 0828

GLENN  MERRI LL, Sable Fisheries Division, Nat i onal Mar i ne
Fisheries Service (NWS), explained that when the federa
governnment establishes by-catch rates for various fisheries,
it's done in concert with the International Pacific Halibut

Comm ssion (I PHC). When the aforenentioned is done, specific
rates are established for certain tinme periods based on the
anounts necessary to maintain the groundfish fishery. In the

case of the longline fishery, there is a specific allocation of
by-catch nortality, which is provided on an annual basis and
broken into seasons. The aforenentioned can be taken in federal
and state waters during the parallel fishery. However, he
understood M. Savikko to be pointing out that there isn't a
separate process for establishing a halibut by-catch cap or
nortality cap within state waters specific to a state-mnaged
fishery. The aforenentioned would need to be negotiated
separately with | PHC

CHAI R SEATON surm sed then that the fish with an established by-
catch rate and by-catch nortality rate caught with longlines in
the parallel fishery in state waters aren't currently allocated
to a state water fishery because it hasn't been established
However, if that same fishery continued to occur, he asked if
M. Mrrill is saying the council or the IPHC wouldn't extend
the sanme by-catch and nortality rate in the fishery as it
currently occurs.

MR. MERRILL replied that the state could negotiate that with the
| PHC in concert with the council. However, the point is that it
doesn't currently exist.

Nunmber 0607

DAVI D POLUSHKI N, K-Bay Fishing Association, informed the
commttee that the K-Bay Fishing Association is a small boat
longline fleet out of Homer. The boats in the fleet range from
32 feet to 50 feet. Currently, there are 34 nenbers in the

association and the nmenbership is 100 percent Al aska residents.
He noted that during the winter the nmenbers fish nostly out of
Kodi ak. M. Polushkin opined that SB 347 is intended to curtai

the race for fish while the federal governnent proceeds through
the rationalization of the @ulf of Al aska. The state is also
doing its part of the process, he renarked. M.  Pol ushkin
related that the K-Bay Fishing Association does support SB 347
as it's the beginning of the rationalization process and wll
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help those currently participating in the fishing industry.
Furthernore, it will help those Al aska residents fishing in the
Pacific-cod fishery.

Nunmber 0485

JULI E BONNEY infornmed the coommttee that she represents 25 traw
vessels that fish out of Kodiak in the Central @lf of Al aska

regul atory area. Most of the vessels aren't operated by the
owner. Therefore, if there is a nove to a permt-based skipper
program there will be a disconnection which the owner won't
have a permt to access inside (indisc.). In order for the

fishery to operate efficiently, the owner on shore deals wth
the vessel to deal with the mechanics, gear, and delivery to the
processor. It's normal for the owner not to operate the vessel
in this gear type.

M5. BONNEY pointed out that the federal process has |ooked at
the ownership of limted liability partnerships (LLPs). For
groundfish in the North Pacific, it has been found that the Qulf
of Alaska has the highest anobunt of Alaska residents that
participate in that fishery. In the central @ulf of Al aska, 85
percent of the fixed gear vessels are owned by Al aska residents.
Wthin the trawer fleet, Al aska ownership is between 30-50
percent whereas the AFA and the pollock in the Bering Sea only
have about 6 percent Alaska ownership. Therefore, giving
permts to vessels really neans giving permts to Al askans. M.
Bonney concluded by urging the conmttee to forward SB 347 and
to ensure that vessel owners have access to obtain the permt.

M5. BONNEY, in response to Chair Seaton, suggested that he
request from ADF&G docunentation provided by Northern Econom cs
regardi ng the nunber of Al aska residents versus nonresidents for
every groundfish fishery in the GQulf of Al aska.

MS. ASPELUND i ndicated that the aforenentioned informati on woul d
be provided to the commttee.

Nunmber 0183

JOE SULLIVAN, Attorney at Law, Mindt MacGegor L.L.P., inforned
the conmmttee that he represents the City of Kodiak in Gulf

groundfish rationalization issues. He nentioned that he is a
menber of the board's @lf groundfish rationalization task
force. He said he supports the general changes to the
nor at ori um provi si ons. Furthernore, he said he supports the

adoption of the @ulf groundfish noratorium conponents of SB 347.
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Rationalization is inmportant for the Gulf of Alaska, in terns of
addressing resource issues and the need to address econonic
stability in the Gulf of Al aska. It's necessary to |evel the
playing field as there are other groundfish fisheries, such as
Bering Sea pollock, halibut, and sable fish, that have been
rationalized. M. Sullivan highlighted the inportance of the
groundfish fishernmen in the Gulf of Alaska having the sane tools
available as is to other fisheries.

MR, SULLIVAN turned to the point of view of the task force, and
cormented that the noratorium is intended to be a placehol der
rather than a program The notion behind this is to stabilize
the fishery while the ultinate program is being devel oped
t hrough t he CFEC [ process].

TAPE 04-18, SIDE B

MR. SULLIVAN said that a vessel -based approach is preferable for
pur poses of mamintaining the stability within the fleet currently
participating in the @lf of Alaska groundfish fisheries.
Oten, vessels have skippers who are individuals other than the
owners and sonetimes there are nultiple skippers. He
highlighted that a person-based permt system may strand a
vessel and it's crew with the owner being unable to enploy the
boat . The aforenentioned situation could also result in
all ocating a nunber of permts, which could increase the anpunt
of participation in the fishery.

Number 0105

MR. SULLI VAN opined that the commttee has identified a couple
of inportant issues that should be addressed in connection wth
the legislation. One such issue is related to what is done when
a vessel has been lost or transferred during the noratorium

qualification period. The legislation contenplates the
af orenenti oned situation after the noratorium permts have been
i ssued. However , the legislation doesn't contenplate a

situation in which one party owned the vessel while it nade the
qual i fying landings and transferred the vessel to another person
while the seller retained all the fishing rights. Unl ess there
are provisions to allow the seller to apply for a vessel permt,
there will be problens. Therefore, one should consider how to
address the aforenentioned situation.

MR. SULLIVAN turned to the long-term program and said that it

wasn't the expectation of the nenbers of the task force that it
woul d necessarily consider a vessel -based program going forward.
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The discussions were about working on a program that would
address a trans-boundary fishery because the pollock and cod
stocks in the @l f of Al aska nove back and forth between the 3-
mle I|ine. Wthout a conpanion system under which a state
system is coordinated with a federal system there is the
potential to disrupt the activities of the fishing fleet that
has fished those trans-boundary stocks. The NPFMC has been
reviewi ng a person-based system and therefore he surm sed that
the state would want to review how to develop a person-based
eligibility and rationalization system that would neet the
state's constitutional requirenents and policy goals while
coordinating with the federal system that is expected to be
person-based as well. He concluded by reiterating that he
didn't believe the ultinmate system should be vessel - based.

Number 0425

SAM COTTON, speaking on behalf of the Al eutians East Borough,
informed the commttee that he is also a nmenber of the Board of
Fi sheries groundfish comittee. He explained that the Sand
Point, King Cove, and Fal se Pass areas have resident fleets that
use trawl, pot, and jig gear to harvest groundfish, primarily
Pacific cod and pollock in the western Gulf. Most of the hook-
and-line fishing is done by nonresidents. M. Cotton related
that there is support for this proposed noratorium from his
communities, especially in light of the possibility of an
expanded state fishery. As M. Dersham pointed out, there are
two different state fisheries. Under the @ulf of Al aska
rationalization proposals, there is a risk that the state would
| ose rmanagenent control over sone of those fish that have
hi storically been harvested in state waters.

MR. COTTON acknow edged concerns with regard to owner versus
operator issues. There are also concerns with regard to boats
| arger than 58 feet that fish in the parallel fishery that would
be grandfathered in sonehow. In the state water fishery, the
boat nust be 58 feet or smaller in the western Qulf. However

during the parallel fishery in state waters |arger boats can
enter and have a great advantage because they can put nobre gear
in the water. Therefore, he wasn't sure how fol ks would react
to grandfathering those boats into a state fishery. There is
al so concern because although there nmay be restrictions rel ated
to size, the ticket could be passed to another boat. Mor eover

there is concern regarding whether this could apply to pollock
as well as cod. There are a few |ocal boats that are capabl e of
harvesting all of the pollock that's allowed. In fact, as nuch
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as 75 percent of the pollock harvested in the western @Gl f has
been taken within state waters.

MR. COTTON related his wunderstanding that SB 347 won't be
reported from commttee from today, which would [be agreeable
because it would] allow the advisory commttees to neet and
di scuss the issues. Most of the nenbers of the advisory
committees are fishermen and have been fishing as the jig
fishery is still open, he noted.

CHAI R SEATON confirmed that the legislation will be held over.

MR. COTTON turned to the statistics describing boat size and
ot her issues and inforned the commttee that the departnent has

provided sone raw data. He opined that once the data is
conplete, it's the data to which folks should refer because it
will be the nost recent and nbst exhaustive research.

Nunber 0833

GLENN CARROLL, Fisherman, infornmed the commttee that he has
fished in the pot and jig fishery for Pacific cod for about 10
years and has participated in the Board of Fisheries task force
group. M. Carroll related his view that the task force and the
Board of Fisheries envision nost of the issues and concerns wl |

be taken up next year. M. Carroll related that in general he
supported the |[|egislation. However, as a result of this
[legislation] the jig fishery will be disenfranchised. Agai n,

he expressed hope that the jig fishery can be addressed once the
noratoriumis in place.

Nunmber 0963

BUCK LAUKITIS, Fishernman, comended the goal of SB 347 and the
Board of Fisheries and M. Dersham for their work on the Qulf of
Al aska groundfish rationalization. The CGulf groundfi sh
fisheries issues are conplex. As a state issue, there are nore
species, vessels, gear types, and conmunities involved than
probably salnmon limted entry in the 1970s. M. Laukitis opined
that there is the potential to unlock economc benefits for
coastal communities in the state, if all rationalization was
handl ed successfully. A well-developed plan would nake it
possible to control rates of harvest, inprove product quality,
pronote harvest during processor synergies, enhance safety, and
ensure the sustainability of the resources. However, the
failure to act would seriously disadvantage state water
partici pants because of the pending rationalization program
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Although SB 347 is an interim step toward a nore conprehensive
groundfish rationalization plan, he opined that the use of
vessels rather than permits probably predeternm nes the outcone
of the final plan. The aforenentioned is a significant policy
that should be fully addressed.

MR, LAUKITIS related his own experience in the state water cod
fishery in which he has been an owner and operator of his own
fam | y-owned boat. He recalled that he has been in the
follow ng situations: running a boat as a hired skipper;
| easing a boat that he operated; hiring a skipper to run his
boat; and being a skipper of a boat that he owned with a
busi ness partner. Therefore, in six years he has fished under
five different business structures on four different boats. M.
Laukitis said that a vessel noratoriumw |l work for himas wll
a permt-based system because an owner and/or operator would be
covered under either situation. He related the follow ng,
"Permts are issued to individuals in state water fisheries
because the state thought it would be a good policy to ensure
that persons, not conpanies, canneries, banks, or investnent
groups be allowed to control the privilege to harvest the
state's resources.” M. Laukitis stressed the need to realize
that non owner-operated business structures are disenfranchised
by a permit noratorium while skippers are disenfranchised by a
vessel noratorium Therefore, the question is regardi ng whet her
it's possible to develop noratorium criteria to include both
permts and vessels. He related his belief that the
aforenentioned is possible, and therefore it's inportant to
pursue this.

Nunmber 1313
YAKOV REUTOQV, Fisherman, related his support of SB 347.

ALAN PARKS said that although he supported SB 347, he was
concerned with the vessel -based permt system He rem nded the
commttee of his testinony regarding the Korean hair crab
fishery in which he had feared [npbving to a vessel-based permt
systen] would be wused as a precedent, which is what is
happeni ng.

ILIA KUZM N, Fisherman, infornmed the comrttee that he has
fished in the Gulf of Alaska for about 10 years. He said that
he supports SB 347 and M. Laukitis' testinony.

Nunber 1471
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JOE CHI LDERS, Director, Wstern @ilf of Alaska Fishernen,
informed the conmmttee that Wstern Gulf of Al aska Fishernen
consi st of 23 vessels that are conbination vessels that fish in
nost of the fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska. The comonality in

the group is that all [the vessels] are Wstern Glf-based
traw ers. M. Childers related that the organi zati on supports
the 1egislation. He opined that the nost inportant aspect of

this is the fact that this issue has been elevated so high in
the Alaska State Legislature. This is a very inportant piece of
| egislation that wll be a part of the rationalization of the
aul f of Al aska groundfish fisheries and the remaining
unrationalized fisheries in Al aska. He explained that this
l egislation is trying to address the fact that there is a state
water fishery, a parallel fishery, and a federal fishery. The
parallel fishery is nmanaged by the state and federal governnent
and it overlaps state water boundaries. Therefore, any efforts
i npl enented on  behal f of the federal system for t he
rationalization effort are fairly well nullified by the fact
that people can fish state water under the sane tax and thus

create a race for fish inside state waters. The Board of
Fisheries task force, of which M. Childers is a nenber, has
been grappling with this issue for sone nine nonths. The
noratoriumis basically an effort to stop folks frompiling into
the fisheries that aren't econom cally viable today. It's true
that fewer people are participating today than in the past. In

fact, many of these fisheries are very depressed. M. Childers
infornmed the conmttee that the Western Gulf of Al aska Fi shernen
support the noratorium | egislation and being vessel -based. The
support for the vessel -based system is because these fisheries
don't need to have nore participants eligible than have ever
fished. The efficacy of the vessel-based noratoriumis that it
places a cap on participation. M. Childers concluded by
highlighting that the noratorium legislation is just that, not
rationalization | egislation.

Number 1701

CHAI R SEATON announced that there would be another hearing on SB
347. [SB 347 was hel d over.]

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

Special Comrittee on Fisheries neeting was adjourned at 11:3
a. m
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