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FISCAL NOTE.
UEST ..
gﬁl%%sg’gpon Ntod @?gﬂez %E Lin' 52c7h900I constructrom : -

In
Requested bv?—louse Health, Education & Social Services Commitiegate  3/6/81

! /Ehse%éyLAfo%gééL Department of Education

Program Category Affected General Fund
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected, o _
(Note: It more than one budglet_component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the anaéms section.)
EXPENDITURES  (TKSi&SSSs of Dollars)
_y MILLIONS ‘e
Fy 81 FY 82 FY8S FY84 FY B85  FY86
100  PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
i88 C8NTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES
A0 4 STRucTuRes
, EfC, o Portor  83JL_ ab  5LA ASE 307
10 GRANTS CL/iI_I\/I§___I§AC2%11%P0m0r 20.8 T XLZT 12.9 11.A
TOTAL -& I -57r2-

>

FUNDING  (T~IDiHM of Dollars)

MILLIONS 103.8 633 6A.3 >7.2 38.A
FEDERAL EUI\WS M. H K 2z z
OTHER fSpecifv Fund Source]
POSITIONS
FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IIl)
This bill would have the state pay 100% of local debt service related to school

construction as well as cash paynents made f?r construction. Payments would be
accelerated to the year arter® VK a two year lag aa It is now.

Above includes pond issues outstanding as of 12/31/80 only and does not include
cash payments that mag nave been made uprelated to debt seryice as th%¥ are unknown.
FY 82 includes FY 80 and FY 81 amounts for "catch-up”; FY 83 shows debt service
paid for FY 82, etc. ~ The "80%" ?rtlon 1S z?s”t]he cuHentNloa%ls written: the

'20%" gornon shows . the mgremen al effect of this b1 ture bond ISSues
have ogen tactored in as they are indeterminite.

preparen RY Anselm C. Etaack, Treasury Comptroller
Vo DATE Wareh zA 1981 AGENCY Acbc- o RevenuelTreastry ="
Original; Legislative Finance PHONE A5 ;1
C! Budget and Management

i s st sitwor nenestave gl Adminisator
1on -
33-001 (Rev. 12/80) €pt, of Education,
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[4r S. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

KIEFARBIENT OF REVENUE oUCH <
' A JL?N(E:AU, ALASKA 99SI1

June 10, 1981

The Honorable Charles Parr

Chairman

Senate Health, Education and
Social Services Committee

Room 209 - Capitol Building

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Parr:

Re: CS for House Bill No. 279 (Finance) am

CS for House Bill No. 279 (Finance) am, an Act relating to school construction
and transferring the administration of the school construction grant program
from the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to the Department
of Education, was upon first reading in the Senate on June 3, 1981 referred to

the Senate Health, Education and Social Services and Finance Committees.

For the consideration of the Senate Health, Education and Social Services

Committee, I am enclosing copies of Fiscal Nui.es prepared by Mr. Anselm Staack,
Treasury Comptroller, Department of Revenue concerning the Committee
Substitute.

Special Assistant
RDS/rdh

cc: The Honorable Don Bennett
The Honorable M. E. Dankworth
Co-Chairmen
Senate Finance Committee

Joseph K. Donohue
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue

Anselm Staack
Treasury Comptroller
Deprtment of Revenue

04-D2LH



THE LEGISLATURE UF THE STATE OF ALASKA CSHB 279 (Fin) am
TWELFTH 1legislature

FISCAL _NOTE  (APPROPRIATION OF DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS)

| REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 279(Fin)am
Tjtie  Relating to school construction payments and administration of program
Requested bv  Senate Health, Education and Social Services pate 5/29/81
Committee

Il FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Revenue
Program Category Affected  Revenue Collection and Management
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Treasury Mana%em_ent
(Note: If more than one budqet_component Is affected, separate line-ilem amounts and fUnding for each
component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (TK&MEUXK of Dollars)

--------- AMillions [ ]

FY 81 FY 82  FY83 FY84 FY B85  .FYB6

TS. CLAIMS. ETC, SliLlilp  66.3 59.2 40.4 40.4

TTIT T —

> Ions
FUNDING ™ (IMKKXKC&of Dolars)

PEDERAL FONDS 653 863 592 04 404

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

IM
IM
RA

—oT

UL
AR
EM

o—ir—

T
1
0

—glrirm

\

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

This bill would change payment of debt service payments for school construction made by
borough, city or school districts to the current year v. the previous two-year lag,
from June 30, 1981 on for bonds issued both prior to 6/30/81 and after, at a 100% level
v. 80% prior rate. No reduction for state tobacco tax collections is made. This bill
would not pick up debt service payments already made in FY 80 and FY 81.

Above represents 100% of debt service payments currently. No new bond issues after
6/30/81 are included. Above includes the debt service to be paid in each year currently
with addition for tobacco tax previously offset in prior years.

See separate fiscal note for administrative costs.

IV. DATE June 8, 1981 PREPARED BY Anselm C. Staack, Treasury Comptroller
o o AGENC Department of Revenue/Treasury Division_
Original. Leglslatwe Finance PHONE 465-2351
cC: Budget and Management
Prinie Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA CSHB 279 (Fin) am
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE. (ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS)

. REQUEST ,
Bill/Resolution No. CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 279(Fin)am

Title Relating to school construction payments and administration of program
Requested bv Senate Health, Education and Social Services pafe 5/29/81
Committee

[I.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected _ Department of Revenue
Program Category Affected Revenue Collection and Management
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Treasury Management
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate linc-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86

’JOQ PERSONAL SERVICES 55.4 60.9 67.0 73.7 81.1
2, TRAVEI. 5.0 55 6.1 6.7 7.3
300 CONTRACTUAL 15.0 16.5 18.2 20.0 22.0
400 COMMODITIES 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.7 3.0
500 EQUIPMENT 6.0

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL 83.4 85.1 93.7 103.1 113.4

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND . 834 . 85.1 93,7 103.1 113.4
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 2 2 2 2 2
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section )

Sec. 8 of this bill transfers responsibility for payment direct to bond trustees
to the commissioner of revenue.

Above includes personal services for an Accounting Technician [l and | (ranges 14
and 12). Travel as necessary for contact with trustees. Contractual services for
legal agreements with boroughs, districts, cilics and trustees. Equipment for new

positions.
r.
IV. DATE June 8, 1981 PREPARED BY Anselm C. Staack. Treasury Comptroller
AGENCY Department of Revenue/Treasury Division.
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2351
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



JUNEAU. ALASKA

MESSAGE TO THE SENATE DATE June 4. 1981

MR. PRESIDENT:

The House adopted the following letter of intent on
CSHB 279 (Fin)anm (school construction and transferring the
administration of the school construction and transferring
the administration of the school construction grant progranm
from the Department of Transportation & Publi c Facilities
to the Department of Education; eff. date):
LETTER OF INTENT FOR CSHB 279 (FIN)am
It is the intent of the Alaska Legislature that
any increase in allocated payments to an organized
borough or a city which is a school district as a
result of Sections 7 and 8 of CSHB 279 (Fin)am be
passed on as Jlocal tax reductions to those local

taxpayers who would otherwise have been paying such
costs.

Chief Clerk of the House



814.14.060 Alaska Statutes Supplement 814.14.107

%ecb. 14'14h060' Relationship between borough school district
and borough.

F]e) Theg_borou h school board is responsible for the design criteria of
school buildings. To the maximum extent consistent with education
needs, a design ofa school building shall provide for multiple use ofthe
bU|Id|n(T1 for™ community purposgs. Subject to the approval of the
assembly, the school board shall select the ap,oropnate ﬁrofessmnal
personnel to develo% the designs. The school board shall submit
preliminary and subsequent designs for a school building to the
assembly for approval or disapproval; if the design is disapproved, a
revised design shall be prepared and presented “to the assembly. A
demgn or revised design approved by the assembly shall be submitted
by the hoard to the départment in accordance with AS 14.07.020(11).

(am § 11 ch 147 SLA 1978)

Effect of amendment — The 1978  As the rest of the section was not
amendment added the last sentence of afftected by the amendment, it is not Get
out.

subsection (e).
Sec. 14.14.100. Bylaws and administrative rules.

Applied in SkagwaNCit School Bd. v.
Davis, \%p Cl. Op. No. 1216 'File No.
2265), 543 P.2d 216 (

1975)

Sec. 14.14.105. Sick leave bank. A local school district board, or
the hoard of a regional educational attendance area may establish a
sick leave bank to'enable a teacher, because of unusual circumstances,
to draw not more than twice the number of days of sick leave, the
teacher has accumulated before the first day of achool in anr school
year, or 24 days, whichever is greater. The board may establish and
administer the sick leave bank mdegendentlg orjointly with teachers.
(§ 1ch 76 SLA 1971, am § 1ch 142 SLA 1976)

Effect of amendment. — The 1976 sentence und added "before the first day of
amendment  substituted "a regional school in any school Year, or 24 days
educational  attendance area” for whichever is greater” to the end of that
directors of the state-operated school sentence,
system™ nenr the beginning of the first

Sec. 14.14.107. Sick leave and sick leave transfer, (a) Every

school district shall allow its certificated employees one and gne-third
days ofsick leave a month with unlimited accumulation of sick leave
ays

{b)' A certificated school district employee who changes emPI_oyment
from one school district to another district, or from a school district to

14



§ 14.14.060 Education § 14.14.060

accounting. However, the assembl;r, with the consent of the borough
school bodrd, may by ordinance delegate to the borough school board
the re3ﬁon5|b|l|t|es of the accountmﬁ system.

¢) The borough school board shall submit the school budget for the
following school year to_the borough assembly by April 1 for approval
of the total amount. Within 30 days after réceipt of the budget the
assembly shall determine the total amount of money to be made
availaplé from |ocal sources for school purposes and shall furnish the
school board with a statement of the sum to be made available. If the
assembly does not, within 30 days,. furnish the school board with a
statement of the sum to be made available, the amount requested in the
budget is automatically approved. By May 31, the assembly shall
appropriate the amount to be made available from local sources from
maoney available for the purPose. _ _

d) The horough assembly shall determine the location of school
bu}:ldnngs W(|jth due consideration to the recommendations of the borough
school_board.

Le) The horough_school board is responsible for the design criteria of
school buildings. To the maximum extent consistent with education
needs, a design of a school building shall provide for multiple use of the
bunqu for” community purposés. Subject to the approval of the
assembly, the school board shall select the apProprlate Rrofessmnal
personnel to develop the designs. The school board shall submit
prellmmar?/ and subsequent designs for a school  building to the
assembly for approval or dlsapgfroval; if the design is d|sapBroved, a
revised design shall be pregare and Presen_ted to"the assembly.

(f). The horough school board shall provide custodial serviCes and
routine maintenance for school buildings and shall appoint comBelr te,
and otherwise control personnel for” these Rur,ooses_. The borough
assembly t_hrouqh the borough administrator, shall provide for all major
rehabilitation, dll construction and major repair of school buildings. The
recommendations of the school board shall be considered in carrying out
the provisions of this_section, , o

gﬁ) State law relating to teacher salaries and_tenure, to financial
support, to supervision” by the Department of Education and other
general laws relatmﬂ to schools, governs the exercise of the functions

}/ the, norou%h. The school board shall appoint, compensate, «nd
otherwise cpntrol all school employees and administration officers in
accordance with this fitle. _ _ _

h) School boards within the borough may determine their own polic
se%arate from the borough for the purchase of supplies and equipment.
(88 ch 118 SLA 1972)

Applied in Arco Pipe Line Co. v. North History of P]ublic eduycation In Alaska,

h_Superior Court. 4th Jud. — See Hootch v. Alaska State-Operated
_733%and C.A. Nos. 7324 School%. SLH). Ct. Op. No, 1154 (tile No.
3 2157), 5% P.20 793 (1975).

29
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IGE G190 SRy 3 Oo/0E< ATISNGE G (02 00T W
sTARGET: LJH2 §'JBJ: P.0.M. - pa

%
:TO: senators kerttula-and parr

.from:- WILETTA STEHLIK, PO BOX 784, PALMER 99645

1 UOULI) LIKE TO REQUEST THAT HB279

,POOLS *
Ml : X3
-

BE AMENDED TO PROVIDE FUNDING FOR SWIMMING

T~T™&

TO: SENATORS KERTTULA AND PARR

FROM: CAROL KUHN, BOX 642, PALMER. 99645

i PLEASE AMEND HB 279 TO PROVIDE FOR SWIMMING POOLS.

TO. SENATORS KERTTULA AND PARR

FROM: AILEEN MARRIOTT, PO BOX 3403, PALMER 99645

I REQUEST THAT HE279 BE AMENDED TO PROVIDE FOR SWINNING

POOLS.
TO: SENATORS KERTTULA AND PARR
FROM: BRUCE CAPE, BOX 1902, PALMER 99645
RE: HB 279
I REQUEST HB 279 BE AMENDED TO PROVIDE FOR SWIMMING POOLS.

TO: SENATORS KERTTULA AND PARR

FROM: ARLENE BOWMAN, BOX 380, PALMER 99645

PLEASE AMEND HB 279 TO PROVIDE FOR SWIMMING POOLS.

TO: SENATORS KERTTULA AND PARR

FROM: BETH CAPE, BOX 1982, PALMER 99645

I wWouLD REQUEST HB279 BE AMENDED TO PROVIDE FOR SWIMMING POOLS.

I - ] o
TO: SENATORS KERTTULA AND PARR

FROM: PATTY HAUGOM, PO BOX 314, PALMER 99645

I WOULD REQUEST THAT HB279 BE AMENDED TO PROVIDE FUNDING FOR SWIMMING
POOLS.



MSG 81-00019671 PRTY 1 06703781 17=33:03 ORIG: LMOO IN= 0014 OUT= 0098
TARGET: LJH2 SUBJ: P.O.M. PAGE 0006
TO. SENATORS PARR, STIMSON, COLLETTTA, FISCHER ANI) KELLY

FROM: ELSIE O"BRYAN, SR BOX 2727, WASILLA 99687

I wouLD LIKE TO ENCOURAGE YOU TO PASS HB279 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE WITHOUT

FURTHER AMENDMENTS. I COMMEND THE HOUSE FOR LIMITING CONSTRUCTION COSTS
TO EDUCATION ESSENTIALS. IF WE ADDFRILLS WE SHOULD BE WILLING TO PAY FOR
THEM. L %



(Alaska J~tate ~lcgtslaturB

JUNEAU, ALA«KA

MESSAGE TO THE SENATE DATE  June A 1981

MR. PRESIDENT:

The House adopted the following letter of intent on
CSHB 279 (Fin)anm (school construction and transferring the
administration of the school construction and transferring
the administration of the school construction grant progranm
from the Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
to the Department of Education; eff. date):
LETTER OF INTENT FOR CSHB 279 (FIN)am

It is the intent of the Alaska Legislature that

any increase in allocated payments to an organized

borough or a city which is a school district- as a

result of Sections 7 and 8 of CSHB 279 (Fin)am be

passed on as local tax reductions to those local

taxpayers who would otherwise have been paying such
costs.

Chief Clerk of the House
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To:

To:

CS

between

delete the words

between

bebween

between

delete

delete

SENATE  AMENDMENT

By

SENATE BILL No.

HOUSE BILL NO. 279
Page: 2 Line: 2s
the words "a" and "school"™ insert:
"Municipality which is a"
Page 3, Line 1:

“"the school board"” and insert:

"its governing body".
Page 3, line 7:
the words "the"™ and "school"™ insert:
"municipality which 1is a"
Page 3, line 13:
the words "a" and "school™ insert:
"municipality which 1is a"
Page 3, line 19:
the words "a" and "school™ insert:

"municipality which 1is a"

Page 6, line 10:
"(3)" and insert "(2)"
Page 7, line 21:
"(3)" and insert "(2)"

(Fin)

am



ronM81M?2?22%}r/31TrHRTY 1 =n/03/81 17:33:03 0 I-N= 0014 oOUT= 0098
FROM: MARTIE/MATSU TO: R 10N
PAGE 0006

TO: SENATORS PARR, STINSON, COLLETTA, FISCHER AND KELLY
FROM: ELSIE O"BRYAN, SR BOX 2727, WASILLA 99687

I WoOuLD LIKE TO ENCOURAGE YOU TO PASS HB279 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE WITHOUT
FURTHER AMENDMENTS. I COMMEND THE HOUSE FOR LIMITING CONSTRUCTION COSTS
TO EDUCATION ESSENTIALS. IF WE ADDFR1LLS WE SHOULD BE WILLING TO PAY FOR
THEM.



(araska [11ate JICegtslature

Senate
Office of tde secretary

Pouch V
- . State Capitol
O fficial Business Juneau, Alaska 99811

May 11, 1981

TO: Sens cor Parr
Chairman
Health, Education a. d
Social Services Committee

FROM:'fy /""Peggy Mulligan
Secretary of the Senate

The following Governor®™s appointee for legislative
confirmation of appointment to the position noted has
been referred to your committee:
STATE PHYSICAL THERAPY BOARD
E. Budd Simpson, Juneau, term expiring 9/1/84

A resume on the above 1individual 1is attached.



STATE OF ALASKA m «

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Pouch A
m Juneau, Alaska 99811

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS RESLA”

INSTRUCTIONS

A separate application is required for each position for which you apply. Complete and specific answers
will aid in rapid and accurate processing of your fesumti. The initial determination of whether you
qualify for the position specified will be based on this application.

Please type or print legibly in ink. Forward to the above address. Be sure your answers are true. A
willfully false answer may result in your disqualification or removal from office if you are appointed.

\

Position for which | am applying:
State Physical Therapy Board

Please list any other Board or Commission on which you serve:

None
Name Previous Name applied under
E. Budd Simpson
Mailing Add'ess Residence Address
130 Seward Street, Suite 411 800 F Street, #E-2

City, State and Zip Code
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Home Telephone Business or Mrssoge Telephone
586-6433 586-2890

REPORT ADDRESS AND TELEPHONE CHANGES PROMPTLY

AS 39.05.100 requires that a person appointed 10 a board or commission be a registered voter before the lust general election:
Are you a registered voter? (" YES Q nlo

Voter Registration Number (Optional! 02916484 04 003 Social Security Number (Optional) 547*74—-0".16

Have you ever been convicted of a misdemeanor within the past (ive ycais or a lelony within the past ten years? [ YES £1 NO

[l "YES™ explain the circumstances on a separate sheet of paper and attach it to this application. A conviction it not necessarily giounds (or
disqualification. The numbrr ol convictions, nature, recency and relationship to tho board position applied lor will  evaluated end a doterminolion
will be mode alter a review ol all relevant (acts.

A policy in the Governor's Olfice pertaining to boards and commissions is that a member attend at least 75% of the meetings. Are there any circumstances
in either your professional or personal life which would prevent you frorn participating ot the required authorjied meetings? O YES H NO

If "YES”, explain on a separate *heett ol paper and attach to thi" application.

This position may require that the member travel to either urban or rural lor both) areas. Are there ony circumstances which would prevent you from
participating? NO.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: Certain Boards and Commissions require full disclosure ol personal financial data under AS 39.50.010. II required (or the
Board or Commission lor which you are applying, are you willing to do s0? $0yES CD NO

Could you or any member ol your family be affected financially be decisions to be made by the Board or Commission lor which you hove applied?

COyes  Ono  k "yes", explain, * have two in-laws who practice physical therapy
in the state of California. I do not believe my appointment to the Alaska
ttn~rri wrmliri affprf th, financially.

The Office of The Governor will not discriminate against an applicant for a Board or Commission based on Sex, Age, National Origin, Marital Status,
Pregnancy, Handicap, fbligion or Parenthood.

01-012(2/81)



TRAINING & EXPERIENCE: (If rnum i attached, It i» not nacaitary to complata (tern* A-D)

A. List any professional licenses, certifications, or registrations and dates obtained that may be used os qualifying criteria:

Active Member: Alaska 7Z:ar Association (1977)
California Bar Association (1976)

B. Lift both formal and informal education and training experiences: (Ufa additional paper If necessary)

Juris Doctor, University of California, Hastings College of Law, 1976,
B.A., California State College, San Bernardino, 1973

C. List any co servjce ions, municipal ent positions, state. positions held, and tin any awards, received. These include hoth compensated
ané ncom e aq posﬁ?on@ (II rexample, Bres? en{ ofas rwsce organﬁra% gn 0 a mayor). Msor}nclt}ldeVYeng?h ocf t\|[me served in tLﬁe postpons P

Scoutmaster, Boy Scout Troop #12, Juneau, 1977-1979

0. Employment work history: paid, unpaid O voluniiry: (Uta additional paper If necestery)

1977 - present: Attorney, Birch, Horton, Bittner, Monroe, Pestinger &
Anderson, 130 Seward Street, Juneau, Alaska 99801

The Office of the overnor and f]he Sfate 0l Ala s a have an Af tlverectlon Equal Em loyment Opﬁortunlt Program. ? ssist inFtl&e gmgram é/ou
are aske to volu nJy answer{ 10 mg ues l ﬁrow em ormation necessa or reporting purposes. Under State and Federal 1dw. th
itstnr.nation you provide will no euse t0|e ally |scr| inate against you.
SEX ETHNIC BACKGROUND

Mau xs/hite Itk HIxanlc DAlaska Nailva O Asian or Pecific liladar 1 American Indian

Fa aIa

ta 0 Military Sarvica (Il gplicahla, giva datai)

2/21/51

CERTIFICATION | swear that the mformatlon | have entered on thIS form it true to jhe best of my knowledge. I unerstand that if Idellberatel
concea or enter false W? rma%on ont e form rrg ifFHcat?on ma ere ected Ima br removedr%m theﬁls(l’ of eTg?bIe candidates or | may bey

‘om the. position, | agree that t t or. former employers or other perso oW me to
o%taln adJ '[IOH:’H |R?ormat|on ggout 'ﬁlls and anilities Iun%%rsta%l t%a Ch Info rmatlon on this gpﬁ(lcatlon 1S pugec nq}sormatlon and may
be released through a legal request for Such information.

Signature | Pals
April 22, 1981

01-013(1/81) Back
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COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
5/721/81 FURTHER: " source and
Finance
Date:
Mr. President:
HEALTH, 'V}UCATICFT 3
The Committee on  "-nP.XAL S*\V*LyF has had CSHB 313 (Fin)

Alasi".a Fisheries Center and appropriations to that center

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

reports it back with the following recommendations:
[ 1 do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendinents(s)
[ ] same title
11 replace with CS for [ 1 new title
and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” —_I><] New Fiscal Note
| } reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78;



Clement V. Tlllion, Chairman P.0. Box 3136DT

Jim H. Branson, Executive Director Anchorage, Alaska 99510
. n

Suitl .1West4th Avenue Telephone: (907) 274-4563

Post C i- till Building FTS 271-4064

April i.7, lyS|

Honorable Terry Gardiner
House of Representatives

Pouch Vv
Juneau, AK 99811
Dear Terry:

Clem has asked me to respond on behalf of the Council on your proposal for a
fisheties center in Alaska. The Council discussed your concept at length at
its meeting last week and asked me to convey their endorsement and apprecia-
tion for your efforts. More and better research into the fishery resources of
Alaska is definitely needed, and the idea of a center to coordinate the
approach of the State and Federal governments, the North Pacific Council, the
University, and the numerous other entities that become involved in research
in this area is very desirable.

The Council felt that it would be desirable to avoid creating another organiza-
tion to do so, however, and suggested that a center could be developed using
one or more of the existing State entities as the parent organization. It
could be specifically designed to accommodate the research activities of other
organizations in one complex with a very heavy emphasis on coordinating
existing activities. That approach would not only improve the efficiency of
the work for which we alreadyhave funding, but would make it much easier to

identify work that needs to bedone and to distribute that work where appropri-
ate .

Don Rosenberg is chairman of the Council's Scientific and Statistical Commit-
tee. He has kept the Councilinformed on the progress of your proposal. The

Council is very much in favor of the concept and will work with you in any way
they can to assist.

cc: Don Rosenberg
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Alaska's fisheries, both marine and freshwater, constitute the state’s most valuable
renewable resource. The use of this resource for recreational, subsistence and commer-
cial purposes plays a major role in the lifestyle and economy of the state.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the need for and feasibility of the State of
Alaska developing an expanded program of fisheries research. The Governor
appointed a 12-member study group to undertake this evaluation and to report their
findings to the state.

Three specific needs relating to Alaska’s fisheries resources are identified:

1. An urgent public need for increased economic, social and biological knowledge
and understanding concerning Alaska’s fisheries.

2. A need to strengthen the capabilities of Alaska’s fisheries management
program.

3. A critical need for improved communication and coordination among Alaska’s
fisheries resource users and researchers.

The benefits to the state of establishing a well organized research program as well as
the consequences of taking no action are identified.

Various alternatives, ranging from an increase in activities within existing agencies
and institutions to the establishment of an independent state research agency, are
analyzed. The recommendation represents a consolidation of various components
from several of these alternatives.

The Study Group recommends that the State of Alaska establish a fisheries research
center with the goal of providing the information and a foundation upon which fishery
management programs can be developed and executed. The center’s principal activities
will be the acquisition and dissemination of information and the development of
methodology lequired for wise management. The center, in addition to its own

research staff, must develop cooperative research efforts with existing fisheries groups
and agencies.

The center should be established under the University of Alaska with a Board of
Trustees providing policy and planning guidance. The Study Group also recommends
two advisory committees, one representing users and the other the scientific communi-

ty-

The staffing of this center will consist of approximately 40 professionals requiring
70,000 square feet of office and laboratory space. The projected facility costs arc S21.7

million and when fully operational, the annual operating costs are estimated at S14.7
million.

A schedule of implementation is provided. Costs for the first year are $525,000. Dur-
ing the second year, $2.0 million arc required to establish research activities.

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
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Alaska’s fisneries, both marine and freshwater, constitute the state’s most valuable
renewable resource. The use of this resource for recreational, subsistence and commer-
cial purposes plays a major role in the lifestyle and economy cf the state. The challenge
to the state is to provide for the long-term viability of this resource while continuing
economically sound use. Currently there is insufficient methodology and data upon
which to base decisions to maximize the benefits to Alaska as well as to preserve the
long-term viability of the resource.

This document is the report of the Alaska Fisheries Center Study Group to the
Governor of Alaska and to the Alaska Legislature. The report presents the findings of
an investigation of Alaska fisheries research needs ar.d recommends a program for the
state to satisfy those needs. The Study Group, in developing these findings and recom -
mendations, was assisted by a report prepared by Dames and Moore entitled "Fisheries
Research Alternatives for the State of Alaska.”

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the need for and feasibility of an Alaska
Fisheries Center as the principal entity for conducting fisheries research in the state. As
a part of that assessment, the Study Group determined the optimal direction and
organization of fisheries research in Alaska and the most appropriate level of state
involvement.

The Study Group addressed the following questions:

1. What should be tLe Slate of Alaska’s goals in fisheries research and what
benefits will Aiasl a derive from an expanded fisheries research program?

2. What are the cu:. er.t fisheries research activities in existing agencies and institu-
tions?

3. What additional capability is required and what is the appropriate means of
providing additional capability?

During the 19S1 Legislative session, a bill (HB 313) was introduced in the Alaska
House of Representatives to establish an Alaska Fisheries Center. The center was to be
the principal agency in the state for conducting fisheries research, gathering and
disseminating information on fisheries resources, and improving coordination and
communications among agencies and groups involved in fisheries research. A nine-
member board of trustees appointed by the Governor was to manage the center and
representatives from specified fishery-related agencies were to serve as advisors. The
bill passed the House and is currently under consideration by the Alaska Senate.

The hill was introduced because of concern that insufficient support was being pro-
vided for fisheries-research in the state, and that the research was dispersed through a
variety of agencies, and not always well-coordinated. In addition, much of the research
on Alaska’s fisheries was conducted by agencies located in other states. While there
was general support for the objectives of the proposed legislation, many felt tha* the
concept of a center for fisheries research required further evaluation. As a result, the
Legislature requested that the Office of the Governor conduct a study of the need for
and feasibility of such a center. The Governor established an Alaska Fisheries Center
Study Group and appointed '2 members with a wide variety of fishery-related
backgrounds. The Study Group met in September, 1981 to formulate a plan of action
and agreed that there was a need for increased fisheries research in the state. Hie Study
Group hired an executive director and retained a team of consultants (Dantes and
Moore) to assist in the evaluation of methods for providing increased fisheries
research.

This report contains the findings and recommendations of the Study Group's
investigation.

The importance of Alaska’s fisheries resources to the citizens of Alaska is impossible
to fully quantify. Alaska’s fisheries resources support a very important segment of the
state’s recreational and tourist industry. Commercial use of these resources maintains

1
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ALTERNATIVES

ANALYZED

Existing Agency
Allernatise

one of the state’s major industries. Moreover., a large portion of the state’s population
depends upon these resources for its principal source of subsistence.

The State of Alaska, by constitutional mandate, must provide for the utilization,
development and conservation of these fisheries resources for the maximum benefit of
the citizens of the state. Appropriate management will be required in order to satisfy
increasing demands on these resources while allowing for important subsistence needs.

During the next decade these resouices will experience increasing demand for their
use and major conflicts will develop between user groups. Increases in tourism and
recreation will require greater allocation of these resources and expansion of the sta. ;’s
commercial fishing industry is expected.

The Study Group has reviewed the current status of state, federal and other research
activities which are providing information to mitigate these demands. Three specific
needs have been identified:

1. An urgent public need for increased economic, social and biological knowledge
and understanding corcerning Alaska’s fisheries to provide for appropriate
development and conservation.

2. A need to strengthen the capabilities of Alaska’s fishery management p.ograms
in order to contribute to the wise utilization, conservation and development of
Alaska’s fisheries resources and to provide the maximum economic and social
benefits to the citizens of the state.

3. A critical need for improved communication and coordination among Alaska’s
fisheries resource users and researchers in order to make optimum use of scien-
tific and financial resources.

The benefits the stale will derive from a well organized fisheries research program
are:

1. The capability to continue high quality recreational fi .hcrics, a choice not open
to many states and foreign countries wh >have neglected their resources.

2. The assurance of the availability of fisheries resources for subsistence.

3. The continuation of a healthy, competitive commercial fishery that provides the
state’s major private employment.

4. The capability to develop and manage new fisheries; doubling the current
employment and increasing fish production by 500 to 1,000 percent.

5. The opportunity to develop management techniques which encourage efficiency
in the industry.

The implication of not addressing these needs could be sc. e. Some possible conse-
qucnces of taking no action are:

Continuation of loss tc the industry and the state from fishery disasters.
Continuation of reliance on non-Alaskan fisheries researchers and institutions.
Continuation of under-achievement of harvest.

Continuation of inefficiencies and duplication in fisheries research.

W

The Study Group dctcrmii ed that enhancement of fisheries research capabilities
of the state is requited. Vai ous alternatives to provide those enhanced capabilities
were developed and analyzed. Primary analysis of these alternatives was undertaken by
the contractor. A review of the contractor’s analyses and the Study Group's findings
follow.

The initial assumptions in this alternative were that the basic organizational structure
of agencies involved in fisheries research « ould remain intact and that ' «cre tscd fund-
ing for fisheries research would be passed directly to those ag?nc...>. In order to



accommodate an enhanced research program, however, changes were recommended
in:

The internal organization of some agencies.
Interagency coordination and cooperative agreements.
Procedures for setting goals and objectives.
Information dissemination.

Standardization of research methods and reporting.

N

This alternative includes the creation of an Alaska Fisheries Research Steering Com -
mittee in the Office of the Governor. The steering committee would not modify the
authority or responsibility of any agency, but would provide advice to the legislative
and executive branches and would review research programs and proposals on a
cooperative basis. Additional changes include:

1. The creation of a Fisheries Research Division in Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADF&G).

A central fisheries research library.

The establishment of a fisheries journal.

Fisheries conferences and workshops.

New research facilities for ADF&G.

Expansion of the National Marine Fisheries Service Alike Bay Fisheries
Laboratory.

7. Implementation of the University of Alaska’s fisheries plan.

og A~ wN

This alternative would provide an enhanced research capability with a minimum of
disruption to the status quo, but would also offer the highest risk of a fragmented
effort. The Study Group believes that increasing fisheries research funding to existing
agencies would not be productive without substantial changes in agency structure.

This alternative would provide common support facilities and services to agencies
performing fisheries research. Increased funding lor fisheries research would be pro-
vided directly to the agencies. A board of trustees would manage the research park,
establish institutional goals, publish reports and develop criteria for facilities use.

The Study Group feels that this alternative could provide the means for closer con-
tact between agencies but would not he conducive to the long-term stability and coor-
dination of fisheries research in the state.

This alternative would involve the creation of an institute, in addition to existing
agencies and facilities to augment the state’s fisheries research capability. The institute
would be housed in a state agency and would be under the direction of a board of
trustees. The institute would maintain a research staff and facilities and would
emphasize cooperative interagency research programs. Research goals and priorities
would be set by the institute rather than by individual agencies. Research and user com -
mittees would advise the institute.

The Study Group feels that this alternative would provide for long-term fisheries
research and required long-term institutional stability.

The center proposed tinder this alternative would be associated with cither the
University of Alaska or the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. It would be
managed by a director reporting to the president of the University of Alaska or the
commissioner of the Department of Fish and Game. The center would have its own

Research Park
Alternative

Cooperative Institute
Alternative

Research Center
Alternative



Other Considerations

RECOMMENDATION

Establishment of u
I i'herit'N Research
Center

Goal

Scope of Activities

research capabilities while also providing for cooperative research activities. Policy
committees would make recommendations to the center’s director.

The Study Group feels that the organizational relationship to a parent agency would
assure long-term stability but that the close association with the parent agency would
impede cooperative programs.

In addition to the above alternatives, the Study Group considered an independent
fisheries research center which would be responsible for all fisheries research functions
in the state. The Study Group concluded that such an approach would disrupt fisheries
management and academic programs and would be counterproductive.

The Study Group reviewed the report of the contractor, including the background
information concerned with existing fisheries research efforts. It is important to note
that the alternatives developed were designed to provide the State with a capability for
undertaking the more fundamental research needed to improve the management and
conservation of the living marine and freshwater resources in and adjacent to Alaska.

To achieve this goal, the Study Group determined that a new institutional arrange-
ment is required to protect the researcher from the pressures associated with resource
management agencies and to p .vide a research environment attractive to the scientific
community. The program of research will require a guidance mechanism to insure that
it conforms to the fisheries research needs of the state and does not duplicate programs
of existing state ana federal research agencies. Finally, the capacity of the center to
serve as a focal point for state, national and international seminars and to assist in the
coordination of state and federal fisheries research efforts was considered important in
influencing all recommendations.

The Study Group feels that these features and needs are partially met in all of the
alternatives evaluated. However, no single alternative was considered adequate to meet
the required goal. The Study Group’srecommendation has, therefore, combined com -
ponents from several of the proposed alternatives.

In order to further address the state’s responsibility to its citizens to provide for pro-
per and wise utilization, development and conservation of the fisheries resources both
within and adjacent to the state, the Study Group recommends the establishmentof, a
Fisheries Research Center.

The goal of the Fisheries Research Center will be to provide information and a foun-
dation upon which fishery management programs can be developed and executed-
which will provide for the wise utilization, development and conservation of Alaska’s
fisheries resources.

The principal activities of the center will be the acquisition and dissemination of in-
formation and development of methodology required for the wise management of
Alaska's fisheries resources. The center should not duplicate the research activities of
existing agencies and groups. It should not be involved in the collection and analysis of
information required for immediate management nor the collection of fishing
statistic”

The cei ter will develop cooperative research efforts with existing groups and agen-
cies. Research will be directed toward development of fundamental approach:. to
fisheries management, filling basic gaps in our knowledge about the resources in-



eluding biological, social and ecoi. ">mic data required for sound management pro-
grams. The center’s activities should also include research that leads to an understand-
ing of the problem of “multiple use” of the fisheries resources and the effects of
various natural and man-made impacts.

The center must provide an environment to encourage excellence in fisheries
research. Involvement of renowned visiting fisheries scientists to address specific
research problems is essential to that environment. Association of Alaska’s scientific
and academic community with visiting scientists will encourage excellence in perfor-
mance and serve as a unique “in-service training” program.

Additionally, the center should provide for improved coordination and communica-
tion among members of the scientific and management communities, fishermen, pro-
cessors and the public by providing a forum (workshops and conferences) for discus-
sion and information dissemination.

The Study Group recommends that the Fisheries Research Center be established
under the University of Alaska. Establishment of the center under the University of
Alaska would maximize the center’s ability to attract top scientific personnel. This
arrangement would be most conducive to providing for the long-term stability of the
center’s research activities and would provide maximum protection of the center’s
activities from immediate management pressures. Additionally, this arrangement
would provide for a direct interaction between the center’s research and information
activities and the university’s academic and public service prog.ams.

The Study Group recognizes that it is exceedingly important that the center’s
activities support the needs of the primary management agencies. The proposed ad-
ministrative structure and funding mechanism will reduce any tendency of she center to
be solely influenced by the university environment.

Board of Trustees

T te Study Group recommends that the principal policy and planning body for the
ce’.tcr be a Board of Trustees. The board would provide policy and program guidance
for the center. At a minimum, membership should include:

1. Commissioner or representative, Alaska Department of Fish and Game.
2. President or representative. University of Alaska.
3. Alaska Regional Director or representative, National Marine Fisheries Service.

Other members of the board will be appointed by the President of the university
based upon recommendations from the Governor.

Other board members should be selected for their ability to represent the research
needs of all fisheries interests. Membership of the board should not exceed seven and
the majority of members should be Alaskan residents.

The duties of the board shall include but not be limited to:

1. Establishment of institutional goals and objectives for tne center.

2. Review and approval of sclcciion of the cen'cr’s Executive Director.

3. Review of the programs of the center to insure that they are providing mean-
ingful contributions and are responsive to the institutional goals and objectives.

4. Active encouragement of the development and support of cooperative research
programs.



Advisory Committees

Staffing and Facilities

Executive Director

An Executive Director will be the principal scientific and administrative officer for
the center. The Executive Director will be responsible for all activities and personnel of
the center. The Executive Director will serve as a non-voting member of the Board of
Trustees.

Other administration

Further refinement of the administrative structure of the center will depend upon the
magnitude of the activities. These could include a research program director, a
cooperative program director and an information services program director. Addi-
tionally, as the center grows, an administrative manager will be necessary to oversee the
day to day administrative functions. r

The Study Group recommends that the Fisheries Research Center have two advisory
committees, a research advisory committee and a user advise -y comm ittee.

Research Advisory Committee

The Research Advisory Committee will advise the board of trustees and the executive
director on the scientific activities of the center. The committee will play a major role in
the scientific evaluation of the center’s programs. The committee will pi.pare for the
Board of Trustees periodic reports on the need for research to solve fisheries problems.
The committee will make recommendations on and encourage the development of
cooperative research programs within the center. Membership on the committee will be
bv appointment by the Board of Trustees. Principal membership is expected to be from
primary state and federal fisheries management agencies (ADF& G, NMFS) and univer-
sities but it is no'ed that membership should also include scientific staff from user
groups.

Balance should be maintained between scientific disciplines with the majority of the
membership representing fisheries science, marine science and the economic and social
sciences as applied to fisheries resources.

User Advisory Committee

The User Advisory Committee will advise the Board of Trustees and the Executive
Director on information needs of the various fisheries resource user groups. The com -
mittee will play a major role in the development of the center’s institutional goals and
objectives and in the review of the center’s progress toward the attainmen of those
goals and objectives. The committee will prepare for the Board of Trustees periodic
reports on the need for new information on fisheries. The committee would actively
encourage cooperative programs within the center between user groups and scientific
personnel.

Membership on the committee will be by appointment by the Board of Trustees.
Membership will be from the principal fisheries user groups and the public at large.
Balance should be maintained between these groups.

In considering the staffing requirements for the center the Study Group determined
the following:

1. Itis unlikely that any additional fisheries research effort will be provided by the
federal government.



2. It would be physically impossible to fulfill all of the state’s fisheries research
needs.

3. To be most effective a critical level of staff must be provided.

4. If a single company or individual had exclusive rights to Alaska’s fisheries
resources, it would likely spend as much as S100 to S200 million on research and
development.

The Study Group recommends that the center be staffed, when fully developed, with
approximately 40 professionals. The Study Group feels that this 'eve! of staffing will
make major contributions toward providing information upon which effective fisheries
management programs can be developed and executed.

The Study Group recommends that facilities be developed to support the center’s

activities including sufficient space to allow cooperative programs. The facility should
contain approximately 70,000 square feet.

Based upon the contractor’s analysis, the Study Group estimates the following
capital and operating costs for the center:

Capital Costs

Facilities (70,000 sq. ft.) $21,000,000.00
Equipment

Data Processing 200,000.00

Library Collections 300,000.00

Audio-Visual and Copy 100,000.00

O ffice 110,000.00

Total Capital Costs 521,710,000.00*

Annual Operating Costs

Management/Technical Services 2,019,000.00
Professional Staff and Programs 12,700,000.00
Total Operational Costs $14,719,000.00

Funding for the center and its activities must be by line item wit’tin the University of
Alaska’s budget. Principal funding for all center activities should be provided by
appropriation from the state. Funding of the center should be considered independent
of the other program requirements of the wuniversity. Existing management and
research programs should not be reduced to fund this program.

The Study Group recommends that the following criteria be considered by the
University of Alaska in recommending the location for the Fisheries Research Center.
The criteria are ranked in order of importance.

1. Accessibility, proximity, and relationship to the major state, federal, and
educational agencies and institutions with resource management and research
responsibilities.

2. Proximity to existing research and support facilities.

Communication and transportation linkages, both domestic and international.
The attributes of the- location Ihat would aid in attracting highly qualified pro-
fessionals.

5. The capability to host statewide, national, and international meetings.



LEGISLATIVE After evaluating House Bill 313, the Study Group has included a modified version in
CHANGES the appendix of this report. This modified version would implement the recommenda-
tions in this report.

IMPLEMENTATION The Study Group recommends that the Fisheries Research Center be immediately
established. Acquisition of staff and facilities should be undertaken in a phased man-
ner to be completed within eight years.

The university should undertake the following activities during the center’s first

year:
1. Appointment of Board of Trustees
2. Appointment of advisory committees
3. Appointment of Executive Director and initial support staff
4. Phase planning for facilities acquisition
5. Planning for research programs and staff acquisitions
6. Development of cooperative arrangements
7. Initiation of conferences and workshops and information services

It is estimated that the first year of activities will cost $525,000.

During the second year the center should establish research activities using existing
state, federal and university facilities. The state must plan on funding these research
activities at a level of approximately $2 million. The state should plan on increasing
program funding by $2 million annually until full funding is reached.
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MEMORANDUM

T0: The Honorable Senator Parr
Chairman, HESS Carmittee

FROM: Representative Gardii
DATE: 27/May/1981
RE: CS HB 313 - technical amendments

CS HB 313 has been referred to your committee. On review of the
bill after it had passed from the House Finance Committee and across the
floor, there was an inadvertent drafting error made in some of the
transitional language. | would appreciate it if your committee would
consider the following amendment.

The intent of the bill was to provide for a Board of Trustees which
woulld consist of nine (© members. See page 2, line 29. The Board is
to be divided in three (), groups of three (@) - each to serve three
@ year terms on a staggered basis. The language which provided for
the staggering of the terms was provided in tire bill In *Sec. 6, page 8
under transitional duties. An amendment to Section 6 to provide that
the first Board of Trustees would only sit for one (@) year while
putting together theplan for presentation to the legislature duringthe

1982 session deleted the language which provided staggered termsforthe
permanent Board. Tire following language would take care of that
problem.

Page 8, line 16. Add new Section 6.

"Sec. 6. APPOINTMENT OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF ALASKA®"S
FISHERIES CENTER. The governor shall designate tre. terms of the members
of the Board of Trustees of the Alaska Fisheries Center appointed under
AS 16.12.030, and shall appoint the first members or the Board within
thirty () days of the effective date of this Act. Of the nine ©
members first appointed

@ three (Eshall serve a term of one (@) year;

@ three (Eshall serve a term of two @ years;

@ three shall s: |6 a term of three Q) years."

Page 8, line 16. Delete the word "FIRST’, replace with tiie word
"Transitional'.



Juneau' ALK sosk December 16, 1980
OF'FICiA_ BUSINESS

MEMORANDUM
TO: INTERESTED PARTIES

FROM: HONORABLE TERRY GARDINER
SPEAKER 0? HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

RE: SEAFOODS: ALASKAS LIVING RESOURCE

I have been increasingly concerned regarding tbe
future of the fishery resources. We as a state have an
obligation to the future generations to use the common
property resources 1in a wise manner and not destroy or
irrevocably damage them.

The pressure to harvest increasing amounts of our
common property resources will continue to increase- During
the next 45 years world population is expected to increase
and for much of the world, fishery products are the only or

major souce of animal protein. In addition, real income of
the world, and particularly the U.S., Europe, Japan and the
communist block countries, can be expected to grow. Therefore,

the demand for fishery products will continue to 1increase.
Studies by FAO, 1979, predict that MSY*"s of world fishery
production will be reached in the early 1980°"s. When this

happens, aggregate supply essentially becomes fixed. The
major 1impact of a fixed supply 1is accelerating price increases
on the world market as demand increases. Rising demand will

lead to continuing pressure to exploit the common property
resource and may well threaten 1its very existence.

Intelligent decisions will be required. Decisions based
on hard factual knowledge of the resource and the entire
industry. The decisions will primarily be made in an atmosphere
of demands for short term benfits, both in terms of 1increase
production of food and crises economics for the 1industry.
The long term survival of the species will be left up to the
bioligist to defend with 1inadequate or inconclusive information.
If history 1is a teacher then the lesson 1is that the short

term demands wusually win. Most of the viable marine resources
in the world have beon decimated. Knowledge of the resources
takes time to gather, organize and distribute. Although we

are doing a little now it is vital that we 1increase our
efforts immediately.

The attached proposal outlines one way a approaching
the challenge that lays ahead of us. Please give it your

serious consideration. Send your comments to my office in
Juneau.



ALASKA FISHERIES CENTER

The objective of this document is to describe 1in summary
form*, some of the primary considerations which have led to the
conclusion that an Alaska Fisheries Center 1is critically
needed in Alaska. Other factors also briefly addressed in
this document include descriptions of some or the charac—
teristics of the proposed Center.

The Need/Opportunity For an Alaska Fisheries Center

The Alaska Constitution, Article, VII, Section 2, states,
"The legislature shall provide for the utilization, develop—
ment and conservation of all natural resources belonging to
the State, including land and waters, for the maximum benefit
of its people.™ The question 1is, what actions should the
legislature take to assure this constitutional mandate is
being carried out for its fisheries?

We bel ,Sve the establishment of an Alaska Fisheries
Center would be a major step toward meeting this const.i tu-
tional obligation. In addition, we believe the establish—
ment of such a Center would provide an effective means for
carrying out Article VII, Section 5, which states, "The
legislature may provide for facilities, improvements and
services to...assure fuller utilization of the Tfisheries,
wildlife and waters.

In addition to the constitutional requirements placed
upon the legislature, it is also important to recognize the
tremendous size and value of the Alaskan fisheries resource.
In terms of value in 1979 the 900 million pounds of Alaskan
commercial landings had a value of almost 600 million dollars.
The value of this catch was 26.7 percent of the total U.S.
harvest. By way of comparison the stares with the next
highest harvest values were: California $227.5 million;
Louisiana $198.5 million; Massachuserts $175.5 million; and
Texas $160.2 million.

If both the domestic and foreign harvest in Alaskan
waters"were added together, the 1.6 billion metric tons
harvested in 1976 -would rank Alaska 15th among the nations
of the world in commercial Jlandings.

The U.S. fishing industry employs over a quarter of a
million people and provided in 1979 a $7 billion contribution
to the U.S. Gross National Product. Alaska ™ fishery provides

a substantial contribution to this important sector of the
U.S. economy.



Other countries such as Japan and-the Soviet Union invest
heavily in fisheries research and provide a wide variety of
financial incentives to support their fisheries. In the
United Stares a limited amount of research 1is provided and
financial incentives are generally limited to boat and gear

loans. A recent study indicates that $24.6 million was spent
in 197S on Alaska fisheries research. Of that amount $8.5
million was spent on research by organizations not located in
Alaska.

Partly, because the fishery is a common property resource,
and partly because the structure of the U.S. fishing in-—

dustry does not lend itself to long-term investments 1in fisheries

research, more knowledge and better management tools are need—
ed, if Alaska is to provide for the effectiveutilization,

aevelQpment ard conservation of its fisheriesresource for the
maximum benefit of 1its people.

The best weapon Alaska hasin reducing intervention by
outsiders 1is to know more about its resources end how they
should be managed than anyone else.

Goals for the Alaska Fisheries Center *

1. Gather, organize and disseminate information about Alaska
fisheries which will encourage the wise utilization, develop—
ment and conservation of these resources for subsistence,
commercial and recreational purposes.

2. Provide for improving coordination and communication
amonc members of the fisheries scientific and management

communities, fishermen, seafood processors and the public.

3. Improve the long-term economic viability of the Alaska
and U.S. seafood industry.

4. Encourage the development of A.laska®"s fisheries resources
re help meet the world®"s need for protein.

5. Conduct and coordinate the research activities necessary
ro accomplish the above purposes.

Scope of A.laska Fisheries Center

1. The Center shall encompass the renewable marine and f-eshwater

fishery resources 1including groundfish, aquatic plants, shell —
fish and salmon.

2. Two general types of functions would be carried out at
the Center. These are:



A. Prime Functions

-Basic Research (research directed at a specific
research goal)

-Applied Research (research directed at a specific
resource goal)

-Stock, enumerations and habitat surveys
-Management research

-Industry technology

-Fishery food sciences

-Market and economic research

-Aid to fisheries education

B. Support Functions
-Data processing center
-Library (including A/V and communications)
-Support facilities (including Center, research
vessels, etc.)

Location of the Alaska Fisheries Center

The primary criteria for selecting the Center location
should include the following:

1. The 1location must provide a pleasing professional environ—
ment which will aid in attracting highly qualified professionals.

2. It should have excellent communications and transportation
facilities for domestic and international linkages and travel.

3. It should be. centrally located and reasonably accessible
from the various fishing areas.

4. The location should have the capacity to host state-wide,
national and international fisheries meetings.

Management of the Alaska Fisheries Center

One of the following alternative forms of management
could be employed in managing the Center.

1. Governance by a 3oard of Directors who may be composed of

a majority of Alaskans with others appointed based upon their
recognized expertise in the national and international fisheries
scientific community. A Technical Advisory Board composed of
representatives from research and management organizations

(see attached list of potential sources of Advisory Board
members) would be established to serve in an advisory capacity
to the Board of Directors. An Executive Director would be
appointed by the Board of Directors to carry out rhe executive

duties and responsibilities of the Center.



2. Governance could be provided by a User Group comnitt.ee
comprised of representatives from Alaska fishery research
and management organizations 1identified in the attached list.

3. The Center could also be operated along the 1lines of a
research park in which many different organizations would use
the facilities. Coordination could be formally achieved
—~<trough the appointment of interagency committees and 1in-
cfrmallv through such shared facilities as uhe cafeteria,
library and data center.



FISH CENTER HB 313

House Bill 313 establishes a fishery center. We have
spent many years searching for goals and objectives to
guide us.in the renewable resouce area, but :1 think it would
be more productive to instead focus attention on the means
for achieving those goals.

One of the key elements which has been missing is a
coordinated technical development and research effort.
Perhaps the most important means for ensuring greater coordination,
would be the establishment of a comprehensive joint fisheries
facility, encompassing technical development and research.

Alaska produces as much as 80% of the nation®s groundfish
resources, It the largest producer of salmon and is a major
source of shellfish, Alaska should have a major center for

fisheries activities.

THE NEED

The need for a consolidated Alaskan Fisheries Research

Facility is based upon four major Tfactors.

1. There 1i1s a need to have a scientific and research basis

to provide the technical support to state and federal agencies
which have the responsibility to manage the Alaska Tfishery.

2. The State of Alaska and the federal government both have

a legitimate interest iIn protecting and developing the

Alaskan Tfisheries resource. Knowledge gained through research
can provide the state and the federal government with the

capability to develop iImproved regulatory practices aimed
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at more effectively acheiving the desired balance between
allowable harvest levels and stock protection.
3. By any standard Alaska’s fishery resource iIn enormous.
Consider these statistics:

* Alaska®s 1978 harvest of 80 million salmon amounted

to 8 - 90% of the entire U.S. harvest and about 40
- 50% of the world harvest of salmon.”
* The 1978 harvest of Alaskan shellfish (shrimp and
crab) of 300 million pounds amounted to approximately
40% of the entire U.S. harvest of these species.*
* The annual harvest level of 3 to 4 billion pounds
of bottomfish within the North Pacific Fisheries
Conservation and management zone places Alaska in
the Cop 12 among countries in world production of
fisheries resources.*
* Currently the combined annual wholesale value of
all Alaskan fTisheries resources exceeds 2 billion
dollars. By way of comparison this level of sales
would rank the Alaskan fishery among the top 150

of the fortune 500 corporations.

Contractor estimates developed with assistance of NMFS

personnel and fisheries information.



A. A substantial amount of Alaskan fisheries research 1is
currently being largely independently conducted by a number
of different organizations including:

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game

The National Marine Fisheries Service

The University of Washington

The University ofAlaska

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Alaska Fisheries Development Corporation

The U.S. Forest Service

The North Pacific Management Council

Alaska Sea Grant Program

Alaska Office of the Governor (Fisheries Council)

Alaska Seafood Foundation

Alaska State Legislature

Private Non-Profit Aquaculture

Notwithstanding the significant involvement of Alaska
organizations 1n conducting research on Alaskan fisheries, a
significant portion of the research staffing and expenditures
are not being made in Alaska. The economic benefits form
this employment and expenditures accrues to other states and
It is expected that less than full benefit is received by
Alaskan®s from this off-site research activity.
There is a need. But for whom should research be done

and what directions will the technical and research work
take? These are the difficult questions.

An analysis of the make up of the industry may shed



some light on the subject,. There are approximately ten
major elements to the fishing industry, some larger, and more
complex than others. But lets examine the. progression of a
fish through the industry.

First the resource, under the scope and purview of
nature generally, and ADF&G is assigned to monitor natures
progress and report back. In some cases ADF&G cautiously
intrudes into the natural cycle with a fish hatchery, enhancement
program, or fertilization. But for the most part reacts to
natures whims. We spend almost 90Z of ADF&G's budget on
this monitoring effort.

The second element is marine survival. This is an area
we know little to nothing about. Since it seems to be the
area where the greatest loss of the resource occurs, even a
small improvement would have a tremendous impact on the
harvest.

The third element is the allocation of the resource.

There are two areas: one, the resource itself, to ensure
suffﬂcient brood stock survival, secondly allocation amoungst user
groups. It seems that most of the problems are in this area.

We are all aware of most of these issues so | won't dwell on

them. Except to point out chat the greater the pressure on
user group allocations, the more the need for accurate,
reliable information is realized.

The fourth state is the actual harvest. Both the

methods of harvest and the rime and place is set by the
yA
government. But again, the policy decisions are based on

the technical data regarding the resource



The Tfifth element if the onboard handling of the resource.
Only lately has much attention been paid to this area. This is
the first time iIn the process that the resource comes under
100% control of people. Although we expose quality control
and preservation of quality we have done very little. The
assumption 1is that from the minute the fish is removed from
the water is starts to deteriorate. Thar process of deterioration
must be slowed down as much as possible until the product is
consumed In order to maximize its value.

Again, one of the goals is to develop and improve the
economy of the industry and one good way is to increase the
value of the product.

There are very few places where ice is available to
fishermen outside of Southeast Alaska. Boat design for
efficient handling of fish on board can be iImproved.

This 1is an area which can use a lot of help.

The sixth element is transporting the fish from the
harvesting site to the processing facility. Again the goal
iIs to increase the value of the product and decrease the
cost of delivery. To deliver a higher quality product at a
lower cost. This is particulary true iIn the fresh fish
market. A timely efficient delivery is essential.

Basically, the elements are handling, storage and
delivery time. The rising costs of energy is a major factor
in the transportation portion.

The seventh element is processing the product for
consumption. Generally, this is the highest capital investment

in the industry. Innovations in the area are urgently needed.
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In the groundfishery, there is aneed for machinery to

handle the smaller size pollock. New techniques for preserving
the fresh fish quality for a longer period. New product

forms for _idderent markets need to be developed. And many
more challenges exist.

The eight element is storage of the processed product,
either fresh, frozen or canned, controlled atmosphere.

The nin.th, tenth, and eleventh are transportation to
market, marketing, and actual consumption. The average
American ate 13.3 pounds of edible meat in 1Q?9, down from
13.6 pounds in 1978,

| only want to go through this process to emphasize the
diversity of the fishing industry. It seems only too often,
we only look at the resource and allocation issues and not
at the economic values.

The problem we are challenged with is to help develop a

coordinated effort to effectively interact with the industry.

WHERE DOES A FISHERIES CENTER FIT IN

If the State were to proceed with a plan to establish a
fisheries facility, a logical concern is, who would manage
the facility?

There are several alternative management plans which
could be implemented.

The center could be an independent entity, or operated by
a State agency (ADF&G), a federal agency (NMFS), or the
University of Alaska. Each agency (federal & state) who

assigns research personnel to the research center, would be



responsible for paying and providing benefits to their own
employees. Space assignments, priority use of laboratory
equipment could be resolved by a operations officer or
committee composed or representatives from the various
agencies performing research at the center. Research policies
and programs under this concept would be subjected to the
review and approval of a Research Policy Committee.

These issue and others need to be discussed and thoroughly
evaluated. To be successful the center must have a close
coordinated role with the Department of Fish & Game, the Univ-
ersity of Alaska, the industry, and the federal government,

[t is my intention to hold hearJngs:on this bill and use

it as a vehicle to discuss the issue of research and develop-

ment in the fisheries area.



February 4, 1980

TO; Dereck Poon
Floyd Heihbuch
Robert Burkett
Curt Kearns

FROM: Wallace G. Miller

SUBJECT; Subcommittee Report on Fisheries.Research Facility

In our report to the Aquaculture Policy Study Group, Mr.
Wilkerson and I recognized the need to have an improved and.,
expanded research program for an Alaskan Fisheries Resource-
Development Program as one means for ensuring that the

legitimate state interests in protecting and developing its
fisheries resources are. met.

In addition to an 1improved and expanded fisheries re—
search program, we further recognized the need to improve
the coordination among federal, state and others 1involved 1in
fisheries research in Alaska, not only to avoid duplication
of effort but also to establish coordinated fisheries re—

search priorities and programs. \

N

In recognition of these needs the report suggests that,
"Perhaps the most important means for ensuring greater
coordination of research would be the establishment of a
comprehensive joint fisheries research facility in Alaska."
While the report discusses several additional means for
securing a coordinated fisheries research program, the report
recognized the importance that federal, state and tribal
fisheries scientists and biologists in Washington attached
to an expanded and irtore coordinated fisheries research
program in that state.

In Washington State a $16.0 million fisheries research
facility to house federal, state and tribal fisheries re—
searchers 1is currently being designed with construction
scheduled to begin later this year.

The report makes the argument that in as much as Alaska,
produces as much as 80% of the nation ™"bottoinfish resources,
is the largest producer of salmon and is a “najor source of
shellfish, Alaska should have a major center for fisheries
research activities.



During the past .several months | have reviewed the new
Washington State Manchester Laboratory plan and have provided
some general design and program information to you. In
addition, I have attempted to compile staffing and budget
information on organizations involved with fisheries research
with a particular emphasis on identifying those organizations
who perform the work at a location outside of Alaska.

Attached is a preliminary "prospectus" which discusses
various aspects of an Alaskan Fisheries Research Center. In
accordance with our earlier discussions about maintaining
a minimum level of contact on this plan until- additional,
review can be performed, | have limited my discussions to
include only individuals who have information regarding the
Manchester Lab and fisheries .research expenditures and
staffing.

I hope you can review the attached prospectus which 1

have purposely kept brief pending your further recommenda—
tions regarding this matter.



A PROSPECTUS FOR A CONSOLIDATED
ALASKA FISHERIES RESEARCH FACILITY

The Need

The need for a Consolidated Alaskan Fisheries Research
Facility is based upon four major factors.

These are:

1. There is a need to have a scientific and research basis to
provide the technical s>pport to state and federal agencies
which have ihe responsibility to manage the Alaskan fishery. =e.

2. The State of Alaska and the federal government both have
a legitimate interest in protecting and developing the Alaskan
fisheries resource. Knowledge gained through research canm

provide the state and the federal government with the capability

to develop improved regulatory practices aimed at more
effectively achieving the desired balance between allowable
harvest levels and stock protection. Through research the
state can continue to develop such artificial propagation
techniques as lake fertilization for salmon as well as other
new propagation techniques for other species. Research 1in
such areas as stock enumeration, reproduction, growth rates,
genetics, disease, nutrition, and habitat are but a few of the
areas 1in which increased knowledge would provide the informa—
tion necessary to ensure that the state"s and federal, govern —
ment*s 1interests in protecting and developing the Alaskan
fisheries resources are realized.

3. By any standard Alaska®"s fishery resource is enormous.
Consider these statistics:

* Alaska®s 1978 harvest of 80 million salmon amounted to
85 - 90% of the entire U.S. harvest and about 40 - 50%
of. the world harvest of salmon. 1

* The 1978 harvest of Alaskan shellfish (shrimp and crab)
of 300 million pounds amounted to approximately 40% of
the entire U.S. harvest of these species.l1

* The annual harvest level of 3 to 4 billion pounds of
bottomfish within the North Pacific Fisheries Conserva—
tion and Management Zone places Alaska inlthe top 12
among the countries in world production of fisheries
resources.1

mContractor estimates developed with assistance of NMFS
personnel and fisheries information.



¢Currently the combined annual wholesale value of
all Alaskan fisheries resources exceeds 2 billion
dollars. By way of comparison this level of sales
would rank the Alaskan fishery among the top 150
of the Fortune 500 corporations,.

4. A substantial amount of Alaskan fisheries research is
currently being largely independently conducted by a
number of different organizations including:

The Alaska.Department of Fish aid Game
The National Marine Fisheries Service
The University of Washington

The University of Alaska

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-

Alaska Fisheries Development Corporation
The U.S. Forest Service

The North Pacific Management Council
Alaska Sea Grant Program

Alaska Office of the Governor (Fisheries Council)

Notwithstanding the significant involvement of Alaskan
organizations 1in conducting research on Alaskan Fisheries,
a significant portion of the research staffing and expenditures
are not being made in Alaska. The economic benefits from
this employment and expenditures accrues to other states and
it is expected that less than full benefit is received by
Alaskan®"s frcm this off-site research activity.



Alaskan Fisheries Research

Listed below
expenditures

in Table
for Alaskan

fisheries

I Is an
research for

approximation

of the

selected

organizations. The Table does not include research expendi —

tures made by regional aquaculture associations or for

various studies (i.e., A.D. Little, Earl Coombs, etc.)

performed by private contractors and others.

Table 1
Alaskan Fisheries Research Expenditures
e Research

Organization In Alaska Outside Alaska Total

Alaska Dept. Fish & hd

Game $3.5 - $3.5 (1)
Nat"l Marine Fisheries ©
eService 3.2 $7.4 10.6 (2)
University of Wash. - 1.0 1.0 (3
University of Alarka 7.3 7.3 (4)
U.S.. Fish & Wildlife

Service .2 1 .3 (®
Alaska Fish. Develop.

Corp_ 1.3 s 1.3 (6)
The U.S. Forest Service .1 .1 (D)
The North Pacific Mgmt.

Council .5 - .5 (8
TOTAL $16.1 $8.5 $24.6
(1) Alaska Dept, of Fish and Game estimate; approximately

50 employees.

(2) 1579 NMFS Budget. Research in Alaska includes $3.1 million
for Auke Bay and other southeast facilities and $.1 million
for a project at Kodiak. The $7.4 million in Seattle 1is
for an estb.mated equivalent of 100 employees performing
research on Alaskan fisheries.

(3) Recently announced $1.0 million federal grant to conduct
an 18 month study of Washington salmon harvested in Alaskan
waters. Information regarding other Alaskan related re —

search projects

not available.



(4) University of Alaska Fisheries Research Budget includes:

(U of A 1980 Budget)

Insittute of Marine Science 111+ 5.1
Sea Grant Progranm 27 1.6
Juneau Fisheries Progranm “ 6 .3
Other 2 .1

Subtotal 146 7.1
Cooperative Fisheries Res.Unit** 4 .2

TOTAL . 150 7.3

* Includes only full-time positions.

** Fresh water fisheries research program for artic and
interior areas.

(5) Includes approximately 5 employees in Alaska and 4 1in
Washington.-e

(6) Recently announced grant to conduct bottomfish research and
test program.

(7) U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service Laboratory-anadramous
fish habitat study; 2 employees).

(8) North Pacific Mgmt. Council estimate; primarily contract
funds and one (1) full-time staff/"

As the preliminary expenditure data indicates, the
aggegrate, current expenditures for Alaskan fisheries re—
search 1is approximately $25.0 million, with over 1/3 of the
research expenditures and staffing not located in Alaska.

If all Alaskan related fisheries research were performed

in Alaska the total number of people employed would be over
300.

In addition to the research activity, the National
Marine Fisheries Service operates two research vessels,
the Miller Freeman and the Oregon whose primary function

is research and related activities in Alaskan waters. The
Miller Freemen has a shipboard crew of 24 and a $990,000
annual operating budget. The Oregon has a shipboard crew of

5 and an annual operating budget of $467,000.



Types of Alaskan Fisheries Research Conducted Outside 0f
Alaska

Resource Surveys

Data Analysis

Fishery Oceanography e

Survey Technology Development

"Fisheries Habitat Investigations

Marine Mammals Conservation

Economics and Commercial
Fisheries Statistics

Availability of Research Funding

Research funding for fisheries research activities
in Alaska is for the most part provided by the federal
and state government. Because research programs are con—
sidered discretionary, as opposed to mandatory, research
budgets tend to be reduced in tight budget periods.
Fisheries research budgets could, however be substantially
increased in the United States given the increased emphasis
on fishing resulting from the enactment of the 200 mile
territorial limit on fisheries. Another potential source
for increased fisheries research funding is from the dedicated
import tax receipts imposed by the Saltonstall Kennedy Act.
Estimates indicate receipts to this dedicated fund could
annually exceed $100 million during the decade. Notwith —
standing the predicted increase in fund receipts, congress—
ional action may be necessary to remove expenditure ceil —
ings imposed on the fund by the Office of Management and
Budget.

A Consolidated Fishery Research Facility*

The National Marine Fisheries Service 1in cooperation
with the University of Washington and other federal and
state agencies are in the process of designing a $16.0
million fisheries laboratory at Manchester, Washington.
It is intended that this new facility be used for both inter —
disciplinary cooperative research programs and individual
research projects in fisheries and marine science relating
to the protection and management of the marine resource.

t

2 i i
A program concept for the Manchester Fisheries Laboratory,
April 1979, Kramer, Chin & Mayo, Inc.



The new laboratory 1is intended to house 30 resident
research scientists, technical assistants, visiting scientists
and 10 resident postgraduate researchers. The primary
research themes will be aquatic animal and plant husbandry,
nutrition, phsiology and reproduction, breeding and health.

The new facility will provide a 35,890 gross square
feet building and 24,340 square feet of outside experimental
areas.

The anticipated annual operating and maintenance cost
excluding scientific and other technical laboratory personnel
is estimated to be $704,800.

Fishery Research Facility Management Options

IT the State of Alaska, were to proceed with a plan to
establish a multi-jurisdictional fisheries research facility,
a logical concern is, who would manage the facility?

There "re-several alternative management plans which
could be < (xx. bed.

A suate agency (ADF & G) or a federal agency (NMFS)
could be assigned the responsibility for the general main—
tenance and operation of the research center. Each agency
(federal and state) , who assigns research personnel to the
research center, would be responsible for paying and pro—
viding benefits to their own employees. Space assignments,
priority use of laboratory equipment could be resolved by
an operations officer or committee composed o™ representatives
from the various agencies performing research at the center.
Research policies and programs under this concept would be
subjected to the review and approval of a research policy
committee.

Another less bureaucratic approach to the management
of a multi-jurisdictional fisheries research facility could
be based upon a "research park"™ approach which 1is similar
in concept to that of an industrial park in which businesses
with different ownerships, organizations and products 1in—
dependently pursue their own businesses while sharing some
common buildings, other space and services.

v

A fisheries research park developed and operated by
independent research organizations would individually pay
for their capital equipment, maintenance and operations.
Under this concept research policies and programs would be
"coordinated” and not subjected to committee review and
approval.



No attempt has been made to identify specific sites
where fisheries research facilities might be located. it
may be desirable to have several research facilities, at
different locations, each of which specializes in some
aspect of the fishery. (For example, a shellfish/bottomfish
research center might be located at Kodiak, while the
salmon research center might be located, elsewhere)

t * %

Fishery Research Facility Cost & Source of Funds

In crder to provide the State of Alaska with the
fisheries research capability proposed for the new $16.0
million Manchester Laboratory, an expenditure of $20-25
million .would be required given the higher construction
costs in Alaska. Additional costs could result from
specialized facilities for shellfish and bottomfish not
included in the Manchester facility.

The State of Alaska and the federal government

singularly or under a joint agreement could finance the
capital construction costs.

Alternatively the State of Alaska could finance the
capital construction of the Jlaboratory and ask the federal
government to provide research funds to the new center
equivalent to those being expended outside of the State
of Alaska. The state could continue to provide for state
funded fisheries research through ADF & G.



(Alaska j~taie legislature

house OfRepresentatives

Committee on Resources

Terry Gardiner, Co-Chairman Pouch V
Fred F. Zharoff, Co-Chairman State Capitol
465-3715 Juneau, Alaska 99811
Memorandum
TO: The Honorable Senator Parr h \
FROM; Representative Gardiner*-e
DATE: 29/ May 1981
RE: CS HB 313 - Testimony

The following people are prepared to testify on CS HB 313 at such
time as you hold a hearing on the bill.

Representative Gardiner, sponsor of the legislation
Don Rosenburg, University of Alaska

Stem Moberly, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Roger Painter, United Fishermen of Alaska

There is also a letter of support for the legislation from the
North Pacific Management Council.



JM aska legislature

House of Represantataves

Committee on Resources

: : Pouch V
Terry Gardiner, Co-Chairman -
; : State Capitol
Fred F. Zharoff, Co-Chairman
165-3715 Juneau, Alaska 99811
MEMORANDUM
TO: The Honorable Senator Parr

Chairman, HESS Committee

FROM: Representative Gardiner
DATE: 27/May/1981
RE: CS HB 313 - technical amendments

CS HB 313 has been referred to your committee. On review of the
bill after it had passed from the House Finance Committee and across the
flcor, there was an inadvertent drafting error made in some of the
transitional language. I would appreciate it if your committee would
consider the following amendment.

The intent of the bill was to provide for a Board of Trustees which
would consist of nine (9) members. See page 2, line 29. The Board is
to be divided in three (3), groups of three (3 - each to serve three
(3) year terms on a rtaggered basis. The language which provided for
tlie staggering of the terms was provided in the bill in *Sec. 6, page 8
under transitional duties. An amendment to Section 6 to provide diat
the first Board of Trustees would only sit for one (1) year while
putting together die plan for presentation to the legislature duringdie

1982 session deleted the language which provided staggered termsforthe
permanent Board. The following language would take care of that
problem.

Page 8, line 16. Add new Section 6.

"Sec. 6. APPOINTMENT OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF ALASKA®S
FISHERIES CENTER. The governor shall designate the terms of die members
of the Board of Trustees of the Alaska Fisheries Center appointed under
AS 16.12.030, and shall appoint die first members of the Board widiin
diirty (30) days of the effective date of this Act. Of die nine (9
members first appointed

(D) diree (3)shall serve a term of one (1) year;

(2 three (@3)shall serve a term of two (2) years;

(3 diree (@3)shall serve a term of three (3) years.”

Page 8, line 16. Delete the word "FIRST", replace with the word
"Transitional".



Testimony Concerning HB 313
Senate Health, Education and Social Services Committee

March 10, 1982

Persons Testifying:

Donald H. Rosenberg
Office for Fisheries, University of Alaska

Dr. Keith Jefferts
President, Northwest Marine Technology

Dr. Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Bob McVey

Director of the Alaska region for the National Marine. Fisheries
Service and representing the Northwest and Alaska Fisheries
Center 1in Seattle

Jack Helle
District Director for Alaska of the American Institute of
Fishery Research Biologists

Don Bevan
Director of School of Fisheries, University of Washington

Representative Terry Gardiner
Alaska State Legislature

George West
Vice-President for Academic Affairs, University of Alaska



Testimony Concerning HB 313
Senate Health, Education and Social Services Committee

March 10, 1982

Testimony of Donald H. Rosenberg, Director, Office for Fisheries
University of Alaska

Don Rosenberg - My name 1is Don Rosenberg. I am with the University
of Alaska, Director of the Sea Grant Program. I*m here today
as chairman of the Alaska Fisheries Center Study Group. The Study

Group was assembled at the request of the Legislature through
the Office of the Governor for the purpose of examining the
fisheries center proposed in HB 313, for feasibility and to

propose a structure of such a fisheries center. In the audience,
there are some of the Study Group members; not all of them could
be present. Stan Moberly, representing the Department of Fish

and Game 1is here; Mr. James Brooks, of the National Marine Fisheries
Service [is present]; Mr. Keith Jefferts, a private businessman,

is here; and Mr. Tom Lane, our Executive Director, is present. What

I will do today 1is just briefly summarize the findings and
recommendations of the Study Group. Our findings and recommendations
are presented in a report, which 1 believe you have, and supported
by a rather extensive study that we had done by the consulting

firm of Dames and Moore. I believe that it is very clear to those
of us who are 1involved in the Alaska fisheries that the fisheries
resources of this state, both those within our state waters and
within our land mass and those that lay adjacent to our state,

are very important to this state and its economy. We attempted

to quantify the importance of that and found that that 1is really

an impossible task. These fisheries resources really play an
important role in not only che economy of the state but also

in the livelihood of many of our citizens. They support a rarge
recreational industry, tourist industry, and a very large commercial
industry and they also represent a source of food for a good portion

of our population. Most Alaskans, we find, expect to be able
to experience the opportunity to go fishing with their children
as a recreation. The very large commercial industry expects the

resource to be available each year for harvest and a good portion
of rural population expects to go out and harvest this food and
put it directly on their table. Truly, the Study Group found
that the state does have a responsibility to insure that these
fisheries resources are present and utilized wisely and provided
in a conservative manner which 1insures their continuing existence

for generations to come. The demands we find on these resources
are becoming greater and greater. There 1is an 1increased
tourist industry being encouraged. We are encouraging an

expanding commercial fishery and as the local resources come back
more and more of our citizens are looking to the resources for

subsistence. We find major conflicts beginning to develop between
these various users and the resource®"s ability to support those
various users as they develop. The Study Group reviewed all
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of the state and federal programs and university programs which
are providing information and techniques which the state and the
federal government are using to mitigate these 1increasing demands
and conflicts. We have identified three specific needs: First,
we find that there 1is an urgent public need for increased economic,
social and biological knowledge and understanding about these
fisheries resources so that both the public and governmental
sectors can develop appropriate development and conservation
programs. Second, there is a need to increase the knowledge and
understanding of, and to strengthen our state"sability to manage
these resources properly. And third, there 1is a need that exists
to expand the communication and coordination between all the users
of these fisheries resources. To address these 1identified needs,
the Study Group analysed various alternatives, all of which were
designed, to some degree, to address and solve these 1identified
needs. These alternatives ranged all the way from expanding and
reorganizing existing research capabilities in the state to the
establishment of a fully independent fisheries research center.

I want to make it clear that this analysis of these alternatives
was done 1in light of the existence of an inventory of research
groups; that we did not look to destroy what already exists in

the state. From this analysis the Study Group selected for 1its
recommendations combinations of pieces of alternatives which we
felt would best serve the state and which most effectively and
economically addressed those 1identified needs. Our recommendation
is that the state establish a fisheries research center

with a goal to provide the information and to build a foundation
upon which fishery management programs can be developed and

executed. You will note that the Study Group®s recommendations
limits the scope of activities from what 1is in the original House
Bill 313. The scope of the center"s activities are to be related

to the acquisition and dissemination of information 1in the
development of methodology required for wise management of our
fisheries resources. The Study Group feels that the immediate
management needs for collection of fisheries statistics are already
bexng handled by our department of Fish and Game and NMFS and

our other resource management agencies. Likewise, the research
and training which will be a necessary ingredient for Alaska to
expand its commercial fishing industry will be carried out under
the newly formed Fishery Industrial Technology Center of the
University. The research center that the Study Group recommends
is designed to fill an 1important gap in our structure: that

of providing fundamental approaches to fisheries management to
fill basi.c information gaps and to understand the problems of
multi-use of these resources and the impact of man on these
resources. Once again, I would like to stress that this research
center and its funding, from the Study Group®s perspective, must
come over and above the existing agencies, both from their budgets
aid their programs. The activities of #$"aese existing agencies
must be maintained and expanded as requ red by the mandates of
those agencies. Additionally, the Study Group did not find that
there was a great lack of coordination among the existing research
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agencies but instead we find that a great deal of coordination

does exist. Our recommendation, very quickly, 1is that (1) the
center should be established and that that center should be
administratively assigned under the University of Alaska; (2)

that it be administered by a board of trustees; (3) that it should
have two advisory-type groups (first, one which represents the

users of the resource and second, one that represents the scientists
of the state); (4) that when this center is fully operational,

we estimate that its size should be that of being able to support
approximately 40 professionals plus an associated support staff.

We estimate that this will cost around 14-15 million dollars
annually. As to a location of any of the capital facilities that
might come along with such a center, the Study Group has recommended
a series of criteria to be used by the agency to which the center

is assigned, (in this case we are recommending it to be the University
of Alaska) when they develop the plans for such a capital facility.

I think with that 1 would be happy to answer any questions that

the committee has.

Sen. Fischer - 1In the packet is something entitled Alaska Fisheries
Center Study Group recommended substitute.

Don Rosenberg (@ .R.) - Yes, in the back of our report we do
recommend a substitute bill which takes into account our
recommendations.

Sen. Fischer - I note that the principle change 1is that nothing
is within in Department of Administration. What other changes
are there between the two?

D.R. - Limiting the scope somewhat and spelling out the advisory
committees. That 1is principally all the <changes.

Sen. Fischer- 1 note that the fiscal note 1is larger for the
University operation than what was estimated for the State
operation. The FY83 [costs] would be 526 [thousand dollars]

under the University instead of the 436 through the Department of
Aclministration.

D.R. - We did not review the original estimate. I think that
original estimate was to do some of what the Study Group has done
in the first year under the Department of Administration bill.

In other words, to look at a structure to recommend locational
criteria, and so forth.

Sen. Fischer - Did that provide for an interim board?

D.R. - Yes. And 1 think that 1is what that funding was for.

Sen. Fischer - Yours is directly for an operational program?
DJRA - Yes, although the first year 1is to initiate 1) the start

of an administrative structure, and 2) to get the program planning
under way.
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Sen. Fischer - How much less money could you do it with?

D.R. - As chairman of the Study Group or University of Alaska
representative?

Sen. scher - As a realist. Forget 1it.
Sen. Parr - Mr. Rosenberg, | would like to start way down on ground
Zero. To my knowleuge there is some sort of fisheries center

in the state and federal as well out at Auke Bay; there was a
bill through here last year about some fisheries technology center

in Kodiak; there is something down in Seward. I assume, but I'm
not sure, the Department of Fish and Game has some research going
on; I°m not sure where that 1is conducted. I wonder if you could
define for us what each of these facilities 1is now doing, whatever
facilities they are and, | quess, in essence what [their functions
are] ?

D.R. - OK, out here at Auke Bay there are really two facilities;

There 1is a federal laboratory, the NMFS Laboratory? and there
are people in the room that can address those programs out there
better than 1 can.

Sen. Parr - 1 would just like you to give me a brief summaiv.
I"m sure the Study Group must have taken into consideration what
is already being done.

D.R. - Yes. That center 1is directed towards fisheries research
for mandated type programs.

Sen. Parr - What kind of research?

D.R. - They do basic fisheries research. Most of it is biological
out there. It is an arm of a much larger center which is located
in Seattle called the Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center. It

does prov*”e, including the Seattle Center, fisheries research,
information, fisheries data that is necessary under the Magnuson
Fisheries Management and Conservation Act, which 1is better known
as the 200 mile limit [Jact], for management of the fisheries
resources off from 3 miles to 200 miles.

Sen. Parr - That 1is not biological.

It is biological, social and economic. The second entity
out of Auke Bay 1is the University of Alaska School of Fisheries
Sciences. This 1is an educational program, primarily teaching

programs designed for providing bachelor and master level individuals
for employment either in the state management agencies or in the
private 1industry. It does have a research component, most of

which 1is primarily funded either through my program, the Sea Grant
Program, or grants or contracts with the Alaska Department of

Fish and Game.

Sen. Parr- What kind of research are they doing?
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D.R. = They do primarly biological research and with that there

is already an oceangraphic research center at Seward. Here they
carry out research that is directed towards understanding the
ocean environment. Some of that research does lean toward

understanding the ocean environment as it relates to fishery
resources of the state.

Sen. Parr - B”% not specific to fisheries research?
D.R. - It is not specific to fisheries. The bill which was
before you last year and which is now in reality , has now

created a fisheries industrial technology center 1in the University

whose primary facilities will be in the community of Kodiak, [and

which] was designed to address the technology, education, and

research and development needs of the fishing industry itself,

to allow the fishing industry to expand, to undertake the development

of the fisheries which are currently harvested by foreign nations

off our coast. Its research 1is not directed towards any management;it"
aimed at processing and harvesting the fish.

Sen. Parr - The Department of Fish and Game research sites ?

D.R. - The Department of Fish and Game research has selected sites
around, [with] no concentrated efforts, as I understand it, in

any one place. They do operate some basic research labs such

as their stock separation laboratory which 1is used to determine
various populations of a particular species of Tfish. Their main
research emphasis 1is directed towards gathering and analyzing
information necessary to make the day-to-day > Zfcisions of management.

Sen. Parr - In other words you are talking about opening, closing
seasons and gear limits and things like that?

D; R. - That®"s right. There is some limited effort on their part
to do long-term research but their main emphasis is directed
towards what 1is needed today to make those decisions.

Sen. Parr - Are there any ether fisheries research sites around
the state besides ones that we mentioned?

D.R. - There are certain field stations that support certain

rather important programs in this state. For example, Little

Port Walter Field Station here 1in Southeast 1is very 1important

to the state"s salmon enhancement program. The University of
Alaska 1is currently operating what 1is called the Kasistna Bay
Biological Laboratory. It is a NMFS laboratory and 1is designed

for shellfish type research; and the NMFS operates, at Kodiak,

a resource utilization laboratory and their basic shellfish
management type people are there. There 1is one other 1important
component that should be mentioned here (the fishery research

units that support Alaska) and that is the University of Wa: .lington.
Through their Fisheries Research Institute, they spend a tremendous
amount of effort 1in Alaska.



Sen. Parr - 1 guess it was my understanding that the center
proposed in this bill would both coordinate research and also
do some of 1its own.

D.R. - What we would look forward to with this center 1is that

it would provj.de for a cooperative type effort in research whereby
researchers which are already in existence, either 1in these existing
laboratories or elsewhere 1in the nation, or the world for that
matter, could be brought together to address 1identified problems
that require long-term type research. By long-term 1 mean where

we may require funding for two, three, four or five years.

Sen. Parr - 1 guess | didn"t make my question clear. My understanding
was that this center was going to have a two-fold mission: [the

first one is that it would] act as a coordinating agency to

research that 1is already going on, and the other one 1is that it

would act as a research agency just like the rest of these research
agencies.

D.R. - If you establish it in the manner it"s proposed with the
board of trustees, the coordination and the advisory groups, the
coordination would take place, that"s correct. As I said earlier
in my testimony, the Study Group didn"t find that the coordination
doesn"t exist. Many of the individuals 1in this room, my collegues
here, meet almost daily or weekly to coordinate and carry out
planning of joint research. What the center would do is enhance
that through this board of trustees and advisory groups and it
would then provide a mechanism for carrying out some of this
research which we now can identify but which we have not

resources to undertake. I don"t think it was a real plan of the
Study Group that the center should have a large permanent staff
that lasted indefinitely and went on through the whole tenure
process.

Sen. Parr - What are we talking about, 40 researchers?

D.R. - We believe that the optimum number that the state snould
be looking towards 1is about 40 professionals working on various
problems at any one time.

Sen. Parr - |1 guess the reason for my line of questioning is just

to try to find this out: if we have the number of agencies (and

it looks like we do) already doing numbers of kinds of research

and they are already coordinating their activities, as you said
before (that was the note I made); so, | guess why dc we need

a coordinating agency 1if they are already coordinated? The second
thing is, if the center 1is going to be doing its own research,

then what are the gaps in research that are not being taken care

of? We are researching, essentially (I1"m using layman®s language)
how to catch fish and how to process them. We arc doing biological
research- basic research going on at Auke Bay. Wa have got research
on salmon enhancement, oceanographic stuff (not specific to fisheries
but on which fisheries research is based). We have research towards
management. We have a resources utilization lab, and that"s not
counting what the University of Washington does. So where are
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the gaps in our research not now being addressed that this institute
will see get addressed?

D.R. - 1 think the Study Group"s feelings on this was that the
order of the magnitude (and in our report this is covered): the
State, the Federal and the universities are spending about 30
million dollars annually on research.

Sen. Parr - Let me interrupt a moment, just to make sure |
understand. The universities, the State and the Federal
government are spending 30 million dollars on research which 1is
directed to Alaska?

D.R. - Yes, directed to Alaska. The Study Group feels that that
is really insufficient; not anywhere near the order of magnitude
that is required to properly provide for protection of the
resources. To make sure of their long-term viabilities to the
state, we feel that there 1is a need for an expanded effort 1in
fisheries research.

Sen. Parr - You need more than 30 million dollars a year just
for fisheries research? Is that what you are saying?

DAR™A - I think that if you put this 1in perspective of the magnitude
of the value of the resource to the State and what it provides

in the way of employment, you will find the State®s 1investment

in the basic research as used for management 1is pretty dismal,
pretty small. There 1is a House Research Agency report that was
just released on the Alaska fishing 1industry (and this only dealt
with the commercial industry; it did not deal with the recreational
or subsistence type of industry). It points out that the State

of Alaska 1is only funding about 2.6 cents per dollar of value

of its commercial fisheries resource towards the management,
research (and investment in that management and research) of 1its
fishing resource, whereby states such as Oregon and Washington

are magnitudes greater. And I can®"t remember the figures exactly
but Washington was something Ilike 47 cents per dollar andOregon
was something like 30 cents.

Sen. Parr - In a range like that you start to wonder whether it
pays off or not. I mean after all it isn"t all profit. The State
of Alaska 1invests an awful lot of money into their fisheries right
now. I don"t know how much goes to research but an awful 1ot

of money 1is goir. jJ into fisheries and has been ever since 1"ve
been down here.

D.R. - Not nearly as much as the magnitude of the industry that
is built on it or that could be built on it.

Sen. Parr - Here 1is something that you should take a look at.
I have seen a report not too long ago. 111 dig it out...

D.R. - It"s a very good report..



Sen. Parr - | don"t mean the report you are talking about, 1it"s
another report done that shows the cost benefit ratio to the
fishing industry as far as the State 1is concerned.

Sen Stimson - 1"m curious about the decision to shift the center
from the Department of Administration to the University of Alaska
and maybe you could explain how you envision the board of trustees
functic.iing within the University structure.

D.R. - The board of trustees was recommended as a principal policy
and planning body for the center because we felt that you really
had to have those people who are responsible for the management

of the resource be giving the policy and program guidance. This
will be something new to the University- having such a board that
would report say to the President--and 1 think the University

may wish to speak offically to that; 1 dcn"t think I should. We
have a University representative here.

Sen. Stimson - Well that®"s fine, 1"11 address my questions to
them.
Sen. Colletta - Mr. Chairman, 1"ve got a couple of questions.

I think the first one 1is how come we have the bill 1in HESS? [inaudible] ..

tongue in cheek...but anyway, | notice on the both of these fiscal
statements the Executive Director sure took a jump in a hurry.
$4500/month to $6000/month.

D.R. - 1 suspicion that some of that 1is a result of when the>
somewhat changed the scope of the activity and | was not involved
in the first fiscal note which was developed. This recommended
budget has come not from the University but [was] by the Study
Group from their contractors report, although 1 do believe it

is probably within closer [range] to what it would cost. The
reason for the very high salary for the Executive Director 1is

you certainly want someone who 1is a world class leader.

Sen. Colletta - | don"t have any quarrel with the amount of money
that ... the change 1in six to seven months makes different
interpretations as to what the center wanted to do. But on this
new one that was prepared by you... I"m still confused. It goes
with what the Chairman was suggesting: what are you going to do?

I envision without [reviewing] the bill in detail, that this would
become a depository for all the research activities going on,

and probably, putting it together 1in some reasonable order. It
seems that you said they are going to do that; and in addition

to that you have got 15 researchers, and then each of those
researchers have some additional technicians with them and then,

on the contractual 1level you are going to have some more researchers
budgeted some $200,000 for each of the scientists that you contract
with. To do what?

D.R. - This operational research budget 1is to support research
projects to gather information. It is literally to address certain



problems dealing with the information needs of the resources.

Let me give you an example of the type of research problem that
might be addressed by this center. Apparently the herring resources
of Bering Sea are increasing, becoming a very important part or
segment of the economy of western Alaska. And yet our State"s
ability to manage those is fairly weak. They do the best they

can with their knowledge of that resource. We have no idea whether
they are separate stocks of herring out there; whether this is

an artificial high we see coming; or that the thing is going to
crash in two to three years. We know very little about that
resource. So what you might see 1is that the board of trustees
would define a five year program to look at that resource to
develop better techniques for management which our management
agencies, whether it be National Marine Fisheries Service or
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, can use to manage that
resource. And then that 1is what this money would be spent for,

to use for scientists coming in to address just, that type of
problem. The values, the dollar amounts that are here are based
on the experience of the existing management agencies and existing
research agencies. They were developed by our consultants based
on the experience primarily of the Northwest and Alaska Fisheries
Center.

Sen. Colletta - 1 still find a missing ingredient because you
enumerated all the different agencies that are doing some type
of research and now you have offered aspecific case at hand,
currently. I guess that would be jJust special projects as they
arose.

D.R. - They would be the long-term type of research that would

be identified that 1is needed. That isonly one of a list that

we could list off here that would fill a book. Just the separation,
for example, of the stocks of king salmon off the coast of Southeast
Alaska 1is very important: management decisions are going to be

made with very limited research ongoing on that. Just why did

the king crab resources go down- can we expect this to happen

every five or ten years?

Sen. Colletta - So if we fund this, literally we might be in a
position to reduce Fish and Game®"s budget?

D. R - No, I do not believe so at all. As a matter of fact, as

the fisheries expand as a result of either encouragement of
increased tourism or an encouragement of increased commercial
fisheries, you are going to need to expand your management agencies”
programs. And those are the people that are going to have to

make those year-by-year decisions and use this information that

this type of center would provide.

Sen. Colletta - Yes, but that is my understanding that they
currently were engaged in accumulating that very type of
information.
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D.R. - They do not have the man-power or the money to address
those problems that I have laid out, such as long-term type of
things. They are restricted by their budget constraints and by

their personnel constraints to having to deal with research that
is on a really short-term basis to gather this information, analyze
it and hope they did the right thing.

Sen. Parr - Wouldn®"t it make more sense, then, to, if that"s the
case, to beef up the budget of Fish and Game and let them do this
job? They would be just as capable of coordinating the operations
of other agencies. I understand there was a great deal of discussion
in the Study Group where this center should br Jlocated, and I don"t
know what the overriding consideration was 1in saying that it should
be with the University. After all, the Fish and Game has the
responsibility to the Governor and to the people for the fisheries.
What would be... why not just give them more money so they can

do the kind of research on the Southeast salmon stocks that you
were talking about?

D.R. - 1 think it better that 1 don"t really try to answer that
one. I think there is a representative, Commissioner Skoog is
here, who can address that question.

Sen. Parr - Let me ask you one more question then that would be
in your bailiwick for sure: What 1i1s going to be the relationship
between the board of trustees and the Board of Regents/President?
This draft bill says that the trustees will provide policy and
planning guidance to the University. So, does that mean that
they are strictly advisory and that the Regents or President may
override their guidance and make their own decision?

D.R. - Obviously, the Regents have definitely and (the president
being their chief employee) certainly do have the right to override
any decisions that any organization that is under the University
would have. That is the intent. That is why (if placed there)
there is a feeling that the board of trustees should administer

the center for the University.

Sen. Parr - |1 see. Have the Regents gone along with that?
DARM. - This has not been brought to the Regents. It has been

brought to the University"s Administration and they are prepared
to talk to that.

Sen. Parr -0K. Is someone here to speak from the University?
D.R. - Dr. West 1is here.
Sen Parr - Then there could be something said for doing away with

the board of trustees and simply having a director for the center
(who would then have advisory committees, of course) and then
the director of the center would get his orders from the President?
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D.R. - That actually was one of the alternatives that we looked

at- to have a center under Fish and Game or the University of
Alaska that had just a director. It was the feeling that, for

this center to be fully supportive of the resource management
agencies, the Commissioner of Fish and Game and the Regional
Director of National Marine Fisheries Service needed to have a

very strong say in the direction that the center took, and it

was the Study Group®s recommendation that that strong say be done
through such a thing as the board of trustees or board of governors

Sen. Parr - Thank you Mr. Rosenberg. Mr. Jefferts
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Testimony of Dr. Keith Jefferts, President, Ni rthwest Marine
Technology

Keith Jefferts (K.J.) - Mr. Chairman. My name 1is Keith Jefferts.
I am President of Northwest Marine Technology, Ire. and 1 serve
on the Governor®s Study Group for this study. I \;ould like to

speak very briefly to matters of investment and research from

the thesis that the investment in research in fisheries in Alaska
at the present time 1is inadequate, 1in spite of the fact that a
lot of money 1is being spent for that. Dr. Rosenberg just made
one point already, which is clear (and out of cr.e of your studies
which he quoted): the State of Alaska reinvests only about three
percent, less than three percent, of the values of its fisheries
landing in fisheries research. Three percent is a lot of money-
one can"t fault that- but by looking further south, 1in fact, one
notes that the State of Washington reinvests forty-three percent
of the values of its fisheries landings in research associated
with management of fisheries and the State of Oregon about twenty
percent. I"m not about to suggest to you that they are doing

it right, but at least there are a lot of wise people down there
who seem to think that the factor of ten or twenty larger
reinvestment 1is jJjustified than is being carried out here. That
at least should be food for thought and 1 would like to proceed
on the matter a little bit. I contend that fisheries management
is a high technology industry in the sense that it is charactized
by large marginal rates of return on the investment. That 1is

not only so apparent in the positive sense that you can spend
another dollar and get thirteen back but it"s absolutely true

in the negative sense, and | would like to follow on one of Dr.
Rosenberg®s example and tell you a little more about herring in
another place, not so long ago: There 1is another herring resource

about the same size as the one 1in the Bering Sea but it"s 1in the
North Sea and it"s an old and well understood fishery that 1is
exploited by eleven member nations under the auspices of the
International Commission of the Exploration of the Sea. They
proceeded to harvest that stock, they have done it historically
for over five hundred years, and they harvested it intensively

in the early 1970°s essentially without enough information. They
didn"t do their research. Well, even that needs to be qualified,
there were experts around who knew the truth but they couldn®t
speak clearly enough in the political arena to make it heard.

And what they did simply was to overharvest the resource by a

factor of two for about five years. They ate their seed potatoes.
The result, predictably, was that the resource collapsed. They
had to terminate the fishery on it. The economic hardship was

large, large numbers of fishermen went home and went on welfare
with the balance of them setting off on other kinds of fishing
efforts. That fishery is still closed. It is now five years
later. Is the fishery recovering (and one must state that there
is no guarantee that the fisheries will recover after such a
mistake)? In this case it Iis. The fishery 1is recovering, and
probably next year a commercial fishery will resume. The broadest
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sense that one can suggest is that it will proceed at about half
the optimum level for the next five years. As one turns the
envelope over and writes down the numbers that stem from that
scenerio, you discover that mismanagement of that fishery to that
community costs no less than a billion dollars- and probably in
excess of that. A billion dollars is a conservative estimate

for the failure to do that job right. That scenerio has been
repeated in some sense or other 1in every well developed marine
fisheries in the world and 1 suggest to you that the Bering Sea
resource that Dr. Rosenberg referred to is a very likely candidate
for some more. The price being that of inadequate research which
means gathering of knowledge to manage correctly. That 1is the
negative sense of large marginal rate of return. IfT you don"t

do it, you lose your resources and there 1is no guarantee that

you will recover after that kind of an

I have to qualify my remarks a little bit: I'm not a
fisheries biologist, | used to be a research physicist and |1
turned to investing 1in research, successfully, | might add, to
the point where 1 can now afford to do things like sit on the
Governor®s Study Group for things like this. I do that by
reinvesting something like twenty percent of the gross income
of the corporation in research. The point 1is, you don"t do it

for your motherhood or any broad social virtues; the point [is
that] ultimately the State expects to make a profit or at least

to avoid a loss. And that fact 1is overriding. You make an
investment because you want something back from it and there is
every reason to expect that you get 1it. I can support this whole

idea of a fisheries center most intensely from that point of view.
There 1is 1inadequate investment of that kind being made here.
There 1is incredible opportunity to make it and this 1is the time

it needs to be carried out. That"s the essence of my comments.
I"d be happy to answer any questions that | can.
Sen. Parr - Let me ask one question. We jJust got this House

Research Agency report you referred to and | haven®t had time

to go through it except here in the summary of findings 1in the
front. That forty three percent it says 1is on management programs
for every dollar of wholesale fisheries value. It doesn"t say

for research. Washington 1is forty three percent and Oregon 1is
nineteen percent, but the way this is worded here, 1it"s for
management programs and not research. Are we talking about two
different things?

K.J. - Well, no I don"t believe we are, sir. I believe we are
talking about the same thing: that boiled down to gathering
adequate information to carry out catch limitations to manage

the catch of stocks at an optimal level. The bulk of that problenm
is the one of gathering information. And that I certainly 1lump
into research. You really need two kinds to manage a simple stock
and one of them is the biological information that relates to

the rate at which creatures grow and multiply and the other one

is the size of the stock out there so you can control the catch

at an optimal level. So you can eat the surplus but not the seed
potatoes.



Sen. Parr - What 1is your estimate, Mr. Jefferts, as to how much

we should be spending on research? I mean there is thirty million
on research devoted to Alaska related fisheries, what should that
figure be?

K.J. - Well, I"m in agreement with my collegues on the Study
Group®s board. I think, 1if anything, the proposal is a lower
limit of a wise investment in Alaskan fisheries. There is another
example that one can state: IT a single corporation owned the
Alaskan fisheries resources, |1 think that one could make powerful
arguments that they would invest no less than ten percent and
probably twenty percent of the value of the landing of the resource,
because they expected to get their money back quickly. And that
translates to one hundred million to two hundred million dollars

a year. I"m rot suggesting that 1 think that®"s a good 1idea, but
that argument 1is still valid.

Sen. Parr - So you"d invest ten percent of the value of the
landings?

K.J. - Yes sir.
Sen. Parr - Are there any more questions for Mr. Jefferts? 0K,
thank you. Commissioner Skoog.
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Testimony of Dr. Ronald 0. Skoog, Commissioner.Alaska Department
of Fish and Game

Comm. Skoog - Mr. Chairman, 1I°m Commissioner Ron Skoog, head of
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. I"m not sure, coming

in late, exactly what you have cover 2d or what you wish to cover,
but 1 would like to speak 1in support of this concept that"s

presented here: this idea of establishing a fisheries research
center. I am in full accord with 1its being established, as
proposed, attached to the University of Alaska. I think that

is the best environment for the fisheries institute. I presume
that a lot has already been said about the value of ou- fisheries
and I will not repeat that. In looking ahead now- the reduced

revenues we are facing now and (I presume) in the future--certainly
the State 1is going to depend a lot more, 1in the future, upon our
renewable resources of which most of the commercial fisheries

are going to be the mainstay. We have a great potential 1in Alaska,
offshore, for developing a lot of fisheries that haven™t even
been touched yet. The potential revenue there 1is very great and

I think we need, as best we can, to maintain an aggressive and
effective management program to insure that these stocks will

be perpetuated, as well asto use those stocks in the most effective
manner possible for the best costbenefit ratio we can attain.

What we have been lacking over the years 1is ... good biological
information about the various fisheries stocks that we have been
harvesting. The coasts of Alaska, the many streams that we can

utilize, as well as the vast offshore area, are simply too great
for us to cover adequately 1in being able to assess what those
populations are and particularly what the various population

dynamics are that control the population. All of which is basic
to establish an optimal type of harvest for fisheries. The kind
of research that the department 1is involved in 1is short-ternm,
immediate type of research, for the most part: the kind of
assessment that we need tomanage our fisheries on a day-by-day
or week-by-week basis. Wedetermine what might be coming bacx
next year or what 1is happening this particular season. There

is a need for a longer term kind of research chat can answer some
of those gaps 1in the knowledge that we haven®t been able to
address. For instance, ocean survival or productivity of some

of our lakes in production of the red salmon smolt. There are

a lot of these areas that we jJjust don"t have the knowledge on

and can only get through intensive research programs. I think
this kind of research best sits iIn a university environment, apart
from the Department of Fish and Game. I think the Department
needs to stress the management responsibility that we have;
providing the fishermen whatever we can of the surpluses that

are available and be sure that they are not overharvested. We

do need a short-range, short-term research capability as we ~7I,
which really 1isn"t research 1in my inind, it"s more assessment,

investigation and this kind of thing. The proper arena for longer
term reseaxch and the answer to some of these problems, 1is what
is being proposed now as the fisheries research center. I think
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the State ... obviously this State has made its fishery really

[the best] in the world when you come down to 1it. The potential

is there and certainly, | think it warrants an extensive fisheries
program in the Univesity of Alaska as well as a fisheries research
institute to go beyond what 1is the academic side of fisheries
education. As | view this, this proposal really sets up a basic
facility for the institution as well as a core staff of administrative
and service staff, 1including data processing, library facility

and so forth, with a core group of scientists that will be permanent
to the institute. Presumably a lot of work will be done by visiting
scientists from a variety of universities or disciplines that

would come through the institute supported by various Kkinds of
grants that would be outside State appropriations—- some from

Federal grants and private grants from industry or wherever they

may be identified. I think the bulk of your effort would probably
be related to a standing program that would incorporate the large...
of scientists. I guess that®"s all | have to say,Mr. Chairman.

Sen. Parr - Commissioner, a key question that was asked before

you came, | suppose, which no one wanted to answer until you got
here: You are responsible to the Governor who, in turn, 1is

responsible to the people for the management of fish and game
for the State of Alaska; so one of the key questions might be
why the additional funding required for research which 1is not
new being done shouldn®"t be properly placed in your department?
What you said is what you are presently doirg 1is short-ternm
research, you are not doing long-term, you are doing short-ternm
for the management decisions essential to us. But what would
be the reason that youi department could not handle longer term
research well and why shouldn®"t it be in the Department instead
of the University?

Comm. Skoog - 1 think one good reason in my mind for being attached
to the University is simply the availability of the kinds of resources
at a university, including a variety of good help from the various

disciplines that might be 1involved. You“ve got an array of different
kinds of professors at a university, that can help you 1in the
program. It is a good 1idea to be able to consult the people

on the spur of the moment, so to speak, when you are discussing

these ... 1involved with a lot of research problems. The academic
environment is a little better environment, |1 think, for more

pure research then what the Department is involved 1in. I think

there 1is a much broader facility, generally, at the university
environment, 1including the very extensive data processing capability
the University has. All of these kinds of things provide a great

incentive for such a research [center]. It could be within the
Department, but then 1 doubt whether we would be able to staff
it in the same manner that the University can. The University

can draw a higher caliber scientist simply because a lot of these
scientists are oriented towards academia as opposed to a line
agency. There is a certain resistance among a lot of academic
scientists to a management department. It doesn®"t have the same
attraction. Also | doubt whether, fiscally, the Legislature would



be able to support it. We would have a lot of additional requests.
We would have to have data processing capacity, more than we have

now, 1 think, as well as other kinds of facilities. In view of

the Legislature®s attitudes in trying to reduce government, this
would be [seen as] trying to increase our Department. I doubt
whether we have the right climate for 1it. As one of the Department®s
divisions, Division of Research, let"s say, it would also be competing
with the rest for funds in the Deparment, and 1 know that ifit

ever comes to a crunch, our priorities nearly always have to go
towards management. Our feeling 1is that our priority responsibility
is to maintain the resource, and a large part of that effort is
simply trying to manage the fishing activity so we can prevent

overharvestingand make sure that the ... What we will find, 1
think, with such a competing arrangement 1is research will always
suffer when it comes to ma); .ng the final decision. I don™t know,

does that answer your question?

jen. Parr - [lnaudible]... Now the prime fishery 1is salmon and
that*s a migratory fish. Do we have an arrangement with Washington
and the rest of the ...? They do extensive research activity

and, 1 suspect 1in this case, with each fish. Do we exchange this

information with state agencies?

Comm. Skoog - Oh yes. We have a close relationship with the Univer —
sity of Washington. Dr. Bevan over here, has been an awful lot

of help to our people in Alaska and takes part in a lot of analysis
that goes on in our fisheries in Alaska. We have utilized their
modeling technology...

Sen. Parr - Thank you Commissioner Skoog. Mr. McVey.

-17 -



Testimony of Bob McVey, Directo~ of the Alaska Region for the
National Marine Fisheries Service and also representing the
Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center 1in Seattle.

Bob McVey - Mr. Chairman, 1°m Bob McVey, Director of the Alaska
Region for the National Marine Fisheries Service,and I"'m also
representing the Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center 1in Seattle
which [operated] fisheries research facilities here 1in Alaska

and we spend something like eighteen million dollars annually

on Alaska fisheries research. I"m also a member of the North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council. We received our new 200
mile law just a few years ago, the Magnuson Fisheries; Conservation
Act, and we were immediately put into the position of developing
fisheries management plans 1in accordance with that law. The law
required that we use the best available scientific information.
As soon as we embarked on that effort, we could see that there
were many 1information gaps in our knowledge about fisheries. And
so, we were immediately impressed with how short we were 1in the
kind of information we needed to develop good fishery management
plans. Those gaps occurred not only 1in the biological area; but
also, under the law, we were required to consider economic and
social efects; and some of our greatest gaps were 1in the areas

of economics and sociology. The gap was critical 1in many cases
and funds were squeezed out or bootlegged to carry on short-term
studies, (that other agencies couldn®"t) 1in attempts to fill, on

a very short-term basis, critical needs. In no sense was the
full requirement of the act or the full intent of the act fullfilled
with regard to a factual basis on which fishery management plans
should have been developed. In addition to the gaps that were
evident then, funds for federal fisheries research had been either
level-funded over a period of years or in some cases reduced.

At this time, of course, 1in accordance with the present budget
proposals, there are prospects for substantial addit.ional cuts

to federal fisheries research. One example 1is the Auke Bay
Laboratory here 1in Juneau. The cuts now proposed iri the present
budget proposal contemplate a reduction of 74% of the laboratory
funding and would require elimination of 60% of the professional
staff. The outlook is poor for additional federal funds to come
into fisheries research and help fullfill those information gaps
we see relative to our 200 mile law... [END OF FIRST TAPE]...

and to help fullfill those information gaps that we have all been
so aware of 1In recent years. It would upgrade coordination. We
have all agreed, 1in discussing the study report that coordination
has not been nearly as bad as indicated 1in the report. Really,
our researchers are 1in regular and steady contact with one another;
so, coordination between researchers 1is excellent. Many times

the public 1is not- aware of the research that 1is under way; the
center would assist the public 1in knowing what research is going

on. So, it is not just coordination between researchers but also
with the public. The center would also allow better prioritization
of research. There would be a lot of people, agencies, 1involved

in those deliberations and discussions between those participants.
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We would end up with a better priority listing of what the needs

are for research. We"ve had a fair amount of discussion about
long-term and basic and 1 think that in the State®"s arena that
there is almost no long-term basic research under way. There

is some by our agency, National Marine Fisheries Service, and

some by the Fisheries Research Institute but it"s very specific
and narrow in scope. Some examples of long-term basic information
that we lack: We really cannot identify the larval stages of

some of the important species, especially in our ground fish
stock. We really don"t know what a larval cod looks like or some
cf the rock fish. We know very little about the relationship

of one species to another. That"s a ball park that would be
extremely helpful in formulating fishery management plans. We
simply lack that information, and it would be a major research
undertaking to obtain 1it. Our management now is basically single
species management. We see the glimmerings of relationships
between species but our management really isn"t based on it
because we don"t have the information that would be required.
Those are some of the long-term basic types of information that
the center would help us achieve. We endorse the concept of the
fisheries center as proposed by the Study Group and we"d be willing
and eager to assist in any further development of that concept.
Mr. Chairman, 1*11 try to answer any questions.

Sen. Parr - Thank you. Any Questions? Mr. Helle.



Testimony of Jack Helle, District Director for Alaska of the
American Institute of Fishery Research Biologists.

Jack Helle - My name 1is Jack Helle and 1"m here representing the
American Institute of Fishery Research Biologists and I°m the
District Director for Alaska. Our organization has 75 Alaskan
members. Personally, 1 have been 1involved 1in long-term research
in Alaska for about twenty-four years. I just want to be very
brief and say that we strongly support the concept of this Alaska
Fisheries Research Center and we think it"s needed very badly

and 1 think that most of the things that 1 might say might be
duplications that Mr. McVey has said and others before me. But

I would Ilke to say a couple of things that are pertinent: One

is that we"re seeing at the present time some very 1incredible
returns to our fisheries resources, particularly our salmon. And
this is due to two things: due to good management but also due
to a favorable marine environment at the present time. And, in
spite of good management, if your marine survival start going
down, you are not going to see the kinds of runs that you have.
Now is the time when you should be doing research on this resource.
I don"t have to tellmost of you that the life cycle of a king
salmon 1is aboutseven years. That"s long-term to just get one
life cycle study on king salmon; chums have four years; sockeye
six years; and so on. This is long-term research. For genetic
research on these populations you certainly need more than one
cycle to look at. That 1is definitely long-term research. Most
of the agencies that have been 1involved in long-term research

up here, are now changing their roles and are becoming more
responsive to immediate management needs of the 200 mile limit.

I think the Auke Bay Lab, 1in particular, 1is one who"s role is

changing. I would just like to end this by saying that 1 think
that research is a very strong investment 1in the future and 1
think that now the time is right to do 1it. 1"d be glad to answer

any questions.

Sen. Parr - What didyou mean, Mr. Helle, when you said that
salmon runs are goodnow and it depends on two things, management
and also better marine environment? What did you mean by good
marine environment?

Jack Helle - Well, 1 oversimplified this, but the management of

our resources has definitely been getting better. No question

we*ve learned more on how to manage our resources, the State’s

been doing a good job. On top of this, we: are presently seeing
extremely warm marine conditions 1in the North Pacific Ocean and

this 1is, 1 feel, one of the major reasons we are seeing such an
incredible survival coming back to certain areas like Bristol

Bav. Prince William Sound has had three record years of returns.

They are expecting the all time record return this year. Southeastern

is expecting a huge amount of pinks expecially in the southern
area and this primarily due to the very favorable marine conditions.
But, of course, you can have favorable marine conditions and if
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you don*"t have the fish going out you won®"t have the fish coming
back. So, management is a very strong part of it. I have been
involved in long-tem research on the effects of marine environment
on the survival of salmon and some of the data that I1"ve been
looking at indicate that we are starting to slide off of this

warm period and we may be going back to a period of more austere
survival.

Sen. Parr - You are saying that, 1in layman®s terms, that when
the ocean 1is warmer you get better survival rates and when 1it"s
colder you get worse survival rates. And we have both cycles

from warm to cold; so, even if we did the best job we could, we
would have a drop in runs if it turned colder?

Jack Helle - Yes, but management can help compensate for that.
Sen. Parr - 1 am oversimplifying a great deal. Any questions
you want to ask Mr. Helle? Thank you sir. Mr. Bevan.
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Testimony of Don Bevan, Director of the School of Fisheries/ University
of Washington.

Don Bevan - Thank you Mr. Chairman. My name 1is Don Bevan and

I am a member of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
and Director of the School of Fisheries and Professor of Marine
Studies at the University of Washington. I would Ilike to share
just a few words with you based on my experience of about 35 years
of doing research in Alaska and being a part of the University
Center such as the one that they have proposed. As you might
guess, | happen to be a strong advocate of something that I"ve
spent my life at. I believe in that approach. I don"t think
there 1is any question more pointed than yours: Couldn®t we take
the money and put it in the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
and do a better job? Again,...

Sen. Parr - 1 don"t think I said a better job. I asked why we
shouldn™t do 1it.

Don Bevan - 1 think we could. We could put some more money 1in
the Auke Bay Laboratory and do a better, more effective job for
the State of Alaska. We could send some more money down to the
University of Washington and we would do a better job. I think
that is the first point we all recognize, that there is a lack
of resources on these problems. I don"t think we are going to
add much 1in the way of money to the Alaska Department of Fish
and Game. I think they made their case before this body (not
this particular committee, but certainly appropriate committees
here). I suspect it"s like my own state fisheries department.
They have their own responsibilities. The statement with them
[is that they] support some of best that they can. I want to
be careful in choosing my words 1in what I say about the University
of Alaska because I don®"t want to be overly critical but 1 have

to be a little critical because the State of Alaska has not devoted
resources in making the University of Alaska a fisheries research
institution. I guess 1| can charge that the University can do
things, not everything obviously, universities do some things

very poorly; however, | think Commissioner Skoog made a very good
point that there are cetain kinds of people that we have around
universities that we can take advantage of. I will give you a
couple cf examples: the whole basis for forecasting most of our
pink salmon runs 1in Alaska 1is based on the simple little hydraulic
tool that samples eggs in the gravel, which was developed (I remember
very well- I was there when it happened around the lunch table

in the faculty club) because there was a hydraulic engineer
interested 1in catching steelhead. He had an 1idea about sampling
eggs in the streanm. That kind of interaction probably wouldn®t
take place in a fishery agency that would be charged with solving
the sort of next fire fighting problem that comes 1in because some
fishery has gone wrong. I don"t want to dwell on that in any

great length. 1 would like to add one other comment in regard
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to trustees and regents. I have a visitors committee made up

of people around the country, a number of them from Alaska, who

tell me how best we ought to do our research program. They are

not my boss. They give me advice and counsel. The president

of the University and the regents certainly are my boss. They

give me direction on policy and they tell me how much resources

I"m going to have to work with. But I don®t think 1in any university,
the regents are going to tell you how to teach or how to do research.
So, | think there 1is really no conflict there: the regents are
charged with running the organization and they do, but 1 don"t

know of any institution where there would be a conflict between
setting a program and the kind of overall university policies

and resources you need to carry that out. One thing that | think
is clear: while 1 can always say that coordination 1is always
important, 1 don"t think that we should set up a center of this
kind because there 1isn"t a very good job being done; because |
think there 1is. But, 1 think there are additional things that
need to be done and the University 1is a very fine place to do

some of those things. Coming out on Mr. Jeffert®"s point: How
much 1investment are you going to put into this? I guess that"s
the decision only you gentlemen can make. I can*"t help but make
that my point of view: investment and research and the opportunities
for development of Alaska fisheries are minimal at best. If there
are any questions, 1 would be happy to answer them.

Sen. Stimson - Do you have a structure similar to what 1is proposed

here with a board of trustees within your University?

Don Bevan - We don"t have a board of trustees, we have what is
called a visitors committee, that"s made up of the Director of
Game of the State; the Director of Fisheries; Mr. Walt Yonker
head of the Seafood Processing Association 1in Seattle; Mr. John
Peterson who 1is a member of this Study Group and President of
Ocean Beauty Seafoods, Mr. Ken Olsen who is the head of the
Fishermen®s Union--Much the same kind of board that 1is being
suggested here. I think 1t"s a bit larger. I think mine 1is ten
or eleven.

Sen. Parr - Dr. Bevan, |1 raise this question to make sure, because
for example, the Geophysical Institute of the University of Alaska
has had a visitors group of some sort like you are talking about

for as many years as I1"ve known anything about it. They don*"t
swing any weight because they give an outside evaluation of how
well the institute is doing... That"s quite a different thing

from having trustees unless you discuss, really, what their scope
of authority is. What 1is the budget of, you are Head of the
School of Fisheries 1 believe, what 1is the annual budget of that
school of Fisheries?

Don Bevan - School of Fisheries budget at the present time 1is
about seven million. About 151; from the State of WashingtDn,
mostly federal but some private industry and some from the states
of California and Washington.
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Sen. Parr - Fifteen percent of that comes from the State, roughly-
of that seven million?

Don Bevan - Yes, and that®"s 1including our teaching program as
well.

Sen. Parr - Do you offer ... what degrees do you offer?

Don Bevan - We offer Bachelor of Science 1in Fisheries, BA with
a major in Fisheries, BA of Science 1in Food Science, a Master
of Science in Fisheries and a PhD 1in Fisheries. 1*"d be happy

to provide you with a copy of our annual report, 1if that would
be of use to you.

Sen. Parr - It certainly would, sir. We are looking at a real
cost of three and three-fourths million dollars the second year
and almost eleven million the year after that. The way the price

of oil is going down, 1 think we are going to have to take a very
careful look because when the pie is a certain size, the dollar
that goes in that part of the pie 1is not going in the other part

of the pie. Ideally, 1in the 1ideal world, when you have all the
money to invest in research that is needed- i1t"s 1ideal. We are,
unfortunately, not living in that 1ideal world. So anything that

would be available to me from you would be much appreciated.

Don Bevan - | think it"s anticipated and | haven®t been a part

of the Study Group and as | read their report, certainly they
have a willing volunteer from our side that would be enthusiastic
about taking part in a center of that kind, much as we do with
the WAMI project that the University cooperates with.

Sen. Parr - Is any money contributed to your school by the

you said one of the members of your board of your visitors committee

was the head of the fishing division, | believe...

Don Bevan - The 1industry supports presently about a level of three
hundred thousand dollars a year. My personal research on Kodiak
Island is supported, continually since 1948, by seafood processors.
I would have to go back and add up the numbers but 1 suspect we
are getting close to two million dollars over that period of time.

Sen. Parr - In this typical seven million budget you are now
getting three hundred thousand from the processors? Are you
getting anything from the fishermen themselves?

Don Bevan - Yes. There have been some contributions along with
the industry from the Bristol Bay. Sorry, | don"t remember the
exact details about that.

Sen. Parr - How about the fishing industry of Washington?

Don Bevan - 1 think the only contribution from fishing 1in the
State of Washington 1is for scholarship funds, not for research.

Sen. Parr - Any more questions? Thank you very much. That is

all the names 1 have listed of people who want to speak. Rep. Gardiner.
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Testimony of Representative Terry Gardiner.

Rep. Gardiner - Mr. Chairman, I would like to testify on this
bill. It was introduced last year and came over from the House.
I think the report that"s been done and a lot of the details that
have been worked out probably provide a much better framework
to implement what was originally envisioned 1in HB 313. It"s been
subject to comment and research by a lot of different people and
I think they®ve come up with a pretty good product that I"m very
supportive of. To some extent a big difference 1is reduction
in scope and that is probably more appropriate and accomplishable.
One of the things I1"ve been interested to see [is the concensus]
on this. Fisheries 1is like many interest group areas 1in the sense
that you bring up an idea and half the people are for it and half
the people are against 1it. Another half are undecided. I know
you can;t have three halves but sometimes it seems that way with
fisheries. This idea, as it has become more developed and some
of the details have been worked out, seems to spark a very universal
support from many quarters. It"s pretty spontaneous from various
agencies that mictht otherwise have some 1interest in having it
in their bailiwick, or what have you, or other political
jurisdictions; but, 1"ve been pleasantly surprised to see the
unanimous support that has grown up from different people looking
at ideas, contributing their efforts towards this and refining
the idea to support something that 1is more workable. I think
the process will continue because these people have volunteered
their time and their agencies®™ efforts to be involved and it"s
resolved soma of the questions that were brought up last year
an 3 that are being brought up here now.

In terms of my own support for the concept- it grows
out of looking at the world fisheries scene and the American
fisheries scene. And one of the things that we have spent a lot
of time 1in the State (myself included) giving a lot of political
rhetoric about 1is this great fisheries resource off the coast
of Alaska that 1is being harvested by foreign countries and why
aren"t we out there and, of course, we thought of political
solutions. We have a political solution now but we are still
not out there. In looking personally at the fisheries 1in Northern
Europe and 1in Japan, | was surprised to see quite a bit different
effort. There is a very fundamental support of the industry (the
industry, 1its processors and the fishermen and other people involved
in the industry), at the research and university level. Basically,
looking at this State, I find that absent. I don"t find the fishing
support through the University or through the research entities
that you find 1in other jurisdictions. In looking at the great
fishing powers of the world, you find that their industry, as
a total makeup of all the components of it, differs from ours,
in that we do not have any real fisheries program in our University,
education, or fundamental 1institutions that do basic research.
I think that 1is why we are partially faced with the problem of
somebody else capturing our resource and 1 think until we give
the support to industry and management of this kind we are not
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going to be 1in the same league as these other countries and other
states and provinces. To do this,to some extent, we will be (playing]
out another act of maturity of becoming a state. We, as a State
before we were a state we didn"t have all that much to do
with the fisheries. We took over the management and we have
increased our efforts in management much r~~°. than what they were
when we took over statehood. They have si .many signs,and
actual dollar returns,of successes. I thin® we have to do the
same thing with our University and research efforts. One of the
things 1 think 1is a real positive reason for having this in and
associated with the University 1is that the University has the
desire; and 1 think many people in the Legislature expressed it
over the years about 1it: why 1isn"t the University doing more about
fisheries? Why do we have fisheries as a big industry and the
University of Alaska isn"t renowned throughout this country or
any place else, as a big place to go to get a fisheries education
or any kind of degree in fisheries? We do not have that reputation.
I think many people hoped for that and we plowed money into the
beginnings of programs in the University and in the last couple
of years the University has put a lot of planning efforts into
trying to come up with this. I think we could proceed ahead with
this but 1 think we will be much more successful 1if we have the
type of high level and first class fisheries research center
within and associated with the University. I think we could
argue over the details of the most efficient relationship between
that [and other institutions], but 1 think you will see a lot
of back and forth [movements] as you do in other university
research systems between the university and research center
graduate students working over there, professors here, teaching
over there and people moving back and forth between the research
scene and the education scene or being involved in both. I think
that is going to be real 1important in terms of developing a good
university fisheries program to have this type of research institute
and 1 think we only have to look at our sister states and other
foreign jurisdictions to see this kind of relationship. They
have organized it in different technical ways but the fundamental
components of research and education have been there and have
been intertwined in their efforts to generate information to help
us wisely utilize our resources. One of the 1issues that | think
is appropriate, it has sort of come up here, and | want to answer
that question: What is this thing going to do that 1isn®"t being
done now? There are some real fundamental problems that a lot
of us are aware of that are involved in the fisheries from maybe
different aspects, and some of these may 1involve our fisneries
agencies themselves. Some of these involve economics of fishermen
beyond biological things because there really are ... 1it"s hard
to separate things a lot of times. An example I would give is
in a fisheries 1*'m familiar with (and 1 use it because I"m more
familiar with the details): In Southeast Alaska we have a lot
of mixed stock fisheries and these are mixes not only of the same
species headed to different streams- there are 2,000 or more
salmon streams 1in Southeast--but they are mixes of different
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species of salmon. So, there are some real fundamental management
problems (no matter how good the data 1is) on how many fish are

out there, and how much fish the fishermen are catching, and how
many got up the stream, and how much we need up the stream, about
how to effectively get the right amount of fish into each streanm
and not wipe out one stock or one species while you are doing

it. I think we need to devote some fundamental research efforts
figuring out better management systems to do that. I think that
kind of thing needs this type of agency or program todo 1it,
though I think i1t"s pretty hard for the Department todo 1in terms
of their day-to-day activities of trying to do thejob. Also,

there may be the question of conflict of interest, 1in that, maybe,
part of their present management policies are the problem and

an independent agency could help them see the solution better

than they could from the inside themselves. I think you will

find a lot of the other examples may have the same aspect to 1it,
because somebody in some agency 1is managing every fishery- not

to say the reason that we are setting up an independent agency

is to analyze every other agency, but | think an independent
effort with support from all the agencies and involvement through
the University could supply those elements of objectivity. Again,
I see another 1issue that this Legislature, at least the House
Finance Committee, 1is wrestling with: What 1is the appropriate
role of State 1involvement in supplemental production of salmon?

We have the FRED Division that 1is out, through direct State funds,
building hatcheries; and other developmental and supplemental

programs for salmon. We have a system of regional, private non-—
profit hatcheries. There is a lot of debate over what 1is the
best economical system for the State: [whether] to do this; and
who should run what; and what have you. Again,l think this 1is

the kind of thing that has some economic questions to it, some
financial questions to the State, as well as biological and
management considerations that all have to be looked at to help

the State policy makers draft the best answers to that question;
and we are 1involved in that question now. We really haven®t had
any high Jlevel group or people (that may require something besides
biologists or financial aid from the Legislature) to figure out

the answer. This kind of institution we could turn to to help

us find the answer to that rather than having to feel our way
through with some budget ... filler or that kind of approach.

I think those are some of the examples that 1 would see; and maybe

I have more of a little bit of a [particular outlook], being a
fisherman type- some of the people from the biology and management
side might put a little bit different emphasis than that on some

of the types of problems. But, the basic thing is to provide

that information, [and furnish everybody] with an equal ability

to make better decisions. I think this has been the best suggestion
as to where to put it [the center] to do thct. 1"d be happy to

answer any questions.

Sen. Parr - Anyone else want to speak on this?
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