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INTRODUCTION
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REVIEW OF EXISTING EFFORTS
A Alaska Sea Grant Program
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e e i Algsken, fisheries education, can e MiPed. from Shyefe
considered if on IS est aﬁ?rl_shrng(q %o? errpg rf]rsherres n. coastal
gr rhver hase heries am le, ie hhmgs communitie
ou eastern |as % and Kodrak can x%ec rocess

[mar h [ ran e 0f.resources than the com U I1IES 0
e ngtnl'g HI[(OH E?JSEO € sta?onihe
EJ %ar(he ranson

E ﬁgr(tearrﬁ conmon mEs are
|rec emﬁ%rar frc
g ouncil

ﬁurrn a_recen g§7conver (tjron
mes simgli |eo<n ermen some ere

‘rﬁ |r back % SoMe Stro He asbout the resour ces.’
etﬁrf‘rte e ATl ré’h‘ 0 ePOtrtJ(e)mjrom Gnierprise, ofe WAlch s
B ion vm 1S a ho o\f P{Q remarns ver omrcutJ

most o answer as a verxeprgfrtable

ra |on| e errr rrn %a es an ISTrICts,
|s erm n f 1 asrc gy 0 s urce
rou sate aI been [l of he ra itional
IS |es ovvev e sorres of cles ar
oorly unders oo eaverae |sh rman. na 00lS, a all
vels oeo reatest need SIC, re ourcer ormatio
1S oac In the s abandonin text ooks
h are ra rona riente ovar terres rra
nd raining With a local . marime ecosystems ap
|s vo eater Innoyatiye efforf on the par the
each wo oemoree ec v In the Iog I excellent
SOr _Institute U
e

rlf I-P pgo choo a out ning years ago and wrhIe
1S St wo |ng



Another . statewi ﬁ ne d which.h been ex Iressed in aImoEt all

Bommunrtres ve VISITE 1SC managegt%
USINESS man emen |nanc|a Iannrn faxes ef |scaI mafters

g
rehecaming, mereasingly Impo Rant 10 insure “the reatest. fewalts
o Rl ghor e o ctstny G - etnary
e SO il e 6 [T
g L |as aB oure @b lnes such aS tT nerér Usta ojrne
emo 0 adr tin e men va 08
B% oar | era[% [nas err?ﬁ in og [ the
ttom |sh |sherman mpete successtu e world market.
Boatr arr fab ication, . diesel . mechanrcs elet cs aqd
naviga f are eco mg mcrea n%(}/ gﬁr an %\ Ea
suc uLe | hermen af . er en the S gPer
nee amiliar wrth a ) rné on lar
vessels crew me rs wrbh S ecra |ze s ﬁ fie r%s are
|m %rsg(b AIasa enﬂtSe suHr])or f%gtlrbu %? ni
en%e Boatyar |n VI uas wrth t ese sﬁﬂ S Wi I"Eé {X
ﬁxamrnrng AIastge gs/t%terres educatran nee\d(s)calt nakhgdﬁbgtr otr(tj

Paucatro eUItr Jg[oac o%h agp ?utureme 0o

|sher|es education an fraining I'S 0?

elt%% technrc

?hesrn%t%
Vocational frsher es cat be best a sed the 0 nrty
I sys s a kson
evvbrk vvhrc wil descr r |n re or
|rected to d s ecrfrc needs w terra are
conce orm and sutable Tor ﬁ ra t0 er e
e ou a en [ | nor on oard a Vesse
crew k e e program, can pro Ide.
excel ent eI a ver P vrabr |s
concrr]r X roug Iy tested |th |s program beo |mp ementation
In other regions.

Te%,\ﬁr)ncal educaetédn r(r)Jn trrrr]elgetlger h?nd S'?é’ds'dr rgé)/rrr%eaa rejrd nt
mmercl { ﬁs&{{%neg g/ﬁt e amgl% I:a rordram 1S &)n at the
rtment of Fisherfes and Marine

%}rvers g>§ ode Island



B B R S e
the Ien th of time reauned 0. put a technica

%ooh f|s eries | o %ce d nurture 1t to succ Sh ata|
arine echn Sugrman 0ke o? ene
Htarted aﬁategh E@?

ems they. encountered In
gran si03| i I?GHI Oﬁ ers 1o
t”g%a% SSroom raInea rew ersh) } ?5

|on ro&n ftlcu?kl n|nce
expense. of g

Ime, m)n\%e %I
Bévo three, or Tour years, In the classroom wnen he or she
at sea, earning &’ paycheck.

In the ten hat the epartment . has bee in e sten e, the
attltudes g¥ ualf phhtvskl pers >h e|r

\ cre ave at Ch EI . and the
I o can aes an sc oo an accept

s
Aﬁarsu he are h CIV n]accetm suens
though 1T has taken ten e S to reac thelr pese t status.

AIaska needs o have a technical school. of thl% t cali bet

| n oweve ansnfe ur lmmedlae les. Even If all

our lshenés e uca jon efforfs were focuse n this aﬁgruac
not megt me late neras of our people an us ry

ul
%%t e'rsngoghhﬁléagtt tt“&a;?h\?vlf g ror anlzrgdtah% rohg
ocat onaI e catjon ne Wor exce eII
n|cI schoo |np ce, the o na nevvor I
! as

saf%hsadhneae o ) e
itjene eqducagion bot |ons §"S|TY ven the

ec nical schoo cano ne ds 0 rhlt segmfen

ut ure %I%skan fis e]‘r{ne(qy ere WI I avvas majon

e0p cann for one [6as0n anot er, ‘10 tend such
s R Gl
a5|sttrou he communi colraﬁle or otsher vocat|ona programs
P Gl e SRR B e
R TR S
rts are ?rel uently smal remo a%d cﬁmmu cailon prcihllims
e g Ich e
ﬁlnc%eiﬁ ﬁchoofloen ftggﬁ v 0 ?r moreP ﬁooefm”

through the exten3|on programo travelling sc

ask
an

-1D-



ile the ma or n course o erin s de arIed in their ' Lrst of
ograms ar pri c John's ca s of

the” cqurses one an e ra |on and re dsrdne
upgrade skl s of people vrho are a ea In the Inaustry.

t W\es . Nof goggrbﬁe for Lee Pegnrn ton and ssocrates e[)sonEeI
t-% VI\/Selrt }h uld %Qns h He |P§b?g Q? rsr% 0(? Ssosuone |ntrg?ested
aska }rs eries eHL% ation delrvery systems { dm

CRGANIZII\G ALASKAN FISHERIES EDUCATION EFFCRTS
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Rle ev rrous n rr ss ciations and corpora |ons ?he
|ve oundation, Aasa |s eries vEloRmen oundation, varrou?

&Oate departments’ g artm to eartment
Mmeyce an ono Derlre men Bgs a h tron
u |ons ver an ine clent e Pense

nd ca for these o (ounge INto
fort wr out formo organrze coor Inati

Sdne the two maor anrzatro fA in fishe |es

e ecoroect & ro£° o l e tf ?rrétre%%%

{rve% ? % ?pp 0 er % oards the ogr of Educa 10N ang
oﬁ éréecrve s¥ve asarerenatrve

rom ar SSI0 o orm an over aq boarr%

ooversee e olic |on fisher es e c on }j

ho ver are ne essar |n ch wit t . Neeqs the Inaustry,
r erma oIIow u

n a ﬁ aven't the
Irc eIrver 0 S r0ﬁ a cool trn
os Irenbers vvo ap or ed ovr 0ar
resos emen tron ttesae
|ﬁltcou me rnc eat\rer%%sr So f resent
Ezmgatr n, g?)eﬂé eht ucatron ﬁ drversrt

ant/" Marine VISOry rograms and other Intereste

fhre
§N£a
groups
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The council  should hye erson in the rol

e of sg retar
rry out h cou cr |ve tisd ratI)
erson hm co n c0 e%e s{vstem
e c ntr e] t artmen .0f Education. . A mdjor roe to
e c rrre ou er rne acrng with the Tis erres c0 rdrn tors
ﬁ e va 10US communrtv colleges™an t ]t Bn t u 10ns. ow
o hrs organization IS presente anl

81 the next I vel frsherres coordinators shouI be rﬁs opsible for
velo drss minatin mat]erras not only Wi ﬂaerro}/]rn
I their

mstrtBt?gns but ﬁso troggV %?rtrral sfcon [ schoo

ego%(er ornhjrds]eo\r/I alrg%esr nee(g tﬁ ssemrneatgrﬂ Waterials
[0 SKippers and other Interested people

3erhr?ps the nﬂst crrtrcal art in thrs scheme lies at the village
eve twi ﬂ er reat deal of Brass roots ef ort to
hlrsh stror}gﬁ fective Irarsons the village Tishermen
he res rorogram %curate needs assessme for ﬁac
e, serve } region, with prrorrtres or answerin tose
nFe iS_extremely de I enéerm ortant. . esse t

S progra |sowore mnsrasrsasn
[H"?e oogf%%slaler&ear? ﬁ”%ﬁ t tg t

rogra continue do S0.
sed Jisherfes program ot ers,
g)o(g W Ri IOt rfugr I[t\{re prgg%grrr]ts |rsat§r)mplemen%eﬁtlts\ta ewrd

this api a regional
o oo P R D F e
I ashion, an ctrvé alent ban syste maybese W to
operate on a Statewide Dasis,

T ta ent hank vvouI con ISt f a rost r.of people with ?efrnrte
thro e Sat n the. Tashipn of the
Ien unding or rsherres e uca lon
? ouI and 00

of
SI
|

i ermore,

ed In“a srm ar manner
ta ent bank system

While this. organrzatronal S eﬂenvvould Fnco Rguote srt]uagrons

demonstrati ro ect ri s C0 tat
253” A e rnoec piid g 0"
C e local

[as a part

annels |ne above he ¢o .rdination councrl an

ucational  agen eat assistance In staging them
LR drrecﬁﬁy b rite eXpeoqtrous and a vantageousgtoghave them
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Ll et IS0 L e o
ﬁ o%aF ¥ngorm tror] corep 0+ ofteni R Trs In |nd stry
as |, |n he uture, have.to $

el el he e iy
reso 8es vresho d so trainin acadreo eo e withtn our
ustry on USE ew e pmen and Ing  techni ues
talso fo’ pass t rs r form tron as an IShermen
roc sors nd marketers. [t IS unIr e ever
rndepe dento outo -sta te EXpe t
rn ou terest 1o en nt on
I OWeVer o eco omr educa onal
se se to reduce this dependency grad

There IS another possi roach uthe duc lon of dependence
u I foreran and out- 024 Ohg trﬁngth

ening of the existin asrtr?r Ad<vpseorr“ST3rorm elsese '%r
reador ear sPecr(ﬁ mentloned %qrér uﬁ) (hb ¥eporE P
E %te B q da Efar spe%raést to |ts staff, but undrng
navaila

I e varjous specialized gear Segate ﬂeerpeo osrteraurcfnu%r?de%esrn
Lhest rnterestpof ahe S}ae H ItS frshrn% rnduftr ? drrectl%I &

e ol g el oL e

P AL
Eﬂeshré fiii lhescgglrjdrn%?mg CBHX&ry “ bycose nloferen

h I
Lt VS.QOP lds?e{ eaI eT(ﬁot szesvr? frctPean mf%r:go?g |n hecntee%ed/| iSheriec

uca ne asasuporre
asure oh frII fung

? ewrde fis s edlitat n ne ra r%devl\ ubse uently,
ere Will st | a nee hat Marine Advisor rse

sys?u out the state to supp ement e propose educatrona very

It IS o r recommendation hrs oposal be implemented on a
re |on bass srnce k)drap ﬁi nbeen awarargrerres

o |n| late on{'r ﬁoﬁgeehascommnrtv
ﬁmga V\e uPegesi gl R I |s t c srte {0

u for Ter . one ear gera lon o%n ({“

oud ex andEe rnrtrated r her [ glgo drawlhurt

gtrng ex erre ce eve ged rn
exg1 nsion cou accom |she Step-WISe each SuCCessive

-13-



e.Siate. Netwo

The flrrst a 083
fgna Bl

re|m| n nees ssess ent
Individual re |on rve t n at a a er
ens sou ove | the five-me ber ver-
oar a1|on o egen t 0St- e ondary
ssmn as t elr att %n a ttr v Xpenses:  the
|on trav ee ng cog ? . ae | eries educatio
n|I a S assessment .

coor Irn oOr 8? nlnlqalé/ntln %ﬁe rogram I Q
Q%? fﬂndmg D t?erns are outP gda In Dragie
PROPOSED BUDGET
1st Year Operation

Oversight Board Expenses

Iectlon erational .
Xpenses-Co 8%at|ng mmittee

3. Travel Coordination Committee

@

State F. E Coordinator

% ?%}éa% 1750%

e. ommunlcatlon

Subsequent sessment
&o %'é con racq dAs
TotalFirst Year

2nd Yea® Operation

Oversight Board
Coordinating Committee
B’ E:ateF E. Coordinatorsalary

C,

e at 17.5%
d ravel

rd
mmunication
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ting costs th artI dep
TE%eeadgtaa sknee d r”ﬁjrc"o Eﬂ

n alread

it

ICCESSIVe regions.

$ 3,000

5,000
6,000

U
60,000
$151,800

3,000
10,000

U



4, Subsequent Needs Assessment 60,000
5. Curriculum Development (contract) 60,000
6. Community College Coordinator Salary 38,000
1. Support 15,000
s. Fringe 9,000
9. Travel and per diem for regional teachers 4,000
10.  Community College Coordinator travel 3,000
11, Supplies 11,000
12, Evaluation 16,000
13, Communication 4,000
14, Printing 5,000
Total Second Year $321,000
Be ong %he second ear the Aé(ogra}léug recltgtrco(rr”er% m gram must e .

Inde It proxr

e ?ﬁ.@h et e ot i R 14

A overall ,costs. o runnnrnﬂ r% 9 a coasa
asIs akt(p ﬂowmg ocations:  Ketc <ar§ %unea rrnce |am
a(r)rjrn\gés gt '%r'§ anr?r?ﬁ' cos? M %'60 eoadon g d1d BarTow; ore
R “fr”rhrhrr&erma Gf” SR
Pleen su |sher|e eE |on cen er CE %
L r ol D s et it o e

t B wr gﬁe get bg @ co%ts gt ﬁ

%h [ centers,

[ Barro ecmm rcla |sh rre 0 nraI er
or ant,, W VYI gr Hr remarna ar Iowerprn ensrtyyt y
seo the more” southern ce ers

SIMVERY

rocessrnItS U nerved et Sgrea %R/apgl?gnsmo the sta
Ionger 15 |f f? "ttt ﬁ rtiy

?\B,
8? c%mu trmdl |or{|doﬁ gerrlr(]/est?rtrerrt |br%jtwhlrrc]rsrt%ﬁl |S nowa Pe

mSAI skan fihi %P ndustrxers of vrtal Tportance ] the futureh .

askans sha



To allow thi s mdustr rovrde maximum benefit for all of our
cit u ns pro ucer Processors n}a rketers, Investors, or
ons mes st | Itlate a c ordin t IS erreé education’ Ig)rogram
to ever or 1on o e state concerne {
rres ur:e re usable e catrg al materials tor all.
? |sr sa \(vr f tailor hes materials
Io a reIevance eus 8 availa

Ie means to ranster
outo -State expertise” into our educational  system,

¥8ll%%?rr*]ngplrsh these ends, Lee, Pennington and Associates recommends the

ge,tting up an educational and communications network consisting

a. over board cqnsi trn f of the

%d rdo gg]du B %\Q nc?tﬂ H\%rgmpeﬁegents
from t e osr] econdar nT]mrssron

b, coor |nat| counctl. “consisting 0 reweéen%atrves
[0 8 nrtg college system and all pertinent
8 lc and private agencies;. an

¢. Developin state\gUZ coordrn ed vocatr nal fisheries

rogram Which would e reqi n s eclall zed an

ssoclated with t eco \e es, . universi

extension centers or o |tabe regional entities.

2. The materials, developed by this eff rt e modular in nature,
and e surtabld |Dnonbé/lassroom eachrng

: tersKOedf?grPO ta{: Otlrlr?gep%ré)rgaranhe Uﬁed gapSopt%ddelfrfr?ancrally.

4, N
TR R R
ommunit 8 owin ear Thereafter, one or
New rogra be added eac

) Those age cres resgr des’rlbtle for fundrnd Jhes}ee'per ﬁlams should

[ong'zterm cor‘anmen of ?rrH% SHrCr? sSSan energy
6. 1ne Maripe Advisory Proq am be stren pene the addition of
one to three gear specialists for statewide service.

1. UItngrt%%lgl State shod]ld &on |der su trn rE

erres 8 eries
ucatron Co ege, srrtr)r[ lar to ﬁ%od)e ands choo

erres.



Alaska Fisheries
Education Organization
Flow Chart



TABLE 2
KODIAK COMMUNITY COLLEGE FISHERIES PROGRAM BUDGET

BUdgr\E A ount Account Title |n|t|a0‘ Aﬂnwsed Dite

g 8%'@&; &* o

5|on C mcgl Serwces

ro %Clcal Iae% for 3,000.00
urrlculu evelo 40,000.00
ontrce erwc
ﬁrlmmap 5ugle|rcne Center
% Itutes for acher 1,350.00
ea a%ele 1,000.00
426 rave

ar%esr on%!gnc]lak IsIand 2,520.00
ieac r

JiAtoLTTaval
ggﬂ%ammemi.ﬁmem

ﬁ% &EET [T%" a Fatlon 1

mm@tra?lve Overhead 10% 17,3176,
TOTAL REQUESTED $194,136.00
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Alaska Jlo1sE nf Jlcpreseniatfoes

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

February 26, 1980

(S8 6%7 Sectio [} st tes t at_one merrber f the Fisheries
Educatlon?) eerm om| e |s e Department o rrmemﬁ and
CoNomIC eeﬂﬁn\_l and. select ed he Co m|33| ner,

C3B 697
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e P?mre t?t

1Hk LEGISLATURE OF THE sfAlE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

. REQUEST
i{/Res lutjon No. Jttee u stltn;o for H R 6Q7

e er es I(i__n e erl Qmmittee
equeste ste uller an [ips Date21678Q

revised 2/26/80

: Fl%(nc ctetJ' gEﬁgartment t|on .

te 0 (lwun I:ULLLdlIUH
r?%(? ﬁdg Aﬁ%cngﬁu t\ecte gggargtg Il%mtem amounts anJ ?undn N
com onent |n Xmsse |on
EXPENDITURES Thousa ds of DoII )

oL s | PR REREFYEFEFYE
- L TR X B S | G -

Al | RUCTURE
700 GRANTS, LAH%ASU ET%

TOTAL 66.0 133 814 90.4 1003

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dol lars)

PEbEL

AAL EYNG es0 7133 8L4 904 1003
OTHERA(SpeuQ Fund Source)

WIE

IIIl. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111

Secthbléa% Ce@essa terl%petl n_te%sgsxfgrngd craSng)(ng %nteeeetrlln%g Corggét@@ per year - 9 members
X 9 members x 8 meetin ,
Sectio ﬁ bect Code 300 Contractual Services  30.0
g F'e

IS uI rm|tt epartment 0 cation, on behalf of thﬁ teennﬁ Committee,
L% }3 ract or whatever consultant vvor required to accomplis
Assume 11

0
mntJ at|on In succeeding fiscal years.

V. DATE  2/13/80 ‘\%EﬁéR o
Original:  Legislative Finance fDD 8@%88n+ of.Education.

cC: Jet and Management

Mine Sponsor (First Lecisiator Named)

3001 tRev. 12/79)



STATE
of ALASKA

0rT ﬁSHo0 rﬁglere%(la\ﬁitn tR/setgrback ot January 30, 1980
A?asﬁa tatép Leglsflature FILE NO:
M Y o BRGSO
G A R el ton
epartment ot Education
Pured Ll el o Wl e Y2 SR
oordinator's Office and'the Department of Education.
AL TS TN AL SR e
godd ot the fishing Industry.

f you have any questions concerning this report, we would be most ha
13 1pu. e I o your Convenience. P oy

Attachment

/
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JAYS. HAMMOND. GOVERNCR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE «
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT e s

DIMISION OFBANKING: SEOURITIES SVALL. LOANS ft CORPCRATIONS JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

February 27, 1980

norable redF haroff

awmaP ore nvestment Committee
Re r en atIves

pf neau, 0ﬁlas a 99811
Dear Mr. Zharoff:

Eé%%%iighr?ﬁy?éé%‘%?gﬁ araa g witt TREHE e

W o W%“?ddbe"ﬁ‘fse‘j Y o LR -
112 wit

you at I' convenience.

ulius J. Brecht
rector

Hifiure



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

ro Members of the Committee sate: February 22, 1980

FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO.-

. section-hy-Sec tr
0 élfrlrlrlérsor%ow o2 sec rities o 53/3'3 o RS T

epartment 0 Co rce & Economic
evelopment
hrs bill, at least in Part ev&Ived out %f discussions between Pat
qhertY on contrac, m esourfes omdnrttee t conguct a studrc/l ?f
org vestment In } aska sga In UStrYr) the division staf
and myselr. WeYe ave not had the opportuntty to review and
commerit on the bill until now,

Much of the drsceesrofn of *he intent o} the bill centers on what. con-
strt fes oration, sufficient to reciurre reportrneqS
urthefmore, there are urlsdrct onal tion

[0
i are e

{0 w ether t e de rtment can, as a practical matter, V\ﬁ cor oratron
d SINess |n ska to report cn' ItS a |I|at]g t cor oration
Oraolc rt]e n some other statﬁe Ich 1S, In tHrn affiliated with cor-

ocate |n some other gountr dve el'EﬂUES ted two ogernro S

om the Depart ent of Law In thi ¥d but have rot as yet recelve
L R/UC p the analysis of whe Hor not the department can ac

it of i w1, T M liE o
e opinions shoulckiI l)egout wryﬁr{J the next pﬁ or So. P

iR b (iR P e
umber refers to the sections of t

Sec ngS 10.05. 230&. This section makes ? number of draftin
style n es re g the reorrianraatron of a c? Poratron a
H dgtro equUIres a s ecitic description. of the nature o

| |at% T etiveen mvrng 0r.co trollrnq corg ratio
|ts alien aftiliation, Jfrmrlar e urrem gt IS mpo omestrc
C"FE"F“P”E at e time ob Incorporation, (e, 3 Eorrt >u%re| "
538 85[ ng ee* SeEDp)f gang on Both o’omestrc an

gt th% ti e)of sU |s§|orér(lT |?£ E 0?50 ﬁ%ratewa n? ?rer : CO”{; fations

6 OF 1]

tr]n’rhercote%&mf’:l 8 nitign ||ae:r1g?¥%hﬂfn
érfngV\érE\rsgsr}ﬁ(err]rteoﬁ TRy D& o uffuapoty o Interpreigian of fis



Members of the Committee TVUIUarfLL, wuuvr

Sec, FéAS 10.05. 255%‘13% gs%Jrovrsron requires that the

artic of _Incorpor stic cor 10N |ncorporatin
I(t]er { eerctnII ate 0 ITIUSI I IrIe IGIGI’GIIEG to ag

code  numoer rdentr lyrng the n busr ess activi, dy
similar requirement 1s” imp ose F the I on_domestic, arl torerg
E [ annu cor orae regort? WIth thegdep -

COIIIJ ({ggg?%% II OI' ap\pns atr IIS OI certl

£ 662 mc%rIg IpOI:gtIO%ga anendqrr%nts SU mI;IIIISIIIIeIW II? I?IIVISIOII {0

that Gorppr? rations urnjsh in ormatron on

pr mar¥ usrn SS ac ivItles the cor pra 1on m{ herr
En porae reports. . The division would very [ikely use the
I resenty u Ia/th De artme t of Revenue.in 1S u”IIIr
ovvee Si-

usrness tcenses esf that the rVJSron
ness activity not be speci |caI II cI {0, a cod 4 I recom-

mend that tIte approach” taken 1n the amendments to'SB 1II2 be used.

g?%rc?{eIAaflIInggﬂ%?aI}tI IIa dIIIIeSst?ce CIIIOIIIQIEIIII)IIZInnIIIeII\AreIeIE the

Icate 0
ate

ecific. descri the nature 0
8rporatron andprts aIIen affiliates. gee

Sec. 10.05,5193(a)(1)). . Thjs section red ces the delinquenc
er|0fInt rom. Six . to tIee rIIonth or purposes 0 Isr II t toy

|nvo dissolve, a corporat IIe anen ments E
provide two-month perrIII IIIrat ‘amendment 1S pre erred

Sec. 5A8100559 Thi eton adds a round for
the de rtment 0] rInI ItInItIarrly (Isrsgo YIe a corrs)oratrIc'IIIIrgar] that
ern (e resentatro & material matt eé IN an ép ﬁa 10N,
t s ohI (I ie ocurgent submrtte under t apter.

nIrItIt ?I i nauage alread orer n
cor ratro br?IE ga% rovrs on ec 5 rI}a)gI
|n 0 (II rovr N or n %grres b}/ the c
mrssroneé com Ie ent providin at it

S ami emeanor r ru ch |nt rro atorres
I shouI e no I{I]I ha the ame mens rovr

IIIQ[IIIS I(}SI ry rI jstrc corpora % ernvo arr 9% ISSO ved
r eho

e|inque notice o N
offrce drrectr alle III Irate or Tive percent sh der.

Sec. 6 AS 10, 056 . This sec jon regprres that a forergn
orporatr \n ﬁ for a cer |cate to do
usrness n'A %7

IIIIOII
s, 0, rve a co Ind catn}gdt mary
ouIcI oIIerI that mor than one co

ecor drafion. (e Ml sroH
e mrght apply to the opera
tronso a corporation.



Secan(ljgd(AS 10, P5 825(2 0[)) The definition of person IS greatlg/d

X ]rnc ude join vent s, companies, (1€ inco oratf
Usinesses), rms, sbe cietig estates e iy pe g
icul y e? é 1S deFinition on & case- y-casé Dasls.

Sec. 14 or ur¥ IScussion.

r: 16 AS 10.05.825 definition | 0
Alrlf ét gmat em dértrgfreara Hm?n:f”g“ gest)ateBé \rfs p%oiré 3
ough not sure t at It IS neede

Sec. 17. This Etro
as January 1
Plrocess tfle. adqrtrona

i i,
b uIy
n addr tion to the ahove comnéeeatsol would recommend that th? definition

i Bl S e gﬁradr?ftsd?ghi’rpotr%”{”%rg%Ve

n establishes, the effective date of the brII
owever, | the division is.to be rea
c0[po ate ort data comrng In.at t at

ace and rI e
atteeectredateofte Isou

and economic development 0
i e e
the AXska Unr orm Lands

|
g [nrnrsterrng e Alaska gecurr 1es Act an
ales Practites Act.

E éhermore resent AS 10.05 does not. ]phrbrt an entr from .
o rtseI t as agor ora ron en, | It IS n a domest]
cor or t r re |st re a%\nﬁrcor orat\on doin busrness n the

| |sr S been e east one exa ere
he erm Vrs us 61 hus ess In chhora e when, In ?“apc IS
of re rstered hrs rsre rese athon IS not rn
est INnterest A recommen ropriat e

t
nouage ad ed o e rt avv?ul or one fo holdl tﬁe)r%sei)ves out as
rnc rporated en In ct they are not.

Oe/drsrrge]r;tsaen thsrg Prlt} ah/ Reen ne essarrl BEE ﬂ Everal srwrlar
Phaé h Hroversfaonﬁ ufﬁ %? carde made comcpatrﬁ . nystadjd
ready to discuss the bi the committee.
JIB/sa5/2

he convenience 0



~ ELEVENTH-EEUIsJu/vi uivc
FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST

BJ|' Res Iutlon No. HB 7 7
Tit Relat{tns% to D el—[%jmt_‘ﬁtﬂ“l—tw—c—osm o
Requested v urces Committee Ddle

Il FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Commerce & Economlc Development

Prol%ram Category Affected  Consumer Protection ~

Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Ban Ing, Securities, Corporations
(Note If more than one budgiet component is affected, separate line- item amounts and TIAIAg Tor gach Ing for eac

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

FY 80 Fy 81*  FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 37.0 74 N 75.0 75.0 76.0
200  TRAVEL 5.0 10.0 10.0 100 100
3 CONTRACTUAL 15.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0
4 COMMODITIES 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
500 EOUIPMENT 5.0 -0, -0- -Or -n-
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL 64,0. 9.4.0 96.0 97.0 99.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 64Q - %n 96.0 97.0 99:0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 3 3 3 3 3
PART TIME
TEMPORARY ®

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 1)
The. above fiqures. are based on a number of assumptions: 1).tha oximately. 10%. of the
&t ﬁg 8 ﬁ )ffl the (?IVIXI y

oPIErexele S0 e rave ?ft%OJatO”St iale dnfo orp pieer ‘Detiog of e
i A

[ Ir rations qn
errr?at?o |t'h1u %no co[ggtaveo b%tseqs or 10 ?l o? % em as |nd cn‘ uesttqns about
lation: 3 that the division could in adqjtion review |l| uvvars
0 o 0 corporations with, some amount of detail. 4) that |n addt | n the division
cou mves Eate In more detail an rgursue upwards of rPora lons that e{ ther

0
Equred by N i Pl o e st 1 e B8 o,

mterest 0 the reporting corporations and the d”«aojEon cyidycti ig |nvest|gat|ons

IV. DATE 2 -/Vf PREPARED B
FV10) —RRERRTP PDivision of Banking &Sreeccutlpltu

Original: Leglslattve Finance PHONE  465-25 21---------——-

CC. Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)




? that the Degartment of Law c?n %ow e the Iegal sugpa ort necessary to pursue

scoverx B rporate records located outside tJth ? can demo ?tr te
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
- ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE.

. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HB 767
Title  Act Relating to Di cmsmg ATinn Affiliate
Requested by esources Committee

Date

Il FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Commerce & Economic Development

Program Category Affected  TONSUFREr PYOLeCtiOn oo o

BRU, Program, orSubprogram?s) Affected" Banking, Securities, Corporations

(Note: If more than one budgi
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
FYs8o  FY8l* FY& FY86°a FY 84

15. 5.0
300 CONTRACTUAL 15.0 0.0 29.0 10.0
388 COMMOK/IITIES éﬁ 200 _-Oc_a _a(J))r
RUCTURES B
[ GRANTS CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL 64,0 94.0 96.0 97.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 64.0 %.0

FEDERAL FUNDS
0711HR (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY *

1L ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Piepaialion Instructions, Section I11)

The. above figures. are base% n a number of ssum tions: 1 at aF g}}%“m(?telg'
OWever
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Original: Legtslattve Finance 165
CC: Budget and Management
rrimc Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
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Date:
Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on RESOURCES. has had HB 767

"An Act relating to the di?closure f alien affiliates in Alaska
businesses; and nroviding for an effective date.

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

r 1 do pass [ ] do not pass

1 0do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ ] same title
[ 1 replace with CS for [ ] new title

and recommends

r 1 A\D attaches a "Letter of I tent" [ ] New Fiscal Note

¢ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 7 referred to th e Committee

IVEVBERS SIGNING VEVBERS HAVING

DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

ELEVENTH Legislature  SECOND... Session

HOUSE NO.
By THE.RESOURCES. COMMITTEE

"Arn Act relalll,nﬂ &he dis-
closure of alieh afriliates
In Alaska busm? ses; and pro-
viding'for an e fectlve date."

Alien affiliates

introduced In the House 19

1980
Feb.

HISTORY IN THE HOUSE

%eaéio rr|]rr%tttt|me and referred

1 REsoUrces

%e o?rrltr%engafonwgﬁat

Read second time and

Read third time and

PASS Eﬁectlve Dale

Yra S

Ment MS nt

Excused Excused
Reconsideration

PASS Eﬁectlve Date
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Rxcuse xcusedOI
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Sent to Senate

CHIEF CLERK OF THE HOUSE
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HISTORY IN THE SENATE
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Read third time and
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2/18/80

Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on

COMMITTEETE

REPORT

H O U S E

FURTHER:

Date: 2.//i /

has had

"An Act requiring the Department of Revenue to compute and report
average wholesale prices for Alaska salmon.

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)

[I/WF same title
new title

reports it back with the following recommendations:
[ ] do pass [V’] do not pass
[ ] do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ ] replace with CS for 5§ 7- A
and recommends
[ ] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent" [ ] New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation
[ 1] referred to the Committee
|\/E|\/BERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
[D PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
J— 3
U d J A a 1 eas 1o
/) H m/
(VA VLS L
e /1
v\ \ \YJ \"’)L \ -
1/ 1m 1 1 / ! *:*

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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'CHAIRVAN
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Alvin Osterback, Chairman
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE.
REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. House Bill No. 773
jitle An Act requiring Department ot Revenue to compute and report average
Renucsted hv. House Resources comm, (wholesale prices to~feiaska salmon.

Date: 3/4/80

FISCAL DETAIL
Aeencv Affected Revenue
Propram Category Affected Fiscal Services
BRU. Program. or Subproeram(s) Affected Audit Division

(Note: Ifmore than one budget componenl is affected, separate line-item amounts and fundin{ for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 3.7 4.0 4.2 4.5 4.9
100 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL .5 .5 .6 .6 7
400 COMMODITIES .1 .1 1 1 .1
500 FOILI1PMFENT .3 .3 .3 .4 4
600 LAND A STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL 4.6 4.9 5.2 5.6 6.1
FUNDING (Thousands of Dol lars)
GFNERAI FUND 4.6 4.9 5.2 5.6 6.1

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME 1 1 1 1 1
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

See attached memorandum to R. D. Stevenson dated 3/4/00.

IV DATE March A> 1980 s
AGENC Y Department-or/ Revenue, Audit ULvis:

Original: Legislati  Finance PHONE ~475-2320 "

cc: Budget am Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named

33- 001 (Rev. 12/79)



FROM:

R . D. Stevenson DATE: March 41 1980
Special A ssistant ALE NO:
Department of Revenue

TtIEPHONE NO.

SUBJECT,

Gary L. J House B ill Ho 773
Director
Audit
This b ill would reinstate a requirement which had existed in
chapter 75 of Title 43 whereby the Department of Revenue would
be required to obtain the average wholesale price of canned
salmon for a 5-month period of each calendar year. The results
of the survey would then be reported to the Legislature not
later than the 60th day of each regular session. The b ill would
put this requirement in Title 44 of the statutes which lis ts other
general authorities and responsibilities of the Department of
Revenue.
One problem with the jlacement of this law in Title 44 would be
that there would be no enforceable penalties that could be
asserted for failure of a fish processor to supply the requested
inform ation. It is recommended that some type of a civil penalty
be established to ensure that we are able to obtain the necessary
inform ation.
The implementation of this function w ill require the addition of

a seasonal Tax Examiner

for a 2-month

period.
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March U, 1980

The Honorable Alvin Osterback
Co-Chairman

House Resources Committee
Room 118 - Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Osterback:

Re: House B ill No. 773

House B ill No. 773, an Act requiring the Department of Revenue to compute
and report average wholesale prices for Alaska salmon, was introduced in
the House on February 18, 1900 and was referred 40 the House Resources

Committee.

For the consideration of the House Resources Committee, I am enclosing a
copy of a Fiscal Note prepared by Gary Jenkins, Director, Audit Division,

Department of Revenue concerning the proposed legislation.

Sincerely,

R. D. Stevenbon

Special Assistant

cc: The Honorable Bill Miles
Co-Chairman

House Resources Committee

Joseph K. Donohue
Deputy Commissioner

Department of Revenue

Gary Jenkins, Director
Audit Division

Department of Revenue



TO; |~

FROM;

o T 4 /Ay AT

DAIt:

March 4,

1980

ro. D. Stevenson
S ial A ist t
pecia ssistan ALE NO.
Department of Revenue
TELEPHONE NO.
SUBIECT: 31l 113
Gary L. House I Ho.
Director
Audit Di
This b ill would reinstate a requirement v/hich had existed in
chapter 75 of Title 43 whereby the Department of Revenue would
be required to obtain the average wholesale price of canned
salm on for a 5-month period of each calendar year. The results
of the survey would then be reported to the Legislature not
later than the 60th day of each regular session. The b ill would
put this requirement in Title 44 of the statutes which lists other
general authorities and responsibilities of the Department of
Revenue.
One problem with the placement of this law in Title 44 would be
that there would be no enforceable penalties that could be
asserted for failure of a fish processor to supply the requested
information. It is recommended that some type of a civil penalty
be established to ensure that we are able to obtain the necessary
inform ation.
The implementation of this function w ill require the addition of

a seasonal Tax Examiner

for a 2-mcnth

period.
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(9) cC oM M ITTEE R EP OR T

H O U S E

2/18160 FURTHER:
Date: U h

Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on__ " 0HS has had

"ANn Act relating tc the maximum length of salmon net vessels.

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

do pass [ ] do not pass

do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ ] same title

replace with CS for ] new title
and recommends v
A\D attaches a "Letter of Intent" [ 1 New Fiscal Note

reports it back without recommendation

[ ] referred to the Commi ttee
VEVBERS SIGNING VEVBERS HAVING
opASS OTHER RECOMVENDATIONS:
Wi -
_ Il
il
/
IS ™ Ay
| : '
, <!
CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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Original sponsor: Anderson

IK THE HOUSE RY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 784
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the maximun length of salmon net
vessels

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The legislature finds that

(1) overly efficient harvest of salmon by net vessels is detri-
mental to future fishing seasons and to the equitable distribution of the
fishery resources in fisheries with a limited number of units of gear and a
limited total catch per season;

(»» the limitations on the length of salmon net vessels imposed by
AS 16.05.835 are designed to prevent overefficiency in harvest while still
allowing as many fishermen as possible to participate in the fishery safely
and with optimum efficiency;

(3) the state waters north and west of a line running 225 degrees
true through Cape St. Elias are particularly vulnerable to overharvest of
salmon if the limitations on length of vessels included in AS 16.05.835 are
not imposed.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.835 ia amended to read:
Sec. 16.05.835. MAXIMUM LENGTH OF SALMON NET [SEINE] VESSELS. (a)
No salmonseine vessel may be longer than 50 feet, official Coast Guard
register length, [AND 58 FEET OVERALL LENGTH] except
(1) wvessels that have fished for salmon xrLth seines in waters

of the state before January 1, 1962,as 50-foot, official Coaet Guard

register length vessels; and
(2) vessels that fish for salmon with seines in the south-
-1- CSfIB 784
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eastern waters of the state only.

(L) ITo vessel used to fish for salcion with a gill net in the
raters of the state within Eristol Bay nay be longer than 32 feet, over-
fall length. For the purposes of this section, "overall length™* neans
the overall length of the hull excluding rollers used for deployment or
retrieval of anchors or nets.

(c) In (a) of tl:is section, "southeastern waters of the state"
recans the waters of the state south and east of a line running 225 de-
rrces true through Cape St. Hlias.

CSHU 7S4
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lA\f It ”! FIF /?A-i* fy\A\\S\>f( B 5/ JI4S. HAMMOND . GOVERNOR
JIrt ﬂ[b 'UF[] L\)I{l]d j

BOARD OF FISHERIES/BOARD OF GAME /
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME  wneaurataskamosol

TESTIMONY TO HOUBE RESOURCES COMMTTEE
NGB 734

by
Gregory F. Cook, Executive Director
Boards of Fisheries and Gane

The Board of Fisheries appreciates this opportunity to present testimony

regarding the 32-foot boat limit for salmon fishing vessels in Bristol Bay.

In December 1979, the Board of Fisheries took action to repeal 5 AAC 06.341,
effective December 31, 1981. This regulation had been the basis for the
32-foot limit in Bristol Bay. The Board's primary concern in taking this action
wes to allow fishermen to enhance their capability to improve the quality of
fish delivered. The Board voted to not meke this regulation effective until

the 1982 fishing season in order to give individuals a chance to decide whether
to change boat size and to acquire needed financing. In addition to allowing

planning time for fishermen, this delay allows ship builders time for retooling.

Before making their decision the Board listened to extensive public testimony.
The Board recognizes that this subject is highly emotional, yet it is important
to analyze the issue as one of coﬁservation and development of fishery resources.
In all the testimony presented by Department biologists and the public, no real
management purpose for the limit wes described. On the other hand, there did
seem to be valid arguments favoring repeal of the boat limit. These considera-
tions, as noted above, centered on the need for impri ing the quality of fish

sold from Bristol Bay and providing the means for this quality enhancement.



Several regulatory sessions of the Board of Fisheries are scheduled to occur
before the repeal takes effect. If significant new evidence is presented to the
Board showing a particular boat size to be uniquely advantageous, a new limit

for the Bay could be enacted.

To summarize, the Board's action rests on these two premises: (1) the 32-foot
boat limit does not significantly affect resource management in Bristol Bay;,
(2) removal of the limit will give fishermen greater flexibility to upgrade

the quality of fish delivered in Bristol Bay and sold around the world.

Testimony on C3B 784
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BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION
P. 0. BOX i'.s
DILLINGHAM. ALASKA 00376 j

PHONE <007) B42-3322
..December 1, 1978

Jhe-'flonorable Nels And*rsbri®J'r. Jte
Representative [V —
P.O. Box"234™" [ \\

Dillingham, Alaskh 99576

Dear Representa{tive"‘Ano\férson:
if \ W f
At their regular November meeting, the Executive Committee of BBNA
directed me to express their support of a 32-foot limitation.for vessels
participating in the salmon and herring fisheries in Bristol..Bay.M e ey
* \ % Ve o IFee
- 'Bﬂs*yo&:knovw"rmny local people have already invested in 32-.foot ves-"
.sels because of thel\existing limitation in the salmon fishery; therefore,
their investment must beNprot.ected. A 32-foot vessel can not successfully
compete with a larger one” therefore an unfair burden, would be placed o,
local people if larger boats were allowed to enter the Bristol Bay fisheries..

For these reasons, the Executive Committee supports the 32-foot limita-
tion on vessels in Bristol Bay;, -Your support will be appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

BRISTQJ. BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.

(Mr™)) Kay E Larson
N W Deputy Director

KEL/mc
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0£117 TDA SAND POINT ALUASKA £5 03-04 1215P AST
PMS REP ALVIN O0STER3ACK
JUNEAU AK
THE PENINSULA MARKETING ASSOCIATION AND THE PURSE SEINERS OF THE
PENINSULA ARE OPPOSED TO THE REMOVAL OF SIZE LIMIT ON 58 FOOT
ALASKA LIMIT SEINERS.

DICK JACOBSEN, PRESENT

PENINSULA MARKETING ASSOCIATION
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BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION
P. 0. BOX 179
DILLINGHAM. ALASKA 99376

PHONE (907) 6-SZ-3322

December 1, 1978

The Honorable Nels Anderson, Jr
Representative \a

P.O. Box 234 « / \\
Dillingham, Alaska 99576

Dear Representgtive' Anderson:

At their regular November meeting, the Executive Committee of BBNA
directed ne to express their support of a 32-foot limitation for vessels
participating in ~he salmon and herring fisheries in Bristol Bay.

OVAH r*

As you know, many local people have already invested in 32-foot ves-
sels because of the'existing limitation in the salmon fishery; therefore,
their investment must be protected. A 32-foot vessel can not successfully
compete with a larger one;, therefore an unfair burden would be placed on
local people if Iq(/ger boat\f were allowed to enter the Bristol Bay fisheries.

For these reasons, the Executive Committee supports the 32-foot limita-
tion on vessels in Bristol Bay. Your support will be appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

Deputy Director

KEL/mc



P.O. Box 10159
Dillingham, Alaska 99576
April 11, 1979

Board of Fisheries

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Subport Building

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Dear Sirs:

I understand that you are currently considering a repeal
of the 32' limitation on vessel size for comnercial salmon

fishing use in Bristol Bay.

I hope you are not considering passing tlie repeal merely
as a "favor" to Bristol Bay fishermen, without considering the
long-term inpacts you will be placing on the fishermen of

Bristol Bay.

When T first thought of the repeal, | said "Why not?" |
only thought of the comfort of fishing in a larger vest il.
Now, after serious consideration, T believe that the repeal
would not be in the best interest of the most numerous and

typical Bristol toy fishermen.

Probably tlie greatest impac*- the repeal would have in
Bristol Bay would be tlie less fishing time the fishermen will

face in the future.

The current fishing fleet of Bristol Bay is the most
highly efficient fleet tlie salmon fishery has ever faced in
history. We hive seen the birth of Llic newer and faster fiber-
glass vessels in the Bay. ‘Jlie more compact and powerful
engines, along with tlie hydraulic systems, the jxrwer reels and
rollers, have led to the greater efficiency. We liavc also
seen radars, depth fatliometers and fish f’nders, along with

tlie new "l/loran C" installed in more and more of tlie vessels.

Probably the sincile factor which has most dramatically
increased the efficiency of the Bristol Bay fleet in recent
years has been tlie introduction of the "brailer system” of
delivery. Soon, the days will vanish when the salmon arc peughed
singly from tlie vessels onto tlie tenders. The salmon are now
handled by tlie hundreds in brails, dramatically cutting down
the delivery time of fishermen, increasing their harvesting

capability.
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With the introduction of larger vessels in Bristol Bay,
tlie efficiency of the fleet will increase even more dramatically.
The main reason being that the larger vessels would be able
to accomodate a larger number of crew members capable of
"picking clean”"” 150 fathoms of gillnet full of fish in much
less time than the usual two crewmembers you would find on most
vessels in tlie Bay today. With the larger vessels, more space
would become available for crew members to sleep in, move about

in the cabin, and "pick" fish.

I have heard that if the repeal is passed, captains
would immediately order larger vessels, and then hire Ilowl
salaried college students from outside to help them "pick" their
nets faster. I have also heard that more and more fishermen

would take family members out fishing as crew nembers.

The purpose of having a larger number of crew members
is to effectively "pick and clean"” 150 fathoms of gillnet
as soon as possible, so that the cleaned net could be set
out again, catching more fish witliin a twelve tour period,

especially if tlie fishing is heavy.

Another reason the efficiency of the fleet will be in-
creased if larger vessels were allowed in the Bay is because
the larger vessels would be able to accomodate mare gallery
supplies and fuel, allowing them to fish for extended periods,

especially when the fishing is not heavy.

The efficiency of tlie fleet will also tocome apparent
during the king season on the Nushagak River, noted for its
king runs. The king salmon "rain" up the river during high winds,
and are conmonly known as rough water fish. If larger vessels
are introduced into Bristol Bay, they would bo more capable
of taking a larger number of king salmon since the larger
vessels would be able to fish in more severe weather tlian
tlie .12' vessels. W hile the 32' vessels must seek shelter
during rough, weather, the larger vessels could be harvesting

more Kkings.

This same "pattern"” of greater harvesting capability for
larger vessels will also develop with the silver salmon season
in Bristol Bay. The silver salmon, like tlie kings, "run" in

rough weather also. s

Probably the greatest advantage large vessel owners would

have over 32* vessel owners will be felt in tlie red salmon
season during rough weather. Weather in the Bay is highly
unpredictable. There are seasons frequent with "bad" weather,
and seasons with relatively calm weather. If there is a 30 to

35 mph wind present within the Bay during heavy red runs, the
32' vessels would be able to only harvest up to 1,500 reds to
keep on tlie safe side. Yet, the larger vessels would be able
to "take on" more reds in rough weather. Once again, tlie
larger vessels would have an advantage over the snaller 32°

vessels.
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I strongly believe that the local Commercial Fisheries
Division w ili seriously consider the efficiency and harvesting
capability of the fishing fleet when the Department calls for
an opening within the emergency order period. Instead of
providing a twelve hour period to the fleet, the Department
could very well begin granting six hour periods because of
the increased harvesting capability of the fleet, and concern

of the Department to obtain the needed escapement.

I am concerned that the Department could very well

being Imposing restrictions on the fishing time allowed to

fishermen during the king season also. With more boats
harvesting more kings, reds, and silvers, |1 am sure tlie
Department w ill be more concerned about obtaining their

escapement.

I believe tint the greatest hardship that will be felt in
Bristol Bay will be placed upon the hundreds of setnetters in
the Bay. The setnetters of tlie Bay will be greatly impacted .

if the efficiency of the fleet is dramatically increased by

tlie introduction of larger vessels. There are times when the
setnetters "catch" reds moving into tlie beach, and if the
efficiency of the fleet is substantially increased, it means

less salmon noving into the beach to be caught by the setnetters.

Setnetting in Bristol Bay is not always profitable,
especially during the bleak years. The increased efficiency
of the fleet by the introduction of larger vessels would
certainly mean less salmon for setnetters. larger vessels
would "scoop up" salmon schools near setnet sites in less time,
affecting the amount of salmon to be caught and income to be

made by tlie setnetters.

The statement tint most fishermen in Bristol Bay will not
begin purcliasing larger vessels if tlie 32' limitation was repealed,
must to closely considered. The passage of the Commercial

Fishing Loan Program by the State Legislature has opened up an
attractive and effective financing resource for tlie fishermen
in Bristol Bay. ‘lhe impact of tlie lain program has been far

reaching, much greater impact is expected if tlie loan program

receives additional fluids.

Tlie fishermen of hristol Bay currently recognize tlie
advantages of having a wider, higher, and more powerful 32°'
vessel. If one were to examine the type of vessels a number
of highliners at tlie Columbia Wards Fisheries cannery in Ekuk
have ordered, one would find tliat the vessels are higher, wider,

and usually are accompanied by a more powerful and oompact en-

gine. One fishermen in Bristol Bay has recently ordered a 14
wide 32' vessel which will liave a twin screw of 3208 Cats to
power the vessel. I am sure wider vessels are being ordered in

the Naknek/Kvichak River also.
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The statement that the efficiency of the fleet will not
be increased if larger than 32' vessels were introduced into
the Bay must be carefully considered. The question of why more
and more highliners are purchasing higher and wider vessels
clearly reflects the greater holding capacity the fishermen

would like to have in their vessels.

Once the fishermen of Bristol Bay being realizing the
greater efficiency and harvesting capabilities of the larger
vessels, they will immediately seek financial resources to
purchase larger vessels, and if the loan program is reactived,

they will take full advantage of the program.

In terms of the larger vessels providing benefits to
fishermen interested in participating in the new emerging
bottom fisheries in the Bering Sea, the only place they would
probably use their larger vessels would be in the Togiak/Kulukak
Bay herring fishery. For the fishermen of Bristol Bay to fully
participate in the high seas bottom fisheries in the Bering Sea,
they would need 100’ to 150' vessels, which cannot be effectively

used in the shallow based gillnet salmon fishery.

I have even heard that a number of the smaller purse seine

vessels participating in tlie 'JOgiak/Kul ukak Bay herring fishery

were more successful in tlie purse seine fishery than the larger
vessels. I have heard directly from the Department of Fish and
Chme that one 28' vessel in tlie fishery was one of the highliners.

I see the capability of Bristol Bay 32' vessels effectively

oompeting in the herring fishery.

Another long-term impact wliich could result in Bristol Bay
if larger vessels were permitted would be the possible request
and granting of an extension to the lower Ilimit line of fishing

districts, especially in Nushagak and Naknek/Kvichak River districts.

As more and more larger vessels are introduced into the Bay,

more fishermen will being "pushinqg"” for an extension of tlie
lower lim it lines because with deeper draft vessels, such
fishermen will, say tint the lower limit should be extended for
safety reasons. The Bristol Bay fishing districts consists of

much sliallow water and sand bars, and tlie fishermen with larger

vessels would want to fish in deeper water for safety reasons.

If the lower lIlimit is extended, it would be tlie numerous
setnetters and skiff fishermen who would be adversely affected
by the extension. The larger vessels would be able to fish
further out, catelling the salmon as they move up the river

systems.

Salmon stocks steadily "move" up the fishing districts;
with many of the early stocks of salmon being caught at the lower

limits. This situation exists within the Nushagak Piver, and,
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without question, the larger vessels will have the most ad-
vantage of benefiting from an extended lower limit.

I have also heard that nanyof the "upriver" villagers
would benefit from utilizing larger vessels for hauling oil
and grubstakes during the fall. I believe this statement should
be closely examined also. The river system to many of the up-

river corrmunities in Bristol Bay pose serious shallow water
routes, and | am sure many of the villagers would not "rush

into"” purchasing larger vessels for hauling cargo to the villages.

I also believe that the Board of Fisheries must consider
the physical situation of Bristol Bay, and consider the impacts
expected with larger vessels existing in the Bay. Currently,

a number of the canneries in Bristol Bay are facing serious
storage facilities for their fishermen and vessels. The Peter
Pan cannery in Dillingham was "forced" to deny the winter
storage of vessels for a number of fishermen, resulting in

the fishermen having to store their vessels outside facing

the elements. If larger vessels are introduced, tlie storage
problem w ill be compounded, and those fishermen who cannot
afford to construct private warehouses w ill have to store their
vessels outisde with little protection from vandalism. A number
of vessels were recently vandalized in the Dillingham Boat
Harbor because many of tlie fishermen had no place to store their

vessels.

Consideration should also be given to tlie size of Dillingham
Boat Harbor, tlie only man-made harbor in Bristol Bay which plays
an important role to tlie protection of hundreds of vessels on
the Nushagak River. If larger than 32' vessels were to being
parking in the harbor, immediate work would need to be done to
enlarge the harbor, otherwise tlie safety of many boats in the

Nushagak River will become jeopardized.

I have hoard that a number of fishermen who participate in
the Tagiak/Kulukak herring fishery with vessels larger than 32°,
and have purchased a Bristol Bay drift gillnet salmon permit have
urged the passage of the repeal for tlie 32' limitation, so they
can conveniently enter the Bristol Bay salmon fishery without

purchasing a 32' vessel.

In conclusion, I '-believe that the introduction of larger
vessels will solely benefit those fishermen who purchase or
currently own larger vessels, and will certainly not benefit the

32" boat fishermen, skiff fisheries, and setnetters of Bristol Bay.
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I urge you to vote against the repeal for the 32
limitation, and consider the number of fisherman it will

adversely affect in Bristol Bay.
I hope you fathom my concerns.

Sincerely yours

Andrew Golia
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"InrDeTCe.mtfenjfl 978 7~twST~BrrJtTri~B& T tvisory Committee proposed-----
repeal of the 32-foot limit on salmon fishing vessels in Bristol Bay.

5 AAC 06.341. The Board tabled that proposal for further study. This
report is based on a visit to Bristol Bay made in April, 1979, at the
direction of the Board of Fisheries. The visit was made by Greg Cook,
Executive Director of the Boards of Fisheries and Game. Atotal of 337
resident Bristol Bay fishermen were contacted in 15 villages. Also, the
Western Alaska Cooperative Fishermen's Marketing Association, Jim
McConnell, president of the Dillingham branch of the National Bank of
Alaska, and several cannery managers were interviewed.

Public meetings were held in 15 different villages. Advance notice for
the meetings was provided by Kay Larson of the Bristol Bay Native
Association and Radio Station KDLG | took minutes at each meeting and
notes of each individual's testimony are on file in Juneau for inspection.

Meetings were conducted in the following manner. A statement of the
iIssue was given, then the floor was opened for discussion. Translators
were necessary in several villages. Each time a translator was needed,
one local resident was able to serve in that capacity. | tried to
summarize the arguments on each side of the issue when dicussions
seemed to be over. This often made people aware of more points of view
and stimulated a renewal of discussion. This report is a product of
those meetings.

MLLAGE BY VILLAGE SIMVRY .
1. Dillingham; April 23; 20 people contacted; all opposed to changing

the limit.

2.  Togiak; April 24; 31 people contacted; all opposed to changing the

1imit.

3. Twin Hills; April 24; 30 people contacted; all opposed to changing
the limit.

4. Manakotak; April 24; 27 people contacted; all opposed to changing
the limit.

5. South Naknek; April 25; 12 people contacted; 1lpeopleopposed to
changing the limit, 1 favored the change.

6. I\_Iort_h Naknek; 37 people contacted; all opposed to changing the
imit.

7. Egegik; April 26; 32 people contacted; 30 opposed to changing the
limit, 2 favored to changing to 36 feet.

8. Pilot Point; April 27; 14 people contacted; 7 people favored
eliminating the limit, 3 opposed, 4 silent.

9. Port Heiden; April 27;25 people contacted; all favoredchanging to
36 feet, but nothing larger.



10. Kokhanok; April 28; 9 people contacted; 7 opposed to the change, 2
favored changing (facetious).

IT: [ITi'amna; April- 28; 1 people contacted; all opposed co cnanging tne
limit.

12.  New Halen; 26 people contacted; all opposed to changing the limit.

13. Koliganek; April 29; 29 people contacted; all opposed to changing
the limit.

14. I\rllewls_tuyahok; April 30; 24 people contacted; all opposed to changing
the limit.

15. Ekwok; May 1; 14 people contacted; all opposed to changing the
limit.

CONCLLBION

The controversy over the 32-foot limit is often emotional. .-Arguments on
each side encompass social and economic, as well as biological issues.
Much of the thinking is necessarily conjectural since vessels larger
than 32-feet have never yet participated in the Bristol Bay salmon
fishery. Judging from the intensity or the participation in the public
meetings that form the basis of this report, the Board's decision on

5 AAC 06.341 will be closely watched by all Bristol Bay fishermen.

The vast majority of Bristol Bay resident fishermen who were contacted
during the April, 1979, Board of Fisheries survey, strongly oppose any
change in the 32-foot limit regulation. The biggest single reason
expressed for their opposition wes the anticipated effect that such a
change would have on income distribution in Bristol Bay. Local resident
fishermen are convinced that bigger boats would lead toa few rich
operators profiting to the detriment of the majority of fishermen. "The
rich will get richer and the poor will get poorer."

A recurring theme in the villages wes fear of purse seine gear being
introduced in the Bay. Allowing larger boats was seen as the first step
towards allowing seine gear, moving fishing district boundary lines
farther seaward, and eventually over-fishing and depleting the resource.

Support for changing the 32-foot limit was found exclusively on the
Alaska Peninsula. Residents of Port Heiden favor a newlimit of 36-foot
vessels. They want slightlybigger boats for greater comfort and

safety in rough weather. They do no“ advocate bringing in vessels

larger than 36-feet. Residents of Pilot Point strongly advocate removal
of any size limit whatsoever. They argue that this would enable fishermen
to present a higher quality product during the salmon season, permit
entry into other fisheries without necessitating purchase of a second
vessel, and encourage true entrepreneurs.



IIMVRY OF ARGUMENTS FAVCRING
REPEAL OF THE 32-FOOT LIMT

More efficient, carry more crew, gas and food, spend more time
fishing and less time making deliveries, going for gas, etc.

Greater safety in rough weather.

Better ability to fish king salmon. Kings are a rough weather fish
in Bristol Bay.

Increased comfort. Port Heiden people in particular feel this
desire since they travel further than other Bristol Bay residents
in order to reach an open fishing district.

Could be used in other areas of Alaska where 32-foot boats are
inappropriate.

Could be used for other fisheries such as bottomfish, crab, herring.
More room would give space for a slushice machine. This would
encourage delivery of a higher qualityproduct, allow for watertight
compartments, and enable the fishermen to spread the fish out more
so that they wouldn't get "squished."

Fishermen are now independent; there'sno need to be tied to a
cannery's apron strings either by history or becauseof canneries’
unwillingness to renovate.their storage facilities and docks.

Professional fishermen should have the latitude to develop as
rapidly as they wish. "Laissez-faire" is the best approach.

32-feet is too small to be versatile.
Greater fuel efficiency.

Financing would be easy at a rate of 4 3/4 percent interest (contact
Alec Griechen for his loan source).

When people have big boats, canneries will build facilities to
accommodate them.

It's cheaper to have one boat to use in all fisheries.

SIIMRY G- ARGUMENTS CPPOSED
TO CGHANGNG THE 32-FOOT LIMIT

Puts 32-foot boats at a competitive disadvantage. Rich people will
buy the bigger boats and get richer, poor people will end up with
less fishing time and less fish.

Inability of small boats to fish as long before needing to resupply.



Would make Bristol Bay more attractive to outsiders since they
could then use their bigger boats in Bristol Bay. This would
result in outsiders buying out the limited entry permits held by

32-foot boats are fine for fishing herring. To say the bigger
boats would be useful in bottom fishing is specious; no boat can
fish the shallow water where the salmon run and at the same time be

versatile enough to fish out on the high seas where the bottomfish
are.

The Bay is too shallow for deep draft boats.

Deep draft boats can't go up the rivers. Villagers would be
disadvantaged since upriver people would need a second boat in
order to haul their supplies and travel up and down the river.
While repealing the 32-foot limit would make one boat practical for
outsiders, it would necessitate two boats for upriver people if
they wanted to remain competitive.

A decrease in fishing time for small boats would result since
larger vessels could take on more fish in rough weather and harvest
the allowable catch quicker.

People in the villages can't afford bigger boats; they have no
collateral for loans and banks just laugh at them when they try to
get loans based on fishing ability. Upriver villages have an
especially difficult time securing financing.

The Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission has studied the possibility
of buying back permits in Bristol Bay and bigger boats would mean
they'd buy back more permits.

32-foot vessels now adequately harvest 100 percent of the resource.
The real problem is inadequate processing capacity.

Shorter openings would result (because the fleet would be more
efficient). This would hurt setnetters, 32-foot boat fishermen,
and skiff fishermen.

Could lead to requests for changing the fishing boundary limits,
thereby increasing the fishing pressure on mixed stocks.

There are not storage facilities adequate to accommodate larger
vessels over winter. Existing storage facilite? are already
overcrowded and inadequate. Harboi s are only designed for 32-foot
vessels. More dredging would be required in Dillingham, the only
harbor in Bristol Bay. Docks are old and cannot support the extra
weight that bigger boats would require. Boors and hoists are
barely adequate for lifting existing 32-foot boats; larger vessels
would be too heavy for this equipment.

Fear that seiners would return to the Bay's salmon fishery.

Management of the fishery would be harder in weak years if efficiency
of the fleet increases. For example, in one twelve hour period, 70
percent of the total allowable catch for a weak run year can now be
taken.



Shorter openings would make problems for setnetters who really need
a full tidal cycle in order to work their nets.

mSa' Imon~i3~the- toTe- b¥STs—for- the- economy in BrTStUl- Bay; few
alternative employment opportunities exist.

There would be a serious decline in the value of existing 32-foot
vessels,.

There is no good reason for change; management is good now with the
32-foot boats.

New boats would just mean fishing harder to pay off the vessel,;
there would be no real increase in income for fishermen who only
fish salmon.

Bigger boats will get a higher percentage of the fish available and
leave less for the small boats who are even more income dependent
on the fishery,.

Ltarger boats wotld fish the kings harder; king returns are now
strong.

Larger boats would want more fathoms of gear.

Canneries already have trouble processing in peak years. Changes
in delivery patterns that would result from larger vessels could
prove chaotic.

Bigger boats might mean that canneries would cease buying from some
small operators since they could receive all the fish they could
process from a more limited number of fishermen.

Bigger boats will mean a higher dropout rate as gill nets are
hauled higher to reach the deck.

-t

overcapitalization

It would complicate deliveries to salmon scows. Vessels tie up one
behind the other and skiffs tied up to 50-foot boats tied up to
skiffs will cause problems.

The Bristol Bay fishery is just now getting to the point where all
the locals can really meke a living from the fishery. Wy should
the Board change the fishery to benefit outsiders?

Fear of shorter openings.

Bristol Bay residents rarely oan limited entry permits for other-*
fisheries. They would have a hard f'me amortizing the investment
in a larger boat since they would not be able to fish other areas
of Alaska where limited entry has been instituted.

Small boats won't be able to compete with bigger, more stable boats
in rough weather.

Who will want to buy 32-foot boats that are owned now if 36-foot or
40-foot boats with greater efficiency are allowed?



The 32-foot limit acts to equalize competition between skiff
fishermen and big boats.

Bad-weather-and-fishermenJs—strikes-? re-the-prime-contributors—o-i—

escapement. If bigger boats are allowed to fish, this will complicatc
management. * .

A decrease in the amount of money made by locals will increase the
number of locals that have to go un welfare and BIA assistance.

Larger vessels will mean an unequal rate of drift; this will result
in more gear conflicts among drifters.

Big money will buy up the limited entry permits and more local
people will end up sitting on the beach. Kids in the villages who
don't have permits and who might benefit from an increase in the
number of limited entry permits will never get them if an increase
in boat size is allowed. Agreater investment is required for a
bigger boat. Village children who are potential beneficiaries of
an increase in the number of permits will not get this opportunity
if bigger boats become the norm.

Any change in size will act to frustrate the goal of limited entry:
limiting the ability to take.

Entry into the fishery will be so expensive that it will become a
virtual recreational fishery for doctors and lawyers. _
All the support facilities of canneries are geared to 32-foot
boats: hydraulics, docks, storage, parts inventories. Change will
mean canneries will have to make massive capital investments.

Bristol Bay Borough could lose an important part of its tax base if

boats are no longer stored in the Borough on the day that taxes are
assessed.

Increased interception by Alaska Peninsula people and Sand Point
people.

I* will increase the-number of requests for more gear types.

It will result in enforcement problems in the area since big boats
could overnight there.

Outsiders on big boats will be able to fish continuously during the
openings; small boats must deliver and lose fishing time.

Longer boats won't necessarily mean they will be any less beamy.



LETTER OF INTENT

HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

CsHB 784

The House Resources committee is reporting out CSHB 784 because it

embodies the best possible salmon fishing vessel length limitations

for all waters of the state and for both seine and gillnet vessels.

It is the intent of the committee to protect the salmon resources of

the state, as well as the equitable distribution thereof, by maintaining
the 58-foot salmon seine vessel length limit in the northern and western
waters of the state. The nature of the resource Iin these waters, the
historic participation patterns, and local factors such as availability
of larger vessels and the desires of fishermen all require that the
58-foot limit be continued for these waters. The committee recognizes
that length Ilimitations on salmon seine vessels pre ent over-efficiency
of harvest which results in shorter seasons and concentration of limited
seasonal catches among few fishermen, i.e ., those who can afford the
bigger boats. These factors and considerations do not exist or apply

with respect to the salmon resources and seine fisheries in other parts

of the state as they do in the northern and western waters.

It is also the intent of the committee to perpetuate the historic

32-foot overall length limit on Bristol Bay gillnet vessels, which has
previously been imposed only by regulation. This limit is desirable
not only for the reasons mentioned regarding the seine vessel limit,

but also because of the unique characteristics of Bristol Bay itself
which make 32 feet the most efficient, as well as the safest, limit for

gillnet vessels.

Representative Osterback

Co-Chairman



HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y - State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811
465-3991

MEMORANDUM February 29, 1980

TO: Ken Vassar

Legislative Counsel

FROM: Peter B. Froehlich

House Research Agency
RE: Fishing Vessel Length (HB 784 and HCR 54)
At the request of Representative Osterback, | am forwarding to you a
copy of a proposed CSHB 784 which is the result of combining HB 784
with HCR 54. Also attached is a draft letter of intent which explains
some of the rationale behind the bill.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

PBF/dp

cc: Representative Osterback

Representative Halford



HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y - State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811
465-3991

MEMORANDUM February 29, 1980

TO: Representative Alvin Osterback

Co-Chairman House Resources Committee

FROM: Peter B. Froehlich

House Research Agency

RE: Fishing Vessel Length (HB 784 and HCR 54) and Herring (proposed
Cs for HB 590;

Research Request No. 95

You recently asked this agency 1) to combine HB 784 and HCR 54 concerning
fishing vessel length; 2) to write a letter of Lntent to accompany tlie

revised bill; and 3) to review HB 590 concerning herring.

1 have attached to this memorandum a proposed CS for HB 784 in response

to request number 1) and a draft letter of intent in response to request

number 2). Copies of tlie bill and letter also have been sent to Ken
Vassar, Legislative Counsel, as you requested. Please note that the
proposed CS for HB 784 includes a section entiteld "legislative findings"

which states largely the same considerations as does the draft letter of
intent. Because findings adopted by the entire legislature are of more

weight than a letter of intent from one committee, you might consider

whether, Iin your view, a letter is necessary or desirable.

1 have also reviewed the proposed CS for HB 590 concerning herring. In
my view, the bill would "work,"” in the sense that it would allow herring
stripping and carcass disposal in the area described, notwithstanding

existing AS 16.10.172 and 16.10.173.

Several observations and alternatives on drafting approach come to mind,

however. First, in order to achieve codification of CSHB 784 In tlie
Alaska Statutes, it could be drafted to amend AS 16.10.172 by adding the
two subsections in Section 1 of the bill. This approach would be even
more desirable for Section 2 of the b ill which could be drafted to amend
AS 16.10.173. The simplest approach to Section 2 of the bill would be

to merely amend AS 16.10.173(e) by changing the January 1, 1979, cut-off

date and, if desired, also the geographic description "Bering Sea (including

hays, sounds, estuaries, and water of the state) north of 56° north
latitude." In fact, it would be possible to accomplish the apparent
purpose of proposed CSHB 590 by this means alone, omitting Section 1 and

Sections 2(a) and (c).



