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What others say...

Writer blasts professional fish board

Dear Gov. Steve Cowper:

Should the lay Board of Fisheries be
changed 1o a “professional’’ board?
Thcn: is o munn to believe that a

pru{mnmul board will function
any ‘‘better,”” in the aggregate, than
the existing board of volunteer peers.

As the vice president of the Alaska
Independent Fishermen's Association
Co-op and secretary treasurer of
United Fishermen of Alaska, | know
that most commercial fishermen do not
think any net benefit will be gained by
restructuring the Board of Fisheries.

This is not 1o say that alternative op-
tinns should not be explored from time
1o time is an exercise in oversight.

Presently we have a volunteer board
of professionals responsible for ud-
judicating regulatory matters within
the harvesting sector of pur fisheries
This group of peers adjudicates in-
house, 5o o speak, lssues and conflicts
which from time to time occur among
the various factions. This board of
peers must look their fellow fishermen
in the eye and often adjucicates emo-
tionally charged issues. As peers,
these decisions are nol taken lightly.

The public testimony process, which
mnkes up an important component of
the decision process, functions as an

rant safety valve and allows
fishermen an opportunity (o actively
participate in formulating the
regulatory structure. This opportuni-
ty for public pnﬂjciﬁim is An impor-
tant ingredient in the regulatory pro-
cess, because decisions are structuied
by the participants themselves.

The term **professional board™” has
e be carefully defined and its menits
arulyzed — we cannot allow a non se-
Guitur 1o pose as rationale for restuc-
wring the existing system. What s
meant by “‘professional’"? At present
we have a lay board of professionals.
If, under the proposed professional
besard, members receive salary and
benefits does that become the gover-

ing criteria? Or is it that they will be
professional bureaucrats, for example.
who specinlize in the regulstory pro-
cess but may have litle or no sense
for the nuances of fishery issuey?

It is certmin that the allegiance of o
%nrcminnnl board will be different.

e allegiance of the present board of
peers is 1o fellow fishermen with
whom some thread of common iden-
tity exists. Board members must live
with the regulations they impose, as
well as face their fellow fishermen if
and when their decisions ure
questioned.

Obviously their allegiance is to the

welfare of the fishing community at
Inrge. A “professional’’ board,
however, 15 part of the sale

bureaucratic system and, thus, one
step removed from directly answering
to the fishing community . Public par-

tcipation will not be as significant,
Fulrl:?tﬂmnt it can be expected that
a whole new burcsucratic process will
evolve — not as sensitive to
puances of issues important o the
fshing community.

The problem of the overworked
board can easily be resolved by reduc-
il&c the number of regulations con-
sidered each year. Hearings could be
organized to coincide with ad-
ministrative areas, or administrative

1O,

re is no compelling reason for
considering, or reconsidering, a set of
regulations ench year. In the past we
had & two-year cycle for a given set
of regulations, Perhaps o three- or
four-year cycle could be implemented
il necessary.

Emergency regulations could be
given specinl hearing nime, il
nec . Additionally, a suppon
staff which would analyze technical
aspects of various proposals could
conceivably help 1o reduce the
workloud,

By and large, | do not believe that
a “'professional”” board will eliminate
or avoid the issue of politics — Lo the
extent that it may or may not exist —
nnl the process of politicizing will be

erent. One w:mr:upnl a fisher-
mnn board member not 1 be as
amenable to legislative pressures, for
example, ax a professional board
mentber who might well be concern-
ed with his or her rqfr.mumf Career

Funthermore, lEc public forum, so
unportant to the present boand progess,
mit iwles against any group blatantly

zing an issue to their sdvantage.

ln reality, is it reasonable 10 suppose

that any public decision-making pro-

cess is truly devoid of polities — in-
cluding the U.S. Supreme Court?

I believe that the burden of proof lies
with those who would see our bowrd
of professionals replaced with their
professional board, Their burden of
[:mf must include an overwhelming

nefit-to-cost ratio, including social
issues, to justify replacing a system
that has, on average, worked so well,
The heterogencity of the fishing com-
mutity precludes elimination of con-
fMict, and perhaps litigation, when
emotionally charged issues are
adjudicated.

The conclusions used 1o jusufy a

professional board'’ constitute a non
sequitur and leave much 1o wishiul
thinking, and the imagination, in try-
ing to visualize the merits of a *'pro-
fessional™ board of buresucrats as
preferred to the **volunteer’* board of
peer.

Sincerely,

Norman Stadem

Vice President, AIFMA,,
Secretary Treasurer, UFA
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