


ReP °rt;T"

The Alciskalndependenf fishermen’s Marketing Association

o fi Vr-'-Vv Pr«par«d 3y st o, r*-,
Richard 6. Wilich a ‘Associates! FUherles Consulfants.
ng ¢."-%Anchorage v,V A



STfc AVENUE SUITE 212 RICHARD G. WILSON
ANCHORAGE ALASKA S9EG! & ASSOCIATES

>007i 270

Mr. David R. Milholland

.-resident

Alaska Independent Fishermen®s Marketing Association
£233 Sugar Maple St. S.E.

Olympia, Washington 965C2

Iristol Bay Sockeys Cos: 0O Price Studv

j-ar Hr. Milholland:

I ain pleased to transmit to the Board and Members of the
Alaska Independent Fishemen 1s Marketing Association

the Marketing ar.c Economic Scudy---Phase One, Costs and Pri-
u c1 d'ec

Cur research team worked hard to meet AIFMA."s 1immediate
needs with respect to cost and price aspects of 1980
negotiations. We believe this information will be useful,
and we are prepared to develop the market potential 1issues
should vou decide to oursue markets further.

Sincerelv vours

Fisheries Consultant



LIST OF FIGURES

Location Map: Bristol B a y .ouiiiiriin i c e iceeaaaeanns

Illustration of the Effects of Higher Fishing Costs
on the Minimum Volume Required to "Break-Even,"

1976-1980

Retail Canned Sockeye Prices and Negotiated Raw
Fish Prices in Bristol Bay, 1973-1980

Wholesale Prices of Canned and Frozen Sockeye
Salmon and Negotiated Raw Fish Prices to
Fishermen in Bristol Bay, 1971-1980

Yen/Dollar Exchange Rate, 1974-1980

Y.-n/Dollar Exchange Rats, 1971-1980

GNP and Pr ce Increase in Japan, 1973-1980 .............

Effective Exchange Rages for Foreign Currencies

15

46

47

57

58

60

61



Tab]e

10

11

12

13

14

15

LIST OF TABLES

1980 Cost of Fishing Sockeye - High Range Example
1980 Cost of Fishing Sockeye - Medium Range Example
1980 Cost of Fishing Sockeye - Low Range Example
Total Average, Average Fixed and Average Variable
Costs of a Bristol Bay Drift Gill-Net Operation

in 1976 and Projections for 1980, Based on the
1976-1980 Increase in the Wholesale Price Index

QI I Y

Cost of Fishing: 1980 SUMMATN Y courmer o aa e ceeaaecaaaann-

Number and Average Price of Boats Built and Cold
to Bristol Bay Fishermen, January 1, 1978 to

March 15, 1980 .ot e e e e e e e e e e e e

Projected Fishing Receipts/Losses for 1976 + WPI
Increase, 1C76-1980, at Various Raw Fish Price

LevVels — L0 " 0 ittt et et i et eeeaeecececeaeaeaeaaaaaannn

Projected Fishing Receipts/Losses for High Cost Range

Example at Various Raw Fish Price Levels - 1980

Projected F.shing Receipts/Losses for Medium Cost Range

Example at Various Raw Fish Price Levels - 1980

Projected Fishing Receipts/Losses for Low Cost Range

Example atVarious Raw Fish Price Levels - 1980

Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh/Frozen Production,
Head-0n, Frozen in Anchorage/Kenai .....oceioieioanaaanan.

Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh/Frozen Production,

Head-O0ff, Frozen in Anchorage/Kenai

Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh/Frozen Production,

Head-0n, Frozen in Bristol Bay on Floating

o 0 T o =TS S I

Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh/Frozen Production,

Head-Off, Frozen 1in Bristol Bay on Floating

PrOCE S SO S (et e e cieeaceeecceeacaeeacaeaaaaaaaaaaanaenn

Sampl Salmon Processing Costs, Canned Production,

Cr .led in Bristol B @ ¥V cicuriiiiiie i ca e ceeecaaaaanannn

Page

11

13

14

16

17

18

19

22

23

24

25

26



Table

16 Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Canned Production,

Canned in Southwest Alaska and British Columbia,

L= = o - Y 27
17 Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh Production,

Head-0ff, Processed in Anchorage and Air Freighted

to Major U.S. Cities on Commercial Airlines .......... 28
18 Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh Production,

Head-0ff, Processed in 3ristol Bay and Flown to
Major U.S. Markets on Charter Aircraft - Fish are
Shipped Butchered ... i a i 29

19 Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh Production,
Head-0ff, Fish are Shipped Round to Seattle or
Other Market City Directly from Bristol Bay on

Charter Aircraft - Fish are Processed in Market
O 30
20 Sample Salmon Processing Costs, Fresh/Frozen

Production, Head-0ff, Flown to Seattle in the

Round and Frozen in Seattle ... .. ... ... ... ... 31
21 Retail Prices for Canned Sockeye Salmon, 1973-1980 . .. 37
22 First Wholesale Prices - Headed and Gutted Fresh/Frozen
Salmon, FOB Alaska/ZSeattle ... e e e e e eeeeeeaann 38
23 Northwest and Alaska First Wholesale Prices for Canned

Salmon - Yearly Price Indications 1971-1974 and
Quarterly Price Indications 1975-1978, 1in U.S.

Dollars Per P O UNd coomer i i e e caeecenaaanaann 40
24 Northwest and Alaska First Wholesale Prices for
g Salmon - Monthly Averages, January 1979 - Febr
1980, in U.S. Dollars Per Pound ...oooioeoooiimaaaaaa ; 42
25 Bristol Bay Raw Fish Prices, 1954-1979 ... ... c.iiiiieoaa.-. 43
26 Bristol Bay Raw Fish Prices 1in Relation to Wholesale
Prices for Canned Sockeye Salmon, 1966-1979 (eggs
not Included) .o e eeeaeeceeaaaaa 44
27 Fresh and Fresh/Frozen Salmon Exports From U.S. Census
Districts 29, 30 and 31, 1975-1979, By Export
Country, in Pounds ....cccoon... F 49
28 Canned Salmon Exports from U.S. Census Districts 29,

30 and 31, 1975-1979, by Export Country, in Pounds . . 50



-] i

Table

29

30

31

Fish Roe Exports from U.S.
by Export Country,

list of Export Countries
Countries™ Category in Tables 27-29

u.

and 31,

S.

Salmon Consumption,

Census Districts 29, 30

Included

1978

in Pounds

in

"Misc.

Other

Page

54



INTRODUCTION

As the 19S0 salmon season approaches, there 1is 1increasing anxiety
among Bristol Bay gill net fishermen concerning the possible effects on
raw Ffish prices of:

the Bay"s record high projected commercial sockeye catch of
37.1 million fishl;

the poor condition of fresh/frozen sockeye markets; and

current financial problems in the Alaska salmon processing
industry.

The Alaska Independent Fishermen®s Marketing Association,
representing approximately one-half of the active drift fishermen in
Bristol Bay," has received several industry offers which reflect a sub-—
stantial price reduction from last year"s settlement. In addition, re—
strictions on method and timing of fish deliveries have also been pro-—
posed which would have the effect of reducing the volume of fish that
could be delivered. For the fishermen, it 1is often difficult (1) to
understand why these changes are necessary and (2) determine whether the
reported industry problems are, in fact, true, particularly when infor—
mation comes from the other side of the negotiating table. Fear has
been expressed that, 1in order to accommodate poor markets in the current
year, the fishermen will be asked to absorb the entire burden of cost
citting 1in production. Certainly, both processors and fishermen are in—
terested in making a profit. However, unless a settlement is reached
at an early date, both sectors will suffer unnecessary financial set—
backs. The main problem lies in the difficulty of fishermen and proces—
sors reaching an agreement on what 1is a reasonable- return for all par—
ties in the existing climate of uncertain economic conditions.

The purpose of this report is to examine the economic factors which
are affecting fishermen, processors and markets for this year®"s Bristol
Bay sockeye and to discuss the influences each factor may have on raw
fish prices.

“Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 1979. Preliminary Forecasts and
Pro jections for 1960: Alaska Salmoi. Fisheries. Division of Commercial
Fisheries.



THE SETTING: BRISTOL BAY

Historic Background

From the 1880°"s until the late 1940"s, there were so few canneries
operating in Bristol Bay that the industry exhibited the characteristics
of an oligopoly. Prices to the fishermen reflected the lack of competi—
tion among processors for raw Tfish. Every spring, the price which was
offered to the fishermen was posted on the cannery wall, and fishermen
could either "take it or leave it." This was acceptable to most fisher—
men because of the many forms of assistance and accommodations provided
to them, which were similar to those provided to cannery workers. Few
fishermen owned their own boats or gear, as most boats were the property
c: the cannery. In 1934, the U.S. Fish Commissioner described the in-
c_:.try control in Bristol Bay as follows:

The great red salmon fishery of Bristol Bay Iis
practically controlled by about three large com—
panies and might well be considered by some as on
the borderline of monopoly.?2

At several times during this historic period, the Bristol Bay
fishermin h"ve formed associations to represent their collective in—
terests ,f the fishery. In the 1940 s, the Alaska Fishermen®s Union
(AFU) represented fishermen®s interests 1in the Bay. During the past
fourteen years, the Alaska Independent Fishermen®"s Marketing Association
has grown into this vrole and has generallyrepresented Bristol Bay

fishermen 1in negotiations on raw firn prices with processors. The
Western Alaska Cooperative Fishermen®s Association and other fish coop—
eratives have also participated on behalf of fishermen. While different

economic conditions affect the negotiated price each year, there are
certain unique features of the Bristol Bay fishery which have consis—
tently affected the price determination throughout 1its history. These

features, including the Bay"s remote location, the limited support

facilities available and the nature of the sockeye run itself, are dis—

cussed in this section. The specific economic factors which are unique

to the 1580 season are discussed in later sections of this report.
Location

Unlike fish landings in the Los Angeles area or any other major
population center, salmon landings 1in Bristol Bay are made a great
distance from major markets (see Figure 1). The initial distribution
point for nearly all of the canned product from the Bay is Seattle,
which 1is more than eighteen hundred miles by sea from the fish landing
area. Much of the fresh and fresh/frozen product travels several

“Frank T. Bell, U.S. Fish Commissioner, April 30, 1934. From Alaska
Historical Library, Alaska Packers Association Library. pP. 21.
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thousand miles further to 1its 1initial distribution point, th Tsukiji
market 1in Tokyo.

This transportation 1is expensive and time consuming and, thus,
Bristol Bay salmon is sardled with a variable but significant added cost
when compared with proM. ct landed closer to major markets. Due partly
to the high transportation costs incurred by the Bay"s remote location,
prices paid to fisherman have generally been lower for salmon landed 1in

Bristol Bay than for salmon landed at other locations in Alaska. The
annual costs of operating as a fisherman and as a processor/buyer are
increased as well by the Bay®"s remote location. These higher costs re—
sult primarily from the lack of inexpensive transportation to and from
headquarter cities. In addition, the Bay"s support facilities are
limited, further increasing the costs of industry support services.

Support Facilities

Because there 1is no land transportation linking 3ristol Bay to
other regions of Alaska, most goods are imported by air or sea. This
tends to make the construction of support facilities both expensive and
difficult, due to the Ilimited barge schedule and the high cost of air

freight transportation. There is no publicdock, although one is
planned by the Bristol Bay Borough.Until a public dock is functioning,
the fishery and other Jlocal industries are dependent upon the use of
private dock facilities. In the past, this has generally restricted

dock use to activity authorized by established processing firms which
maintain private docks in the area.

The short ice-free season also inhibits construction of shore

facilities. Following a late break-up in hay, there 1is little time to
complete any major construction before the early June king salmon season
or even the late June sockeye harvest. Both the short duration of the

construction season and the variable nature of barge and freighter
schedules combine to create a situation where deadlines are often missed
or considerably delayed, resulting in extremely high construction costs.

The airport facilities 1in King S..Imon are excellent. This airport
has all the navigational aids of Los Angeles |International Airport and
the capability to handle most aircraft, including loaded 747"s.
Dillingham airport can handle smaller jets and Hercules C-130 aircraft;
however, South Naknek, Egegik, Clark"s Point, the west side of the
Kvichak River, Ugashik and other landing areas have limited or no navi—
gational aids. Nevertheless, were it not for air transportation facili—
ties in the region, the fishery would be considerably less accessible
than it 1is.

The Nature of the Run

The nature of the sockeye run 1is also a major factor influencing
the Bristol Bay fishery. The run 1is concentrated in a relatively brief



twenty-three day period, and two-thirds of the harvest is landed in a
frenetic twelve day peak period.3 This factor alone creates unique prob—
lems for both fishermen and processors, but the enormous size of the run
during that brief period compounds the situation. The Bristol Bay
sockeye run is projected to comprise 88.3 percent of the Alaska sockeve
rroauction and 36.2 percent or STt ftiasxa saitnon production in 19S0~
For processors, as well as nsnermen, a Drier shutdown during the peak
period can make the difference between profitable and unprofitable oper—

ations for the season. The brief but concentrated nature of the run,
then, <considerably increases the risk of doing business in the Bay as
compared with other salmon fisheries. The extreme variation between

high and low sockeye salmon cycles adds yet another risk factor which
fishermen, processor-buyers and broker-d."._.stributors must accommodate.

Recent Develooments

During the past decade, a considerable share of the processing
sector operating 1in Bristol Eav has been financed or purchased outright
by foreign capital. However, another major change has occurred as well.
Several independent processors have been attracted to the Fov to pur—
chase sockeye salmon at relatively high prices to meet the unusually
great demand of the Japanese market for frozen salmon. During the
period of high demand, it was profitable for independents to fly or
tender out, build freezing facilities on-site, or use floating freezer
plants to process frozen salmon. Therefore, competiton for raw fish in
the Bay increased dramatically. Knowledge of the high value of frozen
sockeye in the Japanese marketplace filtered back to Bristol Bay fisher—
men, who generally felt that the pricer, they were being offered by pro—
cessors were less than their fair share of the high retail and wholesale
market value.

A strident bargaining attitude developed among fishermen in the Bay
in the spring of 1979 and, combined with strong differences of opinion
on the part of processors, resulted in a harvester strike. This strike
lasted for several days before a settlement was reached on June 27.
Reluctantly, processors accepted the two-tiered system based on_~.80 per
pound for product to- be- cannexLand SI1.25 per pound for product to 0¢
sold fresh orfrozen. The wunexpectedly highl1979 fish returns upset
many processor®"s plans in terms of the canning/freezing vratio, ” thus
forcing them (in spite of stricter fishing limits) to freeze a larger

proportion of the volume than expected - at the higher price to the
fishermen. Later in 1979, the frozen market collapsed, forcing many
processors to sell a portion of their product at aprice level that per—
mitted Little mark-up over the price paid for the raw fish. It is this

setting in which <considerable attention has been directed from all
quarters on market conditions, processing capacity and raw fish prices
in 1980.

Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 1979. Report to the Board of
Fisheries. December. Twenty-two year average.



FISHING AS A LIVING: THE COST OF DOING BUSINESS

During the past decade, the cost of doing business as a Bristol Bay

gillnetter has changed radically. Many fishermer. now have new, effici-
ent boats, electronic aids and mechanical improvements, all of which
contribute to higher operational costs. While the set net business has

also changed considerably, this discussion is focused on the drift gill-
net fleet.

Increased Risks

With the advent of at least fifteen independent buyers in the Bay
in the late 1970"s, and the implementation of the Alaska Ilimited entry
program, which put a ceiling on the number of fishermen with Bay per—
mits, there was real competition for Jlanded fish for the first time 1in

the history of the Bristol Bay sockeye fishery. Prices paid for raw?”
fish increased dramatically. This situation permitted many fishermen to
move away from the security (and control) of established processors and
consider buyers/processors as customers. The construction of indepen—
dent boat storage facilities is a reflection of the new .independence the
fishermen began to establish during this period. It s now apparent

that over-inflated salmon markets generated this period of exaggerated
competition for fishermen®s catches, making raw fish ot.lv temporarily
more valuable.

For fishermen who Jleft the cannery foldduring this period of
competition, the decision was a serious one. It involved taking a major
business risk, as they were no longer assured a customer for their fish.
Thus, the risk associated with the capital investment required to do
business as an independent fisherman has increased dramatically for many
Bay fishermen in the past few years.

Sample Fishing Costs

Tables 1 through 3 show sample fishing costs for Bristol Bay
sockeye in 1980, based primarily on costs for the 1979 season, but ad-—
justed to the 1980 permit, boat and interest costs. High, medium .v.d
low range examples are given to illustrate the varied cost structures of
Bay fishermen, based on the cost of the individual®s boat and permit and
his current rate of payments. All estimates are made for a catch of
5b,700 pounds of sockeye, the average catch in 1979.

The high range cost estimate, based on the purchase of a new boat
at $90,000 and permit at $106,000, 1is $66,410; the medium range example,
based on the purchase of a $50,000 boat and the same permit cost, is
$50,960; and the 1low range estimate, based on a $27,000 boat which has
been-paid off, 3nd a permit, which has also been paid off, if $27,940.
It should be noted that the average of these three examples is not nec—
essarily reflective of actual Bay-wide average costs, as there is no
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Table 1.

1980 COST OF FISHING SOCKEYE:
HIGH RANGE EXAMPLE

Eased on purchase of new boat at 590,000 and perr.it at 106,000.
Averge catch estimated at 56,700 pounds.

A. Fixed Expenses

Opportunity Cost of Entry Permit

Boat Payment-Opportunity Cost of Investment

Shipment of Boat
Insurance

Fish License
Assoc. Dues

Depreciation (7 vears)

$12,720.*
9,800.**
A,000.
1,800.
150.
250.
12 ,800.

Subtotal A

E. Variables

Fish Tax - 3%

Food and Meals

Fuel and Oil(Fuel $.86)
Labor Costs

Transportation

Materials and Supplies (including gear)

Close of Season
Telephone
Miscellaneous

Drv Dock Rent

$41,520.

1,500.
800.
750.
400.
950.

6,000.
220.
150.
450.

1. 200.

Subtotal B

C. Crew Share

$12,420.

12.470.

Subtotal C

Total Expense

* Eased on current prices. CFEC, 1980.

**Includes amortized interim financing at time of

purchase

12,470.

$66,410,

Percent of

Total

62%

19%

19%

100%

Cost



Table 2. 19S0 COST OF FISHING SOCKEYE:
MEDIUM RANGE EXAMPLE

Based on purchase of $50,000 boat and permit at $106,000.
Averge catch estimated at 56,700 pounds.

Percent o:
A. Fixed Exoenses Total Cost
Opportunity Cost of Entry Permit $12,720.*
Boat Payment-Opportunity Cost of Investment 4,800.**
Shipment of Boat 2,000.
Insurance 1,000.
Fish License 150.
A.ssoc. Dues 250.
Deoreciatior. (7 vears) 7.150.
Subtotal A $23,070. 55%
Variables
Fish Tax - 3% 1,500.
Food and Meals 800.
Fuel and Oil (Fuel $.86) 750.
Labor Costs 400.
Transportation 950.
Materials and Supplies (including gear) 4,000.
Close of Season 220 .
Telephone 150.
Miscellaneous i 50.
Drv Dock Rent 1,200. .
Subtotal B $10,420. 20%
Crew Share 12,470.
Subtotal C 12,470. 25%
Total Expense $50,960. 100%
* Based on current prices. CFEC, 1980.

**Includes amortized interim financing at time o.: purchase



Table 3. 197? COST OF FISHING SOCKEYE
LON SAXGE EXAMPLE

ased on paid off 527,000 boat and paid off permit,
.verge catch estimated at 56,700 pounds.

Percent of

Fixed Expenses Total Cost
Insurance 500.

Fish License 150.

Assoc. Dues 250.

Depreciation (7 vears) 3,850.

Subtotal A 4 ,750. 17%

Variables

Fish Tax - 3% 1,500.

Food and Meals 800.

Fuel and Oil (Fuel 5.86) 750.

Labor and Maintenance 700.

Transportation 950.

Materials and Supplies (including gear) 4,000.

Close of Season 220,

Telephone 150.

Miscellaneous 450.

Drv Dock Rent 1.200.

Subtotal B 510,720. 38"
C. Crew Share 12,470.

Subtotal C 12,470. 45%

Tota ™ Expense 27,940. 100"



estimate made for skiff fishermen, and it is not possible to determine
how many fishermen are represented in each category. However, the data
is useful in illustrating the various cost structures and the variation
in total costs among Bay fishermen, as well as to give an indication of
the relatively high costs associated with fishing sockeye in Bristol Bay
in recent years. The examples given are considered to be representative
of approximately seventy-five percent of the fleet.4

Cost Analysis: 1976 and 1980

Table 4 gives the cost breakdown for the average Bristol Bay drift
gillnet fisherman in 19765 and projects 1980 costs on the basis of the
increase in the Wholesale Price Index (WPI) during the 1976-1980 period.
It should be noted that the cost information in this table was developed
for the Bristol Bay drift gillnet fishery for all five species of sal—
mon, basec on the 1976 salmon season. The sources wused by CFEC in
developing this information were vresponses to a mail survey and CFEC
file data on the average gross earnings of the drift gillnet fleet in
1976.

As can be seen in the table, average fixed costs comprise at least
twenty-two percent of total annual costs and may be as high as twenty-
seven or twenty-eight percent, depending upon distribution of such ex—
penses as dues and moorage, administration and various equipment and
vessel repairs. Average fixed costs represent annual expenses 1irrespec—
tive of the decision to fish or not to fish during the season and irre—
spective of the prices paid for fish (except fish tax).

Variable costs are the most relevant costs to the Bristol Bay drift
gillnetter in making his decision whether or not it is worthwhile to

fish in a given season, 1in view of catch and price predictions. The
total average variable costs in 1976 amounted to seventy-eight percent
of total average costs. It is appropriate to separate crew share costs,
because these are structured differently than other variable costs.
Cost variation occurs for different reasons. Expenses such as vessel
repair, fuel, galley expenses and some equipment repairs occur as a
function of vessel running time. Thus, a significant change in the

amount of vrunning time necessary to catch a given volume of fish can
cause substantial changes from the "average" cost profile presented in
the table. Likewise, the dramatic increases in the cost of fuel in re—
cent years has significantly altered the 1976 "average"™ profile, as can
be seen from the 1980 fuel cost estimates given in Tables 1 through 3.

One other major change 1in the cost structure of Bristol Bay drift
gillnetlers has been caused by the explosive increase in the opportunity
cost of the entry permit. The current opportunity cost 1is estimated to

Mel Brown, AIFMA, 19S0. Personal communication.

"*Baker, June and Muse, Ben, Summary of Cost and Net Return Information
for the Bristol Bay Drift Gill-Net Fishery, Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission, February, 1979.



GILLNET OPERATION IN 1976 AND PROJECTION
FOR 39S0, BASED ON THE 1976-1980 INCREASE
IN THE WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX (NTI)

Percent of
Total Averaee Costs

Fixed Costs 1976 1930 1976 1980
Insurance $ 170.00 $ 237.00
Depreciation 567.00 789.00"
0Cl 1,228.00 1,710.00"
0CEP 304.00 12,720.00"-

$2,269.00 $15,456.00 22% 53%
WPI- 182.9 254 .7 Net change 39.26%

Variable Costs

Dues 6 Moorage 103.00 143—00f/
Administration 187.00 260.00
Vessel Repairs 954._.00%* 1,329.00%*
License Fees 66.00 92.00 -
Fuel 380.00%* 529.00%*
Galley Expense 335.00%* 466.52*
Equipment Repair 510.00* 710.00*
Borough Fish Tax 102.00 142 .00
Travel & Flight 294.00 409.00
Clothing 133.00 185.00
Rental & Leasing 282.00 393.00
$3,346.00 $4,658.52 32% 17%
Crew Share
4,S15.00 6,705.00 46% 25%
$10,430.00 $26,519.52 100% - 100%

*Varies as a function of operating time

1/
"|f

2/
4/

Probably low due to greater proportion of new boats recently.

The opportunity costs of a limited entry permit is estimated to

be 12 percent of face value, e.g. $106,000 Q 12% = $12,720.00.
(Rogers and Kreinheder, 1980)

U.S. Dept, of Labor, WPI-1976 m 182.9, 1930 = 254.7 (39.26% change)
Probably low due to higher proportion of fishermen storing boats at
their own expense.

Source for 1976 data: Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, Juneau, 1979



be twelve percent of transfer value (refer to Table 4), or $12,720,

compared with an estimated $304 in 1976. This represents one of the
largest cost factors in the 1980 breakdown and has the effect of signi—
ficantly increasing the minimum gross earnings necessary for a fisherman
to "break even" for the season.

Table 5 summarizes the fishing cost estimates given in Tables 1

through 4. This summary indicates that the cost of fishing rose faster
than the WPl between 1976 and 1980, as indicated by the higer cost esti—
mates for 1980 obtained on the basis of 1979 experience. The comparison

of 1980 costs and projected 1976 costs also shows that purchases of new
boats and expenses for independent boat storage and/or annual boat
freight to home port are also causing significant increases 1in fisher—
men®"s operating costs and changes in cost structure.

Price or Volume: The Issue 1in 1980

In summary, changes 1in the <cost structure of Bristol Bay drift
gillnet fishermen have resulted primarily from the following changes 1in
the fishery 1in recent years:

< A higher proportion of fisherman-owned boats
0 A higher proportion ;f new boats

A higher proportion of fishermen who are paying for
independent winter boat storage and shore support facilities

< The higher cost of obtaining an entrypernmit - -
0 Higher interest rates
< Higher fuel costs

In order to continue the trend of improvements in fishing
technology 3nd fleet condition which have been inititated in the late
19/0"s (see Table 6) and 1in order for the fishermen to maintain their
financial ability to operate in this fishery, the high cost of doing
business as a fisherman in Bristol Bay must be offset by either higher
prices or a greater volume of raw fish, or a combination of the two,
which will net the fishermen a reasonable return on his capital invest—
ment. Figure 2 illustrates the net 1increase 1in volume (or price) re—
quired to cover cost increases from 1976 to 1980.

Another way to view the 1980 <income requirement of Bay fishermen in
oraer to maintain the same cost/revenue position as 1976 1is illustrated
in Tables 7 through 10. The tables give the projected fishing receipts/
losses in 1980 for various raw fish prices and volumes for each of the
sample cost, levels presented in Tables 1 through 4. The tables indicate

that- fxut fishermen with average crsts as projected from the 1976 cost
L IR lwe 1 0 Zn TMa E MrMsm'~—yAiN\nH nf .iwr.mp VT]9



Table 5. COST OF FISHING: 1980 SUMMARY

Estimated 1930 Cost Illustrative Models for 1980
Based on 1976 Exoerience Based on 1976 Exoerience
(1976 + WPI 76-80) His"n Mid Low
Fixed $15,456 $41,520 $28,070 S =0
Variable 4,658 12,420 10,420 10,720
Crew Share (25%) 6,705 12,470 12,470 12,470

Total $26,819 $66,410 $50,960 $27,940



Manuf;cturer
Company A
Company B
Company C
Company D
Company E
Company F
Company G
Company H
Company 1

Company J

*Survcyoi."s estimate;

Source: Telephone survey by Richard G.

Table 6.

1978

25

NUMBER AND AVERAGE PRICE OF BOATS

BUILT & SOLD TO BRISTOL BAY FISHERMEN

1978-March 15,

1979

10

50

information confidential

1980

Wilson & Assoc.,

or unavailable

Average Price of

1980 Boat - 198C
20 $100,000
19 $ 95,000-100,000
4 $100,000-110,000
21 $ 70,000-78,000
2 $ 62,000-80,000
44 $105,000
90 $100,000
20 $ 85,000
*25 $ 75,000
*30 $ 60,000
March 1980



Figure ILLUSTRATION OF EFFECTS
OF HIGHER FISHING COSTS
ON THE MINIMUM®™ VOLUME
REQUIRED TO "BREAK-EVEN"
1976-19S0

1976
1980

POUNDS DELIVERED POUNDS DELIVERED

wX"] Indicates differences in volume required
co covet cose increases from 1976 Co 1980.



Table 7.

Cose: $26,819

Receipts Above/Below
Cost of Fishing At:

1976 Catch Level
(22,000 pounds)

1979 Catch Level
(56,700 pounds)

2 X 1979 Catch Level
(113,400)

16

PROJECTED FISHING RECEIPTS/LOSSES
FOR 1976 + WPI INCREASE, 1976-1980,
AT VARIOUS RAW FISH PRICE LEVELS - 1980

1976 Plus WPl Increase (1976-1930)

.40 .50 .60 70 .80 .90

-18,019 -15,819 -13,619 -11,419 - 9,219 - 7,019

- 4,139 + 1,513 + 7,201 +12,871 +18,541 +24,211

+18,541 +29,881 +41,221 +52,561 +63,901 +75,241
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Table 8. PROJECTED FISHING RECEIPTS/LOSSES
FOR HIGH COST RANGE EXAMPLE
AT VARIOUS RAW FISK PRICE LEVELS - 1980

High Cost Flange Example

Cost: $66,410

Receipts Above/Below-----——————————————m - - $/Pound--------—————--————-
Cost of Fishing At: .40 .50 .60 .70 .80 .90 1.00
1976 Catch Level -57,610 -55,410 -53,210 -51,010 -48,810 -46,610 -44,410

(22,000 pounds)

1979 Catch Level -43,730 -38,060 -32,390 -26,270 -21,050 -15,380 - 9,710
(56,700 pounds)

2 X 1979 Catch Level -21,050 - 9,710 + 1,630 +12,970 +24,310 +35,650 +46,990
(113,400 pounds)



Cose: $50.960
Receipts Above/Below

Cost of Fishing At:

1976 Catch Level
(22,000 pounds)

1979 Catch Level
(56,700 pounds)

2 X 1979 Catch Level
(113,400 pounds)

Table 9. PROJECTED FISHING RECEIPTS/LOSSES
FOR TI1EDIUM COST RANGE EXAMPLE
AT VARIOUS RAN FISK PRICE LEVELS - 1980

Medium Cost Range Example

—————————————————————————— S/Pound-----———---——mm
.40 .50 .60 .70 .80 .90 1.»
-42,160 -39,960 -37,760 -35,560 -33,360 -31,160 -28
-25,280 -22,610 -16,940 -11,270 - 5,600 + 70+5
- 5,600 + 5,740 +17,080 +28,420 +39,760 +51,100 +69



Table 10. PROJECTED FISHING RECEIPTS/LOSSES

Cost: 527.970

Receipts Above/Below
Cost of Fishins At:

1976 Catch Level
(22,000 pounds)

1979 Catch Level
(56,700 pounds)

2 X 1979 Catch Level

FOR LOW COST RANGE EXAMPLE
AT VARIOUS RAW FISH PRICE LEVELS -1980

Low Cost Rar.ae Exar.ole

——————————————— S/Pound-————————————-—————-
,40 .50 .60 .70 .80 .90
19,140 -16,940 -14,740 -12,540 -10,340 - 8,140
- 5,27) - 410 +6,080 +11,750 +17,420 +23,090

+17,420 +28,760 +40,100 +51,440 +62.750 +74,120

1.00

- 5,94.

+2S,76<

+85,46¢(



in the high cost range, based on 1979 estimates, the "break even" point

is between $.50 and $.60 for a catch of twice the 1979 average (113,400
range, it is approximately

pounds); for fishermen in the medium cost
$.90 per pound for a catch of 56,700 pounds (or between $.40 and $.50
for fishermen in the low cost range,

per pound for 113.400 pounds); and,
it is approximately $.50 per pound for 56,700 pounds of delivered fish.



BRISTOL BAY SOCKEYE PROCESSING INDUSTRY:
THE COST OF DOING BUSINESS 1IN 1980

la order to assist in the determination of what 1is a reasonable
ex-vessel price for the fisherman, this section describes the costs
associated with processing Bristol Bay sockeves in 19S0.

Sample Processing Costs For Various
Methods of Frocessing

IT all sockeye harvested in Bristol Bay were, processed 1in a single
form, the job of determining ™verage"" processing costs would be greatly
facilitated; however, this is not the case. Due partly to the large
anticipated sockeye run in 1980, Bristol Bay salmon will be handled and
processed in numerous different ways before it reaches the wholesale
market. The prices paid to fishermen must therefore reflect the pro—
cessing costs associated with this considerable variety of handling and
processing methods.

Sample salr = essing costs for fresh, fre”h/frozen and canned
production fo: th a... -e-based and floating processing plants located
in Bristol Ba”, other Alaska processing centers and British Columbia,
Canada are given in Tables 11 through 18. Tables 19 and 20 give sample
costs for fresh and fresh/frozen production of fish that are shipped
round to Seattle or any other major U.S. "market city”™ and then pro—
cesses the destination city. Cost estimates have been included for a
wide range of ex-vessel prices to account for the expectations of both
processors and fishermen for the 1980 season, The first wholesale price
figures shown in the tables represent the resulting price when estimated
processing costs at each level of production are added to the given
range of ex-vessel values. They should not necessarily be interpreted
as the current market prices, which are ,¥scussed in another section of
this report.

The processiug cost figures are estimates for the 1980 season,
based on personal communication with processors as well as actual exper—
ience working with several processing operations in Bristol Bay and
elsewhere in Alaska. The estimates are based on reasonably high .volume
operations and, subsequently, an\ smaller volume operations can be ex—
pected tc- have significantly higher costs. Shipping costs are based on
tariff rates quoted by Sea-Land on March 10, 1980. While the cost
figures reflect our expectations for the summer 1980 salmon season, they
are generally conservative estimates and it is conceivable that the rise
in fuel costs and interest rates may be even higher than currently pro—
jected, thus resulting in significantly higher costs of processing,
shipping and mark-up. It sho-.lId also be noted that the actual costs for
every individual processing operation may vary radically from the esti—
mates given due to several factors, including different tendering prac—
tices, wunloading technology and delivery limits. In addition, the 1in—
herent efficiency of each operatic:, varies considerably because all have



Till. 1 11 SAfII'l.E SAL.IIOH I'ltoCKSS Itill COSTS
KHK.SII/MIOZI-H I'ItOIHICT I11H, (ICAII-1UI

Costs .ire r.rparalrd into Iwo r,iti'i;nrles: Tin: cost:: In Catrp.my | arn expressed in S/Il.., rininil weight, |>,irrhasrd ami
delivered to |Ilif professing Pl.ini ; runts In Category 11 arn expressed in $/I]i,, m ove, ml 01 (iuishml (irmliirl weight.
Cost Category F.x-Vrssrl frilrr Mange, Hakuek
1. I'rimary Conln, $/l11>. Hound Weight.
A. Haw Fish Cost .35 .AO .AS .50 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .no .R5 .90
1.  Hrlslol Hay llorntigh Tax (3X) .011 .012 .01 A .015 .017 =OIfl .020 .021 .023 <02A .025 .027
C. Alaska Haw Fish Tax (IX) .011 .012 .01A .015 .017 .01(1 .021) .021 .023 .02A .025 .027
Il.  Tt'iid."i Ing/llandl ing/Fl ylng .sr. 5> .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56
COST/1Il. , =11 Will (HIT,  HELTVKIIKT) .93 Sl 1.(/. 1.09 1. 1A 1.2(1 1.25 1.30 1.36 1.Al 1. Af, 1.51
11. Catego.y Il Conln
A. lletevery, RAX . If. L1/ .in .19 .20 .21 .22 .23 L2A .75 .26 .27
Il. ZTrecessiiir/Ficcx Ing/l'arkag lug 1 .AO =A0 LAl Al A0 Al All *AQ .AO .AO LAl A0
C. Shipping In Seattle2 L(1A3 ,0A 1 .063 .0A3 .0A3 ,0A3 .WAS 1)7)3 .0A3 =0Al .OAI .MAS
I'HOIHIcriOH COST, S/MI. [I'HOHIICT WK1CUT 1.53 1.59 1.66 1.72 1.711 i,nr. 1.91 1.97 2.0A 2.in 2. 1f, 2.27
1.LKSS HKWFHIIK I HOII FCti SACKS'1 (=Of.) (.Of.) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
hkt riioimcTioh cost, $/i.ii. niomicT weight 1. A7 1.5A 1.60 1.66 1.7? 1. 79 i,nr 1.91 i.on 2 .0A 2. 10 2. 1If,
I'ItOCKSSOIt  HAIIK- I (20X)'* .30 .31 .32 .31 .35 .36 .37 .31) A0 LAl AT LAl
WIOLKSALK T'ItICK, fol. SFATTLK 1.7/ 1.DA 1.92 1.99 5.07 2.15 2.22 2.29 2..in 2.7,5 2.52 2.59
1lie Imien ill reel professIng costs, nitrli nn lal.nr and plant overhead.
Shipping fusts have hern .ennvnrlml In round weight equivalents (o allow for rnnijial Il,i 111y will. primary ionln ni fullowr.i .0OS shipping
rum - .R5(.05) * .HAL
<'line recovery in figured a( 1.9% and |ri<<Ili. at $1.A(l, rrsulllug in: (.(3t'i) x (1Al = .0f>.
41nr Li.ll'it li.dirnl rosin, nut'll an general and .-lii. ltilsi ral Ivti, Interest, brokering and marketing. Tills In a rt.nnri will Ive llgure; llrnt

wliolrsair ..aik-i.].LK In rxrmn of 21% inml Lr runs lderml, will. Ilie ever-Inn ranlug runl of wi.ckiop, capital.



TullJo 12 SANPIK SALMON PIMICFSSIMC UISLS
| RKSII/IRO7.FH PRODUCTIOM, IIKAD-tIIT

Cup!r. .110 separated inln |wi> categnrir.i: The costs in Category | dm expressed in $/1la.. rnninl weight, pnrrhns-il .mil
(Ifrivficil In lilt" processing [ilmil; or.tr. In Category Il arc expressed in $/1li., rrenveaod or |Ilitlsland product weight.
Kk ek
Cost Cotegory Kx-Vnsr.el Price Itanpe, Haknrk

I'rimnry Costs, §/ 1la. Roinnl Wright

A, Pnw Kish Cost .35 00 05 .50 .55 00 05 10 15 00 .05 90
I).  Ilrislol liny Ilorough Tnx (3%) 011 012 010 015 017 010 020 021 023 020 025 027
C. Alnskn llnw fish Tnx (3%) 011 012 010 015 017 010 029 021 023 020 025 027
). TemlerIng/limnll Ing/F lying 50 50 50 .50 .50 50 .50 50 50 56 50 .50
COST/LII., HOUHI) WF.ICIT, DKI.I VF.IIKI) 93 90 1.00 1.09 1.10 1.20 1.25 1.30 1.30 1.01 1.00 1.51
I, Cnlegory Il Costs
A. Recovery, 75% 31 .33 .35 .30 .30 00 02 03 05 07 09 50
. Processing/Krerz1lng/Pnrknging 1 00 00 (1 00 .00 00 00 00 00 00 00 .00
C. Shipliing to Sentliel .0 in .03R 030 .0)0 030 030 0111 .0.10 030 . 0.10 030 .03H
PRODUCTION COST, 5/ 111, PRODUCT WKICIHT i.on 1.75 1.03 1.09 1.90 2.00 2.11 2.17 2.25 2.32 2.39 2.05
i itrovemn: from cut: saild.s (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (+0f.) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) .01 (.00)
[P.I" PIIOIIICIION COST, $/I.1l. PRODUCT wr. ICHIT 1.07 1.09 .17 1.03 1.90 1.90 2.05 2.11 2.19 7.20 7.1t 2.19
PRtIt'.PSSOR MARK-UP (20%)"* .32 30 .35 31 3l 00 01 02 00 05 07 .00
WIIOI.KSAI.LK PIUCF., foh SKATTI.F. 1.90 2.03 2. 12 2.20 2.2H 2.30 2.00 2.53 2.0.1 1.71 2.n0 2.07

Linr Imips allied wnrossihr rosin, such as labor and pinut overhead.

"Sliipliinp, costs have lii*oil ciinveit cil In rnninl weight rililiviilents to illntv for rompnlilillity wllli pi linnry cuntsnnfollows; .05sli I pp liik
cost - .75(.05) = .0 )11

1llne recovery in figured nl I.NX and prilcc/ 1li. nt $5.AIl, result lup. In: (.01%) x (3.00) - .lfi.

*Ilie Imien linllrect costs, sueli os genernl nml administrative, Interest, brokeringnml mm kel lug. Thin is ncnnnrrv.il lve figure; first

wholes.! e miik-ups In rxrrss of 20% must In: ruiiK lilereil, wllli the ever-Inrrenn lug cof.t of winking i.-.gitnl.



| |M<- 13 RAIII'U: SALIKII T'HICKSSIIIR GOBTS
I HIKSI/1 Htl7.CH PKOIIICI ION, I Alt-ilM
iii intisi.il. iiav on n.cAiiiit; riiiici.Hsnits
Cnsls .ill' M'piiralril into twn rntcp.nrics: IIn* rusts in Cnlrp.nry | nrr rxprrr.r.ri] in S/Ili., iniiinl weight, pnrrhniicil nmi
ilrl ivi-rril In 1Ilm prncesfiinp, pl.inl; rust i in Cnlrp.ory Il nn- exprer.seil in S/Ili., icrnvcrril iii finished prmlnet vrip.lit.
t.'nsl Category Kx-Vesrrel 1I'rlce It.inge Miknek

1. I'rini.iiy Cnnls, $/11>. Itninnl We ip,lit

A. lliw Kish Cost .35 .AO .h5 .50 .55 .00 .05 .70 .75 .HO .R5 .90

1. Hi into! Itiy llnrmtgh Tnx (3X) 011 .012 .Olh .015 .017 oin .020 .021 .023 .020 .025 .027

C. Alnnk.i llnw Kish Tnx (SX) .0in .020 .023 .025 .02n .030 .033 .035 oin .nho .003 . Ohs

1). Temlcrinp./lIniull log .10 . 10 . 10 . 10 . 10 . 10 .10 .10 . 10 .11 .10 . 10

cosr/i.it., itonmt wr.icnr, DKi.ivF.nRii .079 .532 .507 . hhO .095 . 7ThA CHtl) .1150 511 .'70h 1.(12 1.07
1. tintegniy Il Cciktn

A. Iteeovery, ASX .on .0*1 il .1 .12 .13 . Ih .15 . 1h .17 .in .19

1. I'rneons Ing/Kreez 1ng/l'nt knt; 1np,1 .70 .70 . (0 .70 .70 .70 .70 .70 .70 .70 .70 .70

C. Sliippinp, In Sentlie* .on .on on .on .011 .011 .on ,0H .on .on .on .on

I'lInmiicTioii cost, o/i.... iTtouticr wr.iom 1.3A 1.nhtl 1.h7 1.53 1.5") 1.00 1.72 1. 7n 1.05 1.'71 i.on 2. Oh
LIISS 1IKVKMtIK FKOIl 1.Gfi SACKS"* (.0h) (.0h) (.0() (=0h) (.0h) (. 0Oh) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
hkt ruomicrmii cost, o/ i.ii. ntomtr.T wkihiit 1.2(1 1. Ih 1.hi 1. h7 1.53 1.00 1.00 1.72 i.in i.ns 1.'12 1.911
I'lItIICKSSOIt MAIIK-111*  (ZOX)'* .20 .27 .2H 2%7 .30 .32 L11 . 3h .30 .37 B =hO
WIIOLLKSALLK ntICK, (nli SKAITI.K i.r.h 1.hi 1.A) 1. 7h 1.HJ 1,92 1.7 2.00 2.17 2.22 2,111 2.3n
Linc lililrr. illmet prnec.tniiig riir.In, niiili nn Inlior naml pi.m| nvrilir.nl.  Dim In [Ilie extreme v.iilnlill1ly In Montiup protrannr», HIIlit (nr.|
nwiy vnry by i .11
ASli L fifiinp, rniit» li.ive lirrn rniivrilril tn rnninl weight cipil valent n In nllow (hi eniup.it Ilii 111y with primary ro.xtn nn lollnwn: .09 nil Ipp Ihr
toxIn - .HS(.(IS) = .011.
" recovery In fiitincil it L'IX naml oprlee/Hi. nt §) /1), litiiiletup. In;  (L1J1)) k (3.All) s .Oh.
“Inr Imil's Im Ilirrt inr.In, nnrli .in general unit minilnlnlratlvc, Intercut, Inlikerlhr nml Hintkel lug . I 1. n ennnrrvnl Ive ltgnre; llrr.t
wlinlen.ile ntii k-upn In exiCHn n| 20X niunt In* imm lileinil, with the ever-Incrrnn lhr runt nl wnrkiii|', i.ipllnl.



t.iMi. i/] sAunFsaunm fliocr.;sMin Ens_i_s -
KAIE&Z:IQW/::%" i AV tin nuAim: ridui i
Tot lvere'n in' o processim plant, erisi i €ntrpory 11 mo cxpioknoil m 0/111. roimal ol el tiol lemint 1 wo il

1. Primary Cnsls, $/Ili. Hound Weight

A Kw Kisli Cost H 60 6 5 5 60 6 0 B

Il HisInd liny [lorouph Trx (31) .8II 02 06 05 07 .oin 020 021 023 0%

C Alrkn TwKish Tax (51) 0B 10 03 05 0B 00 03 05 00 060

Il lenderiiir/llsinlLitp o o0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 W

cost/uii., hound weight, iiei.iveiiei oy AR ST 660 66 AL HT 8% 91 .96
1. Category I Costs

A llorovary, | A R/ ) Bt R | .

IrooossmEn/Eroozlng/I nrkag dup L N . e 1 (| Y (| Y (.

C Sidijilor Ln Seattle2 o o o o o o w0 0 0

[IKIHGiON OOST, $/in. MOICT VBGHT 161 161 15 162 170 L7 in6 192 I9H 205
KRS IEVIMIE, THOY B SAKSL (06) (06) (06) (06) (06) (06) (06) (06) (.06) (06)
NET PMICTON COST, t/LIL IONICT Waaur - 136 162 150 1% 166 171 170 106 192 199
IMOCESIN HAIK-HL (201)" 2098 30 3N BB ¥ I O N M
WIILERALE I'lICE, inli KATTLE 160 170 lno 17 197 215 216 223 210 239
InclinloK illioil proirnnliiR rosin, mull an Inlmr nml plant ovcrlicnil. lino In Ilio extreme v.m Inlil [1ly In (InnlliiR processors
vary liy ( .1(l.
2ShlppInR cnnin linvr lioon cnnvrrl nil In rnninl wrlplil eipilvnlonln In nllnw for rompnt Iitl 111y wllli Jirlmnry ookIn nn follows:
rnnlfl - ./1>(.(I'3) = .07.
élino romvory in figured nl 1.'IX nml prilce/Ili. nt $3. A0, tonuilllug in: (.019) x (3.Aa1) - .10
“wiinlonalo innik-ups in sxcess nl 701 mumi ho considered, with Ilo sver-il) remlug nmi i winking iemiinl.

nL 90
15 07
063 065
00
102 107
3 .16
Al
-III_ 0
2132
(.06)  (.06)
207 216
i 6
260 257
.0") shipping



Tilil. 15 rAIPLK SAMEII l'I%(iii:KSSINC COSIT.
roIICrio

CAiiiii:i> iii niiisldi. hay

Costs ani separate*! Into two rategnrirs: Ilio rests in (‘alegory 1 are exprcssml in $/ 11.., rnninl weight, piirch.ir.eil anil
ilr 11ve toil In tin; process lug plant; costs in Category Il arc rxprrsscil In $/1li., rcrovcrcil or rinisliril proilurt wo lIplil .
Cost Category F.x-Vohsol I'rlrr Hange, Naknok

1. Primary Costs, $/Ih. Ilimnil Weight

A. llaw Kish Cost 33 .00 .05 .50 .55 .60 .65 10 .15 RO .85 30
Il Hiistnl Hay llornugh Tax (3X) 011 012 010 015 017 .0in 020 021 023 020 025 027
C. Alaska Haw Fish Tnx (0.5X) 010 0111 020 023 025 027 02') 032 030 030 .03n .000
1).  Tetuler Ing/Il.imll ing 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 .10 .10
cost/i.ii., fidiiriif wr.ictir, iiki.ivkhkii 077530 .5no .0in 02705 1) .B53 307 000 1.01 1.07

[1.  Category Il Costs

A Heroveiy, 00% 23 2% 10 31 .30 3 01 .00 07 .00 .52 .55
[I. Processing/C.inning/Parkagng! 310 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 510
C. Shipping to Seattle* 0l .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 *i)5 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05
PiiimucTioN cost, $/i.n. Pitonucr wficiit 1.2 ;o 1.05 1.57 1.62 Loy 177 1.116 1.00 2.01 2.0) 2.1
1KSS IICVKHIi; FillH KOC SACKS'1 o) (.00)  (.00) (.00) (.00) (.06) (.00) (.06) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
hkt PHoiiucrniH cost, $/i.ii. product wcicnr 1.23 1.30 1.34 1.00 1.56 1.63 171 i.nt i.nn 1.'35 2.03 2. 12
PHOCIiSSOH 1IAIIK-UP (20X)'1 20 .20 283 31 A3 .30 30 .in 3l .01 .02
WIOLKSALF. PHICK, foil SKATTILK i.on 1.30 1.07 175 L 1."36 2.05 2.17 2.20 2.30 .. 00 2.50
Ilnrimlrs illicit pniror.ii Ing costs, siirli as lalmr ami plant ovriiicnil. llanoil on ADI'OC projections ol 21) one poinnl anil Il ono-ti.il I ponml
linos nporat ional in Illrinlol Hay In I'IflO nml pioiennliiK costs of $.00/lh. lor one ponilil lines ami $.77/11*. for one-liall poinnllines, the

wclghtcil nveinge cost eipials ,6fl'1(.00 t ..11(. 77) = .510.

*'llilpp Ing coiils have l.ecu converteil to rnninl weight iipilvalentn to allow (or compal lhi 111y with primaiy costs as follows: .07 shipping
costs - .GO4.07) = .(O!.

¢line recovery 1Is llgnrcil at 1.'3X anil prilce/lli. nl $J.AO, resulting In: (,01'3) x (.1.™MI) = ,0ft.

*Inc Itnli*s liullrect coals, r.nrh as general ami aituilnlstrnl Ivo, Interest , brokering nml marketing. fhls Is aconservative figure; flrnt

wholesale iiiaik-upn in excess of 20X imsi ho coni lilotoil, with the ever-1ncreas log cost of wotking capital.



Cost* are separated Into two

ilel lvoieil

Cost Category

1. TIrimary Costs, $/lh. lloiuid Weight

A. Haw Fish Cost
ftristol Hay llornugh Tax (3%)
C. Alaska Haw Fish Tax (6.5%)

1). ‘'lender 1liig/llaud liug

CfliiT/L.n. , HOII) WKIGHT, DKLl VRHRI)

1l. Category Il Costs

A. Himuv 'ey, fifi%
Il.  I'rnrer <ing/Caun 1ng/l'acliag 1ng2

0. Shipping to Seattle'l

rummerion cost, $/i.ii. rummer wkkiiit

1.LKSS 1IFWI1IF FIAI FIIG SACKS'1

MKT ITIOIHICTIOH COST, 5/1.11. ."HOHIICT WKIfillT

ITIOCKSSOR HHAIIK-lir (2<»X)5

WIOLKSALK I'H.CK, foil SKATTILK

*A recovery rale of

2Inclodes direct processing costs, such as
with processing costs of $.3I1t/|h. for

75(..in 1 .25(./r.)) = ,t>n.

#Shipping costs have heen converted to
costs - .f.6( A)Vt) = .021.

mline reeoveiy 1n figured at 1.9% nod pilce/lh.

m'Includes Indirect costs, such as general

wliolrK.ilr iii.iik-ups In Ixtcfis of 20X mill

In the processing pi.ml5

less than fifi% may result

Tni.ic

rntegur Ics:
cnsls

.33

.011
.OlIfi
. 103

.36

.29

.021

1.3A3

(.06)
1.29
.26

1.33

fcoin

11!

ST.AO,

16

The costs
in Category Il

Al
.012
.oin

. ms

.62

.32.

.021

1.All

(.06)

1.17

nod ailminlsirnt lve,

I rmifi i , with

CANNKI

.A3
.01A
.020

.ins

.67

Vi
.67
.021

1.50

(.06)

1.AA

.29

1.71

Inlmr and plant overhead.
. pound 1liues and 5-95/Ih.

resulting

Inlerrsl

for

In;

In Category
are expressed

.50
.015
.021

.ms

.72

.17
.67
.021

(.06)
1.52

.30

Increased transport distance:

saiii'l.k nAi.tum ntocr.snitii;

riOlNCIHIIM
CAiiifuT'iN s6ilTiii:Aiir ai.aska aiid
[IIUTISII COLMIIUA, CANADA

costs

rniinit we Ip,lit,
nr finished product weight.

are expressed in $/Ili.,
in $/lh., leenvereil
Kx-Vessel I'rlre Hange, Naknrk
.55 .60 .65 .70
.017 oin .020 .021
.025 .027 . 1129 .012
L1115 .ins . ms .ins
.m .m .nn .96
LAl .61 .66 .6n
A1 .67 .67 .67
.021 .021 .02 1 021
1.67 1.75 I.m 1.91
(.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
1.61 1.69 1.77 i,ns
.32 11 .15 .17
1.91 2.02 2.12 2.22
Miercforc, this cost

.75

.021
.036
. IRS

.99

.51
.67
.021

.80
.026
.036

. ins

.56
.67

.021

(.06)
2.02

.60

purchased and

.ns
.025
.oin

. 185

.57
.67
021

(.06)

lactor m\ ha conservntilve.

.90
.026
.060

. IRS

1. 15

.59
.67
.021

2.21

(.06)
2.17
.61

2.60

llasrnl on projections of 50% one pound and So* oue-ha 1f pound 1llues,
the weighted average Crist equal R

round weight equivalents to nllow for

one-<hall

pound

(.019) x (3.A0) =

, brokering and marketing.

lines,

.00."

rompal ihl 111y with primary costs as follows: .(I.Ti ‘'hipping
Tills Is n conservative figure; first
(eipilnl.

Ilie rvrr* Inrrran hip,

rowl «l

wmklnp,



Tikl-17 SHIFLK SNl Iprv.zxsill0 COSTS
FRESH FIStIIUCTICH, TIEAL"-IUF

CHEIOUTER 111 MA.mil U.S. CITIKS
OH COtIFIKHCIAL. Al I INKS

Cnsls nre separated Inin tun categories: The costs In Category | nre CX]Jiirssr.l In 5/11* |, rnninl weight, purchased nml

<Irl Ivrrril to Ilic process lor plnnL; costs In Category Il arc rxprcsscil In $/I1It., recovered or (Inlslicil product weight.
S

Cost Category Kx-Vensel I'rlce Knngc, Hnknck
1. I'rimary Costs, $/lI>. Ilnnml WeiRlit

A, Raw Fish Cnsl .35 .60 .65 .50 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .no .R5 .90
. Ilrlslol liny IlnronRli Tnx (JX) .011 .012 .016 .015 .017 .01B .020 .021 .023 .026 .025 .027
C. Aliskn llnw Kir.li Tnx OX) .011 .012 .016 .015 .017 .0in .020 .021 .021 .026 .025 .0.7
Il.  Tendei lii];/linn*ll lug/Fly lug .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56 .56
COST/ML , nai wr.ICHT, DEM VKIIEI) 91 an 1.06 1.09 116 1.20 1.25 1.30 106 1.61 1.66 1.51

11. Category 11 Cnsls

A.  Recovery, 75X 31 .33 .35 .36 .30 .60 .62 .63 .65 . .67 .69 .50
It. Process liir/Clil 111ng/Par kap. 1np.1 .25 .25 .25 .25 25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25 .25
C. Shipping lu Kenllle* .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26 .26
i-iionuciion cost, s/mMie product wctciir 1.66 1 no i.nn 1.96 2.01 2.09 2. 16 2.22 2.30 2.17 2.66 2.50
I.LESS REVENUE moil KUO SAI.KS1 (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.or*) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
NET [I'ItnnilCTION COST, S/I.1l. PRODUCT WEICUT 1.60 r.26 1.02 i.nn 1.95 2.01 2.10 2.16 2.26 201 2on 2.65
I'lOCESSOIt  HAILK-1111 (20X)* .32 .35 .36 on .39 .61 .62 .63 .65 .66 .60 .69
WIIILESALE I'RUK, (nl. MARKET CITY 1.92 2.09 2.in 2.26 2.36 2.66 2.52 2.59 2.69 2.77 2. (16 293
"Includes ill reel processing enstn, sinli nn Inlnir nml pi mil overhead.
AShipping costs have heen convertnl In round wclrlil npilvnlentn to nllnw Jlor cnmpnt 11*1 111y wllli piliu.ny roNIn no (nllnwti: $02 shipping
cnsls - . 75(02) = .26.
"Htnr rcrnvery Is Ilgored nl 1.9X nml price/lli. nl 51.7l, rcsnllinp, In: (.019) x (.1.1*0) = .06.
~Nlncludes Indirect cnslti, sneli ns genetnl nml iiliiilnistrntlvr, Interest, brokering nml market lug. This In n conservnllve figure; (Ir.sl

wihi Irtinlc murk-upn hi vKvenn of ?0T muni !'x= ru.fil , wllli Jlie pvrr-Im renn lup, ri.nt of working rnplt.il.



Talilr Ifl SAIIPLLK SALIIIU I'KIICKSSMIC COSTS
HEHH HPS .. . .
mi il richii.T mu, iikaii-uik
piiocksscu in milnidi. iiAv and
H.DHN 1(1 At U.S. [1AIKKIS
ON CHAIITKIt Al IICItAKT - KISli
AIE Nil IPPKIJ THUICHI.RKU
Costs arc- scpai,tloil into lwn categorlra: The cnsls [lii Category | arc expressed In $/11>, rotnnl weight, [>urrliancil nml
ilclivercl lo the process Mir plant; costs In Category Il arc expressed in $/Ili.t recovered or finlslied product weight.
Coat Category Kx-Vessct Price Range, Naknek
1. Primary Costs, $/11.. Round Weight
A Raw Kisli Cost .35 .60 .65 .50 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .no .R5 .90
1. llristnl ILiy llorougli Tax ('"I) 011 012 016 015 017 oin 020 021 .023 026 .025 027
Alaska Raw Kisli Tax ( IX) 011 012 016 015 017 oin .020 021 023 .026 025 027
). Tendering . 10 . 10 . 10 il . 10 . 10 . 10 .10 . 10 .10 . 10 . MI
COST/MI. , Mt/ WF.ICIIT, ilF.I.I VKIIKI) 67 52 51l .63 6 R .76 79 116 n7 .95 1.011 1.05
1i. Categnry 11 Cnsls
A. Rrrovriy, 75X . 16 L1/ .19 21 .21 .25 .26 2(1 .29 .32 .33 .35
1. Process lor/Clil 111hr/Par kag liir 1 .29 .29 .29 .29 29 .29 .29 .29 .29 .29 29 .29
c Sli 1pp 1liir to Seal lie* .in .31 1D . 3R .31l *3R ~in .33 3n . 31l 3/1 .30
'TIOIMICTION COST, 5/MI. PHUNICT WP.ICHT 1.30 1.36 1.66 1.51 i.5n i.66 1.72 1. (9 1.R3 1.96 2.011 2.07
1.K.SS 1ICVK.NIIK FROM FCO SAI.K.S3 (sor.) ( 06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) t.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
NKT PRODUCTION COST, S/I Il. PRODUCT WKIfillT 1.26 1.30 1.3R 1.65 1.52 1.60 1.66 1.73 1.77 i.nn 1.96 2.01
ITWICKSSOH MAIIK-1IP  (2<»X) " .25 .26 2.1 .29 .30 12 .33 .35 35 311 .39 .60
WIIDI.CSALi: PRICK, loli IHARKKT CclIvVr 1.69 1.56 1.66 1u 1.R2 1.92 1.99 2.011 7.12 2.76 7. 13 2.61
. . t . . . .
*1Inc Imlcrt direct procrrirtllig ionln, niicli an laluir nml plant nvei Item! t
afsli Ipf*liir ronlu have hren ronvertnl to round weight equivatent* to altow for «onspntlhl11ly witti primmy conln NN follow *: $.51 xitipprinRr
for.1%- ./'i(.51) = 311
#Hoc recoveiy 1* llgiinnl nl 1.*%X nod pilfe/'h. nl $1,611, irnultiiip, lit: (.(1*)) x (3.A0) K .06.
*Include* Indirect ioklh, nodi nn prnrr.d nn’ ndniliilnl intlve# lolrrenl, limbering *iod inn hot liir. ililn In n dinnervntive figure; flrnt
wliolrnnlr mmk-upn In exccnti of 7IIX nmnl I*e nun ldrred, wllli Ilie ever -1ncre.in lor font “W winking cnpltnl.

wldi ivpliir nmsn to mitHrt flly me <fplic.iMe ,0 oil

U.S. went count mid mldwenl

cl Hen.



tikov" auiau* lathir k.j-S" Wjuk
lulll< 13 SAiiri.K saiiion riiiiri:;;;jii;<! costs
fiicho riinniicTiim, iiiah-oif
Fisii Ain: r;iiim:i> fibiiiiii to'skatuf.
on oiiikii iiAiiKi.r citv imif.cn.v
rilon nitism iiav oh ciiaimt.ii
AIRCRAFT - FISH AIIK PHOCKSSKD IH
HAILIKF.T CITY
CostH arc separated Into two categories: The costB in Category 1 nre expressed In $/11» . romnl weight, purchased nml
ilrl ivered to the processing plant; costs in Category |l are expressed In $/!!>., rcrovernl or finished product weight.
Cost Category F.x-Vessel Price Range, Naknek
1. Primary Costs, $/lh. lloinnl Weight
A. Haw Fish Cost is PO . A5 .50 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .no .05 .90
1. llrisinl Hay Horough Tax OX) .011 .012 .01A .015 .017 .oin .020 .021 .023 .026 .025 .027
C. Alaska Haw Fish Tax (.IX) .mi .012 .01A .015 .017 .oin .020 .021 .023 .026 .025 .027
1> Tender lug/llamil ing/Tlying (e .61 .61 .61 .61 6]. .61 .61 .61 .61 .61 61
COST/1.11., HOUND WEIGHT, HFI.I VKIIKI) .9R 1.01 1.09 i 1A 1. 19 1.25 1.30 1..16 1. Al 1.66 1.51 1.56
Il. Category Il Costs
A. llernvery, 75X .31 .15 .16 .18 . Am .62 .61 .65 .67 .69 .50 .52
Il.  Pioress 1ug/Clii 11ing/I'ackag 1ng"' .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 .22
PRODUCT Hill COST, $/MI. ['UODIICT WKItillT 1.5.1 1.60 1.67 1.7A 11T 1119 1.95 2.01 2. 10 2.17 2.23 2.30
I.ESG IIKVKNIIF. Filllll EGG SAI.F.S2 (.06) (.0f)) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)
IIF.T PRODUCTION CUNT, S/I.Il. ITIOHICT WKIGHT 1.67 1.5A 1.61 1.nil 1.75 1.03 1.09 1.97 2.06 2. 11 2 17 2.26
PROCESSOR IIAIIK-UP (20X)n .29 11 .32 .16 .15 .37 .in .39 61 .67 .61 .65
wiioiksai.k piiiit:. ioh iiAiwr.r city’ 1.76 i.ns 1.9J 2112 2. 10 2.20 2.27 2.16 2.65 2.51 7.60 2.69
"luiTinlrr. illrecl processing costs, such an lahot a ,i' plant uverhenil.
2Roc leroveiy In figured at ,.9X unit pilcn/Ih. 5). AO, resulting In: {.01*)) x (3.AO0) a .00.
wincltides Iml)iml rosin, surh ns gi-neial nr: nilinininl Inl lve, Interest, brokeringami mm kel lug . Ilhiti In a ronneiwal Ive figure; first

wholesale maik-opn In exrenn of 201 arm

'Shipping cniitn lo inaiki'l illy are applicable in all

lie connlileieil, wllli the ever*IncrennIng ro.il

nt working capital.

M.S. went const nml inlilwent rlllon.

i



iiii 1- 20 SAiin.K saijioii iitoci.sr.im; costs
i m=-sn/jijo;:i.n_rmiDycium, icaii-oit

ki.owti to siz/\mr. iii iiik iiiiiimi
AM) 1HIOZKH 171 SIIAIT LK

(Inrdr. nrr rorpnmteil Into Iwo rafrf,«rlrs: The corlr in (!nlegoty | nre expressed In $/Ih.t romul weight, pnrchanoil nml
elrliv¥iml In Ilie pmritusliiR plnnV; rostfd in ILitrjssry Il nn* exprcafieil In $/11*. rrrnvrrnl or finlr.heil preninrl weight.
“mm =" - L _ — e o K —Fe- L — ST
Cost Cntrgnry Kx-V.-ssfl Irirr ILHIRF, Nnknrk

1. I'rlmnry Cnitn, $/ 11> Iloiiml Wclglil

A. llnw Kl nil Cunl .15 .60 .65 .50 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .N0 .05 .90
1. nriKtol liny HnroiiRli Tnx (.1X) .011 .012 .016 .015 .017 .0IR .020 .021 .023 .026 .025 .027
C. Al.mSta ILiw FInli Tnx (3X) .011 .012 .016 .015 017 0111 .020 .021 .023 .026 .025 .027

Tro.Irrime/1Liinll Ing/FlyliiK 61 61 .61 .61 61 .61 .61 61 .61 61 .61 61
COST/111L, HOUND WKICIIT, HKILIVKHEI) .0n 1.03 1.09 1.16 1.19 1.25 1.30 1.36 1.61 1.66 1.51 1.56

Il. Cnli'rumy Il Conin

A leinvrry, 75X .33 35 36 30 6(1 62 63 65 67 .69 50 52
1 1'nu.'sn LiR/Crer 2LIR/IlINK Liir 1 A . n 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
ITIDIMICKION COST, *$/1.1.  ITIOINICT WKICUT 1;3-6—. 1.73 o 107 196 2,02 200 216 223 2 2.3 263
ikss 1ICVCUUT. MINI me sacks* (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (06)  (.06)
hkr I'ltoinicrioii cost, s/iii. roomier wrioirr 160 167 176 201  lnan 296 702 210 217 722 230 2317
TIIOCCSSOH MAIIK- 11 (20X)-1 32 31 15 36 N 39 .60 62 63 .66 .66 67
VIIOLKSACK I'll 10K, fnli SKATTLK 192 200 209 217 226 235 262 252  2.60 266 276  2.nb

*Inr Imien illirrl protvnning rontn, himlt nn Inhnr nml plnnl overhead.
3line recovery In (1 r<d nl. 1.9% ah» pilec/lh. nt reuniting In: (.019) x {\1.4U) =.06.

winr Luilrr. Imllrerl rnrilii, finch .in general nml mlnilnint rnt Ive, Interim!, ImiKeilng nml inn»kel Ing. Thin In n ronnervntlve figure; (Irnt
who Ir finle *narh-upfi In excen?i of /OX miimil he rnn.nlilereil, with the ever-Inn ennlng emit nl wmhlug rnpltnl.



been in existence for varying lengths of time and therefore contain a
vide range of state-of-the-art processing technology.

The wholesale prices given in the bottom 1line of the processing
cost tables represent the minimum prices required by the processor in
order to process Bristol Eay sockeye with a reasonable profit margin in
1530. Analysis of these minimum wholesale prices for the various
methods of tendering and processing indicates that the least expensive
method of processing, resulting in the lowest wholesale price per pound
of raw fish purchased, 1is canning in Bristol Bay (Table 15). The next
least expensive options are fresh production, head-off, processed in
Bristol Bay and fresh/frozen production, head-on, processed on floating
processors in Bristol Bay, 1in that order. It is generally more expen—
sive for processors to fly round product to other Jlocations for pro—
cessing; however, this depends, to a great extent, on the particular
efficiency of each individual operation, and especially on their ability
to maintain quality control.

Were it possible for all processing to take place in Bristol Bay,
it is evident that this would be the more desirable option for pro-—
cessors. However, this is not possible due to the large anticipated run
and to the Jlimited production capacity in the Bay. Although Tlimited
data 1is avertable, the next section gives an indication of what the
actual breakdown of the 1980 sockeye run might be, by processing type.

Projected Breakdown of the Bristol Bay
Sockeye Run By Method of Processing

It can be assumed that the majority of sockeyes will either be
canned or frozen, while a smaller percentage will be- sold fresh. Canned
product may be processed in shore-based facilities in the Bay, flown or
tendered for processing at other locations, or it may be frozen and then
canned at a later date. Frozen product may be processed in shored-based
tacilities or tendered for freezing at other locations in Alaska or on
the Pacific Coast.

The Governor®s 1980 Fishery Harvest Planning Group anticipated the
tallowing breakdown of processing types for Bristol Bay sockeyes in

1530:

Projected Processing C/.pacity 1980

Canning 1in theBay: 41%
Freezing in theBav.:* 25%
Flying: 20%
Tendering:* 12%

"Proportions for both freezing and tendering could vary by several
percentage point. depending upon (1) the feasibility of tendering to
canning lines as iar away as Southeast Alaska and Prince Rupert, British
Cclumbi3; and (2) the extent of participation of foreign freezer/trawl-
ers during the 1980 season.



It can be assumed that all tendered raw product which is not flown will
be canned. Therefore, the canning (41%) and tendering (12%) proportions
may be combined to arrive at a projected (53%) canning capacity for
1980. Most of the remaining 47% will be frozen.

Feasibility of Tendering Salmon To Southeast Alaska
and British Columbia, Canada for Canning

Because of the anticipated high volume of fish this year, which
will most 1likely exceed the processing capacity 1in Southcentral and
Western Alaska, it has been suggested that long distance tendering of
raw fish would enable processors to handle more volume. The following
is a discussion "5 the feasibility of this option.

Tendering significant quantities of Bristol Bay sockeye to canning
facilities in Southeast Alaska and British Columbia, Canada 1is generally
considered technically feasible if the fish 2re held in RSW. The run
time with modern highspeed tenders allows the fish to be delivered in a
condition suitable for canning. Two major 1impediments of tendering to
British Columbia for <canning are the availability of adequate RSW
tenders and the cost attributed to this method of product movement and
processing. It is generally agreed that there 1is not a sufficient num—
ber of RSW tenders 1in the U.S. fleet to move the large volumes of pro—
duct which would make this a viable alternative. This 1is especially
critical in the Bristol Bay situation,as the short season and long haul
demand that each boat can make only one run. There are, however, sub-—
stantia] numbers of Canadian tenders which could be put 1into service
should the State of Alaska allow the tenders, with adequate notice, to
operate in Alaskan waters. Assuming that, adequate tenders are avail—
able, the next most important issue to resolve 1is cost. If the cost of
fish purchases, tendering, processing and shipping exceeds the first
wholesale value of the product, the tendering of the fish to Southeast
Alaska and British Columbia 1is not feasible.

Depending on the capacity of the vessel and the length of the
charter, tendering costs range from $.133/Ib. to $. 188/1b. for an aver—
age of $.16/1b for fish delivered toBritish Columbia and Southeast

Alaska. In addition to the tendering charges, there will be a grounds
charge of about $.025/1b. for loading the vessels. This is comprised
primarily of labor charges for unloading fishing boats and handling fish
tickets. Total tenderingcosts therefore average $.185/1b. Table 17

outlines the costs related to tendering Bristol Bay sockeye to Southeast
Alaska and Eritish Columbia for canning.

The International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission projects a
total 1980 Fraser River sockeye run of 3,200,000 fish, which will be a

low run compared to 1979. The total Convention Waters catch for each
country (U.S. and Canada) will probably be about 800,000 fish, the
lowest since 196". Since 1980 is an off-cycle year for pink salmon in

British Columbia and a very poor run is expected for Fraser River sock-—
eye, it appears that processors in British Columbia may have excess
canning capacity in 1980. The largest pack in British Columbia during



c.he last ten years was about 1.9 million cases. Should the 1980 British
Columbia salmon runs come close to the predicted level, Canadian proces—
sors may can between 600.000 and 900,000 cases this season. This should
leave an excess capacity of about one million cases in 1980, assuming no
conflicts 1in production schedules.

It appears from this discussion that the option of long distance
tendering is feasible this year, depending upon the availability of ade—
quate RSW tenders. It is, however, a more expensive option than canning
at locations 1in Western and Southcentral Alaska.

Other Economic Factors Affecting Processing
Costs for the 1980 Season

Many of the large and small processors operating in Bristol Bay are
finding it very difficult to arrange adequate financing for operation
during the 1980 season. This 1is due to five major factors impacting the
industry:

1. Extremely high interest rates associated with lines of credit
for working capital. Many processors must pay two points over
prime for any working capital credit line. With the prime
rate at 20%, the cost of borrowed funds is extremely high,
even for large processors with well-established financing
structures.

2. Substantially reduced availability of preseason advance monies
from all Japanese buyers. Traditionally, a large portion of
the product sales to Japanhave been based upon preseason ad-—
vances, which have reduced the processors need to borrow
working capital. Without this source of funding, tdditional
pressure is placed upon traditional credit lines.

3. Extremely depressed market conditions. Much of the frozen
sockeye produced in Bristol Bay has traditionally been sold in
Japan. Currently, the market price for red salmon in Japan is
substantially below the 1979 market level. In addition, the
carryover inventories of product from 1979 into 1980 are ex-—
tremely high. These large <carryovers have depressed other
world markets as Japanese product moved elsewhere. Processors
have been unable to sell red salmon 1in some product forms or
have had to .Liquidate inventories at a loss in recent months.
The 1large runs forecast for 1980 indicate that market condi—
tions will remain depressed.

4. U.S. financial institutions desire to cut lending. All of the
major banks who have traditionally financed the U.S. proces—
sors have seen the financial strength of their clients fall in
1979. Coupled with their increased cost of funds and the
above factors, they desire to cut their lending to the pro—
cessing sector, not increase their credit lines.



5. Substantially increased risk for processors. In addition to
the above factors, all of which tend to force processors to
restrict their operations, the processors believe they annot
afford to support raw fish costs anywhere near those paid ;.n
the 1979 season. They view the current price demands of fish—
ermen as wunusually unrealistic. Unsettled pricing, coupled
with the other factors mentioned above, have substantially in—
creased the risks associated with processing in Bristol Bay.

Any of the five factors mentioned above, taken alone, would tend to
decrease the processing capacity inBristol Bayduring the 1980 season.
Taken together, wunless there is a radical turn of events, it appears
that current financing methods will not be adequate to meet the needs of
processors this year. The ultimate result will bea reluctance on the
part of the processors to engage inany Bristol Bay operations that are
considered to be an economic "risk™ either in terms of the price or
volume of fish purchased.



MARKET CONDITIONS AND TRENDS

Retail. Wholesale and Raw Fish Price Trends for
Canned and Fresh/Frozen Salmon: 1972-1980

Retail Prices

Table 21 shows retail price averages for canned sockeye in ten U.S.

cities, 1973 through 1980. Data for the retail canned prices were ac—
quired by the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), Marketing Division, "Price Watch"™ summaries. Comparable

retail price data on fresh/frozen sockeye is not available from NMFS due
to a lack of consistent supply of product to the retail outlets
surveved.

Wholesale Prices

Table 22 shows the first wholesale market prices for fresh/frozen

salmon, 1976-1980. Data for the fresh/frozen salmon prices were ac-—
quired through personal communications with salmon processors and
brokers in Alaska and Seattle. The information 1is necessarily somewhat

mere arbitrary than it would be if an independent data source were
available; however, none exists which is directly applicable to Alaska
fresh/frozen salmon product. Prices are given for No. 1 grade product
for the species and sizes indicated. It is estimated that approximately
eighty-five percent of fresh/frozen gillnet-caught salmon 1is No. 1 grade
and would therefore be reflective of the bulk of the product repre—
sented. Prices for No. 2 grade salmon are approximately fifteen to
twenty percent below prices for the No. 1 grade product. Due to the
wide variability 1in grading systems and the lack of any objective stand-—
ard, prices are only indicative of the approximate range that the rele—
vant products were selling for.

Tables 23 and 24 show the first wholesale market prices for canned

salmon, 1971 through 1980. Data for the canned salmon prices were ac—
quired from the U.S Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, Fishery
M3 ket News. Industry sources indicate that while these prices may 1

high by $1 to $2 per case ($.02 to $.04 per pound), they do accurately
portray market price trends over the specified period.

Raw Fish Prices

Table 25 shows the negotiated raw lish prires for sockeye salmon in
Bristol Bay, "954 through 1979. Table 26 shows the raw Tfish price in
Bristol Bay (7966-1979) in relation to the average wholesale prices for
canned sockeye, based on Alaska Department of Revenue estimates.



Table 21. RETAIL PRICES FOR CANNED
SOCKEYE SALMON, 1973-1930

Year Jan. Aoril Ausust Dec.
1973 1.68 1.81/1.80 2.86
1974 3.03 2.76 3.04/73.07 2.98
1975 No report 2.76 2.71 2.53
1976 2.76 2.70 2.57 2.53
1977 2.57 2.64 2.70 2.71
1973 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.86
1979 2.91 2.94 2.99 3.14
1930 3.15

Source: R. Kraatz, NMFS, March 12, 1980. "Price Watch"™ Summary-Retail.

1 pound tall equivalent average, 1in 10 major U.S. cities.



Sockeye, 6-6 1Ib.
net caught

Coho, 6-6 1.
caughtl

, gillnet

Pink, 3-5 Ib.,
c lught

gillnet

Chum, 6-9 1Ib., bright,
gillnet caught

King, 7-11 1Ib., gillnet 2.30 2.60 2
caught
jThe wholesale prices Jlisted in tills
processors and brokers in Alaska and
represents approximately 00-1157.

*Prices for 6-9 1b. coho are generally 10% higher;

the 6-9 1Ih. fish,

- 1w« o

Table 22. FIRST WIOLKSALC PRICI"S - IIKADMI)
AND GIITTKI) IRKSII/FRO/.KN SALMON |
I".0.1l. alaska/skattjt:
5/76 7/76 9/76 3/77 5/77 /77 8/77

, gill— 1.10 1.30 1.

.90 1.10 1.

.60 .60

.70 .90 1.

of the gillnet caught,
lower grades of fish are generally 15-20%

70 1.70 1.80 2.10 2.30

50 1.50 1.60 1.90 2.10

.50 .50 .50 .70 .90

30 1.30 1.60 1.70 1.90

.50 2.50 2.60 2.75 3.00

table
Seattle.

obtained
prices

were
All

through
given

lower.

are
fresh/frozen salmon

prices for coho over 9

Ibs.

(mkw Ml tjur  HIUT
9/77 1/78 3/78 5/78
2.20 2.30 2.50 2.75
2.00 2. 10 2.30 2.55
.90 .90 .95 1.00
1.80 1.90 2.10 2.35
3.00 3.00 3. 10 3.20
personal communication wi th
for [l1 quality fish, which
production. Prices for

are 10%-15% higher than

Kiw=



Sockeye

Coho

I'Ink

Clniin

(The data
Fisheries Service,
Indicate (lull

'I''nk salmon wan not parked In 1-1/A nr.,

No. of cans per
case/can alr.r

Ad/ 15-1/2 or..
40/7-3/4 or..
40/3-3/A or..

Ad/ 15-1/2 or.
Ad/7-3/A or.
A11/3-3/A or.

AH/ 15- 1/2 or..
40/7-3/4 nr..
An/.1-3/A nr..

Ad/15-1/2 or.
Ad/7-3/A or..

nnnrce lor all

Fishery Market News.
these prices arc prohnlily higher Ilhad those nrliinlly
degree ol accuracy In the first

millo 23. mm riiwKs r and ai.aska fiijst wiioi.ksai cf.s for cahhf.d

SAILHOH - YEAItLY |||1CK |ND|CAT|ONS 1971u197A AND
[JIIAHTE.nt.Y I'll 1CF INDICATIONS 1975- 1970, Il U.S. [IOM.AKS
'K 1"OUNDI
Week Ending
12/A/71 1212172 12/RI73 [121T/7A 1/11/75 415175 6/20/75 11/15/75 1/3/76 Al3/76 7110176 10/0/76
99 1.22 2.36 2. 32 2.02 1.00 i.no 1.60 1.72 1.79 179 1.77
1.25 1.Ad 2.36 2. Al 1.94 1.03 1.03 2.06 2.20 2.30 2.3n 7.36
1.42 1.73 2. TA 2.62 2.22 2.10 2. 10 2.40 2. A0 2.71 2.05 3.20
i 1.02 2.2A 1.96 1.03 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.57
i.in 1.16 2.311 2.02 2.02 1.55 1.55 1.0on 1.60 177 117 i.n7
1.20 1.56 2.A9 2. 1d 2. 10 1.6(1 1.60 1.02 1.02 2.01 2.01 2.5n
L 97 1.46 1.53 1.51 51 1.51 1.49 49 1.49 1.49 1.47
1. 76 1,0d 1.59 1.63 1.65 1.59 1.59 1.59 1.61 1.60 1.60 1.57
o — 1.04 1.04 1.05 1.7 1.74 1.69 1.69 1.70 170 2.05
.60 .06 1.30 1.39 1.39 1.30 1.30 1.27 1.27 1.29 1.29 1.29
13 .90 1.40 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.33 1.33 1.42 1.42 1.42
prices In llirne tahles In the U.S. [llrpafltinent of cominerre, National Oceanic and Atiannpher 1c Adinininteat ton, National Marine

Thr prices ri'lirmi'iil those reipicstrd liy nellcra lor ||| ipiallly [>roiluvl ,
received liy $1 to $2 per cane ($.02-

The il.ita Morn ,

canned from fresh ((nil. Industry sources

.(Hi per 1li.)i however, there In generally a grrnter

ipimtcr prices <iioLoil. however, atruralely depict price lirioln for canned nalmnti.

cniin at Ililn lime.



Kuckrye

Cnlio

ritik

(ilium

tin. of chih per
cnse/csn si7.0

0B/I5-1/2 07..
08//-.110 07..
on/j-ilo or..

0.0/ 15-1/2 07.
on/7-.ilo 07.
on/i- ilo 07..

OoB/15-1/2 07.
on//-ilo 07.
on/i-3/o or..

on/15- 1/2 07.
on/7-3/0 07..

|1 wé ;W4 nc.a

Tili 1> 23. (Hunt Imini)

Week F.IItIlIR

118111 0197177 119117 1017177
i.no’ i.nn i.nn 2.02
2.10 2.00 2.50 2.50
3.20 3.20 3.20 3.02
1.59 1.59 1.59 1.0
1.91 1.91 1.91 1.90
2.00 2.09 2.009 2.07
1.07 1.37 1.03 1.09
1.01 1.59 1.65 1.05
2.115 2.01 2.05 2.09
1.27 1.25 1.27 1.31
1.02 1.02 1.07 1.07

iuvj" itv-a

Ist Qtr.
Aversge
1978

1.98
2.50
3.02

1.59
1.90
2.07

1.02
1.01
2.09

1.20
1.02

2iiil Qtr.
Averngr
1970

1.98
2.50
1.39

1.59
1.90
2.07

1.02
1.01
2.09

1.21
1.02

3ril Qtr.
Avernge
1978

1.98
2.50
3.311

1.59
1.90
2.07

1.02
1.03
2.09

1.29
1.02

VAX-

olli <)l
Aver.if
1971

2.02
2.00
3.17

1.59
1.90
2. 175

1.35
1.58
2.05

KN-4*

tsar

Kaa*

His*

[tigf

JLStf
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[flir

AilmiIntnlrnl Inn,
01 nunllly pmilnil,

rnr/rnu slrr 192079 179 A9 5179 6/79  T7/79 /79 9/79
AH/ 15-1/2 or 2112 2,02 2,02 2.06 206 2.06 2.06 2.21 2.29
Alt/7-3/A 07 7.60 262 260 262 ..o 2.60 2.60 2ni 2.92
AlLI-ITA o 3IA 336 3.IA 33A 3.3A 316 136 363 3.02
AB/ 15- 1/A nr.. 159 159 159 159 159 159 159 162 I7A
AB/[-1/A 07. 196 196 1.96 .. - - 21
Allf1-1/A 07, 2.7 275 2.5 - 3.02
AM/IS- 1A ir 1.1 117 131 162 1A 1 150 156 159
All/T-1/A 7. 159 159 159 165 1.65 1 165 L70 177
All/t-.1/A 07. 205 205 205 2.05 2.05 2 7.05 1.15  1.21
AfI/1S-1/A 07. 125 125 125 129 179 1 179 L5 LA2
AH/T 1A 07, LA 162 1A2 151 150 LA7T LAT LA 152
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L7 179 1.B3  i.ni it
713 a.in 220 220 2.20
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l.no LN 1.0/ 109 1.no
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Table 25. BRISTOL BAY RAW FISH PRICES - 1954-1979

PRICE PER FISH

Year Reds Duration of Contract Date of Settlement
1954 .70 1 year 6/24
1955 .73 1 year 6/12
1956 .79 1 year 6/18
1957 .82 1 year 6/16
1958 .85 1 year 5/16
1959 .90 1 year 7/01
1960 .945 1 year 3/10
1961 1.00 1 year 4715
1562 1.035 1 year 6/18
1963 1.08 2 years 7/05
1964 1.09 12/13/63
1965 1.09 1 year 4/28
1966 1.125 1 year 6/12
1967 1.175 2 years 6/18/67
1968 1.191

PRICE PER POUND

Year Reds Duration of Contract Dace of Settlement
1969 .24 2 years 7/03/69
1970 .24

1971 .26 2 years 6/18/71
1972 .27

1973 .35 1 year 6/14/73
1974 .49 1 year 6/14/74
1975 *.37 1 year 6/18/75
1976 .52 1 year 6/2S/76
1977 .595 1 year 6/28/77
197S .68 1 year 6/26/7S
1979 .80-1.25 1 year 6/27/79

* 1975 sliding price scale
* 1979 two price svstem for reds

Source: Alaska Independent Fishemen®s Marketing Association



Table 26. BRISTOL BAY RAW FISH PRICE IN RELATION TO WHOLESALE
PRICES FOR CANNED SOCKEYE SALMON, 1966-1979
(EGGS NOT INCLUDED)

Reds % Cost Based on 72 lIbs./Case (48/1 Ib. Tall Case)

Negotiated Canned Salmon Canned Salmon

Raw Fish Price Raw Fish Cost Wholesale % Raw

($/1b.) U/r*se)i/ ($/case) Fish Cost
.220 15.96 31.393 50.80
.723 16.92 36.173 £6.80
.238 17.15 37.79E £5. £0
.2£0 17. 28 £1.320 £1.80
-2£0 17.28 37.100 £6.50
.260 18.72 £1.850 ££.70
.270 19. ££ 50.830 38.30
.350 25.20 95.£50 37.20
.370 26.6£F 71.072 37.50
.520 37. ££ 75.330 £8.70
.595 £2. 8F 81.31f 52.68
.680 £8.96 8£.760 57.76
.800 57.60 96.72 59.55
Average: £6.75

Case of salmon based on £S 1 Ib. tall cans or £8 Ilbs. of salmon per case until
1976. True weight = £6.5 Ibs. of raw fish per case.

Red at .80/lb. = save $1.20 per case

Source: Alaska Department of Revenue, Average Wholesale Value

£ P X 4 nnc'



Analysis of Retail, Wholesale and Raw Fish Price Trends

Figures 3 and 4 show retail, wholesale and raw fish price trends
for canned and fresh/frozen salmon, 1971 through 1980. The following
patterns are apparent for canned salmon:

Both retail and wholesale prices show a dramatic rise during
1973;

< Following a brief decline 1in 1974 and 1975, both retail and
wholesale prices became relatively stable (1976-1980) with re—
tail prices increasing at approximately four percent per year
and wholesale prices increasing at about 5.5 percent per year;

Retail prices generally remained at a level approximately
fifty percent above wholesale canned prices from 1973 to 1980;
and

Raw fish price 1increases generally lagged behind increases 1in
wholesale and retail prices from 1973 to 1975, but the rate of
increase recovered from 1976 to 1980.

The following trends are apparent for frozen salmon:

In contrast to the relatively stable increase in retail and
wholesale canned prices during the last five years, wholesale
prices for frozen salmon experienced a dramatic increase from
January 1976 to September 1978;

0 From September 1978 to March 1980, frozen prices declined
rapidly, falling below canned price levels in the third quar—
ter of 1979; and

Raw fish prices did not reflect thedramatic rise in frozen
sockeye wholesale prices until 1979, when the negotiated raw
fish price for frozen salmon was established at $1.25 per
pound.

The price movements 1in the tables clearly reflect the entry and
dominance of major Japanese buyers in the fresh/frozen salmon market in
the late 1970"s, as well as the decline in thatmaZ"-*t from.late 1978 to
the present. The 1implications of the Japanesema”et on 1980 raw fish
prices are more fully discussed in later sections of this report.



Kij'urni 3. KLTAI'l. C-UINKI) SOCKKYI- PRICKS
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Source: Tobies 21 and 25
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Export Patterns

Tables 27 through 30 show the volumes of fresh and fresh/frozen
salmon, canned salmon and salmon roe exports to Japan, Canada and vari—
ous European countries during the 1975 to 19S0 period, from U.S. Census
Districts 29 (Portland, Oregon), 30 (Seattle, Washington) and 31
(Anchorage, Alaska). Since approximately eighty-five percent of Pacific
salmon exported from these districts is produced in Alaska, the tables
give a reasonably accurate representation of the destination of Alaska
salmon exports.

The volume trends reflected in the fresh and fresh/frozen table
clearly indicate the dramatic increase of Japanese imports during this
period, resulting in the predominance (seventy percent) of the Japanese

in this market in 1979. Total fresh and fresh/frozen -exports have
tripled from 1975 to 1979, while European exports have remained at ap-—
proximately the same level. As a result, the percentage of salmon ex—

ports destined for European markets has dropped from seventy-three per—
cent in 1975 to approximately twenty-five percent in 1979.p

The United I".ingdom 1is the largest importer of canned U.S. Pacific
salmon (thirty-eight percent of the total exports listed in Table 28),
followed by Canada, the Netherlands and Belgium, 1in that order. While
canned salmon exports have doubled during the 1975-1979 period, the dis—
tribution of the exports among the various importing countries has re—
mained about the same. Thus, export market conditions for canned salmon
are fairly stable.

Fish roe exports for Districts 29, 30 and 31 have more than tripled
during the 1975 to 1979 period. Japan has, remained the most important
export market for these products (ninety-four percent 1in 1979) through—
out the entire period.

The rource for all export statistics given in Tables 30 through 33
is the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Foreign Trade

Division, annual and monthly reports (EA 664). All exports from U.S.
Census Districts 29, 30 and 31 have been included, as all Alaska salmon
and nearly all Pacific salmon production takes place in this region. It

should be noted that the Bureau of Census export data do not necessarily
reflect products originating in the three districts; however, it is
assumed that, in the case of salmon, there would not be any significant

transportation to other districts prior t export from the U.S. The
statistics are compiled by the Bureau of Census from declarations made
by packers for each shipment exported. While commodity codes repre—

sented in the tables do not specifically represent fresh and fresh/
frozen salmon, canned salmon and salmon roe, they have been chosen to
most accurately represent salmon exports, as discussed in the footnotes
to the tables. In addition, the commodity codes used for 1975-1977 Cre

blt should be noted that European imports did not decrease at that rate.
Canadian export data indicates that Canada replaced the U.S. as a major
supplier to European markets.



Tnlilo 27  Hikst avo TilF.SH/FII02F.N sari.tiom EXI0IUSt

mon u.s. census i)lsutlers 29, .in aiiii 31,11
['m -1979, |Iy KXI'OKT COIIITItY, 11l i'OlIHIIS.
~ 1
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979

Lipnil 9,77.1,516 5,091,660 32,637,812 07,696,62.3 95,220,006
Korc.i 2,0110 2,000 951,165 306,566
Cmimin 1,996,0211 2,1 10,32(1 5,260,669 3,615,012 6,666,711
Frmirr 13,696,600 13,123,193 12,930,702 11,706,760 13,256,217
tin 11 [-it KIHfplum 5,003,571 5,621,266 3,61.1,729 5.860,360 6,6.35,900
Wesl  Crrm.uiy * 796.836 1,6/17,913 1,025,102 1,990, 128 2 622,612
Mr 1j-1mu 2,299,262 2,622,566 1,777,130 1,67 1,012 2,690,569
Uity 612,000 190,697 626,170 607,707 570,006
Swhnlril 5,133,nun 3,06(1, 7(15 .1,906,0115 6,156.501 5,5.30,051
llruni., rk 1,630,250 1,763,050 1,705,996 910,1162 1,250,006
llorwny /.1 ,670 92,653 09,215 75,070 61,153
Hr tin | 1DI'H 1,593,090 1,6n2. 17(1 1, 162,1 15 1,712,060 1,505,205
Swl 1rr i Inml 62,600 206, 130 252,269 81,117 125,000
Lir 1mill 79,600
IIM . Otlirr Cimiltrins’ 177,202 6/0, 105 257.605 251,552 213,360
(OlAL.S 66 ,660,0119 30,330,390 65, 790,927 170,679,052 1.36,2 15,106
- -m - — . - - —. -

1 H14H» rntrgnry int'luilPA 11.S. OiimiA finii*aii Uoiiimml 1ty Cmtra: P110A670 (//f)11 fer 1'3/5-19//) "Salmon,
wimir in rviriirrnli'il, licnli, <hlllret or Iro7i*ii"j 1107520 (/1>111 (or 1V75-14//) *“.salmon, flllrl, fitrnk
or poll loo, limit, rlilllml or f107.ro"; ami data from U.S. Department «f Hommerrr, flat Itotal Oceanic mol
Atnimipliei Ic Adtninl nt tat lon, Hatlnnal Harlot* Hnlietlrri Service, Mnlirry HuKr* Mw. Weekly calrp.nrlen
"Sa Itnoo, wlioli* or ev Ineeroti*tl" mol "Salmon, Illlrtn ami nlrnhri" (for 197*1).

MSaliimn exported from U.S. Criinnn Dinliltlin 29 (I'nrl lami, Hirp.mi), M (Srolllr, Wanlilopton) mol 11
(Am lon ap.e, Alnnka) In not Ilimitml to .nolmoil produced In tlirnr air.iii. (Inwevri , It In rnt Imltml tlicit
appr oh Imatr ly 1IS! of tlirnr rxpoitn rrpimirol Alatika rt.ilinon piiolm tlon.

1A lint of Ilir rnnntrlen irprrnrotml In Ililn ralrp,nry In p.lvrtt In lalilr



Inlilo 20 CANLlir.Il' SALMON EXI'OKTSTf FLIofl 11.s. CKIISIIS 111STUICTS

29, 30 AND 31 .11 1975-19 1% IV KX1'0IIT COIINTHY,
11l POUNDS
1975 19 10 1977 19710 1979

Japan 137,21 1 200,790 511,020 1,507,, (03 2,920 ,7,03
Knrr.i

Canail.i AT 010 3,197,751 3,305,907 5,929,570 9,971, 1030
Kranrr 71,370 13,7112 51,535 ono,o0o05 57.0 ., 750
Mnftr.l Kiligilnm 13 ,nno . 2AA 9,290,950 0. 132.507 080,273 17,300,370
West Mermany 3,010 35,000 59 . non in,s0s 03 .7,99
Hi* 1y, iinn 1,101 ,31.1 1,3 in 0 (11 1,100,205 1,07.9,335 2,235,000
Italy 5 ,Ann 10,999 07, 700 317,015
Swrilfii 1,200 1,000 0,5 or
lrimia ik 391 17,500
Norway n2o

Net lierlnmin 1,509 .7 15 2,112,210 07,391 1,501,021 5,109,293
L T S T U T — o110, nnondi
trr lanil 12 000 e 10,000 7,,000 336 303
Iflai*. (Illinr Coim Irirni! 517., 550 7,151 312 3,932,930 0,20 7,119 1155 517,
10TALS 21,755 A3 10,790,350 19,751.7.00 30,390,157 10,5371, 1271

tllild  rnlcp.ory Im Im frr U.S. Onniin llurr.iu Cniwnmllity Cmilrn: 111121920 “"Salmon rniiiinl nml ilrlm 1, nnltm!| or
fHIMIKi'tl"; Him'J'.O "li,ilimtti, rnmtml U.SPI"; /HI011(1 (1975-1*177) "Simmon, hi nlrtlp.lil roulnhirrn™; nml il.itn
fion U.S. Ui'p.irlinfill of Omnirrcp, Unilmini Orrnnlc nml AtimiRplirrir AdmlInintanll mi, National Mnt liu*
Klinlirrhw Service, Mnliny hrrkrt Mown Workly rntnRorlrn ".Salmon, In alrtIRtit rinilnim*rn," nml "Salmon,
rniinml| Imi not lrnr.mi."

I IMoliuon rxpoilrtl front U.S. Oilman Dlnlatria 2 (Portlnml, Oregon), *0 (Struttlr, Wftlilnpton) nml 'l
(AnrlioaMgr, Alaska) In nut [IImitnl in nnliiinii pamini mi In tliryir nirnn. lHlowrvrr, Il Ih <*itlaiialaul 1li.il
nppioH Iniil i*ly II'»X of llarna* rnpm Ifi arpai"ta‘iit Alnnkn n.ilmmi prtulutl Inil.

*A Il.nl of thr roiintrli*n rrprcr.mitml In Ililr cnirp.nay In glvrn In Tni»li*
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[11-1f, iinn
111y
Kwrilrn
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(/11112000 (1975*19/7)
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*A Ilnl nf Hii* riiiinlili.fi

Titlilc 29 FIfill miK KXI'OIMSt HIOM U.K. CFHSIS 11Sill ICTS

29, 31) anil 31, 197p- »0 Tm.
IN FOUNDS
1075 10/0
B,0115,029 11,0.30, B20
100,000
100,000 59,011
1,000 31,350
10,000
nn,022 i2.nl9
19,020
n.205
nio
5,952
3,000
0,0051 7,320
B, 32/,305 11,7%7,7pn
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ri"liirni.nlril In

Whr.li liigl i.n) nml
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17,201,307
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00,050
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3,0/0
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"KIKli Hnr" Inrlinli.fi
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17,902,395
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70,000
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10,0/0, Of.".
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27,702,085
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09,953
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2,000
T1B, 700
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Table- 30. LIST OF EXPORT COUNTRIES INCLUDED IN "MISC.
OTHER COUNTRIES~” CATEGORY IN TABLES 27-29

Venezuela

Finland

Spain

Greece

Qatar

Thailand

Malaysia

Singapore

Hong Kong

Australia

New Zealand

Rep. of China (Taiwan)
French Pacific Islands
Guatemala

ElI Salvador

Nicaragua

Panama

Chile

Uraguay

Kuwait

Saudi Arabia

United Arab Emirates

Bahrain

Ntv Caledonia, Futuma,
Wallis, French Polynesia

Other Pacific Islands

Canary Islands

Nigeria

Republic of South Africa

Costa Rica

Columbia

Bolivia

Tunis ia

Aus tria



not the same as those used for 1978 through 1980. The most significant
change of categories was for fish roe (*1134500), which was "previously
included in "Fish, except shellfish, cured”™ (#0312000) (1975-1977). In
addition to salmon, herring and other fi~h roe, the latter category" also
includes small volumes of salted, dried or smoked (but not canned) fish,
such as herring and salmon.

ConsumDtion Patterns

Data on consumption of salmon in the U.S., Japan and European
countries 1is not readily available. Rather, an extremely detailed anal —
ysis of salmon landings, imports, exports and inventories is required to
determine per capita consumption rates, which is beyond the scope of the
present report. Table 31 details such ~n analysis for both canned and
fresh/frozen salmon consumption in the U.S. in 1978. U.S. per capita
canned salmon consumption was 9.6 ounces in 1978, while fresh/ frozen
salmon consumption was 2.4 ounces per person.

Overall consumption of fish products 1in Japan was 4.5 times greater
than the U.S. consumption 1in 1965.7 However, per capita consumption of
fish products in Japan decreased from 1960 to 1972 and remained at ap—
proximately the same level from 1972 to 1977. While total Japanese con-—
sumer demand for fish products has increased slightly 1in recent years,
this 1increase has occurred at a slower rate than the demand for meat,
poultry and other sources of protein.8 The primary reason for this is
that the price of fishery products has increased at a faster rate than
the price of competing protein products. While no data on European con—
sumption patterns, by species, 1is available, we have determined through
personal communications with salmon brokers and processors that European
sockeye markets, particularly for fresh/frozen product, is less than for
other salmon species.

The implications of the available datl on salmon consumption
patterns 1in the U.S., Japan and European countL"er substantiates, to a
crtain extent, what 1is evident from export pa” erns: Alaska salmon
producers are heavily dependent upon the Japanese market, particularly
the market for fresh/frozen sockeye; the U.S. market for canned an"l
frozen salmon is presently insignificant, with no indication of a con—
siderable change 1in the near future; and European canned markets, while
remaining relatively stable, do not appear to be good prospects for ab—
sorbing the large expected volumes of sockeye production 1in 1980.

"U.S. Department of Commerce, NOAA, NMFS, 1979. Fisheries of the United
States, 1978. Current Fisheries Statistics No. 7800.

AMinistry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery, 1978. "Annual Report on
Fishery Trends in Fiscal 1977." Foreign Press Center, Tokyo, Japan.
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A. U.S.

Table 31. U.S.

Total U.S. Salmon Landings,
All Soecies, 1973

Canned Salmon ConsunDtion
A. U.S.

Pack, product weight

B. Imports, product weight
c. Total Supply, Canned
D. Exports, product weight
E. Total Available for Consumption
F. Inventory

1) Jan. 1, 1978

2) Jan. 1 j.979

197S +
1978 +

3) Net change,
Net change,

G. Apparent Consumption, Canned
H. Total U.S. Resident Population
I. Per Capita Consumption, Canned
Fresh/Frozen Consurr.Dtion
Production, product weight
B. Imports, product wight
Cc. Total Supply, F/F

D. Exports, product weight

E. Total Available for Consumption

Environmental Services Limited

SALMON CONSUMPTION, 1978

404,489,000

164,239,000

325,000

164,564,000

32.546,000

1.32,01S,000

2,230,320

2,315,787

84,967
4,078,416

129,939,590

216,400,000

pounds

pounds

pounds

pounds

pounds

pounds

cases

cases

cases
pounds

pounds

.60 pounds

148,477,000

6,617,000

155,094.000

125,771,000

29,323,000

pounds
pounds
pounds
pounds

pounds



Table 31 (coa't)

F. Inventory (cold storage holdings)
1) Jan. 1, 1978 28,365,000 pounds
|
2) Jan. 1, 1979 25,146,000 pounds
3) Net change -3,219,000 pounds
G. Apparent Consumption, F/F 32,542,000 pounds
H. Total U.S. Resident Population 216,400,000
I. T-ir Capita Consumption F/F .15 pounds

U.S. Per Capita Consumption of Canned and Fresh/Frozen Salmon. 1973

.75 nounds or 12 ounces



Retail and Wholesale Market Conditions

Sunply

Generally, the quantity of any product supplied to the marketplace

has an inverse relationship to the price paid for that product: When
there is a large supply, price is generally lowered. This year®s pro—
jected statewide harvest of sockeye salmon 1is forty-two million fish,
compared to a 1979 Alaska harvest of twenty-eight million. The high

1980 sockeye projection is primarily due to the anticipated record com—
mercial harvest of 37.1 million fish in the Bristol Bay region, which,
if realized, will be the highest ever recorded for this fishery.

Other major sources of supply to world salmon markets in 1980 will
be Japan, Canada and the U.S.S.R. Currently, production of chum salmon
from hatcheries in Hokkaido, Japan 1is increasing, and the Japanese have
recently reached an agreement with the U.S.S.R. to harvest Russian chum

salmon. In addition, the high seas catch of salmon by the Japanese
mothership fleet, which has been reduced by international agreements ir—
itis past few years, 1is anticipated to increase in 1980. Thus, while

this year®"s Canadian salmon catch is expected to be lower than usual,
the overall supply of salmon to world markets 1is expected to be excep—
tionally high in 1980.

Inventories

The amount of inventory left over from the previous year is another

major factor affecting market price. U.S. inventories of canned salmon
are currently lower than in April 1979; however, frozen product inven—
tories are considerably larger than this time last.year. The effect of
these inventories on 1980 market price 1is essentially the same as that
of supply: the high inventories of frozen salmon will tend to lower
prices for 1980 product, especially for Jlower quality product (other
than No. 1 grade). Low inventories of canned salmon are currently

creating a rise in price in retail markets, which will probably continue
through the early 1980 supply However, the large anticipated volume of
canned product which will be available in 1980 will tend to reduce price
later in the year.

International Currencies

The rates of exchange between the U.S. dollar and foreign
currencies directly affect the purchasing power qgf other nations for
U.S. goods. Thus, while international monetary conditions may appear to

be somewhat unrelated to a discussion of Bristol Bay salmon prices, this
section points out that such distant factors can very directly affect
wholesale and retail sockeye markets, which in turn affect raw fish
prices.

Figures 5 and 6 show the vyen/dollar exchange rate from 1971 to
1980. It can be weasily seen on this graph that a sharp decline in



Figure 5. YEN"/DOLLAR EXCHANGE RATE, 1974-1980
(Rates are noted yearly)
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expense of U.S. seafood to Japanese buyers occurred from January 1976 to
January 1979. The relative strength of the Japanese yen against the
dollar during this period correlates well with the increase in Japanese
imports of U.S. salmon products discussed in the Export Section of this
.esport. Since January 1979, the yen has weakened against the dollar,
:hus reversing the trend in Japanese purchasing power of U.S. goods.
This weakening 1is apparent in the recent decline in prices paid by
Japanese buyers for U.S. frozen salmon products. There 1is currently no
indication that the yen will strengthen against the dollar before 1980
salmon product goes on the market.

According to bond market sources, the Consumer Price Index (CPIl) in
Japan is expected to rise more than twice as fast in 1980 as in 1979.
“he actual CPI increased at a rate of 3.7 percent in 1979 and is pro—
jected to rise to a rate of A.3 percent in 1980 (see Figure 7). The "xst
.»ffect of this increase is less Japanese consumer buying power 1in 1980
than in 1979.

Fiscal policy with regard to inflation in Japan appears to be
moving toward vrestrictive monetary measures The rate of increase in
the money supply in 1980 is reported to be approximately ten percent, as
compared with a twelve percent increase in 1979. The effect of tight
money conditions on U.S. salmon export markets will be the same as the
current ven/do.llar exchange rate 2nd the CPl increase 1in 1980. Less
money will be available to Japanese consumers for purchase of goods in
reneral, and there appears to be little reason to expect that the salmon
market demand will increase under these circumstances.

Figure 8 shows the effective exchange rates of the Swiss franc,
German mark, Japanese yen, French franc, U.S. dollar, British pound and
Italian lire.

Japanese Markets

The complex seafood market structure in Japan, which often appears
confusing to the American businessman, has been developed through cen—

turies of dependence upon seafood as a staple in the Japanese diet. A
-urge number of processors, wholesalers and distributors are typically
involved 1in the handling of most consumer products. Perhaps the most

obvious aspect of seafood trading in Japan is the presence of large in—
ternational Japanese trading companies which handle about eighty percent
<t all imports of a]l commodities, 1including seafoods. Seafood pro—
ducers seeking to establish markets in Japan, whether it be with large
trading companies or through other market channels, must recognize that

most Japanese firms are anxious to establish long-term buying relation—
ships.

The Japanese consumer is extremely conscious of the appearance and
aesthetic appeal of seafood products, primarily because a high percent—

age of seafoods are eaten raw or cooked whole. As a result of the
strict demands of Japanese consumers, Japanese 1importers pay close at—
tention to seafood quality. Although price 1is 1import, nt in seafood

negotiations, importers are not reluctant to pay a higher price |if
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higher quality 1is guaranteed. During the years when the supply of a
particular seafood product is Jlimited, Japanese buyers are naturally
less critical of product quality. However, during times of abundant
supply, as 1is projected for 1980, importers are noted for emphasizing
subtle distinctions in skin color and general appearance and will pay a

price as is determined by the lowest quality of a shipment. When the
market demand 1in Japan 1is low, importers will use a variety of ways to
reject a shipment. In summary, quality plays a major role in estab—

lishing and maintaining Japanese markets, particularly in years of ample
supply.

It is clear from the above discussion that the strong Japanese
market for fresh/frozen salmon, particularly sockeye, has played a major
role in the economics of the Bristol Bay fishery during the 1970°s. The
most significant aspect of this market as regards 1980 raw fish prices
is that the overwhelmingly high Japanese demand for frozen sockeye
during this period created an overdependence on this market on the part
of U.S. processors and brokers. Japan 1is the only fully developed mar —
ket for Alaskan frozen salmon. Thus, faced with the recent decline in
Japanese demand due to the many factors mentioned above, U.S. processors
are left with few prospects for selling 1980 salmon except to attempt to
produce only the highest quality product and to expect lower prices in
the market place.

Raw Fish Market Trends in Bristol Bav

Supply

Years of abundant fish returns are never the best for the
fisherman, as the supply in these years often exceeds the demand for raw
fish. Bristol Bay fishermen began to feel the effects of the high sock-—
eye volume last year, when various delivery limits were set by many
buyers during the season. With the exceptionally high anticipated sock—
eye run, which far exceeds the processing capacity in the Bay and likely
exceeds the wholesale demand for processed product, fishermen can expect
less demand for raw fish in 1980 than in previous years of limited sup—
ply, more promising wholesale markets or both.

Number of Buyers

The large number of buyers competing for Jlanded fish during the
period of strong Japanese frozen markets in the late 1970"s considerably
changed the nature of raw fish markets in Bristol Bay. For the first
time m the history of the fishery, the raw fish price was established
in a climate of substantial competition, and the attendant increases in
caw fish price during this period reflect the increase in the number of
buyers in the Bay (refer to the Raw Fish Price section).

Due to the low anticipated wholesale and retail market demand in
1980, it can be expected that the number of buyers in Bristol Bay will
be reduced from the previous few years. The effects of reduced markets



on the fishermen 1is already apparent. Beginning last summer, certain

processors began cutting fishermen from their rosters. In on> reported
case, forty-three of one hundred were informed they would have to find
another place to sell their fish in 1980. According to one estimate by
the Alaska Independent Fishermen®s Marketing Association, at least 100
of its 753 members had no market as of March 15, 1980. In response to a
request by the Governor®"s Office, the Bristol Bay Native Association
conducted a survey of Bristol Bay residents. The survey found that as

of March 26, 1980, 102 fishermen had no market and sixty-three had
"questionable” markets for the 1980 season.

This will necessarily have serious effects on many fishermen and
their families: many have no other significant source of income and
many have boat and/or gillnet permit payments due which, if missed, will
eliminate their only source of income.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The cost ofdoing business in Bristol Bay has risen considerably
for both harvesters and processors in recent years. It appears that
both sectors are somewhat overcapitalized at the present time, because
of prev.ous expectations of a continued strong Japanese market for
fresh/frozen salmon. Recent unexpected increases in fuel costs and in—
terest rates have contributed substantially to cost increases in excess
of those previously projected by both sectors for 1980.

Canned salmon markets have remained fairly stable throughout the
past decade. At the present time, 1inventories are low and prices are
rising. It is likely that market prospects for canned salmon will re—
main high until the bulk of the large anticipated 1980 supply reaches
the market.

Market conditions for frozen sockeye are poor, due primarily to the
collapse of the strong Japanese market upon which the Alaska frozen sal—
mon industry has been built during the past decade. Inventories from
1979 are high and it 1is not likely that any significant change will
occur in this market before the abundant anticipated 1980 supply reaches
the market. One possible exception to the dim 19S0 market picture for
fresh/frozen salmon is the possibility that the Alaska State Legislature
may appropriate a large sum of money to initiate a seafood promotion
organization, which wo~ld direct a large portion of the appropriation to
"generic" (nonbrand) advertising of Alaska seafoods 1in the U.S. and
Europe. One of the results of this effort would be to raise domestic
and international market demand for Alaska salmon products.

During a high volume, low market year such as 1980, th e number of
buyers/processors operating in Pristol Bay 1is likely to shrink, and
those who do operate are likely to limit the volume of fish they handle.
When this occurs, raw fish prices are often depressed below the "fair”
level, as it is a"buyer"s market." The options available to fishermen
and fishermen®s associations are limited under the,sre circumstances.
Their alternatives are:

< Refuse to fish.
0 Attempt to negotiate individual agreements with buyers.

Negotiate a Bay-wide price, based on average cost data for
fishermen and processors.



A Bay-wide settlement could take one of several forms:

< A two-tiered price structure, based on volume (e.g., a certain
price for the first 30,000 pounds delivered and a lower price
for the remainder of the catch). The structure would encour—

age maximum utilization of the resource and reduce the average
price per r”und.

< A two-tiereu price structure, based on method of processing.
In this structure, a certain higher price would be paid for
fish to be nnned and a lower price would be paid for fish to
be frozen, reflecting the weak frozen market situation in
1980.

< A deferred payment system, in which buyers/processors would
defer a portion of the negotiated price to fishermen until an
agreed upon date, which would be Inter than in the past. This
system would reduce the high cast of interest on working
capital for processors.

Whatever option is taken by the fishermen in their price
negotiations , two major factors will considerably assst both sectors in
their abili®y to make a profit in 1980: (1) the negotiation of ar. early
settlement, so that both sectors can do some short-range planning for
the season to take advantage of "early"™ fish catches, which will assist
the flow of production and will also be more valuable than later catches
in this year"s market; and (2) make every effort to assume optimum
quality control throughout the harvesting, tendering and processing, as
the only marginally optimistic market for this year"s salmon is for top
quality No. 1 grade.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator JalmaT Kerttula
President of the Senate

FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulews
Chairman, Hearing Committee

Senator Pat Rodey, Chairma;
Senate Judiciary Committee

DATE: March 27, 1981

SUBJECT: "Bristol Bay Fishery Hearing Report

The Special Judiciary Hearing Committee was charged with
conducting a series of fact-find hearings on the Bristol Bay
fishery. The results of these hearings and recommendations
for actjlon were to be reported to the Senate.

The attached report summarizes the findings of the Hearing
Committee and presents a series of recommendations for
further action.

The report of the Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force is also
attached.

The Special Judiciary Hearing Committee report makes the
following recommendations:

Recommendation No. 1

Legislative support for the Department of Commerce and
Economic Development®s; market study needs to be shown.
Although the time frarie for the current study is
extremely short, the approach taken by DCED should
provide a comprehensive picture of the existing Bristol
Bay marketing structure and alternative types of price
settlement.

Recommendation No. 2

Direct the Governor to prepare a plan for developing
line agency capability to develop a similar under—
standing of the market system and market potential for
all Alaskan fisheries* The plan or achieving this
ongoing market analysis should be presented to the
Legislature in January of 1982.



Senator Jalmar Kerttula -2- MaTCh 27, 1981

Recommendation No. 3

An analysis iIs needed cf how other U.S. and foreign
fisheries are organized, from the fishermen, processors,
brokers through to the final markets. The purpose of
this analysis is to develop an understanding of the-
various types of existing industry organization and
what particular structures could be possible in Bristol
Bay. Information developed through this study would be
made available to fishermen, marketing associations,
cooperatives and processors as well as the general
public.

Recommendation No. £

While efforts of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute
are directed primarily at increasing the consumer®s
demand for salmon products, broader research on potential
markets for Alaskan salmon and other seafood products
needs to be done. Because of the industry®"s present
focus on the Japanese market, there is little knowledge
of alternative markets, locations and possible level of
demand, both in the U.S. and abroad.

%
Recommendation No. b

A program is required that provides assistance to local
fishermen and fishermen®s groups in actually contacting
potential markets. The purpose of this program, whether
done th::ough an agency, through contract or through
direct financial assistance to fishermen®s groups,

would be to facilitate contact between fishermen and
potential buyers without regard to the type of marketing
structure used. While initially focusing on Bristol
Bay, the marketing assistance should be available for
all Alaskan fisheries.

Recommendation No. £

A review of the policy guidelines and performance of
ARRC, CFAB, AIDA and the ~ck financing program should
be undertaken to identify changes in their statutory
direction that would make new domestic processing and
marketing operations clearly 1ligible for these programs.
This task might be best carried out by one or a com—
bination of legislative committees.



Memorandum
Senator Jalmar Kerttula March 27, 1981

Recommendation No. 1

The Legislature should direct the Governor to develop a
list of public capital facilities required to support
the expansion of the fishing industry and community
needs 1n the Bristol Bay region. This list should be
based on analysis of infrastructure needs in the region
and should present a plan and coordinated approach
among executive agencies to provide those facilities.
The Governor®s recommendations should be presented to
the Legislature in January of 1982.

Recommendation No. 8

The Governor®s supplemental appropriation request for
the Department of Public Safety should be reviewed

to determine 1f that request will provide support
capabilities that will allow independence from private
facilities and vessels. A supplemental appropriation
to fund support services for the State Troopers should
be considered on a priority basis for this fiscal year.

Recommendation No. £ - Follow Up

As a final recoi.jnendation on legislative oversight, the
Governor should provide the 1982 Legislature with a
report on the use of the marketing study (Recommendation
No. 1) during the 1981 fishing season and the activities
of the Department of Public Safety 1in Bristol Bay this
summer.

Attachments



SENATE JUDICIARY HEARING COMMITTEE
Report and Recommendations
March, 1981

A special Senate Judiciary Hearing Committee was formed in
late February to conduct a series of hearings on the Bristol
Bay salmon fisheries and to Teport to the Senate its recom—
mendations for both legislative and executive action.

Initially these hearings were to focus on two aspects of the
Bristol Bay fishery: the State®"s role iIn the negotiating
process and the public safety concerns related to the settle
ment of Tfish price negotiations. Hearings were conducted 1in
Dillingham, and Naknek, with additional hearings 1in Juneau.
The Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force was present at the
Dillingham and Naknek hearings. Task Force Chairman Av
Gross and Department of Public Safety Commissioner William
Nix attended one of the Juneau hearings. (A copy of the
Task Force RepoTt is attached to this report.)

The following recommendations are drawn from the testimony
of nearly 50 individuals at the three hearings. While the
original concerns of the Hearing Committee were the State®s
role 1n the negotiating process and 1in maintaining public
safety, it quickly became apparent that a broader approach
to meeting Bristol Bay"s needs was required to be effective.
As the Governor®s Task Force report states, much of the
stress occuring in Bristol Bay is due to the changing nature
of the fishery and the marketing structure. Because the end
result of this evolution in the fishing industry is not
known, State policies toward the Bristol Bay fishery should
neither artificially restrict that change, nor force the
adoption of any "new" systen.

The recommendations of this .report are organized under four
topics: Market Study, the Changing Nature of the Bristol Bay
Fishery, Capital Improvements and Public Safety. These
recommendations provide a coordinated policy approach to
Bristol Bay and, ultimately, to the changing nature of the
domestic fishing industry Statewide, while maintaining a
general concern for public safety and individual rights.

Market Study

Most of those testifying before the Committee recommended
that the State fund an objective marketing study. People
thought that such a study would allow fishermen to negotiate
on a more equal footing with the processors, and would be of
most benefit to the majority of Bristol Bay fishermen who
regularly fish for the large, established processors. This
market study would at a minimum analyze the market foT
salmon, wholesale prices and trends, effect of pack sizes on
prices, and changes in the costs to fishermen and processors



SENATE JUDICIARY HEARING COMMITTEE
Report and® Recommendations
Page 2

in producing their products. The result would be a recom—
mended range of ex-vessel prices that could be paid for
salmon, by type of product (fresh, forzen, canned). Alter —
native types of price settlements mentioned during the
hearings, such as price indexing, percentaige of wholesale
price and sliding scale agreements should also be considered.

This market price study, as brought out in public testimony,
is actually needed in all Alaskan fisneries. The Bristol
Bay study could be the first step in the development of an
understanding of market conditions related to each of the
fisheries in Alaska. In the long run, it is necessary for
both the State and the domestic industry to understand the
nature of markets for bottomfish, general fish products
(fish meal, fish sticks, etc.), crab and herring as well as
salmon. With this knowledge, the State is in a better
position to create programs to effectively involve Alaska,
and Alaskans, 1in the utilization of the State"s fishery
resources.

The Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force has announced that the
Department of Commerce and Economic Development will have a
Bristol Bay market study done by May 15, 1981. The study 1is
to describe the actual inventories, sales, processes and
final destination of Bristol Bay red salmon; identify firms
and describe the structure used in marketing and distributing
these products; describe processing done after the salmon
leave Alaska; describe existing demand for Bristol Bay

salmon, including sales promotion efforts; relate * hand to
alternate sources of salmon; explain how prices . <« -et for
Bristol Bay salmon, including the effect of finaT ™™g mechanisms
and production costs; and present an analysis of market
demand, 1identifying a range of wholesale prices related to
different levels of salmon catch.

Recommendation No. 1

Legislative support for the Department of Commerce and
Economic Deve]oprnent®s market study needs to be shown.
Although the time frame for the current study 1is
extremely short, the approach taken by DCED should
provide a comprehensive picture of the existing Bristol
Bay marketing structure and alternative types of price
settlement.

Recommendation No™ 2

Direct the Governor to prepare a plan for developing
line agency capability to develop a similar under —
standing of the market system and market potential for
all Alaskan fisheries. The plan for achieving this
ongoing market, analysis should be presented to the
Legislature in January of 19S2.
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Changing Structure of the Bristol Bay Fishery

Several individuals testified as to the changing nature of
the fishing industry in Bristol Bay. 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 iIs the desire by
many local fishermen to develop a new, locally controlled
m*ians of marketing their fish as an alternative to the
established processing plants. At the same time, most
fishermen in Bristol Bay are linked closely to those large
processors; cannery TfTishermen enjoy the benefits of credit,
boat storage, ready access to supplies and other benefits 1in
exchange for fishing only for a single processor. Fishermen
who violate this unwritten agreement by selling their fish
for a higher price to a different processor often find
themselves both without a regular buyer and without the
benefits of a cannery fisherman.

Fishermen may be unable to actually find markets or make
connections with representatives of markets that might

otherwise purchase their fish. It was reported to the Committee
that there are currently an estimated 125 fishermen who have

no markets for their fish. Other fishermen who do manage to
organize and find potential markets for their fish outside

.of the established system report; an inability to get their
operations "off the ground,* due to a lack of front end
financing.

In addition, a number of those that testified thought that
present State programs involved in fisheries, such as the
Alaska Renewable Resources Corporation (ARRC), the Commercial
Fishing and Agriculture Bank (CFAB) and the pack loan program,
did not provide support for new marketing/processing operations.
While some people thought that these State, programs were
purposefully oriented toward the existing processors, others
felt that the 1inability to use State programs to develop new

or expanded processing activities by domestic organizations

was a result of unclear policy directions to those programs.

A number of very specific changes 1in existing State programs
were suggested during the hearings. These suggestions

ranged from requiring ARRC loazs to be made only to wholly-
owned Alaskan firms on one hanc, to requiring processors to
sign a price settlement with fishermen in order to be eligible
for ARFC; CFAB or pack loans.

On the whole, people i1dentified the State ™ role 1in this
changing industrial setting as providing the catalyst for

new developments in the industry. This would be accomplished
through ensuring easier access to ARRC, CFAB, pack loans and
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other funds to be used by new processing operations for
organizational, front-end ox operating costs prior to the
sale of their products.

Recommendation No. |

An analysis 1s needed of how other U.S. and foreign
fisheries are organized, from the fishermen, processors,
brokers through to the final markets. The purpose of
this analysis is to develop an understanding of the
various types of existing industry organization and
what particular structures could be possible in Bristol
Bay. Information developed through this study would be
made available to fishermen, marketing associations,
cooperatives and processors as well as the general
public.

Recommendation No. £

While efforts of the A.laska Seafood Marketing Institute
are directed primarily at increasing the consumer®s
demand for salmon products, broader research on potential,
markets for Alaskan salmon and other seafood product
needs to be done. Because of the industry®s present
focus on the Japanese market, there is little knowledge
of alternative markets, locations and possible level of
demand, both in the U.S. and abroad.

Recommendation No. £

A program 1s required -that; provides assistance to local
fishermen and fishermen®s groups in actually contacting
potential markets. The purpose of this program, whether
done through an agency, through contract or through
direct financial assistance to fishermen®s g oups,

would be to facilitate contact between fishermen and
epotential buyers without regard to the type of marketing
structure used. While initially focusing on Bristol

Bay, the marketing assistance should be available for
all Alaskan fisheries.

Recommendation No. £

A review of the policy guidelines and performance of

ARRC, CFAB, AIDA and the pack financing program should

be undertaken to i1dentify changes 1in their statutory
direction that would make new domestic processing and
marketing operations clearly eligible for these programs.
This task might be best carried out by cne or a .combination
of legislative committees.
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Capital Improvements

As stated by the Governor®s Task Force, the full utilization
of the Bristol Bay Fisheries resource is a tsior State
concern. The development of new and expanded markets and
marketing structures 1is one aspect of increasing the utili—
zation of 3ristol Bay salmon.

However, access by fishermen and new industry operations

to this resource requires a range of facilities to support
their activities. These facilities include) boat harbors -
ocean and industrial docks, water supplies, airports, airport
industrial areas and roads.

At present, public and private facilities 1in the Bristol Bay
region lack the capacity to handle new developments 1in the
local fishing industry. This, in effect, creates a barrier
to the establishment of new marketing operations, new pro—
cessors, and to the ability of local fishermen to find
alternatives to the storage, repair and support services
offered by the existing processors. Simply locating land
upon which to build private industrial facilities is ifficult,
although this sitution may change with the shift in ownership-
of large tracts of land to the local Native corporations.

m

In short, the natural evolution of the fishing industry 1in
Bristol bay will require basic investment 1in public infra—
structure. A nunber of individuals testified that fishermen
had no place to keep their boats during the summer and no
place to unload fish or store equipment. New processors
also have no dock space for. their operations, are faced with
community water systems unable to supply their needs, and.
under-developed airport facilities that create delays in the
transport of fish to markets. The physical difficulty local
fishermen and organizations have in getting their products
to market undoubtedly affects the ability of those interests
to make commitments to potential markets.

Because of the level of industry activity in Bristol Bay,
local residents canr.ot understand tha State":- apparent dis—
interest in developing basic facilities 1in their region. As
one individual stated before the Committee, it seems common
sense to provide for the infrastructure needs of Bristol

Bay"s proven natural resource industry on at least an equal
basis to the State"s assistance in providing infrastructure
for Ltpvcten renewable and nonrenewable resource developments.
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The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 1is
currently funding a study of the transportation facility
needs of Southwest Alaska, including the Bristol Bay region.
Transportation facility needs related to both industry
activities and community growth will be identified in this
study. The estimated completion date for this regional
transportation study is June, 1281.

Recommendation No. J_

The Legislature should direct the Governor to develop a
list pf public capital facilities required to support
the expansion of .the fishing industry and community
needs in the Bristol Bay region. This list should be
based on analysis of infrastructure needs in the region
and should present a plan and coordinated approach
among executive agencies to provide those facilities.
The Governor 3 recommendations should be presented to
the Legislature in January of 1982.

Public Safety

One of the Committee®"s initial charges was to listen to the
Bristol Bay residents on the relationship of public safety
.to the settlement of price disputes. A significant volume
of testimony was received on the use of threats and "scare
tactics” In the negotiating process. In addition, a number
of people testified that the fishermen feel under extreme
pressure to ensure a unified approach to price settlement,
because the majority of fishernen have no alternative market
to the existing processing operations. Fishermen feel that
they have to speak with a single unified voice to be effective
within the present system.

As market alternatives develop, the emphasis on maintaining
the appearance that fishermen are of a single, unified mind
will decrease. Different groups of fishermen will be able

to develop their own markets and marketing systems. Witnesses
testified that changes in the nature of the Bristol Bay
fishery will result in more ex-vessel price competition by
processors and in a reduction in the use of threats and
intimidation in the settlement of price disputes. Individuals
or small groups of fishermen will be able to settle for a
price they feel acceptable, without appearing to undercut
other fishermen®s organizations or markets.

However, until the majority of fishermen feel that thev have
some market flexibility and havii the opportunity to “ntrol
their own position in a more differentiated "marketing system,
the use of pressure tactics to encourage conformance to
marketing association negotiations is likely to continue.
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There will be a continuing need for public safety presence
in Bristol Bay. The State"s public safety effort must be
related to the enforcement of existing laws, without pur—
posefully 1intervening in the negotiating process 1itself. In
general, a low profile coupled with a workable contingency
plan will meet public safety needs while minimizing public
reaction simply to the visible presence of public safety
personnel.

In order to retrain as objective as possible in appearance in
iIts public safety mission, the Department of Public Safety
should provide 1ts own support services and Temain independent
of all parties in the negotiating process. The lack of
departmental boats and equipment during the 1980 season
resulted in State Troopers being placed on barges and facilities
operated by the processors. This lack of support capability
decreased the ability of the Troopers to carry out: their
duties, 1in that they lacked the mobility to respond. In
addition, placing individual Troopers on private property

was interpreted by some fishermen as a demonstration that

the State was more interested in protecting the processors
than in protecting the general public safety. This situation
should be avoided in the future, 1f at all possible.

She Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force has recommended that the
Department of Public Safety develop a contingency plan for the~
1981 Bristol Bay fishing season. The Governor will submit a
special appropriation request to the Legislature to fund
additional manpower and support services for this coming

season. Both Public Safety®"s contingency plan and the supple—
mental appropriation request are included in the Task Force
Report.

Above all, the State should emphasize that public safety
must be maintained in Bristol Bay, as in other parts of the
State. The present legal system defines the unacceptable
use of force and pressure tactics. It Is important that
these laws be enforced equally in all parts of the State and
on behalf of all the citizens of the State.

Recommendation No. &

The Governor®s supplemental appropriation request for

the Department of Public Safety should be reviewed to
determine 1f that request will provide support capabilities
that will allow independence from private facilities

and vessels. A supplemental appropriation to fund

support services for the State Troopers should be con—
sidered on a priority basis for this fiscal year.
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Recommendation No. £ - Follow Up

As a final recommendation on legislative oversight, the
Governor should be provide the 1982 Legislature with a
report on the use of the marketing study (Recommendation
No. 1) during the 1981 fishing season and the activities
of the Department of Public Safety in Bristol Bay this
summer .
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The following document was prepared and released
in two stages. It is intended to provide background
for the recommendations made to Senate President Kerttula
on the Bristol 3ay Fisheries.
CONTENTS
1.) Hearing report from Dillingham end Naknek

2.) Hearing report from Juneau

3.) Written testimony and documents presented
to the committee

4.) The Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force report



1. BRISTOL BAY HEARING REPORT
yILLINGHAM/NAKNEK

PURPOSE

For the purposes of this report, subjects have been
consolidated and selected quotations used to illustrate the
concerns and perceptions of individu.\ls 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 1in
their own words.

This is 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 Kerttula re—
guested Senator Pat Rodey, the Judiciary Committee Chairman,
to examine the public safety problem.": 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 scop- of inquiry was enlarged to adequately
address the problem.

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 Hohman 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 Hurlbert.

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 KDIG of Dillingham.

The committee heard testimony or questions from:

Joe McGill Val Nick Angasan
Andy Golia

Joe Clark

Jerry Libof
Fred T. Angnsan
Mitch Kink

Kay E. Larson
Robin Samuclson
Jack McBride
Laura Schroedcr

The second hearing took place
from 12:15 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.,

mately thirty individuals.

Lyman Smith

Jim Bin”~.nnn
Dave McClure
Mark Seger
Thomas Crandell
Dorothy Hummer
Leon Branswell
Carl Larson
Stan Small

in Naknek on March 1,

and was attended by approxi—

The committee heard testimony or questions from:

John Eckert

Mitch Kink

George Gottschalk,
Harvey Samuelson
John Lundgren, Sr.
Richard Johnson

Mike Hakala

Anthony Balnchi

George Gottschalk, Jr.
Monty Handy

Allen Aspelund

Ralph Angasan



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

Market Study

Processing Shortfalls

Infrastructure Needs

Pricing Concepts

Foreign Control

Public Saf :ty Concerns

Seafood Marketing

Pack Lons, AARC, and CFAB
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
point 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 on this subject included:

Andrew Golia (Dillingham): "I feel this study is
pglily important and could lead to an early price settle—
ment in Bristol Bay. . | think the importance of this study
is that it will give processors and fishermen a starting

point in price negotiations this upcoming season."”

Jack McBride (Dillingham): "A state-funded study by a
firm that could supply credible information 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."”

Allen Aspelund (Naknek): "1 think if the state would
have a Gimilar 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, 1.. that the state legislature, the
people of Alaska, who the resource belongs to, might have
an inkling of an idea whether or not price offers are fair

or not fair."

PROCESSING SHORTFALL

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

run.

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

.if that"s handling fish, | 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 this 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 che Bay here

can only process approximately 25 million fish. And on



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

canneries for any more fish than they can handle.

Mitch 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, | think is a little wrong,"

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

An expressed concern of residents in the Dillingham
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 likelihood of new 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 to runways, we also
need a parallel taxiway so there can be more than one

aircraft operating on that airport at one tinme.

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 way3 of lowering

costs, such as transportation, is certainly another positive



action. Providing easily-accessible 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 uoclcs and airport improvements which
would make it easier for new processors to come into che

Bay."

PRICING CONCEPTS

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

returned to fishermen.

Mitch Kink (Dillingh®".m) : "1 think that a fisherman is
worth 40% of what he gets as a final price from the whole—

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

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

base price for salmon ar.d Ibelieve in a sliding scale.”

Jim Bingman (Dillingham)l think that this would
be a good way for the stateto help us if we had a base
price and the canneries, the 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

the data needed to set a base price.

FOREIGN CONTROL

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

put it (his way:

George Gottschalk, Jr. (Naknek): ™At present there is
no control over foreign ownership in the fishe.::*es. For all
practice 1 purposes, the Japanese have a virtual stranglehold
on Ala-.lan fishermen through market manipulation of all our

fisheries products.”

Jin Bingman (Dillingham): "I know the Japanese have
taken over most of the canneries- < .l1"ve watched them take
over Togiak. They financed and got the processor. They got
the processor co swallow the hook, then they jerked hard to
set it. There"s nothing the processor can do but step out

and let the Japanese hnve it."

Thonas 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.



Most 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 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
tactics which is part of a process of expression in the

development of an agreement leading up to a price settlement.

Joe McGill (Dillingham): "lIt"s a sore point with a lot
of people here that the 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



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 Che weakest .segment in the market. Where else in
the world can you addres. the numbers of people that you
can in the United States thal have average incomes to afford
this product in such numbers as you can in the United States;
and 1 think that this deal (Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute)
that the state has going on to get itvol/cd in promotion,

the market 1is going to go a long way tcv."ard alleviating

these problems."

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
loons to companies involved in price disputes, but also
through the Alaska Renewable Resource Corporation and the

Commercial Fishing and Agricultural Bank loans.



Robin Samuelson (Dillingham): "Ball Brothers borrowed
A or 3 million dollars from AARC, from the state, my money
.and paid AO 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
1 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 pay the price and we couldn"t
even get them to the negotiating -able to talk to them and

discuss prices."

George Gottschalk, Sr. (Naknek): "l think the state
should quit 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 Samuelson (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 giv~-. them one penny."

Prepared by:

Kevin K. Bruce

Committee Aide

Senate Judiciary Committee
March 9, 1981

Written testimony presented to the Bristol Bay Committee Iis
attached.



2. BRISTOL BAY HEARING REPORT
JUNEAU

INTRODUCTION
To conform with the initial Bristol Bay Hearing Report, the
supplement report is organized 1in the same fashion.
Subjects examined have been consolidated and selected quo—
tations used to illustrate the concerns of persons testifying
before the committee.
Recommendations from the committee are not contained within
this document, but will be made in the transmittal letter of
both reports to Senate President Jalmar Kerttula.
HEARINGS
The hearing board in Juneau consisted of:

Senator Sturgulewski

Senator Rodey

Representative Chuckwuk

Representative Hurlbert
The Governor®"s Task Force was represented at the March 16th
hearing by Avrum Gross and Commissioner NiXx.
Two hearings were held in Juneau to conclude the committee's

inquiry. The first was conducted on March 16th from 1:30

P.M. to 4:35 P.M. The hearing was attended by approximently

forty individuals. The committee hoard testimony from:
Rodger Painter Eric Eckholnm
Sidney Smith Jim eaton
John Garner Mitch Kink
Hank Ostrosky Archie Gottschalk
Ray Smith

The second hearing was held on the following Thursday, March

19, from 3:40 P.M. to 5:45 P.M. The committee heard comments

from:
Val Angasan Jack McBride
Phil Daniels Sidney Smith
Dean Paddock Chip Toma
ISSUES

PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS
The presence of violence on the fishing grounds was without
a doubt the most hotly contested issue by all parties, and

cons ined a substantial portion of the hearings. As indicated



PAGE 2
BRISTOL BAY HEARING REPORT

in the original hearing report (see a" cached), residents of
Bristol Bay generally downplayed the issue during the hearings
in Dilxingham and Naknek. Other bay fishermen, notably
those members of the Bristol Bay Fishermen®s Marketing
Association, presented a conflicting view of the situation.
Their testimony indicated that violence, and intimidation
was directed at fishermen harvesting salmon before the
general price settlement, and was a dominate aspect of the
season.

Both sides testified extensively on the violence 1issue in
Juneau:

Jim Beaton -

.1 truly feel that one reason there is a lot of this
downplay (of violence) 1is just purely fear 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..."

Dean Paddock -

...l think there was a tremendous potential there fox
the lid to blow off; the potential of threat /as great. I*m
just thankful nobody got killed, and they could have. It
was very close, a very iffy thing. I saw people behave
irrationally, and | saw mob psychology working..."

John Garner -

"There®"s a gray area there and where you draw the line
and where I draw the line may well differ between scare
tcctics and violence...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."

(Reference to a tape submitted by Garner, transcript attached.)
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Chip Toma -

.1 find it highly ironic that the very same fishermen
who made limited entry such an emotional 1issue in 1973 are
doing the same to the legislature of 1981 regarding violence.
They are the only fishermen who are dragging this line
through the water..."

Roy Smith -

"l wasn"t bodily drug off the grounds, but 1 was circled,
told that my boat should be sunk, that | was on their list
and that they had taken pictures of me, I was going to have
my picture on their so-called bulletin board, that 1 would
definitely not be forgotten."

(speaking about an incident at the Dillingham Boat Harbor)
"He did say later that he had a rlare gun and | saw him
throw the oil in the boat and said he wanted the captain to
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 1I"m going to torch your
boat."

Jack McBride -

"The violence, issue began here in Juneau and, has
been- and still is being- perpetuated right here in Jui.eau.
Here in Juneau, 1is where you hear about the violence- not 1in
Bristol Bay."

MARKETING STUDY
Again, as in the initial hearings in the bay area, considerable
support was given to a state funded marketing study to
provide information to fishermen and processors prior to
price negociations.
Phil Daniels- -
"Processors are much more sophisticated in dealing with

the market. They know what®"s happening to a degree that the
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fisherman can only speculate. That"s the reason the market—
ing analysis is so important. You"ve got to have this
information in the hands of the fishermen, and then maybe

the fishermen will have a better opportunity to arrive at
rational requests as far as price 1is concerned."”

Rodger Painter -

"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."”

Jim Beaton -

"First cf all, of course, the marketing study; it
really isn"t to my advantage, but 1 don®"t have any problems
with that. I think that it is probably a step in the right
direction, providing that ar.y one man could ever really
understand the market." Y
Jack McBride -

"The state should also fund a study which would supply
information which would be credible to both processors and
fishermen. This study should include such things as, "how
interest rates relate to the price fishermen get for their
fish, what does the fresh frozen market do in relation to
the canned market, how does the yen/dollar relationship
effect the price of salmon, what does it cost to hold an
inventory of salmon in anticipation of a higher price and
how are other markets other than the Japanese effecting the
price cf salmon, and where can we find other markets."

Mitch Kink -

"A comprehensive study of World Markets for Bristol Bay
sockeye salmon should be conducted by an independentleconomic
consultant who does not work and has not worked for fishermen

or processors to have a positive effect on an early settlement
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of fish price in Bristol Bay the study should be completed
by mid April. This means the process for implementation
should be initiated as soon as possible."

FOREIGN CONTROL

Resentment towards the 1iominence of foreign-owned processors
*surfaced in Juneau, although not to the extent that it was
expressed in Bristol Bay. Some individuals described it
this way:

Archie Gottschalk -

"The marketing, financing, and processing aspects of
the fisheries are predominantly controlled by foreign corporations,
especially Japanese corporations: they determine the volume
of salmon the"" want to pack, and as we have seen over the
years, the price that they want to pay."

Hank Orcrosky -

"...The direct intervention by the state into the
leaning practices of directing 75 million dollars to Japanese
cartel instruments that undermined the price structure 1in
Bristol Bay and created the tension."

PROCESSING SHORTFALL

Regardless of where individuals stood on other issues, a
universal attitude in all hearings was that processors had a
vested interest in not processing all available fish. Typical
comments on the subject included:

Sidney Smith -

"The big issue that | see happened in 1900 was, all of
a sudden, you"ve got a scare of saving 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 is excess."

Jim Beaton -

"_..everything in on the side of the processor, don"t
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kid yourself there; the longer they go, the les3 volume; the
better they are going to come out on their pack anyway. The
whole thing is almost a stacked deck."

Phil Daniels -

"The industry estimated that they could process 37-1
million ti-sh. I"m not sure those figures are correct, but |1
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 Bristol Bay alone, there"s every
reason to suspect that many processors simply didn"t want to
harvest all that product."”

Mitch Kink-

"...when a company has said that they have put 50,000
cases, this year they are going to put up 60,000 I ises
whenever they can, they have got so many boats, they are
going to catch so many fish, 1 think this 1is poppyrot.”
INFRASTRUCTURE
As would be expected, infrastructure needs of Dillingham
were no,“discussed extensively in Juneau, however two individuals
stressed t. ose concerns like this:

Chip Toma m

“"Implement some of the transportation improvements in
Bristol Bay that will assist fish movement; airport lengthening
and repair, docks and roads. Thio will increase healthy
competition in addition to the ability to process more fish."-
Jack McBride -

"Finally there are many ahortcom_ngs in the local in—
frastructure of Bristol Bay. These would include lack of
docks, lack of adequate runways, lack of decent roads, lack
of land, lack of harbors, even lack of access to adequate

land."
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STATE ROLE IN NEGOTIATIONS
Several persons felt that the state was not going far enough
in its perceived role in Bristol Bay negotiations. Comments
varied in scope, but many individuals expressed a belief
that, without active state involvement, the industry would
lack the means to overcome the procedural problems of negotiations.
Rodner Painter -

"Why have there been plans formulated to deal with
violence in Bristol Bay when nothing has been done to head
off a confrontation? I think the state 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.”
Val Angasan -

"The administration,...they haven"t offered to step in
and play a real part in the management of that resource."
Jim Beaton -

"1 frankly weald like to see the other things | mentioned:
the vertical integration, the cooperative venture, the check

and balance system that would prevent all of this stuff fronm

happening, in lieu of the police force going up there...but
until that comes about, and | don"t see it coming about this
year, | don"t see where we can do anything except create at

least an atmosphere where people will not be killed."
Mitch Kink-

i "Set provisions for successful negotiation from free
negotiation with deadlines, to mediation, to binding arbitration.
The party that does not follow these provisions and deadlines
as set down by the State ol Alaska should be penalized.

Phil Daniels -
"The i1dea that we are going to have some prevailing,

m rational solution occur if it"s simply left up to the fishermen
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and the processors does not seem, to me, reasonable. I do
not think we are going to reach a solution in Bristol Bay
unless the State takes a real interest in this negotiating
process.
Prepared by:

Kevin K. Bruce

Committee Aid

Senate Judiciary Committee

March 25, 1981

Written testimony or documents presented to the committee
are attached.
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TESTIMONY
of
Kay E. Larson
e Deputy Director
Bristol Bay Native Association

I There are many kinds of people who participate in the Bristol Bay
cccmnercial 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 that
gives them a good tax write off.

There are the year-round fishermen who follow the fish from California
to Kotzebue. Although tliesc 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 sur&i&e oﬁ their winter jobs. *e

But the majority of our local fishermen liavc absolutely no other alterna—
tives available to them- their entire year®"s income is derived from the com—
mercial salmon fishery here in Bristol Bay. They are 1002 dependent on the
fishery because there is very little employment in the villages. The employ-,
merd: that is available is mostly provided through BBNA*s CETA program (and
1"11 speak about our federal programs later). These f;shermen, who arc 100Z

dependent on the fishery, linvc n very different: view of the fishery than tint

fisherman who comes here for* a vacation and a tax write-off. The decisions



you nuke about the fishery should be bnjed on these 100Z 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 lias not kept up with our expenses.

There lias 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 and we locw it.

BUT as fishermen, we, too, must make a profit. We cannot make a profit when
our expenses are increas%ng 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 tliat fishermen should have been
willing to take a law uric i for their fish aid make the difference up in
quantity. As fishermen who have worked with the caineries for many years,
we knew this possibility would not be open to us. We knew that canneries
would not increase their production and this proved true. Canneries have
long operated with the "small grocer™ attitude-— a small amount of turnover in
stock and their profit made on a rcsultingly large mark up. Processors liavc
known for several years that the resource was on the rise. They should liave
changed.their thinking ;o a "Safeway" attitude- a bigger turnover mid profits
based on quantity. Even though Fish and Game lias predicted these good years,
vc have not seen a great deal of gearing up by the processors so that they
would be ready for than, kb liavc not seen Bristol Bay salmon advertised
like "ylurley Tuna,”™ Wo liave not seen the import of equipment to increase

the linca in local canneries. In fact, wc have not seen any gearing up iIn



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

lhe State®s idea of a market campaign to cell more Alaskan seafoods
is a good one. It is a responsibility that processors liave 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 "Safeway" attitude and get out there and really push their product.

Hie economic situation in Bristol Bay may become even more dependent
on the salmon fishery chan it i1s now. BBNA lias been able to provide CETA
jobs in the villages with federal funds. Although die wages under CETA
are not comparable with a doctor®s or Ir-jyers® wages, the CEIA job does
provide survival during the winter. BIA Gener :1 Assistance has also been a
naans of survival. With die present administration in Washington, D.C., we
are anticipating cuts of more than $1 million in federal monies which go to
the people in die villages either in CETA wages or General Assistance.

With cuts this large, the fishery becomes even more crucial. The number of
100% dependent fishermen will grow and the amount of dependency on the
fishery will increase. o,

Bristol Bay fishermen have made many sacrifices in the fishery through
the years,. Wien the resource was dam, they sat on the beach and tgghtened
Uteir belts the following winter. In those years, market prices were up
and margins of profit to the processors were large. Fishermen accepted a
depressed price last year even though their operating expenses had continued

to rise. After the settlement, market prices went up steadily which {should

havo been n big help to processors, Aa fishermen, wo arc willing to make



come sacrifices but: we cannot; continue to bo L;hc ones making the bisect

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

Perlmps more competition on the processing side would make for a
h;aithier industry. Competition in any industry is always healthy. State
funding which would encourage the development of this competitim could
be a possible solution. Such funding should include new docks a”~d airport
improvements which would make 1t easier for new processors to come into the
Bay. State funding should also include loans to newly developing processors.

y .
If the State will b Tild ﬁew dock.—; and improve our airports and will loan
money to new processors, development of the fishery should be greatly
encouraged. It appears tint the only real answers lie <nLth processors
and a change in tlicir attitude.
L Hie decisions you are going to make will have a tremendous impact on
< the economic viability and returns to fishermen as well as processors.
Please rcmenibcr tint fishermen are businessmen, too, and tint their margin

of profit must be taken into consideration.

Iharik you.



A POSITION STATEMENT
BY THE
, BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION

TO THE

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
AND THE

BRISTOL BAY TASK FORCE

Violence Related to Bristol Day Salmon Price Settlement”



My name 1is Fred T. Angasan. X am Executive Director
of Bristol Bay Native Association., and |1 have also keen
a commcrical fisherman 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 in 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 qoing

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

inflicting dam wmto any of the fishing vesse®s. Fishermen

that did cross the oicket line to fish 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 fishing in Bristol

Bay, no outbreak of violence has ever occurred. Violent

situations that have taken place were individual confrontation

that usually took place in Naknek bars.

In the 19B0 strike which became needlessly long and

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



and Nuahagak Rivers by hundreds of fishing boats in front
of the Witncy-Fidalcjo 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
ninc-"tecn-sixty-ninc strike with the exception that in
nineteen-eighty, fifteen Alaska State Troopers were
dispached to the Naknek, Nushag:k area. The Alaska
State Troopers threatened the striking fishermen,
estating that if violent situations did break out,
they would confescate their boats, gear and fishing
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
tactics which 1is part of a process of expression 1in the
development of an agreement leading up to a price settlement.
The most serious problem-in 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 I caution the Judiciary Committee, and the

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

and constitutionality. & t



STATEMENT BY

ANDREW GDI. IA
COMMERCIAL SALMON FISHERMAN

Before the Bristol Bey Task Force
Di 11 ingliain, Alaska

February 20, 1901

Madame Chairwoman, Legislators, and Task Force and staff
members, my name 1is Andy Golia, and 1I'nm asidecnt of Dillinghanm,
having been born and raised 1in this community. I"m a commercial
salmon fishermen, and during the winter months, | work as an
Economic Planner with the Bristol Bay Native Association, the
regional non-profit corporation based here in Dillinghanm.

Over the last year, |1"ve served as a board member for the

I
Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association (WACMA).
Currently, WACMA is 1in the process of their annual election of
their board, and I have been nominated for re-election to the
board. In any case, because of the current litigation becween
WACMA and the- State of Alaska, my testimony does not reflect
m,y feelings as associated with WACMA. My testimony only reflects
my feelings as a commercial salmon fisherman.

Briefly, 1°d just 1like to say that 1 believe the Task Force

and you Jlegislators here should immediately endorse and try to

secure funds to complete a market conditions study on Bristol

Bay salmon. There has been some discussion Jlocally about this
Idea, and 1 believe that fishermen in Bristol Bay would agree
to this concept, I feel this study 1is highly- important and

oould load to an early price settlement 1in Bristol Bay.

The study should be conducted by a national or 1international



marketing firm wliicli is reputable 1in 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* fishcrmcn tassoc iatioris Perhaps, at least three (3)

or five (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 1in 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
market.

.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 oetween processors and fishermen. Ve have heard that
Governor Hammond would work to allow foreign processors into
the Bay 1if the domestic processors don"t offer a reasonable

* i
price to the fishermen. Likewise, we have also heard that if
the fishermen are demanding too high of a price, then he would
attempt to get fishermen into the Bay who want to go fishing
for a lesser price,
I think the importance of this study 1is that it will give

processors and fishermen a starting point in price negotiations

this upcoming season, At least it will give the processors and



fishermen some thing to work with. Most of all, it would point
out who"s being fair and wunfair 1in the price negotiations here
in Bristol Boy.

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

That concludes my testimony.

Thank vyou.



March 1, .1I|J

Madam Chairperson:
At prescnl there is no control over Foreign Ownership
in-.the fisheries. For all practical purposes the Japnno.se

have a virtual strangle hold on Alaskan Fishermen through

\
market minipulation of all our fisheries products. Our laws

are not able at present to regulate Foreign ownership percentages
I suggest the Legislature > 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.
i * - *

With thig_in mind v/e as citijens would realize more of the true <

evalue of our Fisheries Resources. .
'Y i . LI

e At present under Foreign treaties they can arbitrally hold

% * * * * *

down fish prices onshore, say that we are not fully utilizing

the fish and ask and most likely obtain an offshore allocation.

i : , -
v . The Japanese government 1is the bank for their corporations

* 0,
- - - % - .

involved in the fisheries, at present (I believe for 31)

At our present 1971 prime interest rate and the exchange
|

rate of yen per dollar, the Japanese Corporations really have
our legitimate National Companies between a rock and a hard

spot as far s compctativcncss is concerned.

% -
Our Permanent Fund should be mor® aggressive in assisting
* «
companies that are wholly owned Alaskan or Domestic owned
i
Corporations, that arc interested in developing Domestic

Markets. .



Trnnsport_.nUon j:; also a hinderanee for the sake of; Lola]
fisheries resource realization, special tariffs should be
pursued. .

*Regional Hoards should bo established to handle Regional

*

situtations as far as Management initiatives are concerned.
At present it is unfair to ask g Statewide Hoard io méke
prudent decisions for such a large area as Alaska. .
eIn eases such as a bumper or high cycle 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 ultimately
*%*

allivate much of our quality control and market problems.

v U X CIlzF

. George F. Gottschalk, Jr.
P.0O. Box 132
Naknek Alaska 99633
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Madam Chairman, Legislators®, Members of the Task Force and Staff, my name

Jack McBride. I am the Manager of the Imarpik Regional Aquaculture
Corporation. J- v /> /. T
- * ’.*--...jqek_ll% LI Sl » * . *
v " oe v.\1l **_ e

e First of all, we certainly want to thank all of you who have taken
" L «" "z o e e * o

éhe timé from your busy 7schedules to come here to Dilfingham to listen
to our concerns and suggestions. \MT know you"ll go back to Juneau

with a much better idea of our human feelings that would be impossible
to express in letters® and phone calls. Q; hope that you are bringing
us a better understanding of the problems too, and come of the possible
solutions. ey ?v .77 AR I - -

e " We would like to let you know too, that KDLG has done an excellent
ejob of informing the p"i>lic of these issues, through, not only announce—

ments, but also a number of discussions of the problems throughout

g1 . m Vo, e eAe  F....... .. ;

_this past week. o XN ey K RVAVERELI B ry o * m C 1
.1"d like to juote from an article on page 19 in the July, 1900

issue of "the ALASKA FISHERMAN®"S JOURNAL which I have marked Exhibit A.

'ﬂ_ * \ . ° l.**f/'**z__l . o o " *

."The Japanese market has not collapsed nor are 1979 salmon inven—

tories 1in Japan currently at abnormally high levels- nor is the yen/

R y M\ . x e . \ x

."dollar exchange rate "the least unfavorable to Japan." - - ¢
" x ee . o o= 2 - - * .

. - "As wo reported last month in "Japan Marketplace," Japan is likely

b iy .- * «.- Lx L . )

;to import more salmon in 1900 than it did last year. The domestic

match in Japan is expected to bo down sharply and last year-la frozen
* * I P | i

inventories have been largoly cold off,"
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Page Two . -

This article was written by David Keene and Brent Evnnr; who are bo*".,
. . *
fluent in Japanese and have lived, studied, and worked in Japan. David
Keene 1is a marketing consultant in Japan and represents a chain of
- 7 Japanese seafood retaurants. Brent Evans had recently worked for two
. "years at a Japanese economic research firm in Tokyo.
This issue of the ALASKA FISHERMAN®"S JOURNAL would have arrived
/"™ " _"in most fishermen®s mail box during the height of Bristol Bay"s price

* mmegotiations. Do you think that if this was the information that you

e had available to you that you"d find it "just a little hard to accept

* ok * - * .
s ¥ # . r i

e = _ the fact that you were going to be paid 4CK per pound for fish that you
as 7igiy as 51,25 per pound one year earlier?
. I think this points out that there were other facts in the "mix" or

7-* ./ -v . someone was misinformed or that indeed fishermen wore not paid a rea-

« i, i t . * o o x. . * % .

;<sonable price for their fish. «* i
v % A% it T V e ! 3 & ' * é gece ‘ed "o '
R, *y“-,'v">°A State funded study by a firm that could supply credible infor- Lo
® oyt 3 * * 7z v

V. T nation to brrl, tlic fishermen and processor would go a long way to
s . . F*e " - m T,
W."."v (establvii'i a price range within which both the fishermen and processor

Wo. S - . e o - o - .
- ' i‘“‘-/** could feel comfortablg to negotiate. Tliis study should include infor-

#* xox - > . 1»5**' , * *

"ey*;/niation like tlie r lationship of the yen to the dollar, interest rates,

+y Jo' 0 o «* . L .
/ transportation costs, etc. Tins, | believe would be one positive way
VI, e e ] . -
e . ,"tho State of Alaska could involve itself in a positive way.
V. - -

; Funding of programs such as tho Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute

o . - . * e

. io another positive way the State can involve itsolf. "Obviously if
* ( - o »
. the domain! for salmon is high, tho price will"also be good. K
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Page Three
# #

Finding ways of lowering coots such as transportation is cenkunly
another positive action... Providing easily accessible docks, impmvul
runwrys and reasonable roads systems would lower the cost of production.

Marketing alternatives could be explored that fislicimcn could apply

. ] ] « "
in attempting to solve their marketing or market-related problems..
These would include organized exchanges, vertical integration andjpint
ventures, marketing boards, and others.

;- -1 also believe that the Governor®s Task Force or whatever inxdru-
ment is established to correct these problems, should not be dishmded
"t - * *
as different problems arise %gch year and each year requires a lilble
different approach to the solution and a Task Force responsive to
these needs may very well prevent problems such as occurred in 19.T01
Bristol Day,tthe State,iand indeed, the world cannot ;fford to waibe

»

in excess of 100 million pounds of salmon as we did in 19GO0.

V. "s Thank you. , <1 “



Al/i'ikn (i’.licriiH'n cm brim; asked
IOMill 11™ toillcl 1LU y>t 'l EIIIOM
prices, Justifiably. perhaps, lull mil
for ILi- i i*ni.mi frequently repealed
Iho*c iJnyx to fiiliiirimin. ‘i L.n
can mr rl.i i L.-.t nul <nil..print «or a-e
1971* if.livo.i inventornr, in Jr.pjn
culticully cl tlniuiiiii.il/ high level*
nor li lhs yen,'duller cic.ixngo rein
thr Ini.il uiifHvuraldo I» Jup-n.

Ai wr repotted lust month in
Jojun Mtirl rip/ccn, Japan in likely
<o import ni.ru cxlruvn in 1'"-U llian
It di'l lacl year. Tl.o (loiiiin,iit
catch in Jrpm 4 oipcricd lo hi
down chsrply tr.d list year'a Irozcn
invrnUirici imvo boon largely sold
jolf, liven allowing I"rn wuili higher
then reported catch level Irnm ilus-
»isn wr.tcrc, Japan will Lu looking In
buy c. much ai) 70.000 metric tuns
(1970 import total wcs 01.097 inti
Added to this, a uharply rcbuur.dmg
yen over thu last, tovo notllIn has
ilrenglliened the buying power ol
Japanese sculixid importers, nuking
U.S. scab.-0Ja purchased with dollar:
leas expensive, _

With Japan's market conditions
conducive lo large volume imports
in 1980, this year's sockeye prices
reflect innre the slrone hare.'iuir.g
position u(~31pam ntO'Ti than
rbahlc.mt~Ttrili-hval.l.

“Tolf lair,'it uiTuria tie rcilcraled
that 1971' was a very had year lor
the Japanese seafood industry as a
whole. Too much seafood was pur’
chased r.I loo high a price, and many
Jr.ou, (importers. wLoie”alera end
retailors, aullcrod lo-.ivt.'Importers
. Inparticular n e utiii nemg crmciacn
in the Japanese press (or npvula-
live prnclices which iurihcr tar-
nished the indutLry'i imago wills tho
Jipanrse public.

. *Ansicly in Jcpan caused liy tpc
Adoption ofdlOOmdo limits r.rouud
thu world hud n lot lo do<with tho
prices they i-rro willing lo pay ior
U.S. fish in 19il< slid 1D7D.

lust year's linnncial setbacks and
public criticism have brought Japan-
ese fish importers back to earth,
leading to a reovaluatioa of both
thrir bargaining position with llio
U.S. and tho prico lboy would pay

for salmon. _
lii short, major Japanese buyers

Inow that as long as tho U.S. relics
aolrly on them to buy, import ami
‘inarlrt fiuh in Japan, they can iim
posa tornu weighted strongly tg
ihrif advalitago. >

When looking (or soineono to hluno
for tho present bard' limes it is
almost axiomatic that the accusing
finger bo ;.omleii at Japan. Our com.
plaints run somelhiiiK like: "It's no
wonder we're not getting anything
for our fish —Ilio Jausnese have c
stranglehold on Urn -\nolo industry,"
pr "To get IS 'u»okod they feme in
one year offering to buy til our pro-
ducllei! at any price. Then once they
have us where tliev want us they ilu-
rusiul higher ipialily product at out-
ragrously low- p'tcm. 7 he lug Japan-
tie companies had it all hguied uni
In advance. It'a iisithn?, mnio than
culand out censpirary.’

Bitch romplaiuti aru noteworthy
hot lur the aiuiiuul ol truth the* are
hail'd on hut lor tho ili<iJuutmg
U»I>* they roveal aliiiul our limltug
position with Japan, (tor rolatio.n

WwANS'
V.

Brent Evauu
e &
David Keene

/An Anahub

i.liip can bo spelled out in threo ad-
jectivi > advurco, puuaivo end ro-
tiignud. t

TheJspane.se —
advercarlou ur customers?

It io o paradox that we, the seIID
leave eomo to regard thu JapaneZ;.0.
the buyers, more ns adversaries
than customers. An adversary is
somcono you approach with suspi-
cion, whereas a customer is corncono
you approach with the desire to,
serve, in dealing with nn adversary
you arc primarily interested in liis
motives and how a particular nclion
oi hia could damiigo you. In dealing
with n customer you ere primarily
interested in his needs and how Ins
actions could be adapted so its to
mnxirui/e mutual profitability. Inter-
action with adversaries is essentially
combative, whereas successful inter-
action with customers is keynoted
by cooperation,

Il is not difficult to perceive that
our fundamental outlook towards
tho JaoaaoLO un udvereeries/buyers
(attend ol customers/buyers is un
hralthy and counterproductive. If it
continues to persist it will severely
retard Uio growth of a relationship
that has tho potential ol being stag
geriugly profitable ior both sidea.

I'aaalvo coUor vs. adlvo buyer

Tho second characteristic of our
posi'lon aa acllora of acalood prod-
\ to Japan is passivity. To us.
pxxstvo Heller is a contradiction in
larms. A aeller is supposed to bo ag-

gressive. To bo luccesslul, he musn
first ,;0 out and get u feel (or tho j
market nnd then capture it by carry- j

mg out a carefully designed plan oi
attack baaed on his (Hidings. How.
ever, in looking at what lias boon
happrning in our industry over the
past mvr; li years, we seo that llio
Japanese —thu buyers —sro llio ouoa
who liavo grabbed the initiative.
They havu established permauunt
rrpreseuUlion here and have lieeu
lggreaatvo in appropriating capital
for acquiring,’ iinuleriiuing and ox-
paiulmg prnenviitigeperatiuna.

The liugcheis oi tlioir prraeuco
In our industry lo the point whom
they can ellectiv'y dictate nricea
and terms to u» did uel cumo by
ircident. it is the fruit ol hnig-'eriii
planning and single minded ellerta
io cupo with anticipated aealtMvl
ihnrlages caused by the tverhhwiiln
move to declare llio IIPtl mile eco-
nuipK icniti, Viewed in lies way,
then*preaeiice hero la ludlung else
blit Iliu tend! nl good aeund liusliiesi
liraclls'e —lining wlial one liai to slo
In order lo tuctiro a tollable aourco
ui supply, I

[llth*l'innately, we have runteiiteil
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coller who npls for passivity will
ovniilm.lly ho dominated and taken
advanll.i;e ui by a ret griiup el buy-
era. This is particularly Iren svliun
Uio huyer-selier rehilionship ia ea-
aouti.'illy an adversary ono.Our posi-
tion is further clouded by oar roli-
AUCO on these major impi.rtrra to
market nur products in Japan. If
(hoy da a good job, line. If not,
them nur products nru discredited in
tho eyes of tltusu who consume them,
la Ir.tt month's Ja/mu Mur/iKljtacr,
.wo pointed out that fish imported
from tho U.S (Vmiyumonol n not
held in very high esteem by the Jtp.
ancsa public, u circumst.mcc which
indicates that tho inurkctiag job
bciuj*done Lsfar from satisfactory.

.. Reai™natloo

Tho third und:.Ijmg fcaturo of
our position vis-a'Vis the Japanese
market io resignation. Although ob-
viously dissatisfied with the way
things tro, sve iicverlheless contir.uo
to find excuses for inaction and thus
acceptance of (hat statu:' quo in our
doalingu with Japan.

"Corporations like Mitsubishi ami
Tciyo are two lug nnd too sophisti-
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in the foregoing, we have attempt-
ed lo outhuu nymploius oi a malady
hcKetting our iudiislry. We maintain
that thrrc is a cure: namely, chang-
ing ourselves to cooperative, aggres-
sive, determined sellers. This rails
(or n radically different approach
to the Japanese market. We must
begin lo take rrapon.siuilily for our
own marketing instead ol entrusting
it lo n smell elite ol major trading

and fiolilng companies, In next
month's editorial we will get into
jomo concrcto proposals lor doing

just that by taking slock ol latent
strengths in our posiimn vis a-vu
tho Jr.pancim market and capitali-
zing on llioui. U

*
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TESTIMONY BEFORE SPECIAL JUDICIARY / BRISTOL BAY

SUBCOMMITTEE, JUNEAU, 3/720/81

MY NAME IS CHIP THOMA. I AM THE FOUNDER AND FIRST EDITOR OF THE
UFA NEWSPAPER, THE ALASKAN FISHERMAN, THE PEOPLE AND PUBLICATION THAT
BROUGHT THE ISSUE OF LIMITED ENTRY TO THE ALASKAN LEGISLATURE IN 1972 *
AND 73. I AM ALSO THE FIRST WRITER IN THIS STATE TO EXPOSE THE EXTENT
OF JAPANESE OWNERSHIP IN ALL LEVELS OF THE ALASKAN ECONOMY.

ADDITIONALLY, I ASSISTED LAST YEAR IN BOTH SETTING UP THE FINANC—
ING AND MATERIAL LOGISTICS FOR THE HERRING GT".LNET FISHERY AT CAPE

ROMANZOF ( VILLAGES OF CHEVAK, HOOPER BAY, SCAMMON BAY ) AND I SUCCESS—
FULLY
NEWENHAM (TOGIAK) LEAVING THIS FISHERY TO PRIMARILY LOCAL INTERESTS.

HELPED TO ARGUE THE EXCLUSION OF HERRING SEINERS NORTH OF .CAPE

HAVE A FEW BRIEF COMMENTS ON THE BRISTOL BAY SALMON RUNS OF

1980 AND 1981;
1) ALONG WITH MANY OTHERS, I DECRY THE LOSS OF SALMON RESOURCE UP THE
CREEK LAST YEAR, BUT I DO BELIEVE THE PRICE OFFERED TO FISHERMEN WAS®

2)

3)

4)

T0O
THE

LOW. CONSEQUENTLY, I EMPATHIZE WITH THOSE FISHERMEN WHO HONORED
STRIKE. AS 1 THINK WE"VE ALL LEARNED FROM THESE HEARINGS, THE

INABILITY TO PROCESS THE CATCH IS DIRECTLY RELATIVE TO PRICE AND
RELUCTANCE TO COME TO AGREEMENT IN A TIMELY MANNER.

ETjJF

IND 1J:jjIGHLY_..IRONICLJHAT-T.HE VERY,SAME FISHERMEN WHO" MADE LIMITED

ENTRY~SUCH AN _EMOTIONAL "_.ISSUE IN 1973- ARE DOING THE SAME TO THE LEG-
<ISUIURO&J3BL1~REGARDING-;."VIOLENC&?k THEY-ARE.j HE ONLY FISHERMEN WHO

WHO

1°D

.ARE-DRAGGINGLIJHISALINE-THROUGH®" THE WATERT THE EXACT"SAME INDIVIDUALST™

EXAGGERATED THE" CASE<FOR LIMITED ENTRY IN 1973.

LIKETO REMIND THIS COMMITTEE THAT LIMITED ENTRY LEGISLATION WAS

BASED ON TWO PRIME FEARS; THE RESOURCE DESTRUCTION FROM BAF WINTERS

AND

THE POTENTIAL OF TOO MANY FISHERMEN RELOCATING TO ALASKA FROM

WASHINGTON STATE BECAUSE OF THE BOLDT DECISION.

BUT LIMITED ENTRY WAS NOT SET UP TO MAKE FISHERMEN A SEPERATE

CLASS IN SOCIETY - IT WAS DONE TO PROPERLY HARVEST A COMMON PROPERTY

RES

OURCE OF THE STATE. A PERMIT IS JUST THAT.. A PERMISSION TO FISH.

I SUGGEST IF ANYONE WANTS AN ADDITIONAL OR SPECIAL POLICE PROTECTION,

ThiiY EITHER RUN FOR PRESIDENT OR START A CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT. THESE
ARE THE ONLY EXAMPLES IN SOCIETY I AM AWARE OF THAT SPECIAL PROTECTION
IS WARRANTED.
THESE LAST POINTS 1°D LIKE TO MAKE ARE RECCOMENDATIONS FOR 1981:
A) IMMEDIATELY INSTITUE A MARKETING STUDY. THIS COMMITTEE HAS BEEN ASKE
TO DO THIS SINCE IT*S FORMATION. THE GOVERNOR®™S TASK FORCE HAS
BEEN ASKED TO DO SO SINCE NOVEMBER.
B) IMPLEMENT SOME OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS IN BRISTOL BAY

THAT WILL ASSIST FISH MOVEMENT; AIRPORT LENGTHENING AND REPAIR,
DOCKS AND ROADS. THIS WILL INCREASE HEALTHY ,-COMPETITION IN ADD —
ITION TO THE ABILITY TO PROCESS MORE FISH.
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C) 1D LIKE TO SUPPORT SOME Of THE POINTS MADE BY MITCH KINK
OF AIFMA:

a) A TIMELY MARKETING PLAN

b) DO AWAY WITH THE ONE BOAT, ONE COMPANY CONCEPT, BY A NON-—
DISCRIMINATION AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE STATE AND ANY PRO-—
CESSING COMPANY THAT RECEIVES A STATE LOAN, BE IT FOR
PACK OR EQUIPMENT. THIS WILL ALLOW ANY BAY FISHERMAN TO
DELIVER TO NEARLY ANY PROCESSOR,*WILL COMPLETELY CHANGE
THE PRESENT WAV OF DOING BUSINESS IN THE BAY, FOR THE BETTER.

c) | AGREE THAT SOME ASPECTS OF BINDING ARBITRATION SHOULD BE
IMPLEMENTED. IF THE STATE WAS READY TO MOVE THIS WAY,
AGREEMENTS COULD HAVE TIME LIMITS AND PRICE RANGES TO AR —
GUE, NOT THE WIDE OPEN SPECTRUM AS IT NOW EXISTS. *

LASTLY, TIE THE PROPOSED PACK LOANS FOR 1981 TO AN AGREEMENT SIMILAR
TO THE ONE DEVELOPED IN THE SENATE LAST YEAR; THAT LOANS WILL BE
WITHHELD UNTIL A FAIR, REASONABLE PRICE IS NEGOTIATED AND SIGNED
WITH THE FISHERMEN®S ASSOCIATIONS. UNLIKE REPRESENTATIVE MALONE,

I DO NOT CONSIDER THIS A SLEDGEHAMMER, BUT A HEDGE ON THE ABUSES
THAT OCCURRED LAST YEAR. AS YOU KNOW, THE SAME FIRMS AND INDIVIDUALS
WHO GOT THE LOANS LAST YEAR WERE THE PRIME ABUSERS OF FAIR FRICE,
SETTLING UP WITH THE FISHERMEN AND THE MISUSE OF THESE LOAN MONIES,
PRECISELY BECAUSE NO STRINGS WERE ATTACHED TO THE FINAL LOAN FORM.

FINALLY, 1D LIKE TO THANK THE MEMBERS OF THIS SUBCOMMITTEE WHO

HAVE EXTENDED AN EFFORT TO SOLVE THE PROBLEMS OF THE WORLD"S
GREATEST FISHERY, BUT LIKE MR. CHUCKWUK, I AM PUZZLED WHY THERE
ISN*T MORE INTEREST ON ThE PART OF OTHER MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATURE.
I COMPLIMENT KEVIN BRUCE®"S SUMMARY REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE®™S

TRIP TO THE BAY AS IT SHOWS THE LEVELS AND MAGNITUDE OF THE

RESIDENT CONCERNS.

THANK YOU

CHIP THOMA
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RESOLUTION #81-1

eMarch 11, 1981

WHEREAS the commercial salmon fisheries are vitally important to
Alaska®s economy; and

WHEREAS Bristol Bay sockeye catches are expected to account for more
than one-fourth of the 1981 statewide salmon harvest; and

WHEREAS limited world markets for Alaska salmon products will be
greatly influenced by the amount of sockeye harvested in Bristol Bay during
1901; and

WHEREAS there was strong disagreement over the condition of world salmon
markets during the long, bitter price dispute between processors and salmon
fishermen in 1980; and ad *

WHEREAS the over-escapement of 21 million sockeye salmon in Bristol Bay
during 1980 may sharply reduce survival rates; and

WHEREAS continued underutilization of the tremendous Bristol Bay salmon
resources could result in a reallocation of the fish under international
treaties to Japanese fishing fleets; and

WHEREAS Bristol Bay fishermen and processors have widely divergent views
of the condition of world markets for Alaska salmon during 1981; and

WHEREAS all of Alaska"s commercial salmon fishermen will be affected by

<
the outcome of negoitations over the price of sockeye salmon in Bristol Bay; and
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WHEREAS the State of Alaska has assumed the lead role in attcmtirig to
solve the complex problems leading to the price standoff in Bristol Bay; and

WHEREAS the State of Alaska has the responsibility for the sound economic
management of the natural resources belonging to all citizens of the State*

WHEREAS a first class study of world salmon markets would give fishermen
and processors common ground for discussions of prices for Bristol Bay salmon
and pinpoint the market value of the state"s valuable salmon resource in
Bristol Bay; - -

BE IT RESOLVED that the United Fishermen of Alaska believes the State of
Alaska has the responsibility to fund a first class study of world markets for

Bristol Bay salmon to hep ensure full utilization of the resource and avoid

the potential of losing the crucial salmon runs to Japanese fishermen.



PRESENTED BY: JACK MCBRIDE

M R. £95255? Chuirman®, Legislators and staff. 1 am Jack McBride from Dillingham,
Alaska. I am the General Manager of the Imarpik Regional Aquaculture
Corporation.

The statements to follow are my own and do not represent an
official position of the organization that 1 am employed by.

I am here today to ask you to think about where the violence 1in
Bristol Bay starts. Several of you came to that area recently to listen
to the citizens of Bristol Bay. Over 5 percent of the total population
of Dillingham came to listen and express their views--over 10 percent
of the total population of Naknek came to listen and express their
views. The entire population of Bristol Bay in over 30 villages had
the opportunity to call in during the meeting, which was being
broadcast live by KDLG, Bristol Bay®"s radio station. Yet, not '
one person among them, told you that Commissioner Nix should send
more peace officers up there==mot one person among them, suggested
that Limited Entry permits be revoked or restricted for certain acts
of violence by fisherman. .

vow | come to these meetings in Juneau and a numbe.: of
people have testified that controls are necessary. Sotffceone suggested
that it was fear that prevented people in Bristol Bav from speaking
up.

Many r se citizens have spoke® up on other controversial 1issues
and even 1 . ey were fearful they spoke up anyway. I would find
it hard to believe, as I"m sure you c.0, that there are over 5,000
cowards in a community that has one of the harshest natural environ—
ments in the United States=-a community where survival 1s an every
day fact of life. To suggest that not even one person would
speak out, 1is an insult to those citizens.

The violence 1issue began here 1in Juneau and, has been--and still
iIs being--perpetuated right here 1in Juneau. Here 1in Juneau, 1is where
you hear about the viclence--not in Bristol Bay. A handful of
mpeople are running up and down the halls of the capitol building
taking up your time, telling you about this violence.

If you"ll remember, you began hearing about this violence long
before the 1980 fishing season, and these people were telling you
about the threat of violence iIn 1981 before the nets were dry after
the 1980 season

more /
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They made you believe it too. I don"t see one uniformed police
officer at this hearing, nor did I see one the other day. Yet 1in
both Dillingham and Naknek there were a number of uniformed police
officers at the meetings. Police officers picked you up at the airports
and escorted you to the meetings. There were five police vehicles®
sitting outside the meeting hall in Dillingham during the meeting.
One police officer who didn"t know me* obviously”offered to drive
me to the hotel after the meeting. Now I°ve been walking to and from
work for nearly two years up there and not once was | asked i1f | cared
for a ride by a police officer. I hope you folks c”me away understanding
that we, in Bristol Bay, are just as law abiding as the people in
Juneau are. We believe in going through the political system as ycu
do. We"re just not as good at it* '

I want you to think about who these people are who are
taking up your time telling you aboutRﬁgﬁ violence. They tell us,
in these hearings, of their leadershipAin the fishing industry®s
concerns--yet the majority of the fishermen are not telling you
about the violence.

I would say that neither fishermen nor the residents of Bristol
Bay are in favor of any new controls to prevent violence. Neither
are they in favor of violence. New controls would only tend to
"accentuate the negative”™ and will only tend to solidify any
adverse positions that have occured and would leave even less
room for useful communication.

Fifty laws in Bristol Bay will not make a problemr go away that
was created in Juneau for a few peoples®™ self interest. The laws
that Commissioner Nix now has at his disposal are adequate for
all other situations and I believe they are also adequate, to
handle this situation, and we won"t be assuming that it is only
Aishermen who might commit an act of violence.

more
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Whenever, we as citizens, find ourselves in an adverse position
with another citizen our first reacTton 1is to think that we are the
one that is right,and that the law should settle the problem in our
favor, which, of course, 1is the only just way. As the saying goes,
"It depends on whose ox 1is being gored."

Situations such as this are political and always very sensitive,
and we cannot expect to settle the problem by the use of an officer
of.the law, nor do they want to be put into the positionof settling
the problem™and we"re wrong to ask them to . Do we want law officers
to settle our political and social disputes? When we do that, we are
a police state, and I don"t think any of us would want that.

Bristol Bay salmon do not belong to any group of fishermen.

Nor do they belong to all the fishermen. Nor do they belong to the
processors. They belong to all of the citizens of the STate of Alaska
and It i1s the state"s obligation to see that the salmon resource of
Bristol Bay 1is utliized to its maximum, taking into consideration,
good management practices.

Obviously when there is an over-escapement of 105 million
pounds of fish, something i1s wrong with the system and the state
h:s an obligation Lo find remedies, whereby, this situation will
not happen again. Pointing fingers at different groups of
fishermen 1is not the ans&Aii”nor will pointing fingers at processors
help. An honest assessment of the entire situation and 1its
shortcomings needs to be undertaken by the state and then these
shortcomings need to be addressed In a positive way.

| see at least three very definite shortcomings and there are more,
"they are: lack of markets, lack of processing capabilities and lack
of infrastructure 1in the bay,to properly handle the resource.

The state took a big step this past year by funding the Seafood
Marketing Institute. This is a positive step. When the market
Is right the price will be right*

Different methods of marketing should be analyzed--can we
learn anything from other fishing countries or can we learn anything
from the marketing of other commodities.

Processing capabilities should be analyzed,and are these
facilities being fully utilized.

more
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Is i1t: true that markets are being controlled by the amount of fish
processed,, and, 1f it is true, what can the state do about it.

Finally there are many shortcomings in the local infrastructure
of Bristol. Bay. These would include lack of docks, lack of
adequate runways, lack of decent roads, lack of land, lack of
harbors, even lack of access to adequate land.

The state should also fund a study which would supply information
which would be credible to both processors and fishermen. This -.
study should include such things as , "fow iInterest rates relate
to the price fishermen get for; their fish, what does the fresh frozen
market do in relation to the canned market, how does the yen/dollar
relationship effect the price of salmon, what does i1t cost to hold
an inventory of salmon in anticipation of a higher price and how are
other markets other than the Japanese effecting the price of salmon,
and where can we find other markets."

These are all things the state can do that are positive, and
I"m sure there are others. Making new laws against violence will
not correct the reasons why the salmon resource 1is not being utilized
in Bristol Bay and will not even correct the violence. Let"s do
some positive things that will correct the problems, and there
won"t have to be any reason for violence, and the state will
have maximized the utilization of the resource of Bristol Bay
salmon for all or the citizens of the state of Alaska, and not
for a chosen few for their own self iInterests.



From: Mitch Kink, General Manager A.l1_F.M.A.
To: Senate Judicial Hearing Committee

Re: 1981 Bristol Bay Fisheries

The following are the recommendations and suggestions
made by Mitch Kink (G/M - AIFMA) to Senate Judiciary Committee
Hearings held in Nakneh, March 1, 1981.

1. The State of Alaska does absolutely nothing during fish
price negotiations. But the different commissions should pre—
pare a plan to be implemented when the need calls for such a
plan. Example; If the safety of people .is in jeopardy then

the Public Safety Commissioner should put his plan to work, etc.

2. Set provisions for successful negotiation from free negotia-—
tions with deadlines, to mediation, to binding arbitration. The
party that does not follow these provisions and deadlines as

set down by the State of Alaska should be penalized.

3. Do away with the one boat, one company concept. Example:

IT one company settles for a price from Bristol Bay Salmon then
everybody in the bay can sell to that company without any
reprisals, on a first come, first served basis, and if any sur—
plus salmon shows up in that Company®s program, they must shut
down that operation until all the salmon run can be utilized.

4. The State of Alaska will not issue any licenses to do business
in Bristol Bay Fisheries until the complete cycle of doing busi—
ness in the Bay Fisheries 1is ccmpleted.

5. Create a good climate for good and meaningful negotiations,
by doing a feasibility study on the financial structure of
Bristol Bay. This study should start with the financial history
of the Bay to the present trends.

6. A comprehensive study of World Markets for Bristol Bay
sockeye salmon should be conducted by bn independent economic
consultant who does not work and has not worked for fishermen or
processors to have a positive effect on an early settlement of
fish price in Br: stol Bay the study should be completed by mid
April. This mean. “the process for implementation should be
initiated as soon ;s possible.



PRESENTED BY; HANK OSTROSKY

ICICLE SEAFOODS GIVE THE FROZEN SHAFT TO BAY FISHERMEN

The Japanese "brokering Cartel" that controls Alaskan Fish—
eries has effectively used Icicle Seafoods of Petersburg
Alaska as the major processor to fix prices to Alaskan
fishermen/producers in Bristol Bay and the rest of Alaska,

This Cartel operates on an_international basis and is.
presently under investigation by the Anti-Trust Division_
of the Justice_ Department, Federal Trade Commission, Civil
Rights Commission, and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee of the U.S. Congress which 1is chaired by Repre—
sentative Breaux of Louisiana.

In our own investigation of_ Icicle Seafoods, we found some
very interesting relationships between major stockholders
who™ hold important policy determining positions on Federal,
State and_International boards which ard and abet their
manipulations of allocation and prices of salmon which ben—
efit their collaboration in the Japanese controlled Cartel,

For instance, Bob Thorstenson is the largest stockholder of
Icicle (whose parent comeanx was Petersburg Fisheries and
before that, Petersburg Fisheries _Co-op) 1S a member of

the International North Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC)
that allocates salmon between the United States, Japan and
Canada along a variable abstention line in the North Pac—
ific and the Bering Sea, Gorden Jensen, also a major
stockholder of record in Icicle, sits on the Alaska Board of
Fish and Game and the North Pacific Management Council whose
former Chairman, Elmer Rasmuson, owner of the Bank of Peters—
burg and the chairman of the Executive Committee of the
National Bank of Alaska, also sits on the INPFC with Thorsten-
sen,

This cozy cabal results in the control of the allocations

of salmon in the iInternational waters controlled by INPFC,
then to the waters within the 200 mile limit Fisheries Man—
aﬁement Zone of the U.S. controlled by NPFMC and then into
t S énshore waters controlled by the Alaska Board of Fish

and Game.

When we received copies of the_Debt Structure of Icicle
Seafoods, we found that Mitsubishi International Fund, along*
with Hoi, a wholly owned subsidiary of Fuji Oil of Japan, _

had loans iIn excess of $15,000,000,00 to "Icicle and by using
select Links In Alaska and Seattle, washed their_money through
the system so that the fisherman/producer subsidized “the whole
financial structure through which the Cartel group manipulated
the allocations and the prices,
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This scheme 1is resulting iIn the bankr%ﬁtcy of many producer/
fishermen and will further result iIn the excessive prices
paid by the consumer/housewives in the IL.S,, Europe, Japan,
and the rest of the world,

Even though Icicle Seafoods surfaces as_an Alaskar/American
owned Corporation, the control of its financing and marketing
structure places it in full compliance and conspiracy with
the Japanese agents of the International Cartel,

Further |nvest|gat|on discloses that American Counterpart
Funds are washed through the Japanese banking system and

then come back through” Japanese processing companies to pur—
chase American processing assets with low interest and no
interest loans, These funds are also used as no interest
loans to purchase fish by select corporations,

Involved in this price fjxin? conspirac% are major U.S. banks
such as Crocker International, Rainier Bank, Seattle First,
and Citibank of New York, to name a few,

These groups, along with American and European counterparts
are_involved in a multi-billion steal of Alaskan/American/
Bering Sea assets, 1In which the victims are_ the legitimate
fisherman/producers and the consumer/housewife.

The Administration of the State along with select legislatures
have been directly involved with the Japanese Cartel, = The
Governor®"s Office of Jay Hammond, under the direct control of
Bill Spears, who, as a trustee of Alaska Renewable Resources,
Corp. ARRC} allocates large grants of money from the Perm—
anent Fund to subsidize low interest/no interest loans to
Icicle Seafoods to undermine the price structure of Alaska
producer/fishermen. This further inhances the control of the
Japanese Marketing Cartel.
< %
To date over 13 million dollars of State tax money has been4
washed through ARRC specifically to fix a low price to the
producer/fisherman, -

¥ e
Contrary to the eyewash article written by Bill Blessington
of the Anchorage Times, this low price to the fishermen is
not going to loweFThe price to the consumer,

Within two months, record-high prices for salmon will _be
paid by the consumer because of the international manipulation
of the” Cartel,
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The huge profits that will be made bg the processor/broker
will not surface in Alaska or the U.S. The Rroflts will
surface iIn Japan where the distribution of the spoils can
take place u,,d_ documentation because of lack of a
foreign "contlict of interest” policy by the U.S. or the
State of Alaska.

The sell-outs and pay-offs reached into all levels of the
fishing _indust’/y in the form_ of State and Federal subsidized
loans, job offers, partnerships in various fish brokering
schemes, ana hidden fish prices to various_administrative
heads and board members of fisheries associations both_
resident and non-resident. (A fiscal and physical audit of
the funds and assets by the Budget and Audit committee 1Is
long overdue.)

It was _interesting to_note that the resident and nonresi—._
dent fishermen quit fighting Iong eno%ﬂh this year to realize
that they were both being_screwed by r own agents broker—
ing what™ little organization that was It. c, for their own
rsrsonal accounts.

The flagrant machinations of Phil Daniels, special consultant
lobbiest for the United Fisherman of Alaska (UFA) along with
Bob Blake, UFA president from Cordova, 1Is an embarassment to
the members of that orgaization. A major reassesment of that
organization and 1its priorities ar i order if they are tu
continue as a force in the fishing industry of Alaska.

The _direct involvement of both Daniels; and Blake in price
fixing _and organization manipulation with Icicle Seafood
will give students of Alaska fishing history an insight into
the takeover of the Petersbqr? Fisheries Co-op by thé present
majority stockholaers of Icicle.

The Alaska Independent Fishermen®s Marketing Association
(AFIMA) -- whose 1initials by a strange coincidence acn be
manipulated to spell MAFIA — 1is also going through an organ—
1zational changg with charges and counter charges of "sel

out" against its former administrative officers and board
members who discreetly resigned at the insistance of the
majority of its_members. This fishermen group is 0|n% through
the agonizing discoveries of fobw It was SCrewed. ts lead—
ership and all the basic_information on industry cost figures
but chose to use the dubious information of ¢ consultant,
Richard Wilson, a former City Manager of Cordova, who used

his share of the $25,000.00 AIFMA marketing study money to

set up a fish buying station at Paul"s Creek to buy cheap

fish at W a pound from AIFMA, WACMA, and UFA scabs.
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The three major factions that control AEIMA, the Iltalian,
Scandinavian ana Yugoslavian representatives are now eye-
balling each_other and the representatives of these groups
are_endeavoring to keep the fishermen apart_and from com—
paring notes. The¥ have good reason to believe that iIf
the fishermen really start talking to each other the feeling
of getting screwed 1s the same in any language or any culture.

The wholesale political brokering of their membership for
the benefit of a few so called 'leaders™ may result in the
realization that could lead to a legitimate fisherman/pro—
ducer Co-operative being formed capable of serving their
direct economic interest.

The eyewash Alaska resident contingent of AIFMA, which has
never been seriously considered in the past, 1is also under
direct fire. It is interesting to see what excuses they
will come ., with especially those wheel dogs acting as
leaders who were involved In the price fixing/manipulations.

All in all , the Bristol Bay News will have an interesting
time reporting end analyzing the enfolding future fishing
scenairo, . - -

BRISTOL BAY NEWS
26 July 1930



Excerpts from tapes of radio traffic on the Naknek River on Saturday,
June 28, 1980.

Prepared aboard the Department of Public Safety surveillance vessel,
M/V Vigilant, Capt. Lockman in command.

The excerpts are in chronological order from a single 90-minute tape,
highlighting the most relevant conversations. Excerpts are only presented
to save the Committee time; however, the complete tape is available for
the Committee on. request.

A Salamatoff Seafoods salmon tender - the Sal-Sea Belle - is moving up
the Naknek River with a load of salmon on June 28, 1980, while the
fishermen®"s strike is still ongoing. Striking fishermen are trying to

prevent the Sal-Sea Belle from reaching a dock where the fish can be
off-loaded.

At the same time, fishermen are discussing the possibility of blockiding
the mouth of the Naknek River (to keep vessel traffic from entering or
leaving the river) and patroling the grounds to keep fishermen from
fishing.

PRESENTED BY: JOHN GARNER



Lockman: If chey"re shooting at him, then its a whole different
ball game, OK.

Fisherman H: For Christ"s sake, why in the hell don®"t they stop
this shit? What"re you guys doing out there- just...
having fun?

Fisherman #2: Fuck you...

Fisherman #3: They sound like a whole bunch of really big men, about
four years old.

Fisherman #4: Somebody®"s going to get....
BREAK

Fisherman #1: He"s right in our starboard side- he"s right on there,
*s leading this guy 1in here.

Fisherman"2: Whats somebody going to do to block them Whalers.. .get
that son of a bitch while they"re loading... and ..0K

Fisherman S3: Whats the matter with these damn people, are they
all stupid?

Fisherman #: Think they"ve just stuck our quotos up there on top
"this violence...why don®"t you move your ass- I-

Fisherman #5r What are you doing to stop that scow before somebody
gets hurt- we may have to shcot one of "em before anybody
wises up-

BREAK

FishermanSl We want more supoort, and we want men.

Fisherman S2: What are you talkin® about...
You can see nothing®"s going down here.

Fisherman S3: ...forced to get a
Fisherman S4: Just watching us play games, they can stop this shit.
and they...the god damned anchor before somebody gets killed.
Nobody can get a shot of you running up there.
BREAK
Fisherman #1: Shoot “em!
Fisherman S2: He"s got Fish & Game right by his side-

Fisherman #3: God damned boat! Y

Fisherman SI: Shoot the Fish & Game, shoot Tem!

Fisherman S5  They got bigger guns than you, ya wimp ass suck.
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BREAK

Fisherman 41 I feel the, uh- explosive nature, uh, of this whole

thing, uh, why is it that...maybe...you didn"t close “em,
so that, wumn, they"d think it"s serious...

Lockman: Yeah, roger, that"s gotta be my recommendation. I agree it"s
gone a little too far now, OK.

Fisherman #1: Yeah, 1 think so, uh, its not enough, uh, not enough
boats fishing here to make, uh, any difference in the, uh,
escapement, errr, all that kind of stuff, its just too

risky; we don"t want to see any, anybody go down here.

Lockman: Yeah, wurn, thats our concern, uh, ya" know, that®s why we haven-"t
we haven"t taken any action, uh, so far. We"vejust been
sitting here watching people break the law, you know. We"re
not going to continue to do that. Uh, 1°m going to recommend
to the State arbitrators that they just shut, close Bristol
Bay for the year and everybody can start again next year. OK.

Fisherman #1: Well,maybe thats the way to do it.

Fisherman #2: Don"t be ridiculous.
I came to Tfish.

Lockman: Yeah, I, uh, agree with ya there, uh, 1 think, uh, thats,
uh, pretty extreme measures, too, uh, but we can"t, uh,
can"t go on with this, the fishermen have already lost
this battle, uh, they®ve done more damage to their image
in the last 48 hours than they®re gonna recover from in
the next ten years, OK.

Fisherman #1: Get the Governor to close this whole fishery down before
somebcdys killed and he®s got blood on his hands. This 1is
gettin® out of hand damn quick-

(garble)

Fisherman #2: Sal-Sea Belle over here- close right down on her, Mable B;
And I think right now 1is the time to close the river “cuz
there ain"t r.o one up the river, with fish on board and if
we close her right now, we"re cool.

BREAK
Fisherman #1": Bunch of us standing around here doing nothing, well
the main thing i1s get on up that, inside the river and
block the fucking main entrance.
Fisherman if2: Sal-Sea Belle, did you make it to the docks?
Fisherman #3: ...where 1is this dock? Is this dock alongside this barge?

Fisherman "2: Roger, the dock alongside the barge.

Fisherman 44: OK, coming now, we"re going to put it off the...now.
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Fisherman #5: OK, block that barge off and block that dock off.
Thats what they use for their helicopter launching pad.
Just block the dock and block that barge. Don"t let
them even get close to it.

Fisherman «5: He"s way up the other side of the...from Peter Pan,

Fisherman ife: More boats down here. "z
BREAK
Fisherman SI: beatin® our brains...against the wind...

We gotta go out and stop the guys from fishin®. Why
stop a 130 foot tender when you can go stop a 32 ft

gill netter. Lets use our brains. We®"ve got 50 thousand
boats. We patrol the area, thats all we gotta do, 1is
stop ten stinkin® boats from fishin®. We don®"t stop no

180 ft boat, he"ll knocK as down like a bowling ball.
Fisherman if: Not with motars, he won"t.
Fisherman S3: heh, heh, heh, bet your ass.

Fisherman S4: Well, we should get together and hold a meeting and
decide what we"re gonna do - we"ll block the river, stop
the guys outside or what are we gonna do, Let"s hold a
meeting and

Fisherman #5: thats what yesterdays meeting was for...

Fisherman #4: but nobody Wants to listen. They"ve been there all day,
Leo. They e seventy strong right at the dock.
Listen, lets stop arguing, lets go to the mouth of the
river and we"lIl all tie up and we"ll get together and make

the plans.

interupt: we"re going to be right here...

Fisherman #4: talk about what to do - get to the mouth of the river
and lets organize... like human beings...and we"ll stop this
thing. S«,0p cussing at Alaska packers and stop cussing at
everybody else. Let"s do this iike...and we 11 finish this

thing. We®Ill all go to the mouth of the river and we"ll
have a big party like Jimmy says.

BREAK
Fisherman #1: Yeah, we need more boats.

Fisherman <“2: Yeah,these guys from Fed Salmon can go up there. Hey,
why don"t you guys around the Red Salmon area go up in the
dock...that boat, 1isn"t at the dock yet.

Fisherman #3: Ain"t gonna be able to get in...

Fisherman #4: Listen, Dominic, do you know how many boats are gettin-
bumped right now. Do you know how many boats are gettin”
bumped?
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Fisherman 15: No, | mean, if you got a fucking tender, or any dock
or any barge at this present time.

Fisherman 16: He"s about 25 feet away and he"s bumping our boats!
We need more boats! Uh, Dorn, we need more boats!

Fisherman., .garbled

Fisherman 17: God damn it, lets go, lets get outta here, lets go,
we need more boats. Whats the matter with you guys.

BREAK
Fisherman 11I: I believe the, uh, skipper of that...an emergency
meeting of the Alaska Dept of Fish and Game. Fishermen
could be called together, uh, within the...
probably and that they could issue an executive order,
the fishery would be closed for everyone, until this
powder keg is taken care of.
BREAK
Lockman: Yeah, I raally don"t know whether they can do that or not,
but that®"s what 1°m gonna recommend.
Break
Lockman: Just that little group thats all wound up. They pretty

-well got 88 all to themselves there, this morning, uh.
We®"1l be standing by on 16, OK.

Fisherman 1l: Thats a mistake - when you only say 5%, this whole
industry 1is uptight and you“"re sitting on a power keg over
there. Don"t ... don"t conceive that idea that there"s,
only 5% thats running this. This whole industry 1is uptight.
Don"t forget that.

Lockman: Well, what 1is your suggestion, OK.

Fisherman rl: Just what the man said, call the Governor and close
this thing down 1in the interest of life, liberty and the
La ali industry

interupt: pursuit of happiness
Fisherman H: this is gone on. Please stand by your CB radio.

Fisherman H2: We®"re here to make a living, not please somebody.
Bear stand by now. The canneries and boats alone deserve

the Governor®s attention. And our livlihood and our
families deserve his consideration also. This 1is a lifetime
industry for many of us. We"d like to see it protected
lawfully, legally and ue*d like to fish it the same wav.
And these renegades, when they®"re fucking the whole industry,
its gonna just create a bundle of tension. Somebody or
something 1is gonna burn up or somebody®"s gonna get killed.



tape transcript, page 5

Fisherman #2, continued: That & gotta happen. I"ve seen guns
pulled on this river before. And believe me, 1its no fun.
So 1 hope that you will convince that Governor that
the best thing for the industry is to close it down,
until its settled. One way or another. We"ll go home
or they"ll take the fish, one way or the other. That"s
a convention of the whole damned industry out here on
this river, sir. Well, 1 thank you. :or listening and I
hope that, uh, some consideration can be given to this
under the light of calmness and good sense, because we

do get a little wild out here at times. We"re individuals,
We"re not regimented lunch buckets out here, and we *e
gonna protect this industry. Ah, rest assured,
Break
Fisherman #1: Rita Marie is watching a tender and callin® Casey...

Going down river;
Watch her, watch her, watch her.
She®"s goin® down; headin right towards you, Dom.

Fisherman #2: See there, the Governor said he wouldn®t do anything
until he did see bloodshed.

Fisherman #3: Well, lets go get the guys that are catching then,
that®"s right.

Fisherman ff4: Somebody come up with a good idea.

Fisherman #5: The Dbest idea is to go out and stop thefisherman.
And you®"re not gonna get any...
...stop the fisherman...

Fisherman "6 They“"re on the grounds at night, when 1its dark.
BREAK

Lockman: I agree with ya, 1its, ah, its sure got outta hand tonight.
But, uh, ya know, we"re doing what we can. We"re a little
outnumbered, OK.

I know, uh, what we"re trying to do 1is, ah, stayin a
neutral position here. We"re trying tonot, ah, actively
support either faction, ah- our whole role here 1is to
protect life and property. And we"re bound by the law,
which sometimes, uh, doesn"t let us do it in the most
effecient way, 1if that makes sense to you, OK.

Fisherman #1: . Well, ya know, | heard there was a couple of shots
last night...its not what 1 call protecting life and
property...scow...nobody gets hurt.

Lockman: Ya know pardner, I ya know, 1 uh, 1 don"t want to disagree
with you. I don"t have the authority to do that, you
know. I can tell boats not to 3hoot at em, too, but.it
doesn"t do a lot of good. I have three troopers on
Sal-Sea Belle still, you know, they"re not, their function
IS to prevent anymore shooting, uh, there"s really no
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Lockman, continued:

BREAK

Lockman:

way they can do that, until somebody shoots.
I"m just hoping it doesn"t get to that, OK.

It"s a tough situation, but, uh, 1 can"t do “er all at
once here, uh, ya know, 1°d jurt be satisfied if, huh,

if we don"t have a more serious problem right here.

Well, we"re getting... they want us 1in the Nusigak, they
want us in Egegrk and they want us here and they want

us outside 1in the anchorage...its just that time of year

for us, 1 guess, OK.
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Bristol Bay is not only one of the largest fisheries 1in
Alaska - it has historically been one of the most trouble—
some. Since the 1950s, the fishery has been rife with
animosity and strife between fishermen and processors.
Strikes have been common with resultant waste of the

resource until price settlements are achieved.

In 1980, the situation became critical. Negotiations be—
tween the major marketing associations and individual pro—
cessors were confused and bitt-. :, resulting in very little
fishing until a settlement was reached in early July.

During the strike, threats of violence were directed by
fishermen who refused to fish for the offeiad price against
fishermen who wished to accept the offer. The threats were
effective in reducing the effort until a price settlement
was reached. The Department of Fish and Game estimates that
as many as 21 million additional salmon could have been

taken during the strike period, tnough cannery capacity
probably would have reduced that number. Under any criteria,
the loss in value was enormous; to fishermen, to canneries
and to the state, which owns the resource. Moreover, coming
on the heels of a strike in 1979, serious question has been
raised as to how long other nations which presently are for—
bidden to take Bristol Bay salmon will remain quiet while

millions of fish are wasted during domestic price disputes.



You requested that the task force review what happened in
1980, with a view toward recommending State action to ensure
that whatever happened would not occur again. In an effort
to do that, we have discussed the problem at length with
nearly everyone involved. Either as a group or individually,
we have spoken with representatives of most major processors,
the directors and members of the major marketing associations,
and a number of fishermen who are not committed to any
marketing association. We have discussed the problem with
legislators from the affected area. We also participated
with the Legislature in holding hearings in Bristol Bay,

both at Dillingham and Naknek, during which, residents of
the area expressed their views. Final hearings were held in

Juneau on the same subject.

The task force has met repeatedly to discuss the information
avairlable and to reach a decision as to concrete recommenda—
tions. The recommendavio»®"s are contained iIn this report.
Since they have already bten discussed with you and with
interested legislators, they will be outlined, here only in
their basic form. Moreover, since extensive reports have
previously been prepared concerning Bristol Bay (particu—
larly that done for the Legislative Affairs Agency last
year), we will not spend time here with a lengthy historical
review, except as it is necessary to explain the recommen—

dations .



The Mature of the Problenm

The basic element which underlies the economic strife of
Bristol Bay is the changes that have affected the fishery.

A major change is the fairly recent shift from a cannery
operated fishing fleet, subject to industry control, to a
fleet of independent fishermen, less subject to that control
Independent fishermen have the right under federal law

(15 USCA SS521, 522) to organize into marketing associations.
These associations permit the fishermen to market their fish
in a collective manner, a right, which but for the law,

would be denied them under the anti-trust laws of the United

States.

Marketing associations are not unions and do not have the
powers granted to unions under the labor laws of the United
States. They may not, for instance, establish prices which
must be paid to all fishermen by processors

[Hinton v. Columbia River Packers Association, (9th Cir.
1942) 131 F(2d) 80] or use traditional picketing and boycott
methods against processors for that purpose. They may not,
under law, 1interfere with the sale by non-members of the
associations to processors with whom the associations are
engaged 1in price disputes. They are exactly what the law
states - marketing associations - and whatever power they
have, must come solely through the fact that they control a

substantial supply of fish desired by industry.



In fact, however, the marketing associations in Bristol Bay
have followed somewhat different patterns in negotiating
prices for fish. While the leadership of the associations
have made it clear that it is not official policy, there is
no doubt that members of the associations individually and
collectively, apply substantial pressure against both non—
members and processors during negotiations, primarily tc
ensure that no fashing will occur in the absence of an
association contract. In the absence of any legal power to
accomplish this end, association members have adopted less
sophisticated, but equally effective techniques - speci—
fically those of intimidation. Association members are
quite blunt about it - in their view, it is simply a part of
the bargaining process - it always has been and it always
will be. As a spokesman for the Bristol Bay Native Asso—
ciation put it in testimony to the Legislature: '"Scare
tactics...is a part of of a process of pression in the

development of an agreement leading up to a price settlement.

The marketing associations are in a developing stage, and
their procedures for negotiation are not very sophisticated.
Aside from the "scare tactics,” the procedures for adoption
and ratification of contracts are unsettled. Last year, for
instance, was the first time to our knowledge that any
Eristol Bay marketing association (in this case AIFMA), did
any kind of an economic studv of the salmon market as a

prelude to negotiation. The study suggested a settlement at
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a certain level, but when the executive board of the asso—
ciation reached such a settlement, it was rejected in a mass
meeting of the membership. Eventually, after much of the
season went by, an approximately similar offer war accepted.
The incident brings to light both the dearth of information
on economic conditions available to the marketing association
and the lack of any established procedures to analyze and
ratify contract offers, short of what are bound to be tense

and confused mass meetings.

The processors have equal difficulty in reaching settlement
in a timely fashion. First of all, under law, since they
are not dealing with unions, but with groups of independent
fishermen, there can be no industry-wide bargaining. Any
discussion or concerted activity between processors to reach
a price settlement is a combination to set prices within the
terms of the anti-trust, laws. Since the processors have
already been sued under these acts for collusion and are
presently the subject of a federal investigation, they are
particularly sensitive toward avoiding even basic communi —
cation between themselves. The result is confusion - the
marketing associations deaj. with one processor, then with
another in an attempt to set a price for the whole bay, but
the processors have no real way of knowing what has been
offered or the status of the negotiations elsewhere. There
is also a great deal of historical animosity between pro—

cessors and fishermen, dating from past times when Tfishermen



were employees of the canneries. Many fishermen feel that
the processors have never come to accept them as truly
independent, and that this failure 1is the root cause of the

problem.

Whatever the cause, the bargaining process by which prices

are set in Bristol Bay is primitive _n nature. Communi —
cations are poor, the element of threat is constantly present,
distrust is high. It is no surprise that the process often
fails to produce a reasonable price settlement until the

situation becomes absolutely critical.

In a traditional industry - union negotiation, the impact of
failure in a bargaining processcan be mitigated. For
instance, 1if the steel industry and the steel union fail to
agree on a price for labor, and a strike ensues, the economy
is disrupted, but the disruption can be minimized by the
fact that once the strike is settled, more steel can be made
to make up the loss. In most fisheries, the impact of a
strike of limited duration can also be rectified by in—
creased processing a_ a later time. But in Bristol Bay, the
season is so short, and the runof such a concentration,

that the 1impact of a strike cannot be rectified. Once the
fish are in the river, there is no"way they can be recovered.
The excess escapement may produce more Tish five years

hence, but according tc our best biological assessment, it

is not a one to one return, but wasteful over-escapement.



Moreover, unlike most industries, the product of the fishery,
the salmon themselves, are a resource that belongs neither
to the processors nor the fishermen. They belong to all the
people cf the State, and a less due to a strike is not just
limited to the participants in the strike. < It iIs a waste of

the public®s resource.

The situation is further complicated by the fact that the
State has, 1in essence, given the parties 1in Bristol Bay an
exclusive right to"develop and utilize this resource. The
fishermen are protected against outside competition by the
limited entry program, under which less than 3,000 gear
licenses have been issued. The processors are protected by
a series of State and federal statutes and regulations which
prohibit foreign processors from entering the bay to compete
directly for fish purchases. The State 1iIs presently com—
pletely dependent upon the reasonable efforts of fishermen
and processors at price negotiation to ensure adequate

harvest of a public resource.

There 1s, therefore, a clear State interest at stake 1in
Bristol Bay. But at the same time, it has to be kept clear
that the problems to be addressed are those created by the
clash of private interests in the economic marketplace. It
these interests are unwilling or unable to solve their own
problems, the State will have to take an active role in

assuring that in some manner the salmon resource 1is adequately



harvested. Every opportunity, however, should be given the
parties to deal with the problem themselves - primarily to
develop a system of settling the price for salmon which
alleviates the necessity of wasteful strikes. V& see no
role for the State in establishing the price to be paid for
salmon or in telling the parties how to set the price. That
type of intervention would have implications far beyond the
price disputes in Bristol Bay. The whole thrust of the
State"s effort should be to create a climate within which

the parties can work out their own disputes.

With few exceptions, all the parties involved in Bristol Bay
recognize the need for some help in changing the present
process of negotiation. Obviously, the suggestions as to
what should be done differ. But out of all the discussion
and hearings, two central themes have emerged, both of which
have been endorsed by the task force for action. We will

review them separately.

A. A Comprehensive Marketing Study for Bristol Bay

Salmon:

The executive boards of all fishermen®s marketing
a:sociations, plus all independent fishermen who have
made their views known to the task force, have asserted
that the key to a more sophisticated bargaining process

is information, and that the key element necessary is a



comprehensive marketing study for Bristol Bay salmon.
The marketing associations claim that they have no way
of knowing the basic data concerning prices for which
salmon can be sold on the wholesale market, trends 1in
those prices, and other factors which affect the amount
that processors can reasonably pay fishermen for the
raw product. The canneries have this information
available to them - the fishermen do not. If they did,
the fishermen assert, the parties would commence bar —
gaining from the same point, and would have an easier

time reaching a settlement.

Even those recommending the marketing study recognize
that there will be some initial difficulty in estab—
lishing the study as an aid to the bargaining pro-ess.
The best marketing study in the world will tell little
about the individual experience of a particular pro—
cessor, so there is a risk that even if the study is
done by an impeccable authority, processors will still
refuse to concede its relevancy. Moreover, there is a
question as to the impact it will have on the marketing
associations themselves. Last year, AIFMA produced
just such a study, and it predicted a level of settle—
ment nearly indentical to that eventually reached. But
a tentative settleme%t at that level by the AIFMA Board

was nonetheless emphatically rejected early by the

membership.



In spite of these considerations, the task force re—
commends that the State obtain and finance the requested
study. It is the basic proposal made by the fishermen
most intimately involved in the problem, and they clainm
that if a marketing study is done by an authority of

good credentials, it will be accepted by both sides,

and will be helpful in the bargaining process. Moreover,
the study has real public value. The fisheries are a
long-standing, major industry in Alaska, and there is a
legitimate public interest, both on the part of the
Legislature and the Administration, 1in having an accurate
picture of the trends in the industry. Accordingly, we
believe that the study should be done, not only for

Bristol Bay, but for all of Alaska®s salmon fishery.

There 1is inadequate time available this year to have a
comprehensive study done for the entire State. There
is time, however, to accomplish the study for Bristol
Bay, so that it may be of use in the bargaining process.
The Department of Commerce has already contacted a
number of consultants who can perform the work. To
ensure the credibility of the effort, the selection >
a consultant will be done with the advice of all mar-
keting associations and industry spokesmen who will be
afforded the opportunity to comment on the proposals
before a contractor is selected. The scope of the

work, as well as a timetable for its completion, 1is

10



attached. The study should be completed by the end of
the first week in May and will not exceed $50,000 in
cost to be funded from existing appropriations to your

office.

As we move forward toward a more comprehensive annual
review of marketing conditions throughout the salmon
industry, we will have available this year®s experience
with the study in Bristol Bay. This will afford the
Legislature, which will be required to appropriate
future funds, the opportunity to se-a how the study
operates 1in practice, and of what real use it is, both

to the bargaining procedure and to the public at large.

Controlling the Climate of the Negotiations:

There seems to be no doubt that physical intimidation

has been closely tied to the negotiation process 1in
Bristol Bay for many years. As early as 1S62, Governor
Egan made a special trip to Bristol Bay to lower the
tension that was buflding. Every strike since statehood,
such as those in 1969 or last year, has had its own
litany of threats by fishermen against processors or

against other fishermen.

Much of the testimony befon the legislative committee
concerned how real the threats really were during last

season"s dispute. Many pointed out that no one was



ekilled or even seriously hurt and that there was no
massive destruction of property. Others testified that
the flash point was alv/ays nearby, that guns were
present and that whatever the actual level of violence,
the level of intimidation was real and sufficient to

keep many fishermen who wanted to fish, on the beach.

It is difficult to determine how real the threats of
violence really are - whether left alone, they would
simply dissipate or have the potential to escalate into
action. But, the key fact to us is that many fishermen
and processing p -sonnel who make their living in the
Bay believe there is a real threat of violence and
respond accordingly. Equally important, is the fact
that what intimidation is taking place has been insti—
tutionalized. Many fishermen in the bay regard in—
timidation as an integral part of the bargainirg process.
So long as that is the case, threats of violence will
attend any extended and difficult negotiation and the

potential will always exist for real violence.

The pattern of intimidation goes back a long way and
its not going to change overnight. But, it appears to
us that the State must make a clear statement to the
effect that intimidation cannot be a regular part of
settling prices in Bristol Bay; that threats on® liie or

limb are just as bad when they are made against fishermen



or processing personnel as when they are made against
anyone else. To do this, we recommend that the Public
Safety presence in the bay be increased substantially
during this and probably future seasons until a new
pattern of dealing with price negotiations emerges.
Commissioner Nix has prepared a memo covering what he
intends to do in the bay this summer, it 1s attached.
In addition, assuming that adequate funds are appro—
priated, the Commissioner is planning to charter five
vessels so as to be able to patrol the bay from the

water.

IT a price settlement is not reached early, which would
avoid the necessity for the expenditure of contemplated
funds, the full cost for this program would be $320,000.
A bill has been drawn for submission to the 1 jgislature
in the amount of $27u,000. The remainder of the neces—
sary funds are contained in a supplemental budget
request already submitted to the Legislature. Since
members of both houses have participated in hearings on
this subject, they will certainly be knowledgeable on
the subject and we are sure will have their own views

as to whether the program is necessary. In our view,

it is.

Bristol Bay is a fishery very much in transition.
Cooperatives are being seriously discussed. Some
fimeriuen are investing in small processor facilities,

13



and new marketing techniques are being developed. More
processing is being done by floating rather than onshore
facilities. There are a host of State programs ranging
from Alack , Renewable Resources Corporation to Alaska
Industrial Development Authority that can and should
assist dev jopment of those new and different means of
harvesting and processing fish in the bay. But the
development must be permitted to occur peacefully. \We
believe the increased presence of law enforcement
personnel will have some effect in reducing the tension
level.

Some had suggested to the task force that additiona]
steps should be taken as protection against violence on
the fishing grounds- specifically the revocation of the
limited entry permit belonging tc anyone who was con—
victed of a violent act in connection with a fisheries
price dispute. Aside from the very real difficulty 1in
writing a satisfactory bill, we feel that this step is
not appropriate at this time. Under present laws,

there are “substantial penalties for violence or threats
of violence, .what has been lacking is not so much the
law as tHe ability to enforce it. That can be remedied

directly and should be.

14



Conclusion

The basic approach of this task force has been to ask the
parties involved what they thought would best help the
situtation, and then attempt to implement those suggestions
into an effective government response. We did consider,
along the way, more drastic government action, such as
opening Bristol Bay both to foreign processors and all
fishermen, limited entry permit or no, in circumstances
where it appeared the parties would not reach a settlement.
We concluded that such an approach is not called for at this
time. There 1is no reason to assume that the fishermen and
the processors in the bay cannot work this out by their own

means with the assistance they have requested of the State.

We 1intend, as you suggested, to monitor what happens in the
bay this year, and make a second report to you after the
season. We should then be able to assess whether what e
have recommended has improved the situation, and if not,

what further steps will be required.

15



This report is respectfully submitted by members of the

Bristol Bay Task Force, March 23,

e P
Avrum Grogs Q1
Executive Director

Vitdv.-

William R. Nix, Commissioner

Alaska Department of Public
Safety

Charles R. WebbelLvcommissioner
Alaska Department of Commerce
& Economic Development

v

Michael Whitehead
Special Assistant to the
Governor

This report is approved:

1981.

C

Ronald 0. Skadv*, Comtnissioner
Alaska Department of Fish
and Game

Edmund N. Orbeck, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Labor

Jojih WilliamsT Commissioner
Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission

Lff

Date



Attachment A

Request for Proposals

Project Topic

To evaluate market conditions related to the production of red (sockeye)
salmon in Bristol Bay during 1981.

Purpose

Information generated as a result of this project is expected to
provide a comprehensive and objective view of current and projected
market conditions for Bristol Bay red salmon. The intention of the
State 1is to make impartial basic market data and observation available
for reference by fishermen and processors engaged in annual preseason
prTte negotiations. The value of the project depends on the contribu—
tion such information actually makes toward the settlement of timely
and satisfactory agreements in Bristol Bay.

Selection of Contractor

The Office of the Governor will contract with an individual or finn
having substantial experience in the marketing of seafood products
or is closeiy familiar with tin business and has an understanding of
current conditions and events occurring within the industry.

About five prospective contractors will be asked to personally present
their qualifications and work plan to a project management committee

on or about March 27, 1981, in Juneau. The project management com—
mittee will be composed of at least three people and, at a minimum,
will represent the Office of the Governor and the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development. With the concurrence of the
Governor®"s representative, the committee will select the best apparent
contractor and proceed to negotiate major terms of agreement. It is
the intent of the State to have the contract written and fully executed
within about five days of the contractor®s presentition.

The project management committee will ask people from four or five
organizations representing fishermen and processors to participate
in an"advisory role with the project management committee during the
presentation and selection process.



Members of the management committee will rate each prospective
contractor on the following basis:

20% Compensation required (the total amount budgeted for
this project is $50,000. If the compensation required
exceeds about $40,000, the scope of work and project
feasibility will have to be reevaluated.)

40% Demonstrated ability of the finn to acquire accurate
basic data and information (previous related work,
familiarity with available sources, recognized sub—
contractors or associates and so on).

40% Lemonstrated ability of the firm to organize and
evaluate market information and data, present under—
standable written reports arid meet tho time deadlines

imposed.
Scope of Work

The contractor will deliver to the Office of the Governor written
reports which provide in careful detail the following information:

Describe the actual or relatile magnitude of sales of
Bristol Bay red salmon, by proiuct form (canned, frozen,
fresh and roe) in each country of final destination.

2. Describe the specific channels used to distribute red
salmon products -- ending, if possible, at the point of
actual consumption.

3. Tdentify, where possible, specific firms which handle or
uistribute major amounts of Bristol Bay red salmon. Con—
centrate on any important systems of vertical integration
established by individual firms and points where actual
ownership of products are transfe ad.

4. Explain how and when red salmon products are further pro—
cessed, packaged .ind labeled after leaving Alaska. Describe
the circumstances under which various red sal: in products
are purchased by the final consumer.

5. Describe as fully as possible the existing market demand
for Bristol Bay red salmon products. Determine if iny
special efforts were or are being made to advertise or
promote sales. Compare current prices and the movement of
inventories with past years. Explain the attitude of
major users of Bristol Bay red salmon toward these products.
Evaluate the relative effect of alternative salmon supplies
to demand.



6. Provide an explanation of how the prices of Bristol Bay
red salmon products are established. Determine how prices
might be influenced or dictated by seasonal financing con—
ditions and mechanisms. Carefully document a significant
number of actual prices paid at various stages in the
distribution chain for various product forms and categories
of quality produced during the 1979 and 1980 seasons.
Relate prices to costs and margins at appropriate points
(especially consider any major factors which are likely to
influence production costs).

7. Present a well-reasoned analysis of expected market demand
for Bristol Bay red salmon harvested in 1931 and, based on
various possible magnitudes of supply, estimate an appro—
priate range of increases or decreases 1in current wholesale
prices which might be expected.

Vime Frame and Deliverables

May 1, 1981 The contractor will deliver a readable draft report
of progress and a press-type summary of important
conclusions.

May 15, 1981 The contractor will deliver a final, complete report.
The contractor will also provide a clear and objective
summary of the final report. Depending on the infor—
mation to be presented, the summary might be five or
six pages. The summary will be widely distributed
to people involved in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery.

June 1, 1981 The contractor will monitor important market indicators
and report any substantive changes in the form of a
press-type summary.



Attachment D

- MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

10 Commissioner W.R. Nix da in

Department of Rjblic Safety

January 16, 1981
Fur. NO

TELEPHONE NO*

269-5642
M Colonel tuO Anderson SUTJECT Bristol Bay
Director Contingency Plan
Alaska State Troopers
Preface

During the past few years there has been a movement among fishermen
to organize so as to be able to bargain collectively with the
buyers.

Events Leading to 1980 Strike

During the 1979 season, the per pound price uf red salmon was
established at $1.25. An excess of supply for that year resulted in

diminished marketability of the large catch. Consequently, there
were considerable quantities of unsold, frozen red salmon going into
the 1980 season. This was a factor precipitating the drastic

reduction in the per pound price offered in 1980 to 40d.

A large run projection (50 million) 1in 1930 provided the fishermen
with the opportunity to organize and strike over the price being
offered. There would be no fishing until the price was raised.

The strike resulted in numerous threats of violence, some alleged
assaults, and some instances of boat ramming, including one incident
,vin which theDepartment of Public Safety vessel, Vigilant, was

i, * "drammed by a fishing boat.

c P eeiii *

<E Several Troopers and Fish and Wildlife Officers were sent to Bristol

y 4? co Bay to quell any further acts of violence. Th» arrival of the

o ji 22 Department ofPublic Safety personnel had the expected effect of

£2 . A reducing the potential for life and property threatening
,F9 £ c>m _Activities.

1 §§J S o? B} .

n_ By the end"of three weeks, the per pound price had been negotiated

éf{')s ?\!Aip to 60d and the fishermen returned to work.
rgo

] The 1981 Continnency Plan

ein an effort to minimize the possibility of a"/ieoccurrencd"” df*;
unlawful activity on the fishing grounds, the Commissionerli>fPubl”lc/ T
Safety has directed that a 1901 Bristol Bay contingency planl-be

developed. At this time however, the preliminary indications are
that the factors necessaryfor a strike this season wiillbe"absent,
one of the more salient of these being the projection a

significantly reduced run of red salmon which means the fishermen
will not have time to strike without significant and perhaps
devastating financial losses.



Commissioner W.R. Mix -2- January 16, 1901

Preseason Intelligence

Cne of the more vital aspects of our preventative efforts will be
the gathering and assessment of information from the field and from
the participants of the Bristol Bay fisheries themselves prior to
the season. To this end, a system has been established within the
Department of Public Safety which links field activities with the
Commissioner®s office with a resultant two way flow of information.

Captain Harcourt Tew, Alaska State Troopers, has been assigned to
coordinate the flow of information between the office of the
Commissioner and the field under the following system:

All intelligence from the field will be directed to Lieutenant
Jent, CIB, 1in Anchorage. He will be responsible for forwarding
it to Captain Tew 1in Juneau with copies to Colonel Anderson,
Colonel Stickles, and Captain Swackhammer, Detachment Commander
of the affected area.

Tentative Schedule of Events

The foregoing dates are merely to establish a general time frame and
are not intended to portray the actual days on which these events
will occur.* This will be progressively "fine tuned" as the fishing
season approaches and more information is received.

May 10 Local and some out of state fishermen preparr® boats and
equipment.

May 1 The Public Safety Academy will have comp. .J and
distributed a 60 minute training tape on various safety
aspects of water borne enforcement. This tape will be
viewed by all personnel participating before departing
foi Bristol Bay. The tape wi-j. include such things as:

. -essel boarding procedures, use of survival gear, small

'vt handling in rough seas, and officer safety related
Lo on board contact with fishermen.

May 25 The Field Operations Commander arrives in Bristol Bay.
Captain Swockhammer, Commander of the Detachment which
includes the Bristol Bay fishing grounds, 1is assigned

-the vresponsibility of acting as the Field Operations
Commander (FOC) and will coordinate activities in the
< field such as:

intelligence

- communications

- logistics

- equipment/supply needs
- general supervision

- other

*Some activity dates are firmly established at this time. These
events will be noted with the word “willl being underlined.
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May 29

June

June

June

June

June

June

June

June 15-18

1

10

10

The Field Operations Commander will remain in the
Bristol Bay area as long as neeoed.

All personnel will have viewed the training tape by this
date.

Corporal Schadle and Trooper Whitaker, Alaska State
Troopers,, will arrive, in. j3ristpl Bay (Schadle to King
Salmon, Whitaker to Bii~fignarfT). They will each fly a
Department of Public Safety Super Cub throughout their

respective areas. It is expected that they will make
considerable personal contact with the people in the
area while in uniform. They will be gathering and

giving information during their travels with the main
objective being high visibility of uniformed Troopers.

Commercial king salmon fishing starts in the Dillingham

area. The increased fishing for kings last year is
believed to have been a result of the forecasted
strike. no strike related problems developed during

this period last; year.

Alaska State Trooper personnel selected to participate
in the effort will begin to arrive in Anchorage for
staging and eventual en masse movement to Bristol Bay.

Fish and Wildlife Protection will be utilizing an Alaska
Department of Fish and Game 32" vessel for enforcement
in Bristol Bay. The vessel will be available only until
June 10 as of now.

Red Salmon fishery opens.

Eight Troopers -will be sent to Bristol Bay if needed.
Selected personnel will fly as a unit in a chartered
twin.

Two chartered float equipped helicopters will be sent to
Bristol Bay from Anchorage. On board will be three
additional Alaska State Trooper personnel:

- Trooper G. Hooper; video
- Trooper G. Lewis, video
- Trooper J. McGhee, MED]VAC

Department of Public Safety video equipment will be used
continually in the area and the taping of fishing
related activities will be made obvious in an effort to

prevent potential violent conduct. Trooper McGhee will
serve as the Department of Public Safety on site
medicial technician.

MV Vigilant will arrive in Bristol Bay.
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June 22 Projected run will start to peak.
July 4-7 Actual run peaks (based on past years).
Aircraft Transportation to Bristol Bay

Of the fixed wing equipment available, Ray Tremblay has recommended
utilizing the Volpar twin to transport the -eight Alaska State
Trooper personnel to Bristol Bay. This aircraft can be chartered
from Troy Air in Anchorage. It will carry eight passengers plus
gear to the area in approximately one hour at a cost of $430.00 plus
5% tax.

One Department of Public Safety Grumman Goose will remain on standby
in Kodiak for use in the area as needed.

On Site Aircraft Transportation

Two Department of Public Safety Super Cubs will be available for use
by Alaska State Trooper pilots as needed. Fish and wildlife
Protection will make the necessary provisions to see that the 100
hour maintenance requirements, if needeo, can be performed in the
field with no more than approximately six hours "down time."

Helicopters

Bell Jet Rangers on floats can be obtained through Alaska Helicopter
at a cost of $375.00 per hour plus fuel (burn rate approximately 35
gallons per hour). A minimum of three hours per day must be
guaranteed. Flight time to King Salmon is one and one halfhours.

AlIl aircraft used in the operation will be clearly marked as State
Trooper aircraft.

Watercraft

There will be three Boston Whalers (17, 19, and 21 feet) available.
The Vigilant will be cairying a shore boat also.

Liaison with U.S. Coast Guard

Commissioner Nix is presently working on identifying the role which
the Coast Guard expects to play.

Communications

Presently there is a VHF transceiver at the Fish and Game facility
in King Salmon. There 1is also a single side band unit. Captain

Swackhammer is working with the Division of Communications in
assessing the engineering/labor needs in order to make existing
Department of Public Safety equipment (i.e., NX 360 portables)
compatible with the King Salmon repeater.
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Ground Transportation
Captain Swackhammer will arrange for needed vehicles.
Meals/Lodgino

Existing costs and insufficient dining facilities in the area may
necessitate providing cnc meal charge per day 1in addition to
allowing a 521.C0 per day meal allowance.

An Alaska Department of Fish and Game bunkhouse in King Salmon will
adequately house all participating Alaska State Trooper personnel.
Department of Fublic Safety has been authorized priority use.

The availablity of facilities at Clark"s Point and Egegik will be
assessed by Department of Public Safety personnel.

Dillingham Fish and Wildlife has a three bunk facilitv which may
have one bunk available to Alaska State Troopers during the period
in question.

While it appears now that the Ilikelihood of another stike by
fishermen in Bristol Eay is minimal, the preparations and planning
now underway by the Department of Public Safety should have a
substantial impact on minimizing the ability or desire of
participants 1in the fishery to generate violent or other unlawful
conduct should a strike occur.

Prisoner Handling

I. Felony Arrests

individual(s) arrested for a strike related felony will be flown
to Anchorage as soon as possible to minimize the risk of such a
person being able to incite others to violence. Corporal
SchadJe is the designated pilot shouid this be necessary.

Il. Misdemeanor Arrests

Misdemeanor arrests will be handled by either the King Salmon or

the Dillingham magistrate.
#

Il. Mass Arrests

Captain Swackhammer will have a twin aircraft on standby to be
utilized for mass prisoner movements. This aircraft may We as

e large as a ten place Navajo but no smaller tnan a Beech Baron.
In the event of mass arrests, the prisoners will be flown
directly to Anch< rage.
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IV. Existing Prisoner Holding Facilities

Presently there is a four prisoner facility at the Dillinghanm
Jail and a two prisoner faciliv- Naknek.

V. District Attorney"s Office

District Attorney Larry Weeks will assign one member of his
staff to Bristol Bay if needed.

Attachment



ATTACHMENT

Additional Equipment:

Based on the projected use of fourteen Alaska State Trooper
personnel, the following additional equipment will be needed:

03 Flc_J“t coats 0 $46.45 each $139.35
06 Pair hip boots 0 $30.45 each $102.70
*14 Heavy duty rain trousers 0 $44.95 each $629.30
*14 Heavy duty rain jackets © $48.95 e3Ch $685.30

The imperial survival suit 1is available through Alaska Marine at
$299.00 each. They ncrmally carry 12 suits in stock during the
spring. Allow one week for delivery from Seattle.

*Helly-Hanson (Norwegian Made)

Alternative Fixed Wing Twins:

Troy Air:

Navajo six plus gear, $97. .00 plus 5% tax.
Anchorage Airways:

Cessna Titan, up to eight passengers but limited gear, $325.00 per
hour dry. Burns 30 gallons per hour, two hour trip.

Evergreen:

Twin Ott = 1p- -- "ners, $2,400.00, one and one half hour flight
time.

Jet Alaska:

«

Lear, six passengers, $1,000.00, 45 minutes.
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

MAILING ADDRESS 6 OFFICE
197 SOUTH FRANKLIN ST
JUNEAU ALASKA 99BOI

907 566-2020

Rodger Painter
Executive Director

1. Develop a wholesale pjL-i.ce index for frozen salmon based
on figures supplied by Alaska processors 1in time for
the 1982 salmon negotiations, if at all possible. The

frozen salmon wholesale price index should be patterned
after the state®"s wholesale price index for canned salmon.

Support long-range approach to solving problems of the
Eristol Bay fishing industry suggested by the Senate
Judiciary Committee 1in recommendations 2,3,4,5,6,and 7
in March 27, 1981 report. Particular emphasis should
be placed on financing and marketing mechanisms de—
signed to support vertical integration by fishermen
(cooperatives and small scale processing operations).

5. IT a strong public protection presence 1in Bristol Bay
is deemed necessary, then the best approach 1is the
Judiciary Committee recommendation number 8. State

Troopers should not appear to be private guards for
processors and non-boycotting fishermen.

4. Organize a series of meetings of all parties involved
in the Bristol Bay price dispute to discuss methods of
arriving at long and short term solutions. Parameters
of the meetings should be set by an analysis of the
effects of antitrust litigation on the ability of the
industry to jointly discuss mechanisms for arriving at
a fTair price settlement in which fishermen and processors
share in the risks and benefits of the marketplace (profit
sharing schemes, sliding price scales and model price
indexes). Thought should be given to developing a
mechanism aimed at ensuring both sides--fishermen and
r rocessors--are satisfied with the validity of the
final figures, i.e. ongoing market analysis by the state
coupled with an industry-supported confidential audit of
processing costs and wholesale prices by an independent
auditing firm.

Study effects of lifting Alaska®s primary processing
regulations and laws on all parties involved: fishermen,
processors and the general public. IfT it is determined
that Alaska should have such a law on the books, then the
state should explore methods of implementing a legally
safe statute taking 1into account the need for a flexible
system allowing full utilization of the salmon resources
when domestic processors are unable to handle harvest-
able surpluses.



BRISTOL BAY REPORTS

Governor®"s Task Force

1 Instituted marketing
study for Bristol
Bay ($b0,000)

2) Increase public
safety presence
($270,000)

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

)

Legislative Report

Legislative support for
study and requests a
plan for doing statewide
study in January 1982.

Analysis of existing
processing structure and
possible alternatives to
same.

Assist locals and co—
operatives 1in establishing
new markets other than
existing processors.

Review of AARC,CFAB, AIDA
pack loans to enhance new
processing capabilities.

Develop list of infra—
structure requirements to
support expansion of
indus try.

Review request of Adminis—
tration and fund if
necessary.

Legislative oversight of
Administration®s actions
for 1982.



BRISTOL BAY REPORTS

Governor®s Task Force

1) Instituted marketing
study for Bristol
Bay ($50,000)

2) Increase public
safety presence
($270,000)

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Legislative Report

Legislative support for
study and requests a
pla.. for doing statewide
study in January 1982.

Analysis of existing
processing structure and
possible alternatives to
same.

Assist locals and co—
operatives 1in establishing
new markets other than
existing processors.

Review of AARC,CFAB, AIDA
pack loans to enhance new
processing capabilities.

Develop list of infra—
structure requirements to
support expansion of
industry.

Review request of Adminis—
tration and fund if
necessary.

Legislative oversight of
Administration®™s actions
for 1982.
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Legislative Report

Legislative support for
study and requests a
plan for doing statewide
study 1in January 1982.

Analysis of existing
processing structure and
possible alternatives to
same.

Assist locals and co—
operatives in establishing
new markets other than
existing processors.

Review of AARC,CFAB, AIDA
pack loans to enhance new
processing capabilities.

Develop list of infra—
structure requirements to
support expansion of
industry.

Review request of Adminis—
tration and fund if
necessary.

Legislative oversight of
Administration™s actions
for 1982.



M EMORANTDUM

TO: Kevin Bruce
From: Oleta Simmons
Date: February 18, 1981

Subject: TRAVEL ARRANGEMENTS TO BRISTOL BAY

The following travel arrangements have been made:

Open Ticket - Juneau/Anchorage
Saturday, February 28, Anchorage/Dillingham

Wien Flight #25
Depart 3:15 p.m., arrive 4:15 p.m.

Meeting tentatively scheduled in Dillingham for 6:30 p.m. to
10:00 p.-m. in the Dillingham City Hall.

Hotel Reservations: Dillingham Hotel "842-5316)

Sunday, March 1, Dillingham/Naknek
Charter: Southwest Airways (842-5464)

Meeting scheduled in Naknek for 12:00 noon to 5:00 p.m. in the
Bristol Bay Borough offices

King Salmon/Anchorage (Sunday): Wien #25
Departs 6:15 p.m., arrives
Anchorage 7:05 p.m.

Monday, March 2, Anchorage/Juneau

Wien #86, Departs 8:00 a.m., arrives 11:30 a.m.

Tickets will be available at the Wien ticket counter (airport)

or may be picked up at the downtown ticket office (Baranof
Hotel, between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday;"1



Alaska: Jitate “legislature

Senate
Committee on faliciary pOCch v
State Gor
Offiaal Bsinesss Jureeu, Alaska 9811
MEMORANDUWM
T0: Senator Sturgulewski
I/ROM: Kevin K. Bruce
DATE: February 20, 1981
SUBJECT: BRISTOL BAY HEARINGS
February 28-March 1, 1981 y

The following individuals have been confirmed as witnesses
before the hearing committee 1in Bristol Bay:
Dillingham

Trumen Emberg -WesternAlaska Cooperative
Marketing Association

Harvey Samuleson -Western AlaskaCooperative
Marketing Association

William Nicholson -Individual

Val Angasen -BristolBay Native Association
Andy Golia - Individual

Jack McBride - Imarpik Aquaculture Association

Representative from City of Dillingham

Naknek

Stuart Bowdoin

Bristol Bay Borough

George Gottchalk - Individual



Senator Sturgulewski 2. February 20, 1981

Some difficulty exists in determining the actual number of
Individuals who wish to testify in both Dillingham and in

Naknek. Many of the persons listed are securing additional
individuals to appear before the Committee, and the list
should not be considered anywhere complete. The local radio

station is playing public service announcements regarding

the hearings and plans to broadcast portions of the hearings
on Saturday night. This should also increase the participa—
tion in the Sunday meeting in Naknek.

Additionally, 1 have been informed that the presence of
Commi.ssioners Nix and Skoog will greatly increase the local
participation.

I have been informed by Representative Chuckwuk®s office that
several individuals will be present who are bilingual, 1in the
event a translator 1is needed.

For your information, | have attached newspaper articles,
chronicling the events in Brrstol Bay.

KKB/ods
Attachment



Authorization for travel for Senator Sturgulewski, Senator
Hohman. Kevin K. Bruce-Judiciary Committee 4*(Je including
per ddem if a staff nenber. Travel destination Dillingham

MpVnoV anr- date Feb. 28-March 2, 1981.

PURPOSE OF TRIP:

To hold hearings in Bristol Bay regarding the 1980 salmon
strike and related public safety problems per Senator

Kerttula®s request.

President of Senate

Date:



JUaska jgfeie Islature

Senate
Committee on judiciary Fuch v
State- Capitol
Official Business Juneau, Alaska 99511

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator Hohman
Senator Mulcahy

FROM: Kevin Bruce
Committee Aide

SUBJECT: Status of Bristol Bay Hearings

DATE: February 16, 19S1

On January 23, Senator Kerttula requested that the Senate
Judiciary Committee examine the public safety problems which
surfaced in Bristol Bay during the 1980 salmon season.

After some examination, two aspects became clear:

1) Public safety concerns could not be divorced from
the negotiating process since the former is a
function of the Ilatter; and

2) Since State Resources played a vital role, a repre—
sentative from that Senate Committee should also be
involved in the hearing process.

Senator Rodey was contacted by Avrum Gross, the Governor®s
personal representative on the Bristol Bay Task Force, about
working together on the problem. Senator Rodey agreed to do so,
in order to eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort.

Several House members have also expressed an interest in partici—
pating in the hearings, including Rep. Chuckwuk, Rep. Vaska, and
Rep. Zharoff,

In conversations with Rep.Chuckwuk®s staff, we have tentatively
agreed that the Legislative Committee should be comprised of:

Senator Hohman Representative Chuckwuk
Senator Mulcahy Representative Zharoff

In addition, Avrum Gross would participate as the representative
of the Task Force, and myself as staff to the committee.



Senator Hohman, Senator Mulcahy February 16, 1981

The Senate Resources Representative 1is not yet firm, and Chairman
Fahrenkanp may select a different senator based on scheduling
conflicts.

The Bristol Bay hearings will be primarily a fact-finding and needs

assessment hearing. Three primary concerns have already sur;seed
in discussions with fishermen:

1) The Administration®s repeated plans to rev ike limited
entry permits for individuals convicted of violent
acts.on the fishing grounds; and

2) The expressed need for reliable information source
on salmon market conditions, processing capabilities,
run size, etc., for a base from which to negotiate;
and

3) The perception that public safety officers kept the
peace larely at fishermen®s expense during the 1980
season.

Undoubtably, other concerns will also be voiced by residents of
Bristol Bay.

The dates for which e are shooting are February 21, for Dilling—
ham, and February 22 for Naknek (see attached schedule). -
Additional hearings will be scheduled in Juneau in the following
weeks to hear testimony from the Administration, marketing
associations not represented in Bristol Bay, and for processors.

At this point, hearing facilities are being arranged by Rep.
Chuckwuk* s office. T will make the travel arrangements and
generally coordinate the affair.

IfT you have any questions, suggestions, or requirements concerning
this, please let me know.



MEMORANDUM

o
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To: Kevin Bruce
From: Oleta Simmons
Date: February 16, 1981
Subject: TRAVEL ARRANGEMENTS TO BRISTOL BAY
Travel arrangements have been made as follows:
Open Ticket - Juneau/Anchorage
M
Saturday, February 2-1, Anchorage/Dillingham
Wien Flight #25
3:15 p.m., arriving 4:15 p.m. PO (i~
Meeting tentatively scheduled in Dillingham for -6-:00 p.m. to
10:00 p.m. / .7/. .j m . i; -
Hotel Reservations: Dillingham Hotel 842-5316 (3 rooms reserved)

/

Sunday. February 22, Dillingham/Naknek

Charter: Stovall Air* Charter Service (842-5-316)

Meetings tentatively .scheduled in Naknek for 12:00 noon to
5:00 p.m. -

King Salmon/Anchorage (Sunday): Wien #25
6:15 p.m., arriving Anchorage /:05 p.m.

It
Monday , February 23, Anchorarjo/.}aneau

Wien #86 Departing Anchorage 8:00 a.m., arriving Juneau 11:30 a.m.

Tickets will be available at the Wien ticket counter (airport), or
may be pickec up at the 1iowntown ticket office (Baranof Hotel,
between 8:30 a.m. to 5:_J p.m., Monday through Friday.



NOTE:

THIS SUMMARY OF THE BRISTOL BAY MARKETING STUDY HAS BEEN MAILED
TO .ALL BRISTOL BAY LIMITED ENTRY PERMIT HOLDERS. COPIES OF THE
FINAL REPORT WILL BE AVAILABLE IN JUNEAU, MAY 29TH OR JUNE 1ST.

DRAFT COPIES HAVE BEEN IN THE HANDS OF PROCESSORS, NEGOTIATORS
FOR FISHERMEN®S ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER INTERESTED PEOPLE FOR
ABOUT TWO WEEKS.
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H r JAYS. HAMMOHO. GOVERNOR

BUPARTMF~AT OF COMMERCE A
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POUCH D
CHKECF THEGOVMISSIONER JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

Phone:465-2500

May 22, 1981

Bristol Bay Limited Entry Permit Holder:

Last winter, Governor Hammond appointed a special task force to
deal with issues related to the salmon fishery in Bristol Bay. The
task force recommended to the Governor several actions that the
State should take this year. These recommendations included a
study to evaluate current market conditions for red salmon. A
contractor was selected, and the study was initiated about the
first of April.

The intention of the State is to make basic market data and infor—
mation available for reference by fishermen and processors engaged
in annual preseason price negotiations. Additionally, the con—
sultant was asked to begin development of a supply/demand formula
that might, with further refinement and better data, be used in the
future to help forecast market prices. The practical value of the
project will rest on the contribution such information actually
makes toward the settlement of timely and satisfactory price
agreements.

Enclosed is a summary of the consultant®™s work. The full report
will be distributed next week to fishermen"s organizations, De—
partment of Fish and Game field offices 1in King Salmon, Dillingham
and local processors.

CRW/U5/8



Development Planning and Research Associates, Inc.
P. 0. Box. 727, Manhattan, Kansas 66502

BRISTOL BAY RED SALMON - PROJECTED 1981 MARKET CONDITIONS

1.0 SUMMARY
1.1 Background

In 1980, a fisherman-processor price dispute in the Bristol Bay red
(sockeye) salmon fishery lasted until July 3 (one day before the
traditional peak of the season). An escapement of approximately 20
million fish over the Alaska Department of Fish and Game®s goal oc—
curred. This dispute and the lack of processing capacity caused a loss
in revenues to the fishermen, processors, and the State alike. Totel
loss at the fisherman level was in the $35 million range and at the
wholesale level in the range of $70 million.

Because of this dispute and the concern that the upcoming 1981 season
could be a repeat of 1980, the Governor®"s Special Task Force on Bristol
Bay recommended this study of the Bristol Bay red salmon market. The
purpose of the study was to provide an evaluation of market conditions
related to the production of red salmon in Bristol Bay for 1981. The
time frame for the analyse was very short with only about one month to
complete the study, but, more complete information on the markets for
Bristol Bay red salmon was considered a step towards the successful con—
clusion of price negotiations in 1981.

The Bay fishery 1is in a period of transition with major changes occurring
in the following market conditions. The harvest has increased from a

low of 741 thousand fish in 1973 to 23.7 million reds in 1980. The
Japanese have become heavily involved to ensure their supplies of fishery
products. Prices dropped radically in 1980 for frozen product as the
Japanese consumer refused high retail prices for salmon. The fisherman-
processor relationship has changed with the fisherman becoming more
independent though processors still provide substantial support in the
way of boat storage, bunkhouses, food, fuel and supplies. The remote
location of tne Pay and its lack of support facilities also add to the
production and marketing costs.

For the 1981 season some of the uncertainty of the past in terms of pro—

duction capacity and markets has been reduced. Markets for frozen red
salmon are stronge™ than last year as the Japanese frozen market has
matured. Markets for canned salmon are steady.

1.2 Supplies of Red Salmon

Supplies are estimated by adding production and carryover or inventory
from the preceding year.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game estimates a red salmon harvest of
21.2 million fibh 1in 198 < for Bristol Bay. For the U.S. a decrease in
productiun of canned red salmon from 10 to 15 percent is expected.



Based on a canned production of 1.6 million cases of red salmon in 1980
this translates to 1.4 million cases in 1981. Inventories are also
variable, so since no trend was evident an average of the past five
years was computed. This implies a preseason inventory of 12.3 million
pounds of canned salmon. Total canned supplies are estimated to be a
total of inventory and production or approximately 78 million pounds.
Imports, which are minor, were not included. Based on the fluctuations
in forecasted production in the past, production was varied by a plus or
minus 15 percent while inventories were left constant to develop a
calculated range of expected prices. This range of supplies was from 68
million pounds to 88 million pounds of canned red salmon.

Data to make an objective estimate of frozen supplies were not avail—
able; however, red salmon cold storage holdings both in the U.S. and
Japan are reported to be significantly lower this year than in 1980.

For example, as of February, 1981, Japan®s cold storages held 6,150
metric tons of salmon versus 28,400 metric tons for the same period last
year.

1.3 Demand for Red Salmon

Demand for red salmon includes fresh, frozen, canned and cured salmon
for consumption in domestic and export markets.

Domestic per capita consumption of canned salmon has varied little over
the past decade with 0.5 pounds reported for 1980. Frozen salmon con—
sumption in the U.S. 1is currently less than 0.1 pounds per capita.

Fresh and frozen products account ror from two-thirds to three-fourths
of the total volume of U.S. salmou exports. Japan is the major export
market for fror.en product normally taking from 50-75 percent of the
total. France is the second leading market followed by the United
Kingdom, Sweden and Canada. The United Kingdom is the major export
market for canned salmon accounting for about one-third of canned salmon
exports. Canada and Australia account for 20 percent and 12-16 percent
of canned exports, respectively.

Demand is affected by a variety of factors including basic changes in
consumer preferences or dietary patterns. Others are changes in popu—
lation, disposable income, prices of substitutes, product form and
domestic/export markets.

The 1981 demand for red salmon is summarized below by major trend:

(1) Domestic demand - Slightly weaker for canned salmon in 1981 due to
U.S. consumer resistance to "high" salmon prices. At the retail
level the price of solid white tuna at $3.45 per pound overtook
canned red salmon at SC.33 in 1981. But consumers still perceive
that salmon is a luxury item. Also, canned tuna consumption de—
creased significantly in 1980 meaning that consumers purchased
lower priced substitutes.

(2) Export demand - Steady to slightly stronger for canned salmon as
evidenced by recent increases in U.S. exports. The demand for
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frozen salmon in Japan is gaining strength and at current prices is
relatively cheap compared to other Japanese foodstuffs.

(3) U.S. dollar position - A relative stronger dollar and a decline in
the value of the Japanese yen, English pound and French franc 1in
relationship to the dollar is expected which weakens the export
demand for U.S. canned salmon.

(4) Inflation - Inflation continues high in all countries eroding
consumer purchasing power and having a weakening effect on demand.

(5) Economic conditioni - Expected weakr- conditions in the U.S. and
abroad. Japan will feel the impact af curtailed auto exports to
the U.S. These conditions will weaken demand for canned red sal—
mon.

1.4 Prices for Red Salmon

Prices for all product forms of red salmon have been highly variable in
the past due to the significant changes in supply and demand discussed
above. Canned salmon has ranged from $1.72 per pound in 1976 to $2.26
per pound in 1980 at the Seattle wholesale level. Frozen salmon FAS
Japan (free alongside Japanese ships U.S. port of origin) ranged from
$1.63 per pound 1in 1976 to $2.25 in 1978. The 1980 price for frozen
salmon dropped to $1.57 per pound. This was due to Japanese consumer
resistance to high retail prices and the resultant dumping of 85,000
metric tons of salmon from cold storage on to the market. Supiko or
salmon roe prices for all species varied from $7.20 per pound in 1976 to
$10.09 per pound 1in Ib78 then declined to $7.39 per pound in 1980 on the
Tokyo wholesale market. During the past five years prices within a year
have shown trends of upward, downward and constant prices. This com—
plexity makes it very difficult to predict future prices.

An evaluation of supply and demand rela;ioi.zhips suggested the following
conditions and factors are instrumental v salmon price formation.

(1) Wholesale and exvessel prices are dictated by retail prices. Con—
sumer preferences for salmon and the associated retail supply
demand conditions effectively constrain wholesale and exvessel
demands. (For example, as presented above, consumers have reduced
their consumption of tuna due to high retail prices.)

(2) Since wholesale and exvessel demands are determined by retail
demands, neither wholesalers (processors) nor fishermen can effec—
tively control prices once supplies (pack plus carryover) are
established.

(3) During periods of relatively "high" real prices (caused by large
incr.ases in demand or decreases in supply), the retailers, whole—
salers, and fishermen generally receive higher gross margins.
Prices were converted to real or constant dollars by deflating by
the wholesale price index so that "real" changes 1in prices could be
observed versus changes caused by inflation. During period of
relatively "low" real prices, the reverse is generally true, 1i.e
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(4)

®)

(6)

)

they each have reduced margins. Typical margins under moderate
price conditions based on real exvessel price or 22 cents are 60
cents for the wholesaler and 41 cents for the retailer in real

terms. The wholesale price index for 1981 is 250. (No evaluation
was possible of the equity in the relative shares of the gross
margin among retailers, wholesalers and fishermen. However, no

statistically significant change in component margins was discerned
in the aggregate data analyzed.)

Balanced and proportional growth in supply and demand over time is
critical to maintaining stable wholesale and exvessel prices.
Prices along a demand curve may vary sharply if shifts in supply
and/or demand occur.

Historically, the inability to control supply (principally a
oiological process) has probably been the most responsible factor
affecting equilibrium price levels from year-to-year. As suggested
both the wholesalers and the fishermen are then rather locked in to
resu "tant retail price conditions and corresponding wholesale and
exvessel prices.

While supplies of salmon are not readily controlled, rather marked
demand shifts can and have occurred also. Many factors may be
involved, few of which are accurately documentable. Such factors as
population, disposable incomes, prices of substitute products,
exchange rates (export impacts), changes 1in consumer tastes, pro—
motional/marketing programs, product forms (e.g. frozen vs. canned)
and other affect the demand levels over time. Subjective judgments
as well as quantitative analysis are needed to forecast demand
shifts.

Relatively small shifts in supply and demand affect prices (as
presented 1in the price table for canned salmon below).

A procedure was then developed to estimate the wholesale canned
salmon price at Seattle for 1981. Wholesale is defined as the
price received by primary wnolesalers (processors, importers,
brokers) in customary quantities f.o.b. warehouse. For this
analysis, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) wholesale prices
were used even though it is apparent that wholesale prices will
vary. This procedure takes into account the supply demand rela—
tionship considered above. Locational factors such as transpor—
tation costs and spoilage will affect Bristol Bay prices.

The 1981 Seattle wholesale price is forecasted to be $2.33 per
pound can based on a “".upply of 78 million pounds. Assuming alter—
native supply demand relationships the following price table was
developed:
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Supply

68 million Ib. 78 mil lion Ib. 88 mil lion

(-15%) (Base) (+15%)
price per Ib. price per lb. price per
-5% $2.70 $2.08 $1.45
Base (time/trend) 2.95 2.33 1.70
+5% 3.20 2.58 1.95

These prices are most reliable at the target price of $2.33 and become
less so as supply-demand shifts are projected. Also, an estimated slope
for the demand curve was used because of insufficient data. Further
discussion of these details 1is presented in the report.

A five percent, or 3.9 million pound, reduction in demand and a supply
of 88 million pound would produce a price of $1.45 per pound. At the
other extreme an increase of 5 percent in demand and a supply of 68
million pounds of canned salmon would produce a wholesale price at
Seattle of $3.20 per pound for canned salmon.

The $2.33 price converts to a case basis by multiplying by 48 pound cans
to obtain a case yalue of $111.84.

Using the same procedure 1981 prices for one-half pound cans of $1.53
and one-quarter pound cans of $.95 were computed.

Insufficient data were available to make a comparable, independent
analysis of frozen salmon prices. Therefore, the estimate was made
based on the relationship of canned salmon and FAS prices for Japan for
frozen salmon. Using an average of the past five years the frozen price
was "4 percent of the canned salmon price. A four year average of 102
percent was also calculated excluding the abnormal year of 1980 (when
prices were lower in Japan as explained above). These compute to a
range for frozen salmon of from $2.19 to $2.38 per pound FAS Japan.
Converting this range to a comparable wholesale price would mean a
Sapporo wholesale price of $2.69 to $2.93 per pound.

These prices are average prices and do not consider differences such as
quantity sold, quality and brand preference.

1.5 Markets cor Red Salmon

The prices presented above are sensitive to other factors such as the
specific market for the product and the market channels through which
the product is distributed. These factors vary for each sales trans-—
action, thus a specific price becomes very complex. In addition, it
must be recognized that prices vary within a year, by location, b) type
and quality of product and as supply/demand conditions change. Thus,
the use of a single average price can be misleading in ti *ms of actual
prices received for specific shipments. However, such single-value
prices are indicative of the general levels anticipated.

Markets for red salmon vary significantly by year. However, so a gener—
alizations can be made on the utilization based on 1980 product form.
These are reported below:

Ib.

Ib.



(1) Canned - Approximately 60 percent of the canned red salmon was
distributed to the United Kingdom and other British Commonwealth
nations. The bulk of the remaining 40 percent is marketed domes—
tically with small quantities sold to Japan, France and other
foreign countries.

(2) Frozen - Almost all frozen red salmon is directly delivered to the
Japanese at dockside in Bristol Bay. Small amounts are distributed
through Seattle area cold storages to Japan and domestic markets.
Besides being the traditional market for frozen product, Japan can
compete favorably for 8ristol Bay product because of its location

in respect to Alaska. Prior to the imposition of the <00 mile
limit, the Japanese high seas fishing fleet operated extensively in
Alaskan red salmon fisheries. As a result, frozen red Alaskan

salmon has been a recognized fishery product in Japan for many
years and 1is readily accepted by Japanese consumers.

Relatively smaller amounts of frozen red are marketed in Europe,
but its color and recovery are not preferred by smokers which
import 50-55 percent of the frozen product.

(3) Fresh - Fresh product is marketed domestically. Growing markets
are reported by wholesalers, but sales are still small relative to
total salmon production.

(4) Salted and Cured - The products are minor and will probably remain
so for 1981.

(5) Roe - All of this product is marketed directly to Japan.

Market channels for salmon vary from country to country and between
different product forms.

1.5.1 Japan-Frozen Salmon

Japan is a ma.ior export market for frozen U.S. salmon. In addition to
frozen salmon, Japan 1is a ma.ior consumer of salted salmon and salmon
roe. The market in Japan 1is dominated by the large trading companies,
estimated to control 75 percent of the trade. The strongest consumption
area for red salmon 1is in Westerr Japan, particularly centering around
Osaka and Kyoto. Chum 1is a major species in the Tokyo and Yokohama
areas although red has become mtich more popular recently. Consumption
of red salmon in Hokkaido 1is said to be quite high.

Imported round salmon 1is primarily sent to Hokkaido or Northern Honshu,
the areas that have traditionally been the salmon processing centers, to
remove and prepare the roe into sujiko and the parent fish into salted
salmon. These n:oducts are then moved to the market by either the
processing company or by shippers who then resell to wholesalers or
major trading companies.

Dressed and semi-dressed salmon move directly from the importer to

wholesale middlemen or trading companies who slice and repack the
product for sale to retailers.
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1.5.2 United Kingdom-Canrud Salmon

The United Kingdom 1is the major market for canned salmon and its impor—
tance, 1in actual volume taken, has increased substantially since 1978.
In 1978 the UK imported 9.8 million pounds of U.S. canned salmon, in
1979 18.3 million pounds and in 1980 33.0 million pounds.

Red salmon 1is the preferred canned species in the UK. The big three canned
salmon distributors in the United Kingdom are John West Foods (a Unilever
subsidiary), Berisford Foods and Princess Foods. John West Foods is the
price leader. Importer-wholesalers, brokers and major retail chains are
important factors in the market.

1.6 Other Marketing Factors

Marketing costs for Bristol Bay red salmon account for a significant
proportion of the increased values for the product at the various mar —
keting levels such as wholesale and retail. Pack financing rates based
on a prime interest rate of 19 percent and a 2 percent risk premium
could total 21 percent. Transportation rates to Seattle range from 40
to 46 cents per pound for air transportation and from 7.5 to 17 cents
per pound for sea transportation depending on whether dry or refriger—

ated containers are used. Direct storage costs are 3 cents per pound
for canned salmon and 2.9 cents per pound for frozen product based on
average holding periods. Significant promotion or advertising costs
have also been incurred. Import duties for salmon are 5 percent for

Japan and 3.5 percent for the European Economic Community (EEC). The
EEC is considering setting minimum reference import prices for salmon by
using market prices of European salmon. This could affect the sales of
Pacific salmon which is generally less expensive than European salmon.
Also, for exported product significant reprocessing, packaging and
labeling occurs adding value to the product at the various marketing
levels. For example, 1in Japan the salmon is thawed and sliced for raw
consumption.
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MEMORANDUM

T0

State of Alaska

Mike Whitehead OArf: March 17, 1981
Special Assistant
to the Governor FIL6 NO
TELEPHONE NO: 465-4322
FROM: William R. Nix SUBJECT: Bristol Bay
Commissioner Y Approximate Costs

Department of Public Safety

Following are the approximate costs for the five
Bay contigency plan:

concerning the Bristol

Boat Charters 6/8/81-7/7/81

$1000.00 per day x 30 days

x5boats

(5) boat charters

= $150,000

Actual fuel costs only for those
boats in transit to and from
Bristol Bay, not to exceed5000.00.

5 x 5000.00

If contractor provides operator
during charter 6/8/81-7/8/81 cost
for operator, not to exceed
5000.00.

5 x 5000.00

Total

Department Costs

.15 Troopers at Sea Duty Pay rate of
pay Overtime only

Transportationto/from BristolBay

Per Diem, travel status only
Equipment - rain gear, survival
suits, boots, 305 x 15

Total

GRAND TOTAL

10/70)

= 25,000

n $ 25,000

$200,000

= $ 51,000

8,900

4,400

- $ 5,800
$ 70,100

$270,100
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Introduction By Andy Golia

This brochure contains excerpts taken from
public testimony presented to an “advisory com-
mittee” to Governor Hammond and Senate Presi-
dent Jay Kcrtulla. The committee has recently held
public hearings in Dillingham, Naknek, and
Juneau. The committee's responsibility was
designated to examine the “violence” that occur-
red in the 1980 commercial salmon season of
Bristol Bay, and examine what role the

State should play in the marketing problems of Bristol Bay salmon, as well as
examine the possibility of the State becoming involved in an early price set-
tlement for the upcoming 1981 season.

The committee held public hearings in Dillingham on February 28, 1981,
and in Naknek on March 1, 1981. Then on March 16 and 19, 1981, the com-
mittee held the same public hearings inJuneau. Approximately 70 par-
ticipants, mostly fishermen, attended the public meeting in Dillingham, and
about 30 attended the public meeting held in Naknek. About 40 participants
attended the March 16, 1981 meeting inJuneau, and then on March 19,
1981, about 20 participants attended the last public meeting.

The “advisory committee” members who attended the public hearings
held in Dillingham and Naknek were:

» Senator Arliss Sturgulewski, Anchorage, Chairperson.

* Representative Joseph Chuckwuk, Dillingham

e Representative Vernon L. Hurlbcrt, Slcetmute.

e Avrum Gross, Executive Directors of the Bristol Bay Task F re,. and

former Attorney General.

* Mr. Ronald O. Skoog, Commissioner of the Department of Fish and

Game, and member of the Bristol Bay Task Force.

e Mr. Charles R. Webber, Commissioner of the Department of Commerce

and Economic Development, and member of the Bristol Bay Task Force.

* Mr. William R. Nix, Commissioner of the Department of Public Safety,

and member of the Bristol Bay Task Force.

 Mr. Mike Whitehead, Special Assistant to the Governor, and membci of

the Bristol Bay Task Force.

Staff members of those related to the committee in attendance at the
public meetings held in Dillingham and Naknek were:

 Mr. Glen Svendscn, Member of Staff, Senator Sturgulewski

e Mr. Kevin Bruce, Member of Staff, Senator Rodey.
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Mr. John Williams, Commissioner with the Alaska Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission, Juneau, also attended the public hearings held in Bristol
Bay. Mr. Williams has been appointed an ex-officio member of the Bristol
Bay Task Force by Governor Flammond.

The radio station, KDLG of Dillingham, provided live coverage ol the
Dillingham public hearing. KDLG also provided an excellent prehearing
coverage by publicly announcing the hearings to be held and issues to be dis-
cussed. KJDLG’s live coverage alLo provided an opportunity for listening
villages to telephone and ask any question or give comments to the advisory
committee.

On March 16, 1891, Senator Sturgulewski chaired the public hearing in
Juneau, with Representative Chuckwuk and Representative Hurlbcrt both m
attendance throughout the meeting. Senator Rodey appeared at the hearing
later in the session, and Avrum Gross and Commissioner Nix were in atten-
dance at the hearing but left later in the session due to other commitments

On March 19, 1981, Senator Rodey presided as Chairman ol the last public
hearing. Senator Sturgulewski. Representative Chuckwuk. and Representative
Hurlbcrt were also present.

Several reasons have led to the formation of the "advisory committee" and
its resultant hearings in Dillingham, Naknek. and Juneau. After the collapse
of the Japanese market ol fresh frozen salmon in late |o“0. and talk of a
potential prolonged price dispute in the 1980 salmon season in Bristol Bav.
Governor Flammond appointed what is known as the Bristol Bac Task FOICE
in hopes to offset any drawn out price dispute. The task foue met srvet.d
times, months before the 1980 season, attempting to devise a plan to avoid |
late settlement. All in vain, the prolonged dispute occurred, and then
another issue surfaced after the 1980 season—talk of too much violence
which occurred on the fishing ground. Bay.

An estimated total of 21 million harvestable salmon escaped during the
1980 season, with most of the overescapement resulting hum the price
disagreement that lingered on until July 3, 198(1. Because of the m.osive
escapement of harvestable salmon, and subsequent EPOItS of violence and
public safety concerns. Governor Flammond reactivated the task force n>
make another atumpt to resolve such problems, and provide recommendation-
on what should occur prior to the 1981 season.

Then on January 28, 1981, Senate President Jav Kentul.t requested .Viiaim
Pat Rodey, the Judiciary Committee Chairman to examine the repmts ol
"violence” which might have occurred in the 1980 season, and report the
results of the hearings to he held in Dillingham. Naknek. and Juneau
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Senator Sturgulewski, Chairperson of the Legislative Budget and Audit Com-
mittee, was appointed to preside over the public meetings held in Bristol
Bay. Senator Rodey chaired the later hearing held inJuneau.

Avrum Gross, former Attorney General, was selected by Governor Ham-
mond to direct the Bristol Bay Task Force. Mr. Gross and Senator Rodey
decided that since both committees were dealing with related issues on Bristol
Bay, joint public hearings should be held by both committees to avoid any
duplication of effort. Hence, the joint advisory committee was formed.

Funding for this brochure has been derived from the Imarpik Regional
Aquaculture Corporation (Imarpik) based in Dillingham, Alaska. The staff
members of Imarpik, Mr. Jack McBride, General Manager, and Mr. Val N.
Angasan, Assistant Manager, have both developed this brochure, with
assistance from Mr. Andrew Golia, staff member of the Bristol Bay Native
Association, Dillingham. The Imarpik staff members were also active in
assisting the advisory committee staff members in preparing for and arrang-
ing the public hearings in Dillingham and Naknek.

Imarpik was formed in late 1977 under the Alaska Private Non-profit
Salmon Enhancement Program of 1974. The local aquaculture corporation
serves most of the Bristol Bay region, and although its initial formation has
been designed for salmon enhancement, Imarpik has recently received a
$192,000 contract from the State Legislature to examine the salmon quality
control and marketing problems inherent in the Bristol Bay region due to the
rapid expansion of the fresh frozen salmon market. Imarpik obtained the
contract to assist in overcoming both major marketing problems in the Bay.
The Executive Committee of Imarpik strongly feels that both marketing pro-
blems must be alleviated before any major effort occurs to enhance the local
salmon runs.

In conclusion, this report has been designed to inform the people of Bristol
Bay about the issues confronting local fishermen, in hopes that it will create a
greater awareness of the more important issues that directly confront the
fishermen of the Bay.



Introduction

Naknek Meeting Joe Gark/Harvcy Samruelion



The Bristol Bay Fishery—Background Information

Av Gross (Dillingham)

"It made sense that before the govern-
ment told yon what it was going to do, it
was generally wise to ask you what you
wanted the government to do.

<7 started in January and met with
Milch and his board fAIFM A) down in
Seattle. / talked to the Icicle group of
fishermen (BBFA). | 've talked to the
Hoard of Fish and Game. The Task Force
has been meeting on a regular basis. | ‘ve
fait very strongly that it was impossible to

come up with any firm conclusions in
terms of what was going to be recom-
mended to the Governor or to the
Legislature or to anybody else until we
come out here and talked to the people. ”

Phil Daniel (Juneau)

"One of the State’s overwhelming in-
terests in Bristol Bay is to see that the
resource is harvested. In the last two
years, we've put 150 milion 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 is,
perhaps, $90 million, that could have
gone into the hands of thef ishermen.

"The average income probably to the
averagefr Herman in the bay last year
was around $28,000. That just simply
isn 't enough. You do not make your
payments on that basis.

"The thing that makes me nervous, is
the decision, of whether or not the
Japanese will ever be allowed to harvest
more of those fish is not in our hands;
it’s in the hands of the Department of
Commerce at thefederal level and | 'm
not convinced that we have always been
treated as well as we could be treated by
thefederal people. | think that there are
grave implications, if we continue to put
large numbers offish up that river, asfar
as the 200-mile limit is concemed. ”

Mitch Kink (AIFMA)
(Dillingham)

"We have approximately seven hun-
dred members. Thirty-three percent of
these people comefrom Alaska. Approx-
imately one hundred twenty of those peo-
ple comefrom the Watershed. The people
that we represent in the watershed repre-
sent about 1,200 years of experience.”



The Bristol Bay Fishery—Background Information
Alaska Independent Fisherman’s Marketing Association

PRICE PER POUND

Year Reds
1969 24
1970 .24
1971 .26
1972 27
1973 .35
1974 .49
1975 * 37
1976 52
1977 .59%5
1978 .68
**1979 .80-1.25
1980 57

* 1975 sliding price scale
** 1979 two price system for rrds

Senilot Alim SiutKulrmiki iinl Nrjuricnumr Jut Chutfcftuk

Duration of Contract

2 years
2 years

1 year
1 year
1 year
1 year
1 year
1 year
1 year
1 year

Date of Settlement

7/03/69
6/18/71

6/14/73
6/14/74
6/18/75
6/28/76
6/28/77
6/26/78
6/27/79
7/03/80

Kay Larsen (Dillingham)

" Bristol Bay fishermen have made
many sacrifices in thefishery through the
years. When the resource was down, they
sat on the beacli and tightened their hells
thefollowing winter. In those years,
market prices were up and margins of
profit to processors were large. In 1977,
the price offish was $59id per pound
and the price of gasoline wes $60 a
gallon. During that time, afisherman
amid buy a good, new boatfor $50,000.
In iySo, fish were bring tig $57 a pound,
but gasoli te had gone un to $1.25 a
gallon and boats were up to $S0,000 and
Si0a,000. The price offish has not kept
it/ with our expenses. II'e have a list out
at our (BBNA) office of two hundred
fishermen who had no markets in the
spring (1980). "



The Bristol Bay Fishery—Background Information

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)

“(1979) There was talk around town of
cash buyers coming in paying $1.00 up to
$1.25 apoundforiresh red saimon. Peo-
ple were getting paid to sign up
fishermen. A guy would get $50 to $100
for submitting your name. The union set-
tled that yearfor $.80 a pound with the
canneries. When thefishing season was
on anything that couldfloat, fly or haul
fish was activated. The maior cash buyers
out at the grounds were having afierce
battle. They all wanted as muchfish as
possible at any price.

“Then in thefall when thisfish finally
reacned the market in Seattle and Japan,
‘the weather worsened. ' The Japanese yen
started tofall. The big Japanese fishing
companies started shaking. Then came
our high priced saimon—a glutted market
and a lot ofsalmon of real poor quality,
mostly due to the greediness of the pro-
cessors who were pumped up by the
Japanese.

“ The majorfresh fish processor
couldn’i get rid of thefish, so wholesale
prices started tofall. A lot of them went
‘belly up,’ or walked a thin line asfar as
bankruptcy wes concemed. A lot of
money was lost on the pack that year. >~



Infrastructure Needs In Bristol Bay

Laura Schrocder (Dillingham)

“Unlessyou've realty lived in Diling-
ham and been here during fishing season,
you really don’t know how handicapped
<defishermen are in Dilingham, or a
processor, or a newprocessor trying to
come into Dilingnam. Alt of our
beachfronts and he entrance to our
streams wWe, e taken up years and years
ago by canneries who realized that these
were valuable sites. This land is still
"vned by these canneries.

“We have one public dock that goes
dry at low tide, he had 15 to 20 cargo
barges last season—they tie at the dock
from 24 to 4S hours even though we
unload them around (he clock. They tie
up the entire dock—afisherman and a

processor can‘t possibly use that dock
while there’s a cargo barge in- we've had
vessels tied upfour abreast on the city
dock- we've hadfish parsed over cargo
barges three stories high.

“There are no services, such as boat
storage and repair if you go in-
dependent—we have a 100 boat boat
harbor and we have 539 users. If you
want to see impediments, try to get out
of there when there are 17 abreast and
you want to gofishing and your neighbor
doesn't. Exceptfor 50feet on one side
and 250feet on the other side of the boat
harbor, the land is owned on either side
by processing companies.

“There is nofire protection to the
small harbor. The processor/ownet has
not seenfit yet to give us permission to
cross their property with a waterline. ’

Sidney Smith (Juneau)

“Anybody who tries to come in Who is
new or with a new idea is going to have a
tough time to compete. ”

Val Angasan (Dillingham)

“It’s pretty obvious that the fresh
frozen market in Bristol Bay is going to
be playing a pretty serious role here in
thefuture and the Dilingham airport
needs to be lengthened.

Boats Stored Outside

Monty Handy (Naknek)

“1 think one thing that would help in
this price negotiation is to gel some local
people in here buying fish. >~



Infrastructure Needs In Bristol Bay

Kay Larsen (Dillingham)

"In America, there is interest in buying
oar fish, but you get a guy in here and
you start showing him what he has to
work with and right away they start
wondering how they're going to overcome
the problems. / really support the State
developing those airports and those docks
to encourage industry to come in.

"The airport- | 've heard that if it were
Ion er then thyv could get o ff with

ayloads andfly them straight to the
market

" There are no docks to movefish
across. The city dock is available some,
but when a barge comes in here to unload
freight, then that processor can't depend
on that dock.

"If the State will build new docks and
improve airports and will loan money to
new processors, development of the
fishery would be greatly encouraged. "

Jack McBride (Dillingham)

"Finding way of lowering costs such as
transportation Is certainly another
positive action. Providing easily accessible
docks, improved runways and reasonable
road systems would lower the cost of pro-
duction. ”

Lyman Smith ( Dllllngham

"The key thing here that keeps our
fresh marketfishery from really going is
the lack of airportfacilities.

"We need a longer runway that’s sur-
faced so that we can handle any kind of
aircraft that wants to come in here, and
we also need the ramp space and the sup-
port areas which will allow the helicopters
to come and the trucks to come unload
and deliver thatfish.
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"It should leave the airport in no
worse condition than when it arrives
there. Airport development has got to be
a critical part cf this whole thing. It’s
vital and we’ve got to address it.

"In addition to the runway, we also
need a parallel taxiway so there can be
more than one aircraft operating on the
airport at a time.”

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)

"Some of them—hauled (hem up the
river, 25 hours later—et them sitfor
another 24 hours; unloaded and took
them out to the airport and let them sit
another 12 hours because their totes were
full or they couldn’l get enough totes or
their planes were too busy, and then (hey
finally flew them o ff to some other place.
Thank God they didn 't sell them here in
town. ”’



Processing Inabilities In Bristol Bay

Mitch Kink (Dillingham)

"They (processors) don Twant all the
fish. 1 think they said they could handle
all thefish- 1fanybody here believes that
ifwe would have went out on the first
day offishing, that we would have
caught 21 million (more) fish, | think
they would be a littde wrong. >~

Kay Larsen (Dillingham)

“East year there was a .ot of talk that
fishermen should have been willing to
take a low price for theirfish and make
up the difference in quantity. As
fishermen, who have worked with the
canneriesfor many years, we knew this
possibility would not be open to us. We
knew that canneries would not increase
their production, and (his has proven
tre. Even though Fish and Game have
predicted these good years, we have not
seen a great deal of gearing up by the
processors so that they would be ready
for them.

“Perhaps more competition on the pro—
cessing side would make for a healthier
industry. Competition inany industry is
healthy. Statefunding which would en—
courage the development of this competi—
tion would be a possible solution. Si \te
funding should also include loans to
developing processors. *~

John Eckert (Naknek)

“The processors in the bay here can
only process approximately 25 million
fish on large run years. ”~

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 but d.,, (the
processor) can “l handle thefish. The day
it opens, they put us on a 6,000 pound
limit— 1fthat$ handling fish, 1sure in
hell don Tknow what to say about that. ™
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Allen Aspelund (Naknek)
[setnetterﬁ

"What they do, isput us on one half
of what the boats get when they are on
limits. >~

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)
“Six hours after it opened (fishing
after the strike), the biggest cannery on

this side of the river shut down. >~

Jim Bingman (Dillingham)

“1know the Japanese have taken over
most of he canneries— | Ve watched them
take over Togiak. They financed and got
the processor- to swallow the hook, then
they jerked hard to set the hook. There§
nothing the processor can do but step out
and let the Japanese have it =~



Processing Inabilities In Bristol Bay

Mitch Kink [AIFMA]
(Dillingham)

“fe are saying that maybe they don T
want all thefish and I think they said
that they could handle all thefish. =~

Thomas Crandell (Dillingham)

“The marketing facilities are essentially
controlled by the Japanese. There isnTan
extensive marketing path for very much
salmon into the domestic market. =~

Archie Gottschalk (Juneau)

“The marketing, financing and pro—
cessing aspects of the fisheries are
predominantly controlled by foreign cor—
porations; especially Japanese corpora—
tions- they determine the volume of
salmon they want topack and, as we
have seen over the years, the price that
they want topay. >~

Jim Beaton (Juneau)

“Everything ison the side of the pro—
cessor, don Tkid yourself there- the
longer they go, the less volume, the better
they are going to come out on their pack.
The whole thing isa stacked deck. *~

Phil Daniel (Juneau)

“We were looking at 40 million
sockeye coming back to Bristol Bay to
harvest (1980)- there$ every reason to
suspect that many processors simply
didn Twant to harvest all that product. >~

Representative Chuckwuk
(Juneau)

“East summer, my father who has
fished faithfully for one of the processing
companies was limited to 6,000 pounds a
day- for ten days, that would mean only
60,000 pounds. He would only have
grossed $24,000 and out of that $8,000
goes to the puller. =~

Chip Toma (Juneau)

“1 think we Ve all learned that the In—
ability to process is directly related to the
price. ™



Lyman Smith (Dillingham)

“7 X /2 Stor/e @a/? 50 « /ofiE way
toward educating the fishermen if they set
up training seminars in handling techni—
ques because, after all, this isa remote
area and it$s hard to get information out
here. Since the State s In the business of
loaning money, there may be a way to
update equipment that fish cannot be
handled property in- be itslush tanks, or
whatever the fishermen decides he should
do to improve this handling. *~

Robin Samueison (Dillingham)

“The processors have never changed
their ways here— the canning processors.
They still stack them sixfeet deep, use
shovels, water— anything to push the
salmon. *”

Representative Hurlbert
(Dillingham)

"IT one area of the State ships bad
quality fish, itcertainly reflects on the
State in other areas. So it affects the
Stale on the whole when one area might
taint another area. >~
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Quality Control Problems

Jack McBride (Dillingham)

"You, as the Legislature, may have to
deal with this. Quality is what the
customer is willing to pay for and buy at
the other end- the final customer. What
isquality in Europe may not, atall, be
the same product in Japan, so be real
careful with any quality control legisla—
tion. 1tS really a marketing question. ™~



Val Angasan (Dillingham)

“Personally, 1 don Tmind the State of
A laska loaning money to processors that
have incorporation papers filed in other
states, or for that matter, even other
countries, however, lastyear we have
seen a perfect example of processing com —
panies, erther invested in by ARRC, or
loaned to by ARRC, and paying their
fishermen drastically low prices- 1tsun—
fair. Fishermen should be thefirst
leinholder on all their sales, not the last. 1
would even recommend thatyou tie in
the processing loans to the price settle—
ment. ~

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)
"(1979) How could the pricefall that
way— who §doing it? It all pointed to the

Japanese. The Japanese control us in
Bristol Bay. Who owns Peter Pan? Not
the Natives anymore— the Japanese! It
wasn 7 IcicleSfault. Icicle would be "bel—
ly up “because the State wouldn 7 dish

Pack Loans

them over e, ough money— go bellyup ~
or sign a pre”eason contract. Ifl was
backed up against the wall, 1 guess 1 @
have to sign a preseason contract, too.
"One company borrowed four or three
million dollarsfromARRC —from the
State— my money, and paid 35 cents and
they stall haven 7 paid ofT their
fishermen- 1 think that$ criminal. =~

Joe McGill (Dillingham)

"In thefirst place, theyfinanced a
bunch of the packers that wouldn 7 pay
the price, and we couldn 7 even get them
to the negotiating table to talk to them
and discuss prices.

"l know that the State isfinancing
some of these processors thisyear and
think there isone stipulation they can
make In their contract that they do
negotiate and pay the going price for
fish.
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believe thatfrom what information
that 1 have, through the State bank, the
State owns controlling interest in one of
the packers that they had a lot of trouble
with lastyear. *~

Representative Chuckwuk
(Juneau)

“Could there be a possibility that the
State may be in conflict with itsown
fishermen because of their investment in
processing. >~

Hank Ostrosky (Juneau)

"We were directly interjerred with last
year by the State by its loaning policies.
They would not loan to any group that
agreed topay over 40 cents a pound to
the fishermen. >~

Jim Bingman (Dillingham)

"I think that a good way for the State
to help us is to establish a base price and
the processors could depend on this
money (for pack loans). ”~

Stan Small (Dillingham)

"The money should go to the real
American processors, not our buddies
across. ™



George Gottschalk, Sr. (Naknek)

"1 think the State should quit backing
the processors up here buying 30-cent
Scab Tish before the price issettled- th”
State backed Icicle Seafoods and 1 don 't
know how many other foreign processors

they backed. *~

Pack Loans

Harvey Samueirson (Naknek)

"It (pack loans) should go to real
American processors, not their buddies
from overseas— after they caught 700,000
fish (Japanese, 1981 high seas catch), Jay
Hammond shouldn Tgive them one

penny. *”



Marketing—Generic Promotion

Eric Eckholm (Juneau)
Executive Director of the Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute

“He are proposing a joint effort be—
tween the fisherman, the processors, and
the State of Alaska to help develop
markets through generic advertising and
promotion to create more demand
throughout the world.

”One hundred million pounds offish
were wasted because the fish simply
weren"t worth enough in the world™s
market to either the fishermen or the
processors to harvestfor a profit.

The State $ role in helping support this
organization (Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute) would avoid a disaster such
as one that occurred in 1980 and will oc—
cur again in 1985. Ifwe are able
broaden the market base to allow market
development in several countries around
the world, including America, then a
situation occurring in a single market
won " cause the kind of disruptions that
occurred lastyear."
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Naknek Residents

Kay Larsen (Dillingham)

“The State$ idea of a market cam—
paign to sll more Alaskan seafoods isa
good one. *~



Charlet Webber

Marketing—Generic Promotion

Jack McBride (Dillingham)

“Funding ofprograms such as the
Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute is
another positive way the State can involve
itelf. Obviously if the demand for
salmon ishigh, the price will also be
good. <~

Lyman Smith (Dillingham)

“1 think the State$ getting involved In
promoting the marketing of these fish
(fresh) isgoing to go a long way toward
alleviating these problems.

“There § enough people in the United
States and enough money to absorb all
thisfish and if the U.S. people start
eating salmon, the Japanese are going to
have to come over with their hats In
their hands and bid for these fish.
They"re not going to come in and dictate
to us what they Hpay for them. =~

Kclirr\enidiive tiurlhcrl
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Richard Johnson (Naknek)

“The State needs to start looking into
other available markets. Look for
somewhere else to sll our Jish. There isa
big market in the United States and we
have not looked into this market. "



Jack McBride (Dillingham)

“Marketing altematives should be ex—
plored that fishermen could apply in at—
tempting to solve their marketing or
market-related problems. These would in—
clude organized exchanges, vertical in—
tegration and joint ventures, marketing
boards and others. *~

Sidney Smith (Juneau)

"The big issue that I see happened in
1980 was, all of a sudden, you"ve got a
scare of saving that the market was going
to be over-flooded, which was correct.
Japan only needs about 22 million fish to
provide for (heir whole marketing system.
Anything above that is excess.

"1"m not saying change the world, but
I think we should start by recognizing
those new attempts to market thefish. In
1980 we had about 128 fishermen without
a market. 1 think there has to be a shirt—
ing place. Our group (a co-op>only akes
care of about 30. The State should toll
up their sleeves and work with us."

Marketing Alternatives

Lyman Smith (Dillingham)

"(Addressing co-ops) One thing that
has to happen isyou have to have a
source of capital. >~

Carl Heyano (Dillingham)

"There isan organization in the bay
area called the Nushagak Fish Producers
Cooperative, which we formed a couple
ofyears ago. We requestedfrom the
Legislature some funds to help us. =

Jim Beaton (Juneau)
"Ifyou e going to share the profit,
then you®re going to share the loss and,

of course, that$ what a co-op isall Lbout.

"I frankly would like to see the otier
things mentioned- ‘ertical integration,
(he cooperative venture, the check an i
balance system that would prevent ah of
this stufffrom happening in lieu of hie
police force going up (here. >~
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Phil Daniel (Juneau)

"Perhaps the most desirable thing that
should happen in Bristol Bay is vertical
integration- co-ops. | think the State
should look at that. Why canV we (State)
put up money and make rtavailable so
fishermen can process their own fish.

"In addition, we should look at com —
modities marketing. 1 think that has a
real possibility for the State of Alaska,
when 1tcomes to this glut offish,
because even though you have a glut of
fish in a given time period, you stll have
the ability to control the flow of product,
so you don"t dump them on the market
allat t ie. >~



Marketing Alternatives

Hank Ostrosky (Juneau)

“The structure of CFAB isa
cooperative bank— not for cooperatives.
That means it comes under different
banking laws. A legitimate bank for co—
ops should be formed in the State of

Alaska and itwould just take a minor ad—

justment to the present co-op law In
order to facilitate direct production credit
financing to the fishermen, so that they,
in tum, can contract with legitimate pro—
cessors and legitimate transportation
companies and with legitimate bonded
warehouses, so they can then deal with
agents of the consuming section and
return the maximum capital gains, in the
form of increased dollars to the fisher—
man, and the maximum capital gains t
the consumer, as a reduction inprice. =
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Kenry Strub (Dillingham)

“The obvious solution to the marketing
problem on the long term would be the
stabilization and the enhancement of
runs.

“1f we had ten million fish swimming
up every year, somebody §going to buy
them. Itseems tike that in the lastfew
years since we Ve had good runs, the in—
terest in the hatchery and other enhance—
ment programs has kind of dropped
off>”



State’s Role In Negotiation Process

Avrum Gross (Dillingham)

"The real concern that (he Governor
has issimply (hat (liefisherman basical—
ly have a monopoly to catch the fish
through the limited entry system and the
processors have a monopoly to purchase
the Jish because we don Tallow foreign
vessels into the bay. Through whatever
process they engaged in, umpteen million
fish went up the river lastyear that didn"t
get caught, that couTlhave been caught
and thefish don Thelong to the people
out here. They belong to everybody in (he
Stale and I think that the Governor is
concerned basically that the resource was
wasted. He just basically wants to ex—
plore whether or not there issome way
to help the process so that doesnV
happen anymore.

"I never envisioned, and 1 think the
Governor didn Teither— that the Task
Force or the Legislature or anybody else
was going to get in the middle of (he col—
lective bargaining process— and I realize

i1tS not collective bargaining, but its like
it

"The basic approach was this- itSa
private industry and a private enterprise
problem. You have a product to sll and
the industry has a product to buy. In the
past, particularly last year, the process by
which you sold and the industry bought
worked insuch a way that a lot of the
resource got wasted.

"Now, can the State play any kind of a
role in insuring that this thing don Thap—
pen again, short of sitting down and
literally trying to negotiate the price for
people, which everybody would be
unhappy with by the time that was over
with. =~

Mitch Kink [AIFMA]
(Dillingham)

"As the negotiator of one of the
organizations, Ifeel (he taskJorct and
this committee, or whoever itis, could
help us out and get us to the table and
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negotiate openly with integrity on both
sides. Arbitration and mediation means
absolutely nothing unless the two sides
will agree to it ™

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)

"I think itshould be a two price
system— one for canned and one fci
fresh.

"I think the State should set up a base
price on the 81 red salmon. The only
way we fe going to get away from it oro—
cessor dominance), Iswhen we get those
food processors s,fling out infront of
Clark$ Point and Governor Hammond
will call up and say you can buy fish in
one hour- then you e going to sec these
canneries and domestic processors <uar(
jumping. They"ll start having airplanes in
here— they M have freezer ships— they Nl
do a lot more for these people.*~



State’s Role In Negotiating Process

Kay Larsen (Dillingham)

“But the majority of our local
fishermen have absolutely no other alter—
native available to them. Their entire
year § income isderivedfrom the com—
mercial salmon jiJxery here in Bristol
Bay. They fe 100% dependent on the
fishery because there is very line employ —
ment in the villages. The decisions you
make about thefishery should be based
on these 100% fishermen.>”

Joe McGill (Dillingham)

“tast year, in my opinion and I think
ifyou polled the audience, a lot of them
think the same wav— our worst enemy
was the State.””

Fred T. Angasan (Dillingham)

“1 think the State should pass some
kind of law to prevent any fishing until
the price negotiation iIs reached and then
we prevent the so-called violence. *~

Richard Johnson (Naknek)

“1 think the State should get involved
in the price setting. ”~

I'llUI0 Kail Ohlt

Rodger Painter (Juneau)

"Give both parties a very strong
message that if they don 7 resolve this on
their own, then there will be some solu—
tions enforced by the Slate. *~
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Kay Larsen (Dillingham)

“As fishermen, we are also concerned
that canneries make a profit. But as
fishermen, we too must make a profit.””

Val Angasan (Juneau)

“The State has not obligated telf,
once again, to answer the real problem of
prolonged price disputes and waste iIn
Bristol Bay. The study that isgoing to be
done will not put pressure on the industry
to come to the table and settle the price
by June 15th or so, which isprobably a
reasonable time. There®s no strings at—
tached to the study. The study can, and
may, be thrown out by industry. 1have
heard that the only thing they (State) plan
on doing thissummer is increasing the
public safety e/Jort in the bay. They (the
administration) haven 7 offered to step In
to play a real part in the management of
that resource.

“{State involvement) could be a two-
edged sword- mtcould helpyou or it may
not— except that we have a history oj
price disputes in Bristol Bay. >~



State’s Role In Negotiating Process

Lyman Smith (Dillingham)

“There was a time back in 1964 that
we got about a SI1.25 a piece for fish and
in 14 years itwent from a $1.25 a piece
to $1.25 a pound. The State forced the
canneries "o start buying on apound
price and that was a major change in the
outlook of the fishery."

Jim Beaton (Juneau)

“One of the big problems in the whale
negotiating process up there is they're try—
ing to negotiate a broad brush price
there— everybody pays the same
thing— when, in reality, depending on
their efficiency, how much interest
they"re paying and a hundred other
things- there's actually altkinds of dif—
ferent prices that any given processor
could afford to pay for these
salmon- the facts are that a lot of pro—
cessors lost a lot of money up there last
year paying even 40 cents a pound
because of the fact that they had to sl

early..l think that- ifwe don"t do
something about those fish, they"re going
to be allocated to the foreigners by law—
under the federal mandate— not under the
StateS. We Fe going to have to do
something about this.””

Phil Daniel (Juneau)

“tt doesn Tmatter who is right last year.
The important point is that it$ not
working for the fishermen. We"re wasting
an enormous amount of resource. The
fishermen themselves have no take home
pay when this scenario takes place as it
did lastyear. The idea that we are going
to have some prevailing, rational solution
occur ifitSsimply left up to the
fishermen and processors does not seen
to be reasonable. 1do not think we arc
going to reach a solution in Bristol Bay
unless the State takes a real interest in the
negotiating process.

Band In Nnknrk
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Mitch Kink [AIFMA]
(Dillingham)

“CLet me ash this question and | think
itSan important question. We had in our
contract that our fishermen couldfish to
the emergency period. The emergency
period opening was approximately the
23rd of June. We had an agreement that
they could fish on lastyear $price until
the emergency period- what we call the
free weeks. My question is this- why
then was the emergency period rolled
back all the way to June 9th instead of
the 23rd when all the reports indicated
that we were going to have a bumper
year. That$§an important question and |
want itanswered."

Mike Nelson—ADF&G
Area Biologist (Dillingham)

(In answer to above question by Mitch
Kink.) “Prior to the emergency order
period, we fishJive days a week in Bristol
Bay, especially on the east side of the



State’s Role In Negotiation Process

bay— June 9th was a Monday. Our prior
analyses of data on early catches of
sockeye indicated that some proportions
of the run could have been harvested
prior to the 15th, so it was our intent by
the emergency order period beginning on
June 9 to allow continuous fishing

over the weekend of the 14th and 15th at
which point our data indicated that had
(here bren no price dispute, the sockeye
salmon catches would have began to ac—
cunulate. *~

Commissioner Skoog (Dillingham)
(Infurther answering Mitch Kink §
question.) “The intent of the Kisli and
Game in regulating our season is to pro—
vide the maximum amount offish for (he
fishermen to catch when they are

available and the test fishing farther
down the coast along the peninsula In—
dicated that the salmon were coming in

in sufficient numbers to warrant a harvest
and on that basis then, we went for the
er-lier season. *~

Mitch Kink [AIFMA]
(Naknek)

"I don Twant to know what it costs
them (theprocessors). I don Twant to
know how much profit they make. All I
want to know is tlwi thefisherman is
worth so much of chat fish.

“1 @ willing to say that it takes
seventy-two pounds to go in the case. |
think that fishermen are worth fifty per—
cent of thefinal price (hat that canner
getsfor thist*h. This would make ita
possibility to negotiate a multi-year con—
tract, also. =~

Lyman Smith (Dillingham)

“1 would tike to offer as a suggestion
to help thisproblem a shared risk situa—
tion- an initial price and after the fish
arc sold the fishermen gets a share. If the
State gets involved iIn this shared risk idea
and picks up a portion of the risk on this
capitalization, itcould go a long ways
toward breaking this log jam on finan—
cing. ™
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Jim Bingman (Dillingham)

“1t 3 hard to negotiate a price at the
beginning of the season that$ going to
hold truefor the whole season. 1 like the
comment of sharing price, however,
somebody has to share iIn the expense
too, and I think that a lot of the
fishermen forget that both of these sides
have to be looked at in the negotiations.
On a base price, how can the processors
then process and get the fish ready for
market not knowing what theirfinal
figure isgoing to be without the
fishermen also taking some of the risk. *~

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)

“1f a processor does not want to com —
ply with the base price (obtained from the
study) he should just be toldflatly that
you e not borrowing from the State. 1|
think itshould be at a subsidized interest
Just because it is a renewable resource
and you e helping a wide range of
people. =~

Mike Ilakala (Naknek)

“1 believe there should be base price
for salmon and I believe in a sliding
scale. =~

Jim Beaton (Juneau)

..and this thing about profit sharing
Is the biggest joke in the world.
Everybody talks about profit sharing, but
nobody talks loss sharing- that"s not
business.™



State’s Role In Negotiation Process

Val Angasan (Juneau)

¥ 7 urtyou can do is validate some
prices by just going back and looking at
the last ten years and finding out what
fishermen got compared to what the

processors got. ™

Phil Daniel (Juneau)

*% “hen I say, as af isherman, that I
will only fish at the point where the last
pennev has been negotiated, I passing
every brt of the risk in the marketplace
on to the processor. >~

Joe McGill (Dillingham)

"I we do have a strike, Istll think the
Commissioner of Labor can help by com—
ing inand mediating. =~

Chip Toma (Juneau)
"/ would like to see some aspects of
binding arbitration come about. *~

Milke Whehciid

John Lundgren (Naknek)

"Last year we vo ed for binding ar—
bitration and the processors said, TVo\ ™~
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George Gottschalk, Jr. (Naknek)

“7 would like to see the federal govern—
ment be the arbitrator in the negotiations.
That would make sure there isfair
bargaining, done in good faith.

Phil Daniel (Juneau)

"Once you take from the Japanese,
you"ve had 1t Once you take the money
from the Japanese, they Ve got a hammer
lock on you and we ¥e got a get away
front that some way. >~

Hank Oslrosky (Juneau)

(Referring to market structures in
Japan) "What appears to be a wholesale
price isnot t wholesale price. *~



Joe McGill (Dillingham)

“tt§ a sore point with a lot of the peo—
ple here. They brought the Department of
Pubiic Safety in to act as— 1don Tknow
what i1t$ called- a goon gang for a bunch
of Scab Tishermen- itdid create a lot of
hard feelings.

“1 think that strike last year was mild
compared to some of them we ¥ had in
thepast. I know because 1 ¥e been
through quite a few of them and so has
the rest of ws. ”~

Commissioner Skoog (Dillingham)
“1 ¥e had a couple offishermen come
into my office and Ell me the threats (hut

they were facing. ”~

Joe McGill (Dillingham)

(Answering Commissioner Skoog)
“CLetSface it, ifyou want toget ina
man $ game you should act like a man
instead of running crying for help from
someone. ~

Public Safety Concerns

Joe Clark (Dillingham)

“Buring the 1980 pnrr dispute Com —
missioner of Public Safety sent Trooper
Carl Fraser to Clark $ Point to inform
Kay Clark, my son, and myself that if
we harrassed the processors, we could be
arrested; also they could confiscate our
boats and might even be made to lose our
limited entry permits.

“After Carl lkeft, we had a meeting of
our Clark$ Point fishermen group and 1
pointed out the seriousness of this threat.
The majority of the fishermen resolved to
stand together in a peaceful, but resolute,
civil defiance. *~

“The plan of action was to do these
things: (I) demonstrate to Icicle Seafoods
and the troppers that we had the same
privilege to anchor cur boats where we
felt like anchoring; (2) we felt William
Nix was unjust in his decree and threats;
(@ to demonstrate to Icicle/their tactics
of hauling Scab Taught fish from
elsewhere and processing these fish under
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our very noses. This was, then, harrass-
ment to the fishermen. I believe it was on
this date (June 30th), 15 troopers came to
Clark$ Point to observe the situation.

I Ve not heard if Icicle was threatened by
Nix. ”~

Fred T. Angasan (Dillingham)

“1 have been a commercial fisherman
now in Bristol Bay for 28 years. Strikes
related to salmon price settlements have
occurred in Bristol Bay virtually every
two or three years. Therefore a strike
situation between the fishermen and the
processor isnot an unusual occurrence.

“1n all the twenty-eight years of my ex—
perience fishing In Bristol Bay no out—
break of violence has ever occurred.
Violent situations, that have taken place
were individual confrontations that usual —
ly took place in Naknek bars.

“Scare tactics by striking fishermen are
mistaken by outside law enforcement of—
ficers and the press as acts of violence.



For example, strikingfishermen talking
u. "eir radio transmitters saying things
like telling how they would use guns if
they had to, or possibly damaging a non-
striking fisherman$ net. These are not
physical acts of violence but simple scare
tactics, which isa part of a process of ex—
pression in the development of an agree—
ment leading up to a price settlement.
The most serious problem in a strike was
the Scabs, “hot a direct confrontation
with the processors.

"The Alaska State Troopers and the
media create violent situations by over—
reacting. "'

Val Angasan (Juneau)

"The State is readying itselfto volun—
tarily create and participate in a civil
revolution- guns, boats and badges. "

Milk Mflhulr

Dean Paddock (Juneau)

7 think there was a tremendous poten—
tial there for the lid to blow off; the

Public Safety Concerns

potential of threat was great. I just
thankful nobody got killed and they

could have. It was very close- | saw peo—
ple behave trrationally and 1 saw mob
psychology working. "

Representative Chuckwuk
(Juneau)

"1 have not been able to get any
verification on the arrests and the
violence that supposedly took place. |
was not furnished with that information;
I don"t know why. Obviously the law en—
forcement was down there in great
numbers and there was no evidence of
mass arrests.

"1 ¥e continually asked for substan—
tiating documents and to this day,
nobody has been able to provia0 this,
>Tiich leads me to believe that maybe
(here wasn T that much violence as the
news media may have played itup to
be."

Commissioner Nix (Dillingham)
"He"s legally licensed tofish and he"s
willing tofish for that number (price) yet

other legally licensed fishermen are not
willing to fish for that number (price) and
you are suggesting i»at those persons who
are not willing to fisn should be able to
keep that individual from fishing."



Mitch Kink (Dillingham)

(In answer to Commissioner Nix)
"No- letme read to you— this went out
to our members in 1980 during negotia—
tios. "No AIFMA member isauthorized
to make any effort, direct or indirect, to
discourage other fishermen from fishing
when A1FMA ison the beach. Fishermen
have legal rights to fish whenever fishing
isallowed by ADF&G. That right may
not be legally in(erferred with. =~

Public Safety Concerns

Chip Toma (Juneau)

7 find it highly 1ronic that the very
same fishermen who made limited entry
such an emotional issue in 1972 and 1973
are doing the same flumber ™o this
Legislature in 1981 regarding violence.
They are the only fishermen who are
dragging this lire through the
waters— these are the exact same in—
dividuals who, iIn truth, exaggerated our
problems in 1972. >~

I'liiiin" 1ji \ Mtihitlr
Roy Smith (Juneau)

"1 wasn Thodily drug off the grounds
but 1 was circled, told that my boat
should be sunk, that 1 was on (heir list
and that they had taken pictures ofme. 1
was going to have my picture on their so-
called bulletin board and that I would
definitely not be forgotten.

(Speaking about an incident at the Dil—
lingham Boat Harbor) "He did say later
that he had a flare gun and Isaw him
throw the oil in the boat and said he
wanted the captain to show himselfand
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he was going to kill him— that he was go—
ing to tear his heart out. He said, "Fm
going to count to 10 and ifyou don T
show yourself, 1@ going to torch your
boat .~

Ralph an.l Cilia Anglian Melvn Momnn ami unidentified participant

Ralph Angasan (Naknek)

"When the SAL SEA BELLE went up
the river, they had a police escort who
told the boats to get out of the way. Yet
the SAL SEA BELLE shot at the boats
and no police arrested them. >~

John Garner (Juneau)

"ThereSa gray area there, and where
you draw the line and where I draw the
lire may well differ; between scare tactics
and violence- we want you to know that
there were many fishermen who sat on
the beach out offear for exactly the
kinds of reasons that you will hear on
this tape. (Reference to a 90-minute tape
submitted by Garner which were excerpts
of a tape monitoring radio trafficfrom



a tugboat in the Naknek River on June
28th).

“fe want to make sure that you
understand that there, indeed, isa pro—
blem and not only that but that it can
occur again.

“4e also have to recognize that
fishermen have the knowledge of exercis—
ing their decision to fish or not tofish in
a climate that allows them to do it
without fear of retaliation.

“We want you to know that there were
many fishermen who stayed on the beach
out offear. ~~

Hank Ostrosky (Juneau)

“1"m sorry /didn Thbring a tape of
some of the proceedings at the Red Dog
Saloon in Naknek on a normal Saturday
nigh® and it would make that (tape sub—
mitted by John Garner) sound like a
choir picnic. You got to keep it in con—
Bt <

Senator Sturgulewski (Juneau)

“When we were at those two meetings
in the bay, the whole issue of violence,
without question, was down-played. You
ger a difruent picture when you have dif—
ferent people giving testimony."

Public Safety Concerns

Photo/Karl Ohlj

Jim Beaton (Juneau)

“1 truly feel that one reason there iIsa
lot of this downplay (of violence) isjust
purely fear and Intimidation- no more,
no less. | talkedfirsthand to some people
who were closely involved in some of
these incidents- one of them had a gun
held on him and one who had hisfish
thrown over and I urged them to come
forth and he told me that he was afraid
for hisfamily and kids.

*7 think the main reason that most
people aren7 coming forward and there
aren7 many cases on (he docket is
because people are afraid.

“1 think the mood was there. 1 think
the situation was not only wlatile but
the people were h )stile. I would hate to
see a repeat performance of that in the
future.

“1 really and truly fee! that there are
some serious problems up there and |
hope they can overcome them.
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"1 frankly would like to see the other
things | mentioned- the vertical integra—
tion, the cooperative venture, the check
and balance system that would prevent all
of this stufffrom happening, in lieucf
the police force going up there- 1don7
see itcoming about thisyear; I don 7 see
where we can do anything except create,
at lesst, an atmosphere whcre people will
not be killed. >~

Jack McBrit'e (Juneru)

"The dolcnce issue began here in Juneau
and has been- and stll is be—
Ing— perpetuated right here in Juneau.
Here in Juneau is where you hear about
the violence- not in Bristol Bay.
“Someone suggested that It was fear
that prevented people in Bristol Bay from
speaking up. | would find ithard t
believe that there are over 5,000 cowards
ina community that has one of the har—
shest natural environments in the United
Slates- a community where survival isan
everyday fact of life.



"New controls would only tend to “ac—
centuate the negative and will only tend
to solidify any adverse positions that have
occurred and would leave even less room
for useful communication. >~

Commissioner Nix (Dillingham)
"You put us right in the middle of this
whole situation. Where do we draw the
line? Do we let Safeway Stores decide to
keep out Speedie Stores because they
don 7 like the way they are undercutting
them? Do we let the canneries keep out
other canneries by use offorce and
violence because they are going to pay a
higher price? Where does thisend. Do we
Just (urn our backs on the situations in
(he bay In the summertime and then come
back in the fall to provide you the same
protection and (he same service that you
want to deny someone else during the
summer .

Public Safety Concerns

Dillingham Meeting

“There was no effort on our part to be
very visible until such times as things
started to get out of hand. At that time
we did make an effort- you all heard the
press release 1 made. | heard it was
played once an hour for twenty-four
hours but we did not threaten to take
away limited entry permits. We very
clearly staled what the law says about the
use of violence- ifyou use your boat as
an instrument of a crime that boat is
subject to seizure as a matter of evidence
not because you “reengaged in violence
but because the person may be commit—
ting a crime.
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“1 have no right or authority to
threaten anyone with the loss of (heir per—
mit or the loss of their boat. 1t$ definite—
ly not within my realm of responsibility-
that$ not our intent.

“fe were not involved last year or the
years past or thisyear in the negotiation
process.

“1M doing my part toplay tdown
with the Alaska fishermen and everybody
el. There$a number of groups going
around and stirring this thing up. My
point in this is trying to play itdown
and 1 sall trying to play tdown. The
last thing anybody wants isfor the Com —
missioner of Publi. Safety to get on na—
tional television and talk about horror
stories that happened in Bristol Bay last
year. ™



Andy Golia (Dillingham)
(Recognizing that a study be done)
"The study should examine “he current
market conditions for Bristol Bay salmon
on the world market and make projec—
tions on the expected market conditions

for salmon up to the 1982 commercial
season. The study should reveal the
market situationsJar 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 market.

"1 think (he importance of this study is
that it will give processors and fishermen
a starting point in price negotiations this
upcoming season.

Market Study

“Most of all, it would point out who §
being fair and unfair in the price negotia—
tions here in Bristol Bay.

“The study should be conducted by a
national or international marketing firm
which isreputable in the areas of
fisheries. 1feel this study is highly impor—
tant and could lead to an early price set—
tlerent. ~~

Av Gross (Dillingham)

(Question to Andy Golia) "Let me just
ask you— why the marketing associations
haven™t done this themselves in the past?"

(A study)
Andy Golia

(Answering Av Gross) "Well, 1 under—
stand that Al FMA had done this in 1980
and the processors did not accept that
study, | think.mainly because when it
was funded by Al FMA there was always
the question of a biased report. >~

Val Angasan (Dillingham)

"This study could be conducive for an
early settlement, iIn that the State
Legislature, the people of Alaska, who
the resource belong to, might have an in—
kling of an idea whether or not price of—
fers are fair or not fair. The people of
the State of Alaska have a right to
know. >~
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Allen Aspelund (Naknek)

"l think 1f the State would have a
similar method (as the State of
Washington Survey), | believeyou will
create for us fishermen a litte trust. We
don Tknow what$Sfair. *~



Rodger Painter (Juneau)

“1 d like to emphasize thatprobably
the best thing the State could do ispro—
vide some realistic analysis of world
markets for salmon, and I do think it§
the State § responsibility. 1t§a very ap—
propriate goal to get a handle on the
realities of the marketplace. 1 think it is
imperative. The State has a responsibility
for wise economic management and not
only the biological management. The 21
million overescapement lastyear was a
tremendous economic waste. >’

Hank Ostrosky (Juneau)

“As far as looking at marketing situa—
tions and market prices we have to look
at existing information. Be sure that
you e not buying back information that
you already have. The Legislature should
finance a marketing study directly with
the legitimate fishing organizations.””

Mitch Kink [AIFMA](Juneau)

“A comprehensive study of world
markets for Bristol Bay sockeye salmon
could be conducted by an independent
economic consultant who does noi work
and has not worked for fishermen or pro—
cessors to have a positive effect on an
early settlement of fish prices in Bristol
Bay. The study should be completed by
mid-April. This means that the process
for implementation should be completed
as soon as possible.

Market Study

“1f we can get proper numbers then
we negotiate on how much we are worth
in that industry.

“A1FMA wanted the same thing that
you people here want. They want afair
and equitable price and they want tofish
"day one 7in the bay. In 1975, we initiated
a sliding price scale and we got burned
because we did not know the exact
numbers. When we had to accept the pro—
cessor § numbers we did not have a
proper sliding scale asfar as 1 am
concerned.

Robin Samuelson (Dillingham)
“They (State) should study the market

conditions. This money (for the study)

should come from the State. | mean

we e talking about a renewable

resource. ”~
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Val Angasan (Juneau)
“fhat 1 M saying is that they (State)
come in with a (price) range. >~

Anthony Balachi (Naknek)

“The study do:,e by A1FMA was not
rejected, Itwas just that itstopped too
soon. ””

Jim Beaton (Juneau)

“1 think that 1t isprobably a step in
the right direction- providing that any
one man could ever really understand the
market. >~

Phil Daniel (Juneau)

“Processors are much more
sophisticated in dealing with the market.
They know what § happening to a degree
that thefishermen only speculate. That$
the reason this marketing analysis Isso
important. You Ve got to have this infor—
mation in the hands of the fishermen and
then maybe the fishermen will have a bet—
ter opportunity to arrive at rational re—
quests asfar us a price is concerned.

“You have to have figures in this
study. Ifyou don Thave figures in there
I ™ not sure you will have accomplished
anything. >~
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Market Study

Jack McBride (Juneau)

“A State-funded study by afirm that
could supply credible information to both
the fisherman and processor would go a
long way to establish a price range within
which both the fisherman and processor
could feel comfortable to negotiate.

“This study should include such things
as [ow interest rates relate to the price
fishermen get for theirfish- what does
the fresh frozen market do in relation t
the canned market— how does the
yen/dol lar relationship effect the price 0j
salmon— what does 1t cost to ho."i an in—
ventory of salmon in anticipation of a
higher price and how are other markets,
other than the Japanese, influencing the
price of salmon, and where can we find
other markets."

"The fishermen definitely need some
facts to work with."



Recommendations

TO: Senator Jaimar Kerttula
President of the Senate

FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Hearing Committee

Senator Pat Rodey, Chairman
Senate Judiciary Committee

DATE: March 27, 1981
SUBJECT: Bristol Bay f ishery Hearing Report

The Special Judiciary Hearing Committee was charged with conducting a
series of fact-find hearings on the Bristol Bay fishery. The results of these
hearings and recommendations for action were be reported to the
Senate.

The attached report summarizes the findings of the Hearing Committee
and preser.ts a series of recommendations for further action.

The Special Judiciary Hearing Committee report to Senator Kerttula makes
the following recommendations:

Recommendation No. 1

Legislative support lor the Department of C'*... ncree and
Economic Development’s market study needs tc be shown.
Although the time frame for the current study is extremely
short, the approach taken by DCED should proside a compre-
hensive picture of the existing Bristol Bay market ng structure
and alternative types of price settlement.

Recommendation No. 2

Direct the Coventor to prepare a plan lor developing line agen-
cy capability to develop a similar understanding of the market

system and market potential for all Alaskan fisheries. The plan
for achieving this ongoing market analysis should be presented

to the Legislature in January of 1982.



Recommendations

Recommendation No. 3

An analysis is needed of how other U,S. and foreign fisheries
are organized, from the fishermen, processors, brokers through
to the final markets. The purpose of this analysis is to develop
an understanding of the various types of existing industry
organization and what particular structures could be possible in
Bristol Bay. information developed through this study would be
made available to fishermen, marketing associations, coopera-
tives and processors as well as the general public.

Recommendation No. 4

While efforts of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute are
directed primarily at increasing the consumer’s demand for
salmon products, broader research on potential markets for
Alaskan salmon and other seafood products needs to be done.
Because of the industry's present focus on the Japanese marke',
there is little knowledge of alternative markets, locations and
possible level of demand, both in the U.S. and abroad.

Recommendation No. 5

A program is required that provides assistance to local
fishermen and fishermen’s groups in actually contacting poten-
tial markets. The purpose of this program, whether done
through an agency, through contract or through direct financial
assistance to fishermen’s groups, would be to facilitate contact
between fishermen and potential buyers without regard to the
type of marketing structure used. While initially focusing on
Bristol Bay, the marketing assistance should be available for all
Alaskan fisheries.

Recommendation No. 6

A review of the policy guidelines and performance of ARRC,
CFAB, AIDA and the pack financing program should be under-
taken to identify changes in their statutory direction that would
make new domestic processing and marketing operations clearly
eligible for these programs. This task might be best carried out
by one or a combination of legislative committees.



Recommendations

v KfIF

35

Recommendation No, 7

The Legislature should direct the Governor to develop a list of
public capital facilities required to support the expansion of the
fishing industry and community needs in the Bristol Bay region.
This list should be based on analysis of infrastructure needs in
the region and should present a plan and coordinated approach
among executive agencies 10 provide those facilities. The Gover-
nor’'s recommendations should be presented to the Legislature in
January of 1982.

Recommendation No. 8

The Governor’'s supplemental appropriation request for the
Department of Public Safety should be r.viewed tc determine if
that request will provide support capabilities that will allow in-
dependence from private facilities and vessels. A supplemental
appropriation to fund support services for the State Troopers
should be considered on a priority basis for this fiscal year.

Recommendation No. 9 - Follow Lp

As a final recommendation on legislative oversight, the Gover-
nor should provide the 1982 Legislature with a report on the use
of the marketing study (Recommendation No. 1) during the
1981 fishing season and the activities of the Department of
Public Safety in Bristol Bay this summer.

Attachments



Recommendations

The Governor’'s Bristol Bay Task Force has an-
nounced that the Department of Commerce and Economic
Development will have a Bristol Bay Market Study done by May
15 1961 and will report any substantive changes in market indica-
tions up untiljune 10, 1981 The state pro&ect manager will be
DeveloEment Specialist, Richard E. Reynolds. This study will in-
clude the following: , _ .

1) describe actual inventories, sales, processes and final destinc-

tion of Bristol Bay soc!.:ye salmon.

2) identify firms and describe the structures used in marketing
and distributing these salmon products.

) describe processing done after the salmon leave the State of
Alaska.

4) describe existing demand for Bristol Bay salmon, including
sales promotion efforts.

5) relate demand to alternate sources of salmon.

6) explain how prices are set for Bristol Bay salmon, including the
effect of financing mechanisms and productions costs.

7) present an analysis of market demand, identifying a range of
wholesale prices related to different levels of salmon catch.

The Governor’s Bristol BaY_ Task Force has also recommended
that the Department of Public Safety develop a contingency plan
for the 1981 Bristol Bay fishing season. A special approFrutlon re-
quest will be made to the Legislature to fund additional support
services and manpower. It was also recommended that the State
shjuld emphasize that public safety must be maintained in Bristol
Bay as the legal system defines the unacceptable use of force and
pressure tactics.



m Mituiuiauu udiiv wiwi,

.S Alaska’s bottomfish program being sabotaged?

Alnskn’s fish processing Industry has hit upon
hard times. New England FLsh Company and
Salamutof Seafoods have both shut down or sold
out In the past year, despite the widely publi-
cized efforts of state offlcals to make Alaska
processors a major force in world seafood
markets. Other Alaska processors aro scraping
along hoping for an Improvement in 1901.

Three years ago, Gov. Hammond announced
that the state was launching a bottomfish
development program aimed at replacing for-
eign floating processors and foreign fishermen,

with an Alaska-based industry. Is it a colncl--

dence that since its Inception the bottomfish
program has been stymied by sharp declines In
fish prices relative to the costs of doing business
in the industry, or is there o cause-effcct
relationship between Alaska’'s announcement of
its bottomfish development Intentions and the
subsequent weakness of fresh and frozen seafood
prices?

A good case can be made for the latter. Does
anyone seriously believe that foreign processors
and fishermen working within Alaska s 200-mile
limit will simply bow out meekly because Alaska
would like to do big things in their industry? On
the contrary, at least In principle the more
reasonable assumption is that foreign concerns
will do whatever they can to discourage an
Alaska takeover

One wenpon at the disposal cf say, the

Japanese, Is their ability to manipulate product
irices,
[ndlvidual domestic processors cannot mnko a
reasonable profit on their Investments.

As mensured by the percent cluinge in tlio
respective U.S. producer price Indexes, the tlirce
year period from Jnnuarv 1978 through Junuary
1901 saw the price of fresh cod fillets rise just 1.0
percent per year while ocean perch fillets
Increased 2.0 percent per year. The price of
frozen flail blocks rose 1.0 percent per year and
the price of fresh salmon declined an averuge of
1.6 percent .per year. During the samo period,
the overall U.S. producer price Index advanced
approximately 12.7 percent per year and tlio ol'
urban U.S. consumer price index increased 11

percent per year.

AlUIOUull  Uu<u> (In irn llion
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to depress them to the point where-
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david reaume

suggest the need to explore the issue further, it
is a fact that foreign fleets would prefer that
they be allowed to continue processing large
guantities of salmon and bottomfish pulled from
Alaska waters. Certainly foreign interests are
aware that depressed product prices discourage
American entry into what lias long been a
foreign fishery.

Let us suppose for the moment tliat fish
prices have indeed been held down in order to
convince American investors that fish process-
ing is a poor investment. What are some of the
implications?

First, under the present conditions and agree-
ments governing the 200-mile Alaska fishery,
American processorsare not likely to Invest the
capital needed to capture the processing indus-
try because, Individually, each American proces-
sor is a price taker. Moat potential Investors who
examine the prospects are likely to conclude
that their expected rate of profit Is too low,
Foreign competition is too tough. Price takers do
not drlvo out price setters.

Second, If Alaska Is to become a forco in the
bottomfish industry, either somebody (the

.state?) must subsidize the takeover of the

Industry, or foreign fleets must simply be
banned by the federal government from fishing
within Alaskan's 200-mile limit. In eithei case,
assuming Aluskun firms were then willing to
harvest and process Uio st>cks now allocated to

foreign fleets, an Important possibility might
arise: The Alaska firms might no longer be
forced to accept prices set by lower cost foreign
processors. They might lind that control of an
Important part of the world’'s protein supply
made it possible for them to pass their lilgncr
costs of production along to consumers (In the
U.S. and elsewhere).

Without a good deal more information no
reasonable person would advocate massive state
subsidies or the federal 'miming of foreign fleets
from Alaska waters. But as the world turns,
such information will never become available
unless we are willing to accept the possiblity
that the depression in fish prices Is no accident.

Predatory price manipulation by foreign fish
processors Is not merely a plausible hypotheses,
It cries out to be tested. If the hypothesis is
eorrect, it implies either tlio abandonment of Die
state's bottomfish program or a major redirec-
tion of effort. Business as usual may be a long
road to nowhere, travelled at great expense.

a David Ronumo Is an economic consultant and
Investment advisor In Junoau. Ho was formorly principal
economist with the Alaska Dopartmont ot Commorco
and E'otiomlc Development and holds a doctcrato In
economics Irom Harvard Unlvorsity.
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Bristol Bay is not only one of the largest fisheries 1in
Alaska - it has historically been one of the most trouble—
some. Since the 1950s, the fishery has been rife with
animosity and strife between fishermen and processors.
Strikes have been common with resultant waste of the

resource until price settlements are achieved.

In 1980, the situation became critical. Negotiations be —
tween. the major marketing associations and individual pro—
cessors were confused and bitter, resulting in very little
fishing until a settlement was reached in early July.

During the strike, threats of violence were directed by
fishermen who refused to fish for the offered price against
fishermen who wished to accept the offer. The threats were
effective 1in reducing the effort until a price settlement
was reachea. The Department of Fish and Game estimates that
as many as 21 million additional salmon could have been
taken during the strike period, though cannery capacity
probably would have reduced that number. Under any criteria
the loss in value was enormous; to fishermen, to canneriejlL*
and to the State, which owns the resource. Moreover, coming
on the heels of a strike 1in 1979, serious question has been
raised as to how long other nations which wresently are for—
bidden to take Bristol Bay salmon will remain quiet while

millions of fish are wasted during domestic price disputes.



You requested thau the task force review what happened in
1980, with a view toward recommending State action to ensure
that whatever happened would not occur "gain. In an efforc
to do that, we have discussed the problem at length with
nearly everyone involved. Either as a g”oup or individually,
we have spoken with representatives of most major processors,
the directors and members of the major marketing associations,
and a number of fishermen who are not committed to any
marketing association. We have discussed the problem with
legislators from the affected area. We also participated
with the Legislature in holding hearings in Bristol Bay,

both at Dillingham and Naknek, during which, residents of
the area expressed their views. Final hearings were held 1in

Juneau on the same subject.

The task force has met repeatedly to discuss the information
available and to reach a decision as to concrete recommenda—
tions. The recommendations are contained in this report.
Since they nave already been discussed witli you and with
interested legislators, they will be outlined here only 1in
their basic form. Moreover, since extensive reports have
previously been prepared concerning Bristol Bay (particu—
larly that done for the Legislative Affairs Agency last
year), we will not spend time here with a lengthy historical
review, excepl as it is necessary to explain the recommen—

dation



The Nature of the Problenm

The basic element which underlies the economic strife of
Bristol Bay 1is the changes that have affected the fishery.

A major change 1is the fairly recent shift from a cannery
operated fishing fleet, subject to industry control, to a
fleet of independent fishermen, less subject to that control
Independent fishermen have the right under federal law

(15 USCA SS521, 522) to organize into marketing associations
These associations permit the fishermen to market their fish
in a collective manner, a right, which but for the law,
would be denied them under the anti-trust laws of the United

States.

Marketing associations are not unions and do not have the
powers granted to unions under the labor laws or the United
States. They may not, Tfor instance, establish prices which
must be paid to all fishermen by processors

[Hinton v. Columbia River Packers Association, (9th Cir.
1942) 131 F(2d) 88] or use traditional picketing and boycott
methods against processors for that purpose. They may not,
under law, interfere with the sale by non-members of the
associations to processors with whom the associations are
engaged in price disputes. They are exactly what the law
states - marketing associations - and whatever power they
have must come solely through the fact that they control a

substantial supply of fish desired by industry.



In fact, however, the marketing associations in Bristol Bay
have followed somewhat different patterns in negotiating
prices for fish. While the leadership of the associations
have made it clear that it is not official policy, there is
no doubt that members of the associations individually and
collectively, apply substantial pressure against both non—
members and processors during negotiations, primarily t*
ensure that no fishing wil? occur in the absence of an
association contract. In the absence of any 1* gal power to
accomplish this end, association members have adopted less
sophisticated, but equally effective techniques - speci—
fically those of intimidation. Association members are
quite blunt about i1t - in their view, it is simply a part of
the bargaining process - it always has been anu it always
will be. As a spokesman for the Bristol Bay Native Asso—
ciation put it in testimony to the Legislature: "Scare
tactics...is a part of of a process of expression in the

development of an agreement leading up to a price settlement.”

The marketing associations are in a developing stage, and
their procedures for negotiation are not very sophisticated.

Aside from the "scare tactics,” the procedures for adoption
and ratification of contracts are unsettled. Last year, for
instance, was the first time to our knowledge that any
Bristol Bay marketing association (in this case AIFMA), did

any kind of an economic scudy of the salmon market as a

prelude to negotiation. The study suggested a settlement at



a certain level, but when the executive board of the asso—
ciation reached such a settlement, it was rejected in a mass
meeting of the membership. Eventually, after much of the
season went by, an approximately similar offer was accepted.
The 1incident brings to light both the dearth of information
on economic conditions available to the marketing association
and the lack of any established procedures to analyze and
ratify contract offers, ”~hort of what are bound to be tense

and confused mass meetings.

The processors have equal difficulty in reaching settlement
in a timely fashion. First of all, under law, since they
are not dealing with unions, but with groups of independent
fishermen, there can be no industry-wide bargaining. Any
discussion or concerted activity between processors to reach
a price settlement is a combination to set prices within the
te~ms of the anti-trust laws. Since the processors have
already been sued under these acts for collusion and are
presently the subject of a federal investigation, they are
particularly sensitive toward avoiding even basic communi—
cation between themselves. The result is confusion - the
marketing associations deal with one processor, then with
another in an attempt to set a price for the whole bay, but
the processors have no real way of knowing what has been
offered or the status of the negotiations elsewhere. There
is also a great deal of historical animosity between pro-—

cessors and fishermen, dating from past times when fishermen



were employees of the canneries.

Many fishermen feel

that

the processors have never come to accept them as truly

independent, and that this failure

problem.
Whatever the cause, the bargaining

are set in Bristol Bay

cations are poor,

is primitive

the element of threat

is the root cause of the

process by which prices
in nature. Communi —

i constantly present,

distrust is high. It is no surprise that the process often
fails to produce a reasonable price settlement until the
situation becomes absolutely critical.

In a traditional industry - union negotiation, the impact of
failure in a bargaining process can be mitigated. For
instance, 1if the steel industry and the steel union fail to
agree on a price for labor, and a strike ensues, the 1icononvy

is disrupted,
fact that once the strike
to make up the loss.
strike of

creased processing at a

season is so short, and the run of
that the impact of a strike cannot
fish are in the river, there 1is no

is settled,
In most fisheries,
limited duration can also be rectified by

later time.

but the disruption can be minimized by the

more steel can be made

the impact of a
in—
But in Bristol Bay, the
such a concentration,

be rectified. Once the

way they can be recovered.

The excess escapement may produce more Tish five years

hence,

is not a one to one return,

but according to our best biological

but wasteful

assessment, it

over-escapement.



Moreover, unlike most industries, the product of the fishery,
the salmon themselves, are a resource that belongs neither
to the processors nor the fishermen. They belong to all the
people of the State, and a loss due to a strike is not just
limited to the participants in the strike. It is a waste of

the public™s resource.

The situation is further complicated by the fact that the
State has, 1in essence, given the parties in Bristol Bay an
exclusive right to develop and utilize this resource. The
fishermen are protected against outside competition by the
limited entry program, under which less than 3,000 gear
licenses have been issued. The processors are protected by
a series of State and federal statutes and regulations which
prohibit foreign processors from entering the bay to compete
directly for fish purchases. The State is presently com—
pletely dependent upon the reasonable efforts of fishermen
and processors at price negotiation to ensure adequate

harvest of a public resource.

There is, therefore, a clear State interest at stake in
Bristol Bay. But at the same time, it has to be kept clear
that the problems to be addressed are those created by the
clash of private interests in the economic marketplace. It
these interests are unwilling or unable to solve their own
problems, the State will have to take an active role 1in

assuring that in some manner the salmon resource is adequately



harvested. Every opportunity, however, should be given the
parties to deal with the problem themselves - primarily to
develop a system of settling the price for salmon which
alleviates the necessity of wasteful strikes. We see no
role for the State in establishing the price to be paid for
salmon or in telling the parties how to set the price. That
type of intervention would have implications far beyond the
price disputes in Bristol Bay. The whole thrust of the
State"s effort should be to create a climate within which

the parties can work out their own disputes.

With few exceptions, all the parties involved in Bristol Bay
recognize the need for some help in changing the present
process of negotiation. Obviously, the suggestions as to
what should be done differ. But out of all the discussion
and hearings, two central themes have emerged, both of which
have been endorsed by the task force for action. We will

review Lht_m separately.

A . A Comprehensive Marketing Study for Bristol Bay

Salmon:

The executive boards of all fishermen®s marketing
associations, plus all independent fishermen who have
made their views known to the task force, have asserted
that the key to a more sophisticated bargaining process

is information, and that the key element necessary is a



comprehensive marketing study for Bristol Bay salmon.
The marketing associations claim that they have no way
of knowing the basic data concerning prices for which
salmon can be sold on the wholesale market, trends in
those prices, and other factors which affect the amount
that processors can reasonably pay fishermen for the
raw product. The canneries have this information
available to them - the fishermen do not. If they did,
the fishermen assert, the parties would commence bar—
gaining from the same point, and would have an easier

time reaching a settlement.

Even those recommending the marketing study recognise
that there will be some initial difficulty in estab—
lishing die study as an aid to the bargaining process.
The best marketing study in the world will tell little
about the individual experience of a particular pro—
cessor, so there is a risk that even if the study is
done by an impeccable authority, processors will still
refuse to concede its relevancy. Moreover, diere 1is a
question as to the impact it will have on the marketing
associations themselves. Last year, AIFMA produced
just such a study, and it predicted a lex * of settle—
ment nearly indentical to that eventually reached. But
a tentative settlement at that revel by the AIFMA Board
was nonetheless emphatically rejected early by the

membership.



In spite of these considerations, the. task force re—
commends that the State obtain and finance the requested
study. It is the basic proposal made by the fishermen
most intimately involved in the problem, and they claim
that 1f a marketing study is done by an authority of
good credentials, it will be accepted by both sides,

and will be helpful in the bargaining process. Moreover,
the study has real public value. The fisheries are a
long-standing, major industry in Alaska, and there is a
legitimate public interest, "both on the part of the
Legislature and the Administration, 1in having an accurate
picture of the trends in the industry. Accordingly, we
believe that the study should be done, not only for

Bristol Bay, but for all of Alaska®s salmon fishery.

There is inadequate time available this year to have a
comprehensive study done for the entire State. There
is time, however, to accomplish the study for Bristol
Bay, so that it may be of use in the bargaining process.
The Department of Commerce has already contacted a
number of consultants who can perform the work. To
ensure the credibility of the effort, the selection of
a consultant will be done with the advice of all mar—
keting associations and industry spokesmen who will be
afforded the opportunity to comment on the proposals
before a contractor is selected. The scope of the

work, as well as a timetable for its completion, 1is

10



attached. The study should be completed by the end of
the first week in May and will not exceed $50,000 in
cost to be funded from existing appropriations to your

office.

As we move forward toward a more comprehensive annual
review of marketing conditions throughout the salmon
industry, we will have available this year®"s experience
with the study in Bristol Bay. This will afford the
Legislature, which will be required to appropriate
future funds, the opportunity to see how the study
operates 1in practice, and of what real use it is, both

to the bargaining procedure and to the public at large.

Controlling the Climate of the Negotiations:

There seems to be no doubt that physical intimidation
has been closely tied to the negotiation process 1in
Bristol Bay for many years. As early as 1962, Governor
bgan rade a special trip to Bristol Bay to lower the
tension that was building. Every strike since statehood,
such as those in 1969 or last year, has had its o0”n
litany of threats by fishermen against processors or

against other fishermen.

Much of the testimony before the legislative committee
concerned how real the threats really were during last
season®s dispute. Many pointed out that no one was

11



killed or even seriously hurt and that there was no
massive destruction of property. Others testified that
the flash point was always nearby, that guns were
present and that whatever the actual level of violence,
the level of intimidation was real and sufficient to

keep many fishermen who wanted to fish, on the beach.

It is difficult to determine how real the threats of
violence really are - whether left alone, they would
simply dissipate or have the potential to escalate into
action. But, the key fact to us is that many fishermen
and processing personnel who make their living in the
Bay believe there is a real threat of violence and
respond accordingly. Equally important, is the fact
that what intimidation is taking place has been insti—
tutionalized. Many fishermen in the bay regard in-—
timidation as an integral part of the bargaining process.
30 long as that is the case, threats of violence will
attend any extended and difficult negotiation and the

potential will always exist for real violence.

The pattern of intimidation goes back a long way and
its not going to change overnight. But, 1t appears to
us that the State must make a clear statement to the
effect that intimidation cannot be a regula™ part of
settling prices in Bristol Bay; that threats on life or

limb are just as bad when they are n.ade against fishermen

12



or processing personnel as when they are made against
anyone else. To do this, we 2:ecommend that the Public
Safety presence in the bay be increased substantially
during this and probably future seasons until a
pattern of dealing with price negotiations emerges.
Commissioner Nix has prepared a memo covering what he
il .ends to do in the bay this summer. It is attached,
in addition, assuming that adequate funds are appro—
priated, the Commissioner 1is planning to charter five
vessels so as to be able to patrol the bay from the

water.

IT a price settlement is not reached early, which would
avoid the necessity for the expenditure of contemplated
funds, the full cost for this program would be $320,000.
A bill has been diawn for submission to the Legislature
in the amount of $270,000. The remainder of the neces—
sary funds are contained in a supplemental budget

i ;quest already submitted to the Legislature. Since
members of both houses have participated in hearings on
this subject, they will certainly be knowledgeable on
the subject and >a are sure will have their own views

as to whether the program is necessary. In our view,

it is.

Bristol Bay is a fishery very much in transition.
Cooperatives are being seriously discussed. Some
fishermen are investing in small processor facilities,

13



and new marketing techniques are being developed. More
processing is being done by floating rather than onshore
facilities. There are a host of State programs ranging
from Alaska Renewable Resources Corporation to Alaska
Industrial Development Authority that can and should
assist development of those new and different means of
harvesting and processing fish in the bay. But the
development must be permitted to occur peacefully. We
believe the increased presence of law enforcement
personnel will have some effect in reducing the tension

level.

Some had suggested to the task force tl.at additional
steps should be taken as protection against violence on
the fishing grounds- specifically the revocation of the
limited entry permit belonging to anyone who was con—
victed of a violent act in connection with a fisheries
price dispute. Aside from the very rea] difficulty in
writing a satisfactory bill, we feel that this step is
not appropriate at this time. Under present laws,
there are substantial penalties for violence or threats
of violence. What has been lacking is not so much the
law as the ability to enforce it. That can be remedied

directly and should be.

14



Conclusion

The basic approach of this task force has been to ask the
parties involved what they thought would best help the
situtation, and then attempt to “r;.plemert those suggestions
into an effective government response. We did consider,
along the way, mere drastic government action, such as
opening Bristol Bay both to foreign processors and all
fishermen, limited entry permit or no, 1in circumstances
where it appeared the parties vduld not reach a settlement.
We concluded that such an approach is not called for at this
time. There 1is no reason to assume that the fishermen and
the processors in the bay cannot work this out by their own

means with the assistance they have requested of the State.

We 1intend, as you suggested, to monitor what happens 1in the
bay this year, and make a second report to you after the
season. We should then be able to assess whether what we
have recommended has improved the situation, and if not,

what further steps will be required.
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This report is respectfully submitted by members of the

Bristol Bay Task Force, March 23,

Avrum Gross
Executive Director

lcr; v. -4
William R. Nix, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Public
Safety

Charles R. Webber® Commissioner
Alaska Department of Commerce
& Econc nic Development

Michael Whitehead
Special Assistant to the
Governor

This report 1is approved:

1981.

C>a -

X1 i L
Ronald 0. Skah*), Gommissioner
Alaska Department of Fish
and Game

/ si

Edmund N. Orbeck, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Labor

Jojfti Williams, Commissioner
Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission

‘[UoacL

Date
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Attachment A

Request for Proposals

Project Topic

To evaluate market conditions related to the production of red (sockeye)
salmon in Bristol Bay during 1981.

Purpose

Information generated as a result of this project is expected to
provide a comprehensive and objective view of current and projected
market conditions for Bristol Bay red salmon. The intention of the
State is to make impartial basic market data and observation available
for reference by fishermen and processors engaged in annual preseason
price negotiations. The value of the project depends on the contribu—
tion such information actually makes toward the settlement of timely
and satisfactory agreements in Bristol Bay.

Selection of Contractor

The Office of the Governor will contract with an individual or firm
having substantial experience in the marketing of seafood products
or is closely familiar with the business and has an understanding of
current conditions and events occurring within the industry.

About five prospective contractors will be asked to personally present
their qualifications and work plan to a project management committee

on or about March 27, 1981, 1in Juneau. The project management com—
mittee will be composed of at least three people and, at a minimunm,
will represent the Office of the Governor and the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development. With the concurrence of the
Governor®"s representative, the committee will select the best apparent
contractor and proceed to negotiate major terms of agreement. It is
the intent of the State to have the contract writter and fully executed
within about five days of the contractor®s presentation.

The project management coiu.ittee will ask people from four or five
organizations reprerenting fishermen and processors to participate
in an advisory role with the project management committee during the
presentation and selection process.



Members of the management committee will rate each prospective
contractor on the following basis:

20% Compensation required (the total amount budgeted for
this project is $50,000. If the compensation required
exceeds about $40,000, the scope of work and project
feasibility will have to be reevaluated.)

40% Demonstrated ability of the firm to acquire accurate
basic data and information (previous related work,
familiarity with available sources, recognized sub—
contractors or associates and so on).

40% Demonstrated ability of the firm to organize and
evaluate market information and data, present under—
standable written reports and meec the time deadlines
imposed.

Scope of Work

The contractor will deliver to the Office of the Governor written
reports which provide in careful detail the following information:

1. Describe the actual or relative magnitude of sales of
Bristol Bay red salmon, by product form (canned, frozen,

fresh and roe) in each country of final destination.

2. Describe the specific channels used to distribute red
salmon products -- ending, 1if possible, at the point of
actual consumption.

3. Identify, where possible, specific firms which handle or
distribute major amounts of Bristol Bay red salmon. Con-—
centrate on any important systems of vertical integration
established by individual firms and points where actual
ownership of products are transferred.

4. Explain how and when red salmon products are further pro—
cessed, packaged and labeled after leaving Alaska. Describe
the circumstances under which various red salmon products
are purchased by the final consumer.

5. Describe as fully as possible the existing market demand
for Bristol Bay red salmon products. Determine if any
special efforts were or are being made to advertise or
promote sales. Compare current prices and the movement of
inventories with past years. Explain the attitude of
major users of Bristol Bay red salmon toward these products.
Evaluate the relative effect of alternative salmon supplies
to demand.



6. Provide an explanation of how the prices of Bristol Bay
red salmon products are established. Determine how prices
might be influenced or dictated by seasonal financing con—
ditions and mechanisms. Carefully document a significant
number of actual prices paid at various stages in the
distribution chain for various product forms and categories
of quality produced during the 1979 and 1980 seasons.
Relate prices to costs and margins at appropriate points
(especially consider any major factors which are likely to
influence production costs).

7. Present a well-reasoned analysis of expected market demand
for Bristol Bay red salmon harvested in 1981 and, based on
various possible magnitudes of supply, estimate an appro—
priate range of increases or decreases in current wholesale
prices which might be expected.

Time Frame and Deliverables

May 1, 1981 The contractor will deliver a readable draft report
of progress and a press-type summary of important
conclusions.

May 15, 1981 The contractor will deliver a final, complete report.
The contractor will also provide a clear and objective
summary of the final report. Depending on the infor—
mation to be presented, the summary might be five or
sixX pages. The summary will be widely distributed
to people involved in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery.

June 1,1981 The contractor will monitor important market indicators
and report any substantive changes in the form of a
press-type summary.



Attachment B

e« ¢« MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

T commissioner W.R. Nix PATE:  January 16, 1981
Department of Public Safety
FILE NO
. TELEPHONE NO: 269-5642
FROM. - r\lh SUBJECT:
Colonel T.R. Anderson " Bristol Bay
Director Contingency Plan

Alaska State Troopers

Preface

During the past few years there has been a movement among fishermen
to organize so as to be able to bargain collectively with the
buyers.

Events Leading to 1980 Strike

During the 1979 season, the per pound price of vred salmon was
established at $1.25. An excess of supply for that year resulted in

diminished marketability of the large catch. Consequently, there
were considerable quantities of unsold, frozen red salmon going into
the 1980 season. This was t fUctor precipitating the drastic

reduction in the per pound price offered in 1980 to 40d.

A large run projection (50 million) 1in 1900 provided the Tfisherneri
with the opportunity to organize and strike over the price being
offered. There would be no fishing until the price was raised.

The strike resulted in numerous threats of violence, some alleged

assaults, and some instances of boat ramming, including one incident
~e=ep which the Department of Public Safety vessel, Vigilant, was
" ql’gammedi by a fishing boat.

fu
£
g’ Several Troopers and Fish and Wildlife officers were sent to Bristol
ico'ép 88 Bay to quell any further acts of violence. lhe arrival of the
& < Department of Public Safety personnel had the expected effect of
E'ﬁ . CO reducing the potential for life and property threatening
{‘Q g’ @ activities.
= | cn
7\2¢\ Lu . . . .
Ls J)y the end"of three weeks, the per pound price had been negotiated
1> up to 68tF and the fishermen returned to work.
SR

The 1981 Contingency Plan

In an effort to minimize the possibility of a reoccurrencel'or ;
unlawful activity on the fishing grounds, the Comm"i.sstuner;of ~RjbYlcl1™1
Safety has directed that a 1981 Bristol Buy contingency planlbe
developed. At this time however, the preliminary indications are
that the factors necessary for a strike this season will® be absent,
one of the more salient of these being the projection of a
significantly reduced run of red salmon which means the fishermen
will not have time to strike without significant and perhaps
devastating financial losses.

n>00 | 70]



Commissioner W.R. Nix -2- January 16, 1981

Preseason intelligence

One of the more vital aspects of our preventative efforts will be
the gathering and assessment of information from the field and from
the participants of the Bristol Bay fisheries themselves prior to
the season. To this end, a system has been established within the
Department of Public Safety which links field activities with the
Commissioner™s office with a resultant two way flow of information.

Captain Harcourt Tew, Alaska State Troopers, has been assigned to
coordinate the flow of 1information between the office of the
Commissioner and the field under the following systenm:

All intelligence from the field will be directed to Lieutenant
Cent, CI0, 1in Anchorage. He will be responsible for forwarding
it to Captain Tew in Juneau with copies to Colonel Anderson,
Colonel Stickles, and Captain Swackhammer, Detachment Commander
of the affected area.

Tentative Schedule of events

The foregoing dates are merely > establish a general time frame anu
are not intended to portray the actual days on which these events
will occur.* This wiLl be progressively "fine tuned" as the fishing
season approaches and more information is received.

May 1D Local ano some out of state fishermen prepare boats and
equipment.

May 15 The Public Safety Academy will have completed and
distributed a 60 minute training tape on various safety
aspects of water borne enforcement. This tape will be
viewed by all personnel participating before departing
for Bristol Hay. The tape will include such things as:

vessel hoarding procedures, use of survival gear, small
boat handling in rough seas, an.l officer safety related
to on board contact with fishermen.

May 25 The Field Operations Commander arrives in Bristol Bay.
Captain Swackhammer, Commander of the Detachment which
includes the Bristol Bay fishing grounds, 1is assigned

ethe responsibility of acting as the Field Operations
Commander (FOC) and will coordinate activities in the
field such as:

- intelligence

- communications

- logistics

- equipment/supply needs
- general supervision

- other

"Some activity dates are firmly established at this time. These
events will be noted with the word “will." being underlined.
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May 29

June

June

June

June

June

June

June

June 15-18

1

1-7

1-10

10

10

10

The Field Operations Commander will remain in the
Bristol Bay area as long as needed.

All personnel will have viewed the training tape by this
date.

Corporal Schadle and Trooper Whitaker, Alaska State
Troopers, will arrive,”in j3ristol Bay (Schadle to King
Salmon, Whitaker to f~~iHgnam"fr They will each fly a
Department of Public Safety Super Cub throughout their

resf :ctive areas. It is expected that they will make
considerable personal contact with the people in the
area while in uniform. They will be gathering and

giving information during their travels with the main
objective being high visibility of uniformed Troopers.

Commercial king salmon fishing starts in the Dillingham

area. The increased fishing for kings last year is
believed to have been a result of the forecasted
strike. No strike related problems developed during

this period last year.

Alaska State Trooper personnel selected to participate
in the effort will begin to arrive in Anchorage for
staging and eventual en masse movement to Bristol Bay.

Fish and Wildlife Protection will be utilizing an Alaska
Department of Fish and Game 321 vessel for enforcement
in Bristol Bay. The vessel will be available only until
June 10 as of now.

Red salmon fishery opens.

Fight Troopers will be sent to Bristol Bay 1if needed.
Selected personnel will fly as a wunit 1in a chartered
twin.

Two chartered float equipped helicopters will be sent to
Bristol Bay from Anchorage. On board will oe three
additional Alaska State Trooper personnel:

- Trooper G. Hooper, video
- Trooper G. Lewis, video
- Trooper J. McGhee, MFDTVAC

Department of Fublic Safety video equipment //ill be used
continu®ily in the area arid the taping of fishing
related activities will be made obvious in an effort to

prevent potential violent conduct. Trooper McGhee will
serve as the Department of Public Safety on site
medicial technician.

MV Vigilant will arrive in Bristol Bay.
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June 22 Projected run will start to peak.
July 4-7 Actual run peaks (based on past years).
Aircraft Transportation to Bristol Bay

Of the fixed wing equipment available, Ray Tremblay has recommended
utilizing the Volpar twin to transport the -eight Alaska State
Trooper personnel to Bristol Bay. This aircraft can be chartered
from Troy Air in Anchorage. It will carry eight passengers plus
year to the area in approximately one hour at a cost of $430.00 plus
5% tax.

One Department of Public Safety Grumman Goose will remain on standby
in Kodiak for use in the area as needed.

On Site Aircraft Transportation

Two Department of Public Safety Super Cubs will be available for use
by Alaska State Trooper pilots as needed. Fish and Wildlife
Protection will make the necessary provisions to see that the 100
hour maintenance requirements, if needea, can be performed in the
field with no more than approximately six hours "down time."

Helicopters

Bell Jet Rangers on floats can be obtained through Alaska I-lelicopter
at a cost of $375.00 per hour plus fuel (burn rate approximately 35
gallons per hour). A minimum of three hours per day must be
guaranteed. Flight time to King Salmon is one and one half hours.

All aircraft used in the operation will be clearly marked as State
Trooper aircraft.

Watercraft

There will be three Boston Whalers (17, 19, and 21 feet) available.
The Vigilant will be carrying a shore boat also.

Liaison with U.S. Coast Guard

Commissioner* Nix 1is presently working on identifying the role which
the Coast Guard expects to play.

Communications

Presently there is a VHF transceiver at the Fish and Game facility
in King Salmon. There 1is also a single side band unit. Captain
Swackhammer is working with the Division of Communications in
assessing the engineering/labor needs in order to make existing
Department of Public Safety -equipment (i.e., MX 360 portables)
compatible with the King Salmon repeater.
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Ground Transportation
Captain Swackhammer will arrange for needed vehicles.
Meals/Lodging

Existing costs and insufficient dining facilities in the area may
necessitate providing one meal charge per day 1in addition to
allowing a $21.00 per day meal allowance.

An Alaska Department of Fish and Game bunkhouse in King Salaon will
adequately house all participating Alaska State Trooper personnel.
Department of Public Safety has been authorized priority use.

The availablity of facilities at Clark®"s Point and Egegik will be
assessed by Department of Public Safety personnel.

Dillingham Fish and Wilolife has a three bunk facility whicn may
have one bunk available to Alaska State Troopers during the period
in question.

While it appears now that the likelihood of another stikt by
fishermen 1in Bristol Bay 1is minimal, the preparations and planning
now underway by the Department of Public Safety should have a
substantial impact on minimizing the ability or desire of
participants in the fishery to generate violent or other unlawful
conduct shculd a strike occur.

Prisoner Handling

I. Felony Arrests

Individual(s) arrested for a strike related felony will be flown
to Anchorage as soon as possible to minimize the risk of such a
person being able to incite others to violence. Corporal
Schadle is the designated pilot should this be necessary.

Il. Misdemeanor Arrests

Misdemeanor arrests will be handled by either the King Salmon or
the Dillingham magistrate.

1. Mass Arrests

Captain Swackhammer will have a twin aircraft on standby to be
utilized for mass prisoner movements. This aircraft may be as
large as a ten place Navajo but no smaller than a Beech Baron.
In "the event of mass arrests, the prisoners will be flown

directly to Anchorage.
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IV. Existing Prisoner Holding Facilities

Presently there 1is a four prisoner facility at the Dillingham
Jail and a two prisoner facility in Naknek.

V. District Attorney"s Office:

District Attorney Larry Weeks will assign one member of his
staff to Bristol Bay if neieded.

Attachment



ATTACHMENT

Additional Equipment:

Based on the projected use of fourteen Alaska State Trooper
personnel, the following additional equipment will be needed:

03 Float coats © $46.45 each $139.35
06 Pair hip boots © $30.45 each $182.70
*14 Heavy duty rain trousers © $44.95 each $629.30
*14 Heavy duty rain jackets © $48.95 each $685.30

The imperial survival suit 1is available through Alaska Marine at
$299.00 each. They normally carry 12 suits in stock during the
spring. Allow one week for delivery from Seattle.

*Helly-Hanson (Norwegian Made)

Alternative Fixed Wing Twins:

Troy Air:

Navajo six plus gear, $975.00 plus 5% tax.
Anchorage Airways:

Cessna Titan, up to eight passengers but limited gear, $325.00 per
hour dry. Burns 30 gallons per hour, two hour trip.

Evergreen:

Twin Otter, 15 passengers, $2,400.00, one and one half hour flight
time.

Jet Alaska:
t

Lear, six passengers, $1,800.00, 45 minutes.
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MEMORANDUM

TO

r=0v

Kike Whitehead
Special
to the Governor

Assistant

TELEPHONE NO:

SUBJECT:

William R. Nix
Commissioner
Department of Public Safely

DATE:

FILE NO:

State of Alaska

1981

March 17,

465-4322

Bristol Bay
Approximate Costs

Following are the approximate costs for the «iya» (5) boat charters

concerning the Bristol Bay contigency plan:

Boat Charters 6/8/81-7/7/81 4

$1000.00 per day x 30 days x 5”boats

Actual fuel costs only for those

boats in transit to and from

Bristol Bay, not to exceed 5000.00.
x 5000.00

If contractor provides operator
during charter 6/8/81-7/8/81 cost
for operator-, not to exceed
5000.00.

x 5000.00

Total

department Costs

Troopers at Sea Duty Pav rate of
pay Overtime only

Transportation to/from Bristol Bay
travel

Per Diem, status only

Equipment - rain gear, survival
suits, boots, 385 x *15-1Z

Total

GRAND TOTAL

-0S-rOeer

$ 2570130 20 tobt>
$200,000 /bhC~NOGO
$ 51,000 "0 yw)
8,900 71JJ-C)
4,400 N520
$ 5,800 4 tdd
$ 70,100 S Up uo

$270,100



Archie N. Gottschalk
3-6000, Suite 109
Juneau, Alaska 99301
March 17, 1981

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

In reviewing the different statements made before the judiciary
hearings and the administration®s special Bristol Bay task force,
I would like to make several comments.

A number of persons have stated that what is needed for fisher—
men s marketing information from which to negotiate on an

equal footing with the processors. It is important to assess
this recommendation in context of what happened last year during
the fishermen®s strike in Bristol Bay. First, the Alaska In—
dependent Fishermen®s Marketing Association (AIFMA) had a
report, the Bristol Bay Sockeye Salmon Cost and Price Analysis,
from which to negotiate; second, the AIFMA negotiators had the
cost and price analysis in their hands 1in April;well before

the end of the strike; third, the negotiators, when they did
settle for their membership, settled*elow the pricing "break—
even point™ established iii their own cost and price analysis!
The negotiators caved 1in.

One 1is tempted to say, in light of what happened and what the
AIFMA negotiators said, that the leadership of the Alaska In—
dependent Fishermen®s Marketing Association sold out their own
membership in settling for the price that they did settle for.

The fishermen, AIFM\ members and non-member fishermen, were caught
in the bite of the line not of their making. Dave Milholland,
President of the Alaska Independent Fishermen®s Marketing Asso—
ciation during the strike, said of the AIFMA members who re —

jected the negotiators®™ recommend?.cions : "1 told them when 1
left that they ought to become more reasonable...”™ The ques—
tion is this: more reasonable than what? You must realize

that, when Milholland made this statement, the AIFMA leadership
had pushed for a settlement less than that established in their
own cost and price analysis!

(The general membership of the marketing association did not
have the Bristol Bay Sockeye Salmon Cost and Price Analysis
available to them; the analysis was a closely held document
by the association®s leadership.)
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March 17, 1981
Page Two.

Merely having marketing information available does not mean
that the fishermen have an equal fc”ting with the processors
in negotiating prices. Even if the fishermen were to have
direct information available to them, and not information
simply held by the association®s leadership, the economic
system of the fisheries lends itself to strikes, and the
problems attendant to strikes. The marketing, financing,
and processing aspects of the fisheries are predominantly
controlled by foreign corporations, especially Japanese
corporations: they determine the volume of salmon they want
to pack, and as we have seen over the years, the price that
they want to pay.

Information on marketing is inadequate: the state must

examine methods to alter the overall structure, or at least

assist those fishermen who want to break the Japanese stranglehold
to do so.

Something is greatly amiss when the residents of Bristol
Bay, sitting on top of the world"s richest resources, must
turn to social programs to carry their families through the
winter following one of the heavier salmon runs 1in history.

In light of the price settlement in E~rstol Bay last summer,
it may be advisable for the legislature to examine how many
fishermen br*oke even, how many lost money, and how many
actually made it.

Sincerely,

cc: Senator George Hohman
Representative Joe Chuckwuk



Archie N. Gottschalk
3-6000, Suite 109
Juneau, Alaska 99801
March 19, 1981

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

In following my testimony before the Judiciary Committee hearing
on th*} problems of the Bristol Bay fisheries, 1 would like to
restate a point that is of the utmost importance to Bristol Bay
residents; it has been apparently overlooked by both the Committee
and the Governor®s Task Force.

Both the Committee and the Task Force have concentrated their
efforts in addressing the problems between fishermen and the
processor over salmon prices and in addressing problems atten—
dant to a fishermen®s strike.

The questions that have been asked seem to revolve around two
main 1issues: First, how may the state best intervene, if it
were to, 1in helping to settle a fishermen®"s strike in Bristol
Bay this sunnier? Second, what role should the state take to
prevent "violence,"” as conceived by the administration, during
a strike?

The basic problem, however, 1is much broader than the dispute
between fishermen and processors: there are approximately one
hundred and twenty-five (125) fishermen without markets in
Bristol Bay this coming season. What 1is the state doing to
ensure that these fishermen are considered when addressing the
fishery problems in the Bay?

The legislature 1is entertaining a bill to provide one hundred
million dollars ($100,000,000.00) to processors for this year"s
season. A tremendous amount of time and effort 1is being spent
in hammerin”™ out the provisions for the pack loans, yet little
thought 1is given to the fishermen -- Alaskan fishermen -- who
lack markets: the pack loans do not affect the fishermen with—
out markets.

It is important to consider the fishery problems in Bristol Bay

in its totality: all the fishermen must be taken into considera—
tion. The time 1involved 1is very critical, the solutions must be
forthcoming soon; it is already the middle of March. It takes

nwo



Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
March 19, 1981
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time to put any system together. The 1logistics underlying a
commercial fisheries operation are complicated and require
time to work out. It is important for you to convey this
point in making any recommendation in your report to the
President of the Senate. Regardless of what has transpired

in the legislature regarding the Bristol Bay fisheries pro—
blem, the fishermen who lack markets for this upcoming season
must be considered 1in developing a system to handle the salmon
runs in Bristol Bay.

Sincerely

SNG:elm

cc: Senator George Hohman
Representative Joe Chuckwuk
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Cffiiaal Blsiness

JUaska jS>iaie 'plegtslalure

Senate
Committee on fadicizry Pouch V

AGENTDA

Senate Judiciary Committee Hearing

Monday, March 16, 1981
Butrovich Committee Room - 1:30 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER

BRISTOL BAY HEARINGS

Scheduled Testimony:

ADJOURN

Rodger Painter - United Fishermen of Alaska

Phil Daniels - Bristol Bay Fishermen®s Association
John Garner - Bristol Bay Fishermen®s Association
Sidney Smith - Independent

Hank Ostrosky - Independent

Eric Eckholm - Alaska Seafood Marketing Association
Val Angasan - Bristol Bay Native Association

Mitch Kink - AIFMA



Official Business

Senate
Committee on judiciary Pouch V
Cpitol
Jueau, Alada 9811

A GENDA
Senate Judiciary Committee Hearing

Monday, March 16, 1981
Butrovich Committee Room - 1:?< p.m.

CALL TO ORDER

BRISTOL BAY HEARINGS

Scheduled Testimony:

ADJOURN

Rodger Painter - United Fishermen of Alaska

Phil Daniels - Bristol Bay Fishermen®s Association
John Gamer - Bristol Bay l1rshermen®s Association
Sidney Smith - Independent
Hank Ostrosky - Independent

Eric Eckholm - Alaska Seafood Marketing Association
Val Angasan - Bristol Bay Native Association

Mitch Kink - AIFMA



Excerpts from tapes of radio traffic on the Naknek River on Saturday,
June 28, 1980.

Prepared aboard the Department of Public Safety surveillance vessel,
M/V Vigilant, Capt. Lockman in command.

The excerpts are in chronological order from a single 90-minute tape,
highlighting the most relevant conversations. Excerpts are only presented
to save the Committee time; however, t.he complete tape is available for
the Committee on request.

A Salamatoff Seafoods salmon tender - the Sal-Sea Belle - is moving up
the Naknek River with a load of salmon on June 28, 1980, while the
fishermen®s strike is still ongoing. Striking fishermen are trying to

prevent the Sal-Sea Belle from reaching a dock where the fish can be
off-loaded.

At the same time, fishermen are discussing the possibility of blockading
the mouth of the Naknek River (to keep vessel traffic from entering or
leaving the river) and patroling the grounds to keep fishermen from
fishing.



Lockman: IT they"re shooting at him, then its a whole different
ball game, OK.

Fisherman #1: For Christ"s sake, why in the hell don®t they stop
this shit? What"re you guys doing out there- just...
having fun?
Fisherman #2: Fuck you...

Fisherman #3: They sound like a whole bunch of really bigmen,about
four years old.

Fisherman ff4: Somebody®"s going to £3t....

BREAK

Fisherman #1: He"s right in our starboard side- he"s right on there,
"s leading this guy in here.

Fisherman if2: W.iats somebody going to do to block them Whalers, .get
that son of a bitch while they®"re loading...and...OK

Fisherman #3: Whats the matter | ch se damn people, are they
all stupid?

Fisherman #: Think they®"ve just stuck our quotos up there on top
this violence...why don"t you move your ass-—

Fisherman 1ib: What are you doing to stop that scow before somebody
gets hurt- we may have to shoot one of "em before anybody
wises up-

BREAK

Fishermanff 1 We want more support, and we want men.

Fisherman ff22 What are you talkin® about...
You can see nothing®s going down here.

Fisherman H3: .forced to get a

Fisherman H: Just watching us play games, they can stop this shit.
and they...the god damned anchor before somebody gets killed
Nobody can get a shot of you running up there.

BREAK

Fisherman #1 Shoot “em!

Fisherman if2 He®s got Fish & Game right by his side-

Fisherman 3 God damned boat!

Fisherman ifl Shoot the Fish & Game,, shoot “em!

Fisherman #5 They got bigger guns than vou, ya wimp ass suck...



tape transcript, page 2

BREAK
Fisherman #1 I feel the, uh- explosive nature, uh, of this whole
thing, uh, why 1is it that..._.maybe...you didn"t close “enm,
so that, wurn, they®d think 1it"s serious...
Lockman: Yeah, roger, that"s gotta be my recommendation, I agree it"s

gone a little too far now, OK.

Fisherman #1: Yeah, 1 think so, uh, 1its not enough, uh, not enough
boats fishing here to make, uh, any difference 1in the, uh,
escapement, errr, all that kind of stuff, 1its jJjust too
risky; we don"t want to see any, anybody go down here.

Lockman: Yeah, urn, thats our concern, uh, ya®" know, that"s why we haven™t,
we haven®t taken any action, uh, so far. We"ve jJust been
sitting here watching people break the law, you know. We"re

not going to continue to do that. Uh, 1"m going to recommend
to the State arbitrators that they just shut, close Bristol
Bay for the year and everybody can sta.”™ again next year. OK.

Fisherman #1: Well, maybe thats the way to do it.

Fisherman #2: Don"t be ridiculous.
I came to fish.

Lockman: Yeah, I, uh, agree with ya there, uh, 1 think, uh, thats,
uh, pretty extreme measures, too, uh, but we can"t, uh,
can"t go on with this, the fishermen have already lost
this battle, uh, they®ve done more damage to their 1image
in the last 48 hours than they®"re gonna recover from in
the next ten years, OK.

Fisherman #1: Get the Governor to close this whole fishery down before
somebodys killed and he®"s got blood on his hands. This 1is
gettin® out of hand damn quick-

(garble)

Fisherman #2: Sal-Sea Belle over here- close right down on her, Mable B;
And 1 think right now is the time to close the river “cuz
there ain"t no one up the river, with fish on board and if
we close her right now, we"re cool.

BREAK

Fisherman 1ill: Bunch of us standing around here doing nothing, well
the main thing is get on up that, inside the river and
block the fucking main entrance.

Fisherman H2: Sal-Sea Belle, did you make it to the docks?

Fisherman H3: ...where 1is this dock? Is this dock alongside this barge?

Fisherman #2: Roger, the dock alongside the barge.

Fisherman 3Jl4: OK, coming now, we®"re going to put it off the...now.
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Fisherman #5: OK, block that barge off and block that dock off.
Thats what they use for their helicopter launching pad.
Just block the dock and block that barge. Don"t let
them even get close to it.

Fisherman #5: He"s way up the other side of the...from Peter Pan.
Fisherman #6 7 More boats down here.

BREAK
Fisherman U : beatin® our brains...against the wind...

We gotta go out and stop the guys from fishin®. Why
stop a 180 foot tender when you can go stop a 32 ft

gill netter. Lets use our brains. We"ve got 50 thousand
boats. We patrol the area, thats all we gotta do, is
stop ten stinkin® boats from fishin®. We don"t stop no

180 ft boat, he"ll knock us down like a bowling ball.

Fisherman #2 Not with motars, he won"t,

Fisherman #3 heh, heh, heh, bet your ass.
Fisnerman M Well, we should get together and hold a meeting and
decide what we"re gonna do - we"ll block the river, stop

the guys outside or what are we gonna do, Let"s hold a
meeting and

Fisherman #5: thats what yesterdays meeting was for.,.

Fisherman #4: but nobody wants to listen. They"ve been there all day,
Leo. They"re seventy strong right at the dock.
Listen, lets stop arguing, lets go to the inouth of the
river and we"ll all tie up and we"ll get together and make

the plans.

interupt: we"re going to be right here...

Fisherman #4: talk about what to do - get to the mouth of the river
and lets organize... like human beings...and we"ll stop this
thing. Stop cussing at Alaska packers and stop cussing at
everybody else. Let"s do this like...and we"ll finish this

thing. We"ll all go to the mouth of the river and we"ll
have a big party like Jimmy says.

BREAK
Fisherman #1: Yeah, we need more boats.
Fisherman #2: Yeah,these guys from Red Salmon can go up there. Hey,

why don"t you guys around the Red Salmon area go up in the
dock...that boat, 1isn"t at the dock yet.

Fisherman m3: Ain"t gonna be able to get in...
Fisherman #4: Listen, Dominic, do you know how many boats are gettin”

bumped right now. Do you know how many boats are gettin®
bumped?
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Fisherman

Fisherman

Fisherman.

Fisherman

BREAK

Fisherman

BREAK

Lockman:

Break

Lockman:

Fisherman

Lockman. ;

Fisherman

interupt:
Fisherman

Fisherman

r5: Mo, I mean, 1if you got a fucking tender, or any dock
or any barge at this present time.

i6: He"s about 25 feet away and he®"s bumping our boats!
We need more boats! Uh, Dorn, we need more boats!

..garbled

*7: God damn 1it, lets go, lets get outta here, lets go,
we need more boats. Whats the matter with you guys.

1: I believe the, uh, skipper of that...an emergency
meeting of the Alaska Dept of Fish and Game. Fishermen
could be called together, uh, within the...

probably and that they could issue an executive order,
the fishery would be closed for everyone, until this
powder keg 1is taken care of.

Yeah, I really don"t know whether they can do that or not,
but that®s what I"m gonna recommend.

Just that little group thats all wound up. They pretty
well got 88 all to themselves there, this morning, uh.
We"ll be standing by on 16, OK.

$1: Thats a mistake - when you only say 5%, this whole
industry is uptight and you"re sitting on a power keg over
there. Don"t ... don"t conceive that idea that there®s

only 5% thats running this. This whole industry is uptight.
Don"t forget that.

Well, what is your suggestion, OK.

11: Just what the man said, call the Governor and close
this thing down 1in the interest of life, liberty and the
industry

pursuit of happiness
1: this 1is gone on. Please stand by your CB radio.

12: We"re here to make a living, not please somebody.

Bear stand by now. The canneries and boats alone deserve
the Governor®s attention. And our livlihood and our
families deserve his consideration also. This 1is a lifetinme
industry for many of us. We"d like to see it protected
lawfully, legally and we"d like to fish it the same way.
And these renegades, when they*re fucking the whole 1industry,
its gonna just create a bundle of tension. Somebody or
something is gonna burn up or somebody®s gonna get killed.
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Fisherman #2, continued: That"s gotta happen. I"ve seen guns
pulled on this river before. And believe me, its no fun.
So I hope that you will convince that Governor that
the best thing for the industry is to close it down,
until 1its settled. One way or another. We"ll go home
or they"ll take the fish, one way or the other. That"s
a convention of the whole damned industry out here on
this river, sir. Well, 1 thank you for listening and 1
hope that, uh, some consideration can be given to this
under the light of calmness and good sense, because we

do get a little wild out here at times. We"re individuals.
We"re not regimented lunch buckets out here, and we "re
gonna protect this industry. Ah, rest assured,
Break

Fisherman #1: Rita Marie 1is watching a tender and callin® Casey...
Going down river;
Watch her, watch her, watch her.
She®s goin® down; headin right towards you, Dom.

Fisherman #2: See there, the Governor said he wouldn®"t do anything

until he did see bloodshed.

Fisherman #3: Well, lets go get the guys that are catching thenm,
that"s right.

Fisherman #4: Somebody come up with a good idea.

Fisherman #5: The best idea is to go out and stop thefisherman.
And you"re not gonna get any...
...stop the fisherman...

Fisherman if6 They®re on the grounds at night, when its dark.
BREAK

Lockman: | agree with ya, 1its, ah, its sure got outta hand tonight.
But, uh, ya know, we"re doing what we can. We"re a little
outnumbered, OK.

I know, uh, what we"re trying to do is, ah, stay in a
neutral position here. VIE'I® trying tonot, ah, actively
support either faction, ah- our whole role here is to
protect life and property. And we"re bound by the law,
which sometimes, uh, doesn"t let us do it in the most
effecient way, 1if that makes sense to you, OK.

Fisherman (1= Well, ya know, | heard there was a couple of shots
last night.._..its not what I call protecting life and
property...scow...nobody gets hurt.

Lockman: Ya know pardner, | ya know, I uh, 1 don"t want to disagree
with you. I don"t have the authority to do that, you
know. I can tell boats not to shoot at em, too, but it
doesn"t do a lot of good. I have three troopers on
Sal-Sea Belle still, you know, they®"re not, their function
is to prevent anymore shooting, uh, there"s really no
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Lockman,

BREAK

Lockman:

continued: way they can do that, until

somebody shoots.
I"m just hoping it doesn"t get to that, OK.

It"s a tough situation, but, uh, 1 can"t do "er all at
once here, uh, ya know, I"d just be satisfied if, huh,
if we don"t have a more serious problem right here.
Well, we"re getting...they want us in the Nusigak, they

in Egegik and they want us here and they want

want us
its just that time of year

us outside in the anchorage...
for us, 1 guess, OK.
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DECENDLR 19GO *EUdA LAUDIPGS AT YAIEU, JAPAN, UP fit

Tuna and billfish landings at the major tuna port of Yaizu, Japan during December
1980 totaled 15,332 metric ton (IT) valued at ¥6,019 million ($32.4 million at
¥210=US$1), according to the Yaizu Fishery Cooperative Association. The landings
were up 935 £IT or 6t above the December 1979 figure. The increase was duo primar—
ily to gains in bigeyo, large yellowfin and skipjack landings. Exvessel prices of
tuna at Yaizu in December 1980 averaged $2,393 a short ton (ST) for albacore,
$1,239/ST for skipjack and $1,857/ST for large yellowfin tuna.

December 1980 rung and billfish landings and average exvcsscl prices at Yaizu
.

Quantity Average exvessel price 1/
1980 1979 1980 1979

Dec. Iov. Dec. December November December

SPECIES  ——====- - Metric ton------- S/KG $/ST ¥/KG C/ST ¥/KG $/ST
Bluefin 15 a-.i 917 3,961 974 4,167 1,545 5,964
So. bluefin 901 602 1,195 1,757 7,590 1,000 7,702 2,721 10,504
Bigeyo 1,543 525 961 647 2,795 653 2,794 \,034 3,992
Yellowfin (lgo)e~1,753 1,413 1,154 430 1,057 3/0 1,523 725 2,799
Albacore 367 112 505 5-1 2, 393 557 2,383 514 1,904
Swordfish 90 27 90 600 2,591 022 3,517 719 2,776
Striped marlin 14 in 93 050 3,671 010 3,466 9.15 3,532
Blue marlin 97 43 62 594 2,566 579 2,477 591 2,243
Black marlin G 9 66 540 2,332 501 2,143 802 3,096
Skipjack 10,467 9, 303 9.470 207 3,239 254 1,006 362 1,397

Total 2/ 15,332 12,074 14,397

1/ based on ¥210-"JS$1 for December 1980; V212-US$1 for November 1980; and ¥235=
US$1 for December 1979.

2/ Total also includes small tuna and some billfish.

-— Less than one metric ton.

ATU-RICAN SANOA TUNA PRICES, JANUARY 198.1

Tuna delivery prices at American Samoa for January 1981 remained unchanged from
December at $1,020 a short ton (ST) for albacore, $1,340/ST for yellowfin,
$1,140/ST for bigeyo and $1,040/ST for skipjack.

GHANA TUNA PRICES, PFCE.Tir.ER 1980

Frozen tuna prices at Toma, Ghana fc.- December 1980 were reportedly the name as
those for November. The prices for frozen tuna are, per short ton: yellowfin,
$1,102.13 (G.G.) $1,077.13 (HI); bigeyo, $1,077.13 (G.G. (. RI); and skipjack,
$977.13 (RI) $092.13 (MI) $677.13 (Rill).
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SALb"OH grade®™ 1, head-off, frozen, gillnct-caught
Red Puget sound, Southeast Alaska, 4-G lbs $2.57-2.70/1b,
6-9 lbs $2.72-2.77/1b
Bristol Pay, 4-6 lbs $2.52-2,.60/lb, 6-9 lbs $2.62-2.72/1b
Silver 4 1bs li under $1.60-2.20/1b, 4-6 1Ibs $1.67-2.02/1b,
6-9 lbs $2.02-2.-12/1b
King 7-11 Ibs $2.72-2.92/1b, 11-13 lbs $3.03-3.22/1b,
13 Ibs S up $3.17-3.32/1b
Chum bright 4-6 lbs $1.52-1.67/1b 6-9.1bs $1.32-2.02/1b,
seraibright 4-6 lIbs $1.27-1.37/1b

BLACK COD without collar, Japanese cut
2 Ibs a under $0.39-0.45/1b, 2-3 lbs $0.50-0.55/1b,
3-4 Ibs $0.70-0.75/1b, 4-5 Ibs $0.90-0.95/1.b,
5-7 lbs $1.07-1.10/1b, 7 lbs 0 up $1.10-1.13/1b
3-5 Ibs $0.63-0.33/1b, 5 Ibs £ up $0.93-1.03/1b

SoulID California squid, imports from San Pedro
5-9 fish/pound $0.60-0.61/1b o o

HALIBUT head-off, sidefin-trimmed
10-20 Ibs $1.47-1.72/1b, 20-40 lbs $1. 37-7..52/1b

SLRI11P Idxican shrimp, brown, head-off, frozen 2kn-b Bcks
16/20 (1.6-20 shrimp per pound) $5.42-5.60/1b, 31/25 $5. 32-5. 55/1b,
26/30 $5.21-5.50/1b, 31/35 $4.50-4.75/1b, 36/40 $4.15-4.25/1b
41/50 $3.69-3.75/1b

UIIOLFSALC PRICK AT TOKYO CI"TTRAL WHOLESALII MARKET
January 23, 1901

ABALOdC  Japanese product, live, with shell
$0.32-14-62/1b

SURILITI (minced Alaska pollock meat)
shore-processed, frozen, grade 2 $0.63-0.63/1b,
factoryship-proccsoed, frozen, grade super A $0.90-0.92/1b

ALASKA POLLOCK ROD sa.ltcd, processed, Japanese products, grade 1
small $5.40-5.05/1b, medium $5.05-6.30/1b,
large $5.40-5.35/11)

5ALMOH ROB eujiko, imports from Alaska, salted, processed, chum
grade 1 $9.00-9.46/1b, grade 2 $7.05-0.32, grade 3 $6.75-7.20/.1b

HERRItIG ROB imports from Canada, processed
largo $10,12-12.37/11), medium $10,12-11.25/1b

SLA URCUIb ROC imports from Los Angelos, fresh
receipts 5,103 trays (Lray-0. 14 Ib) $1.93-11.00/tray

SAW 10t; imports, red, semidreosed, 4-6 lbs $2.92-3.15/1b,
dressed, 4-6 lbs $3.15-3.26/11)
Mothership-processed, rod grade 1
3 f%h (3 fish per 22 Ib box) $3.93/1b,

4 fish $3.32/1b, 5 fish $3.69/1b

dote: Yen/dollar conversion based on ¥202=>US$1.



JAPANESE TU..A PURSE SLIWL"R FISHERY DLVCLOPHIEIITS

The Japanese tuna purse seiner FUKUICHI iiAlcU which is®"engaged in tuna sucvcys
under charter to the semigovernmental iiarine Resources Research Center reportedly
caught 308 metric tons of mostly skipjack tuna during the first half of December.
The catches were made on 7 sets around schools associated with drifting wood jn
waters north of Bismark. Another Center-chartered tuna purse seiner NIPPON MARU
(999 gross tons) caught 8 tons of tuna (skipjack 3 tons, yellowfin 3 tons, bigeye
2 tons) during the same period in waters north of Bismark. The catch was made on
1 set near drifting objects.

JAPANESE FROZE!? ALBACORE EXPORT PRICES

Japanese export prices for frozen round albacore to the United States in late
January were reportedly quoted at around e.&f. $1,250-1,260 a short ton for west
coast deliveries.

U.S. FISHERY EXPORTS TO JAPAN DOMII 111. J%i DECEMBER

Japan imported >%7,329 million (270 million at ©“212=US$1) worth of fishery products
while exporting ¥17,310 million ($01 million) during the month of December this
year, announced the Finance Ministry. As compared to the comparable month in

1979, the imports were down 21.5% while the exports rose 13.5%. The United States
sold “4,156 million ($19 million) to Japan, down 11.1%, and purchased “93,117
million ($14 million) from Japan, up 52.9% from the came period last year.

BLACK COD PRICES

Wholesale pricks of Japanese longline-cnught black cod at the landing ports in
Japan in late January wore reported to be around “735/kg ($1,65/1b at “202=US$1)
for 4 to G fish to the case (cace=15 kg)," V592/kg ($1.33/1b) for 7 to 8 fish to
the case, *%461/kg ($1.03/1b) for 9 fish to the case, 5f-34Q-350/kg (0.73-0.79/1b)
for 11 to 12 fish to the case, ¥300/kg ($0.67/1b) for 13 to 15 fish to the case
and “196-260/kg ($0.44-0.60/1b) for 10 to 20 fish to the case.

WHOLESALE PRICES OF U.A AT TOKYO CENTRAL WHOLESALE MARKET
January 23, .1981

BLUEFIN TUNA
imports from Miami, Florida, jumbo, fresh, airfreighted
receipt G fish highest $6 .75/1b, average $4.55/1b, lowest $2.47/1b

BIGEYE
impoi iss from Taiwan, fresh, airfreighted
receipt 9 fish highest $3.37/1b, average ?2.G0/lb, lowest $1.35/Ib

YELLOWFIN
fresh, receipts 20 fish highest- $6.30/1b, average $3.37, lowest $2.47/1b
|

frozen, roccipts 204 fish $3.15/1b, average $-m35/lb, lowest $0.70/1b

imports from Taiwan, fresh, airfreighted

receipts 42 fish highest $7.42/1b, average $3.45/".b, lowest $1. 35/1b
. 1 « 1]

Note: Yen/dollar conve* sion based on V-202«=US$1.
-3-



JAPAITESE FISHERY IMPORTS, DY SELECTED SPECIES, OCTOBER A!NID JAHUARY-OCTOBER 1980

Fishery Products OCTOBER JAT1UARY-0CTOBER
ke; ¥1,000 _ k£ ¥1,000
Live
Young eel G, 046 4b,939 122 .192 1,920,743
Adult eel 731,617 1,230,130 13,361 425 20,983,250
Fresh
Skipjack - - 01 696 8,437
Yellowfin tuna 1,053,271 1,033 361 9,303 937 9,515,220
Dlucfin tuna 27,962 71 007 659 914 1,306,203
Bigeye tuna 135,409 127 938 630 SOI 626,455
Billfish 72,230 77 769 756 555 805,919
Yellovtail 155,146 100 030 330 579 234,617
Salmon 578 1 952 12 926 16,310
Spanish mackerel 263,410 186 414 3,502 155 1,728,073
lairtail 2,770 2 216 38 639 24,611
Sea bream 203,335 191 494 1,397 662 1,265,516
Frozen
Skipjack 328,091 71 990 5,131 120 1,117,879
Albacore 64,538 22 301 606 989 203,656
Yellowfin tuna 1,476,477 698 250 21,251 471 14,540,340
Bluefin tuna 24,840 8 420 332 840 300,937
Bigeye tuna 3,029,603 1)400 369 30,938 177 21,393,160
Billfish 1,242,854 444 324 12,331 710 5,721,127
Herring 1,075,571 266 307 23,010 349 9,840,921
Cod 83,711 23 021 9,037 483 3,472,899
Yel? owtail - - 16 207 6,228
Jack mackerel 631,659 101 745 3,371 997 560,559
Herring roe 89,138 131 107 .180 105 195,004
Cod roc 774,137 330 123 6,766 030 3,900,469
Salmon 4,105,202 3,950 127 36,141 551 20,317,605
Spanish mackerel 506,960 99 451 2,001 036 564,101
ilairtail 151,040 52 962 1,129 462 332,477
Croaker 110,540 44 996 1, 334 450 549,637
Sea bream 645,606 190 419 0,442 60.1 2,750,264
Shark 171,031 37 730 976 097 255,716
Smelt 1,049,609 140 797 31,529 030 0,500,500
Fresh/frozen
Lobster, spiny 211,200 5u7 302 2,063 277 5,806,502
Shrimp 14,955,216 23,273 200 116,290 940 190,580,236
Crab 1,595,611 1,591 596 23,009 202 19,529,401
Squid 4,579,041 2,665 679 03,990 615 41,528,224
Octopus 6,606,795 2,977 500 44,611 910 34,870,720
Abalone 163, Li0 267 254 1,446 753 2,190,063
c2am 2,151,136 351 020 11,732 168 2,623,908
Scallop 5,240 5 335 50 258 72,540
Whale meat 2,272,913 1,076 010 22,942 206 12,901,642
Si,3ted/dried
Salmon roe 1,616,927 3,273 602 7,011 025 10,310,969
Herring roe 479,321 1,7'2 426 . 5,013 150 16,001,301
Herring roc on kelp 1,204 3 150 520 037 976,653
Squid 153,147 275 025 1,554 950 3,232,402
Sea urchin roe 1/ 234,563 601 097 1,596 432 4,663,792
Jelly fish and
sea cucumber 1/ 570,540 397 507 3,600 755 2,606,404
Canned
Abalone 46,035 129 441 519 090 1,383,759

1/ Includes fresh and frozen
Conversion rate: ¥200=US$1 for October and V226=US$1 for "Thnuary-Octobor



1980

Value
V1,000

23,046
1,205,087
9,184
8.13
1,238,130

4,221
21,960
132,649
10,227
40,390
138,212
367,382

756,167
62,071
618,954
21,196
339,656
97,133
24,153
49,473
377,100
3,468
2,665,679

444,159
00,326
1,918,204
141,592
8,399
245,130
68,855
2,977,509

34,736
21,330
9,033
2,042
14,037
219,405
41,922
38.1,913

. 159,995
70,716
18,015

3,016
279,226
10,792
41,012
601,097

Japanese fishery imports, py sfiltccttjp coijijtry OF origin. October
Commodity £ Quantity Value Commodity ft Quantity
countrv kg 000 "- country kq
SKIPJACK, frozen - ADULT ELL, live

Korea, South 24,607 7,040 China, Mailand 18,236
China, .Taiwan 16,040 4,447 China, Taiwan 706,531
Haldive 287,133 60,336 Thailand 6,370
Panama 261 109 United States 180
Total 328,091 71,990 Total 731,617
YELLOWFIN TUNA, fresh/frozen LOBSTER, spiny, fresh/frozen
Korea, South 1,195,116 561,848 Indonesia 5,932
China, Taiwan 1,048,115 1,018,644 India * 15,480
Philippines 33,940 25,027 Kambia 74,301
United States 396 552 South Africa 5,470
Panama 247,840 122,965 Australia 20,114
Total 2,529,748 1,736,611 Hew Bealand 72,166
ALBACORB, frozen Total 211,200
Korea, South 57,757 18,067 SQUID, fresh/frozen
China, Taiwan *"4,301 2,609 Korea, South 1,449,961
Panama 2,480 745 China Taiwan 47,675
Total 04,538 22,301 Thailand. 974,270
BIGEYE TUNA, fresh/frozen Malaysia-.v 39,800
Korea, South 1,839,169 912,368 .Spain .. 558,263
China, Taiwan 803,378 345,459 Greece 189,315
Singapore 35,794 21,817 .Canada 106,509
Philippines 14,371 9,059 United States 177,192
Panama 201,242 115,784 Morocco 476,952
United States 8,427 1,757 Argentina 14,594
Total 3,165,092 1,528,307 Total 4,5" 9,841
SALMON, frozen OCTOPUS, fresh/frozer
Korea, South 5,000 5,203 Korea, South 876,425
Korea, North 4,200 065 -Thailand 16,758
Canada 709,405 792,437 1 Spain ; 4,314,018
United States 3,263,932 3,103,946 & Lybia 224,352
U.S.S.R. 123,000 51,216 Panama 14,364
Tota] 4,105,860 3,960,079 Mr mnc.o 490,485
SALMON RCE, salted, dried Canary Islands 137,761
Canada 262,267 409,591 Total 6.,6>6,""95
United States 1,354,060 2,784,091 SEA BREAM, fresh/frozen
lotal 1,616,927 13,273,602 Korea, South 124,320
HERRING ROE, salted, dried Panama , 88,540
Korea, South 330,044 1,250,756 China, Taiwan 11,020
Korea, North 1,076 996 Hong Kong 2,232
China, Mainland 33,162 33,553 Spain 61,920
Canada <. 78,560 222,759 Hew Lealand 265,689
United States 35,679 54,362 Argentina 162,850
Total 479,321 1,362,426 Total 040,991
YOUilG EEL, for fich culture SEA URCHIN ROE, frcsh/frozen, salted
Korea, South 4,546 30,6009 ., Korea, South 51,466
China, Mainlandl 1,500 7,250 Korea, North 54,375
Total 0,046 45,939 China, Taiwan 17,340
CLAM, fresh/frozen China, Mainland 2,310
Korea, South 48,513 " 19,230 United States 75,923
Korea, North 1,012,980 141,691 Mexicol 3,813
China, Chile 23,934
Mainland 1,009,643 190,099 ~Total 234,563
Total 2,151,136 351,020 *«



JAPAJESE FISHERY EXPORTS,

Fishery products

Fresh
Skipjack
Yellowfin
Frozen
Skipjack
Albacore
Yellowfin tuna
Sea bream
Pacific mackerel
Saury
Salmon
Rainbow trout
Shark

Flatfish
Cod

Frozen,
Shark
Flatfish
Cod

Fresh/frozcn
Shrimp
Squid
Octopus

Canned
Salmon
Albacore

In oil
In water
In tomato sauce
Other packs
Skipjack
In oil
In water
Other packs
ilackerel
eIn oil
In water
In tomato sauce
Other packs
Sardine
In tomato sauce
Other packs
Clam, little neck
In oil
In water
": Other packs
Oyster
In oil
In water
Other packs

Fillet

Uote:

kg

1,122,067
159,660

5,792,475
1,166,451
28,440
1,003,453
1,872,212
127,331
32,965
50,520
23,536
439,731

100000
1,480,441
274,991

199,20.1
265,862
38,781

24,337

290,592
896,104
5,716

1.417,220
920,002
102,897

017,513
6,534,673
7,341,525

34, 958

5,640,519
231,413

861
07,400
5,143

190,736
296,020
300

January-0October 1980

BY SELECTED SPECIES,

October

r

Von/dollar conversion rate:

¥1,000

161,434
21,554

1,510,110
410,925
2,572
92,910
323,410
137,478
21,220
15,333
7,913
105,106
P
1 41,891
622,094
121,165

239,631
101,646
44,512

25,095

291,344
795,897
5,323

1,328,343
696,727
36,868

336,990
1,327,556
1,777,750

16,707

1,251,360
49,534

1,607
42,975
3,716

209,519
157,102
654

¥200=US?1

OCTOBER AND JA1IUARY-OCTOBER

Jnnuarv-0ctober

kg

17,056,566
713,905

45,028,744
40,140
9,033,421
397,330
10,391,722
13,557,835
846,753
420,006
768,776
1,111,123
6,323,455

1,720,086
14,797,096
3,065,615

1,570,339
15,454,809
306,140

101,542

3,854,578
7,708,498
26,195
4,753

10,325,638
4,941,130
350,725

.
17, 54 j, 394
58. *."<0,311
.PC.,060,876
158,511

42,859,773
1,503,337

0,040
000,996
45,452

936,343
1,394,039
17,007

¥1,000

2,761,292
07,313

12,561,987
21,206
3,377,212
43,238
1,024,522
2,576,633
717 110
293,941
211,922
350,420
1,329,928

980,525
6,320,610
1,770,512

2,315,070
5,701,273
303,705

89,092

4,066,73/
7,247,729
25,262
2,762

10,141,613
3,917,011
216,240

0,071,354
12,122,411
23,407,517

83,300

10,004,077
376,306

«12,794
427,068
35,663

1,106,412
709,060
16,691

for Octobor and ¥226<=US$1 for



JAPANESE FISHERY EXPORTS,

Commodity G Quantity
country he
SKIPJACK, canned
United Kingdom 337,533
United States 386,072
Germany 38,908
Switzerland 260,409
Cannot 116,091
Belgium 26,225
South Africa 210,813
Syria 61,915
Saudi Arabia 9,231
Austria 12,859
Egypt 25,719
Total 2,443,119
MACKEREL, canned
Philippines 252,000
Papua Hew Guinea 1,487,231
Indonesia 184,966
Singapore 361.009
Nigeria 4,977,405
Egypt 1,666,878
United Arab Emirates 532,328
Saudi Arabia 243,191
Malaysia 973,160
Fiji 306,701
Sri Lanka 1,587,575
Jamaica 102,000
Yemen 18,240
Netherlands 113,200
Gabon 104,528
T jtal 14,720,669
SARD HE, canned
Philippines 2,226,078
Singapore 660,211
Malaysia 201,489
Netherlands 123,896
Puerto Rico 209,765
United Kingdom 433,658
Belgium 06,206
Dominica 70,027
Papua Mew Guinea 48,609
Total 5,640,519
SHRIMP, frozen/fresh
Guyana 01,832
United States 6,712
Surinam 29,348
Canary Islands 2,430
Total 199,281
CCD, Krozen
United States 210,990
Australia 40,076
Total 274,991
OCTOPUS, fresh/frozen
United States 37,754
Total 30,701

BY SELECTED COUilTKY OF DESTr.IATIO.I, OCTOBER 1900

Value
Sr,o00T

302,607
657,366
32,070
233,102
106,675
23,849
191,895
55,036
8,026
11,500
23,253
2,061,938

42,167
282, 245
48,325
74,720
1,284,311
382,412
107,631
112,900
191,565
67,569
284,813
10,029
0,026
25,912
20,638

3,459,019

4ul,129
132,757
64,065
34,040
53,504
119,223
22,006
13,061
13,009
1,251,300

93,990
14,700
36,613
3,622
239,631

100,304
19,233
131,165

42,950
44,512

CojRinodity G Quantity
country kg
SKIPJACK, frcsh/frozen
Continental U.S. 1,699,105
Puerto Rico 1,040,346
Papua Lew Guinea 953,570
Guam 761,405
Ghana 1,100,020
Marianas, Marshalls
ft Carolines (USA) 169,297
Total 6,915,342
ALBACORE, frozen
Continental U.S. 194,479
Puerto Rico 14,602
Total 209,081
SAURY, fresh/frozen
Samoa 939,620
South Africa 265,000
Mautitius 100,000
Malaysia 83,000
Uruguay 30,000
Singapore 243,580
Total 2,072,212
COD, frozen
United States 61,991
South Africa 74,755
Korea, South 315,000
Total 4539, 731
FLATFISH, fresh/fillet
United States 1,187,956
Australia 175,443
France 36,535
Sweden 71,436
Canada 9,071
Total 14#400,441
SQUID, fresh/frozen
Italy 75,952
Canary Islands 04,560
Canada 80
United States 79,693
Total 265,162
SALMON, canned
Australia 22,176
Total 24,337
ALBACORE, canned
United States 657,336
Canada 240,560
France 31,965
Kuwait 4,763
Saudi Arabia 51,430
Lebanon 16,216
Cyprus 51,213
Swi tzerland 74,390
Hong Kong 953
Total 1,192,412

Value
yTTooo0

455,617
534,103
128,731
190,007
228,201

32,703
1,671,544

91,963
6,765
98,720

157,045
52,029
21,266
13,432

7,046
37,635
357,029

23,792
20,651
52,513
105,106

409,655
713,265
17,203
33,699

3,992

622,094

33,504
36,093
140
15,014
101,646

22,492
25,095

240,560
231,608
31,320
4,529
40,121
15,319
49,565
03,513
1,002
1,092,564



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

MAILING ACIDFIiCOG <i OfTICX

197 SOUTH f-'BANKLIN ST
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99QOl
907 SP6-2020

RocJger Painler
Executive Director

RESOLUTION //81-1

March 11, 1981

WHEREAS the cominercial salmon fisheries are vitally important to
Alaska®s economy; and

WHEREAS Bristol Bay sockeye catches are expected to account for more
than one-fourth of the 1981 statewide salmon harvest; and

WHEREAS limited world markets for Alaska salmon products will be
greatly influenced by the amount of sockeye harvested in Bristol Bay during
1981; and

WHEREAS there was strong disagreement over the condition of world salmon
markets during the long, bitter price dispute between processors and salmon
fishermen in 1980; and

WHEREAS the ovt r-oscapemont of 21 million sockeye salmon in Bristol Bay
during 1980 may sharply reduce survival rates; and

WHEREAS continued underutilization of the tremendous uristol Bay salmon
resources could result in a reallocation of the fish under international
treaties to Japanese fishing fleets; and

WHEREAS Bristo" Bay fishermen and processors have widely divergent views
of the "ondition oi" world markets for Alaska salmon during 1981; and

WHEREAS all of Alaska®"s commercial salmon fishermen will be affected by

the outcome of negoitations over the price of sockeye salmon in Bristol Ba>; and



Page 2 - Resolution r/81-1

WHEREAS the State of Alaska has assumed the lead role in attainting to
solve the complex problems leading to the price standoff in Bristol Bay; and

WHEREAS the State of Alaska has the responsibility for the sound economic
management of the natural resources belonging to all citizens of the State; and

WHEREAS a first class study of world salmon markets would give fishermen
and processors common ground for discussions of prices for Bristol Bay salmon
and pinpoint the market value of the state"s valuable salmon resource in
Bristol Bay;

BE IT RESOLVED that the United Fishermen of Alaska believes the State of
Alaska lias the responsibility to fund a first class study of world markets for
Bristol Bay salmon to help ensure full utilization of the resource and avoid

the potential of losing the crucial salmon runs to Japanese fishermen.



NUSHIGAK FISH PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE

This management system is designed to replace and to correct
many of the inequities which have characterized the system which
has marketed the Bristol Bay salmon in the past. It is the out—
growth of an investigation by a group of Bristol Eay fishermen

carried on over the period of the last, five years.

Historically, the major processing firms operating in
Bristol Bay have carried the full burden of the financing of the
product. To alleviate a major cost, inventory, the brokeraging
of the product has added upwards of a 400% markup at this stage
in the marketing stream. This markup accounts substantially for
the fact that little Alaskan salmon is marketed in the continental
United States. It has not been competitively priced with other
meat products available. In their investigation, the fishermen
determined that if salmon could enter the market at approximately
50% of the value that brokerage firms were doing so, a competitive
market could be established. This could be accomplished by having
the fisherman become involved as an owner or first title holder.

It means the elimination of many layers of brokeraging. It means
that the fisherman must share in the financial burden of his pro—

duct until it has been sold into the market.

During the 1979 season, on a small scale, this 1idea was

tested. The test was successful.

Following the 1979 season, the fisherman®s group determined
that there is a domestic market for 30*million pounds of fresh
ar.d fresh frozen salmon and 6 million pounds of canned salmon

which can be developed.

The Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative work on a cooperative
effcrt in the 1980 salmon season and did not get any help from the
Srate or Federal agencies. The cooperative effort was at a larger

scale, so the 1981 salmon season looks like to start at a smaller



scale of approximately 5 million pounds, which was done in 1979

salmon season.

The Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative will share in th%e
cost of the product to the market at a cost much lower than the

market price, yet able to break even to live for the winter.

The Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative have contracted
C.M. Consultants and INFACT (Inter-Oceanic Factors, 1Inc.) to manage

the cooperative effort.



Thf Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative will butcher a
good portion of their catch at Dillingham and be flown to
Anchorage to freeze and will also be barged to the West Coast

to be frozen.

The freezing at Anchorage 1is very limited so a good
portion will be frozen at Seattle or on the West Coast during
the peak run. Also at the peak a good portion will be butchered
at Anchorage. The portion of the product that cannot be frozen

at Anchorage will be frozen in the West Coast.

The main reason for so many steps is because Alaska does
not have any facilities to freeze at a peak run which Alaska has

most every year.

The Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative 1is strongly trying
to use local help as .ruch as possible to get local participation

into the cooperative effort.

The tendering for Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative will

be with the help of Levelock Village Corporation and local tenders

The facilities for butchering in Dillingham 1is with the help
of the village corporation of Dillingham, which has a site and a

bui-lding-..

The real problem the Nushigak Fish Producers face 1is to buy
equipment and materials for the operation. The Nushigak Fish
Producers cannot compete with the high interest rates and the
cost of the equipment and materials. Since the existing canneries
have amortized the equipment and materials over the years and

that cost is not a cost factor to the existing canneries.

The Nushicak Fish Producers Cooperative also have the pro—

blem of high interest rates for a peck loan.



If the State can in any way help to give the Nushigak Fish
Producers Cooperative an equipment and material cost grant for the
1981 salmon saeson, it will help a lot of people throughout the
State. Also, if the State would lean money at a low interest rate
so the cooperative effort can be on an on-going effort and concern

for the fishing industry.

By looking at the cooperative effort, the Nushigak Fish
Producers Cooperative 1is willing and able to try a pilot progranm
for the 1981 season. It would really help if our government
(meaning the State of Alaska) would help in any way or form to

make this pilot program operate through the 1981 salmon season.

Thecooperative effort would put a lot of people to work and

it will help the State in the long run.



INTER-OCEANIC FACTORS, inc.

INTERNATIONAL HEADQUARTERS =« LONG SEACH. CALIFORNIA

MO WCST OCEAN BOULCVARD, LONS BEACH, CALIFORNIA &L(Q
TELCPMONE (213 7*87 TELEX; % CABLE: INFACT

March 14, 1981

Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative
P. 0. Box 154
Dillingham, Alashe 99576

Gentlemen:

We, 1Inter-Oceanic Factors, 1Inc. (INFACT) , would like to reconfirm
our desire to work with you on the proposed program to develop a
more stable marketing system for A.laskan seafood production and
bring the fisherman closer to the marketing activities 1in both
the quality of product, sold and resulting financial gains. The
exchange of communications and our recent meeting 1in Dillingham
have been most productive. At this time | would like to thank
the members for their assistance and hospitality during our visit
last week.

In review, it is apparent that due to major changes 1in the national
economic system, 1i.e. high cost of money for the marketing sector
to purchase and maintain inventories of seasonally produced pro—
ducts, restricts the ability to pass on to the producers (fisher—
man) an additional percentage of any market increase to offset

the disproportionate increase in the producers operating cost,

i.e. higher fuel costs and increased capital investment required

to maintain an equal production level.

We believe your plan for an active fish producers cooperative to
maintain control of their production through shore handling and
processing, thus permitting a more direct route to the ultimate

market, 1is a valid one. Such an operation would eliminate any
restriction of fishing activities, of an already short season,
due to delayed raw product price negotiations. If properly

fina iced, 1t would also provide a more stable market of finished
products eliminating the necessityof a higher margin for the
current speculating buyer system. AND, create a more responsive
and supportive market by providing a more stable price, thus
permitting them the opportunity to project and implement proper
sales promotional activities toward the ultimate buyer - the
consumer.



Nushigak Fish Producers Cooperative
March 14, 1981
Page -2

Since our original meetings last fall, we have researched through
our associate offices in Europe, the Far East and domestically

the possibilities of establishing buyers who would be desirous

of participating in a more direct purchasing system and supportive
of providing additional sales promotional activity. I stated at
our meeting we have been very successful and have a committed
buying clientele in all three marketing areas.

In addition to operating in a variety of markets, it is also im—
portant to provide a full spectrum of products, fresh, fresh
frozen and canned. Provisions for this activity have been taken
into" consideration in the processing and handling program being
developed in conjunction with C.M. CONSULTANTS.

INFACT and its staff have accumulated many years of experience
in fishing, seafood processing and market development, both
domestically and internationally. .In its marketing activity,
INFANT differs from the norm in that it performs as a "factor"”
(according to Webster, a representative of a principal) not a
broker and acts as a liaison between producers, processors and
buyers to assist in coordination of marketing requirements with
production capabilities.

In order to establish a successful cooperar.ve marketing concept,

a pilot model should be implemented first. As stated, [INFACT

would be pleased to work with C.M. CONSULTANTS and the NUSHIGAK
FISH PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE to attain this goal. A successful pilot
mode.l would permit the establishment of effective procedures and
allow the fisherman to understand his increased participation and
responsibilities. The successful marketing and other inherent
benefits will provade the interest and possible participation by
other Bristol Bay fishermen and associations.

Ke will continue working with C.M. CONSULTANTS 1in establishing
the operating parameters required for the pilot model and look
forward to future meetings with you.

Sincerely,

INTER-OCEANIC FACTORS, INC.

V. E. MATTSON,
President



February 12, 1981

Mr. Gene Mattson
Inter-Oceanic Factors, Inc.
100 V?est Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Mr. Mattson:

In reply to Mr. Constantine G. Gratsos®"s letter dated
January 16, 1981, I am in complete agreement.

As we have mentioned before, the joint venture method

of an arrangement between the fishermen and market is
the only way to create stability. This concept has

been accepted by the Fishermens Cooperative in Dilling—
ham, also by the cooperative located in Naknek.

At this point we must conduct a meeting as soon as
possible either in Long Beach or preferably 1in Anchorage,
to cover all the issues pertaining to this venture.

Enclosed you will find a schedule that we are working
with along with a summary manual on our module processing

plant.

R. DAVID KINCAID

RDKrmee

Enel.

Project Sopervn'on She Inrttiipstion S/it Logiitict Sne Trtnuontiion
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February 12, 1981

Mr."” Gene Mattson
Inter-0Oceanic Factors, Inc.
110 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Mr. Mattson:

I, Carl Heyano, am Secretary of the Nushagak Fish Producers

Cooperative which 1is officed in Dillingham, Alaska. Our
organization has received a copy of your letter to David
Kincaid dated January 16, 1981. I am authorized by the

Nushagak Fish Producers Cooperative to notify you that we
have agreed to the concept and intent of the letter and
this has been approved by the Board of Directors of Nushagak

We are desirous of organizing a joint venture between
Nushagak Fish Producers Cooperative and your organization

on a profit sharing basis.

We have started putting our figures together for the prices
and terms and will have these ready to work with when you
arrive in Anchorage for the meetings.

We eagerly await your arrival here in Anchorage and if you
need any further information or if we can be of further
assistance to you, please let us know or call David Kincaid

at C.M. Consultants.

Very truly yours,

NUSHAGAK FISH PRODUCERS
COOPERATIVE

/ /v R
/ . -/ V—>C/I.e.Cer
carl Heyano,
Secretar>

) ) ] P. 0. Eox 154
cc: David Kincaid Dillingham, Alaska 99576



After more than twenty years of
personal activity connected with inter-
national fisheries. V. E. “Gene” Mattson
saw the need for a special type of
organization. One which would bring
together fishers’and maritime experts.
A source ofexperienced guidance ir. all
phases of the fisheries
industry. So in 1965.
he organized Inter-

Oceanic Factors. Inc.
iINFACT).
Since then.
INFACT has
provided managerial,
consulting and
procurement services
for the development
ofdomestic, foreign
and international
fisheries projects. It
hits furnished sales
direction, management expertise and
procurement surveillance to principals
wishing to sell or purchase products in
overseas and third-country markets.
And INFACT has developed an
extensive import-export operation.

INFACT isa leading firm in the
highly specialized field of fisheries
consulting. Clients include individuals,
corporations, governments and
international agencies. The scope of
INFACTsoperations isworld-wide. The
professional fisheries experts on staff

cey - o-

INFACT represents Racor
Industries in the Pacific, Far East, md
Mid East. Racor fuel and water filter/
separators are made to handle engines
from 10 lip to 10.000 hp.

have skills ranging from food technology
to economics, from fisheries biolog)’to
company management. INFACT also
coordinates design and specifications of
various fishing vessels, ranging from
shrimp trawlers to tuna purse-seiners. for
clients around the world. These services
include vessel and
machinery
procurement—and
supervision of
construction where
necessary' to assure
compliance with
specifications and
on-time deliverv.
INFACTs
import-export
activities include the
purchase, sale and
international transfer
ofraw and processed
fisheries products. The firm has become
a major supplierofhigh-value items such
osshrimps, lobsters and scallops—as v ell
as tuna—to the U.S. West Coast market.
Most o f these commodities are imported
Font Far East and Latin American
sources. INFACT is also developing
distribution of seafood products into
Canada and Europe. In addition.
INFACT acts as liaison between
producers and importers to assist in
coordination of market requirements
with production capabilities.

Besides seafood products. INFACT
also deals in other food and non-food
items. For example, the firm isa major
supplier of food and dry goods to a
supermarket chain in Tahiti, and
furnishes Caterpillar engines and
machine parts to the fishing industrv in
the same South Pacific area. Among
fNFACTs diversified assignments are
those being conducted for the Fort of
San Dieso in the
Far East.

INTER-OCEARI6 FACTORS, INC.

Inter-Oceanic Factors. Inc.

110 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach. California 90802
Telex 656-353; Cable INFACT
Phone (213) 435-7497



THE INFACT WORLD
Thailand, 1965- o
Periermed an investment survey of Thailand fishenes. Acted
as consultants for developing commercial processing of
frozen shrimp and lobster,

_ Representatives for Acknpon Export Co,. Ltd. and
United Cold Storage Co., Ltd. in the international marketing
oftheir products.

Colombia. 1966-1967
Recommended fishery development programs for the
government of Colombia under auspices of UNDP. Advised
on investments to a consortium of major companies and
government ministries in fishery projects.
South Korea. 1967- _ .
Determined economic, commercial and technical
requirements for the capture, production, P_rocessmg and
marketing of mackerel and tuna, a major fishery program
for the government of the Republic of Korea. | _
Executed a proqram for training Korean fishermen in
modem purse-seine techniques. _
Assisted with overseas procurement finance and
constnrction of modem shrimp trawler fleets for
Korean clients.
Somalia, 1967-1968 o
Performed an appraisal of facilities and activities of the
Somalia-Amcrican Flshm(t;,Com any for USAID. Presented
commercial fishery evaluation of the cast coast of Somalia
and the Gulfof Aden.

India. 1969-1970 _ _

Acted as consultants and fishery advisers to the World Bank.
Evaluated studies and loans for development and
construction of major fishing harbors.

United Slates, 1969-1970 _
Devel_oged raw material sources and packaging processes for
new fishery products of General Foods Corporation.

Singapore, 1970- _ _ _
Parficipant in construction and operation of an integrated
tuna complex, including freezmq_and cold storage facilities,
dock and vessel handling ctpabrlilies, ajoint venture among
U.S., Italian and Korean interests.

Venezuela. 1971-1972 _ o
Evaluated and gave recommendations for; exploitation of
rcsou ces, cannery installations and fleet additions. Designed
plants and supervised installation. Provided stalTtraining
program for Venezuelan mackerel and tuna packers.
Panama/Costa Rica 1971- _
Consultants and mana(%ers for development and operation
oftuna pursc-seine fleet. Arrangement of international
trading, including purchase and transshipment of tuna to
world markets.

|ta|¥. 1971-1975 o

Pertormed as consultants and aavisers in the development
oftuna production unit in Bari, Italy, and an international
fishery program, including shore plants and fleet foran
Italian government group.

Philippines. 1971- _ _
Perfomred investment survey. Developing tuna production
units for international markets, including tishing, fieezer/
motherships and transshipment systems. International
marketing ol seafood and related products including vessels
and equipment.

Korea/Japan, 1972 _ ,
Conducted scientific appraisal of resources and requirements
for proposed development of skipjack fishery, for Overseas
Private Investment Corporation,

Mexico, 1973-1975

Performed as technical and mana?ement consultants for the
establishment of ajoint venrure él aly-Mexico) tuna project
at Mazallan. which included modem superseiners, land-
based cold storage and tuna processing facilities.

Ecuador, 1973-1976

Acted as technical consultants for the development and
installation ofa regional fishery school at Manta in
cooperation with the National Fisheries Institute and
prepared a vocatjonal training program for purse-seine
captains, master fishermen and engineers, a project financed
by the World Bank and the Ecuadorian government
Guyana, 1973-1974 , . .
Performed a detailed study of fish processing and marketing
fit Guyana and CARIFT A countries, sponsored by the
United Natjons Developme.it Program and the World Bank
in cooperation with the government of Guyana.

Surinam, 1974- _

Assisting the Korea Marine Industry Development
Corporation in the purchase 0f50 modem shrimp trawlers,
built by Bender Ship Building of Mabile, Alabama: these
vessels to fish the northeast coast o f South America. Activities
included: assistance in obtaining Export-Import Bank
financing; vessel design; machinery selection and
procurement; coordination ofconstruction; liaison for
outfitting, crewing and delivery. ,

A similar service for the construction and purchase of
10shrimp trawlers also was provided to Jedong Industrial
Company ofKorea.

Indonesia, 1975- _
Performed preinvesiment study for fishery development
project for amajor U.S. ol firm, _

Performed |nvest|Pat|on and made recommendations
for the development of a long-term aquaculture and pond
f|she2<5p_rograr_n. _ o o

sisting in supervisory missions to Indonesia to inspect
and recommend on World Bank fin:ir ced integrated
skipjack and tuna projects at Ambon and Acr Tembuga.
Malaysia, 1975 L
Participated in a development prolgram for the fisheries
sector of the east coast of Peninsufar Mala¥5|a under the
auspices of the Asian Development Bank o formulate
longer-term development plans for vessel construction, fish
harbor complexes, marketing, technical-economic assistance
and training to fishermen.

e Commerce, 1965-

Intemalional trade and commerce in fish, frozen
seafoods and other food products. Equipment
and machinery for the fishing industry. Assistance
in selection, procurement, financing and
construciion of modem fishing vessels. Import
and export of products to and from die United
States, Europe. South East Asia, the South
Pacific, Ear East and Latin America.
Commission agents and brokers as well as direct
buyers and sellers. International representatives
for Racor Industries of Modesto. California.



Vocational Thaning

Training of personnel for the fishing
industry ir,one of the Company’s major
capabilities. In addition to basic trainin'\!/, the
upgrading of fishermen, plant workers or
adminkticlive personnel to a high level of
competency is provided through on-the-job
programs. For developing companies, on-lhe-job
trai ing may be accomplished under
Management Contracts, with the ultimate goal in
mind that upon the phasing out of INFACT
participation, the project would he self-sufficient
and operating under qualified local control and
administrate .. Training programs vary from fish
catching, vessel operation, vessel maintenance,
processing, quality control, to administration
and management.

The Fisheries Training School at Manta,
Ecuador, is an example ofvocational facilities
designed, built and staffed under INFACT
supervision. Here, faculty and students may
learn the art of modem purse-seine fishing,
engineering, electronics and refrigeration

tech  .UQY, as well as a host of other specialized
s ’’jects from customized texts prepared by
INFACT in addition to visual aids and full-scale
working equipment.

The technical section of this Training
Center comprises four principal departments:
Fishery Technology'; Marine Sci  \s;
Engineering: and Nautical Scicnc  each
assigned certain curricula and subject areas.
Subject matter for the above is organized in
accordance with the traditional separation of
responsibilities aboard fishing vessels.
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DEPARTMEVr OF FISIT AMIITA>!]
0ff/C£ 0f THE COMMISSIONER

February 9, 1981

Mr. Kevin Bruce, Assistant to the
Honorable Patrick M. Rodey

Alaska State Senate

Pouch V, State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Bruce:

In response to your recent request for Bristol Bay salmon fishery information
I have enclosed two Department reports.

In the first report, entitled "Preliminary Review of the 1980 Bristol Bay
Salmon Fishery,"™ you will find a narrative and tabular material documenting
the 1980 salmon harvest and the area®"s salmon production and processing
capacity analysis. The report does not provide estimates of projected pro—
cessing capacities for the 1981 season as many factors will influence industry
planning and their actual inseason effort. Generally, we do think that the
1981 processing effort and capacity will be adequate to handle the forecasted
21.2 million salmon harvest. This 1is provided that all onshore canning and
freezing facilities are utilized to the extent they were during the 1.79 and
1980 seasons.

The second report, the 1981 Bristol Bay sockeye salmon forecast, describes the
run projection developed for each of the major sockeye salmon producing river
systems :.n Bristol Bay along with estimates of harvcstaule surpluses by
fishing district.

Your question on eventual 1981 salmon prices is difficult to answer. We hope
for an early settlement this year as the projected run of 26.7 million cockeye
salmon will not allow the industry and fishermen the extended harvr oppor —

tunity that last year®"s 62.4 million Salmon run provided.

Fishermen are generally aware of this fact and will be seeking a resolution
before June 20, 1981 when strong sockeye catches historically begin. Further,
many fishermen suffered significant financial setbacks as a result of Last
year"s extended strike and they probably will be very reluctant to incur
similar hardships this season.



Mr. Kevin Bruce -2- February 9, 1981

On the other side of the issue, the industry®"s price offer will depend heavily
on market conditions and current holdings or inventories 1in addition to other
factors. Our Department cannot adequately comment on these matters with the
information now at hand. However, the Governor has established a planning
task force to review the situation in the upcoming months and report back
their findings. We are participating in that effort.

Please let me know if the Department can be of fui.cher assistance to you in
this matter.

Sin~o”oi \r

Ronald 0. Skoo"
Commissioner
(907) 465-4100

Enclosures



Naska: Jitafe “legislature

Pouch V
State Capitol

Ol Blaine3 Juneau, Alaska 99811

Match 12, 1981

Mr. Brad Matsen

Alaska Fisherman®s Journal
1115 MW 46th Street
Seattle, Washington 98107

Dear Mr. Matsen:

Please find enclosed an initial hearing report from the
Bristol Bay area.

The Committee will be holding final hearings on March 16
at 1:30 p.m. in the Butrovich Room..

Sincerely,

Kevin K. Bruce
Committee Aide

KKB/ods
Enclosure



Official BLsiness

Jvlaska jifaie ~1erxsbttne

House of Representatives

Pouch V
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

February 11, 1981

M EMORANDUM

TO: Rep. Fred Brown, Chairman
House Judiciary

House Judiciary Committee Members

FROM: Rep. Joseph Chucl

SUBJECT: Revocation ofCommercial Fishing Permits

I was recently informed that the Governor is entertaining
the thought of amending the commercial fisheries limited
entry law to provide for the revocation or suspension of
permits held by fishermen convicted of certain crimes committed

during fishing strikes.

As you know, the Governor is highly concerned about the
potential problems that may arise in Bristol Bay this summer.
Last year®s strike prompted the Governor to appoint Avrum
Gross to head the administrations special Bristol Bay Task
Force 1in examining options open to the State to iIntervene 1in
price disputes between fishermen and processors and methods
which may be used to prevent "civil disobedience."”

One suggestion from the Governor®s office iIs to revoke or
suspend commercial fishing permits held by fishermen convicted
of committing certain crimes during a strike. There are
already laws that handle various kinds of offenses? An
amendment like this would create problems rit"uer than prevent

them.

Although 1 have not seen any proposed amendment, |1 was
informed that it is being considered. If and when the
amendment 1is proposed by the Governor®s office, 1| would like
to completely review the matter with the members of thi
House Judiciary Committee.

cc Senator Pat Rodey



House of Representatives'

Pouch V
Statu Capitol
official BLgi Juneau, Alaska 99311
. February 13, «1981";" m

.Cexrmissioner William R. Nix

Alaska Department of
Public Safety *

Pouch N

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Commissioner Nix:

I am extremely concerned about tire upcoming Bristol Bay salmon
season and the role that the Department of Public Safety may
pursue during the negotiations over salmon prices between the
fishermen and the processors.

Governor Hanmond is quite concerned himself; in fact, as you
know, he appointed Avrum Gross, one of his close political
advisors, to head a special task force of which you are a menber.
The Task Force is to analyze the problems, as perceived by the
Governor, that arose last summer and to make certain recommend—
ations to ensure that those problems do not reoccur.

Since your department maintained a high profile during the
fishing strike in the Bay area, 1 would like to know what you,
as Commissioner, think happened in Bristol Bay last suimer
regarding violence, and, certainly, | would like to hear of your
concerns regarding this summer"s season.

Your department must be aware of specific acts of violence, since
the Governor lias become so concerned that he lras entertained the
idea of amending the commercial fisheries limited entry law to
provide for the revocation or suspension of permits for those
convicted of.committing certain crimes during strikes. 1 would
like you to enumerate the specific acts of violence you are aware
of that occured in the Bov. How many arrests were made by your
department during the strike? How many persons were prosecuted?
How many persons were convicted of comnitting acts of violence
during the last season? (I am looking for solid facts .)

To entertain an extreme idea such as the revocation or suspension
of peniiits, the Governor, in his concern over violence, must be
relying on data cocipiled by your department, or at the very least,
he must have been given reports of violence that have been

substantiated by your department.



JTdge C.
ComrLssioner NiX

I certainly don"t condone violence, but the prospect of revoking
or suspending fishing permits is questionable. You can recite
the numerous laws designed for public protection. There is no
shortage of criminal laws; the issue is simply one of enforcing

those laws already on the books.

I would appreciate a quick reponse to the questions that X have
posed to you. As | have already said, | am extremely concerned
about how the administration perceives the potential problems
that may arise in Bristol Bay this simmer.

Representative Joseph Chuckwuk

CC: Governor Jay Hammond
Senator Pat Rodey
Senator George Hohman
Mr. Avrum Gross

JC/ah



S T M JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

12-L2LH

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONEH  / pouchn - juneaum U

February 25, 1981 465-4322

The Honorable Joseph Chuckwuk
House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Chuckwuk:

In response to your letter of concern on the past and future of this
Department®s position related to the Bristol Bay salmon season, at the
outset, the Department will continue to follow its mandate, as it has 1in
the past, of taking such action as necessary to preserve law and order
and to protect the lives and property of all Alaskans.

As | am sure you are aware, confrontation begets violence. If confron-
JtatiQn does exist and a deterrent to violence is present during that”
time to prevent or reduce its capability of occurring, the results are
less severe than stopping the violence once it occurs.

The Department®"s action as related to Bristol Bay was primarily that of
deterring the yiolenco” that was ever present during the confrontation
that existed between fishermen and processors as well as fishermen and
fishermen at the time of salmon price negotiations in that area.

The information you requested as related to actual cases in the Bristol
Bay area is as follows:

Criminal

Data covers Bristol Bay area for April through
July of each year.

1978 1979 1980
Off./Arrest Off./Arrest Off./Arrest

Homicide/Manslaughter 1 1 1 1 0 0
Rape 1 1 0 0 0 0
Aggravated Assault 0 0 5 3 8 5
Burglary 5 1 6 1 12 1



Representative Chuckwuk -2- February 25, 1981

Larceny 27 2 5 2 17 1
Other Assaults 9 5 5 2 4 1
Vandalism 9 1 6 4 12 2
Weapons 1 1 2 2 1 0
Disorderly Conduct 3 2 2 2 17 6
Arson 0 0 1 1 0 0
All Other Offenses 35 8 20 6 39 7

Total 91 22 53 24 110 23
Fishing Citations Issued
Commercial 60 91 26
Sport Fishing 3 9"

Total 63 100 28*
*Note: 1. In 1980 there were no closed water restrictions.

2. In 1980 Fish & Wildlife Officers assigned to land, boat,

and aircraft in the Bristol Bay area concentrated on necessary
peace keeping activities.

The Department®s enforcement intelligence indicated that the prospect of
violence in the Bristol Bay area during the 1980 salmon price negotiations
was real, and govert and overt acts were committed to substantiate that

information. As a result, the Department in its role of crime preven—
tion elecijd proaction rather than reaction. The outcome related to our
presence to reduce the possibility violence in Bristol Bay was

obviously effective.

The position this Department will take in the upcoming 1981 Bristol Bay
salmon price negotiation will be a reflection of conditions that prevail
during that time and will be solely based on a level necessary for peace
keeping and the protection of life and property.

Simeerely,

William R. Nix
Commissioner

cc: Governor Hammond
Senator Pat today
Senator George Hohman

2.T-pck bne AAWVF T0psS — A - f)
e GUAM (Datwiiv- PH b, o ipftic



Official Business

JUaska jitafe "legislature

House of

Pouch V

Jureau, Alada 9811
February 20, 1981

Mr. Steve Permoyer, Director
Department of Fish & Game
Division of Commercial Fisheries
Subport Building

"Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Pennoyer:

I reviewed the following legislative status reports you recently

sent me: Kuskokwim Coho Research, KuskcJc-rim Bay Management Expansion,
Bristol Bay Sockeye Smolt Studies, Bristol Bay Salmon Test Fishery,
and the Bering Sea Herring Management Expansion.

I am concerned that the herring fishery in the Bering Sea lias
grown to be the largest herring fishery in Alaska in the short
time that it lias at the expense of threatening the resource itself.
Little substantive research has been completed pertaining to the
management of these stocks on a sustained yield level, and little
has been done to determine what effects heavy harvests of Bering
Sea herring have on other marine life. There are different stocks
of herring iIn the Bering Sea: what are the sustained yeild levels
of these different stocks, i1.e., what level of harvest is Kulukak
Bay capable of sustaining?

There must be a basis upon which die past management decisions governing
the hiring Sea herring stocks have been based to allow the tremendous
harvest and "waste" of these stocks. Upon what basis did the
Department of Fish and Game make dicir decision to permit the seiners

to participate in die Bering Sea herring fishery? What level of
harvest, in tonnage, is the department expecting for die different
herring stocks in the Bering Sea diis next season? In addition,

what effects may an over-harvest of these different stocks have

on other marine life?

I would appreciate a pronpt reply.

Representative Joseph Chuckwuk
cc: Camiissioner Ron Skoog

JC/ah



TO:
FROM:
DATE :

SUBJECT:

The following

(Alaska Jiictie

Senate
Committee on judiciary

MEMORANDUM

Senator Sturgulewski, Senator Hohman
Kevin K. Bruce
February 20, 1981

BRISTOL BAY HEARINGS
February 28-March 1, 1981

before the hearing committee 1in Bristol Bay:

Dillingham

Trumgn Emberg

Harvey Samuleson

Marketing Association

Marketing Association

William Nicholson - Individual

Val Angasen Bristol Bay Native Association

Andy Golia Individual

Jack McBride

Representative from City of Dillingham

Naknek
Stuart

George

Bowdoin Bristol Bay Borough
Gottchalk Individual
d/fwrt

micW  kuwDG" fcffd

®)fmQ

Western Alaska Cooperative

Western Alaska Cooperative

Imarpik Aquaculture Association

Pouch v
State Gpitol
Juneau, Aladka 93811

individuals have been confirmed as witnesses



Senator Sturgulewski 2. February 20, 1981

Some difficulty exists in determining the actual number of
individuals who wish to testify in both Dillingham and 1in
Naknek. Many of the persons listed are securing additional
individuals to appear before the Committee, and the list
should not be considered anywhere complete. The local radio
station is playing public service announcements regarding

the hearings and plans to broadcast portions of the hearings
on Saturday night. This should also increase the participa—
tion in the Sunday meeting in Naknek.

Additionally, 1 have been informed that the presence of
Commissioners Nix and Skoog will greatly increase the local
participation.

I have been informed by Representative Chuckwuk®s office that
several individuals will be present who are bilingual, in the
event a translator 1is needed.

For your 1information, 1 have, attached newspaper articles,
chronicling the events in Bristol Bay.

KKB/ods
Attachment



Alaska Jitale "legislature

Senate
Committee on judiciary Pouch
State T eitol
Cffical Bsinesss Jun.au, Alaska 99811

MEMORANDUM

T0: Senator I-lohman
Senator MulLoahy STU/fcfoligiOS+o

FROM: Kevin Bruce
Committee Aide

SUBJECT: Status of Bristol Bay Hearings

DATE: February 16, 1981

On January 28, Senator Kerttula requested that the Senate
Judiciary Committee examine the public safety problems which
surfaced in Bristol Bay during the 1980 salmon season.

After some examination, two aspects became clear:

1) Public safety concerns could not be divorced from
the negotiating process since the former isa
function of the latter; and

2) Since State Resources played a vital role, a repre—
sentative from that Senate Committee should also be
involved in the hearing process.

Senator Rodey was contacted by Avrum Gross, the Governor-"s
personal representative on the Bristol Bay Task Force, about
working together on the problem. Senator Rodey agreed to do so,
in order to eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort.

Severe® House members have also expressed an interest inpartici—
pating in the hearings, including Rep. Chuckwuk, Rep. Vaska, and
Rep. Zharoff.

In conversations wit¥ Rep. Chuckwuk®s staff, we have tentatively
agreed that the Legislative Committee should be comprised of:

Senator Hohman Representative Chuckwuk
Senator Mtrfrtrahy Representative Zharoff

In addition, Avrum Gross would participate as the representative
of the Task Force, and myself as staff to the committee.



Senator Hohman, Senator Mulcahy February 16, 1981

The Senate Resources Representative 1is not yet firm, and Chairman
Fahrenlcamp may select a different senator based on scheduling
conflicts.

The Bristol Bay hearaVngs will be primarily a fact-finding and needs-
assessment learing. Three primary concerns have already surfaced
in discussions with fishermen:

1) The Administration®s repeated plans to revoke limited
entry permits for individuals convicted of violent
acts on the fishing grounds; and

2) The expressed need for reliable information source
on salmon market conditions, processing capabilities,
run size, etc., for a base from which to negotiate;
and

3) The perception that public safety officers kept the
peace larely at fishermen®s expense during the 1980
season.

Undoubtably, other concerns will also be voiced by residents of
Bristol Bay.

The dates for which we are shooting are February 21, for Dilling—
ham, and February 22 for Naknek (see attached checule).
Additional hearings will be scheduled in Juneau in the following
weeks to hear testimony from the Administration, marketing
associations not represented in Bristol Bay, and for processors.

At this point, hearing facilities are being arranged by Rep.
Chuckwuk®s office. I will make the travel arrangements and
generally coordinate the affair.

If you have any questions, .suggestions, or requirements concerning
this, please let me know.



COffical Blsinesss

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT:

You have

Al1aska Jltare 7~egtslature

Senate
Committee on judiciary

Pouch V
S'iate Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

MEMORANDUM

Senator Sturgulewski
Kevin K. Bruce
February 27, 1981

BRISTOL BAY HEARINGS

asked that | prepare a memorandum of the hearings, and

specifically your role in the hearing process.

As Chair,

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

| do see
hearings.

I suggest you stress that:

The Legislature 1is conducting the hearings at the
request of Senate President Kerttula;

The Administration™s representatives are there as a
courtesy to the Governor, not as members of the
hearing authority;

The Legislature i1s on a fact-finding mission to
secure the input from the residents of Bristol Bay
as to what they see as:

a) The State"s role in the negotiating process
in Bristol Bay; and

b) The public safet”” concerns they may have 1in
relation to price disputes.

That further hearings will be conducted in Juneau
on the same questions, with outside processors,
fishermen not represented in Bristol Bay, and the
Administration;

That a report with recommendations to the Task Force
and to the Legislature will be prepared at the con—
clusion .

a potential problem that has surfaced prior to the
Senator Hohman has informed me that he will not



Senator Sturgulewski 2. February 27, 1981

participate in the process. It would seem that in order to do
this, he would have to explain to his constituents why he 1is

not participating, necessitating unfavorable comments toward the
hearings and i1ts objectives. You might wish to discuss this
further wlith him.

If, in fact, an appropriation from the Legislature 1is needed to
fund a marketing study, the fastest approach might be to ask
the Legislative Council to do so, by concurrent resolution.
Directly app.-opriating the necessary funds could cause some
delay, and as you know time is of the essence.

KKB/ods



To: Senator Kerttula
From: David Gottsteir.
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 to bare on fishermen 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
in Bristol Bay is far from my immediate grasp, but 1 believe 1 did
pick up enough information to describe some of the main factors that
lead to the violence, what form the violence took, and what were some
of the suggestions made by the people | 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 1informed individuals concerning the balancing of counterveiling
powers at play in the region, but | will just address the issues concerning
the eruption of violence last season.

There are two main faulty market mechanisms at play here, oeyond
the broader power discrepencies | hinted at earlier. Cne is that the
fishermen require the processors to commit themselves to one price for
the fish for the entire season. This puts the entire ,rsk of market

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



extremely conservative in their pricing. If the fishermen aren®"t willing
to take on any risk, they deserve less of a return. This in effect puts
the processors in a commodities futures market that doesn™t allow price
fluctuations for the fish 1in response co supply and demand characteristics.
IT the entire 3rista” Bay catch is unusually high, or the demand soft due
to surpluses or other market conditiors, the selling price per case will
drop, leaving the prccessors vulnerable. As a result the processors must
play the market very conservatively. A contributing factor this past year
was that the prior year®"s losses made it difficult for the processors to commit
to high prices.

The second market problem is that the fishermen in Bristol Bay demand
one price for fish to be canned and fish to be frozen. This creates a
natural conflict since the two have distinct selling markets. Only by
chance will they wild up 1in harmony. This is 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 frozen fish processors
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 being that the frozen
market price would set the price for the canned fish market. The canned
fish fishermen refused to recognize the two distinct markets. As a result,
the frozen fish fishermen were considered scab fishermen by the other fish-—
ermen, since their actions were considered not in the best interest of all
the fishermen, even trough the can fishermen wouldn®t recognize a secondary

market.



The feeling | got from the people | talked to is that most of the
fishermen, both canned and frozen, stayed on the beacr. rot out of complete
sympathy for the strike, but out of fear. There were enough fishermen
engaged in 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, initmicated voters duri®g rarketing
association meetings, blockaded harbors, brandished an: fired semi—
automatic weopons, and created hazardous boating situations. The feeling
I got was that most of the really had annles were from outside and
belonged to a-socalled fishermans "mafia,"” as they cal “ themselves. There
was also some limited native participation hinted. It wasn"t until after
a particularly rough boating incident when public safety officials put
out a strong statement that things seemed to cool down.

Phil Daniels believes that because the state protects the fishing
industry with limited entry and primary processing, of which the latter
may be knocked down in the courts, that the industry owes a reasonable
effort to the state to make sure the resource is harvested. Anything short
of a reasonable effort should perhaps result in the governor having the
authority co lift these protectionist barriers for a season.

Several recommendations were made with respect to reducing the
threat of violence.

1. Make it known and insure that the state will significantly increase
its profile in the region with experienced officers, ar.d that the state
won"t tolerate any violence. Only one person last year was brave enough

to file a formal complaint, and his case was thrown out.

2. Threaten to suspend or revoke limited entry permi-.s trom anybody caught

participating in violent conduct.



3. Investigate the use of a sliding scale pricing formula for each
market, "ike the one in use in the Cordova region. This would spread

the risk of price fluctuations and loosen the conservative nature.

4. Have the state participate in acquiring good market data before the
season begins so thac the fishermen have a better idea of what 1is actually

a fair price to be paid for their fish.

All of these are good long term solutions, but probably the best
action to be taken this season is a greater presence by public safety
officials, with a carefully thought out enforcement and punishment
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 recommendations on which to go with in
preventing a iepeat of last years experience. It might be noted that
non™ of the people 1 talked to had any faith that the governors task”

force would be of any help.



Alaska jJjitate ~"Cegtslalure

Senate
Committee on judiciary plUt vy
State Capitol
Official Business Juneau, Alaska 99811

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator Kerttula
FROM: Kevin K. Bruce
DATE: March 12, 1981

SUBJECT:  BRISTOL BAY VIOLENCE

I have reviewed the memo from David Gottstein and have
several comments:

The situation in 1981 is totally different from 1980 1in
Bristol Bay and, in fact, resembles 1979 more closely. The
projected harvest is 21.2 million fish. Total processing
capability in the Bay area is about 23-25 million fish;
therefore, processors and fishermen have a tremendous in—
centive to settle early and maximize the harvest.

Additionally, the market situation is also slightly different.
The latest inventory information indicates that frozen

markets continue to be somewhat slow, but improve from last
year. The outlook for the canned pack is deemed positive.

The current Japanese wholesale prices for U.S. pack have
continued to rise to a current level of about $3.37 a pound.

What all this indicates 1is that prices at the dock should be
up from 1980 as we"1 as demand; therefore, a logical reason
for extended price -negotiations does not exist.

Admittedly, logic has not always prevailed in Bristol Bay
negotiations, but early indicators suggest that most parties
wish to avoid a repetition of last year.

The actual presence of violence last year 1is being presented
in conflicting views. Residents of Bristol Bay claim that
events were distorted in the media. Commissioner Nix of
Public Safety has also indicated that the potential by far
exceeded the actual 1instances of violent acts. Some Icicle
fishermen, notably Phil Daniels, maintain the violence was
very real. (Daniels 1s expected to testify before the
Committee on March 16).
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Stuart H. Bowdoin Telephone

Borough Manager <0"7)260.4224

Box 189 « Naknek,Alaska 99633

February 11, 1981

covernor 1y 5. famnont RECEIVED

Pouch A crn A,
Juneau, Alaska 99811 FEB 1 7 1981

Dear Governor Hammond:

It is our understanding .sat a Task Force for the Bristol Bay
Fisheries will hold public he ings in Dillingham.

More than 70% of the Bristol Bay salmon catch is harvested and
processed in the Naknek area. It is our opinion that the task force
should also hold a meeting in Naknek.

The Bristol Bay Borough request your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

N Stuart H. Bowdoin
Borough Manager

SHB:bj t

bcc: Representative Joe Chuckwak



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

MAILING ADDRESS: oricc
PO BOX 1352 *V 197 S FRANKLIN ST
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99B02 907 586-2020

UFA MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS

"ALASKA INDEPENDENT FISHERMEN®S MARKETING ALASKA TROLLERS ASSOCIATION
ASSOCIATION P.0. Box 5825
6333 Sugar Maple Street S.E. Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Olympia, Washington 98503

ACHIGNIK BOAT OWNER"S ASSOCIATION // (COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN®"S CO-0OP ASSOCIATION
Phyllis Carlson c/o 702 Water Street
c/o0 603 East 4th Street Ketch ikon, Alaska 99901

N Juneau, Alaska 99801

""COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN OF COOK S INLET COOK INLET FISHERMEN®"S ASSOCIATION
Box 2641 SRA Box 48T
Kenai, Alaska 99611 Anchorage, Alaska 99507
/
COOK INLET FISHERMEN®S FUND /"CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERIES UNION
Box 3 P.0. Box 939
Ninilchik, Alaska 99639 /Cordova, Alaska 99574
AHALIBUT PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE v / KENA1 PENINSULA FISHERMEN®"S COOPERATIVE
P.0. Box 1235 ASSOCIATION
Bellingham, Alaska 98225 Route 2, Box 752
Soldotna, Alaska 99669
IJ NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES ASSOCIATION v tfPETERSBURG VESSEL OWNER®™S ASSOCIATION
Box 796 P.0. Box 232
Homer, Alaska 99603 Petersburg, Alaska 99833
A"PENINSULA MARKETING ASSOCIATION / S outheast alaska seine boat owners and
Box 32 OPERATORS ASSOCIATION
Sand Point,, Alaska 99661 728 Water Street

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
J BOUTHEAST GILLNET FEDERATION
Box 1186
Juneau, Alaska 99302
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Report: beef up Bristol Bay police

Asiodated Press

Jureau — Hoping to avoid a re-
peat of last summer’s tense strike by
Bristol Bay salmon fishermen, a spe-
cial task force has proposed the state
spend $320,000 to beef up police pa-
trols In the bay thisyear to thwart vi-
olence if another strike occurs.

The task force also has recom-
mended the state fund a $50,000 mar-
keting survey for Bristol Bay
salmon.

Fishermen's marketing associa-
tions in the bay have lobbied for the
survey, which they say would pro-
vide needed information during price
negotiations between fishermen and
processors.

The task force appointed by Gov.
Jay Hammond issued its report Mon-
day, and Hammond endorsed the
group’s recommendations.

Hammond said he will seek fund
ing from lawmakers for increased
police patrols, to include five addi-
tional surveillance boats and added
helicopter patrol time. He also
pledged $50,000 from his contingency
fund for a marketing survey to be
completed by Muy 15.

"Coming on the heels of strikes in
19/ and 1980 this year's fishing sea-
son Is important,” Hammond said.

"Given our international commit-
ments, there is a serious question 0s
to how long other nations which are
currently forbidden to take Bristol
Bay salmon will remain quiet while
millions of fish are wasted during do-
mestic price disputes.”

Last summer, an estimated 21
million red salmon swam upstream
while striking fishermen were locked
in a price dispute with processors.

"The two major concerns we
have are a desire to safeguard an ad-
equate harvest of Bristol Bay reds as
required under terms of interna-
tional law and a curtailment of possi-
ble violence and other illegal activi-
ties in the bay," Hammond said.

The Jnsk force nnn.ed by Ham-
mond to investigate the Bristol Bay
fishery includes former attorney
general Avrum Gross and six top
state officials, including the commis-
sioners of Public Safely, Fish and
Game, nnd Labor.

In its report, the task force said
fishermen historically have irelied on
violence and tntimidutlon during
price negotiations. Over the years, a
wedge of umimosity has separated
fishermen and processors, dating
from the time when fishermen were

employees of the canneries.

"Whatever the cause, the bar-
gaining process by which prices are
set in Bristol Bay is primitive in na-
ture," the report states. "Communi-
cations are poor, the element of
threat is constantly present, distrust
ishigh.”

“...the .Mate must make a clear
statement to the effect that intimida-
tion cannot be  regular part of set-
tling prices..."

The task force said the "whole
thrust of the state's effort should be
to create a climate within which the
parties can work out their own dis-
pute.”

While the state has a "clear inter-
est" in helping find u belter way to
negotiate price settlements, the task
force wanted that every opportunity
should be given to fishermen and
processors to develop a system of
settling salmon prices without risk-
ing strikes.

Members of the task force said
more drastic government action —
such as opening the Ixiy to foreign
processors and fishermen without
limited entry permits — was consid-
ered, but rejected.

However, the task force plans to
monitor vdmt happens in the buy this

year and make a second report to
the gov »nor after the season.

In addition to economic losses to
fishermen and processors and the
threat of violence created by a
strike, the task force said the situa-
tion is complicated because the
salmon are a resource that belongs
to the people of Alaska — not the
fishermen or processors.

That means a strike can result In
waste of the public’s resource, the
task force said.

An attachment to the report de-
tails the bepartment of Public Sa-
fety's "contingency plan" for guard-
ing the bay In the event of a strike
this summer. In uddition to in-'
creased boat and helicopter patrols,
the plan outlines procedures for han-
dling prisoners in the event of ar-
rests.

The plan is outlined by Col. T.K.
Anderson, director of State Troop
ers. Anderson states that last sum-
mer’s strike "resulted in humerous
threats of violence, some alleged as-
saults, and some instances of boat
ramming, including one incident in
which the Department of Pubic
Safety vessel, Vigilant, wus rammed
by n fishing boat."
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1981 rerun of Bristol Bay woes unwanted |

The Associated Press

JUNEAU — Hoping to avoid
a repeat of last summer’s tense
strike by Bristol Bay salmon
fishermen, a special task force
has proposed the state spend
$320,000 to beef-up police pa-
trols in the bay this year to
thwart violence If another

strike occurs.

Tlie task force also has rec-
ommended the state fund a
$50,000 marketing survey for

Bristol Bay salmon.

Fishermen's marketing asso-
ciations in the bay liave lobbied
for the survey, which they say
would provide needed informa-
tion during price negotiations
between fishermen and proces-

Ssors.

The task force al/ipointcd by
Gov. Jay Hammond issued its
report Monday, and Hammond

endorsed the group's recom-
mendations.

Hammond said he will seek
funding from lawmakers for
increased police patrols, to in-
clude five additional surveil-
lance boats and added helicop-
ter A*trol time. He also pledged
$50,000 from his contingency
fi_id for a survey to be com-
pleted by May 15.

"Coming on the heels of
strikes in 1979 and 1980 this
year’s fishing season is impor-
tant,” Hammond said. "Given
our international commitments,
there is a serious question as to
how long other nations wiiich
are currently forbidden to take
Bristol Bay salmon will remain
quiet while millions of fish arc
wasted during domestic price
disputes."”

Last summer, an estimated
21 million red salmon swam

upstream wliile striking fisher-
men were locked in a price
dispute with processors.

“The vwo major concerns we
have are a desire to safeguard
an adequate harvest of Bristol
Bay reds as required under
terms of international law and
a curtailment of possible vio-
lence and other illegal activi-
ties in the bay,” Hammond
said.

The task force named by
tjiammond to investigate the
Bristol Bay fishery includes
Gross ar.u six top state offi-
cials, including the commis-
sioners of Public Safety, Fish
and Game, and Labor.

in its report, the task force
said fishermen historically
luive relied on violence and
intimidation during price nego-
tiations. Over the years, a
wedge of amlmoslty has ser-

rated fishermen and proces-
sors, dating from the time
when fishermen were employ-
ees of the canneries.

"Whatever the cause, the
bargaining process by which
prices are set in Bristol Bay Is
primitive in nature," the report
states. "Communications are
poor, the el<»ment of Uireat is
constantly present, distrust is
high."

. the state inus? make a
clear statement to tb> effect
that Intimidation cannot be a
regular part of settling prices

If

The task force said the
“whole thinst of tlie state's
effort sliould be to create a
climate within which the par-
ties can work out their own
dispute.”

While the state lias a "clear
interest" in helping find a bet-

ter way to negotiate price set-
tlements, the task force warned
that every opportunity should
be given to fishermen and pro-
cessors to develop a system of
settling salmon prices without
risking strikes.

Members of the task force
said more drastic government
action, such as opening the bay
to foreign processors and fLslr-
ermcn without limited entry
permits, was considered, but
rejected.

However, the task force

ns to monitor wiiat iinppcns
Gathe bay tills ycur and make a
second report to the governor
after the season.

In addition to economic loss-
es to fishermen and processors
und the threat of violence cre-
ated by a strike, the task force
said the situation is complicat-
ed because the salmon are a

resource that belongs to the
people of Alaska — not the
fishermen or processors.

An attachment to the report
details tiie Department of Pub-
lic Safety’s "contingency plan”
for guarding the bay in the
event of a strike this summer.
In addition to increased boat
and helicopter patrols, the plan
outlines procedures for han-
dling prisoners in the event of
arrests.

Tlie plan is outlined by Col.
T.R. Anderson, director of
State Troopers. Anderson
states that last summer’s strike
“resulted in numerous threats
of violence, some alleged as-
suults, and some! instances of
boat ramming, inuuding one
incident hi wiiich the Depart-
ment or Pubic Safety vessel,
Vigilant, was rammed by a
fishin/; boat.”
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Situation deteriorates
as record runs approach

by Hurtper Pninler 1

Someone with a sense of black_humor
might find delicious ironv in the situation
taking shape in Bristol Bay. ... :

Seven years ago the bay ‘was declared a
disaster area when salmon harvests hit all-
time lows. Fishermen, processors and
shoreworkers were told Delia would have
to be tightened in order to build future
runs, e * ‘ T

Political wheels were set in motion,
eventual!, resulting in a new freaty with
the Japanese to pull devastatingly”effec-
tive high seas gillnct fleets off Bristol Bay
salmon. The disastrous years in the Bay
also_provided amajor impetus ‘o the move
to impose limited entry on Alaska's
salmon fisheries as a way_of protecting
residents dependent uponfishing.

Now [hat the runs have been Tebuilt to
record levels, the seafood industry is facetz
with an economic crisis of a “differen
sort—tog many fish. A gloomy economic
outlook is com[>ounded Dy thé politicall
exPloswe prospect of scores of permit-
holding resident fishermen sitting on the
IX'nch ~while non-residents fish™salmon
runs unParalleled In Alaska’s history.

Even the treatg with the Japanese could
k- threatened Dby the %rowmg certainty
millions of salmon will he going to over-
escapement or dumped for lack of buyers.

The Japanese could gain considerable
strength in @ move to reldcate the "salmon
abstention line" if 1980 proves to be tlie
third consecutive year of underutilization
of Bristol Baz salmon, according to Chuck
Mcacham, the slate's director of inter-
national fisheries. Domestic processors
were unable to keep up with 1978 arid 1977
salmon catches in tlie bay, escapement
goals were greatly exceeded in some
System and millioris of pounds of salmon
re;gortedly were dumped by fishermen,

he situation was deteriorating rapidly
as the f|sh|n%|season approached; and the

specter of Dlood belngD spilled on the
fishing grounds was “eing felt from
Western Alaska to Juneau.

By mid-May there had been no serious
negotiations ~ between fishermen and
processors over fish prices, and the
prospect of a settlement by the June 8
sockege salmon opening daté was \%/rowlng
dim. Some buyers, most notably Whitney
Fidalgo Seafoods, had made 40-cents-a-
pound offers for sockeyes, well below
what most fishermen wére willing to ac-
|gtrelj%teand less than half the averdge.1979

5 he had i ko)
c|a|me.d in the r.eiJort. Others WerE m8re
h m0re

.Doubt was b%gemnlng to'mount that a
Sinke could _efféctive, primarily
because of the estimated 400 fishermen
who could find no major buyer willing to
tak. them on. Processors alsa issued wam-

Sared Stiki"g riShennen would **
d i S * - other fronts was similarly

* New England Fish Co. went broke (see
Page 18). InCreasing the estimated process-
aars-« sew-*_**__
“Vplementing doestic pradldion
out" " processing was all but ruled

« Markets for frozen sockeyes had
shown no notable signs of |mﬁr0\/emer]t
ors were having dif-

ficulti/ofgceatﬁlrgcsm0|ent front-en r%é)ney ol

up the'summer's samon pad ?-

<0 pu .
_ vaerything seemed to add up to a poten-
rial ecanomic disaster for the seafood in-

ﬁﬁﬂ&’ﬁ}%h n(@w({;\/o%yes&gﬁe GHEE R

at tlie head of the bankryptcy lines would
be fishermen who had invested up to a
quarter °f a million dollars to /ish in a bay
In which they had never dipped a net

* ko x o

State and federal authorities have SDent
f great cﬂeal oq tlame fr ?n? toE X

Low lo handle Ihc boVanfa tar£5 of
P«l«| m Bristol Bay. So lar. howew .
nothing concrete Ims come as a direct

Gov. Jay Homard appointed a panel

of state officials in November, 1979 (0 deal
With Bristol BaY. Hammond and task force
chairman Charles Mcacham met In ilS

Des bl mEL AP opossl i seqarate
stale set two deadlines: Feb. i for a

1Sor 2 pricmweﬁt“ e ntand Marc)

ik reEwal GGG "oROF B

round of meetings with the industry in
WD BiTiqures A0S ,Wéés%%rﬁac“k”'%@gﬁx

|
drawing board. The final report X
in March set the production gap at 32

MidtiBre ikl Tt s s R 4

House »fislaf*Ve|,caringon Bristol Bay.
ouder NF]S Angderson
suspect™(ne figures

unt in their criticism

Ita'KS i77@ 5 a line (Lbull on

BUer 4 WidpMAein EleceRAM ISR

+, Dillingham to a committee hearing room

In Juneau; ¢ _ _
Qther critics were quick to point out the

. estimated capacity to handle 35.4 million

sockeyes was 50 percent higher'than the
amount packed in 1979 “when large
amounts of fish were dumped overboard,
Skepticism over the capacity flg}ures
wasn't the only problem the"task torce
faced. Consider these events: ;
* The North Pacific Fishery Manage-
ment Council rejected s-5 a task force
recommendation 'to allow foreign factory
siips to handle surplus Bristol Bay salmon
in federal waters under joint, venture
operations with domestic plants.« ¢
_Spain, Germany, Norway, Poland, Rus-
sia, Korea and Canada all'were willing to
sendfactory ships to Bristol Bay, “ac-
cording to Meacham, - * _
* The joint venture proposal met with
heavy opposition_from members of the
Alaska Board of Fisheries at a task force
meeting in ApriL - . ¢
“Fisheries.board chairman Nick Szabo
cited the lack of gguarantees Japanese
buyers would be kept out if the joint ven*

_.turés were_approved. Szabo said board

members were unalterably opposed to any
Arran. aments potentially” leading to dis-
placfiTvmt of established markets for
Alaska salmon. o

To win tlie board's support for the {omt
ventures, Hammond promised not to
allow foreign factory ships into Bristol
Bay. unless the board supported the move.
When Fish and Game Commissioner Ron
Skoog polled board members by
,teIePho_ne in earlr\]/ May over whether to let
in foreigners, the tally was six to one
against, o _

+ Staunch _or)posmon from national
labor leaders killed a request for a waiver
ol federal laws blocking the use of foreign
tenders to haul surplus Bristol Bay salmon
to other Alaska ports.

* A cloud was cast over one of the task
force's, biggest accomplishments—the use
of foreign-fenders to haul fish gutside state
waters—when New England Fish Co.
declared bankruptcy. NearIBy all of the fish
expected to be hauled to British Colum-
Rllafunder the plan was to be supplied by

efeo.

‘The only apparent direct achijevement of
tlie task force was the successful lobb mq
effort gaining temporary waiver of federa
pollution laws closing processing plants in
Anchorage, Petershurg and Ketchikan.

faze j 3
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Meacham said the reopened canneries
were expected to handle relatively small
amounts of Bristol Bay sockeyes.

There's cne thing in which all sides of
the Bristol Bay effort are in wholehearted
agreement—an early price settlement
between fishermen and processors is
crucial.

The ability of domestic processors to
handle the projected catches is tied closely
lii e\rn distribution of fishing effort. The
lish going by in the early part of the runs,
:f fishermen tie up their vessels in a price
dispute, would be harvests lost.

As of May 13, said Truman Emberg,
director of the Bristol Bay fishermen’s
group Western Alaska Cooperative
Marketing Association, there had been
"no serious negotiations" over sockeye
and pink prices. Emberg accused cash
buyers offering 40 cents a pound for
M>ckeyes of trying of exploit the fishermen
with no markets.

Fishermen recognize the problems
processors are havin( with depressed
markets for frozen salmon, but that
"doesn't justify fishing for one-third of last
year's price," Emberg said.

Officers of tlie Alaska Independent
Fishermen Marketing Association (AlF-
MA > also were distressed at the lack of
price talks. Other than an "ultimatum"
from Whitney Fidalgo Seafoods, AIFMA
has been unable to get a firm offer from

foFlstel! bay -
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processors, said Mel Olsen, secretary-
treasurer of the Bay's largest fishermen's
association. -

At first, Whitney sent its fishermerl a
proposal for asliding sockeye price geared
to the amount of salmon harvested in
Bristol Bay, If catches topped 33 million
sockeyes. the price would be 40 cents a
pound, under the formula. For a sockeye
harvest of less than 8 million, Whitney of-
fered to match AIFMA's 72 cents a'pound
request.

That offer was withdrawn later in favor
of a pro, osal for 30 cents a pound up front
and tlie "rest, if any, to be determined by
Whitney Fidalgo," Olsen said.

Neither offer was sent to AIFMA as
agreed to in the 1979 contract with
Whitney, OLsen said, adding a lawsuit was
under consideration.

Olsen said he thought most processors
eventually would attempt to bargain in
good faith, although he expressed concern
about the lack of talks to that point.

Significantly, by mid-May there had
been no formal request for the stale to
step in to mediate the price negotiations.

Processors, meanwhile, were at-
tempting to closely examine the markets
for sockeyes before setting fish prices.
Many of the processors were burned badly
in 1979 when they agreed to pay fishermen
up to $1.25 a pound for sockeye only to
have the market collapse.

Scott Jacobsen, a vice president with Ici-
cle Seafoods, said: processors were at-
tempting to deal with a market situation
where retail prices for sockeyes in Japan
are "lower than what we paid to
fishermen in Bristol Bay" during 1979.
"It's a question of whether we can sell
(inventories of frur.cn sockeyes), not what
price we can get."

Rick Lauber. lobbyist- for the Pacific
Seafood Processors Association, (wh;ch
represents nearly all of the bay's process-
ing capacity), labeled as "asinine" asser-'
tions by fishermen that canneries were at-
tempting to exploit the weak market situa-
tion.

"Every processor | know is doing
everything they can to pack as much fish
as possible." L.iuber said. Amoi'g other
things, he added, efforts to fly fern out of

stadia r»Wn»*n. may 19%0. palcr forty

the bay will make the major airstrip at

King Salmon “one of the busiest airports
in the state this summer."

Still, many fishermen felt, as one put it,

"Processors are going to try to get well in

one year at the expense of the fishermen."
a * *

The legislature’s part in the Bristol Bay
planning effort was to put together a $75
million loan program to aid resident
owned processing plants having trouble
locating "pack financing."

Written by key lawmakers in both;
houses, the loan package put $15 million
into tlie Alaska Renewable Resources
Corporation and $12 million Into the
Alaska Commercial Fishing and
Agricultuie Bank (CFAB). Through its |
participation in tlie federal farm credit/
system bonding program, CFAB is able to |
use the $12 million to "leverage" $60 1
million.

To make money available in time to
finance front end expenses for summer
operations, the state initially set aside $40
million to cover loan guarantees until
CFAB's "leveraged" money comes in.

The complex financing arrangement in-
itially created a great deal of confusion,
which — when coupled with unrelated
political maneuvering — sent the proposal
back to committee Tor more work the first
time it appeared on the House floor.

After finally passing the House by wide
margins, the loan bills were stalled in the
Senate along with other fisheries legisla-j
tion "held hostage” to put pressure on the
two legislators most interested in them—
House Speaker Terry-Gnrdiner and Senate
President Clem Tillion. On May 13, the
Senate sent, by an 180 vote, the $75
million loan package to Hammond for
signature into law.

Supporters argued the loan money was
desperately needed to aid small resident-
owned processing companies who don’t
have ties to easy sources of financing from
Japanese buyers. The intent of tlie
program is not to bail out laltering non-
resident companies like Nefeo. but to give
a boost to financially sound resident-
owned processors, backers said.

Just how much the loans will help in

(Omlinurt] «n nrx| piijir)
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istol Bay is going to be difficult tojudge,
though the apparent impact will be
linima, -

For instance, processor lobbyist Lauber
It i ihe state loans probably "would not
f h a significant portion of the in-
fc irv." Others confirmed that opinion,
t: riding CFAB president Gary Anderson,
rho admitted he was "really surprised”
to tank hadn't been contacted by in-
i <sled processors as a result of the
i. :!.. itythe $75 million loan program had

..orated.

Ml of tlie money is I'kt.j to be spoken
however, as most companies cannot
rj to pass up money available at two
.at under going interest rates. Ocean

. uty Seafoods spokesman Byron Mallot

d tiie resident-owned processing chain

eb.ibly would apply for the money,

pite previously having enough front-
tiij capital put together, strictly from a
i mpctitivc standpoint.

Bristol Bay fishermen representative
1 -nbcrg had a somewhat different view of
the loan program, saying he was afraid the
:ubldized money would go toward

bankrolling cash buyers trying to drive
;- ire* down io unreasonable leve'

# ¥ * ¥
; When it comes to the question of foreign
;; (cessing, Hammond is in a "darnned-if-
><i-clo. danined-if-you-don't" situation.

If the governor lets foreign factor)lships
mto state waters, there's no legal way to
luck out the Japanese, who arc the most
likely buyers to show up on the fishing
grounds. Since Japan purchases virtually
all of thu sockeyes frozen in Bristol Ba>
(about half the total 1979 pack), every un-
processed salmon Japanese buyers get is
one less fish domestic processors will be
able to sell,

Thus, a "yes" decision could mean
bankruptcy for domestic processors un-
able to move large inventories of salmon
for the second consecutive season, causing
a chain reaction in other fisheries in which
bay processors play major roles. It also
would make enemies of shore workers los-
ing processing jobs to crews on foreim fac-
tory ships.

If no additional capacity is brought in,

-+

however, the governor could be looking at
the wastage of millions of harvestable
salmon and an estimated 400 permit-
carrying fishermen sitting on the beach
during the biggest runs in history. The
situation would strike home with Ham-

mond, a former Bristol Bay gilLnetter who .

relied heavily on suppor' from fishermen
in both of his gubernatorial elections.

As time began to run out and options
disappeared, it was becoming clear to
nearly everyone involved that domestic
processors would be swamped with fish,
provided runs come in as expected.
Reliable sou-ces confirmed Hammond
was considering reneging on his promise
to the Board of Fisheries not to unilateral-
ly bring in foreign factory ships.

An eleventh hour invitation isn't likely
to attract much interest, however, as
similar last-minute decisions in 197P and
1979 were abysmal failures. Indeed, the
purpose of the six months of planning was
to avoid this very position.

In trying to figure out what went*.-.rang,
Hammond will find a lot of fingers ,»inted
in the direction of task force ctnirman
Meacham.

Source-after-source in the H immond
Administration, as well as ‘egislators,
processors and fishermen following the
task force, were highly critical of
Meaeham's handling of the planning ef-
fort. None of tlie critics, however, were
willing to voice the strong denunciations
on tlie record.

Meacham has come under heavy fire for
ignoring suggestions for alternatives to
foreign processing, botching the political
strategy and planning for only a 3.2 million
salmon shortfall in processing parity
when, realistically, the gap appeared to be
much larger.

Meacham discounts much of the
criticism as a misconception of tlie task
force's role.

The task force was a "fact-finding
group, not a regulating group,” Meacham
said. "Everyone is trying to escalate it to
the governor’s office...there shouldn’t oe
anything laid at my doorstep."

His role as chairman of the risk force
was only to coordinate work done by

(Conlinurd <m iin~r 13)
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various state agencies, Meachi™n said.
Specific criticism would be more ap-
propriately directed at whatever depart-
ment or individual responsible for the par-
ticular piece of work, he said.

Meacham defended the capacity figures
as the "best possible.” The charge of the
task force was not:to conduct a lengthy
analysis of the information supplied by
processors, but merely t>collect facts, he
said.

The biggest reason for the .political
failures was the "lack of groundswell sup-
port" from the seafood industry,
Meacham said. "I felt very naked without
the support"” of fishermen, processors and
shore workers in the effort to win approval
of the joint ventures.

Overall, Meacham said, he is satisfied
with tlie job of the task force, although
there were "some disappointments."

*f o *

oenate President Tillion, also chairman
of the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, is more philosophical than most
observers zbout the situation taking shape
in Bristol Bay.

"Bankruptcies are the Epsom salts of
the free er terprise system," Tillion said.
"You got to h3vc them every now and
then to flush things clean."



By JEANNE ABBOTT
Daily News reporter

A standoff loomed large
Wednesday as mediation be-
tween Eristol Bay fish packers
and fishermen entered its sec-
ond day here.

“We're trying get them
together, but it Isn't easy, and
we're not ne.r any stage of
agreement,”” said Ed Orbeck,
tlie stateV commissioner of la-
bor and official mediator be-
tween t'.ie opposing groups.

“They have a good attitude
— the fishermen want to fish
and the processors want to can.
But | don't think the issue will
be resolved this week.”’

Orbeck entered the dispute
Monday at the request of com -
mercial fishermen belonging to
the 778-member Alaska Inde-
pendent Fisherman's Market-
ing Association. Also involved
is the Western Alaska Fisher-
man's Marketing Association,
with another 350 fishermen as
members. Tlie groups repre-
sent about half of the regis-
tered fishermen in the bay who
will be involved in the sockeye
salmon harvest.

Orbeck has been meeting
separately with association
leaders and various processors
including Nclbro Packers, Alas-
ka Packers Association Inc.,
Bumble Bee Seafoods, Colum-
bia Ward Fisheries, Diamond-E
Fisheries and Peter Pan Sea-
foods.

The commissioner is being
assisted by his deputy Glenn
Lundell, and by the state's
acting director of commercial
fisheries, Steve Pennoyer.

With a record harvest of 37
million sockeyes forecast for
Bristol Bay this season, and the
run predicted to strengthen by
June 23, pressure appears to be
mounting for asettlement.

One snag that still must be
resolved is the absence of two
major processors, Whitney-Fi-
dalgo and Icicle Seafoods, in

cfc msdiaftes dispute

the negotiations. One reported-
ly told Orbeck that they found
no impasse, and the other in-
formed the commissioner that
contract talks between fishing
groups had already been dis-
missed.

Although there is a hush
around any mention of price
difference, the spread seems to
fall somewhere between 40 and
70 cents per pound for reds.

"l don't think fishermen un-
derstand the deep problems we
face," said one processor who
asked not to be identified. “If
we can't market this product at
a profit, we're not going to
process it. This is an enormous
gamble."

He listed a series of troubles,
including:

= a domestic recession, par-
ticularly on the East Coast,
which will make canned salm-
on unappealing if it is priced
too high;

e a surplus of frozen salmon
in Japan, caught by their own
fisherme: off neighboring is-
lands and Russia, which re-

stricts the ~market for Ameri-
can-caught salmon, and

= the relationship between
the dollar and the yen which
"makes it hard for the Japa-
nese to pay the prices they
used topay."

Said the processor: “The
only way to move the salmon is
to significantly reduce the price

. Remember, the market may
have to absorb a substantial
run thisyear."

But commercial fishermen
say their figures on wholesale
canned salmon prices show
"the market is good and pro-
cessors can pay the asking
price."

Dave Milholland and Mel
Olsen of the Alaska Independ-
ent Fisherman’s Marketing As-
sociation said Thursday, "We
admit we'll have to bite the
bullet Ibis year, but we're not
asking 80 cents or $1.25, Our
people are reasonable.”

% Tlie figures lie quoted were
prices paid lastyear.

Tlie fishermen also said tlie
current impasse was not un-

usual. "Since 19G9 we've neveil
settled in any other month ex-'t
cept June, except once, and!
that was in July,” said Milhol-
land.

"We hope it will be settled;'
by the middle of next week so/
fishermen won't lose valuable!
fishing time. But we're trying;
to protect fishermen againstf
the possibility of a small r a’
rather than settling for a »uw
price and assuming a large,
run. Before you catch a million’
fish, you have to catch one,'l-;
Milholland said. '<



*

If the Bristol liny salmon fishery follows curly indications, someone in
Alaska's seafood industry stands to get burned. Bight now, the most like-
ly full guys are the fishermen.

Wien it coines time to sort through the nf crmath, the role of slate
government in the situation ougiit to be examined closely. Politicians
often ore the sc%pegoats for the economic problems of the mcreasmgly
requlated seafood industry, but this lime a strong case could be inudc for
pointing a finger of blame toward the giovernor’_s office. _

Last fall, Gov. Jay llummond had the foresight to recognize the
seriousness of the problem involved mh_andlmg the 50 million suimon
catch forecast for Bristol Bay in 1900. liliimuond appointed a task force
of officials to throw tl.- state government's weight behind the push to
find u solution.

By assembling representatives of the seafood industry and Buying, es-
sentially, “We want to help. Here’s what we want done,” the IIniiimoiid
Administration assumed a leadership role. With leadership should come
responsibility for whnl was or wus not accomplished.

Under the most wildly optimistic prediction, Bristol Bay processors

- will full 3 million suimon short of handling the available harvest. Qilier,

assessments have millions of fish uddrd to that gap, including massive
dumpings of catches no one will buy. The gloomiest soothsayers paint a
'thture of blood on the fishing grounds with fisherman pitied against
isherman. .
While processors aren't going Iescape a disaster unscathed, events
arc shaping up more to their advantage. _
“Tlie condition of world markets for frozen salmon hasn't improved
significunlly and moving massive volumes of Bristol Bay sockeyes isn't
. going to he easy. With foreign processing of excess sockeyes only the
* remotest of P055|b|l|t|es, the prospect of competition in tlie world
marketplace for cheap salmon should lie Preatly diminished. And, if
predictions by fishermen of pared-down fleets strapped with low in-
dividual cnlrh limits materialize, there may lie no glut.

Locating front-end money to finance summer operations now appears
lo he u nim-proldem with apparent approval of a $75 million state loan
program lo aid the smaller resident-owned eotnpn.iles,

~The outlook for fishermen provides little room for optimism. Most
fishermen have gone henvily into hock to gear up for the bonanza runs of
1914(L, and avoiding gomP broke will mean demim ling decent fish prices
or locating a buyer willing lo take unlimited cutehes. ¢

("aught in the biggest hind lire those fishermen .who have been cut
loose by the canneries. Brice disputes aside, indii illions are ilmt most of

the estimated 100 f!*harine» without buyers willhe long-time residents (

of Bristol liny. Yes; those are the name fishemenwho suffered through
many hard limes in the Seventies in sacrifice for the health of future

IWhiar, n| IMS.

rvns. If tlie record harvests come about and local fishermen end up si-
gngk?n rt]he beach while non-residents fish, there's bound to be a political
acklash.

Unfortiinatcly, there doesn'tappear to be much that anyone can do to
chungc the situation at this point. Six months ago, who knows?.

The special task force appointed by llammond put more than six
months of effort into trying to figure out how to best handle the 50
million salmon. What the task force produced was a processing capacity
estimate that flew in the fuce of the reality oi the marketplace und a
political strategy that failed at the slightest challen%e. .

When assessing what went wrong, Hammond should start right at the
lop with special task force chairman Charles Mcnchum, the governor's
director of international fisheries. So far, however, Meacham is unwill-
ing lo accept nny responsibility for the rod state of affairs in Bristol Bay.

*\ the situation deteriorates, Meacham has taken.lo pointing fingers
at people to whom he f)arceled out specific assignments and cuuntcd oil
for suEport. It's very clear, however, who was in charge of the tusk force,
who shaped its direction, and ultimately who was responsible.

The tusk force failed to analyze the production figures fed by proces-
sors, as, in Mcacham's opinion, the charge was only to report whut
processors gave us estimates. Never mind that the 50 percent increase in
projected capacity in one yeur came at a lime when the industry was
reeling from a disastrous murkcl collapse and that many companies
were saying they were at the verge of hunkruptcy. "

According to sourcc-uTer-sourcc, Meacham doggedly pursued
one— and only one—method of dealing with the processing capacity
gap; foreign processing and/or markets. This came despite strong op-
position from most quarters to bringing in the foreigners.

Another plan Meacham chose to pursue wun @ waiver of federal laws
prohibiting the use of foreign lenders from carrying Bristol Bay fish to
other Alaska ports. This, too, was doomed lo inevitable failure hecause
of staunch opposition from national labor leaders.

Board of Fisheries officials were perﬁJlexed at Mciichnm’s absence at
the spring meeting of the regulatory hotly to present, explain and defend
the task force proposals, Tlio eleventh liottr ttllempi to gain nil endorse-
ment bg the North Pacific Fishery Management Council of joint ventures
in the 200-milc zone to handle Bristol Bay salmon also failed.

Some of the task force's work may prove valuable, particularly the
Iobbymg of Washmgton, B.C. for temporary waivers of federal pollution
standards that would have closed down at least three canneries this sum-
mer. The plants, loeated in Anchorage, Petershurg and Ketchikan, are
expected to handle some Bristol Bay fish, _

When everything shakes down, however, it appears Hammond will get
a hefty dose of Illume for any disaster (hut occurs la Bristol Bay, That
blame would lie more appropriately directed at Meacham.

Si



by Karen Ranspot
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f Striking Bristol Bay fishermen
may hold the jobs of as many as 1,500
Anchorage residents in their hands,
And there’s a chance Anchorage
could take Bristol Bay salmon mar-
keting away from Seattle.

These are two of the surprising
items ina new city report on the fish-
ing industry in Anchorage. The infor-
mation was compiled over the past
three weeks and the reporl was re-
leased Monday.

"Nobody had really gone out and
found out what (fishing Industry)
was het said James Hemming of
Dames & Moore, the consulting firm
that prepared the report for the city.

When the municipality asked
Hemming to do the report, he had no
idea what he’d find.

What he found was 1,500 Anchor-
age jobs dependent on salmon fish-
ing and most of these dependent on
the Bristol Bay fishery.

He also found a fish processing

capacity of 33. million to 43.5 million.

pounds, a capacity that is more than
moouble last year's. That is something
even the state didn’t know.

And with a peak 1960 harvest, this
increased capacity of 125 million to
1G5 million pounds could almost off-
set the 183 million-pound processing
deficit reported in by the state in
March. The increase in Anchorage
processing capacity wasn't included
inthe sut"” report.

It's too ea. ly to know what effect
the Bristol Bay strike will have on
Anchorage, Hemming said, since the
peak harvests are in July. If the
strike is settled quickly, there would
be little effect. If the strike drags on,
the effect could be serious.

According lo Hemming's report,
most of the 1,500 jobs are in fish pro-
cessing and fish transportation. The
majontv of these jobs arc seasonal.
Most of the people haven't started
working yet, Hemming said, and
they won't if the strike continues.

°rf rra®

There are six processing plants in
Anchorage: Whitney-Fidalgo, Sea-
pro. Martin Seafood, Alaska Salmon
Co., Al-Aska and Alaska Gourmet. In
addition, three trucking firms — Sea-
lI-and, Totem Ocean Trailer Express
(Tote) and Air Land Transport —
are involved in the Anchorage fish-
eries industry.

One of these firms, Sea-Land,
may end its local trucking operation
when their current contract with the
Teamstets expires on July 1, accord-
ing to ihe report.

Moving fish from Bristol Bay to
market presents another problem.
Transportation of fresh and frozen
fish must run smoothly and effi-
ciently to minimize spoilage, and tlie
disorganization of the industry
makes ihe logistics of rapid trails-
portation difficult.

"It's not an organized effort (de-
livery of fish),” Hemming said. "A
large cooperative or marketing
group would help. There’s also the
shortage of cold storage in both Bris-
tol Bay and Anchorage."

With so many transfer points be-
tween tlie fishing boat and the mar-
ket, there’s the potential for delay at
several points. And a delay can re-
sult in sjxiiled fish. A more organized
effoil could cut down on the poten-
tial for delay, Hemming said.

Anchorage processors can hold
about 4.3 million pounds of fish, hut
tlie bulk of ihe fish must move rap-
idly oul of Anchorage to market or to
storage facilities in Seattle, the re-
port said.

The need for rapid transfer to
Seattle could be eliminated if cold
storage facilities in Anchorage were
t increased. And although the report
> recommends a detailed study on de-

(See REPORT, Page A-3)

— T .

\

O/fe-<1 20)

(Continued from Page A-l)
veloping greater cold storage capac-
ity in Anchorage, it cautions the link-
age between Anchorage and mar-
kets must first be perfected.

If Anchorage can help develop
the emerging markets In the Lower
48 and work oul a transportation sys-
tem, Anchorage could replace Seat-
tle as the storehouse of Alaska fish,
the report said.

"Alaskans catch the fish; how-
ever, Seattle firms control the eco-
nomic destiny of Alaska fisheries
participants,” the report said. It re-
commends a re-ordering of the in-
dustry.

As a natural center for marketing
and brokerage activities of fish, An-
chorage must be able to handle in-
ventory control for a year's supply of
fish, the report said,

And despite a belter developed
transportation  infrastiucture in
Seattle, Anchorage's location gives it
a marketingadvantage over Seattle.
"It saves time and money to go di-
rect from Anchorage to the Lower 48
and bypass Seattle,” the report said.
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By JEANNE ABBOTT

Daily News reporter

Settlement of a price dispute
between fishermen and Bristol
Bay packers took on “growing
urgency" Monday as tlie sock-
eye salmon run began to build.

Fish already are streaming
into tlie nets of fishing crews
west of Bristol Bay in tlie False
Pass area of die Aleutians, a
site that hosts die sockeyes a
week or two before the larger
Bristol Bay fishery. Catches of
400,000 reds were reported
Tuesday and Saturday last
week in the i'also Pass district.

But for the hottest fishing
areas/ in Bristol Bay proper,
officials reported Monday no
agreement on a per-pound
price for red salmon was yet in
sight.

"Someone's got to make a
move, but no one has yet,
said Truman Emberg of tlie
350-member Western Alaska
Fisherman's Markerting Asso-
ciation. He said the range w;is
still between the association's
asking price of 80 cents per
I>ound and an offer of 45 cents.

"Anything is possible,” Em -
berg said about the clianees of
settlement tills week. "But no
one is panicking yet. Fisher-
man are waiting it out. It's still
early."

Tlie run in Bristol Bay is
expected to build to a peak on
July 4 and result in a record
liarvest if tlie two sides can
come together.

'Hie 778 members of Tlie

See Back Page, FISH

Alaska Independent Fisher-
mens Marketing Association
also are sitting out the begin-
ning of the run and, Emberg
said, most other unaffiliated
fisherman were following suit.

"It's a tough situation. So
far | haven’'t seen a whole lot of
agreement,” said Steve Pcn-
noycr, acting director of the
Division of Commercial Fisher-
ies. "By Thursday or Friday
it’'s going to get pretty uncom-
fortable."

Quoting figures from a simi-
lar run in 1965 Pennoyer said
tlie harvest was I.G million fish
in tlie Naknek-Kviehak D istrict
by June 26.

"At that [xiint w mstart talk-
ing about hours, not days,"” he
said."

In a 24-hour period on June
27 and 28, 2.7 million cockeyes
were caught in 1965 Myifijuils

N rULFv*>vitu y i
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more were caught in the followa-
ing two weeks: 1.6 million on
June 30, 1.6 million on July 3,
1.9 million July 4 and 5, 1.7
million June 6 and 7, and 2.3
million July 8 and 9. Another
million were harvested July 10
and 11, and in the 194 hours
from July 11 to July 19, another
42 million reds were taken.

Pennoyer also said the histo-
ry of labor disputes in Bristol
Bay was not always related to
peak years in a salmon cycle,
such as this oneiis.

Aid Emberg said his fisher-
man sat on the beach until July
9oneyear awaiting a contract.

Last year, fish packers paid
80 cents for fish to be canned
an(I‘J $1.25 for.fish to be frozen.,
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Arrows show migration of Bristol Bav red salmon

by Hill Blessington
Times Outdoor Editor

As lens of millions of red salmon
began arriving today in Bristol Bay,
the entire 1,700-boat fishing fleet re-
mained on strike for higher fish
prices.

"We heard on the radio yesterday
that both unions were going out this
morning,” said one independent fish-
erman. "They said they would be sit-
ting on the beach and that if we were
smart we’d do the same thing.”

"1'm not going to fish.”

The governing board of the 788
member Alaska Independent Fisher-
men’s Marketing Association met
Monday in Naknek and voted to re-
ject the 40 cent per pound price of-
fered for red salmon by the major
Bristol Bay packers.

In Dillingham, the board of the
350-member Western Alaska Cooper-
ative Marketing Association did like-
wise and told members not to fish for
king salmon today because of the
possibility that large numbers of red
salmon would be caught in king gear.

The only fleet presently operating
is near False Pass and Unimak.
Catches there have been heavy, ac-
cording to the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game, confirming predic-
tions that the Bristol Bay salmon run

will be the largest in recorded his-
tory.

If fishermen and processors can
agree on a price by this weekend,
they should be able to start their sea-
son with a catch of almost 1 million
fish a day, according to the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game.

But if there’s no price agreement,
those million fish per day, worth $2.5
million to fishermen and' three times
that lo processors, will be lost.

The majority of the returning
adult salmon are coming from ocean
rearing areas in the Gulf of Alaska,
said Ken Parker, deputy director of
the commercial fisheries division of
the Department of Fish and Game.

The fish move through the Shu-
magin Island area, up through the
lower part of the Alaska Peninsula
by Unimak Pass and then on up into
Bristol Bay, he said. The bulk of the
fish passed through the Shumagins
June 17.

On June 21, the main portion of
the run was off Port Moller on the
north side of the Alaska Peninsula.
By Friday, the bulk of the run will
have entered Bristol Bay and will be
preparing to move into the spawning
stream areas where fishermen are
waiting for them.

Fishermen at Shumagin Pass and

South Unimak have taken a total of
2.2 million fish since settling a strike
against canneries on June 15.

"And there are indications that a
lot rrrnre fish are still passing
.hrough the area," Parker said,

A year ago, Bristol Ray fisher-
men ended a strike on June 26. On
June 27, they caught 800,000 red
salmon in the Naknek-Kvichak dis-
tricts of Bristol Bay. Even though
it's open to commercial fishing, no
one is fishing in that area today be-
cause of the strike,

Porker said daily catches in- .
crease rapidly until the traditional
peak on the Fourth of July. By '¢
evening of the Fourth, he said, fish- .
ermen ir» the Naknek-Kvichak dis-
trict had caught 6.9 million fish.

This ye; r's expected run of 37
million harvestable fish in Bristol
Bay is twice as large as last year's
run, wlten 187 million fish were
taken.

Hardest hit by the fishermen's
strikes so far has been the commu-
nity of Kodiak. T.

Fishermen there turned down an
offer for a 12 percent premium on
top of the Bristol Bay price. ™

Without fish, the town’s several =

thousand cannerv workers remained
(See STRIKE, Page A-3)
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idle. Kodiak fishermen, however, de-
pend more upon the run of pink
salmon for their livelihood. That run
will begin in several weeks.

“ Kodiak is just a little bit differ-
ent than the outlying canneries,”
said Chuck Knapp, superintendent of
the Pan Alaska cannery there.

“It's local hire here. And there
are just a lot of local people who are
not working as a result of the
strike.”

Knapp, contacted aboard his
floating cannery Tuesday afternoon,
said he was about to m ~e his entire
operation to Unalaska because he
has been unable to purchase fish in
Kodiak.

Statewide, the fisheries employ-
ment picture is bleak at thip time,
according to Hal Hanes, the state
seafood industry placement coordi-
nator for Job Service.

"They're all waiting for some-
thing to happen,” Hanes said from

his Anchorage office. “We've had re-
guests for some local job placments
but nothing at all from Bristol Bay
perse.”

Last year, the state Job Service
program put 2,237 persons into sea-
sonal jobs packing fish. Although
there has been an increase in the
number of Alaskans requested for
work by processors, Hanes said the
uncertainty over fish prices is keep-
ing daily employment figures at 'wo
or three’ jobs a day statewide.

Even so, most of the canneries in
Bristol Bay are staffed with at least
skeleton crews this week, according
to industry sources.

"We're still waiting for negotia-
tions to begin but a crew is on the
way up (today),” said Pat Johnson
from Alaska Packer’s main office in
Seattle.

The Nelbro plant in Naknek has a
partial crew on hand today, accord-
ing to the firm’s Seattle office.
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DILLINGHAM — Several Bristol Bay fishermen blockaded
the entrance to Dillingham’s harbor early Wednesday, but by
no%n boats were being allowed to enter and leave, officials
Sala.

The protest involved an estimated 25 boats lined up in two
rows across the entrance to the harbor, in what the fishermen
acknowledged was an attempt to discourage other fishermen,
from putting their nets in the water.

Fishermen and processors are locked in a tense dispute over
this year’s price for sockt ye salmon.

The state Departmeni of Fish and Game has predicted one
of the largest red salmon runs in history for Bristol Bay.

See Back Page, BLOCKADE

Blockade

Continued from page A-I

Biologists said Wednesday that
large numbers of fish are start-
ing to show up. Tlie run usually
peaks aronnd July 4.

The harbor blockade came
as the Western Alaska Coopera-
tive Marketing Association
asked its 350 members not to
fish in the Nushagak District
when it opened on Wednesday.

Several hundred boats were
reported tied up at Dillingham
Wednesday, and Fish and
Game Department officials
said "only a very few" boats
were fishing inthe area.

"By noon there were still
some people parked there (in
the entrance to the harbor), but
they were letting boats go
through, people that said they
weren't going to fish,” said one
Dillingham resident who asked
not to be identified. "M ostly
everybody’s just kind of wait-
ing to see what happens.”

Truman Emberg, business
manager of the Alaska Cooper-
ative M arketing Association,
said fishermen and processors
were still “miles apart” in
price negoliations.

And he said there was some
resentment among fishermen
over a shipment of fish caught
in the False Pass area that
arrived in Dillingham Wednes-
day for processing at a Peter
Pan Seafoods cannery.

1.
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Bill Blessington

ics Outdoor Editor

A major Naknek cannery has told
hcrmen to break their strike by 9
m Friday or get out.

At Dillingham, meanwhile, the
nking fishermen today resumed a
rtial blockade of the shipping
unnel. Boats leaving the harbor
:re warned not to breal: the strike.
And in Juneau lop stale officials
e renewing efforts at mediating
“ strike that has Bristol Bay fisher-
?n and the salmon packing indus-
estill "miles apart” in tense price
foliations.

Whitney Fidalgo Seafoods, one of

major Bristol Bay salmon pack-
in Naknek, began making good
threats to punish strikers by giv-
mthem an ultimatum: Fish by 9
m Friday or get fired.
"Those fishermen not fishing by 9
n. Friday for the company are
reby demanded to leave Whitney
Jalgo premises," company presi-
rnt Denton Sherry said Wednesday
ttmoon.
"These fishermen should no
ger rely on ur. for a market for
nr fish, lo provide room and bor rd
‘ornmodations, or to store their
itsand gear."
Sherry's firm, which is 99 percent

-ried by Japanese interests, of*
<td fishermen 40 cents a pound for
ri salmon in late February. No in-
case in price has been forthcoming
<mthe salmon canners since.
The fishermen are holding out for
year’s prire of 80cents a pound.
In Dillingham this morning,
ska State Troopers reported that
esmall beat harbor was quiet de-
;e attempted blockades today an'l
Irinesday.
t"Nobody is fishing that we know
said Trooper John Olson,
litre's a lot of fishermen who
<-Id like to fish because fishing is
f-fley, but they're just not doing it."”

About 25 boats lined up in two
rows at the mouth of the harbor
Wednesday, almost blocking it.

It was an apparent show of
strength by members of the Western
Alaska Cooperative Marketing Asso-
ciation, tlie local fishermen's union.

The partial blockage of the har-
bor resumed this morning with 30
boats tied side-by-side almost all the
way across tfu. entrance.

Despite the partial blockade, traf-
fic was moving freely in and o> of
the harbor. But fishermen leavi. °
tlie scene were being warned by
those on the lied-up boats that they
had better not be going out fishing,

A large percentage of the fleet in
Dillingham left that port last night
after Wednesday's attempted block-
ade broke up.

"A lot of them were going over to
Naknek, possibly because it has let-
ter camping facilities and because
the harbor here is real small. A lot of
them were glad to get out of the
(close mooring conditions) here,"
Olson said.

The attempted blockade came
after the association’s leadership
asked memo .s not to fish Wednes-
day during an open period for king
salmon. Although the group has been
selling kings for $1.05 per pound, it
was feared that large catches of red
salmon would be made incidental to
the king catches. The fishermen are
refusing to deliver the reds until the
price is acceptable to them. 1

Millions of red salmon have
begun arriving in Bristol Bay as the
vanguard of what is expected to be
the largest run of fish there in re-
corded history. “

State Commissioner of Labor Ed
Orbeck, Deputy  Commissioner
Glenn Lundell and Steve Pennoyer
of the Alaska Department of Fish
and Game are expected to arrive in
King Salmon at noon Friday tp

Q/nc/i. "*hsrre@™ " ~N/7-&1fSV

resume their efforts at mediating the
strike, which began in Kodiak three
weeks ago and spread along the red
salmon migration routes into Bristol
Bay.

Efforts by the state mediation
team to resolve the price disput?
during talks here two weeks ago
failed when fish packers refused to
budge from tlie 40 cent per pound
offer. An estimated 1,330bouts in Ko-
diak stayed in jxirt rather than fish
for 40 cents a pound.

In Bristol Bay 1,700 boats and
beach fishermen have been idled by
the strike, along with thousands of
cannery workers in ports from Cor-
dova to Dillingham.

The only area actively fishing for
red salmon at this lime is False Pass
at the tip of the Alaska Peniasula
and soulnom edge ol Bristol Bay.

Fishermen in False Pass ended
their strike June 15 by agreeing to
accept a ted salmon price 6 percent
higher than that eventually paid in
Bustol Bay.



Meed for
fish market
Illustrated

My CHMIS BLACKBURN
Mirror SInff Writer

The continuing dispute over
red salmon prices has brought
Dillingham’s economy "p. "tty
much to a standstill,”" the area's
legislative representative Nels
Anderson said in a telephone
interview with The Mirror this
morning, adding that the current
price dispute illustrates the
necessity for Alaska to develop
U.S. and European markets for
fish products.

The Bristol Hay red salmon
run is not expected to peak until
around the -1th of July, Anderson
said, which gives fishermen and
processors another five days lo
settle their price dispute.

Right now the people are
"really tense,” Anderson said,
"The fishermen are anxious lo
gel oul. The processors are
anxious lo get product, and 1
think the fish are anxious to get
caught.”

Tlie "May" has turned away
from the "pay after fishing,”
method of doing business,
Anderson said, and with no fish
going onto the market there has
been a definite drop in economic
activity, though the extent of the
drop is difficult to determine.

The charter plane service
business has definitely dropped
off, Anderson said. As long as
there isno fishing there is no need
fur charter planes Infly supplies
out to fish camps.

(Continued on Page 3)

Sonic fishermen have
requested that the Bristol Bay
red salmon season not be
allowed to open, Anderson said,
adding that the State of Alaska is
required to harvest the fish lo
the optimum level.

Anderson said he didn't know
if biological harm could be
caused by not fishing the 1980
run, but under international
agreements and the 200 mile
limit, fish not harvested by
domestic fishermen would have
to be harvested by foreign fleets.

The "company store" concept
which developed too years
ago-in which a fisherman's
credit, source of gear, food and
the market for his fish belongs to
one company—has  forced
fishermen to "toe the line" or
risk losing their positions with
the cannery.

The "company store" concept
is partially responsible for the
current price problem as well as
the dependency of Alaska on one
major market, "which happens
to be the Japanese,” Anderson
said.

"l don’'t think the Japanese
can be blamed entirely,"”
Anderson said, explaining that
the problem lay with Alaska’'s
reliance on one major
market—"the situation would be
equally bad whether the market

WereJapanese, German orone
mz\a;or comJoany"—and failure to
develop several’ markets.

"My feeling has always been
that Alaska has to take a more
aggressive role in providing our
fishermen with markets. We
have lo convince McDonald's to
sell salmon burgers and Burger
King to sell salmon sandwiches.
We have to sell to the Lower 48
and to Europe,” Anderson said.

"We have a magnificent
product in Alaska," Anderson
said, "and we have to get out
there and develop new
markets."



Bristol Bay dilemma

By rights it would be an occasion for celebration, but
the developing salmon season in Bristol Bay nudges
instead at the edge of tragedy both personal and
economic. Even as great rivers of sockeye move through
the cold waters of the big bay torard the warmer
spawning grounds upstream, fishermen and processors
are poised for confrontation, locked in a struggle over
prices that threatens the annual harvest and perhaps
even the safety of individuals.

The grea'est run of red salmon in history is expected to
pass through the bay this week, a "ircumstance that
ordinarily would have promised recc'd paydays for
fishermen, cannery workers and processing companies
alike. This year, however, international market conditions
combined to set the stage for a bitter dispute over prices
that has lead the two largest fishermen’s associations to
call a strike.

Despite mediation by the state Department of I>abor
and extensive talks between the two sides, the price
dispute has not been broken. Striking fishermen have
warned their fellows not to venture out to fish until a
settlement is reached; a partial blockade of the river in
Dillingham wunderscored the seriousness of the possible
strike. Boats sailing beyond the floating pickets were
warned not to fish.

Rumors of violence — reports that may themselves
help stoke the fires of tension — have been plentiful,
indeed. Fishermen headed out to Bristol Bay are abuzz
with reports of arms caches, airplane surveillance and
more. Some plants have threatened to evict from
bunkhouscs and boat storage yards any fishermen partici-
pating in the the strike.

It would be ironic if this projected record run produced
not wealth but poverty for the fishermen and Fish
processors; it would be worse still if a hungry world us
forced to watch millions of protein-rich fish go to waste.
Surely there is a compromise available that would allow
all parties to take mutual advantage of the harvest.

Only good faith and reason can find une. Greed,
bitterness and rumor will never lead to settlement, and
we hope all the parties will remember that simple iact as
time runs out on the record season of 1980.



by Karen Ranspot
TImra Writer

Naknek — Leaders of the striking
Bristol Bay salmon fishermen met
this morning to consider another
price offer from packers after a
weekend of tension and scattered re-
ports of gunfire and rammings.

Meanwhile, the state has turned
down requests that the fishery be
closed until a price settlement is
reached. The Department of Public
Safety sent an additional IS Alaska
State Troopers to Bristol Bay, and
the commissioner of public safety
warned striking fishermen that their
boats rould be: confiscated if vio-
lence erupts.

Members of the Alaska Indepen-
dent Fishermen’s Marketing Associ-'
anon voted 50032 over the weekend
to reject the packers' latest offer, a
20 percent increase over the 40 cents
a pound processors had stuck with
for months, That offer is less than
half of las; year's price.

The rejected offer was 40 cents a
pound for frozen salmon and 55 cents
a pound for canned, with a guaran-
teed average price of 50.5 cents. Of-
fers being considered this morning
were rot disclosed.

Eutly toduy a cannery-owned
tender made it through a weakened
fishermen's blockade and began un-
loading fish caught by non-strikers.

The fishermen in South Naknek
took to their boats Saturday night
but they didn't head for the sea and
the salmon waiting to tv- harvested.
They remained 'a the river — the
blockade of the Whitney-Fidalgo
cannery was to continue.

And at dawn Sunday, the Whit-
ney-Fidalgo blockade had held. But

the fishermen's victory was empty.
The Saucy Bell, another tender, got
through to a barge downriver. Soon
40,000 pounds of salmon would be un-
loaded,

And early this morning the Wide
Bay docked at Whitney-Ftdalgo and
began unloading. Exhausted after
two nights without sleep and appre-
hensive about the state's warning
that boats would be confiscated if
trouble started, most of the fisher-
men slept through the night.

The Saturday night blockade by
200 gillnetters was the second night
fishermen had kept tenders from
reaching the Whitney-Fidalgo dock,
but there weren't enough gillnetters

to blockade every cannery.

Without firing on the fish-loaded
scow, the fishermen couldn't stop
the Saucy Bell from reaching the
barge downriver.

Shots were heard, and fishermen
say' the Saucy Bell fired on their
boats. No injuries were reported.

The gillnetters giving chase to the
Saucy Bell heard the voices of their
friends and fellow fishermen on
Channel 8S of their radios. Some told
them to blast the Saucy Bell out of
tlie water, others told them to keep
their guns In their bunks.

One of the captains in a boat in
front of the Saucy Bell yelled he was
going to be rammed. Sunday morn-

ing fishermen said boats trying to
move between the barge and the
dock were hit by the onrushing scow.
Damage was apparently light.

And while about 30 gillnetters
tried to outrun the Saucy Bell, the
fishermen anchored In front of the
canneries stood on their decks
watching the lights of the gillnetters
and the Saucy Bell and watching for
another tender to make a run during
the confusion.

While they watched, they listened
to the radio. One fishermen, a friend
of the Saucy Bell's captain, told him
to give it up, to stop or turn bark.

But the Saucy Bell moved on and
as she docked the fisherman shook
his head in disbelief. "I don't under-
stand. He was a fisherman. He
knows what this is about. Why didn't
he stop? He didn't have to goon."

The trooper vessel Vigilant stood
by until the talk of guns began. The
captain’s voice came over the radio.
As the Vigilant moved toward the
racing Saucy Bell, he warned the
fishermen against violence. As the
anger built the captain talked to
blockade leaders on another chan-
nel, and soon fishermen heard the
captain would recommend Gov. Jay
Hammond close the fisheries un'il a
pnee settlement is reached.

Finally the captain's voice came
through on the radio.

"I will recommend the fisheries
be closed before there is violence,"
he said. Warning that ifwasn’t his
decision, the captain said he would
do all he could.

Fishermen echoed their approval
but doubled Hammond would act.
"If there is bloodshed, it will be on
the governor’s hands,” said one fish-
erman over the radio.

From Juneau, Commissioner of
Public Safety Bill Nix announced the
increase in trooper forces in the area
"due to rapidly escalating reports of
violence, intimidation and destruc-
tion of property."”

"While we have made every ef-
fort to avoid igniting an already vola-
tile situation, it has reached the point
where law-abiding citizens are being
prevented from pursuing their liveli-
hood."

He said fishermen using violence
would be prosecuted.

If a boat is used "as an instru-
t "a crime (ramming another
boat; u. It is evidence of that crime,
the boat will be impounded until the
charges have been resolved,” he
said.

The Department of Public Safety
now has 36 officers, seven aircraft
and five boats in the bay.

Nix explained the state’s decision
not to close the fishery: “ If the suite
were to close the season for any
short period of time, the striking
fishermen could conclude that they
could enlist the aid of the state in
getting n good price simply by com-
mitting enough actsof violence."

He said dosure would invite vio-
lence In future seasons.

Despite Nix's public order, fisher-
men at Clark’s Point, a village of
about 150 on Nushagak Bay, an-
| nounced they will continue their
blockade around an Icicle Seafood
processor there after high tide
today.

The fishermen say Nix’'s handling
of the situation has been biased to-
ward processors.

The blockade at Clark's Point
was temporarily interrupted this

~weekend by an outbreak that cul-

minated with an investigation by
four troopers Sunday.

Striking village fishermen, an-
gered when Icicle Seafood tenders
brought in salmon from other areas
for processing, had tied up their
around the processors to stop ten-
ders from coming in, but terms were
generally peaceful, a fisherman re-
ported.

The start of the outbreak is un-
clear, but at some point a couple of
fishermen reportedly devised a rub-
ber slingshot catapult and began
bombarding the processor witJi eggs,
mayonnaise and water bombs. Fish-
ermen said Icicle personnel began
cutting mooring lines and ramming
the fishing boats with tenders and
tugs.



By JEANNE ABBOTT (Atf)
Daily News reporter ]

NAKNEK — Commercial
fishermen flatly turned down
tlieir latest price offer for red

IImon Saturday night and
went to war on the Naknek
River — where open hostilities
led to an exchange of obsceni-
ties across boats and scattered
reports of gunfire.

At dawn Sunday, nearly 100
fishing boats were blockading
the river for the second time in
24 hours to stop fish deliveries
at Naknek canneries. State
troopers confirmer! that gun-
shots were fired into the air,
but said fishermen were not
firing at each other.

"1'd almost call this a "holy
war," said one fisherman.

Commissioner of Public
Safety William Nix ordered a
contingent off 15 additional
ticopers into Bristol Bay Sun-
day, saying, "Repeated reports
of violence, intimidation and
destruction of property prompt
tlie state to take strong steps to
preserve peace during the
strike."

He said there would be ar-
rests and Ixiat impoundings if
the actions continued. A troop-
er helicopter was duo to arrive
Sunday night to document any
lllegal activity with photo-
graphs and video tapes, Nix
said from Juneau.

That would mean a team of
XS troopers plus the public safe-
ty vessel "Vigilant" and Fish
and W ildlife Protection officers
would be on hand to quell any
isturbarices. No arrests have
hecn made to date.

The main confrontation oc-
curred after 3 a.m. Sunday,
when a loaded tender from
Bristol Bay fishing grounds
tried lo break a line of boats lo
unload. Fishermen who have
refused to drop tlieir nets until
the price of fish is settled
circled the tender and shouting
erupted. Harrassment on both
sides led to obscene language
and threats, and later there
were reports of boat rammings,
although the tender finally got
through.

11100, at 7:30 a.m ., a fisher-
man defying the almost univer-
sal fishing Ix>ycott found him -
self surrounded by strikers and
feared swamping in their wake.

"He radioed for help and
said he thought lie might sink,"
said public safety officer Steve
Reynolds in King Salmon.

“We sent a Grumman goose
and a skiff, warned them and
they backed off. Hie guy took
refuge with us and bailed out
his boat.”

Because of the incidents, the
Alaska Independent Fisher-
men’s Marketing Association
(AIFM A) in Naknek, tele-
phoned Gov. Jay S. Hammond
Sunday morning and asked that
tlie fishery be closed until tlie
price is settled.

"We want to make it clear
that this is being done by a
fringe element,” said .AIFMA
board member Karl Hellberg.
The association represents
nearly 8J0 fishermen.

"We do not condone any

demonstrations or violence. We
are asking our members to act
with restraint and avoid con-
frontation.”

But Nix announced Sunday
stfternonn a decision to keep the
fishing grounds open and said,

"We are reluctant to take that
step because striking fishemen
might conclude that they could
get the state to respond by
committing enough acts of vio-
lence. We'd have to close the
entire season to keeo fishermen
from using violence as leverage
togeta price settlement.”

Reaction from association
executives was swift. "It's a
mistake. Someone is going to
get killed,” said Mel Olsen,
who heads tlie AIFM A.

Tension among fishermen in-
creases daily as the predicted
surge of red salmon moves into
Bristol Bay. At a rally Satur-
day many fishermen spoke
harshly about the Japanese
who own or finance major can-
neries in the Bay.

One, Whitney Fidalgo, and
its president Benton Sherry,
are particular targets since
they have refused to negotiate
prices and tlireatened to kick
fishermen off tlieir dock.

Sherry lias kept his price
offer at 40 cents a pound, or
less tlian half of last year’s
price. He refuses to talk with
reporters.

"They're all so mad at Sher-
ry it's affecting negotiations,"
says state labor commisioner
and mediator Ed Orbeck , who
remained in Bristol Bay this
weekend lo arange bilks be-
tween packers and fishermen.

'Hie latest offer made was 55
cents a pound for canned fish
and 40 cents for fish to be
frozen. Tlie offer was made by
Alaska Packers and was reject-
ed bv fishermen Saturday, 522-
30.

Talks continued Sunday but

See back Page] BWISIOLt.AV'
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Idle boats and angry weather

Bristol Bay

no new oj'er was forthcoming.
Olsen said he thought it would
be at least three more days
before an agreement came.

“l don’'t see it before then,”
lie said.

"Fishermen are very ujiset
about tlie Japanese,” said Hell-
berg of AIFMA. "They, think
tlie Japanese are deliberately
keeping prices low to make big
profits at tlieir (fishermen’s)
expense. My personal feeling is
if I’'m going to go broke they
are,too."

Hellberg and others say in-
vestments in boat and gear
mean fishermen would need to
catch at least 120,000 pounds of
fish — if tlie price were 50
cents — justto break even.

Last year the average fisher-
man made $100,000 during tlie
season but claimed the federal
government and banks took
most of their profits. Hellberg

make conditions less than ideal at King"TmonT."

said fishermen weren't likely to

settle for less than Q) cents a
pound.

But the polities of Hie stand-
off aren’t keeping the fish
away. Steve Pennoyer, director
of tlie Division of Commercial
Fisheries, said Sunday almost 4
m illion red salmon already
were in t>e Kvichak River —
one-third of the season’'s es-
capement Some 500,000 fish
had readied tlie Naknek River,
where the escapement figure is
set at 850,000 fish.

"We're into a substantial
bunch of fish, but the main
body is still to come, perhans
i.tartlijg u, peak on Tuesday,”
V'enoyersaid.

A record harvest of 37 mil-
lion salmon had been forecast
for this year, but so far the
price dispute has turned a bon-
anza into abust

ov*on



NAKNEK — Rare was the fisherman who
ventured out into Bristol Bay in defiance of a
widespread boycott this week.

Jim Beaton was one who did.

The outspoken Beaton has turned the other
cheek to striking fishermen who use the word
“scab” freely. He has fished Bristol Bay for 20
years and doesn't think it should be any
different this year.

So he goes out in his 32-foot aluminum boat
nnd drops his nets for salmon in the face of
threats, unprintable language* and intimida-
tion. i

Beaton won’tsay whether liecarries a gun. «

“But | will say there are a lot of terrorists
out there,” says Beaton. "These fishermen are
on an emotional high, a power trip. They’re
trying to hit an clephnnt with a flyswatter,” he
says of the season’s price dispute over red
salmon.

Beaton waited to fish while the strike
moved along at the first of the season, then
mndc a decision to move this week.

Tuesday night he slipped out Into the bay
nnd pulled up 9,000 pounds of fish. He claims
another non-striking fisherman already has
sold 95,000 pounds of fish at 40 cents a pound
—or $30,000 so far.

Jim Beaton

Anchor»o«oniiyN#wi/Myrcoi»on

says he lyas trailed and questioned
by several boat owners but the nignt passed
without violent incident.

"1 waited for a long time for the fisher-
men’s association to do something. | sat and
watched while the rank and file voted and
decided they didn’t understand the market.
It’s going to be hard this year for anyone to
breakeven.”

A member of the state Board of Fisheries
who helped set official policy, Beaton appar-
ently saw the shadows of the struggle early.
He and two other fishermen invested $1
million in their cwn floating processor.

He catches the fish, then dumps them onto
his own packing machine. No money changes
hands, but he still lias to balance his books
and find his own markets.

“1’ve got $500,000 in fixed costs. | don’t even
know if I can break even.”

The operation hopes to process one million
Rounds of fish during tlie season nnd he
gures his own salmon is worth 40 cents a
pound.

“The public is not being served by this
situation and there's already a big loss of fish.
I've never seen anything like It In20years.”
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; said Fi h and Game biologist
« Don B'*%of King Salmon.
He added, however, that the
huge escapement would make up
I for any loss in productivity per
j spasvner.
I Fishermen received about 57
j cents a pound for Bristol Bay
reds this year, with the value of
the total catch some S75 million,
j Biologists are predicting a
i record run of pink salmon as
i well, some 17 million fish, with a
catch of H.6 million.

That run is expected to peak
next week, but the price to be
paid for oinks has not been
settled by all fishermen and
processors.

The 35ti members of the
Western Alaska Cooperative
Marketing Association started
fishing for pinks in the Nushagak
Hivor last week after agreeing
with Peter Pan Seafoods on a
price of 25 cents a pound.

The 7110 member  Alaska
Indeptn(lent Fishermen’s
Markel™g Association, however,
was still without a price «
agreement after three of its top
Officers resigned. =
{President Dave Milholland,-

Vice Prc.iden! for Alaska John J

undgrcn  nnd  Secretary- i
Treasurer Mel Olsen iliiit their .
posts after what was described j
ionly as a "mix up in procedures/
'for prices."” Asso intion
spokesmen would not elaborate. /

SouYces'sdul, however, that the
resignations apparently stem-
med from an incident last week.

,'Tlie AIFMA board of directors-
reported then it had signed \
contracts with Nelbro Packing'
Co. and Alaska Packers for 25
penis a pound for pinks." /

. Nelbro subsequently
announced the contracts had
becn .invalidatcd_.bccaiise.lhe

board had neglected to ratify the
price offer with a vote of the
general.membership....... J

artoiraOrtomnk rai

ANCHOKAGK (AIM With
tlie red salmon run just about
over, Bristol Bay fishermen are
turning lhe-r attention to what
stale biologists predict will be a
a record run of pink salmon as
well.

Biologists had forecast a
record run of 54 million red
salmon, hut that figure was
exceeded by i.5 million.

While fishermen had heeii
expected to take 37 million reds,
a price dispute kept most nets

out o( the water until the run was
well under way and limited the
take to only 22.5 million fish.

A daily limit imposed on
fislieniK m processors also
helped cut me expected catch

The escapement ol 36 1Littinn
(ish was double what stale
Department of Fish and 'lo ne
biologists were hoping for.

"The overescapcment won't
kill future runs, hut we will lose
some productivity perspawncr,"”

«'nntiiincil on Page 3)
in— i



FISHING LINE — Fishing bouts line up to unload their catches nt Naknek last
v:eek during the Bristol Bay fishing season. Though a price dispute between

(

nvl*

fishermen and processors cut Into the take, a near-record salmon run aided
them. For mere on the fishing, see below and Page 3 of today’s Empire.
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Dispite cuts Bristol Bay

Editor's Note: Last week Em ire Stall

Re- porter Kerrn Davres and_Photographer

Mark Kell e%/ traveled to Brrstol Bay to
IS

report_on fishing developments In ‘that
area Toda¥ starts C three -parts series ol
what they Tound.

By. KAIUN PAVIES
Empire Staff Reporter

NAKNEK — Glinting in the brilliant
sunshine, a net-entangled sockeye salmon
flopped over the roller ol LitUc Star, a
Juneau-oased gUInettor, onto the peeling
gray deck. Pushing a filthy NEFCO cap
above his tan line, Dick Gregg surveyed
his work of two plus hours — just over 30
fish.

He shook
/'Scanning
/Wednesday,
dent noted
tenders nnd
state Department cf Fish and Game,
statistics saying this was the biggest run in i
history — 3711 million fish with u harvest
of 22.3 million -- Gregg said, "It ain't like
lasi year. There’s one hell of a lot less fish.i
.Somebody, must be dreaming.!* .

Still, Chuck Meacham Jr., die depart-'
ment's Bristol Day research project'
leader, said the fish were there, but they

his head in disgust. -

(hr Bristol i3ay horizon
the 39-yeur-old Juneau resj-1
litr dwindling number of'

scattered gillnetters. Despite m

ecluded snares while the seasonal battle
over price raged between processors and
fishermen. Escapement, the number of
salmon escaping nets barring their path to
spawning grounds, was put at 33.5 million.
;:bout.dmible the projected ligure, he said.
' Each year, processors and fishermen
plan to settle prices early, and usually they
settle I.le —procured by a bay thick with
milling salmon and thoughts of lost
profits.

As the salmon moved upriver this year,
uneasiness became open hostility, finally
erupting in violence,

At Naknek processors threatened to
evict fishermen from company
hunkhouses, and striking fishermen
blockaded Naknek River to prevent
tenders from delivering fish. Those who
crossed the line faced threats, taunts of
"scab" and burning trash dumped on
decks. Reportedly, gunshots were ex
changed more than once, and fist fig) w

easily broke cut among idle fishermen.

As negotiations dragged, frustrations
mounted. Because processors and
fishermen are independent businessmen
trying ft. agree on a price, and not
employers and employees, federal anti-
trust laws fu.-hid collective action, forcing

. procossors with price-fixing.

processors and fishermen to meet in-
dividually, slowing llie bargaining process.

Moncv talks have been further
restrained by lawsuits filed by fishermen
in 1974 and 1975, charging Bristol Bay
Due in
federal court this October, die suit should
help dtdne issues that have confused
negotiations.

Many blame an unstable international
salmon market for hampering negotia-
tions. Last season the yen was strong, and
the Japanese could afford to pay nigh
market prices. When high seas and
domestic Japanese salmon fisheries
showed unexpectedly good returns of less
expensive salmon, though, some Japanese
marketers contend they got stuck with a
lot of expensive Bristol Bay salmon no one
wanted.

Facing an apparent world salmon glut,
Japanese salmon brokers, the long-
standing, economic ir - Instay of the Bristol
Bay sockeye fishery, announced early they
would not pay high salmon prices — ail of
which raised the hackles of fishermen who
contend the Japanese are manipulating
wo!ld markets to drive sockeye prices
down L. mi a high o( $1,25 per pound In
1979.

Ofi1ts

Not only is there resentment for
Japanese processors, but also for cut-of-
state fishermen who hold 740 of 1,717
limited entry permits. Some complain the
Alaska fishery is being controlled by out-
side interests. .KarJ_Hellberg. new
sccretary-treasurer of the Alaska Indepen-

dent Fishermen’s Marketing Association,

disagrees.
"Viho is an Alaskan," he asked. We're

all citizens of tlie United States. | happen
to live in Oregon in the winter, but lve
been fishing in Alaska since 1902. Does
that make me an ‘Outsider?"

Going into the si uson, everyone knew
fishermen who got .i high of $1.25 a pound
last year would f.i o processors whose sur-
plus salmon wecie stacked up in cold
storages as far a. as Denver, Colo.
Trouble was anticipated from the start,
and Gov. Jay Hammond urged price
negotiations nearly six months ago.

The two sides met in January, but could
not agree on a price until July 3, ten days
and four votes after the run began.
Fishermen demanding 20 cents a pound
got 57 cents, up 17 cents from what the
processors originally oi'ered.

No one was happy, nut Die sockeyes



Fear and Ipathijijg”on Bay

By KARL OHLS
vrjcn

One aftereffect of the long price dispute in Bristol
Bay probably will be bitter feelings between the
fishermen that went fishing and those that volun-
tarily sat on the ocach until a settlement was reach-
ed.

Though few in number, the strike-breakers in-
cluded various set-net sites on the cast side of the
bay and scattered independent fishermen who had
no affiliation with the two big marketing associa-
tions.

Much animosity was directed at them by the
striking fishermen, whose attitudes can be summed
up in a list of strike slogans sent to KDLG, Dill-
ingham’s radio station.

They included: "Better dead than 40 cents a
red;" "Don't take tlieir price, let them cut .ice;”

can a pickle, Icicle!”

j”~ ¢ rnajn organjzeci fishing effort came from
drift gillnetters that had a market with Icicle
Seafoods. A number of Icicle fishermen formed
their own marketing association, the Bristol Bay
Fishermen’s Association, and went fishing June 24,
nine days before the strike was settled.

Some of the fishermen complained of harassment
as tension healed up bn the fishing grounds.

"Neither AIFMA (Alaska Independent
Fishermen’s Marketing Association) or WACMA
(Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Associa-
tion) has the right to tell us not to fish or to prevent
us' from fishing,” said John Garner, an lIciclc
fisherman who participated in the formation of the
new association.

He said they organized tlieir own group because

See ICICLE page 18



with Fishera

by Helen Gillette
Thill's Writer

Now that the fish are gone for the
season, what some have referred lo
& the Great Bristol Bay Fishing and
Air Carnival of 1980 is over and done
with.

ft was hectic over there, with Dil-
lingham and, to a lesser degree,
King Salmon and Naknek overrun
with people, planes, helicopters and
boats of every kind. .

Adding to the confusion were:

— .Hundreds of fishermen, with
and without boats, from states in-
cluding Alaska, Washington, Oregon,
and California.

— Prospective crewmen, and
penniless youths waiting for cannery
jobs.

— Fuel suppliers and other local
businessmen beseiged for credit.

— Pilots <u all kinds of flyable
planes waiting to either spot fish or
haul it out.

— Fifty to @lioats, docked in the
harbor, engaged in buying,' selling,
processing and taking fish away.

Complicating factors included the
late arrival of herring at Tugiul:. A
heavy  mid-run  Togiak storm
swamped or lost many boats, leading
the rest scurrying for shelter. A'so,
once fishing started and the need de-
veloped to get the fish lo market im-
mediately, airplane traffic grew
heavy, both on ami oil the beaches
and from airstrips.

Adding to the confusion was tlie
crowded harbor at Dillingham, with
at least 4% boats, sometimes lined
up 15 to 20 abreast. The fishermen's
strike against processors and pres-
sure by the two fishermen's unions
made a hectic situation worse.

Anil, climaxing it all, a disastrous,

,pink salmon run canceled out a good)

(forecast and crushed fishermen who j
hadn't made 't at Togiak or with the,
oreds.—

Also, consider the fact that both
fishermen and processors were hun-
gry economically. New England
Fish Co. had just gone bankrupt, sup-
posedly from last year’s season of
high prices paid fisherman plus a
softening Japanese market, There
were other bankruptcies anil per-
haps oilier firms In trouble. As for
fishermen, many of them hacked by
processors, they faced huge pay-
ments on their boats.

On the surface, it was a volatile
situation, with all the ingredients
present for big confrontations. But,
inspile of all the unsatisfied, milling,
hungry, unwashed bodies present,
and the frustrating and frightening
conditions, there really weren't any
incidents of import.

Besides the non-violence, there
were other positive things in the bay.

The fish got off easy. In fact,
about 20 million reds destined for
harvest got away up the crocks while
fishermen and processors were talk-
ing price, The peak ol the run was on
before the strike was settled—
, "The red, or sockeye, return toj

j Bristol Bay was Q0.8 million fish, well j
; above the 515 million forecast, The'
catch was 23 million. The escape-
ment, 37.8 million, was about 20 mil-j

lion above the 174 million escape-1

men! goal set by fish and game biolo-.
gists.. _

Ken Middleton, central region di-
leclor for the Alaska Department Of
Fish ;unl Gain-, said one good thing

this year is that the fish were well
taken care of. Last year a lot of fish
was dumped for lad: of markets.
Also, quite a lot of substandard, held-
too-long fish got to market in 1979,
helping erode the Japanese demand.

In spite of appearances, every-
thing was better organized this year,
Middle* in said. Also, it helped that
tlie fish arrived in a sort of smooth

procession, never in a big glut. Then/'
rtoo, the weather stayed cool, cloudy |

and rainy, so that fish kept better

while waiting either on-shore pro:l

cessing or air or boat-lift out.

Middleton stayed at the bay three
weeks this summer, the first time
he’'d done that in three years.

"1 couldn’t believe tlie changes
that had taken place,” he said.

For the first time, he saw heli-
copters being used to take salmon
from tenders at sea towailing trucks
on land. The fish were then trucked
to the airport where they were flown
to Anchorage, Cordova, Homer, Se-
ward, Kenai, Vancouver, British Co-
lumbia, "and all over the country."

Meanwhile, little planes were
either spotting schools of fish lor the
boat crews or picking up fish on
every beach and getting them out,
mostly to Anchorage. Estimates of
planes in use range as high as 100.

There were a lot of airplane
mishaps, with estimates miming
from 25 to 40.

I Meanwhile, it was busy out on the
water, too. Besides fishing boat traf-
fic, there were 50 to QO freighters,
itenders, floating processors and in
'dependent cash buyers out there in

Fishing vessels sit k,.
dry at low tide at a Brisu
dock.

-

sis* planes

boats. o
I The cash buyers included severall
foreign buyers, who under state law *
were able to buy fish secondhand
from a domestic dealer. What hap-
pened was that the American fisher-
man sold his fish to the middleman
who immediately transferred them
to the foreigner, who put them in
freezing brine on his boat and boated
jjiem to Vancouver, B.C.

At first the state made these par-
ties load and unload the fish twice,
first onto the domestic buyer’'s boat
and thence onto the foreign trans-
port.

"But this was just holding up traf-
fic and not improving the fish, so
midway through the season ,we
waived this technicality," Middleton
sajd. However, the domestic buyer
was required to be on hoard the for-

"eign ship at time of transfer.

The foreign buying situation was-

, okayed when it became apparent
( that on-shore processors weren't

'going to be able to handle the catch.

Another good thing, Middleton
said, was the market situation. De-
spite the soft Japanese mmket,
there seemed to be markets for all
the fish, particularly ones in Europe.

Before the season, there had been
general gloom over prospective mar-
kets for Alaskan fish. But it all went
and a lot more would have sold.

In fact, a Boeing 707 chartered
from Vancouver, Wash., by a pro-
spective buyer had lo tuni around
and go home empty. He couldn't find
any fish to buy.

Gj-Of! 6
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BRISTOL BAY'8l

It all hinges on giving fishermen
and processors an offer |
no reasonable person can refuse.

Bristol Bay Task Force
to be chaired by Gross

by Brad Matsen

Alasku's former attorney general
Avrum Gross will chair a Bristol Bay
task force to come up with a plan for
an orderly salmon harvest in 1981.
Governor Jay Hammond announced
his selection to a combined session
of the Alaska Fish and Game Boards
on December 4 in Anchorage.

"It all hinges on gi,:ng the
processors and fishermen Jt there
an offer that no reasonable person
can refuse," Hammond said. “And
therein lies the problem. We have to
determine exnctly what market
conditions will prevail and what a
fair price is. They've been dealing
with those issues out there since the
Inst century nnd have still come no
closer to finding an ndecjunto means
for resolving tne price dispute

N

before the beginning of the season.”

In 1980, the price dispute between
fishermen nnd processors lasted un-
til July 3 when the peak of the run
arrived and an estimated 20 million
harvestnble salmon had escaped into
the rivers.

Hammond has been meeting for
several months with fishermen,
processors nnd his staff to deter-
mine the role of the State in the 1981

“Our primary obligation is to
provide for the harvest, and we have
national and international rcsponsi-
bilities to use that'fishery to its
fullest potential. We'll be hard
.pressed to explain why we fail to do
*so year in and year out. | haven't re-
solved precisely what we’re going to

w lo oxcopt on ono or two issms,”
Alartlmond said., s ***
X

“First, 1 am having the Depart-
ment of Law draft legislation which
would place in jeopardy a fisher-
man’s limited entry permit on cer-
tain conditions if violations or vio-
lent acts are proven. Last year, just
the suggestion of such action cooled
things off enormously."

Hammond said he was not
singling fishermen out in seeking a
solution to the price dispute tangle.
"I'm not going to impose sanctions
that would give one side or the other
the advantage. We will concern our-
selves with stopping illegal criminal
activity and with creating conditions
which will smooth the negotiation
process. But if the processors aren’t
willing to buy fish, then we’ll find
someone who will," Hammond said.

"One of the problems in the past
has been the inability to know with
assurance what the market con-
ditions arc, whether or not fisher-
men arc being offered a fair price.
Are they being ripped off, or are
they in fact demanding a price that
is unreasonable? Everybody’s all
over the landscape on that,” Ham-
mond said. "I think there is a need to
provide better marketing data that
isaccepted on both sides of the aisle,
and we’ll try to do that."

“It seems to me that we have to
reach a position where we say, ‘look,
we want to harvest X million fish
and here are reasonable conditions.
Those of you who are willing to
process fish under these terms shall
bo accommodated with a permit to
process fish. Similarly, those who
wish to fish under these reasonable

terms shall be permitted to do so
under the current limited entry
program',"” Ilammond said.

"If there is inadequate processing
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capability, then we're going to open
up to other processors who will
provide that capability," Hammond
said.

"The whole gamut of private en-
terprise transactions that normally
tend to activities in the private sec-
tor are absent on the Bay. You have
large numbers of small businessmen
who are bargaining with large en-
tities over the sale of a product.
They normally wouldn't engage in
strike activities or threats to their
competition if they were selling
groceries in a community where
somebody else was selling groceries
at a lesser price," Hammond said.

"The individuall think who cau
pull this thing together is my former
attorney general Avrum Gross. He
is as familiar with this situation as
anyone, and has no undue biases,
perceived or otherwise. I'm not
looking for the lowest bidder to run
this thing, either. It is such a sen-
sitive situation that it would be like .
asking the lowest bidder to do brain
surgery,” Hammond said.

Gross' task force will consist of
representatives from the several
state agencies, including Fish and
Game, Labor and Public Safety.

Board of Fisheries member Jim
Beaton urged Hammond to put
Gross to work immediately. "1'd like
him to meet with the Board of.
Fisheries in January, because |
think we’re running out of time on
Bristol Lny right now,"” Beaton said.

Gross has been teaching at Stan-

ford University Law School since
leaving the administration last
summer.

"He's the best talent | know of,"
Hammond said. "If anyone else has a
better idea, lot mo know." O
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boat harbor and all fishing stopped on the west
side. \ . o7 - .

“1’'m an lIcicle fisherman and an AIFMA member
and my boat is not going in the water until we get a
contract,” Mitchell said when asked what he was
going to do.

There were about five other AIFMA members
with an Icicle market. Mitchell later found another
company to fish for. i-

Garner said many other Icicle fishermen didn’t
go out either because they also didn’t believe the
price was fair or “because they were afraid.”

Garner said he was appalled at the intimidation
used to keep fishermen from fishing,

“1think it’s outrageous,the threats and kinds of
incidents that were taking place against people that
were not even members of the associations (AIFMA
and WACMA),” Garner said.

At Egegik, he said, a small plane flew over them
virtually every day. Flc presumes it was to check if
they were fishing. He knew of incidents in the
Naknek—Kvichak area during the strike where
three shots were fired at a fisherman’s boat and an
anchor was thrown in another fisherman’s net to
drag it away.

The situation got so tense that William Nix, com-
missioner of the Department of Public Safety,
issued a strongly-worded statement JtAie 29 saying
illegal acts committed in Ib" Tike would be pro-
secuted and law enforcement personnel in the area
substantially reinforced.

Ina cphonc interview, Nix said the statement
was motivated by what "seemed to be an escalation
in the threats of violence and the reports of
violence.’

“Fishermen, he added, “were telling us about it

TTfilnR its ouirageuuar-v..~-
threats and kinds of incidents

that were taking place
1 — John Garner

(violent incidents) but obviously they didn’t want to
sign complaints.” e

Nix said things considerably calmed down as
state trooper patrols were increased. Also, many
striking fishermen fell they had proved their point.

The harassment, though not sanctioned by AIF-
MA or WACMA, was a way for striking fishermen
to vent their frustration at not being able to fish.
They were angry at the strike-breakers,whom they
mcalled scabs, because they fell that they undercut
their efforts to pul pressure on the processors to set-
tle.

Icicle and its fishermen argued that they were in a
separate market and that their activities would not
affect the outcome of the price dispute one way or
another.

“There was no indication that any settlement
would be of any benefit to us,” Garner said. He
said he saw no reason to participate in the boycott
“unless there was a reasonable purpose for it.”

His other point was, “ It’s not in our best interest
at this time to break Icicle,” which he believed was
possible if they hadn’t gone fishing.

Such arguments largely fell on deaf ears. Icicle
became a major target of the strikers during several
particularly tense days between June 27 and June
30.

As blockades were being put up in front of the
Whitney-Fidalgo Seafoods dock in Naknek, the Ici-

cle processing ships off Clarks Point were being sur-
i (Xehino Knatc intent on preventing the

ICICLE..-
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neither AIFMA nor WACMA was representing
their interests.

“Icicle fishermen fish for a company that puts 90
percent or more of its product on the frozen
market, which is weaker than the canned market,”
he said.

He also noted that "the negotiating process was
really stalemated in mid-June—they (the associa-
tions and the processors) were miles apart.”

.Scott Jacobsen, president of Icicle's floating-
processor division, said, "We had a meeting with
our fishermen and told them we could only pay 40
cents (per pound) regardless of what the settlement
was.

tities.?The"glut was”;
Japanesfe'fti'Wflif'i* fo/Ql
duct. » & ~~~’

With the frozen market in such bad shape, many
Icicle fishermen were prepared to accept 40 cents
plus a promised share of any profits. With three
floating processors in the bay and a transportation
system to its plants around the state, Icicle also was
offering to buy as many fish as its 65 fishermen
could deliver.

"Volume was the only way to make it," Garner
said. , *

Jake Jacobsen, Icicle's Bristol Bay operations
manager, said toward the end of the season that
sonic boats had passed the 200,000-pound mark in

« deliveries, which amounted to a gross more than
US0.000.

\ The organization of the Bristol Bay Fishermen’s
Association (BBFA) "occurred very
spontaneously,” Garner said,

“We *vcre put in a poiilion where wc had to act
as a group,” he saiJ. “ The association provided a--

method to get Icicle to pay us tc fish for what wc
considered a fair-.pricc.”

“We were dealing with ci.eumstanccs where
things were happening very rupiDly.”

Icicle fishermen voted to form the association at
a'Junc22 meeting in Dillingham chaired—because
no one else wanted to—by Phil Daniel, boat puller
and former UFA lobbyist.

But John Mitchell, an Icicle fisherman and an
AIFMA member, asked the group to hold off so he
could explain their posib-n to the AIFMA board of
directors in Naknek and see if they could work out
some way to keep all the fishermen united in the
price dispute.

, Garner said the new association's conditions were

that it be allowed to get a separate price for
frozen— the AIFM A board previously had voted to
accept only one across-the-board price for frozen
and canned—a sliding price and that the frozen
price not be held hostage until the canned price was
negotiated.

Mitchell was given "48 hours from noon that
day,” Garner said. ' We promised there would be
no fishing of reds during that period of time.”

The afternoon of June 24, Mitchell and AIFMA
president Dave Milholland, both feeling betrayed,
were sitting in a Dillingham restaurant. After a har-
rowing ride across the bay in an oil fume-filled
airplane in miserable weather, they arrived to find
the association members getting ready to leave for
the fi. nggrounds. Mitchell said he had assurances
from the board that it gladly would work with the
Icicle fishermen and “develop a price structure that



In a telephone interview,. Nix said the statement
was motivated by what "seemed to be an escalation
in the threats of violence and the reports of
violence.”

"Fishermen, he added, "were telling us about it

“MtninK it's ouuageoob »»
threats and kinds of incidents
that were taking place’

—John Gamer

(violent incidents) but obviously they didn’t want to
sign complaints.” -

Nix said things considerably calmed down as
state trooper patrols were increased. Also, many
striking fishermen felt they had proved their point.

The harassment, though not sanctioned by AIF-
MA or WACMA, was a way for striking fisherm,
to vent their frustration at not being able to fish.

They were angry at the strike-breakers,whom they
ecalled scabs, because they felt that they undercut
their efforts to put pressure on the processors to set-
tle.

Icicle and its fishermen argued that they were in a
separate market and that their activities would not
affect the outcome of the price dispute one way or
another.

"There was no indication that any settlement
would be of any benefit to us,” Garner said. He
said lie saw no reason to participate in the boycott
"unless there was a reasonable purpose for it.”

His other point was, “ It’s not in our best interest
at this time to break Icicle,” which lie believed was
possible if they hadn’t gone fishing.

Such arguments largely fell on deaf ears. Icicle
became a major target of the strikers during several
particularly tense days between June 27 and June
30.

As blockades were being put up in front of the
Whitney-Fidalgo Seafoods dock in Naknek, the Ici-
cle processing ships off Clarks Point were being sur-
rounded by fishing boats intent on preventing the
Egcgik lenders from making deliveries.

One boat got crunched between a tender and a
processing ship with the fishermen calling it a
deliberate ramming and Icicle calling it an accident.

The tenders later backed off r.nd went back to
Egcgik.

On "Black Sunday,” June 29, the fishermen #

pelted the Icicle processors'with wuter balloons/,
eggs und mayonnaise. : v

Later, in defiance of Nix’s statement, the Clarks”

Point fishermen said they would surround the Icicle
ships again Monday afternoon. . "> 1

Icicle, however, pulled its processors ou(* ovcr-i,
— -

ocott Jacobsen said tjic majority»of thed
company’s fishermen stayed tied up during, the
dispute. Gainer estimated (hat close to half went
fishing, though most of them during the last day or
two before the settlement.  +* myj-litJoSf™
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manager, said toward the end of the season that
some boats had passed the 200,000-pound mark in
i deliveries, which amounted to a gross more than
\$80,000.
\ The organization of the Bristol Bay Fishermen’s
association (BBFA) "occurred very
spontaneously,” Garner said.
“We yvere put in a position where we had to act
as a group,” he said. “ The association provided a-

method to get Icicle to pay us to fish for what we
considered a faiuprice.”

“We were dealing with circumstances where
things were happening very rapidly.”

Icicle fishermen voted to form the association at
adune 22 meeting in Dillingham chaired—because
no one else wanted to—by Phil Daniel, boat puller
and former UFA lobbyist.

But John Mitchell, an Icicle fisherman and an
AIFMA member, asked the group to hold off so he
could explain their position to the AIFMA board of
directors in Naknek and sec if they could work out
some way to keep all the fishermen united in the
price dispute.

, Garner said the new association’s conditions were

that it be allowed to get a separate price for
frozen— the AIFMA board previously had voted to
accept only one across-the-board price for frozen
and canned—a sliding price and that the frozen
price not be held hostage until the canned price was
negotiated.

Mitchell was given "48 hours from noon that
day.” Garner said. “We promised there would be
no fishing of reds during that period of time."

The afternoon of June 24, Mitchell and AIFMA
president Dave Milholland, both feeling betrayed,
were silting in a Dillingham icstaurant. After a har-
rowing ride across the bay in an oil fumc-fillcd
airplane in miserable weather, they arrived to find
the association members getting ready to leave for
the fishing grounds. Mitchell said he hud assurances
from the board that it gladly would work with the
Icicle fishermen and “ develop a price structure that
would take into consideration the problems the Ici-
cle fishermen face.”

“ 1 honestly can’t believe | stretched my neck that
fur," Mitchell added.

“1 know lie risked his life flying back there,”
Garner said, but 48 hours had passed without Ins
return. He added they tried calling Mitchell in’
Naknek but couldn’t gat hold of him so the group,
left. - -1 B "to . i .to

He said 14 boats pulled oul for Egegik on that
afternoon’s high tide. That night a boat blockade
was thrown, u#J in the channel to the Di.IIingham

See ICICLE page 20 ',
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Senate approves bill
for Bristol Bay beefup

By The Associated Press
Enforcement of fish and wildlife protection laws at Bristol Bay
would be beefed up, under a bill unanimously approved by the
Senate Monday.

Originally, the legislation (CSSB323 State Affairs) called for in-
creased law enforcement at the fishery as a hedge against a repeat
of the violence which broke out at Bristol Bay last summer during
a price dispute between fishermen and processors.

Rather than increasing tlie law enforcement effort at Bristol Bay
as recommended by a task force appointed by Gov. Jay Hammond,
the Senate opted to spend $211,100 to enforce fish and wildlife
protection laws in Western Alaska.

Under the bill, tlie Department of Public Safety would buy one
boat and lease a second to patrol tlie Bristol Bay, Togiak and Sand
Point fisheries.
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SEATTLE (AP)-The federal
government Is conducting a massive
ant. mist probe ol the rich and com-
petitive Alaskan seafood Industry,
court records Indicate.

According to court records, Joel E.
Lelstng, an antitrust lawyer, was ap-
pointed June 24, I&fQ to conduct a
grand jury Investigation In Western
Washington to discover "whether
certain violation of the federal antitrust
laws have occurred and are still oc-
curring In the Alaskan seafood in-
dustry."

Evidence of the extent of the
government Inquiry appears In the
records of a civil antitrust case set for
trial August 17 In federal court here.

That case, consolidating several
suits, dates back to 1974. Individual
fishermen accused several fish
processing firms of violating antitrust
laws. The processors, In return, ac-
cused fishermen and their marketing
associations of antitrust violations.

The dispute has generated more than
185,000 documents and 24,000 pages of
depositions, according to memoran-
dums filed In the case.

Federal Investigators last fall
maneuvered lo gain access to the
documents, mar; of which were sealed
by court order.

Rangley L. Wallace, a lawyer In the
Justice Department foreign commerce
section, dccllincd’'to discuss the probe,
except to say It encompasses the entire
Alaska seafood Industry.

The probe could have deep effects on
Western Washington busincsss. More
than 85 fish processsing firms have
headquarters or o'flees In Sentllo and
thousands of Puget Sound fishermen
fish InAlaskin waters.

The head of one Seattle processing
firm, who naked not to be ldentified,
said It cost hti comp—y about tS0,0u0
for attorneys' fees and copying costs to
answer a government subpoer* for
Information.

Meanwhile, a special task force
appointed by Alaska Gov. Jay Ham-
mond concluded that commercial
fishermen In Alaska's Bristol Boy
operate under constant throat of
violence and Intimidation.

The report said the changing nature
of tho fishing Industry was a basic
cause (or much of the violence. The
report noted the Industry has shifted
from a cannery-operated fleet—In
which fishermen were employed by
processing comparles-.0 a fleet of
Independent fishermen.

The fishermen, In turn, formed
marketing associations, which bargain
for the price of fish. '

"There Is no doubt that members of
the associations apply substantial
pressure to ensure that no fishing will
occur In the absence of an association
contract," the report suld

"In lhe absence of any legal power to
accomplish this end, association
membora have adopted less
sophisticate* but oqually effective
techniques-specldeally, those oi 'n-
timldatlon," the report sold.

The processing Industry faces
equally difficult problems, the report
said. Since processors aren't a. aling
with unions, there can no Industry-wide
bargaining.

"Any discussion or concerted activity
between processors to reach a price
settlement Is a combination to set
price;, within the terms of the antitrust
laws," the report said.

"Since the proc. ssors have air. cdy
been sued undor these acts for colli" ‘on
nnd re presently the subject ot a
federal Investigation, they are par-
ticularly senstlve toward avoiding even
basic communication between them-
selves,” the report said.

"The result Is confusion-the
marketing associations aeal with one
orocessor, then Brother In an attempt
to set a price of the whole bay, but the
processors have no real way of knowing
what has been offered or the status of
negotiations elsewhere," the report
said.
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Juneau — The director of the
state's largest fishermen’s organiza-
tion criticized state officials Monday
for doing liuie to prevent another
strike by fishermen this summer at
Bristol Bay.

Rodger Painter, executive direc-
tor of United Fishermen of Alaska,
told administrators and lawmakers
they ute wasting time that could be
used to resolve long-standing differ-
ences between fishermen and pro-
cesujrs at Bristol Bay.

Painter outlined possible solu-

callfor

tions to the dispute at a hearing Mon-
day before a Joint Hodse-Senate
panel and a Cabinet-level task force
investigating conflicts at Bristol
Boy.

He urged state officials to spur
negotiations between fishermen and
packers so a price for salmon is set
before fish runs start early this sum-
mer.

The key to price talks Is adequate
information, Painter said. He asked
for an immediate state-funded study
of salmon markets to give fishermen
and processors "something to talk

about."

Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski, R-An-
chorage, who heads the panel,
agreed that the state “is under a
time crunch" If a marketing study Is
to be undertaken.’

Last year; fishermen and packers
could not settle on a price for
salmon. A strike resulted, and in-
stead of the predicted largest salmon
catches In history, millions of har-
vestable saimon'escaped upstream.
The estimated loss was $46mi|lion to
$65 million to fishermen alone.

Painter said this season there is
"the distinct possibility of violence in
the bay if there is another long
strike." Sturgulewski said the Legis-
lature’s primary concern at Bristol
Bay is protecting public safety.

John Gamer, lobbyist for the
Bristol Bay Fishermen’s Ass rela-
tion, said many fishermen stayed on
the beach during the strike last sum-
mer out of fear. He said he avoided
the controversial fishing grounds
until after a price was set — “ 1 was
chicken.”

Roy Smith, a Petersburg gillnet-
ter who fished at Bristol Bay last
season, said a fisherman who broke
the strike was threatened one night
while anchored next to him on the

Naknek River. Oil was poured on the
man'’s boat, and an angty fisherman
threatened to set it on fire, Smith
said.

Others argued that there isa gray
area between violence and scare tac-
tics. Rep. Joseph Chuckwuk, D-DII-
lingham, who is a member of the
panel, said he has not seen any docu-
mented evidence of violence at Bris-
tol Bay.

Jim Beaton, a fisherman for 23
years and member of the state
Board ol Fisheries, said in addition
to undertaking a marketing study,
the state should help fishermen de-
velop altemati »e markets, including
their own cooperatives.

Alternative markets could be de-
veloped through investments and
loans by the Alaska Renewable Re-
sources Corp. and the Commercial
Fishing and Agriculture Bank, Stur-
gulewski said. Both are state-funded
agencies.

Mitch Kink, general manager of
the Alaska Independent Fishermen'’s
Marketing Association, said the state
should require binding arbitration
between fishermen and processors.
Currently, the state can enter price
disputes only if asked, and even then
the state is simply a referee.
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Senate panel calls for

By The Associated Press

To avoid another strike by salmon fishermen
at Bristol Bay, the state should unedrtake a
marketing study of the troubled fishery, and
beef-up the police patrol in the bay, a special
Senate panel recommended today,

Rodger Painter, executive director of the
United Fishermen of Alaska, said the report of-
fers some good long-term solutions, but added
that the state should apply more political pres-
sure on processors immediately to negotiate in
good faith.

"We can't do it alone. We've got to have
processors sitting down with us” to reach ajree-
ments, he said.

But Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski, R-Republicaii,
who is on the special panel, said a marketing
study public safety provisions are the best efforts
the state can make to smooth negotiations
without interfering with the private market.

The report by the special Senate Judiciary
Hearing Committee appointed by Senate Presi-
dent Jalmar Kerttula, D-Palmer, said that
"much of the stress occuring in Bristol Bay is

study

due to the changing nature of the fishery and the
marketing structure. Because the end result of
tlie evolution in the fishing industry is not un-
known, state policy toward the Bristol Bay
fishery should neither artifically restrict that
change, nor force the adoption of any new
system."

Fishermen lobbied heavily for a marketing sur-
vey, which is scheduled to be completed by the
Department of Commerce and Economic
Development by May 15. The report said the
stviy would "allcv/ fishermen to negotiate on a
more equal footing with the processors."

A report issued lasi week by a Bristol Bay task
force appointed bv the governor also recom-
moded that a marketing study be dope, and that
the public safety effort at the bay De
strengthened.

The commutee said .ie study should at a
minimum anr.lyze ihe market for salmon, whole-
sale prices and trends, effect of pack sizes on
pm.°s, am' changes in the costs to fishermen and
processors in producing their products.
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Sales* of fish to foreign
ors OKed by judge

By JUUE ANNE GOLD and DON HUNTER

Daily News reporters

A federal judge Friday issued a, preliminary
injunction against the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game that will clear thdvway for
Bristol Bay fishermen to sell at legsdtV/part of
their catch this season directly to foreign
processors. X

State law and Fish and Game regulations
require primary processing of salmon and her™
ring taken in Alaska waters to occur here,
before the catch leaves the state.

It is that requirement that U.S. District Court
Judge James Fitzgerald apparently has barred
the state from enforcing —atleast temporarily.

Fitzgerald scheduled a conference with attor-
neys Monday morning to discuss the “terms and
form” of the injunction. An a’tomey for one of
the fishermen’s associations Friday night said
the extent of the order won’t be known until
then.

The suit was filed Feb. 17 by the Bristol Bay
Herring Marketing Cooperative and tlie Western
Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association, rep-

resenting salmon fishermen, and four individu-
als.

The fishermen claim they were "forced to
waste and destroy” 15000 m etric tons of salmon
and herring during the 1980 fishing season
because local processors couldn't handle the
entire catch.

As a result, the fishermen’s associations
negotiated a contract with the North Pacific
Longline-Gillnet Association, a Japanese group,
to sell their herring and salmon directly to the
Japanese. The longliners would freeze the fish
aboard 10 vessels and ship it to Japan for
processing.

Adhering to the state rules and heeding the
objections of Bristol Bay processors who
claimed they would be able to process the entire
1981 season catch, the Alaska Board of Fisheries
rejected the Bristol Bay fishermen’s request to
enter the direct sale agreement with the Japa-
nese. Vs

The fishermen claim the state’s refusal to
allow them to sell raw fish to foreign processors j
violates the federal constitution.
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N n Associated P it*
g Juneau ~To avoid another strike
\ 'F by salmon fishermen at Bristol Bay,; n
\\¥ the state shouldlindertake a mariiief-V
AJ ing study of the troubled fishery, nnd

beef-up the police patrol in the bay,av
Senate committee recommended
Monday. , ® - -V.-"vW
.Rodger Painter, executive direc-
y 'J jy tor of the United 'Fishermen of
T1 rl iitLyl Alaska, said the report offers some
y good long-term solutions, but added
(0] / l. Y that the state should apply more po-
0 / \f litical pressure on processors imme-
W fj Y v 7 diately to negotiate ingood faith- S i
r Cr j1o "\We can't do it alone. We've got |
to have processors sitting down y/ith ~
us" to reach agreements, hesaid. . i

But Sen. Arliss 1StufgiilewjlS, £
R-Republican, who is head of the
panel, said a marketing ctudy public ,
safety provisions are the best efforts
the state can make to smooth negotf*; -
ations without interfering with the
private market.

The report by the special Senatei
Judiciary Hearing Committee' ap-:of
pointed by Senate President Jalriafi-I:
Kerttula, D-Palmer, said that "much!
of the stress occuring in Bristolflay J
is due to the changing nature >of't)ieB
fishery and the marketing structure. -
Because the end result of the evolu-j
lion in the fishing industry is not un-
known, state policy toward the Bris-
tol Buy fishery should neither artifl-

J ' cally restrict that etiange, nor foppe.
(aVvYt the adoption of any new system,’* ;' 'r
"I n Fishermen lobbied heavily fdpfdV

marKeting survey, which is sched-

uled to lie completed by the Depart-,
ment of Commerce nnd Economic

Development by May 15. The report

said thedy would "allow fishermen

to negotiate on a more equal footing

with the processors."

A report issued last week by a
Bristol Bay task force appointed by
the governor also recommended that
a marketing study lie done, and that
the public safety effort at the bay be
strengthened.

The committee said the study
should at a minimum analyze the
market for salmon, wholesale prices
and trends, effect of pack sizes on
prices, and changes in the costs to
fishermen and processors in produc-
ing their products. The report said u
range cf prices for sAlmon — fresh,
frozen or canned — should be recom-
mended.

However, Rick Lauber, lobbyist
for the Pacific Seafood Processors
Association, said much of the Infor-
mation the study will provide is al-
ready available from outer sources.
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SayingJajay”tol. reds

By ANN CONY

DaIIy Nows reporter

The prediction of an early
run of red salmon in Bristol
Bay this year is expected to

send commercial fishermen .

and processors'scrambling to
get ready for the fic" .

Robert Burgnei, a biologist
with the Fisheries Research
Institute at the University of
Washington, said Friday that
data he received Thursday indi-
cate the salmon season will
:pcak about June 300or July 1 —
four or five days earlier than
lusual. 'C
A “That makes quite a bit of

difference in the way they gear
up for operations out there, he
sail.

Burgner, who studied Bristol
Bay salmon runs for his docto-
rate degree, said his forecast is
based on a correlation between
salmon runs and air and water
temperatures.

In addition to creating tech-
nical havoc in industry prepa-
rations for the harvest, the
early-run prediction is expected
to put more intense pressure on
price negotiations between pro-
cessors and fishermen. It also
should put more pressure tn
mlawmakers in Juneau o< move

on a pack loan appropriation
needed to help processors meet
operating costs this season. ‘

Rodger Painter, executive
director of United Fishermen of
Alaska, said Friday that if the
run peaks early, fishermen will
want to be in the bay by next

week/  gule —

"That means people are
going to have to start scram-
bling to get there sooner. It
may cause some logistical
problems,” he said. Some fish-
ermen do not have their boats
ready yet and processors will
have to try to push forward
scheduled deliveries of equip-
ment nnd the like, he said.

The anticipation of Bn early
run will almost certainly have
an effect on price negotiations
between fishermen and proces-
sors, Painter said. “ It probably
means that efforts to hold out-
are going to have a much
harder time this year," he said.

The*Western Alaska Cooper-

ative Marketing Association,
which represents some 330 fish-
ermen, has settled with numer-
ous processors on the price to
be paid fishermen. The Alaska
Independent Fishermen's Mar-
keting Association, represent-
ing some 700 fishermen, has
rejected offers to fish for the
prices accepl:d by the coopera-
tive.

Fishermen ifi the area of
False Pass, Unimak Island,
have settled talmon prices with
Peter Pan Seafoods and were
on the water Friday. Fisher-
men ». the Chignik area have
-.alsosettled.

The .state Department of

may cause havoc

Fish and Game had predicted
the red salmon catch in the
Chignik area would be roughly
1 million fish, but biologists
have reported a stronger run
than was anticipated. One biol-
ogist said the Chignik run was
"going bananas."

Fish and Game has predict-
ed a total run of about 26.7
million reds through Bristol
Bay thisyear.

Last year, some 40 million
red salmon slipped through the
Bristol Bay fishing grounds
during @ costly, tension-filled
strike by fishermen.
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More Bristol patrols asked to avoid rerun of 80

By The Associated Press

Hoping to avoid a repeat of last summer’s tense strike by Bristol
Bay salmon fisherman, a special task force has proposed the state
~jend $320,000 to beef-up police patrols in the bay this year to
thwart violence if another strike occurs.

The task force also has recommended the state fund a $50,000
marketing survey for Bristol Bay salmon.

Fishermen's marketing associations in the bay have lobbied for
the survey, which they say would provide needed information dur-
ing price negotiations between fishermen and processors.

The task force appointed by Gov. Jay Hammond issued its report
Monday, and Hammond endorsed the group's recommendations.

Hammond said he will seek funding from lawmakers for in-
creased police patrols, to include five additional surveillance boats
and added helicopter patrol lime. He also pledged $50,000 from his
contingency fund for a marketing survey io be completed by May
15.

"Coming on the heels of strikes in 1979 and 1980 this year's
fishing season is important,” Hammond said. "Given our inter-

national commitments, there is a serious question as to how long
other nations which are currently forbidden to take Bristol Bay
salmon will remain quiet while millions of fish are wasted during
domestic price disputes.”

Last summer, an estimated 21 mil'ion red salmon swam up-
stream while striking fishermen were locked in a price dispute
w.lii processors.

"The two major concerns we have are a desire to safeguard an
adequate harvest of Bristol Bay reds as required under terms of in-
tcirational law and a curtailment of possible violence and other il-
legal activities in the bay,” Hammond said.

The task force named by Hammond to investigate Lie Bristol
Bay fishery includes Gross md six top state officials, including the
commissioners of Public Safety, Fish and Game, and Labor.

In its report, tlie task force said fishermen historically have
relied on violence and intimidation during price negotiations. Over
the years, a wedge of amiinoslty has separated fishermen and
processors, dating from the time when fishermen were employees
of the canneries.

"Whatever the cause, the bargaining process by which prices are
set in Bristol Bay is primitive in nature,” the report states. "Com-
munications are poor, the element of threat is cons antly present,
distrust is high."

"...the state must make a dear statement to the effect that in-
timidation cannot be a regular part of settling prices..."

The task force said the "whole thrust of the state's effort should
be to create a climate within which the parties can work out their
own dispute.”

While the state lias a "clear interest” in helping find a better way
to negotiate price settlements, the task force warned that every op-
portunit. should be given to (ishermen and processors to develop a
system " settling salmon prices without risking strikes.

Members of the task force said more drastic government action,’
such as opening tlie bay to foreign processors and fishermen
without limited entry permits, was considered, but rejected.

However, the task force plans to monitor what happens in the
bay tiiis year and make a second report to the governor after the

season.

In addition to economic losses to fishermen and processors and
the threat of violence created by a strike, the task force said the
situation is complicated because the salmon are a resource that
belongs to the people of Alaska — not the fishermen or processors.

That means a strike can result in waste of the public's resource,
the task force said.

An attachment to tlie report details the Department of Public
Safety's "contingency plan” for guarding the bay in the event of a
strike this summer. In addition to increased boat and helicopter
patrols, the plan outlines procedures for handling prisoners in the
event of arrests.

The plan Ls outlined by Col. T.H. Anderson, director of Stale
Troopers. Anderson slates that last summer's strike "resulted in
numerous threats of violence, some alleged assau s, and some in-
stances of hoat ramming, including one incidex.t in which the
Department of Pubic Safely vessel, Vigilant, wis rammed by a
fishing boat.”
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Bristol fishing problems remain

By The Associated Press

The director of the state's largest fishennen's organization
criticized sL.  ficials Monday for'doing little to prevent another
strike by Csh>rAjen this summe: at Bristol Bay. _

United Fishermen of AUska Executive Director _Rod?er Painter
told administrators and lawmakers they are wasting time which
could be used to resolve long-standing differenCes between
fishermen and processors at Bristol Bay.” _

Painter outlined possible solutions to the dispute at a hearlnE
Monday before ajoint House-Senate panel and a cabinet-level tas
force Investigating conflicts at Bristol Bay. _

He ur%ed state officials to spur negotiations between fishermen
and packers so a price for salmon is Set before fish runs start early
this summer, _ _ . . .

Key to price talks is adequate information, Painter said. He
asked_ for an immediate state-funded study of salmon markets to
give fishermen and processors “ something to talk about.”

Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski, R-Anchorage, who beads the panel,
agreed_ that the state “is under a time crunch” if a marketing
study is to be undertaken, _

Last year, fishermen and packers could not settle on aprice for
salmon. A strike resulted, and instead of the predicted largest
salmon catches in history, millions of harvestable salmon escaped
upstream. The estimated loss was $46 million to $65 million to
fishermen alone.

Painter said'this seasoo there is "the distinct possibility o f
violence in_ the bay if there is another long strike." Mrs.
Sturgulewski said the Le&nslature’s primary concern at Bristol Bay
IS protecting public safety, _ _

John Gamer, lobbyist for the Bristol Bay Fishennen's Asso-
ciation, said many fishermen stayed on the béach during thestrike
last summer ouf of fear. He said he avoided the controversial
fishing grounds until aftera price was set — “| was chicken."

Roy Smith, a Petersburg tgnlnetterwhoﬂ_shed at Bristol Bay last
season, said a fisherman who broke Ihe strike was threatened one
night while anchored next tr him on the Naknek River. 0" was
poured on the man’s hoat, and an angry fisherman threat*, x| to
set'it on fire. Smith said. _

Others argued that there is a gray area between violence and
scare tacticS. Rep. Joseph Chuckwuk, D-Dillingham, who is a
member of the panel, said he has nol seen any documented
evidence of violence at Bristol Bay.

Jim Beaton, a fisherman for 23 years and member of the state
Beard of Fisheries, said in addition to undertaking a marketing
stud&/, the state should help fishermen develop alternative
markets, including their own cooperatives.

Alternative markets could be developed through investments
and loans by the Alaska Renewable Resources Corp. and the Com-
mercial Fis mq and Agriculture Bank, Mrs. Sturgulewski said.
Both are state-funded agencies.
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Pie exceptional inshore returns in 1980 (as well as 1978 and "79) are
a function of (1) insuring adequate parental escapements through strict
harvest management control during the middle 1970"s, (2) improved freshwater
and marine survival conditions, and (3) significantly reduced interceotion by
the Japanese high seas gill net mothership fishery.

Average or above average harvests were also realized for the other
species of salmon, and were highlighted by record or near record catches of
chum and coho salmon (Table 2).

SALMON FISHERY

The pre-season outlook indicated a potential total species harvest of

over 53 million fish, with sockeye and pink salmon expected to contribute

over S6a. of the total:

Species Potential Harvest
Sockeye 37,126,000
King 200,000
Chum 1,500,000
Pink 7,700,000
Coho 175,000
Total 53,701,000

The actual total species harvest amounted to only 28.2 million fish. The
potential harvest was not reached due to a price dispute which delayed fishing
activities well into the si okeye run, and the failure of the pink salmon run to
return in the numbers anticipated. Other species returned in strength close to
that expected.

Sockeye Salmon

The lan“ge expected sockeye run destined for Bristol Bay in 1980 was fore—
cast at 54.5 million fish, with a probable harvest of 37.1 million after
escapement requirements. This potentially large harvest required special
management considerations to provide for an orderly and maximum harvest. The
following management options were implemented on June 9 by emergency order:

(1) a General district was established seaward of existing fishing boundaries



INTRODUCTION

The Bristol Bay area, which includes all coastal waters and inland
drainages east of a line from Cape Newenham to Cape Menshikof, is the
largest sockeye salmon producing region in the world (Figure 1). In
addition to substantial returns of other salmon species, a new and developing
herring and herring spawn-on-kelp fishery has evolved in recent years.

Prospects of a record return of sockeye and pink salmon to Bristol Bay
in 1980 prompted a liberal approach to the management of the fishery. Both
fishing boundary restrictions and district re-registration reauirements were
relaxed, and in addition, unlimited fishing time was allowed to promote
an orderly and maximum harvest (Figure 2).

Salmon returns to Bristol Bay in 1980 broke all existing records, The
return of all species exceeded 72 million fish, with the commercial catch
totaling over 28 million, and accounting for 26* of the entire state-wide
catch. The total catch of all species was the largest in the history of
recorded catches dating back to 1884.

The highlight of the 1980 salmon run was the return of 62.4 million
sockeye salmon, the largest in tbj history of the fishery (Table 1). Due
to a fishermen-industry price dispute the sockeye commercial fishery was
delayed and did not get underway until July 3, mid-way into the run. The
sockeye harvest of 23.7 million was the fifth largest ever achieved and was
worth nearly $76 million to the fishermen. The entire all specie salmon
harvest in 1980 was valued at $84 million to participating fishermen, while
the herring fishery contributed an additional $3 million.

Sockeye salmon escapement goals were achieved for the seventh consecutive
year, and the total escapement of 38.7 million was the largest ever recorded,
and over 21 million fish above the desired escapement level. Historic record

escapements were achieved in 5 of the 10 major component river systems.



Estimated peak fishing effort in all five districts combined took place

on July 4,

after settlement of the price dispute, and involved over 1,600

units of drift gill net and approximately 660 set gill net units.

The record sockeye run was highlighted by a number of significant

developments:

¢y
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Despite the early-season uncertainty as how to interpret the Port
Moller test fish data, the actual run fell within 15% of the.pre—
season forecast.

A major price c';*pv+< between fishermen and processors delayed
fishing activities until July 3, by which time the run was into its
peak, and escapements were already assured in most major river
systems. Establishment of the General district to crop off fish
early was not effective due to the lack of early fishing activities.
As a result of the late season start-up of fishing activities and
the strong return, processing capacity was quickly exceeded once

the price dispute was resolved. Frequent suspensions and limitations
of buying by processors was the rule between July 3-13.

Six (6) foreign tendering permits were issued under amended foreign
processing regulations adopted by the Board of Fisheries. Although
12 foreign tenders transported over 760,000 fish (4.1 million 1Ibs.)
out of Bristol Bay for processing, the actual number of permit.s/tenders
was much less than anticipated.

Although numerous all-time catch and escapement records were set

in 1980, none was more remarkable than the return of 12.7 million
sockeye to Nushagak district. This district has a long history of
total fish production which has averaged about 24 million fish. The

return of 12.7 million was the second largest ever recorded.



in the Naknek-Kvichak, Egegik and Ugashik districts; and the Nushagak district
outer boundary was extended out to the "king salmon boundary line" effective
June 25 (Figure 2); (2) unrestricted fishing time was allowed beginning on
June 9 in the Naknek-Kvichak, Egegik, Ugashik and General districts, and from
June 25 in the Nushagak district; and (3) all re-registration processes were
waived to allow unrestricted movement between all districts of Bristol Bay
without the usual 48-hour waiting period.

The total sockeye salmon return in 1980 of 62.4 million was the largt;t
ever recorded. The eventual season harvest of 23.7 million was many million
less than what potentially could have been caught. The fishermen-industry
price dispute effectively eliminated any significant harvest prior to July 3.
As sockeye escapements began to build in late June, it was quickly evident
thac escapement trends were developing well above the normal rate.

The Department®s Port Moller test boat fishery, which provides information

on timing, magnitude and age composition of the run one week 1in advance of the

inshore fishery, was inconclusive in terms of magnitude, but time and age
composition were exactly as expected. However, the price dispute extended so
far into the season, that by the time a price settlement was reachec, there was

little doubt as to the strength and magnitude of the run.

Daily catches immediately exceeded 2 million fish per day once the price
dispute was settled on July 3, and for the next nine (9) days exceeded 1.4
million fish per day. peaking on July 5-6 with 2.5 and 2.4 million fish,
respectively (Table 5). Approximately 21 million sockc-ye passed through the
fishing grounds prior to the commencement of commercial activities, and escape—
ment requirements were assured in most major river systems. Continuous fishing
was permitted throughout the entire sockeye season, as run magnitude evaluation

procedures indicated exceptional strength to all districts.
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King Salmon

The expected strong return of king salmon did not materialize, although
the commercial harvest of 96,000 was nearly equal to the long-term average
catch of 104,000 (Table 2). The Nushagak district, which has produced over
75% of the area harvest in the past, saw 64,000 taken commercially. The
escapement into this district"s extensive freshwater drainage amounted to
141,000 fish, the highest ev~?"recorded.

A significant increase in early season fishing effort took place in
Nushagak district in 1980. Closure of the herring fishery, the likelihood of a
late start on the sockeye run due to unresolved prices, and the prospects of a
good run were all important in persuading many fishermen to engage in the early
king fishery.

After a nine-day early season closure, the Nushagak king escapement indices
had improved enough to allow additional fishing time. However, due to the
unresolved price situation and the likelihood of high incidental catches of other
species, virtually the entire fishing fleet elected not to participate in the
open fishing period scheduled to begin on June 25.

The Togiak district king run was average in every respect. The commercial
harvest of 12,000 and escapement of 12,000 was nearly equal to the long-term
average catch (13,000) and escapement (16,000).

Chum Salmon

The area chum salmon harvest of 1.4 million fish was nearly triple the
long-term average ant the third largest catch ever made (Table 2). The
Nushagak district accounted for over 55?S of the total harvest. The chum
harvest in the Togiak district of 307,000 was the largest ever made and just
slightly above the previous record set during the 1978 season, while the
Nushagak churn harvest of 782,000 fish was the fourth largest for this district.

Chum escapements 1in both major districts were record or near record

highs. The Nushagak district escapement of 1.1 million was almost twice the
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previous recorded high, while the 415,000 chum escapement at Togiak was the
second largest.
Pink Salmon

Failure of pink salmon to return as expected was one of the major
disappointments during the 1980 season. Bristol Bay produces significant
runs of this species only during even years, and the total run this season
of 6.1 million fish was well oelow that expected (Table 4).

The pre-season forecast for pink salmon returning to Nushagak district
was set at 15.7 million, but the forecast was judged "particularly untrustworthy"
because the parent escapement of 9.4 million was more than twice as large as
any previous observed. The actual return to Nushagak amounted to 5.2 million
fish, or about 33% of that expected. Escapement requirements were achieved
or exceeded in all river systems.
Coho Salmon

The commercial coho harvest for all districts of 335,000 fish combined
was the largest in the history of the fishery (Table 2). The previous record
catch of 300,000 occurred in 1979. The Nushagak and Togiak districts accounted
for 89% of the area-wide harvest and was high, .ghted by a catch of 148,000
fish in the Togiak district which broke the previous record of 124,000 reported
last year. A sharp increase in coho harvests in recent years has been attributed
to higher late season fishing effort and processing capacity; however, the run
of this species was strong in all systems this season and escapements throughout
the area appeared to also be large.

Aerial escapement surveys were initiated for the first time at Togiak
this season in recognition of the increased late season fishing pressure.
Aerial survey indices indicate that the coho escapement approximated 50 to
80,000 fish. At Nushagak, where sonar gear was used to enumerate salmon into

ti.e Nushagak River, over 130,000 coho®"s had escaped the fishery by August 5
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when the sonar program was termina«.:d. Only 34% of the commercial harvest

had occurred by this ae :e and the peak of the fishery took place almost two (2)
weeks later. The actual coho escapement into Nushagak was probably well over
200,000 fish compared with a commercial catch of 150,000 (Table 2).

The orderly conduct of the coho fishery in the Togiak district has been
a matter of numerous public complaints in the past due to illegally fishing in
closed waters. This has been a recurring problem here for over 10 years and
culminated in 1979 with an apparent wholesale disregard of the upriver closure
by a large number of fishermen. Law enforcement coverage was intensified in
1980, and was successful in keeping the situation well in hand. There still
remains several considerations in terms of the length of time and area of
coverage that the enforcement program is to cover, but the experiences in 1980
proved that on-the-grou~ds enforcement was successful in curbing the problem.

SALMON PRODUCTION AND PROCESSING SUMMARY

In recognition of a ootential harvest problem in Bristol Bay in 1980,
brought on by both an increase in stock size and a change or shift in market
emphasis, a "Fishery Harvest Planning Group"™ was established under the direction
of the Governor®s office of International Fisheries and External Affairs. This
group, working throughout the winter, examined all pertinent and related data in
regards to the pre-season forecast, domestic processing capacity, changes in
the salmon market conditions and other factors which were associated with a
potential record salmon harvest.

The concensus of this group was that the domestic industry would fall
short in daily processing capacity to handle the large expected run. In
recognition of this problem, the Board of Fisheries concurred and amended the
foreign processor regulations in March of 1980 to allow foreign vessels to

tender fish outside of State waters for processing.
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In total, six (6; foreign tendering permits were issued and twelve (12)
foreign tenders transported 760,000 fish to processing facilities outside of
State waters.

The pre-season estimated and post-season actual domestic processing
capacity directed at the 1980 sockeye/chum salmon returns is shown below:

Bristol Bay Season
Capacity (in millions of fi

Processing Category Estimated  (%T Actual [%)
Canning capacity in Bristol Bay 14.5 (41) 7.9 (32)
Freezing capacity in Bristol Bay 9.6 @7 7.2 (29
Transport outside Bristol Bay:
Flying 7.2 (20) 4.3 (17)
Tendering 4.1 (12) 5.7 (23)
TOTAL: 35.4 25.1

The actual season capacity fell sorre 10 million fish short of the pre-season
summary analysis. It was estimated that; 9.6 million fish were lost to the harvest
as a result of the price dispute which delayeu fishing until July 3. Further
post-season analysis indicates that about 3.5 million fish were lost to the
harvest between July 3-13 due to down fishing time brought on by daily pro—
cessing capacity limitations.

All post-season analysis shows that the "daily" estimated processing
capacity of 1,630,000 fish made before the season closely approximates the
actual daily capacity of 1,510,000 fish during the 1980 season.

All pre-season capacities and conversions were based on an averagesockeye
weight of 5.50 Ibs., while the actual average weight ".as estimatedat 5.62 Ibs.

In summary then, the pre-season survey indicated that the domestic industry
could handle 1.6 million per day or a season total of 35.4 million. The actual
daily capacity amounted to 1.5 million, while the season total was 25.1

million, some 10 million short of the "estimated" season total.



SALMON MANAGEMENT OUTLOOK FOR 1981

The 1inshore sockeye salmon forecast for 1981 of 26.7 million will allow
a commercial harvest of 21.2 million after escapement requirements are met.

The combined sockeye escapement goals for all eleven (11) of the major river
systems in Bristol Bay total 5.5 million, which 1is the standard post-peak
escapement requirements in the year following the peak cycle year (1980).

The projected sockeye harvest of 21.2 million fish will surpass the
average post-peak catch of 8.5 million by over 12 million fish. Large numbers
of sockeye will be in excess of escapement requirements in all districts.
Ultimate fishing time allowed in the various districts will depend upon
actual run strength; however, consistent early season cishing periods will
be necessary to gauge district run strength and allow the processors and
fishermen adequate break-in time for an efficient operation.

Provided the run develops as anticipated, it will be imperative that
early season fishing is not interrupted or delayed, or significant harvest
could be Ilost as in 1980.

King and chum salmon returns are expected to be strong as well, producing
a total harvest of 150,000 and 1.5 million, respectively. The 1981 chum return
will be produced by the 1977 brood year escapements, which were the largest on
record. Pink salmon returns are negligible in odd years, while coho production

is expected to continue at the high levels of recent years.






FIGURE 2. SALMON CATCH REPORTING ZONES, Bi  ,"0L BAT

*Western boundary of General District is limited by the State three-mile
territorial zone.
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Table 1. Sockeye salmon inshore catch and escapement, Bristol Bay, 1980.-7

District and Sockeye Salmon (1,000" s of Fish)
River System Catch Escapement Total Run

NAKNEK-KVICHAK DISTRICT

Kvichak River 12,729 22,505 35,234
Branch River 249 298 547
Naknek River 2,146 2,645 4,791
Total 15,123 25,448 40,571

EGEGIK DISTRICT 2,613 1,061 3,674
UGASHIK DISTRICT 926 3,321 4,247

NUSHAGAK DISTRICT

Wood River 1,469 2,969 4,438
lgushik River 1,068 1,988 3,056
Nuyakuk River 1,668 3,027 4,695
Nushagak-Mulchatna River 180 291 471
Snake River 18 37 54
Total 4,404 8,310 12,714

TOGIAK DISTRICT 608 572 1,180
TOTAL BRISTOL BAY 23,674 38,713 62,387

1/ Catches are preliminary while escapements are final; all figures rounded to
nearest thousand; General district catch pro-rated to individual river
systems.

Comparison of historical soc:keye salmon catch and escapement, Bristol Bay,
(in thousands):

Sockeye Salmon (1,000* s of Fish)

Period Catch Escapement Total Run
1960-59 (10-Yr. Average) 8,612 10,476 19,088
1970-79 (10-Yr. Average) 8,182 9,770 17,952
1960-79 (20-Yr. Average) 8,397 10,123 18,520
1975 4,899 19,333 24,232
1976 5,619 5,920 11,539
1977 4,378 4,814 9,692
1978 9,396 9,983 19,879
1979 21,958 18,465 40,423

1980 23,674 38,713 62,387
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Table 2. Commercial inshore catch by district and species, Bristol Bay, 1980.

District
Naknek-Kvichak
Egegik

Ugashik
Nushagak

Togiak

Total-/

)] Preliminary.

Catch bv Soecies (1 ,000"s of Fish)

Sockeye King Chum Pink Coho Total
15,123 7 184 267 8 15,589
2,613 5 71 3 20 2,712
926 5 34 t 9 974
4,404 64 782 2,311 150 7,711
608 12 307 70 148 1,145
23,674 96 1,405 2,650 335 28,160

2/ Due to rounding, the totals may not equal the sum of the district catches.

Comparison of historical commercial catch by species, Bristol Bay.

Period
1960-69 (10-Yr.
1970-79 (10-Yr.
1960-79 (20-Yr.
75
76
77
78
79

1980

Catch by Species (1 ,000"s of.Fish)

Sockeye Ki ng Chum Pi nki/ Coho Tota 1l

Av.)) 8,612 102 577 1,439 42 10,772
Av.) 8,182 106 844 1,550 70 10,750
Av.) 8,397 104 711 1,494 56 10,761
4,899 30 325 + 46 5,301

5,619 96 1,329 1,037 27 8,108

4,878 131 1,398 5 107 6,718

9,896 175 1,166 5,187 82 16,505

21,958 202 930 2 300 23,393

23,674 96 1,405 2,650 335 28,160

1./ Includes only even-numbered years.
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Table 3. Bristol Bay sockeye salmon escapements by river system compared
with escapement ranges and goals, 1980.

Escaoement (in 1,000"s of rish)

River System Actual Goal Manaoement Range Actual/Goal
Kvichak 22,505 14,000 12,000-16,000 1.61
Branch 298 185 170- 200 1.61
Naknek 2,645 800 700- 900 3.31
Egegik 1,061 600 500- 700 1.77
Ugashik 3,321 500 400- 600 6.64
Wood 2,969 800 600- 1,000 a.nl
lgushik 1,988 150 100- 200 13.25
Nuyakuk 3,027 250 200- 300 12.11
Nushagak-Mulch-itna 291 40 30- 50 7.28
Snake 37 30 20- 40 1.23
Togiak 467 100 80- 120 4.62
Total 38,7131/ 17,455 14,800-20,110 2.22

1/ Total Bristol Bay escapement includes aerial survey estimates in several
minor sockeye systems.



Table 4. Pink salmon inshore catch and escapement, 8ristol Bay, 1980.1/

D"strict and Pink Salmon (1 ,000"s of Fish)
River System Ca tch Escapement Total Run

NAKNEK-KVICHAK DISTRICT

Kvichak River 25
Branch River 242
Naknek River 160
Total 267 427 694
EGEGIK DISTRICT 3 - 3
UGASHIK DISTRICT + - +

NUSHAGAK DISTRICT

Wood River 28
Igushik River 4
Nuyakuk River?/ 2,627
Nuyakuk Rivell/ 90
Nushagak Piver 123
Mulchatna River
Snake River 1
Total 2,311 2,872 5,184
TOGIAK DISTRICT 70 103 173
TOTAL BRISTOL BAY 2,650 3,402 6,052

1J All figures are preliminary.
2/ Up-river from the counting station.
\% Down-river from the counting station.

Comparison of Bristol Bay pink salmon inshore catch and escapement in recent
years (in 1,000"s of fish) .z/

Pink Salmon

Period Catch Escapement2/ Total Run
1960-68 (5-Yr. Average) 1,439 1,041 2,480
1970-78 (5-Yr. Average) 1,549 2,746 4,295
1960-80 (10-Yr. Average) 1,599 2,030 3,629

1956 1,136 4,000 5,136

60 302 146 448
62 914 543 1,457
64 1,550 911 2,461
66 2,493 1,442 3,935
68 1,936 2,161 4,097
1970 457 153 610
72 127 59 186
74 940 986 1,926
76 1,037 1,040 2,077
78 5,187 11 ,492 16,679
1980 2,650 3,402 6,052

4/ Even years only.
5/ Nushagak only through 1972, Naknek-Kvichak included in 1974-80, and
Togiak 1included in 1976-80.



Table 5. Total salmon catch by date and district, Bristol Bay, 1980.

Salmon Catch by Day (in 1,000"s of Fish)

Naknek- Total
Date Kvichak Egeqik Ugasnik General Nushagak Togiak Daily
June 29 71 29 14 16 0 0 130
30 81 80 7 36 0 0 204
July 1 180 99 5 68 0 0 352
2 182 103 8 50 0 0 343
3 1,152 248 16 93 549 13 2,071
4 1,367 228 6 99 255 62 2,017
5 1,758 101 8 92 536 31 2,526
6 1,648 151 17 130 474 7 2,427
7 1,569 176 37 134 429 23 2,368
8 824 127 39 127 433 32 1,582
9 876 175 59 161 550 30 1,851
10 860 181 71 124 278 52 1,566
1 1,053 149 22 113 564 25 1,906
12 992 140 76 70 51 58 1,387
13 260 160 88 37 260 15 820
14 299 51 130 28 194 39 741
15 206 27 108 13 122 54 530
S <on

Total 14,390 2,505 907 1,508 7,711 1,145 28,160
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Executive Director 11 1981

Mav 8, 1981

Honorable Ed Dankworth
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Dankworth:

The United Fishermen of Alaska, which represents 17 fishing organisations
anc another 1,200 individual commercial fishermen, is very concerned
about the potential loss of the fisheries development programs of the
State of Alaska. We respectfully request the Senate Finance Committee

to consider inclusion in the FY 1982 capital budget of the $669,000

iz. projects proposed by the Office of Commercial Fisheries Development
(Department of Commerce and Economic Development).

Although many commercial fishermen agree with some of the criticism

that has been leveled at the state's past bottomfish development program,
we think it would be a major mistake to allow the program to die at this
point in time. The long-awaited development of a domestic offshore
fishery in Alaska is finally beginning to happen in a ven tig way, but
resident, small boat fishermen and other Alaskans are: 't the ones reaping
the lion's share of the benefits. Consider these statistics supplied by
the Alaska Department of Fish and Came:

The domestic catch of ground!ish in Alaska has gone fronm
5.1 million pounds 1in 1977 to 103.2 million pound- in 1980. But, 83.2
million pounds of the 1960 total was accounted for bv joint ventures
between large fishing vessels based in the lower-48 and foreign factory
ships.

"Die resident-oriented, shore based Gulf of Alaska groundf
fishery has gone from 5.1 million pounds 1in 1977 to 13.5 million pour,
in 1980.

The programs requested by the O ffice of Commercial Fisheries
Development (see attachment 111) are aimed at helping Alaska capture a
bigger piece of the bottomfish development action. Of particular concern
to fishermen's groups are the marketing and "hands-on" technical assistance

projects.

The dilemma faced by the small boat fishermen in Alaska's most developed
offshore fishery—sablefish—is a good illustration of the need for these
programs. The Gulf of Alaska domestic sablefish catch was only 1.8 million
pounds in 1977, but it climbed to 5.1 million pounds within two years
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with high prices and large demands from Japanese buyers. This allowed the
Sitka-based resident dominated longline fleet to make an excellent case
for cutting back foreign sablefish catches in the Gulf of Alaska.

The crash of the Japanese markets in 1979 sent prices tumbling from about
90 cents per pound to 35-40 cents. When combined with high fuel costs,
these low prices forced many of the longlir.ers to quit fishing in 1980
after losing thousands of dollars a trip. The result was a drop in the
domestic harvest of sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska in 1980 to 3.4 million
pounds.

As you know, the 200-mile limit legislation allocates fish unharvested
by domestic fishermen to foreign fleets. This slide backwards by the
sablefish fleet puts the Japanese 1in the position of regaining lost
allocations, which would have the effect of increasing competition for
Alaska processed sablefish in the only existing market - Japan.

The upshot of this situation is that the Sitka-based Alaska Longline
Fishermen's Association has initiated a marketing project aimed at
creating West Coast markets for extremely high quality fresh and frozen
sablefish products. This well-craftec propcuial (attachment 112) has
received tenftive funding approval from the federal government; the
missing component is state support. The budget proposed by the O ffice
of Commercial Fisheries Development would provide funds that could be
applied to this project and other similar efforts by enterprising fisher-
men to do something about the disastrous marketing problems plaguing
Alaska's seafood industry.

When it became apparent that the fisheries development budget was in
trouble, the UFA arranged a meeting between program director Kay Poland
and interested legislators. As a result of those meetings, the attached
explanation of the proposed budget was developed. It was clear concensus
of Lhc* group of legislators and the UFA that the original proposed budget
should he modified to shift emphasis from strictly bottomfish development
to support of other fisheries--such as salmon—facing tough marketing
problems.

The enclosed report of the spe.ciel Senate Judiciary hearing Committee on

BrisLoj Bay underscores the need (see attachment [~ recommendation 112)
for developing plans for ongoing reporting by the ! .ate of Alaska on
markets for all seafood products. As indicated in the final page of

the budget explanation from the Office of Commercial Fisheries Development,
this suggestion has the support of the Hammond Administration.

The UFA strongly endorses the suggested shifting of funding to craft model
tnarkei reporting systems for all seafood products. If the Senate Finance
Committee sees fit to support this vital project, the UFA respectfully
requests inclusion of language directing the O ffice of Commercial Fisheries
Development to study a model for an ongoing wholesale price index for
canned salmon now handled by the Department of Revenue.

1 would like to extend the UFA's apologies for the lateness of this request,
but we did not recognize the extent of the dissatisfaction by legislators
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with the Department of Commerce's fisheries development until it was
almost too late. Thanks for considering this request. | am available

at vour convenience to discuss these matters.

c.c. Senate Finance Committee members
Senator Jay Kerttula
Senator Pat Rodev

Enc. (3)

RP/la
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JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

F COMMERCE &
VELOPMENT POUCH EE

JUNEA U, ALASKA 99811
fPRISE

DEPARTMENT D
ECONOMIC DE
OFFICE OF COMMERCIAL F I f 2 f f f f PHONE: 465-2018

May 6, 1981

Mr. Roger Painter

United Fishermen of Alaska
P. 0. Box 1352

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Roger:
For your information, 1 have outlined below those projects contained
in the bottom fish budget which are to be administered by the Department

of Commerce & Economic Development.

Fresh Fish Marketing - $150,000

Fresh fish is generally better and more valuable than frozen. Initial
sales of fresh Alaska fish have met good consumer acceptance. In
some cases, market response has been highly enthusiastic. Fresh

sales offer several special advantages which are suited to small
processors and fishermen selling direct: quick turnover of capital,
reduced requirement for production facilities, higher prices, indepen—
dence from established distribution system, ability to handle small
volumes and so on. However, there are also special problems: high

cost and unreliability of transportation, short storage and shelf

life, outlets that are unfamiliar with Alaska products and tight
scheduling requirements.

This project is designed to support the production, distribution and
sales of fresh Alaska bottom fish in the U.S. (however, the same
patterns of operation are applicable to salmon and other species).
The idea is tc work with an Alaska fishermen®s group and/or local
processor to develop market outlets, production schedules, packaging
and chilling techniques, transportation connections, accounting pro—
cedures and undertake effective sales promotion (the funds budgeted
might be adequate to undertake t""o independent operations). We

would begin with a small amount of product and, with experience,
build to increasingly higher volumes. The objectives of tV " project
are to provide, through good record keeping and reporting, a model
that other producers can use, identify and attempt to control specific
elements of risk and stimulate the market generally through actual
sales.

Outlets capable of handling fresh seafood and doing a good sales job are
often not those fiat have used Alaska fish in the past. Much of the time
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and effort involved here will be devoted to identification of new markets
and working with people to arrange details of shipment, handling and
promotion.

While this project was developed independently, it las most of the same
goals as a black cod marketing project submitted recently to the
National Marine Fisheries Service by the Alaska Fisheries Development
Foundation. If that federal project is approved, some State
participation will be necessary to finance a progam of sufficient
magnitude to achieve the best 3 ;ult. Funds provided through this
project m.ght logically be used to supplement the federal and industry
contribution.

By-product Utilization - $115,000

Complete utilization is a key to successful bottom fish development
in Alaska. Domestic processors are trying to compete with foreign
imports of fillets and fillet blocks in the marketplace. Currently,
our processors amortize production costs using only the income
generated from a typical 25 percent yield of fillets. On the other
hand, a Japanese pro :ucer will sell the fillet, reclaim another 25
percent as minced fish for surimi and reduce the remainder to fish
meal for animal feed.

This project addresses the utilization of minced fish for human
consumption. Essentially, all edible portions of a fish can be
recovered through the use of available bone separating equipment.
Not only can these procedures be used to salvage edible portions
normally wasted (by domestic processors), but the system is also
capable of handling whole fish too small or large for automatic
filleting machinery and those fish received in volumes which exceed
filleting capacity. A useful result is that, since less material is
wasted, disposal problems are correspondingly reduced.

The bulk of Bering Sea pollock (an important example) are very small
and yield a marginal fillet. These small fish can be economically

minced. The quality of surimi produced from minced Bering Sea pollock
is high and is valued in Japan about the same as fillet block (yet
yield is double). Japanese technology, consumer demand and market

discrimination for surimi based products are well developed.

Much of the technology 1is available for producing lines of fabricated,
smoked and breaded processed products from a minced fish base suitable
for the U.S. market. The National Marine Fisheries Service has for
several years promoted the use of minced fish in processed meat
products (hotdogs, bologna) to increase protein and reduce fat. By
now, most people are aware of imitation crab legs made in Japan from
Alaska pollock currently selling at Safeway in Seattle at $5.99 pei
pound. The potential is obvious; however, a great deal of production
work and sales promotion is still necessary to introduce minced
products in the U.S. in any significant way.
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This project is designed to identify the kinds of minced products that
would be most adaptable to major Alaska bottom fish species, the
specific methods and equipment necessary for production, and to begin
or continue test marketing of one or two products (however, the same
patterns of operation are applicable to salmon and other species).

1. Identify and characterize as many products as possible actually
being manufactured or developed in the laboratory which might
use the minced flesh of major Alaska bottom fish species as a
base and hold promise for further commercial development by
Alaska processors (including surimi).

2. For those minced products which seem to offer particularly good
potential, describe in detail the methods and equipment necessary
for commercial production (including surimi).

3. Describe in detail the production and marketing of surimi in
Japan and other Asiatic countries. Explain current J-panese
import restrictions on surimi and other minced products.

4. For those one or two products which seem to offer the most
promise for commercial development, establish or help to expand
an existing test marketing program. Use minced flesh from one or
two major bottom fish species, prepare an adequate sample and in
a controlled program, gauge typical consumer reaction to the
product. Record production costs and procedures.

5. Prepare a public report describing the results of the investiga—
tions and test marketing programs.

Whitefish Market Support - $100,000

This project was originally planned to provide market support for
conventional whitefish prouducts produced as a part of a model
whitefish demonstration project undertaken by the Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation and Alaska Food Company. That project has
been withdrawn (at least temporarily).

The objective is to insure that the first conventional Alaska whitefish
products (IQF fillets, fillet blocks, fillet shatterpacks) going to
market receive considerable trade attention. Alaska cod, pollock

and other species do not have an established reputation in the U.S.

The quality of imported pollock blocks has been reported as inconsis—
tent. In cooperation with Alaska producers, the Department of Commerce
and Economic Development wil7 contract with a marketing firm to conduct
taste panels, prepare materia, for trade publications, infonn food page
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editors and perform other promotional work to demonstrate that domestic
Alaska products are available and are of high quality and competitive
with existing imports.

The Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute budget is mainly allocated to
the promotion of salmon and shellfish. A relatively small portion of
the budget is available for new product promotion. Funds requested
here will supplement those of ASMI. The department will either
contract with or coordinate closely with ASMI.

Public In."ormation - $104,000
This project has three parts:

1. Distribution of information of 1 .Lorest to the fishing
industry, support and service businesses and purchasers of
Alaska seafood products.

2. Maintenance and revision of planning documents.
3. Japanese seafood market news reporting and analysis.

Information Distribution: A main objective of the Office of
Fisheries Development is to establish a more efficient system
of responding to requests for information. Generally, this
means maintaining a good library, current mailing lists and
commercial contacts. The volume of inquiries being received is
increasing at a rapid rate. This project allows the office to
acquire, print and distribute reports of meetings and workshops,
government studies and research and other useful information.
Additionally, the office will contribute to the cost of educa—
tional meetings and prepare articles of current interest for
newspapers and periodicals. A few examples include:

Permits, licenses and requirements to do business in
Alaska - foreign import requirements.

Sources of financing, development of financial
packages and business strategies.

Alaska firms able to supply seafood products and firms
lookiny for sources of supply.

Suppliers of plant equipment and fishing gear.

Processing techniques, new developments in packaging,
product storage and handling.

Data concerning operating costs, conversion rates,
industry employment, production figures and so on.
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Planning Documents: As part of the public information process
the government must define and explain its policies, goals and
activities. By maintaining a good development planning process,
Alaskans can have a way to influence the direction of fisheries

development before action is taken. Businesses benefit by knowing

what to expect from government.

This part of the project is intended to update and improve the
quality of the State plan and seek broader industry and public
involvement in the planning process. Also, related federal and
local plans will be printed and distributed.

Market News Reporting and Analysis: About half of Alaska"s
fisheries production is exported to Japan (on the order of $600
million annually). Yet few Alaskans, especially fishermen,
fishermens associations and smaller locally owned processors,
have a good working knowledge of the Japanese market. This
part of the public information project is designed to encourage
and assist the Alaska State office in Tokyo, the American Embassy
in Tokyo, Japanese industry organizations and the National
Marine Fisheries Service to cooperative in the establishment of
a daily or weekly routine system of market news reporting and
periodic analysis of trends and events that affect North Pacific
seafood products.

The Federal Government presently reports some market information
from Japan, the U.S. Commercial Office has a statutory responsi—
bility to increase marketing services and Japanese industry
associations are increasingly willing to cooperate. These
factors can be coordinated to structure a useful, consistent
reporting service, hopefully without a need for continuing
State financial support. The Alaska State office will be asked

to provide or arrange for industry and market analysis at specific

times of tne year, such as prior to the salmon season and prior
to the crab season. At this point in time, special work in the
area of surimi, fabricated products, joint venture plans and
other intelligence has particular application to bottom fish
producers.

In order to justify a system that will be useful to bottom fish
producers, it will be necessary to encompass all Alaska species.
The universe of subscribers to the service must be as large as

possible.
Contingency Plan - $200,000

The bottom fish program encompasses many projects and the Fisheries
Development Office cooperates with a number of organizations external
to line agencies (AFDF, NMFS, ASMI, U of A). These funar. allow the
State tc contribute to projects developed by other organisations and
in many instances leverage federal dollars.
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The bottom fish industry is beginning to develop rapidly. A substan-—
tial contingency fund allows the program to remain responsive to

needs not now evident. For example, salt cod production was not
considered viable a year ago, now there is considerable interest and
contingency funds have been used to sponsor educational workshops in
Anchorage and Sand Point. An extremely swift movement of fishermen
toward direct sales of fresh products has strained the State"s ability
to provide critical support (travel assistance, point of sales bro—
chures, sales contacts, organizational advice). Black cod prices

have fallen to about one half uf last year"s level, fishing now is
only marginally profitable, if at all. Contingency funds could be
used to support quality improvement or direct sales activities to
influence price or at least provide fishermen with a clear explanation
of the problem.

Fishermen and processors in all parts of the State are engaged in
developing new fisheries, innovative handling and starage techniques,
plant and vessel improvements and so on. These projects are continually
evolving and some have far reaching implications. In some situations,
practical expert assistance or other support can help reach a successful
result. Such assistance would be financed by the contingency fund.

Recommended Modifications

In discussions with legislators and industry representatives, it has
become apparent that there is a strong interest in the development of
a better Japanese market news reporting service, especially one that
encompasses species other than bottom fish. The project outlined
above 1is oriented in that way, but the budget emphasis 1is quite low.
At the same time, the AFDF model whitefish demonstration project has
been recently withdrawn and enabling legislation for ASMI is receiving
good support. The whitefish marketing project has become less
critical, especially if ASMI can assume a greater role. We feel that
funds would be better applied by shifting $75,000 from whitefish
market support to public information for the purpose of putting more
effort into Japanese market reporting and analysis.

I hope this will help to better explain our program. If we can
provide any further material, please advise.

Regards,

Kay Poland, Director
Office of Commercial Fisheries
Development

KP/v132-7
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PROPOSAL: TEST MARKETING PROJECT FOR SA3LEPISH AND
OTHER BOTTOMFIRE

1.0 PRQJFCT SUMMARY

The Alaska”™ Longline Fishermen®s Association (ALFA) proposes to
undertake a test marketing project for sablefish and other bottomfish |
by supplying fresh and fresh/frozen samples of smoked black cod (sable-
fish) and other species to select prospective domestic buyers. This |
projerit will Involve the participation by the State of Alaska, Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute, and a consulting firm experienced 1in the
handling and marketing of fish, ALFA will oversee the project and
provide the direct interface with the longline fishermen and other
project participants. Harvesting of the fish will occur in south-
eastern Alaska waters.

2.0 fROJECT OBJECTIVES € . M V) /.

¥ a.

- <-

To promote the sale of sablefish and other Whitefish for
human consumptlon in the U.R. market through select national
retail chain 3tores, restaurants, hotels, and airlines. This
will be accomplished through a well-planned program of market
research, product development, quality improvement and sales
promotion.

To test and evaluate fish quality control methods to ensure a
high quality product from the harvest point to the consumer.

. ; - ;. - .

To develop nutritional and educational materials pertaining to
high quality longline-caught sablefish find other species, ouch 1
as red snapper, Pacific cod, and other rockflohes.

To provide samples of product, smoked and in other forns, |
to potential buyers. _ >
. Y% v L o K- ' t \ i # LAy eV Tl Sl

To develop recipes utilizing the various longline species

mentioned above.

N

To conduct a limited public relations and advertising
campaign emphasizing point-of-sale materials.

3.0 NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Alaska sablefish and other bottomflsherles offer potential economic |
and human nutritional benefits if markets are developed to utilize the

catch.

There are many unknown and known barrl .irs in the marketplace

that i1nhibit the development of a healthy bottomfish industry. The lack®
of appropriate information available to retailers and consumers

about the packaging, display, care and cooking of sablefish and other
bottomfish requires promotional attention in order to develop n secure

market.

Fish handlers and transporters must be fninlllar with the 3pecla
needs



of these species in order to deliver a high quality product to tne
consumer. The fishermen and deskside packers must adhere to quality
control techniques to ensure high quality fish. The critical steps ~in
the catching, freezing, packing, delivery, and sales of the fish must
be i1dentified and controlled to realize a successful marketing strategy

~.0 APPROPRIATENESS AND NEED FO? STATE FT??ANCTAL ASSISTANCE

The potential for the Alaska longline fishermen to contribute to
the state®"s economy by marketing underutilized fish iIs substantial and,
when developed, the Industry will in large measure help to strengthen
the overall fishing economy in the state. The southeast Alaska longllr
fishery for sablefish is one of the principle efforts in the.U.S. domes
tic fishery for bottomfish. “The domestic sablefish Industry was Vi
unimportant until 1935» when the catch began to Increase. The peak
domestic year was 19”6, when slightly more than 2,800 metric tons
were landed. By the 1970"s and early 1970"s, catch had fallen to less
.than 1,000 metric tons, recovering to about 1,~00 metric tens In 197%™
myith nearly all of the catch occurring in southeast Alaska. Virtually
all of the domestic catch goes into the fresh and frozen trade, and
the majority of this product 1is marketed in Japan. State assistance
in financing this project will help to strengthen the U.S. market and
provide ALFA with much needed assistance 1in promoting the sale of all
longline products.

The Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic Development has
demonstrated an interest in this project, as it would contribute sub-—
stantially to the development of a nearshore fishery in local southeast
Alaska communities. In addition, the project would augment various
other state efforts to develop the bottomfish industry, such as the
Mustad autollne demonstration project and other planned gear demon—
strations, Vv/lthout sufficient markets for Alaska whitefish, projects
alined at 1improving harvesting nr.d processing capability are of little
value.

3.0 PARTTCI PATTON BY NPNC.OVERNVIN? ENTITIES

X.., .,a Wfcj.oi... 1..C iioxjL a \;..W
with the quality control and product handling technicves. .hese
interests will be invited to participate In the project as appropriate
by direct contact by the ALFA project manager.

The services of an advertising agency will be solicited to assist.
ALFA with the targeting of markets and marketir.r: strategies. The
consultant will also assist with the shipment, ol the fish o Wi
and in the preparation of project repor-s.



0.0 PROJECT WORK TASKS

The following tasks constitute the basic work elements for the
project.

6.1 TASK I - PROJECT SUPPORT COORDINATION AND
CONSULTANT SELECTION

This task will require contacting all participating entities
and soliciting commitments for support of the project. Support needs
will be outlined bja ALFA and written commitments will be obtained
from participating entities. ; . e s,

A list of qualified advertising agencies will be compiled
and bids will be solicited for consulting services.

A list of qualified accounting firms will be compiled and /.l
bid3 will be solicited for accounting services, .t

6.2 TASK Il - MARKET RESEARCH ANT) DEVELOPMENT OF TEST )
MARKET STRATEGY

Tne first step will be tc conduct a limited market researchy
prograra to locate appropriate target markets for the test marketlnyg,
project and to determine what specific product forms should be tested.
This research will be conducted by the advertising agency 1in coord ina-
tion with the ALFA project manager. Ail project participants vrill be
contacted for their input in the development of the marketing program.
Wholesalers, retailers and restaurant suppliers will be contacted in
the market research effort, and processors and seafood product develop—
ment specialists will be utilized to develop appropriate product ferrs
for the test program. ALFA and the consultant will work with the
participating agencies to locate the test markets and develop prlcing
and supply schedules.

6.3 TASK 11l - PRODUCT AND RECIPE DEVELOPMENT

A qualified test kitchen will be contracted with to develop
recipes for both institutional and consumer use from sablefish and olhej
bottomfish species. These recipes will be distributed later in the
project through point-of-sale materials and to restaurants and hotels.

6J1 TASK 1V - CONDUCT TEST MARKETING PROGRAM

Prospective buyers will be offered supplies cf:*fresh, frozen
and smoked sablefish and other bottomfish species. Test markets will
Include retail food stores, restaurants, hotels, and airlines. Product
samples will be offered at cost. Charges will Include fish purchases,
processing, handling fees, and shipping.



6.5 TASK v - QUALITY CONTROL METHODS

ALFA will develop and recommend quality control methods
for all stages of harvesting, processing, and distribution to
ensure the production of high quality fish for the test project,
ALFA or their designated agent will Inspect the quality of the fish
as it is delivered by the vessels, select and purchase the fish
needed for the test marketing program, prepare the fish for shipment,
and ship it to the markets.

5.6 TASK VI - DELIVERY METHODS
e " . » *oo HE R KRR L
yYThe project manager will arrange for 1inspection of the'fish -
at transshipment points to check for proper 1icing and condition of th
fish and to further prepare the shipment for delivery to test markets

* , . * . * /=\

6.7 TASK viIl - CONDUCT LIMITED PUBLIC RELATIONS AND - "—
ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN mm - "Ly
A qualified national public relations and advertising flr,m
will be contracted to produce point-of-sale promotional materials and
fact sheets for distributors. The materials will emphasize the quail
nutritional and price value of Alaska longline caught products.

6.8 TASK VIIT - TEST MARKET EVALUATION

ALFA and the advertising agency will evaluate the results of
the .est marketing program and document th”™ir findings iIn a report
to the state.

6.9 TASK IX - REPORTS ...

ALFA will provide monthly billings and progress reports to
the state, with a brief description of any problems encountered and
solutions negotiated to ensure the success of the project.

ALFA will deliver a final report, to the state on the results of
the project, which “will Include findings of the study, as well as
recommendations and strategies for promoting the sale of sablefish
and other bottomfish species.

7«0 PRO.IEOT MANAGEMKNT

* .FA will be responsible for overseeing the project and coordinat
inv Lhe efforts of ail participants. An accounting firm will be
cont. cicted by ALFA to maintain accounts of all expenditures, which w!
be reported to the state on n monthly basis. The Bottomfish Coordlna
tor"s office will act as the sponsor for the state and will be the
recipient of reports. As such, the office wllli



- approve all contracts or agreements associated with th-
project

- distribute all funds for the proposed project, and
- approve the final report.
The _AF.A project manager will provide:
- liaison with the Bottomfish Coordinator®s Office
- dissemination of results to UFA and its member organizations.

Ve XfUZs-rxXyi*

8*0 PROJECT SCHEDULE

The project schedule 1is shown in Figure 1.

*

9-= PROJECT COSTS

Estimated project costs are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 1
SCHEDULE

Marketing Project for Sablefish and Other Botlurnfish
Alaska Longline Fisherman®s Association
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Figure 2

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE

Test Marketing Project For Sablefish and Other Bottomfish
Alaska Longline Fishermen®s Association

_ WORK ELEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Salaries (Project Manager) .coueoeoeoee oo c e cacacanaaaan $18,000
Accounting ServiCesS i aaaaaaaan. 10,000
Project offiCe ..o i ccee ecaaaann 3.500
Fish Purchases (Approximately 35.000 6 53°*** 18,550
Smoking and Other ProcessSinNg-.cooaeooaeiaaaaao-. 20,000
Freight. .. ............ 20,000
Travel for Project Manager and Fishermen 10,000

Product Development (Test Kitchen, Quality

Control Technician) 10,000
Public Relations and Advertising....* ........... 150»000
Phone, POSTAQgE cimn it e c e ceccecaeaeee @ emaaann 3,000
MESCE L L aNEOUS co ittt et et e e e e eeeceeeaceceeeaceaannnn 2,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT BUDGET.. $ 265,050
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A special Senate Judiciary Hearing Committee vas formed 1in
late February to conduct a series of hearings on the Bristol
Bay salmon fisheries and to report to the Senate 1ts recom—
mendations for both legislative and executive action.

Initially these hearings were to focus on two aspects of the
Bristol Bay fishery: the State > role 5n the negotiating
process and the rublic safety concerns related to the settle—
ment of Tfish price negotiations. Hearings were conducted 1in
Dillingham, and Naknek, with additional hearings 1in Juneau.
The Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force was present at the

D: 13 ingham and Naknek hearings. Task Force Chairman Av

Gross and Department of Public Safety Commissioner William

Nix attended one of the Juneau hearings. CA copy of the

Task Force Report is attached to this report.)

The following recommendations are drawn from the testimony
of nearly 50 individuals at the three hearings. While the
original concerns of the Hearing Committee were the State ™
role in the negotiating process and 1in maintaining public
safety, it quickly became apparent that a broader approach
to meeting Bristol Bay ™% needs was required to be effective.
As the Governor®s Task Force report states, much of the
stress occuring 1in Bristol Hay is due to the changing nature
of the fishery and the marketing structure. Because the end
result of this evolution in the fishing industry 1is not
known, State policies toward the Bristol Bay fishery should
neither artificially restrict that change, nor force the
adoption of any "new" system.

The recommendations of 1his report are organized under four
topics: Market Study, the Changing Nature of the Bristol Bay
Fishery, Capital Improvements and Public Safety. These
recommendations provide a coordinated policy approach to
Bristol Bay and, ultimately, to the changing nature of the
domestic fishing industry Statewide, while maintaining a
general concern for public safety and individual rights.

Market Study

Most of those testifying before the Committee recommended
that the State fund an objective marketing study. People
thought that such a study would allow fishermen to negotiate
on a more equal footing with the processors, and would be of
most benefit to the majority of Bristol Bay fishermen who
regularly fish for the large, established processors. This
market study would at a minimum analyze the market for
salmon, wholesale prices and trends, effect of pack sizes on
prices, and changes 1in the costs to fishermen and processors
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in producing their-products. The resu.".t would be a recom—
mended rango of ex-vessel prices that could be paid for
salmon, by type of product (fresh, forzen, canned). Alter —
native types of price settlements mentioned during the
hearings, such as price indexing, percentage of wholesale
price and sliding scale agreements should also be considered.

This market price study, as brought out in public testimony,
is actually needed in all Alaskan fisheries. The Bristol
Bay study could be the first step in the development of an
understanding of market conditions related to each of the
fisheries 1in Alaska. In the long run, it is necessary for
both the State and the domestic industry to understand the
nature of markets for bottomfish, general fish products
(fish meal, fish sticks, etc.), crab and herring as well as
salmon. With this knowledge, the State is 1iIn a better
position to create programs to effectively 1involve Alaska,
and Alaskans, in the utilization of the State®"s fishery
resources.

The Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force has announced that the
Department of Commerce and Economic Development will have a
Bristol Bay market study done by May 15, 1981. The study is
to describe the actual 1inventories, sales, processes and

final destination of Bristol Bay red salmon; 1identify firms
and describe the structure used in marketing and distributing
these products; describe processing done after the salmon
leave Alaska, describe existing demand for Bristol Bay

salmon, 1including sales promotion efforts; relate demand to
alternate sources of r.aimon; explain how prices are set for
Eristol Bay salmon, 1including the effect of financing mechanisms
and production costs; and present an analysis of market

den md, 1dentifying a range of wh ilesale prices related to
different lev Is of salmon catch.

Recoinmendation No”™ 1

Legislative support for the Department of Commerce and
Economic Development®s market study needs to be shown.
Although the time frame for the current study ?s
extremely short, the approach taken by DCED should
provide a comprehensive picture of the existing Bristol
Bay marketing structure and alternative types of price
settlement.

Recommendation No. 2

Direct the Governor to prepare a plan for developing
line agency capability to develop a similar under —
standing of the market system and market potential for
all Alaskan fisheries. The plan for achieving this
ongoing market analysis should be presented to the
Legislature 1in January of 1982.



Changing Structure of the Bristol Bay Fishery

Several 1individuals testified as to the changing nature of
the fishing industry in Bristol Bay. 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 1s the desire by
many local fishermen to develop a new, locally controlled
means of marketing their fish as an alternative to the
established processing plants. At the sane time, most,
fishermen in Bristol Bay are linked closely to those large
processors; cannery fishermen enjoy the benefits of credit,
boat storage, ready access to supplies and other benefits in
exchange for fishing only foT a single processor. Fishermen
who violate this unwritten agreement by selling their fish
for a higher price to a different processor often find
themselves both without a regular buyer and without the
benefits of a cannery Tfisherman.

Fishermen may be unable to actually find markets or make
connections with representatives of markets that might

otherwise purchase their fish. It was reported to the Committee
that there are currently an estimated 125 fishermen who have
no markets for their fish. Other fishermen who do manage to

organize and find potential markets for their fish outside
.of the established system report an inability to get their
operations "cff the ground,** due to a lack of front end
financing.

In addition, a number of those that testified thought that
present State programs involved in fisheries, such as the
Alaska Renewable Resources Corporation (ARRC) v the Commercial
Fishing and Agriculture Bank (CFAB) and the pack loan program,
did not provide support for nev marketing/processing operations.
While some people thought that these State, programs were
purposefully oriented toward the existing processors, others
felt that the 1inability to use State programs to develop new

or expanded processing activities by domestic organizations

was a re«ult of unclear policy directions to those programs.

A number of very specific changes 1iIn existing State programs
were suggested during the hearings. These suggestions

ranged from requiring ARRC loans vo be made only to wholly-
owned Alaskan firms on one hanc, ”~1 requiring processors to
sign a price settlement with fishermen in orceT to be eligible
for ARRC; CFAB or pack loans.

On the whole, people identified the State ™ role 1in this
changing industrial setting as providing the catalyst for

new developments 1in the industry. This would be accomplished
through ensuring easier access to ARRC, CFAB, pack loans and
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other funds to be used by new processing operations for
organizational, front-end or operating costs prior to the
sale of their products.

Recommendation No. £

An analysis 1s needed of how other U.S. and foreign
fisheries are organized, from the fishermen, processors,
brokers through to the final markets. The purpose of
this analysis 1i1s to develop an understanding of the
various types of existing industry organization and
what particular structures could be possible in Bristol
Bay. « Information developed through this study would be
made available to fishermen, marketing associations,
cooperatives and processors as well as the general
public.

Recommendation No. £

While efforts of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute
are directed primarily at increasing the consumer®s
demand for salmon products, broader research on potential,
markets for Alaskan salmon and other seafood product
needs to be done. Because of the industry®s present
focus on the Japanese market, there 1is little knowledge
of alternative markets, locations and possible level of
demand, both in the U.S. and abroad.

Recommendation No. 5

A program is required -that provides assistance to local
fishermen and fishermen 3 groups in actually contacting
potential-markets. The purpose of this program, whether
done through an agency, through contract or through
direct financial assistance to fishermen®s groups,

would be to facilitate contact between fishermen and
potential buyers without regard to the type of marketing
structure used. While 1initially focusing on Bristol
Bay, the marketing assistance should be available for
all Alaskan fisheries.

Recommendation No. £

A review of the policy guidelines and performance of

ARRC, CFAB, AIDA and the pack financing program should

be undertaken to identify changes in their statutory
direction that would make new domestic processing and
na-.xeting operations clearly eligible for these programs.
Tnis task might be best carried out by one or a .combination
of legislative committees.
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Capital Improvements

As stated by the Governor®s Task Force, the full utilization
of the Bristol Eay Fisheries resource IS a nzior State
concern. The development of new and expanded markets and
marketing structures 1is one aspect of increasing the utili—
zation of Bristol Bay salmon.

However, access by fishermen and new industry operations

to this resource requires a range of facilities to support
their activities. These facilities include boat harbors,
ocean and industrial docks, water supplies, airports, airport
industrial areas and roads.

At present, public and private facilities in the Bristol Bay
region lack the capacity to handle new developments 1in the
local fishing industry. This, in effect, creates a barrier

to the establishment of new marketing operations, new pro—
cessors, and to the ability of local fishermen to find
alternatives to the storage, repair and support services
offered by the existing processors. Simply locating land

upon which to build private 1industrial facilities is difficult,
although this sitution may change with the. shift in ownership/
of large tracts of land to the local Native corporations.

In short, the natural evolution of the fishing industry 1in
Bristol bay will require basic investment 1in public infra—

structure. A number of individuals testified that fishermen
had no place to keep their boats during the summer and no
place to unload fish ot store equipment. Nev processors

also have no dock space for. their operations, are faced with
community water systems unable to supply their needs, and
under-developed airport facilities that create delays 1in the
transport of fish to markets. The physical difficulty local
fishermen and organizations have in getting their products
to market undoubtedly affects the ability of those interests
to make commitments to potential markets.

Because of the level of industry activity in Bristol Bay,
local residents canr.ot understand the State % apparent dis—
interest in developing basic facilities in their region. As
one individual stated before the Committee, 1t seems common
sense to provide for the infrastructure needs of Bristol

Bay"s proven natural resource industry on at least an equal
basis to the State";; assistance in providing infrastructure
for unprcven renewable and r.onrenewable resource developments.
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The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities is
currently funding a study of the transportation facility
needs of Southwest Alaska, 1including the Bristol Bay region.
Transportation fTacility needs related to both industry
activities and community growth will be identified in this
study. The estimated completion date for this regional
transportation study is June, 1981.

Recommendation No. 7

The Legislature should direct the Governor to develop a
list pf public capital facilities required co support
the expansion of .the fishing industry and community
needs i1n the Bristol Bay region. This list should be
based on analysis of infrastructure needs in the region
and should present a plan and coordinated approach
among executive agencies to provide those facilities.
The Governor®s recommendations should be presented to
the Legislature 1in January of 1982.

Public Safety *©

One of the Committee ™ initial charges was to listen to the
Bristol Bay residents on the relationship of public safety . *

.to the settlement of price disputes. A significant volume
of testimony was received on the use of threats and "scare
tactics”™ 1n the negotiating process. In addition, a number

of people testified that the fishermen feel under extreme
pressure to ensure a unified approach to price settlement,
because the majority of fishermen have no alternative market
to the existing processing operations. Fishermen feel that
they have to speak with a single unified voice to be effective
within the present system.

As market alternatives develop, the emphasis on maintaining
the appearance that fishermen are of a single, unified mind
will decrease. Different groups of fishermen will be able

to develop their own markets and marketing systems. Witnesses
testified that changes in the nature of the Bristol Bay
fishery will result 1in more ex-vessel price competition by
processors and in a reduction in the use of threats and
intimidation in the settlement of price disputes. Individuals
or small groups of fishermen will be able to settle for a
price they feel acceptable, without appearing to undercut
other fishermen®s organizations or markets.

However, until the majority of fishermen feel that they have
some market flexibility and have the opportunity to control
their own position in a more differentiated “marketing system,
the use of pressure tactics to encourage conformance to
marketing association negotiations 1is likely to continue.



There will be a continuing need for public safety presence
in Bristol Bay. The State"s public safety effort must be
related to the enforcement of existing laws, without pur—
posefully intervening 1in the negotiating process 1itself. In
general, a low profile coupled with a workable contingency
plan will meet public safety needs while minimizing public
reaction simply to the visible presence of public safety
personnel.

In order to remain as objective as possible 1In appearance 1in
Its public safety mission, the Department of Public Safety
should provide 1its own support services and remain independent
of all parties 1in the negotiating process. The lack of
departmental boats and equipment during the 1980 season
resulted in" State Troopers being placed on barges and facilities
operated by the processors. This lack of support capability
decreased the ability of the Troopers to carry out their
duties, 1in that they lacked the mobility to respond. In
addition, placing individual Troopers on private property

was interpreted by some fishermen as a demonstration that

the State was more interested iIn protecting the processors
than in protecting the genera.” public safety. This situation
should be avoided in the future, 1f at all possible.

The Governor®s Bristol Bay Task Force h s recommended that the
Department of Public Safety develop a c. ntingency plan for the"
1981 Bristol Bay fishing season. The Governor will submit a
special appropriation request to the Legislature to fund
additional manpower and support services for this coming
season. Both Public Safety®s contingency plan and the supple—
mental appropriation request are included i1n the Task Force
Report.

Above all, the State should emphasize that public safety
must be maintained in Bristol Bay, as in other parts of the
State. The present legal system defines the unacceptable
use of force and pressure tactics. It 1s important that
these laws be enforced equally in all parts of the State and
on behalf of all the citizens of the State.

Recommendation No. 8_

The Governor®s supplemental appropriation request for

the Department of Public Safety should be reviewed to
determine if that request will proviie support capabilities
that will allow independence from private facilities

and vessels. A supplemental appropriation to fund

support services for the State Troopers should be con—
sidered on a priority basis for this fiscal year.



SENATE JUDICIARY HEARING COMMITTEE
Report and Recommendations
Page 8

Recommendation No. 9 - Follow Up

As a final recommendation on legislative oversight, the
Governor should be provide the 1982 Legislature with a
report on the use of the marketing study (Recommendation
No. 1) during the 1981 fishing season and the activities
of the Department of Public Safety in Bristol Bay this
summer .
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(907) 465-3991
May 2, 1981

MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Russ Meekins

Attn: John Crandall
FROM: Jack KreinhederLys]|

Research Staff~ " *
RE: Collective Bargaining in Bristol Bay

Research Request No. 81-110

You asked that we identify and explain the legal contraints

negotiating process which 1is used by Bristol Bay fishermen and proces—
sors to reach an annual salmon price settlement. Specifically,
were to address the effect on the Bristol Bay bargaining structure of
federal antitrust statutes, the Fishermen®s Collective Marketing Act

of 1934, and the Webb-Pomerene Export Trade Act.

Background

The Bristol Bay salmon fishery has undergone a major transition

relationship of fishermen to processors during thepast two decades.

The commercial fishery first developed as a cannery operated fishing
fleet, in which fishermen were employed directly by the processors,
who owned the boats and gear used by the fishermen. For many years,

almost all Bristol Bay fishermen were hired by the canneries

Seattle, San Francisco, and other West Coast cities. Fish prices for

the coming season were simply posted at the cannery offices,
price negotiations between fishermen and processors.

In the late 1960"s and early 1970"s increasing numbers of fishermen

began to purchase their own boats and gear and tooperate

independent basis. The availability of State loans for fishing vessels

and the enactment of the limited entry legislation in 1973 were

major factors 1n the shift in the status of Bristol Bay fishermen from

cannery employees to independent business operators. 1

Although almost all Bristol Bay fishermen nowown the boats

gear which they use in the fishery, there are still strong ties between

processors and fishermen. Processors often provide food and
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supplies and winter boat storage, and will agree to purchase fish at a
given price in exchange for a commitment from a fisherman to sell fish
only to the particular processor which provides these benefits. These
arrangements are common 1in other Alaska fisheries, as well, but they
indicate that Bristol Bay fishermen are still dependent to some extent
on the processors in the Bay.

The increasing independence of Bristol Bay fishermen led to the
establishment of two major marketing associations to represent Bay
fishermen in price negotiations. These two groups are the Alaska
Independent Fishermen®s Marketing Association (AIFMA), with about 800
members at present, and the 350 member Western Alaska Cooperative
Marketing Association (WACMA). Although these marketing associations
represent less than half of the 2,600 limited entry permit holders in
Bristol Bay, they have been the major force in price negotiations between
fishermen and processors. Although the marketing associations have no
legal power to 1impose price settlements on non-member fishermen, as
discussed below, the price agreements which the associations negotiate
have usually been accepted by processors and fishermen throughout the
Bay.

A third marketing association, Bristol Bay Fishermen®"s Association
(BBFA), was formed in 1980 by a group of 40 fishermen for the purpose
of negotiating a frozpn salmon price with Icicle Seafoods. This group
reached an earlier price settlement than did AIrMA, but the profit
share promised as part of the BBFA settlement has yet to be paid, thus
clouding the future of this association.

More detailed information on the past and present structure of the
Bristol Bay fishery can be found in the attached report, "Bristol Bay,
1980," prepared by Rodger Painter for the Legislative Council.

The Effect of Antitrust Laws

There are a number of federal antitrust laws which prohibit monopolies,
ti.e restraint of trade, price-fixing, and other actions which restrict
competition between firms. The most important of these laws with
respect to the fishing industry are the Sherman Act, enacted in 1890,
and the Clayton Act, which was passed in 1914. The primary effect of
these statutes on the Bristol Bay fishery is that processors, like
most businesses, are prohibited from reaching joint price settlements
or even discussing pricing actions among themselves.

On July 3, 1980, the same day that AIFMA reached a price settlement in
Bristol Bay, AIFMA filed suit against Peter Pan Seafoods and other
processors charging that a number of federal antitrust laws had been
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violated. As a result of this suit and others, processor executives
have been very cautious about even being in the same room with each
other, which has hampered attempts at improving the Bristol Bay bar—
gaining process.

Fishermen®s Collective Marketing Act

When the federal antitrust Jlaws began to be strictly enforced, it
became evident that some industries, because of their unusual nature,
were suffering more harm than good from the antitrust laws. As a
result, a number of exceptions to the antitrust laws were enacted,
including the Fishermen®s Collective Marketing Act of 1934 (copy
attached). This act reads 1in part: "Persons engaged 1in the fishing
industry, as fishermen, ..., may act together in associations, ., 1iIn
collectively catching, producing, preparing for market, processing,
handling, and marketing ., such products of said persons so engaged."

In enacting this legislation, Congress recognized that there are
benefits in such joint efforts among fishermen, and so provided a
limited exemption for fishermen®s associations from some of the anti-—

trust laws. This exemption includes collective marketing of their
products, which would otherwise be 1in violation of the Sherman Act
under the prohibition of price-fixing. The exemption extends only to

fishermen who belong to established associations or cooperatives.
Individual fishermen who act together in setting prices or other joint,
activities are still subject to antitrust laws.

An important limitation of this antitrust exemption, particularly
considering the recent discussions of violence and coercion in Bristol
Bay, 1is that fishermen"s marketing associations cannot exclude from the
market fishermen not complying with prices established by the associa—

tions. Courts have ruled illegal such tactics as fines against non-
conforming association members and forceful prevention of non-member
fishermen from fishing or delivering fish to buyers. Apart from the

criminal aspects of any violence or threat of violence, such actions
ere beyond the scope of the antitrust exemption granted by the
Collective Marketing Act and can result in antitrust charges against
fishermen®s associations.

The enclosed "Ocean Law Memo" prepared by the University of Oregon
School of Law provides additional information on the development ard
rationale of antitrust laws in relation to the _fishing industry.

Webb-Pomerene Export Trade Act

This act, passed 1in 1918, exemptl associations formed for the purpose
of furthering export trade from certain antitrust provisions. However,
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unlike the Fishermen®s Collective Marketing Act, the Export Trade Act
does not appear to allow associations to set prices. The Export Trade
Act states in part that a trade association may not "er.er into any
agreement ... or do any act which artificially or intentionally
enhances or depresses prices within the United States of commodities
of the class exported by such association.” The act also prohibits
the use of unfair methods of competition in export trade, even 1if the
acts constituting such wunfair methods take place outside the U.S.

To my knowledge, the Export Trade Act does not have any effect on the
Bristol Bay price negotiations. The act would appear to authorize
processors in the Bay to form an export association for the foreign
marketing of salmon, but such an association c”uld not legally have any

role in determining prices paid to fishermen for their catch. A copy
of the act 1is enclosed.

The Negotiating Process

Ed Orbeck, the Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Labor, aptly
described the negotiating process in Bristol Bay from his perspective
as mediator for the  negotiations: "This is not 1like 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. tonat we"re really
doing 1is chairing a meeting of two economic groups."l

Although the legal constraints of the negotiating process are defined
to some extent by the antitrust laws and the Fishermen®s Collective
Marketing Act, there are no Jlaws which govern the actual process by

which price settlements are reached. In many industries, collective
bargaining agreements between unions and management specify in detail
the procedures which such bargaining is to follow. Because the price

negotiations in Bristol Bay are essentially between two groups of
independent businesses, no such bargaining agreements exist.

There has been much discussion of possible ways of "streamlining" the
negotiations process, such as the use of profit sharing plans or a
sliding price scale which is tied to wholesale fish prices. In theory,
such techniques could eliminate the need for negotiating prices from
scratch each year, but the prospects for such changes appear doubtful
in the near future. Other possible means of 1improving the overall
Bristol Bay situation, such as marketing studies, infrastructure im—
provements, and so on are discussed in the Painter report and in the

1 Bristol Bay, 1980, by Rodger Painter. Page 11.
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report of the Senate

I hope this information

Special Judiciary Committee on Bristol Bay.

is helpful.

like additional information, please

Enclosures

If you have any questions or would
let us know.
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Cilw\ be-A"TOAj .. FfWy-~rthSt one reas"on there
is a lot of this downplay (of violence) 1is just purely fear and
intimidation; no more and no lessT" | talked first-hand with some
people who were closely involved in some of these incidents; one
UR_}hem_hgd a gun held on him, and or.e who had his fish thrown
over, and 1 urged them to come forth. . . .and he told me that he

was afraid for his family and his kids. ..

Ij N aj i ~“bkockK . - .1 think there was a
tremendous potential there for the lid to blow off; the potential
of threat was great. I 7 just thankful nobody got killed, and
they could have. It was veiy close, a very iffy thing. I saw

people behave irrationally, and I saw mob psychology working.
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gray "area""tliere and where "you*draw"~the line and where 1 draw the**

Arrty m

‘

line may well differ between scare tactics and violence.*.

We"want you to know that there were many fishermen who sat on the

* L o=

beach out of fear for exactly the kinds of reasons that you will

hear on the tape.mw

6b?

FISAND

ibk*i5C £\P T A <

S CHIN «K . =U -

IT "HIGHLY.. IRONIC, J-HAT.. THE /VERY SAME FISHERMEN WHO MADE LIMITED

ENTRY-SUCH" AN EMOTIONAL ISSUE IN 1973 ARE DOING THE SAME TO THE LEG-
rSLATURE_O£,J9£1 -REGARDING VIOLENCfe?“T-«"r-AKE THE ONLY FISHERMEN WHO
AEE DRAGGING THIS LINE THROUGH THE WATER,™

A

ik

The violence tissue began herein Juneau and," has been- and still

is being- perpetuated right here 1iIn Juneau. Here in Juneau, 1is where

you hear about the violence--not in Bristol Bay.

~—
~

I wasn™"t bodily drug

off the grounds, but 1 was circled, told that my boat "sho"dld

be sunk,

that 1 was on their list and that they had taken

pLFturgs of me, | as going to have my picture on their so-

called bulletin board, that _I,j&ould definjj-ply not be
forgotten

«<torr m - *~y

/=.he did say later that he had a flare gun and I saw him

throw the oil in the boat and said he wanted the captain to

show himself and he was going to kill him, that he was gcing

to tear his heart out. He said, "I1"m going to count to 10

and

if you don"t show yourself 1"m going to torch your boat."
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«Processors

are much more sophisticated in dealing with the market. They »

know what®"s happening to a degree that the fisherman can only

speculate. That"s the reason the marketing analysis 1is so important.
You"ve got to have this information in the hands of the fishermen,

and then maybe the fishermen will have a better opportunity to

3i'r*ve rational requests as far as price is concerned.

1"d like to empha 1ize

that probably the best thing that the Jtate could do is to provide
some realistic analysis of world market for salmon, and 1 do think

it s the State"s responsibility.

First
31m 6

of all, of course, the marketing study; it really isn"t to my
advantage, but 1 don"t have anv problems with that. I think that
is probably a step in the right direction, providing that any one

pian could ever real! understand the mark tff" 1\

J nu brce<t

i/The state should also fund a study which would supply information
which would be credible to both processors and fishermen. This
study should include such things as , "how interest rates relate
to the price fishermen get for their fish, what does the fresh frozen
market do 1in relation to the canned market, how does the yen/dollar
relationship effect the price of salmon, what does it cost to hold
an inventory of salmon in anticipation of a higher price and how are
other markets other than the Japanese effecting the price of salmon,
and where can we find other markets."

W TOt- (4 <

NA comprehensive study of World Markets for Bristol Bay
sockeye salmon should be conducted by hn independent economic
consultant who does not work and has not worked for fishermen or
processors to have a positive effect on an early settlement of
fish price in Bristol Bay the study should be completed by mid
April. This means the process for implementation should be
initiated as soon as possible.?
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The marketing, financing,
and processing aspects of the fisheries are predominantly
controlled by foreign corporations, especially Japanese
corporations: they determine the \olume of salmon they want
to pack, and as we have seen oT*er the years, the price that
they want to pay.M
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ﬁlitld’ Arfhpn 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

I think this 1is poppyrot.

oJpMi Jwu"nf* - tHe big issue that
i see happened 1in 1980 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 is excess.

everything is on the side of the processor, don"t kid yourself

there; the longer they ¢gCK the less volume; the better they
arc going to come out on Lheir pack anyway. The whole thing

is almost a stacked deck.t

The 1industry estimated that they could
process 37.1 million fish. I"m not sure those figures are correct,
but 1 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 Br* .ol Bay alone, there"s every reason to suspect?™

that many processors simply didn t want to harvest all that product.
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IMPLEMENT SOME OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS IN BRISTOL BAY
THAT WILL ASSIST FISH MOVEMENT; AIRPORT LENGTHENING AND REPAIR,
DOCKS AND ROADS. THIS WILL INCREASE HEALTHY COMPETITION IN ADD-—
ITION TO THE ABILITY 10 PROCESS MORE FISH.

Finally there are many shortcomings in the local infrastructure
of Bristol Bay. These would include lack of docks, lack of
adequate iunways, lack of decent roads, lack of land, lack of
harbors, even lack of access to adequate land.
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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 state has taken the wrong approach to this situation

and should be trying to solve the problem up there, not to deal

with a potentiallv-violent situation.

[1/" fjtimidiidrtt-fu/i? Ttltc

771 1F | P/.4<n
// £ & (£ . P MHcT /' N T /tF CH-~
T/tfh
E-A"
I MA. ) L ™

would Ilike, to..see~ the- otttferrollings I"mentioned®"”~1 the vertical

integration, the cooperative venture, the check and balance system “*
that would prevent all of this stuff from happenin®g®, in lieu of

u
the police force going up there «*You—kteew— wibh mix mnd- g*-frting
reasfchharti-oor o but until that comes about, and 1 don"t see it coming
about this year, | don"t see where we can do anything except create

at least an atmosphere where people will not be killed.

Set provisions for successful negotiation from free negotia—
tions with deadlines, to mediation, to binding arbitration. The
party that does not follow these provisions and deadlines as
set down by the State of Alaska should be penalized.



The idea that we are going to have some prevailing, rational
solution occur if it"s simply left up to the fishermen and the
processors does not seem, to me, reasonable. I do not think we
are going to reach a solution in Bristol Bay unless the State

takes a real interest in this negotiating process.
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