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MES]ii:iG_MAfIAGEMEKT ALTERNATIVES AND ALASKAN REALITY

conservation, development, and utilization of its fisheries
resources. This policy should include relatively specific
goals, in both the biological and socio-economic realms, and
suggest operational approaches. Second, the board must
develop specific regulations, governing both the decision
process and what 1is considered in that process, to deal with
the socio-economic 1issue* pressed on it by statute. 1In order
to do this, and to function efficiently and rationally once
either or Loth of these are accomplished, tho board must bo
provided with additional staff capacity to analyze these
elements of the fisheries sector and to develop policy
alternatives designed to achieve fisheries utilization

consistent with the maximum possible benefit to Alaskans.

The ability of the board to meaningfully <consider the
socio-economic implications of regulation would require, as
well as the addition of agency capacity to develop and
analyze 3uch information and the adoption of specific
criteria and processes guiding its consideration a
significant dose of public participation. This latter would
be significant source of socio-economic data and a review of
the information considered by the board. This participation
could be conducted wunder the process suggested in the
immediately provtous objective discussion. These capabilities
and standards aro essential if the beard 1is to meet the
intent of 1986 legislation establishing allocation criteria.
The formal inclusion of such information into the systenm
would provide the board the basis fcr rosolving some long
standing allocation disputes. The formal, explicit analysis
of socio-economic factors would enhance the ability of tho
board to regulate with the maximum benefit cf the people as a
goal. Enunciating tho specifics of this goal would be the
purpose of a comprehensive policy on fisheries. The
combination of these two elements would further strengthen
the board procoss and decisions against legal challor.ge as

noted above. While no system could hope to eliminate
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disagreement, a process with clear standards, more complete
information and specific goals woulc lessen their likelihood
and fervor. There i3 little apparent dissent that the board
and users would be veil ser/ed by these enhancements to the
process. Again, tho 1issues c¢s conflict and representation
would be partially addressed by this approach, but not nearly
eradicated by present eth?:al standards, since decisions will

still bo arrived at by the board, not by a formula.

IV. ::_ rhQ-J2f192tlvg_ ;s _tc - ifrft.t_.tho_potential for

.91 .-in;grcgt_"s..?l:ri;.n9y?d. _to_ the extent possible.
Uterr.a?ive? _ ??_ Jfo -.regulatory authority and membership
cQr,5.QSition_-Q". thfl_boflrd rue: be considered.

One area of latent conflict 1is the assignment of both
conservation and allocation authority to the 3oard of
Fisheries. Separation of those responsibilities would
relieve the board of possiblo pressure to allocate resources
beyond tho sustainable capacity of stocks and recognise the
virtually complete do facts cession of authority for
conservation by tho board to ADFG. A formal recognition of
this fact should be considered. In order to effectively
eliminate conflict <c¢f interest complaints prompted as a
consequence of board composition, the membership cf the board

would have to be, in some way, divorced from economic or

institutional Interests in the resource. This could be
accomplished <either by a tree lay board, meeting on a
periodic basis like the current beard, or a professional

board in continuous operation.

An oxplicit division cf conservation and allocation
authorities 1is cortam to cause some protest. User groups
would be reluctant to give up tho ability to intcrveno in

conservation decisions. In a fow .nr.tarcos tho board has
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gone 1its own way on conservation decisions, not always to the
benefit of tho resource. It is certain that any potential
conflict nrecented by users of fisheries determining how many
fish are available for their wuse would be eliminated by
according conservation authority to ADFG. It may be that the
soparar.ion would best be accomplished by mak. *ig tho board and

its staff nora autonomous from tho department.

As for the potantial conflict of interest created by
delegating allocation authority to a r.on-inclusive body of
resource users, the appearance of a possible conflict will
persist 1in such a situation. However, wuser control of the
board is an element of regulation that many strongly support
because of the expertise and commitment of such interests.
ldeally, at present the integrity of individuals and the
checks provided by the presence of competing interests
provents conflicts. However, the most certain means 1in an
imperfect world to avoid the appearance or actuality of a
conflict is to remove the apparent incentive for conflict by
placing regulation into the hands of parties without economic
or institutional interests in any fishery. A lay board
unassociated with the resource, a body composed of a mixture
of interests including regulators, users, and the wider
public, or a profess.onal board required to be disassociated
with the resource would accomplish that. The expertise
needed in a complex arena should be provided both by staff
and by board members. The complexity of the subject and the
historic volume of work both suggest that a board operating
full-time may be appropriate. In both areas, separation of
powers and composition of the board, the aim 1is to roplace
the burden on the integrity of individual board members with
institutional safeguards. In any case, a differently
constituted board would require the procedural 1improvements
and mcroasod analytical capaoilitii ¢ outlinod 1in preceding
objective discussions in crdor to fulfill legislative and

public expectations.
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The objectives discussed above and the actions necessary to
achieve them are obviously not mutually exclusive 1issues and
alternatives. Comprehensive, efficient, and meaningful
reform of the Board of Fisheries 1is accomplished 1in varying
degrees by each approach discussed in this section. An
effort to definitively address each of the major problem
areas would 1include parts of each alternative. Tho Board of
Fisheries is not a static model of resource regulation.
Since the Territory of Alaska first attempted to manage 1its
fisheries almost seventy years ago, the board has been
constantly evolving. The historical 1imperatives which g*ve

the board its basic shape at statehood, while still strong,

no longer have the same meaning. The conditions defining
fisheries allocation, biological, political, -econonmic, and
social, have bier, in ferment. The expectations of the public

as a whole and user groups in particular have changed 1in the
decades since statehood, is tr.e Board of Fisheries ecrual to

Ngg - "N.apggs, _?r TWS? it too chanoe to
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Place/ Length

Date Subject (Days)

17/75 .Juneau H/u
FInfish

4/76 Kodiak 5
Shellfish

12/76 Soldotna 12
FInfish

Year"s total 17

3/77 Juneau 12
Doth

12/77 Anchorage 14
FInfish

Year®"s total 26

4/70 Anchorage 9
Sliel 1fish

12778 Juneau 22
Doth

Year®s Total 31

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Rejoct

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Reject

Hoard Ol fisheries Workload

Pub/Ind

120

34

10
91

146
10
23

23
127

183
12
56

26
135

229

Proposals--——————-

AC/RC

70 n/a

5 44

6 1
10 78
32 9
53 132

6 42
14 3
12 112
28 10
60 167
12 50
8 5

8 122
63 6
91 183

n/a

n/a

n/a

Staff Patition Comments

93

32

30

62

30

30

11

11

Mlacollaneous
Notes

25 bills
considered

30 bills
cons idered



4/79 Anchorncje
Subsistence
Shollflsh

12/79 Anchorage
FInfish

Year"s Total

3/00 Anchorage
Shollflsh

12/80 Anchorage
FInfish

Year®"s Total

3/81 Anchorage
Shcl1lfish

9,11/01 Juneau
FInfish

tar®"s Total

3/82 Anchorage
Shollfish

12/82 Anchorage
FInfish

Year®"s Total

10

22

32

11

44

55

21

29

50

18

26

44

Adopt
He joct

Adopt
Rejoct

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Reject

10
50

45

120

241

16

25

42
128

211

15
62

113

16

36

29
59

140

10
38

65

17
30

65

11

14
33

66

16
12

51

122
13

140
12

295

87
10

140

126

36

36

81

01

25 proposals
not acted on;
11 bills

141 proposals
not acted on

166 no action
6 proposals
not acted on

Cook Inlet
subs 1stcnco

6 no action

12 bills
considered

53 proposals

not acted on;

40 subsistence
proposals deferred

93 no action



3/03 Anchoragu
Shollflnh

Year®"s Total

2/04 Anchorngu
FInfish

3/04 Anchorage/
Konai
Doth

9/04 Anchorage/
Ketchikan

Doth

11/04 Anchorage/

Fa 1rbnnkn
FInfish

Year®"s Totnl

2/85 Sitka
SE Finflsh

3/B5 Anchorage
Shollflsh

11/85 Anchorago
W. FInfish

12/05 Petersburg
SE FInfloh

Yoai*n Total

16

16

14

21

38

81

14

56

Adopt
no joct

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Reject

Adopt
Rojoct

Adopt
Reject

19
51

70

29
51

47
112

274

14
59

14
17

13
54

214

16
14

30

25
19

70

56

30

146

140

14

28

in

143

154

308

83

111

124

53

371

60 proposals
r.ot acted on;
area schedule

60 no action

183 proposals
r.ot acted on

103 no action

37 proposals

not acted on;
About 300 carried
over proposals
not acted on

29 proposals
not acted on

99 proposals
not acted on

450< no action



3/86 Anchorage 15 Adopt il 5 21 94 30 proposals

Shellflsh Hojoct 37 11 0 not acted on
12/06 Anchorage 12 Adopt 11 0 10 6 212 64 proposals
FInfish Reject 53 1 2 4 not acted on;

550 proposals

not considered
when mooting
abruptly adjourned

Year®"s Total 27 119 17 33 10 304 650 no action
4/87 Anchorage/ 10 Adopt 6 1 5 0 191 33 proposals
Juneau Reject 6 0 0 7 not acted on

FInfish
Year®s Total 10 12 1 5 7 191 33 no action

Numbers must be considered Approximations duo to differences 1in record keeping practices
by board staff over time and otherwise incomulcto or confusing records.

Only meetings 1involving Tfull board included.

Pub/Ind » Member of general public, an individual fisherman, or an industry group.

AC m Advisory Committee NC » Regional Council

Staff = ADFC staff, board members, or 1)WP staff,

n/a mnot available or recorded.

Notes:

Source: Division of hoards, ADFG, 1975 - 87.



Division cf Boards,

and Subsistence Division

Fish and Game Boards
Personnel
Travel
Contractual
Other
Subtotal~*
CFEC

Subsistence*

TOTAL

Source: Legislative Finance Division,

1987.

e Approximately S500.0

Tabic A2

Commercial

Fisheries Entry Commission,

FY 1985-88 Budgets

(S000 of nominal dollars)

FY 1985 FY 1986 FY 1987 FY 1988
462.0 612.3 524.4 536.3
558.3 428 .4 332.4 347.3
238.2 118.2 226.0 253 4

57.2 31.5 12.5
1,315.7 1,190.4 1,095.3 1,137.0
2,169.8 2,583.2 2,406.8 1,886.8
3,194.6 3,297.9 2,832.9 2,229.0
5,680.1 7,071.5 6,335.0 5,252.8
1987; ADFG, 19b/; CFEC,
are federal matching funds, the
Funds.

remainder arc State of Alaska General
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ALASKA STA PE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y, State Cagitol
Juncau, Alaska 99SII
(907) 463 3001

Hay 4, 1984

MEMORANDUM
T0:  Representative Hike Davis

FROM:  Nancy Pease”Kt”cy
Legislative Analyst

RE:  Fish and Gane Boards In Other States
Research Request No. 84-092

You requested Information on the structures and the operational proc-
esses of the fish and game Boards In other states, particularly states
whose hoards appear to” function undera minimum of political pressure.

The first part of this memorandum provides an overview of the structures
of fish and gane regulatory bodies In other states, based on a survey
conducted In 1979 by Greg Cook, then Executive Director of the Alaska
Boards of Fisheries and "Gane. The second part of this memorandum
briefly describes the political Interplay in the wildlife nan“ement
systems in eight western states.| Our descriptions of political Influ-
ence In these states focus on how each system provides for, or

11mlts:
(1) public participation;
(2) representation of special interests; and

(3) communication between the board and the state adninlstrative
departments and the governor's office.

Finally, the last part of this memorandum Presents comments on Alaska's
board System from persons affiliated with the boards or with the Alaska
Department of Flsh and Game.

Structure of Fish and Wildlife Boards
Greg Cook's survey of the fish and ?ame boards In 35 states Included
questions on the general structure of the boards and the selection of

lwashington, Oregon, California, Idaho, Montana, Colorado, Utah and
Nevada.
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board members. Of the 35 states which Mr. Cook surveyed, four states--
Connecticut, Delaware, Mew York and 111lnois--did not have a designated
regulatory body for the management of fish and wildlife resources. In
these four states, the divisions of fish and wildlife within the states'
administrative departments manage fish and game stocks and regulate
harvests. _(Re?ulatory decisions In these four states generally rest
with the director of  the fish or wildlife division or "the exécutive
director of the broader resources department.)

Host states have at least one specialized board or commission which Is
responsible for regulating wildlife harvests Eand.often other asoects
of management such as stocking and habitat protection).

While Alaska has separate boards to oversee the management of fisheries
and ?ame, most states have a single commission or board to manage all
wildTife species. Apparently, the only other state which has two boards
1s Utah, which has a Wildlite Board and a sePara_te Big Game Control
Board. Other variations of thp single, general wildlife board Include
Washington's sy'tem of a game commission but no similar body to regulate
the state's fisheries; and Rhode Island's hoard, which Is used only in
establishing marine fishing regulations.

Selection of Board Members or Commissioners. In all but two states,
the governorappoints the board members. However, half ofthese states
require the senate to advise and/or confirm the governor's selection
of ‘board members. North Carolina and Kentucky have somewhat more com-
plex selection procedures which Involve the legislature and Interested
members of _the.{)ubllc. In North Carolina, the 13 members of the North
Carolina Wildlite Resources Commission are named as follows:

 the governor  appoints two (2) at-large members;

+ the Speaker of the House appoints one (1) nenber from the
State House of Representatives;

» the lieutenant governor chooses one (1) member from the State
Senate; and

» members of the public hold meetings In each of nine (9) adminis-
trative districts and nominate by popular vote three candidates
from their district for the "commission.  The candidates'
names are submitted to the governor who then appoints one
candidate to the commission from each of the nine districts.

The terms to which North Carolina wildlife commissioners are aﬁpoint_ed
vary in length, balancing the stability of a tenured members |,o with
the” fresh approaches of "new appointees. North Carolina's Olstrlct
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Commissioners serve six-year terms,2 the at-large members serve for
four years, and the senator and representative serve for two years.
Kentucky's wildlife regulatory commission s chosen b?, the state's
‘Sportsmen's Club.  Members of” the Sportsmen's Club elect nine commis-
sioners from among their ranks.

Removal of board members. In the majority of the western states, the
governor Is responsible for removing board nenbers, but he may do so
only for cause. In a few states, including Idaho and Montana, the
governor may remove board members at his pleasure. In California,
only the legislature can discharge a board member, by concurrent reso-
lution In both houses.

Representation of Interests. GeograPhlcaI distributlon of residence
Is the most common guideline that states prescribe for the appoint-
ment of board members. All of the western states except Alaska, Cali-
fornia and Nevada mandate that members be chosen to represent geographi-
cal districts.3 Another common qualification required for appoint-
ment to fish and wildlife boards is that the candidate be interested
in, and well-Informed of, the habits of wildlife and techniques of
wildlife conservation.**  Politleal afflllatlon of hboard appointees
1s considered In roughIE/ one-fourth of the states surveyed by Cook.
These states generally take the approach of Idaho, Utah and Colorado,
where statutes limit "the number of hoard appointees belonglng_ to the
same political party. Holding of public office is reason for disquali-
fication of board ‘candidates in some states, Including Washington,
ldaho and Colorado. For example, Washington prohibits the appointment
to the game hoard of a person who holds any other elective or appointive
office with the state, a county or municipality. Representation of
sPemaI Interest groups Is mandated by at least Seven states. A few
of these states reserve one or two positions on the board for special
Interest representatives. For Instance, Montana requires that one
commissioner must be "experienced In the breeding and management of

AThe six-year terms are staggered so that three districts replace their
commissioners every two years.

Geographical representation, though not statutorily mandated, is a
traditional criteria for the selection of fish and game commissioners
in California. Nevada statutes specify that no two representatives
may be appointed from the sane county.

40f the western states, Idaho. Montana, Utah, Washington and Wyomin?
requwe that board appointees be Interested in and knowlegeablc o

wildllfc conservation.
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domestic livestock";6 Ohio reserves two positions on its eight-member
board for farmers; and Rhode Island's board of marine fisheries includes
at least two sports fishermen.

In a riore comprehensive approach, Nevada, Utah, Massachusetts and
Louisiana have designated each of the positions on their boards to
representatives of one or another special interests. Nevada's board

must be comprised of:

« one member who 1s actively engaged in the conservation of
wi 1d [ 1fe;

one member who is actively engaged in farming;

* one member who Is actively engaged in ranching;
« two members who represent the interests of sportsmen;
o two members who represent the Interests of the general public.6

Utah's Board of Big Game Control assures representation of special
interests by including:

« the director of the division of wildlife resources, as chair-
man;

« a member of the Utah Cattlemen's Association:
» 2 member of the Utah Wool growers Association,

» a menber of the Utah Wildlife and Outdoor Recreation Federa-
tion, and

« a representative of the regional office of the U.S. Forest
Service In Utah.7

AMontana Code Annotated 2-15-3402.
6Novada Revised Statutes 501.171
7Utah Code Annotated 3-14-5
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Massachusetts grants sportsmen five of the seven seats on Its fisheries
and wildlifeboard.

Five board members shall be appointed from one of each of the
five fish and game districts, shall hold and have held for at
least five consecutive years a sportln% license In the common-
wealth, four of whom shall represent the fishing, hunting and
trapping interests and at least one of whom shall have been
actively engaged In farming on land owned by him for a period
of not less than five years. Two board members shall be appointed
at large, shall be particularly interested In the propagation
protection, research and managéement of wild birds and mammals
and any, so-called, endangered species and one of whon shall be
a wildlife biologist.6

Louisiana balances its Wildlife and Fisheries Commlslon by reserving
three of the positions for electors of the coastal parishes who are
representatives of the commercial fishing and fur industries. The
remaining four members must represent the state at Urge and have no
ties to the commercial fishing or fur Industries,

Oregon has taken the o’oposne approach by seeking to restrict rather
than strengthen the Influence of competing users of wildlife resources
on the state's Fishand  Wildlife Commission. Oregondisqualifies
candidates for the commislon 1f they "hold any office In anK sports
fishing organization _or commercial ~fishing organization or have any
gwn_ers ip o other direct Interest In a ‘commercial fish processing
usiness.

Number of board members and length of terns. The number oi members on
wildlife boards and commissions ranges from 4 members in Missouri to 15
In Georgia. Amon% the western states in which you expressed Interest,
the boards have the following numbers of nembers: ldaho, Montana and
California, 5; Washington, 6; Oregon, 7; and Colorado, 8. The length
of terns for which nembers are appointed ranges from two to eight
years. Most commonly, terns are five or six years in length. The terns
of board nenbcrs often are staggered so that replacements occur Inter-
mittently rather than simultaneously. In several states, one or two
positions on the board have terns concurrent with the governor's tern.

AMassachusetts General Laws Annotated 21 § 7.
AOregon Revised Statutes 496.090
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Public hearings. All of the western states In which you expressed an
interest encourage citizens to participate In the process of regulating
wildlife resources, though to varrlng degrees.10 = Washington, “Oregon,
California, ldaho, Montana and Colorado actively request public recom-
mendations for regulation changes by publishing the proposed changes,
and then collecting public response for a period of several weeks. In
addition, before the whole regulatory body meets, five of the states
hold regional public hearings to listen to public comments. Four states
allow further public testimony when the full board meets to adopt regu-
lation changes. Public witnesses are generally not restricted in their
presentation; most states do not impose time limits on the length of
rt]he testimony nor Insist that testimony be limited to the issue of the
our.

Boards and the Political Process in Other States

Spokesmen affiliated with the fish and game boards or departments in
other states were, for the most part, uncritical of their particular
systems for wildlife management. In response to our questions, most
spokesmen reported that (1? their states were not experiencing serious
controversy over wildlife management and (2) that the demands and ?res-
sures of Special Interest groups were adequatedly diffused by their
particular board/department structure.  The most significant ‘finding
Is that most of the hoards or commissions appoint the director of the
fish and _gzame department and in that way serve to buffer the department
from poVitical prerogatives of the executive branch. Also, the removal
of board or commission members appears to be uncommon.

Following are %ener_al descriptions of the d¥nam|cs of wildlife manage-
ment a?enm_es In eight of the western states, based on the comments
of state wildlife personnel on citizen participation, special interest
representation, and political Influgnce. It apPears that an accurate
and insightful comparison of the efficacy of different board systems
will require further research. We will be happy to continue this analy-
sis at your direction.

Washington. According to Judy Hildebrandt, who serves as secretary to
both the Washington Game Commission and the Oirector of the Department
of Gane, the gane commissioners report to the governor and are con-
sidered employees of the governor. In turn, the Department of Game
reports to the Game Commission. In Hs. Hlldebrandt's opinion, the
Department of Game Is buffered from the Frerqgatlves of the administra-
tion because the department's director Is hired and fired by the com-
missioners and his tern often extends across gubernatorial terms.

100f all the western states, only Arizona <in»s °ot publish proposed
regulatory changes and consider public consent on the changes.
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The commission does not solicit public advice prior to drafting regula-
tions, although citizens may testify at the Implementation meetings of
the commission. ~ Citizens “are more involved with the DePartment:
orglanlzed sportsmen's groups work with the department to formulate
policy; the Citizens Advisory Group assists the department In the
nongame wildl ife program; and other sports groups and clients ofi'er
suggestions on a less formal basis.

Washington does not have a state-level board or commission to manage
its fisheries. ~ Fisheries management is the responsibility of the
Division of Fisheries, whose director Is appointed by the " governor.

Oregon. According to Rolley Rousseau, Assistant Director for External
Operations of the Oregon Fish & Wildlife Department, the Oregon Fish
and Wildlife Commission actively encourages public participation in
the _regulatork/ process. Mr. Rousseau reports that public hearings and
meetings of the commission are well attended by all wildlife user
?rou?.s. While the commission does not have any flay advisory groups,
he fish and wildlife departments have several: "a salmon  advisory
committee, aBP_omted by the governor; a salmon-trout enhancement com-
mittee, established by statute; and a nongame wildlife committee,
appointed by the dePar ment director. According to Mr. Rousseau, legis-
lation has been Introduced In Oregon to support the establishment of
regional advisory committees that would coordinate wildlife management
amon% the northwest states; however such legislation has never passed.
The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 1s ‘the only state-level board
In Oregon which Is appointed by the governor, but accordlnp to Mr,
Rousseau, the board operates autonomous|¥: There is no formal line of
communication between the governor's office and the commission; the
?overnor can remove a commissioner only for cause (and has not done so
n at least thirty years); and the commission hires and fires the
Director of the Department of Flsh and Wildlife. Mr Rousseau mentioned
that on the only recent occasslon (eight years ago) when the Governor
of Oregon asked "the commission to reverse a decision, the commissioners

refused to do so.

Montana. Montana has no formal protess for involving the public in
wildltfe management. Public hearings are held only prior to adoption
of big game regulations and usually in central locations because of
the high travel costs of sending commission staff to outlying areas of
Montana. Citizens may make suggestions on wildllfe management Informal-
ly through either the commission or the department, and a landowners/
sportsmen committee convenes on an ad hoc basis.

According to Serena Andrews of the Director's Office of the Department
of Fish and Game, the department takes Us direction frt* the commission.
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Although t e governor appoints the department's director, the commission
sets policy for the department, reviews and approves budgets, and sets
harvest seasons. In Ms. Andrews perception, the commission has not been
under political pressure from the department on any current issues.

ldaho. While Idaho's Fish and Game Commission does not have organized
citizen adwsorr groups, the commission does solicit public suggestions
at regular public hearings in each of six management regions and at
commission meetings.  According to Milt Williams, Hunter Education
Coordinator, the commission usually responds to strong showings of pub-
lic opinion on an issue.

Mr. Williams reports that most deliberations of the commission have
not aroused partisan politics or special interest conflicts. The cor
mission hires the Director of the Department of Fish and Game, and there
Is no formal communication between the commission and the %overnor's
office. Although the governor may dismiss commissioners at his pleas-
ure, no Idaho fish and game commissioner has been dismissed since the
1930s, and  Mr. Williams said ? dismissal would certainly "arouse

publlc outcry".

Colorado. Colorado law re(%mtes that all proF_osed changes in game
regulations be advertised to the general public and to those user
groups who are directly affected. ~Die commission does not schedule
earings PrIOI’ to the” meetings at which regulations are adopted.
However, the department staff compiles suggestions in the interims
between meetings and forwards this public commentary to the commission.

The administrative branch appears to have somewhat more influence over
the wildlife commislon in Colorado than in other states. The governor
is free to nominate representatives of any Interest %roups._ “According
to Ed Prenzlow, Deputy Director of the state's Wildlife Division, the
recent trend has been"to appoint ranchers and farmers (the commlsioner
0f A(Tlrlculture Is currently serving on the Wildlife Commission). Mr.
Prenzlow added that the position of Wildlife Commissioner carries
considerable prestige in Colorado, and commissioners' terms can be,
and often are, renewed.

The commission's choice for Director of the Wildlife Division must be
approved by the Executive Director of the Department of Natural Re-
sources, who is appointed by the governor. According to Mr. Prenzlow,
the Wildlife Commission In "Colorado is primarily a rule-making body,
with the Division of Wildlife handling research, habitat consérvation
and other management activities. While the OWision of Wildlife assists
the commission™ in settlng harvest seasons, the Division of Wildlife
nust follow policies set by the Executive Director of Natural Resources.
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Although the Colorado Wildlife Commission shares authority for policy
decisions with the administrative branch, Mr. Prenzlow Teports that
the system works satisfactorily. He says that both ranchers and sports-
men have learned to work out” compromises through the system and are
supDortive of it.

California. Although California commissioners are appointed at large,
they traditionally are named from different parts of the state and
from different interest %[oups. The commission is currently comprised
of four recreational wildlife users and one commercial user, but accord-
iIng to the commission's Executive Secretary, Hal Kribs, the commis-
sioners have been issue oriented rather than interest oriented.

The California Fish and Game Commission, established through the state
constitution, adopts requlations and also sets policy and gquidelines
for the Department of Fish and Game. According to Mr. Kribs, the
(geparthment Is responsible to the.commission, not to the executive
ranch.

Utah. Utah's system of wildlife management includes a separate hoard
for big game control, and the Interagency Committee, a panel of repre-
sentatives from all the involved state and federal resource management

agencies.

According to Information Officer Steve Phyllis, Utah's Board of Big
Game Control was set up forty to fifty years ago at a time when live-
stock interests had an ovefriding confrol of " game management.  The
present composition of the board balances the interests of stockmen
with other users of wildlife. Utah's board appears unique in including
a representative of a federal aPency, the U.S. Forest Service. While
Utah's sportsmen are in perpetual competition with the state's powerful
livestock industry, according to Mr. Phyllis, the system produces the
fairest possible compromises.

While Utah does not use citizens' advisory boards, it does have a
structured system of public meetings to ?ather citizens' . comments,
For example,” the Game Board holds a set of open meetings in each of
five districts to collect public suggestions for managing giame within
the local district. Those suggestion are considered by the TInteragency
Committee in drafting recommendations.  The _Interagency Committee's
recommendations are published, public comment is again encouraged, and
finally the Game Board holds an executive session (open to the public
for observation but not for comment) to implement regulations.

In the Utah system of wildlife manac};ement, the Oirector of the Division
of Wildlife Resources is a central Tigure, serving as the secretary of
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both the Wildlife Board and the Big Gane Control Board. While the
director is officially a non-voting board nenber, he nay vote to
break ties on the Big Game Control Board and he submits a list of
board candidates to the governor when vacancies occur.

Nevada. In the Nevada wildlife management system, the director of
the Division of Wildlife Resources appears to have more policy-making
authority than in most of the other states. The director iS chosen
appointed by the governor from a list of three candidates nominated
y the boards. In addition to serving as commission secretary, the
director plans the the Division of Wildlife's budget in _cooperation
with the ‘executive branch. However, according to Dave Rlce, Public
Information Officer with the Department of Wrldlife, the board works
independently of the executive branch, He says that the current gov-
ernor's office has had very little interaction with the commission,
although one of the commissioners is a close friend of the governor
and may serve as the governor's liaison. In general, Mr. Rice said,
there 1s open communication between the board "and the administration.

The Nevada system also orovides for open communication between the
board and the public. Until 1947, each county elected one representa-
tive to the seventeen-member board. Local = participation is still
assured through the individual county game management boards that
convene, as required by statute, to "recommend regulations prior to
each hunting season. ‘Although an individual citizen of Nevada is
currently petitioning for a statewide initiative to return to the
system of elected boards, Oave Rice says the present system works
smoothly, partly because Nevada'a small” human ~population does not
exert much pressure on the healthy wildlife populations. In Mr. Rice's
view, the board is responsive to the public, and is on cooperative
and independent terms with the administration.

Comments of Alaska Fish ar.d Game Management Personnel
In attempting to describe the political forces in wildlife management,

staff members 1n Alaska's fish and game management system raised a
number of points of controversy concerning the structure and operations



Representative Davis
May 4, 1984
Page 11

of the Alaska boards.1l These points, outlined briefly below, could
form the basis of a more systematic analysis of Alaska's board system
depending upon your interest in the natter.

Citizen involvement. Alaska's system of local citizen advisory commit-
tees and regional councils allows Alaska's residents to be involved in,
and aware of, wildlife management. They are generally praised for:

» providing direct citizen advice to the boards before and while
regulations are being planned;

* involving all interest groups;

» educating residents of remote areas about the regulatory process;
« encouraging local involvement in resource issues; and

» assist in reconciling user grgoups and inter-regional differences.

While Alaska's system ofextensive public participation often  earns
accolades from state wildlife managers, several points of the citizen
involvement process have been criticized:

« public proceedings greatly slow the decision-making process.

« the boards may appear "unresponsive to the public need"12 because
they must evéntually draw a single resolution from the copious
and” diverse input and scrutiny generated by the local bodies.

NAs you may be aware, Alaska's seven-nenber Board of Fisheries and seven
member Game Board are appointed by the governor "without regard to
political affiliation or 8eograph|qal location of residence.. The
staggered terns are designed to provide continuity in board considera-
tion of on-golng issues and trends. Members must be confirmed by
the Iet[uslature and may be removed by the governor “for meffmencz,
neglect of dutFy_, or misconduct in office”. The Commissioner of the
Department of Fish and Game is the ex-officio secretary of the boards.
By statute, the hoards are authorized to create advisory committees
to facilitate the flow of local public opinion and advice to the
boards. At present, the §j .ten includes 68 [local] advisory commit-
tees, overlain with a structure of six regional councils. The regional
councils are comprised of advisory cocmittee chairmen. Handbook for
Alaska's Board of Fisheries and Game. February 1983, p. 2.

AHandbook , ibi J. p. 50.
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 the local bodies nay create greater political tension around
an issue by generating an unending stream of requests for special
allotments and exclusive use of resources.

* in many instances, the committee may not adelguately rePresent
a cross-section of the community's views. (For example, one
spokesman mentioned the dilemma of representing the interests of
?I few )qlllnetters in a Southeast community with a strong troll

eet.

the regional/local bodies in somecases merely duplicate efforts.

* in some cases, the local and regional levels must compete
with one another for the board's attention.

Full-time versus lay hoards. Another generally appreciated aspect of
the Alaska system s the "lay" composition of statewide boards. One
spokesman contrasted Alaska's "boards with California's, calllnq Cali-
fornia's board a "“professional, fulltime board which has developed a
highly structured format for hearings that restricts public influence."
However, some wildlife mangement personnel are concerned by the heavy
work load and the discontinuity of the schedule imposed on Alaska's
'T5y" 5o0ard. In contrast to states where boards are "full time" or
meetmonthly, Alaska boards convene only twice a year.  Thisschedule
appears to place a heavy burden on hodrd members, as Former Executive
l[))”e(c:itor of the Boards, "Milstead Zahn, explains in the handbook of the
oards:

During]two or three weeks of concentrated work twice a year
the Boards] must deal with on-gm_n?_ Isssues that have been the
ocus of months or years of specialized effort b?f constituents
and their full-time representatives. As a result, the Boards
are engulfed in issues demanding answers that require assiduous
attention to detail and to legal rules.13

Representation on the Beards. The question of representlon on the
board can be phrased not only in terms of what the board should be
xPected to accomplish, but how. The composition of the board may
frect the dynamics of the decision-making process. Individuals chosen
or their problem-solving ability contribute different information on
the issues and different "dccision-naking skills than would board members
chosen to_ represent specific user groups. If the hboards are restruc-
tured to include designated representatives of specific interest groups,

e
a
f

13 Handbook, Ibid, p. 7.
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there are a number of possible balances which other state and regional
boards have experimented with: state and federal representatives, local
and at-large representatives, special Interest and non-aligned repre-
sentatives , department staff and lay appointees, and even non-voting
members.

Another alternative Is elected boards. One concern about this option
Is the degree of representation of minority Interests If the boards
are elected statewide. Such a system must Insure adequate representa-
tion of smaller user groups.

Political Influence. It Is important to recognize that the allocation
of limlted publlc resources among competing private interests |Is
Inherently a political Issue. Unless unrestricted public access to
all wiMTife resources Is an acceptable means of allocation, government
must devise some allocation process. As wildlife management personnel
readily attest, no allocation process which limits users' access to
resources can be expected to placate every user. Given the Inherent
political nature of allocating scarce resources, the reallsitic chal-
lenge may not be how to keep "politics™ out of allocation decisions,
but to adjust the process to Increase Its legitimacy.

One factor that Influences the legitimacy and responsiveness of the
the system |Is the Independence of the boards. The Handbook of the
Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game"™ states that:

The regulatory authority [of the Alaska Boards] 1s defined by
statute and 1s separate from the management and administrative
authority of the Department. The statutory separation of powers
between the Boards and the Department Insure that each function
Is accountable as a discrete service In the public Interest.

lie boards nust be sufficientlyindependent sothat they are not per-
ceived as working for a narrow interest group.At the sane time,  they
mustbe subject to acceptable checks and balances. This point pertains
to the boards' relationships with the Department of Fish and Game,
other executive agencies, and the legislature.

» . . . *

We hope this Information 1s helpful to you. It appears that a more
thorough analysis of the effectiveness of boards and commissions re-
quires contacting numerous Interest groups 1n other states; users of
wildlife resources are likely to be more openly critical of the wildlife
nanageoent systen than employees within the system. Such an Inquiry
would probably Involve contacting conservation groups, sportsnen, com-
mercial users of wildlife resources, and others. If such research
would be of use to you, we will be happy to proceed at your direction.

NP



STATE OF ALASKA - OFFICE OF
Boards and Commissions

Membership Roster

(037) FISHERIES

Member Appointed
Trefon Angasan 01/31/92
Public

Bristol Bay Native Corporation

P.O. Box 100220

Anchorago, AK 99510

Work Phono - (907) 278-3602 FAX - (907) 276-3924

Oick H. Bower, Sr. 02/04/94
Public

P.O. Box 3662

Soldotno. AK 99669

Homo Phono « (907) 262-7132 FAX « (907) 262-7132

Larry Edfolt 07/23/91
Public

1212 P.ko Court

Junoau. AK 99801

Homo Phono ¢ (907) 780-4780 FAX (9071 463 3475

Larry J. Engel 02/04/94
Public - Vico-Chair

P.O. Box 197

Palmor. AK 99645

Homo Phono « (907) 745-4132

Dick Jacobson 01/31/93
Public

P.O. Box 54

Sand Point. AK 99661

Homo Phono - (907) 383-2042 FAX - (907) 383-5370

Frank Rue 01/13/95
Commissionar/Fish and Gamo/ox officio soc/otary

Acting Commissioner

Department of Fish & Game

P.O. Box 25526

Junoau. AK 99802-5526

Work Phono - (907) 465-4100

Virgil L. Umphenour 0//22/94
Public

2400 Davis Road

Fairbanks, AK 99701

Work Phono « (907) 456-3885 FAX « (907) 456 3889

John R White 02/09/95
Public

PO. Box 190

Bothol. AK 99559

2141

E GOVERNOR
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Roappomtod
02/09/95

01/31/93

Torm Exp.

01/31/98

01/31/97

01/31/98

01/31/97

01/31/96

01/31/96

01/31/98
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Sponsor Statement for SB 50

Senate Bill 50 will change the composition of the Board of Game from the
existing seven member part time board to a three member full time board. The bill
would prohibit the members from having any vested economic interest in game
resources. Each board member would serve a four year term and would be in a
fully exempt position that serves at the pleasure of the governor.

Historically, the Legislature and the Governor have struggled over confirmations
of board members. Different geographic districts and economic interests have
always felt they were slighted and not proportionately represented. This has led to
power struggles over appointments and confirmations and even alleged incidents
of vote t/ading by members who represent certain user groups. Full time board
members with no economic vested interests in game resources will go a long way
to decrease this problem.

Three member boards will work more efficiently and can be cheaper to run. A
board structured after Alaska’s Public Utilities Commission or the Alaska Oil and
Gas Commission allows single board members to independently hold public
hearings in the field and to then bring their findings and recommendations back to
the full board for a decision. Not requiring the full membership of the board to be
present during field hearings will present a considerable cost savings by itself.

A full time board will more effectively serve the interests of all Alaskans once

board members arc prohibited from any vested economic interest in game
resources.

Sponsor Statement



DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

46S-J567,,r 465-24J0

b ix <107,46S.;n;9 1JOSenard Street Suite 409
\fiiil Si>pJIOI Juneau Alaska WSObHOS
MILM-CLBLA-aLPJH"I February 3, 1995
SI'B.IECT: Sectional Summary of SB 50. An Act relating to the Board of Game
TO: Senator Drue Pcarcc
IROM: George UtcrmohlcJ

Legislative Couns(tl

You have requested a section.’! summary of SB 50. An Act relating to the Board of Game

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill is not an authoritative
interpretation of the bill The bill itselfis the best statement of its contents

Section 1ofthe bill amends AS 16 05 221(a) by changing the membership of the Board of
Game from seven to three members, providing that the governor appoint a chair of the board
to serve aterm of two years, and prohibiting members of the board from having a vested
economic interest in utilization of game resources

Section 2 ofthcoill amends AS 1605 221(c) by providing that the members of the Board of
Game shall serve four year terms

Sections 3 and 4of the bill amend AS 16 05 290 to provide that members of the Board of
Game shall receive a salary equal to step C. range 26 for Juneau The etTect of these
provisions is to make the Board of Game into afull time board and the members of the board
into full time state employees

Section 5 ofthe bill amends AS 16 05 320 by making technical amendments to the quorum
requirements for the Boatd of Game and the Boird of Fisheries

Section 6 of the bill amends AS 39 25 110( 11) to provide that the officers and employees of
the Board of Game arc in the exempt state service

Section 7 of the bill provides that the governor shall appoint, subject to confirmation by the
legislature, three persons to serve on the Board of Game and provides for initial terms

Section 8 of the bill provides »or the transition from the current Board of Game to the new
Board of Game ui the event that the ctTectivc date of the bill is not passed by the legislature

Sectional Analysis



*Senator Drue Pearce
February 3. 1095
Page 2

Section 9 of the bill provides that secs. | - 6 of the bill take effect on July | following
contirmation of at least two persons to serve on the new Board of Game

GEM KkiIb
95-030 kib



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

BILL NO. SB 50

Dept. Affected;

Title:
providing fnr .in effective date *

Sponsor: Senator Pearce
Requester: Senator Pearce

Expondituros/Revonuos
OPERATING EXPENDITURES

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

FY 9G

(CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
[CHANGE IN REVENUEST

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF,"Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

total 00

Estimate of any currant year (FY95l] cost. »

POSITIONS

FULLTIME 00
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attacn a separate page 'f necessaryi

*An Act relating to tne Board of Gam*, and

Department of Law

|BRU: _ Legal Services
Component: Operations
.COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0093
(Thousands of Dollars)
Fv 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01
0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00
I
(Thousands ot Dollars!
00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
00
99 00 00 00 00

This bill amends AS 16.05 and AS 39.25 to replace the existing sovon membor Board of Game, who are
members ot the public with a three-member professional board, who would bo full time state employees m the
exempt service. This proposed change in the composition of the Gamo Board represents a major departure m

how the Board's activities 'nil be conducted, and is properly a policy decision for the legislature and the

administration. Nevertheless, the Department of Law provides extensive legal services assisting tho Board of

Game in carrying out its responsibilities. This level of service is not expected to change, whatever the

composition of the Board.

Prepared by: R efund < Pnoues Prector phone:  *65-3672
Division: Administrative Services Date: 2/6/95
Approved by Commissioner ffruCeM B-.tftnp. Attorney General Date: M S *.
Agency:
PREPARER TO PRO\ MOR S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
Per furthar siativa Office

v 10041 SStre. . CR

Fiscal

Note Ppl of t
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Senator Drue Pearce
District F

Sponsor Statement for SB 50

Senate Bill 50 will change the composition of the Board of Game from the
existing seven member part time board to a three member full time board. The hill
would prohibit the members from having any vested economic interest in game
resources. Bach board member would serve a four year term and would be in a
fully exempt position that serves at the pleasure of the governor.

Historically, the Legislature and the Governor have struggled over confirmations
of board members. Different geographic districts and economic interests have
always felt they were slighted and not proportionately represented. This has led to
power struggles over appointments and confirmations and even alleged incidents
of vote trading by members who represent certain user groups. Bull time board
members with no economic vested interests in game resources will go a long way
to decrease this problem.

Three member boards will work more efficiently and can be cheaper to run. A
board structured after Alaska’s Public Utilities Commission or the Alaska Oil and
Gas Commission allows single board members to independently bold public
hearings in the field and to then bring their findings and recommendations back to
the full board for a decision. Not requiring the full membership of the hoard to Ik*
present during field hearings will present a considerable cost savings by itself.

A lull time board will more effectively serve the interests of all Alaskans once
lioard members are prohibited from any vested economic interest in game
resources.
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gog{\cliir?r; Gii'M I omponent; Board Service
Tiij'stoi Senate’ Ri'sotifc * CEDIEN FRAND i’ 5%
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R services B B0 Wy iy 486 4o
CONTRACTUAL {1001 g5 (7 5l ((7 5] ((7 i
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1The, analysis assumes that the board of Game wll continue its present cycle and that hearings will bo he'd
throughout the state bv one board member  The total number of hearing and r.egulatori/] meeting days will be
about the same as the board now meets in regulatory session. Space costs will bo sightly reduced, however
prmtmg. mailing ,md advertlsm? will be approximately tho same Also, it is assumed that advisory committees
will remam as is for the present time . .

There are some questions about process that could increase the cost For example, all reouiatcry meetings are
now taped Will hearings be taped” Having a complete record is important for legal challenges ~ Tapmg will
requifq staff as well as board member at hearings It may be difficult for the board to confino public testimony
to hearings.and not allow during regulatory meetings. This could increase Hand expense

| See page” 2for a cost comparison
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Sheet 1

BOARD OF GAME - SB50

CURRENT CHANGE PROPOSED
PERSONAL SERVICES 201 1 278 6 479.7
TRAVEL 89.2 (59 0) 30.2
CONTRACTUAL 759 (100). 65 9
SUPPLIES 47 0.0 47
EQUIPMENT 00" 00 0.0
TOTAL 3709 * 209 6 580 5

NOTES
=or personal services we nave assumed the current executive director position would be eliminated

However a secretary would be ad le land If e current half-time regulations specialist would no to
full ime These changes would result in a net zero The publication technician and shared
administrative assistant would be retained Three new full-time bon'd members would be added

«Vc have assumed that advisory committees wculd continue to exist and work in a manner

advisory committee coordinators in Boards and has some liaison responsibilities with advisory
committee coordinators m other divisions This function would have to be picked up by one of the

now board members

=or travel, we have reduced travel to almost half assuming significant reductions due to
limited hearings

Page 20f 2



Legislative Research Agency

jU Seward street, sute .13

Alaska State Legislature *1434 wsot.:196
Phone: i907) a6J.JWt
*5S> ru: t907) J63-*35t

June 199a

MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator Drue Pearce

FROM Marta GladztszewsK;:'
Legislative Analyst

?£. Professional Fish i Game Boards in Other States

Rcsearcn Reoucs: ?-21:

You asked ;f Jtner states rrrcraica f.sn anc game boards with rull-time. paid board memcers.
Experts with whom we scokc were unaoie to confirm the existence or any fuil-time
professional roarcs m otr.e: states or Car.aaa. Most states operate fish and wildlife
commissions or boards similarly to Alaska vuh part-time commissioners appointed by the
governor Attached are a few pages from tne State Wildlife Law Handbook regarding the

appointment procedures ar.d qualifications for state wtidlife commissioners.

Fisn ar.d wiialife experts a: tne National Conference of State Legislatures report that no state
operates full-time professional fisn or game boards. Accorctng to Sar.dra Wolfe, the
Secretar.. Treasurer of the Western Association ofrisn and W ildlife Agencies, none of their
memcer states eAlaska. .Arizona. California. Colorado. Hawaii. ldaho. Montana. Ncvaoa.
North Dakota. New Mexico. Oregon. South Daxota. L'tan. Washington. Wyoming; operate
a fuil-ume professional board. In addition. Ruth Musgrave. autr.or of a 50-statc survey of
state wildlife laws. State Wildlife Law Hanaboot puoiisnen by tne Center for Wildlife Law
at tne University of New Mexico, aid not tine any full-time professional boards during her

research.

1 hope ’'his information is useful for your purposes. Please do not hesitate to contact us u

*ou nave additional questions.

We spoxe with representatives from tne National Conference of State Legislatures, the

Western Association of Fisn an™* u‘ "'*e * cemre - *e¥k y* ' *_eee for Wildlife Law at the

University of New Mexico.

Background



732S24ra%i ' =<%-2:In 5

State
W ildlife

L aw s

Handbook

Center for Wildlife Law

Instltute of Publlc Law.
|n|ver5|t New Mexico
buquergue New Mexico

Ruth S.Musgrave,d. nniMary Aj,ne Stejn phD JD

nth contributions
Karon Cao.ro,!. Ph.D.. J.D.: Sara Parker. J.D, con Minau, Wo,ok. U.D.

4™ Govornmeni (ostitutos. Inc.



10262¥17991  OFLA -»j3 Maouitg

Goverruaeat loititutst. Isc.. RodecnUe, Mirvland 2C8J0

Copyright C mbbo*erameat ltutitutei I\mg'l)(reterved.

PubLuhed Novemoer 1993.
n 97 % 95 94 03 543 ..

parr of thia work may be reproduced ot trlmcitted is inv form or by lay
meant electronic or mechanical. ifldudicjpaotocopysa®, recording or my
juonmiuon iterate and retrieval m teo. »irfiou( pertnuiion in anting from the
puoluber. All requeits for permunoa :0 reproduce mitentl from :hn were mould
oe directe overnment itutstutet. Isc. 1 Reiearch Plate; Suite 200. Rodrvtile.
Mar>iind

Tse vuthors. edrtorj ind oubuiner ~j*e ao sepretentibco or *«/rartv. eTpren or
maned. 11 to tae compiesentn. corretm.tti or utility of tie information in mu
;uojcj(ioo. is audition. me lutr.ort. :aucrt lad oublijher uiumec ao liability of
uty kind *oatio<vrr resulting from ms a; 0: or reliance upon me ccnter.ti of tha

2c0«.,

iUutiraticsi appear :cur:»iv of Asce:i A"?rre«e ¢ 1991. and irs rtpristed from ."i#
Solatl CsutOtcn zv Niexi Scaily Bear A Ccmpanv, 1591).

Qipr-ry cf Coaftt:: Catalccrpm-Pubuoxco Data

Muigrave. Ruin 5
Stare MJdkfs :a*a bischook/Ceatsr “or "*vidiife
%he lotfiPure of Public La * Ucjremrr of New
Albuoue.*que. New Menco. Ruth Muigrave ind
Mir» Anne Stem: *'tfi ccatr.button* iron iiarta
Caatrell-iet ail. - lit el
p. aa.

iaciuat; bibtisgeacfaeal retsrecect
:Istgn .m.3:--37.7

-

3A7 5906"9116)

TBI3

cI?
Printed os led ﬁﬂ’~ac«r

Priotcd x tee United Stater -1 America



Z02S2UTSf?2l  :ofv* Az N ut s -4

Srate '.aws handbook

Introduction
Tables 1-3. Director, Commissioner and Commission:

Appointments and Qualifications

There u considerable vamticn in how ihe fich and wildlife direcior. commission. commissioners, and
vinous agency advisory board members are chosen. '-Ve recommend that qualification requircmenu such as venous
types of eiammauoni. qualifications by experience 3r training, representation from vinous »ute interest groups
fsponamen. farmers, ranchers, commercial fishermen, conservation groups, geographic location, ex.). and mums
members by age. set. and ernmciiv in commission .and advisory txaard eomrojinon be tmcoied by .l jutes.
limnanons on the number of members allowed :0 ne from me same polmcai pa/tv may be desiraolc. ideally,
appomimcnis *ouid not be :ied io one political rarty ?» Governor appointments. Critenn sucn as written exams,
physical esamt and interviews for hinng department leader* and conservation olficcrs are a good idea (see Nc»
Mexico. South Carolina and others).

Some states provide that alihough the Governor appoints Commission members. ,ney must be selected from
i list of eligible candidates, so that at least some expertise can be guaranteed m mose *ho are appomied. Other
states expreislv tet up commissions and advisorv boards to allow input from competing interests, and thus arc able
to mediate and Jucuiji tft* concerns of such interests. Examples include Colorado i Habitat Partnership Council
*mch consists Of representatives Of agriculture, nidlife and rangeiand management interests, designed to resolve
range'and forage tsues. he Hawaii Natural Area Reserves Svstctm Commission, whose members have academic
degrees in wildlife or marine biology, .vitanv fcrtsiry ecology resource management, biogeograpny. zoology. or
gcoiogy; (he Indiana Heritage Trust Program committees. *noic membenfup include *anou* organized hunting *nd
fismng. environmental ard dihcr grouo and ihe '>« Mexico Fisn aid Game Commission. *nicb must have one
‘armer-rancher nceittf *nos« land contains at iea<: : *o species for vnicrt me state requires a license :0 hunt or filh.
and one member »>tfl dcmonstriied mvotvemeni n wildlife end habitat protection.

Ex»ery **-te ha* experts to man* retev.mt ariai. and sucn *xperti»e mould be utilized to me benefit of fish
and wildlife agencies. There art many citetle'i rsampicv m me Hate tumma/tej of requited qualifications,
representation of different Itate interests, and nctuiion of pemenx *nn widely diffenng backgrounds. Maine
marcates that me Commissioner trott review umcr states provisions fcr developmg good relationship* between
humeni arid landowners jjig tmplrmem similar programs *«n emphasis an courteiv and responsibility fcr private
lands

Tables.-o give arough outline at appointment qualifications of me director, commissioner shd eomminion
members. In states «nh no director, but nrner: secretary’ of a natural resources department, sucn sccrccarv was
created as a director fcr purpotes of -hu table

TiMt Situ wm*4ttft tj*i

ujis
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Pearce bills
revamp Fish,
Game panels

By IAN MAOETI
Thi Aasociatod Kress

JUNEAU - Legislation by Srnata
President Druo Pearce would dramatical*
ty alter state boards of Fisheries and
Gtk by barring commercial fishermen
ind“bunting guidesj,

Also, three full-time commissioners
vould r e p I a c e . -

ho saven| A *ask,l °
jart-time pub— .
ic mombersi LL-tEJTC

who currently
iadde how to . . .
illocata fish fflltIUII*
tad game
among commer-
dal. sport and
subsistence
fishermen and hunters.
"Hie proposal would attempt to "dopo-
Ilticlia’’each pnnul and make them better
able to handle a growing workload, tho

Anchorage Republican stud.
Fishing ana hunting groups generally

Poaso in P*Q4 0-3. FISH

FISH: Boards
would be altered

| Continued from Page S-i j

oppose scrapping the lay boards, which
thoy consider contentious but democratic,
and more response* to tho public than a
professional board would be.

Currently, governors are supposed to
appoint members without regard to politi—
cal party or regional residence. But in
practice governors to/ to balance regions
and user groups In their appointments,
which must be endorsed by the legisla—
ture.

"Evory Tear. one of the most divisive,
bitter lights no maf.er who 3 tha governor
and who"s in the 1 glelature. are appoint—
ments to the Fisheries and Game boards."
said Pearce. "Because evory user group
feels thoy arc under-represented and are
not ge.ting their fair share.””

Many lawmakers reserved comment un—
til they could review Senate bills 49 and
50. introduced late last week. Pearce
acknowledged it would be difficult to
secure support.

"It3 a major change we Te proposing,
and we"ll Just have to see what nappens, "
sho sold. .

Many people agree the system could be
reformed, said Rip. Mark HanJuy, R-An-
chorage. "But everybody has a different
idea about what the problems are."” Han —
ley said Monday.

Most adamantly opposed to profession—
al boards are commercial fishing groups,
who ia> they have important expertise to
bring to those panels.

To bar ccmmerciil fishermen from the

board, ! consider that insulting.” said
Tbeo Matthews of United Cook Inlet
Driftnetlers Association. "l hope that

legislation is dead on arrival." .

Among perennial disputes for the board
are that commercial fishermen In Cook
Inlet wont to act more salmon. Mean—
while, sport fisherman want more of those
lelmon to escape and swim 1into Kcnai
Rivmr. where they can be caught with rod
and rc«L  ,, n :



«

auoslstonce fishermen on tho Yukon
River arguo thnt chum laJmon caught by
commercial fithonnen south of the Alaska
Peninsula otherwise would enter their
river, and the subsistence fishermen push
for limits on the commercial fishermen.

But those kinds of disputes are worked
out under the current system, so why
change 1it. Democracy can bo messy, but
at least It's democracy, said Dick Bishop
of tho sportsman®s umbrella group Alaska
Outdoor Council.

Bishop said a professional board would
become a bureaucracy to competo with the
state3 Fish and Game Department, which
currently does studies and makes recom—
mendations to the boards.

A professional board might develop its
own conclusions based on studies by its
staff. and would bo less swayed by public
input. Bishop suggested.

"The purpose of the boards la to bridge
the gap between the technical experts ond
the public, and to dedda on allocations.
And | think the responsiveness to the
public U Important,” Bishop said.

Many parties agree the Fisheries Board
is somewhat unwieldy.

The board meets about six times a year
for two-week stretche*. Despite Te mam-
then sessions, it is able to review each
fishery only once ovary three yean unless
there Is an emergency.

The Knowha administration®s policy

team on Hsu and game - made up of a
mix of commercial, sport and subsistence
representatives — recommanded keeping

tha lay boards. But it also considered
splitting tha Fisheries Board into two
panels, one for fin fish and on# for
shellfish.

Larry Edfelt of Juneau, a current mem-
ber of tha Fisheries Board, said serving
on the panel has became nearly a full-time
Joo in recent years.

"1 thins, tha currant system is still
working, but eventually the work load
will get to be so great that a professional
board will ho necessary."



ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES

Prgionf Structural/Admintftrotlvo/ Action Practice* and Problems

| 60APD ADMINISTRATION

A. STRUCTURE

PROOLEM; ACTION OP THE BOARD AND ITS REPUTATION HAS BEEN COMPROMISED AND
WEAKENED THROUGH THE APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS WfTH QIRECT FINANCIAL TIES TO
THE SIATE'S FISHERIES INDUSTRIES.

ANALYSIS' Financial involvement py rremoer* cr their fam.iius in any commercial
endeavor related to »rato fUhcrlcs he; boon ruled a conflict of interest by the
Attorney General It « difficult to seccraio one* ntereit n one segment of the
industry from one i inrereif in the overall industry far tho purposes Of making sound,
rational and ot|®cfivo aecaron* on mcncgemcnt cna allocation under existing
legcl constraints.

SOLUTION: Ropicce thoje member* with oereoncl cr family financial inteiesU in
fisnones with inclviducii having no financial fK? ro fisheries.

BENEHT: Persons with no financial i/e* to fnherie* mould DC octtcr able to make
o&icctivo decisions based ucon avcilable data cnc the eoaras mé&sion given their
lack cf porsonal financial concern in tho resource, Dec&rons will then be made by
the entire board rather than only by thc*o members not conflicted our

3. SUPPORT

PROBLEM. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 'OR THE BOARD ISINADEQUATE TO PROVIDE THE
FUIl ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT NEEDED FOR THE VOLUME GF WORK REGUIRFD IN THE
BOARD PROCESS.

ANALYSIS Pcsr reduction of fhe Bocrd* SuDCCHt Sectjon has left an inaaoqtujte
number of oerscnnei fc provide needed admmicfra'.ivo aswfance sucn as public
nfcrmaficn. (press/meala relation*), data cotfocficn. Jiaison wlih o*her ag”nc.-es, end
administrative tasks required or a».gn*a by the bcaia.

SOLUTION: nhance the Support Section ro provide an adequate number of
porconnet for efOctonr, effective booid carmnrifraticn and (uppecrt..

BENEFT: Tho board's workload can be Cetjibuted to aflow more efficient use of both
board and staff time. Productrvity anc attocttvenes; of tho board will ptovide
better rctponsvemm to resource* need* and allow for @ more pro*cctive
aporoach to fhe oooia smar.cgement function*.



C. ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

D

PROOLEM: THE BOARD LACKS A MISSION STATEMENT AND BY-LAWS NECESSARY TO
DIRECT TISACTIONS AND ENABLE EVALUATION OF THE BOARD AND TIS EFFECTIVENESS.

ANALYSIS; Funejomonic| fo organizational OfQCtrveiiea* < [he establishment and
recognition of Ihe board's mission. formal ttructunng of the organizatign fo ccniwve«
that mission and development cf evalyation criterid to inocsuto succ&is .n
accompllshln(%_ its misston., Without thoic baerc organzallonal elements Ihe board's
purpose, functions, effectiveness. end docsions come mio question.

SOLUTION; Eilhor through board member*, support aaff or ourside contrec: services,
establish a Board of Fis orleg mimon iratomenr. by-law;, and organizational chart to
growde formal s%ructure fo the cocra'i fupction* and provide evaluation criteria

nd volldaticn ot the Docrd's power* end cctlon*,

BENEFIT:  Adoption of by-lcw; one a muson statement wiil provide_the Docid wilh
necessary structure end direction fcr dcc*ron maklng(Processes.,WHI validcro tho
docicon; of Ihe bord relative tp it mt*tion, will provige uvaluotion copabiilt
onhcnemg beord elfectivenoa end will allow the public to belter understand tne
purpoce end crocoss reicring to *hw Board of Fisheries.

CPrcpesed”OARD MISSION STATCMENI

To guide the development. management and utilization of this state's marine and
fiosh water resources toward tho const, utlcnalty mandated goals ofsustained
yield. com mon use. and tho wisestend Cost uso for tho people of the slate of
Alaska using iclontrflc, economic, demographic and social data provided py
rotated state and federal agencies. outside expertise. and public testimony.

PLANNING
PROBLEM THE CURRENT SCHEDULING OF BOARD OF FISHERIES MEETINGS ALLOWS

little time for the board to address itsadministration and pro-active
CONCERNS FOR FISHERIES RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. AT PRESENT. MEETINGS ARE
SCHEDULED FULLY TO ADDRESS ONGOING FISHERIES ISSUES.

ANALYSIS: Re_gularI)(]seneduIed board_meetmtg* Cro prosentt frgll scheduled to
addross ongoing fhhenes issues.  Special meefing* aie scheduled to address .
emergenc¥ csugs. Boord administration laue* and concerns are ,belnﬁ neglecied
or conducted via feteohong two member* at a timo (open meeting: faw y
requirements must be considered he_reg. Thi* method PI Aeludes the” board's ability
to work_together on |mPortant administrative matter* (l.e. by-laws, mwton statement,
evaluation; direction, plonning) thus the board maintains an Inefficient, =~
cumbotsomo method of cdmmaf/alion and a reactive attitude toward fisheries

mcnagemont,

SOLUTION: incorporate >nfo the bocra™ meeiing icneaui© on annual aamnitfrafrvc
meeting_devotea exclusivety to hoctd odmmctioiive. not fisn monc%en-lenf, ISSues,
per to. “Th* winalow tne board time to or([;anlze odmmetrativefy. network with

support and cgoncy staff, and dovetoo plans, goats and ob|«cttve* for future work.

BENEFIT; By scneduing an anpual 'biAnesa meultng® the efficiency end
ctfoctivonass of tho board will be increased to the benefit of oil.



II. BOARD ACTIONS

A. DATA AVAILABILITY

PROBLEM- RELEVANT DATA IS PRESENTLY NOT BEING INCLUDED FROM ALL AVAILABLE
SOURCES PRIOR TO BOARD DELIBERATIONS RESULTING IN QUESTIONABLE DECISIONS OR
THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS.

anaLysis: Prosenfly tho oaard receives detailed information only Irom _

AOF&G. |he_Deporfrnont ot Law, and iho public. In buses of clicoa'lon AQFBCG input

It minimal, The board neods information from nthei ugenc:es Unrv*r*||¥ of Alaska,

AK Department? of CommercH onci Econgmic envelopment, Community ana

Ro%,tonal Affaire. Environmental Conservation. and feaoral a%encles such’¢s:

National Marino Fanene* Service. USES. USF&WS), ¢s well 03 dulsice expertise n

some_Cases to mjke obhectlve, sound decisions. ,

SOLUTION: Board"staff should work wrlh the bciQtd to determine all needed
fermgtion Frlor 0 deliberations and should solicit some from cpprootrota souices.
is informctlon can thep be orovidod to tho beerd onor to moorings fer study and

needed testimony can bo roauosfod for tho mooting.

BENEFIT: Board mnmoere WU be aoie to base jmportant dec?]ons on deIibera%i N %I
oll rolevant aata prowde well rounded decision* made m the beet merest of bot
the losourco and the public end >naccordanco with Usmoaon end constitutionci

mandates.

9. DATA REHAsIUTV

PROBLEM: ACCURATE. VERIFIABLE SCIENTIFIC DATA IS UNAVAILABIE OR CONFLICTING
DATA IS PRESENTED BY VARIOUS 'EXPERTS* OR SOURCES RESULTING IN DELIBERATION
AND DECISIONS WHICH ARE CHALLENGED SCIENTIFICALLY OR LEGALLY IN THE COURTS.

ANALYSIS: ADF&G organization of biologists/research for some species net been
ivided info commercial vs sporr fish categorles._ Those Divisions differ greatly m
un mgnlevels, Personnel end ¢.-ecs of resconstoillty evon, thou%h the seme Species
of fish may be involved. Thtl pits the various divisrons agoinaf oo another in their
stated miaton.. iheir Intercretation of data, their ability [a co research ana and in
thair relationship with the board end ihe public.

SOLUTION- Rchg%_cr.no tho Dopcrrment fo provide a unified Research DMtlon wilh
sections for specilic species gl.o. moiitUh. finfish, aquaculture, etc.) cs necessary to
provide aecurafo data, encourage research, minimize conflicts hetween sreff.”end

provide an ecosystem approach to scientific study.

BENEFT: Tho board wiU benefit m its decision making from accuiole. objective,
verifiable data. Tho Department wd benefit frem the same information,
coolﬁ)gratlo,n_ between staff and increased eff|C|en%_¥. Thu public wil benefit trcm
sound decision making cna the resource w<* penefit from increased undersfording
and an ocaxystom wide approach 10 management.



E TRANNG

PROBLEM: 3CARD MEMBERS RECEIVE NO TRAINING' TO ALLOW THEM TO BETTER
UNDERSTAND FiSHeniFS MANAGEMENT ISSUES. STUDY .
PEOPLE AFFECTED BY TIICIR DECISIONS.

ANALYSIS: Members are appointed to the Coctd with vcrying ae#g lecs of
understanding of lhe ?eography ana peaple of the sfafe and It#fisheries resources.
They ihon attend meetingS to make decisions Dosed on nfotmatlon of wnich they
may only have a rudimentary understanding and which will affect regions and
PeoBIe existin |cr,%ev 0N a MCO in their minds, ThiS can lead {0 considerable
rmrust In the public smind and confusion on the part of the board member

SOLUTION: Aboard memtct training pro?r_am' should be implemented wnich w i
ntroduca the new rremcer to the types of infcrmoflon cvcitaole and Ib soutces. the
heard's mission and Dvtaws, methods of comrrvonty used scientific resecrch and its
limitations, and an overview and introduction to tho_ various roqlons and peoples
affected by board aecaiona. This program, at a minimum should Include.

1. The Stato Occfd/Ccmmisscn Memcar Henchock.

2. Aloeko State Ccnstifuticn L. . L.

3 Current S%ate statutes and Alaska Adminig reﬂlve Cedes pertaining fa the
sphere of the Boara's power and roipeniinility.

3 Technical Manuel addressing currently used research method*, bafa sources
and contacts, information formats and interpretation guidelines, brief
geopalitical/geophysical description of involved regions of the state, historical
overview of stcte fisheries resourcos and crltlcal_reglo_nal fisheries background.

5. Scheduled annual field training for a'l members involving ‘in-aeason’ regional
visits with agenc gorsonnel.ccmmumt_){ loaders, and tho ?ono,ral public.
These visits would be conducted In paits with membors attonding ono fiata
training session ecch year.

BENEFIT: B)( providing training as curlir.ea coove board members will Po better
OﬁUIp od fo mako obéectlve, informed,_daemons hased upon fltsf hand
understanding of a **der variety of facfors. in addition, board credibility will bo
helgonten,od by mcrocsed public contccf and exposure to on-going fisheries. Finally,
deliberations will bo ennancea thtougn a mote thorough unocrsfanalng of data
presented.its soutces and limitations, and knowledge of wncrc and what additional
Information a necessary to make an informed decisicn.



C. EVOLVING FISHERIES

PROBLEM: THE BOARD is ASKED TO make REACTIVE ALLOCATIVE AND FistFrigs
DEVELOPMENT DECISI NS BASED on MINIVAL SCIENTIF D TA VOLV NG
FISHERIES (1.e. Ilit'c neck clams, soa cucumbers, »ea urc

ANAL(YSI Tho growth of tho seafood ndug ry and intorost in previously under or
ynutilized *oec>0s hakpla ed now demands'on tho resource a* a wn%

ven tho
emand and tho ic seline dara (l.e. banc stack, suGtained rerLe els,
arveste ort rmoac(t uo? ?rers ecre( upon the ?ood chain, etc/ oard has

a owed develo ment of fisheries ana Incroased harvests In reactron to haivest
Hran with Httlo in ormﬁtron noodod to assure suBlatned yield of those species
minimus impccts or harvests on orhet reliant species.

SOLUTION; Esfacilsh within ADF&G ¢ Development Division char ed with aswmilatlrig

doto from a Research, Division, rndustry rep resentatrves and outside_exp erttso pnor

to o ening or ex danddrng commercial exPorteﬂ)on 0f new species. Thrs Infor atron
enb prov od to"the ooard prior to deliberations on"Issues affecting these

specres

9ENEI-‘IT. Sound, obtectrve decrsron makrn based on this structuring cnc
information erI allow for ratronaI eg ent cf marrne resources wnile assurrnr%r
mmtma mocc on other ?é)efc% docltion makrng naccord vr(nth constitutional
ana Drgoﬁtca concerns I fisheries resource protection, sustained yield, ccmmon
use end highest and best use.

D. PLAN DEVELOPMENT

NE
C8N2E TSO ESPEC STRAVE
OR DISTA B

ANA YSIS: IIsechesof fish d end upon th uIIran ofthe ecos¥stem within

tho travel throughout then lite. Tho aso d]edpe1 upon other :oecies, ﬂr
no and mman cases$ aiso mtiuerce actors within tho ocosystem upon w ic t e

other spwetos aepena. in cadlftori to thedrroc imp act that t eharv sto asrn le

tpecies may have upon the ecosystem the rm a'! o th egear usod for fishin may
navo]osregnr ficant ana long tango implications f or other species ana the ecosystem as
aw

SOLUTION: Al managem ent ran* must be comprehensive plan* within tho context
of the ocorvrtom Involved. Xa fter consrderatron of tho mpacl of single species
harvest u{Eon the ecosystem can decdton« and Jud ements be made abouyt
season*, allocation, m thods end peans, i may (oossrble within a detailed
ecosystem management[pan to then differentiate hdrvcat of a discrete species
with Some degreé of safo

SENEFT: The most significant benefrcraryof the ecosystem approach is the

ecosystem [fsetf, Sccondcrd species wal rndng duall oonetl last, but not least,
people wl enefrt rom a heol ¥ecosystem and its towards fo those who

roco nao and hopor th eeegt r]scrrtrc to rtssurvrve% rtnoutsuch recognrtron

AJ WFI %rs wrls on be edpeted cs have heen tho highest productivé waters
ormuc teresto me wotl



t. Ptam rEV'EW

PROBLEM. THE ROTATIONAL BASIS *OR REGIONAL MANAGEMENT Pl AN REVIEW
PRSECLU[S)ES TIMELY ADJUSTMENTS TO PLANS IN RESPONSE TO RAPIDLY CHANGING

ANALYSIS l0 redélce domond# on tha board a rotatlonal basis Ia%sed o schedule
evaluation and adjustment to_ fegiona mancgomont pans Past board decision*
regarding |acuwon ofplans in reactlon to ch angmg demands nave held that
Henln I|o q*muto otat nwﬂlonly a éj(?dera Dtologlcal emergency,

this e*?eatny ncmim er the d!ﬁb 5Hy to address changing socio*
oconomfc cordition* a oc Ing spoa l

SOLUTION DeveIPp further alternative mefhoa* ¢ enabllng mana}gement plens to
po revisited out of rotation bciea upon pertinent Information on chianging
biological or socio-economic condition*,

BENEFT Allowing rovigw and adjustment of plan* in relation to iha mjssion of tlio,
board, when conditicic merit, will crovidQ sensitivity to changing social, economic,
and biological impacts. The dynamic nahjrc of tishonos resource* requires dynamic
managentent alternatives.

F. DATA TIMELINESS

PROBLEM BOARD DECISION

ancd | mou* cae 2)|SHI OER .

INEFFI IENT M FACCUMU PEMENT DATA.
C

ANALYSIS Presently hcrvett inform n anadromous species, specificall
?amon ugenerate throu honcty of mmermal f| ticket: an tI]rou span
sning crool and mall out iUrvey*, “Typic ymformatlon on commercial harvest is

Ica
avert bIe snorf after the commermal cd:cn ends Sport harvest data, however, is
not available f ru to eighteen :18) month: artet the Season. This [ime Iag n.
compiling complete data glreatl y reduces the bocrb: ability to react to changing
harveltccng r] In a Ymanner and detracts from Hig oddity to meet goals
mandated by Alasna; ons tution

SOLUTION; implementation of a ouncn cctd s¥stom or reportln? #part catches of
xalmon W|thmanactory reporting deadline* will greatty reduce the lag time
botwoen »asons end and the devctocmenr of necessary data. [l will allow ihe

board more sensitivity ro changing condition* and support more soundly made

decision*

BENEFT' More efficient collection of h?rvet f.data and |f*g03|t|vee fect on th«
bocrd’s doculon maicng grecunel will provide sound decyton making based ubon
current dote information benefiting ail usors and the resouice mgeneral.



AQPmMONAt DATA NEED

PROBLEM thoro presentlx ISno rnsﬁrtutrons commitment ot mechanrsm for oorcining
annual foooback on juccoiwi, fcilures ana rccommgnaatlono or changes Of
gsrovements to mcnagoment strategies or regulations during or following a tuning

ANALYSIS: Thoso personi directly involved maitaci and indirect fishing related
activities often pon«u a uton% commitmont to hoth the piofcction of the resource
?well as Its belf utilization Thoy nave direct knowledge of factoio which could be

inestimable value to fisheries n]anagers as they do proseasan planning, mseason
ad|u fmont, and pc«t seoaon evaluatl

aOLUTION By s Pecr fically oR]e ing effective Irnes of communication n season,
uring, an season wi commercra and non- commercra sources and

users 1t wij betﬁossr le to achreve reproved management an establish a stronger
relatiorunio with these users and thw general public: Person fo person critiques with
tho motor rocesso s should be sche uled and the rndrnrgosconsrilrdated by ADF&G
staff and resulfing decaiona or changes thon communicarod hack to the source.

3ENGFF7. Thu fishories resource wit prefif from cha ﬂ]es which madv Prevenrﬁdverse
meads fo continue. The department will protit ro addrtronal ata and
gers%ectr eenha ced by other ex errences and oprnrons odeﬁartmentwdl
ono er the undeﬁ)tandr rhd rsnroect Poss e through this sna rnHo
rnormatron he puouc will benefitDoth f oved mcnagé&menr and, the
np portunity to become part of the process about which many now have little or no
formation or knowledge

BIOLOGICAL DECISIONS vs. POIUICAI OfCSICNS

PROBLEM: Rosoarch end field bioiogwts are now placed m direct rolationsnip with
the public on oIrtrca economrc end allocattve ‘tssues. Moat biologuts hove
minimum or no ramrnro in the political, behavioral or social sciences ana ere not
now given sucn training in connectron with assuming sucn responsibilities.

ANALYSIS: rnmgn rnstance the ccove results in their involvement in nrr%;hty
controversial and émotional battles, often teaatng to a loss ot reapect and

CO frdgnce It u the responsibility of admimatrative an manaﬁ ent personnel to
mako daciwons on rhoso Issues. If Isalio the responsibility of th«s« persons to ootam
information and support data and recommendations from tho bjologists, other
scientists, and other sources by which they can both make decisions and assume

responebiKty in then regcerc.

SOLUTION: slologlsts can he snleided from ncn scientific controversy by being
placed INa moro scientjfic arm 0f ADF&G such as the Research Drva»%n Prevrousl
recommended. Notonfy wit therrworkrng environment be mproved buf also ftvAr
aoility o ao their ptrr.aty joo now often sderificea to the demands of other tasks not

directty Ielated to the fonerie* resource.

BENEFT; Tho Department vrrrf rofit fiom a moye staPIo and efficient scientific arm
a ﬂtho apllity 1o ex an% rts Intg r search ana sctonrrf r? ﬂreas now éos dty
ac rn? Thoéenera lic wd prot rom havmgnpersons ypre are ancle
the offen con roversral asues whxch aro growing moro complox every day.



STAFF MEETINGS

ROBLEM: To most fully utilize cii persons.ayailable in makrn man e ecis

% Ehe Departmen teltecon} Pence SIaY I\}la trng are o en utl 9131 ?<sta
acrosst ostat© il isnow evident ihat some office* involved nthrsProcess nave
Permrtted members of tho gonorai public and/or Rerson* with specr IC s&recra
nterests to, Sit in on_ theie adminrsttotive sessions, in some hignly Ch
controversral decrsrons the mcnc%ors tesponjible fcr making decolons have been
subsequent openly chal enged y those non stuff poraoni“who clfo being present
gutrn tn rscussrens or exchanges Ot opinions on the port of various pwiaunnel
uring tho teleconterences.

AN/ LYSIS: The use of teleﬁhonos end teleconferences 4 a widely used method of
communrcatron In the co uctc mana?ementand administrative business. The
abrIrt¥ to link together Haerson? from wrdeydrsnersed srtes In this faahion saves
countlow dollars and houfs of the staff so’invalved. Il also ermrtsmore peo Ie fo
e tnvo(tvoa In the decision makrng rOCﬁss Ho cvor, some hpve ap garen
elieved that such administrative tises fall uncor the open meo ngs re u:temgnf].
These utos are no different than hoving < jtaff meeting witnm the Wwal* of

agency building.

SOLUTION: The gwnotol public or non-rtaH erronnor snould nor s« present for a
éelecunfereﬂce unless their resence requeued. or approved ytoperson
Irectly Inchargo of the telecon erence Press ion at Prnrons deas ot
recommendations hy malvt ual uctmembeéen clscgreement* often fesulting In
such discuM'ons are confidential In nature and should romam in- house unless

released by he persons in charge.

BENEFﬂ Manggersen decrsron ma]er* will profit f rom me mo*t productive .
exch ang F ta aH [deas from the. wides.r a] e of staff member cssloie. Al
professionals within the Department wii benefit byan opportunity to rvvty
exchanﬁe* opinions and openty_ disagree or chauonge potentra options cased
Upon the* knowledge or experience.



Dear Governor Knowles:

May |expross my dellght with the positive and public bcsed philosophy represented bkl
our mission statements for the new administyation, in my short tenure with the 3oard o
isheries and our responsibility to nterface with the North Pacific Fishery Management

Council Ifeel an even greater sense of urgency. regarding cur fishery Tesourcés than at

the time I'was nominatéd ro the Board of Fisheries.

tam enclosing a copy of seme observations of the Board of Fisherigs which | developed
following your election, ana based upcn your sratements of the philosophy that you will
follow in'your leadership of the state, Ihove sent this information to Larry Engle. Chair of
the Board cf Fishories. and to Ben Ellis, cs a member of your Transition Team.

There ere two issues which | would like to empncsize:

|+ PHILOSOPHY AND POLICY: ihe first s establishing a sound end strong statement of
philosophy and policy re_gar_dmg Alaska's fisheries Tesources. Probahly no other state
In the nation hcs a constitution Which sr[]Jeaks sa specifically about its natural resources
and their importance. Certainly, no other state in our nation, indeed, no other region
m the world, has the vest untcpped marine resources of the state of Alcska and |
adlacent wdfers. Yet some of these resources are in jeopardy because of
haphazard utilization ana shortsighted management in recent years.

At the Present time we find oil manner of "management plans* which cppear to have
no central mission or goal and fail to relate to thé mcny common fecters which should
guide such picns. Al'management plans snould have, as their very first section, the
same succinct statement of this commitment of the state of Alaska.

I » COMPREHENSIVE ECOSYSTEM PLAN: The second issue is that of a need fer
comprehensive clans wnich are developed cround cn ecosystem alogroach rather
than single species and/or admlnlstratlvelg established eo%ra hical boundaries.
Whether'viewing actigns of the Board of Flsnenes or the North Pacific Fishery

M ana?ement ouncil ita doarry evicent that the brocd. and_sometimes critical,
impact cf some decisions ugon othor then the targeted species creates problems far
greater than those ‘solved* by the cction token.

| shall be hcppy to expand upon these issues or provido other thoughts at cny time. Little
aid | know that'upon ‘retirement* |would find m;rself moro involved in some of the critical
ssues.fccmg our state than | was during my employment, lam still very optimistic that we
can find seme answers while there are”still resources around fo benefit frcm our effort.

Ple[ase do not hesrlate to call ur%,on_me Hthere s cny way in which Icon contribute, as o
volunteer, Incarying cut your mission.

Enclosure:

baa



December 22, 19%

Dear Ben,

Congratulations on /our appointment Co Che Knowles administration polic/
transition team. I am certain thac you will be able to make a valuable
contribution co chc transition process. You asked for ray impression of che
effectiveness of the Alaska 3oard of Fisheries and for suggestions for
improving the manner m which fisheries policy is developed and implemented 1in

Alaska. I1*d be happy co offer you a number of constructive comments based on
the twenty years thac | have spent working with tha Alaska Department of Fish
and Game.

%
The way 1 sec it there are three potential starting positions for my comments,
they are, 1) The Board of Fisheries process is just fine Che way it 1is; 2)

The Board of Fisheries process 1is so seriously flawed thac it should be
scrapped in favor of a professional board or some ocher new process; or 3)
The 3o0ard of Fisheries process 1is essentially sound but it could and should be

improved to make it more responsive to che issues of che 90*s and beyond. My
choice as a starting pome is number 3. In addition to spending twenty years
ewith the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, during che past five years | have

had the privilege of working with chc Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies, the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Management Assistance Team and the fish and

game agencies in Minnesota, Wyoming and Delaware. I"ve observed numerous
other state"s systems for allocating fish and wildlife resources, setting
seasons, methods and moans and limits and I have concluded from thac
.xpcrioncc that Alaska"s fisheriesboards process is abasically good public

Tocess and one that should be retained.

I try to keep this fairly short and to the point, you will undoubtedly be

getting plenty of advise on this subject. The Board process 1is very good at
implementing fisheries policy. In ay opinion, where the Board runs into
trouble 1is when they acteapcco develop policy 1in che absence of statutory
guidance.When this happens, the Board usually winds up 1in court, on the
loosing end. Title 16 makes for some fascinating reading to us eccentrics
interested in the rational development of our state®"s fisheries resources. In
Title 16 you will find most of che policy upon which our management plans and
regulations are based. Check the dates of adoption for the Chapters, Articles
and Sections in Tide 16 and vyou will find that they have been adopted
piecemeal over time since statehood. No one has ever sac down and looked for

che obvious contradictions and obsolete and outdated directions these laws
provide.

Mosc of Che major fisheries 1issues Chat | T aware of are addressed in sewe
fashion in Tide 16 1including, subsistence, allocation criteria, mixed stock
management, management of wild and enhanced stqcks, finfish farming, limited
entry, cost recovery and SO on. ALl of EIS policy level guidance was

developed by the legislature and Signed into law by SOCt passed governor. H
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seems co me thac if there 1is a growing dissatisfaction with the manner m
which the Board of Fisheries 1is operacmg that at lease part of the cure need
to come in che form of clarification of existing policy or development of new

policy. The Board shouldn®c be charged with the responsibility of developing
the policy thac it will 1in turn be required to implement. I believe that
there needs to b* a commitment to broad based comprehensive planning for our
j".ates fishories. I see tho planning process as being agreed to by the

Board, tho Legislature and chc Governor, facilitated by the Department of Fish
and Game and conducted with our state®"s best interest in mind.

If we can not mount an effort such as | have suggested, than wo must ac lease
look carefully ac the guidance chat Tide 16 currently gives che 3oard wich
respect co che most volacile fisheries issues. ' would suggest thac the mixed
stock policy, the allocation criteria and che management of wild and enhance
fish stocks could all benefit frcm further legislative guidance. The present
lack of a comprehensive approach coward fishenos management benefits Che
scacus quo and in my opinion, guarantees that wo will novor rnalico tho true

economic or social benefit thac can be derived from our fisheries resources.

Sincerely,
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- A
, Alaska’- largest socrt fishing

group, would like to provide the Knowles/Ulmer Transition Team on
Fisheries the following comments:

The comments will attempt to be in a format which follows the
mission of the team which, we understand is to examine the

structure and access to the Board of Fisheries (BOF).

The BOF is the regulator/ booy established by the Alaska Legislature
to manage the fishery resource which belongs to all the people of
Alaska. The Legislature has the statutory responsibility to manage
the resources of the State and has delegated to the BOF the
management of the State's fishery resources. Constitutionally, the
BOF must manage for SUSTAINED YIELD of the resource. In doing so,
it sets numerous management guidelines that should result in the
management of the resource fcr a) sustained yield, b) reasonable
access fcr each user group, and c) allocation of the resource that
best meets the seven criteria set up by the Legislature.

The BOF utilizes the expertise of the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game during its oeliberations and uses the agency as the vehicle to
execute its management schemes. Therefore, the two are closely
intertwined. Additionally, the BOF seeks advise from the Attorney
General's offices amongst other State agencies.

in private mcustry, we are constantly being challenged by the
charges - to oe creative, to seek continuous 'mprovement, to be best
in class and | would expect no less from any agency of the State. We
feel that the BOF has periodically accomplished (7) its mission but
could be a much better manager of the people's resource if it broke
away from seme of its current ways of doing business. The world of
fisheries management has evolved to become a complex animal
requiring an incredible amount of knowledge not only of the fishery
being managed but also of the other commingled species. Not only
are there a preponderance of Mixed Stock fisheries on the harvest
side but also mixed stocks on the rearing/grazing side of the fish's
life span. We called it a world of fisheries management because the
fish know no national borders and roam wherever they chose. It is
admirable that the SCF members attempt to understand and use all
the data that is available. But is that enough? Could they do a
better job? We can all do a better ;co, whatever cur mission!



-1 Qtir tr i394 jiouaty

Tho SOF’s current management style of traoitional managoment
neeos to do updated. Let: agree first that the aecisicns must De
made based on sustained yield of the species and that the traditional
tools of seasons, methods and means, escapements, commercial
economics, bag limits, etc. have served the BOF reasonably well (7)
in the past. What's missing? Where's the improvement? Lets
recognize that the traditional model of management is outdated. The
BOF must begin to utilize toaay's management philosophies which
use additional approaches and theories, in concert with tho
traditional style, to best manage the fishery resource. Among
additional types of information that need to be used when making
decisions are resource economics, biological trends analysis, and
state of the art survey data. AQF&G is. in cur eyes, the premier
fishery agency in the world. They have the people and skills to
provide the BOF such additional information. Lets use these top
notch people to help better the process.

Docs the BOF efficiently and effectively manage the resource? The
answer usually depends on the level cf your user group's satisfaction
with the BOF decisions. That's bunk!!! We must transcend our
personal desires and lock at how the resource is managed fcr
everyone because we all own the fish

Since we all own the fish, do we all get a fair opportunity to
participate in this public process. We don't think so. The
improvement lies in several new directions:

a) improve access fcr ail users by scheduling management meetings
where the fishery takes place (assuming adccuate lodging and
meeting places arc available). Why aren't A-Y-K or False Pass
management meetings held in Western Alaska where the fishery is’
Why can’t the meetings fcr the Yukon be heid in Western cr Central
Alaska7 This minor change would make it easier fcr ail users to
participate equally, not just these with the money to fly to
Anchorage fcr meetings.

b) take a hard lock at the local advisory committees to redetermine
not only wnat their function 15 but also tnat they reasonably
represent the user groups of the area and not the local political
strength of any particular user group. If they don’t, lets require that
a change be made. Once that's done, we need to make sure that the
committees arc performing their assigned mission, if not. they
must change or the BOF must change to allow them to accomplisn
their job.
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c) the two prominent agencies advising tho BOF are the Attorney
Generals Office ano ADF&G. How can we improve these interactions?
Tne AG's office is, in cur opinion, driving many of the decisions made
by the BOF. The BOF has. in the past, been a very poor risk taker in
that if the AG's office says that there is a 'gray area’, the BOF rarel>
pursues that line of reasoning because they might be sued. In
orivate business, the largest rewards frequently go to those who
take the biggest chances. (Tne skipper with the better gear which
costs more money frequently catches more fish.) The reality is that
the BOF has felt that if they went against the advise of the AGs
office that the AG would not vigorously defend them in any
litigation. This thought serves no one but the AG and tine people
controlling the AG's office. Another area that we must reexamine is
the AG recommcncaticns on conflict of interest. The AG has been
mere and more frequently advising the BOF that members should
desist from participation because of a conflict of interest. We

agree that no voting snculd be permitted should the memoer or a
member of his/her immediate family have a meaningful financial
interest in the fishery being reviewed. However, one of the reasons,
the otner being political, fcr the SCF's members hailing from
different regions of cur State is to oe able to provide a local
knowledge cf the fishery for the other members cf the Board.
Fcrnaps naively, wnat wrong with that7 Thic conflicting cut is
becoming a way to eliminate adverse votes by special interest
groucs. its quite possible that a majority of the BOF could be
conflicted out of some fisheries discussions so could the SCF
function without a quorum? Don’t think its legal. Are we trending
towards a full-time paid professional BOF? That's certainly an
option that several states have gene to. Is it Alaska’s turn7

The ADF&G staffers are exceptional. However they need to provide
more and different information to the BOF as we noted above.
Additionally, the respective divisions should be able to present their
thoughts at the meetings even if they disagree with another
division's. The current practice of having the BCF rely exclusively

on the division that manages the fishery for the user group taking

the largest prcport.on of the fish needs to oe addressed. The other
user groups deserve to have the exoerts that manage their portion of
that fishery able ka present the* /icws as well. This will provide

tne BCF with more information with which to make decisions

d) please lock at the three year cycle of regiona* management
re/icws. in tho world of dynamic fisheries management, is the three
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years between reviews harming the efficiency and productivity of
the BOF7 Does the three year cycle place decision making
requirements on ADFSG that the SOF has not formally delegated?
Should we go back to a twe year cycle7

Regarding your reco'.imendaticns: Changes made just for the sake of
saying that >ou‘ve made a change is just as pitiful as making no
change. Management of the change is more important than tne
change itself. Lets be proactive in providing the Governor with some
realistic meaningful recommenoations for improving the GOF

process including some ideas as to how to manage the changes and
some measurement tools to help determine that the changes are
being accomplished and are beneficial to the overall mission of the
Soard.

One last comment, please. The members of your team hardly reflect
the constituency of the citizens of the State. There are NO personal
use representatives, only f.ve sport fishers, only eight subsistence
users, but twenty one commercial fishers. This implies that there
are four times the number of commercial fishers in Alaska than

sport fishers and that subsistence users number less that one third
cf the number of commercial fishers. And we guess that the
personal use regulations should be repealed as there is apparently no
one in Alaska who qualifies.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments.

Phil Cutler. President
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR J: -ex M

.LHEAU l*LiSKA 399f..J|99
CFF'CE CF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET areng. ' 071365-JSM

DIVISION OF AUDIT Z MANAGEMENT SERVICES

Feoruary 22,

The Honoraple Steve Ccvper
Governor of Alaska

Pouc.n A
Juneau, Alaska r?®ll

Tear Governor Cowper:

As Chairperson of tne Soars of Fisneries Review
Committee, 2 nave t.ne Ieasu,re of surm|tt|.nﬁ [0 veu. our
report with its recgm endations,  In choosing oommittee
members, you succeeded 10 selecting persons who are
hghly knowledgeable of the fishing industry m tne
State” of Alaskd and with a P.reat concerﬂ to” improve its
] gulatorg processes. 2 refieve that t e,gwe ,
recommendations rePresent sound advice which will

he problems currenély associated
tne Fisheries Board.

Sincerely,

|
t
e
e?,|m|nate m,ana/ of
with operations of

Begrd of Fis.nenes Review
ommittee

cC n'\A /(%y/ f*acrbs ~
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The effective mana‘gement . Alftskas fisheries
resources . |s a nacrer cf ccr.sideraola cuolre CCNCErr.. -»a
scare residents depe d cr. the harvest zi fisn scecks fa[]
sucsiarer.ce needs, whnile {cmmerca |3n1rr%r IS me zi che
nose Important segments ¢t me Alaskan ecorom

The reculamry. szstem designed and rmplenenced bg che
Alaska Iecr lacure” ipen acacencca was curccser crac
Provr sda tantral ?ocortu trt|es fcr fishermen ar.d och er
ntereste members o @ C co parcicicace m che
regula 0ry pPrecess as largely in response co a
L% cy of federal management resource depler on, ard
speclal-interest c1as duri.ee cne cerriconal pence.

lver che years c.cis ccmcmerc co ?cer participation
has become an rnt r are of cre reculgcery process whim
che I serene

rsherres management:

"It s 11 icul fo np asroe *ust hew
serenslw mane relieve 't cartrc<rc.atcr\r>
ge ocracy’ Is the essence o

isherie management regime. sp
verny criticall ctr.et sKstems H
Canada's De atment cf Fisheries ar.

C.
al
E SU crc To cuere frcm” cr.e 173" Senate
Advisory Council r°pcr
R

Qceaps ad f rﬂana ement encres in
California ar.d Was on as or S
which Timit or ﬁ entra excu blic
|nvoIvemet T ecacy of terrrto | I
days during whim on ress (ar federa
regulators routrn r%nore the concerns
of “local fishermen trong.*
while public partrcrpatr IS an essentra| art of t.n
reculaccr rocess, m recent t/ ar3 che vrrtual un rmrte
gortunrt for such partrcr lon, combined wit
ever mcreasrng %m xr&y fsherres issugs, has created
an almost rmfp ssible” working sr tuation_ for th® board., To
1gam aucte rom the S enate Advisory Committee reocrt:
many fishermen, past and present
board n¥embers, aLB others exp?essed
the conviction that seme action to
either control the agenda or to
enhance the aoility to copr% with the
. wor Ioad was rmces ar\, ev referred
% he present system as verging on
chaos.'
In *s onse to ublrc concert. Governor Cow er
pgornt a [ir.e-menc*»r review committee m gr 1?73~ to
luate the structure ard procedures cf tn/e 30ar
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ic{h eries and to recommend chances necessary ro focil tara
ective management. Members nt mis committee are:

ke o
t Hank™ Pennington
é e(ry Itf)t Den MlecqtI P
acohs

ta
%o.ver or | ﬁrttan anét Sam Stoker.
his repo W [ Sto er hased on the
committee's iberati

In _his charge to th ittee, the governor instructed
the members to audress ﬁ ?(’)We ques?lo ns:

a. Is the ﬁ)resgnt S}/nstem 0f ftsher les re ulattons
sujte

challenges g
mcreasmg}compex ut|||sat lon of valua e

resources

b. Is the current Board of Fisheries regulatom{
Locesa falr, efficient, and re%m lve? .not,
what changes should be made to make It S0?

S t A st d t the Office of tne
S 35| aacg §{’] Osrgpor from

afted” by

[ t ns

0. Doe3 the cu rrent rocess integrate. all avatlable
data, inclu % e most recent piologica
Inform aton onom|c con5|derat|ons and state
(]tleschsel lr? ,)p ltc)tt’ot Qat]sehan Y urgcof

d. Hew should board mempers b eered Lttcud they
represen dtfferent ear ouWhatgeograpmc areas,

nowledge rtise™ other
itto| a %ns shouPd ge considered? Should
embers ip to the board require divestiture of a
Pers?nal econom|c Interest 'In _fisheries
%J ations? Should membership be a full-time
pald occupation?

e. Dees tt}e current 0C Erowde for sufficient
rom al %n and ret[ttons without

rocess
mg [ gro
cr|m|nat|on cr g|a3 dees Ine {ocess
ercmote or er efficient review reamatcr
proposals? not, what improvements can be made?
n November 6-13, 1997, the commlttee met |n Anchora
=0r |n|t|a| H]eﬁbgratton an? |‘or receipt BUb IC tet* |r(9ny
trough a statewide telecon erence. N e [ aré
~cmmitree reconvened | uneau to finalise |ts |scussx r
.Nd. recommendations. cgntent of these hearings ar.
.eliherations are summanze in the following report.
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The r.umoer 2r.c ||ver3|ty of cro¢ lams, ra}.lo

erceived, which have reer. 1%:r::u:sd to one roard ard 103
roceSst over ode ea{s gre myr|ad and r.earlv
Il-Tnclusive. Man¥ o0e preser.og problems with ode ccard
der|ve frerrt ¢.02 ar.creasar.c value cf ode resource. consecuen-
rglpetmon cr 0dao resource, acxr. cwwdcemgnc at.d

Irmer rompetitive user-crcuss, and eéer
SE arna”ooa6|rcsr ar.d leerymg pressure on ode ccard from o0.0ese

Tde clcwar% cuoiar.e of roblen}s ar.d suggestions
relatlng 00 cr.e heard Is summ rized Trom wr|tten comments
recelve 0de overnors ff|re, a recer.o ?ur ac
oelecor.fer ree in Anch ora%e liberations P“S
co m|(§tee and recent re rcm ore Beard cf Fisheries
and ode Ser.aoe Advisor*/ ounm

1.
Inadeguacy cf statewide fisheries cciicv,
resource assTssment documents an% area
mar.acemer.t clans fcr use rv ore beard.
b.  P.ecu'atcrv Process:
Relatigns.".ic cf tde beard to relevant
agencies.
-J AU I|
(C) loca ?dwsory committees and regional
councils
Accour.cabllitv and documentation.

riteria and guidelines fcr regulatory
ecisicr.s.

P.eiiacility, acclicart11o0'f and consistencv z:
information sueolied to the beard.

Structure of and aoccirtment to tde ~card:

Full- t|g1 mrofessional” versus part-time
"lay* heard concept.

Creation of regional hoards.
Civisirn of boards by resource cat™aory.

tr<~es3 of and criteria for appointment to
tde b ear(? &
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dtaff support

int and opccial interest

0f
rlas oy scare:

fH (

] ,|nancla||(NeBes_
<- dﬂﬁc 1a

and oene

Proposal submittal and review.

0
3

0

Length of board meeting.

-Tirana, ior submittal and screening of
proposals.

F%} P(adwsow committees and recional

?00_i0 accsso to tne regulator*/ croc®ss

evel, of mﬂonomg and ?uthorny of advisor*/
omm Hees and regional councfls



The :oLluwir. }ﬁ) e roved v the committee as
raccmmer.datiors ro t e rnor. Marv ¢r cr.ese
recommendations may aso apply co or arface cr.e Bcaro or

Game.

To a larce extent the Board of rish
beer. de|eca(tgd the c?sk of reguH thq the taxe ,of ﬂslhes e
oMb enEnsIve (1908 1is %“'F‘” dopts by ih °f y
olicy adopte e e acure,
wm@h ﬂas Cr.e aucho"% g re%pcrp3|b|l|¥y C ?e suc h
aJ.ee, pursuaHt co Artl lecrion aska
Tensticuticn. — The oommitree recommends merero e chat cr.e
lecislacure ard the covemor develog mere _spec *Xmm f|sher|es
peilry m order co dITAt and assise cre Beard ~ Ti r.enes
¢S decision mak recess.
<h) Dbjactives of cre heard should be . co are,
m 00 erat|3n W|Hh St afsf oF the Department of ?Nsn Qnﬁp
Dame, resource assessment d?cuments RADS) and develop and
|m§)|ement area maracement plans Ps[) for,tg,eccr,achm areas
hich re resent ecological fgstem cr entifies In so far as
suer, ¢an |n d by avajlaple data. The timing ?nd
(07| tg eve opment of these PADs and MPs should he
onsistent W|th statﬁ |sher¥‘ Pol|c3y FS defined by the
legislature and/or the governor. 3iclogical data’contained
|n the PADs and, MPs shouid have coPhdeqce limjts or at
east decra s of reliaollity ce?rv delineated 58 that all
parties understand the hiological risks associated with
B?rncular, management and alfocation decisions b¥ the board.
timately', all “requlatory proposals should oe otffered as
amendments cr reV|s|o s Fo anagerpent plans and considered
acalr.se cre objectives or those plans
PADs and MPs sh d be uRgat%d n a b|annua|
ba3|? t? mcorpforate new Inf or ation, should oe made
available co a %ments of the regulato y sz stem,

Nlea\r;gpoement E Pwssnortu gerbn? 28”“”# terrr{osuygm Jpﬂ%erv%fst
IPocgtlon Rohcy addressing supsistence, commerma

sport and persohal use needs as vell as incidental cater..
The authorsgp} of PADs and MPs and amendments

to them sr.culi be noted and Tated.
3.2 P.eculacorv Process

(a) | tee S”,P(Ports the Beard s return co

a two-year czcle for Progosal su Ittal a reV|ew

alterndte area, excep otherW|s provided



ib) geb eard 3COU|d add[ eacé section 0:  or

Tlatmns as a vertised, and shou Erow e timely and
E) 10 notif lhca an in the event or re onS|derat|0n or
hange or schedu

. (c) The location oJ board meetings should be
determjned by the beard, cased upon considerations (? cos'
and efficiency, Wltp] tne Erows n that a equate ang ti
notification of such deciSions be made pu

In addition o the b|annua| cycle
Ero%osals b( re all regu atory 8rogosas ghoulc[ [)
ubmitted s fICI ntly in-advance oard meetm?s
accommodate aFequate review according to an established
cheduie similar to the following:
ar.uary 1 Department propased PADs ar.d MPs - .
) shguf(s be publP% 3 d?stnouted antary
"-bruary | deadline for submittal of proposals May
March 1 adline ublication and June 1
g?stnbuuon gf proposaq
dewee w deadline f subm|tta| of written June IB

comments r |ng[ to gropOsals, and
0ca

mee Ings o V|sory Committees
Iscuss PADs and
Asrii 15 éldlme for wr|tten comments on PADs  hepcemoer
other proposals
Mav 1 r(]]eetmgs gf %onal councils  for October 15
ebate “and comment on proposals
aeotemcer . reg|ona| c?unml meetings to revjew November 1
Rr posals for WholCh ne |nformat|on
as been acquired, with participation
bv the beard and Decartment staff
lctober 1 deadline for submittal of eoruary
recommendatmns by the regional
councils
November 1 Beard meeting March 1

2.3 Anoomoment to the Beard:

la) The .governor 3hcujd appoint persons the
ho a]rd who co)ncur WI?h an(q agree tg r%BemenFt) state }?sherv
policy. Sucn persons are expected to oe '<nowledgeaoi» and
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as rllerr i\ed rcr ce-r.ir.tr aquatic rer.ewacle resources and --e.r

3.4 Structure ard “ornccsinon if -re Board:

ﬁa? After lﬁ gthy deliberation the ma eParrty vrew

cf tne ccmhittee ast a full-time professron | coarc

not necessarg at t trme ang that the present lav beard

sstem snculd .be retarnep Other reccmme.idations relating
this decision areas follows:

, (b) Board cf Fisheries arﬁporntments snould he
alaried, part-time positions witr.m' the state emclovee

(c) . Appointment to the beard should not re uire
fimancial Interests 1In |sher|e% ew
ses.  Board members, Qowever ou gnet 0ld

tions a? ?,frcers cr directo pal
essional fisnenas organrzatr ns.

& rorl\//lre be{ulffﬁ)tu eIch dlrrgcloofs I:rles (e){
ot e}r]wrf) fisheries [') elated b
T lon

h
e
eard's current abstent

A?ny member of the Board of Frsherr(fs
lation o game .requ’aticns

matjc removal Amrnorrty of the

%anrd member should be removed only for an

3.5 Ex carte Cemrnur.ioation ;

g Members of the Beard of Fisheri
have ex at communication re atrn% to re%l
durrn%) ern%T é)mthe Board of Fisheries }

Posam
atten In eriods of reces 30 meld
|§ tion to |%form the publrc o? hrs brt

the !
N
c
t

5
ato
ch t
dm
ro
Improper] aB roached, d to disclose suc Ego
scon . as tge ar reconvenes Failure d S
con%rerere rounds for automatic. removal ¢ be C

al

mem inority of the committee felt tha
removal was too severe.

In recognition %f mgrtatrons which
olaces on the board an he ou ||r; or Information
the committee recomm nds t hairpersons of acvi
commrtteeT e alloweq to gartrcrpatﬁ m.deliber
ISSUES b atrng to their areas at the discretio
Beard chairperSon.

3.6 Documentation:

mag not
€IS
I
u

ch
0
ar
omatic

S oo
l-"

&) e Board should provide writt
documentatich which identilies Shidents in el 06 Written
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admins tr?."iv® reccrd cep. wnim, it r3L-U "~ a— e
f"rll decisicns |Lzrc with *‘summarv cf reascrs fir suer.
eemers. This admmistrativy. reccrd sroould a*so include
the vetmyg record cf ccard memoirs cr. each dec 151CPa

2™ Suocorc Staff

f ''he executrve director cf cr.e Beard cf

enas s.houid pe a partially exempt posmicr.
re|§ fired hy utua? cyonsentpcfpthe eard

|
er s ard the Commissioner cf the Ceparonert cf Fish ar.d

be i
"

B
e
B
am
') The heard should prepare ard ju.cm.it its cwr.
budget to thg Governor fcr sta ffrFr)rgpand annujal expenses.

ic R ofesoicr.gl staff, servmg exclusively che
coar -t srculd be nirad arc fired b me errecurlve directcer

he ocarc and sr.cu corsrs—cf -*xemp ¢
%CS ~Wr.s Witr..- ®the sQ te emp: a0 5{/%tern P

LU Staff needs cf cre Board of Fisheries, as
a me IC xecutrv? director, srcudd be consistent
yt che r ommen tions ¢t this report and cr.e statutory
tres 0f beard. The r¢ mmree re ogrrcr?s cr.e teeg for
both full ard gart time staf 8 provide “ololcgical an
socioeconrmic advice as require
@ Bn addition to salaried staff, therﬁ should
be appointet” a r.cr.-salarled scientific reYrew pane

representing socroeconomrc as well as bro ogical _
?tat strcal oceanograﬁ) ﬁ areas of éex ertrse Fundin
0r ravg ? ﬁpenses should be provided as necessary o
the Bear Fisheries

2.3 Criteria ard ?clirv fcr Allocation:
The beard should regulate personal rse,

subsistence, sport ard commercial fisheries fcr long-term
sustained utilization ard with suf cient regulator
stability to facilitate effrcrent management ard fair and
reasonable utrlrzatron such resourc B. tr.js context
It 1s recggnrzd that mg %res m biol ogerca ecolorqrc al,,
social an eﬁo om ,c con |tons mag necessitate corres drng
ch nges In allocation among [ous user roua
orger to facilitate ratron | decrsrors by r(] -car
affectin such allocation, It s recommended mat the
following policy ar.d crrterra be adopted:

Management Rlans and r gulatrons which allocate
S g personal Use, sport ar.d commercial

—_——
= "
D=
—~ D

$ts should: "



(8)

(b)

(c)

0 He pasec on éh tes\ scientific mformanon

avallab e e calculated to achieve
conservatton cf the resource addressed,

3e fastened tc achieve fair an? %sonable

portuthes for the ak|n ery
r sources by user gr% nt| |e] tne
Ean cr regulation ase e fes
oclal ar.d economic |nt0rmat|on available,
and be consistent W|th sustained viel
manae ﬁnt agd SU ssten? r|or|t|e ?
eséa IS eg ?(tr Suc ans
an ,gguatto S s ou e into
considération natura fluctuaHons m
resource st)an |n stock and should
be reasona Iy en orceable.

determmes that |t B

les
éCtd%gPs c”tusmstftosulot [) asea P%n the
as accrccnate to eacr. parttru ar

Zcclocical considerations, including:

C

The biological stock description of the
resource gddressed ang, P

TR R R S
addres

Economic imcact, including:
0 Losses or benefits which may accrue to

C

0 A“ernattve fi

relevant user groups,

An assessment of the degende cy of affecte
users cr. the resource for their Livelihood
{0
ct

shery resources avehilable

|
ected users, . and the c s\ 0 the affe
user for switching to the alternative
resource

0 The importance of the affected fishery t

state, local and regional economies.

Social i.moact, including:
0 The histor th aft , ery and
historic Izve[s o ut| |tar|an }L \//arlnous

USer Ccroups.



The oaoacitv cf Z.CF a-ea in terms ¢: cnvsia 1
raci.icias availaole to resource Uusers,

¢ The [mport he fish f |
Use |5 Pliftanee g dng, Nishery fer persona

¢ The im trtance ang capacity of th? affected
IS erf or providing recreationa
opportunities to residents and non-residents

3.7 Future Actions:

fag Th? committee recommer]qu that the rIJov nor
continue this evaluation ;t)rocess et through thi
committee or a new commit It Ts cart cular|v in orcanf
hat regwesentatwes of local Adwsor;g Commﬁtees, Pegior.a
and the 3card é heries e inclu In such
|

er
S
C

better define the role and
C(e:ognmlttees and regional

S
ceding recommendations of tne
£ %cton ?\/lembers c? t::e

gf;st m the drafting and

or
fb? e.of rh
commijttee wll requwe e
committee could be ava||a
review of sucn legislativ

13-



4. DISCUSSION

The following drscugsron relics y topic to
recommendations presented earlier |nt IS report.

41 Pelis-/:

The . rommittee screed that a ma'or orob lan. in
arriving at either tonservatron or allocation decisions
derives  iron th fact he state has no vell—defined ar.d
comprehensive 1 |s erres B u] é)ace and that resource
assessment documents ( d arca management, E)ars (MPs|
are often deficient or n xrséent he committee strong.-/
recommends that the ccar e epartment, t e
3 lnrstratron and the IS atH e . make T ery effort to
evelop a coherent statewr e fisheries tolicv’ as seen as
oossr e m orderé Brovr e structure and curde imes fcr
he tormulation an ans

itfal o ement an
proposas ar.d to provrdTe tocus an dl?rectro to the beard.

a Ahe committee's rc mmendatron that the
geard be p ovided with a eduate staff, Independent or .the
epartment, in order fo effectively review and summarise for
the board relevant information recerved from the department
and ocher sources, to work with the department in the
formulatron of RAD's and MP's, ang to Inform the department
as to Inf o] matronal needs of éh board. The board should,
with the Its staff and the de Partment construct
ovgr trme a reﬁord of stock statu s or all ma:or s ecles,

shoud wor with the depar ment to summarrze RAD's and’
MP's on fil or use b the ear the advisory committees
and te re |ona councils.  Whenever Iackrn%r the beard d and
h, art ent should coooerace .n formulat s and

co srstenJ with \ priorities ¢t state tshgrres

gol snoul ?stab ISh. he tter sustamaole X
sfrtel ates with confi m | for ma‘or sto ks and

qu
cies wnenever POSSI

also the recommendation of tne commrttee
that the boar and fhe d partment Interact cosgy with Tac.n
other and vvrth the local advisory committees and Tregiona
councils a&Pro[ﬁ)rrate for formulation of resqurce
assessment do . area mapagement orans (MPs)
and r %uatrons nthrs egard It 15 “recommended étt
ntatives of the deoar ent and the hoard aéten ard

repres
aetrcrpate LN meetings 0 vrsor commrttees sn regional
ouncils whenever possible and pgrdoprrate dgart ent
should also make sure that RAD's and MP's are made vallahle

to the board, advisory committees, and regional councils for
use 1n evaluation and deliberation of regUlatory prtposals.

42 Peculator'/ Process:
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