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Governor Jay Hammond
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Governor Hammond:

T was encouraged and disappointed when 1 read the "Bristol Bay Task Force"
report approved by yourself on March 23, 1981. I felt that the recommenda-
tion for a marketing study is a short, halting, positive step in the right
direction. However, | was deeply disturbed by the Gestapo-type reaction

to so-called threats of violence during price disputes in Bristol Bay.

Please understand that 1 am not critical of tiie people who prepared the
report because it does focus on one of the roots of the problem of getting
a reasonable price for salmon in Bristol Bay.

The situation in Bristol Bay is a pond of pandemonium and chaos at this
time. No quick-fix task force can study the problem, make recommendations,
implement a plan and expect results in two months®" time. However, 1

am encouraged to see some attempt to help fishermen establish a firm
footing by getting basic data on the table as both sides bargain for a Tfish
price.

I am disturbed by section B found on page 11 entitled "Controlling the Climate
of the Negotiations'. The title itself iIs enough to scare the most stal-
wart fishermen in Bristol Bay. Perhaps that was the intent, but | cannot
believe that you would condone the use of force and violence to "control"™ ne-
got ation climates. My reaction to that section is one of disbelief and
contusion. Many fishermen are embittered by this section.

Section B is so one-sided that 1 fail to believe what 1 read when there has
never been any killing of any person by violence in the history of the fish
price negotiations, ""though the report implies that the general welfare
is to be protected, it looks as though it"s the processors who are to be in
possession of the armed forces of the state.

I don"t want to belittle the "threats of violence and intimidation”™ but |
can"t help but note that fish processors have their own forms of intimidation.
It is the threat of economic retaliation if a fisherman doesn®"t do what

is best for the processor, fishermen ore told that if there 1is no settlement
then there is no credit, no nets, no boat launching, no boat storage, no
cannery mechanic etc., etc. There are also threats of ruinming fishermen®s
boats by cannery skows. In fact, | believe there was such a ramming that
took place last year.

I hope that you will reverse the outlay of public funds by appropriating
$50,000.00 for discreet surveillance of potential violence and $320,000.00 for
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a comprehensive marketing study for Bristol Bay. In addition, 1 hope you

will continue to support a longer airfield in Dillingham to allow large 747-
type aircraft to fly fish out. Finally, the development of Seafood Industrial
Parks would be most helpful in providing additional markets for our fisher-
men who are finding themselves without canneries to fish for. A Seafood
Industrial Park in Naknek or King Salmon and Dillingham would attract canning,
freezing and specialty processing thus increasing the market for our fish.

Thank you for your consideration, Please call or write if you have any ques-
tions about the points 1 raised.

Very sincerely,

Nels A. Anderson, Jr.

cc: Senator George Hohman
Rep. Joe Chuckwuk



A briefing on developments
affecting Pacific Coast seafood.

JAPAN L Year-end, generally the strongest period for seafood
sales, is atypically quiet chis year. Inventories of most products are down, re -
flecting a cautious approach on the part of trading and fishing companies. Prices
for kazunoko, at both wholesale and retail levels, are half what they were one year
=N o Fishing has ended o ff Hokkaido for fa Il chum salmon, akisake,
with a catch of 15 m illion fish (47,000 tons), down from last year's 18 m illion

fish (61,000 tons), but sales are slow due to high prices and large size of the fish,
which makes them unattractive as holiday g ifts ..ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnens. Some market observers
blame slow consumer demand for salmon on this year's attractive kazunoko prices,
but others fear that high salmon prices w ill lead to consumers refusing to buy it
as they did with kazunoko last year.iiiiiiiaans Importation of seaurchin from
the West Coast of the U.S. is increasing. Sea urchin is wused in special New Year's
dishes. Imported sea urchin sold for ¥2400/kg ($5.12/1b) in late November. Sea

urchin harvested domestically sells for ¥6700/kg ($14.30/1b).

Japan and the USSR have tentatively agreed on respective fishing quotas for 1981
after only 11 days of negotiation. Totals w ill be 750,000 tons for Japan and 650,000

tons for the Soviets. A request by die Japanese to increase the take of Alaska pol-
lock in Soviet waters did not result in an increased quota. It remains 290,000 tons.
The USSR has been allocated 500,000 tons of sardine and blue mackerel in Japanese
waters, the same as in ?Q79, although they had requested an increase. The Soviets

have agreed to decrease their pollock catch.

The Japanese government has announced an import quota of 18,000 tons of squid for the
last part of 1980, down from 36,500 tons for the same period a year ago. Squid re-
mains overstocked in Japan.ccoiiiiiiiieiiiiiieeens Food herring caught in Ja7anese waters
is abundant this year and sells ex-processor at ¥33Q/kg ($.70/lb) and is superior in
guality to Imported herring. Imported West Coast herring was expected to sell at
¥250 to ¥280/kg ($.53 t0 $.5971ID) ciiuiiiiiiiiiii e, A Tokyo company is selling
fresh A tlantic salmon air imported from Norway. The salmon arrives two days after
landing and ii offered at ¥3500/kg ($7.46/1b) coeriiiiniiiniinianannen. Importers are

reportedly h .ving to carefully inspect and grade bulk imports of king crab because
of the problem with meat content. The crab price is expected to fall when crab is
offered in t ..k in wholesale markets. The question of covering losses w ill be a
factor in tanner crab price negotiations, it is reported.

Leading Japanese fishery companies are reporting poor financial results

Kvokuvo reportedly lost ¥2.8 billion ($13.1 million) for the year ended in October,
and Nichiro Gvogyo reports a loss of ¥3 billion ($14 m illion) for the year ended

in November.....coooiiiiiiiiinnins Nippon Suisan and Taiyo are also expected to announce bad
balance sheets Hokoku has announced it w ill hire no new university
graduates next spring.

The collar is strong against most other currencies, largely a result of high U.S.
interest rates, but was losing ground to the yen in late December. Although a rate
of between ¥212 and ¥215 to the dollar is seen as desirable by the Japanese govern-
ment, trading just before Christmas was at ¥207/$%$!. |In December, 1979, the exchange
rate varied between ¥245 and ¥260/$l.



JAPAN UPDATE (continued)

Product

King Crab

(buao

Tanner
Crab
(bairdi)

(bulk)

Tanner
Crab
(opelio)

(bulk)

Herring
Roe

fblj *Ue)

Black Cod

(8 Ib up)
Prawns

(Mexican)

(16-*0) itu

Chum
Salmon

Sockeye
Salmon
Bristol Bay

Chum
Salmon Roe

(No. 1)

Pink
Salmon Roe

(Mo 1)

Tsukiji Wholesale Market Prices
Prices (U.S.Pack)

Supply

heavy

lig ht

lig ht

heavy

leavy

heavy

moderate

moderate

moderate

moderate

Exchange

rate:

Trends
Demand Market
moderate moderate
moderate firm
moderate moderate
moderate firm
moderate moderate
moderate mode,rate
moderate moderate
moderate moderate
moderate firm
moderate firm
December,

1980 ¥213/%1;

Current

¥1600/kg
$3.41/1b

R¥1750/Kg
$3.7371b

R¥1570/kg
$3.35/1b

R¥1100/kg
$2.35/1b

¥7500/kg
$16.05/1b

¥680/kg
$1.45/1b

¥5900/kg
$!w 59/1b

(6-9 1b)
¥1250/kg
$2.66/1b

/"1430Ag
$3.09/1b

¥4500/kg
$9.61/1b

¥3700/kg
$7.90/1b

Above Information compUod In cooperation with Nlkkan 8hokuryo Shimbun .
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1-Yr.ago

R¥1530/kg
$2.82/1b

¥4800/kg
$8.86/1b

Prices (Home Pack)
Current 1-Yr.ago
¥1550/kg
$3.31/1b
(Soviet)
¥1150/kg
$2.46/1b
¥870/kg ¥930/kg
$1.85/1b $1.71/1b
¥1240/kg ¥1350/kg
$2.64/1b  $2.49/1b
(mother-
ship)
¥1750/kg
$3.74/1b
¥6000/kg  ¥5500/kg
$12.80/1b $10.17/1b

R= repacked in

December,'1979 ¥246/%$lI.

Japan



Significant market
developments.

DUNGENESS CRAB. Price settlements of S.60 to $.65/lb were reached at coastal sea-

son opening December 1. Iresh whole cooked Dungeness was appearing in supermarkets
during the month at bargain basement rates, as lew as $.99/lb at one San Francisco
chain, though $1.10 to $1.29 was more typical. Demand is good.

KING CRAB. Not a very good situation from anybody's point of view in late December.
Prices were dropping by nickels and dimes with good quality 20-pound packs down to
$3 to $3.10 ex-warehouse and lower quality product at $2.75, but buyers were s till

hesitating to make large purchases, waiting to see how low prices w ill get and avoid-
ing holding inventory with interest rates continuing upwards. Some observers pre-
dicted a quick recovery of prices to the S3.25/1lb level. Processors holding on to
product were gambling that summer prices would follow last year's pattern and jump

to the $3.60 to $4/Ib level. An unspecified quantity of crab rejected as light-
weight in Japan was reportedly on its way back to the U.S. but not expected to be
dumped at the currently depressed prices. Meat was selling in late December for
$8/1b.

TANNER CRAB. The season is open in the Sand Point area, where the State Board of

Fisheries has revised guideline harvest level downward from 15 to 20 m illion pounds
to 3 to 6 million pounds, which is more in line with historical landings in that

area. Harvest levels for other a—~eas were reduced as well, reflecting three years
of declining stock abundance. The Kodiak area harvest level is now 9 to 15 m illion
pounds, down from an initially published 10 to 25 m illion pound figure. Last year
the Kodiak area produced 18.6 m illion pounds; the year before 29.1 m illion pounds.
The Bering Sea harvest has been set at 28 to 36 m illion pounds. Bering Sea fishing
begins Jan. 15, Kodiak Jan. 22. Sand Point deliveries were on an open ticket, with

price settlements to be based on what is resolved for deliveries from the Bering
Sea and Kodiak areas. A bairdi price of $.55 to $.58/Ib and opilio price of $.23

to $.25/1b seemed likely in late December, but some fishermen expected the bairdi
price would go up during the season. Everybody, both Japanese and domestic buyers
were seen as eager for bairdi, with Japanese prices for ocean run bulk pack crab

FOB Dutch Harbor expected to be $1.65/Ib for bairdi a..d $1.05/1b for opilio. Last
year some opilio moved well in U.S. supermarkets at retail prices as low as $1.05/Ib.
Processors were reportedly a ,reeing to sell bairdi to Japanese buyers only if the
buyers would agree to take an equal or greater quantity of opilio as well.

SALMON. The Alaska canned salmon pack totaled nearly 4.2 million full cases (48 1-
pound cans each) in 1980 up from 3.1 m illion in 1979, and thi fresh and frozen pro-
duction 195.4 m illion pounds, according to statistics issue the Alaska Depart-
ment of Fish and Game in November. Total production was over 504 m illion pounds.
Outlook for the big canned pack continued positive, with one major company planning
to announce price increases early in the new year. Frozen markets are slow.

ROE HERRING. San Francisco Bay's new platoon of gillnetters caught their full 1,200
ton quota in just over a week in early December. Ex-vessel price was $1,200/ton

for 10 percent roe content, but to pay this the processors had to really trim mar-
gins, since Japanese buyers refused to pay more than $1,800/ton for frozen herring.
Roe content in this early fishery averaged just over 11 percent. The January fish -
ery usually gets better than 15 percent. Bodega and Tomales Bay season was open
December 14 through 19, and gillnetters took approximately 200 tons of a total quota
of 1,200 tons there. The price had reportedly fallen off to $1000/ton. The impor-
tant °lan Francisco Bay and Bodega/Tomales fisheries reopen Jan. 4, as do very small
fisheries in Crescent City and Humboldt Bay. (nver-\
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Quality and uniformity ol packing are extremely important in selling fish
or fish products in the Japanese markets. , pho(Q Qng fUWG,,O

Part of the 52-acre Tokyo fish market known as the Tsukiji. In 1979,
821,000 metric tons ol fish were sold here. The market is under the regu-
lation and management ot the Tokyo city government.

Photo by Greg Fovretto.

Japanese
Markets

Recent Trends

by
Clinton At: inson
Fisheries Consultant

Nearly five years ago, shortly
before enactment of the 200-mlle
legislation, Clinton Atkinson wrote
a three-part series of articles tor
Alaska Seas and Coasts charac-
terizing the Japanese fishing In-
dustry and In particular the market
structure for fish and fish pro-
ducts. Most nt the current Japa-
nese investment in the Alaskan
fish processing industry was al-
ready in place by then and the
issue surrounding Japanese dom-
ination ol markets for Alaska
fishery resources was being hotly
debated.

In the ensu' g years Japan
has continued to be the major
market for what have become
Alaska's bread and butter fish
products: frozen salmon, salmon
roe, king crab, tanner crao, and
herring roe. The market debate
waned somewhat while prices
for these products climbed and the
Industry prospered. When the
price trend made a dramatic ra-



versa/ this past year, the contro-
versy again became heated.

In light of this we have asked
Mr. Atkinson, a former fisheries
attache' to Japan, who continues
his careful observations of the
Japanese fishing indi/stry, to
review once more th( current
structure and workings of the
Japanese marketing system.

Editor's Note.

It has now been almost four
years since the United States,
Canada and the Soviet Union en
acted their 200-mile fisheries
or economic zones, restricting,
if not eliminating, the Japanese
vessels which had heavily fished
the North Pacific waters. Although
warned repeatedly in the praceding
two or three years of the immi-
nence of such act’on, the reaction
of the Japanese government and
the fishing industry to the action
was one of disbelief and shock.
There were periods of panic buying
of fishery products and predictions
of radical change within the fishing
industry and the dietary habits
of the Japanese people.

Susum Yamajo, an editorial
writer for Nihon Keizai, the Japan
Economics Newspaper, sum-
marized the Japanese position
in 1974-75well:

“There Is no doubt that the
rights of the coastal countries over
fishery resources in the waters
concerned will be immensely
strengthened. This also means a
serious turning pcint for Japan's
fishery industry. It also eventually
will become necessary for the
Japanese government to carry out
an overall revision of its blueprint
of the nation’s food demand pro-
gram ___

“Japan's fish catches in areas
within 200 miles of foreign waters
in the northern part of the Pacific
Ocean In 1973 amounted to
3,930,000 metric tons. Included
among them were 3,570.000 tons
within the sphere of 200 miles
along the coasts of the United
States, Canada and the Soviet
Union. It is certain that these three
countries will move to place severe
restrictions on Japan's fishing
operations In such areas —

“T"'p advent of the "200-mile
economr zone” age thus will
shake the very foundation of Ja-
pan's food supply-demand sche-
dule."

Although the predictions made
by Mr. Yamajo and others have
proven true to some extent the
severity of the 200-mile restrictions
was softened by the action of the
Japanese government and the
industry. The government soon
initiated programs to compensate
for the reduced catch by restoring
the production of their coastal
fisheries through aquaculture,
pollution abatement, and envi-
ronmental enhancement. Even so,
the fishery agency expects an
increase of only 300,000 tons by
1982 or less than one-tenth of what
may potentially be lost from
catches within the 200-mile zones
of the U.S., Canada, and the USSR.

There was also a renewed effort
to discover and develop new fish-
ing grounds and products cooper-
atively by the government and the
industry. Both the coastal and
distant-water fishery programs
are long term and even when fully
developed, the yield from these
fisheries will be very small when
~prepared with the former Japa-
nese catches of Alaska pollock
from the North Pacific.

Demand and Supply

Dr. Mitsuo Iwashita, former di-
rector of the Fisheries and Ocean-
ography Institute of Tokai Univer-
sity, projected the Japanese needs
for marine products In the years
1990 and 2000. His findings are
summarized In table 1.

The validity of the predictions
in table 1 becomes very important’
\o the Alaskan fishermen and the
industry for it means that within
the 14 year period (1976 to 1990),
Japanese imports of fishery pro-
ducts would increase by approxi-
mately 10 times and a very signif-
icant part of these potential im-
ports could come from Alaskan
waters.

But it isn’t quite that simple.
Other important fishirg nations,
such as Canada and the USSR,
already have their eyes on the po-
tential of the Japanese market for
fish and fishery products, and we
can expect serious competition
from these countries. Further,
If the price is not right, we can
expect a shift from fish to the pro-
duction of pork or some other
source of animal protein.

The purpose of this article and
a companion to be published in
a later issue of Alaska Seas and
Coasts is to review the recent
trends in the Japanese supply of
fish and fishery products.

As shown in figure 1, total land-
ings by the Japanese fisheries
have remained between 10 and 11
million mstric tons for nearly ten
years. Production from the coastal
fisheries has been about constant
since 1976, and offshore fisheries
have shown a continuing Increase
to offset the decline in catches
from lhe distant-water fisheries.
Yield from the inland fisheries
and aquaculture, although In-
creasing quite rapidly, is still negli-
gible in comparison with the mar-
ine fisheries.

In 1977,

net imports almost

Tabid. Projected Japanese Needs for Marine Products
(n Metric Tons)
ltem Year
1976 1990 2000

Within the 200-mile Fishing 6,051,000  8,500,000- 9,000,330~

Zone of Japan 10,500,000 12,000,000
From Distant Waters 417,000 500,000 1,000,000
Within the 200-mile Fishing 3,506,000 2,000,000 2,000,000

Zones of other countries
Net Imports (Imports less 107,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Exports)
Total Amount Required 10,008,100 12.000,000- 13.000.000-

14,000,000 16.000.000
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Figure 1. Recent Japanese catches by year and major type

of fishery.

attained the one-million-ton mark
set by Dr. Iwashita for 1990 @total
net import of some 996,000 metric
tons), then fell to 453 thousand
tons in 1973 and recovered to total
808 thousand tons in 1979. From
the available import/export sta-
tistics for the first six months of
1980, it would appear that net
imports will remain at about the
800,000 metric ton level.

As shown in table 2, per capita
consumption of fish and fish pro-
ducts by the Japanese people
measured in terms of daily intake
of animal protein has remained
the same between 1975 and 1978,

18. 1 grams per day, while the
daily intake of protein from meat,
poultry and dairy products h3fe
increased from 17.6 to 20.5 grams
per day. There Is little question
from these statistics and other
references that the Japanesp
people are shifting away from fish
to other sources of animal protein.
This is at least partially an effect
of the 200-mile fisheries or eco-
nomic zones.

Both pork and poultry have
shown continuing price —decreases
over the past twenty years while
beef, dried and salted fish and
fresh and chilled fish have also

Table 2. Daily Animal Protein Intake o' the
Average Japanese Diet.

(n Grams)

Year Fish, Whales, etc. Meat, Fowl. etc. Total
1934-36 5.0 20 7.0
1955 13.5 34 16.9
1965 16.4 10.5 26.9
1970 16.6 15.2 31.8
1975 18.1 17.6 35.7
1978 18.1 20.5 38.6

shown increases in price. Chicken
is now less expensive for the Jap-
anese housewife than all but the
very cheapest “mass-produced"”
fish, such as sardines, mackerel
and squid.

The Public Markets

There are two types of public
markets in Japan - the primary
wholesale market production cen-
ters where fish are landed and the
other for consumers in the larger
cities.

Approximately 2,800 fishing
ports are scattered along the
coasts of Japan at the present
time. About 1,000 of these ports
have production center markets
that are operated or supervised
by the local municipal govern-
ments.

Almost all of the fish handled
by the markets at these fishi.ig
ports are landed and sold fresh
or chilled by the owners of the
coastal and off-shore vessels.
The sale is generally by auction—
either oral or frequently by "silent
bid." In the latter case, as observed
at Wakkanai in northern Hokkaido,
fne daily landings for each vessel
are posted on a blackboard and the
buyers note their offer price and
quantity desired on a slip of paper
and deposited in a box. At a set
time, the box is opened and the
and the first portion goes to the
highest bidder ind the remaining
portions go to the next lower bid-
ders in succession.

Most of the sales from the
"port" market are for subsequent
sale in the consumer market areas,
such as Tokyo, Osaka, Sapporo,
Fukuoka (see figure 2). A lesser
amount, much of which is frozen,
is bought at this level by proces
sors or by representatives from
large consumer outlets such as
supermarkets and department
stores

The largest consumer-center
fish market in the world is located
at Tsukiji In Tokyo. The market
proper covers an area of about 52
acres and is under regulation and
management of the Tokyo city
government. In 1979, the market
handled about 821,000 metric
tons of fresh and processed fish.

There are seven licensed broker
firms permitted to operate at

Pago 3
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Marine Corrosion
Seminar

Tne black pok marks and pitting
of propellors and the relentless
perforation of steel hulls is the
handiwork of the demon many
marinerscall “electrolysis.”™ A
technical seminar dealing wi ;h the
problems of marine corrosion
caused by electrolysis in harbors
will be presented over the Legis-
lative Teleconference System on
January 12 through 15, from 5 to
8 p.m. Anchorage time.

Gary Daily, harbormaster in
Homer, and John Ball, Marine
Advisory Safety Specialist, are or-
ganizing the seminar. The tele-
conference will originate from
Homer. You can participate at any
of the seventeen legislative tele-
conference centers throughout
the state. They are in Anchorage,
Barrow, Bethel, Dillingham, Fair-
banks, Haines, Homer, Juneau,
Soldotna, Ketchikan, Kodiak,
Kotzebue, Nome, Seward, Sitka,
Valdez, and Wasilla. Local legis-
ative affairs offices can be con-
tacted for the addresses of the
centers.

The final agenda for the seminar
will be available from the telecon-

Market Trends

continued f'om page 3

Tsukiji with about 800 auctioneers
and assistants. There are 1,300
licensed jobbers (middlemen)
and most of them have wholesale
or retail shops or stalls in the
market where tte owners of small
fish shops or restaurants and
bars can come to buy their needs
for the day. In addition, there are
about 300 licensed buyers that
represent supermarkets, depart-
ment stores, processors, and
groups of local fish shops through-
out Tokyo.

In addition to the large adminis-

Page 4
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ference centers early in January.
For further information, contact:
Gary Daily, Harbormaster, Port of
Homer, Homer, AK 99603, Phone
225-8597; or John Ball, Safety
Specialist, Marine Advisory Pro-
gram, University of Alaska, 2651
Providence Ave. Bldg H, Anchor-
age, AK 99504, Phone 263-1890.

Vessel Icing Forecast
Guide

If you are going to tish in the
winter in Alaskan waters, you had
» st know all you can about super-
_.ructure icing. It can be extremely
hazardous—especially to vessels
less than 150 feet long. Super-
structure icing and the rate of ac-
cumulation can be forecast with
reasonable accuracy. There are
two new free publications avail-
able to help you.

Superstructure Icing Forecast
Guide for Alaska Waters is a three-
page fold-out brochure on water
resistant paper that can be posted
in the wheel house. It displays
two icing nomographs, one for
open waters and the other for lee
shores. Simple clear instructions
are given for using the nomo-

trative section which supervises
and monitors the operation of the
market, Tsukiji also has a large,
computerized statistical section
and their own sanitation and in-
spection laboratory. Most ma or
banks have branches in the maiKet
and there are offices for the vari
ous associations that represent
the brokers, the buyers, and the
employees in the market,

Fish and fish products are sold
in the market by four methods:
auction, bid, consignment, ana
direct sale. Live, fresh, and chilled
fish, since they are perishable,
are sold at auction with no limit
on minimum price—the product

graphs. The brochure was pre-
pared by the Arctic environmental
Information and Data Center
iAEIDC) of the University of Alaska
under contract to the Pacific Ma-
rine Environmental Laboratory
iPMEC). You can obtain it, from
the National Weather Service Or-
erations, 701 C Street, Box 23, An-
chorage, AK 99513.

The forecast guide described
above was developed from ma-
terial in Superstructure lIcing in
Alaskan Waters, a readable and
useful technical report by J.L.
Wise and A.L. Comiskey, pub-
lished by PMEC. This study des-
cribes jow >uing data were ga-
thered, presents integration and
correlation of the factors that
affect icing accumulation rates,
and contains amap depicting prob-
able areas of most frequent and
heaviest icing. This report is avail-
able from AEIDC, Attn: Al Comisky,
707 A Street, Anchorage, AK 99501.

must be sold that day. Most of this
form of product comes from the
production area markets in the
various fishing ports or from the
cooperatives outside of the mar-
ket by refrigerated truck.

Frozen and processed fish pro-
ducts are usually sold either on
consignment (auction or bid) or by
direct sale to tho buyer, with a
fixed "floor" price. If the product
does noi obtain the set price,
the firm or fish product will be
returned to cold storage where
it is helu until the market is more
favorable.

All sales must be handled b/one
of the seven licensed brokers at



Health Care at
Sea Workshop

A practical two-day workshop
on how to take care of injuries
and medical problems on fishing
vessels at sea will be given Feb-
ruary 20 and 21, 1981, in Seattle.
Prevention of accidents and in-
juries, how to treat injuries when
they do happen, and how to get
help for those you can’t handle
are the program’s goals.

The workshop will be held at
the VFW Hall in Seattle. Regis-
tration fee is $25. The Ballard
munity Hospital Industrial Ser-
v'ces is organizing program. For
further information, write or call
Ellen Phillips-Angeles, Industrial
Services Representative, Ballard
Community Hospital, 5409 Barnes
Avenue NW, Seattle, WA 98107;
phone (26) 782-2700 ext. 619.

New Marine Advisory
Agent for Kotzebue

~otzebue will be headquarters
for tne newest Sea Grant Marine
extension office and home for
Rick Steiner, the newest member
of the University of Alaska ma-

a uniform commission of 5.5 per-
cent. The brokers are established
to comply with the legal regula-
tions established by Japanese
marketing law. Although they may
control subsidiary cold storage
and other facilities for handling
ihe fish or fish products, they are
resficted from handling foreign
shicmer ;s directly. Such ship
ments must go through one of
the comoanies or brokers outside
of the market, or through a for-
warding agent that can process
the necessary custom declara
tions, letters of credit, etc.

The Tokyo Market publishes
annually (nJapanese), information

rine advisory staff. Rick will set
up shop in the Chukchi Community
College with advisory responsi-
bilities for all of the coastal north-
west Alaska from Stebens and
Saint Michael to Point Hope.

Steiner brings avaried and inter-
esting background to the position.
He has fished commercially the
past three years in Oregon and
Alaska for crab, salmon, halibut,
black cod, and tuna. In 1977 he was
a National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice observer aboard a Japanese
mothership in the Bering Sea. In
the winter of 1978-79, Steiner
traveled by canoe with a group of
other adventurers along the old
Northwest fur trade route from
Great Slave Lake, Northwest Ter-
ritories to the Bering Sea.

Steiner earned a masters degree
in fisheries biology and ocean-
ography from Oregon State Uni-
versity in 1979. He did a stint with
the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game before joining the Sea Grant
staff.

For those of you in the Norton
Sound region who need marine
advisory assistance or don't know
what a marine advisor can do, get
in touch with your new agent at
the Chukchi Community College.
P.O. Box 297. Kotzebue, AKC9r52.

on monthly quantities and prices
paid for over 400 fish and fish
products. This report provides
the best base for comparison
of price trends at the consumer
wholesale level since the price
is determined daily in competitive
auction. There is one general
problem, however, in the use of
these statistics. The different
grades, sizes and product forms
are lumped together into the vol-
ume/price for any one item. This
causes the least difficulty when
studying the volume/price for live,
fresh or chilled tish since they
generally are of good quality to
sell and are marketed "in the

Extraordinary
Occupation-
Fisherman’s Wife

In the first study of its kind, a
University of Rhode Island anthro-
pologist examines the relation-
ships between fishing and the lives
of wives. Fishermen'; Wives:
Coping with an Extraordinary
Occupation explores in detail the
attitudes of fishermen's wives to-
ward their husbands' occupation.
Variables in the characteristics of
fishing wives such as education,
employment and personality are'
discussed and presented statis-
tically.

The author, Fran Danowski,
found that, dangerous as the oc-
cupation is, more than half the
wives studied say they don’t worry.
About thme-quarters of them
don’t want their husbands in a
different job, but only half of them
want their children to become in-
volved with fishing. The equili-
brium worked out by fishermen's
wives is complex and interesting.

The report is available fc. $2
from the University of Rhode Is-
land, Marine Advisory Service,
Publications Unit. Narragansett
3ay Campus, Narragansett, Rhode
Island 02882. Ask for publication
P862.

round”.

Care must be used, however,
when you examine the statistics
for frozen fish or fish products.
Frozen salmon, for example, is
marketed by species in at least
three grades and several size cate-
gories; shrimp may be heads-on,
heads-off, shell-on and shell-off,
or just meat; and crab, of course,
can be whole, sections, legs,
bodies or claws, or just meat.
Fortunately, the composition of
a fish or fish product sold in the
market changes very slowly from
year to year and thus can be used
for comparative study, but they
still demand background knowl-

(wage 5



f what a certain set of sta-
eally mean.

Price

When all is said and done, it is
the price that is the critical factor
in selling fish, whether it be in
Japan or anywhere else. The
price is determined by negotiation
between the buyer and the seller.
The buyer is intent to purchase
the product at the lowest possible
price and the seller, of course,
is equally intent to make the
greatest profit possible from the
product. And if he is new to the
game, he is deathly afraid that
he is going to be "ripped-off,"

Irrespective of his tears, the
best approach for the new-comer
into the Japanese market still is
to know his product, the quantity
he can unquestionably provide,
and his costs of production. Then,
talk to the appropriate people in
the large fishing companies or
trading companies with offices
located in Seattle, Anchorage,
or elsewhere in the United States
or Canada. There is no substitute
for meeting face-to-face with a
buyer, for negotiating in English,
and for establishing terms that fol-
low usual American business prac-
tice.

If interested, the company may
offer the seller a price but fregently
they will ask the seller for his price.
If you can realize even a modest
profit, say 3 to 5 percent, sell
There is no better training In mar-
keting fish in Japan than going
through the experience of actually
selling fish for export. After several
years, you will understand many of
the factors and nuances of '.ne
Japanese market.

The one big problem area in
selling fish or fish products in the
Japanese market is quality and
uniformity of packing. For ex-
ample, a Grade 1 red salmon
means a silvery bright fish (o

color), semi-dressed (gilled-and-
gutted), collar attached, free of
noticeable scars or blemishes,

good meat color, etc, and they
must be packed in 10 kg boxes in
uniform size categories (not one
large, a couple of small, and a cou-
ple of medium-sized fish per box).
The Japanese markets and the
consumers are extremely sensi-

Figure 2. Channels for marketing fish in Japan.

tive to quality and uniformity of
size. There have been more dis-
putes and legal action taken be-
cause of these two factors than
any other aspect of marketing
fish In Japan.

More important, however, is the
reputation of the seller and the
general reputation of products
from a given area. These will re-
main in the Japanese mind for
several years. Thus we can under-
stand part of the problem, at least,
for marketing Bristol Bay red sal-
mon in Japan as comoared with
salmon from some other area.
To prevent disappointment and
trouble, it Is simply good insurance
to arrange to have a Japanese in-
spector present at the time of pro-
cessing and packaging the fish for
sale in Japan.

There have been comments that
because of the number of Japa-

nese companies with interests
in Alaska fisheries, there is coi-
lusion or price fi/ing. between

the Japanese firms. Although
there may be instances where this
occurs, it is rare.

Instead, the competition be-
tween companies, is vicious. A
good example is found in the buy-
ing of roe herring in 1979. Com-
petition between buyers drove the
price from an expected one thou-
sand-to-fifteen hundred dollars
per ton to a high at one point of
fifty eight hundred dollars per
ton! Then, with some control over
the supply, one company tried to
market the product (Kazenoko)
at 14,000 yen per kg (about $28 per
Ib). The consumer wouldn't buy
and the company responsible for
the over-heated price went bank-
rupt.

Such illustrations are numerous
in the history of Japanese mar-
keting of fish and fish products
and similar instances, should be
recognized by the seller. He may
enjoy an abnormally high price
in one year but should be prepared



for a vacation the next year since
inventories will usually remain
high (he buyer will hold as long
as he can in order to recoup his
loss) and the offer prices of Japa-
nese buyers for new product will
invariably be low or even non-
existent until the market condi-
tions stabilize. If you recognize
the pattern, then the shock
shouldn’t be too great.

Forecasting Price

The seller, however, still wants
to know what kind of a price he can
expect for his product. This is the
question most frequently asked
by the seller and hotly debated
by large and small companies
alike. You hear lengthy debates
on the amount of inventory on
hand, the effect of new quotas
in the 200-mile zones on the sup-
ply, etc., etc. It is true that all of
these factors have some effect on
price and | will try to explain this
relationship in a future article,
but generally speaking, the basic
wholesale price for seafood pro-
ducts in Japan follows a remark-
ably consistent pattern. It is a ge >
metric progression from year-
to-year which seems to be linked
to the current rate of inflation
for the country as awhole.

This relationship, shown in
figure 3, is for all seafood pro-
ducts marketed in the Tokyo
wholesale market but the same
relationship can be found for any
number of specific products sold
in the market. The shape of the
curve is also consistent for the
various products.

The conventional way to plot
this trend In wholesale prices in
Japan is to use semi-logrithmic
gnpn paper? plot the values on
the graph paper, estimate the trend
line using a straight edge, and read
the probable price for the present
or coming year directly. F.xamples
of this method are shown In figure
4. Because of the great interest
in herring roe prices, these are
plotted separately in figure 5.

Two of the price trends are of
special interest. Note the trend
tor frozen red salmon, (orit shows

Use ol somi-logrithmic graph papor
turns geometric relationships Into

straight line relationships for easier
lorecashng.
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Figure 3. Trend in price for all fish sold in the six large con-
sumer wholesale markets in Japan. , 7

Figure 4, Trends in Tokyo wholesale prices for four common
fish items, estimated by use cf semi-log method of

plotting.

Marine Corrosion
Publication

Subscribers ta Alaska Seas
and Coasts wil be receiving
the publication Causes and
Prevention ot Marine Cor-
rosion, Marine Advisory Bul-

letin No. 10. The author, Dr.
William Sackinger of the
University of Alaska Geo-
physical Institute discusses
at moderate length (6 pages)
the chemical and electrical
forces which cause corrosion,
and the most effective ways
of preventing Il

Page 7



-M arkptina Alternatives
to- Fishermen

As the fishing industry in the
Ur ;ed States evolves, grows, and
becomes part of a complex food
m='<eting system which is also
urcergoing great changes, a nhum-
bs' of basic problems have
emerged. In the midst of all this,
fishermen too often accept what-
ever price is offered, failing to
examine individual or collective
alternatives which might be avail-
ac eto them.

Marketing Alternatives for Fish-
ermen, a Sea Grant publication,
identifies and describes alter-
natives which fishermen may
apply in attempting to solve
their marketing or market-related
problems. The 46-page booklet
covers the basics of marketing
including contracting, marketing
channels, and marketing alterna-
tives. Sources for further infor-
mation on the various aspects of
marketing are listed at the end of
sthe booklet.

Marketing Alternatives for Fish-
ermen is available for S2 from the
Sea Grant College Program, Texas
A&M University, College Station,
Texas 77842.
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rafher clearly the depressed state
of this year's Japanese market.
The probable causes are: (Qa very
high inventory involving carry-
over from even 1973. @a general
abundance of sa'mon in both
Asia and North America, and @)
a “hang-over" of poor quality sal-
mon from 1979.

The trend in price for herring
roe shows very cleady the reaction
to inflated price. Note the ranges
of prices higher than expected in
1979 and the return to normal
prices (as predicted) in 1980.
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Admittedly, this is a "quick and
dirty" method of predicting price
for the coming season ano perhaps
for one or two years into the future
and the conclusions must be com-
bined with ample common sensL
For example, it is imperative to
watch for any significant change
in the rate of inflation in Japan
and you will probably have to use
a range of foreign exchange val-
ues. Many of the other factors,
however, such as inventories
and expected abundance of re-
source are known for the coming
season and can be taken into con-
sideration when using this method
to predict price. It is auselul guide.

Nonprofit Organization
Bulk Rato
PAID
Permit No. 2
Fairbanks, AK 99701
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Japan’s dominance:
realizing the US role

Alaska fishermen aro being asked
to bite tho bullet thif year on salmon
prices. Justifiably, perhaps, but not
for the reasons froquontly rep’ ‘ed
these dsys lo fishermen. Tho Jic.xii'f
cso market ban not collapsed nor are
1979' ealmon inventoried in japan 1
currently at abnormally high levels
cor is the yen/dollar exchange rate
the least unfavorable to Japan.

Aa wc reported last month in
Japan Marketplace, Japan is likely
to import more caLmpn in 1080 than
It did list year. The domestic
catch in Jupau is expected lo be
down sharply and last year’s frozen
inventories have been largely sold
off. Evon allowing for a much higher
tliAn reported catch level from Rus-
slan waters, Japan will bo looking to
buy as much as 70,000 metric tons
(1979 import total was W.G97 int).
Added to this, a sharply rebounding
yen over the iast two months has
strengthened the buying power of
Japanese seafood importers, making
U.S. seafoods purchased with dollars
less expensive.

With Japun’s market conditions
conducive to largo volume imports
in 1980, this year’s sockeje prices
reflect inure the slroin; bargaining
position o/~"3npalle.se inivers than
rind'doinesrirdc mhnd.~
—To boTair, il HUetLTlo bo reiterated
that 1979 was a very bad your for
the Japanese seafood industry as a
whole. Too much seafood was pur-
chased at too high a price, and many

-iiuns. importers, wholtvyilora and
retailers, sullored losses. Importers
in particular r.ro anil being criticized
in the Japaneso proas (or npeculn-
live practices which further tar-
nished the industry's imago with tho
Japanese public.

Anxiety in Japan caused by t|iu
adoption of..1100-mile limits around
the world hitd-c lot to do-with tho
prices they vwaxi willing to pay for
U.S. fish in 1970 and 1979.

Last year's financial setbacks und
public criticism liavo brought Japan-
ese fish importers bach to earth,
leading to it rcovaluulion of both
their butgaining position with tho
U.S. and tho price thoy would pay

Brent Evens
&
David Eeene

An Analysis

ship can bo apelled out in three ad-
jectives: adverse, passive and re-
signed.

The Japanese —
adversaries or customers?

-
It is a paradox that wc, the selleSI
have como lo regard the Japane
the buyers, more as adversaries,
than customers. An adversary is
someone you approach with suspi-
cion. whereas a customer is somcono
you approach with the desire_Jo»
serve. lu dealing with an adversary'
you arc primarily interested in his
motives and how a particular action
of his could damago you. In dealing
with a customer you are primarily
interested in his needs and how hia
actions could he adapted so aa to
maximize mutual profitability. Inter-
action with adversaries is essentially
combative, whereas successful inior-
nclion with customers is keynotud
by cooperation.

It is noi difficult to perceive that
our fundamental outlook towards
tho Jennnoao aa ~dvoruaries/buyora
Inutean of cuatomors/buyurs Is un-
healthy and counterproductive. If it
continues to persist it will severely
retard the growth of a relationship
that lins tho potentiul of being stag-
geringly profitable for both sides.

Passive nailer va. Active buyer

Tho cecond characteristic of our
position as scllors of seafood prod-
ucts to Japan is paauivity. To us,
passive uullor is a contradiction in
terms. A seller is supposed to bo llg-
gressivo. To bo successful, bo muoTI
first go out and got a feol for tho i

liud, Wo lounn 11 cumioriauio 10 101
tho Japaneso como to us, boating
down our doors to buy all they could
at high prices, and it wan hard lo vis-
u.ilizu circumstances in which the
ohuo would bo on tbe other foot.
Why go to tho expense and bother
of trekking all tho way over to Japun
to recruit customers when all wo
imvo to do iu run our fingers down
0 convenient list of phone numbers
for tho Seattle offices of Mitsu-
bishi, Taiyo, Nippon Suisan, Nichiro,
Kyokuyo, Marubeni and other major
Jatisuoso buyera? This is the com-
pelling bit of logic that made us
pxasivo rollers.

It Is a vulnerable rolo indeed. Tho
soller who opts for passivity will
eventually bo dominated and taken
advantago of by a set gToup of buy-
ers. This is particularly true when
tho buyer-st-llor relationship is es-
sentially an adversary one. Our posi-
tion is further clouded by our reli-
ance on these major importers to
market our products in Japan. If
thoy do a good job, fine. If not,
thon our products aro discredited in
tho oyeo ol those who consume them.
In last month's Japan Marketplace,
wo pointed out that fish imported
from tho U.S (Yuiiyumonol is not
held in very high esteem by the Jap-
aneso public, a circumstance which
indicates that Iho marketing job
beingdone is far from satisfactory.

Resignation

Tho third underlying featuro of
our position vis-a-vis the Japanese
market i3 resignation. Although ob-
viously dissatisfied with the way
things uro, we nevertheless continue
to find oxcusoa for inaction and thus
acceptance ol ihat status quo in our
doulfnga with Japan.

"Corporations liko Mitsubishi and
Taiyo r.ro too big and too sophisti-
catpdZlIt's impossible for us to coru-
p,?(« tilth them on thoir homo turf.”

Doggling m lia complexity, tvo jum
dont havo tho knowledge or the
tools to go in there and crack it. Bo-
lides, tho cultural and languagu dif-
ferences aro insurmountable.”

Recognize tbeso statements? They
belong to tho conventional wisdom
shared by businessmen from many
other industries besides our own.
It has as its fundamental tenet tbo
belief that tho Orient, especially
Japan, is surrounded by an impene-
trable shroud of mystery and will
forever remain inscrutable to West-
erners. Thus it is that in venting
our spleen about the one-sidodnoss
of our buyer-ueller relationship with
tho Japanese, there is never any
mention mode of possible counlor-
meanurcs or plans of action which
have aa their goal tho upgrading of
our position to that of an equal. This
lack of initiative is a sign that we
havo resigned ourselves to what-
ever fate has in store ior us.

In the foregoing, we have attempt-
ed to outline symptoms of a malady
besetting our industry. We maintain
that there is a cure; namely, chang-
ing ourselves to cooperative, aggres-
sive, determined solid a. This calls
for a radically different approach
to the Japanese market. We must
begin to take responsibility for our
own marketing instead of entrusting
it to a small elite of major trading
and fishing companies. In next
month's editorial we will gel into
some cuucrrf« nroposals for doing
just that by taking stock of latent
strengths in our position vis-a-vis
tho Japanese market and capitali-
zing on thurn. O

mDavid Keene and Brent Evans are both
fluent In Japanese and have lived,
studied and worked In Japan. A nuirXeung
consultant on Japan, David Keene repre-
sents 0 chan o/Jcpanev sea/cod restaurants.
Brent Evans zecenllv wori.ru /or two s-ears at
0 Japanese econuaw: rescurc-i flrm in 70ii-0;
he Arurmhp pecKrol mjpgjw at the Journal

Trailers’Lament

m the foc'sle, making up hootchles,
WIillt; the surf pounds over the rocks,
A hard-working man devises a plan,
Will's die ocean leases und mocks.

The salmon outsmarted us today,
As they have many limes before.
And aSoutheast gale made us turn tall

market und then capture it by carry- j
fng out a corolully designed plan of t
attack based on bis findings, llow- j
ever, in looking at what lias been

o

and find asnug little port.

[t's an uncertain life, 10sav (lie least,
Foron nothing can you rel

for salmon. .
In shurt, major Japanese buyers

know that as long as the U.S. relies /
solely oil them to buy, import and /

market fish in Japan, thoy can iui-I
pose loruis weighted atrongly toj
their advantage. N

When looking for souioono to blnmo
fur tho prcaont hard- times it is
almost axiomatic that tho accueing
finger be pointed at Japan. Our com-
plaints run something liko: “It's no
wonder we’ro not gutting anything
for our fish—the Jansneso have a
stranglehold on the wliolo industry,”
pr "To get us hooked thoy coiue in
one year offering to buy ull our pro-
duction at any prico. Thon onco they
have us whero they want ub they de-
mand liigl cr quality product at out-
rageously low prices. Tho big Japan-
ese companies had il all figured out
In advance. It's nothing more than
out-and-out conspiracy.'

Such complaints are noteworthy
not for the amount of truth they are
based on but for tho disquieting
traits they reveal about our trading
position with Japan. Our relatio.n-

happening in our industry over the
past nuverol years, wo uuu that the
Japaneso —tho buyers —aro tho omia
who liavo grabbed the initiative.
Thoy Imvo established permanuut
representation boro and liavo boon
aggressive in appropriating canltal
for acquiring," modernizing unit ex-
panding processing operation/.

Tho liugehesa of their prooouco
in our industry to tho point whoro
thoy can effectively dictate uricea
and torms to us did not come by
accident. It ia the fruit of long-term
planning and aieglo minded effort/,
to cope with SLticipatcd nonfood
rflortagca caused by tho world-wid.o
movo to declare the 200-milo eco-
nomic zonoa. Viewed in this way,
their presence here is nothing elso
but tho rusult of good sound busir.os#
practico—doing what one ban lu do
in order to sucuru a reliable sourco
of supply.

Unfortunately, wo liavo contented
ouraolvor, with being 'pas3ivu ob-

You desperatély wish to rl}/ﬁ Intosome fish
And ucannery wanting to buy.

It'sa way of life that's passing away

In front of our saddened eyes, i
Hauling Ihe ocean. In perpeluul motion
litsearch of the Kingswe so prize.

For Hie fisherman adapts te the ocean.

And finds uway tosurvive. i
Hut the constant trustratlonsof new regulations
May Just be the fleet's demise.

For lhe runsaren't what they once were.
And they certainly need todo something.
They didn't foresée a depleted sea,
Titothey still might save the King.

And find a renewal of the troll fleet
Ina few years, with a big run. ]
For with'no fishermen here, there are 110 pioneers,
And the Individual Is done.
—Tctrtj nijatos
ruﬁgdﬁ
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INTRODUCTION

The intent of this report is to: (1) document 1980 returns of sockeye

and pink salmon to Bristol Bay relative to the preseason forecast, (2)
present the 1981 forecast of sockeye salmon total return and projected
potential harvest of all salmon species, and (3) discuss the long term

outlook for salmon production within Bristol Bay.

1980 FORECAST AND RETURNS

Record numbers of sockeye salmon returned to Bristol Bay in 1980. The
total return of 62.4 million compared favorably w th a preseason point
forecast of 54.5 million and was well within the forecast ”~ange of

39.4 to 69.5 million. This run greatly exceeded the average return of
slightly less than 40 million for comparable peak cycle years since
statehood (Figure 1). Actual returns exceeded the forecast by 7.9 million
fish - - 14 percent over forecast levels (Table 1). The 75-25 percent
return of 2-ocean and 3-ocean sockeye salmon, respectively, matched the
preseason forecast although within each ocean age group a higher than
expected proportion of 1-checr. smolt (~ and 5/ age classes) was present
(Figure 2). Returns of sockeye salmon to the Naknek-Kvichak and Egegik
Districts closely matched the forecast while returns to the Uyashik,
Nushagak, and Togiak Districts were stronger than forecast and accounted

for all the fish above the number forecast (Figure 3).



Due to the record potential harvest of over 37 million sockeye salmon in
1980, a new forecast technique was 1iImplemented generating a forecast of
the daily total run and the daily potential harvestable surplus for each
fishing district. There was a remarkable similarity between actual and
forecast potential harvest c.s shown in Figure 4. The peak harvest rate
was forecast to be 2.538 million sockeye per day while the actual peak
harvest was 2.453 million sockeye caught on July 5. Also apparent from
Figure 4 was the loss of potential harvest during the period of price
negotiations prior to the July 3rd settlement and a dip in daily harvest
about 5 days later which was probably due to processor suspensions. The
number of sockeye which could have been harvested if there had been an
earlier price settlement is conservatively estimated to be in excess of

11 mill ion Ffish.

Pink salmon returns in the Nushagak District numbered 5 2 million,
considerably below the point forecast of 15.7 million. There was no
range provided for the pink salmon forecast because, as mentioned in the
1980 forecast, '"any forecast will be highly speculative.” The major
difficulty was that the forecasc wa: based on a parental escapement of
over 9 million, more than twice the largest previously recorded escape-

ment. Production from this escapement was about 0.5 Tfish per spawner.

1981 FORECAST

A total of 26.7 million sockeye salmon are forecast to return to Bristol

Bay 1in 1981. A run of this magnitude would be over twice that of the



1976 parental cycle year and considerably above thecomparable cycle

average returns of about 15 million fish (Figure 5) Should a return of
this magnitude occur, a potential harvestable surplus of 21.2 million
sockeye would be available to commercial Tfishermen after escapement
requirements of 5.5 million are met (the escapement goal Tfor 1981 is
consistent with the KvichakRiver post-peak cycl:- escapement strategy of

2 million spawners). A harvest of 21.2 million sockeye would be considerably
above both the comparable cycle average harvest of 9 million and also

the peak year average harvest of 17.4 million sockeye.

Forecast total returns substantially exceed spawning requirements for
every commercial Tfishing district within Bristol Bay (Table 2). Pro-

jected potential harvest by district is as follows:

Naknek/Kvichak 11.1 mi 11 ion
Egegik 2.6 mi 11 ion
Ugashik 2.5 mi 11 ion
Nushagak 4.5 mi 11 ion
Togiak 0.5 mi 11 ion
Total 21.2 mi 11 ion

Forecast return and potential catch for the Ugashik District are pro-

bably the most questionable and will warrant close scrutiny in-season.

Age composition of the forecast sockeye salmon run (Table 3) 1is expected

to be as follows:



2 3.7 million (1455) 51 7.7 million (29

53 9.2 million (34%) 63 6.1 million (23%)

Total 2-Ocean 12.9 million (48%) Total 3-0Ocean 13.3 (52%)

Because of the “elatively high percentage (62%) of the larger 3-ocean
fish, the average weight of sockeye salmon from the commercial catch is

anticipated to exceed 6 pounds.

Formal total run forecasts for other salmon species returning to Bristol
Bay are generally not made because good escapement data is not available
for these species. However, catch projections are made based on relative
estimates of parental run size, average age composition data, and recent
relative productivity patterns. Catch projections (in thousands) for

all species are as follows:

sockeye 21,200
chum 1,500
coho

Chinook {TD
pinks

Total 23,100

With any forecast program one must consider the (.rejections in terms of
historical performance or relative Tforecast accuracy. Measurements of
forecast accuracy are available for sockeye salmon. Considering fore-

cast error in terms oc run variablity, figure 6 graphically indicates



that trends in the run are reasonably well forecast. However, forecasts
for a single year may be considerably in error, and the average error is
435, sign r.ot considered. One must, therefore view the forecast 26.7
million total return and 21.2 million projected potential harvest of

Bristol 3ay sockeye salmon in those terms.

LONG-TERM OUTLOOK

Returns of all salmon species to Bristol Bay since 1973 have been con-
siderably above average and much above the particularly poo” returns in
the early and mid 1970°s. Both catches and escapements have generally
been excellent. The conditions believed responsible for such returns
are (1) good escapements, in numbers and spawner distribution, (2)
excellent freshwater and marine survival, and (3) decreased levels of
high seas interceptions. As long as these conditions persist, the
outlook Tfor the next few years is bright. Beyond the next few years,
however, the Tfuture is particu”~rly uncertain, especially in regard to
sockeye production. This is largely due to record escapement levels
never before observed. Some systems experienced sockeye escapements in
1980 that were over 10 times the level considered as optimum. Pro-
duction of salmon from these escapements cannot be accurately monitored
until 1982 and 1983 when the juveniles produced will leave freshwater
rearing lakes for the sea. At that time outmigration estimates will be

made for the Kvichak, Wood, and probably 2-3 other river systems.



Table 1 . Bristol Bay sockeye salmon forecast compared with the
actual inshore run by river system, 1980 (all figures
in thousands).

Pre-season Actual inshore Actual Run/
River System Forecast Run Forecast Ratio
NAKNEK-KVICHAK DISTRICT
Kvichik River 40,064 35,234 0.38
Branch River 155 546 3.52
Naknek Rv®e" 2,703 4,791 1.77
District Total 42,922 40,571 0.95
EGEGIK DISTRICT 3,445 3,674 1.07
UGASHIK DISTRICT 1,488 4,247 2.85
MUSHAGAK DISTRICT
Hood River 2,338 4,438 1.90
Igushik River 1,425 3,056 2.14
Nuyakuk River 2,167 4,695 2.17
Nushagak-Mulchatna 205 471 2.30
Snake River 21 54 2.57
District Total 6,156 12,714 2.07
TOGIAK DISTRICT 531 1,070 2.02

TOTAL BRISTOL BAY 54,542 62,276 1.14



rable 2 . Bristol Bay sockeye salmon forecast, escapement goal, and projected potential
harvest by river system, 1981.

Number of Fish in 1,000"s

forecast of Escapement Projected
District/System total run Goal Harvest
Kvichak River 10,419 2,000
Branch River 342 105 -
Naknek River 3,345 000 -
Naknek-Kvichak District 14,106 2,905 11,121
Egegik District 3,173 GOO 2,573
Ugashik District 3,029 500 2,529
Wood River 2,336 000 -
Igushik River 1,954 150 -
Nuyakuk River 1,192 250 -
Nushagak-Mulchatna 100 40 -
Snake River 43 30 -
Nushagak District 5,745 1,270
Togiak District 647 100 547
Total Bristol Bay -# 26,700 5,455 21,245
I/ Sockeye salmon ol" several minor age classes would be expected to contri-

bute an additional 1-2 percent to the Lotai run.



Number of fish

[>

able 3 . ~ristol Bay sockeye salmon forecast by au,- class and river systenm,

in 1,000°s

Age Class (Brood Year)

District/System 42 " (19777
Kvichak River 1,433
Branch River 79
Naknek River 302

Naknek-Kvichak District 1,814

Egegik District 324

Ugashik District 350
Wood River 810
Igushik River 67
Nuyakuk River 118
Nushagak-Mulchatna 56
Snake River 6

Nushagak District 1,057

Togiak DisLrict 136

Total Bristol Bay 3,681

1 Sockeye salmon of several

53 (1976fF

4,991
99
649

5,739
1,396
1,537

189

193
67

460

70

9,252

minor age classes would
an additional 1-2 percent to the total

return.

Age Class (Brood Year)

"5 09761

1,483
137
1,281

2,901
287
655

1,175

1,453
796

90
22

3,536

333

7,712

67M7197BT

2,512
27
1,113

3,652
1,166
437
162
281
211

31
7

692

108

6,055

1981.

Total

10,419
342
3,345

14,106
3,173
3,029
2,336
1,994
1,192

180
43

5,745

647

26,700

be expected to contribute
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INTRODUCTION

The Guide to the lau of the Sea Holdings in -.h-reau is a list of library
material available in various locations in Juneau. The holdings in
various technical libraries, the Alaska State Library and other collections
have been listed. Entries from the monthly updates v.lll be added semi—
annually. This bibliography is a section to be incorporated in a larger
bibliography of the Continental Shelf and related subjects currently being
compiled. When this larger bibliography is completed, other material
located in most libraries in Juneau will have been itemized.

The main purpose of this bibliography is to rake local information on the
Law of the Sea readily available. The compilers have abstracted pertinent
titles from the National Technical Information Service Index (NTIS) and

the Congressional Indexing Service (CIS). Material available on microfiche
is so indicated. The Alaska State Library cwns the complete series of CIS
microfiche and selected titles of NTIS. Titles from NTIS not cwned by the
Alaska State Library have been ordered.

For information on obtaiidng these materials contact the Interlibrary Loan
Section of the Alaska State Library.

Kathleen Rosier
Compiler
June 6, 1975



SAMPLE ENTRIES

Author

\ PADELFORD, NOIWAN J.NvProspects for a New Regime of the Seas: Ir.cemtional
P olitical Considerations. Cambridge, Kassachusets Ir.st. of Tech. Sea
Grant Project Office, 1971. 116p
ASL CCM-72-10522 (WPIS mf)

PARISH, WALTER B. .Alaska and the law of the Seas International Fisheries
Regimes of the North Pacific. Anchorage, Alaska Univ. Artie Environmental
Information and Data Center, 1974. 65p iils maps
. Auke Bay Lib | JX4131 P6 _ _
location- gy —e3g 7 AT 7313~~~
Code CCM 74-11562 (OTIS mf)

Cra

~— Cataloguelnrorrration

PHARAND, DONAT. The Law of the Sea of tlie Artie with Special References to
Canada. Washington, D. C., Zirtic Institute or North A.-ierica, 1973. 385p
(Report, AINA-OMR-435: 1)

AFL AD-770 747 (Not available OTIS mf. Paper copy c.n order’,

1
Original published form Availability



KEY TO LOCATION CODES

SYMBOLS LIBRARY

AS L i Alaska State Library

Auke Bay lab... ... ... ... ... U.S. National MarineFisheries Service
Library

CRA e Department of Comrnnity and Regional
Affairs

D Department of Law

Department of Fish and Game

USBM ottt e e e e e e eeeeeeeaaas U.S. Bureau of Mines



A GTIDZ TO THE L-JT OF THE ETA KDL2H3G3 wu:

ALL1- CIR, LEI".ISM. The Law of the Sea; National Policy Recorrrendations.
Kingston, Rhode Island Univ., 1970 542p «
[Proceedings cn the Annuel Conference (4th) of the Law of die Sea
Institute, Jane 23-Jane 25, 1959]
ASL AD-705 075 (NTIS mf)

ALD32CZR, LEWIS A. The lav; of the Sea; Offshore Boandaries and Zones.
Columbus, Ohio State Univ., 1967. 32ip illus rags.
publication of the Lav; of the Sea Institute and the Mershon Center
for Education in National Security)
ASL JX4131.L34

AMEKDMUT OF THE OIL POLLUTION ACT, 1961 (75 Stat. 402); amended by
implementation of the 1959 and 1971 amendments to the International
Convention for the Prevantion of the Pollution of the Sea by Oil, 1954,
(Draft Environmental Inpact Statement)

ASL EIS-AA-72-5363-D (NTIS mf)

ANDPASSY, JURAJ. International Law and the Resources of the Sea. Nev; York,
Columbia Univ. Press, 1970. 191p maps bibl
ASL JX4143.A52
Ad-ce Bay lab JX4143.7v52

BILDER, RIOIARD 3. The Emerging Right of Physical Enforcement of Fisheries
Measures bevond Territorial Limits. Madison, Wisconsin, Univ. Law
School, 1974. 29p
(report on Sea Grant Program. Published in: Fisheries Conflicts in the
Nc.rth Atlantic; Problems of Jurisdiction and Enforcement. 1974. Edited
by Pontecorvo, Giulio. Published by Ballinger. Part of a series. A Law
of the Sea Institute "brkvnop held in Hamilton, Eermuda, Jan. 14-18, 1974)
ASL CQM-74-11700 (NTIS mT)

BIIOER, RECHARO B. The Role of Unilateral State Action in Preventing International
Emvironmental Lnjury. Madison, \fisconsin Univ., 1973. 21p
(Sea Grant Program)
ASL CCM-73-11936 (NTIS mf)

BI".USE, ELIZABETH (Mann), ed. Pacam in Maribus. Nev; York, Deed, Mead, 1973.
332p bibl
(A. selection and condensation of material resulting from the Pacem in
Maribus Convention in Malta, 1970)
ASL JX3141.36
Auke Bay Lab JX4403.B66

EOV.TTT, D. W. The Law of the Sea. New Y. r.z, Manchester V. P. Oceana Publications
1567. 117p maps bibl footnotes.
(The Mel laud Schill Lectures)
7iS1 JX 4419.56
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RO5ENA J. Fishery lLav; @ Bibliography v;ith Abstracts). Springfield,
Virginia, 1975. 131p
ASL PS-75 111 (OTIS mf)
n
sJd\, EUGENE H. Alaska and the Law of the Sea. National Patterns and Trends
of Fishery Development in the Ncrth Pacific. Anchorage, Alaska Univ. Arctic
Environmental Lnformation and Data Center, 1973. 70p
(Alaska Sea Grant Publication)
ASL 639.977 SIA 73-4
COM-73-11948 (NTIS mfF)
CPA

BURKE, VEILIAM T. Ocean Sciences, Technology and the Future Ir.rematicnal
law of the Sea. Columbus, Ohio Univ. Press, 1966. 9lo
(Mershon Center for Education in National Security Pamohler Series, 2)
Auke Bay Lab JX 4411. E87

FREEMAN, VELLIAM. The Abstention Doctrine. Chapel Hill, North Caroline
Univ., School of Law, 1974. 41p
ASL COM-74-11561 (NTIS mf)

FPJEDHEIM, ROBERT L. and MARY E. JEHN. Anticipating Soviet Behavior at the
Third U.N. Law of the Sea Conference: USSR Positions and Dilemmas.
Arlington, Virginia, Center for Naval Analyses, 1974. 48p
(Report, CNA-Professional Paper-124)

ASL AD-783 701 (OTIS mf)

FRIEDHEIM, ROBERT L. A Law of the Sea Conference - V/no Needs It.
Arlington, Virginia, Center for Naval Analyses, 1972, 39
ASL AD-748 702 (NTIS mf)

FRIEDHEIM, ROBERT L. and JOSEPH B. KADANE. Ocean Science in the United
Nations Politica) Arena. 7rlington, Virginia, Center for Naval Analyses,
1971. 53 p
(Revision of ""The Politics of Ocean Sciences" dated June, 1971.
CNA-Professional Paper-50-rev)

ASL AD-731 865 (NTIS mfF)

FRIEDHEIM, ROBERT”L. Political Aspects of Ocean Ecology— A Chapter of V7o
Protects the Oceans.” Arlington, Virginia, Center for Naval Analyses, 1973.
59p
(Report- CNA-Professional Paper-103)

ASL AD-757 936 (OTIS mf)

FRIEDHEIM, ROBERT L. The Politics of Ocean Science. Arlington, Virginia,
Center for Naval Analyses, 1971. 457
(Professional Paper, 50)
ASL AD-726 474 (OTIS mf)

IFJEDHEIH, R. L. and Others. Quantitative Content Analysis of she United
Nations Seabed Debate: Methodology and a Continental Shelf Case Study.
Arlington, Virginia, Center for Naval Analysis, 1970. 43c
(Report no. CIlA - Professional Paper 28)

ASL AD-703 539 (OTIS mf)



s 1-M-L-M, WOLFGANG GASTON. r.e future of the Oceans. New York, Eraziller,
1971. 132p illus fold ran bibl
AS1 GC1015.F7/1971

FFLLL-1, ROBERT A, JUDITH T. KIIDGW AhID RICHARD R. EAXTER. The
Oceans: Planetary Engineering and International Management. Annual
Sea Grant Lecture and Symposium. (3rd). Cambridge, Massachusetts Inst,
of Technology Sea Grant Project Office, 1974. 45p
(Collection of 3 papers:
The Oceans: Planetary®™ Engineering and International Management.
Alcemacives for an International Sea Trent Effort.
The Law of the Sea Conference: V.here \.%e Stand New.)
AS1 CQM-75-10035 (NTIS mi)

GAM3LE;, JOHN KING, JR. Inde>: to Marine Treaties. Seattle, Washington Univ.,
Division of Marine Resources, 1972. 441p
(Data Summary Report)
ASL COM-72-11467 (NTIS of)

GAMBLE, JOHN KING, JR. and GIUUO PONTBCORVO. Law of the Sea: Tne Emerging
Regime of the Oceans. Kingston, Rhode Island Univ. law of the Sea Institute,
1974. 390p
[Proceedings of Annual Conference of the Sea Institute, (8th), lineston,

R. 1., 18-21 June 773]
ASL CQM-74-10846 (NTIS i©)

HED3ZRG, HOLLIS 7. National-International Jurisdictional Boundary cn the Ocean
Floor. Kingston, Rhode Island Univ. Law of the Sea Institute, 1972. 43p
(Occasiond Paper, 16)

COM—73-10661 (NTIS mf)

HK24AN, JAMES B. Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries Institute. Annual Session
(24th). Held at Miami, Florida November 1971. Proceedings. Miami, Florida,
Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science, 1972. 175p
ASL CQM-72-11408 (NTIS mf)

HURD, BR3NWYN and BARBARA PAJ3SERO. Oceans of the Vtorld: Tne Inst Frontier.
An Annotated Introductory Bibliography on the lav; of the Sea. Cambridge,
Massachusetts Inst, of Technology Sea Grant Project Office, 1974. 12p
[Prepared for the School of International Relations (62). National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Rockville, Md]
ASL COM-74-10317 (NTIS mf)

INTERNATIONAL MARINE SCIENCE AFFAIRS. Washington, D. C., National
.Academy of Sciences, 1972. 103p
ASL PB-212 575 (NTIS mf)

J.ANI3, Mark W. ar.d DONALD C. F. DANIEL. Tne USSR: Ocean Use and Ocean Law.
Kar.gsto.n, Rhrce Island Univ. Law of the Sea Institute, 1974. 28p
(Occasional Paper 21 NCAA-74061210. Prepared in cooperation with
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California)

ASL CO::-74-1136S (NTIS mf)



JCNES, ERIN RAIN. Law of the Sea: Oceanic Resources. Dallas, Texas,
Southern Methodist Univ. Press, 1972. i162p bibl

{Foreword by Charles 0. Galvin, preface by Soott Casper,ter)
ASL KF1096.J6

JO"EPKSQN, KARLA. Alaska and the Law of the Sea: Use of the Sea by Alaska
Natives— A Historical Perspective. Anchorare, Alaska Er.viromrental
Information and Data Center, University cf Alaska, 1974. 940
CRA
ASL 332.91 Allr 73-11

KNIGHT, H. GARY. Issues before the (@rd) United Nations Ccrf-~"~:ce on the
Law of the Sea. Baton Rouge, Louisiana State Univ., 1974.
(In:  Louisiana Law Review, 34, 2 ppl55-196, Winter 1574.
ASL COM-74-11023  (NTIS mf)

KNIGHT, H. GARY. United States Oceans Policy: Perspective 1374. 37p
(In:  Notre Dame La~wer, 49, 2, ?.41-2/5pp Dec. 1977?)
ASL COM-74-10575 (OTIS mf) reprint

KOIODKIN, AL. The World Ocean. Moscow, Translationsof Monorrach Mirovoi Okean,
1973. 232p

ASL JPRS-60963 (KTI3 mf

LAY, S.HOI TON, ROBIN CHURCHILL and MYRON NCRDQUIST. New Directions

inthe Law of the Sea New York, Oceana Publications, 1973. 911p 2v bibl
ASL JX4408.L43

LAW OF THE SEA V. San Diego, California Unil., 1973.
(In:  San Diego Law Review, 10, 3)
01 Laylin, John G. The Law to Govern Deepsea riming
Until Superseded by International Agreement.
pp433-445
0? Knight, H. Gary. The Deep Seabed Hart Mineral Resources Act
— A Negative View. pp445-466
03 Holleck, Ann L. United States Oceans Politics. p?467-501
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TESTIMONY
of
Kay E. Larson
Deputy Director
Bristol Bay Native Association

There are many kinds of people who participate in the Bristol Bay
commercial salmon fishery. There are the doctors and lawyers who take a
month®"s vacation from their regular jobs and fish for a 'change of pace."
These doctors and lawyers are, of course, happy if they can make a profit
in the fishery but don®"t mind too much if they loose money because tlaat
gives them a good tax write off.

There are the year-round fishermen who follow the fish from California
to Kotzebue. Although these fishermen are looking for a profit in the Bristol
Bay fishery, they can stand a loss because they have incomes from the other
fisheries in which they participate.

There are the few local fishermen who fish during the summer and then
work all winter. These fishermen are also looking for a profit in the
fishery but can survive on their winter jobs.

But the majority of our local fishermen have absolutely no other alterna-
tives available to them— their entire year™s income is derived from the com-
mercial salmon L.-shery here in Bristol Bay. They are 100% dependent on the
Tishery because there is very little employment in the villages. The employ-
ment that is available is mostly provided through BBNA"s CETA program (and
111 speak about our federal programs Later). These fishermen, who are 100%
dependent on the fishery, have a very different view of tire Fishery than trat

fisherman who comes here for a vacation and a tax write-off. lire decis”™as



you make about: the fishery should be based on these 1002 dependent fishermen.

In 1977, the price of fish was 59 1/2C per pound and the price of
gasoline was 60c a gallon. During that time, a fisherman could buy a good,
new boat for $50,000. In 1980, fish were bringing 57c a pound. But gasoline
had gone up to $1.25 a gallon and boats were up to $80,000 to $100,000. The
price of fish has not kept up with our expenses.

There has been a lot of talk and concern expressed about canneries being
able to make a profit. As fishermen, we are also concerned that canneries
make a profit. Our future depends on them being healthy mid we know It.

BUT as fishermen, we, too, must make a profit. We cannot: make a profit when
our expenses are increasing at a much faster rate than our income. Economic
returns to the fishermen must be considered as well as economic returns to
the processors.

Last year there was also a lot of talk that fishermen should have been
willing to take a low price for their fish a vamake the difference up in
quantity. As fishermen who have worked with the canneries for many years,
we knew this possibility would not be open Lo us. We knew that canneries
would not increase their production and this proved true. Canneries have
long operated with the “ettail grocer™ attitude— a small amount of turnover in
stock and their profit made on a resultingly large mark up. Processors liae
known for several years that the resource was on the rise. They should have
changed their thinking to a "'Safeway' attitude— a bigger turnover and profits
based on quantity. Even though Fish and Game has predicted these good years,
we have not seen a great deal c gearing up by the processors so that they
woul 1be ready for them. We have not seen Bristol Bay salmon advertised
like I"Charley Uma." We have not seen the import of equipment to iIncrease

the lines iIn local canneries. In fact, we liave not seen any gearing up iIn



preparation for these good years. We knew that processors would not be able
to handle all of the fish and we knew that we could not make up the dif-
ference in price by selling more fish.

The State’s idea of a market campaign to sell more Alaskan seafoods
is a good one. It is a responsibility that processors have long avoided.
Processors should have been out there a long time ago building up their
markets and selling their products. In these days of greater amounts of
salmon, processors-should change their thinking from the "'small grocer'” to
the I"Safeway"" attitude and get out there aid i1~eally push their product.

The economic situation in Bristol Bay may become, even more dependent
on the salmon fishery than It is new. BBNA lias been able to provide CETA
jobs in the villages with federal funds. Although the wages under CE1A
are not comparable with a doctor"s or lawyers®™ wages, the CETA job does
provide survival during the winter. BIA General Assistance has also boon a
means of survival. With the present administration in Washington, D.C., we
are anticipating cuts of more than $1 million in federal, monies which go to
the people in the villages either in CETA wages or General Assistance.

With cuts this large, the Tishery becomes even more crucial. The number of
10021 dependent fishermen will grow and the amount of dependency on the
fishery will, increase.

Bristol Bay fishermen have made many sacrifices in the fishery through
the years. When the resource was down, they sat on the beach and tightened
their belts the following winter. In those years, market prices were up
and margins of profit to the processors were large. Fishermen accepted a
deprcs: *d price last year even though their operating expenses had continued
to rise. After the settlement, market prices went up steadily which should

Iiave been a big help to processors. As fishermen, we arc willing to make



some sacrifices but we cannot continue to be the ones nuking the biggest

and longest sacrifices. During planning for the fishery or during price
negotiations, the main concern always seems to be the viability and economic
return to processors. Fishermen are businessmen, too, and their margin of
profit niust be taken into consideration.

Perhaps more competition on the processing side would make for a
healthier industry. Competition in any industry is always healthy. State
funding \d"ich would encourage the development of tliis competition could
be a possible solution. Such funding should include new docks and airport
improvements which would make i1t easier for now processors to come into the
Bay. State funding should also include loans to newly developing processors.
IT the” State will build new docks and improve our airports and will loan
money to new processors, development of the fishery should be greatly
encouraged. It appears that the only real answers lie with processors
and a change in their attitude.

The decisions you are going to make will have a tremendous impact on
die economic viability and returns to fishermen as well as processors.
Please remember that fishermen are businessmen, too, and that their margin
of profit must be Lake . into consideration.

Thank you.



A TOSITION STATEMENT
BY THE
BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION
TO THE

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
AND THE

BRISTOL BAY TASK FORCE

"Violence Related to Bristol Bay Salmon Price Scttlene.



My name is Fred T. Angasan. I am Executive Director
of Bristol Day Native Association, and 1 have also been
a commerical TfTisherman in Bristol Bay for twenty-eight
years. Strikes related to salmon price settlement
have occurred in Bristol Bay virtually every two or
three years. Therefore a strike situation between
the fishermen and the processors is not an unusial
occurrence.

I have vivid memories of one particular strike that
happened i1n nineteen-sixty-nine. This strike was unusual
in the means the fishermen used to form a picket line.

A picket line was formed by approximately four-hundred

fishing boats, which stopped fishing boats from going

out the Naknek River to the fishery. In this situation
scows still crossed the picket line without

inflicting damage to any of the fishing vessels. Fishermen

that did cross the picket line to Tfish were treated in

a hostile manner bv the striking fishermen. One particular

boat returned from the fishing grounds with a large load of

fish. Striking fishermen boarded his boat and painted the

word "SCAB"™ on his beat with black paint. This incident

was significant as the next day the striking fishermen came

to an agreement with the processors. This fisherman was not

physically harmed, nor was his boat damaged. In all the

twenty-eight years of my experience Tishing in Bristol

Bay, no outbreak of violence has ever occurred. Violent

situations that have taken place were individual confrontations

that usually took place in Naknek bars.

In the 1980 strike which became needlessly long and

tense, a number of picket lines wore formed on the Naknek



and Nuahagak Rivers by hundreds of fishing boats in front
of the Witney-Fidalgo cannery, which lasted several days.
The striking fishermen used this means to stop cannery
tenders from delivering salmon to the processing
facility. This situation was very similar to the
nineteen-sixty-nine strike with the exception that in
nineteen-eighty, fifteen Alaska State Troopers were
dispached to the Naknek, Nushagak area. The Alaska

State Troopers threatened the striking fishermen,

stating that if violent situations did break out,
they would confescate their boats, gear and Tfishing
permits.

Scare tactics by striking fishermen are mistaken

by outside law enforcement officers and the press as

acts of violence. For example, striking fishermen
talking on their radio transmitters, saying things like
telling how they would use guns if they had to, or
possibly damaging a non-striking fisherman®s net. These
are not physical acts of violence, but simple scare
taceics which is part of a process of expression iIn the
development of an agreement leading up to a price settlement.
The most serious problem iIn a strike are the scabs, not

a direct confrontation with the processors.

The Alaska State Troopers and the media create

violent situations by over reacting. Therefore 1in
closing 1 caution the Judiciary Comrlttee, and the

Bay Task Force not to over react to the negotiation
process or to strike situations. .The Judiciary Committee
and the Bristol Bay Task Force must stay within it"s legal
boundaries and confine it"s efforts to the legal pro ess

and constitutionality.



STATEMENT BY

ANDREW GOLITA
COMMERCIAL SALMON FISHERMAN

Before the Bristol Bay Task Force
Dillingham, Alaska

February 28, 1981

Madame Chairwoman, Legislators, and Task Force and staff
members, my name 1is Andy Golia, and 11Im a resident of Dillingham,
having been born and raised in this community. I"m a commercial
salmon fishermen, and during the winter months, I work as an
Economic Plarine” with the Bristol Bay Native Association, the
regional non-pro fil. corporation based here in Dillingham.

Over the last year, I1"ve served as a board member Ffor the
Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association (WACMA).
Currently, WACMA 1is in the process of their annual election of
their board, and 1 have been nominated for re-election to the
board. In any case, because of the current litigation between
WACMA and the State of Alaska, my testimony does not reflect
my TFfeelings as associated with WACMA. My testimony only reflects
my ¥Ffeelings as a commercial salmon fisherman.

Briefly, 1°d just like to say that . believe the Task Force
and you legislators here should immediately endorse and try to
secure Tfunds to complete a market conditions study on Bristol
Bay salmon. There has been some discussion r.ally about this
idea, and 1 believe that fishermen in Bristol Bay would agree
to this concept. I feel this study is highly- important and
cculd lead to an early price settlement 1in Bristol Bay.

The study should be conducted by a national or international



marketing Tirm which 1is reputable i1n the area of fisheries.

The Firm that is selected to complete the study should be re-
viewed and endorsed by the majority of the Bristol Bay processors
and the fishermen associations. Perhaps, at least three (3)

or Ffive (5) reputable firms should be recommended, and then

a deadline set for one (1) to be selected to conduct the study.

The study should examine the current market conditions
for Bristol Bay salmon on the world market, and make projections
on the expected market conditions for salmon up to the 1982
commercial season. The study should reveal the market situation
for Bristol Bay salmon in Japan, Europe, and the U. S. domestic
market. In essence, the study should reveal a fair price that
fishermen should get for canned and fresh/frozen salmon, taking
into consideration all the different market factors on the world
ma rket.

The completion of this independent study should give an
idea to the Task Force, the Governor®s Office, and the State
Legislature on who"s being fair and unfair in the price negotia-
tions between processors and fTishermen. We have heard that
Governor Hammond would work to allow foreign processors into
the Bay 1i1f the domestic processors don"t offer a reasonable
price to the fTishermen. Likewise, we have also heard that if
the TfTishermen are demanding too high of a price, then he would
attempt to get fTishermen into the Bay who want to go Tfishing
for a lesser price.

I think the importance of this study 1is that it will give
processors and fishermen a starting point 1iIn price negotiations

tins upcoming season. f\t least it will give the processors and

/



fishermen something to work with. Most of all, it would point
out who"s being Tfair and unfair in the price negotiations here
in Bristol Bay.

In conclusion, because of the time constraints, and if
this Task force and you legislators agree upon the study, to
expediate things, 1 would establish a time frame for the proces-
sors and fishermen associations to review and comment upon the
selection of a marketing Tfirm. The study should also be accom-
plished as soon as possible.

That concludes my testimony.

Thank yc



March 1, 1901

Madam Chairperson:

At present there- is no control over Foreign Ownership
in the fisheries. For all practical purposes the Japanese
have a virtual strangle hold q; Alaskan Fishermen through
market minipulation of all ourofisheries products. Our laws
are not able at present to regulate Foreign ownership percentages.
I suggest the Legislature®s both Federal and State seriously
attempt to secure laws that would limit the amount of Foreign
ownership In the companies that are supposed U.S. Corporations.
With this in mind we as citizens would realize more of the true
value of our Fisheries Resources.

At present under Foreign treaties they can arbitrnlly hold
down Tfish prices onshore, say that we are not Tully utilizing
the fTish and ask a.id most likely obtain »n offshore allocation.

The Japanese government 1is the bank for theilr corporations
involved iIn the fisheries, at present (1 believe for 19).

At our present 19Vi prime iInterest rate and the exchange
rate of yen per dollar, the Japanese Corporations really have
our legitimate Nat ional Companies between a rock and a hard
spot as far as competativeness IS concerned.

Our Permanent Fund should be more aggressive 1In assisting
companies that are wholly owned Alaskan or Domestic owned
Corporations, that are interested iIn developing Domesi Kk

|
Market ;.



Transportation is also a hinclornnco for the? sake of total
fisheries resource realization, special tariffs should bo
pursued. 1

Regional Boards should be established to handle Regional
situtations as far ai Management 1initativos are concerned.

At pr<sent i1t iIs unfair to ask a Statewide Board to make
prudent decisions for such a largo area as Maska.

In cases such as a bumper or high c/cle years especially
in Bristol Bay, Foreign processors should be solicited for
maximum use of our salmon resources and for the sake of
increasing processing capabilities which would ultimate.lv

allivate much of our quality control and market problems.

George F . Gollsohalk, Jr.
P.0O. Box 132
Naknek Alaska 99633



STATEMENT BY JACK MCBRIDE
P.0. BOX 10222
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576

Madam Chairman, Legislators, Members of the Task Force and Staff, my name
Jack McBride. I am the Manager of the Imarpik Regional Aquaculture

Corporation.

First of all, we certainly want to thank all of you who have taken
the time from your busy schedules to come here to Dillingham to listen
to our concerns and suggestions. We know you 7l go back to Juneau
with a much better idea of our hu-"an feelings that would be impossible
to express in letters and phone calls. We hope that you are bringing
us a better understanding of the problems too, and some of the possible
solutions.

We would like to let you know too, that KDLG has done an excellent
job of informing the public of these issues, through, not only announce—
ments, but also a number of discussions of the problems throughout
this past week.

I W like to quote from an article on page 19 in the July, 1960
issue of the ALASKA FISHERMAN®"S JOURNAL which 1 have marked Exhibit A.

"The Japanese market has not collapsed nor are 1979 salmon inven—
tories in Japan currently at abnormally high levels- nor is the yen/
dollar exchange rate the least unfavorable to Japan."”

"As we reported last month in "Japan Marketplace,l Japan is likely
to import more salmon in 1900 than it did last year. The domestic
catch in Japan 1io expected to be down sharply and last year ¥ frozen

inventories have been largely sold off."



STATEMENT BY JACK MCBRIDE
P.0. BOX 10222
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576

Page Two

This article was written by David Keene and Brent Evans who are both
fluent in Japanese and have lived, studied, and worked in Japan. David
Keene 1is a marketing consultant in Japan and represents a chain of
Japanese seafood retaurants. Erent Evans had recently worked for two
years at a Japanese economic research firm in Tokyo.

This issue of the ALASKA FISHERMAN®S Ju 1RNAL would have arrived
in most fishermen®s mail box during the height of Bristol Bay"s price
negotiations. Do you think that if this was the information that you
had available to you that you"d find it"just a little hard to accept
the fact that you were going to be paid 40C per pound for fish that you
had got as high as $1.25 per pound one year earlier?

I think this points out that there were other facts in the "mix" or
someone war. misinformed or that indeed fishermen were not paid a rea—
sonable price for their fish.

A State funded study by a firm that could supply credible infor-
mation to both the fishermen and processor would go a long way to
establish a price range within which both the fishermen and processor
could feel comfortable to negotiate. This study should include infor—
mation like the relationship of the yen to the dollar, interest ratesy
transportation costs, etc. This, | believe would be one positive way
the State of Alaska could involve itself in a positive way.

Funding of programs such as the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute

is another positive way the State can involve itself. Obviously if

the demand for salmon is high, the price will also be good.
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Page Three

Finding ways of lowering costs such as transportation is certainly
another positive action.- Providing easily accessible docks, improved
runways and reasonable roads systems would lower the cost of produrtion.

Marketing alternatives could be explored that fishermen coulil apply
in attempting to solve their marketing or market-related problems..
These would include organized exchanges, vertical integration and jpint
venturej, marketing boards, and others.

I also believe that tie Governor®"s Task Force or whatever iruttru-
ment is established to correct these problems, should not be dishmded
as different problems arise each year and each year requires a lillilo
different approach to the solution and a Task Force responsive to
these needs may very well prevent problems such as occurred in 19701
Bristol Bay, the State, and indeed, the world cannot afford to wattle
in excess of 100 million pounds of salmon as we did in 1980.

Thank you.



LIMITED ENTRY

A necessary evil?

Prep.irod lor the* Legislative Council

Sen. tjeory.i* Hohman, chairman by L_JOiU'er P«'flintEi
lanuaiy 11>H1 fish and Fish



The state legislature’s 1973 vote limiting the number of
fishermen allowed to harvest Alaska®s huge salmon runs

prompted predictable howls of outrage.

The salmon Ffisheries always had been open to anyone willing
to invest a lot of sweat and brave some of the toughest seas
in the world. It seemed a God-given right to be able to go

fishing to cover the winter’s grubstake.

No one was surprised by the opposition from those locked out
of the fisheries by limited entry. Also expected were objec-
tions from staunch opponents of government iIntervention 1iIn

the free enterprise system.

Recent debate 1is laden with 1irony, however, as the most vocal
critics have been the very people the system was designed to
protect--rural Alaskans who rely heavily on the commercial
salmon TfTisheries. And, the dramatic biological recovery of
the salmon runs and economic turnaround of the iIndustry
appear to be responsible for most recent criticism of limited
entry.

Considering the massive amount of flak directed at the fTish-
ing restrictions, many observers were taken aback when these
very squeaky wheels got. nc grease during the legislature-s

re-examination of limited entry 1in 1979-80.

What lawmakers found is widespread, though quiet, support of

limited entry. fisheries managers, TfTor iInstance, prefer the



steady effort and smaller numbers of limited fisheries to
the boom-and-bust history of the salmon industry. Then
there are the 8,100" permit holders, whose attitudes may have
been expressed best by a former director of the commission

administering the state program:

"The people who received entry permits and believe limited
entry 1is necessary tend to remain quiet about i1t and do not
crow about che system for fear of offending a neighbor or

friend."

With courts recently upholding the program against major
legal challenges, 1t appears limited entry is here to stay.
Far less clear 1is whether the program will remain intact

under growing sentiment for change.

Many of the harshest critics of limited entry oppose doing
away with the system entirely, but want to give the program
a major overhaul. Even the most ardent supporters agree

that at least some TfTine tuning is iIn order.

Dut as the legislature discovered, tinkering with limited
entry is rot easy. Alaska"s limited entry program is a
highly complicated system of fisheries management based on
intciwovcn social and political considerations, as well as
economics and biology. It"s difficult to make large changes
without: risking chaos iIn one of the state®"s most important

industries.

This pamphlet shows .the evolution of the present system of
limited entry and points out some of the problems looming

on the horizon.



history



ROOTS: Moonlighters and the company store

When Governor William A. Egan proposed in early 1973 to limit
entry into the state®s commercial salmon fisheries, Alaska“s
salmon resources were recovering nicely from the rape-and-run
management of Territorial days. But the economic lot of those
most dependent on the fisheries was not following a similar
course.

"Even with substantially improved biological management since
Statehood, the ;almon fi;heries are not as healthy as they
can be because a steadily increasing number of fishermen are
participating in the harvest,” Egan said in his letter to

the legislature. "These new entrants into the fishery have
driven the profitability of fishing down to marginal levels
for those professional TfTishermen who must depend upon TfTishing

for a major share of their livelihood."

"The character of these new entrants varies. In Bristol Bay
it may be the school teacher from Anchorage or the Boeing
worker from Seattle; 1in Southeastern the sport-commercial
troller with a well-paid government job; in Cook Inlet the
vacationing set-netter from the Lower-48. However, iIn almost
every area these moonlighters are adding substantially to the
economic distress of the vocational fishermen who must derive

their primary livelihood from fishing."

Although Egan never specified who he was trying to help, it
was clear throughout his 300-page proposal that the program
was meant to protect Alaskans. The Governor had reason to be
careful, as two earlier attempts to restrict the salmon Ffish-
eries ran afoul of the equal protection clauses in the state
and federal constitutions.
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State officials long had been interested iIn trying to boost
the incomes uf resident commercial Tfishermen by restricting
non-Alaskans. The now-infamous loathing of Outsiders by
Alaskans was particularly strong in the Seattle-dominated
commercial Tisheries before Alaska became flushed with oil

riches.

Consider this statistic offered to lawmakers during the
debate over limited entry: in 1970 non-residents had 40
percent of the salmon fishing income with an average gross
share of $15,169, compared to $7,283 for each Alaska-based
gear operator.

By 1973 the courts made it clear that any system discrimina-
ting against non-residents would be slapped down. The empha-
sis was shifted to pressuring the growing number of part-time
fishermen and trying to at least preserve the foothold in the
fisheries Alaskans had gained with the abolition of company-

owned Ffish traps and the manpower-short years of World War |II.

Supporters argued limited entry would protect Alaskans to the
best extent allowed under law by favoring long-time fishermen
and rural residents through a complex point system.

Another major goal of lawmakers in limiting the fisheries had
been lost iIn the current debate: to unchain Tishermen from
the Company Store. In the days before Big 0Oil, the canned
salmon industry was the dominant economic avid political force
in Alaska.

A 1939 government study reported that of the 2,810 Western
Alaska commercial fishermen 96.7 percent were ™"cannery Tish-

ermen,”™ considered company employees; only 94 fishermen were

independents.



Alan Adasiak, former chairman of the Alaska Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission, explained in a 1978 paper the

control canneries had over the lives of individual fisher-
men:

“1f, for example, a man had made himself unpopular during
price negotiations, he might find himself without a vessel

or a market for his fish that following year. The ability

to eimport®™ non-resident fishermen was also used in connection
with price negotiations. And there was control through the
classic arrangement, of the <“company store,® which made easy
credit available, and employed payment-on-demand notes.

"In 1973, when the Alaskan legislature was considering the
current limited entry law, there was a general belief that
salmon processors still maintained a significant hold over
individual Tfishermen, both through credit and financing arrange-
ments and through the untrammeled power to decide whether a
fisherman would fish for a particular company. The decision
to issue permits to individuals was made primarily because
people believed that it would strengthen the individual
fisherman®s bargaining power vis-a-vis Tish buyers and pro-
cessors. With only a fTixed number of permits to go around,
and with the requirement that a unit of gear may be operated
only by a permit holder, the need that the processor had for
the individual fisherman was increased.”

The debate over limited entry split many fishing communities
and caused still-open rifts in the ranks of fishermen.
Supporters far outnumbered opponents, however, as attested

by the formation of the state"s largest fishermen®s organiza-

tion —- The United Fishermen of Alaska -- around the 1issue
of limited entry.

When an initiative to repeal the limited entry act was placed



cin the 1976 statewide ballot, the UFA raised $170,000 to
wage a campaign to keep the restrictions. Endorsements
supporting the program were gathered from the state Boards
of Fisheries and Game, Alaska Federation of Natives, Rural
Alaska Community Action Program and the Alaska Chapter of

the American Fisheries Society.

The initiative was defeated by a resounding vote of 75,125
to 44,304.

The margin of victory can be partially attributed to the
extremely depressed condition of the salmon fisheries at the
time of the election. Observers speculate a similar vote 1In

the 1980s would be too close to call.



the legal story



THE LEGAL STORY: The constitution and the right to fich

It was no small coincidence that the state Attorney General
spearheaded tne group putting together Egan®s limited entry
proposal. The fTirst step in the process, in fact, was to
place a proposed constitutional amendment for limited entry:
"No exclusive right or special privilege of fishery shall be

created or authoris®"d iIn the natural waters of the State."

The amendment, which gained strong voter support, added:

"This section does not restrict the power of the State to
limit entry into any fishery for purposes of resource conser-
vation, to prevent economic distress among fishermen and
those dependent upon them for a livelithood and to promote

the efficient development of aquaculture."

"lhere have been few quarrels over the 1issues of resource
conservation and aquaculture; the battle lines over limited
entry always have been drawn around the right to fish. And,
despite the care taken in constructing a legally defensible
program, limited entry from its beginning has been under
constant attack in the courts over who is eligible to harvest
the valuable salmon lesource.

The Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, created to oversee
the program, was given quasi-judicial powers to hear adminis-
trative appeals of decisions on individual applications for

a permit. OF the hundreds of appeals fTiled, scores resulted
in lawsuits, creating a huge backlog of contested permits

and throwing the entire program into limbo.

The state lost the first major legal challenge "o limited
entry and that decision became the basis for many fTollowing

lawsuits. In Isaksun vs. Rickey, a group of fishermen who



first held gear licenses in 1973 and 1974 went to court over
a provision iIn the law restricting permit eligibility to

those who held gear licenses before January 1, 1)73.

The Alaska Supreme Court eventually agreed with the fishermen
and a new application period was ordered. The ruling, how-
ever, had much broader impact than the awarding of a few more

permits to the later-coming Ffishermen.

Ir early 1979, a Superior Court jJudge used the Isakson decision
to strike down a requirement that applicants for permits must
have held a gear license. State officials said the ruling

would have the effect of invalidating limited entry.

But after a year of deliberation, the Supreme Court backtracked
and "superceded" the Isakson language. The gear license require
ment does have a "rational connection'™ to the "legitimate pur-

pose”™ of the limited entry act, the court said.

"Admittedly, individual cases will arise in which those barred
may be able to show extreme hardship,™ the court said. "The
legislature in its wisdom could conceivably have better pro-
vided for such instances. Buf «qual protection, even under

Alaska’s stricter standard, does not demand perfection in

classi ficarion."

There still were more than 100 court cases pending against

the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission »in late 1980.



accessibility



ACCESSIBILITY: Rural residents and $130,000 permits

The most emotionally charged debate over restricting access
to Alaska®s fisheries centers on the skyrocketing cost of

entry permits.

Perhaps the most crucial, fundamental decision lawmakers made
in 1973 was to treat permits essentially as property. This
was done primarily to allov: fishing rights to be transferred
within families and communities, give fishermen the mobility
to change fisheries, and avoid constitutional problems caused

by creating a special closed class of fishermen.

No restrictions were put on the market price of permits as it
was assumed there would be natural limitations to what some-

one would pay.- In his proposal to the legislature, Governor

Egan speculated:

"New people will be able to get iInto a fishery for whatever
the fair market price of permits happens to be. Naturally,
this will vary. The quality and size of fish runs, and
other things, may cause more people to want to get out, or
in, at a particular time. There is likely to be a limit,
however, to how high the price of a permit will go since the
bill requires that only the holder can fish 1It.

"One person may not hold a permit and have another person at
his net site or in a boat working it for him as his agent.
This means that the person buying a permit will have to work
it, and he will have to expect to make enough money commercial
fishing to cover the cost of the permit, as well as his other
expenses and profits. Otherwise, it would not make sense for
him to buy in. Consequently, there will be some practical
limits on the price of entry permits."



Obviously unforeseen in this analysis was the dramatic rise
in fish prices and biological recovery cf Alaska®s salmon
fisheries /’ring the late 1970s. As predicted, the price
of permits has risen with the profitability of the parti-
cular fishery. Consider, for instance, that Bristol Bay
drift gillnet permits shot up from a mere $2,000 in 1976 to
as high as $130,000 prior to the 1980 season.

Understandably, these trends have created great concern among

officials from rural areas over the ability of "iiture genera-
tions to buy their way into the fisheries. Many Native leaders
fear the high prices are bringing an exodus of permits from

villages heavily dependent upon Tishing.

The validity of those fears is open to debate. The Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission says statistics don"t show any
significant trends of permits flowing out of rural areas.
With the exception of a single Southeast village troubled
with an unusual set of circumstances, records show the distri-

bution of permits in rural areas has been remarkably stable.

A study of the same statistics by a University of Alaska
researcher in 1979, however, concluded there is some cause
for concern. While Alaska residents in general have actually
gained a handful of permits since they originally were doled
out, the analysis by Dr. Steve Langdon showed rural residents
have lost a significant number.

Residents of rural Alaska communities lost 145 permits, while
urban Alaskans gained 170. Significantly, Alaskans who live
in rural communities near the Tfishing grounds lost 3.5 percent

of their initial holding of 3,897 licenses.

Langdon concluded that the "outflow of permits that has
occurred and that potentially can occur must be regarded as



a significant threat to the rural Alaska economic base and

the well-being of rural Alaskans."

The high cost of permits alarmed not only rural officials,
though, as opposition to limited entry in urban and non-
fishing areas seemed to grow in direct proportion to the
cost of getting iInto the fisheries. When the legislature
created the Limited Entry Study Group in 1979 the price of

permits was the primary motivating fTorce.

The question of how to deal with $130 .,000 permits presented

a tough dilemma to the legislative committee. Every alter-
native to freely transferable permits iInvestigated by the
study group was fraught with legal, financial, administrative

or political problems. il

In the end , the committee backed away from suppor ting any
major changes in the program, concluding that the medicine
was worse than the ailment. The only recommendation of the
committee culminated in the 1980 creation of a special loan
program designed to help rural residents enter the fisheries.
(This so-called "targeted loan program™ 1is described 1in a

later section.)






Ol-iER PROBLEMS: Efficiency, spinoffs and a ponderous process

When studying Alaska®s system of limiting entry into the fish-
eries, one can reach radically different conclusions about its
relative merits and evils. IT there i1s one thing all sides

can agree upon, it is that the 1973 act has spawned a tremen-

dously complex system.

The goal of lawmakers creating the system was clear enough, as
demonstrated in the straight-forward approach of the first
attempt at limited entry iIn 1962:

"Whenever the Board (of Fish and Game) determines that the

year run of salmon in any one registration area will be sub-
stantially less than the optimum run, and that under antici-
pated TfTishing conditions Alaska residents licensed by the area
or district will not catch sufficient fish to sustain them for
the year, the Board may, with the consent of the local advisory
board or boards, promulgate regulations temporarily closing the

area or district to fishing by all non-residents of Alaska."

Before the law was ever used a federal jJudge declared it
unconst itut ional.

To get by the constitutional barriers, a program was built
around economic and social considerations with a keen eye
for protecting residents as much as law would allow. The
result is an extremely complicated system that defies easy
explanation.

Consider these factors:
—— The "optimum™ number of permits issued in a fishery is

to be sufficent to provide a ''reasonable rate of economic

return to the Tfishermen particiapting iIn that fishery,”™ land



the allowable catch "in an orderly, efficient manner and
consistent with sound fishery management techniques,™ and
avoild serious economic hardship to those currently engaged
in the fTishery, considering the other economic opportunities

available to them."

Permits then are handed out to applicants ranked by their
past participation in the particular fishery and their
degree of economic dependence, such as their percentage of
income derived from fishing* reliance on alternative occupa-
tions, and availability of alternative occupations and

investments.

The complex requirements i1nvolve careful crafting of regula-.
tions and point systems, and extensive public hearings and
application periods. The process takes anywhere from one to

three years before permits are issued.

Administrative review of appeals of point allocations throw
contested permits into limbo for months or even years. Some
appealed permit applications for fisheries limited in 1975

still were pending iIn 1980.

-— The 1initial number of permits issued iIn the limited fish-
eries was equal to the largest number of units of gear Tfishing
in any of the four years preceding 1973. Those maximum permit
numbers later were to be whittled down to "optimum™ Ffigures
through a buy-back program under which the state would buy

boats, gear and permits at going market rates.

Work on setting optimum numbers was delayed by the more
pressing needs of issuing permits, then stalled for years

by lack of funding for economists to study long-range trends
in the Tisheries. The buy-back program eventually was sus-
pended i1ndefinitely. By 1980 the optimum numbers of permits



still hadn"t been 1issued for the 19 salmon Ffisheries origin-

ally brought under limited entry.

-— Whenever there is even a distant possibility of. a develop-
ing fishery being brought under limted entry, it seems to
create a fTlurry of activity by fishermen trying to put them-
selves iIn the position of earning a permit, should they even-
tually be 1issued. This phenomenon, iIn turn, creates pressure
to iImpose the restrictions from fishermen nervously eyeing
new competitors on the fishing grounds.

The high cost of permits also has served to increase fishing
pressure in the limited fisheries, as fishermen who have to
pay $130,000 for a permit can scarcely afford to sit out poor
seasons just because i1ncome is marginal. Loan payments won"t
wait for a better salmon run.

IT limited entry has met any of the original goals of its
creators 1t has been the evolution of the salmon fisheries
into "professional™ fisheries. With the lid on numbers
fishermen have poured increased earnings into building expen-
sive, highly efficient fleets of fishing vessels. Long-time
fishermen say competition in the limited fisheries 1is much
fiercer than 1t has ever been.






CONCLUSION: A necessary evil?

In considering whether limited entry has worked, it Is iImpor-
tant to strip the equation of the cumbersome clothing of
right or wrong. Does it violate the spirit of the free
enterprise system? Did it create an exclusive rich man®s
club? Is it an unconstitutional allocation of natural re-

sources belonging to all citizens of the state?

Emotions run so strongly on these issues that it is essential
to narrow the question to how well the program has met its

original goals. To this end, the answer can be a conditional
Ilyesll .

Statistics show limited entry has been remarkably successful
in stabilizing the balance of fishing effort between Alaskans
and non-residents. The only identifiable shift has been the

loss of permits by rural Alaskans to urban residents.

Trends before limited entry were toward non-resident gains 1in
the salmon Tfisheries, but when original permits were handed
out Alaskans controlled a few more units of gear than they

had before 1973. Since then, residents have gained another
handful of permits.

Showing the exact degree of success limited entry has had in
accomplishing another major goal of lawmakers iIn 1973 --

increasing the power of fishermen in dealing with processors
is impossible. The lot of individual fishermen has increased
dramatically s.ince the early 1970s, but it"s unclear how much

of that was caused by limiting the number of fishermen.

Unquestionably, limited entry has given fishermen a powerful
tool 1iIn negotiating fTish prices, since the systc.ii has given

permit holders the exclusive right to harvest Alaska®s valuab



salmon resources. Processors can no longer simply hire

another skipper willing tc fish for lower prices.

A case 1In point 1is price negotiations in Bristol Bay where
fish prices were increased by nearly 50 percent in 1979
after a virtual shutdown of the fisheries by boycotting
fishermen. Although fish prices tumbled the next season
following collapse of major Japanese markets, Tfishermen held
out during the peak of the largest salmon run in history.
About 21 million harvestable sockeye salmon passed by the

fishing grounds because of the long price dispute.

By restricting the number of people allowed to fish salmon,
lawmakers also hoped to increase the incomes of individual
fishermen. While average gross incomes of gear operators
have risen dramatically since 1973, the improved economic
outlook mostly 1is due to spectacularly increased fTish prices.
There can be little doubt, though, that the allowable harvest
would be split among a much larger group of fishermen if the

salmon fisheries were open to all interested.

When all 1is said and done, the essential question regarding
limited entry probably is:

"What"s the alternative?"

Perhaps there wasn"t justification to limit entry to Alaska®s
salmon Tfisheries. Maybe a better method of protecting resi-
dents could have bcei. devised. But it"s too late to debate
those 1issues; the iImportant point now is what would happen

if the system w”re abolished.

With the current high level of interest in Alaska®s salmon
fisheries, the lifting of limited entry would invite a gear
rush rivaling the Klondike gold rush. Examples of the interest
in the state"s fTisheries are easy to find, as a glance at the



crowded halibut, crab, cod and open herring fTisheries will
show. Particularly troublesome is the large fleet of Washing-
ton State vessels squeezed out by the "Boldt decision”™ which
allocated half the natural and hatchery salmon runs of that

area to treaty Indian tribes.

Despite development of other Tfisheries and the emergence of
the o1l 1i1ndustry, salmon continues to be the economic mainstay
of most of the communities spread out along Alaska®s 34,000-
mile coastline. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been
invested on the assumption limited entry is here to stay.
Abolition of the system would disrupt the economies of much

of rural Alaska.

Although the cost of buying a permit adds a big barrier to
entering the salmon TfTisheries for rural Alaskans, state loan
programs can given an edge to residents. The programs will
cover 90 percent of the market value of permits, and the recent
"targeted loans" designed to help rural residents may carry

100 percent of the cost. Permits can be used as collateral

only under state loan programs.

The threat of a gear stampede trampling long-time fishermen
is responsible for the continuing support of limited entry by
many harsh critics. Notably absent from the legislature®s
1979-80 evaluation of limited entry was the possibility of

removing the restrictions altogether.

Since limited entry is widely seen as an evil

made necessary by the lack of alternatives, continuing sup-
port of the program by lawmakers appears likely. Equally
likely are continuing opposition from a host of critics and

pressure to substantially modify the present system.



FINANCING: The state and CFAB

When it comes to finding financing for limited entry permits,
Alaska residents have a decided advantage. Under state law,
permits can be owned only by individuals. Banks cannot take
possession of permits in the event a borrower defaults on a
loan. Thus, permits may not be used as collateral, except
under the state loan program which is open only to five-year
residents. The Alaska Commercial Fishing and Agriculture Bank
(CFAB) also i1s able to hold permits as collateral since the
state initially funded the bank and remains a major stock-
holder. CFAB uses the same requirements as the state for
permit loans.

Through the state®s Commercial Fishing and Revolving Loan
Fund, applications for permit loans are made directly to the
Division of Business Loans iIn the Department of Commerce and

Economic Development.

Permit loans require Tive years state residency immediately
preceding the date of application, with one year of commercial
fishing experience during that time. The interest rate 1is 9.5
percent, and the maximum loan term 1is fifteen years.

The state can lend up to 90 percent of the average resale
value or the actual cost of the permit, whichever 1is less,
when the permit itself is used as collateral. The Entry
Commission computes this average resale value quarterly, based
upon what prices were paid Tfor permits during the preceding
quarter. It is important to keep this iIn mind, as the amount
of money you can get varies as permit prices go up or, more
rarely, down.

The newly-created Fishermen®s Revolving Mortgage and Note

Fund, targeted to assist Tishermen iIn rural areas of the state



who are not eligible for regular commercial Ffishing loans,

also may be used for the purchase of limited entry permits.

Under this program, the state will buy mortgages and notes
from banks or other financial institutions. The interest

rate is 10.5 percent.

The state may buy a mortgage or note for up to 100 percent
of the appraised value of the collateral if the loan is for
the purchase of an entry permit and if the borrower has at
least three years experience as a commercial fisherman under
the direction of a permit holder in the fishery for which he

is b iying the permit.

To be eligible for this program, an applicant must have five
years state residency immediately preceding the date of
application, but he does not necessarily need to have had
commercial Tishing experience as long as the lender fTinds
that he 1s reasonably likely to succeed as a fisherman and

be able to repay the loan.

For further information on loans for limited entry pernmits,
contact one of the regional offices of the Division of Busi-

ness Loans, Department of Commerce and Economic Development:

Juneau Pouch D
Juneau, Alaska 99811
465-2510

Anchorage 201 East Ninth, Suite 103
Anchorage, A"~ska 99501
274-6693

Fairbanks 675 Seventh Avenue, Station A
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
452-8182

or



Alaska Commercial Fishing and Agriculture Bank
Gary Anderson, President

P. 0. Box 4-2070

2S50 Denali Street, Suite 1201

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

278-4553

CFAB also has offices in Homer, Kodiak, Cordova, and Seattle.



MISCELLANEOUS: A checklist

Attempting to deal long distance with the many and complex
limited entry regulations is a constant source of frustration
to fishermen and the Entry Commission alike. Misunderstand-
ings are often a cause of delay, which can be critical and

costly when the fish are going by the fTishing grounds.

The following checklist offers important points to keep in
mind about limited entry and is offered to help keep the level

of red tape frustration at a minimum:

° The permit holder must have his card iIn his possession
and must be presentwhile his gear is being fished;

° A permit cannot be lent to anyone, not even a relative;

° A permit holder and crew must be able to produce identi-
fication at the request of an enforcement officer;

° Emergency transfers are to be used in cases of unavoid-
able hardship; the™™ arenot for leasing a permit. Send
an emergency tx"ansfer form to the Commission, 1including
documentation and your permit card;

° There is a 60-day waiting period between the time an
intent to transfer form i1s filea with the Commission
and the permit can actually be transferred;

° 0Once a permit 1iIs transferred permanently, 1t’s gone.
The Commisison strongly recommends using an escrow agent
to hold the money (contact your local Legal Services
Agent);

O If a permit holder dies, the spouse or heir should contact
the local superior court clerk for instructions on having
an administrator of the estate appointed; and contact the
Commi ssion;

° Permit holders should allow at least three weeks for pro-
cessing renewals, and more 1i1f they five iIn an area where
mail 1is slow;

Decisions of the Commission are subject to review, and
an applicant may regest a hearing;

0 When in doubt, contact the Commission.






From Ketchikan
to Kotzebue,
fishing is
AlasE:a's Eargest
private
employer

The dozens of species of
fish and shellfish available in
commercially harvestable
quantities in Alaska are
found in radically different
environments, ranging from
deep ocean waters warmed
by southern Pacific currents
to the muddy surf of wide,
shallow bays that are
covered much of the year
by pack ice.

The fishing boats and
processing plants designed
to handle these widely vary—
ing conditions are extremely
diverse: herring skiffs in
Norton Sound, multimillion-
dollar crab vessels in the
Bering Sea, classic wooden
halibut schooners in the Gulf
of Alaska, and modern
fiberglass salmon seiners in
Sitka Sound; huge cold
storage plants in Kodiak,
converted liberty ships in
the Aleutian Islands, fish-
buying stations on the
Yukon River and salmon can—
neries in Bristol Bay that can
handle as many pounds of
fish a day as the entire US.
tuna industry.

The seafood products
shipped from the state in—
clude five species of salmon,
three species of crab,
shrimp, halibut, herring,
sablefish, Pacific cod, Alaska
pollock, scallops, abalone,
clams, rock fish and fish
meal. Expansion Into the
200-mlle waters will mean
handling large volumes of
many new species.

The major fisheries and
products are:

Salmon

The state is the major pro—
ducer of salmon in the
world. About 110 million
salmon were caught in 1980,
making it the fourth largest
harvest in history. Salmon
are harvested by seine,
gillnetand hook-and-line
gear in fisheries scattered
from Southeast to Kotzebue
Sound. The salmon fisheries
are the most important in
terms of volume, value and
jobs. In 1979, about 150
million pounds of salmon
were frozen and 3.1 million
cases canned.

Crab

Bering Sea crab vessels
comprise one of the world's
most efficient and
sophisticated fishing fleets:
230 boats harvest about 120
million pounds of king crab
in a month. In 1979,154
million pounds of king crab
and 131 million pound.; c=
snow crab were processed
in Alaska plants, mostly by
modern cold storages in the
Aleutian and Kodiak islands.

Shrimp

Although catches declined
from the 1976 peak of 128
million pounds to 51 million
pounds in 1979, shrimping
remains one of Alaska's most
important fisheries. Five
species of shrimp are frozen
and canned In plants dotting
the coastline from Southeast
to the Aleutians.



Halibut

one of Alaska's oldest
fisheries, halibut are caught

by long lines of hooks strung

along the bottom of some
of the world's stormiest
seas. More than 16 million
pounds of halibut were
frozen in cold storages from
Southeast to the Bering Sea
during 1179.

Sablefish

One of the fastest growing
fisheries, sablefish catches
climbed from 1.8 million
pounds in 1977 to 5.3 million
pounds two years later.
Sablefish, also called black
cod are frozen and smoked.

Bottom fish

A growing fleet of U.S.
trawlers is beginning to
cut into the huge foreign
catches of bottomfish in the
Bering sea. The 1980 U.S.
harvest of Pacific cod in the
Bering Sea was almost five
times larger than the
previous year's total. Still,
there's a long way to go: the
1979 foreign bottomfish
catch in Alaska's 200-mile
zone of 3.1 billion pounds
was valued at $1.8 billion.

Wholesale value of
Alaska seafood
(millions of dollars)

The value of Alaska's
seafood products
Increased by 424 precent
in the five-year period
ending in 1979.

The seafood industry is
much more than succulent
crab legs and tender salmon
fillets, it is thousands of
Alaskans scattered from
Ketchikan to Kodiak to
Kotzebue, from hundreds of
miles up the Yukon River to
downtown Anchorage.

The industry includes not
only fishermen and process-
ing workers, but air charter
pilots, truck drivers, con-
struction workers,

longshoremen, grocers and
bankers, it is easy to see the
seafood industry in a com—
munity like Kodiak, with its
sprawling processing com—
plexes and busy harbors, but
you have to look closely in a
city like Anchorage for the
1,500 direct jobs generated
by the processing and
transporting of salmon.

e The wholesale value of
Alaska seafoods stood at
$1.2 billion in 1979.

= More than 25,000 fishing
vessel crew member
licenses were issued in
1979. Another 17,609 in—
dividuals received permits
to operate commercial
fishing gear.

e With a range of up to
12,000 jobs during peak
months, the annual
number of seafood pro—
cessing jobs was 7,251 for
1980. The payroll for
these workers was
estimated at $104 million.

e There were about 250
companies and individuals
licensed to buy and sell
seafood In 1979. More
than 15,000 commercial
fishing vessels were
registered.

e The replacement value of
Alaska’s processing plants
was estimated to be $392
million in 1978, while the
replacement value of
fishing boats was set at
$829 million in 1979.

©The State of Alaska col-
lected S3.1 million in raw
fish taxes in 1976, while
the figure hit $14.6
million in 1980. That
amount was in addition
to property, corporate in—
come and payroll taxes.
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With 34,000 miles of rugged
coastline, Alaska's destiny
always has been tied closely to
the sea. An abundance of
sealife is supported by the
nutrient-rich waters of wide
continental banks, vast river
deltas and countless bays,
fjords, lakes and streams. The
wholesale value of Alaska
seafood is more than double
that of any other state. The
seafood industry is Alaska's
largest private employer; in
many rurai communities there
is no other way to mnk?- ? liv—
ing. Of special importance, tne
seafood industry will continue
putting Alaskans to work, con—
tributing to the economy and
providing a long-term tax base
as long as man needs protein.






The following topic areas were repeatedly mentioned
during the hearings in Bristol Bay as major concerns of
local individuals:

Market Study

Processing Shortfalls

Infrastructure Meeds

Pricing Concepts

Foreign Control

Public Safety Concerns

Seafood Marketing

Pack Lons, AARC, arid CIAB
MARKETING STUDY

The single largest topic of discussion was the State's
involvement in financing a comprehensive marketing study to
provide information to fishermen and processors prior to
price negotiations. Each individual who addressed this

>int cited the lack of data available to fishermen on
world market conditions, although it was generally conceded

that processors already had the information at their dis—

posal. Typical comments an tl is subject included:

Andrew Golia (Dillingham® : "I feel this study is
highly important and could le; d to an early price settle—
ment in Bristol Bay. . I tlii.nl tl e importance of this study
is that it will gila processors dnd fishermen a starting

point in price negotiations this upcoming season."

Jack McBride (Dillingham): "A state-funded study by a
firm that could supply credible j.nformatior to both the
fishermen and processors would go a long way to establish
a price range within which both the fisherman and processor

could feel comfortable to negotiate.™

..lien Aspolund (Naknek): "1 think if the state would
have a similar method (State of Washington market survey)
, -1 believe you will create for us fishermen a little

trust. . .We don"t know what®"s fair."



Val Angasen (Dillingham): "A study could be conducive
for an early settlement, in that the state legislature, the
people of Alaska, who the r"esourcc belongs to, might have
an inkling of an idea whether or not price ofufcrs are fair

or not fair."

PROCESSING SHORTFALL

Another major point of contention among fishermen 1is
that processors purposefully hold down the number of fish
processed, and therefore limit a fisherman®"s possible
incomes Bay fishermen firmly believe the state was mis—
informed on the total capability of processors for the 1980

run.

Mike Hakala (Naknek): ™"You will also hear the argument
that you can get a low price and a lot of volume here in
Bristol Bay hut. . .they (processors) can"t handle the
fish. The day it opened they put us on a 6000 Ib. limit

.if that"s handling fish, 1 sure in hell don"t know

what to say about that."

Kay Larson (Dillingham): "Last year there was also
a lot of talk that fishermen should have been willing to
take a low price for their fish and make the difference up
in quantity. As fishermen who have worked with the
canneries for many years, we knew tin".:; possibility would
not be open to us. We knew that canneries would not in—

crease their production and this proved to be true."

John Eckert (Naknek): "The"processors in the Bay here

can only process approximately ?j million fish. And on



large run years, they arc not going to open up those

canneries for any more fish than they can handle.

Hitch Kink (Dillingham): "They (processors) don"t
want all the fish. I think they said they could handle all
the fish. . .if anybody here believes that if we would have
went out on the first day of fishing that we would have

caught 21 million fish, I think is a little wrong."

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

An expressed concern of residents in the Dillinghanm
area was the infrastructure needs of the community. Most
individuals testifying on this topic believed that in-
creased availability of transportation facilities would
increase the Iikelihd0£ of nev; processors coming into the
Bay.

Lyman Smith (Dillingham): "The key thing here that
keeps fresh market fisheries from really going is the lack
of airport facilities. . .In addition t:0o runways, we also
need a parallel taxiway so there can be more than one

aircraft: operating on that airport at one time.

Laurie Schroeder (Dillingham)- "It isn"t: easy for a
new processor to come into Dillingham. . .We don"t: have
lots of docks, we have, one public dock that goes dry at:
low tide. . .We have a 100-boat: boat harbor and we have
539 users. . .There are all kinds of things that hamper

local fishermen."

Jack McBride (Dillingham): "Finding ways of lowering

costs, such an transportation, 1is certainly another positive



action. Providing casily-acccssible docks, improved
runways and reasonable road systems would lower the cost of

production."

Kay Larson (Dillingham): "Perhaps more competition
on the processing side would make for a healthier industry.
Competition in any industry is always healthy. State
funding which would encourage the development of this
competition could be a possible solution. Such funding
should include new docks and airport improvements which
would make it easier for nev; processors to come into the.

Bay.

PRICING CONCEPTS

A considerable amount of time was spent discussing
the pricing structure, of salmon, the method by which pro—
cessors paid fishermen for -heir catches. Many fishermen
were interested in establishing a base price for unprocessed
fish, with a percentage of the final wholesale price being

rcturncJ to fishermen.

Mitch Kink. (Dillingham): "L think that a fisherman is
worth AO/L of what he gets as a f.:nnl price from the whole—

salers. . .1 think we arc worth that much in this industry."”

Mike Ilakala (Naknek): "1 believe there should be a.

base price for salmon and Xbelieve in a sliding scale."”

Jim Bingman (Dillingham):"1 think that this would
be a good way for the stateto help us if we had a base
price and the canneries, Lhe processors, could depend on

this money (pack loans)."



Individuals testifying were about evenly divided on
the question of the state"s responsibility in setting a
base price for unprocessed fish, Everyone concluded,
however, that a comprehensive marketing study could provide

9

the data needed to set a base price,

FOREIGN CONTROL

Considerable resentment towards foreign-owned processors
was expressed by local residents, not only in the actual pro—
cessing business but in marketing as well. Some individuals

put it this way:

George Gottschalk, Jr. (Naknek): "At present there is
no control over foreign ownership in the fisheries. For all
practical purposes, the Japanese have a virtual stranglehold
on Alaskan fishermen through market manipulation of all our

fisheries products.”

Jim Bingman (Dillingham): "1 know the Japanese have
taken over most of the canneries* e _l"ve watched them take
over Togiak. They financed and got the processor. They got

the processor to swallow the hook, then they jerked hard to
set it. There®"s nothing the processor can do but step out

and let the Japanese have it."

Thomas Crandell (Dillingham): "The marketing facilities
are essentially controlled by the Japanese; there isn"t an
extensive marketing path for very much salmon into the

domestic market."

PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS
Overall, the public safety problems encountered in the

Bay during the 1980 season were downplayed by residents.



ho..i. felt that the few violent acts that took place were
distorted by the media. Some fishermen, however, did ex—
press concern that the Department of Public Safety over—

reacted to the potential for violence.

Fred T. Angasan (Dillingham): ™"Scare tactics by
striking fishermen are mistaken by outside law enforcement
officers and the press as acts of violence. For example,
striking fishermen talking on their radio transmitter
saying things like telling how they would use guns if utey
had to, or possibly damaging a non-striking fisherman®s net.
These are not physical acts of violence, but simple scare
tactics which is part of a process of expression in the

development of an agreement leading up to a price settlement.

Joe McGill (Dilliwgham): "lIt"s a sore point with a lot
of people here that thg Department of Public Safety to act
as, | don"t know if to call it goon gang for a lot of scab
fishermen, that"s the word everyone else uses, that did

create a lot of hard feelings."

Joe Clark (Dillingham): "1 felt threatened; this
happened during the 1980 price dispute. Commissioner of
Public Safety William Nix sent Trooper Carl Fraser to
Clark®s Point to inform my son, Kay Clark, and myself that
if we harrassed the processors we could be arrested, confis—
cate our boats, and might even be made to lose our limited

entry permits.”

Several individuals asked whether the administration

planned to introduce legislation that would enable limited

-8-



entry permits to be revoked for acts of violence committed
on the fishing grounds. Without exception, fishermen
believed this to be an unfair and unjustifiable additional

penalty.

SEAFOOD MARKETING

The concept of promoting Alaskan seafood in domestic
markets was widely endorsed during the hearings as one
positive step the state is taking for the fishing industry.

Typical remarks included:

Lyman Smith (Dillingham): "1 see this segment (fresh
fish) as the weakest segment in the market. Where else in
the world can you address the numbers of people that you
can in the United States that have average incomes to afford
this product in such numbers as you can in the United States;
and | thrnlc that this«deal (Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute)
that the state has going on to get involved in promotion,

the market 1is going to go a long way toward alleviating

these problems.l

Jack McBride (Dillingham): "Funding of programs such
as the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute is another positive
way the State can involve itself. Obviously if the demand

for salmon is high, the price will also be good."

PACK LOANS. AARC. CFAB

Many fishermen resented the State"s financial involve—
ment in/the processing industry, not only with direct pack
loans to companies involved in price disputes, but also
through the Alaska Renewable Resource Corporation and the

Commercial Fishing and Agricultural Bank loans.



Robin Samuclson (Dillingham) : "Ball Brothers! borrowed
4 or 3 million dollars from AARC, from the state, my money
.and paid 40 cents to 35 cents and still haven®"t paid

off their fishermen. . .1 think that®"s criminal.”

Joe McGill (Dillingham): "Last year, in my opinion, and
I think the whole audience thinks the same way, our worst
enemy was the state. In the first place, they financed a
bunch of packers that won"t ray the price and we couldn"t
even get them to the negotiating table to talk to them and

discuss prices."”

George Gottschalk, Sr. (Naknek): "I think the state
should qui = backing the processors. . .backing the processors
up here buying 30-cent scab fish before the price is settled

.The state backed Icicle Seafoods, and | don"t know how

many other foreign processors they backed."

Harvey Samuclson (Dillingham): "It (pack loans) should
go to real American processors, not their buddies from across
the sea . .After they caught 700,000 fish (reference to 1981

High Seas catch), Jay Hammond shouldn®t give them one penny."

Prepared by:

Kevin K. Bruce

Committee Aide

Senate Judiciary Committee
March 9, 1981

Written testimony presented to the Bristol Bay Committee is
attached.
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INTRODUCTION

Fishermen and processors alike tightened their belts
during the years of 1973 and 1974, when runs reached record
lows and the Bay was declared a disaster area by President
Nixon. A strong commitment to building up the runs through
strict biological management increased the economic hardship,
but was necessary to guarantee a future fishery.

The improved management, treaties protecting the sockeye
salmon stocks from Japanese fishermen on the high seas and
favorable environmental conditions led to a remarkable turn
around in Bristol Bay within a few seasons. The outlook
had changed enough by December, 1979 for the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game to 1issue a 1980 forecast calling for the
Bay"s salmon runs to hit all time high strengths.

When Governor Jay Hammond met with Bristol Bay fishermen
and processors that December it was not to congratulate the
salmon industry on its good fortune, but to discuss ways of
dealing with a disaster of another sort--too many fish.

Despite the early warning signals and months of planning, the
salmon industry became embroiled in. a bitter strike that nearly
erupted into violence. Instead of guaranteeing the largest
catches in history, the phenomenal run of 62 million sockeye
salmon resultej in record numbers of fish going upstreanm.

Estimates of the value of the harvestable salmon passing
by the fishing grounds range from $46 million to $65 million
to fishermen alone. Calculations of the wholesale value of those
fish push the lost opportunity figure to as much as $131 million.
The large over-escapements also result in sharply reduced rates of
reproduction, according to some biologists.

As planning begins for the 1981 salmon season, all signs
point to continued problems in Bristol Bay, as the long ctrike
worsened the already tense relationship between fishermen and
processors. Another boycott could have serious implications



for the fisheries-dependent economy of Bristol Bay. Voicing
concern about the deteriorating situation, Governor Hammond
announced the reactivation of a cabinent-level task force

to plan for the upcoming salmon season.

In sifting through the aftermath of the 1980 strike, it
quickly becomes apparent the issue is very complex and
volatile; it must be approached with caution. Some problems
are easy to identify; weak international markets for salmon,
archiac nerjotiationg processes between fishermen and processors
and a lack of transportation facilities in the Bay. Solutions
are more difficult to pinpoint; most remedies are indirect and
long-range 1in nature.

The key to solving the deep-seated problems in Bristol Bay
is not in the hands of government, but is held by fishermen and
processors themselves. The sudden changes of the late 197)°s
caught the industry in the midst of a dramatic transition; the
evolution of fishermen from employees of the large canning
companies to equal partners 1in the industry was incomplete.
Until that process has been carried further and a lasting peace
is made, the bitterness shown during 1980 can be expected to spill
over into future negotiations.



SECTION 1. BACKGROUND

History

The influence of the canned salmon industry in the Territory
of Alaska inspired the late Ernest Gruening to observe at the
brink of statehood that "salmon and Alaska have been as closely
intertwined as cotton and the South."

Nowhere has that power been more apparent than in Bristol
Bay. Since the Arctic Pack Co. canned 400 cases of sockeyes
at Nushagak 1in 1885, salmon has been king in the Bay.

By 1908 there were ten canneries at Nushagak alone and
others at Naknek, Egegik, Ekuk, Herendeen Bay, Togiak, Nelson
Lagoon, and on the Ilgushik, Kvichak and Ugashik Rivers. Catches
in the Bay dipped below 10 million fish only five times between
1901 and 1939.

The canneries were large, self-sufficient industrial com—
plexes located in virtual wilderness thousands of miles from the
nearest cities. Equipment, supplies and Filipino, Chinese, Mexi—
can and Japanese immigrant cannery workers were brought in each
summer across t e of the world"s toughest seas. Italians from
San Francisco and Scandinavians from Seattle were imported as
fishermen. The manners posted fish prices on their office doors
and hired skippers willing to operate company boats for those
figures.

At the end of the fishing season, the plants were boarded
up, company fishing boats stored, sprawling warehouses emptied
of tens of thousands of cases of salmon, and the long journey
south undertaken on company vessels. Fishermen and cannery
workers were paid in home ports, salmon were hauled off to market
and planning was started for the next trek north.

A few companies managed to gain control of much of the Bay"s
production during the heydays of the fishery after the turn of
the century. In 1934, the U. S. Fish Commissioner described the



situation like this: "The great red salmon fishery of Bristol
Bay 1is practically controlled by about three large companies
and might well be considered by some as on the borderline of
monopoly.™

The powerful companies clashed repeatedly with Territorial
officials over taxes and the low level of local participation
in the fisheries. When the canners refused to help fund road
construction in Bristol Bay, Territorial Rep,. James Wichersham
angrily lashed out:

"1t exhibits as plainly as the English language can be
made to exhibit it, their desire to get everything they can out
of Alaska and give nothing in return. They resent the suggestion
that Alaska or the people of Alaska have any right or interest
in the salmon or the fisheries of that country. They are non—
residents themselves, and they resent it when it is suggested
that they pay some little portion of the tax for the building
of roads or the development of the country."”

When the advent of power fishing vessels threatened to loosen
the grip of canneries on fishermen, the canners reacted quickly.
In 1921, the federal government was persuaded to prohibit power
fishing vessels from fishing in Bristol Bay. The sailboat-only
restriction wasn"t lifted until 1951.

The most bitter battles, though, were fought over management
of the fisheries. Congress paid little mind to the pleas by
Territorial officials for stricter conservation practices and
some stocks were severely over-fished. In 1890, for instance,
four canneries built a fish trap across the mouth of the Nushagak
River with only a 100-foot gap at the center for salmon to escape
upstream.

The collapse of the salmon runs and a drop in market demand
in the 1940°s combined to close down many of the huge cannery
operations scattered throughout the Bay. Under high seas fishing
pressure by the Japanese, salmon harvests continued to decline
throughout the fifties and dipped to low points during the
sixties. The toughest times came during the early seventies
when two consecutive severe winters killed hundreds of millions
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of vulnerable eggs and fry.

Sockeye harvests hit rock bottom in 1973 when a shortened
season produced a paltry 760,000 fish cat*h. Harvests climbed
to about 1.5 million the following year, but the wholesale value
of the pack ($6 million) was only one-fifth the average wholesale
value during 1961-1972. President Nixon declared Bristol Bay
an economic disaster area in 1974.

Circumstances took a dramatic turn within four years: the
1978 sockeye catch rebounded to 9.7 million. More than 22 mil—
lion sockeye were landed in 1979, intensifying speculation over
the rumored salmon bonanza due in 1980.

The phenomenal recovery of the Bristol Bay salmon runs can
be attributed to a combination of three factors: favorable
environmental conditions, good escapements under tough management,
and treaties pulling Japanese gillnetters off North American
sairron on the high seas.

Few Shouts of Joy

When catches fell to all-time lows in 1973-74, no one would
have believed the state would 1issue an official catch projection
of 37.1 million sockeye for Bristol Bay just a few seasons later.
Circumstances had changed to such an extent by December, 1979,
however, that the state estimate cf a 54 million total sockeye
run was scoffed at as being far too low. Japanese researchers
projected a sockeye return to Bristol Bay of 80 million fish.

Cannery after cannery had collapsed during the lean years
on the Bay. As the closed processing complexes decayed under the
harsh elements of Bristol Bay, no new canning plants were added.
By the time the rejuvenated runs hit, the canning capacity of
the Bay had declined sharply.

The 1increasing salmon catches of the late seventies attracted
a new element to the Bay - competition to the canners. Suddenly,
floating factory ships were buying and freezing salmon right on
the grounds; flying operations were moving unprocessed fish to
Anchorage, Kenai, Homer, Cordova and points beyond; and refri—
gerated seawater tenders were carrying salmon to Kodiak, Southeast



and British Columbia to be canned.

Despite a sharp increase in processing capacity during the.
1978 season, a surprisingly strong pink salmon rum took >veryone
by surprise. Thousands of fish were dumped after the few can-—
neries remaining open were plugged and millions of harvesta“ole
salmon went up the Nushagak River.

The Bay"s processing capacity leapt upward again in 1979;
but processors, who had geared up according to a preseason har—
vest forecast of only 13.2 million fish, were caught off guard
by a near-record catch of 22 million sockeye. Processors were
swamped, widespread dumpings of unsalable fish were reported
and escapements were exceeded.

The largest impact of the huge catches was felt in the mar—
ketplace, though, as the fledgling frozen sockeye market immedi —
ately was plugged. At the same time, sales started dropping
because of consumer resistance to high retail prices. Wholesale
prices for frozen sockeyes dropped by 50 per cent and many pro—
cessors were faced with having to sell huge inventories at severe
losses.

Little wonder the 1980 forecast of a record sockeye run
prompted more worry than shouts of joy from the Bristol Bay
salmon industry.

Industry at a Crossroads

Bristol Bay 1is an anachronism. Setting foot in the richest,
most productive salmon fishery in the world is like stepping
back in time. The remains of abandoned canning complexes in
varying stages of decay lend an almost eerie sense of the past
to the salmon fishery.

Only thirty years ago, sailboats were the only fishing vessels
on the storm-prone, treacherous waters of the Bay; there still
is a large fleet of open skiffs fished by Native fishermen,
uiots of swarthy fishermen speak rapid-fire Italian as they follow
decrepit wooden walkways running between the barracks-like cannery
bunkhouses and mess halls of Naknek.



Large, flat-bottomed wooden scows filled with salmon to
the top of shoulder-high binboards unload at cannery docks
accessible only at high tide. Ancient, rusty dump trucks lumber
along beaches buying salmon from setnetters who pick fish in the
mudflats as their nets go dry with the outgoing tide.

Time began to recapture Bristol Bay, though, when the salmon
runs staged their remarkable revival beginning with the 1978
season.

Now anchored off the mouth of the Naknek River during the
sockeye season is an odd assortment of surplus military vessels
and barges converted to factory ships capable of freezing millions
of pounds of salmon. Multimillion dollar Bering Sea crab vessels
fill in the off-season by carrying loads of unprocessed salmon
to points as far away as British Columbia.

At Clarks Point another group of factory ships and crab
vessels pack fish. One particularly impressive floating proces—
sor uses gigantic vacuum pumps to suck salmon from the holds
of tenders; helicopters carry visitors from r company-owned
warehouse 1in Dillingham to a helipad on the upper decks of the
vessel.

A Dillingham operation carries fish from a tender to shore
by brailers dangling from a helicopter. The fish are cleaned
and iced down in large plastic containers before being flown
to Cordova for canning.

These new fish buyers came at a time when the relationship
between the canners and fishermen was undergoing radical change.
With the imposition of limited entry and the demise of company-
owned fishing fleets, fishermen gained considerable independence
from the processors.

Several lawsuits have been filed in recent years on behalf
of fishermen, accusing the canners f conspif g to fix salmon
prices. Fishermen strikes have closed down t Bay, and two
powerful fishermen®s groups have emerged.

The 800-member Alaska Independent Fishermen ™ Marketing
Association (AIFMA) scored a tremendous breakthrough in fish
prices 1in 1979. A major processing company bolted from the ranks



and accepted an AIFMA proposal for a split price based on whether
the fish was frozen or canned. Healthy markets and low interest
rates convinced other processors to follow suit.

Sockeye salmon ending up in the freezers were to fetch
$1.25 per pound, while those destined for a can were worth 80
cents a pound. Most buyers had paid only 68 cents a pound for
sockeyes 1in 1978.

From Euphoria to Gloom and Doom

When the 1979 price was settled, the new processors 1in
Bristol Bay were slightly euphoric from the eagerness of the
Japanese to buy frozen sockeye salmon. The value of the yen
skyrocketed in 1978 and Japanese trading companies offered top
U. S. prices for all the salmon they could buy.

With easy upfront money from Japanese buyers and the State
of Alaska®s new-found oil wealth, dozens of new processors set
up in the Bay to buy as much fish as they could find for the
going price of $1.25 a pound.

As for the established canners, the 80 cents a pound settle—
ment didn"t seem like too drastic a li.ap from the 1978 level of
68 cents, particularly since the market showed steady improvement.
Besides, many of the long-time packers already had decided to
get a chunk of the booming frozen market.

When the runs h5t at unexpectedly high levels, the only
thing that seemed to matter was how many fish each player could
handle. Large quantities of low quality frozen sockeyes went
ont j the market as a result of the emphasis on maximum production,
driving down wholesale prices for all frozen salmon regardless
of quality.

At the same time, the Japanese economy was experiencing
difficulties of its own, due to OPEC oil prices and mounting
domestic problems. The value of the yen dropped drastically
and the trading companies were able to offer less in U. S.
dollars for seafood imports. Brokers also had seriously over—
estimated the volume of salmon the Japanese market could handle
and the price consumers were willing to pay.



The glutted frozen sockeye market resulted in hugh inven—
tories of products with a short storage life sitting in the cold
storages of major processing companies and wholesale distributors.
As creditors moved in, huge volumes of other seafood products
were moved at low prices to turn over money immediately, which
sent shock waves through the entire North Pacific seafood industry.

Most of the processors who invested heavily in frozen sockeyes
were in serious trouble by late 1979 due to the errors of the
previous season and the worsening domestic economic situation.
Interest rates soaring to previously uncharted heights of over
20 per cent, continuing double-digit inflation and climbing
fuel costs made the 1980 season look gloomy. Some processing
operations, most notably New England Fish Company, staggered
and fell under the heavy burden.

Bristol Bay processors came to the bargaining tables in 1980
with a get-tough attitude. Several packers 1issued warnings to
fishermen that there would be no price talks going beyond ex—
ploration of the bottom line offers of the companies, while others
suggested chat top prices of 40 cents a pound would be the best
fishermen could expect.

Holding the Line

A sense of history runs particularly strong among the salmon
gillnet fishermen of Bristol Bay.

Many fishermen can trace roots in the Bristol Bay sockeye
fishery back to the turn of the century when the canners were
importing nearly all workers and fishermen, from the continental
United States. Some Iltalian-American families from California
lave three genei"ations of skippers on the fishing grounds each
summer.

Numerous oth<?.r non-resident fishermen have been traveling
to rhe Bay from the Pacific Northwest for the past two or three
decacies. A second generation of these fishermen also can be
found among drift gillnet permit holders.

Natives from the Bristol Bay watershed and other areas
of Western Alaska became involved in the commercial salmon fishery



primarily during the labor-short years of World";War IL A fesw
Alaskans from other areas of the state have similarly .long
histories of participation.

These fishermen stayed during the lean fishing years of
the fifties, sixties and early seventies. They remember veryy
clearly scratching for catches of 50 salmon a day, then sittiilng
on the beach to let fish go up the streams to build future ruins,
while the .Japanese strung miles of gillnets to intercept milllions
of immature Bristol Bay sockeyes on the high seas.

For these fishermen, 1980 represented the big payoff fair
the belt-cinching years. They had gained some degree of inde—
pendence from the packing companies, and a breakthrough in fZish
prices had been achieved the previous yea.r. The sword rattliing
of the processors pulled the fishermen together.

Adding to the determination to hold the line in price nego—
tiations were the huge investments of many fishermen in vesseils,
gear and permits following the bonus settlement checks of tfte
1979 season. The errors of processors during the 1979 seasom
were a boon to fishermen who were paid record prices for oner,
of the biggest sockeye catches in history.

To beat the tax collectors to the bonanza incomes, many
fishermen promptly reinvested in new fiberglass gillnet vesseels
in the $80,000 - $130,000 range. Boatyards suddenly had long
waiting lists for 32-foot Bristol Bay vessels, and new buildeers
appeared all over the West Coast.

Other successful salmon fishermen noticed the boom, and; a
rush quickly was on to get a Bristol Bay fishing operation, am
line by 1980. The price of limited entry permits doubled to*
as much as $130 ,000 for drift gellnetting and some fishermnir.
ended up investing a cool quarter-million dollars before catcching
a single fish in the Bay.

Few fishermen were much impressed with the tales of woe-
coming from the processors as they had their own money worrilms.
Besides, 1t was considered good negotiating tactics to plaadi: a
good case of poverty before talking prices.



The Political Front

The looming confrontation did not escape the attention of
former Bristol Bay commercial salmon fisherman Jay S. Hammond,
who used his powers as governor to appoint a cabinet-level task
force to deal with the situation.

Since there was considerable uncertainty over the ability
of processors to handle the huge runs projected for the Bay,
the fTirst order of duty for the task force was to assess production
capacity for 1980. A final task force estimate released in late
February pegged the Bay"s processing capacity at 3.2 million
salmon below the preseason catch forecast.

Once it became apparent there would be a shortfall, the
task force next directed its effort toward trying to fill the
3.2 million salmon gap. The group suffered defeats on inter-
national, national and state fronts. The biggest disappointment
was a 6-5 vote by the North Pacific Fishery.Management Council
against allowing foreign factory ships to handle surplus sockeye
in federal waters outside the Bay under jJoint venture agreements
with domestic processors.

More troublesome than the political losses was the i1nability
of the task force to break the stony silence around the nego-
tiating table. Governor Hammond set a March 1 deadline for a
price settlement, but negotiations had not begun in earnest
when the task force was dismantled in Kay after a life span of
six months.

The panel of state officials came under heavy Tire from
several quarters for bureaucratic muddling and inaction. The
biggest success of the task force was a ore-season waiver of
federal pollution restrictions threatening to close seafood
processing plants in Anchorage, Petersburg and Ketchikan.

The legislature, meanwhile, passed a $75 million loan package
to aid resident-owned processing plants with pack financing and
capital improvements. The Loans later attracted strong criticism
as a bail-out of companies best left to collapse under their

own weight and aid to price gougers on the fishing grounds.



By the time the loan package cleared the legislative halls
in early June, most processors already had located financing for
the rapidly approaching salmon season,

When reports of unbelievable salmon runs headed toward
the Bay through False Pas j in the Aleutian Islands hit Juneau
in mid-June, negotiations between processors and fishermen were
an a standstill. Talk In the capitol building turned to a
subject previously discussed only in hushed tones -m violence

on the fishing grounds.



SECTION 1l. THE BAY 1980

Price Negotiations Bristol Bay Style

State Commissioner of Labor Ed Orbeck was optimistic coming
into mediation of 1980 sockeye salmon price negotiations 1in
Bristol lay. He arrived at the King Salmon airport June
27th with enough cigars to last three days. Orbeck spent hours
chewing unlit cigar stubs to make the meager ration stretch
to the July 3rd settlement date.

Orbeck had a frustrating week trying to get fishermen
and processors talking with each other, since he had no power
to bring a reluctant party to the negotiating table, let
alone force action with deadlines. Here"s how Orbeck described
the situation:

"This 1s not like a collective bargaining agreement. There
are no rules on this, no regulations. They can go one day
(and agree on a number of specifics in a contract) and the next
day come back and throw it all out. What we"re really doing
iIs chairing a meeting of two economic groups.”

What Orbeck neglected to add was the the no-holds-barred
contest was between groups who viewed the negotiating process
as a fTight to the death; not a method of ironing out the details
of how two mutually dependent parts of the same industry could
each get a fTair share of the economic pie.

There was little common ground for price talks iIn the
poisoned atmosphere of 1980. Although fishermen sympathized
with the marketing woes of processors, they thought the packers
wc-re manipulating inventories and figures in an attempt to
drive down raw fish prices. As one fTisherman put i1t, "I™m
afraid the processors are trying to get well in one year at
the expense of fTishermen.”™ Since the only solid market
information was in the hands of the packers and Japanese fish

buyers, 1i1ndependent assessments were skimpy and speculative.
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Processors retaliated by charging the fishermen®s price
demands had absolutely no connection with the realities of the
marketplace, inflation and lending rates. Fishermen would just
have to be willing to accept lower prices because of the large
anticipated catch and make up the difference in volume. Processors
argued that less money would be lost by sitting out the season
than by paying the prices asked by the fishermen®s marketing
associations.

The situation was much more complicated than a difference
of opinion over costs and projections of marketing conditions.
The bristol Bay salmon industry was in mid-stride iIn its
evolution from a wilderness industry where fishermen were
cannery employees on cannery boats to what the seafood industry
has become in most other areas of the state: fleets of
independent and nearly self sufficient operations needed by
the processors to harvest the raw materials. The sudden changes
in the Bay caught the negotiating process at a particularly
chaotic stage.

Two powerful fTishermen®s groups iIn the Bay, representing
less than half the permit holders, bargain with individual
processors to set Bay-wide standards. Antitrust laws prohibit
fishermen from striking or belonging to unions iIn the classic
sense, but they can tie up their boats and form "marketing
associations.™ Although fishermen can negotiate en masse,
the pending price-fixing charges prevent processors from
discussing prices with one another.

Of the 2,600 limited entry permit, holders 1iIn Bristol Bay,
800 belonged to the Alaska Independent Fishermen®s Marketing
Association (AIFMA) 1in 1980 and 350 were members of the Western
Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association (WACMA). Although
both groups are heavily dominated by cannery fishermen a hastily
formed group of AO non-aligned fishrrmen which negotiated a
frozen sockeye price with Icicle Seafoods was widely viewed as
a strike-breaking action.

Most of the smaller processing operations generally don"t

bother to negotiate with fishermen and seem content to accept the
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canned and frozen prices set by major operators. In 1980,
many of the major processors also declined to join the price
talks. Nearly all of the offers made to AIFMA and WACMA came
from a handful of companies, primarily canners.

Something finally appeared to break in the long-stalemated
price talks at the ,..d o# June when the sockeye started appearing
in large numbers. AIFMA negotiators recommended one of the Tfirst
serious offers from a major canner; 60 cents a pound for sockeyes
destined for the can and 40 cents for frozen. The AIFMA member-
ship rejected the recommendation by a resounding 430 to 233
ballots on July 1st.

Things nearly fell apart at this point as the two AIFMA
negotiators threatened to quit and a canning company let it be
known it was ready to close camp and head back to Seattle. Many
fishermen still vowed to let the entire run go up the streams
before caving in to the companies; one group o TFTishermen voted
to accept nothing less than 81 cents a pound.

By July 3rd i1t became clear the processors were not willing
to budge. AIFMA voted to accept an offer for 57 cents a pound
for sockeyes by a 404-304 margin and WACMA endorsed the settle-
ment by a 147 to 87 vote.

The entire escapement goal of 17.5 million salmon had been
met when Tishing began. Another LI million salmon would pass by
the fishing grounds and escape in’the Bay®"s many spawning systems
by the time the run was over.

Boycotts and Blockades

Some contend i1t is no small coincidence that a slight
scrambling of the acronym for the Alaska Independent Fishermen-s
Marketing Association spdlls MAFIA. The group has a wide-spread
reputation in the fTishing industry for strong arm tactics helpful
in closing down the Bay during a price dispute.

Leaders in AIFMA decried the use of force or violence during
the 198) boycott and urged members to avoid illegal tactics.

The messages had little apparent impact, though, as most of
the boats used to i1llegally block access to the cannery docks

in Naknak were skippered by AIFMA Tfishermen.
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While few iIn the Bay were surprised by the militancy of
AIFMA fishermen, man}® were caught off-guard by an early blocks,
of Dillingham®s small boat harbor by members of the Native-
dominated WACMA.

Support for the boycott wasn®"t limited only to the organized
fishermen. It is safe to say the tie-up was supported strongly
by most fishermen during the early days; but the enthusiasm,
of course, waned as the runs passed by the fishing grounds.

Even many who defied the shutdown and went fishing believed the
processors were trying to take advantage of the market situation
to shove unreasonably low prices down the throats of fishermen.

In trying to understand the anger in the Bay during the
summer of 1980, it is important to view history from the
perspective of long-time fishermen. Many Tfeel a strong affinity
to the coal miners of the Appalchians who contributed blood, sweat
and tears only to end up owing their souls to the: company store.
Many Bay fishermen believe they have only recently gained
independence after nearly a century of indenture to the cannery
bosses, and they are not willing to let the processors regain
control.

The tactics of Bristol Bay processing power Whitney Fidalgo
Seafoods during early negotiations and at the peak of the strike
probably provoked more fishermen to action than any other single
factor during the 1980 boycott.

Whitney sent letters in March to company fishermen refusing
to budge from a sliding scale for sockeyes that woraild have worked
out to 35-40 cents a pound. The company backed up the no-compromise
offer by refusing to negotiate with AIFMA. Wh aey later unilaterally
withdrew the sliding scale in favor of a take-it-anc-leave-it
price of 40 cents a pound.

To fishermen, Whitney®s actions smacked of the days in
the not-so-distant past when skippers served at the whim of
cannery bosses for prices posted on the office doox.. Since
most other processors wouldn®t even offer a price, i1t appeared t
fishermen that Whitney w the i1ndustry front man for hammering



down raw Ffish prices. Whicney enraged the boycotting fishermen
in late June by demanding that all fishermen vacate company bunk-
houses and find somewhere else to tie their idle boats.

Whitney withdrew the eviction notice when state officials
pointed out the action would violate Alaska®s Landlord Tenant
Act, but mess halls were closed and the heat and water turned
off. The tug-of-war prompted a blockade of Whitneys®™ dock in
Naknek by as many as 150 -vessels for several days. The blockade
nearly erupted into a violent confrontationwhen aWhitney Fidalgo
tender attempted to bring in a load of "scab"fish underthe
cover of darkness.

Consider these comments over a c.b. radio as an estimated
70 Fishing boats harassed the tender in the middle of the Naknek
River:

"Keep the guns in the bunks, guys."

"No, desecrate the f-————— M

"Open up with the grenades.™

"Use the AR15s, they"ll stop him."

"Don"t let him get to the dock. Throw a net across his bow
or something. Don"t let him get to the dock."

"Don"t use the guns. Don"t...use...guns. The Tfishermen
can handle this without guns.”

“"This 1s Fish and Game. Be aware there are three troopers
on board. We"re going to do our job and protect our lives."

Commissioner of Public Safety William Nix announced the
following day that 15 additional troopers hac been flown to
Bristol Bay and no violence would be tolerated. Nix warned
anyone engaging in illegal activities (blockades) would find
himself arrested and his fishing boat Impounded for the entire
fishing season.

There were no more blockades. Things quieted down considerably
after the announcement by Nix, although Tfishermen defying the
fishing boycott continued reporting threats at gunpoint and other
intimidation on the fishing grounds by striking fishermen.

Troopers said there were isolated reports of gunfire and

harassment of non-striking fishermen, but no one was shot and
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there were no stril--related arrests.

The Numbers

The biggest run in the history of the Bristol Bay commercial
salmon fishery — more than 62 million sockeye -- returned in
1980. The 1long sit on the beach kept the final harvest figure
down to 23.6 million. Although the catch was one of the best
in the 96-year history of the great salmon fishery, it was only
about half the potential harvest.

By the Fourth of July -- the day after the price settlement -
most processing operations were plugged with fish. A few tem-
porarily quit buying fish and most limited their fishermen to
daily catches of 6,000 or 12,000 pounds. Despite the preseason
reports of hundreds of fishermen without markets, it appeared
everyone fTound a place to sell. There were only isolated reports
of fish being dumped for lack of buyers, although many fishermen
had to severely curtail or temporarily suspend fishing operations.

When the Department of Fish and Game totalled catch fTigures
and compared them with presiason projections of dail.y processing
capacity, the figures were remarkably close. IT that closeness
also supports the seasonal sockeye production capacity of 34.5
million, then processors would have fallen 9.2 million salmon
short of handling the total number of fish availab~ie for harvest.

The most impressive numbers of the 1980 season were the
escapement figures. At the time of the settlement up to 2 million
fish a day were entering the rivers of Bristol Bay. The total
sockeye escapement estimate reached an incredible 39 million
fish; 10 million more than the previous record and 21 million

above the desired number of snawners.



SECTION 111. THE AFTERMATH

Not Like" Fish a the Bank

Alaska Department of Fish and Game biologists monitor the
number of fish passing by the fishing fleet with test fishing
efforts at the mouths of Bristol Bay"s mighty river systems.

The major rivers have counting towers where Tish are tallied
by hand; the muddy Nushagak River has a sonar counter. Aerial
surveys on the other systems provide escapement indexes for
smaller systems.

Since sockeye salmon obligingly travel within a few feet
from shore they are remarkably easy to tally. Bristol Bay
escapement estimates may be the most reliable of any major salmon
fishery in the state.

By July 1, 1980, more than one million sockeye a day were
moving into the Kvichak River, the largest of Bristol Bay"s
spawning systems. From the air, the edges of the AO-mile passage
to Lake I1liamna looked blackened with Tfish.

Fishing effort normally would have slowed the steady flow
of fish by breaking up the huge schools of salmon coming into
the rivers, but the 1980 strike gave the returning spawners
a straight shot through the Bay and up the streams. One bio-
logist estimated the fish were reaching L.ake lliamna only four
days after entering Bristol Bay.

The quickly mounting escapement figures were difficult for
many boycotting Tfishermen to ignore. Seeking to counteract
the growing pressure to settle, the more militant fishermen began
talking about putting the huge runs in nature®s bank account for
larger paydays in 198A and 198J when the next generation of
adult salmon would return.

State biologist.3 say there are holes in the escapement
savings account theory, the most gaping being the failure of
Mother Nature to insure deposits against natural disasters such
as severely cold winters and plankton famines. There also can

be problems with over-crowding of spawning areas and competition



among young salmon for limited food supplies during the two
years spent iIn fresh water.

Chief Bristol Bay research biologist Charles Meacham, Jr.
said Fish and Game sets escapement goals at the level considered
to be the most productive per spawning salmon. Meacham said the
productivity per Tfish is lowered when too many adults are Tet
back Into the spawning systems.

The 21 million sockeye over-escapement in Bristol Bay in
1980 was "equiva] > to putting Tish in the bank at three per cent
interest when inflai ion is running at ten per cent,” Meacham
said. "Obviously it is not going to be a disaster, but it rep-
resents a loss to fishermen, processors and consumers."™

Calculating the actual net economic loss from the over-
escapement is iImpossible, but a reasonable estimate can be made
of the money lost to fishermen in 1980. The over-escapement
figure translates into a potential loss of roughly 115 million
pounds of sockeye salmon. At the settlement price of 57 cents
a pound, TFfishermen could have made up to $65.8 million in addi-
tional sales. Many Ffishermen were paid 40 cents a pound, however,
so a lower range 1980 lost opportunity figure would be $46.2
million.

A rule of thumb iIn the salmon industry is that the TfTirst
wholesale value of the fTinished products is roughly double the
amount paid to fishermen. Using this rule, a very rough estimate
of the wholesale value of 21 million salmon over-escapement would
be $92.4 million to $131.6 million.

A Blessing in Disguise?

When the Japanese gillent fleets were pulled off the high
seas FTisheries on North American salmon iIn the early seventies,
a great new frozen salmon market suddenly was opened to U. S.
and Canadian fishermen. Japanese trading and fishing companies
invested millions of dollars in Alaska and British Columbia to
ensure a continuing flow of salmon into Tokyo.

Nearly all of the sockeye salmon frozen in the North Pacific
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for the past five years has ended up in Japan. Consequently,
the new processors in Bristol Bay found themselves dealing
almost exclusively with Japanese buyers.

The collapse of the frozen sockeye salmon market was
spectacular: in June, 1979 the wholesale price peaked at $3.30
a pound, then dropped to $2.20 by September and hit a low point
of $1.70 a pound in March, 1980. Despite the low prices, inven-
tories of frozen sockeyes were sold before the 1980 season began
because of short shelf life and impatient bankers.

The 27.1 million sockeye harvest projected for Bristol
Bay promised to swamp the Japanese market even worse than the
previous year. Brokers were offering processors an average of
$1.25 a pound for Bristol Bay sockeyes.

The prolonged price dispute changed the volume picture
considerably. The Jlower-than-expected number of fish from the
Bay caused an immediate leap i1n wholesale prices in Japan.

Here®s how an article in the August, 1980 Alaska Fishermen®s
Journal described the situation:

“"Developments over the last month have actually increased
aggregate demand for salmon with prices bid at wholesale markets
in Japan rising iIn some cases as much as 54 per cent for sockeye
during July. The problem is not one of too many, but too few
fish, and those who currently hold frozen salmoninventories
could stand to make a good profit."

According to a number of other sources, the immediate leap
in salmon prices caused a backlash from Japanese consumers and
wholesale prices slumped again. Then wholesale prices began
a steady climb. By late October, brokers inSeattle were paying
as much as $2.50 a pound for sockeyes.

Pointing to the doubling in wholesale value from preseason
estimates, some processors have taken to calling the long strike
a blessing in disguise for the seafood industry, as the 44 million
Bristol Bay sockeye available for harvest in 1980 would have
driven wholesale prices down to a dollar a pound. There were no
signs of celebration in the corporate headquarters of the major

Bristol Bay freezing operations.
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Salamatof Seafoods of Kenai announced it was going broke
in December after losing $2 million in 1980. It left behind
$220,000 owed fFfishermen and another $1.4 million due other non-
secured creditors. The failure was attributed largely to Sala-
matof® s heavy investment in Bristol Bay freezing operations.

Other Bay processors also are reported to be in serious
financial trouble, including Icicle Seafoods which handled up
to one million poi of Bristol Bay sockeyes a day at the peak
of the season.

Processors say nearly all of the 1980 pack had been presold
when the wholesale price for frozen salmon began climbing. The
only reason the price went above $2 a pound was the lack of
products available on the open market, according to several
processors.

"We sold ours [frozen sockeye] as soon as we packed it,"”
said Tom Jacobsen, vice president of Icicle Seafoods. “"Every
floater in the Bay sold in the $1.25 range."

As for the Bay®s canners, the market has continued 1its
snail®s pace upward. In sharp contrast to the wildly fluctuating
markets for frozen sockeye, sales of canned salmon have advanced
at a slow but steady rate fTor the past fouryears.

Canned salmon from Alaska has been sold in the eastern
United States, Europe and Canada in large volumes for decades
and markets appear to be very solid. The Bay"s major canners
were sitting on millions of pounds of salmon as 1980 drew to
a close, however, as a result of a near-record statewide harvest
of 110 million salmon. The canned salmon pack jumped by nearly
one-third in 1980 to more than fTour million cases.

In an effort to move the stockpiled cans, thestate-funded
Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute voted on December 11 to give
the Canned Salmon Institute $481,000 to boost its promotional
programs in 1981. It is uncertain what impact the doubling of
generic advertising for canned salmon will have on the 1981
markets.

One particularly promising development in markets for Bristol

Bay salmon was a test program last summer by Whitney Fida.! go
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Seafoods to move large amounts of fresh salmon to supermarkets
across the United States, freshly caught sockeyes were flown

to Anchorage where they were dressed, chilled and packed for
shipment in cardboard boxes with.gel ice. Company officials say
the fish were flown to major cities such as Dallas, Los Angeles,
Detroit and Chicago within 48 hours of being pulled from the
water. [

All told, 600,000 pounds of sockeye salmon from the Bay
were sold to the second largest supermarket chain in the U. S.;
while another .300,000 - 400,000 pounds of fresh salmon were moved
from other areas of Alaska. Whitney officials say the fish arrived
at the distant markets in excellent condition and, despite hor-
rendous logistics, less than two per cent of the total shipping
weight was lost due to spoilage.

The November edition of the Alaska Fisherman quoted a Kroger
spokeswoman as saying even though many customers "had never
tasted salmon before..."™ the response was "unbelievably enthu-
siastic.” Another Kroger official called the fresh salmon
program *"very successful in all areas for the company."

Kroger®"s retail prices for the sockeye were $2.50 a pound
for whole fish and $3.00 a pound for salmon steaks. Whitney says
the profitability of the operation was close enough to try it
again with even more salmon in 1981. Other processors acknowledged
they also were looking at the fresh salmon market following

Whitney®"s successful effort.

The Crystal Ball

Predicting the number of adult sockeye salmon to return
to the murky waters of Bristol Bay in any given year combines
several scientific measures with a roll of the dice.

Biologists follow up escapement estimates with assessments
of survival rates of fertilized eggs to fry. Since environmental
conditions have aheavy impact on young salmon during the two or
three years spent in fresh water, lower survival rates are attached
to cold winters.

The most accurate element In the forecast is the counting
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of smolt or juveniles migrating to salt water iIn the early spring.

"Fan scan”™ sonar systems on the Kvichak and Wood Rivers provide
reliable tallies of the outmigrating smolt.” The estimates of
smolt strength on the two rivers are used as iIndexes to adjust
run ptrojections for other systems relying strictly on parent-
year escapements and environmental factors.

Once the run starts its journey to the spawning grounds of -
Bristol Bay the forecast can be adjusted by results of a test
fishery in the Shumagin Islands, a large commercial fishery at
False Pass in the Aleutian Islands and another test fishery at
Port Moller on the Alaska Pensinsula. The prediction also can be
tempered by the size of the returning fish, since smaller salmon-
generally mean larger runs and vice versa.

Despite the scientific checks and measures, the official
state forecasts have a very uneven track record. For example,
in 1971 the Department of Fish and Game predicted a A3.6 million
sockeye run, but only 18.1 million fish actually returned. The
22.6 millicn prediction in 1979 fell far short of the 39.9 million
return. A few looks in the crystal ball have been very close,
though, like the four per cent miss in 1976. Over the past
ten year, state biologists have experienced a A9 per cent margin
of error, although the gap is narrowing. *

Coming on the heels of a record 60.8 million sockeye run,
the 1981 Bristol Bay forecast of 26.7 million fish may seem
unimpressive, but it represents a very high figure for a post-
peak year in the fishery’s five-year run cycle. With escapements
subtracted, the figure would leave 21 million sockeye available
for harvest in 1981. The catch would be comparable to the harvests
of 1979 and 1980.

Negotiations 1981 -- a Gloomy Forecast

IT an official prediction were released for price negotiations
between Bristol Bay fishermen and processors, chances are it would
call for another bitter impassa cutting deeply into fishing time.

The price dispute of 1980 intensified the long-ntanding

animosities between the two groups, making the prospect of early

- 22 -



price talks in 1981 appear remote. When the bargaining finally
begins, the gulf between offer and counter-offer promises to be
vast.

Canners appear ready to argue that the nearly stagnant
prices of the marketplace fail to."keep pace with double-digit
inflation and that they are strapped with interes.: rates ellipsing
the 20 per cent mark again. Freezing operators will point to the
bankruptcy rates and uncertain markets. Both are likely to cite
sharp drops in the strictly Japanese market for the crucial by-
product operations of salted salmon roe.

The attitude of fishermen appears to have hardened as book-
keepers stack 1980 expenses against fish ticket payments. Despite
the largest runs in the history of the Bay, very few Tfishermen
made a decent payday and many ended up losing a bundle of cash.

Fishermen simply lost at the bargaining tables in 1980.

The canners put up the ldrgest pack iIn recent history for raw
fish prices at pre-1977 levels and in the face of a steadily

improving market. Freezing operators paid prices dating back
to 1973.

Not only were prices rolled back several years, but fishermen
didn"t get the large volumes promised to make up the difference.
Most fishermenwere put on daily catch limits of 6,000 or 12,000
pounds, although some canners bought fish, at a substantially
reduced price, from fishermen who exceeded the quotas.

As it turned out. the price offer rejected by fishermen on
July 1 would have been better than the settlement figure of 57

cents a pound. Consider these factors:

o

Nearly all processjrs buying sockeyes to freeze paid only
35 or 40 cents a pound; but acceptance of the July 1 offer of 45
cents a pound probably would have resulted iIn a Bay-wide standard
at that higher level.

0 The 57-cent settlement figure was below the 60-cent a
pound offer for canned sockeyes rejected on July

° The two days of peak TfTishing time lost until the July 3
settlement would have brought fishermen an additional $8,000 to

$14,000 each.



A survey of 230 permit holders by the Bristol Bay Native
Association indicates the 1980 salmon season left many Bristol Bay
watershed fishermen in serious financial trouble.

More than half of the respondents to the BBNA survey said
they needed help in buying groceries for the winter, 50.A per cent
couldn’t afford to buy fuel and another 37.2 per cent couldn™t
make their boat payments. Although an overwhelming number of the
Native Tishermen traditionally receive their entire cash income .
from fishing, 82.8 per cent said they needed to bring in® extra
money to make it through the winter. OF these, A3.9 per cent
said no jobs were available.

There also seems to be trouble brewing within the Tfishermen®s
groups. AllINMA®"s three top officers resigned following the 1980
price negotiations and the parting of ways appeared to be anything
but amicable,, Resigning AIFMA president Dave Milholland was
quoted by a fisheries trade journal as saying:

"1 told them when 1 left that they ought to become more
reasonable but they are becoming more militant. I guess [we]
weren* t militant enough for them. Fishermen have the right to
a Tair price but there comes a time to be reasonable and 1 felt
we had reached that time after letting all those fTish go by. We
were just a day or two away from losing the whole season."

Many Bay fishermen with frozen markets are becoming iIncreasingly
disenchanted with the Bay-wide shutdowns by ; IFMA and WACMA.

Most freezing operations offered A0 cents a pou id in early 1980
and the long strikefailed to budge them. Forty cents a pound
was the going rate forfrozen fTish in the Bay in 1979. Other
fishermen were paid 35 cents and even less.

Another factor to take into consideration is the new mar-
keting association on the Bay -- Bristol Bay Fishermen"s Association
formed to negotiate a 1980 sockeye price with Icicle Seafoods.
BBFA"a A0 fishermen settled for AO cents a pound plus a share of
Icicle profits from the Bay. BBFA officers reportedly were
considering taking AIFi-iA head on in a battle over members, but
the lack of the promised profit share from financially ailing

Icicle appears to have killed that prospect. A collision between
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the two fishermen®s associations would 'very m

tough negotiations.



SECTION IV. WHAT CAN BE DONE?

Internal I1l1ls and their Cures

Problems leading to the bitter confrontation between fishermen
and processors in the summer of 1980 defy easy solution. Most
stem from such complex circumstances as jittery international
seafood markets and long-festering animosities between fishermen
and packers.

Broadening the marketing base for salmon, developing more
sophisticated transportation systems in Western Alaska, upgrading
fishing and processing operations and streamlining the negotiating
process all are keys to solving particular long-range problems
in the salmon fishery.

Although there are some areas where the State of Alaska
can tackle a problem head-on, most of the changes must come from
within the iIndustry. It is up to fishermen and processors to
make the peace iIn the Bay necessary to avoid reallocation of the
highly prized salmon resources to other bidders.

Unlless st. te officials arc; willing to redefine prevailing
notions of the free enterprise system, the toughest problem --
price negotiations is going to have to be tackled by the ir
dustry on its own. Opportunities for government intervention in
the bargaining process are extremely limited.

Present law allows the state to enter into price disputes
between fTishermen and processors only iIf issued a formal invitation
by one of the two parties involved. Even then, state participation
is limited to mediation, or essentially referee status. There
are no mechanisms to force reluctant parties to the bargaining
table or set deadlines for price settlements.

There 1s widespread dissatisfaction with the awkwardness
of bylaws in the charters of the fishermen®s marketing associations
requiring serious price offers to be brought to a vote of the full
membership. AIFMA negotiators say they felt coir= lied in 1980
to put offers with no chance of approval to time-consuming votes.

Observers close to the 1980 talks described the negotiators for



fishermen as ""messenger boys™ unable to effectively bargain by
responding with counter offers..

When AIFMA negotiates Mel-Olsen and Dave Milholland took
a strong bargaining stance in 1980, they were slapped down by
an angry membership. Rejection of the July 1 price recommendation
was a bitter enough pill to swallow for AIFMA. president Milholland
and secretary-treasurer Olsen, but a later collision over lines
of authority was worse. The pair of working fishermen, along with
AIFMA vice president John Lungren, submitted their resignations
after an internal spat over unilateral acceptance by the two
negotiators of a pink salmon offer from a major processing company.

The marketing associations can improve the negotiating
process in the Bay by taking anumber of internal steps that es-
sentially translate to the hiring of professional negotiators,
arming them with the best, economic information available, and
stepping back far enough from the bargaining process to require
that only the best offer possible under the circximstanc.es is
brought to a full membership vote. Such actions would elevate
price talks above the highly emotional level of recent years.

AIFMA took the first step In that direction a year ago when
it commissioned a price analysis by an established consulting Ffirm.
The report strongly recommended an.early price settlement to take
advantage of early fTishing and maximum production in the face of
the depressed market for frozen sockeye. Unfortunately, only a
handful of AIFMA members were given copies of the report.

A positive sign emerged from the internal shake-up In AIFMA
following the resignations of the group®s top three officers
with the hiring of a full-time manager. Long-time Bay fisherman
Mitch Kaink, AIFMA®"s Tirst permane.it employee, also will serve
as chief negotiator. In addition, the association is in the
process of moving its corporate”™headquarters from California to
Alaska and reorganizing under Alaska®s cooperative association
laws.

Although these moves by fTishermen should help, the most
important changes will be attitudinal on the part of processors

and fishermen. Processors share a large portion of blame for
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creating the poisoned atmosphere surrounding the 1980 talks.
The confrontation with fishermen provoked by Whitney nearly
"exploded into violence that could have resulted iIn the entire
1980 season being lost. Other processors could have diffused
the situation by beginning negotiations in earnest, but Whitney
was the only major company making firm offers to fishermen until
the final days of June.

Only when the industry as a whole gets serious about finding
a method of sharing fairly in the rewards and risks of the salmon
marketplace will there be a lasting peace on the Bay.

Why Do Anything?

In the eyes of most processors operating in Alaska, the
only proper role of government in the seafood industry iIs none.
The feeling that any TfTish business touched by government auto-
matically i1s doomed to a fate worse than bankruptcy runs par-
ticularly strong among the large canning companies of Bristol
Bay.

Since fishing communities have considerably more influence
over elected officials than the non-resident canneries and
receive benefits from the state extending beyond fishing, it is
not surprising that fishermen have a somewhat more favorable
attitude toward government. But, TfTishermen also react very
strongly when the heavy hand of government falls upon their
shoulders.

Considering the cold reception to the presence of government
and the many pitfalls in store for the wary and unwary alike,
some question state involvement iIn what essentially amounts to
a difference of opinion between two economic groups over a
private business matter. Bristling at the suggestion of the
state planning for the 1981 Bristol Bay salLmon season, the presi-
dent of a major processing company said, "Ain"t nobody going to
negotiate fTish.prices for me. The state should stick to biological
management of the fisheries.”

The legislative and executive branches of government have
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been® entrusted with the management of Alaska®s vast natural
resources on behalft of all citizens of the state. Wise e_management
of Alaska®"s great salmon runs is one of the most iImportant duties
under this trustee relationship because of the renewable resource®s
long-range economic importance. The large number of jots in the
salmon i1ndustry and the dependence of coastal communities on the
resource make 1t even more 1iImportant.

This responsibility goes far beyond good biological management
of the salmon fisheries. State government also is responsible
for ensuring that Alaska gets & fair economic return for the
commercial use of the resource. To allow a repetition of the
economic waste of 1980°s tremendous over-escapement would be to
deny responsibility for sound economic management.

In deciding the appropriateness of legislative involvement
in the planning for the 1981 Bristol Bay sockeye season,
lawmakers should be aware of these factors:

(1) The Bristol Bay salmon runs are the largest iIn the
world. The amount of fish harvested in the Bay has a profound
effect on the markets for all of Alaska®s salmon. In 1981,
for example, the Bay’s 21 million sockeye harvest forecast
represents 29 per cent of the statewide total salmon catch pre-
diction .

(@ The 2,600 limited entry permits in Bristol Bay account
for 26 per cent of all commercial salmon gear licenses in Alaska.
The 1,100 permits held by watershed residents provide most of
the cash flowing i1Into the communities of the Bay.

(3 The long-term outlook for the Bay®"s sockeye TfTisheries
is excellent, so the problems associated with the 7,arge runs of
recent years are not likely to disappear. Sonar counts of out-
migrating sockeye smolt in the Kvichak and Wood Rivers and the
large escapements of the past two years suggest the fishery will
be strong for at least the next five years. Improved biological
data and sound management techniques will help stabilize the runs
overall.

(A) Japanese Tishermen have not failed to note the two
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consecutive years of large over-escapements in the Bristol Bay
sockeye Tishery. Crucial treaties negotiated by the.IlInternational
North Pacific Fishery Council (Alaska, British Columbia and

J.-zpan) pull the Japanese gillnet fleets off Bristol Bay salmon

in the Pacific Ocean hundreds of miles outside the 200-mile

zone. INPFC chairman Elmer Rasmuson warned of the potential
consequences of continued "under-utilization”™ of Bristol Bay
sockeye at an October 2, 1980 meeting iIn Juneau.

“I"m not afraid of saying [to the Japanese] we are going
to take every North American salmon species, but we have to use
them," he said. Another INPFC member added that it is difficult
to argue the validity of price disputes in the arena of inter-
national politics while a hungry world watches hundreds of mil-
lions of pounds of high quality protein go to waste.

(5) The 1980 price dispute nearly erupted into violence.
Guns were evident everywhere, and considering the level of passion
on both sides, the avoidance of bloodshed is nothing short of
miraculous. The Department of Law was drafting a bill in early
January that would suspend or revoke the limited entry permits
of anyone convicted of civil disobedience or violence iIn connection
with a price dispute. Many Tishermen are highly critical of such
suggestions, which they characterize as unfairly singling out
fishermen by threatening their ability to make a living.

(6) Voicing a concern about the potential of violence,
Governor Hammond announced the re-activation of his cabinet-
level task force on Bristol Bay at a joint meeting of the Alaska
Boer.-ds of Fisheries and Game in December. In apparent reaction
to criticism to last year"s group, Hammond hired as executive
director of the task force his long-time political trouble shooter
and former attorney general Avrum Gross.

The governor hinted strongly the task force will undertake
some rather unorthodox approaches to the 1981 sockeye season
planning effort:

"It seems tc me that we have to reach a position where
we say, "Look, we want to harvest X million Tfish and here are

reasonable conditions. Those of you who are willing to process
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fish under $hese terms shall be accommodated with a permit to
. 0

process fTish. Similarly, those who wish to fish under these

reasonable terms shall be permitted to do so under the current

limited entry program.™"

Negotiations, Markets, and Money

Should the legislature become involved in the planning
effort for the 1981 Bristol Bay salmon season, there are. a number
of issues that should be approached with caution. In determining
the appropriate amount of pressure to apply, the consequences
need to be studied carefully.

The approach suggested by Hammond is a good example. The
governor has proposed what may be the most potent weapon available
to the State of Alaska i1In dealing with the Bristol Bay salmon -
issue: politics. Whether i1t"s called persuasive leadership or
outright political blackmail, it could be the only way for the
state to force an early settlement of sockeye prices.

The ramifications of removing the protections now given
the seafond industry iIn order to mandate better utilization of
the salnv v resource could be drastic. For example:

° Tne lifting of limited entry to open up the Bay to fishermen
less reluctant to accept lower prices would deny thousands of
Alaskans their sole or primary source of income. More than 1,100
Bristol Bay watershed residents hold limited entry permits and
hundreds of others fish as crew members. Most of these fishermen
and their families are totally dependent upon fishing for cash
income. More than 500 Alaskans from outside the Bay area hold
Bristol Bay gillnet permits.

° Allowing foreign processors to come into the Bay and buy
salmon ac prices demanded by fishermen could cost thous nds of
cannery workers theiu jobs. The State of Alaska and local govern-
ments would lose tax revenues from the shore-based canneries.

But the most serious implication of the move 1is the threat to
world salmon markets. The [limited international markets for
salmon now controlled by Americans would be prime targets for low
cost foreign factory ships to undercut and comer.
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Even if the tough®talk by Hammond is carried through, Tfish-
ermen and processors can"t be expected to rush to the bargaining
table. Both sides will be anxious to let the wholesale market
outlook come into clearer focus before being committed to a price
for 1981 salmon.

The situation 1n the Bay is very complex from all sides.
Fishermen and processors alike fear that by rushing in too quickly
they will find themselves on ground where angels fear to tread.
The processors thought they were burned by the 1979 settlement
and fishermen feel they got the shaft during the summer of 1980.
Both will approach the 1981 process with extreme, and very ap-
propriate, caution.

The legislature undoubtably will be asked to become involved
with the Bristol Bay issue to some degree. The TfTollowing issues
deserve further consideration:

NEGOTIATIONS. Settlement of salmon prices before the season
begins is the best way to ensure that the sockeye resource is
more Tully utilized, but deadlines for settlements must be realistic.

Scoffing by industry leaders at the March 1 deadline for a
price settlement set last year by Hammond was justified. Neither
canned nor frozen sockeye markets gel until April or May. With
the fTluctuations in the frozen market, settlement deadlines should
not be set before late May.

Salmon prices also hinge on the cost of money processors
borrow to set up summer operations and pay expenses until the
packs are sold in the fall. Considering the rapid changes 1in
the prime interest rate, too early a price settlement could
change the profit picture by significant percentage points.

One answer to the annual r.egotiacing stalemate i1n Bristol
Bay often mentioned by fishermen, processors and state officials
is profit sharing plans or a sliding scale geared to wholesale
prices. The systems could guarantee fishermen a minimum price
per pound when the fish is delivered, with the remainder t- come
at a specified future date according to a strict formula. This
method would allow processors to borrow less front end money.

Despite the mutual attractiveness of the benefit and risk



sharing jJystems, they will be difficult to sell on the Bay.

In 1975, a sliding scale was adopted for Bristol Bay sockeyes,

but fishermen ended up getting paid only the base price per pound
of 37 cents. Because no bonuses were paid, fishermen took a

25 per cent cut in fTish prices that year. IT financially troubled
Icicle Seafoods fails to pay fishermen a profit share for the

1980 season, additional skepticism over the proposals will be
generated.

AIFMA officials say they are interested in a sliding scale
for sockeye prices iIn 1981, but insist on an audit of the finances
of processors as a safeguard. The prospect of processors agreeing
to let fishermen or state auditors examine their books appears
extremely remote.

Significant expansion of the state"s role in the bargaining
process or the imposition of negotiating guidelines would run
smack into federal antitrust guidelines, according to state labor
officials. These price-fixing prohibitions also prevent fishermen
and processors from sitting down as a group to discuss ways of
resolving the price dilemma.

State labor officials speculate that it would be very difficult
to convince Congress to grant the Alaska seafood industry a limited
exemption from the federal antitrust laws because of strenuoiis
objections by national union officials to any relaxations of the
price-fixing restrictions A test of the feasibility of winning
a limited waiver for price negotiations might be accomplished
by sending Alaska®s congressional delegation a strongly worded
joint resolution asking for specific amendments.

Whatever approach to the problems 1is chosen, it is critical
to keep 1in mind that price negotiations really are private business
transactions best kept in the hands of fishermen and processors.

Pressure by the state should be applied with caution.

MARKETS. In trying to avoid another stand-off iIn price
negotiations, one concrete action available to the State of
Alaska i1s to provide common ground for discussion of economics
concerning the pricing of 1981 sockeye salmon.

When processors began talking about the depressed markets
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for sockeye salmon in late 1979, AIFMA leaders accused them of
spreading "propaganda'™ aimed at setting the stage for price
negotiations. Fishermen and processors never did see eye to eye
on the condition of the marketplace during the entire course

of bargaining.

To avoid a similar situation in 1981, the State of Alaska
should provide the best information available on the markets
for canned and frozen salmon, with a focus on market prospects
for the 21-million harvest projected for the Bay.

IT the market study is to carry validity, its author must
have impeccable credentials. Here®"s how the chairman of a major
processing company reacted to the suggestion of a state-funded
market study: "1 oppose that. I"ve yet to see a government
agency able to provide good sources of market information."

An 1mportant but longer range move on the marketing front
would be to work out a compromise on funding for the recently
formed Alaska Seafood Mark“ting Institute. L« _slation providing
ongoing Tfunding for the nonprofit industry group was vetoed by
Governor Hammond last year, but the governor later provided
$1.2 million as interim money until new legislation could be
approved. It was still being drafted in mid-January.

The marketing institute, fTormerly called the Alaska Seafood
Foundation, has gained widespread support in the seafood industry
among processors and fishermen. Its membership now includes
companies accounting for the bulk of Alaska®s seafood production.

ASMI now is iIn the process of developing a long-range approach
to expanding national and international markets for all Alaska
seafoods, as well as developing essential quality assurance guide-
lines for the industry. To have a more immediate impact, ASMI
bolstered existing industry-funded generic advertising programs

by $730,000, including $481,000 for promoting canned salmon.

STATE MONEY. In grappling with the Bristol Bay salmon
issue during the 1980 session, the legislature used one. of the
biggest weapons in the state arsenal: surplus oil funds.

A $67 million loan and investment program was created to

help resident-owned processing companies cover front-end pack
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expenses and expand facilities. The package came under heavy
fire from fishermen and processors operating on Bristol Bay this
summer .

Fishermen complained the money was being used to finance
cash buyers who paid thn lowest prices on the fishing grounds
and later went broke with fishermen still unpaid. Non-resident
processing companies were uniformly opposed to the "bail out of
failing enterprises.”™ Said the general manager of one of Alaska“s
largest, processing companies: *J.n the business world It is sur-
vival of the fittest and if government financing keeps uneco-
nomical companies alive i1t weakens the entire industry.”

In dealing with the financing 1issue,, it is important to
separate the "pack financing” loan program under the Alaska
Commercial Fishing and Agriculture Bank (CFAB) from the invest-
ment Tfinancing of the Alaska Renewable Resources Corporation
(ARRC) .

The pack loans were offered to resident-owned companies
by CFAB with interest rates running about two per cent below
the going open market rate for short-term lending. Loaned out
was the entire $12 million in cash and about half of the $40
million in guarantees. CFAB president Gary Anderson said, "We
found the need was not there to the degree everyone thought
it was."

CFAB has an ongoing pack loan program also available, like
ail CFAB programs, only to resident-owned companies. Although
the $52 million of 1980 was too lar”e, Anderson said the bank®s
present pack loan fund could use another $15 million a year to
meet projected need*,.

Like many in the fTishing 1iIndustry, Anderson said the state
should consider a different approach to loan eligibility. Said
Anderson of the resident-only approach, ™"Sounds politically very
nice, but it doesn"t do much for the fTisheries.”™ CFAB wants
to be able to loan money to U. S. owned processors, Anderson said.

Others in the seafood industry suggested loans be given
according to percentage of resident hire or amount of money spent

on buying Ffish from Alaskars. Few processors favored this approach,
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but some privately said it would encourage companies to hire more
residents. Most non-resident processing companies TfTavored fun-
neling pack loans through commercial banks operating® in Alaska,
so the money would be doled out according to financial viability
rather than residency.

The 1issue of iInvestments by ARRC probably will surface early
in the 1981 legislative session as the program has been heavily
bombarded with criticism from fishermen, processors, bankers
and others.

The complaints increased considerably following the recent
bankruptcy of one of ARRC"s major investments in the. seafood
industry. After Salamatof Seafoods announced it was closing
in December, ARRC trustees worked out an agreement with other
shareholders giving the state-funded corporation sole ownership.
ARRC started reorganizing Salamatof under bankruptcy status in
early January, 1981. The Corporation, which has $2.3 million
invested in Salamatof, plans on selling controlling interest
of the company following reorganization.

On a longer range 1investment note, the development of the
Bristol Bay salmon fishery has been hampered severely by the
lack of transportation "infrastructure." The Bay has no port or
public docks, and the only ™"boat harbor'™ goes dry at midtide.
Most of the airports are too small to fly out large volumes of
fish. Many of the best fishing areas have very limited salmon
handling capabilities. Massive upgrading of the Bay"s transportation

systems would do much to assist the growth of the fishing industry.



RESEARCH MATERIALS

Research for this report included a ten-day visit to
Bristol Bay (Naknek, Dillingham and Clarks Point) during the
final week of the price dispute and first days of fishing. A
later trip was made to Seatt"e to interview processors and
research markets for sockeye salmon. The October meeting of
the International North Pacific Fishery Council in Juneau was
attended, and discussions of Bristol Bay at the December meeting
of the Alaska 3oard of Fisheries was covered.

Fishermen, processors, fTisheries biologists, state officials,
marketing experts and Native leaders from Bristol Bay were inter-
viewed in the course of that work. Scores of news articles were
clipped and background material collected from various sources.

The newspaper articles and some of the supporting documents
have been filed in the Legislative Library in the Alaska Court
Building and may be checked out for research. Available in the
Legislative Media Center in the in the Capitol Building is a 15-
minute video report on the 1980 Bristol Bay salmon season prepared
for the Legislative Council.

Following is a list of "esearch materials available at the
Legislative Library:

Bristol pay Native Association®s survey of the economic impacts
of the 1T D salmon season on watershed resident fishermen. In

this effort for the Legislative Council, a total of 232 surveys
were tabulated.

1980 news articles from daily Alaska newspapers and fishing
industry news journals.

Statistical information from the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game detailing daily catches for the 1980 season, historic harvests,
smolt migration counts and preseason forecasts of salmon runs.

ADF&G reports, press i leases and management plans relating to
the 1980 sockeye season in Bristol Bay.

“"Final summary report of the Fishery Harvest Planning Group on the
19<30 Bristol Bay salmon harvest."™ A report prepared by Governor
Jay Hammond®"s 1980 Task Force.

Report on Japanese salmon markets (August 28, 1980) by the Alaska
State Asian Office in Tokyo.






From: David Gottstein

RE: Violence in Bristol Bay

Date: 4/9/81

Over several years there has developed practically an adversary

relationship between the fishermen and the processors, primarily because

the fishermen don"t think they-get a fair price for their fish. I heard

several comments concerning the processors misconduct; from price fixing,

to pressures being brought tc bare on fishennen with outstanding loans

to the processors. The symptoms might manifest themselves in several

different ways. I believe the real problems are generated by the lack

of a fair balance of bargaining position, and some faulty preordained

market mechanisms at play. The complete story of the fishing industry

injlristol Bay_ js far from myj mmediate grasp, but I~believe 1 did

pick up enough information to describe some of the main factors”ké&t

lead to the violence, what form the violence took, and what were some

of the suggestions made by the peoole 1 talked to to reduce the chance of

violence this coming season.

There are some bigger issues to be discussed perhaps at a later date

among more informed individuals concerning the balancing of counterveiling

powers at play in the region, but J will just address the issues concerning

the eruption of violence last season.

There are two main faulty market mechanisms at play here, beyond

the btoader power discrepancies | hinted at earlier. One 1is that the

fishermen require the processors tc ccnmit themselves to one price for

the fish for the entire season. T"-is outs the entire psk of market

fluctuations onto the processors. As a result they are forced to be



fishermen, both canned and frozen, stayed on the beach not out of complete
sympathy for the strike, but out of fear. There were enough fishermen ;%"
engaged 1n mob rule that the whole scene became a travesty.. They made
personal threats to-fishermen and their families, dumped fish overboard

at gunpoint, damaged property, initmidated v.nters during marketing

association meetings, blockaded harbors, brandished ant fired semi-- —

automatic weopons, and created hezardc-."s boating®situations.” The feeling Thc

L - L d A

I got was that most of the reallv b~djnoles were from outside and *

\Y/

belonged to a-socalled fishermans "mafia,” as they call themselves. There'ML

was also some limited native participation hinted. Itwasn®t until* after
a particularly rough boating incident when public safety officials put
out a strong statement that things seeced to cool down.

Phil Daniels believes that because the state protects the fishing
industry with limited entry and primary processing, ofwhich the latter
may be knocked down iIn the courts, that the industry owes a -reasonable
effort to the state to make sure the resource iIs harvested. Anything short
of a reasonable effort should perhaps result in the governor having® the
authority™"to lift these protectionist.barriers for a season.

Several recommendations were made with respect to reducing the
threat of violence.

1. Make it knowmn and insure that the state will significantly™ increase

its profile iIn the region with experienced officers, and that the state

*

Vv

won"t tolerate any violence. Only one person last year was brave enough W’\\ Jrs!
<

A\

to file a formal complaint, and his case was throw/h out.

2. Threaten to suspend or revoke lirr.i".ed entry permits from anybody caugh

participating in violent conduct,
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the processors in a commodities futures market that doesn®t allow price
fluctuations for the fish iIn response to supply and denand characteristics..;* * *;
IT the entire Bristal Bay catch is un.sually high, or the demand soft due
to surpluses or other market conditiors, the selling price per case will - -
drop, leaving the processors vulnerable. As a result the processors must
play the market very”~conservatively. A contributing factor this past year IA;'S.‘7
was"that the prior year"s, losses made i1t difficult for the processors to commit
to high prices.
The second market problem is that the fishermen in Bristol Bav_demand
one price for fish to be canned and fish to be frozen. This creates a :
natural conflict since the two have distinct selling erkets. Only by
chance will they wind up in harmony. This iIs a new problem since the frozen
* * -
market is a relatively new market. The fishermen fishing for canning pro- *
cessors tried to force an.old formula to a new market condition. What
precipitated the conflict last year between the can market fishermen and
the frozen market fishermen was that the frozen market was soft, and if the
frozen market fishermen held out for what, the can market fishermen wanted,
they could never- have sold their fish®, since the frozer, fish processors . Aﬁ
couldn"t have made any money at the canned* fish price. The violence ensued ™ »
because the frozen fish fishermen wanted .to fish for a lower price than what »
was acceptable to the other fishermen. The thought beir.g that the frozen
market price would set the price for the canned fish market. The canned
. .- - A
fish fishermen refused to recognize the two distinct markets. As a result;f(’i’: N
the frozen fish fishermen were considered scab fishermen® by the other fish-*\-s
* !

ermen, since their actions were considered not in the zest interest of all

the fishermen, even though the An ris".emen wouldn™t recognize a secondary”™ ~

N V * S
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V="%.3*. Investigate “theuse of a sliding scale pricing fonmila jfgK*eachJdf;";* /%"

v market, like the one iIn use iIn the Cordova region. This would spread - ;

0 VvV . the risk of price fluctuations and locsen the conservative nature. .= — T* _——
* rVvA - El o eeeee W
|-¥) . _ _
v N 4. Have the state participate in acquiring good market data before the .
(

season begins so that the fishermen have a better idea of what is actually

a fair price to be paid for. their fish. *

e All .of these are good long term solutions, but probably the best v-;i

BV of action to be taken this season iIs a greater presence by public safety Vv
officials',tgvit.h a carefully ‘thought out enforcement and punishment v ) ">}'
program to reduce or eliminate the climate of violence and fear this year.

I would like to reiterate that there are other complex issues concerning

the fishing industry, such as the current control and ownership structure

of the processing plants. My immediate concern and attention was to give
some background information and recomn-endatiops on which to go with in
preventing a repeat of last years experience. It might be noted that -

none of the people 1 tslked to had any faith that the governors task

force would be of any he".p. n /yoS<s- (y ~asSs
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Alaska Jitaie Idegtslatare

House of Representatives

Pouch V.
State % itol
Official Business Juneau, Alaska 99811
MEMORANDUM
TO: Legislat; yncil
FROM: Rep. Jos? ickwuk

DATE: March 19, 1981

RE: Bristol Bay fishery

In light of what the legislature is doing to address the Bristol Bay
fishery problems, 1 think it would be appropriate for the Legislative
Council to reconsider its decision to hold the contract of the Nushagak
Fish Producers Cooperative. In reviewing the contract, the cooperative
is:

(1) To provide a price index giving current day-to-day and week-to-
week prices for fresh and fresh frozen salmon in various markets.

(2) to develop a quality control program, 1including the training
of inspectors and establishing fish handling procedures.

Despite the political differences that have surfaced :n the Council

it is imperative that the contract be examined on 1its merits. The
judiciary hearings in Dillingham and Naknek have demonstrated the need
to develop alternative systems to handle the production of Bristol Bay
salmon.

There are approximately one hundred and twenty-five fishermen (125) in
Bristol Bay who lack markets for this coming season; we have before us

a solid program as presented by the cooperative; and we have a very
pressing problem. I think that we must act. now, while wc still have
time, in helping the fishermen in the area to develop a program of their
own to market their catch. The cooperative can assist in addressing the
long term problems in Bristol Bay. They must be given the opportunity
to help the people in Bristol Bay regardless of the political problems
that have surfaced in the Council.

CC: Legislative Council Chr., Rep.. Hugh Malone
Rep. Tony Vaska
Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski
Sen. George Hohman



Bristol Bay Hearings of March 16, 1981
Tape 1, Side #1

The meeting was called to order at 1:40 p.m. by Senator
Sturgulewski. Also present was Representative Chuckwuk, Av
Gross, and Commissioner William Nix.

Senator Sturgulewski: What do you see as the role of the
state?

Rodger Painter: I think just to get a better handle on the
realities in the marketplace. To try to figure out what would be
an appropriate involvement of the state, 1 think the Committee
ought to look at the way the state approaches other natural
resources like oil and minerals and timber. If the state attempted
to go out and negotiate a lease for oil without studying what the
realities are in the marketplace, it would be very much remiss.
There is a responsibility to know what 1is happening in the world
marketplace and | think it is imperative. The State has a respon-—
sibility for wise economic management, not only biological manage—
ment of the salmon runs, but also the economic management.
.............. The resolution was passej by the Board of Directors of
the UFA at our annual meeting last week. I would like to point
out that United Fishermen of Alaska is the only state-wide fisher—
men*s organization; there are 17 fishing organizations which belong
to the UFA and represent about 1200 individual members. I did have
a few other points 1°d like to make and, again, 1°d like to emphasize
that probably the best thing that the State could do is to provide
some realistic analysis of world market for salmon, and I do think
it's the State"s responsibility. I would like the committee to keep
in mind when they"re deciding how to deal with this problem 1i.n
Bristol Bay is that there are no simple solutions; you can"t
decide that you are going to get a salmon market study and then skip

out and expect the problems to be solved. It Just won"t disappear
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that easily. I would like to recommend a 3-point plan for

dealing with Bristol Bay. The first part to that would be to get
the parties to the negotiating table. They haven®"t sat down at
the negotiating table yet, and I don"t think even a preliminary
discussion of getting to the table has taken place. I think that's
the number 1 step. The second step would be to give them some—
thing to talk about oncethey do sit down, and that®"s that study
of world salmon markets. The third partwouldbe just to step
back from the process and give both parties a very strong

message that if they don"t resolve this on their own, then there
will be seme solutions enforced by the State. I think the biggest
tool the state has 1is political pressure and I don"t think this
has been applied to this point. I thinkthat it does need to be
applied; there has to be a club held over fthe"heads of both
parties in this situation............ I don"t think the State in any
way should set a price, suggest parameters for a price, or to
really step into the negotiating process other than 1in the role

of mediation. I think, however, getting the parties to the table
and sitting down and talking seriously before the salmon start
jumping by the fishing grounds 1is one thing the state should do,
and T. think there have been suggestions that perhaps the state
hold some clubs over the head of industry, and maybe that"s not
entirely a bad idea. Maybe we have to talk about the prospect of
letting in foreign processors. Maybe we have to talk about the
prospect of limited entry. If the industry is not living up to its
responsibility in the use of those resources, then perhaps we have
to talk about giving the resources to someone who will be more
responsible. However, 1| don"t think the state ought to step into
the negotiating process; | think the state ought to step way back
from the negotiating process and say, "You settle it on your own,

but if you don"t settle it on your own and the resourci 1is again
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under-utilized, 1f there is a tremendous over-escapement, then

the State will do something." I think that"s the appropriate role
for the State. . . .1 would only add that UFA 1is going to do its
part in trying to keep the situation in Eristol Bay on the correct
level. I think there is the distinct possibility of violence 1in
the Bay if we run into another long strike. I don"t think that the
State should overreact and create laws (this portion distorted
because of outside noise). . .however, | do think there is a potential
that things will blow up there, and I am going to sit down and
write a letter to all permit holders in Bristol Bay and urge thenm
to approach this situation with cool heads. I think it is a very
tense situation up there; you know, you look at a situation where
you had the largest runs i:i the history and residents of Bristol
Bay are wondering how they are going to pay for their winter fuel
bills. I thj.Lik these people will be very concerned when they go
up into the Bay and we"re going to get in the same situation as
last year; | think it could be a very volatile situation. I would
like to add, Madame Chairman, just to pose this question: Why
have there been plans formulated to deal with violence in Bristol
Bay when nothing has been done to head off a confrontation? |
think the sta ” has taken the wrong approach to this situation

and should be trying to solve the problem up there, not to deal
with a potentially-violent situation.

Sidney Smith (also referred to as Frank Woods) The problem
in Bristol Bay, we"ve seen it in the last two years, everybody
talked about fish price;, . . . ., and violence in Bristol Bay,
but myself, personally, 1 felt that wasn"t really the problen.
You"ve got. a lot of problems tied into financing, surviving during
the winter, you have a lot of different cases, but what 1 see as

the role of the State is to rcll up their sleeves and work with
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some people; people right here in Alaska and also people who have

the domestic processing plants. Rodger Painter, in the report he

gave to the state, talked about a profit-sharing sliding scale systenm.
Last year, the Nushigak (sp.?) Fish Producers Cooperative talked

about a profit-sh- ing idea, which means that your pack loan is
reduced by about one-third more than you really need because you

are going into the market at a cost below the price of the product.
Rodger Painter talked about knowing the market throughout the year,

which means the domestic, market, the European market, and the Japan

Market. The information is here in Juneau and the information 1is
in Washington, D.C. We"ve got the study basically done in European
and Japan market and Korean market: it"s there. The big issue that

I see nappened in 19c,0 was, all of a sudden, you"ve got a scare of

saying that the market was going to be over-flooded which was

correct. Japan only needs about 22 million to provide for their
whole marketing system. Anything above that 1is excess. Last year,
the break-even pomt for fishermen was 80 cents. We spent a lot

of time and a lot of money to show that 80 cents was the price to
pay to the fishermen. Our problem was that we had propaganda

right behind us saying that it"s only worth 40 cents. What |
mentioned earlier was that 1 think the State itself, if they would
roll up their sleeve and work with some people; I'm talking about
low-interest rates; |I"m talking about some capital improvement,

and the main reason for that is that you have companies that®"s been
existing for years in Alaska. AlIl their equipment is basically paid
off already. Anybody who tries to come, in basically new, or a new
idea, you're going to have a tough time competing because you are
going to have to compete at 3 1/27. above prime. Japan, right now,
operates at 0 interest or 3% interest, at the highest; that"s

another problem. I think what Painter was talking about 1is the
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parties sitting at the table and negotiating the price. The price
itself is already pretty much see in February, which means you have
an up and down 1in the market. The market establishes the price to
the fisherman. I hate to see, year after year, our people or even
the fishermen sitting down there fighting, starting the strikes
that should have never been there. The market has been pre—
determined, if you look at all the i*ecordo in Washington, D.C., and
you also have some records here in Juneau that will show you what
your market should be. It gives you an idea. The negotiation
between the fishermen and the processor, you can generally do it
and settle it by the 15th of March every year. The political
pressure of trying to come over with a bunch of State Troopers, 1in

my eyes, 1S wrong. I think it"s wrong for both parties.

John Garner: We have a copy of a tape that was made on
Saturday, June 28 aboard the Vigilent, a Department of Public
Safety vessel, in the Naknek River. If permissible, 1 would like
to play this for the Committee. We"ve also provided a transcript
of the tape. The tape 1is radio traffic that took place at that
time; it's difficult to discern what®"s being said, but 1 think
that it provides us some background for the kinds of circumstances
and tensions that developed during the strike circumstances.

Commissioner Nix: Madame Chairman, that tape was not taken
aboard the Vigilent. It was not recorded aboard the Vigilent; it
was recorded aboard a tugboat anchored in Naknek River.
(Representative Hurlbert entered the meeting at this point).

Representative Chuckwuk: Presenting tapes for informational
purposes; | don"t know if that"s the proper thing to do. It could
create an emotional situation to the public, and the news media

tends to build things up. There®"s a possibility of losing our
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perspective, or a danger.
(Senator Sturgulewski ruled that the tape be played and asked for
background information from John Gamer)

John Garner: The circumstances are that a tender, the South
Sea Belle, which belongs to Salamantoff (sp.?) Sea Foods, is pro—
ceeding up-river with a load of salmon. There®"s an attempt to
prevent that tender from reaching a dock to unload the fish, as
well as some other activities going on. We e i1dentified fisher—
men®"s conversations and Captain Locke"s conversation in the
transcript.

Senator Rodey: Why was there, during the hearings in Bristol
Bay itself, why was there so little mention of the violence? It"s
been reported to me that there was very little mention of violence
when the hearings were held there. Can you offer an opinion as

to why this is the case, giving your testimony.

John Garner: Senator Rodey, | was not at the hearings in
Bristol Bay and 1 really can"t comment on that. I think there is
a question of what we mean by violence. I have seen a copy, for

instance, of some typed materials that were distributed to the
Committee in the Bay which suggested that scare tactics are
acceptable, although those do not constitute violence. There®"s a
gray area there and where you draw the line and where | draw the
line may well differ between scare tactics and violence. We
believe it should be appropriate for fishermen not to have to
battle with each other. We believe it"s in the State®"s interest,
the fishermen®s interest, and the industry®"s interest to resolve
any problems as to price differences well before the season starts

but, on the other hand, I think we also have to recognize that
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fishermen have the privileuge of exercisi.ng their decision to fish
or not in a climate that allows them to do it without fear of
retaliation, and that"s precisely what this testimony is aimed at.
We want you to know that there were many fishermen who sat on the
beach out of fear for exactly the kinds of reasons that you will

hear on the tape.

Tape 1, Side #2

E1l .c Eckholm, Director of the Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute. I"m here to talk about one small part that 1 think
the State and the industry can do together to help out the situation
in Bristol Bay. We are a trade organization that was created
largely due to the problems that resulted in Bristol Bay. I think
the real reason you"re here isn"t the tragedy that occurred 1in
Bristol Bay last summer, but it is the market collapse that happened
the year before. Those hundred million pounds of fish that were
wasted were wasted simply because the fish weren®"t worth enough in
that market, the world®"s market, to either the producers or the
fishermen, or the processors, and the harvest for profit and that
resulted in a lengthy strike and a very tragic sltutation for
everyone in the state. I believe that it"'s a proper state roie
to help support the eventual market price of fish so that everyone
in the industry can take advantage of it. The divisiveness that
strikes the industry is based upon the price of fish, and if the
fish aren®"t worth enough to the eventual consumer, then the
results that occur as a result of that, Lhe bankruptcies of the
processor, the backruptcies of the fishermen, the lost revenue to
the State of Alaska, lost employment, all come about as a result

of the problems in the marketplace. Our organization was created
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last year and it represents many people throughout the state:
fishermen, processors, processing workers, and other people in—
volved in transportation and distribution to the industry. We
have members and members of the board who are fishermen, small
processors, and large multinational corporations. We see the
State®"s role in helping support this organization as a method to
avoid a disaster such as the one that occurred in 1980 and 1985.
If we are able to broaden the market base to allow market develop—
ment in several countries and around the world, including America,
it meins t it if a situation occurs in a single market it won"t
cause

khxX the kind of disruptions that occurred which dropped the
bottom out of the entire market for everybody. IT there 1is more
choice involved, those markets will be more stable”, you won"t
have the price fluctuations, and you won"t have crisis situations
that occur. What we"re proposing is a joint effort between the
fishermen, the processors, and the State of Alaska to help
develop markets through generic advertising and promotion which
doesn®t promote any single group of people, any brand name, it
doesn*t favor the ©processors over the fishermen. What it tries
to do is to create more demands throughout the world for Alaska“"s
seafood products. In a short term, we"ve gone into an agressiv:,
nationwide radio advertising campaign for canned salmon which,
hope."ally, will move the large pack which resulted from last year”
lar i run and create a better market situation going into this
summer so that the new pack will come into a market which 1is much
healthier than the one that existed in 1980. We*re also involved
in quality assurance programs on the part of the industry so that
we can begin to assure the world as we begin to create the demand
that the products we create are of high value and high quality,

and maintain the reputation that most Alaska seafood products have
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enjoyed for a long period of time. This is one small part of an
entire situation that you®"re all faced with in how to deal with
evolving a cohesive fisheries development plan for the State, and 1
see our role as only the bulldozer out in frouc creating the demand
so that the divisiveness that now faces the industry will now,
hopefully, begin to disappear as everyone becomes healthier and as
the products are worth more money over time to the entire industry
and to the fishermen.

Jim Beeton: I"m a member of the Alaska Board of Fisheries, 1I'm
a member of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, I'm a member of
the Alaska Fisheries Counc.il, I'm a former Council Advisory Board
member, former UFA Executive Board member, former president of
Southeast Gill Net Federation, and most of the above are more by

happenstance than design, but 1 thought 1°d throw it out anyway.

Representative Chuckwuk: Are you involved 1in processing, too?
Jim Beeton: Yes, 1 am involved in processing. 1"ve been a
fisherman, and 1"11 give you more background if you want. 1"ve

been a fisherman for 23 years; I1°ve fished in Bristol Bay off and
on since 1961. I"ve fished in every other area in Alaska at least
once, except for False Pass, and | have fished in almost every
type of fishery at one time or another except for scallops, with
various and sundry degrees of success. But, anyway, as | stated,
I reiterate these things to say 1"ve been around, | guess; everyone
else seems to do that. Anyway, | certai"r.ly appreciated hearing
Hank®*s comments there; 1"ve listened to him for years..............

I was in the river the night tlie tapes were made...........
I had never fished during a strike in my life, and | was sitting
there trying to wait for the stike to be over and all hell broke
loose and, of course, that"s when the South Sea Belle came by.

There were a couple of other instances that were much worse than
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the South Sea Belle; there was one case where there was a man and
his wife from Kodiak in a little Marko (sp.?) boat that were
surrounded by approximately 12 of the union, | suppose, boats; 1
don®"t know what they were, but they were running across his bow
wake threatening to kill him, and on and on and on, and he
eventually, in my opinion, probably made the most prudent move
possible; he went over to Lockman, who 1is kind of the old man of
the sea, and for protection got up against the Resolute. I don"t
know what would have happened................. people were not only
very, very volatile, they were hostile. You had the feeling that
there was an atmosphere I wouldn®"t want to seeagain. It was a
very ugly thing. I"ve heard the statement made about fear and
loathing in Bristol Bay, | was more into loathing than 1 was fear.
The whole thing was so ludicrous to me, I could hardly believe it.
Nevertheless, that®"s the way it was...... Approximately two
days before the strike was over, | was approached after about an
hour of fishing by approximately 6 vessels, and at least two of thenm
had some rifles on deck, but | never get excited about that; they
could have been out there shooting seal or something, 1 don"t
know. They didn®"t shoot me nor did they shoot my kids. . . .we
went on about our business. . . .1 had another incident similar to
that a day later, but there again, nothing came of it so, in a
sense, | don"t know if you"d call violence or not I had first—
hand knowledge of talking to a few people who were involved in
these close encounters............ I truly feel that one reason there
is a lot of this downplay (of violence) 1is just purely tear and
intimidation; no more and no less. I talked first-hand with some
people who were closely involved in some of these incidents; one
of them had a gun held on him, and one who had his fish thrown
over, and | urged them to come forth. . . _.and he told me that he
was afraid for his family and his kids.. . .1 think that the main

reason more people aren"t coming forward, that you don®"t have many
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cases on the docket, 1is because people are afraid........... |

really and truly feel that there are some serious problems up
there............ they (John Garner & Phil Daniels) have some serious
problems and they are going to be under the gun this next season
and I hope an atmosphere can be established where we don®"t have
this sort thing.............. I read the article in United Fishermen
and, of course, 1"ve been misquoted many times 1in the press

I was really concerned about this thing, about being process-
oriented, we"ve been letting fishermen and processors
solve their own problems for the last three years. I might add,
from my standpoint on the Board of Fisheries, | think there are
some serious problems; 1 think that EImer Rasmussen said it all
when he said that under the 200-mile limit, if we don"t do some—
thing about those fish, they are going to be allocated to the
foreigners by law; that®"s under the Federal mandate, not under the
State"s, and obviously this has gone on for about 3 years, 4 if you
want to count (?). I think we have to figure out some kind of a
conveyance to the people that we are going to have to do something
about this because, along with limited entry, along with some of
these other rights tnat not only the fishermen but the processor
have had, goes certain responsibilities and they are going to have
to face up to these sort of things. I would urge the State to
take a very aggressive role in three or four different modes. First
of all, of course, the marketing study; it re illy isn"t to my
advantage, but 1 don"t have any problems with that. I think that
is probably a step in the right direction, providing that any one
man could ever really understand the market and Waterhouse, or any
of them, 1 seriously question that............ I"m more concerned about
vertical integration which, of course, |1 made the first swat(?) at

myself to various and sundi-y degrees of success, and | am sure
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that there are other co-ops as well as other marketing associations
that are working toward that, so that and coops and making money
available toward getting the fishermen to have a check and balance
system. I think there will always be people who fish for canneries
up there; 1 don"t think you"ll ever change, that pattern, but at
least if there was another way to go, if they really and truly were
disenchanted and happy..ccco.-.. (from Sen. Sturgulewski: are you
talking about increasing the options, then, of marketing?)

To elaborate on that, obviously, we can®"t just: get a massive give—
away program. . . . but, if we had a program going whereby you could,
with certain responsibilities, build into it, have money available
towards a responsible effort, co-op-wise or processing-wise, or
otherwise among the fishermen themselves, 1 think that would be a
good system. I might add, and this is where I1"ve really been con—
cerned........... this thing about profit-sharing is a biggest joke

in the world because everybody talks profit-sharing but nobody

talks loss-sharing. The crux in this thing. . . . basically, what
the fishermen really want is, they want a guaranteed amount of

money and no loss, and that®"s not business........... I think the
industry, itself, has no problem competing against a true profit and
loss system. Certain fishermen would go for it and certain fisher—
men wouldn®"t. I frankly think there were a lot of problems 1in the
industry last year brought about by a lot of different factors and
it was overly-simplified by a lot of people whc thought they were
being had. In the beginning, the price just wasn"t there.

granted, as the time went on, that was a low price, and the price
got up to $1.00 a pound, they paid a $1.00 a pound in Togialc, they
paid $1.00 a pound in Cheegak (sp-?). . . .(Sen. Sturgulewski: What

about your major concern that you, and perhaps others, see the threat
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of implied violence....?) I feel very strongly that in the fishing
industry you have the right to either fish or sit on the beach.

Now, | have a moral thing about going into somebody else"s market.

........... I really feel that it°"sthe State®"s responsibility, through

public safety, to at least allow a person............. that he has a
right to go out and fish. Because, under Alaska Statute, you have
to have a limited entry permit. . . you have to have a boat, and

you have to have a net, and that®"s all you have to have..............
If we"re going to have it some other way, then let"s haveit out in
the open so Av or someone else can tell us when and wherewe can
fish and be done with it, and I"1Il comply with the will of the
people, but I certainly don"t think that anything in lieu of that,
that public safety should be in power and should be on the grounds,
should have enough show of force to where a person can make up his
own .rfind... ... ... ...... I think there should be alternatives to be
pursued by some new and innovative people, 1including the frozen
market people, that they should be allowed to do this...........

Av Gross: The Task Force 1is meeting this afternoon and just
so | know what to avoid, what did | say in the article that you
disagree with?

Jim Beeton: Well, 1 guessthe opening headline there was
........... essentially implied that Av says that the people will
solve theii* own problems; well, they haven®"t for three years.
That"s what 1°m saying, so I think the State has to take an active
and aggressive role there are some contradictory things;
you said you could have hammered(?), We might use them, but I™'m
just saying that. . . .or letting them write their reportorjust
letting them solve their own problems, isn"t going to get it.
.................... I frankly don"t give a damn about those limited
entry deals. I don"t think the state, anything would ever come
of it, but 1 don"t see where it"s such a terrible concept to

consider, and things like lawyers are disbarred all of the tinme,
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medical licenses are lost for malpractice. . I just don"t
think. . . .I'm just not all hung up about it .(Av Gross:

If somebody 1is willing to come forward and make a complaint, and
he gets prosecuted, which is what you"d need to pull a limited
entry permit anyway, and they threaten somebody with a gun, they
can go to jail for ten years for that. . . .don"t you think that
that in and by itself is enough to stop somebody? I mean, the
problem is, nobody comes forward to complain, so. . . .it"s not
that the penalty isn"t bad enough.)

Jim Beeton:........... With your limited entry permits go cer—
tain responsiblities. ... ...... and, | agree with you, that 1 Uoubt
if anything would ever be taken away and, if it was, the guy
would be in jail anyway........... (Sen. Sturgulewski: What you want
is a strong statement that people have a right to fish and to make
the different arrangements that they might wish to make?).

Jim Beeton: I certainly understand this thing about everytime
a guy gets 1in an argument in a bar and gets in a Tfight.
something like shooting a man out there or ramming his boat,
things like that................ I certainly feel that that the State
has to do these things because of the fact that we"re going to
lose those fish if we don"t act responsibly. (Sturgulewski: In
other words, we have to protect that resource or somebody will
take the resource away?). Beeton: Right. I agree with Elmer
Rasmussen. . . .that if you read the 200-mile limit bill, that if
we don"t utilize that resource, obviously there are going to be
calamities. . . _.but, over a long period of time, if we don"t
utilize that resource, we"re under a mandate to do so by the
federal register.

Representative Chuckwuk: The quality of fish is supposedly

high during the months of June and July and that is when, historically,
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fishermen are paid the lowest price. Towards the fall period,
toward the end of uhe season, when there become less fishermen,
the price of fish goes up. . . .By then, the quality of fish was
lower than what it was during the summer. Obviously, the pro—
cessors can"t afford to pay those kind of prices at that time.

Why 1is that?

Beeton: Very simply, Representative Chuckwuk, it has to do
with supply and demand which takes precedence at that point and
time of the year over quality. Secondly, when you are talking
about the processors being able to pay, it"s a function of who
they are, how long they®"ve been there; .............. That"s one of
the problems 1in the who negotiating process up there is that they
are trying to negotiate a broadbrush price there, you know, every—
body pays the same thing, when in reality, depending on on their
efficiency, how much interest they are paying. . . .there actually

are all kinds of different prices that any given processor could

afford to pay.-... ... ... ... There were many contracts, and 1°ve seen
them myself, where the product was sold. . . .for as little as
75 cents a pound frozen in the box. . . .In other words, there

was such a small spread there because, two things, Tfirst of all,
they didn*"t have anyplace to haul them, which was pointed out and
that"s something maybe the State could get into and, secondly,and
maybe more importantly, they .just didn"t have the cash flow
.(Av Gross, Commissioner Nix, and Representative Hurlbert
left the meeting at this point, approximately 3:10 p.m.).
Representative Chuckwuk: The other question is, you mentioned
the downplay of violence. I"ve continually asked for substantiating
documents to provide that violence, and to this day nobody has
been able to issue any of those, which leads me to believe that
maybe there wasn®"t that much violence, as the news media may have

played it up to me, and why 1is that?
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Jim Beeton: I, from a personal standpoint, have encountered

an awful 1lot more violence than 1 would have liked to............ and

I don"t like to encounter any violence. I did encounter a lot of

violence, and I1"m telling you that; that"s just my word, and you
either believe it or you don"t. But, frankly, one of the reasons |
think there 1is very little hard-core evidence of violence, or even
statements being made like mine, 1is pure and simple fear. That"s
the only way 1 can put it. I talked to a great many people who
were involved in it; I might add, one violent act. . . . that was
the case of John Mitchell and the flare gun, and | was in the area
at the time. I talked to one of the persons who was almost fried
over that incident, and he was scared to death over it all; they
brought it to a court test, and Menendez, who at the time was, |
talked to him for an hour and a half on the phone over the whole
thing and he had a lot of other problems, and that really wasn"t
top priority, it just got lost in the shuffle. And, frankly, that
was one of the most test cases we could have had as far as 1 was
concerned. The guy actually threw flammable material into the

of the boat and threatened to torch it off, and the

i was a deck hand; he wasn"t even the skipper, who was 1in the
boat. The whole thing was ludicrous; 1 think we have another person
here in the audience within 10 feet of that incidence of what was
happening, if you would like to elaborate on that. I was 1in the
area at the time and talked to the deck hand involved. But, 1 mean,
those sort of things, to me, were, they, 1 could hardly believe
they were going on in Bristol Bay. I"ve been up there in the 60's,
of course, when they jostled people around and there were a lot of
threats and such, but these things were actual facts. There was
another boat up 1in ___(I1ICU?) 1looked at and there was a

bullet hole through the window and, you know, they shot the window
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out of one on the cut bank (?); these sort of things were hard
facts. . .it was awfully hard to make any cases on them. It was
even harder to make cases on them when most of th” local police
force up there, evidently, are state police. . . _.but almost had

a cavalier attitude about the whole thing. I was really chagrined
about it, when this one case which | thought this one case which

I thought would be the test case, never even came off the docket.
They decided to let it go because on a prioritized basis, there
wasn"t enough evidence, they didn"t think. They never did subpoena
the people who were involved in it; they were Petersburg boys and
they were Alaskans and they were ready to go to court over it and
they never had the opportunity. This sort of thing, to me, 1 just
can"t believe they would let that one slip by. There was one

real hard, cold fact of violence that occurred that never even

came before the public. As far as the rest of the people, as |
said, I don"t think it"s very bright to get up here and ramble on
like I am right now, for example. You"re going to do nothing but
make enemies; you“"re going to do nothing but create a lot of hard
feelings, and maybe that®"s just the way it is, and the reason I°m
doing this myself is because I"'m sick and tired of what"s going on
in Bristol Bay; I1°m sick of the whole thing up there. I think

it"s the most ludicrous thing in the whole world, and I frankly
would like to see the other things | mentioned: the vertical
integration, the cooperative venture, the check and balance systenm
that would prevent all of this stuff from happening, in lieu of

the police force going up there. You know, with Nix and getting
real hard-core, but until that comes about, and | don"t see it coming
about this year, 1 don"t see where we can do anything except create

ac least an atmosphere where people will not be killed.



Bristol Bay Hearings of March 16, 1981
Tape 1, Side #2 Page 18

Representative Chuckwuk: The other problem, 1 think, is the

outside fisherman that come up..

END TAPE 1
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iimxBHHkHHXITEKixfyiHgx Representative Chuckwuk:

"The local Alaskan people depend on that source for
their income; that"s their total income. Last summer,
as shown by their tax returns this year, most of them
went in the hole as a result of settling for less a price
due to increased inflation that we"re having. They don"t
come in there with the idea of making an extra few bucks
to supplement their winter job, because they don"t have
any in the first place. Do you have any suggestions to
the outside fisherman to perhaps work with the local
fisherman?

Beeton: It"s a very complex 1issue, this thing about
why one person will fish;l can speak only for myself. |
think I am familiar withwhat you are talking about and 1
realize that those people do not have other sources of
income. I, myself, comefroma fishing family; my boys
all fish; my oldest one,he"s 18, has just come back from
the Pribilofs....our family, that"s all we do, and that"s
all we"ve done for virtually years 1is fish, and put my
boys through school and everything else that way; 1 fish
all year round when the necessity arises but, as far as
the locals having no other alternative income compared to
the outsiders, you can almost view that one either way.
Granted that the locals ha®e no other source of income and
therefore they want a higher price. On the other hand,
some of the people who have other sources of income can
afford to sit on the beach; it gets int:c a very Tfine deal
there about whether you can afford to sit on principle when
you have no other source of income, so it"s kind of a push
either way on that one. My advice to the local............
I frankly think that this thing about allowing the new

early innovators who are , and of course that's
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quite common; any early innovator is usually a pirrah (?)
in his own time, he let them develop these other forms of
markets to at least keep the industry honestél I think it"s
quite obvious that in any competitive situation there 1is no
tremendously
other alternative than the canneries are in a xexx strong
position to dictate almost anything they want. I don"t
like to portray them as a bad guy or anything, but if they
had no other check or balance, it"s true they might always
keep that price down.”™ But , certainly, 1if these cooperative

ventures or vertical integration come to task, then the

canneries would naturally have to be 1in position

just for check and balance because therewillalways be the
alternative to leave the old existing structure.
Chuckwuk

Representative Huxihsxt: So maybe we as legislators
should be more concerned with the local interests and maybe
to disallow them to come up until the price is settled;
maybe that would be a good idea to avoid any scabs Tfishing
at that point; maybe that would solve a lot of violence

Beeton: That"s an interesting point and, of course,
I used to get hung up on the wore, "scab", there; | almost
think it"s a red badge of courage in the Bay anymore, so
the whole concept doesn®"t bother me; like | pointed out,
I spent twenty-one years of my life never fishing during a
strike, to the tune of $150,000 during the last two years,
but the way that thing 1is going up there anymore, 1it"s got
to be such a joke that 1 really think the whole thing has
lost itself in just a macho trip or something, and 1 think
that if the locals take the stand, and 1°ve seen them sit
in the Signature Room late at night yelling at each other
over this particular issue, that at some point in time if
a person sits on the beach long enough on principle, and

everything is on the side of the processor, don"t kid yourself
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there; the longer they go. the less volume; the better they
are going to come out on their pack anyway. The whole thing
is almost a stacked deck} The longer that sort of thing goes
on, the less and less locals you are going to have fishing
because, 1if you are going to call yourself a fisherman, there's
one thing you have to have and that ™ money. Without being
able to gat an economic base to get the equipment and nets and
everything, they are simply not going to be a fisherman any-—
more, and | keep telling people to look for a better way;
not to run their head into the wall

Sturgulewski: Mr. Beeton, I think you hav® made a number
of good points. Do you have any addition to what we®"ve had
here. Any further questions? We"ve had a request by
Senate President Kerttula to hold over, in other words, to
allow additional time for testimony and | think we"ll set
something up on Thursday, and 1°d like to ask how many of the
people who have signed up to testify really would prefer to
do that today as opposed t:o coming back on Thursday to do
,vhat we can. Certainly, we"l1l accomodate those if it"s a
problem in your staying over. If so, we can take a short
break and come back on this, but if you are perfectly willing,
all of you have signed up can be here on Thursday, then we
can do that.

[Sen. Sturgulewski called for a break at 3:25 p.m. and
the meeting was reconvened at 3:35 p.m.]

Mitch Kink, General Manager, AIFMA: I feel like I™nm
part of your committee because T. met with all of them. We :ve
been going steady for quite a while through Dillingham and
Naknek and 1 want to report 1 think they did a tremendous
job out in the bush. For the record, a”ain, my name 1is Mitch
Kink; 1"m General Manager of Alaska Independent Fishermen®s
Marketing Association; I1°ve had fishing experience since 1937.

I have fished in the Bay since 1952. I woul]j Ffirst like to,
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I think here the problem that we"re talking r"out, if we

talk about violence and everything, I"m always mentioned

that what precipitates that violence, what we"re talking
about, 1is hampering or stopping this going on or stopping

that going on, but 1 think we have to go back further to

see what precipitates these types of things. In meeting

with the Task Force, 1 find that we have fishermen, we

have legislators, we have citizens at the meeting, but to

me it"s real disappointing that | don"t see probably one of
the biggest factors in Bristol Bay and that"s the processor.
We have had a touch of the processors from the Institute
today, but we"ve been 1in three meetings and I"ve yet to

see the processors. It tells me this; it tells me that

either they do not take credence in the work of this committee
or they don"t feel this afraid of their livelihood as the
fisherman does when he shows up for these meetings. So,

what 1"m saying here 1is this, that“ge are goinq-into a new
season and the_season has all of the earmarks of being a

good season. T. think the price 1is going to be good. |

hope, wholeheartedly hope, that we don;t go through the

same situationy but let me elaborate on the situation. The
situation wasn"t that bad; true, you have heard a tape of

foul language, of that type of talk that is around the water—
front, but | have been with these types of people and 1 have
been in the Bay and 1 have heard families argue harder than
that at each other. As far as the violence, well, in "73 and
"*74 1| worked at a cannery, for a cannery, and there was more
violence there than there was in 1980, because in 1973 and
1974 there was a lack of fish. The fishermen were all crammed
into a small area and if the people had thought there was
violence then, they better worry about the following two years
if they do not preceiptate , because there 1is

C.'cI'CcTs ux
more violence on a small year where people are depending on
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that fish; as | said be fore. repairs on

wooden boats in 1974, double the repair on any average
season; | don"t know if there was a eamming of a boat. There
were inuendos, kill you, and kill you this and kill you that;
have you ever heard of some of these people, 1 hate to point
to one word, but have you ever heard of some of the people
from the south when they talk to their independent crew
members, you know, and t:ey get hit over the head with oars;
this is just on the boat, this is normal. So, what I™m
saying 1is this, | don"t think it was out of proportion as
compared to some of the seasons |1"ve had up there. AIFMA*®Ss
in kind of a funny poc .tion, like we"re talking here about,
well, it seemed to be the fisherman®s fault for holding out
for a price. Then, 1 remember years ago where AIFMA was
ridiculed and the members of AIFMA in some of the villages
were asking us to help them against their neighbor because
we settled for too less of a price for fish. So, we"re 1in
kind of a bind. T. think that the main emphasis here is

this, and if | don"t bring anything to this committee, |
want to bring this before any negotiations, that we want

a true, Tfair, and equitable price for our fish.V~Now, give
ire a fair and equitable price, then we don"t have to worry
about violence, but we"re beyond that according to this
State Government. We"re worried about taking this away

ﬁ{om this person, putting this_guy _in jatl, we'Eg beyond
that. The 1illness starts at the table, and that"s the
reason you had the illness last year because they were”® told
to take a 5670 cut in their price. Boy, that"s enough to
intimidate anybody. ~ And, so, what we"re saying here 1is

this, out of this fair and equitable price to the fisherman,
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and, while we"re speaking along that line, | might have spoke
fast and furious up in Dillingham, and in Kevin®"s report where
I scid I think the fishermen, | mentioned the fisherman is
worth 40w of what he gets for the final wholesale price. I
would like to amend that, Mrs. Chairman, |1 would like to

amend it to say that 1 was hoping to talk about the high

40"s and 50°"s, because in the last three years we were getting
5070, over s507., of the final wholesale price for fish, and
we"re going on that assumption again, and we"ve started
something new. Not new, we tried it in '75, as | said before.
We got hurt, but we want to go in and start on an equal level
again.

Sen. Sturgulewski: Mr. Kink, would ycu be kind enough,
since you did get that to us and it"s very difficult to get
everything, off, we"ve eluded to that. Your approach that
you are going to use, why don"t you explain that briefly.

I think that would be helpful.

Mitch Kink: What we"re saying is this, that the fisher—
man 1is worth 507. of the final wholesale price that the
processor gets for his Tfish. We have already agreed that
it takes 72 pounds of fish to go into a 48-pound case of
salmon. What we"re saying is this, that if the wholesale
price of fish now, what it is now, will take 507. of that
divided by 72, that should be our base price because that
is on the market now. The product is on the market now.

What we®"re then saying is this, that what our product goes
for in the summertime, what it goes for in the summertinme,
and what the processor sells it for new fall, we"ll again
go through the same formula and if there is a difference 1in
price, we would get some, but the base price is where we"re
at now. Is that good enough, Mrs. Chairman? So, that"s

the assumption and that®"s the way we"re going oil our



Side #3 P. 7

negotiations. 1 sent out the contract to most of the
processors; | have only received one reply, and I met with
him briefly and he stated that he would like to see not only
the negotiator, but he would like to see the negotiating
committee. So, we held off until we had our nominations and
our elections, we just completed them, and we do now have a
new slate of officers and they become the negotiating teanm,

I hope to be in negotiations and at the table within a week
with these people.

Sen. Sturgulewski: Mr. Kink, would you like to make
comments to sum up what you thinkthe State needs to be doing
now, again? You"ve pointed out alot of things you were
supportive of, of a market study, as I recall, and 1 wonder
if you have specifics for us?

Mitch Kink: Yes, | do, 1in fact | have a written copy
for the membership of the committee. 1"11 run through these.
I was asked by this committee and also by the Task Force to
come up with some ideas, so | satdown and went browsing
through what |1 thought were some ideas. I gave these to the
Judiciary Committee in Naknek. Number 1, the State of Alaska
dops absolutely nothing during the price negotiations, but |
said this, tnat the different commissions should be governed
or should be intructed by the Governor whenever any proper
phase of negotiations or the citizens of Bristol Bay are
violated, then that commissioner should put in the program.
For example, 1if there 1is actual safety and there are problems
of safety for the citizens of Bristol Bay, then the Public
Safety Commissioner should have his program and introduce his
program into the process immediately. If there®"s going to be
a problem of losing the resources, and | wholeheartedly agree,

Jim and I don"t agree too much, but 1 wholeheartedly agree with
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Jim Beeton when he stated that we have to utilize that
resource in Bristol Bay. I"ve said that constantly, time and
time again, but | should point out this, that history tells
us that those people who process the fish in Bristol Bay
want to utilize 38% of that run. That®"s where it"s got to
start because, just a side point here, they told us, not nme,
I wasn"t in the organization, but they told AIFMA last year
to take a smaller p”~ice and you"d be able to get more of the
fish

Sen. Sturgulewski: Since we have this before us, let me
ask you a couple of questions. Maybe that will assist us
here. You talk of the State of Alaska doing nothing during
the fish price negotiations, but there should be a plan. You're
talking about the different commissioners having a plan, a sort
of what-if plan, 1is that what you®re saying? So, there should
be, in other words, a plan that can respond to different kinds
of contingencies. The State should stay back until there is
an appropriate time, based on their judgment, that they get
in there.

Mitch Kink: Like I said in the example, if ;he safety
of the people isin jeopardy, then the Public Saf.ety
Commissioner should put his plan i.nto effect.

Sen Sturg.: On the second one, and thishas been a
major, negotiations have gone out there for along time,
there are anti-trust kind of constraints; a whole lot of
things in federal law that govern how this whole process
goes on. Are you saying that you see in this number 2, a
specific role of the State to get into that whole negotiation
process?

Mitch Kink: That"s what I"m saying, Madame Chairman.
I"m saying this, I"m saying that the State feels this 1is
important enough, and this 1is going to be detrimental to the

State®"s resources, and this is going to be detrimental to the
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public safety of the people; therefore, what I"m saying 1in
#2 is set the provisions for successful negotiations for
free negotiations with deadlines for mediation to binding
arbitration. We have always asked for this. We asked for
it in "69, we asked for it in "80, we asked for it in "75,
but we don"t get anyplace because binding arbitration, and
through this stuff, has to be agreed by both parties. And,
consequently, we don"t get this agreement. But, what 1I°m
saying is this, then, then sit down and the party that does
not follow these deadlines, or does not follow these parameters,
should be penalized, and 1 mean penalized. If a processor
will not come to the negotiating table, then he should be
penalized two or three days operation; he penalizes himself
every year anyway

Senator Sturgulewski: Just might make a point to Senator
Rodey, and | .am sure he has a great deal more knowledge than
I do, is to, really, with all the statutes which govern this
relationship, federal statutes, whether the state could, 1in
fact, and that"s apart from a policy question of whether they
should, set up regulations which would guide this process,
because 1it"s one very much where the state has not been
involved before, and so it"s an interesting issue Mr. Kink
raises. How about on #3?

Mitch Kink: #3, |1 think again here, when we"re talking
about the old situation, the old cannery situation, we have
one boat and one. cannery, | agree hei*e, again, 1"m biting my
tongue, but | have to agree with Jim again that the old
cannery philosophy 1is on its way out, but in its place |
would like to have this, to do away with one boat, one
company concept. That, for example, if one company settles
a price in Bristol Bay, that company should be able to take
fish from anybody without any reprisals on a first-conme,

first-served basis. Therefore, you"ve got competition for
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the fish, you"ve got competition for the price. But, as it
is, and | can attest to this in true heart, soul, and all my
history, because 1 tried this and I have been kicked out of
three camps, and I"m not a renegade. But, 1 have been
rejected because of the reprisals, and | think this is
extremely important. To create competition in the Bay will
create a better price in the Bay, but when a company has

said that they have put 50,000 cases, this year they are
going to put up 60,000 cases whenever they can, they have

got so many boats, they are going to catch so many fish,

1 think this 1is poppyrot. I think it should be open for
competition. #4, the State of Alaska will not 1issue any
license to do business in Bristol Bay fisheries until the
complete cycle of doing business in Bristol Bay fisheries is
completed. Now, you know that the processors have to buy a
license to go into the Bay. The fishermen have to buy a
license to go into the Bay. They have to pay for those
licenses. If that process of negotiations 1is not completed
then why can®"t we just say that no license will be issued.

#4, create a good climate for good and meaningful negotiations
by doing a feasible study on the financial structure of Bristol
Bay. This study should start wi h financial history of the
Bay to the present tense, and T put this in for a reason.

And that 1is this, that | would never go on a profit-sharing
expedition with a company, with any company, not only in the
fishing business, but with General Motors, because somehow

or another they never make a profit. And, so, if | have to
share in that profit, then I"m dead. What 1"m saying 1is that
1 care less how much profit a company makes; what 1"m saying
here is this, that | am worth 50% of that. You"ve heard

this before, Madame Chairman, but what I"m also saying is this,
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do you realize that in 1980, that companies got fish cheaper
than they got since 19767? In 1976 they paid $37.00 for all
the fish to go into the case. In 1980, they only paid $41.00.

Sen. Sturgulewski: Do you feel that"s something that
you cannot do as a marketing organization, or do you feel
that it would not have validity because you did it?

Mitch Kink: 1"11 agree on both questions. We have
done that before, and what 1°m saying, and I1°m referring back
to the my opening stotement, that | am here for the fishermen,
the fishermen are here for themselves, so we lor."t see the
other side of the table, because to me there " e cwo culprits
in that Bay, not just the fishermen, 1it"'s the people that the
fishermen do business with, even though they said they have
people who will go fishing for that price. To me, there are
still two culprits up there, and we"re theon]y culpritthat”a
always on the carpet and | resent that highly, Madame Chairman.
#6, and that is to have a comprehensive study for world
market for Br tol Bay. Sockeye salmon should be conducted
by an independent economic consultant who does not work, or
has not worked for fishermen or processors; to have a positive
effect and early settlement of fish price in Bristol Bay,
the study should be completed by mid-April. This means that
the process should be implemented, like yesterday. So,
those were the six recommendations 1 have.

ARCHIE GOTTSCHALK - Comments not transcribed.

Roy Smith: I was born and raised in Petersburg. |
have fished for 15-odd years, and am a comparative newcomer
in the Bay; |I1°ve only been tnere two years, but | just
wanted to very briefly give my account of the violence that
I saw in the Bay, a couple of instances. I started fishing
on the 27th, and the morning of the 28th, the morning that

Harold Peterson on the 82 was shot at and forced to dump
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his fish, | was fishing along side of him. I did get my
nets aboard before the shooting occurred, but 1 did talk to
Harold later thac afternoon in the river, and he was visibly
shaken and told me what had happened.//l wasn"t bodily drug
off the grounds, but 1 was circled, told that my b< d
be sunk, that I was on their list and that they had taken
pictures of me, | was going to have my picture on their so-
called bulletin board, that 1-wou.ld _de.finitely not be
forgotten.\\ So, | quit fishinr that day; | went in the river
and I had heard about Haroi . oei I went in the river, and
I figured 1 had to let things cool off, so I quit. I figure

11 t at least 50,000 pounds of my production in the time |

was laid up in the river.

Begin Side #4

Roy Smith: ...-Imagination so far as what violence 1is.
Everything on that radio, and | would also like tc say that
the captain on the Vigilent, he did say, during the course of
his conversations on the radio, that there were going to be
possible reprisals by the state if things continued they way
they did, and there was some nention of the possibility of
jerking limited entry permits on the air. And, 1 heard guys
after that say that they were scared of losing their permits
and 1 noticed that those people that were involved 1in spear—
heading the strike efforts on the grounds, fishermen, were
definitely subdued after that thing came out over the air.
I didn"t hear hardly any, you know, those people that were
very audible over the air, they backed off completely, and
it seemed to me after that point the whole strike effort
just kind of. .of course, the final settlement was, came to
a head right after that, but it seemed that the whole thing
just kind of crumbled after the Department of Public Safety

made some threats.
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Senator Sturgulewski: Mr. Smith, has it been difficult
for you to come forward and testify?

Roy Smith: Well, yes it has. I, being a strike—
breaker, it"s not a very popular topic. I haven"t said
anything to anybody except the people | fish close to.

Sen. Sturgulewski: Do you see any particular role,
constructive role of Lhe state regarding your comments on
the limited entry and the fact that it seemed to hold down
the tension and there was perhaps, it affected the fact that
a settlement was made, do you see, are you making any
suggestions as to what would be an appropriate role for the
state?

Roy Smith: AIl 1 know is that the Vigilent was there
in the mouth of the river and it didn"t really seem to make
any difference whether it was there or not until, 1 don"t
know his name, but the skipper who was on there, at that
point he made just the comment that they were definitely
going to be some reprisals if things continued, people began
to back off. I"m not saying what, exactly, should be the
role of the state as far as what they are going to do up
there, but I think that thing on the air made a lot of
difference. Also, one other instance, | was tied up alongside

Mr. Menisch in the Dillingham Boat Harbor the night the guy

was threatening him with the flare gun. I was sleeping up
in the cabin on the daybunk with the window open. I could
have virtually reached out and touched this guy. First, |

thought he had a pistol, and I could have been a big hero and
jumped out and wrestled the gun away, and all that, but |
figured if he knew my partner, he must know me and 1 didn"t
think it was the smart thing to poke my head out the door.
But, hw did say later that he had a flare gun and | saw him

throw the oil in the boat and said he wanted the captain to
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show himself and he was going to kill him, that he was going
to tear his heart out. He said, "I1°m going to count to 10
and if you don"t show yourself I"m going to torch your boat."
He got to 8 and at that point one of the crew members said,
"He"s not here. Please, don"t do anything. He"s up 1in town."
The guy ranted and raved and mumbled and said he would find
him and be back if he didn"t. That was that, but 1 helped
skipper the boat; |1 filed a complaint against them as a
witness 1in Dillingham and | didn"t really keep up on what
happened after that. He spent the winter in Seattle, the

skipper involved, and | didn"t really keep up on it but

that®"s basically all 1 have to say.
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Present: Rodey, Chuckwuk, Hurlbert, Sturgulewski

Meeting was convened at 3:40 p.m.

Phil Daniels: In my judgment, the State has two overwhelming
interests in Bristol Bay. One is to see that that resource 1is
harvested. In the last two years, we have put 150 million pounds
of salmon up the river that could have been harvested; that"s 10
million fish in 1979 and 20 million last year. The value of that

product at prevailing prices 1is perhaps $90 million that could have

gone 1into the hands of the fishermen. The value of the first whole—

sale level to the processors, | don"t have a figure on. But, an
enormous problem exists in the Bay and it is in the best i""rest
of the State, in the best interest of the processors, and the
fishermen to see that those fish are harvested in the future. |
think there are grave implications if we continue to put large
numbers of fish up that river, or the rivers in Bristol Bay, as

far as the 200-mile limit legislation 1is concerned. If we continue
to put those fish up there in massive amounts, there 1iIs no reason
why the Japanese won"t try to come back in and reestablish them—
selves in the High Seas fisheries to take those fish. Elmer
Rasmussen, at a recent INPC (?) meeting last fall, this was dis—
cussed and he is a member of that group and people pointed out,

of course, that we had a social problem in the Bay and we did not
lack the will or the desire or capability to harvest those fish
and, consequently, perhaps the Japanese would not he able to make
such a request stand. EImer Rasmussen®s evaluation was that that"s
not an adequate defense and the thing that makes me nervous is the
decision of whether or not the Japanese will ever be allowed to
reap or harvest more of those fish is not in our hands; it is in

the hands of the Department of Commerce at the Federal level. And,
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I"m not convinced that we have always been treated as well as we
could be treated by the Federal people. We have another over—
whelming interest in the Bay, 1 think, and that is to make sure that
the harvest 1is done in an orderly fashion and that it is done with
people obeying civil law. I think we have probably touched enough
on the question of violence; I don"t want to dwell on it, and 1 am
very pleased that you have been willing to listen to these

comments that have been made earlier in the hearings on that question.
I think the thing that 1is very important to draw forth at this point
is that it doesn"t matter who was right last year. Whether or not
the group | fished with or whether or not the people who chose to
sit on the beach was correct. The important point is that it"s not
working; 1it"s not working for the fishermen, We are wasting an
enormous amount of resource; the fishermen themselves have no take-
home pay when this kind of scenario takes place as it did last year.
The average income probably to the average fisherman in the Bay

last year was around $28,000, That just simply isn"t enough. You

do not make your payments on that basis. If you have as much as
some people have invested in Bristol Bay, as much as a quarter of
a million dollars, you have nothing to take home. Many o.r the

people that are affected by this situation simply do not have
alternative occupations. There are people who come into the Bay
from outside the state; there are people who come into the Bay, as
myself, from other areas of Alaska, and they may have those alter—
native occupations, but the residents of Bristol Bay often do not
have another alterative. We must address this problem and we

must solve the problem. The tragedy in the Bay would be difficult
to measure; the tragedy of the last years, very difficult to
properly bring home unless you go to Dillingham and you go to

Naknek and talk to the individuals who were affected. Wc had the
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two biggest years we"ve had in recent history in the Bay and it
simply didn"t work for the fishermen, and that"s the reason | think
we need to look at some alternative approaches. We need to look to
see whether or not there isn"t a way to get around the problenm.
And//the problem, in a nutshell, is only partially answered if we
go in there with public safety presence. The real problem is the
fact that in the tradition of the Bay people have chosen, and per—
haps it"s both parties faults, perhaps it"'s both the processors and
the fishermen, that they have chosen to wait until to the point
when the fish are going up river before serious negotiations begin
to take place. That"s where the problems occur and if you wait
until those fish start going up the river before you get serious
about negotiations, then people get hysterical because they are
losing money, and we need to look at that; whether or not there is
a way to get around this problem of sitting back and letting happen
what happened the last two years and what has, indeed, happened 1in
previous years in Bristol Bay. ~

Representative Hurlbert: Isn"t that usually always the way
negotiations happen, though, in any endeavor; that they always wait
until the climax of a critical stage? In other words, if we look
at an airline strike, whenever, the first few days ave probably
all right until they start backlogging with people wanting to
travel and things really pile up on them before they really get
to serious negotiations. In comparing tht with the fish run, you
see my point?

Daniels: I certainly agree that that very often is the case,
but 1 think that®s one reason the State should be so interested in
this problem. We"re not dealing with unions. The laws tht govern
union negotiations do not prevail in this particular case; these

are independent businessmen and the law, you can take an arbitrator
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ten of us who have gotten together and formed a joint venture.

There are two or three things you have to have to make a co-op work.
What usually happens when you form a co-op, people go out and they
hire somebody that everybody likes, but who doesn®"t know anything
about processing fish. Well, 1it"s destined a failure when you do
that. The guy you want to get is somebody like Denton”herry (?)
that everybody hates, but a guy who understands the market, who
understands how to process and sell fish. That"s an essential
ingredient. The other essential ingredient is to make sure you are
properly funded, and what usually happens 1is a co-op gets together,
they don®"t have adequate funding, so they go borrow it from the
Japanese, and once you take from the Japanese, you“ve had it. We
talked to a processor, we have a processor, of course, that we"ve
hired to run our operation and he has long years of experience, and
one of the people he sold to last year in Bristol Bay, we were in a
recent conversation with him. .. .. ... .. .. ... he didn"t borrow any
money from them, he sold his pack for an average of 507, more tha.»
what Tertano (sp.?) paid for his pack, and that®"s one tremendous
amount of money. That®"s one of the biggest problems in the Bay; in
fact, it"s beyond just the what would affect the co-o0p. Once you
take money from the Japanese, they have got a hammer-lock on you.
We"ve got to get around thac someway. In addition to vertical inte—
gration, whether it be co-ops or joint venture, which is what we
have, 1t"s so close to a co-op, the only difference is a couple of
legal matters 1in the reason we chose to go that route, when you are
fishing for yourself, you don"t have to sit on the beach, you don"t
have to worry about the price to the last penny, but that"s still,
even though 1 have that going for me this year and the guys 1"m with
have that going for us, ~c still doesn®"t solve the problem of the
people who have to face the transitional problems we have had in

the Bay, so we need to continue to work on it. Maybe co-ops, and

encourage them, but there again, the State needs to intervene there
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and make sure they are set up right, and | don"t mean dictate to
them, but we need to educate people on what it takes to put this
kind of business venture together. It"s not simple. The group we
have .....coooooo.... we have a sophisticated group and, even then, we
have had to work hard to put the elements in place. That"s one
solution. A possible other solution.

Representative Chuckwuk: Do you believe the processor manipu—
late the market by letting the fish go by until.

Phil Daniels: Absolutely. The reason that thing, didn"t work
last year, the State had a task force last year that studied what
are we going to do with the surplus fish that are going to occur 1in
Bristol Bay this year. The 1industry estimated that they could
process 37.1 million Tfish. I"m not sure those figures are correct,
but I believe in a year when you have such substantial surpluses
of fish, as we had last year; we"re looking at 40 million sockeye
coming back in c *istol Bay alone, there®"s every reason to suspect”
that many processors simply didn"t want tc narvest all that product.
Sometime when you harvest that much product it"s hard to get rid of
the product; so, when 1"m a fishei nan and I want in to you and
you"re a procersor, and | say, "I"m going to strike; 1I"m not going
to catch the fish you don"t want to harvest in the first place,"”
I"m not putting any pressure on you. I"m not hurting you a bit;

I"m playing right into your hands, and I°m not at all convinced
that the industry, the processing iniiostry"s willingness to say
that they could harvest 37.1 million fish was correct. I think,
indeed, that they were perhaps in their own judgment, and perhaps
in reality, better off not to harvest: that many fish........... As
a long-range plan, we should look at the commodities market. |

think that has a real possibility for the state of Alaska when it
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comes to these gluts of fish, because there, even though you have
a glut of fish in a given time period, you still have the ability
to control the flow of products so you don®"t dump them on the
market all at once. This could, possibly, have real bearing for
future situations but the problem with that, of course, it"c not
something we can do now. I think there is another factor that's
coming to play in this operation that should be talked about, and
I"m not sure the Committee is aware of it, but the primary pro—
cessing law is in the process of going down the tube, as of about
next Monday most likely, the changes are about 90 out of a hundred
that there will no longer be a primary processing law. The
primary processing law stands in relation to the processor about
the way limited entry stands in relation to fishermen. If the
primary processing law goes down, 1it"s going to have a lot of re—
verberation; it"s the biggest thing that"s happened in the fishery
in years and years. It has a" almost an atomic bomb type effect
in the fisheries, or could have. If it goes down the tube, the
fishermen are going to be put in the driver®s seat in one respect.
There 1is nothing in the world to keep fishermen in Bristol Bay
from getting on an airplane and going o”er to Japan and saying,
"We have 200 boats or we have 300 boats, and we can bring these
boats into the Bay...rather, we will sell these fish to you if you
will oring the floating processor into the Bay to buy the fish."
It puts the fishermen in an extremely good position; it would
cause, in its initial phase, | believe, and I1°m not sophisticated
in this. . .. it should cause a tremendous surge of competitive
buying between the established processors, American processors, and
(384) whatever foreign /\ come in there. The long-term effect,
there are some down sides to it, I am not convinced in the long run
that our®"industry can compete effectively with the foreign

processors. The foreign processors can hire labor a lot cheaper
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than we can. I think our industry is in grave, grave difficulty
and I think perhaps they will not survive, and, so, in the long
run, you might actually see a demise of our in-shore based
industry. If, when that happens, you end up with only the Japanese
in Alaskan waters buying fish, then you are right back under the
Japanese domination. I don"t see any reason in the world, however,
why the Germans and the Hungarians and the Ethopians, and a bunch
of other foreign presences might not make themselves available to
buy those fish, so you might still get sonsiderable competitive
buying going. One thing I"m very disappointed in is that 1"ve
asked the Administrat: on about 6 or 8 times over the years to do

a study of primary processing. The reason I1"m interested 1in it

is that three years ago in Bristol Bay, the fisherman were being
paid 90 cents a pound for their fish; you could freeze those fish
in a round (?), take them out to a Japanese trapper, and sell it

to them. . . . sell them to the Japanu«*. for $2.68 a pound; now
that"s one heck of a margin and 1, as a fisherman, would be a Ilot
happier to see more of that money going into the hands of the
fisherman. If our pr.imary processing law fails, it"s a possibility
that more of that more of that margin will, 1indeed, go into the
pockets of fishermen, but the down side of that whole issue, of
course, 1f we 1lose our primary processing law will be the loss of

(408) a lot of and, of course, that®"s very undesirable.

So, it"s not all pluses, and | certainly don"t want to set myself
up and say that I want to get rid of all our in-shore processing
capabilities. The best of all possible worlds, you have your in-—
shore based processors, your American floaters, competing with
whomever else wants to come in. . . .you get a real stimulus to
competitive bidding. Whether or not the state wants this to
happen, 1it"s likely to happen within a week and then, of course,
the State has to decide what their attitude 1is going to be.

What we need to do is sit back and ask what are the im—

plications, 1is it better to let that go, what shall be the state's
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attitude toward these foreign ? if they do come in?

Another big factor, of course, will simply be whether the fishermen
are willing to go ouc and put their act together and say, we have

200 permits and we deliver x amount of fish if you will come 1in.

I think, by the way, that factor in the Bay cannot be over-emphasized.
The traditional problem in the Bay 1is an advesarial relationship
between the processors and the fishermen. IT 1 had to fish for some
of the guys those guys have to fish for, 1°d feel the same way they
do. They just absolutely treat you badly. I fished in southeastern
and have been treated marvelously. You cannot believe the difference
between the way you are treated as a fisherman in southeast Alaska
........... as you go westward, the way you are treated by a processor
deteriorates so much that you can scarcely tell you are in the

same ballgame from that angle. That has to stop, but that traditional
advesarial relationship between the processor and the fisherman

has got to stop and one factor that may bring it to a halt is the
entrance of more buyers into the Bay, whether they be foreign or
otherwise. We really need to do ;,ome thinking on this, and I"'m

not saying that 1"ve done it and I, again, will emphasize that |

am not anxious to see our in-shore based industry go on its nose,

but 1 do, 1indeed, think that"s one of the probable "_hings that

could result. As far as the existing organizations in the Bay, |

want to go out of my way to say | think AIFMA and ? ,

both of the organizations that are there, 1"ve dealt with them when
I was a lobbyist for UFA, | think they are good organizations.

.1 hope they will continue to exist, and 1 hope they will be
able to get good prices for fishmen. As far a; the state"s
recommendations I have not seen the report that the Task Force 1is
going to come out with. I understand they are going to do the

marketing study and | urge you to urge them to make sure they have
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figures in that study. They may be in a contingency basis...........
you may not be able to put in specific numbers, but put ranges in
there so the fishermen can look at it and somehow come to a
rational conclusion what a rational price expectation is. You
have to have figures in the study, if you don"t have figures in
there, 1"m not sure you will have accomplished anything. |
believe there 1is some hesitancy on the part of one or two people
involved to put actualfigures in there because | am sure they
think maybe the processors or the fishermen may criticize thenm

for it. That information has to be disseminated to every fisher—
man. It will not accomplish this task if you do not get it in the
hands of the rank and file fisherman; it needs to be in a simple
form so people can look at it and read it and come to their own
jonclusions............ It"s go to be simple and direct and easy to
understand. As far as the public safety pres, ee, | personally
believe we need it and the reason | believe we need it 1is this:

if we were to say 0.K., nothing happened of significance and
nothing along the same line 1is going to happen in the future,

some of the things I"'m personally aware of last year could have
resulted in people gelLuing shot. If that happens, and even by
accident, 1if somebody just happens to be drunk or somebody just
happens to be at the wrong place at the wrong time and somebody
gets shot, we could end up with a total closure in that fishery,
and thet"s just not desirable; that®"s not going to help anybody,
and that"s the reason | think we need to keep the peace officers
there and | am in support of the fact of having a public safety
presence there. Essentially, things need changed. I think change
is Iin the wind. I think vertical integration, | think the failure
of the primary processing law, 1 think a lot of things are going

to change, but I sincerely urge the committee to not take the



Bristol Bay Hearings of March 19

Tape 1, Side #1 Page 11
attitude that everything has to take care of irself. We are

dealing with very unsophisticated situation out there.............

We need help; that"s all there is to it. I have never fished in a
fishery before in which | was busy fishing and other people were
sitting on a beach, and I1°1l1 guarantee you I don"t like it. I don"t
want to get into a justification of what we did last year; again,

it is not important what we did last year. What we need to look at
is what we"re going to do next year and to make sure the fishermen

in Bristol Bay get a decent price and an opportunity to harvest those
fish without violence.

Representative Chuckwuk: . . . .Did you realize last year and
the previous years, with the amount of processors we had out there
they were only cdpable of processing approximately 25 million fish?

Phil Daniel: I wouldn"t be at all surprised at that.

Representative Chuckwuk: So, in spite of that, if we had a lot
of people to fish, because of the capability of the processors to
process more than that amount of fish, we still would have had to
allow fish to go by, even if we fished every day, because people
are placed on limit._ ... _..._..._. What"s the point in saying that we
had no excuse to waste all that fish,"it would have been wasted
anyway .

Phil Daniel:" I certainly do not want to blame that on the
fishermen. . . .Wien I say that 150 million pounds of fish went up
the river in the last two years, | am not pointing that at the
fishermen. As a matter of fact, if | were to blame it on anyone,

I would tend to blame it on the processors The processor's
obviously did not intend to intend to harvest more than 25 million
fish, and so that doesn®"t place the blame on the fisherman, it
places it on the processor. Regardless of whose blame it was, the
fact that we did put that much fish up the river is the point; we
have to do something about that............ The processor would be the

culprit under that scenario.
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Representative Chuckwuk: . .Do you believe in fishing for a
proper price? Say, evidently, you were willing to risk 40 cents a
pound, and you consider that to be a profit, so you attempted to go
fishing then, 1is that not correct?

Phil Daniel: I think there are hazards in it, and | think the
hazards to be when I say, as a fisherman, that I will only fish at
the point where the last penny has been negotiated, | am placing
every bit of the risk in the marketplace on the processors...........
every bit of that risk is on the processor. It seems to me that
when you have unstable market conditions, and | go to that pro-—

cessor as a fisherman, and say to that processor, and it depends

on the processor. . . _"I"ll share the market risk with you; I1"11
take and, by the way, everybody says. . . .that 40 cents a pound
was the prevailing price at the time we went fishing........... what

we tried to do was share that risk and 1 would rather have had

23 cents or 25 cents as our profit share; we only got 16.2, and
maybe we didn"t get as much as we should have............ WTiat we were
trying to do...........

Representative Chuckwuk: You were TFishing for Icicle, a bunch
of locals who do faithfully fish for processors,"land-based
processors, they are limited to 6,000 pounds a day. Even in 20
days, you couldn"t make a living off of it, assuming that the
steady was pretty good, and to settle for 20 cents a pound and
gettiug 16.2 cents profit, that still would not suffice as a means
of livelihood........... There®s a bunch of strikes all over the
country. I don"t know what means oi control they hav ; nobody
works when you and other workers go on strike, or if the State
Public employees go on strike, nobody works; maybe its something
we need to have a better governing laws implemented to say that
the fisherman all can agree to rather than having separate AIFMA
or separate WACMA(?) or another independent organization.

To me, it is a greater sin for somebody else jeopardizing the
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basic livelihood of those people who depend on this source for their
income.

Phil Daniels: The real solution, of course, 1is to get
these people fishing for somebody who doesn"t put them on a 6,000
pound limit. That"s what has to happen, and we have to change that
system. That system is almost feudalistic.

END SIDE #1
BEGIN SIDE #2

Representative Chuckwuk whereas, if everybody
agreed to stay, thre would be no need for the troopers to be sent
out there. Isn"t that correct?

Phil Daniels: I would assume if everyone agreed to stay,
there would not be a need.

Chuckwuk: Maybe that®"s something we should look into at the
moment. That would be the immediate problem-solving solution.

.Basically, we"re running out of time.........

Dean Paddock: 25-vear Alaska resident; 1 came to Bristol Bay
as a Fisheries Biologist. . .back in 1956... ... ... ...... problem of
keeping peace in the interest of the public health and welfare.

I think that that problem is going to disappear once we get this

matter of everyone making a reasonable profit taken care of, but

we"re talking here about two different things: we"re talking about
long-term solutions and short-term solutions. . . _.We"ve got to have
some immediate attention paid to the problem.. ... ... ... I"m here to
tell you there was violence last year. . .1 think there was a

tremendous potential there for the lid to blow off; the potential
of threat was great I"m just thankful nobody got killeu, and

they could have. It was very close, a very iffy thing. I saw
people behave irrationally, and 1 saw mob psychology working. 1"ve

heard attempts here before your committee to excuse this, saying,
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well, that is the way fishermen behave I cannot accept
that fishermen should be allowed to behave at some level we find
unacceptable in average civilized people. I think that the State
can help by insisting that order be maintained. I know that last
year when things quieted down was when Commissioner Nix read his
very famous statement; | trust you are fTamiliar with that, and if
you don"t have it in the minutes of your meeting, | would certaihly
urge you ask Public Safety to provide you with a copy of that state—
ment. . . .1 think that American citizens have the right to expect
that the state is going to protect their rights, their priviledges,
their freedom, their health, and their welfare............. Personally,

I was never contacted on the grounds and threate”~d, which was

probably just an oversight. I was involved in one situation 1 would
like to relate to you of an individual who was threatened. A
gentlemen 1 fished with last year in 1979........... On Sunday morning,

June 28th, I was proceeding down the Naknek River, having spent

the preceding day, which was Saturday, anchoring up in front of
King Salmon. Just before 6:00, I came by the Salamantoff(sp.?)
anchorage and I heard Dan Brashand (sp-?)on the radio calling for
help. I know Dan Brashand well enough to know that he doesn®t call
for help unless he bloody well needs help. Right at that moment |
was coming by where some of the oth* Ilamantoff boats were tied
up, and so I swung alongside one and said, hey, Dan"s on the radio
calling for help. He turned on his radio and listened to the rad-"o
for* just one moment and said, "Let"s go."™ So, we went out just as
fast as he could go. . .he could home in on where this call was
coming from, approximately 9 miles away. So, | followed him. It
was 45 minutes before we got there and, in the meantime, we were
listening to the radio. Dan had been calling for help from a
Public Safety aircraft because there were 8 boats harrassing him,

threatening to sink him. Why? Because he had been fishing, had
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a heavy load of fish and when they started to harrass him, he had

to pull in his left shackle, he had 20,000 pounds of fish aboard,
most of it in the stern of his boat; he had no free board(?). On

the radio, I could hear coming over, Dan said, as he was broadcasting

for help, the remarks of the other fishermen coming over

Dan®s C.B.oceoeooaoo... I could hear what was going on. They were making
close passes, Dan was shipping water; he had water in the stern; he
was about to sink. Just before the meeting of your committee here,

Mr. Chairman, 1 called and talked personally to the deckhand on Dan"s

boat ... ...ooooiii.o. He told me that otie of: the boats harrassing him had
told them, "Put on yoursurvival suits because we are going to sink
you . " o oooii... The only reason they didn"t isbecause of the :hreat

of this approaching Public Safety aircrart, which did come, and these
boats had left, fortunately. Ken Cassler®s evaluation of the
situation was that three more passes and they would have had him

and when the airplane arrived there, would have found two bodies.

When 1 arrived there 45 minutes later, there were no boats harrassing

Dan Brashand; one friend had arrived. This other gentlemen and |
who went on that call made three of us. Within a few minutes, the
8 boats that had been harrassing Mr. Branshand returned. They

didn"t know who we were and they operated on the theory that maybe
we/;:?e out there harrassing scabs, but they were soon disabused of
that when the other gentlemen stood in the door of his cabin and
told one boat if you come another foot, 1°1l plug you. All
this time, | was on the radio talking to the Vigilent and telling
them, "Hey, boys, staying in the river doesn"t eut it. This 1is
where the action 1is." I saw three more boats coming off there in
the distance about three miles away, coming full throttle.

there"s going to be some real problems here. As it turned out, it

was Dan Branshand®s brother and two of his friends. This made the

odds 6 to 8, so the other boys disappeared. Incidently, most of
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those guys were young fellows who had been in the fishery at least
two years and bought their permits. I don"t think that they paid
their dues to the fishery by sitting on the beach during those
periods when real Bristol Bay fishermen were looking for escapement
to get up the river. They haven"t paid their dues by spending
hours and weeks sitting in international meetings and Alaska Fish

& Game Board meetings and hearings and so forth for twenty-five
years, trying to deal with these problems in an intelligent
civilized way like some of the rest of us have. Before 1| close,

I1"d like to mention three other situations where 1 know violence
was mighty, mighty close. Ken Cassner was also deckhanding for
.............. a few days earlier when these folks came up, threw an
anchor in Harry"s anchor, pulled the net out of the wafer and
slashed it. They recovered their net, all right, but this was
damaging personal property. A good many fishermen I know would not

have accepted that; personally, 1 would have found it unacceptable.

My livelihood depends on that net, and it"s expensive. It"s a
mighty iffy situation when people go abou , doing that. Incidently,
the reason that Ken Cassner was not................. Dan had put them

(his wife and kids) ashore the day before because he knew that

violence was imminent. Ken Cassner, incidently, says that nothing
is going to get him back in Bristol Bay again. Now, maybe thei'e
wasn"t any violence there, but the threat was there. Another

CalamanLoff (sp.?) Tfisherman, Frank Mullens(?), was proceeding 1in
the mouth of the Naknek River, he had no fish aboard; he was going
in to attend to motor trouble. He was overtaken by another boat
who threatened him with a drawn handgun that if he went out there
again, all of these sorts of things were going to happen. He
can identify the gentleman who did it. Ken Cassner can identify
the gentleman that threatened him, telling him to put on his

survival suit and saying, "We"re going to sink you."™ Clark Whitney,
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another Soldotna resident, Salamantoff fisherman, was delivering
to a Salamantoff scowl. . .the Naknek River when one boat was very

very concerned about the fact that he was Tfishing and was delivering

fish. This fellow ran about the scowl a number of times shouting,
as seems to be the popular course out there........... this boat came
up, put his bow on Clark Whitney"s side, anc said, "Take a good

look at it, you blankety-blank so and so, it"s the last thing you
are ever going to see", backed off and prepared to ram him. That"s
when Mr. Whitney raised his shotgun over the window and changed
this other party®s mind. Now, there may have been no violence
there, but 1 submit that the threat of violence was very, very
close. One of the crewmen on my boat left me this year because of
the threat of violence. This morning, | talked to Commissioner Nix
and asked him what was the status of the complaints made by Ken
Cassner and Dan Brashand. They immediately went to the Vigilent,
made depositions, and filed complaints including photographs and
names of the boats. Commissioner Nix advised me that late in July
the Attorney General®"s office reached the decision that they could
not prosecute because it was impossible tc identify the individuals
involved. This 1is not what Ken Cassner tells me today. . . .1
repeat that there is a crying need for state leadership to cope

with these problems.
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Tack $ Value Pack $ Value
1961 3.211.962 96,295,650 601.121 16.580.389
)% 2 3,676.817 96,390.920 266.659 8.759,86k
1963 2.655.679 67.636.050 569,579 17.383.900
1966 3.569.379 67.530.030 130.229 6.755,873
1965 3.267.935 707.703.160 252.190 10,060.225
196t 3.590,625 170.566.6B3 276,363 11.609.197
1867 1,666,006 52,031.517 635.051 18.631.135
196H 3.237,582 1t/7.331.269 159.35? 6.196.690
1969 2.733.16K 77.735.20" 203.657 9.653.862
1970 3.566,508 126.577.532 177.9S6 9.723.8)8
1971 2.779.157 99,726.232 663.182 23.275,556
1972 1.673.157 66,183.926 255.089 12.616,553
1973 1.136,353 93,313,102 265.600 20,191,935
19 1.363.256 $S.86Q,6S7 365.182 23.660.090
1975 1.655.655 109,860,637 162,20". 16,293.000
1976 2,517.202 190.765,000 135,511) 13.966.CO0
1977 2.651,106 1C0O.752.562 201,968 17.969.333
197H 3.603,800 267.260.(00 11 292 913.0(0
1979 3.1W.W5 28(1.621,866 71 Of6  7.156.762
1980 6,175,660 600.059.731 125.175 16.367.3S3

Orraw U. S. Totals

Tack $ Value Pack $ Value
86.663 6.077.528 3,699.726 113,953,567
79.260 3.561.098 3.800,736 106.711.858
69.799 3.165.845 3.296.856 87.962.799
79.690 3.676,816 3.759,193 95.760,717
113.689 6,976.716 3.633.616 122.765.081
92.727 6.357.515 V. .515 136.313.4CO
123,289 5.608.690 2.072.1'5 76.121.362
50.335 2.637.525 3 667.699 118.015.664
66.306 3,096.920 2.550.921 90.265.966
79,703 6.372.066 3.621.800 133.673.4y.
151,017 6,719,660 3.393.356 129.721,676
66,182 2.501,883 1.773.047 79.300.360
61.876 3.683.611 1.621.827 112,168.67.3
150.536 9.68«,*710 1.828.972 137.005.287
9.126 697,000 1,626,785 115.292.000
5.850 627.000 2,653.670 205.3W.9Cfl
5.665 67.3,626 2.S5A.S37 199.166.521
2.396 380.000 3.622.686 268.553.07)
1,690 203,610 3,181.67.1 293.78f1.01B
6.300.615 614.427.116

OrLclah Gblutbla

« Coed Total

Pack $ Valu; Pack" $ Value
1,605,158  46.151.000 5U04.8S4 161,104,567
1.816.585 55.801.000 5,617.321 162,512,858
1.203.271  36.663.000 4.493,127 U2.425.799
1.255.308  43.676.000 5.014,506  139.436.717
913,047 3i.0ti0.000  4.547.071  157.805,Col
1.819,215  06.062.003  6.176.710  200.275.400
1,465,708  57.141.003  3.533.952  133.262.V.2
1,746,987 67,626.000 4.194.633  185,451,4V.
624.153  30.110.COO  3,175.074  120.395,95V
1.423.832 58,90S,0090 5.244,632 197.531.434
1,404.005  65.e03.000 4.797.161  195.524.476
1.172.752  55.134.000 2.745.JCO  134.434,360
1.550.114  127.065.000 2.971.941  239.253.643
1.928.ae2  116.779.000  3,757.854  251.784.287
517,370 43.252.000  2,144.155  155.544.00-3
1.OVi.i.98 79,953.031  3.703.218  2C5.271.031
1.V.1.127  106,491.453 4.222.240  305.636.024
1.126.676  1)5.843.003 4,549.362  364.396.030
978.076  102.310.C39  4,109.717  396.093.C57
1.106.774  105.336.669  5.403,33) 519.763.C03
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pack was more than 7 million
eases, but that pack was made
before the days of frozen salmon
and the ail shipment of fresh
Alaska salmon lo markets in the
"lower <IS"

I-roii  four to six million

ALASKA-SHELL BRAND
[alsty!

pounds of salmon were flown
fresh from Alaska to markets
throughout the U.S. during the
1980 season, according to
estimates of those in the
business. Bristol Bav reds were
sold Iresh in markets as far
away as Dallas and New York at
retail prices in the $2.00 to $2.50
range.

You bet we are!

Success 15 the reason.
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A combination of circumstan-
ces which may not be repeated
made the fresh market for
Alaska fish attractive in 1980.
Buyers were able to gel salmon
from Alaska fishermen at
bargain prices, the troll fishery
oil California and Oregon was
depressed and fish were not
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i.ill 4ol miltt s.-ibo Jish. 1.0(H)
lisli below lhe quota. Bering and
Cupper River coho catches were
lat get Ili.in .oil it ipaled. ami
i olii 11-si api-liieii Ismlo (oppci

Ritei della streams were the

lai gi st evei ilimited
I'iiii disputes mi snikcvec
salimm and pink sa liiion

ii--.idled m Jlow ellorl as the
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Alaska Salmon
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season opened in the Cnghill
distriet ol Prince William
Sound. A price was lin.dlv
achieved on .liilv 15 the dav
helm e the seine season opened,
and In the end ol the .season,
inoie than I-l milium pink had
been hutvested, setting a new
101 til Il

Cook Inlet

Sih Leve imis into uppei ( >eik
Inlet wiie late. Inil sll-ni;-i-i
1li.0i e<\]if, ird so addilion.il
lisinnmlime was allnwed Ilie
[ (" million listi siii keve haivest,
pimilimetdwill) J 7 million pioks
anil smalloi amounts ol iimiook
and eohos gave uppei inlet
lishei men an aveiagi seasihi

Some me,as 0l (unk Intel vveie
o| toned lo 11shin;.1m 1‘>Stlliei Ilie
li1 sl tone oiten veais. .on IIn
J(@@@aim 11 tmh Leve lidiii si in
tin* low ci mlei was ill pi ii eiii
dlnivc avei age Im 11111 m ea

Kodiak

Mol e iban 1l million salmon
ol all sp-'i l1*s weii' li.n vi'sled in

11/S11  a le«iOd ialvil 11111k

Altiimi iiiiis weie stioiig, as$
lol c< ast In ill. Mil 11 and die
i idiitilinilib iattil wiM Id

[L.vi la eii liiidlei loll a [itlie
a"i eenieiil wa :iol ie.n lied mild
lolv 'l i>01!1l harvest tinl
i -ialustli*ll well l.siails \ lew
i oi. ill IIn it ut-
"dei\». i1l Jois hi 11

LAl |t .ust i owadl'l
sa:min \aid \o"ll 1l viint
' .oi! i'l.". in'" in> .Xta

m>mls i »g an

1itit ixi, 't ia[dnii nl
m it olamed in iliao\ ol iln
tillin' illei nilill ;0 ".In
j.oil 11"l jAL | In‘aol 1L11LHIS
hallo!, Ii.ti sihLi've letiiin>.
HOMi'li ; Ili'l1"jslIH

(it il i s in il

holim ai.,i tve'i al=e1l |ee1l1
in mOi i.i", .ilnlpioi 10 ial iis
i" ma,le ii I"sti [, 0 m i

1".jiilininsl nn p.Kg" 1/

WARDS COVE
PACKING co.

Ketchikan, Alaska

Cxinning and Selling Salmon
for Over 60 Years

Sales Agents

Frank B. Peterson Co., Inc.
Seattle, Wash.

ICY CAPE INTERNATIONAL SALES, INC.

PRODUCTS

Canned Salmon
Frozen Salmon
Frozen King Crab
Frozen Halibut

BRANDS

DEEP SEA —Red Salmon
PIRATE —Chum Salmon
ICY CAPE —Frozen King Crab
ZEST —Pink Salmon
OPERATING PLANTS AT:

NAKNEK, Bristol Boy fAOSFR BAY, Kodiak blond

EKUK, Bivto! Boy I'ORT BAH.BY, Kodiak Island
EGEGIK, Bristol Buy KODIAK, Kodiak Island
Kt'HAI, Cook Intel CIIGNIK, Alaska Ikniiiiula

ALIIAK, Kodiak Island EXCURSION [H.E.T, Southeastern Alaska
CRAIG, Southuastcrn Alaska
WARDS COVE, Katchikan, Alaska
urmiitAi. oi tiers
till tic.t 1L,imlin S, SortItin. W;i*. lluiglon Tolnpliona 206)323-32(
Mnilin YAililiiiV IO Uii»c S03D, Univnisily Stntion, Sonlllo, vJA 10105

r.Alit | ADDHI.SS
I'litiH".on, So,illlii
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United States Canned Salmon Pack

Alaska Salmon
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Pack of Alaska Canned Salmon
By Species and Value
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mure thnii iiii- must reccnl live-

\car a\ crajie. _
(iiiimik 1i°ltiriis to ilu* Yulum

Rivn svsiem were the largest

were the

ever recurilei!, as

siiinilier elm iitsain mu liai vesls

in the tukun mill Ku.skukw itu

Rivers. (hum returns In Niurlun

anil chum harvests in

hoi/.ebuc Souiul were above
a\erajje
Record inhiiitheis ul iulm wcie

lakeu in the (.hiiuhuguk, (moil-

news Ha\ ami Kuskukwiiu Rina

11 .liei ii s.

1981 Forecast,
—Alaska

75 Million Fish Caleb

Predicted
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I'i <>11>f\ ili'vlilie milis lant 1.11h
v LEMEL T iSN* T o hoxt i
laii'iu seal pink i*si:lllg'll].ln Illlo

Vil FLd*lies Jsiini' salifiniik! in

(1l Y 1l lii-.1 lilt* i
‘memithc.istei ti vitskii MNl in
i iiiTii .alt Ins ati'.mlh i|sili'i!
iln iMali.ill Wis I'vju'i leiil'ils
aliiiit! |1 milliiin lis".

Prince William Sound
Pinks Look Strong

Rci oi il pink sa lim in
i'ni apriiu'iil * in 1 <17n ami
laienalila winlai aml *pnnr
SSC.ALICE IS 1 *pi 11
all H o1 e a s tillonn =il [} I 1t n ili

li-.h and a ii*xlvrtul 1l anilnm
Chis L2z pi ud o alull g jMIis

YiwtH Ui k] i

tee. Hi., 1

sill lu* Mipplimniilid In S Hilln
pmks pin imiu thie 1isf,ei \ I\ die
I'liinc william Sound Aipt,
cullini'( oi pm alu in 1> -2ii*i s

it mi;in*, ihi 1,00105 2111 a 11> -
ptilid lui>c a\allattir 1ui liii
ii i tisnil i1 inilotr al=ni 11111

t ook fillet
1lalclteries !lelp

Siazt LI TR D T n
piiil. .a1ln>ll csiapciiii®il® iu

l=<'l wi > Ilic laire iuii ieiiiid.

and all luieia*1lii® me 1LH1s
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\i aul 1lnm Allimitiiim in 1inee
m ill Jun pink
m 1nsi

alm<in i* e\pee led
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Individual Packs

Pur almost 20 years we liave
lieen culled icy and
publishing canned salmon
pack inlormaliun featuring
lhe pack by individual linns.
During dial lime, our figures,
published earls in February,
base been within one or two
percent ul die official ligures
published 10 monllis lo ;i sear
laler.

Ilie accuracy ol die linures
ifllei'l s ilie candoi and
cooperation ol die eaimeil
salmuu indiislrv in pros iiiing
die neeessm v inlormaliou. In
(lie mill-1 hhOs, liuwesei.
Japanese inleresls began pur-
chasing U.S. cauned salmon
linns. Musi ol die Japanese
lirms refused lo provide die
pack data necessary lor ai-
rmail* statistics, although
lhere are a lew notable escep™
lions. However, as the
Japanese interest in die in*
ditstrs press larger, the |lloss'
ol inlurmation iliminished
and il became more and more
<ifriviill 1o gather accurate
data. Additionally, il became
rlvai dial the Japanese
Itailing lii ms were more Iban
a hide interested iu the in-
dividual pavk ligures; dies
\\eie mill h happiei lo ga her
mini ni.ilmu ill.m to give 11

flu* same seal WMiilnes
hidalgo, line nl die lour
largest pai kers. was pm?*
i.based hs Ksukso, dies slop-
ped stippls me pack dala. l.asl
si ai s\ lieu Telei Pan
Ni‘aluuds. ailothei ul the lup
him s a pm iiiased 1>
\IL tivi i vee ssiti iitii
die piesuleiil ul Pelei Pall
dial Ilii'* In m would no longer
siipiils ilala iiiiu'i'i mile liieii
salmon p.u k.

Inasmuch as almost hall die
iaimed salmon pack slalisdi ,
w mid mil have been asailahli
lu us ili.s seai. sh elected lu
ihup those tables I'om dx
1'IIIIJh [i-.fluzes Les:ims 11 is
n il ssllluaii iegiel thalwe did

so. Ch.



FISHERIES SUPPLY

offering the best to the west
for over 53 years
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Kodiak Rains
Hurt pink Fry

Allhough lhere were iecu
pink Nitliiniii escapements iu t
Kodiak area in 1979, hemx ra
lull and suhsei]iienl slicamh
.scouring in llie imlumu rcdui
1lv survival. A pink salmon enl
ol Irom ihree lo six million,
eliulingsome Kiloi Bax haleln
lisli, is anlieipaleil in 1981. |1
||>I;1lrun is ex pee led lo he h
ween -45 and 7.5 million !
wilii 1.5 million needed

escapcmenl.

Clilgnik Sockeye
SjilPhragile

As iu 19811. lhe 1981 ea
soekexe run al Chiguik is ex]
led lo lu* loo small lo stippm
immimecrcin Il hailesi. Aialei
hum 8011,000 1In 1.2 mill
stii kexe is e.xpeeled ]Jo he lal
tllim 1he 1ale rim.

'ink Irx densities :ie n
ret enl axerages and a hai \es

Imillion isexpc- led

South Peninsula Pinks
Casual lies ol Weather

Sc\i'le wealhct iu tin' xxu
ol t'179-1'1SO and iln* 1lre/
ami thaw mg nl inea siiearns
\ei sclv al let letl 1]\ stirx ixiil
i 11 riii ii mLimix ‘(m 1lln0ion |n
i-,miaipaied (lldial ielmn
million iiuisi he alhixxed
e .iapelinill. lea\lug all 0X|ici
i ai< tinl iid1e1l1s -

Bristol Bag/
SockeyessS toug

lhe piesea .on ntia 1«il
1os 1 1tll=iiil 1tax siii kexe ie

I nullum 1

is /h 7 Witdiint lish. list apen
ieipilll'liieuls loi Ilieenliie,
\\1]1 he 5 s mlullm lish, lea

| million I<n li.i xest
IUS | i ,iit h is ex pei lcd In hr
-itl-i 113\ alne.- holl; Ihe i

Conlinuud on pu
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putable cvcle average ol nine

million lisli am! the peak xeat

axerage ol 17.5 mil lion. The hat =

vest h\ disl tu Il is e\peeleilln he
Naknek-K\ n Itak. Il I million;
Nushagak, - 5 million; Hgcgik.
2.5 million; Ugasltik. 2.5 million

anil Togiak. 5-17.00(1.

Kot/.chtie Chums

Hall'of 1980

All houe.ii e \pee leil lo be on Ix

hall Ihe i.0ill ol 11hSO, the Kol
/lelme elnim harx i'sl ol 2tO.0Uti
lisli max be Ilie loth lat pest

iee<llileil. 1listoi iialilala lor ihe

Kol/elme ehnin itin is sketehx,

hoxxi'xet. ami scientists xxete
tehii lam to give .t "lex el ol eon
litli'tiee oi i"li.ihi 1l1x" 1o Ilie
lini'i a-.i Il his ,s lhe Itt'sl Ititle a
Knl/elmr ilIn.in-salmon loteeast
has been pnbltsheil hx the
ADI n<.

Salmon Forecasts
and Forecasters

haih
Alaska
<iailtiv has ptox iih'ii tIn" salmon

Mine
llcpai Imein <3

10n'h
li-.h ami

Xi-.. Iin’

1ishin;' imlnsi i\ x 1111 hat .esl

pi vain iton lot tlie vninni'." xeat
The p:ciln tions ate teleaseil in
I>ei enihv t, belm e Itnal ial<lIt

Flying Fish

Perhaps never in Ihe hisloi x

ol the industry have the can-
ned salmon park statistics
been less iudii alive <il lhe
area in xxliii It the lish xxeie
caught than iu IhSO. l.asl
season, salmon were leu-
dered. shipped, Iruckl'd and

Mown not lo the ueaicsl can

m*i \, lull lo the nearest iau
liei x that xxasit'l pluggi
Bristol

hiti'ii

Max soi keve were

Iron! oil shore lenders

em« -4t

in;.

Smoio» Sne, m LU, t

by helicopier and Illowu lo

shore xvliere they xvere packed

in lutes. lrucked lo the
nearest airport and flown
sunlit lo Seattle. Bellingham

and Vancouver lor
150.000

canning.

Almost cases ol

Itnsiol Max socki'vc xvere

iaimed in British Columbia.

1 is a tribute (o lte
ingenuity and skill ol Ihe in-
Can-

dustry dial die National

net's Association reports dial

Forecast of Some Alaska

the tliialilx ol the pack is iw
ielleut, despite the long
distances between the catch
and die i an.
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THE PRECEDING DOCUMENT(S) HAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL.



Bristol hay upartno report

purpose

For the purposes of this report, subjects have been
consolidated and selected quotations used to illustrate the
concerns and perceptions of individuals appearing before the
committee. The report does not attempt to present the Task
Force"s views or comments during the hearing, but rather to
let the individuals in Bristol Bay express their concerns~.Kn
their own words.

This 1is not a final report. Additional hearings will

be held in Juneau on March 16 on the same subject.

INTRODUCTION

On January 28, 1981, Senate President Jay Kcrttula re—
quested Senator Pat Rodey, the Judiciary Committee Chairman,
to examine the public safety problems which occurred in
Bristol Bay during the 1980 salmon season price dispute.

After a preliminary examination, it became clear that
the public safety problems could not be divorced from the
greater issues of price negotiation and resource utilization,
and so the scope of inquiry was enlarged to adequately
address the problen.

Senator Rodey was contacted by Avrum Gross, the
Governor®"s appointed director of the Bristol Bay Task Force,
about working together on the matter. Senator Rodey agreed
to do so in order to speed the hearing process and to avoid
unnecessary duplication of effort.

Senator Sturgulewski, Chair of Legislative Budget and
Audit, was appointed chair of the Bristol Bay hearings, with

Senator Illohman invited as the representative of the District.



Several members of the House representing fishing
constituencies also expressed an interest in participating
in the hearings, with the House delegation composed of
Representatives Chuckwuk and Hurlbcrt.

The hearing board attending consisted of:

Senator Sturgulewski, Chair
Representative Hurlbert
Representative Chuckwuk
Representing the Governor®s Task Force were:
Avrum Gross, Director
Commissioner Nix, Public Safety
Commissioner Skoog, Fish and Game
Commissioner Webber, Commerce & Economic Develop—
ment
Commissioner Williams, Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission
Mike Whitehead, Governor®s Office
HEARINGS

The initial hearing was held in Dillingham on February
28, from 6:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. The hearing was attended
by approximately seventy individuals and reached a larger

Bay audience by being broadcast over KDLG of Dillinghanm.

The committee heard testimony or questions from:

Joe McGi 3 Val Nick Angasan
Andy Golr-". Lyman Smith

Joe Clark Jim Bingman
Jerry L.ibof Dave McClure
Fred T. Angasan Mark Segcr

Mitch Kink Thomas Crandell
Kay E. Larson Dorothy Hummer
Robin Samuclson Leon Branswell
Jack McBride Carl Larson
Laura Schrocder Stan Small

The second hearing took place in Naknek on March 1,
from 12:15 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., and was attended by approxi-
t
mntely thirty individuals.

The committee heard testimony or questions from:

John Eckert Mike Hnknln

Mitch Kink Anthony Bnlnchi

George Gottschalk, Sr. George Cottschalk, Jr.
Harvey Samuclson Monty Handy

John Lundgren, Sr. Allen Aspelund

Richard Johnscn Ralph Angasan



Ne/s A. Anderson, Jr.
Box 234
Dillingham, Alaska 99576
Phone: (907) 842-3302 236(?P 1- 1V P [1

r\LO! i v uuwu
April 8, 1901

APR 13 1381
Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Thank you for the copy of the report on Bristol Bay prepared by yourself and
Senator Rodey. I have read the report and found recommendations 5 and 7 as
the most crucial suggestions for solving Bristol Bay market problems.

Recommendation 5 is a very important program that needs to be implemented this
year so that fishermen will be ready for next year. Fishermen need to reach
out and contact buyers in the Lower 48, Europe and the Far East. I believe
that such contact will make fishermen aware of how much demand there is for
their product and allow buyers to see how much product there is available. I
hope the Legislature develops this program post haste.

Recommendation 7 is the key to solving Bristol Bay marketing problems in the
short and long term no matter how the nature of the fishing industry evolves.
Seafood Industrial Parks in Naknek/King Salmon and Dillingham should be developed
to attract local people to process salmon. These parks should provide all the
necessary utilities, roads and access to airports for efficient transport of
salmon from the fishing grounds to the market place.

I urge the Legislature to take immediate action to design Seafood Industrial
Parks to expedite construction. Increased capacity to handle surplus fish
needs to be created. I believe local cooperatives could be involved in every
phase of Seafood Industrial Park development.

Fishemei and processors could be helped by seafood industrial parks. Large
freezing facilities could be built, warehouses for holding canned salmon,
storage for fishing boats, space for specialty processing could be planned into
the entire park.

Finally, a longer runway in Dillingham is needed to accommodate large aircraft
for hauling fish out. The present runway is too short to allow 747 type aircraft
to operate. I would recommend that the present runway be extended if possible

or build another runway in another location in Dillingham.

The State has to take affirmative action on harvesting all surplus salmon beyond

escapement needs. If no meaningful action is taken, 1 believe that this will
be interpreted by foreign interests to mean that they can request intercepting
our salmon on the high seas once again. The State has to intervene in order

to guarantee that our renewable resources are utilized to maximize benefits
to its people. We can"t continue to give our fish away.

Very sincerely,

cc: Senator Kerttula
Senator Hohman
Rep. Chuckwuk Nels A. Anderson, Jr.
Gov. Jay Hammond
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Lockman: rt"us--3u-~feeugh situation,

buty u-h~/1 can"t do “er all
once here, uh, ya know,

at

I"d just be satisfied if, huh,
'SyVn if we don"t have a more serious problem right here.
..they want us in the Nusigak, they
want us in Egegik and they want us here and they want
us outside in the anchorage...its just that time of year
for us, | guess»~*0K.
J
Something is greatly amiss when the residents of Bristol

Br [{ sitting on top of the world-"s
turn to social

winter

richest resources, must
programs to carry their families through the
following one of the heavier salmon runs in history.
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Hammond decries fish take

Gov. Jay Hammond says the number of
king salmon taken by Japanese gillnetters
in the Bering Sea last season was
unacceptable. Although staie fish experts
still are analyzing the figures, Hammond
said Saturday the reported catch of
704,000 kings was a matter of "very deep
concern” to him.

AjiiAA]->



Tasl<™rceJe™der starts job

Former Alaska attorney general Avrum Gross
visited Seattle in late January to meet with processors
and fishermen in preparation for his new job as ex-
ecutive director of the cabinet-level Bristol Bay task
force.

“ This is for Av to meet the people he's going to be
dealing with face to face," said Bob Waldrop, a
special assistant to Gov. Jay Hammond.

Discussion topics were general with all parties
sharing their ideas and mentioning options that
should be considered. Substantive work will be done
later.

The governor put the t.t,k force—consisting of the
commissioners of the departments of Fish and Game,
Labor and Public P ifety—together last fall in the
aftermath of a season that saw an overcscapemcnt of
more than 20 million fish because of, a bitter price
dispute.

The group is charged with coming up with recom-
mendations to avoid a repeat of the same situation
this year.

Though Gross had accepted the job, contract
details had not been finalized as of press time.



Catch by Japanese to be verified

By ANN CONY /1 # 1%t
Daily News reporter .

A scientist from the National
Marine Fisheries Service this
week will attempt to verify
reports that Japanese fishing
vessels caught more than 700,-
000 king salmon last year off
the Aleutian Islands and in the
Bering Sea.

The Japanese reported to the
International North Pacific
Fisheries Commission that last
year's Kking salmon.catch was
704,000, compared to 129,000 in
1979.

It is presumed LV. figure is
not an overest'-nation because
'the Japanese .a-e awave of ob-
jections raised in Alaska about
ithe volume of the foreign king
:salmon catch.

Although government offi-
cials have been reluctant to
comment on the implications of
the apparently huge catch, a
representative of western Alas-
ka fishermen last week said it
could disrupt the king salmon
fishery there for several years,
bringing economic hardship to
commercial fishermen.

Harold Spark of Nunam Kit-
lutsisti also said the Japanese
harvest would have a disas-
itrous impact on Native families
who rely on king salmon for
subsistence.

But at the North Pacific
Fisheries and Management
iCouncil, executive director Jim
Branson said Monday tluvt com-
ment on the matter would be
purely speculative before the
Japanese figures liave been an-
alyzed.

Michael Dahlberg, a scien-
tist with the National Marine

Fisheries Service in Juneau,
said he is waiting for magnetic
tapes, provided by the Japa-
nese, to arrive from the inter-
national commission in Vancou-
ver, B.C. He will decode the
tapes to pinpoint the locations
of the king salmon catch.

Dahlberg said he will com-
pare the Japanese data to in-
formation collected by Ameri-
can observers who were aboard
the foreign vessels within the
200-mile zone.

Dahlberg also will estimate
how many of the king salmon
came from western Alaska
fisheries as opposed to Asian
fisheries. Those estimates, he
said, will be based on informa-
tion compiled in the late 1960s
through studies of fish scales.

Use of those studies was
discontinued in the 1970s be-
cause the Japanese catch was
not large enough to provoke
concern, according to the biolo-
gist who developed those
studies, Dick Major of the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice.

Dahlberg’'s analysis of the
Japanese catch will be present-
ed to the North Pacific Fisher-
ies and Management Council in
Anchorage Feb. 26 and Feb. 27,
when the council is scheduled
to take final action on propos-
als to further restrict Japanese

fishing ventures in both ti"e
Bering Sea and the Gulf of
Alaska.

One proposal would make
king salmon in \drtually all of
the Bering Sea off limits to the
Japanese; the other proposal
would drastically curb foreign
bottomfishing off Southeast
Alaska.

The cour.il will make its
recommendations to the secre-
tary of commerce, who has the
final decision on both matters.



Bristol fishermen
fight In-state law

ANCHORAGE (AP) — Bristol Bay herring and salmon
fishermen are challenging a state law requiring their catches be
processed in Alaska before the fish are shipped elsewhere.

, A suit filed this week in U.S. District Court alleges the re- -
quirement violates the commerce danse of the U.S. Constitution
which says no state shall enact legislation interfering with inter-
state business., 'm -

Last month, a federal judge in Anchorage ruled that a state law
requiring the primary processing of logs prior to exportwas uncob-"

Vv e 21 e e

ALASKA NEWS

stitutional on the same grounds.

But Shelley Higgins, the assistant attorney general who unsuc-;'
cessfully argued the state’s side in the timber case, said Friday’
“ different considerations are involved."” )

The complaint was filed by the Bristol Eay Herring Marketing;:
Cooperative, the Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association and;
two member fishermen from each of those Dillingham corpora-"

tions. . . . L, 1.7 e
Their attorney, Paul Kelly, calls the processing requirements
"an attempt by the state of Alaska to promote local employment
by discrimination against interstate and foreign commerce.” *\
The suit alleges that the two herring fishermen lost more than = <
$10,000 each last year because local canneries were too overloaded:
to take their catches. R
Basil Packford and Nels Franklin say they and other herring
fishermen had to dump 7,500 metric tons of fish nsa result.
The salmon fishermen, Harold Samuclson Jr. and Joe McGill, i ..
say they encountered similar problems with local canneries being!
"plugged.” Each claims to have lost more than $10,00D
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Bristol fishermen
fightjn-state law

ANCHORAGE (AP) — Bristol Bay herring and salmon
fishermen are challenging a sta.te law requiring their catches be
processed in Alaska before the fish are shipped elsewhere.

A suit filed this week in US. District Court alleges the re-
guirement violates the commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution
which says no state shall enact legislation interfering with inter-
state business.

Last month, a federal judge in Anchorage ruled thal a state law
requiring the primary processing of logs prior to cxpor| was uncoil-
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Fishing groups
sue’the state

Bristol'Bay herring and salmon fishermen are suing the
state of Alaska for allegedly violaiug the commerce clause
of the U.S. Constitution.

The suit challenges state statutes and regulations that
require processing of herring and salmon caught by Alaska
fishermen before the fish are shipped out of the state.

A similar suit in the timber industry recently challenged
a state statute requiring preliminary processing of timber as
a condition of sale for export.

In that case, U.S. District Court Judge James von der
Heydt ruled the state statute to be in violation of the
commerce clause, and thus unconstitutional. The case, South
Central Timber Development Inc. vs. LeResche, has been
appealed by the state to Hie 9th Circuit Court of Appeals.

The Bristol Bay fishermen'’s suit has not been assigned to
a lawyer in the state attorney general's office yet, but
Shelley Higgins, the assistant attorney general who handled
the South Central Timber case, said it would appear that
“ different considerations are involved" in the two cases.

She added, however, that she is not familiar with the state
statute on fish processing.

The fishermen’s suit was filed this week in U.S. District
Court on behalf of Bristol Bay Herring Marketing Coopera-
tive, Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association and two
member fishermen from each of those Dillingham corpora-
tioas.

The court is asked to declare both preliminary and
permanent injunctions against the ftate to halt enforcement
of the statutes. The suit also asks the court to declare those
statutes invalid.

Paul Kelly, attorney of record for the plaintiffs, argues
that the fish processing requirement “is an attempt by the
state of Alaska to promote local employment by discrimina-
tion against interstate and foreign commerce in the utiliza-
tion of natural resources found in the state. 'Hie primary
processing requirements directly obstruct and discriminate
against interstate and foreign commerce."

According to the suit, the herring fishermen lost more
than $10,000 each last year because local canneries were ts¢e
overloaded to process the fishermen's catch. Basil Dackford,
Nels Franklin and other co-op fishermen had to destroy 7,500
metric tons of herring as a result, the suit says.

The salmon fishermen, Harold Samuclson Jr. and Joe
McGill, found themselves in a similar situation last season
when the local canneries were "plugged” and the fishermen
could not legally sell their catch directly to foreign
processors. The suit claims that Samuclson and McGill also
lost more than $10,000 each as a result.

Thu suit also petitions the court to overturn a state Board
of Fisheries rejection of the herring co-op’s request to sell
herring during the 1981 season directly to the North Pacific
Ixnigline-Gillnct Association, a Japanese venture. The suit
contends that the sale agreement is necessary to prevent a
replay of lustyear’s herring dumping.

Named as defendants in the suit are the state; Itonald
Skoog, commissi jner of the state Department of Fish and
Game, and the Alaska Board of Fisheries, an advisory group
to the Department of Fish and Game.
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Bristol Bay eef-up’ plan hit

JUNEAU (AP)—Beefing up the
law enforcement effort at the Bristol
Bay fishery this summer could
trigger rather than curb a threat of
violence, the executive director of
the largest fishermen's group in the
state said last night.

Rodger Painter told the Senate
State Affairs Committee that a bill
(SB 323) which would dump $270,000
more Into public safely at Uie peak
of the Bristol Bay salmon run this
season "would bring the potential of
a strike a little closer. It would In-
flame the situation, and fishermen
would be branded as criminals."

The expenditure was recom-
mended by a task force appointed by
the governor to investigate reports
of violence stemming from a price

dispute last summer between
fishermen snd processors. T7e
Senate Judiciary Bristol Bay

Hearing Committee said the request
should be reviewed and funded if
necessary.

Commissioner ol Public Safety
William Nix said the money would
be spent to add 15 officers to the 35
stationed at Bristol Bay last sum-
mer, to charter five boats for sur-
veillance, and for added helicopter
patrol time.

Sen. Dick Eliason, R-Silka, said a
more secure environment is needed
at Bristol Bay to protect "the rights
of fishermen to pursue their
livelihoods." Many Southeast
Alaska fishermen worked during the
price dispute, and were threatened.
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police plan

A odlaled Pres*

Juneau—A Senate panel dropped
an administration recommendation
Tuesday that the law enforcement
effort in Bristol Bay be substantially
beefed up as a hedge against vio-
lence this summer.

Instead, the Senate Sttie Affairs
Committee said $211,100 should be
spent to enforce fish and wildlife pro-
tection laws in Western Alaska.
Under the bill (CSSB323) approved
by the panel, one boat would be
purchased and-* second would be
leased to patrol Bristol Bay, To-
giak and Sand Pu.  osheries

A task force appointed 'y Gov.
Jay Hammond asked that $2/0,000 be
dumped into more public safety at
the peak of the Bristol Bay salmon
run this seaso t. The money was to
be spent to charier five boats to pa-
trol the bay, station more troopers at
Bristol Bay and add helicopter time.

Last summer, (here were reports
of violence at Bristol Bay when fish-
ermen and processors deadlocked on
a price for salmon, and millions of
fish escaped upstream.

But in testimony before the com-
mittee, Rodger Painter, executive
director of the United Fishermen of
Alaska, said increasing law enforce-
ment at the fishery could trigger
rather than curb violence.

He initially suggested that the
money Ik: shifted from public salaty
to fish and wildlife protection.

Commissioner of Public Safety
William Nix said he is pleased with
the compromise proposal because
"it would allow me to do the job al-
most as well." He said the two boats
could Ik*shifted from wildlife protec-
tion to law enforcement if necessary.



JUNEAU EMPIRE, April

Bristol patrol Increas

By The Associated Press

A Senate panel droppe.' an
administration recommenda-
tion Tuesday that the law en-
forcement effort in Bristol Bay
be substantially beefed up as a
hedge against violence this
summer.

Instead, the Senate State Af-
fairs Committee said $211,100
should be spent to enforce fish
and wildlife protection laws in
Western Alaska. Unde> the bill
(CSSB323) approved by the pan-
el, one boat would be pur-
chased and a second would be
leased to patrol the Bristol Bay,
Togiak and Sand Point
fisheries.

A task force appointed by
Gov. Jay Hammond asked that
$270,000 be dumped into more
public safety at the peak of the
Bristol Bay salmon run this
season. The money was to be
spent to charter five boats to
patrol the bay, station more
troopers at Bristol Bay, and for
added helicopter time.

Last summer, there were re-
! /<ts of violence at Bristol Bay
when fishermen and processors
deadlocked on a price for salm
on. and millions of fish escaped
upstream.

But in testimony before the
committee. Rodger Painter, ex-
ecutive director of the United
Fishermen of Alaska, said in-
creasing law enforcement at the
fishery could trigger, rather
than curb violence.

He initially suggestc! that the
money be shifted from public
safety to fish and wildlife
protection.

Commissioner of Public Safe-
ty William Nix said he is
pleased with the compromise
proposal because "it would al-
low me to do the job almost as
well." He said the two boats
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could De shifted from wildlife
protection to law enforcement
if necessary.

He said his department has
been sharply criticized for fail-
ing to enforce fish and wildlife
laws in western Alaska.

Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski, R-
Anchorage, a member of a spe-

cial Senate panel which in-
vestigated problems at the fish-
ery, expresses some concern
about the decision of the State
Affairs Committee. She said it
is important for the Depart-
ment of Public Safety to be
prepared if violence does erupt
at Bristol Bay because the fish-

10 be dealt with severely), b,
would go a long way tow
guaranteeing every ini'widii
right and ability to provide

ery is sr
Chair: self-defense.
Freedom is the Prl
h
(i:n:(:ags Responsibility the price!

g Dick Rando
prove Libertarian Legist-
set beh
eliminat ThankS
lence. -

The Editor:

I would like to thank the E
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Japanese herring sales allowed

By ANN CONY
Daily News reporter

A federal judge Wednesday turned down a
p'ea to block Bristol Bay herring fishermen
from selling their catch directly to the Japa-
nese as the herring season in the bay entered
its fourth day.

Ten domestic seafood processors filed suit
April 27, arguing that federal law prohibited
foreigners from transporting or processing
fish in state waters. After the federal district
court judge ruled against them the following
day, the processors sought reconsideration.

But Judge James Fitzgerald Wednesday
denied the processors’ econd request for a
temporary restraining oi fer. “Enforcement of
the Fisheries Conservation and Management
Act of 1976 rests with federal officials and not
with private litigants,” Fitzgerald wrote in the
opinion accompanying his denial.

“We’'re obviously disappointed. We believe
the judge is incorrect,” said James Reeves,
attorney for the processors. “We're evaluating
alternatives."

Fishermen in the Bristol Bay Herring
Marketing Cooperative were meanwhile mak-
ing history bv selling their catch to the Pacific

Longline Gillnet Association, a Japanese ven-
ture with a fleet of 10vessels at its disposal.

Fitzgerald in late March gave the co-op the
go-ahead to sell to the Japanese when he
issued a temporary restraining order prevent-
ing the state from enforcing statutes requiring
that i rimary processing of herring take place
at domestic companies.

That ruling sent the processors into a tizzy
and led to filing of th-j countersuit.

In the original siit, the herring fishermen,
joined by a group of Bristol Bay salmon
fishermen, argued the stale's primary
processing laws are unconstitutional. Fitzger-
ald is expected to hear arguments on the
merits of that claim next month.

The herring fishermen brought their case to
federal court after a heavy harvest last year,
when fishermen hauled 25,000 metric tons of
herring from Bristol Bay. The fishermen said
some 5,000 metric tons was dumped because
domestic processors did not have the capacity
to handle the entire catch.

Alan Kingsbury, acting regional supervisor
with the commercial fisheries division, said
Wednesday that fishermen had caught about
5,000 metric tons of herring by Tuesday night.
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By BRIICE RAMSEY
Dally News correspondent

SEATTLE — When the New
England Fish Co. of Seattle col-
lapsed into bankruptcy last year, it
appeared to be a disaster for the
North Pacific seafood industry and
for Alaska. Nefco, after all, was the
largest independent among the
packers, with plants strung from
Bristol Bay to Ketchikan to the
coasts of British Columbia, Wash-
ington and Oregon.

Nefco’s collapse could not have
come at a worse time for the
industry — two months before the
huge red saimcr. run at Bristol Bay,
which biologists forecasted would
be the largest in several decades.
The year before, packers had been
swamped with fish; in 1980, there
were to be millions more. The state
was counting on Nefco's plants at
Pederson Point and Uganik to
freeze or can about 5 percent of the
catch.

The bankruptcy meant the plants
would be put on the block, at a time
when few American seafood proces-
sors were financially strong enough
or optimistic enough to buy them,
And it opened the possibility of a
coup by the Japanese companies,
which had already bought a stake
in the industry large enough to
alarm many fishermen, politicians
and small packers.

Ten months later, those fears
have proven unwarranted. After a
personal appeal by Gov. Jay Ham-
mond at the Seattle bankruptcy
court last May, the court approved
an immediate lease of Nefco's
freezing and canning plants in Alas-
ka. The plants were activated
quickly for the Bristol Bay reds
(and the production pressure was
off the industry, anyhow, because
of a fishermen's strike). And today,
all of the major Alnsku plants arc
still operating — under Alaskan

An"avalanche of claims

When it filed for bankruptcy,
Nefco owed $10 million to Scattlo
First Natioiuil Bank, Crocker Na-
tional Bank and Bank of America,
wliich were charging interest at
prime-rnte-plus-throe. Earlier this
month, bankruptcy trustee Sam
Rubinstein paid off the last of these
loans. In addition, he lias reduced
the debt on a $10 million secured
loon from Prudential Insurance to
$4 million.

Of the remaining assets to be
sold, the largest is stock in Nefco's
British Columbia subsidiary, Cun-
flsco, which is worth about $20
million. Of the oilier stzublc assets,
none are from Alaska.

Claims agi last the estate, how-
ever. Imvc nearly doubled from the
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by the New England Fish Co. tha

bankruptcy 10 months ago.

initial filings, despite the claims
paid. Clr ms flooded into the bank-
ruptcy court Just before the mid-
December cutoff. Not counting the
claims by former Nefco subsidi-
aries and several contingent
claims, the rest total $98 million, or
roughly $50 million more titan the
remaining assets.

Many of these claims arc llkey to
bo thrown out by the court. Rubin-
stein, the trustee, has always main-
tained timt the legitimate creditors
will be paid, and he has been
convincing. Says Frank Helton,
credit manager of Hussmnnn
Northwest Inc., Seattle, and a
member of the (unsecured) credi-
tors committee, "I've worked on
many, many bankruptcies. 1 feel
this one’s going extremely well.
They couldn't Imvc got a better
trustee. | feel cverylxxly’'s going to
<et 100cents on thedollar."

Lust August, before the late
¢ airns were filed, Rubinstein rash-
ly predicted timt as much ils $14
million might be left over for Nefco
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slmrcholders. Tluit would be about
$22 a slmrc, compared to a bid
price of $6 Just liefore the bankrupt-
cy. But John Bailey, a former
Nefco administrative officer now
employed by the trustee, says he
cannot predict how shareholders
will come out.

“Tie stock Is still trading," Bai-
ley says. "I've had bank loan offi-
cers contact me and ask if the stock
1ms any value as loan collutcrul.
The answer Ls timt it's a pure
speculation.”

The stock, thinly trndod on the
inter-dealer market, was quoted at
$10 bid, $10.50 asked last week by
Willlum P. Harper & Son & Co. of

ttle.

e collapse

A year ago, Ncfeo stock was
quoted at the panicky price of $0
bid, $10 asked. The company had
been burdened with debt for many
years, and Imd last $5.0 million In
the fiscal years 19741978 It luid
lost another $11 million before taxes
In tile last llirec quarters of 1079,

Non-Oparallng Plant _
at Sunny F?()m?

(STATE of ALASKA;R
liickillont CellyNBwdb vt

processing plants In Alaska formerly operated
t have heen sold to new concerns alnco Nefcg d%clared

Including $2 million because it Imd
been stuck with Bristol Buy salmon
timt had spoiled. The Japanese
market for salmon liud broken dra-
matically, slashing Uie value of
Nefco’s Inventory.

By 197J, the Jniwnese trading
giant, Mitsubishi, Imd become a
mojor financial backer of Nefco,
and Imd reached an agreement to
buy up to 10 percent of Nefco's
sluires. Nefco Imd spent $7 to 88
million modernizing its cold-storage
plant at Ketchikan, says Bailey, on
Uie understanding Mitsubishi would
finance It But Mitsubishi took se-
vere losses in seafood timt year,
too, and backed out of any further
commitments. Says Bally, "Hie
Ketchikan Investment Imd to In+
fluenced out of working cnpitnl.
T1)e banks objected.” (MIt-il ‘shl a
secured creditor, is still owed $3
million.)

The chief executive of Nefco was
Reid Rogers, a member of the

Soo Pago E5, NOFQO



Nefco a year after the collapse of the fisheries giant

| Continued from Pagein |

family that owned 17 percent of
Nefco's shares. Wnlle Peter
Rogers — no relation — ran the
company, Reid Rogers had
been trying desperately to sell
off Nefco’'s assets, including
assorted operating and non-op-
‘rating cannery sites in Alaska.
But Rdd Rogers, who was not
an old hand in the fish busi-
ness, lacked the intricate net-
work of business contacts Rub-
instein  would later call on.
Rogers did sell several plants
of Nefco's B.C. subsidiary, Can-
fisco, to British Columbia
Packers for $14.5-miuicn. That
money was vital to Nefco, Bai-
ley says, but the subsidiary’s
Canctedfsn banks would not al-
low Uie r.iji'.ey to be refotriat-
ed to the U.S. Canfisco needed
it, too.

On April 23, 1980 Nefco filed
for protection from creditors
under Chapter 11, the ‘‘reor-
ganization” provision of the
federal bankruptcy laws.
Among the banks, Crocker Na-
tional of San Francisco had
pulled the plug. But even in
reorganization, Nefco needed at
least a $10 million infusion of
cash to operate on Bristol Bay.
'Hie banks could not agree, and
on May 2, Nefco was forced
into Chapter 7 — liquidation.

Rubinstein, a G3-ycar-old Sc-
uttle businessman, was hired
as trustee to sell off the nssets.
Rubinstein had founded WIiit-
ney-Fidalgo Seafoods, Scuttle,

in 1936, and sold it to a Japa-
nese company, Kyokuyo, in
1973. He knew the industry
intimately and he knew how to
make deals. “ Making deals has
been my life," he told The
Fishermen's News. "I loveit."

In six months, Rubinstein
had spent $2 million, and raised
$25 million.

The biggest plum in Alaska
was a group of six processing
plants: a cold-storage plant and
a half-interest (with Whltney-
Fidalgo) in a cannery at Ket-
chikan, a plant at Uganik on
Kodiak Island, a receiving sta-
tion at Sand Point on the Alas-
ka Peninsula, a plant at Egegik
and the Bristol Bay plant at
Pederson Point. These were
offered to all buyers, including
Japanese. But Bailey discov-
ered, "The Japanese appear no
longer interested in expanding
their stake in the industry. We
haven't sold anything of sub-
stance to Japanese, Including
(Japanese-owned) Whitney and
Peter Pan.”

The prospective buyer was
the Sealaska Corp. of Juneau,
one of the Alaska Native corpo-
rations created and bankrolled
by Congress. Sealaska had re-
c. ntly entered the seafood
processing Industry by buying
Ocean Beauty Seafoods, a con-
servative, family-owned Seattle
packer doing about $85-million
in business a year. Ocean
Beauty iuid plants in Hyda-
burg, Cordova, Kodiak und Ju-

neau, but it was not big enough
for Sealaska.

“We wanted a stronger pres-
ence within Alaska," noted By-
ron Mallott, the 38-year-old
Sealaska chairman. "We were
not strong in Southeast. We
were not on Bristol Bay and we
wanted to get in Bristol Bay as
a No. 1 priority. We wanted a
stronger presence in the Alaska
Peninsula — Kodiak area.
Those Nefco plants fit nicely.”

Says Bailey, “It was very
fortunate that Ocean Beau’
(Sealaska) was in an expansion
mode, because the other ocmp-
anies in the industry were in
financial dIffi: "ilty.”

The sale to Ocean Beauty-
Sealaska for $11,825,000 has
been approved Sy the bankrupt-
cy court but is held up pending
settlement of an eight-year-old
lawsuit against Nefco for al-
leged racial discrimination.
The suit prevents transfer of
the assets to Sealaska with a
clean title. Bailey says Nefco
attorneys are trying to settle
the matter out of court.

Rubinstein's next-largest
deal was the sale of a bottom-
fish plant at Gibson Cove, Ko-
diak Island, for $3.5 million.
The buyer was Alaska Foods
Inc., alocal group.

Nefco also owned a half-
interest in a plant at Seward
along with Icicle Seafoods of
Petersburg and Seattle. Nefco's
collapse stuck this subsidiary,
and thus Icicle, with an unse-
cured claim of $2.3-mlllion. Ne-

gotlotions are underway to sell
the remainder of the subsidi-
ary, Seward Fisheries, to Ici-
cle.

A non-operating plant at
Sunny Point, Ketchikan, was
sold to the state of Alaska for
$2.6 million.

In many of these cases,
former Nefco employees have
followed the assets. Pete Har-
ris, Nefco's bottomfish vision-
ary, signed on with Alaska
Foods. In Washington and Ore-
gon, the four fresh-fish plants
on the Pacific Coast were
bought by William J. Kelllher,
the former manager of Nefco's
fresh-fish operations, and by
Wayne H. Johnson, who man-
aged Nefco's two plants at
Newport, Ore.

Ivan Fox, Nefco's former
vice president for Alaska oper-
tions, was one of several Nefco
managers hired by Ocean
Beauty when it leased Nefco’s
six Alaska plants. "The same
personnel who ran these plants
for Nefco all moved over
here," says Fox.

One exception is Peter Rog-
ers, who was chief operational
officer in Nefco's last year and
chief executive officer in its
final days. Rogers who came
to the business via Mars Candy
Co.. Curtis Candy Co. and Stan-
dard Brands Inc., went back to
New York to work for Standard
Brands. H wns most recently
guoted in the nationul press
explaining the nationwide
shortage of peanut butter.
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Panel wants
restrictions
on fish loans

February 19,

iu-
By ANN CONY
Daily News reporter

Japanese fishing vessels
may have caught more than
700,000 King salmon last year in
the Bering Sea and waters
around the Aleutian Islands —
seriously disrupting Western
Alaska’s king salmon fishery.

Reports of the huge Japa-
nese catch — more than five
times the estimated 1979 har-
vest — were made this week by
Nunam Kitlutsisti, a Bethel-
based organization that repre-

1981

NI

sents Westt | Alaska fisher-
men.

Harold Spark, the group's
director, said the Japanese
high seas fishing has “wiped us
outtor'8land’8s2.”

Officials at the state Depart-
ment of Fish and Game said
Friday they believe Spark’s fig-
ures are accurate, though they
have been disputed by others in
the industry.

The precise estimate — 704,-
000 king salmon — was made
by Michael Dahlberg, a scien-
tist with the National Marine

Fisheries Service in Juneau,
Spark said. Dahlberg could not
be reached for comment Fri-
day.

Fish and Game officials said
the 704,000 figure compares to
estimates of 129,000 king salm-
on caught by the Japanese in
1979.

“We arc leery of the (ramifi-
cations of the 1980) harvest,”
said Fred Gaffney of the Fish
and Game Department.

But Clarence Potski, deputy
director of'the North Pacific
Fisheries and Management

Council, downplayed the esti-
mated Japanese haul, calling it

.agrapevine number.

“We haven’t found any valid
basis for it and we can't track
down any data to support it,”
he said Friday.

According to Spark, the re-
ported Japanese catch could
have disastrous implications
for the 1,700 commercial fish-
ing permit-holder? his group
represents and for thousands of
Native families who illy on the
Western Alaska Kking salmon
fishery for subsistence.

If estimates of the Japanese
king salmon catch are accur-
ate, the result — for the West-
ern Alaska fishery — could be
a replay of the dismal seasons
in the early 1970s after Japa-
nese fleets took an average of
400,000 fish a year from 1968 to
1970, Spark said. The king
salmon fishery there didn't get
back on its feet until 1976, when
the state enacted the Fisheries
Conservation and Management
Act, he said.

See Back Page, SALMON
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Juneau — A Bill by Gov. Jay
Hammond to provide $100 million (or
short-term loans to fish processors
should be testricted so the loans are
used only to pay fishermen for their
catches, a Senate subcommittee de-
cided Wednesday.

Sen. Don Gilman, R-Kenai, said
"l want to make sure this is an in-
ventory loan and not an operational

loan."

Under Harrr. iond's proposed leg-
islation (SB140 and SB141), $100 mil-
lion would be appropriated to set up
an Alaska Fishery Product Revolv-
ing Loan Fund to make one-year
loans at reduced interest rates to
processors operating in-state.

Hammond said the loans would
allow processors to pay operating
costs and also pay lishermen for

their catches until the processors
sell the fish.

Commissioner of Revenue Tom
Williams said Hammond's proposal
is designed to help Alaska fishermen
by “filling the gap" left by major
Seattle banks that have become less
willing to foot processors' bills.

Although members of the Senate
subcommittee on fisheries ques-
tioned the plan to make loans to all

processjts operating inthe state, in
cluding plants owned by non-Alas-
kans, Williams said the bill shouldn't
be resiticted to Alaska-owned pro-
cessing facilities.

"It hurts the Alaska fisherman
just as much if it's an Alaskan fish
processor or a Seattle fish processor
who cannot buy their catch.”

Sub:ommittee Chairman Bob
Mulca ly, R-Kodiak, said the bill may

be revised 'o cover floating proces-
SOrs.

The bill sets loan interest rates at
3.75 percent above the average rate
on US. Treasury Bills. Currently,
the loan interest rate would be about
17percent.

The subcommittee plans to con-
tinue hearings on the legislation,
which then must go before the entire
Resources Committee.
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“Qur fishery dissolved in the
early '70s. It looked like a
roller coaster — one ygar you'd
have them (the fish)l the next
year you wouldn't. \

The King salnnn apparently
were intercepted legally, both
inside and outside the 200-mile
limit.

According to Spark, much of
the catch was made by the
Japanese mother fleet, a huge
floating processor supplied by
about 40 fishing boats, each of
which lets out about nine miles
of monofilament gillneta night.

“Alaskans here are on wel-
fare because the fishery has
been wiped out by Japanese
interception,” he said. “There’s
nothing else to do here. We've
been screaming about the situ-
ation for years.

Spark said he believes the

apparent huge Japanese catch
was an act of retaliation for his
organization’s lobbying efforts
to limit Japanese king salmon
ventures in the Bering Sea.

In addition to seeking help
from Alaska Sen. Ted Stevens
and Rep. Don Young, Spark's
organization went to court in
December in an effort to stym-
ie the Japanese.

But the merits of the case
were not heard.

“It was a long shot and we
got hung up procedurallv,”

Besides questions from the
Korth Pacific Fisheries and
Management Council about the
validity of the 704,000 estimate,
the council’s deputy director,
Po~ski, said there was n  ?ien-
tific way to determine Lh;- ori-
gin'of the king salmon caught
by UIE Japanese.

The fish, he said, could have
come from Soviet, Japanese or

Canadian fisheries as well as
that of Western Alaska.

Spark, however, maintained
that 93 percent of the King
salmon caught in the Bering
Sea and approximately 65 per-
cent caught off the Aleutians
historically has come from
Western Alaska fisheries.

The estimate of last year’s
Japanese catch was reportedly
made by extrapolation based
on historical data and on counts
supplied by the Japanese for
king salmon caught outside the
200-mile zone.

Official American observers
aboard Japanese boats inside
the designated Fisheries Con-
servation Zone count the aver-
age number of fish hauled in
per mile of net and multiply
that number by the total length
of net launched and the number
of days fished to estimate the
total catch.
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plegge to cut
salmon catch

ByANNCONY
Dally News reporter

Japanese fishermen will vol-
untarily reduce their Kking
salmon catch in the Bering Sea
this year, following a crescendo,
of protest from western Alaska
fishermen.

That was the message an
attorney for the Japanese gov-
ernment delivered Friday to
the North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council.

Stephen Johnson, a Seattle
attorney, said the Japanese
government intends to restrict
the catches of its Mother Ship
Fleet, which last year shat-
tered records by catching more
than 700,000 kings.

He did not provide the coun-
cil with a precise limit for
future catches or other details
of the plan, saying that those
matters would be discussed
when Japan sends a delegation
to meet with Alaska fishery
representatives sometime be-
fore the next council meeting in
mid-March.

Representatives of western
Alaska fishermen were delight-
ed by the announcement, al-
though council members were

Salmon catch

] Continued from Page A-1 |

western Alaska fishermen, and
their representatives said the
huge Japanese catch would se-
riously disrupt western Alas-
ka's king salmon fishery.

A scientist for the National
Marine Fisheries Service esti-
mated that fewer than -100,000
of the kings taken by the Japa-
nese originated in western
Alaska fisheries, but some fish-
ermen representatives ques-
tioned timt estimate and others
said that, even if correct, the
number was unacceptably high.

Johnson, the attorney for Uie
Japanese, told the council that
Japan’s government Intends to
restrict the mother ship's king
salmon catch to the average of
catches from 1977. 1978 and
1979, roughly 100,000 kings.

"We are pleased that the
Japanese government and fish-
ing industry are moving quick-
ly to resolve the mother ship’s
interception problem with west-
ern Alaska king salmon," said
Henry Mitchell, executive di-
rector of the Bering Sea Fisher-

more subdued in their reaction.

“They didn't give us any
hard figures,” Jim Branson,
the council's executive direc-
tor, emphasized.

But, he added, “ It does seem
to indicate that the Japanese
are very concerned and want to
work something out.”

The Ilth-hour overture
helped stave off council action
on a fishermen’'s proposal to
close virtually all of the Bering
Sea to foreign trawlers from
the first of October through the
end of March. The council post-
poned final action on that mat-
ter until its meeting next
month.

Two weeks ago, the National
Marine Fisheries Service in Ju-
neau confirmed reports that the
Japanese Mother Fleet last
year gillnetted more 700.000
king salmon in the Bering Sea
and off the Aleutian Isimls —
in waters inside and outside the
council’s jurisdiction.

By comparison, thj Japa-
nese catch for 197? was esti-
mated to be fewer than 130.f00
kings. .

The 1900 figu-es enraged

See Eack Page, SALMON

cutback pledged by Japanese officials

men's Association, and one of
Uie 100 or so people present at
the council meeting in the
Westward Hilton.

“It's a move toward satisfy-
ing the complaints of western
Alaska fishermen,” said Harold
Sparck, director of Nunam Kit-
lutsistl, the fishermen's group
Uiat proposed the Bering Sea
closure for foreign trawlers.

Sparck said he was optimis-
tic that the controversy would
be resolved soon because the
announcement was made pub-
licly and "the Japanese don't
like to lose face.”

During its two-day meeting
that endeo Friduy, the council
also took action on proposals to
amend its Gulf of Alaska fish-
ery management plans.

The council’s actions were
designed to alleviate a few
bones of contention in the gull,
including a “species conserva-
tion problem” with Pacific
Ocean perch and complaints
from Southeast fishermen that
foreign trawlers were running
over and damaging Uicir long-
lines.

Although catch allocations
for this year have already been

set, Uie council moved to re-
duce the catch of perch in
future years by slashing the
"allowable biologicul catch”
from 14,400 metric tons to 870
metric tons.

The council also voted to
restrict foreign fishermen from
Uie gulf off southeast Alaska
und to adopt measures aimed
at decreasing incidental
catches of species such as hali-
but-

The council’s actions will be
submitted to the U.S. secretary
of commerce for final approv-
al.
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Suit asks to halt herring sale to Japanese

By, ANN CONY
Daily News reporter

Ten Alaska seafood proces-
sors filed suit Monday in an
effort to prevent a group of
Bristol Bay herring fishermen
from selling their catch to the
Japanese and bypassing do-
mestic processors.

The suit was filed a month to
the day after U.S. District

Court Judge James Fitzgerald
issued a restraining order pre-
venting the state from enforc-
ing primary processing laws in
the case of the Bristol Bay
Herring Marketing Coopera-
tive. The marketing coopera-
tive has arranged to sell its
catch this year to the North
Pacific Longline-Gillnet Asso-
ciation, a Japanese business.

With the herring season in
Bristol Bay expected to open
any day, the new suit asks l:or a
temporary restraining oirder
barring the Japanese fleet from
handling unprocessed fish from
U.S. fishermen until the court
decides on the merits of the
plaintiffs’ request for a prellimi-
nary injunction.

The herring fishermen

Suit seeks to halt Bristol Bay he

] Continued from Page A-I

the restraining order on behalf
of the herring fishermen be-
cause the season in Bristol Bay
will be over by June.

Under the joint venture con-
tract, the Japanese longline as-
sociation would bring into the
bay ten vessels — each with a
daily freezing capacity of 30
metric tons — to buy the her-
ring, freeze it on ship and
transport it to processing facili-
ties inJapan.

James N. Reeves, attorney
for the processors, argues tliat
the joint venture would violate

federal law as laid down by the
Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act of 1976 and
that federal law supersedes
state law in this case.

In addition to such industry
heavyweights as Whitney-Fi-
dalgo, Icicle and Pan Alaska,
the processing companies were
joined in the suit filed in U.S.
District Court by the Alaska
Fishermen's Union, which rep-
resents more tlian 3,000 can-
ncry employees and other in-
dustry workers, and the
Cordova Acquatic Marketing
Association Inc., which repre-
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claimed in the original suit that
direct sales to foreign proces-
sors through a joint venture
were necessary because domes-
tic processors did not have the
capacity to handle their catch
last year, resulting in the
dumping of some 5,000 metric
tons of herring.

In the counter suit, proces-
sors argue that the joint ven-

ture would violate federal law.

In addition, tire president of
the Pacific Seafood Processors
Association, John G. Peterson,
says, “U.S. processors have
both the capacity and the intent
to receive and process all of the
herring which is available for
harvest" thisyear

The herring co-op was joined
in the original suit by a group

of Western Alaska salmon fish-
ermen, and both parties argued
that the state's primary
processing laws violate the
commerce clause of the U.S.
Constitution. That claim will be
fought by the state when the
suit is tried in June. But in the
meantime, Fitzgerald issued

See Back Page. SUIT
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In the thick of the eockeye salmon run In Bristol Bay, tho action can ho fast, the payoff largo. IO Dally e rsndurr

Willi the
~ hay ball
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VIAR RUN CATCH PRICI TO PISHIRMBN |meR‘55E«v?n I 8 1
|
éu fBJ% 823 237 57 (can'*«d)/40 (Itoian) 9110-S115 By
Dally Nows repoitor
LW %4 20 tD(cammedyS128 (boen) . UUIAJLU— Ith lingering memories of Uie cost-
ly, tension-filled fishermen's strike
9 ’ of 1900, Bristol Buy's salmon fisher-
(uXfh o 09 60 (canned androion) ? men and processing companies
Imvu begun negotiating a new price formula timt
1977 9.6 49 % V6 could Ix) potentially more equitable to both
(o) i parties.
] Some participants and many observers be
( Jﬁ%@) 116 56 ) sesx  f lievc tliat botli sides are strongly motlvutcd to
avoid a replay of last summer's debacle, when
19 - ) fishermen sat out a good |>ortioii of Uie peak
(imf®) 22 49 37(sliding scale base price) Siess0 M season, allowing rouglily 40 million red salinan
toslip by the fisliing grounds.
) "They don't want to see what luippcned last
97 Y 2 ] -
(ot 109 14 49 (not negotiated) $100 M year happen again and nclUicr do we," said

Mitch Kink, general manager for Uie Alaska
( J%n%g) 24 08 = S110-S112WBF Independent Fishermen's Marketing Association
(AIFMA), one of two Bristol Bay fishermen's

bargaining groups.
idaify 54 24 z S56S57 A1 But_despite cuuUous optimism expressed on
both sides, ncgoUuUons promise to be arduous.
197 And even If flsnermcn nnd processors ngreo on a
| (Junei—ﬁ*) 156 96 % 6 price —or price formula — before an estimated
1 KAMO MaM  [OUBff  MA-1  KMKI s KAMO waw 26.7 illion sockeye (red) salmon shoot across Ue
bay to Uieir spawning grounds Uils summer, Ue
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Bristol Bay fisherman already negotiating, hoping to avoid strike
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lastyear’s bitterness is not likely to dissipate.

At the heart of the continuing tensions In one
of the world's richest salmon fisheries Is a
gradual transition in Uie relaUonship between
the two groups.

Fishermen, once employees of Ux: canneries,
increasingly are becoming Independent business-
men. And Uie processors no longer have uni-
lateral control over the industry.

Gone are the days when fishermen worked on
processors’ boats for prices they had no control
over. Fishermen work now from their own boats,
for negotiated prices.

But the transiUon is far from complete. With
no established markets outside the bay, fisher-
men depend on their former bosses to buy the
salmon. They also rely on Uie processors for
boat storage, mccltanics, gear and other necessi-
Ues.

Since the demise of company-owned fisliing
fleets, fishermen and processors have been
saddled wilUi a cumbersome bargaining process
fiat stems in large part from laws that prevent
fishermen from forming unions and prevent
prr(])cessors from discussing prices with each
other.

The clumsy negotiations are exacerbated by a
luck of empathy between Uie two paitfcs. Tix*
common fistienman, it is said, docs not truly
understand Uie processor's costs, risks and
recent financial problems that have been aggra-
vated by liigh-Interest rales and n volatile
Japanese market for frozen salmon. By the
same token, it is said, processors are not
IMirticulnriy sensitive lo U, fisherman's bur-
geoning fuel costs, boat cxpeiiscs and desire for
u cut of Uie profits In years Uiat Uie processors
dowell.

But despite decp-souted hostilities between
the two groups, early indicators suggest Im-
provements ULsyear in Uie utmosplierc between
fishermen and processing companies.

Hie untagonL'its are now discussing u sliding-
scule price formula Uit would take some of Ue
nuirkel risks off the shoulders of processors and
give fishermen what Uiey feel is n (xiteiiUnlly
ixire equitable sluire of Uie wholesale price
I stclxxi by Uie processors.

Under u sllding-scule system, fishermen
Ivould be guaranteed a fhxir price Uuit could rise
i0 a set percentage of Ux-wixilesulu pricu.

AIFMA luis sent contract projxssiits to eight or

nine major processing firms and the companies
have demonstrated a willingness to negotiate,
said Mitch Kink, AIFMA's chief negotiator.

By contrast, in 1980 "half of them weren't
willing to talk,” lie said, adding that tiv*
atmosphere now is "a lot better Uian it was last
year."

Tliere is a third party Uiat doesn’'t want to see
a replay of the J980 scene that found fishermen
sitting on Uie beach while the salmon swam
upstream to spawn. That party is the state of
Alaska, which “owns" the salmon.

in the hopes of heading off another strike,
Gov. Jay Hammond, a former Bristol Bay
commercial fisherman himself , commissioned a
task force to study the Bristol Boy problems and
propose remedies in December.

The task force lias been roundly criticized in
some camps on several counts, including its
recommendaUon for increased police protection
in the area this summer. Some criUcs have said
the '.ccommcndaUon .Vis an overreacUon, de-
spite Ux; fact some flsheimen tried — frequcnUy
wili success — to keep oUx:rs from working last
summer by tiircats that included the firing of
semi-automatic weapons.

CriUcs have cliargcd that Uie task force was
unduly preoccupied wili Uie violence issue, and,
in effect, recommended n Band-Aid treatment
fora hcmorrliaging paUent.

TIx: Bristol Bay Task Force made just two
substantive recommendations.

The state, itsaid, should:

« Spend up to $60,000 on n study of salmon
markets, and

« Spend up to $320000 to send more state
troopers to Uie fishing grounds ULssummer.

Fishermen liavc been eager for Ux: Uilrd-
party marketing study, which got under way two
weeks ago. //though Ux study will not reveal
processors’ precise operating costs or profit
margins, It should give strong Indications of
wholesale price trends and fishermen viuw it as
< sprbigboard for Infonned negotiations.

Processors, upimrcnUy, are not opooctd to Uie
study, although they may not accept its results
as gospel when Uie fishermen bring It hi Ue
bargi Ining table.

"A ly uuirket study lias to luive n fatal Umc
lag ill it. 11m InfoniutUon ts already old by the
L.ne negoUaUons are critical,” said 1Uek Laub-
er, Juneau- lobbyist fur W¢* Pucific Seafood
Processors AssociiiUon.

"l got Uie feeling Uiey want to know w» '.t Uk*

(processors') profit is going to be and no one can
tell them Uiat. There are just too many factors
involved and the prices change from day to day.
But I wish them well on Uie marketing study. It

may help... | certainly don’t think it crndo
any harm,"he said.

Rodger Painter, United Fishermen of Alas-
ka's executive director, criticized the task force
for not moving more quickly on Uie marketing
study, saying that one month doesn't offer* the
consulting firm enough Umc to do a thorough
job, particularly on Uie complex, highly anticipa-
tory Japanese market for frozen salmon.

Painter was more critical of the law enforce-
ment proposal -r*d the spending priority it was
given.

The violence issue has "rer 'y been over-
played," hesaid.

Because of the high-charged atmosphere
guaranteed to accompany any future boycott*,
the stepped-up police presence could backfire,
Painter warned.

Many fishermen, he said, were enraged by a
Bristol Bay law enforcement plan drawn up by
Col. T.R. Anderson, director of Uie state troop-
ers. Fislicrmen were especially piqued by a
provision for "mass arrests" arid other aspects
of the plan.

"Anderson's report may be a worst-cuse
scenario, but Uiat's not how it reads," Painter
suid. “It looks like Uie place is going to be
crawlingwiUicop."

The report left many fishermen wiUi Ue
distinct impression Uit Uie state was upplying
far mor: pressure on Uicm tilun i>u processors,
according to Painter.

"(I-nw enforcement) shouldn't have con-
sumed so much of Ux: task force’s attention,” Ix*
said.

On Tuesday Uie Senate State Affairs Commit-
tee proixised a scaled-down version of Ander-
son's plan.

i think W¢ ndminisiniUoi. ts well inten-
l.onrd, i../ 'he sitiuiUon luisn't been bundled too
well. 1think ‘hero was n lurk of effort In trying
todeal wiUiUc.eal problem/' Painter said.

Wlille critical of Ux Bristol Bay Task Force,
Painter was far more suUsfiod wilUi Ux* recom-
uxsKlaUons of n state Scnatu Judiciary Hearing
Committee Uiat also took up Ux* problem.

“Wlillo Ux: original concerns of U¢* bearing
committee were U¢* state's role in Uk* negotiat-
ing process nixi In miiintnining public :iafely, it

quickly became apparent that a broader ap-
proach to meeting Bristol Bay's needs was
required to be effective,” the committee report
said.

It went on to make nine recommendations,
focusing on a number of long-range solutions
designed, essentially, to help the industry
throulgh its growing pains.

"There appears to be a general feeling that
much of the tension in the Bristol Bay fishery is
actually due to this change in the structure of
the industry. One component of this change is
the desire by many local fisliermcn to develop a
new, locally controlled means of marketing U-eir
f'=h as an alternative to the established piocess-
iii, plants,” the report said.

It recommended the marketing study as part
of an ongoing analysis with potential application
for all of Alaska's fisheries.

In addition, the committee suggested the state
take an ncUve role in helping fishcrrren develop
Uiclr own markets by making financing pro-
grams available to new fisli-pacWng operations
and by supporting capital improvements of
docks, transportation routes and oUicr infras-
tructure needs in the bay area.

But the role of the state in helping factions of
Uie private sector resolve long-standing differ-
ences is quite open to debate.

"Some people wanted Ux* stale to put pres-
sure on the processors, to get Uiem in one room
and knock Ux*ir heads togctiier,” said Avrum
Gross, former state attorney general and n top
Hammond administration troubleshooter who
headed Uie Bristol Bay Task Force. Such an
npproacli, he pointed out, is prohibited by anti-
trust laws.

“ 1 feel very strongly, and I Uilnk Ux governor
does too, that Just because Uiey lun'e prob-
lems ... does not mean that Uie state. should
start to play u role in Ux; bargaining process, in
determining fuir price or a forrrv.au," he contin-
ued.

Tlie projKT role of Uie ncuto, us Gross secs it,
is to "give Uicm Uie kind o( tools Uiey need to
work out Uk* problem — if ti'ey ask for Uicn —
and let them work it out.”

Noting Uial Uie economic structure of Ux
fishery is indeed evolving, "it luis to bo ullowcd
lo develop," Gross said.

"It'll take Umc,” said Melvin Monscn, a
fisherman and staff biologist for Uie Bering son
Fishermen's Association.

"You can'tsulve tilings like ULsovernight.”
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