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DO YOU SUPPORT OR OPPOSE STATE AGENCY PERSONNEL SHOOTING WOLVES FROM
HELICOPTERS AND AIRPLANES?

DEMOGRAPHICS UNSURE SUPPORT OPPOSE
TOTAL . e i i iieaaa e 7% 19% 74%
LOCATION

RURAL ... ... ....... 3% 19% 7%
CENTRAL. ...t 11% 20% 69%
SOUTHCENTRAL ...... 2% 21% 78%
ANCHORAGE . ......... 9% ™ 73%
SOUTHEAST . ... .. .... 6% 17% 7%

BIG GAME HUNTER

YES oL 5% 25% 70%
NO . e 8% 16% 7%
GENDER

MALE. ... ... 7% 26% 67%
FEMALE............. 6% 12% 82%
AGE

18-24 YRS OF AGE... 12% 15% 73%
25-30 YRS.......... 12% 12% 75%
31-40 YRS.......... 6% 17% 77%
41-55 YRS.......... 4% 20% 76%
56-65 YRS.......... 5% 23% 71%
66+ YEARS OF AGE... 14% 35% 52%

VOTER REGISTRATION

REPUBLICAN......... 9% 24% 67%
DEMOCRAT .. ......... 9% 19% 72%
GREEN/AIP/LIB..... 5% 16% 80%
NON-PARTISAN...... 5% 17% 78%

HOW OFTEN VOTE

EVERY ELECTION.... 7% 18% 74%
MOST ELECTIONS.... 4% 19% 77%
ABOUT HALF THE TIME 6% 20% 73%
MOST IMPORTANT.... 6% 23% 71%
FIRST ELECTION.... 9% 23% 68%
DON"T VOTE/ UNSURE. 38% 0% 62%
TIME IN ALASKA

UNDER 1 YEAR...... 19% 51% 29%
1-4 YEARS.......... 9% 12% 80%
5-9 YEARS.......... 10% 16% 75%
10-14 YEARS....... 4% 17% 79%
15+ YEARS.......... 6% 21% 73%

DITTMAN RESEARCH CORPORATION OCTOBER 1992 n=641
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SB 77. Intensive Game Management

SB 77 requires that the Board of Game “intensively manage” big game
species in order to provide high game populations exclusively for human
harvest. Intensive game management is the manipulation of an animal
species’ environment to artificially increase its population. Intensive game
management techniques include Deliberately setting fires and controlling

predators.
The Alaska Environmental Lobby opposes SB 77.

 Wolf, bear and other predators are a part of a healthy ecosystem.
Predator control should only be discussed as an option when other
pressures on game populations have been addressed. These include
habitat loss, recreational hunting pressures, and interference with
migratory routes by development projects.

e The Board of Game is required to consider the interests of all user
groups. SB 77 would mandate that the Board consider the interests of a
single group: big game hunters.

e The legislature is usurping the authority of the Board of Game by
mandating policy. This diminishes the mission of the Board which is to
provide a forum wherein different, often competing, interests can
debate issues and arrive at a consensus.

Alaska’s wildlife resources should be managed - not for human
consumption - but for the overall health of the ecosystem. Only a healthy

ecosystem will be able to adequately sustain both game and non-game
ani.nal populations for subsistence and recreational hunters, as well as for

non-consumptive users over the long term.

2/10/94
[EANERVAR | m tit hit |»Ai SMINI = "i|[V.MNI\|["]]i; Hi. M Il M N7 M U /et TARFH
U 1 tMMIN® M( | ® ® «<i 1t \H[l-in- i @ . 1Y = (U AN AIK t OAIHII >N = I>I All fIH /I NS <IHIW U
L SM BT MILE - et =» \i=W I MIN Imiii\ = K\[ A* r,M r ‘Il KKA | 11°1
M HI MA> Ay -is iikvmi Lol METETTATY MUMIE* =" fn e tM>. « ANI* n HAAKILK**
qi «Hb> « IHHI\h N -| »ull IY 1y M 14i Vs HEING = M)KIIfht< M\ LA IfAJKI i.NMINIAT | INITIK
Vl' ||”VA M M|oo)ﬁWM<j\|M|\A o Jt*! ||‘ Co% L IN St e o <1O0UIIL L0 NI MATIIL 1 N-MIO*. trusi. It = <ONMKVAIM >N1 Ul IV

0



DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION

A DIVISION FUNCTIONS:
1 Statutory basis.

2

Titles 16, 37, 39, and 44

Duties.

The Division of Administration provides administrative and management
support services to help the department accomplish its goals and objectives in
an efficient, cost-effective, and accountable manner. To meet this goal the
division offers support services in budgeting, fiscal management, accounting,
contracting, leasing, reimbursable sendees agreements, federal billings, sup-
ply, purchasing, property control, personnel management, payroll, and labor
contract administration. The responsibility for the fish and game licensing
system is also placed within the Division of Administration. The division is
organized into seven primary sections (Finance/Licensing, Personnel/Payroll,
Procurement/Contracting, Data Processing Services, Director’s Office, Re-
gional Administration, and Boards Support).

The Division ofBoards was merged with Administration in FY94 (See separate
discussion under "B"). The Board ofFisheries, the Board ofGame, and the Joint
Boards of Fisheries and Game promulgate regulations for the conservation,
development, and use of Alaska's fish and wildlife resources-or more simply,
allocate the allowable harvest of fish and wildlife resources. The Boards
Section provides support for the boards and this regulatory process. This
includes staffsupport to the boards and 80 local advisory committees. At least
three times annually the Boards Section publishes a Call for Proposed Changes
to the Regulations which results in as many as 1,000 proposals for changes.
These changes are deliberated upon, as required under the Administrative
Procurement Act, in public hearings which during FY94 were scheduled for
approximately 100 days. Resulting changes are codified and published in 21
regulation books. Regional Coordinators are located in Bethel, Kotzebue, and
Dillingham.
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Budget Component FV93 Act

Boards of Fisheries and Game
Boards Services
Advisory Comm./Region. Council
* BRU Toral

Subsistence

Subsistence 1,972.9
ijects 822.6
-2/795,5
Habitat
Habi t.at

Special Projects
Restoration

* BRU Total

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission

Limited Entry Program Admin. 2,695.8
* BRU Total * 2,695;.8
Total Agency Expenditures 94,997.1

i
Total Agency Funding

Fed. Receipt " "#27,955:5
General Fund 46,233;2
Other Funds vV ;20,808.4

COMPONENT SUMMARY

;FY94 CC

999.9
669.0
668.9

3,063,6
*1,239.6

.47303.2

1/7472

30,547.6
\42,960;6
117,374.8

Legislative Finance Division

Departmentjof Fish and Game

FY94Auth FY94 Adi
1,896.5
1,133.2
<37029.7

3.063.6

1.239.6

5,358.1

9:661.3

w M

212

zy tm 2M27,
96,887.6

307563.2 30,692.2

42,974<ft

22,747

"VMyVyV

- OPERATING BUDGET

FY94Auth - Governor

Governor Comparison

1,002.7
S70ir7
1,573.4

1,815.2
8943
2,70975

-93,359i8 3.0X

29/3tl;"6
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P.O. Box 1108-19 * Anclwage. Alaska 9981) » rninphonft (907) 849-112I
February 19, 1994
The Honorable B ill Williams
House riesourcea Committee
Fax*; 46573793
Dear Hep. Williams:
Quite simply we Eire outraged over this B ill and adAMANTIIY oppose it.
To have wildlife officially managed to benefit, hunters and game
species at the expense of predators period as this Bill would do
goes against the wishes of. the populace und biological expertise.
Our Constitution assures that wildlife belongs to all, not just
those so anxious to pay for continued slaughter.
We wurge the immediate defeat of SB77.

Sincezely,



Lynn Canal Conservation, Inc.

Post Office Box 964
Haines, Alaska 99827

February 15, 199~

To: Ronsa Resource Committee Members
From: Eric Hollo, President, Lynn Canal Conservation

Re: SB 77

Please enter into the record on February 16 the following toctimony on
GD 77.

Lynn Canal Conservation opposes Senate Bjll. 77. We are opposed to predator
control generally because predators have co-evolved with prey and play

a orucial role in keeping prey populations healthy. This role is

different than that played by human hunters in that hunters do not
generally remove starving or diseased prey animals from the gena pool.

In most 8reas where predators have been eliminated or reduced, the

prey populations have ultimately Buffered.

We also oppose this bill for economic reasons. Our local economy depends
greatly nn tourism. As a gateway community to the interior, vie are
affected by the experiences of tourists In interior Alaska, an well

ss locallyo Sightings of predators keep bringing people to Alaska, and
this means money for our economy.

The supermarket approach to game management, stocking whatever form of

red meat is most in current demand, belongs in the dark ages. |If Alaska
5s to throw off the reputation it has squired for unenlightened game
management and avoid tourist boycotts, bills like SB 77 will have to

booome a thine of the past.

P 1 ol if

Eric Holle.

EncouraglPi Environmental AwartneiS In Tlic Upper Lynn Canal ey
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February 10, 1993

Representative Bill Williams
Alaska Legislature
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Williams,

I would like to express my views in opposition to SB77 which | understand will be
heard in the House Resources Committee on February 16. SB77 is a dangerous bill
tor a number of reasons.

First, it will mandate regulatory action on the part of the Alaska Board of Game,
through the use of the terminology "shall'. Although the bill makes reference to the
Administrative Procedures Act, by forcing the Alaska Board of Game to take action,
the APA process, including the access of the public to the regulatory process and the
expression of public opinion, is subverted entirely.

Second, wherever SB77 uses the terms "intensive management" it means "predator
control” or more specifically "wolf control". SB77 is a wolf control bill plain and
simple. But instead of coming out with it, the sponsors try to hide its real intent. If
their intent is wolf control, the bill should come right out and say it. Wolf control is
without a doubt one of the most controversial programs ever undertaken by the State
of Alaska. Surveys have shown time and again that the majority of Alaskans, even
the majority of hunters, are opposed to it. Yet a minority of hunters, and their
supporters in the Department of Fish and Game, continue to try to force it down our
throats, regardless of its cost in dollars and image.

The vague, unspecific and undefined terms used in SB77, such as "restore the
abundance or productivity", "human consumptive use goals", "depletion of the big
game population”, "reduction of productivity”, "significant reduction in the allowable
human harvest”, "enhancement of abundance or productivity", and "significantly
reduce the taking"”, provide the opportunity to institute widespread and long term
wolf control programs under just about any circumstances. And to top it cd, SB77
would actually prevent the application of other reasonable and traditional wildlife
management tools such as controls on prey species hunting seasons, bag limits,
methods and means until after wolf control has been approved. It in effect creates
the emergencies and then prevents any corrective action towards any of the other
potential, and more likely, causes. The wolves, or other wild predators such as
grizzly bears, will always take the hit until there aren't enough left to blame
anymore. There is absolutely no incentive for responsible and conservative
management of prey species.

Third, even though it has no fiscal note, SB77 is an expensive proposition. At a time
when budgets are tight and getting tighter, SB77 will mandate extensive new
spending that could be avoided or used on other more useful and less controversial
programs. With more than two months to go, the current so-called "ground based"
wolf control program has already cost in excess of $160,000 (ADF&G budgeted
$100,000), which is around $1,900 for every wolf that has been killed to date. Wolf
control programs instituted under SB77 will be much larger and incur much greater
spending. What will not be funded in order to kill wolves? These funds would be
much better spent, if they are spent at all, on law enforcement and prosecution of
wildlife and other offenses. If it is to be considered, SB77 should address the cost of



the programs it is imposing. Another expense, though not directly monetary, is the
cost to the image of the State of Alaska when widespread wolf control programs,
likely including aerial shooting, in progress as a result of SB77. While we might like
to think that we don't care what other think about us, the views of others, especially
those in the U.S. Congress and the Clinton Administration can have a big impact on
programs in Alaska and the control of the State in wildlife and other resources,
especially those on federal land.

| hope you will consider these issues when SB77 is considered by the House
Resources Committee. Thank you very much for your time.

Sincerely,

Waiftne Hall \
P.O. Box 190455
Anchorage, Al< 99519



Thdmas R. W dickwire
LAWYCR
3730 UNIVERSITY AVENUE SOUTH

Fairbanks,alaska 99709

(907) 474-0066
FAX (907) 474-0069

February 11, 1994

Bill Williams

Room 128

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

I am against the beliefs behind Senate Bill '77, which would
require the killing of wolves for the specific purpose of
increasing populations of animals which people like to hunt. My
reasons are:

1. My wunderstanding of the balance of nature 1is that a
healthy predator-prey relationship is necessary to assure
the health and vigor of the prey species, 1.e., studies
show that when they prey species is substantially
reduced, it results in too rapid an increase in the prey
species, which then allows the weaker individuals to
propagate, reducing the overall strength of the species.
Replacing natural predators with hunters does not avoid
this because hunters take out the biggest and strongest
individuals whereas prey culls out the weakest.

2. There are other values to wolves besides just their
function as predators of the several species (including
almost entirely field mice in some regions during some
seasons). Their travel patterns, distances covered and
the detail of their communication by their howling
language is intricate, but not vyet well wunderstood,
though the subject of ongoing studies. These facets of
wolf behavior are interesting to me and, 1 believe, quite
a few others. I believe it is government®s
responsibility to protect this interest as well as that
of the recreational hunter. I believe Senate Bill 77,
if passed, would be a legislative statement of policy
that hunting and killing moose and caribou 1is more
important than these other interests. I do not believe
making such value judgments about our game populations
is an appropriate legislative function.

Sincerely,

Thomas R. Wickwire

TRW:bf



TESTIMONY TO THE HOULE RESOURCES COMMITTEE ON
CSSB 77, THE INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT BILL

February 15, 1994

Dave Kelleyhouse
Director
Division of Wildlife Conservation

The department supports the concept of intensive management of big game, but as
evidenced by our program to restore the Delta Caribou Herd this winter, the department
already has statutory authority to conduct intensive management programs when
necessary and des..able.

The department and the board could benefit from clear legislative support for the use of
intensive management. However, the department believes that CSSB 77 in its present
form would blur distinctions between the powers of the Commissioner to manage and the
powers of the board to allocate wildlife resources. CSSB 77 also would reduce the
flexibility of the board to regulate uses of Alaska's wildlife.

The department's current position on CSSB 11 is neutral pending substantial amendment
to address our most serious concerns.

To improve CSSB 77, the department offers the following friendly recommendations for
amendment:

(@ The Board of Game shall adopt regulations "it considers advisable in accordance
with" AS 44.62

This would strengthen the legislative direction with the substitution of the word shall for
(MAY). However, it would still maintain the board’s current discretion in the promulgation
of regulations. Failure to maintain discretion would cause unintended problems such as
with (a)(8) requiring the board to prohibit all live capture and possession of wildlife which
it currently can allow under strict conditions.



Mandating the board lo require departmental programs is unacceptable. Establishment
of departmental priorities for agency resources is clearly a prerogative of the
Commissioner which must be protected.

(e) [EXCEPT] in areas where the board or department has determined that intens /e
management would be [IN] effective [OR] and that intensive management would be fIN]
appropriate [DUE TC LAND OWNERSHIP PATTERNS],

These changes would require determination that intensive management would be
effective and appropriate before such management could be required for an identified big
game population. These changes would focus consideration of intensive management
on the most important areas and game populations where such management would be
most appropriate. Appropriateness entails more than simply land ownership patterns,
such as cost effectiveness.

In summary, the department is not opposed to legislation directing the board to authorize
intensive management of identified big game populations where appropriate and feasible.
In fact, we believe that intensive management will be even more necessary ir the future
to meet the needs of Alaskans for hunting opportunities and to 'educe controversy
between subsistence and other hunters.

The department has demonstrated its capability to safely produce greatly increased
harvests from important moose, caribou and other big game populations through intensive
management. It is our desire that intensive management activities resumed during this
administration be continueo where necessary and appropriate in the future for the benefit
of the majority of Alaska's hunters.

We must all recognize that intensive management involving predator control will always
be potentially controversial. No single piece of legislation can change this fact nor alter
the political realities. | urge the committee to incorporate the amendments we have
offered to improve this legislation. The department stands ready to continue working with
Senator Sharp and members of this committee to craft sound public policy regarding
intensive management.



March 7, 1994

TO: HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

RE: TESTIMONY ON SB 77 (CS FOR CS DATED 3/5/94)
FOR TELECONFERENCE 3/7/94

This bill does not significantly differ from earlier versions. The main objective ing edients are
still present; the first being the erroneous "finding" that hunting is the highest and aest use of
die game and that the definition of sustained yield is to provide a high level of harvest for human
consumptive use. This, as you’ve been told repeatedly, violates sound, intelligent game
management principles, die ecosystem management approach, AND mainly, it violates the now
widely accepted (except in archaic Alaska), du. principles of fair multiple use of the game. A
much larger segment of the public is opposed to the intent and wording of this bill than support
it. You will find the only ones supporting it are avid but lazy hunters who want to hunt close
to home instead of traveling around the state o locate and hunt where game is more abundant.
These are people who also hunt down gam j with aircraft, power boats and/or snowmachines. ..in
other words, they do not utilize traditional fair chase techniques.

This bill still mandates the Board of Game to institute wolf control programs before it is allowed
to curtail the human hunting. The word "shall" is used instead of the preferable "m ayV Section
2(e). Section (3) is contradictory in itself because it refers to the use of "recognized and prudent
active management techniques*. Wolf contiol (especially using aircraft as v/e are now doing)
is the opposite of recognized and prudent techniques.” It is especially deplorable when used to

"enhance" healthy populations of game.

The bill further erodes the power of the Board to make decisions or the Dept, to advise them by
stating in section 3(f) "The Boa» t...MAY NOT significantly reduce the taking...of big game prey
population...unless they" institute wolf control (we might as well call it what it is). Section
2(g)(2) also refers to wolf control being used to extend and develop high or higher levels for

human harvest.

For the above reasons, | am strongly opposed to the passage of this bill. | know everyone else
except the strong, but comparatively small hunter lobby will also be opposed. | also know that
passage of this bill will have dire consequences in the future for state maintained game
management and any predator control programs. The further Alaska slides back into the Dark
Ages of unacceptable, game mismanagement based on expensive, Neandrathal, widely opposed
techniques contrary to ecosystem management and multiple use, the more you can expect the
Federal government to step in and the more scorned Alaska will become in the eyes of the
World. We will also see our wolf population eventually declared an endangered species.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. | hope 1haven’t wasted my time.

Ca * Anchorage (800)478-2234)
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"Sustained Yield"

Alaska's Constitutional
Mandate for Action

By

John B. coghili, Lieutenant Governor
Constitution Convention Delegate

January 26, 1994

Preamble

Tho moaning cf m 'nuGtaiiiod yield" was clear when the Alaska
constitution was drafted in 1059. I believe that tho moaning 1b
very clear, and nupercedes statutory and regulatory definition.

At the tine of the constitution Stato Lnnd vaa to be oolactod for
the priority of development and utilization by Alaokan'o. Prom
this wutilization valid arise an economy that could support the
State government. JReoourcea wore oxpooted to be tho key to

Alaska's economy.

Pailuro cf these resources to he developed under federal management
led the framoxa of the constitution to nook o mechanism that vould
assure the citizens nocooa to and wutilization of AlaBka'fl
roaourcea. Tho auabelnod yield section of tho Constitution s
intonded to allow for this utilization, and to require tho
authorized agency to maintain thoao resources in nn optimum state
for futuro development.

To understand the moaning and intent of the phraao "sustained
yield" in our Constitution wo must understand the moaning of tha
words and the context in whiah they ara UBod. it la also useful to
undsrstand iho use of tho phrase in tho w ildlife literature in tha
samo time frame.

The moaning of “"sustained yield" has recently taken on now
political meanings by various animal rlghta and preservation
organizations that are apposed to man's use of replenlshablo
resources, It is important for us to understand that the original
and <clear Defining of the Constitution was for ro lenishable
resources to provide a high or maximum sustained lovol of

consumptive utilization for huaanB, by Alaskan's.

Definitions of Huatainod. VJteld

Tha Alaska Constitution, Article V IlIl, Section 4 rando:
Section 4 - Sustained yield.

Pish, for-Jobs, w ild life , grnsolands, and a Il othor
rsplonlehable resources belonging to the State shall be
utilized, developed, and maintained on tha sustained
yield principle, subject to proforenoos among beneficial
ufres.

"The history of AlaBka has been olotsely related to, indeed often
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dependent upon, its fur, fish and game."1 Tho importance of
w ild life and. ranovablo resourced to Alaokana led to tho
incorporation Ol Section i in Article Volix, of the Alaska

Profosror John Buckley argued tho Cooling of many in
hie praoontation to tho Constitutional Conventionj " W ildlife
conservation often has boon treated somewhat lig h tly w ith
nisnanageannt or no management resulting/ it hao net bean granted
tha prompt corrective coanurea that would have boon aacordod Boat

Constitution.

other roDources. . . . It io to forestall political interforar.ee
and to maintain continuity that | believe provision for wildlife
should bo at tho confltitutionn! rather than legislative level."1

constitutional provision for natural

Few othar States have a
reaourcoc such as Article V III.
extensive testimony on non-ronovable

The Counittoo on Resourcon heard
rccouroBe, and on ranavoblo

resouroos. r baliovo thia testimony wae overu..alaingly in
agreement with the meaning and intent of Section 4, Sustained
Field, in Artiola V III. in fact, the wording in tha oaotion on

Sustained Yield varied very little over tho oourao of tho dobats on

Katurol Resources,

included a dioauasion of Sustained Yield
January 16 comajontary attached to its
roadst

Tho Comnittoe on Resources
in its DacoBbor 16, and
report a:d drafts. Thin definition

applicable to
life eubject to the

provision applies
in tho Sb&to and

“"Sustained Yield is rooognizod as a prinoiplo
the administration of plant and aninal
iomodiate authority of the Stato, Thia

generally to w ildlife and fisheries onywhoro

to tha forests and other roploniehable resouraoo including
grnsa which occurs on Jlandn in the state domain. ThiB
principle is qualified in terns of "tha highest benefiaial
public uno" in recognition of Its not being in the public

certain parasitic or predatory organisms
beneficial plant and animal life . The
to tha State of Alaska, and not
land or any particular parcel of

ihtoreat to preserve
destructive of nore
referenuo of this section s
to any particular parcel of

w ater,*"

'Buokloy, John, "W ildlife in tha economy of Alaoka," Alaska
cooperative W ild life Sooearch Unit, Biology Papers of tha
University of Alaska, Humber 1, Feb., 1955.

Jauckley, John I,, "W ildlife and the Constitution", Prepared
for consideration of tha Committee on Natural Resources Of the
Alaska Constitutional Convention, page 213, December, 1955,

"Constitutional Convention, Coaaittas Proposal a, December 16,
Commentary on A rticle on State Lands_<\nd Natural RgDQurcM,
Constitutional Convention x/Resouroos/B/a, style and
January 30, 1996.

1953,
also inj
Drafting/Article V lix,

that the iknanittco viewed tho

Thia definition clearly indicates
sustained yield issue aa one of administration, of action ontho
part of the applicable state agency or coaaisuion.

alao clarifies tho
praforonoea among
uses, not usero, ofr

diacuscion by tho Resources Coamittoo
qualifying phrase "aubjoot to
usee". (Wec are referring to
ucqs groups.) Thomanagementfor sustained yield
"subjeot to preferences among beneficial usea" clearly reaffirms
thB overall intent or the sectJon on "euBtainod yield", flurcon

conrumbtlon and other wbd bonaticlal to Daugavajnrefemnco over
mpct be

This
intent of
beneficial
competing

uses that are not beneficial to man. Management
preferentially for cpecios and reeouraes suitable for human
consumption, not, for example, parasitos or predators that would
cauoo spocico such as caribou to decline.
Management for "sustained yield" Is mandated for all wildlifo
resources undor State management, and all replcnishoble rooourcea
on state lands.
oeorge Utomohlo, in his explanation of i3rms utilised in the
Constitution defined "sustained yiold" with raspoot to w ildlife as
foLlow si
"Sustainod Yield Principle: . . . For fish, w ildlife the
term "suotainad yiold principle"” ie wused in connection with
such rasourcos. When ac wused it denotes

management of
conscious explication
management intended to

practibla of principled of
reaourco being managed.”

insofar as
sustain ths

Tha "adm inistration" refcrrod to in tha Hooource committno
commentary is alao the "management” referred to by aeorgo
Utermohle. It nandatee a "conscious" action, action intended to

Management
by over

resouroeB.
resourced

renewable
of wildlife

maintain
intended to

and provide for tha
prsvant the doplation

harvesting, or by natural causes where poaoiblo. The austainod
yield provision is intended to assure "tho oonsoioua application, "
of management tools by the futuro Department of Fish and Game,
Actions intended to benefit wildlife populations.

Gordon Harrison, Alaska legislative Research Agenoy, Furthor

explains tbati

"The principle of sustained yield management is a basic tenot
of conservation, it ie the Dimplo yet fundamantal Idea that
the annual harvest of a biological reGourca should not exceed
the annual regeneration of that resource. Maximum sustained
vield is tho largest harveot that can bo maintained year after
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The AlaGka constitution mandates the <hands on** management of
w ild life and renewable resources for the maximum sustained yield.

Preservation v. Dnvolonnonl-.

Today vo hear loud proclamations from those who advocato no action
be taken, "lgc nature take ita course", Gay thooo who believe in
tho philosophy of preeorvationisa. They argue that tho concept of

conservation must be oxpnndod to inoludo the concept of
the overriding

preservation, and than argue that preservation is

management philosophy for reGourueo. X do not disagree with auoh

concepts - as long ab they are applied within the confines of the

appropriate federal withdrawals, and special nreao ont roldo undar

Sootlon 7, Article V III,

Preservation io a very real part of aluokn, and has remained a
for the fedoral rooervationo and parks

management option .
which encompass a largo part of thia territory,
that the State of AlackS hao jurisdiction over w ildlife,

tho fact
reaction,
renowablo

oxcopting

or tho failure Cor today's state agenoies to manage a
roBoutoo, to stand by and allow a renewable resource to
aignificantly decline, Ib not allowed under tha "sustained yield"

proviuion of tho constitution.
Section four contains several key wordo and phrases thot rovoal its
The resources lioted ore "replonioheble". They ore to be

intent.
developed, and maintained".

"utilised,

Thn listing of only replenlehoble resources Tor "sustained yield"
management indicates that tho committee did not intend for non-
managed for '‘ouetained yield". The

resources to be
resources in tho ground nze thua expected to he developed,

from tha ground and made available "for the benefit of
Development of non-renewablo reeourocc io expooted to
resource. As a specific deposit or resource location
other commodities or other deposits are expected to bo
developed. Renewable reBourcoa, however, can be
levels of productivity.

renewable
mineral
extracted
mankind"*.
exhaust the
ia depleted,
found and

naintalnod at high

CitLzon'a
1992.

Constitution, A
Rescarah Agonoy,

Gordon S ., Alaska'G

Alaska Legislative

'"Harrison,

Guide", Third Edition,

'"History of Alaska Statehood, in IT.S. House of Representatives,
Report Mo. 624, 85th congress, lot. Session, Committee on Interior
A ffairs, Chairman O 'Brien. Accompanying K.R. 7999, the Alaoka

Statehood Act.

The argument for Statehood was a battlo to allow Alaskano tho
opportunity to utilise the lands and rouourcea around them.
“[Tjremendoua aoreagen of land have bean tiod up in tho ntotus of
Federal reservations and withdrawals for variouo puzposea. Tho
(U.S. House Xntorior and Inmilar Aff«iro3 aonroittee feole ntronglv
that this practice hos been carried to extreme lengths in Alaska,

“me hampered tho development of auoh resources for
the benefit of mankind. As aresult a long list of potential basic
industries can exist in al& gKo only ao tenants of tho Federal
Government, and on uufforance of the verioun Federal Agendas.

Tha committee feels that thie polioy nuot bo changed if statehood
for Alaska i& to be a suaaesa."" Tho policies of preservation, of
hon-uao was woll represented. In Alaska in 1955 on federal lands
and withdrawalB. State land ia to be managed for utilization by

the peoplo of Alaska.

to b point which

land with which we could develop a sustaining

Statehood gave un
tho Statehood Act wc had to

economy. Before CongreGB would pass
assure them that ve <could develop a resource based economy
sufficient to maintain tho Stato.
Maintain v. Conserve

Thera i* little quoutlon that tho wordo "utilized" etnd "developed"
in tho phrasei "ahall be utilised, dovelopod, and maintained"
intends for tho state's resources to be directly and phyGically
UBOd by mankind. It la Interesting to note that the Recourses
Committee tried and rojooted tho word "conserve* ao a substitute
for "maintain* In Section 4, Wo con read tho version of January
29th, 1956:

"Section 4. Fish foreatB, w ildlife, grasslands and a ll other

replenishable resources belonging to the State ohall be

utilized , developed and oonaorvad on the eUBtainad yield

prinoiplo, subject to preferenaea among boneficial uses."7
If tho word "conserved* had remained the meaning of thiB section
would have been substantially different, Tha fact that this word
change was one of tho few considered alterations of section 4, in
tha light of tho considerable rewrite# of othor oeotiono, attests
to its importance and near unanimous agreement on ita intent.

"House cow aittee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, H.R. Report
No. 624, 85th congreus, lot, Session, 1955, ini state of Alaska v.

United States of America, complaint for Juct compensation.

'Report of tho Style and Drafting Committee, Constitutional
Convention, X/Resourcee/8/a, sty le and Drafting/Article Vi,
January 29, 1956,

6



© Alaska's constitution.

Crogorv F. Cook eignirioantiy errs Itr hlo suggootion that:

"Aflouning . . , that the word "Balntaimidn in Art. VIII, 3 4
hag an oven brondor meaning than "conserved", then it cncrao
gulec reasonable to oonoludc that tho sustained yiold
prinolpal of S 4 was Intended to includo preservation, i.e.,

non-harvesting uses."’

"Tho verb "oonoorve" means Hto keep in a safe or eaund otato; to
nave; to preserve from change or destruction” - ."Consprvs"
otresBBB the idea Of maintenance of an exicting condition/ In
contrast the wt_d "maintain" signifies literally "to hold by the
band". . . s "to support what hag already boon brought into

existence."10

Tho selection of the word "maintain" gives uo a very important
insight in the nooning of the section on Sustained Yield. Xf tho
ncGOurces Committee had used tha word <conoorvod" one could have
argued that a "no action" alternative existed for tho Stnte ac a
management option. To "maintain" our roooufocn moons that ve W ill
not only nanogs man'3 aotivitiea through horvent Ilim its or seasonr-,

T but also manage tho resource itnolf. It maano that wa w ill provide

tho stewardship and tha husbandry neodad to keep renewablo
— roGourcoD available at the higheat possible lovol for human uss.

It ig aloar that the use of tho word maintain indicates that the
statée is mandated by tha constitution to cvotlvoly manogo its
resources. Management is to include tho best techniques and
principles available to the responsible State ogcnoieo,

o

—

H

©

o

QAIaska is one of few states with a Natural Resources olauGe in ita
constitution. Article V IIl of the Alae?ca Constitution establishes

™ tho StatcG policy on Natural Resources. The inalusior. of this

o article was discussed ot length in tho early development of

Alaekans felt that federal polio.'as and
practices bad hampered the wutilitsation c¢f Alaska's resources,

*Cook, Gregory, "The Sustained Yield Principle of Articlo V III,
s 4" Hay 4, 1991.

fyordo and Phraoeo, Went PubliGhing Co., Volume 40A, page 593,
1953,

OWords and Phraoeo, Host Publinhing Coupsny, Volums 40A, page
594, 1953.

Hnxipum wuaa In the

use of everyone {Sec. 3).
yield (secs. -1).

blocking the nutural development of a cuctainaiblo economy.

Tho dsgira to escape from restrictive Federal polioiou hampering
the wutilization of Alaska's resources, was a key reason for
Statehood. A rticle V IIl sets the Stote's rcsourco policy, with the
clear intent to encourage tho davalopnent of thB State's resources.

A rticle V IlIl has eighteen sections, eeotion 1 io a "Statoaont of
Policy." Section 2 establishes "General Authority." Section 3
establishes that w ildlife io reserved for common uae, and Section
four is "Sustained Yield", The organization of theao sections was
carefully considered by tho Resources Committee, and tho Committee
on Stylo and Drafting as well ao tho body of tha Constitutional
Convention. Soafcion 4 follows, and is responsible to the preceding
sections.

bastion 1 Statement of policy.
It lo tha polioy of the State to encourage the settlement
of its land and the development of Its resources by
making thorn available for maximum use condetent with thu
public interest.

auction 2 General Authority.

The logielaturo shall provide for the utilisation,
development, and conservation of all natural resources
belonging to tho State, including land and w aters, for

the maximum benefit of its pooplo,

flection 3 Common P*e.
W herever occurring in their natural state, fish .
W ild life, and waters are reserved to the people for
oomon use.

Section 4 Equt«insd Yield.
Pieh, forests, w ild life , grasslands, and a |l other
ropionishablo resources belonging to the State shall be
utilized, developed, and maintained on the sustained
yiold principle, subject to preferencee among beneficial
uses.

The organization of these sections varied during the various drifts
in the HcGCuroe Committee reports. The final organization
clarifies the relative meaning ot these sections.

relcm”~ng policy -for resource development on

state land (Sco. 1), The Constitution directs the legislature to
provide citizens the opportunity to wutilit* and develop our
roBouroos {Sec. 2). Pieh and w ildlife ore to toe managed for the

They are to be onnaged for sustained

The "sustained yield principle"” in Sootion 4 lo subject to the
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naxi*\iw woe policy

uo«" policy o0? Section 1. Out:
prinoiplen.w

"aaatleua
tho "yield” aepegt of "ouatt-lned yield

eaphaaieoo

to bo provided up to thejqgttxiwu* level thot.frhg
Tho beBt *Solentlfio principles available are

level of utilization. Reoourooa that arc
naxixuM extent obviously require ootivo
sustain population levele and provant

erhia u tilisation ie
rP.gnvirCTa~onn sustain.
to be used to guide the
utilized to a near
husbandry and management to
long term declines.

Historical viewpoint

Constitutional Convention there was

In tho disouooion at tho

uniform undorntending of the intent of Section 4, Article V III.

The phrase "atitained yield principles” diroots the xooponaibla
yiold Crons the Btatce

egonay with the taek of maintaining a

rcsouroea.

the discussion
streams undor
under state

the phraeo was partioulntly common in
The depletion of various fish
bo avoided nt all costs

in tho 1950'e
Qjf piohcry resources.

fodoral management vaa to
nanngexont. Deplotlon was to bo prevented not only by regulation
ol tha harvest levels end oetbodB by fishermen, but also by

developing fiBh hntahories or other nan mnde enhancement offorts to

raatoro a fiohory to xaxixura ouetainable levele.

when cur Constitution

SuoaaBoful roGOUrce management in tha
fisheries, but

was being crafted, inoludad not only forests and

aloo nigrftory waterfowl, and largo game. Bringing migratory

vaterfovl back from the brink of extinction is ono of tha greet
development of nodorn w ild lifo management

DUOcessoa in the
principloB.

new book "Shadows on the Koyukuk* has an

Sidney Huntington'o

excellent diocusnion on wolves. The story of Don Stric3anan nnC
Sid'a brother Jimoy in tho vintorc of 56-58 as well ee storloD of
jay Hamnond's work in the Kcrthorn Alaska, and tho ouccesa these
artificial management efforts produced, were a part of tho

philosophy c¢cf maintenance of our w ildlife resources prevalent at

the Conetitutional convention.

managers had proven abilitieu to manage

many of our repleniBhable resources.
for tho cooperative work of hunters,
John Buckley argued that "w ildlife is
result in aaving for

1950'b w ild life

animal populations, and
Hanagoaont of w ildlife called
biologists and gaao wardens.
living and dynamic . . , Ixmediate action can
human use many animals that would otherwise bo lost to natural
cauoesj conversely* prompt action can aloo pievent overharvesc*
Therefore regulations relating to wild animals must be mads by an
organization capable of ropid aotion. Legislative action ic too

bv the

slow .HI>

Conclusion

ThoGO interested in wutilizing theoe resources must not fool that
they "can exist in Alaska only as tonanto of the [state] government
and on tho sufferance of the wvariolic [state] agencies1ll and
outside aniaal rights or preservation interest groupB. "Sustained
yield" oeana that wo w ill provide the stewardship and tho husbandry
needed to keep renewable recourceo uvailablo at the highoGt

poBoible level for human use.

that Alaska's renewable

A ll resource agencies must work to assure
Ho one Agonoy, no single

resources are available for utilization.
interest group, baa a preference or a priority over the State's
reploniehablo resources. ITot only aro these resources available
for all uses, but the framers reoognlsod that utilicafcion far one
resource vaH generally an ooaat to those who would uoe another use,
utilization of timber resources enhances acoeno for hunter*, and
provides a patch of now foliage for wildlife. U tilization
inoroaaeo the valuo of a resource to society, and thereby increases
tha impotue for nanagesont offorte.

Tho Seaourcee Committee, tho signatories to the Constitution, the
people who voted for the Conotitutlon, and tho U.S. Congress who
ratified the Conotitutlon in tho statehood Coapact, olearly
intended Cor the active managcnent of Alaska's renewable reaourcec.

Tha changing view of "puutainod yield” by animal righto advocates,
preservationists, and others doe6 not alter the clear intent of our
Constitution. Alaska's Constitution mandates the development of
individuals, for tha maximum benefit of

Alaska's resources, by

mankind. Tho sandato to the legiolaturo ar.d to tho management

ogonoies remains claer. The Alaska Constitution mandates action.
natural resources Article in the Alaska

The placement of a
Constitution was intended to emphasize tho hig.-i priority of tho
management of these reeourcea to provide for the development of a

diverse coonomy.

JBC/BWC

lIBuokley, John Z,., W ildlife and the Constitution, Prepared for

tho consideration OFf the committee on Natural Rasourcos, of the
Alaoka constitutional Convention, page 6, Decembor, IB3S.

"Modified from: House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, H, R. Rep. Wo. 624, 05th cor.g., 1st Sees. (1355), in State
of Alaska vs. United states of America, 1393.
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Dear Senator,

| would like for you to know that | want you to support senate d;l
77 and senate joint resolution bill no. 34. 1think they are both good bills
and as my representative please vote in favor of them both.

Thank You,

JIM SACKELT



Nathan Borson * Box 211® Gustavus, AK 99826-0211 ®(907) 697-2381

March 31, 1993

Representative Bill Williams
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Williams,

| am very concerned about two bills which threaten Alaska’s wildlife. 1 work in the tourism
business, and | live in Alaska because of its wilderness character. | ask you to oppose these
bills which threaten my way of life and Alaska’s natural character.

SB43: | understand this bill mandates that the Dept, of Fish and Game transplant 300 elk to
four locations in Southeast Alaska.

| live in Southeast Alaska, and | do not think Elk should be introduced here. There could be
severe effects on established wildlife and plant communities as a result. The impacts on
Sitka black tail deer especially concern me. The other thing that really bothers me about this
bill is that the state would be paying for it. Surely this cannot be justified given cuts to
critical programs at the same time. This is not the time to begin frivolous new programs.

SB77: Mandates that Board of Game manage stocks to "achieve higher sustained yield for
human harvest.”

| have a real problem with the philosophy behind this one. |1 do not believe that all plants
and animals are "there just for us.” | think it is a mistake to treat them as such and disrupt
the natural order that has evolved, especially in fragile northern habitats. Maybe the
problem is not too few moose and caribou, but too many people hunting them.

| also have a problem with the practical implications of this bill: | expect predator control be
the main result, and this is a wasteful, destructive practice which | feel is wrong.
Furthermore, it is nationally controversial and has had a negative impact our wilderness
guiding company due to the nationwide boycott. And finally, will the state be paying to
destroy predators? | certainly hope not!

Thank you for considering my views on this matter. | hope you will vote against these
meddlesome, destructive, and expensive bills.

Sincerely,

Nathan Borson

Rcevcled Paper



Box 1258
Bethel, Ak. 99559
2 April 1993

Representative Bill Williams
Stace Capitol
Juneau, Ak. 99801

Representative Williams:

I"m writing in opposition to SB 77, the "lIntensive Game
Management™ bill. This thinly disguised wolf kill bill would do
nothing but stir up again the public outcry and threats to the
Alaska tourist industry. SB 77 is a simple politicization of game
management for the benefit of a single group of people, the
recreational hunters.

Wildlife, 1if it is "managed" at all, should be managed f~r the
overall health of the entire ecosystem, not to possibly enhance
the numbers of one or two species. SB 77 1is bad public policy and
should be rejected.

I urge you to reject SB 77!

Sincerely,

Thomas Warner



March 24, 1993

2 6 93
Representative Bill Williams, Chairman
House Resources Committee
ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182
-Re: Response to Senate Bills 43, 46, & 77

Dear Representative Williamsj

Shaan Seet opposes SB 77: An Act relating to the powers of
the Board of Game and to intensive management of big game to
achieve higher sustained yield for human harvest. This bill does
not acknowledge the subsistence priority for the use of fish and
wildlife resources within the State of Alaska, and will be

detrimental to Native subsistence users.

Additionally, Shaan Seet opposes the elk transplantation
proposal as contained in Senate Bill 43. This plan is not
complete and until the possibility of harm to indigenous game
stocks i1s removed from it, it should not be attempted. The State
should maintain a conservative attitude about such proposals and
should err on the side of conservation rather than taking a

chance that could cause irreparable harm.

P. 0. Box 90 « Craig, Alaska 99921-0090 + 907-826-3251 + Fax 907-826-3980



Representative Bill Williams, Chairman
March 24, 1993 Page* Two

Please let us know what your views are on these bills. We
would appreciate it!
Sincerely,

SHAAN SEET, INC.

Paul A. Lingley
President
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February 14, 1994

Representative Bill Williams, Chairman
House Resources Committee

Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol (MS 31001

Juneau, A K 99801-1182

Dear Chairman,

The Alaska Chapter of the Sierra Club is opposed to Senate Bill 77. If passed, tliis bill
would artificially boost "game" animals by mandating the killing of one species for titc
benefit of another. We believe this approach is biologically regressive and bad public policy.

Predators are an essential pant of a healthy ecosystem and should not automatically be treated
as less valuable than "game" animals, as this bill would require. It is particularly disturbing
that predators would be killed as the first step before considering action such as reducing
hunting pressure or studying other alternatives.

Alaska’s constitution makes it clear that die state's wildlife belongs to all Alaskans. Our
wildlife should not be managed for the sole benefit of hunters and trappers.

Sincerely,

Tracy Abell -
Wildlife Chair,
Alaska Chapter - Sierra Club

fWOt blind opposition to progress, butopposition to blind progress. "



The Alaska Wildlife Alliance

PO Box 202022
Anchorage, AK 99520

January 20, 1994

Representative Bill Williams
State Capitol Room 128-C
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams,

As amember of the House Resources Committee, we are writing to provide information
regarding SB 77. Senator Sharp has requested a hearing on 5B77 Li the next few weeks.

The 2,000 members of The Alliance do not support SB77, primarily because of vagaries and
assumptions about game management and the values of Alaskan citizens. It is no secret to
our members that this bill was written and introduced to make predator control programs
required by law, and make it much more difficult for concerned citizens to affect change.
Anything in quotes refers to text in the bill. Specifically:

* By changing "may" to "shall", the Board of Game is stripped of any flexibility, and
provisions for incorporating public comment are similarly erased.

* The concept of "....high levels of sustained yield..." is not scientifically or ecologically
valid. Modem wildlife management literature characterizes "high levels of .?' ‘ained yield"
as an oxymoron. In short, high levels of harvest are usually notr

e This bill requires that predators be killed first before anythii g ei.—.s even
considered. We are puzzled as to why the State wants to bring more public criticism by, in
effect, increasing the likelihood and frequency of predator control programs.

» This bill clings to the outdated and regressive concept of intensive micro-
management of game species in Section 1 (11) (A) and (B). For example, in the 1993-94 wolf
control program to "save" the Delta herd, it is often ignored that the Delta herd is above
historic averages, and that the stated total caribou population has tripled in tine last 15 years.
In reality, all of Alaska's caribou (& other game species) belong to a single statewide
population, within which, on a scale of decades, there are shifting centers of abundance. It is
biologically inappropriate, not to mention expensive, to focus management policies on
individual "herds", and attempt to maintain each at a constant size within a fixed area.

e The majority of Alaskans are opposed to state-sponsored wolf control. A copy of
an independent public opinion survey is inclosed for your review.

* With the current state of Alaska's budget, we are shocked at the cost of predator
control programs, and again puzzled as to why the state would want to pass as law a bill
which would require more needless spending on predator control programs for which results
are not tangible or measurable, and which taint Alaska's public image. In addition, these



expenditures benefit only those few Alaskans who want guaranteed hunting success in
convenient locations. An Alliance press release regarding the cost of the state's current wolf
control program is enclosed.

Although we realize that wildlife must be managed, we believe the lanquage of this bill does
more to reflect a political agenda than provide for the Icng-term viability of Alaska's wildlife.
Caribou, moose and other game species are abundant, and hunting opportunities for human
harvest will continue to be plentiful, even in the presence of natural populations of predators.
Plainly stated, increased "intensive™ management is unnecessary, costly and results are not
measurable.

As a suggestion, The Alliance recommends that contracting centers of prey abundance first
be closed to harvest, and harvest be increased in expanding centers of prey abundance before
the state assumes that predators must be removed. Although the hunting community may
grumble at the inconvenience of having to travel farther from the road system, we strongly
believe that the majority of Alaskans will be satisfied, Alaska's image will be improved
nationwide, and all species of wildlife populations will be truly sustained.

We respectfully urge you to reject SB77, and we look forward to hearing your thoughts on
these matters.

Sincerely,

Sandra Arnold
Staff Representatives

enc.
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A laska Federation of Natives, In c

March 18.1994

The Honorable WilGam K. Williams
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol (MS 3100) ;
Juneau, Alaska_\ 39801-1182 ‘ !

| , |
Dear Representatlve Williams:

t

| wantto express the grave concern of the statewide Native community and the
Alaska Federation of Natives over Senate Bill 77 and the versions of it currently
pending in the House of Representatives, j Although the House and Senate bills
differ in language, they are both anti-subsistence and bad public policy. For the
following reasons, we oppose them. :

Both versions of SB 77 mandate thatthe Board of Game practice intensive
management of big game prey species in orderto bring up population numbers
for human consumption. The crnx of the bill Is that it requires, in addition to
such things as habitat management, predator (i.e., wolf) control, ffyou look at
the section marked inthe margin of the appended copy of the latest House
version, you see that the Board of Game rrjay not adopt regulations that
significantly reduce the human taking of any big game population unless it
adopts regulations to implement intensive management. That prohibition
includes Tier | and Tier Il regulations that protect subsistence uses under

AS 16.05.258 (the state subsistence statute) when a game population decreases
to certain levels. 1 I

- [ i :
On its face, SB\?? bill is bad pablilc policy. * Tying the Game Board’s abilityto
restrict the taking of big game prey species; to regulatory action on wolf control
effectively asks the moose and caribou to wait for badly needed protections until
the state government can decide an extremely controversial management issue.
What happens to those big game species it the state, fails to carry out such a
management program - for lack of money, political pressure, or any other
reason? Wouldthat mean that moose and caribou could never be protected by
harvest reductions?
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This bill, sponsored by Senator Sharp and others, is for sport hunters. They
are trying to getthe Legislature to impose onthe Board of Game a non-
discretionary state policy of predator control.  (Despite the inclusion of habitat
management and other measures; what this is really about is wolves.) Whythe
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, which has traditionally fought against
legislative policies that would tie the Boards' hands in resource management,
tepidly supported this bill in committee testimony is not clear and deserves a
straight answer. j
I

A legislative mandate of wolf control will have serious political repercussions for
the State of Alaska. Whether or not predator control is generally a useftjl
managementtool, it should not be automatically required every time game
populations decline - often for reasons having little or nothing to do with wolves.
Subsistence users do notsupporta blanket approach to such a complex
situation and publicly disclaim responsibility for it. We want the public, the
Congress, the Interior Department and all other interested parties to understand
thatthis is jOfli belng done for us. _

1
We question the whole logic of SB 77 and reel that it should not go forward
without careful reconsideration and additional public hearings.  But more
specifically, we'objectto any linkage of subsistence protectionsto wolf control.
If the whole bill Jcannot be stopped, we urge, atthe very least, that lines 17
through 20 on page 2 be deleted and replaced with:.

)] prorﬁulgates regulationts reIatintho harvest of, access to, or
manageznent ofthe population, as required by AS 16.05.258.”

| «
That amendment was introduced by Representative Eileen MacLean on Friday
and was defeated on the House floor. The currant language of Dnes 17 through
20 merely provides that AS 16.05.258's subsistence protections could go into
effect ifthe Board of Game schedules intensive management regulations for its
next regular meeting. While that;may prevent delays before the fact of
subsistence protections, it maintains the linkage afterthe fact: it gives the state
and sport interests the opportunity'to say that wolf control was somehow
necessary because ofthe required cutbacksto protect subsistence.

Enactment of '['[|lIS bill will be one erre impédimentto the state's rEacquisition of
subsistence management authority on federal public lands under ANILCA The
present dual management regime|has resulted from the Legislature’s refusal to
protect subsistence by complying with the federal law. Does anyone seriously
think thatthe Congress or the cognizant federal agencies will allow subsistence
management on federal lands to go backto a state that has a policy of
mandatory wolfjcontrol in times of resource’- reductions?  On the contrary,
further losses of state management authority are the most likely outcome.

d . f B

SHAIIV.'P (13l HV SSSiO isSIO s§S, SItfll f-6/8T/CO



FMRDBDMDWRIW FHEHHEENv tirerr o CEEEErrEENE T r L VLTINS TV g LI —

The Alaska Federation of Native urges thatthis whole wolf policy be carefully
reconsidered from the point of view of effective management and smatrt politics.
But ifthat is not possible, the bill should coijrtain, atthe very least, no connection
of intensive management regulations to protections of subsistence.

Sincerely,

Julie E. Kitka
President
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Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V

HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE e

Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3715

HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

LETTER OF INTENT

HCS CS SB 132(RES), ™"AN ACT RELATING TO THE PURCHASE OF
INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SHARES™

It is the intent of the House Resources Commirtee that the
Commercial Fisheries and Agriculture Bank (C-FAB), within 1its
existing authority under AS 44.81.210, make financing available for
the purchase of quota shares for fisheries in or off Alaska.

It is also the 1intent of the House Resources Committee, that
passage of this bill in no way implies either legislative support
for, or opposition to, the [IFQ program, only a commitment to
ensuring that Alaskans have as much opportunity as possible to
acquire quoca shares if-or-when the IFQ program is implemented.

Signed,

Rep. Bill Williams, Chairman
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1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: January 24,1994
Title: Loans for IFQs

Sponsor Senator Jacko
Requestor: House Resources

Expenditures/Revenues:
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 9%
PERSONAL SERVICES 46.2
TRAVEL 2.0
CONTRACTUAL 11.3
SUPPLIES 15
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LAND & STRUCTURES 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HCS CSSB 132(RES)
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS: (continued)

This fiscal note assumes that the IF% program will go into effect on March 1,1995 as estimated by the United States Department of Commerce. The
operating expenses for FY 95 have been adjusted accordingly.

PERSONAL SERVICES
The passage of HCS CSSB 132(RES) will require the addition of two Loan Officer | positions and a Loan Closer | position. The loan officers will

process loan requests Penerated as a result of this legislation. They will also handle inquiries, outreach, loan extensions and other collection activity
associated with these foans. The loan closer wiH develop the documentation used to complete loans processed by the loan officers and will obtain

signatures, record collateral documents and disburse loan proceeds.

TRAVEL

It is estimated that loan officers will make an average of six outreach trips to rural Alaska each year, at an average cost of $1.0 per trip. InFY % a
total of two trips are anticipated.

CONTRACTUAL

The office space rental for three additional emploéees is estimated at $8.9 per year. In addition, the Department anticipates spending an additional
$25 0 per year on outside contractors to help in ifs outreach efforts in rural communities throughout the State.

SUPPLIES
The Department estimates $1.5 per year to cover costs of miscellaneous office supplies and printing of application packages and brochures.

EQUIPMENT
The Department estimates a one-time cost of $13.5 to cover the costs of office fumniture and computer equipment for three new employees.



Position Title No. of Position! Range / Step

Loan Officer | 16A
Time Status Staff Months Location Election District
Full-Time 4 months Anchorage
1YPE OF EXPENDITURE AMOUNT Justification

This position is necessary to process loan requests generated as a result m” lie passage of this
legislation. Tlus position will also handle inquiries, outreach, loan extensions, and other collection

Benefits S . -
activity associated with those loans.

Premium Pay
Other
Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match

I-A Receipts
CIP Receipts
Other  C/F Loan 1036

AGENCY  Commerce and Economic Development

Request For BRU  Investments
New Position COMPONENT



Pcrition Title
Loan Closer |

Time Status Staff Months
Full-Time 4 months

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE

Benefits

Premium Pay

Other

Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual

Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Coat
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002

G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061

Other C/F l,0an 1036

Request For
New Position

No. of Positions Range / Step Barg. Unit
1 10A GGU
Location Election District
Juneau
AMOUNT Justification
8.3  This position is necessary to develop the documentation used to complete loans processed by the

loan officers. This position will also obtain signatures, record collateral documents, and disburse
loan proceeds.

AGENCY Commerce and Economic Development

BRU Investments

COMPONENT



Position Title
Loan Closer |

Time Status Staff Months
Full-Time 4 months

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE

Benefits

Premium Pay

Other

Total Personal Service*
Travel
Contractual

Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost

FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts
CIP Receipts
Other  C/P Loan 1036

No. of Positions Range / Step
10A
Location Election District
Juneau

AMOUNT Justification

AGENCY

BRU

COMPONENT

This position is necessary to develop the documentation used to complete loans processed by the
loan officers. This position will also obtain signatures, record collateral documents, and disburse
loan proceeds.

Commerce and Economic Development

Investments



Position Title
Loan Closer |

Time Status Staff Months

Pull-Timo
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
Salary

4 months

Benefits

Premium Pay

Other

Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual

Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002

G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other  C/F Loan 1036

Request For
New Position

Commerce and Economic Development

AMOUNT

8.3

3.9

122

19

45

18.8
AGENCY

BRU Investments
COMPONENT

No. of Positions Range / Step Barg. Unit

10A GGU

Location Election District

Juneau
Justification
This position is necessary to develop the documentation used to complete loans processed by the
loan officers. This position will also obtain signatures, record collateral documents., and disburse
loan proceeds.



Position Title
Loan Closer |

Time Staius Staff Months
Full-Time 4 months

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE

Benefits

Premium Pay

Other

Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual

Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Coat
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002

G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061

Other  C/F Loan 1036

Request For
New Position

ct M

No. of Positions

Location
Juneau

AMOUNT Justification

AGENCY

BRU

COMPONENT

This position is necessary to develop the documentation used to complete loans processed by the
loan officers. This position will also obtain signatures, record collateral documents, and disburse
loan proceeds.

4.5

18.8

Commerce ami Economic Development

Investments






AGENCY  Commerce and Economic Development

Request For BRU Investments
New POS|t|On COMPONENT
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HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. I32(RES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATOR JACKO

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to loans for the purchase of individual fishery quota shares;

and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. PURPOSE AND LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the purpose of this Act to
provide an opportunity for resident fishermen to participate in the sablefish and halibut
fisheries and other fisheries in and off Alaska by authorizing loans for the purchase of quota
shares for those fisheries. It is the intent of the legislature that the authority granted by this
Act be implemented without adversely affecting the availability of funds in the commercial
fishing revolving loan fund for loans to purchase entry permits and to purchase, repair, restore,
or upgrade vessels and gear.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.10.310(a) is amended to read:

(a) The department may
(1) make loans [TO]

(A) to individual commercial fishermen who have been state

1- HCS CSSB 132(RES)
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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residents for a continuous period of two years immediately preceding the date
of application for a loan under AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370 and have had a
crewmember or commercial fishing license under AS 16.05.480 or a permit
under AS 16.43 for the year immediately preceding the date of application and
any other two of the past five years, and who actively participated in the
fishery during those periods, for the purchase of entry permits;

(B) 10 an individual for the repair, restoration, or upgrading of
existing vessels and gear, for the purchase of entry permits and gear, and for
the construction and purchase of vessels, if the individual has been a state
resident for a continuous period of two years immediately preceding the date
of application for a loan under AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370, and either

(i) because of lack of training or lack of employment
opportunities in the area of residence does not have occupational
opportunities available other than commercial fishing; or

(ii) iseconomically dependent or. commercial fishing for
a livelihood and for whom commercial fishing has been a traditional
way of life in Alaska;

(C) for the purchase of quota shares for fisheries in or off
the state bv individual commercial fishermen who

(M have been state residents for a continuous period
of two years immediately preceding the date of application for a
loan under AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370:

@) for any two of the past five years, possessed a
crewmember or commercial fishing license under AS 16.05.480 or
a permit under AS 16.43 and actively participated in a fishery for
which the license or permit was issued;

(i) qualify as a transferee for quota shares under
applicable law; and

(v) are not eligible for financing from other
recognized commercial lending institutions to purchase quota

shares:

HCS CSSB 132(RES) 2
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(2) designate agents and delegate its powers to them as necessary;

(3) adopt regulations necessary to carry out the provisions of
AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370, including regulations to establish reasonable fees for
services provided,;

(4) establish amortization plans for repayment of loans, which may
include extensions for poor fishing seasons or for adverse market conditions for
Alaskan products;

(5) enter into agreements witn private lending institutions, other state
agencies, or agencies of the federal government, to cany out the purposes of
AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370; n

(6) enter into agreements with other agencies or organizations to create
an outreach program to make loans under AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370 in rural areas of
the state;

(7) allow an assumption of a loan if

(A) the applicant has been a state resident for a continuous
period of two years immediately preceding the date of the request for an
assumption; and

(B) approval of the assumption would be consistent with the
purposes of AS 16.10.300; an applicant for a loan assumption may not be
disqualified because the applicant does not meet the loan eligibility
requirements of (1) of this subsection;

(8) prequalify loan applicants for a limited entry permit loan or a
quota shares loan and charge a fee not to exceed $200 for prequalification;

(9) charge and collect the fees established under this subsection;

(10) refinance a debt obligation incurred by a borrower or borrowers
under this section if the borrower or borrowers otherwise qualify for a loan under
AS 16.10.300 - 16.10.370; the department shall collect a refinancing loan origination
charge of one-half percent of the amount of the debt obligation that has been

refinanced when the first refinancing payment is due.

* Sec. 3. AS 16.10.320(d) is amended to read:

(d) The total of balances outstanding on loans made to a borrower under

3 HCS CSSB 132(RES)
New Text Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(A) may not exceed $300,000. The total of balances outstanding
on loans made to a borrower under AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(B) may not exceed $100,000.
The total balances outstanding on loans made to a borrower under

AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(C) may not exceed $300,000.

* Sec. 4. AS 16.10.320(i) is amended to read:

(i) If a loan is made to a borrower under AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(A), a subsequent

loan may not be made to the borrower under AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(B). If a loan is made
to a borrower under AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(B), a subsequent loan may be made to the
borrower under AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(A) if the total of the balance outstanding on loans
received by the borrower under AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(A) and (B) [AS 16.10.310] does

not exceed $300,000.

* Sec. 5. AS 16.10.325 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.325. GUARANTORS. A person may act as guarantor if the
borrower has insufficient collateral to secure a loan for the purposes described in
AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(B) or (C). The loan agreement shall specifically describe the
property of the guarantor to be used as collateral by the borrower and shall be signed
by the guarantor and the borrower. The department shall provide the guarantor with
a copy of all notices sent to the borrower by the department. If the loan is for the
purchase of an entry permit or quota shares, the guaranty by the guarantor may not
constitute a lien, mortgage, or encumbrance on or pledge of the entry pennit or quota

shares.

* Sec. 6. AS 16.10.338 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(c) If a limited entry permit is pledged for security for a loan made under

AS 16.10.310(a)(1)(C) for the purchase of quota shares and the borrower thereafter
fails to make a payment or defaults, the commissioner shall, in addition to the notice
provided under AS 16.10.335(a), notify the borrower that subject to the commissioner’s
acceptance the borrower may sell the quota shares, apply the sales proceeds to the
debt, and renegotiate payment of the balance due on the loan to avoid the immediate

loss of the limited entry permit that has been pledged for security for the loan.

* Sec. 7. AS 16.10.360 is amended by adding a new paragraph to read:

(5) "quota share" means a transferable license, permit, or right issued

HCS CSSB 132(RES) 4-
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by the federal government that conveys a right to engage in a fishery in or off Alaska
and to take a specified portion of the annual harvest quota for that fishery.

* Sec. 8. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

5 HCS CSSB 132(RES)
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HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

LETTER OF INTENT

KCS CS SB 132(RES), "AN ACT RELATING TO THE PURCHASE OF
INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SHARES™

It is the intent of the House Resources Committee that the
Commercial Fisheries and Agriculture Bank (C-FAB), within its
existing authority under AS 44.81.210, make financing available for
the purchase of quota shares for fisheries in or off Alaska.

It is also the 1intent of the House Resources Committee, that
passage of this bill in no way implies either legislative support
for, or opposition to, the I1FQ program, only a commitment to
ensuring that Alaskans have as much opportunity as possible to
acquire quota shares if-or-when the IFQ program is implemented.



Senator George Jacko

State Capitol, Room 125 Juneau, Alaska 99801*1182 (%7)465—4942 Fax: (%7)465—2997

Committee Chairmanships Committee Memberships
Rules. Chair Judiciary
Finance, Vice-Chair Legislative Council
FinanceSubcommittees Finance Subcommittees
DC&RA,Chair Public Safety
DM&VA,Chair Fish & Game
Revenue, Chair University
TO: Representative -Bill Williams, Chair

House Resources Committee

FROM: Senator (~oi~e~Jacko, Sponsor
Senate BiH| 132

DATE: January 19, 1994

RE: Position Paper - CSSB 132 (Resources)

CSSB 132 (Resources) changes the Commercial Fisheries Revolving
Loan Fund Program so Alaskan fishermen can have opportunity to

finance the purchase of Individual Fisheries Quotas (IFQs).

The issue of IFQs finds many fishermen on opposing sides. It should
be emphasized that CSSB 132 (Resources) is not intended as a vehicle

to comment for or against the merits of the IFQ program.

Barring a substantive legal challenge, the IFQ program for halibut
and sablefish appears on it’s way to being implemented. With this in
mind, it is also anticipated that many Alaskan small boat fishermen
will have difficulty competing against non-resident (outside)
fishermen who have access to other lending sources. Subsequently,

many Alaskans may not have the ability to purchase IFQ shares.

CSSB 132 (Resources) attempts to address this problem by

restructuring the state fisheries loan program.

District T: Adak, Akiichsic, Akiik, AkuUn, Alekr. Cgik Anidilka, Alkt, AtmiullujJc, Ann, Belkoftki, Bedld, Chefamtk, Oicmofski, Qiigriik'Chignik Ligexn, Cliignik Lake, Clarkk

Point. Cold Bay. Dillingham, Dutch Harbor, Eek, Egcgik, Ekuk, Ekwck, False Paaa, FortGain, Gocdnews Bay, IvanofBay, Kasigluk, King Cove, King Salmon, Kipnuk, Koliganek,

Kongiganak.Kwuhluk, Kwigillingok, Levclock, Minskotak,Niknek, Wap*kitk,Napaskiik. Nelson Lagoon, New Scuyahok, Nikolski, Nunapilchuk, Oacarvillc.Paulof THubor, Pedro

Bay, Penyville, Pilot Point, Platinum, Port Hdden, Port Moller.PortsgeCreek, Quinhagik, Sand Point, Sanik.Shemyi,SouthNiknek.Squawllirbor, St. George Island, St. Paul Island,
Togiik. Tuntutuliak, Twin Hilla, Ugaahik, Unalaaki, Unga.



Page Two
Representative Bill Williams
January 19. 1994

It is important that Alaskan small boat fishermen have the
opportunity to participate in the lucrative bottomfishing industry.
Having said this, | would appreciate your support on SCSB 132.

(Resources)

If you need further information please contact my office at 465-
4942,

Gl/be



FISCAL NOTE
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Title: Loans for IFQs BRU: Investments
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Sponsor: Senator Jacko
Requestor: House Resources COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0384

Expenditures/Revenues:

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY00
PERSONAL SERVICES 46.2 138.8 138.8 138.8 138.8 138.0
TRAVEL 2.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
CONTRACTUAL 11.3 33.9 33.9 33.9 33.9 33.9
SUPPLIES 15 15 15 15 15 15
EQUIPMENT 13.5 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0
MISCELLANEOQUS 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL OPERATING 745 180.2 180.2 180.2 180.2 180.2
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1C06 GFIMHTIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other C/F LOAN 1036 74.5 180.2 180.2 180.2 180.2 180.2
TOTAL 74.5 180.2 180.2 180.2 180.2 180.2
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Estimate of current year ("Y 94) cost: $ O
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TEMPORARY
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSSB 132(RES)am
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS: (continued)

This fiscal note assumes that the IFQ program will go Into ellect on March 1,1995 as estimated by the United States Department of Commerce. The
operating expenses for FY 95 have been adjusted accordingly.

PERSONAL SERVICES

The passage of CSSB 132(RES)am will require the addition of two Loan Officer | positions and a Loan Closer I position. The loan officers will process
loan requests generated as a result of this legislation. They will also handle Inquiries outreach, loan extensions and other collection activity associated
with these loans. The loan closer will develop the documentation used to complete loans processed by the loan officers and will obtain signatures,
record collateral documents and disburse loan proceeds.

TRAVEL

It is estimated that loan officers wiii make an average of six outroach trips to rural Alaska each year, at an average cost of $1.0 per trip, in FY 95 a
total of two trips are anticipated.

CONTRACTUAL

The office space rental for three additional employees is estimated at $8.9 per year. In addition, the Department anticipates spending an additional
$25.0 per year on outside contractors to help in its outreach efforts In rural communities throughout the State.

SUPPLIES
The Department estimates $1.5 per year to cover costs of miscellaneous office supplies and printing of application packages and brochures.
EQUIPMENT

The Department estimates a one-time cost of $13.5 to cover the costs of office furniture and computer equipment for three new employees.

Page 2 of 2
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SB 132 —- HALIBUT IFQ LOANS

simply adds purchase of IFQ quota shares to the list of things
that the fisheries revolving loan fund can be used for.

IFQ"s are a federal program being imposed on Alaska. Quota
shares will likely be on the open market by next fall. Without
ability to finance purchase of shares, AlLaskans will lose out
on this first major windcw of opportunity to keep the halibut
and sablefish fisheries Alaskan. These loans will help to
offset some of the potential negative affects of this new
federal IFQ program.

Eligibility requirements of applicant (residency, fishing
experience, etc) - see Page 2, lines 20-31.

House version aims at small-boat fishermen, and crewmen, who are
most likely to miss out without this financing.

Will not compete with ~"rivate sector lending institutions as
bill says the applicant must be turned down by a bank first.
Loan program has tight criteria so will not lend to "bad risks"
but will help out those without access to traditional financing
due to lack of collateral. Likely example: someone who has a
salmon entry permit which the state can take as collateral but
a bank can"t.

Does not require any new appropriations. Revolving loan fund

brings 1in approx, $5 million more than it lends out each year.
That surplus is what will be available to fund these IFQ loans
(and the other types of loans for fishermen and hatcheries under
the recently passed SB 251)



WALTERJ. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

F COMMERCE AND
IC DEVELOPMENT

3032 VINTAGE BLVD.

N OFINVESTMENTS JUNEAU. ALASKA 99803-4159

PHONE: (907) 790-2693
FAX: (907) 790-2781

IVISI
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February 2, 1993

Honorable Fran Ulmer
Attention Margaret Pugh
House of Represe.itatlves
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Ulmer:

We are projecting excess funds available for appropriation from
the Commercial Fishing Revolving Loan Fund to the General Fund
In the amount of $5,002,800 1n FY 94 (HB 55, Section 20,
January 15, 1993). The Governor has requested a General Fund
appropriation to the Fisheries Enhancement Revolving Loan Fund
In the amount of $2,068,200 (HB 55, Section 29, January 15,
1993).

The net effect for these two fisheries funds Is approximately
three million dollars, avallaul/" *" cv nA

cc: Paul Fuhs
Commissioner



FROM ALFHL'MR ITERS BLK

P.O. Bo* 1229 Sitka, AK 99835 (907) 747-3400

Chairman Williams
House Resource Committee
Juneau, AK 99801

January 27, 1994

SENATE BILL NO. 132/ QS BIDCOs
Dear Chairman Williams and Members of the Committee,

On behalf of the Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association (ALFA), i would like
to take this opportunity to offer the following comments on the quota share
loan program and the sablcfisliZhalibut quota share program itself.

First, 1 would like to emphasize to members of the committee the importance of
moving forward as quickly as possible with a comprehensive loan program.
As you are no doubt aware, the sablcfish and halibut quota share program has
been fully approved by the Secretary of Commerce and the plan will be
implemented la 1995, The lime for debating the merits of the program is past;
quota shares are the future management strategy for the sablcfish and halibut
fisheries. Now is the time for Alaska to seize the opportunity to maximize the
benefits afforded by the program. Predictably, a significant amount of quota
share will change hands during the early years of the program while
fishermen adapt to the new fishing strategy. Providing Alaskan fishermen
with adequate capital to purchase quota share during ihese early years will
prove a long-term investment from which Alaska will benefit for years to
come. Time is short; S.B. 132 must be approved during this legislative session.

Unlike limited entry licenses, quota shares will provide individuals with access
to a certain percentage of the overall quota, which will translate into pounds
of fish on an annual basis. Fishermen can plan marketing strategies in
advance and enhance the value of the product, generate increased revenue
for the fishermen, the processors, and the State. Quota shares can be used as
collateral and will be treated as real property by lending institutions. In sum,
quota shares constitute a far more secure and valuable asset than do limited
entry licences, and quota share loans a better investment for the State.

Expanding the existing loan program to allow Alaskan residents to borrow
money from the Stale to purchase quota share is a first, and very necessary
step. Again, on behalf of ALFA's membership, | urge Committee members to
move S.B. 132 forward as quickly as possible. | am aware, however, that the
loan program should be taken one step farther, expanded to increase the
amount of capital available and to provide coastal communities, native
corporations, Alaska processors, etc. with an opportunity to invest in the
fisheries and thereby maintain or strengthen traditional delivery patterns.
With this goal in mind, | recently met with members of the Commerce
Department, representatives of various native corporations, and Municipal

TOTAL P. 1



League members. to develop a regional, or community-based loan program.
The following is a brief outline of the program being developed.

Regional Quota Share B1DCO03
In .1993 the legislature passed enabling language dial allowed Alaska to
establish Business and Industrial Development Corporations, or BIDCOs.
Separate legislation appropriated three million dollars to be made available as
matching'funds. In other States, BIDCOs hive traditionally been formed by
investors who saw .an opportunity to assist or establish businesses that could
profit from the investors’ expertise in production, marketing, advertising,

etc.,—creating, in effect, a mentor relationship, In some cases, the BIDCOs goal
also included enhancement of employment opportunities in a depressed area,
or some other social objective. Investors outlined the BIDCOs goal, pledged an

amount of funds, and applied to the appropriate State government for
matching or additional funds. '

Both Commissioner Fuhs and Mr. Willis Kirkpatrick of Banking and Securities
recognized the appropriateness of establishing regional Alaska BIDCOs to
enable communities, native corporations, processors and other entities
dependent on the sablefish and halibut fisheries to assist local fishermen in
purchasing quota share. .The BIDCOs will provide relatively low interest loans,
but stipulate criteria such as residency within the BIDCO region, delivery to
processors within the region, etc.. The regional BIDCOs will ensure that
traditional seafood delivery patterns are maintained and that Alaskan
communities derive maximum benefit from the sablefish and halibut fisheries.
Money invested by the. BIDCOs in the fisheries through quota share loans will
ensure that funding for Alaskans is adequate, and that both State and local
expertise is folly, engaged in maximizing value from the fisheries. Quota share
BIDCOs will be a win:win situation .for resident fishermen, processors,
communities, native corporations, and the State in general;

As mentioned above, enabling legislation fat the BIDCOs passed last fall. It is
my understanding that no additional action oy the Ilegislature is necessary at
this time. If that .understanding proves incorrect, then immediate action will

be necessary to ensure that BIDCOs can be established before,Fall 94 when
quota shares will be issued. Clearly the potential benefits of the prog,am call .
for committed action. Our association will do all that we can, but will look

the State for guidance and assistance. I hope the legislature will be. supportive
of these efforts.

In closing, ALFA's membership respectfully requests that members of the
resource .committee make every effort 0 expedite development of a
comprehensive quota share loan program. S.B, 132.is an important, firat step;
any assistance the legislature can Offer in establishing regional BIDCOs.will

ensure that the Critical second step is also accomplished. I will make every
effort to keep, the committee informed asdie quotashare BIDCO program takes
shape. - > v

Thank you' for your time and attention. Sincerely, f t.

Liw A a
Linda Behnken (exec, director, ALFA)

TOTAL P. 2



Alaska
Trollers
Assoclation

130 Seward St.. No. 505
Juneau. Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

(907) 586-4473 Fax

April 19, 1993

Representative Bill Williams, Chairman
House Resources Committee

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99811-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

Alaska Trollers Association (ATA) would 1like to take this
opportunity to comment on SB 132, relating to loans for the

purchase of individual fishery quota (IFQ) shares. ATA supports
the concept of the state making loans available for the purchase of
IFQ shares by individual <commercial Ffishermen. However, ATA

believes that the $300,000 limit per person is too high.

ATA requests that the loan amount be lowered to a maximum of
$100,000 per person. This will allow more small boat operators the
opportunity to participate in the loan program, which we think 1is
more in line with the intent of the bill.

With the above intent in mind, ATA questions the need to make
loans for quota shares available to CDQ participants, since they
already have financial assistance available for the purchase of IFQ
shares. We suggest this section of the bill be dropped.

Finally, ATA finds the language in HB 123 superior to that of
SB 132; as the intent and applications of the bill are much more
straight forward. We recommend that the committee amend the bill
to more closely reflect HB 123.

We thank the legislature for offering Alaskan fishermen the
opportunity to expand thier operations or enter into the halibut
and sablefish fisheries, and for considering our suggestions.

Sincerely,

C\.

Dale A. Kelley
Executive Director
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A ’aaka longline 5hishermen’'s /\ssoc.
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P.O. Box 1229 &|tka. AK 99535 (907) 747-3400 )

Aptii 15, 1993

Representative ’Villiams, Chair
House Resource Committee
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams,

1 was disappointed to hear that HB 123, Representative Ulmer's quota share finance
bill, has been replaced by SB 132. Our organization worked closely with
Representative Ulmer to develop HB 123 and consider it a well-worded, effective bill.
1 understand that your office was also involved with drafting HB 123, hence | expect
that you share our disappointment. I hope that the House Resources Committee will
make every effort to amend SB 132 to reflect the intent and application of HB 123. |
have identified below specific language our organization believes must be addressed
if SB 132 i3 to be acceptable io Alaska's longline industry.

1 The stated Purpose and Intent A HB 123 is clear and accurate. The Findings in SB
132 are erroneous and misleading. The quota share program will not create a
"privileged class" of a few wealthy people any mere than the State limited entr>
program created a privileged class. The cost of entering the sablefish and halibut
fisheries will increase in the same manner in which the cost of entering the salmon
and crab fisheries increased following limited entry. These costs were—and arc—
outweighed by the importance of protecting the productivity of the resource and the
socioeconomic health of the fishing industry. For tt * s fishermen who have not yet
diversified into the longline fisheries, diversification will be more costly; however,
under the quota share program the longline fisheries will be worth the investment.
The makedt or break-it derbies are risky and wasteful of capital, not to mention lives.
Quota shares will stabilize the longline industry, benefiiting the people who wvui’ in
that industry. Under the quota share program the longline fisheries will operate
over a nine month season, hence Alaskan residents, rather than summer visitors
from out State, will again comprise the work force. Contrary to the Findings in SB
132. the longline quota share program will provide a stable source of income for
vessel owners, crew members, Alaskan processors in the State in general.

The Tirdings in SB 132 a’so state that quota shares will eventually be concentrated

= ®# me hands of a few wealthy fishermen. The Council has taken steps to address
that concern by limiting theamount of sablefish and halibut quota shares an
individual may harvest; the proposed Block Amendments will further Ilimit
ownership. Supporting the Block Amendments would be a constructive effort toward
safegm: Jsng Alaska's interests under the quota share program; the Findings in SB
132 f-'ii to offer a positive direction. In sum, the Findings should be deleted from SB
1’2 and replaced with the Purpose and Intent outlined in HB 123.

2. HB 123 includes an IFQ loan eligibility criteria which equates the program to the 'B'
loans currently established under the State Ilimited entry ioan program. This criteria
will ensure that deckhands and small boat operators who do not have ready access to



Alaska Tongline Iiishermen's Assoc.

QO
P.O. Box 1229 Silk*. AK 99835 (907) 747-3400

e i
OUTLINE FOR A COMPREHENSIVE QUOTA SHARE LOAN
PROGRAM

December 2, 1993

On November 9, 1993, the Secretary of Commerce published the Final Rules
establishing the halibut and sablefish Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) Plan.
Implementation of the quota share program is scheduled for March, 1995.
Predictably, a significant amount of quota share will change hands during the
first few years following implementation as fishermen adjust to the new
program. Ensuring that resident Alaska fishermen have ready access to
capital for purchasing quota share will ensure that Alaskan communities and
the State as a whole derive maximum socioeconomic benefit from the IFQ Plan.
With this goal in mind, the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (ALFA)
proposes that a comprehensive IFQ loan program, involving private, State,
native corporation, and community sectors as lenders, be developed and
established before the 1995 implementation date. Below is a status report on
the development of the loan program to date along with suggestions for
expanding the program to effectively incorporate communities and native
corporations.

Private Sector

The private sector (e.g., banks and credit unions) will remain the primary
source of loans for most Alaskans. The Alaska Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, Division of Investments, recently sponsored a
workshop to educate representatives from banks about the IFQ Plan and to
identify changes mat would facilitate loans. If acceptable to industry and
managers, these changes will be incorporated into the Plan prior to

implementation.

State  Sector: Loans to Individuals

During the lastlegislative session, two quotashare loan Bills were introduced
to the House. Both Bills sought to expand the existing State loan program
(which provides Alaskan residents with loans to purchase fishing vessels and

limited entry permits) to include financing for quota shares. Although
Representative Ulmer’s Bill was effectively eliminated by Representative
Jacko's Bill, the former is more widely supported by the longline industry. Our

Association is willing to work with the legislature to resolve problematic
language, and to move a quota share loan Bill quickly out of committee to the
floor. Again, action during the 1994 legislative session isessential.

Community and Native Corporation Sector

In designing this aspect of the loan program, we are asking the Legislature to
break new ground. ALFA suggests that communities and Native corporations
throughout Alaska be given the opportunity to borrow money from the Siatc
to, in turn, lend to community residents or shareholders. The communities and

2 4 BE :60 E6/02/S0 >HB Sd311dD/EdIU WwOdd



Native corporations would be required to develop business plans (similar to the
western Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ) plans) specifying loan
qualification criteria (e.g., residency within the community, deliveries to
proc .ssors in the community, etc.) and submit them to the State. State
personnel familiar with the CDQ process would review the plans and work with
applicants to ensure success. Thus financed, communities and Native
corporations will be able to increase participation of residents and local
processors in the longline fisheries, maximizing benefits of the IFQ Plan to
Alaska. In effect, the loan program as describe will enhance coastal
community stability throughout the State, providing additional jobs and
increasing the amount of revenue generated by raw fish tax.

The annual ex-vessel (i.e., price paid to fishermen) value of the halibut and
sablefish fisheries are approximately 50 million and 100 million dollars,
respectively. Estimates ate that quota shares will sell for approximately 2-4
times the ex-vessel price. The value of the longline resource and nence the
value of the harvesting privileges associated with quota shares is substantial.
For that reason, adequately financing the quota share loan program will
demand a significant amount of initial capital. @ALFA suggests that the State
explore the possibility of issuing bonds through A1DEA, using the State's credit
rating, then make thatt money available to communities and Native
corporations. Since IFQs provide harvest access or privileges to a specific
poundage of sablefish or halibut, the loans will be low risk, the quota shares
themselves serving as valuable collateral—i.e., if anindividual who borrowed
money from a community defaults on a loan, the community will take control
of the quota share until another buyer is found; similarly, if a community
defaults on a State loan the quota share will accrue to the State.

Summary:
The potential socioeconomic benefits offered by IFQs provide compelling
reasons for the State to actively vest itself in the quota share program. By

providing capital to individuals, communities, and Native corporations, the
State will optimize benefits afforded by IFQs, expanding the community
development concept successfully implemented through CDQs. The existing
Alaska loan program for commercial fishermen continues to generate
significant revenue for the State; due to the nature of IFQs, the quota share
loan program is a lower risk investment with potentially much higher
returns. The comprehensive quota share loan program outlined above will
increase Alaska’s Involvement in the longline fisheries, increasing
employment opportunities, raw fish tax revenues, and socioeconomic stability
in Alaska's coastal communities. By designing legislation during this session
the State will maximize benefits. We urge immediate attention to the quota
share loan program,

E ‘d BE:SO £6/02/50 >na saaiian/ddib
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HEADQUARTERS:

BOX 796 * HOMER ALASKA 99603

TO : HOUSE ._.RESOURCES COMMITTEE

FROM : NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES ASSOCIATION

RE ; SB 132
April 16th, 1993

The North Pacific Fisheries Association s on record of
support for the Iloans for IFQs. The concept we feel is to
gain as many shares as possible to the resident fishermen in
the State of Alaska, and to heip the small time fishermen
and crew members that do net have the rescue :es for
acquiring loans through commercial banks.

We are opposed however, with S3 132s provision allowing
for a CDQ corporation to put up coilateral toward a matching
fund for getting money out of the State loan program. This
takes away from the integrity of the loan program. |If tr.e
CDQ corporation has money for collateral, It certainly has
money then for purchase of I1FQs directly.

What we fear would happen 1is that a few well financed
corporations could tie up a great portion of the State loan
program funds. This would leave those that it was intended
for out of the Iloop ana unable to capitalize.

Also the CDQ corporations and fishermen there of have
been allocated the resource from the Bering Sea. The IFQs
that will be made transferable will be in the Gulf cf Alaska
and purchased primarily by residents from Gulf ccmmunitiees.
If a CDQ corporate Ffisherman .wishes to purchase ana Ffish in
the Gulf he may certainly do so, but it would be unjust to
tie up State monies with corporate monies and leave a
fisherman ™"on the beach™ in his own back vyard.

"hank-you for your consideration.



P.O. Box 232
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
Phone (907) 772-9323 Voice and Fax

April 1B. 1.993

Rmpresentalive Bill Williams, Chai:mxman
House Resource fninmilt.ee

Alas ka .St.ate Il.ngisla llire

Juneau, Alaska 99801-11K?2

Dear Representative Williams,

We were extremely disappointed to learn that KB 129
Representative Ulmer’s bill relatins? to loans for the purchase
of quota shares, has now been replaced with SB 132. KB 123 lias
the strong support from many in the longline industry.

SB 132 is_simR!y unacceptable in its current form. The _
f|nd|nP$ in this bill are unfair and very misleading. It s
our belie* that the IFQ program will provide long-term
stability for the resource, the fishers, and Alaska's coastal
communities. The IFQ program will protect the health of trie
fisheries resources and the socio-economic health of the
fishing industry and the communities dependent ori the industry.
The current IFQ program for sablefish and halibut, has many
safequards in 1t that will prevent excessive consolidation of
shares, keeps the shares in the hands of individuals, maintains
the small boat fleet and the fleet's current complexion. In
addition, it will increase safety, reduce bycatch, and improve
?roduct quality. The findings in SB 132 should be removed.

he purpose and intent of KB 123 is very clear and accurate and
qggld be a very appropriate substitute for the findings in SB

SB 132 allows for the expansion of the loan program to include
CDQ recipients. We cannot su&port this expansion. The CDQ
program provides disadvantaged western Alaska communities the
opportunity to become ﬁlayers in the halibut and sablefish
fisheries. They can then use the monies ienerated by CDQs to
purchase quota shares. We believe it would be unfair to allow
CPQ recipients to compete with individual resident fishers for
?uota share loans. We encourage you to remove this section
rom SB 132.

HB 123 contains eligibility criteria similar to that found in
the State’s limited entry loan program for the "B” loans. This
allows individuals, who may not be ell%lble for loans from
traditional lending sources, to have the opportunity to
purchase quota shares. This could be the situation for many
small boat owners or deckhands who are trying to enter the
fishery as an owner/operator.
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April 20, 1993

The Honorable Bill Williams
Alaska House of Representatives
Room 128

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Re: CS for SB 132(RES)am

Dear Representative Williams:

The Alaska Crab Coalition is very concerned about many of the provisions contained in
CS for SB 132(RES)(am). As it is presently drafted, and unless it is substantially amended, the
Alaska Crab Coalition opposes SB 132.

Section 1 of SB 132 contains a findings and intent section. This findings and intent
section addresses individual fishing quotas and puiports to speak for the "commercial fishing
industry" by listing a litany of impacts and problems with IFQs. Section 1(b). We are
concerned that any attempts to speak for industry should come from industry, not the legislature.
Instead of the polemical statements contained in the findings and intent section of SB 132, we
suggest replacing the findings and intent section with more general purpose and legislative intent
language such as that contained in HB 123.

The primary reason for bills such as SB 132 and 123 is to provide loans for the purchase
of individual fishing quota shares. Yet the language contained in the findings and intent section
of SB 132 as amended is far more expansive than necessary, and is much too complex to pass
the legislature without a great deal more scrutiny by the commercial fishing industry, revision,
and careful consideration.

In addition, SB 132 ignores the role that the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council’s role, as authorized by the Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and Magnuson Act, to
administer the IFQ program and to prevent many of the alleged impacts that the findings and
intent section of SB 132 projects would occur. We suggest a more careful consultation with the



The Honorable Bill Williams
April 20, 1993
Page 2

NPFM C prior to adoption of any finding and intent language to insure first, that the findings and
intent language is accurate, and second, that the bill not raise unnecessary fears, concerns, or

erroneous opinions and positions in State policy.

The IFQ program adopted by the Council is new. Any program by the State of Alaska
to finance the purchase of IFQ ’s shares should be adopted by the State one step at a time. This
can be done by first authorizing the State to make loans to individual fishermen for IFQs and

to set limits on the amount that can be borrowed.

The Alaska Crab Coalition does not oppose the community development quota (CDQ)
program for Western Alaska recently adopted by the Council. But relating the purchase of IFQs
to the CDQ program, goes too far, too fast, does not consider the impact of the loan program
on the future of the CDQ program, nor does it determine whether alternative sources of
financing other than the State may be available for CD Q participants. For example, the Clinton
Administration is proposing $2.5 billion for Community Development Block grant programs,
to assist economic development for disadvantaged communities. |If these federal funds become
available they would become a major source of financing for Western Alaska fishermen, without

stretching limited State loan funds even thinner.

We will be pleased to work with you to discuss other specific concerns and proposed
language that should be considered by the House Resources Committee in its deliberations on
SB 132.

W e appreciate the opportunity to provide this information to you. |If you have any

questions, please let us know.

Very truly yours

Ami Thomson
Executive Director

AT:ltr
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JERE T. MURRAY, Ph.D.

P.O. Bo* 237,. Soldovla, Alaska 99663-0237
<907> 234-7646 (Voice or FAX?
January 20, 1994 .

Alaska Legislature

House Resources Committee

Via FAX Onlyi 465-3715

D6ar Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commit teei
Thank you for this opportunity to testify concerning CSH3 123, “An
Act relating to loans for the purchase of quota sharesfor fisheries

In or off Alaska.™"

Yftii nenrl to ha sunnn fa* KK i Pill.. .1 R.1v wvwlul/l Isliiny vuc suuva
shares" which would be the "value* underlying the loans proposed In
this legislation Is presently the subject of legal action In Federal
District Court. This litigation and subsequent appeals are likely to
remain unresolved at the time the Initial "orgy of quota share
transfers"” (Phil Smith, quoted In Alaska Fisherman"®s Journal,
January, 1994, page 10> takes place prior to the start of the 1FQ
fisheries In 1995. Thus, the State of Alaska fishery loan fund may
end up loaning money on entities which turn out to have no value as a
result of the court decisions. Should this be the case the State of
Alaska may find 1t difficult at best to secure repayment of these

loans.

fyen without, the cl mirl bf th«a Uo»I »rrflrwrv thoo» 1 1)1 taa -eC t-r.

nordlnately high risk,1 The ability of any borrower to service this
debt through the Income generated by the purchased quota shares is
highly doubtful. The quota shares themselves have nil or limited
intrinsic value as they “represent only a harvesting privilege that
may be revoked or amended subject to [applicable law]." The
viabi Tty of a loanprogram such as that envisioned by CSHB123 was
addressed during the December 1991 meeting of the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council. Mr . Clem Til Don, whom I"m sure you
all know, told me then "I wouldn®"t want to loan them money they won-™t
be able to repay!* There H Is - "“rilgtfit from the horses mouth."

The amount available for loan, last known to me to be S3 Million. s
a nltifiil ei.mv in r*)«Uon to the ejected markali

shares to be transferred during the first year, T hu v
has been estimated to be 80% of the total allocation which will be in
the $300 Million to $1 Billion range. If this program 1Is to have any
significant effect on the flow of qgqouta share out of Alaska, It would
appear that much more than 4/10% to 4% of the transferred market
value must be available for loan to Alaskans at a very low Interest

rate for longer than customary loan life.
|

1 believe that all this program can accomplish is Increased market
price of quota shares, lost money for the State of Alaska and

promotion of a few bankruptcies.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERC

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box21666

Juneau. Alaska 99802-1668
January 27, 1994
VIA FACSIMILE* 465-3793

Hon. Bill Hudson, Vice-Chairman
Coiranitt.ee on Resources

Alaska House of Representatives
P.0O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Hudson:

At last Friday"s meeting of the Resources Committee, a number of
questions regarding the distribution of benefits under the
Pacific halibut and aablefieh Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ)
program were raised. At that time, | said that 1 would “Fevisit'
the data assembled by the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council (the "Council™) and provide it to you by no later than
Friday, January 28.

Since that meeting, | have had an opportunity to review the daca
as published by the Council on March 27, 1992. The tables
attached hereto are part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).

As 1 understood your request, you were interested in knowing how
the initial distribution of Quota Share <QS) under the program
would impact various “fegions”™ within Alaska. The attached
tables, which contain estimates derived from fish ticket and
vessel licensing files, may be useful for your purposes (though
the data 1is aggregated and displayed by Census Area rather than
by "region"). The tables are as follows:

S&bla _Hmmhar: Displaying,

3.14 Estimated numbers of Alaskans,
disaggregated by Census Area, who
will be awarded Quota Share upon
initial 1issuance.

3.15 Estimated percent of total Alaskan
Quota Share recipients, disaggregated
by Census Area.

3.16 Estimated value of Quota Share that
will be awarded to Alaskans,
disaggregated by Census Area.

3.17 Estimated percent of total value of

Quota Share that will be awarded
Alaskans, disaggregated by Census

9/t d #711-985(105) XU-'S'J’WN Wd6St>0 pPs. 12 Mbf



Please, noire that these tables Include both halibut and sabiefish
Quota Share recipients, and that they are estimates derived from

fish ticket and vessel registration files. Further, the
estimated "value" of the Quota Shares that will be issued reflect
estimated historic gross earnings in the fisheries -- the actual

"market value" of Quota Shares 1is expected to be somewhat higher
than the market value for the product.

From tlieBe data, we can see that approximately 5,579 Alaskans
will receive Quota Share upon initial 1issuance. This represents
86.5% of all persons who will be initially be awax"ded Quota
Share. The value of that Quota Share ia estimated at
$144,660,000 (or, approximately 63,5% of the total).

These numbers may provide some comfort to those who are concerned
that the IFQ program will provide disproportionate benefits to
fishermen who reside outside of Alaska. Although the Federal
government must implement this program with strict neutrality
(with respect to the distributional benefits), it would seem to
me that the challenge to those who wish to x"etain (or increase)
those benefits on behalf of Alaska residents is to devise a
system of information, capital, and cooperation that will insure
that Alaskans do not involuntarily lose their Quota Share, and
that will assist Alaskans to acquire additional Quota Share.

Now that the implementation of the program is under way and
people are beginning to realize that it is "really going to
happen, 1 there are a number of suggestions being advanced to
improve upon it (that is, to redistribute its benefits to one
constituent group or another). What is not generally understood
is that any programmatic amendments must be initiated through the
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council.

Since the Council (which next meets during the week of April 18
in Anchorage) worked on the IFQ program several years prior
to final approval, there may be some res: ance to attempts to
redesign its major elements at this late ate. Additionally, of
course, any significant alteiation in the "rules of the game""
will result in a "time out" and could well derail the efforts
that are currently being made to implement the program, by next
spring.

I hope this information has been helpful. Please don"t hesitate
to contact me (586-7344) should you have any additional
questions.

Sincerely

Chief, Restricted Access
Management Division

'S'd TETi-9B5(i0S) XO-E J"WN Wd6S:W3 S, L2 NtT



Table 3.14 Number of halibut and sabiefish vessel
recipients by year and census area of owner residence.

share (QS)

Number of halibut and sabiefish vessel

residence.

Census area

Anchorage

MatSu Borough

Kenar Peninsula Borough
Kodiak Island Borough
Valcley.-Cordova
Fairbanks-North star Bor.
SE Fairbanks
Yukon-Koyukuk

Nome

North Slope Borough

NH Arctic Borough

Haines Borough

Juneau Borough
Ketchikan-Gateway Borough
P.of Wales-Outer Ketchikan
Sitka Borough
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon
Wxangell-Peteraburg
Aleutians E. Eorough
Aleutians if- Borough
Bethel

Bristol Bay Borough
Dillingham

Hade Hampton

Lake & Peninsula Borough

All Alaska Areas

2,507

194

233
190Q
373
83
29
59
1

1

0
10

3,028

owners and QS recipients by year and census area of

87

222

3/531

YEAR

222
148
154
292
242

3,704

89

170
-37
604
353

90

211

43
12a
456
149

134
166
286
225
397
103

50

16
45

27

3,916

owners (1985-1990) and number of quota

QS
356
1,051

587
208

t6. 2 Mbf
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Table 3.15 Percent of halibut and sabiefish vessel owners and QS recipients by year and
census area oOf residence.

YEAR
Census area
65 86 87 88 89 90 QS
Anchorage 7.8% 6.4% 6.3% 6.2% 5.0% 5.4% 6. 4%
MatSu Borough 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.3%
Kenai Peninsula Borough * 15.3% 16.6% 17.6% 19.3% 17.7% 18.6% 18.8%
Kodiak ;lsland Sorough 12.0% 11.71 11.7% 10.5% 10.4% 11.6% 10.5%
Valdez-Cordova 2.7% 3.7% 4.2% 3.1% 1.6% 3.e% 3.7%
Fairbanks-North Star Bor. 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6%
SE Fairbanks 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Yukea-Koyukuk 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
Nome < 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
North Slope Borough 0.0% 0.0% C.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
HW Arctic Borough 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Haines Borough 1.7% 2.0% 2.0% 2.1% 2.3% 1.9% 1.7%
Juneau Borough 6.1% 6.4% 5.2% fi.0% 6.8% 5.6% 5.5%
Ketchikatv-Gateway Borough 4.1% 3, S% 3.8% 4_0% 4_0% 3.4% 3.5%
P.of Walea-Outex Ketchikan 3.2% 3.4% 3.5% 4.2% 4.7% 4.2% 4.2%
Sitka Borough 8.0% 7.7% 7.6% 7.9% 8.7% 7.3% 7.3%
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon 7.1% 6.5% 5.3% 6.6% 7.0% 5.7% 5.7%
Wrangeil-Petersburg 12.91 12.3% 11.1% 12.1% 12.2% 10.1% 10.3%
Aleutians E. Borough 2.4% 2.9% 2.9% 2.6% 2.6% 2.6% 2,4%
Aleutians W. Borough 1.5% 1.0% 1.0% 1.2% 1.4% 1.3% 1.3%
Bethel 2.2% 1.9% 2.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9%
Bristol Bay Borough 0.0% 0.0% 0-0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3%
Dillinghanm 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 1.1% 0.9%
Wade Hampton 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
!.ake ft Peninsula Borough 0.31 0.3% C.5% 0.5% 0.3% 0.7% 0.6%
All Alaska Areas 88.9% 87.9% 87.7% 88.8% 87.0% 86.5% 86.5%

Note: Yotal percent of owners may be less than 1.00% due to presence of non-Alaskan owners not shown.



Table 3.16 Estimated value of catch of Pacific halibut anci sabiefish, 1in thousands of
dollars, (1985-1990), and calculated value of IFQsw by year and census area of
owner residence.

Halibut and sabiefish value and IFQ value by year ancl census area of residence.

YEAR
Census area
85 as 87 88 09 90 1FQ

Anchorage 957 1,733 4,945 3,647 2,180 3,126 3,063
MatSu Borough 120 167 232 326 461 545 410
Xenai Peninsula Borough (5,070 12,820 17,109 22,281 21,164 20,896 19,446
Kodiak Island Borough 13,012 25,684 25,115 23,621 21,837 18,569 24,111
Valdez-Cordova 720 3,067 2, 024 2,569 2,930 3, 461 2,142
Fairbanks-North Star Bor. 7 39 34 40 46 56 40
SE Fairbanks 0 0 @ 0 0 0 0
Yukon-Koyukuk * * * * * 2
Nome * t 0 * 0 * *
North Slope Borough 0 ft ft tt 0 *

NW Arctic Borough 0 0 0 0 0 *
Haines Borough 354 671 1,181 1,136 906 951 920
Juneau Borough 1,548 3,703 4,499 5,444 7,317 7,024 4,763
Ketchikan-GatQvay Borough 1, S70 3,157 3,317 3,168 4,438 4,063 2, 543
P.of Wales-Cuter Ketchikan 257 913 1,463 1,307 2,064 2,816 1t470
Sitka Borough 5,178 6,092 11,532 17,695 15,394 14,907 12,012
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon 1,854 3,790 4,930 6,710 6,062 4,638 4,015
ifrangell-Petersburg 5,859 13,746 14,608 1C, 490 17,471 18,765 14,193
Aleutians E. Borough 1,167 2,730 3,014 1,372 1,251 3,197 2,450
Aleutians w. Borough 412 314 1,051 1,328 630 552 849
Bethel 22 63 106 12 24 38 98
Bristol Bay Borough 0 A F ft 0 11 7
billinghare t ft 51 ft 306 47 31
Wade Hampton 0 0 4 * * ft 4
Luke & Peninsula Borough 122 211 607 442 60 544 374
All Alaska Areas 66, 046 123,853 149,210 173,052 174,555 160,457 144,660

"Price/pound figures cama frcua the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commissions®™ Condensed Gross Earning: data for
halibut and sabiefish for 19B4 through 1990, from Pacfin data for 1991 sabiefish, and from a conversation with the
IP11C for halibut 1991.

*Due to confidentiality restrictions, this information could not he released.
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