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FISCAL NOTE

I . REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HB 6 3 7
Title "An Act elating to limited entry..."1

Requested by Representative Joseph Chuckwuk Date 1/20/82

i FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Public Safety

Program Category Affected Life & Property Protection

BRU, Program, Or Subproaram(s) Affected Driver/Vehicle Services

(Note: If more than one budget component 1is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 8 EY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY- 86 FY 87
100 PERSONAL SERVICES *
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND S. STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL "FUND 25.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section I11)

Unrestricted Revenue collected from the sale of ID cards deposited into
the General Fund.

FY 82 - 5,000 cards 0 $5 - $25,000
FY 83 - 250 cards 0 $5 » 1,250
1V. DATE March 30, 1982 PREPARED BY"" mchael Orelove

AGENCY Department of Public Safety
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4349
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)




nSCAL-SQTE.

I REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. Committee Substitute for Hmse hill 637 (Resources)

Title "An Act relatina to limit.Pd pntrv anH nrnuiHinn non.iltioi: fnr thp takinn
Requested bv House Resources Date 3/24/32

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Labor

Program Category Affected Public Protection
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Labor Standards and Safety

(Note: Ifmore than one budget component isaffected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

i FY 8? FY 8~ FY 8h FY 85 FY 8b"
iInn PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL 1.0 0 0 0 0
400 COMMODITIES -2 0 0 0 0
SO0  EOIJIPMFNT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. J
TOTAL
1.2 0 0 0 0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 1.2 0 0 0 J 0
FEDERAL FUNDS 1
OTHER (Specify Fund Source) 1
B 1
................ ]
POSITIONS
FULL TIME 0 1 o1 O o ! *o
PART TIME . . J
TEMPORARY 1

I. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

Assumes effective date of June 1, 198Z.
ASSU.L.CS requirement for mass mailing is one-time only.

Contractual includes printing of 1,600 notices and letters and postage for
mailing - $995.

Commodities include envelopes and mailing labels - $195.

IV. DATE 3124182 PREPARED BY

AGENCY Departmé&nt_OLLabQH
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2720
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33—001 (Rev. 12/81)

o o
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_ (Resources)
Title <an Act relating to limited entry and providing penalties for the taking
Requested bv House Resources Date 3124182

n. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Labor

Program Category Affected Public Protection

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected  Labor Standards and S afety _

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 82 FY 87 FY8U FY 85 FYTES' FY87
100 PERSONAL SERVICES '
7.00 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL 1.0 0 0 0 0 0
400 COMMODITIES 2 0 0 0 0 0
200 EOUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL
1.2 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 1.2 0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 1 10 1 0
PART TIME 1 I
TEMPORARY 1 J

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

Assumes effective date of June 1, 1982.

Assumes requirement for mass mailing is one-time only.

Cuniiactual includes nrinting of 1,600 notices and letters and postage for
mailing - $535.

Commodities include envelopes and mailing labels - $195.

IV. DATE 3/24/82 _PREPARED B Y Nico Bus
AGENCY Department, of Laboc_

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE _ 465-2720

CC:

Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/81)



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST
Bill/Resolution N o CS HB 637

Title An Act Relating to limited entry-—-

Requested by House Resources uate 5vZ5-52

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Public Safety
Program Category Affected Lite and Property Protection
BRU, Program, Or Subproaram(s) Affected Driver/Vehicle Services
(Note: |If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-itenm
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

Fy 82 FY 83 FY 84 Fy 85 FY 86 Fy 37

100 PERSONAL SERVICES i
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL 4.0 2 2 2 .3 3

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL 4.0 2 2 2 .3 .3

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 40" .2 .2 .2 .3 .3
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART TIME I
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Sectio” 111)

Basic assumption of fiscal note is applicants for photographic ID cards
are required to use existing facilities of the Department.

Fiscal note based on estimate of 50,000 fishermen, of which 10% do not
currently have photographic identification.Therefore, 5,000 would

have to obtain 1ID cards, film for issuanceof b,UUO ID cards,at
$.79 each, equals $3,950.00.

If bill is not effective untilFY83, then the $3,950 would not be
required until FY83 instead of FY82.

For FY 83-87, an estimated 250 duplicate or new ID cards will be issued

annually.
1V. DATE 3-26-82 PREPARED BY
AGENCY Division of Mottod/ Vehicles
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4335. partment of Public Safety
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF AIl.ASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.__ HB 637
Title An Act relating to limited entry.
Requested by Rep. Chuckwuk Date 1-20-82

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Public Safety

Program Category Affected Life and Property Protection

BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected Driver/Vehicle Services

(Note: |If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-itenm
amounts and funding for each component ir, the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL 4.D .2 .2 .2 .3 .3
400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 4.0 72 .2 .2 .3

FEDERAL. FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME “0..... o" u-" m (- u u
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 111)

Basic assumption of fiscal note is applicants for ID cards are required
to use existing facilities of the Department.

300 - Film for issuance of 5,000 ID cards @ $.79 each.

IV. date 1-20-82 preparedby f B r o w n
agency Division of Motor Vehicles

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4335

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)



/BI” No. House Bill 637 Date January 15, 1982

'Fltle "An Act relating to limited entry and C:Or]taCt:
providing penalties for the taking and 465-2700
sale of fish without an entry permit, Dale Cheek
ir.terSm-use permit, or emergency transfer 465-4870

slip, and an identification card.”

JFIN 25 198?
The department®s position is neutral.
This bill would have no programatic effects upon the department®s responsibility
under AS 16.10.290-296, Security for collection of wages and payment for raw
fish.

This bill should contain a requirement that the Department of Labor be notified
when the Department of Revenue has suspended or revoked the license of a Tfish
processor or primary fish buyer under AS 16.10.265(d)(4). This action would be
necessary because the Department of Labor is the holder of bonding or surety
for the fish buyer or processor under AS 16.10.290.

POSITION PAPER/Department a Ldur
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SUMMARY
1. a) Ralatad Bills (Similar or Conflicting ,;- "' 1. b) Othar Aganclas Affected by Bill
SB 51 eV I e e 5 . DMV, CFEC, Dept, of Revenue
2. @) Organizational Support for Bill - — S-jr. 2. bl Organizational Opposition to BUI
s : . iul
Unk ‘I~ Unk
3. Program Effacts of Bill L I i
Bill 1is intended to provide penalties aimed at reducing misuse of limited entry permits.
Higher penalties would apply to both processors and fishermen. Bill also requires a separate

1.D. card in addition to the Limited Entry permit. Separate 1.D. card will be of limited
value in reducing misuse of permits.

4. Fiscal Impact: 1 Nona IXKFiscalNo<aAnachad (to be provided by DMV)

5. Amandmanis Propoiad: .. R R B R R
1. Amend 16.10.265(d) - page 2, line 1. Delete the word wilful. If wilful remains we will
have to prove intent. This type of provision should be a strict liability statute.

2. Amend 16.10.265(d) - page 1, lines 3 - 11. The fines in subsections (See attached)

6. Commants:
The intent of this bill is good and with the amendments proposed will aid in reducing illegal
fish sales. In order to enforce this bill adequately the Division of F&WP must have access
to fish tickets. The fish ticket is the proof that a sale did take place and who sold and
purchased the fish, SR 47 is before the leqislature this year and if passed would give the
much needed authority to inspect fish tickets without a court order.

Although a separate 1.D. card bearing a photoof the individual may reduce use of limited
entry permits it is a second choice. The first choice is to affix a photo of the individual
on the limited entry card. This is also one of the recommendations made by the Legislative
Audit Division during their recent audit of the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission.

The legislature may wish to incorporate some of the recommendations made by Legislative Audit
into this bill as the subject matter is similar and the goals almost identical.



Bill

8.

Analysis/HB 637 2 . 1/18/82

Amendements Proposed: (Continued)

1 through 3 should be in addition to the value of the fish produced
at the time of the violation. IT a processor bought fish having a

value of $20,000 to the processor the penalties alone would not be
a deterrent.

We would recommend a two year suspension of a processor®s right to
operate upon a second conviction within five years and permanent
loss of a processor®s right to operate upon a third conviction.

Amend. 16.10.267(a) page 2, line 22. We recommend the word may be
changed to shall.

Amend 16.10.267(c) page 3, line 2. This should be a class C
felony as other fraudulent applications are currently classified.

Amend 16.10.267(d & e) page 3, lines 3 6. These should be a class
C felony. Current penalty in AS 16 is higher than a class B rfiis-:
demeanor. A class C felony is recommended because we are dealing
with fraud involving high sums of money.

Amend 16.10.296 (2) page 3 line 11. Amend the definition of
"fish" to include,after life cycle parts such as fertilized or
unfertilized eggs:. Some courts have ruled that fish eggs are not
"parts of fish" once separated from the carcass.

Amend 16.10.296 (4) page 3, line 17. Amend this definition by
eliminating the words "other than a cooperative corporation organized
under AS 10.15." There 1is no valid reason for authorizing these
organizations to purchase fish from illegal fishermen. As written
the definition offsets the goal of the legislation which is to
eliminate places where illegal fish can be sold.

Amend 16.43.360(g) page 4, lines 10 ai.d 11. Amend this section by
deleting (caught by the person in the course of the violation]

and add found on board at the time. We will usually not be able to
prove which fish were caught in the course of the violation and
which were caught prior to or after the violation.
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PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
request and Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, this special
report has been prepared to document the problems associated
with the enforcement of Commercial Fisheries Entry Commis—
in the Bristol Bay area.

sion laws and regulations

STATE OF ALASKA DIVISION C)F LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

The Alaska Commercial Fish®I'Me? Knt-vy rnmmi ?0icn t?? est?”-
lished in 1973 under Alaska Statute 16.43. The Commission
consists of three members appointed by the Governor and
confirmed by the Legislature.

The purpose of the Commission isto promote theconservation
of Alaska®"s fishery resource and the economical health of
commercial fishing in Alaska.

The function of the Commission is primarily regulatory. It
has the authority to:

1. Regulate entry into the commercial Tfisheries.

2. Establish or amend regulations necessary and desirable
to carry out the provisions of AS 16.43.

3. Issue permits to qualified applicants in accordance with
applicable statutes and regulations.

4. Revoke permits 1in accordance wich applicable laws.

5. Establish the optimum number of permits for a fishery to
assure the economic health of that commercial fishery.

The Commission has also been assigned the responsibility for
commercial Tfishing vessel licensing (ADFG number).

STATE OF ALASKA -2- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



QUESTIONS ON POLICY AND ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

Question No, 1

What is the total number of permits (permanent and interim-
use) 1issued for the Bristol Bay Fishery?

Response to Question No. 1

Dui g the 1981 Bristol Bay Fishery there were a total of
2,78jl drift gill net and set gill net permits issued (for a
breakdown by type, see Appendix A). In 1981 the total
number of permits had increased by 93 ever the 1978 total.

The Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection (F&WP) believes
that, although the number of permits have not 7increased sub—
stantially. the number of people fishing has. I"'ne increase
could be due to such factors as:

1. Permit holderr who did not fish in the past sold or
leased their permits to individuals who do fish.

2. The 1increased costs associated with purchasing and
operating a boat have caused fishermen to spend more
time Ffishing in order to meet costs, 1increasing the
number of fishermen fishing at any given time.

3. In 1981 the weather conditions were ideal. For this
reason, Tfishermen who have small vessels and are often
limited as to where and when they can fish, were able
to fish regularly.

Question No. 2
Is it possible for a fisherman to obtain a forged permit or
to fish in the fishery without a valid permit? If so, what

controls can be implemented to deter such activity?

Response to Question No. 2

It is possible to participate in the fishery without being a
valid permit holder. During our examination we discovered
that there are a number of ways to catch and sell, fish with—
out being a permit holder:

1. By filling in a fish ticket with his name and a ficti-

STATE OF ALASKA -3- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



2. A non-permit holder may fish by using a permit holder"s
pre-printed fish tickets. IfT the permit information is
already imprinted tne fisheruiau need only Ffill 1in uhe
catch data.

3. A non-permit holder can obtain a transfer request from
a fisherman not planning to fish or persuade the fish-—
erman to obtain a duplicate permit. There are fre—
quently advertisements for permits for lease, although
this 1is not legal unless an emergency transfer is
granted.

4. A non-permit holder can forge a permit card relatively
easily. F&WP found one forged card in 1981.

There are a number of ideas for controls and enforcement
procedures that can be used to deter such activity. We have
addressed these ideas in Recommendations no. i, no. z, ano
No. 5.

Question No. 3

What 1is the current procedure used to reissue a permit card
if the fisherman loses his? Could this result in duplicate
permits being used in the fishery?

Response to Question No. 3

If a fisherman loses his permit card, he must apply for a
new card with the Commercial Fisheries Entr* Commission
(CFEC). CFEC generally believes the fisherman®s reasons
regarding the loss, and issues him a new permit card.

It is possible for a fisherman to wind up with two permit
cards, if he chooses to be dishonest. He could then sell
one card or fish with two boats. Due to the current en—
forcement problems (see Recommendation No. 5) there is a
possibility that he would not be caught.

Question No. 4

Is it possible for a nonresident to file for a resident
permit and pay the resident fee? If so, what 1is CFEC doing
to prevent or detect this problem?

Response to Question No. 4

CFEC believed that it would be possible for an individual to
be a nonresident and bo Davinn resident fees. For this
reason, they ran n test to select all permit holders who mav
be guilty of the above. As a result of this test, CFEC came
up with ?2.?00 permit holders that they suspected were 1incor—
rectly claiming residency.

STATE OF ALASKA DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



CFEC then selected a sample of 180 of the 2,200 and received
$114,000 to begin investigating suspected illegal activities.

As a result of this investigation CFEC has found that this
is, in fact, a problem. They have found that many of the
permit holders filed residency applications by mistake or
because they believed themselves to be Alaska residents.
However, CFEC has found a small number who applied as a
resident with the specific intent of deceiving the State, in
order to pay the lesser fee.

There 1is no current legislation specifically addressing this
issue. Thus, it is left to the court to determine the
appropriate fine. The current fines being issued vary from
revocation of the permit to paying the difference between the
resident fee and the nonresident fee for those periods 1in
gquestion.

STATE or ALASKA -5- DIVISION or LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS

Recommendation No. 1

The Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission should improve
administrative procedures and strengthen regulations to
help ensure only valid permit holders have access to the
fisheries.

We observed a number of problems in the use of limited entry
permits in Bristol Bay which CFEC could help to control
through administrative changes.

A. CFEC should laminate a photograph of the permit holder
to his permit, in a manner similar to the Alaska
drivers license. We realize that there would be a
logistics problem, however, we believe the added con-—
trol provided by photos outweighs the problems.

The photo would provide ready identification of the
permit holder, not only by enforcement personnel and
biologists, but by the fish buyers as well. A buyer is
less apt to purchase fish if he knows the individual is
not the valid permit holder. The photo on the permit
has been recommended by protection officers, biolo—
gists, and members of the Board of Fisheries.

B. Regulation 5 AAC 39.130(b)(9) should be enforced. This
regulation requires the fish buyer to use the valid
permit card of the gear operator to mechanically im—
print the permit number and related data onto the fish
ticket. Strict enforcement of this regulation would
reduce the chance of a non-permit holder being able to
sell his fish and would also improve the data error
rate of fish tickets by reducing the number of hand-—
written fish tickets. In addition, regulations should
be established to prohibit the pre-stamping of fish
ticket books prior to the sale of fish. It is a common
practice for fish buyers to pre-stamp fish tickets
prior to the opening of the season. Pre-stamped fish
ticket books are then either kept or returned to the
fisherman. For either case, a significant breakdown 1in
the control over access to commercial fishing exists.
Allegations were made that this practice resulted in
abuses by allowing non-permit holders to sell fish (see
Recommendation No. 2).

C. The (@Ii"EU permit problems arc more intrnse in the
Bristol Bay salmon fisheries, and as a result CFEC
needs to be more accessible to Lho fishermen just prior
to and during the fisheries. Because of the short time

STATE OF ALASKA -6- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



span of these fisheries, delay in referring permit
problems to Juneau dues net provide adequate response
time. As a result, unnecessary permit problems develop.

Having a CFEC staff member present would help reduce
violations. We found that some fishermen fished and
made landings during part or all of the fishery without
a valid permit. Also, permit holders who transfer
their permits need immediate approval or denial of such
transfers. Presently it is possible in an emergency to
transfer a permit if the permit holder 1is disabled.
However, this process 1is easily abused, as a non-permit
holder can legally fish on a request for transfer until
it is approved or denied by CFEC 1in Juneau. If denied,
the fisherman need only resubmit a similar request for
transfer to start this process over. This has allowed
a few permit holders to improperly transfer their
permits. The turn-around time between Juneau and
Bristol Bay 1is approximately two or three weeks. Due
to the turn-around time and the short fishing season in
Bristol Bay, the non-permit holder can fish a good part
or all of the season on the transfer request.

Recommendation No. 2

Statutory changes are needed to provide for clarification
and efficient enforcement of the Alaska Fisheries.

The current:, statutes have not provided adequate economic
deterrents to keep fishermen from catching fish illegally,
nor do they deter the processors from purchasing illegally
caught fish. Alaska®"s fishery 1is the second largest indus—
try in the State and adequate measures should be taken to
protect this resource.

Under the current statutes, violation of fisheries regula—
tions is a misdemeanor with a punishable fine of not more
than $5,000 on the first offense and $10,000 on the second
and third offenses. Upon the third conviction, the person
may be required to forfeit all interim-use and entry permits
held by him and lose eligibility for future 1issuance or
transfer of interim use for up to three years. There are
currently no penalties for processors purchasing illegally
caught fish, and fines are usually less than the maximum
allowed by laW.

We recommend that statutory changes be made to provide

sufficient deterrents for violation of CFEC Ilaws. The
following deterrents and statutory changes should be consid-—
ered.

STATE OF ALASKA -7- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



A. Provide that fishermen fishing a limited fishery without
a permit face a criminal charge, and be subject to fines
and imprisonment, and mandatory loss of catch, gear and
vessel.

B. Make it illegal for fish buyers to knowingly purchase
fish from a fisherman who does not have a valid permit.
Processors violating this law should lose the right to
participate in the fishery and/or be subject to fines
and forfeitures of proceeds from the sale of illegally
caught fish. There is no incentive for a fisherman to
violate the limited entry laws if there is no market to
sell the illegal fish.

C. Permit holders violating the commercial fisheries laws
should be subject to more stringent penalties. Under
the current statutes, the economic deterrents are not
sufficient enough to deter some of the fishermen from
violating the law. The fishermen should be subject to
revocation of their permits and forfeiture of their
illegally caught fish, vessels, and gear used 1in the
taking of the fish if they are caught flagrantly violat—
ing commercial fisheries laws, or if the violation was
their second or third offense. Such a statutory change
as proposed SB 51 should provide a sufficient deterrent
to restrain most fishermen from violating the laws.

In addition, the statutes need to provide for a more effi—
cient means of policing the fishery. Under the current
statutes, F&WP has been denied access to fish tickets and
fish ticket information without a subpoena. F&WP, as a
result of the denial, has had to depend on spot checks to
verify that fishermen are complying with CFEC laws. We
believe that the most efficient means of enforcing a limited
fishery would be to allow F&WP access to fish tickets and
fish ticket information.

If F&WP were allowed access to fish tickets and fish ticket
information, it would enable them to:

A. Effectively identify fishermen that were not permit
holders. In Bristol Bay we found a number of fishermen
that appeared to be fishing without permits, with ex—
pired permits, and with permits used by other than the
permit holder. By comparing the CFEC list of current
penult holders with 1i.'re fish tickets or fish ticket
data, F&WP would be able to determine: 1) If the fish-—
erman had a permit; 2) where he was fishing; 3) how many
fish he had sold; and A) who was purchasing his fish.

B. BeLeinline which processors were purchasing fish from
non-permit holders. Certain processors seemed to be
purchasing the non-permit holders®™ Tfish on a regular
basis. FW&P would be able to investigate these proces-

STATE or ALASKA -8- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



sors and determine if they were knowingly purchasing
illegally caiight fish.

C. Provide supporting evidence in a court of law for the
prosecuting of violators. The fish ticket is in fact a
bill of sale. The law reads that you cannot catch and
sell salmon without a permit; thus, 1if a non-permit
holder®s name appears on the fish ticket, such a ticket
could be valuable supporting evidence when prosecuting.

Based upon our examination of the Bristol Bay fishery, it is
apparent that there is an economic incentive for fishermen to
violate the commercial fisheries laws. Although many of the
fines issued by the area courts were the maximum allowed,
there still seems to be a disregard of regulations by some
fishermen. Thus, the above mentioned statute changes are
intended to provide deterrents to persuade fishermen to
comply with the law, and provide enforcement officials the
ability to pursue violators who do not.

Recommendation No. 3
The Department of Kish and Game needs to continue to improve
the data entry system used to develop catch dataTrom fish

tickets.

During the prior review of the Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission we noted that the catch data developed from fish

tickets was three years out-of-date. This condition has
been much improved. The Bristol Bay catch data is now nine
to twelve months behind. However, we believe continued

effort is needed to have thorough data available on a cur—
rent basis, if the State is to efficiently manage entry into
commercial fisheries. This recommendation should not be
implemented if CFEC laws are not to be enforced throug! the
fish ticket process.

Our examination of 1981 fish tickets disclosed many clerical

errors. It is our understanding that many of these problems
were due to having a prior data entry clerk who did not
perform as expected. These errors result in the area

biologist hand editing many unnecessary corrections.

There are a number of methods available to improve the fish

ticket data entry system. Probably the most cost effective
is to merge CFEC"s data processing section with the Depart—
ment of Fish and Game®"s (F&G) . This was proposevl in Fiscal

Year 1980, but was vetoed by the Governor at the recommendation
of F&G. F&G stated in lhe recommendation that adequate
information was not available to determine if such a merger
would be cost efficient.
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In April of 1981 a study of Data Services was completed.

This study contained information obtained frnm the Department
of Administration, CFEC, and F&G. The report recommended
providing time sharing services to F&G and CFEC personnel,
expediting implementation of CFEC remote licensing, upgrading
F&G regional computer hardware and establishing control
procedures for F&G fish tickets.

We recommend that F&G and CFEC attempt to obtain funding to
implement the improvements in processing fish tickets where
practical. The implementation of the study recommendations
should expedite the processing of fish ticket data, enabling
the State to more efficiently manage and enforce the limited
fisheries.

Recommendation No. 4

The Department of Fish and Game should establish an effi—
cient means of marking and maintaining the boundary lines
for the commercial fishing area.

The 1981 boundary marking procedures made it extremely
difficult for the fishermen and protection officers to
determine exactly where the boundary lines were. This
contributed to the F&WP difficulty in enforcing the boundary
lines.

F&G"s main objective 1in Bristol Bay is to obtain information
about the fish returns to enable them to make the proper
management decisions. During the peak of the season, F&G
biologists concentrate their effort on data gathering rather
than maintaining the boundary lines. This presents a prob—
lem since the boundary line markers in the Bristol Bay area
were 1inadvertently moved or not properly placed.

Due to the problems associated with the boundary lines it is
apparent that: it would aid F&WP to terminate these lines
once the required escapement had been reached. By termi —
nating the outer boundary lines F&WP could concentrate their
efforts on other enforcement needs. However, F&G believes
that there 1is a valid biological data reason for maintaining
the boundary lines. They also believe that if the outer
boundary 1linos wore not there it would hinder the Board of
Fisheries®" ability to manage the allocations of fish between
gear types 1in the fishery.

Vie recommend that F&G and F&WP work together to determine if
flexibility in the boundary linos is possible. If the
boundary lines arc Lu remain intact throughout the fishery,
they must be properly and clearly marked so that they can be
enforced.
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Recommendation No. 5

The Department of Public Safety, Division of Fish and Wild—
life Protection should evaluate their current allocation of
personnel and equipment to determine if such resources

could be allocated for more beneficial use in the Bristol
Bay area or if additional resources are needed.

During the 1981 commercial salmon fishery, F&WP was not
able to adequately patrol and enforce the Bristol Bay area
due to the high incidence rate of violations and resource
limitations. Violations occurring due tv the improper use
of CFEC permits have been enforced when F&WP became aware
of them. However, enforcement of CFEC permit requirements
has not been a high priority due to the large number of
other problems and the difficulty in identifying who may be
fishing without a valid pernmit. Enforcement of CFEC"s laws
must be viewed in light of the total enforcement require—
ments for the area.

F&WP 1is aware of the enforcement needs of the area and has
many 1ideas on how to strengthen enforcement. Therefore, we
believe F&WP is in the best position to evaluate the
enforcement effort needed to resolve many of the problems
that currently exist.

If F&WP is to accomplish their duties effectively, it is
apparent that some changes are necessary. We havu High-—
lighted F&WP"s, as well as other parties®, ideas and sug—
gestions for improvement.

A. The use of a helicopter in Bristol Bay is an idea we
believe has a lot of merit. The need for F&WP to be
mobile and have access to rural sites for patrol was a
concern expressed by many familiar with the fishery.

A helicopter would provide for quick response and
access where the boats and fixed wing planes cannot.

A helicopter could also he used for search and rescue,
establishing rural observation posts, and resupply.
The problem with the use of a helicopter is its ex—
pense, and it cannot be used in bad weather.

B. Presently F&WP has one 32 foot boat 1in the Bay and

three Boston Whalers. There are four major fishing
districts in the Bay: Naknek Kuichak, Kgegik Ugashik,
Togiak, and Mushagak. These fisheries encompass a
large geographic area. The small boats cannot easily

commute between the districts or be used in foul
weather, tlu.j, the one 32 foot boat must Cuvui much of
the area. Additional boats of this size could in—
crease the patrol capabilities. However, it would not
be practical to move this size boat to other areas in
the State, and most of the year additional boats are
not needed.
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C. F&WP should have more officers in the area during the
calmnn fishery if the enforcement problems continue.
This can be accomplished by Lx-ansferring personnel or
increasing the number of positions.

In order to place more personnel in the area, F&WP would
have to transfer officers from other fisheries or game
management units. If this is done, care must be taken
to ensure that the other areas would not be understaffed
and be subject to increased violations.

Alternatively, to increase the number of positions in

the area may require additional funding. I this
proves to be true, we recommend F&WP request funds
needed.

Alee, dup to the nature of the fishery and the limited
number of officers, the F&wr officex-s must work over —
time. Personal services funding should be adequate to
cover overtime. It is our understanding that there may
not be sufficient funding in 1982 for overtime needed.

D. Revise current statutory laws providing for more strin-—
gent deterrents (see Recommendation No. 2). F&WP
believes that the number of violations would be reduced
if the economic incentive to violate commercial fisheries
laws were reduced. A major concern related to more
stringent deterrents is the fact that King Salmon has no
jail. If the revised statutes provide that violations
are punishable by imprisonment, F&WP"s operating costs
will increase because F&WP will have to transport the
violators to and from jail in either Anchorage or
Dillingham.

E. The 1local magistrates believe that F&WP should instruct
their officers and standardize the procedures to be
followed in giving a citation. The officers are somewhat
inconsistent, compared to one another, in litw they
handle similar situations. For example, one officer
might give a warning for crossing the boundary line
while another officer would 1issue a citation for crossing
the line; or one officer might cite only the permit
ho* .or on the vessel, while another officer would cite
the permit: holder, Lhe captain, and the crewmen.

Due to the current: enforcement: problem in the Bristol Bay
area, some changes will be necessary. There appears to be
no easy solution to the problems, and adequate enforcement
will most likely be obtained through a combination of
changes.
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January 1A, 1982

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legi slative Audi tor

Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W - Alaska Office Building
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Mr. Wi lkerson:

Thank you for providing this office with the preliminary audit report concern-
ing the Bristol Bay fisheries. We appreciate the opportunity to respond to
the issues and recommendations that relate to the Department of Fish and
Game"s activities and responsibilities. Accordingly, please consider the
following comments on Recommendations No. 3 and No. 4. You will note that the
comments are the same as provided in my letter of December 3, 1981 /ith the
addition of information concerning the recent regulatory action of the Alaska
Board of Fisheries on Bristol Bay fishing district boundaries.

Recommendation No. 3

The Department of Fish and Game needs to continue to improve the data entry
system used to develop catch data from fish tickets.

The Department of Fish and Game use of data entry software on its regional mini-
computers is a proven and relatively trouble free system. Howcvei, the capability
does not exist, currently, where multiple data entry stations may be utilized on the
hardware itself. The hardware is extremely reliable and flexible in operation, but
is seriously limited iIn its scope. Greater capacity is needed to support a multi-
station environment. Upgrading the present hardware or its replacement with a more
up-to-date version capable of supporting a multistation environment appears to be the
most cost effective solution to this problem. Also additional data entry personnel
would be required to man additional data entry stations.

Timely access to fTisli ticket data is basically a problem of data collection
and data cntry. Tiie voiume of tickets collected; the number of computer

records generated from those tickets; the limited number of data entry person-

nel directly involved in the process; are all major factors contributing to

the basic problem itself. With this in mind it is difficult to visualize how

the alternati ve solution to the problem of merging the Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission anH Department of Fish and Game data processing sections wuuiu piuvc iu
be more cost effective. Certain efficiencies might possibly be achieved in

an operational sense but in the final analysis the same basic problem of data
collection and data entry would still exist.



Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson -2- January 1A, 1982

Recommendation No. 4

The Department of Fish and Game should establish an efficient means of
marking and maintaining the boundary lines for the commercial Ffishing area.

The Department of Fish and Game recognizes the need for an effective means of
marking and maintaining the Bristol Bay commercial Tfishing district boundaries.
The problem was addressed in 1978 under a capital improvement program author-
ization of $16,000 which enabled a study and design contract for a state-of-
the-art marker system with Automatic Power Co. of Houston, Texas and purchase
of one trial buoy for the Kvichak River. Coincident with the study a major
funding request was prepared which was approved as a part of a 1979 bond

issue. The bond issue made available $350,000 for marker system hardware and
further testing and evaluation. Based on the product of the Automatic Power
to. study d nidjui purchase cf hardware and electronics amounting to <>
mately $180,000 was made in the winter of 1979-80. The new system was to have
been tested and evaluated during the 1980 salmon season; however, the red
salmon run forecast for 1980 was phenomenally large. The Department in this
instance recommended that the standard district boundaries not be utilized
and, therefore, somewhat ironically, did not emplace the standard buoy system.
The Tfirst major testing of the system occurred during the 1981 season. Many
components of the marker system worked very well but, as is widely recognized,
some key shortcomings were noted. Particularly, some of the buoys marking the
outer Naknek-Kvichak District boundary drifted or were not positioned exactly
as required. The range light system for that line was not adequate. Other
lesser problems occurred.

As ,» result of enforcement problems which arose inseason and extensive discus-
sions postseason with Department of Public Safety personnel, fishermen, advi-
sory committees, and the Regional Council, the Department has purchased addi-
tional materials for the marker system costing in excess of $°3,000. These
include heavier anchors, shore towers, range and buoy lights. Installation is
planned to occur between April 1 and June 15, 1982.

During their December, 1981 proceedings the Alaska Board of Fisheries also
responded to the commercial Tfishing district boundary issue by adopting new
regulations that redescribed the commercial Tfishing districts of Bristol Hay.
The new regulatory language developed from a joint effort of our fishery
managers and Department of Public Safety personnel. Special attention was
given to providing boundary lines that would provide for: (@ easy location
by fishermen, () effective enforcement, arid (3) adequate separation of stocks
contributing to the fishery. The new regulations, which are enclosed for

your reference, will become final well iIn advance of the 1982 salmon season.

The Department of Fish and Game continues to feel that limiting the Bristol
Bay commercial salmon Tfisheries to properly defined and marked fishing dis-
tricts under most eunui liuiu and 9. most years ic necessary far the lo..g Ls<<m
health or tnesc importanL saifron risnerics. nig..iy unusual circurnstances Such
as the phenomenal red salmon run which occurred in 1980 may warrant departures
from normal management measures, including district boundaries. The Depart-
ment staff will continue to anticipate these special situations and needs in
concert with Fish and Wildlife Protection Division of Department of Public
Safety, local advisory committees, and the Board of Fisheries.

-14-
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Sincerely,

Commi ssioner

Enelosures

-15-

1982



\Y
/ JAY S. HAMMOND. GOVERNOR r

Ufir/LIIM'MI'INT OF PUBEBC SAFETY :
OFFICEOF THE COMMISSIONER pouchn-juneaumil

December 31, 1981 r

JAN 07 1982

Gerald L. Wilkerson, C.P.A.
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit

Pouch W f
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:
This letter is my response to your preliminary audit on:

A Special Review of the Department of Fish and Game,
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (and as related)
Department of Public Safety, Bristol Bay Fisheries,
November 25, 1981.

Recommendation No. 1

"The Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission should improve administrative
procedures and strengthen regulations to help insure only valid permit
holders have access to the fisheries."

A. We concur with the recommendation that CFEC laminate a photograph
of the permit holder to his permit. Although there are some logistical
problems involved, we feel they can bo overcome. Some alternative needs
to be established for the individual who loses his card or applies for
an emergency transfer.

B. We agree that 5 AAC 39.130(b)(9) should be enforced; however, it is
nearly impossible to do so. The practice of pre-stamping fish ticket
books by the processors 1is currently legal and until such time as this
practice is abolished through statutory changes, the regulation 1in
question is extremely difficult to enforce. TheBoard of Fisheries has
shown interest in prohibiting pre-stamped fish ticket books but believes
they lack the authority to deal with this issue.

C. We agree that CFEC should have, a staff member present in Bristol
Bay with the authority to approve nv a;c?pprcvs rcHUoatu fuj. UdiibiKi.

-16-
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This employee could also handle the issuance of new permits with photo
to those people involved in approved transfer requests.

Recommendation No. 2

"Statutory changes are needed to provide for clarification and efficient
enforcement of the Alaska Fisheries."

We agree with all three sections of this recommendation as it relates to
higher penalties. Proposed legislation such as SB 51 should provide a
sufficient deterrent to most fishermen.

If Fish and Wildlife Protection is to adequately enforce CFEC regula—
tions, they must have access to fish tickets. The reasons listed in the
audit and anticipated results of giving Fish and Wildlife Protection
access to fish tickets are valid.

Recommendation No. 3

"The Department of Fish and Game needs to continue to improve the data
entry system used to develop catch data from fish tickets."

Without having access to fish ticket data, | am unable to comment on
this recommendation.

Recommendation No. 4

"The Department of Fish and Game should establish an efficient means of

marking and maintaining the boundary lines for the commercial fishing
areas."

The problems encountered with the 1981 boundary marking procedures
should be eliminated this next season. The Division of Fish and Wild—
life Protection and the Department of Fish and Game submitted boundary
changes to the Board of Fisheries in its December meeting. The Board
adopted the proposed changes and once Fish and Game places he markers
on the new boundaries, the problem should be resolved. Wo would en—
courage the Department of Fish and Game to check and maintain the
markers throughout the Bristol Bay season.

Recommendation Ncu 5

"The Department of Public Safety, Divisi of Fish and Wildlife Protec—
tion should evaluate their current nil _adon of personnel and equipment
to determine if such resources could be allocated for more beneficial
use in the Bristol Bay area or if additional resources are needed."

w- acres v:ifch the statement that Fish and wildlife Protection was not
able to adequately patrol the Bristol Bay fisheries in 1981. The large
number of fislvrmon combined with a large number cf violations were more
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than the Division could handle with budget limitations and manpower and

equipment available as evidenced by a 250 percent increase in violations
detected over the previous year. This large increase was due, 1in part,

as a result of the strike in 1980.

CFEC regulations have not been a high priority in Bristol Bay due to the
inability to obtain fish ticket information and, more importantly, the
high volume of other more obvious violations.

A. We agree that a helicopter in Bristol Bay would enhance enforce—
ment; however, Fish and Wildlife Protection does not have the funding to
lease or purchase a helicopter. If funding became available in the

future, the Division would purchase a helicopter for use in Bristol Bay
and elsewhere in the state after the Bristol Bay fisheries are completed.

B. We agree that additional vessels in the 32" range are necessary to
adequately cover the fishery. We do not advocate the purchasing of
additional vessels due to the short time period they w uld be used each
year. The alternative to purchasing is to lease two 32" vessels for the
red salmon season. Based on previous experiences with leased vessels,
we would anticipate a cost of one thousand dollars per day, plus fuel
and crew per vessel.

C. We agree that Fish and Wildlife Protection needs more officers and
seasonal aides in Bristol Bay during the red salmon season. To transfer
additional officers (above the number transferred last year) from other
areas of the state would have an adverse impact on other fisheries. The
alternative is to hire additional manpower and allocate funding to
support the extra manpower, both of which are beyond the Division's
current funding capabilities.

As indicated in the audit, overtime is expensive for the officers
assigned to the Bay and the Division may not have sufficient funding to
get the maximum benefit out of the officers in 1902.

D. We agree that more stringent deterrents are necessary. If jail

time is imposed on violators, it will have two effects on Fish and Wild—
life Protection: One, operating costs will increase substantially due

to the need to transport prisoners. Second, those officers assigned to
transport prisoners will not bo available for field enforcement work.

E. Wo agree with part of this recommendation and disagree with part.
The basic policies should be standardized to insure equal treatment lor
nil fishermen in the Bay. The Division Director will insure this occurs
next year. However, the officers in the field must have the discretion
on whether to cite an individual or issue a warning based upon the
circum.olLa.n-ca. iiioiu:s a Dig aitrerence between the individual who
drifts one hundred yards over the line and the individual who sets his
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nets one mile above line, yet both are in violation. If a judgement can
be made, it appears this discretion works in favor of the citizens ar,
the ratio between warnings and citations is about one to one.

Bristol Bay is a high volume short duration fishery. To adequately
reduce the number of violations occurring in Bristol Bay, we feel, will
require the cooperation of all three branches of government. If, the

penalties were high enough to be a deterrent, SB 47 and SB 51 were
passed by the legislature, and, the Division of Fish and Wildlife Pro—
tection enforced the regulations to the best of their ability within
available funding, we believe the problems can be resolved. If either
of the above fail to occur, the problems will continue.

The audit suggested thatFish and Wildlife Protection request additional
fundiny for Bristol Bay, if needed. This request has been made through
the legislative report submitted to the legislature last year. This
report covers what is needed to resolve the problem in Bristol Bay and
other areas of the state.

If you have any questions or need clarification, please contact me.

Sincerely

William R. Nix
Commissioner
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FROM:

IS® HiC A linir
Gerald Wilkerson OATE- Januaiy o[ L" y g lgg2 IJ

Legislative Auditor RLE NO

LB AlMVE

TELEPHONE NO:

RoberT* J*. >Simon, Chairman ) Requested Respons”IPA” r
. _ ) SUBJECT: . _ i
Commercijrl Fisheries Entry Preliminary Audit In RE:
Commission Special Review of ADF&G,

CFEC, DPS, and Bristol
Bay Fisheries

Per your request dated December 21, 1981, our response to the
preliminary audit, as above-referenced, follows.

There are five (p) recommendations in the referenced document.
Recommendation No. 1 is the single issue relating to the Entry
Commission. We will limit our response to that recommendation.

Recommendation No. 1.
Subpart A

Legislative Audit has once before recommended that a photo be
laminated to the back of entry permit cards (sec legislative audit dated
May 15, 1979). We believe we have fully apprised you of the numerous
adverse implications of directing that action, and have in fact proposed
an alternative solution which, we believe, has much greater likelihood
of curtailing illegal actions associated with unlawful use of entry
permits. (Our suggestion was incorporated in SSHB 631, 11th
Legislature). We will, however, once again attempt to enumerate the
failings of the suggestion.

(¢D) Unlike driversl licenses or other similiar cards utilizing a
bearer photo, entry and intcrim-use permits are reissued each year.
They do not have a useable life of five years as has an Alaska driver ™
license.

(2) The travel costs for compliance by permit holders 1in remote

villages could be extremely high. It is not possible foi the Entry
Commission or any other agency to establish sufficient licensing offices
to accommodate that condition. The Department of Public Safety has
difficulty with drivers® licenses aL present even though its budget 1is
considerably larger than the commissionls. Moreover, 1its clienfnlo does

not in the same measure as ours extend to the remote villages.

Air taxi fares and charter rates have inflated rapidly in the past
several years, making our earlier it:iJjuuac even more appropriate today,
vie could ho 1iu the emberrnsr.i-g pesiiiiv*® of "eqairing people who are
eligible for poverty fees when renewing permits to expend relatively
large amounts of money to be photographed for their permit, while urban
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tlsnerman, wii.li greater fir.zr.c5€"> resources have comparatively easy,
less expensive access to the appropriate state offices.

(3) The existing laminated photo system utilized by the Department
of Public Safety could much more easily be modestly expanded to include
the issuanc of fishermen ID cards. With a requirement that such a
photo ID be possessed by each licensed fisherman, the same result could
be achieved with far less 1inconvenience to the public or imposition on
the public coffers. Yet even that arrangement would not obviate
hardship for many.

(4) Data Card Inc., the largest ID and credit card manufacturing
firm in the nation was contacted by the commission regarding this
matter. Data Card has advised us that every major company which
employed an embossed photo ID card has abandoned their use in the last
two years. The reasons given were rhat the process is slow, archaic,
and at the current state of the art, employs cumbersome machinery at
considerable expense. It cannot be integrated with the current systen
used by DPS or CFEC, and would therefore require the creation of a
separate system specifically for assembling and embossing photo ID"s.

We have been informed that with the machinery currently in use an
embossed photo ID card can be assembled in approximately 15 minutes. In
1980, the commission issued 32,211 permits of all types. This would
represent 8,052.75 hours or 4.13 man-years of machine time to produce
the cards. When one considers the redundancy necessary to cope with
Alaska®"s size and seasonal rush periods, as well as developing a systenm
to collect verified photos to attach to the cards, the need to commit
substantial financial resources becomes apparent. In our view, those
resources would be more productively used in the areas of increased
surveillance and improved data.

(5) The commission has adopted regulations requiring fishermen to
have in their pos; assion personal identification at all times while
engaged in commercial fishing operations. If asked to present such 1D
by an enforcement officer of the State, they must comply. See
20 AAC 05.115.

(6) Even if a photo ID system is effectively implemented, much of
the illegal fishing associated with unlawful use of valid entry permits
will not he curtailed unless fish buyers are penalized for the purchase
of fish from illegal fishing operations.

Subosrt i
The Commission has no responsibility in this area of enforcement.

Su"mmtL C

The suggestion for in-field CFEC personnel 1in Bristol Bay lias
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obvious budget implications. We realize that our liberal .csvst-om nf i
allowing in-field aut-b«ricatior»b of emergency transfers and duplicate |
permit cards is abused to some degree. We are very reluctant to

eliminate such in-field authorization, however, because of the clearly \
adverse implications of waiting several days to receive Juneau office ]

approval of such requested actions, especially in situations such as
Bristol Bay where even a one day prohibition on fishing could be
economically catastrophic.

Beginning with the 1981 fishing season, the Commission provided for
an in-field review of these requests by ADF&G and DPS personnel. Prior
to mailing a request for emergency transfer or request for duplicate
permit card to the commission, a fisherman was required to receive an
authorizing signature from a representative of one of those agencies if
the season and weekly fishing period openings were such that using the
carbon copy of the transfer or duplicate request until a permit card
arrived was necessary. Much of the moic blatant abuses of the systenm
were eliminated by this cooperative effort. We are very grateful to the
participating field representatives of both agencies.

Providing a CFEC employee in Bristol Bay would appear to be a
matter for the Alaska Legislature and Governor to decide. If it is
determined to be worthy of state funding, the Commission will do its
best to provide the added enforcement support sought by the
recommendation.

RJS:jac
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BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE  /  JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

/

January 14, 1982

Members of the
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the Commercial Tfisheries Entry Commission®s
response to our Special Review of the Deparment of Fish and
Came. Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (and as related)
Department of Public Safety, Bristol Bay Fisheries, and
provide the following response.

Our recommendation stressed the need to strengthen statutes,
regulations, and improve administrative procedures. We
believe that a laminated photo or other specific means of
identification, and the stationing of a CFEC employee in the
Bristol Bay area during the season are essential if the
economic health of the fisherman and entry into the commer —
cial fisheries 1is to be protected.

CFEC"s response did not address the need for the State, 1in
licensing fishermen, to provide reasonable assurance to the
processors and protection officers that fishermen in posses—
sion of a permit card are fishing legally. They did cite
some very good reasons why issuing a permit with a laminated
photo may not be cost effective, and noted logistic problems
involved. However, there are alternatives which could pro—
vide the same assurance at less cost such as providing that
only Tfishermen in certain Tfisheries will be required to
obtain a valid State identification card with a photo that
can be reissued every five years. IIB 637 would require a
fisherman to have such an identification card in conjunction
with a commercial fishing permit, and provides for penalties
for violations. By making it mandatory for a fisherman to
have an identification card, to be in possession of a valid
permit provides the same protection as a laminated photo and
would be more cost effective.

A\f/'/ //J/J/ t

% [ i,

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
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