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BY REP. JACKO, Foster, M.Davis, Menard, Goll, Grussendorf, Hoffman

IN THE HOUSE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 285 ( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to qualifications for transferees of

commercial fTishery limited entry permits.”
BE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 16.10.337(b) is amended to read:

() IT the commission does not exercise 1its right of first
refusal within 30 days after it receives the offer, or i1f the permit
IS not subject to a buy-back program under AS 16.43.290 - 16.43.330,
the department shall promptly advertise and sell the permit to a
person who qualifies as a transferee for the permit under AS 16.43.170
and theregulations adopted by the commission. |If theproceeds of the
sale of a permit exceed the amount necessary to paythenoteinfull,
plus penalties, costs of administration of the note, and attorney
fees, the excess will be transferred by the commissioner to the
debtor. At any time until the permit has been sold under this subsec-
tion the debtor may repurchase the permit by paying the department the
amount necessary to pay the note iIn full, plus penalties, costs of
administration of the note, and attorney fees, as determined by the
commissioner.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.43.150(h) 1is amended to read:

(h) Unless an entry permit holder has expressed a contrary
intent in a will that 1is probated, the commission shall, upon the
death of the permit holder, transfer the permanent permit by right of
survivorship directly to the surviving spouse or, 1f no spouse sur-
vives, to a natural person designated by the permit holder on a form
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provided by the commission. IT no spouse survives and 1If the person
designated on the form, 1if any, does not survive, the permit passes as
part of the permit holder"s estate. The transferee of a permit under
this subsection, who is the spouse of the deceased permit holder or
who 1is related to the deceased permit holder by bloodwithin three
degrees of kinship, does not haveto demonstrate a prior history of
active participation in the fishery under AS 16.43.170(b). A desig-
nation under this subsection must be acknowledged before a person
authorized to administer an oath under AS 09.63.010 or must be wit-
nessed by two persons who are qualified under AS 13.11.170 to witness
the will of the permit holder. Except as provided in AS 16.10.333 -
16.10.337, AS 44.81.210, and 44.81.230 - 44.81.250, the permit is
exempt from the claims of creditorsof the estate.
* Sec. 3. AS 16.43.170(b) 1is amendedto read:

(b) Except as provided in (¢) and (e) of this section, the
holder of an entry permit may transfer the permit to another person or
to the commission upon 60 days notice of intent to transfer under
regulations adopted by the commission. No sooner than 60 days nor
later than 12 months from the date of notice to the commission, the
holder of an entry permit may transfer the permit. IT the proposed
transferee, other than the commission, can demonstrate to the satis-
faction of the commission a history of active participation iIn the
fishery during three years and the present ability to participate
actively iIn the fishery and if the transfer agreement does not violate
any provision of this chapter [AS 16.431 or regulations adopted under
this chapter [THEREUNDER], the commission shall approve the transfer
and reissue the entry permit to the transferee pr ~ed that neither
party 1is prohibited by law from participating in the transfer. In

this subsection "active participation” means physical participation in
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fishing activities under a crewmember fishing Ulicense, interim-use

permit, or entry permit.



House of Representatives

While in Session: .
Box V , Chair
Juneau. Alaska 99811 Special Committee on Foreign Trac
(907) 465-4942 Vice Chair
Resources Committee
P.0. Box 47001 Member
Pedro Bay. Alaska 99647 Hﬁalth, Education A
(907) 850-2208 Social Services Committee

Rep. George Jacko, Jr,

MEMORANDUM
TO: Resources Committee Members
FROM: Representative G ~Jacko Jr.
DATE: February 15, 1990

SUBJECT: House Bill 285

House Bill 285 will serve to change the free transferability
requirements of limited entry permits. Three years prior experience
will be required before a limited entry permit can be purchased. In
other words, if one wanted to buy a limited entry permit in a
fisheries district he/she must demonstrate three year's active
participation in that fisheries.

The primary reason for this legislation is to slow down limited
entry permits leaving Alaska. Especially in the rural areas, permits
have been declining at a steady rate. The economic impact is felt
strongly in the smaller communitites where there is no alternative

source of employment.

Permit prices have skyrocketed in recent years fueled by
speculators who are eager to become involved in Alaska's lucrative
fisheries. Prices have risen so high that in many districts local
fishermen are not able to obtain financing to purchase limited entry
permits and are being effectively excluded from participating in
their fisheries.

DISTRICT Ib ADAK. AKLTAN, ALEKNAG1K. ATKA. 8ELKOFSKI. CLARKS POINT. COLD BAY. DILLINGHAM. DUTCH HARBOR. EGEGIK. EKUK. EKWOK. FALSE PASS
IGILGIG. ILIA.MNA, KING COVE. KING SALMON. KOKHANOK. XOLIGANEK. LEVELOCK. MANOKOTAK, NAKNEK. NELSON LAGOON. NEWHALEN. NEV. STLUHOK
NIKOLSKI. NONDALTON, PEDRO BAY. PILE BAY. PILOT POINT. POPE A VANOI. PORT ALSWORTH. PORT HEIDEN. PORT MOLLER. PORTAGE CREEK. SAND POINT
SOUTH NAKNEK. SQUAW HARBOR. ST. GEORGE, ST. PAUL, TOGIAK. TWIN HILLS. UGASHIK. UNALASKA



Safety and enforcement me”~ures will also be addressed as
fishermen will need to pro\ past participation before investing in a

fisheries.

In closing, | believe that the problem of limited entry permits being
transferred through the market process has served to discriminate
against many fishermen in the state. House Bill 285 will ailow for
those who have demonstrated prior experience to be allowed to
continue their livelihood.

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.



Sectional Analysis of HBCS 235

A definition of "active participation” on the last three lines of the Pill is
.lie sole difference oetween the committee substitute and the original

Active participation is defined as means of physical participation in
fisrung activities under crewmem Per license, interim-use permit, or ent.ru
permit



I erhas no single salmop fishery has
produced more maoney or shattered "more
dreams than Bristol Ba Alaska Abad year’s
catch, ftwo million sg on, an rB/erage %/e?] |s
14 million and a good year car be waorth
the value of the éntire Alaska salmon harvest
one bay, one week, one spemes ncorgl
chus nerka. In a great year (such as 19 9%
enough red salmon entér the bay fo stretc
end-on-end to the tip of South America.
Located in southwest Alaska in the armpit
of the Alaska Peninsula, Bristol Bay is about
the size of Ohio, although Tt’s mis eadlng% )
think of the fishery as conducted over that
Iar?e an area, Rather, It 1S conducted In five
districts (each district associated. with a river
system), only one or two of which might be
open at a given time. Djstricts range from 35
100 square miles, but actual” fishing s
Igﬂrgdrleoctkee glong the boundaryalrlges Ilpn ;rer?g
U |
one- thousandzdo?lar Bn]ls raining d%wngon
Times Square at rush hour, and you have an
idea ofa Br Astol Bay opening.

As each district {or river-system) is unique,
with its own set ofenvwonmental conditions,
fish mg can vary %reaty from one district to
anothér, In recent years, the Egegik District

the other dlstrlcts are Nushaga Toglak,

gashik and Naknek-Kvichak) tas heen the
dominant Producer with a record harvest
this year of 8,6 million red salmon (raising a
hot “interception issue, with as much “as
one-third of the catch consisting of sockeye
bound for other districts).

When escapement Is reached (the number
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of salmon allowed to swim freelcy
upstream to spawn), the distri
opens. , If the escapement isn't
reached, the district doesn't open.
Meanwhlle everyone waits.

Waiting, not fishing, is the main
activity of Bristol Bay. Thousands
of transients—fishermen, cannery
worker% mechanics, sEotter pl-
lots en orcement offlcer fleets of
Vesse s—tr%mgers tene roc-
essors, casn huyers en orce ent
boats, fish mrq boats o ever){)
scrl tion-alF descend on the ay s

glvna?est walt. The nﬁrma
Bve b[y ut you never kpow

he arrive, or how
many i hit' the  rver.
Meahwhile, the ténsion builds.

All the Instruments of prediction
are applied, of course, but the
orean’ 15 a_murky crystal ball
Returns to Bristol Bay have been
ar t? forecast ; %Y subg)ect t
%reat fluctuations, "The projecte
arvesi for 1989, for example, was
16 million reds; 'the actual harvest
was 28 million.’
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The big surprise this year was
the Kvichak River. It was the big
surprise last year, too, only this
year it came_in strong.
onymous with Bristol Bay I(pro-
ducrn g up to 60 percent of the

ys entrre re arvest—33 per-

t US. harvest and™ 16
ercent of the world catch2 the

rrckIe

nas yie ded on
her hrstorrca rodﬁ tron rn
recen years, BUt sh e made
it this year. 14 million reds, for haf
the bay’s production. Where were
all those salmon last year?

No one really knows, but there
are ﬁlenty of thearies. One of them
IS that Rrrates got them. The so
called nigh-seas” “squid” frsherg
conducted by Japan, Taiwan an

orea) intercepts some of the bay’s
salmon (even a murky crystal ball
15 clear on that point), "but’just how
many isn't clear, Because Kvjchak
salmon are smaIIer they could be
more susceptrb e to the huge drift-
nets. "They use 4-inch” mesh
which is just the right size for that
salmon," says Mrtc K enera
manager for the Alaska e
dent Fish ermens Marketing sso
cratron(A

Indeed, hrlg -5eas salmon rnter
cep tron—cal ed the “AIDS of the
Nort Pacific” by Alaska Senator
Ted Stevens—rs a shadow hanging
overte ay In the last two yéars,
the Nation Marrne Fisheries Serv
ice has serze more than 2 million

pounds o aun ere salmon
rIIe aI to the US. fe-
a ee (SF ped to JaPan for
sae No some of these
salmon ‘were bound for Bristol
Bay. What’s the magnrtude of the
roblem? No one. Knows. Jolene
nsoeld (D-Wash.) estimates the
salmon booty af 10,000 tons an-
nually—the équivalent of 20 per-
cent “of an average Bristol Bay
harvest.

Wait and wait... then it ex-

IodesI Amillion salmon can shoot
ug the river in a single tide; a

rtune can be made gor lost) 1n
few hours—as In 1983, when 16
million salmon were captured on
the Kvichak In one 12-hour ppen-

The bay] IS nat only the big est
oc e e fishery In thé world,

The nearest metaphor to Bristol
Bay is war. An Invasionary force
lands on the tundra, the sky dotted

"Once syn-

Ups and Downs of Bristal Bay Sockeye

1965 1970 1975

Source: ADF&G

with p Ftnes étnd heIrcoPters the
rrvers cogge with that re-
sembple tanks; armies of processing
workers wait on shore on 24-hour
alert. Then the salmon charge th”
river in a wild rush, n 10 days, 90
percent of the catch is in—most of
It frozen and on its way to Japan—
and frshermen are already heading

The annuaI urse for Brrstol Ba
IS about million diyide
amon some 1700 active fisher-
men. The size of the pie, ofcourse
varres from year to ear Th rs ear
teprrceaverage apound fora
harvest of 165 million pounds; last
year it was S2.10/lb. for a harvest
0£80 million.

In some years as much as 90
gercent of ne harvest is frozen,
Imost all of it bound forJapan. No
surprise (but interesting) is that. 50
much of this year’s “production
went into the can—upwards of a
half-million cases (compared to
200,000 cases last year). "No sur-
prise” because big production
means more canned sockeye (and
1989 is the second-higgest p
duction year on recordg ertarnly
a more diversified market would
be welcome to U.S, companies in
the bay notably Trident Seafoods,

azys single Iargest buyer
about 0 percent of thé pack) and,

1980 1985 1989
(Through Sept. 2.1989)

ann? with IcrcIe Seafoods one of
e few entrre S.-own :d com-
panres Int eba

Everywhere On the bay are Jap-
anese; from the trampers anchored
out in the bay that carry the
salmon back to”Japan (where It’s
held in_cold storage while US,
companres try to pégotiate a final
price!), to the technicians on the
processing vessels and in the
shcreside plants, Plus, a substantial
part of the onshore and offshore
Investment is Japanese (one_relia-
Eé%t)source estimates it at 40 per-
Sowho owns Bristol Bay?

For years the cannery barons
drd rull dthe bay with"a mono-
po rstrc fist that gave no quarter to
‘outside compétition” (although
they themselves were _outsiders
from Seattle and San Francisco).
From the formatron of the Arctic
Pack rnq Co. in Nushagak in 1884,
to the late 1970s, cannery bosses
called the shots on Bristol Bay—or
"Brindle’s Bay as It was,_known
l%y

ma y)rnte days_of Wynn

indle, oss a Wards Cove Pack-
ing.Cc. The Alaska Packers’ Asso-
ciation, which transported thou-
sands of workers from San Fran-
cisco to the bay every year on Its

famous _square riggers, put up
packs of more than”a million cases
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MOREY’ S smoked seafoods meet today’s demand for

healthy and unigue foods, Quality, consistency and

freshnéss arc crucial to help build your sales. Recognizing

your need for reliable products, Morey’s combines

modern food technolog)' with old fashioned know-how,

The result..a wide variety of mouth-watering smoked

seafood. Seafood you can Sell and serve with confidence, oreys smoked fish products certified Koshere

t|me and t|me agam Available for retail and food service
CALL NOW 1'800'328'8861 IN MINNESOTA 612.541-0129

Circle no. 162 on reader interest card,



a.season.
Fishermen, who never owned
the, bay Twere ownetd by th]e ca{t-
neries.” They we when, 10
fish, where Yo fish and) how to fish,
No_such_ thing as an independent
white fisherman existed then.
When power boats came into_ex-
|stence the cannery bosses,  fear-
g they would lose their grip on
th fishermen, pushed through a
aw in 1922 bannlng fishing In' the
a% In anything “but sdilboats.
Their concern, “they said, was
conservatlon
Thus began the "colorful era” of
the Bristol"Bay sailing fleet, lasting
30 years. It was more colorful to
historjans than to those who had
to sail the skiffs, as the stor){ of
Deadman’s  Sands . clearly ~ illus-
trates. As the story goes, in 1939,
9 fishermen drowned in 39 min-
utes as thejr 32-foof sailboats
Droke up agalnst a bar in a sudden
blow. Unable to tack ag alnst the
incoming ti e thed omed |s ef-
men wave ye to therr
comrades, o watched them

helplessly from outside the break-

ers
In 1951 the cannen{ harons
went too far, They started using
Power boats to tow their sailin
|eets to the ?rounds and the US.
Fish & Wildfife Service called an
end to the farce, opening the hay
to the modern era. Fishermen

bought their own hoats and or an-

ized” into marketln% groups.
days of the "company store” were

ovr
By the late 1970s, the market
ad shifted from canned to frozen,
demand In

brought on by astrong

Japan FIoattn
Rear% on te a}/ qr
umbers, buying from
dent f|shermen and dehvenng the
product over the rail to Japanese
rampers. In 1978, 10.5 millign
pounds of sockeye were frozen: in
1982, 70 milljon pounds. The can-
ners were still Kicking, but they
were no longer "kicking ass."

S0 who owns Bristol Ba

The Japanese. housewde The
fortunes of the fishery rise and fall

wing

rocessors ap-
ep en-

with what she’s willing to P PI
and, thus, with the rise"and falf of
the ‘dollar against the yen. Or so
goes the moderate view. Other
views vary from Japanese cartels to
The Evi Emplre The danger of
a Qne-market tishery, of course, Is
collusion, but Mitch” Kink of AlF-
MA thinks the competition is too
heated" for that—"too many play-

ers," he says.
If  the Japanese housewife
"owns” Bristol Bay, chance rules

dThe fishery 1s at roII of the dice,
an eve ar it's a new
ast eary tIXe return was gﬁm of
what |t was this year. What will it
be next year? attle the dice! A
half-million will get you n the
game ifyou're a fis erman more if
ou 're.a’processor. You could bea
? wmner—or a bl? 0Ser. The
ference Is almost a waﬁ/s asl
twist of chance: Y ouy're in th ena
place at the right time, or you’re
not—a millionaire or a Rauper S
It goes on antol Bay: the world’s
gréatest crap shoot.

Now you can computermanage production.

Set-up, monitor, record and report all weighing, grading, and packing operations.

The MTMSO-100 System can control
over 100 scales, graders or netweighers,
and store five different programs for
quick and easy production line changes.
The system maintains an on-line record
ofweighments, total weights processed,
number of packages, individual oper-
ator's performance, etc. Net weight

package "giveaway" and packaging
material tare are all automatically
compensated, reducing product losses
by up to 60%.

Designed to function with Micro
Weigh electronic scales, the system
may be customized to operate with
most othei compatible scales.

wsi-f
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MICRO WEIGHING SYSTEMS. INC.
PO BOX 456. FITCHBURG. VA 0)420 (508)345-0001

Circle no. 108 on reader interes; ca



America is %orng for catfish,
And the brandt at fias the most
catfish sales all wrap

Delta Pride. Youjus cantkee Us
in your case, Customer emand
has made u” the fastest selling,
catfish in the nation.

Our chill packed fillets and
whole fish.will stay, fresh inyotir
counter forup to 14 days{<iith
groperstor]%e temperature of

1 ey’re rushed from
live to chilled in onIy 3 minutes
to ensure you the fréshness

=h (De—+

K

m

«

Voul expect from America’s
favorite catfish.

. Getthe fastestsellrn tafse]
in America. D*a. Pride Catfis
Andwatehihow hard itist* fel
the national leader under wraps.

DELTA PRIDE CATFISH

America’s No. 1new taste,
1-800-421-1045



KOTZEBUE FISHERMANS ASSOCIATION
RESOLUTION NO. 90-01

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE PASSAGE OF HOUSE BILL NO. 285 FOR AN
ACT ENTITLED "AN ACT RELATING TO QUALIFICATIONS FOR TRANSFEREES
OF COMMERCIAL FISHERY LIMITED ENTRY PERMITS."

WHEREAS, the Kotzebue Fishermans Association 1S within the
Kotzebue Commercial Salmon Fishery; and

WHEREAS, the Kotzebue Sound Commercial Salmon Fishery 1is a
limited entry fishery; and

WHEREAS, a qualification period to purchase a permit would
allow for a more stable economic base for the fishery
and the NANA Region; and

WHEREAS, a qualification period allows for new potential
permit holders to gain necessary experience within
the Kotzebue Sound fishery before purchase of limited
entry permits.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Kotzebue Fishermans

Association supports the passage of House Bill No. 285 of the
Sixteenth Legislature.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 6TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1990.

KOTZEBUE FISHERMANS ASSOCIATION:

Gordon W. [Ito, President

ATTEST:



Legislative Research Agency Fax:

Alaska State Legislature

Juneau. AK 99
Phone: (907
907

JAN 05 190

December 29, 1989

MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative George Jacko, Jr.
FROM: Maria Gladziszewski

Legislative Analyst Q 4 3

RE: Experience Requirement for Limited Entry Permits
Research Request 90.131

You wanted to know if other states require that limited entry fishing permits
be transferred only to individuals who can demonstrate experience in the
fishery. You had heard that California and Hawaii have implemented experience
requirements in their limited entry fisheries programs.

California, Oregon, Washington and Alaska are the only states that operate
limited entry programs. The only limited entry programs in federal waters are
for the quahog/surf clam fishery off the mid-Atlantic states and the bottomfish
fishery 1in some waters of" tne Hawaiian Islands. The only limited entry
fisheries in the nation that require experience of those receiving transferred
permits are in California. California officials have instituted an experience
requirement for the recipients of transferred general gill and trammel net
permits, drift gill net shark and swordfish permits and herring permits.
Federal authorities use experience points to 1issue new permits for the
bottomfish fishery off the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands.

At the beginning of limited entry programs, permits are generally issued to
those with previous experience in the fishery. Provisions on transferability
of permits, however, vary rrom state to state and fishery to fishery. This
memorandum outlines the permit transferability provisions for the limited
entry programs in California, Washington, and Oregon, the federal program in
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands, and the limited entry procram in British
Columbia.

WLO_U



IOIEPH R BLUM

{Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON

Ms. Maria Gladziszewsk.i
Legislative Research Agency
P.O. Box Y

Juneau, Alaska 99811-3100

Re: Limited Entry
Dear Ms. Gladziszewski,

Enclosed please find a copy of the Washington Fisheries Code.
The limited entry Tfisheries are iIn Chapter 30. As you can see,
there are several quite different limited entry Tisheries. The
reason why they are different is that we were on a learning curve
(and, frankly, still are).

Our Tfirst efforts at limited entry involved herring and
salmon, with a license limitation but no limitation on transfer-
ability. This resulted in a highly spirited trade in licenses, with
current market value for a Willapa Harbor-Columbia River gill ret-
license being in excess of $40,000. This has a destablizing effect
on the fishery, so the next limitation program, Dungeness crab,
contained a six-year nc-transferability provision. This delayed
the problem, but did not solve i1t. The third try was whiting, 1In
which we prohibit any transfer, except within a family. This
attempt i1s apparently impermissible as it creates an hereditament,
unconstitutional under the Washington State Constitution.

Our last limited entry, in 1989, limits the entry into the sea
urchin fishery; We are currently iIn court over this issue. | have
enclosed a copy of Chapter 37, Laws of 1989, which created the sea
urchin endorsement. The thrust of the petitioner™s argument is that
there i1s no rational basis to limit the qualifying period to April
1, 1986 through March 31, 1988, and that fishers who entered the
fishery after March 31, 1988 should be allowed to participate.

We Ibelieve we will prevail in this suit, but the outcome Iis
unclear.

IT 1 can be of any assistance, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

Evan < Jacoby- counsel
Fisheries Legal Services



Beringsea
Fishermen's Association

725 Christensen Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 279-6519

February 12, 1990

Representative George Jacko, Vice Chairman
House Resources Committee

Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99611
Dear Representative Jacko’

The Bering Sea Fishermen's Association suppor_ts the underlying intent
of HB 265; to stop the outmigration of limited en rr fishing permits from
coastal communities and the State  But according fo the fishermen we
surveyed, the language included in the proposed bill is too vague and
possibly restrictive for local fishermen.

I 'talked with members of WACMA and BBHMC in Dillingham, the Y/K
Fisheries Task Force in Bethel, Qaluyaat Fishermen's Association on Nelson
Island, Norton Sound fishermen in Unalakleet, and Kotzebue Fishermen’
Association in Kotzebue. There was unanimous support for the conc_eﬁ_t of
the bill to implement a system for keeping P_er_mlts for fishermen within the
State and the communities that depend on fishing for a prime source of local
income.

~ However, the reaction as tx whether or not this bill would do that was
mixed. Some fishermen think the details can be worked administratively,
others feel that this legislation needs to be changed to deal with some
specific questions

Some of the comments | got are as follows: as the bill is now written,
a permit holder can transfer a permit to a spouse or blood relative (within
three _de%_rees of kinship) without demonstrating three Kears of active
partlc_lpa jon only if that permit holder is deceased. What happens if a
permit holder is disabled or not able to continue fishing for one reason or
another and wants to transfer the permit to his son or relative who does not
have the needed three years participation? Can the permit be transfered to
family members withodt proof of participation and without the permit
holder being deceased?



. Canalocal Unalakleet fisherman who has say 20 years of experience
gillnetting for salmon in Norton Sound buy a salmon permit on the "Yukon or
In Bristol Bay without showing three fyears articipation in that fishery?
What about a subsistence fisherman from Toksook Bay or Chevak who has
never fished on the Kuskokwim but saved enough mone¥ to buy a permit
there? How is active participation defined? And lastly, there was some
concern that the bill would reduce the the value of the permits

| hope this information is useful to you in the structuring of the hill.
Sincerely,



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES ENTRY COMMISSION P° box kb

11-K28LH

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0302
PHONE: (907) 465-4081

February 13, 1990

Bryce E. Edgmon

Aide to:

The Honorable George G. Jacko
House of Representatives

P.O. Box V

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Mail Stop: 3100
Dear Mr. Edgmon:

Enclosed are the line graphs which you requested. For
each Ffishery there are two graphs. The first represents time
series data on permit prices iIn the fishery. The second
represents time series data on the percentage of permanent
permits In the fishery owned by Alaska residents.

Attached i1s a memorandum from Al Tingley, who prepared
the graphs. Al"s memo explains the graphs and data In more
detail. Also enclosed is a copy of the 1988 Annual Report of
The Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission. Table 1 in the
Appendices of this report provide the raw data upon which the
graphs are based.

IT you have any questions about the graphs or the data,
please give me or Al a call.

Sincerely,

Kurt 0. Schelle
Manager of Research
and Planning



TO: File DATE: February 12, 1990
FILE NC:
FROM: Al Tingley TELEPHONE NO:

SUBJECT: Graphics of Table
1. of 1988 Annual
Report

Graphical Supplement to CFEC 1988 Annual Report
Appendix Table 1.

The attached Lotus graphics are a supplement to Table 1 - Permit and
Permit Transfer Statistics, 1975-1988 iIn the Appendix of the CFEC 1988

Annual Report. The user should be aware of '"Notes for Table" at the end
of the table.

Each fishery is represented on a separate page. Graphics were not
generated for the sablefish longline and pot fisheries iIn Southeast and
the herring pound fishery iIn Prince Wm Sound since information is only
available for a single year (1988).

Each page shows two graphs. The Tfirst graph illustrates the yearly
average price paid for the fishery. The scale for the permit value
varies, depending on the value range for each fishery. Where there were
nc monetary transfers or information is confidential because fewer than
four surveys exist there are no points plotted on the graph.

The second graph on each page i1llustrates the percentage of the permit
holders in the fishery who are Alaska residents. The scale remains the
same for this graph for all fisheries.



GOIH Herring Purse Seine Cook Inlet
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SO1A Salmon Purse Seine Southeast



SO1E Salmon Purse Seine Prince Wm Sound

Average Price Paid for Permit



SO1K Salmon Purse Seine Kodiak

Average Price Paid for Permit



SOIM sSalmon Purse Seine Alaska Peninsula

Average Price Paid for Permit
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SO3E Salmon Drift Gill Net Prince Wm Sound

Average Price Paid for Permit
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SO3M salmon Drift Gill Net Alaska Peninsula



SO03T salmon Drift Gill Net Bristol Bay
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35

00 -

70 -

60 -

50 -

30-

20 -

10 -

75

Average Price Paid for Permit

Year

Permit Holders . Alaska Resident

Year

88



SO4AM Salomn Set Net Alaska Peninsula
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S05B Salmon Hand Troll Southeast
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SO4P Salmon Gill Net Upper Yukon
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SO04AW Saimon Gill Net Kuskokwim
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S04X Salmon Gill Net Kotzebue



S04Y Saimon Gitl Net Lower Yukon



S04Z Salmon Gill Net Norton Sound
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the herring fishery

L' >-

By Al Petrovich, Jr.

DFC photos by Jack White

Angry fishermen struggled to re-
trieve torn, drifting nets in the pule
light of a chili January dawn. In near-
by seiners and lampara boats, others
shouted imprecations. Gulls swooped
and shrieked around them, and possi-
ble violence was in the air.

A page from Jack London's "Tales
of the Fish Patrol"? Not at all; just a
busy morning at the height of the
1578 spawning herring season in San
Francisco Bay. The near-donnybrook
was only an incident in a herring roe
harvest already beset by philosophical
and sociological differences.

Most of the fishermen who lost
their gill nets had little or no previous
experience wit' the tricky tidal cur-
rents in San Francisco Bay. Coupled
with the limited area in which gill
nets could be fished, this unfamiliari-
ly with the waters caused some nets to
become tangled in boat propellers,
break loose and foul other nets. Pre-
dictably, there were lost tempers,
loud vuices and, reportedly, a few tiffs
>t waterfront taverns.

Statewide publicity about the 1977-
78 herring fishery, and protests of
commercial fishermen who had won
permits to set nets during the brief
winter spawning season prompted
the state to take emergency action.
The Fish and Game Commission re-
quired weights to he placed on the gill
nets and fishermen had to light the
nets at either end at night.

At Patrovich, Jr., is a marine biologist with
the Marine Resources Branch at hecdouar-
ters in Sacramento.
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Why all the fuss about the herring,
hardly a profitable fishery prior to
19732

Tlie herring’s roe, rather than its
intrinsic worth, is what attracted Pa-
cific Coast fish dealers to San Fran-
cisco and Tomalcs Bays in the early
1970s. Eggs from the female herring
brought big prices in Japan as a cavi-
ar-like delicacy which the affluent ap-
parently could afford the year round.

profitable, but not an easy job

It's generally pretty profitable, but it
isn 'ran easy job, this fishing for her-
ring to satisfy the Japanese taste for a
very special kind of caviar.

I'ery early mornings and long
hours of dirty, stinky, dangerous
back-bending labor on the oscillating
deckofa, nail boargo into thegather-
ing oftons of the small silver lish in
order to put small quantities of their
roe on Japanese tables during special
holidays. Even with a motor driven
reel to haul in the ners, picking a ton
or more of fish from the gill nets as
they come aboard is hard labor. Not
that the fisherman minds this work—
it beats the much more frequent occa-
sions when he hauls in and finds noth-
ing for his efforts. Or when he hauls
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The old-time herring fishermen have a
quick and effective way of stripping fish
from their gill nets— grasp the fish's head
in the teeth, push the net away with both
hands, then give a quick twist of the licod
to deposit the fish on the deck. The photo(
also shows one of the problems of the her-
ring fishermen: deposits of herring roe in
the net (foreground). Unless this is washed
out right away, it hardens into a solid mass,
ruining sections of the net. No solvent yet
tried will dissolve it.

By Jack White
Associate Editor

in a net and finds that larger fish hare
eaten the catch and ripped big holes
in the net.

But, when he is lucky, a fisherman
may come in with several tons ofher-
ring piled high on his deck, his boat
riding low in the water. At $1,00C or
more per ton, his labor is well re ward-
ed, and his characteristic optimism is
reinforced.

The Fishermen and the American
buyers don t understand the Japanese
delight in a material which tastes like
salty chewing gum, but they are han-
py to have this new market which
helps keep their equipmentand crews
gainfully employed. In other seasons,
the fishermen may be netting salmon

offAlaska or fishing for other specicm- »
up and down the coast.# @,

OUTDOOR CALIFORNIA
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In California, herring roe—“k.uuno-
l:0"—generally was found in Japa-
nesc-American homes only at New

v.Vcar celebrations. It was a traditional

/item for the holiday table and could
be ordered in advance at markets sell-
ing Japanese foods. According to Out-
door C.i/if'ornij's sources, kazunoko
may be soaked in soy sauce and served
plain or with seaweed.

Herring arc either processed in the
Unitea States or shipped frozen
whole to Japan. It is strictly a matter
of economics. When herring arc proc-
essed in the United States, the by-
products arc usually reduced into fish
meal to be used as a supplement in
animal food.

Herring fishing in California dates
from at least the mid-1800s, when
most of the catches were sold as fresh
fish. Later, from 1916 to 1919, herring
was canned or reduced into oil and
meal. However, the Reduction Act of
1919 prohibiied reduction of whole
herring into fish meal, ending the
largest component of the fishery.

Annual landings remained low un-
til the late 1940s and early 1950s,
when herring were canned as a re-
placement for the vanishing sardines.

'Canned herring was not well accept-

e d by the public and by 1954 landings
again declined. Fiom 1954 to 1972, the
herring fishery played a minor role,
its principal uses being human con-
sumption—fresh and pickled herring
—dead bait and animal food.

In 1971a series of events began that
were to culminate in the establish-
ment of California's present herring

roe fishery. In the spring of 1971, the
Sovier Union banned Japanese her-
ring fishermen from the Sea of Ok-
hotsk. This reduced Japan's catch of
roe-bearing fish and the, began im-
porting frozen herrii.g from Canada.
Prior to then, Japanese herring im-
ports were mostly from the U.S.S.R.
and China.

The demand for herring roe con-
tinued and failure of the 1972 Japa-
nese winter herring fishery in the
Bering Sea set the stage for entrance
of California ,nto the lucrative mar-
ket. The current roe fishery began in
January 1973.

There were no regulations govern-
ing the commercial harvest of herring
as the initial season approached.
However, the rush to harvest spawn-
ing herring brought attention from
local citizens, sportsmen, the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, and legisla-
tors. Their combined efforts resulted
in emergency legislation being passed
in January 1973, which gave the De-
partment of Fish and Game responsi-
bitty for regulating the herring
fishery in San Francisco and Tomales
Bays. Catch quotas for both bays were
imposed.

During the 1973 season, five boats
participated in the Tomales Bay fish-
ery and 12 boats in San Francisco Bay.
The price paid to fishermen was $50
per ton during most of the season but
it reached $100 per ton at season’s
end.

Before DFG could get legislation
introduced for the 1974 season, an-
other bill was introduced which

Roe is being stripped from female herring on the dock at Bodega

Boy. Ten pounds of herring are taken from each lot of fish to
determine the percentage of roe they contain. The price paid to
«~/ihe fishermen is based upon this percentage. This lot contained 12

percent and the fisherman was paid $1200 per ton. too.

MAY-JUNE 1979

would have prohibited the commer-
cial take of herring in San Francisco
and Tomales Bays, except for bait
purposes. DFG opposed the bill by
Sen. Peter Bchr of Marin County be-
cause it believed a controlled fishery
would not injure the herring re-
source.

Negotiations with Sen. Bchr even-
tually gave control of the herring fish-
ery in San Francisco and Tomales
Bays to the Fish and Game Commis-
sion under a revocable, nontransfcra-
blc permit system. The Legislature
still retained control over the quota,
limiting the rake of herring to 500
tons annually in San Francisco Bay,
and to 450 tons in Tomales Bay, ex-
cept for bait purposes, for a two-year
period beginning with the 1974 sea-
son.

Herring for bait purposes was not
included in the quotas because of an
apparently limited market demand.
The legislation also required that,
during the two-year period the quotas
were fixed, the DFG conduct a study
in both Tomales and San Francisco
Bays to assess the herring spawning
population and to prepare a manage-
ment plan for submission to the Fish
and Game Commission.

Under the new legislation, the
DFG’s responsibility was to draft
proposed herring fishery regulations
for the Commission’s consideration.
By meeting with concerned parties,
DFG was able to develop regulations
which were generally acceptable.
And DFG had to take some new man-
agement approaches. Probably the

The small boat in the foreground is a topical herring boot. The
motor-driven reel hauls the gill nets over rollers at *he stern. The
larger boat also is fishing for herring, but is used for other species,
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most significant one was limiting the
number of boats which could fish in
either bay—five in Tomales Day and
12 in San Francisco Bay, the same as
the 1973 fishery. Boats were selected
by drawing, and limiting the number
caused quire a stir among commercial
interests. All of the fishermen agreed
that the number of boats should be
limited, provided they were not one
of those excluded.

The Five permittees in Tomales Bay
landed +45 tons of the 450-ton quota
in 1974. An additional individual
fished for "bait” herring and landed
almost 80 tons. Bait Fishing in
Toinales Bay was stopped voluntarily
by this fisherman when the intent of
the regulations was explained.

In San Francisco Bay the 12 permit-
tees chosen by lottery landed over 450
tons of the 500-ton quota. However,
11 additional boats selling their catch
as "bait” landed nearly 1,500 tons of
herring. It soon became apparent that
herring landings in San Francis o
Bay would be excessive and emer-
gency legislation was, once again, in-
troduced to include “bait" under the
quota. How the “bait" herring was
processed was obviously questiona-
ble, since everyone knew the DFG
lost jurisdiction once the herring was
shipped out of the state.

Regulations for the 1975 herring
season were similar to those for 1974,
except that the bait loophole was
closed. A lottery again was conducted
to select five permittees for Tomales
Bay and 12 for San Francisco Bay. In
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Tomales Bay, the quota was taken in
only two and one-half days of fishing.
Fishing was also excellent in San
Francisco Bay and the quota was
filled.

With the beginning of the 1976 sea-

son, control over the quotas in San
Francisco and Tomales Bays reverted
to the Fish and Game Commission. In
addition, new legislation became ef-
fective which extended Fish and
Game Commission control over the
commercial harvest of herring to all
ocean waters, ifthe catches were land-
ed at a California port.

New regulations were adopted by
the Commission, which continued the
lottery, increased catch quotas and
added to the number of permittees.
Quotas were increased based on the
findings from DFG spawning popu-
lation surveys conducted in the two
pre ious years. Individual boar quotas
were also instituted for the first time
in an attempt to distribute the catch
among the participants.

Forty-eight permittees were select-
ed iathc lottery in San Francisco Bay,
a considerable increase over the 12
permittees of the two previous sea-
sons. Nine permittees were selected
in Tomales Bay, up from the five in
each of the two previous seasons.

The legislation giving the Commis-
sion authority to regulate the com-
mercial harvest of herring in all ocean
waters did not become effective until
March 30, 1976. Through this techni-
cality, Bodega Bay was not included
in the regulations for the 1976 season

pin

/d

Gill net being hauled
aboard on this occa-
sion held only a few
herring.
catch
and 8odega

This year's
from Tomales
Boys
was far below nor-
mal.

The little wooden herring boot cabins ore crowded with electronic
equipment including radar, depth finders and two-way radio. This
fisherman is traveling two miles out to where he left his nets the

night before.

By using radar bearings and depth soundings he

traveled directly to the net buoy in heavy fog.
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and herring were taken from there for
the first time. Bodega Bay lies north
of, and is contiguous to, the mouth of
Tomales Bay. Herring on their way

to Tomales Bay must pass through (’

Bodega Bay. Fishing was successful in v
Bodega Bay because of the mild win-
ter weather which arrived with the
onset of a two-year drought. Fisher-
men were probably catching herring
destined to spawn in Tomales Bay.

The 1977 season began amidst re-
peated criticism by the fishing indus-
try regarding the lottery and boat
limits. The DFG decided to try an
experiment in San Francisco Bay, dis-
continuing the lottery and issuing
permits to all qualified applicants. A
total of 230 permits were issued. The
total herring quota was increased and
separate quotas were established for
each gear type, which included purse
seine, lampara and gill net.

This was the DFG’s first effort at
allocating the quota by gear type. The
increase in the qu< .; was again predi-
cated on the continuing spawning
population estimates.

In Tonvales Bay the lottery was re-
tained and 92 applications were re-
ceived. There were 12 permits issued,
an increase of three over the previous ¢
season. The increase came in gill net
permittees. The quota was also in-
creased and ; llocated by gear type.

In Bodega Bay a quota was estab-
lished for gill nets only and 24 permits
were issued.

Set gill nets were legalized for the
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1977 season and resulted in much bct-
, ter catches than were made by using
tbe traditional drift gill nets. Until
then, only drift gill nets could be
'Vised. Gill nets now became competi-

» tive and the fishery began shifting
from a purse seine, Lmpara-dominat-
ed fishery, to a gill net-dominated
fishery. The reason for the shift
stemmed from the preference of buy-
ers for larger fish and the fjet that
higher percentages of females were
taken by gill nets.

It became apparent after the 1977
season, with the great increase in the
number of applicants, that a true lim-
ited-entry fishery would have to be
implemented beginning with the 1978
season: The problems were where to
draw the line and what criteria to use
to exclude an individual from the fish-
ery. A compromise was reached after
public hearings held by both the De-
partment of Fish and Game and the
Fish and Game Commission. It in-
volved “grandfathering” into the fish-
ery all permittees who  had
participated in the herring roe fishery
in San Francisco, Tomales or Bodega
Bays during the 1977 season. In addi-
tion, 155 new permittees were al-

lowed into the fishery. The new
Apermittees were selected through a
“point system,"” based on the number
of years an individual held a valid Cal-
ifornia commercial fishing license.
Points were also given for having par-
ticipated in prior herring fisheries.

The maximum number of points
was 20, and this iswhere DFG started
issuing permits. When the number of
qualified applicants exceeded the
number of permits available, a draw-
ing was held '; fill the remaining per-
mits.

Tomales Bay was made a gill net
and beach seine only fishery and
Bodega Bay remained gill net only.
This left San Francisco Bay as the
only permit area where fishermen
could still use purse seine and lam*
para nets to take herring. After the
various permittees were determined,
they were given the option of desig-
nating the bay in which they wanted
to fish and the type of gear they
wished to use. This was to be a one-
time option to help ease the trauma of
the limited entry.

The final permit totalwas 353 di-
vided as follows: Bodega Bay— 30, San
Francisco Bay—285, and Tomales
Bay—38. The quotas in San Francisco
Bay were once again allocated by gear
type and the quota was increased,
with the increase going entirely to the
gill net permittees.

Prices paid to the fishermen soared,
with $1,000/ton not wuncommon.
Prices averaged between $700-$800/
ton for the season. Quotas were met
in all permit areas with the exception
of Bodega Bay where the end of the
drought brought about more normal
weather patterns, which hampered
fishing activity.

Fishermen shovel herring into a transfer bosket at Bodega Harbor.

MAY-JUNE 1979

I hThe fish are then placed in boxes, weighed and shipped to W at-
sonville where they are frozen before shipping to Jopan.

The 1979 season also involved a lim-
ited entry fishery. Only those permit-
tees who participated in the 1978
fishery were eligible to participate in
1979. Again, the system created con-
troversy since the price of herring roe
had again increased. Fishermen were
receiving a reported $1,20G/ton as a
base price and some herring reported-
ly sold for $2,000 a ton. Consequently,
everyone wanted to participate in a
fishery with limited space to maneu-
ver fishing boats and gear during a
season of not more than three months.

This article could only skim the
surface in describing the difficulties
involved in the development of a her-
ring roc fishery and its concomitant
legislation and regulations. The De-
partment of Fish and Game tried in-
novative resource management
approaches in attempts to satisfy the
divergent interests of various groups
while protecting the herring resource
and providing a viable fishery.

The DFG has learned since 1973,
that, in addition to the obvious biolog-
ical and economic considerations in-
volved in establishing a new kind of
herring fishery in California, more
subtle sociological and philosophical
factors can complicate and frustrate
well-intentioned management efforts.
Managing a marine resource never is
easy. It becomes downright difficult
when consumer demand threatens to
turn established fishing practices into
a seagoing horse race.#

Herring fishermen repairing net ot Bodega Harbor.
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HOUSE BILL 285.

THANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN FOR SCHEDULING THIS BILL TODAY. YOU
HAVE IN FRONT OF YOU HOUSE BILL 285, WHICH CALLS FOR A CHANGE
IN THE TRANSFERABILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR COMMERCIAL FISHING
LIMITED ENTRY PERMITS. THIS LEGISLATION WOULD REQUIRE A
PERSON TO hAVE THREE YEARS EXPERIENCE IN A FISHERY PRIOR TO

BEING ELEGIBLE FOR A PERMIT TO BE TRANSFERED INTO SAID PERSONS

NAME.

MR. CHAIRMAN IN MY OTHER LIFE | AM A COMMERCIAL FISHERMAN,
THAT IS HOW | MAKE MY LIVING. THOSE WHO ARE NOT FISHERMEN
OFTEN HEAR OF THE GLAMOR OF COMMERCIAL FISHING IM SURE, BUT
THERE ARE SOME MAJOR PROBLEMS IN THE INDUSTRY, DIFFICULT
PROBLEMS THAT NEED TO BE ADDRESSED. |HAVE OFTEN HEARD THE
FISHERY CHARACTERIZED BY FELLOW FISHERMEN AS A "RAT RACE" A
FISHERY THAT IS BECOMING OVERRUN WITH OUTSIDE FISHERMEN, A
FISHERY IN WHICH VIOLATIONS ARE THE ORDER OF THE DAY, A
FISHERY THAT IS EXTREMELY DANGEROUS DUE TO INEXPERIENCED
PARTICIPANTS, YOUNG GREEN HORNS,MR. CHAIRMAN BANK-ROLLED BY
A WEALTHY DOCTOR OR LAWYER FROM FLORIDA, CALIFORNIA OR SOME
OTHER COUNTRY. PEOPLE WHO VIEW THIS FISHERY AS NOT A MEANS OF

EARNING A LIVING PER SAY, BUT RATHER AS A TAX WRITE-OFF, AN



INVESTMENT TO BUILD THEIR PORTFOLIO,OR SIMPLY AS A GAME FOR
THEIR CHILDREN TO PLAY DURING THE SUMMER MONTHS. FURTHER
MORE MR. CHAIRMAN A FISHERY WHICH IS BECOMING FAR TO

EXPENSIVE FOR LOCALS TO GAIN ENTRY INTO.

THESE PROBLEMS MR. CHAIRMAN CAN BE SUMMARIZED AS EXCESSIVE

OUTMIGRATION OF THE FISHING PERMITS, AND OVER CAPITALIZATION

OF THE INDUSTRY.

PRESENTLY A LIMITED ENTRY PERMIT IS ALLOCATED THROUGH THE

OPEN MARKET PROCESS. WHOMEVER CAN DEMONSTRATED THE

FINANCIAL MEANS, DICTATED BY THE SELLER OF THE LIMITED ENTRY
/

PERMIT, CAN INVEST ON A PERMIT ANY WHERE IN THE STATE OF

ALASKA. THERE ARE NO PRIOR QUALIFICATIONS NECESSARY.

THIS IDEA OF PRIOR EXPERIENCE IS NOT NEW. IN FACT IN 1968

BEFORE LIMITED ENTRY, THE LEGISLATURE APPROVED OF A THREE

YEAR APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM. BUT ULTIMATELY IT PROVED TO BE

UNCONSTITUTIONAL. THE LEGAL CLIMATE HAS CHANGED SINCE THEN.



IT IS MY UNDERSTANDING THAT THIS CONCEPT MAY BE DEFENSIBLE AND

ITTMAY NOT BE. THERE IS.HoivEV.ER, LEGAL GROUNDS FOR ITS DEFENSE.

LET ME SUBMIT TO YOU MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, THAT BECAUSE OF
THE UNIQUE CONDITIONS THAT EXIST IN OUR STATE, PRIMARILY IN THE
RURAL AREA'S WHERE UNEMPLOYMENT IS HIGH, WHERE JOBS ARE
SEASONAL AND PART TIME , IF THERE ARE ANY AT ALL, AND WHERE
THERE IS LITTLE OR NO INDUSTRY, THAT IT IS IMPORTANT TO DO WHAT

WE CAN TO ENSURE THAT FISHERMEN ARE ABLE TO MAINTAIN THEIR

LIVELIHOODS.

THE LOSS OF ONE PERMIT IN A SMALL VILLAGE CAN HAVE A
SUBSTANTIAL ECONOMIC IMPACT ON THE ENTIRE COMMUNITY AND THE
ECONOMIC MULTIPLIER AFFECT CANNOT BE EMPHASIZED IN MERE
NUMBERS A LIVELIHOOD THAT PROVIDES A WAY OF LIFE, A JOB, AND
MONEY THAT THE COMMUNITY DEPENDS ON IS LOST WHEN SOMEONE IN

RURAL ALASKA TRANSFERS A LIMITED ENTRY PERMIT OUTSIDE THE

COMMUNITY.



HOUSE BILL 235, WHICH WILL REQUIRE THREE YEARS PRIOR
PARTICIPATION BEFORE A LIMITED ENTRY PERMIT CAN BE TRANSFERRED,
WILL ADDRESS THIS DILEMMA BY ALLOWING THOSE WHO HAVE
DEMONSTRATED A PRIOR HISTORY IN A FISHERY TO HAVE A CHANCE TO

INVEST IN A PERMIT.

AS OPPOSED TO SOMEONE WHO HAS THE FINANCIAL WHEREWITHALL TO
INVEST IN A PERMIT WITHOUT CONSIDERATION TO THOSE WHO HAVE

SPENT YEARS IN A FISHERIES.

THE ESCELATION OF LIMITED ENTRY PERMITS HAS BEEN W<ELL
DOCUMENTED. PRICES WHICH HAVE BEEN DRIVEN SKY HIGH BECAUSE OF
THE MARKET PROCESS. PRICES WHICH ARE FAR AND AWAY BEYOND THE
MEANS OF THE LOCAL FISHERMEN. FISHERMEN WHO KNOW THE AREA,
WHO KNOW THE PEOPLE, AND WHO ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THE FUTURE OF
THE RESOURCE. IN OTHER WORDS, FISHERMEN WHO ARE NOT IN THE

BUSINESS TO MAKE A PROFIT AND RUN.



BEYOND THE ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS THERE ARE ALSO CONCERNS OF
SAFETY AND ENFORCEMENT. IN MANY FISHING DISTRICTS STATEWIDE,
SEASONS IN THE PAST HAVE BEEN MONTHS, BUT BECAUSE OF FASTER
BOATS AND ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY, MANAGEMENT HAS HAD TO REDUCE
FISHING PERIODS IN MANY DISTRICTS TO HOURS, IN ORDER FOR TO
CONSERVE THE RESOURCE . IN THESE FAST PACED FISHERIES, WHERE A
DERBY ATMOSPHERE PREVAILS, WHERE VESSELS ARE ROARING AROUND
AT MAXIMUM SPEED, IT IS IMPORTANT THAT ONE KNOW WHAT IS GOING
ON. THERE ARE MORE THAN JUST MACHINERY AT STAKE. HUMAN LIVES
ARE ON THE LINE.

I AM NOT CLAIMING THAT THIS LEGISLATION WILL BE A CURE ALL FOR

SAFETY AND ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS, BUT IT WILL HELP REDUCE THE

ABSORPTION OF INEXPERIENCED FISHERMEN AND WILL ALLOW FOR THOSE
WHO HAVE PRIOR EXPERIENCE AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO INVEST IN

THE FUTURE OF OUR FISHERIES.

WITH THAT | WOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY

QUESTIONS.
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February 15, 1990

Representative Davidson & Menard,
House Resources Co-Chairmen
Capitol Building

Juneau, Alaska

RE: House Resources Hearing on HB 285 Dealing With
Transferability of Limited Entry Permits

Dear Co-Chairmen:

I have been a salmon fishermen since 1965, and currently own
a Bristol Bay Limited Entry Permit. I have lived 1In
Dillingham all my life.

Also, | feel 1 have an economic perspective into the

impart nee of the fisheries iIn our area as | have served as
President of the Bristol Bay Herring Marketing Cooperative
since 1979.

I have spoken with several fishermen In the area, and It 1is
our feeling that your bill is somathing which is sorely
needed, Too many permits are being purchased by outside
interests. Also, money generated iIn the region is spent
elsewhere.

The only ooncern 1 have is that permits be made available to
relatives without the criteria of prior fishing experience.
Transfers to relatives should be made possible not only after
death, but also during ones illness. A case in point iIn our
area iIs a man who has terminal cancer. Under tpresent
language of the bill, it is not clear tv 7~ ,ntransfer
the permit to his young son.

I do not think that our limited entry permits will lessen in
value because one must have prior experience before he can
purchase a permit. Also 1 do not think anyone iIn the state
will be excluded from buying into theBristo®™ Bay salmon
fisheries. What the bill will tend to do, in my own
estimation is to slow down the transfer of permits to
"outside" residents, yet allow for transferability among
relatives who live in the Bristol Bay area.

This is a good bill and should "\ allowed tu pa&B as long as
the relative’s transferability question iIs addressed. It iIs
my hope thics-bill is supported by your committee members.

Sincerely,

William H. Nicholson
Commercial Fisherman



