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CHAPTER 1

A BACKGROUND REVIEW OF REGULATORY PROGRAMS AFFECTING
LICENCING IN THE SALMON INDUSTRY OF BRITISH
COLUMBIA - 1880 - 1957

Introduction

The history of fishing in the Province of British Columbia stretches
‘back into time by a great deal more than that of the province itself. For
hundreds of years, native coastal Indians relied on the migratory salmon
both for food and for customs. The annual provision of. bountiful supplies -
of food that were easy to capture from river banks was reason for cer-
emonies and thénksgiving.

The reliance of the coastal Indian on salmon, and to some extent
that people's raison d'etre is well documented and is in the process of
becaming folklore as an awareness.of a simpler life is evident in urban
popu]ations.l/

There is, however, little of folklore in the modern history of the
commercial fishing industry in British Columbia. The modem era may truly
Be said to have begun barely one hundred years ago, when, in 1870 salmon
was first commercially canned on the banks of the lower Fraser River.

The value of the Pacific salmon which spawn in the waters of British Colum-

bia was evident to. the earliest white settlers, but not until the process

1/
See for example Hugh W. McKervill. The Salmon People. Gray's
Publishing Ltd., Sydney, B. C., 1967.



of canning the fish became feasible could an industry be born. The mar-
ket possibilities presented by the canning of salmon, especially the
sockeye salmon with its bright red meat and high oil content, was soon
realized and the cannery became an institution of great importance to
thé early settlers in a very short time.

' In 1870, the Fraser River boasted one commercial cannery, the only
‘ one on Canada's West Coast, although a cannery had operated from 1864
to 1866 on the Sacrament River in California and from 1866 on the Colum-
bia River in Washington State.

By 1881, eight canneries operated on the Fraser, two on the Skeena
River, one on the Haas River, and another in the Alert Bay area. By the
turn of the century, Rivers and Smith Inlets had canneries .on their
shores. The actual number of canneries that operated at one time or
another in B, C. totalled about 125, although the peak number to operate
in any one year wa§ 94 in 1917.

It was the rapid over-expansion of the localized salmon cannery
industry that was responsible for many of the problems that were- to be
faced by the industry after 1900.

| There is no question that the salmon industry was dominated by the
canneries in the early part of the century. Before investing money in
canneries, the owners had to be assured of a supply of salmon and this
was only possible if they controlled the boats and the licences fhat
Went with them, |

During the period 1880 to 1925 there were many different measures
adopted to control fishing effort and fishing licences.

Initially the pressure for restricting the number of fishing

vessels came from the government that was charged with conservation of

o Pl
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salmon runs. Later it became apparent the limitation of licences was
imposed partly for conservation purposes and partly to ensure a healthy
canning industry.

A review of developments during the latter part of the 19th and
early part of this century is of interest when reviewed in the latest
regulations to control salmon fishing licences.

Over-capitalization in the salmon industry in terms of vessels
and gear is regarded in many quarters as a recent phenomena. Such is
not the case--the problem of earlier times is similar to that which

exists today.

Need For Limitation Of Salmon Gear For Conservation

The danger of overfi;hing,Aparticu]ar]y on the Fraser River,
because of excess gear, was the subject of some controversy in the late
1880's as proponents of restrictive measures in the fishery pointed to
the demise of salmon production in the Sacramento and Columbia Rivers
abstentiously the result of over-exp]oitation.

Two Fraser River guardians, in their annual reports to the Com-
missioner of Fisheries in 1887, were aware of the problem. Guardian
Chas., F. Green observed that as many as 250 boats were fishing in Canoe
Pass (on the lower Fraser River) and went on to suggest, "as a partial
remedy that in future only a limited number of licences be issued and
that no cannery be allowed more than 40 boats, contract or otherwise,
which would materially tend to diminish the number of boats in my

1/
district." In the same year Guardian John Buie wrote:

1/
Page 256. Report of the Fisheries of Canada for Year Ending
1887. Queen's Printer and Controller of Stationery - 1888.



esee.in my opinion it is about time that some
limit should be placed on the number of nets
allowed on this river and I think the Fisheries
Department cannot too soon take this matter
into serious consideration." 1/
In 1890 the Dominion Government issued an Order-in-Council, dated
March 14, which limited the number of boats licenced to fish with drift
nets on the Fraser River to 500, 350 to the canneries and 150 to "out-
siae“ fishermen, and regulating the fees to be paid on each licence.
Thus the principle of limiting the number of boats licenced to
fish was established before the turn of the century. Indeed, in those
times the Minister of Marine and Fisheries of the Government of Canada
held the power to determine the number of boats, seines or nets to be
used on each stream.
While the Dominion Government was charged with jurisdiction over

the fisheries of.the province, the Provincial Government at the turn of

the century were apparently not prepared to leave the future of the

salmon industry in the hands of the senior government. This dual interest

in the salmon fishery was particularly evident during the period between

1901 and was not resolved until 1915,

Limitation Of Motorized Salmon Vessels To Protect Indian Fishermen

The salmon fishing fleets of this early period were primarily
gillnets and up until 1924 no motorized vessels were allowed north of

Cape Caution. It is significant that even at this time this regulation

1/
Ibid. Page 257,
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was not imposed for conservation reasons but to ensure that Indian

fishermen would remain competitive,

Both Federal and Provincial Governments Claim Juri§diction

Prior to 1908 there was no law, either Provincial or Federal,
that prevented any person from conducting or carrying out a fishing
operation. In that year both governments, however, took action to
prevent the salmon resource from being over-exploited.

The 1907 report of the Commissioner of Fisheries for British Colum-
bia, in referring to the northern salmon fisheries, made note of the
fact that since the 1904 agreement between the Federal and Provincial
Governments had expired "there has been in the last two or three years
a considerable increase in the number of boats engaged in the fisheries.”
The report continued:

".....there is danger, from the constantly increasing

efforts to catch the fish, that a condition similar to

that which now exists upon the Fraser River may be

created. ' :

Both the canners and the'Inspector of Fisheries of the

northern district appreciate this, and, very wisely, in

my Jjudgment, are advocating that the Government should

not permit the industry to be further prosecuted under

present conditions; and also, in consequence of the

increase in the number of canneries and boats engaged

in the fishery, that no additional canneries should be

permitted to be constructed in the North, and that a

limit be placed upon the number of boats which the

existing canneries should be permitted to operate."

In 1908 the Dominion Government passed the “Dominion Fishery
Regulations" which required that a licence had to be obtained before any
person could conduct a cannery operation. At the same time the Uominion
Government announced that no new salmon cannery licences would be

issued for Northern British Columbia.



The Provincial Government was also concerned with the situation
and the same year passed the "Cannery Revenue Act" which would have been
used to accomplish the same purpose outlined in the Dominion regulations

had not the Federal Government taken action.

Boat Allocation System Introduced In Northermn Areas

The established salmon canneries of the northern areas were also
so concemed about the increased expansion of the industry (and the
poss{bility of increased competition) that they agreed that a boat allot-
ment system should be implemented. |

Under this system the canners themselves appointed a camnittee of
three to arrange for boat ratings or allocation system for the Skeena
and Rivers Inlet areas. This was done:

"in the interest of equitable division of the

available catch in order to avoid wasteful
competition for raw fish." 1/

A

The basis of the allocation of boats for each cannery took into

consideration the former pack production of each company, the floor area

and the equipment in the plant. Under this allotment plan a total of 850 -

boats would be allowed to fish in the Skeena and 750 boats in Rivers
Inlet,
The allocation was intended to be in force for one season only but

apparently was found the first year to be so practical that it was

1/ ' ,
~ Salmon - Our Heritage - Cicely Lyons - Mitchell Press,
Vancouver, 1969. Copyright British Columbia Packers.
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continued in 1909,

| The boat allotment system that.had been successful in 1908, how-
ever, apparently met with criticism during the 1909 season and as a
result could not be maintained on a voluntary basis. The Provincial
Government, through its Deputy Commissioner of Fisheries, J. P, Babcock,
then undertook the responsibility for making the allotment for 1910 and
at the same time agreed to chair a two-man Dominion/Provincial Cam-
mission on Boat Rating.

» The Commission report, known as the "Babcock Report" was submitted

by the end of 1910 and included the following recommendations:

(1) Specified the number of vessels for each cannery
in the Skeena and Rivers Inlet areas;

(2) Divided the Naas boats equally among the four
established canneries;

(3) Outlined a specific number of vessels for other

canneries in the northern areas.

The report also recommended that these ratings should cover a period of
not less than five years.

It is also of interest to note that this Commission also dealt with
seine gear. In itsﬂrecommehdation covering the Lowe Inlet fishery and
fishing grounds it stated: |

"The spawning grounds do not warrant the use
of more than 13 seines which is the number of

seines presently operating by this cannery."”
(Lowe Inlet Cannery.) '

and further dea]ing with Namu and Smith Inlet each cannery was awarded:



1 purse seine
8 drag seines

25 gillnets

The Provincial Fisheries Department in the 1911 Annual Report

praised the Commission's work by saying:

“"The principle of boat-rating, first essayed by

the Province for the year 1910, was adopted during
the past year by the Dominion Department.....
Accepted and enforced by both authorities, it

proved eminently workable, and, has, it is believed,
resulted in the solution of a problem which has
wrecked many of the salmon fisheries of the Pacific
Coast and has constantly threatened all."

Salmon Licences Issued To Encourage Settlement

In 1912 W. F. Ford, Superintendent of Fisheries for Canada and
D. V. Mcintyre and Chief Inspector Cunningham of the Provincial Govern-
ment, inspected various fishing communities along the coast. Their

recommendation was a turning point in the licencing of salmon boats

¥ in that licences were to be issued for other than conservation reasons.

They recommended:

"With the increased settlement of the northem
coast, which has proved rapid during the past two
years, however, it was felt that exceptional
privileges should be granted white fishermen who
might be induced to settle in the district. While
the Departments were reluctant to change the
rating, it was with the hope of stimulating such
settlement that the officials of both were
deputed to investigate conditions. Messrs. Ford
and McIntyre recommended that in eacn year a
certain proportion of licences in each area be
reserved for independent white fishermen, these
licences carrying with them the right to dispose

e
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of the fish where and to whom the licensee desired,
the proportion of licences so assigned to gradually
increase in recurring years." 1/
At about the same time this was written a new cannery was being
built on the Queen Charlotte Islands and in 1912 was given a licence
by both the Dominion and Provincial Governments. The licence was

granted on condition that only Canadian or European fishermen should

be employed and in this way settlement of the area extended.

Federal Government Given Responsibility

In 1915 the question of jurisdiction over the fisheries was resolved
by a Privy Council decision, ‘The decision stated that the province could
not encroach on the exclusive privilege of the Dominion Governmént to
make restrictions or limitations by which public rights of fishing were
controlled. With this authority the Dominion Government issued a new
cannery licence for the northern area in 1915 and allotted 30 vessels from
the total northern fleet to the new cannery. These boats were to be
operated by Indian fishermen. Thé estab]isheq canneries objected to this
action and late in the 1915 season the licence privileges were returned
to the original company from which they had been allocated.

With the outbreak of war in 1914 the Department of Marine and
Fisheries had become a part of the Department of Naval Services and
remained under this department until 1920 when it regained its former

status.

1/ ‘
Page 7 - Report of the Commissioner of Fisheries for British Colum-
bia, 1912, °
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During the war years a number of new cannery licences were issued
but it is apparent that even during this period the Dominion Government
was concerned over the monopoly problem.

Miss Cicely Lyons in her book, "Salmon - Our Heritage" discusses
in some detail l'/the attempt by "The British Columbia Packers Associa-

tion" to obtain a licence for a new cannery and how they was turned

down because the Government decided that the company applying for the

licence was too big -and a monopoly could result. if the licence were granted.

Influx Of Japanese Fishermen Required To Combat Labour Shortage

During the war years canneries found it difficult to obtain labour
not only for their cannery plants, but also to man the gillnet boats.
Because of the high demand for canned salmon for food purposes during

this period, Japanese were recruited into the primary fishing industry.

Restriction On Salmon Canneries Lifted

Establisheq processing companies were increasingly concerned about
-the number of new cannery licences being issued by the Federal Government,
particularly when it was announced that all restrictions on the number
of salmon canneries would be abolished in 1918. At the same time the
Dominion Government also announced that it was rescinding the prohibition

on motorized vessels in the northern areas of the province.

1/
~  Page 311 - "Salmon - Our Heritage" - Cicely Lyons - Copyright
British Columbia Packers, 1969.
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Industry representatives immediately made representation to Ottawa
‘asking that a Royal Commission investigate all the problems of the B. C.

salmon fishing industry.

Sandford Evans Commission

The government agreed to appoint a Royal Commission under the
chairmanship of W. Sandford Evans, Economist and Statistician from
Winnipeg. The industry, hbwever. were disappointed that its terms of
referenpe restricted its fnvestigations to the northern area of the
province.

- The Commission, however, carried out its review of the industry
and in its report defined for the first time a public policy for

fisheries in the following terms:

“It is.a clear public duty not merely to conserve
the supply of salmon in its present proportion, but
to increase i1t until each year it reaches the
economic maximum and it appears to us equally clear
that all the conditions surrounding the industry
should as far as possible be stabilized and the
excessive use of capital and labour obviated or

"~ prevented.... The solution of this problem would
not seem to be found in encouraging or permitting
the employment or more capital or more labour that
can efficiently perform the work. The public
interest can be served in other ways. The privilege
engaged by those who fish in tidal waters is not
only fundamentally a public right but the public
stand related to the industry as taxpayers and
consumers., [f the cost of production becomes too
great all hope of advantage to the public as
consumers will disappear.” 1/

In recommending further limitation in the cannery industry the
Commission stated that they do so “upon the condition that excess

profits, if any, shall go to the public and that exploitation in fact

T8 Cw % C» CB 8 % 79 CX (9 C8 8 W

Underlinings are those of the author of this report.
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1/

as well as motive shall be eliminated from the industry."”

These points that were raised by Sandford Evans in 1917 were

virtually ignored. It was not until the 1950's that they were re-

enunciated and accepted as desirable goals.

The Commission's recommendations were presented to the government

early in 1918. Those dealing with licencing were as follows:

2 (1)

(2)

(4)

(5)

That the number of cannery licences not be
increased for a period of at least five years;
That the prohibition of motor boats in the
gillnet fishery of District 2 be continued for
a period of five years;

That no increase in the number of boats be
allowed. If motor boats were to be allowed
there should be a material reduction in the
number of boats;

That only one form of salmon gillnet licence
be issued and that competence of a fishemman
should be established as a qualification for

a licence;

That these recommendations should not be put

into effect until 1919.

Under the system of licencing then, in effect, a licence was granted

to a fisherman to be attached to a specific cannery. Under the suggested

1/
1917.

As quoted on Page 17 - Report of Commission of Fisheries of B. C.,
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system there would be no cannery specified but a fisherman applying
for a licence would have to go before a Board to establish his
competency. The Commission recognized that it would require some time
for canneries to make an adjustment and therefore the implementation

of this recommendation was to be deferred for one year.

Commission Recommendation Mot Acceptable To Government

The Dominion Government did not accept the recannenda;ion of the
Sandford Evans Commission although in anticipation of the recommenda-
tions being adopted the Department of Fisheries had increased salmon
licence fees very drastically in 1919,

In addition to licence fee increases, which had been raised to

$10 for a gillnet and $500 for a trap net, .a cannery tax‘'of three

cents to four cents per case was imposed on all salmon canned.

Veterans Return To Industry

With the cessation of World War I hosfi]ities a B. C. Legislative
Committee looked into the opportunity in the fishing industry for work

for returned soldiers. It was recognized by the Committee that employ-

3 ment opportunities in the salmon industry were 1imited but that trawling
-E? could be expanded.

: | Despite this provincial report the Dominion Government did encourage
{ff returned soldiers to engage in sdlmon fishing by granting licences where-

ever practical to any veteran who applied.
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Commissioner Sloan Advocates Public Takeover Of Industry

In 1919, the Commissioner of Fisheries for B. C., William Sloan,

submitted a memorandum to C. C. Ballantyne of the Dominion Government

. setting forth his views on salmon fishing regulations in the Province.

He advocated tnat the Government take over all fish processing facilities

in B. C. and his philosophy was of particular interest in 1973 when

-examined in the light of the platform of the New Demccratic Government

in British Columbia:

“It is time that the Government stepped in to
seriously protect the fish, eliminate all useless
competition, overequipment, and waste to the end
that the people may be able to obtain at a fair
price the natural food products of the Province.

Instead of licencing existing and new companies
and individuals to take and handle our salmon
fisheries the government should take them over and
handle them. By so doing the fish will be given
protection. There will be a radical reduction in
equipment and consequent reduction in overhead
expenses that will materially reduce the retail
price of both fresh and canned salmon.....It is a
business that will pay dividends in greater
supply of fish and at a cheaper price not only to
the people of today but our people who are to
come after. Government control and operation in

my opinion is the solution to the great economic
question." 1/

Other parts of this submission included the following statement:

“At the same time the Government being serious in
its desire to help returned men, can do so by
taking control of the salmon fisheries and install-
ing returned men to operate them.....

1919.

1/

Pages 15 - 16 Report of Commissioner of Fisheries for B, C.,
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The existing operating companies in salmon
fisheries have no operating rights beyond that
granted them from year to year.....the Govern-
ment should assume the sole control of the
entire fishing industry even though that may
mean compensation where it can be shown -
compensation is due.....

The Government can, by cambining its efforts
reduce overhead expenses by several hundred
percent. It can consequently sell cheaper.

It can put up as good, if not better, and more
uniform pack. Being a government guaranteed
product it will be in greater foreign demand.

The fish in B, C. belong to the people of
Canada. They constitute one of our greatest
natural assets. When our minerals and our
timber are drawn upon they are lessened to
that extent.....Qur fisheries will last for as
long as they are properly handled.....

The Privy Council decided that the right to
adninister the fisheries of this province rested
with the Dominion and that the right to fish was
a public right subject to regulations by the
Dominion. Provided the Dominion Government is
not prepared to accept the policy here advocated
in operating our fisheries I maintain that the
province should surrender its right to British
Columbia.

We are facing rapidly changing conditions and the
time is opportune to-assure the conservation of
the Pacific Coast Fisheries for the present and
future benefit of the whole people of Canada
rather than sacrifice this great Provincial and
national asset to satisfy the shortsighted greed
of a small minority." 1/

The theories advocated by Commissioner Sloan would not stand up in

pratise. He did not take into consideration that prices of fish on the

domestic market, unless imports‘and exports are prohibited, are

1919.

b

Pages 70 - 71 - Report of Commissioner of Fisheries for B. C.,



- 16 -

determined by the world market price and supply situation. In a country
where all labour and capital and consumer goods were regulated his sub-
mission would be more appropriate and it is surprising that his sub-
mission, which he admitted was personal, would be accepted as part of
the policy of the Provincial Government of that day. At any rate his
views were unacceptable to the Dominion Government and no change in

policy resulted.

Exclusive Salmon Fishing Right Discontinued

The early 1920's saw the end of exclusive fishing in certain dis-
tricts of the province. Such licences that became due in 1921 weré not
renewed and the whole systém was formally abolished in 1922.

This was also a period of adjustment following the war and because
of the economic uncertainty brought in by continual licencing regulation
changes, the industry asked for and were successful in having the Dominion

Government appoint another Royal Commission.

Duff Commission

This Commission was appointed in 1922 under the chairmanship of Wm.
Y, -
Duff, M.P. for Lunenburg, N. S. [ts purpose was to investigate the
fisheries of B. C. generally but the members of the Commission considered

the following three questions of outstanding importance:

1/ ‘
~  Members: C. H. Dickie, W. G. McQuarrie, L. H. Martell, A. W.
Neil, A, Stork.
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(1) the prohibition of gasoline vessels in the

- salmon gillnet fishing in District 2 (Northern
Area);

(2)  the squeezing of the white men out of the
fishing end of the industry as a result of too
many licences for orientals;

(3) the depleted condition of the Fraser River as

far as sockeye was concerned.

The first and second questions dealt with by the Cammission were
specifically directed to limitation and had economic and social ramifica-

tions. On these matters the Commission recammended:

(1) that motor vessels be permitted for gillnetting
in District 2 (Northern Districts) in 1924;

(2)  that there be a 40 percent reduction in the
number of fishing licences (except troll ljc-
ences) issued to other than caucasians and
Indian fishermen (C. H. Dickie, a member of the
Commission, submitted a minority report recommend-

ing a maximum of 25 percent in 1923),

The Dominion Government immediately took action on the first two
recommendations and the percentage reduction in the number of licences
for oriental fishermen was applied in 1923, while motor vessels were
allowed in the gillnet fishery in 1924,

A further recommendation of the Duff Commission was that licence
fees that had been raised in 1919 should be reduced and thfs recommenda-

tion was also implemented in 1923.
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Competition In Salmon Industry Accelerates

The removal of the restrictions on new salmon canneries in the
mid-1920's saw an intensification of competition in the industry which
was to result in financial disaster in 1927.

By this time both fishermen and companies were recognizing that
these losses might have been avoided had there been less duplication
of effort. Attempts were made within the industry to curtail fishing
effort and gear and duplicate long distance packing. No plan was agreed

to and efforts to reach a settlement were abandoned.

Industry RequestsFederal Government's Assistance To Reduce Competition

Once again a joint industry deputation met with Ottawa officials -
to see if some solution could be found to the problem. The following

proposals were made:

(1) that the Coast be divided into fishing areas in
such proportion as to support canning plants in
each area;

(2) that the maximum amount of gear to be fished in
each area would be stated in regulations;

(3) that all salmon, except troll caught or fish
for export be processed in the érea where it was

caught;

At this stage the Department would not take any action because a
further matter of Dominion/Provincial jurisdiction relating to fisheries

was being appealed to the Supreme Court of Canada. It was agreed that

O Cn W

= e = To= B Be= B s Mies Ries Wb Bias Swa



- 19 -

the Deputy Minister, W. A, Found, would visit British Columbia and meet
with different segments of the industry in an attempt to reach a com-

promise,
The outcome of these meetings indicated that there was not general
support for the proposals that had been discussed in Ottawa and there-

fore the industry was left to find its own solutions to the econamic

problems that they faced.

Provincial Government Asked To Intervene

In 1930, the canners sent a brief to the Commissioner of Fisheries

for the Province of British Columbia, some of which read:

“It is obvious that the fishermen and canners are
dependent upon each other for their prosperity, as
an adequate return on their labour in the case of
fishermen or on the investment to the canners is
essential to both.

«ses-Although the Federal Government limits the
nunber of fish to be taken each season, adjusting
the quantity by closed periods, their present
policy is nevertheless to issue an unlimited number
of fishing licences to all qualified applicatns.

So long as that policy remains in force it will be
difficult, if not impossible, to limit the number
fishing in each area to the figure set for
conservation, and consequently additional closed
periods are imposed.

The canners are of the opinion that there are
already too many plants in existence and the only
way in which the present state of affairs can be
remedied for the benefit of canners and fishermen
alike is to limit the number of canneries as well
"as the amount of equipment to be used. This

policy is not new but is the original method of
control in force prior to 1912 and is very strongly
recommended by each of four special Fisheries Com-
missions between 1905 and 1917,

Since the Federal Policy of 1912 of issuing an
unlimited number of cannery licences and the
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policy of 1920 of an unlimited number of fishing
licences, there has been a gradual increase of both,
culminating in the disaster of 1927 when the
industry lost in the neighbourhood of $2 M. due to
intensive, unprofitable and reckless competition.

It may be said that the canners are themselves to
blame for such a deplorable situation, but in fact
they are helpless under such conditions. That
situation was forced upon them by the inevitable
outcome of the above mentioned policy of pemitting
an unlimited number of licences for both plants

and fishing.

In conclusion, we would strongly urge that your
government, in the light of the facts presented in
the foregoing, should adopt the policy urgently
recommended by four Fisheries Commissions, by the
late Commissioner of Fisheries, and which at a time
when the need was not so imperative as at present,
had the unanimous support of Canners, Fishermen,
Banks, Merchants, Board of Trade and Returned
Soldiers Organizations. Namely; That the number
of cannery licences should be limited."

The Great Depression, and industry rationalization both pre and
post-war caused the number of canneries to decline, as the processing
sector of the industry began to develop along the lines which brought
it to its current status. Thus, what may be termed the "era of com-
missions" drew to a close.

Indeed, other than a commission set up to investigate the trap-
net and purse-seine fisheries in 1939 (Sloan Commission), few references
to the limitation of licences can be found in government reports until

the 1950's.

United Fishermen And Allied Workers' Union Request Licence Control

Nevertheless, the question of licence limitation continued to be
discussed in other sectors of the fishing industry. At the 1948 Conven-

tion of the United Fishermen and Allied Workers' Union (hereinafter

.
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referred to as U.F.A.W.U,) the following resolution was adopted:

"Whereas our Union is on record as favouring

a system of licence limitation for each branch
of fishing, geared to the conservation needs
of the branch, and the provision of a decent
livelihood for the consistent and regular com-
mercial producers.

Be it finally resolved that we continue to
press for the formulation and enactment of
practical plans of licence 11m1tat1on based
upon conditions in each fishery." :

The resolution is-an important one since it revived demands that
bona fide coammercial fishermen be able to obtain a."decent 1livelihood"
from their labours, a principle which had lain dormant since its men-
tion in the report of the Sandford Evans Cammission. Its specification
of bona fide commercial producers was to become a major point of dispute
in later years, but by this resolution, the U.F.A.W.U., made it clear
that fishermen's incomes, as much as the well-being of the fish that

produced them, should be a concern of government.

Government Attitude Expressed By The Hon. James Sinclair

At subsequent conventions the Union continued to préss for action
on licence control, particularly in the salmon industry and as a result
of this and other pressures the Hon. James Sinclair, dinister of

Fisheries, in 1954 made the following statement in Parliament:

".....0ut on the west coast we have an entirely
different problem in conservation. e can pride
ourselves that, over the years, the Department

of Fisheries have done a good job on these fisheries
in Canada. \le have three main species out there,
namely, salmon, halibut and herring. All of them:
are what we call controlled fisheries. Tnhey are
under complete scientific control, #“e have done
enough work on them to know exactly how much we
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must allow to go upstream to spawn in the case of
salmon, to spawn in bays in the case of herring

and to spawn on the banks in the case of halibut.
More and more fishermen have been getting into the
fishing industry on the west coast using better

and better gear, bigger boats, better nets -~ nylon
nets - and better and better electronic gear in
order to find the fish faster. The trouble is that
there are still only so many fish. We have more

and more fishermen using bigger and bigger gear

and only the same number of fish. What happens there
is easy to understand. The annual catch per fisher-
man goes down. In order to survive he tries to
catch a higher price per unit of fish., Fish in the
end have got to compete with farm products, so that
there is no easy solution by driving up the pr1ce

of salmon, halibut or herring.

We are therefore faced with trying to obtain a
controlled fishery and control over the fishing
operations. There are four ways that can be done.
The first and most obvious is licence limitation.
We have a limited fishery. We should limit the lic-
ences. Today the only limit is that the holder of
the licence must be a British Subject. This year
we are going to change that to a Canadian citizen.
Then British Subjects who are not yet Canadian
citizens will be unable to get a fishing licence.
But that is only scratching the problem., Licence
limitation means that we will quickly get rid of
two groups who are nuisances. One is the sports
fisherman in British Columbia who takes out a com~
mercial licence in order to get by the catch limit.
The catch limit is siXx, He can catch 300 or 400
with a commercial licence. The other one is the
part-time fisherman who at the time of the big run
on the Fraser River gets a boat, a couple of hundred
feet of net, goes down there and gets a good share
of the fish which properly belong to the man who
fishes the year round and the years round.

The objection to licence limitation is that those
who have a licence are in preferred positions. The
licences which cost only a dollar become things of
value.....This year we are going to make a

thorough study of the situation."

4
"
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Report Of Royal Commission On Canada's Economic Prospects

In September, 1956, the Royal Commission on Canada's Economic
Prospects published its report on the "Commercial Fisheries of Canada."
The Commission did not make a special treatment of licence limitation,
but in a study of the history of that particular issue, the report
provided a useful point from which to take stock.

The Royal Commission Report suggests that:

".....a continued substitution of capital for
labour in the primary industry can be expected
as the labour force continues to be drawn out
of fisheries into more remunerative employment.
Thus the remaining fishermen, by using more
capital with their labour, may improve their
productivity and income.....Incomes in many
fisheries, such as the Pacific salmon fishery,
are likely to remain high."

Nevertheless, despite this statement, the Commission also rec-
ognized that the isolated communities of the B. C. coast offered little
in the way of alternative employment. It did not appear to realize
that capital augmentation, by way of the addition of electronics, more
and faster vessels and more effective gear, would not be attained as
substitution for labour. Thus the problem of increasing incomes to
fishermen was not fully discussed by the Royal Commission, since its
arguments depended on an assumption of a decreasing demand for labour.

In B. C. at least, this was unlikely to occur while entry to the

fishery was unrestricted,

Attitude Of The Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-Operative Association On
Licence Control

In concluding a chapter on the long period to 1955, it would be a

serious omission not to mention the position taken by the Prince Rupert




dustry was encountering in the early 1950's.
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Fishermen's Co-Operative Association (hereinafter P.R.F.C.A.).

which the 1954 report reiterated:

"We would suggest that there are certain major
ills in the B. C. fishing industry which are a
problem to all engaged in it. At least two of
these are:

(1) The tremendous capital investment compared
to its use.

(2) Deterioration in quality of products.

Wherever we look in the B. C. fishing industry, we
find plants and fishing equipment which are used
for only a part of the year. This represents a
large amount of capital lying idle for the major
portion of the year. Easier marketing conditions
of the past few years, and the terrific competi-
tion in the catching of fish has led to a
deterioration in the general quality of many of
our fish products.

Close cooperation between fishermen, industry and
government is necessary to find a solution., We
feel that the Federal Government must realize the
urgency of exploring new bodies of commercially
useful fish in order to round out our fishing
operations; to consider saner, improved fish
requlations to improve the landed product, and to
provide temporary assistance to fishermen who
feel the full effect of the downward trend in our
economy. We fully concur in the government's
attempts to institute a system of quality control
and can only press for even speedier action in
this regard."”

Like

the U.F.A.H.U., the P.R.F.C.A. was aware of the problems that the in-
The following extract

.. from the P.R.F.C.A. Director's Report of 1953 states that position

3 Cx %

;[::!;

The question of product quality and the role of government was to
become another major bone of contention in the discussions which took

place between government and industry in the 1360's.

-1y T



CHAPTER 2

THE EVOLUTION AND RATIONALE OF NEW ECONOMIC
CONCEPTS FOR SALMON FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

Introduction

For most of the past 40 years at least the number of vessels operat-
ing in the commercial fisheries of British Columbia has been more than has
been needed to harvest available salmon stocks. Each year the fisheries
arm of the Federal Government has had to apply stringent regulations on
the salmon fishing fleet in order to ensure adequate spawning escapement
to the different ri?ers and streams in the province. As the salmon fleet
and gear became increasingly more effective the Federal fisheries agency
found it necessary to use restrictive measufes that not only curtailed the
fishing effort, but also curtailed fishing efficiency. In most cases the
regulations were implemented to ensure adequate sSpawning escapement.
Associated with this type of regu]ations were many designed to ensure that
certain groups or types of fishermen were able to fish those stocks of
salmon that had come to be regarded, on a historic basis, as belonging to
a particular segment of the fishing community. .This type of regulation
was adopted for other than conservation reasons and was prompted in most
cases by social or political needs.

The need for some form of economic control measures in the B. C.
salmon industry has been discussed almost since the turn of the century.
As has been seen in the first chapter there were several occasions during
this period when salmon licences were actually limited but none of these
programs were continued long enough for the results of such actions to

ve assessed.
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It has already been noted that as early as 1918, Economist‘Sand-
ford Evans recognized the need for a 'proper objective in the field of
salmon management® that took into consideration the efficient employment
of capital and labour in the harvesting of the salmon resource. Mr, Evans
was far ahead of his time and it was not until the 1950's that a new era
of natural resource economists advocated an economic approacnh to fisheries
management rather than a pure biological approach.

At this time fisheries administrators were guided by the Fisheries
Act and Regulations that required them to take into consideration obtain-
ing a maximum sustainable yield of salmon. It has already been indicated
that it was not always possible to ignore'the social and political aspects
in making decisions. In more recent years those persons responsible for
formulating regulations also found that consciously or unconsciously they
were making decisions based on economic considerations as well as on
biological needs.

The request by the U.F.A.W.U. in 1945 for a licence control program
referred to in the first chapter asked tnat economic needs of fishermen
be considered. While no action was takan by the government at that time
the U.F.A.H.U. continued at its conventions to press for a limitation

program on fishing licences.

Economist Scott Gordon Advocates Economic Approach To Management

In 1953, the Union's position was strengthened by the publication
of an article in the Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada by
the Canadian Economist, H. Scott Gordon of Carleton College, Ottawa.

Entitled, "An Economic Approach to the Optimum Utilization of Fisheries

fon Bes Bian Ban |
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1/
Resources." The article showed why a fishery would be over-exploited,

and why fishermen's incomes would tend to be Tow in an unrestricted

fishery. It'is not an exaggeration to say that Scott Gordon's lucid
exposition of the economics of a natural resource industry sucn as B. C.'s
salmon fishery formed the basis upon which public policy in the fishery
has since been formulated.

An expansion of Scott Gordon's work appeared in the Journal of
Political Economy in April, 1954,'g/and A. 0. Scott of the University of

3/
British Columbia added to the literature in the following year. —

Licencing Of Fishing Vessels Discussed

The decade of the 1950's also saw the beginning of the development
of work in the Department of Fisheries. In rarch, 1953, a meeting was
held at Pacific Region Headquarters to discuss a departmental memorandum

concerning Permits for Fishing Vessels on the Pacific Coast. The essance

of the plan, drawn up with the cooperation of the Navy, was to give every

comnercial fishing vessel a registration or pemit number. No fee was to

R’

be charged for such a permit but details of the fleet would have peen
available had the plan been effected.
[t should not be construed that the permit scheme as discussed was

designed as a method of fishery manageiient; rather it would have been

Journal of Fisheries Research Board of Canada, Vol. 10 (7),
1953. .

2/
"The Economic Theory of a Common Property Resource: The Fishery",
Journal of Political Economy. Vol. LXII, No. 2, April, 1954,

3/ _
g ~ “The Fishery: The Objectives of Sole Ownership." (JPE, Vol.
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more effective as a tool for naval control of the fishing fleet in war
time. Nevertheless, it did suggest a possible way in which a large number
of boats could be regulated, and pointed to the administrative detail

which would be necessitated by such a scheme.

Economic Vs. Maximum Sustained Yield

Of more importance were the continued discussions among academics,

fishery managers, and the fishing industry which followed shortly after
1/ 2/
the publication of Scott Gordon's article, and other articles by Scott
3/

and Crutchfield.” At a Conference on the Biological and Econanic Aspects
of Fisheries ianagement held in Seattle, Washington, in May, 1957, a
number of issues were raised by some of the most eminent names in the
field. The économists present introduced a number of proposals designed
to bring a fishery to a state of maximum sustainable yield. Such schemes
as mothership licences, auction for fishing rights, and taxes on 1andings.
were discussed and rejected on a number of grounds. Kasahara i/pointed
out that'the granting of "mothership" licences on a restricted bg;is would
5

tend to lower wages and increase corporate profits, while Scott  suggestea

1/

Op. cit.
2/

Op, cit.
3/

J. A. Crutchfield. "“Cowmon Property Resources & fFactor Alloca-
tion." CJE, Vol. 22, No. 3, Aug. 1956.

4/

Dr. H. Kasahara,

5/

Dr. A. D. Scott, Professor of Econonics, U.B.C.
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that the auction of fishing rights would hand control of the fishery to

capital owners. An overall tax on landings or participation would limnit
1/

fishermen to those who could operate economically. Thowpson went as

- far as saying that any licencing system would result in a struggle for

survival for the small man.

In essence, the economists and biologists present, while recogniz-
ing the problems caused by unlimited entry into the fishery, could reach
no_agreement as to the best way to correct the situaticn., Nevertheless
the Conference delegates made it clear, simply by discussing the subject,
thét economic management of fisheries would, in future, be as important

as the biological management which had been practised for many years.

Attitudes Change As Competition For Water Increases

This changing attitude towards salmon management concepts was cowing

at a time when there were increasing demands from other resources for the

‘use of the fresh water environment that is essential for salmon spawning

and culture,

Salmon is a common property resource, and belongs to all the people
of Canada and not only to the fishermen who harvest them. The responsibil-
ity for maintaining the resource, as has already been stated, belongs to
the Federal Government and the authority for issuing licences and setting
fees is vested in the Federal Minister of Fisheries. Up until 1968, no

direct revenue, other than nominal licence fees, had been received from

1/
W. F. Thompson.
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the primary or secondary industry to defray the cost of maintaining the
fisheries resource, On the other hand, the Canadian Government over the
past 20 years had.directly and indirectly increased its expenditures in
the fishing industry. Policies had been adopted to improve the welfare
of the individual fisherman and these policies have served to keep
marginal fishermen in the industry.

These policies included:

subsidized vessel insurance

- grants and loans for construction of fishing

vessels
- grants and loans to Indian fishenmnen
- unemployment insurance benefits

The application of the Unemployment Insurance Fund to fishermen
initially guaranteed seasonal benefits to any fishermen who fished more
than 20 weeks a year. During that period fishermen in B. C, received
about ten dollars in benefits for every dollar paid into the Fund.

When the Unemployment Insurance Regulations were amended in 1972,
fishing was regarded the same as other types of employment and a minimum
of eight weeks' contribution was required to qualify for benefits. It
had been recommended that a separate plan be established for fishermen
but the cost of implementing such a plan that would be self-sustaining
would meet with considerable oppasition from fishermen's groups.

These policies designed to improve the income and standards of fisner-
men have been major faétors in keeping the marginal fishermen (particularly
salmon fishermen) in the industry. Unfortunately in most cases tne costs

associated with these programs are regqrded as direct costs to the fish-

C» O3 O3 8 (3 3 T3 0 8
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ing industry rather than a cost chargeable to society generally.

Government Costs For Managing Salmon Resource Increases

The direct cost of maintaining the fi;heries resource is reflected
in the operating and maintenance budget of the Department of Fisheries
of Canada. In addition, the cost of operating the Fisheries Research
Board also must be considered as a charge against tne fisheries.

The government's costs for each five-year period from 1949 to 1972
and the landed value of salmon and all fisheries in B. C. for the same
period are shown in Table 1 - 2, and the relationship between costs and
Yanded values are shown in Table 2 - 2.

These spiraling costs resulted from many different factors, includ-

ing:

(a) increased research and enhancement project costs;

(b) the increasing industrial expansion in the province
and its resultant pollution problems which had to
be resolved;

(c) the impact of the demand for hydro power on the
water used for salmon production and the costs
associated with finding solutions to the problem;

(d) ~efficiency of boats and gear and the need for
increased and improved enforcement procedures to
protect the sresource;

(e) the increasing salmon sport fishery and the need
to supervise and meet the demands of the |

recreational fishery;
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DEPARTHMENT OF FISHERIES EXPENDITURES AND LANDED
VALUE OF SALMON AND ALL FISHERIES IN BRITISH
COLUMBIA BY FIVE YEAR PERIODS - 1949 TO 1972

Department of Fisheries Expend- Value of

itures Landings (3)
: (1)
: Operating & ! Fisheries All
Year ! Maintenance : Research Total Salmon Fish
: Millions of Dollars
1949-1953 : 1.95 ¢ .60 2,55 22.0 33.2
1954~1958 : 2.74 ¢ 1.36 4.10 23.9 36.7
1959-1963 : 4,60 : 2.64 7.24 25.1 39.4
1964-1968 : 9.17 ¢ 3.5%9 (2) 11,62 (3) 36.0 53.1
1969-1972 : : : : :
(4 years) 10,41 : N.A. N.A. : 42,7 ¢ 60.3
TABLE 2 - 2 - DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES EXPENDITURES RELATED TO
LANDED VALUE OF SALMON AND ALL FISHERIES IN
BRITISH COLUMBIA BY FIVE YEAR PERIODS
1949 TO 1972

: :Fisheries Research

¢! Dept. of Fisheries Board

! Operation & Mainten-: Expenditures ; Total Department

ance Expenditures As Percent Expenditures
As Percent Of of As Percent Of
Salmon : Total Salmon Total Salmon , Total
Year Landings : Landings : Landings; Landings: Landings , Landings :
T i % 2 T T ,

1949-1953 : 8.9 : 5.9 2.7 . 1.8 11.6 7.7
1954-1958 : 11.5 7.5 5.7 3.7 17.2 11.2
1959-1963 : 18.3 11,7 10.5 ., 6.7 28.8 18.4
1964-1968 : 25.5 17.3 10.0 . 6.8 . 35.5 24,1
1969-1972 : : : .
(4 years) : 24.4 17.3 N.A. N.Ao M NIA. : N'Ao

Source:

(2)

(N

(1)’

1949-1967 - Annual Reports, Department of Fisheries.
1968-1972 - W. A. Scholey, Manager, Financial Branch,
Pacific Region, Department of the Environment,

1964-1967 only.

Ficheriea Statiariecs af Rritich Colimbia.
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(f) the increased demand from fishery groups for
an opportunity to have an input into the
formﬁ]ating of regu]ations;‘

(9) the administration of new policies directed
towards assisting fishermen (Fishermen's Insur-
ance, Indian Fishennen;s Assistance Programs);

(h) the cost of maintaining high seas marine patrol
to protect Canadian fishermen and to patrol

Canadian waters from fishing fleets of foreign

nations.

During the 1950's and 1960's there has been an increased demand for
other resources users for the water and gravel from the rivers and streams
that are essential for the conservation gnd enhancement of salmon stocks
in British Columbia.

Because of this resource use conflict, Federal, Provincia], and
Municipal agencies, together with academic and resource economists,
began to examine the costs, returns and benefit ratios from various

water systems of the province for the different resource users.

New Economic Measurement Techniques Expldred

Economists were beginning to explore and advocate new techniques
for assessing the relative measure of the importance of competing resources.
Some economists claimed that the benefit/cost ratio from the primary salmon
fisheries in British Columbia were very low because any benefits were
dissipated by increased costs and the owners of the resource (the people

of Canada) were not getting any direct returns.
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It was also suggested by many economists that if the costs and
labour input that were then being utilized in the harvesting of salmon
could be reduced the economic gain to the people of Canada wou]a be
substantial. Some advocated control on the fishing enterprise; others
in total capitalization, with the background theme in either case; that,
economic rent became available to the owners of the resource and
increased licence fees would be changed. At the same time those fisher-
men who remained in the industry would benefit by higher incomes.

In considering, however, what and how fast action could be taken
to achieve a maximum economic yield, special consideration had to be
given to social and political needs. To proceed with any plan that
would consider one without the other would be to invite certain failure
for any program.

The program that was beiné implemented in British Columbia up
until 1973 took these factors into consideration as will be discussed

in the ensuing chapters.

s &8 3 3



CHAPTER 3

THE SINCLAIR REPORT - "A BENCH MARK"

Dr. Sol Sinclair Appointed To Investigate Licence Control

Many general proposals on licence control programs had been advanced
by industry groups, government administrators and economists during the
1950's.

The U.F.A.W.U. at each of its annual conventions continued to press
for the Federal Government to take action on licencing,

The Government agreed ‘that the time had come when further action had
to be taken and on May 28, 1958, Dr. Sol Sinclair of the University of
Manitoba was appointed by the Hon. James Sinclair, dinister of Fisheries,
to conduct "an intensive study of the economic and related problems
developing in the salmon and halibut fisheries as a result of increasing
efficiency, conservation requirements and so forth; from an administrative
point of view this question has been increasingly important in recent
years,"

The following day, a further letter spelled out the termms of refer-
ence of the stddy more clearly:

"To examine the problem of control or management
in the salmon and halibut fisheries of B. C., with
a view to developing policy on such things as
entry to these fisheries; i.,e., licence limitation
and the like; the investigation to embrace the
institutional (legal and administrative) as well
as the biological and economic factors involved."

Thus, Dr. Sinclair's task was one of some enommity, encoupassing

a study of many of the issues in the primary fishing industry in 8. C.
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which had been raised and discussed at some length for at least ninety
years.

Or. Sol Sinclair (no relation to the Minister), Agricul tural Econ-
omist with the University of Manitoba, was requested to carry out and
prepare an independent and objective report., Dr. Sinclair had already
carried out assignments for the Department of Fisheries in the Maritime
Provinces and was eminently qualified to undertake this project. He
was given the very broad terms of reference but he interpreted these in
simple terms to submit recommendations to the Department of measures
that should be taken so that the salmon and halibut fisheries could
provide a "decent-living standard for all engaged in industry.” This
objective was in line with the goals outlined by the U.F.A.W.U. but the
specific recommendations as to how this goal was to be attained was the

crux of the whole problem of licence control.

U.F.A.W. U, Want Commission Appointed

wDr. Sinclair started his investigations in the summer of 1958 and
completéd his work by the fall of 1959. In the meantinie, the U.F.A.4.U.
had become impatient and were not satisfied with the type of investigation
that Sinclair was conducting.

In May of 1959 the U.F.A.W.U, issued the following statement follow-
ing a meeting with its Executive Board and five members of Parliament from
British Columbia.

1/
“The Union stated that productivity per fisherman
was dropping even though individual efficiency was

rising. The numbers of fish are limited but there is
no maximua 1imit on the number of fishermen,

- ~ s . th oA it - Mav 10KQ.
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In 1957, there was a 10.7 percent increase in the
number of B. C. commercial fishing licences. The
nunbers of fish caught have declined. The fisher-
men took price cuts. No wonder this is called a
strike-prone industry.

The Union contends a Royal Commission should study
the problem thoroughly. Facts should be gathered
all across Canada and from foreign countries. All
interested parties in B. C. should submit their
views. Our Union has proposed a moratorium on new
licences. Stop the influx of new persons for two
years while the Commission reviews the problem. We
contend if a person does not derive 51 parcent of
his income from commercial fishing, he should not
be allowed to continue in the industry. This would
rule out the "holiday fishermen" who have other
jobs and come in during good runs to rob our mem-
bers of the cream. Regular commercial fishermen
need the good years as well as the lean years to
survive,

The 15th Annual Convention of the United Fishermen
& Allied Workers' Union, meeting in Vancouver passed
an emergency resolution calling for a limit on the

- nunber of commercial fishing licences. Pointing to

an increase from 10,853 licences in 1956 to 12,016
in 1957 and a further increase to 14,266 in 1958,
the resolution urged the government to place a limit
on the number of licences issued.

The Convention charged that investigation of the
problem of overcrowding on the fishing grounds was
proceeding far too slowly for want of full-time
staff. Investigation began over one year ago at the
request of the Union when the Federal Government
appointed Professor Sol Sinclair of the University
of Manitoba to study the problem. Because of his
other duties the Union points out Professor Sinclair
can spend only a few weeks each year on this
important issue.

The resolution points out that the industry has
become very insecure because of the overloading of
gear and many fishermen were being forced out
because limited fishing time did not provide them
sufficient earnings to maintain their boats and
gear, Proof of this was shown in the fact that in
the six years, 1953 to 1958, over 26,000 licences
were issued. This heavy tum-over in the industry
resulted from the heavy concentration of gear.

The incoming officers are instructed to pursue a
vigorous program this year aimed at establishing

a program of licence limitation and all Locals
will be asked to contact their M.P.'s seeking
action."”



Sinclair Report Published

Dr. Sinclair submitted the first draft of his report to the Depart-
ment of Fisheries in Ottawa in the fall of 1959. This preliminary draft
had a separate section specifically dealing with recommendations. It
was decided, however, by the Department that the format of the report
should be changed so that the author's views on the different actions
that could be taken would be incorporated in the body of the report rather
than a separate settion. In this way it would be easier to relate to the
subject matter being discussed.

From the standpoint of later discussions it is desirable to review

Sinclair's suggestions and even though they are not called recommendations,

have to be accepted as such.

Sinclair Report Recommendations

: Y
The major recomendations of the “Sinclair Report"  (published
in 1960) have been divided into three sections.
I Those recommendations which were basic to a licence

control plan. These are as follows. (Page numbers
shown relate to the published report).
(1) Only those fishermen who could show evidence

of having fished commercially the past two
years should be granted a licence. (Page 141)

1/
~ Licence Limitation - British Columbia - A Method of Econamic
Fisheries Management - Sol Sinclair.

3 3
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(2) No new licence should be issued for five years.
Licence not used for two successive years would
be retired. (Page 143)

(3) At the end of five years, licence would be granted
on the basis of competitive bidding. (Page 144)

(4) The principle of paying a royalty based on produc-
tion should be applied to the fishery. (Page 143)

(5) The personal licence fee should be increased (to
$10.00 per year). (Page 141)

(6) A commercial boat licence should be introduced
and the price should range from $40.00 to $100.00
per year depending on size and type. (Page 141)

(7) A1l licences should be applied for and issued
not later than Marcn 31 of the year in which they
were to be used. (Page 143)

.

Boats that were not seaworthy should not be granted
a licence. (Page 223)

i
~—~
co
~—

st bk

(9) Government to purchase and scrap old boats. (Page
143).

(10) Licence fees recommended might be too high for
native Indians and special consideration might
have to be given this group. (Page 223)

(11) To safeguard the rights of citizens to fish an
impartial Board of Review should be set up,
(Page 145)

IT Those recommendations which dealt with practices in the in-
dustry that should be explored because they would have a
fundamental influence on any limitation proposal. These
would include:

(1) The government should discuss with the companies
the desirability of establishing a sound policy

in financing of fishermen. (Page 146)

(2) A review of existing provisions of unemployment
insurance for fishermen was desirable. (Page 147)

(3) A sport fish licence for salt water fishemen
with an annual fee of $5.00 should be introduced.
(Page 225) :

e

o)
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II1 Recommendations that dealt with obtaining and analysing

information that would be necessary to carry out a lic-

ence control program. These should include:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(8)

Issue only one licence per boat. (Page 227)

Greater detail about fishermen should be obtained
on the licence forms. (Page 226)

~More information should be obtained on sales

slips such as landing by port and actual value
of sale. The boat licence should be reported.
(Page 226)

The fisherman should be issued a single licence
in the form of a plastic or metal plate which
could be stamped on sales slips. (Page 227)

Statistical areas snhould be sub-divided into
smaller areas. ({Page 227)

Use of new electronic equipment for processing
statistical data should be examined., (Page 227)

A continuous cost income program research was
considered essential to ensure adequate informa-
tion upon which to base a sound developing pro-
gram for fisheries. (Page 227)

Additional statistics could be obtained on the
census. (Page 228)

With the publication of this report all segments of the fishing in-

dustry now realized, probably for the first time, what would be involved

in a licence limitation program. These industry groups also probably

recognized that the government was serious in trying to find a solution

to the free entry problem in the salmon industry.

Each organization within the fishing industry was critical of

some aspect of the recommendations of the Sinclair Report.
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Comments On Sinclair Report Requested

With the publishing of the Sinclair Report, the Minister of Fisheries,
the Hon. J. Angus Mclean, invited interested groups and persons to supmit
written comments té the Department. These replies were most important and
for this reason are summarized in detail.

1/

Review of Submissions Received

(1) United Fishennen and Allied Workers' Union

The submission by the U.F.A.W.U. was prefaced with the statement
that it should be regarded as a first submission only and the opportunity
should be provided for an open conference whereby all interested parties
£ and organizations would have an opportunity to hear each other's views
and exchange ideas.

The complete submission of the U.F.A.W.U. is appended. (Appendix I)

“Winile agreeing in general with Prof. Sinclair's description of the
Problem to be solved, the Union would differ in emphasis on several points.
They consider general (cyclica] and seasonal) unemployment as being a
relatively more important contributor to "overcrowding” in the fisnheries
--suggesting that alte:native employment has not been as readily available
as the report implies. The misleading publicity given to "bonanza"

catches is cited as another contributing factor. Above all, the role of

1/
Most of the reviews of the submissions by each organization were
as summarized by #. C, MacKenzie, Director General, Economics Branch,
Ottawa. The footnotes are those of Mr., MacKenzie.

*

The same point is made by spokesmen for other groups. Cf, infra,
ppo 15, 230 - : S
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the fish-proéessing canpanies in financing excessive expansion of the
fleet (in competition for raw-material shpp]y) is re-emphasized. On the
other hand, the Union consider "unemployment insurance" of little or no
importance in this connection: there being no evidence that the annual
rate of licence renewal has risen since the institution of the system.

According to the Union, the primary objective of fishery management
policy is the raising of the level of living of fishermen--not, however,
at the cost of inadequate profits in other sactors of the industry. On
this point, exception is taken to the notion that fishermen's earnings
may be described in any sense as “profits". Fishing equipment (boats
and gear), like that of industria] craftsmen, is defined properly as the
tools of the fisherman's trade. This appears to apply in the case of
one-man enterprises (gillnetters and trollers) as well as deckhands or
sharesmen in the larger enterprises (purse-seiners, longliners and
draggeré). It does not apply to vessel owners, including, presumably,
owner-captains in the latter type of enterprise. Here, it may be
mentioned, the Union takes issue with the suggestion that minimum crew
requirements result in overmanning the seining vessels, on the ground
that the effects of the introduction of labour~saving equipment are off-
set by the increased pace of fishing operations. On the contrary, they
Suggest that a lower vessel-share might help to discourage excessive
investment in the fishery. They favour,*incidentally, the preservation
of mobility from one fishery to another.

The Union rejects the argumnent that rights to fish are comparable

Jdk
with rights to exploit other resources, For that reason, and because

* This seems to be the opinion of the Coop. Association also.
See below, p. 20.

**  Some other groups have reservations on tnis point,

~ ***  Here the Union are again in agreement with the Coop. Assn., p. 22
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it would discriminate against the poorer fishermen (especially among
the Native population), they are opposed to an increase in licence fees
and to the establishment of an auction in licences. Instead, they urge
‘that licences be distributed on the basis of seniorityAand the degree
of dependence on fishing as a source of income. They object to the idea
that fees become a source of govermment revenue: to be used for fesearch,
etc. They are opposed to the transferability and sale of licences also
because of the opportunity this would provide for domination of the
primary industry by the fish-buying companies, i.e., for the development
of vertical integration and the cementing of fishermen's bondage to
buyers.* The system of control shou]d.be designed so that competition
among buyers to establish bonds with fishermen is replaced by campetition
in the prices offered qt dockside. At the same time, it is contended,
the system shou]d.not impede the progress and expansion of the industry,
e.g., in the high-seas tuna fishery, nor should it hinder the formation
of fishermen's organizations, which, on the model producers' cooperatives,
are not to be regarded as monopolistic in character. The possibility of
monopoly gains may be obviated by the licensing of new entrants.

As an alternative to the program recommended by Prof, Sinclair, tne
Union make the following proposals which, along with those put forward by
other fishery organizations, they wish might be given full consideration

by the interested public as soon as possible:

1, It should be established that the grant of a fishing
licence is conditional on the holder being engaged in fishing

as a basic source of livelihood and that failure to comply

* This view is held by certain other groups as well, e.g., the
Trollers and the Coop. Association.
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with this condition will result in non-renewal of the lic-

ence,

2. Beginning in 1962, a five-year moratorium on the

issue of licences should be declared. At the outset, lic-
ences should be granted only to persons who a) held licences
in 1960 and 1961, and b) can show that in either of those
years 30 percent of their annual income consisted of earn-
ings as commercial fishermen. For renewal of licence in
1963, proof that the holder obtained 30 percent of his 1962
income from fishing should be required; the percentage to be
increased to 40 percent. for renewal in 1964 and to 50 per-
cent in 1965 and subsequent years.

3. For the purpose of obtaining and holding a licence,
"cawnefcia] fishing" should be defined to include employment
in various ancillary occupations, e.g., packing, fish process-
ing, and office work in any organization connected with the
fishing industry (union, cooperative, fish company and Dept.
of Fisheries).
4, Persons refused .the grant or renwal of a licence, for
the reason already indicated, should have the right to appeal
to a Board of Review on which all primary fishing organizations

would be represented and which could reverse the decision in

cases where specia1 circumstances, e.g., an accident or illness,

prevented fulfillment of the condition laid down.
5. Following the five-year moratorium, licences may be
granted to applicants--to be selected from a waiting list--

who did not hold licences prior to 1962.

rCs 8 (%
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6. Licences should not be_trénsferab]e or salable,

7. Each licensed fisherman, on payment of a $10 fee,
should be retained for all licences granted such fisherman--
licences should be granfed at a nominal fee.

8. The present proportion of Native to all fishermen
should be preserved by regulation.

9. Financing for fishermen should be available through
credit unions, supplemented if necessary by govemment

(loan and subsidy?) agencies.
10. A study of the whole fishing economy of the (Canadian)
Pacific éoast should be undertaken, including an investiga-
tion of the costs and earnings and the business p}actices

of the processing and distribution sector.”
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(2) British Columbia Gillnetters Association

This group, with a membership of 30 - 35 gillnet fishermen, was
a breakaway group from the U.F.A.W.U. Most of its members were from
the Fraser River area. The Association discontinued its activities
about 1966 but its comments on the Sinclair Report are of interest in
that they represent the views of fishermen who were independent of the

Union, The following is a summary of this submission.

“This group also feel that the premises upon which Prof, Sinc]ai?‘s
conclusions are based have been undermined by the worsening employment
situation in the economy genera]]y.* They would underline the significance
of the large number of licenced fishermen whose output is very small--
and the importance, for purposes of regulation, of the size of the fish-
ing fleet. in their view, fishermen dependent on fishing for their
livelihood should be protected from the effects on their income of entry,
when conditions are favourable, of casual fishermen. They refer, in
this connection, to the excess capacity that results from the credit
policies of fish buyers (cannery operators) and suggest that "unemploy-
ment insurance" in effect subsidizes such policies. They are also
concerned about the practice, among some fishermen-entrepreneurs, of
owning several fishing boats which are operated by others on shares, i.e.,
a type of multi-plant fim.

Their recommendations were: 1) that licences be grantad only to

persons who obtain 75 percent of their income from fishing, and 2) that

* A point made in several submissions.
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a single non-transferable licence, coveringall gears and costing from
$200 to $500, be issued to each fishennan* for a five-year period.

They are particularly insistent on the urgency of early action in this
matter, because present conditions are forcing more and more full-time

fishermen into part-time status.”

* The context implies that boat-owner is intended.
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(3) Pacific Trollers' Association

The members of this Association were mainly offshore trollers who
were interested only in trolling. Their comments indicated their main
concern centered around the increasing number of gillnetters that were
convering to combination fishing gear. The couplete brief of the Associa-

tion is appended (Appendix- II ) and is summarized as follows:

"The trollers are appreciétive of the contribution made by Professor
Sinclair to an understanding of the management problem but consider the
program he proposes as being unnecessarily complicated. In their view,
the basic difficuities arise fram the expansion of the gillnetting sector,
i.e., the increase in the nunber of units and in the efticiency of the
individual unit in this sector. As a result, gilinetting operations have
had to be curbed tor conservation purposes--a development which forces
gillnetters to branch out into trolling operations in an effort toward
imore continuous employment of their capital equipment., This must
inevitably lead to trollers in turn, in order to supplement their earnings,
moving into the gillnetting sector:' adding to the overcrowding already
in existence there and further exacerbating the difficulties of regula-
tion.

On the other hand, this group would not wish to see the establishment
of anything resembling a "“closed shop" in the industry. While admitting
to less than full understanding of the implications of licencing by
auction, they feel that it would favour an affluent minority and ﬁerhaps

*
enable a few to gain donination of the industry . They made two specific

* A viewpoint that is shared by the Union and the Coop. Associa-
t.ion! Cfo pp. 11' 250
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recommendations, viz.

(1)

that, to retain a commercial fishing licence, an
applicant must show proof of having (during the
preceding season) obtained at least 40 percent of
his income from fishing, and

that only one type of salmon fishing licence could
be held at one time, and only one switch (e.g., from
gillnetting to trolling) would be permitted in any
one year. It was suggested that these measures

would be restrictive enough to eliminate most casual

entrants (sports fishermen and others) from the

fishery and, at the same time, sufficiently flexible
to permit a reasonable degree of cambined (e.g.,

gillnetting and trolling) operations."
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(4) Fishing Vessel Owners' Association

This Association represented vessel owners that employ crews of
three or more and were thus not eligible for membership in the U,F.A.W.U.
The vessels owned by its members are mainly salmon seiners, herring
seiners, longliners and trawlers, or larger combination vessels, The
Qiews expressed in this brief probably represent mainly the views of the
independent salmon seine owner. Its submission did nog/attempt to

review the Sinclair Report recommendations. A summary of the submission

of the Fishing Vessel Owners' Association follows:

"Although the Fishing Vessel Owners' Association felt that Prof.
Sinclair's Report required further study and pub]ib discussion, this

group made the following tentative points:

1. To preserve freedom of entry to the fisheries,
"licence limitation" should apply to vessels
and gear--not to fishermen.

2. Licence fees, for vessels or individuals, should
not be increased.

3. Vessel operators should be free to participate
in any fishery~-the voluntary agreement between
the Fisheries Association and the U.F,A.W.U.,
restricting participation in the herring fishery,
is an illegal "caombine".

4. Discriminatory regulations, restricting the areas
open to purse-seining operations, are no longer
necessary--because of technological progress in

the gillnetting sector."
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(5) British Columbia Purse Seiners' Protective Association

This Association, representing less than ten boat owners, was an
offshoot of the Vessel Owners' Association. For the most part the views
expressed were opposed to those of the Vessel Owners and other industry

groups. Its submission is summarized as follows:

"In general, this group accept the findings of Prof. Sinclair's
Report; an extension of the power and scope of control over the fisheries
is necessary in the interest of economic efficiency. While the resource
has been maintained under the existing regulatory system, competitive
conditions have led to impaired efficiency. The current situation indicates
that the formerly "inalienable right" to fish should be abridged, i.e.,
that restrictions, now applying only to the number of operating days,
should also apply a) to the number of fishermen licensed, b) the number
of vessels operating, or c) the flow of investment in fishing equipnent.
As an alternative to b), efficiency might be promoted by restricting
each vessel to a single fishery, e.g., the salmon fishery or the halibut
fishery. The size of crew should also be limited--technological progress
in labour-saving equipmept has not brought greater returns to labour
Chiefly because of the Union's failure to reduce minimum crew requirements,
i.e., for seven men on seining vesse]s.* To preserve freedaou of fishing,
however, the 1icensing‘of fishermen should be discontinued.- Fees for
vessel licences (intended to yield revenue) would be justified only if

the number of craft were thereby reduced; if the extra expense were

*  U.F.AW.U. disagree -- see p. 11.
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absorbed by the fish-buying companies, restriction might be necessary on
the .construction of vessels--the financial control exercised by these

companies over fishing enterprises is detrimental to the welfare of the

*
industry and of the public. "

* A common opinion, evidently, among fishermen's groups.
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(6) Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-operative Association

This is the one organization that has consistently opposed any form
of licence control., Following the tabling of the Sinclair Report the
P.R.F.C.A. arranged for a carefﬁ]ly prepared written rebuttal which was
endorsed by the directors of the Association as well as tne Prince Rupert
Fishing Vessel Owners Association. The camplete text of the submission
is appended (Appendix III). This report was summarized with footnote

comments by W. C. MacKenzie.

"This organization are highly critical both of Prof. Sinclair's
analysis and of his proposals. They attack, to begin with, the evidence
adduced to support the case for restriction. Lacking information on the
individual fishing enterprise, Prof. Sinclair relies on rough averages
of gréss earnings (derived from general sales statistics) and, to calculate
the net-income position, compares these with costs pertaining to a short
period several years earlier. This procedure is considered to vbe
inadmissible.* In this connection, it is pointed out that, like the
farmer and small merchant, the fisherman does not regard nimself as an
entrepreneur--he seeks a reward for his labour not a return on an invest-
mént in c&pita] equipment,'which he looks upon merely as the tools of
his trade.** Prof. Sinclair's case ".....is based on the principle that
the presence of non-economic units in the fisheries .depresses the income

% k%
of the competent fishennan ...He does not really knov, however, whether

* The extent to which Prof. Sinclair's analysis is vitiated, for
his purposes, by the inadequacy of his data is exaggerated.

** This point is made by the U.F.A.W.U. also, cf. supra, p. 10,

***  Not so.
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the fisherman with a better than average income is in fact operating
economically or whether his income resulted from a 'lucky strike' or
skill, nor does he know whether or not the fisherman with a low income
may in fact have had a reasonable return having regard to the capital
and effort emp]oyed.“* His conclusions are thus invalidated.

The attack ié then directed at the assumptions, explicit and

dmplicit, underlying the report. The assumptions are alleged to be as

follows, with the accompanying comment:

(a) That economic theory may be applied to the solution
of a prob]em'without regard to the institutional and/ |
or sociological factors involved - Attention is drawn
in this connection to the persisténce of labour and
capital in the fisheries when returns are below the
opportunity level and it is suggested that this

phenomenon is explained by:

(i) the possession by fishermen of other part-
time gainful occupations,
(ii) their indebtedness to fish buyers,

(i11) their lack of other skills at an age when
adjustment to another occupation would be
difficult,

(iv}) their isolation geographically from other
employment opportunities or as a consequence

of belonging to an ethnic group (the Hatives)

*  The misapprehension displayed here as to the nature of the case
is traceable to a certain misplaced emphasis in the report itself, which
in turmn arose out of Prof. Sinclair's terms of reference.
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that encounters discrimination in other
employments,

(v) their desire to associate with their partic-
ular ethnic group in the same occupation,
and

(v)  their desire for the relatively relaxed life
of a fisherman, as compared with that of an

industrial worker.

The significance of factors such as these, it is further
suggested, should be assessed with respect to the results
that might be anticipated from the kind of action

recommended in the report.

‘That the ills of the primary producer can be remedied with-

out an examination of the other phases of the fishing in-
dustry and the fish trade, e.g., the organization of port
markets - Here reference is made to the effect on immobility
among fishermen of the financing practices of fish-buying
campanies,

That the high degree of organization in the B. C. fisning
industry, among fishermen, vessel owners and processing
companies, is not responsible in part for the failure of
economic, i.e., market, forces to operate satisfactorily
in this industry -- The interference with efficient opera-
tion caused by recurrent strikes and lockouts, and the
indictment of the industry for‘combination in restraint of
trade, are not considered by Prof. Sinclair; in fact, it
is suggested, his proposals would tend to perpetuate and

legalize such activities.
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That, given time for adaptation to recent technological
advances, the industry cannot adjust to changing market
conditions without iﬁtervention or control by government -
-- In order to protect a vested interest, it is suggested,
fishermen seek to exclude new entrants and processors
seek exemption from laws against combination but- ".....
either of these approaches represents a palliative which
provides temporary relief from facing hard economic
rea]fties."

That a transitory seasonal resource like a fish run is
subject, for purposes of regulation, to the economic
reasoning applicable in the case of other exhaustable
resources, e.g., land, timber and o0il, which do not
disappear if not used -- Prof. Sinclair's proposals
based on this assumption are unprecedented and, it is
suggested, he has failed to demonstrate their realism.
That ownership of national fishery resources is vested
in the Government of Canada and that the Govermment's
powers extend to ﬁhe disposal of this property to select
persons =-- It is suggested that Prof. Sinclair, in
leaving this question to the legal expert and the
politician, avoids a fundamental issue.

That those now engaged in fishing, notwithstanding their
failure to operate efficiently (from the economists'
point of view), should be given preferred rights in the

fisheries -- Finding the industry unresponsive to the

.
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*
ordinary aconomic forces, it is suggested, Prof.

Sinclair concludes, that (contrary to the major
premise of private enterprise economy) inefficiency
and waste can be reduced, the fishermen's welfare
bettered, by protection from competition. At the
same time, it is suggested * that “.....a system

of trading in licences may further undermmine the
ability of fishermen to face the realities of

changing technology.....

(h) That there is an expanding economy which can absorb
‘the excess equipment and manpower that may be
displaced in the fisheries -- This, it is argued,

is not the case: alternative opportunities for

employment and investment, in the current period,

do nbt permit free movement of capital and 1abour.**
(i) That a maximum physical yield of salmon and halibut
has been attained -- It is pointed out that new
techniques of fish culture are capable of increasing
the size of the salmon stocks, possibly by several
hundred percent.

That agreement can readily be reached with the U. S. A.
on the implementation of the proposed program of
control -- The history of earlier international
negotiations, it is suggested, does not support so

optimistic an assumption,

*  There seems to be a contradiction here,

**  This point is also made by the U.F.A.W.U,

R Y
B
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(k) That Japan and the U.S.S.R. will refrain froaa encroach-
ing on our fishery resources if we fail to exploit them
fully -- Prof. Sinclair, it is stated, ignores this

aspect of the matter.

With reference to Prof. Sinclair's proposals, specifically, the

Association consider that the higher licence fees recommended would be

. ineffectual for the purpose of eliminating a substantial number of

casual fishermen. This view, they suggest, is supported a) by the
evidence that fishermen are unresponsive to cost factors and b) by

the argument in the report itself against the use of taxation as an

- instrument of control, i.e., that it would require impracticably

detailed information on the marginal productivity of fishing enterprises.
The recommendation that the issue of licences be halted during a

period of transition, and thereafter made available under a system of

competitive bidding, is opposed with special force. The opposition is

based on the following grounds:

(a) - Since fishing operations are seasonal and subject
to regulation as to time and place, it would be
difficult to define "regular occupation” so as to
permit a fair selection of licensees.

(b) By holding an umbrella over the efficient and
inefficient fishermen alike, simply on the basis
of their presence at ifs inception, the scheme in
effect creates what are known as "grandfather
rights" in the fishery. In other occupations,
e.g., trucking, regulation is directed to promoting

the public interest rather than to the protection

of such rights.
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(c) The proposed scheme makes no provision for recruit-
ment to the fisheries, The sale of licences to the
highest bidder would not accomplish this -- because
fishing is an acquired skill -- it would merely
permit fish buyers the more easily to acquire control
over the primary producers.

(d) . Experience, e.g., in the taxi business, shows that
trading in licences results in the ownership of these
assets passing from the operators to the financiers.
The tendency toward vertical integration in the
fisheries would be given tremendous impetus: reducing
the fisherman from "his rightful position as a small
entrepreneur"* to that of a wage slave.,

(e) If the sale of licences is allowed, the gains from

entry restriction would be lost, .as a result of the

capitalization of exclusive rights, with the first

generation of licence holders. If, on the otner hand,

licences are issued cost free, the race to build

N
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larger and more efficient fishing craft, in order to
capture a larger share of the permitted catch, would
continue -- and the net yield of the fisﬁery would be
dissipated as before. "In other words, there is no

end to the process."

As alternatives to what they describe as Prof. Sinclair's "negative"

approach to the problem, the Association offer two solutions of their own:

1. The first solution would be the establishment of a

rlarketing 8oard, of the type set up under Federal-
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Provincial legislation for certain agricultural products.
These fnstitutions. it is asserted, a) stabilize supply,
b) eliminate wasteful competition, c) preserve freedom
of choice, and d) maximize returns to producers.

2. The other solution would be the extension of cooperative
organization -- although it is not clear if this is
intended to embrace the whole industry. Prof. Sinclair
is quoted as endorsing the claim that cooperative organiza-
tion encourages efficiency and the maximization of

producers' returns.

Hejther of these lines of action, since they extend beyond primary
operations into processing and distribution, would bring about a degree
of vertical integration in thé industry but} it is empnasized, this
would be achieved under democratié control -- directly by the producers,

not through government interference."

s



."u e

RS

. ~
""",»‘,~‘?3*S.‘ RS _ E:j‘ N

%

- 61 -

(7) William C, MacKenzie - Chief of the Economics Service -
Department of Fisheries - Ottawa

W. C. MacKenzie, Chief of the Economics Service in Ottawa in April
of 1961 also prepared his own critique of the Sinclair Report in which
he dealt with the general econamic approach taken by Sinclair in his
report. The complete statement by Mr. MacKenzie is appended. (Appen-
dix IV)

MacKenzie made the important point that it must be the propef
concern of government in furthering the interests of a particular in-
dustry or segment of the population that recognition be given to the
maximization of social welfare,

He suggested that obsolescent boats occasionally or temporarily
brought back into use may represent addition to fishing capacity during
Peak production periods but at no great additional capital cost.

Finally, he discussed the effect of union power, wages, consuner

prices and employment in the fishing fleet.
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(8) Blake A, Campbell - Chief Economist - Pacific Region -
Department of Fisheries

B.A. Campbell had worked very closely with Sol Sinclair during the course

of his investigations and in his position as Chief Economist of the Pacific
Region prepared a detailed critique of Sinclair's Report. Sinclair

suggested in his report that any limitation program had to be "administrativel
feasible and politically acceptable." Campbell agreed with these statements

but seriously questioned whether Sinclair's recommendations met his

criteria,

Mr. Campbell's comments of May, 1961, were the only ones received (other
than the U.F.A.¥W.U.) that examined the implications of each of Sinclair's
recamnendations.,

The complete comments are appended (Appendix V) and are sumnarized
as follows, together with nis recommendations as to how a limitation pro-

gram could proceed.

"Summary

Taking into consideration the many controversial aspects of tne

Sinclair Report and recognizing that this whole matter of licence limita-
tion is one that should be approached cautiously, I would recomnend the

following:

(1) Starting in 1962, commercial fishermen be required
to take out a personal fishing licence at a cost of
$10.00 and this licence will allow them to
participate in any fishery during the year. A
special personal Ticence should be available for
persons wishing to accompany fishermen but who
would take no part in the fishing operation. This
might include a wife who accompanies her husband
or a casual visitor who, up to this time, is
required to take out a fishing licence. This might

s 3 2 T3 C
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include a wife who accampanies her husband or a
casual visitor who, up to this time, is required

to take out a fishing licence. This might continue
to be a $1.00 licence or could be in the form of

a 'no cost permit'. Elimination of a licence for
wives who accanpany their husbands should be
investigated.

(2) Starting in 1962, every fishing boat be required to
have either a commercial boat licence or a sports
boat licence which must be displayed at all times.
The price of a boat licence would depend on size
and type of fishing engaged but would have to be
decided upon at the time of the original application.

(3) Licences should be applied for by the end of March
each year but this would not apply to sports fisher-
men . )

(4) A picture should accompany the application for lic-
ence and will form part of the licence itself,

(5) In making application for a fishing licence, the
fishermen would be required to provide specified
information on boat, gear, age, etc.

Other recommendations contained in the report should be left until

the results of the above actions can be assessed.”
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Special Committee Appointed To Review Sinclair Recommendations With
Industry Associations

Because of the diversified views expressed in the submissions by
industry groups and individuals, the Minister of Fisheries appointed four
officia]s of the Department to meet wfth interested groups. Their task
was to review the submissions received and try to reconcile these dif-
ferences so that a modified control program could be implemented.

The Committee consisted of W. C. MacKenzie, Chief of‘Economics
- Service in Ottawa, W. R. Hourston, Regional Director of Fisheries in
Vancouver, C. R. Levelton, Chief of Conservation and Protection Branch
in Vancouver, and Blake A, Campbell,.Chief of the Economics Branch in
Vancouver.

This groub reviewed the submissions and between April 16, 1962,
and May 4, 1962, met individually with all groups that had responded to
the Minister's invitation to cament on any aspect of the Sinclair
Report. In addition it also met with other interested groups and in
order to obtain more information on the working of marketing boards met
with Dr, Walt'Anderson of the Faculty of Agriculture at U.3.C. and
officials of the 8. C. Tree Fruit Marketing Board in Kelowna.

The views of each organization as presented in the foregoing pages
was reviewed with the officials of each organization. Tne recomnendations
of Sinclair were discussed and the stand that each group took on each of

the major recommendations follows:
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(1) Response To Recommendations

I Moratorium On Fishing Licences

In favour:
(1) United Fishermen and Allied dorkers' Union
(2) The Gillnetters' Association of 3. C.
(3) Pacific Trollers Association

Qualified Answers:

(1) Fishing Vessel Owners' Association - owners
were divided on question of licence limitation
but if implemented should restrict enterprise
rather than the individual,

(2) Fisheries Association of 8, C. - opposad unlass
secondary industry also restricted.

(3) Native Brotherhood of British Columbia - only
if number of Indian fishermen would not be

decreased,

(1) Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-operative -
because any limitation plan would restrict

the development of the Co-operative moveient.

This summary of the opinions expressed by the industry groups clearly
reveals tne basic problem of coming to any agreeﬁent on a control plan,
It was to be expected that each group would continue to look after the
inteFests of its own members but it had been hoped that scme modification
might be possible. Such was not tie case.

While the U.F.A.W.U. indicated it was in favour of a moratoriun on
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fishing licences, it is very evident from its brief that they were think-

ing in termms of a personal fishing licence and not a boat licence.

Il Auctioning Of Fishing Licences After Five Year Moratorium

A1l groups were opposed to this suggested action although their
reasons differed. The practicability of such an auction was questioned.
The fishermen's organizaticns felt that control of licences would get

into the nands of vested interests.

111 Increased Licence Fees

In Favour:

B. C. Gillnetters' Association

(1) United Fishermen and Allied Workers' Union
(2) Fishing Vessel Owners' Association of B. C.
(3) Native Brotherhood of B, C.
Qualified:
(1) B. C. Purse Seine Protective Association -
support fee increase if number of boats reduced.
(2). Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-operative - would
not oppose to same extent as moratorium,
Ng Opinion:
(1) Fisheries Association of 3. C.

(2) Pacific Trollers' Association

Most fishermen's groups refused to accept the concept that the user
should pay for the cost of maintaining and enhancing the salmon resource.

The B, C. Gillnetters' Association, the one group that supported

-
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the increase, did so in the thought that higher fees would reduce the

nunber of fishermen and increase the net retums of those who remained

in meinmSUw.

v ‘Other Possible Measures that might be taken to limit or

restrict licences were also discussed and each group was

given the opportunity to put forth its own views.

The problem of company financing was raised by all fishermen's
~groups and there was general agreement that this was one of the major
causes of over-capitalization. While most groups felt financing should
be restricted, no practical means were suggested as to how this might
be done. It was recognized that canpany financing was a campetitive

tool and unless some way was found to remove these campetitive pressures

financing by companies, either direct or indirectly, would continue,

This led to a discussion of establishing an auction in Marketing

Board system for disposing of salmon but for many reasons these were

not regarded as practical,

1 |

dther aspects that were discussed included:

(a) Fishermen should get certain percentage of incaome

from fishing. | | .
(b) The role of the "moonlighter."

(c) The impact of Unemployment Insurance Fund.

Duty free importatfons of . boats and impact on

vessel values.

(e) Vessel subsidy and impact on value of older poats.

(f) Deadline for issuing salimon licences.
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(2) Committee Report And Recommendations

After hearing the industry presentations the Cammittee met on
several occasions to explore what action should be recommended. There
was growing apprehension expressed about the wisdom of implementing any
type of a program that would artificially restrict licences. The
reasons for this changing viewpoint was outlined by B. A. Campbell in
June of 1962 when he reviewed the Committee discussions and the back-
ground for the recommendations that were ultimately made to the Uepart-
ment.

'This report which is appended (Appendix VI) reviewed the back-
ground of the Committee hearings and discussed the implication of:

- a moratorium on licences (personal and vessel)

- the suggestion that fishermen be required to

obtain a percentage of incame from fishing
- eliminating buyers from financing of fishing

enterprise

It also discussed the licencing of the fishing enterprise or vessel and
referred to licencing system that were in effect in Washington and
Alaska.,

The possibility of a graduated increasing licence fee on gear was
also reviewed and the revenue that could be collected under such a Tic-
ence fee schedule. The review also outlined the rationale for requiring
fishermen to obtain their gear licences in advance of the actual fishing
season. The possibility of the government purchasing vessels out of the
industry should a moratorium be imposed was also explored. Finally, the

review also discussed the licence limitation program as it might affect
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Indian fishermen,
No action was taken on the Committee recommendations and the

matter of licence control was again left in abeyance.
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Step 2 -

Step 5 -~

Step & -

Step 7 -
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The first year, licence only enterprises that
could show they had been engaged in commercial
fishing operations and had sold in excess of
$250 worth of fish. This would include a length
and tonnage statement for the enterprise.
Do not licence any boats that do not meet the
following specifications:

-~ Gillnetters and trollers must exceed 25'

- Seiners must exceed 40'

- Ecats must be equipped with permanent com-

mercial gear.

Do not licence any new boats unless they were
rgp]acing similar tonnage or length,
Government to provide a fund that would purchase
boats at specified market value for those who are
getting out of industry. These boats would be
destroyed or sold out of the industry.
Companies would be given a fixed altocztion of
canned pack based on historicel five or ten year
pack. A Government board would be set up and any
overage would be sold by canpanjes to board at a

set price.

No interference with fresh fish market operations.

Government should be prepared to buy up boats to
the extent considered necessary to reduce fleet.
This could be done out of revenue obtained from

licencing of boats.

Al1 boats engaged in sport fishing be licenced.

Cy Ca 3 OCRCA P CE e Cn



Step 8 - Gradual withdrawal of commercial fleet from
Gulf of Georgia that no cammercial trolling
to be allowed in this area by 1975,

Step 9 - Possible modification of cammercial fishing
boundaries to allow for more restricted gillnet
fishiﬁg in estuaries and allow more competition

from seinars.

Step 10 - Replacing of unseawortny boats, particularly

those in hands of natives, with better boats

purchased by Government under restriction plan.

Other Factors Result In Postpdnement Of Any Decision Of Limitation
‘ Program

There were other external factors that influenced any further prog-

ress on licence control during this period.

(1) The Government of Canada was going through a period of
minority governments-;first a Conservative Government in
1962-063, fo]]owed by a Liberal minority government fran
1963 through to 1967. During these years, the Minister
of Fisheries was reticent to implement programs that might
prove unpopular to any segment of the population.

(2)  During the 1950's and early 1960's, there continued to
be serious disrupticn, partiﬁu1ar1y in the salmon and

nerring fisheries, as a result of failure of companies

and fishermen to agree on prices. These disruptions

culminated in a prolonged strike in the salinon industry

in 1963. In an attempt to find a permanent solution to

- ]
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the problem, a special Federal-Provincial Committee
was appointed to review this whole question and
make recomnendations to their respective govern-
ments,

1/
This Committee carried out a comprehensive review of the in-

dustry in 1964, and all branches of the fishing industry were requested
to submit their view§ and recommendations on methods of resolving the
price and wage dispute provblem.

It was very obvious to the Comnittee that the price and wage situa-
tion was only one aspect of the many problewms facing the industry. The
Committee offered recommendations to the government that if implenented
would minimize disruptions in the industry. In formulating these
recommendations careful consideration had been given to the philosopy as
expressed in the “"Sinclair Report" that there was a need to provide
steps which would ensure that the fish were harvested for the benefit of

the people of Canada as well as for the fishermen and fish processors.

(3) The third reason for the waning interest in a licence
control program during this period probably resulted

from changes in fishing production patterns. In 1562,

1/ :

~ W. R, Hourston, G. R. Currie, J. J. Quinlan - Federal Govern-
ment appointees. C. R. iargison, A. . R, Carrothers, Or. D. B. Turner,
Provincial Government appointees. G§. A. Campbell - Executive Secretary.
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there was an abnormally large run of pink salmon to
the central areas of the province and the gillnet,
seine and packer fleets had major difficulties coping
with the run during the peak periods of migration,
The same type of situéfion occurred in 1964 although

not on the same magnitude.

Change In Licencing Procedures And Fees Advocated

In 1963 a report was prepared by Blake A, Campbell and distributed

on a restricted basis entitled, "A Case for Changes in Licencing Procedures

and Fees" (Appendix VII). This report presented a historical review of

salmon licences back to 1894 and showed that at one time salmon licences

were very much higher than in 1963. There had been no change in the licenc-

ing system during the past 40 years. The fees and licencing procedures were

examined in the light of needs of all segments:of government and industry.

Three main reasons for licencing were reviewed:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Revenue =~ Fees in 1923 had been set following a depression
year - since that time the value of salmon had increased by
five times without an increase in revenue to the Department.

Regulation and Management - Licencing regualtions had been
established when fleet was relatively stationary and enforce-
ment officers had accurate knowledge of vessels operating in
each area. With the extreme mobility of fleet a new licenc-
ing system is necessary that would more adequately serve the
modern needs of the Protection Branch.

Statistics - At one time licences issued provided an-
accurate picture of number of fishermen but no Tonger the
case because people take out commercial licences for a
variety of reasons, In 1962, 30 percent of trollers licenced
did not report commercial landings.

The report reconmended that:
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- A personal licence fee be required for all
fishermen at a cost of $10.
- That boat licences be established initially
based on the size of vessel - those over 10
» : tons would be charged $80; those under 10
tons, $40.
- It was astimated that revenue would be increased

from $40,000 to over $400,000.

To accomplish this would require the followiny changes in requla-

tions:

(1)‘ Individual 1icencés for each type of fishery would
be eliminated.

(2) A personal fishing licence would be required.

(3) A commercial fishing licence would be required

for each vessel - the fee to depend on size.

This report was issued just prior to the formation of the Committee
to investigate price and wage disputes in the fishing industry and nd
action or thought was given to the possible increases in licence fees
until Tate the following year, although the licencing system itself was

changed in 1964,

Licencing System Changed

Effective January 1, 1304, the Department announced a change in coin-
. mercial licencing procedures in British Columbia. -Prior to that time, a
commercial fishing vessel had to be identified by the initial and the

licence number of the gear that was being used, As of 1964, a fisherman was
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assigned a single commercial fishing 1icénce number which was used on
all licences that he purchased. In the case of a fisherman already
holding a licence, the number used in 1964 would be the same as the
number held in 1963. Hew fishenmen were assigned new licence numbers.
Separate licences would be required for each type of gear but the same
number would show on all gear licences.

The licence fee structure itself was not changed.



CHAPTER 5

STAGE SET FOR INTRODUCTION OF A
LIMITATION PROGRAM
1965 - 1968

“Introduction

Most of the emphasis in 1964 in the British Columbia fishing in-
dustry revolved around the work of the Federal-Provincial Price and Wage
Dispute Committee.

The question of licence limitation was raised in many of the briefs
presented to the Committee but was not accepted by the Committee as part
of its terms of reference.

Y

One of the final reconmendations of the Committee, however, dealt

With this subject and was as follows:
"The question of licence limitation was raised by
most groups. In the light of conflicting views
that exist in the industry it is suggested that
the matter be re-opened and all interested parties

be given the opportunity to present their views
in public hearings."

While the Committee was still carrying out its deliberations informa-
2/

tion had been received from MacKenzie in Ottawa that a moratorium on

salmon licences was being considered as a first step in licence control.

g 1/
~ Confidential Report prepared for the Hon. H. J. Robichaud and
the Hon. L. R. Peterson.

2/

See letter - MacKenzie to Hourston.
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The staff of the Pacific Region recognized that a proper base had not been
laid for any licence control program, let alone a moratorium and W. R.
Hourston, Regional Director of the Pacific Area, took immediate action by

appointing a working committee on licence 1imitation.

Regional Ways and Means Committee Established

This small working committee of three west coast officials was
appointed in September of 1964 by the Regional Director W. R. Hourston as
a Ways and iMeans Committee with the following terms of reference:

"Review the principles and objectives of our
present licencing system, and to propose an
improved comprehensive licencing system which
would lend itself to the adoption of a workable
system of licencing restrictions in the future
if such a policy is pursued.”

The Committee consisted of: B. A, Campbell, C. R. Levelton, and K. C.

Lucas, Assistant Regional Director.

-----

The Canmittge agreed at the outset that it was premature for the
Department to consider a licence limitation plan until the salmon‘licencé
system had been changed so that the fishing vessel was licenced in addition
to the fisherman,

‘The Committee did not concern itself with licence control prograsi

but with the Department's commercial fishing licencing system.

(1) Review of Licencing System in Effect

The licencing system in effect at that time was reviewad and
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it was recogniéed that the fishing enterprise was not 11¢enced;
Gear licences were required and a vessel could have several types
of gear licences. Such a system was analogous to Municipal Govemn-
ments licencing retail store clerks rather than the business
establishment. NNo accurate information was available on the nuiber

of fishing vessels engaged in the fisheries.
Licence Fees

It had been recognized that licence fees were too low and it
was difficult to set a fair and reasonable fee structure when lic-
ence fees were applied only to fishermen or to gear. The Committee
recognized that licence should reflect the value on earning power
of a vessel based on its type and size. A fair licence fee base
would therefore require a revamping of the entire licencing system

in British Columbia.
Recommendations
The Committee recommended on September 18, 19064:

I Fishing Enterprise Licence

That all fishing vessels ]icenced be given a permanent
nunber, The fee structure would range from $25 to
$1,000 annually per boat based on size. The actual

size ranges and fee structure would be subject to
continual analysis based on a vessel's earning potential.

11 Fishing and Gear Licences

That a combined fishing and gear licence supplemental

to a boat licence was desirable. It would provide the

S N |
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opportunity to assign a levy that would reflect the
income opportunity of participating in a given fishery
with a particular type of gear. (A possible modifica-
tion that would also require a differential in the fee
structure based on the number of areas fished was
explored but tentatively rejected).

I11 Personal Fishing Licence

That a flat rate personal fishing licence should be
paid by all fishermen over 16 years of age. The main
purpose of such a licence would be to establish clearly
the obligation involved in having the privilege to fish
in the commercial fishery. A nominal fee was suggested,
such as $1.00, $5.00, or $10.00 annually.

IV | Cut-0ff bate

That each year there should be a cut-off date for both
the salmon and herring vessel gear licences. The date

of April 30 was suggested for salmon and September 1st

1

for herring.

These suggestions were forwarded to W. R. Hourston, Regional Director,
who was in Ottawa at the time and he discussed the recommendation with the

Deputy Minister, Dr. A. W. H, Needler; W. C. MacKenzie, and other interested

officials,

Proposals by Ottawa Officials

s

The Committee's veiws were considered by the Ottawa Committee and on

October 1, 1964, revised proposals to restrict entry to the salmon fishery
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1/ w
of British Columbia were prepared. These were forwarded to the Regional

office for comment and if there was no major difference in opinion a meet-
ing was to be arranged with fishing industry advisers,

The main points recommended:

(1) The licencing system should be modified to wake the fishing
enterprise (vessel and gear conbined) the focal point of
the Ticence.

(2) Licence fees should be raised so that the Government would
recover some of the costs associated with maintaining the
resource,

(3) Licence fees should be based on the size of vessel and
could be gradually increased.

(4) Example of type of licence classification included:

(a) Under 20' - mosquito boats.
(b) 20' - 35' - standard - gilinetter - troller.
(c) 35' - 55' -~ drum seiner,
(d) 55' - €8' - standard purse seine.
(e) 85" & Over - combination purse seine.
In any classification finalized care should be taken so that
Targe craft would not be penalized and there should be the

opportunity for vessels to effect technical and economic

efficiency,.

(5) Fishermen would require a personal licence at a naminal fee.

(6) A gear licence would not be required.

y

Letter - i, C. MacKenzie to . R. Hourston - October 1, 1364.
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It was unfortunate that this letter from MacKenzie to Hourston was
misfiled and was not considered by the Regional Committee until December 21,
1964. A reply was prepared by Lucas, Campbell and Levelton, in .consultation
with W. R. Hourston, and was forwarded to Ottawa on January 22, 1965. In
the meantime, however, the Hon, H. J. Robichaud, iinister of Fisheries, had
made a statement in Vancouver that will be discussed at a later point in

this chapter.

Regjona] Comments On Ottawa Proposals - January 22, 1965

The Regional Comhittee in dealing with Mr, racKenzie's proposals

sugges ted:

(1) ~That the first step dealing with licencing and level of
fees is a modification on the present licencing system.
Because it was primarily an administrative policy it
should be decided by the Department without reference
to industry.

(2) Agreed that the concept of boat licencing was better at
this stage than that contained in the Region's memorandum
of September 18.

(3) Until new licence plan had taken effect the need for lic-
ence limitation could not be quantitatively established.
(Regional officials had continued to express this view.)

(4)  The question of the ﬂeed for information on graduated lic-
ence fees was recognized. Work was started immediately
by the Economics Branch staff to work out boat length
and earning ratios, so that this information could be used

in determmining licence fees.
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Agreed that the fishery and gear proposal suggested on

the Region's proposals of September 18 could be dropped.
(This concession was made in order to simplify and get on
with the new system. It should be recognized, however,

that the proposal for a gear licence was patterned on

actual licencing procedure in effect in Washington,

Oregon and Alaska,)

Made the alternative suggestion that it would be desirable
to provide for geographical zoning for boat licences by
means of a color code. Boats could be licenced to fish
in-different protection districts. The fee for a multiple
zone licence might be three to five times that for a single
zone,

Agreed that there was no need to have indiyidua] fishermen's
licence classified by gear or fishery. Single annual $10.00
permit for fishermen was suggested.

Stressed that it was desirable that there be a cut-off date
for issuance of salmon fishing boats but not for individual

permits.

H. J. Robichaud Announced Decision To Go Ahead With Licence Control In

1966

On December 30, 1964, the Hon. H. J. Robichaud was in Vancouver and

held a press conference. 0One of the questions asked at this conference

dealt with licence limitation. The Minister said that he had decided to

bring in a salmon licence control plan by next year.

generally that a program would be introduced in 1965 to be effective in

1966.

He also stated that a crash program was being undertaken to assemble

This was interpreted
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all the necessary statistical and other data so that meetings could pro~
Ceed between Govermment officials and industry representatives within the

next few months. He advised the U.F.A.W.U. and other groups that he would

consult with them before introducing any program, The Minister told the

I

press:

"There are far too many marginal operators in the
salmon fishery--we must make sure that a man who
chooses fishing as his 1ife work should have full

. opportunity of making a decent living. ‘He will
not rush into this. Al1l organizations will be
consul ted."

Pacific Trollers' Association Uppose Delay Until 1966

The reaction of the Pacific Trollers' Association to the announce-
ment was immediate and on January 5, 1965, a letter was sent fran their
Secretary, Stan Stanton, to all Federal iMembers of Parliament from

British Columbia. The letter took issue with an interpretation put on

the Minister's statement by the Fisheries Association that licence control
would not be introduced until 1966. The Pacific Trollers' Association

in their letter stated that the existing overcrowded situation, particularly
as it applied to combination troll-gilinet vessels, was to the company's
advantage since they finance a large percentage of fishermen involved in
that fishery.

The letter went on to ask the Members of Parliament:

.....to disregard suggestions that our fisherijes
can wait indefinitely for government action on
tnis vital project or they can wait another year,

The Government has had three yzars to consider
the Sinclair Report. They have had three years
to consider constructive recommendations from
the fishermen. They have delayed the inevitable
too 1ong now, :
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An election in 1965 could see another Govermment having
to wrestle with the problem of licence-restriction, a
project that would be new to them. This could incur
another long delay, which the fishing industry could

not stand.

Since we do not have a Western Minister of Fisheries,
we must depend on our B. C. Federal M.P.'s to further
the best interests of our 8. C. fishermen. We, there-
fore, ask that you impress upon the Hinister of
Fisheries the need to institute licence-restriction
before the 1965 fishing season commences and before
the possible interruption of another election.”

This was the strongest statement that had ever been made by the
Pacific Trollers' Association on licence control. It was perhaps prompted
by the fact that the Minister when he was in Vancouver, had met with
representatives of the U.F.A.W.U. and the Fisheries Association on a
number of matters but had not met with the Pacific Trollers' Association.
It should be mentioned, however, that both these other organizations had

made prior arrangements to meet the Minister when he was in Vancouver.

Regional-Ottawa Differences Resolved At Meeting

The statement by the Minister quoted above brought home the urgency
of the problem and the need for regional and headquarters staff to agree
on a new plan that could be submitted to industry for discussion. On
January 28, 1965, when K. C. Lucas, Assistant Regional Director, was in
Ottawa he met with Mr. MacKenzie to discués the exchange of memorandun
and to resolve any difference in views onto how the licence control plan
should proceed. |

At this meeting Mr. MacKenzie was provided with several documents
from the Région which included: -
(1) A report by Campbell, dated January 19, 1965, on boat
length related to gross returns and fishing which was

used as a reference in setting salmon licence fees.
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(2) Draft proposals of January 22, 1965, that had been

submitted by the Committee to the Regional Director.

Mr, MacKenzie's initﬁa] reaction, together with possible future course of

action, was documented and follows:

(a) - accepted that the vésse] would focus
for any new licencing plan.

(b) - suggested that the system needs to be simple
- and straightforward within limits of objective,

(c) - favoured the designation of a licence for fish-
ing craft and permit for fishermen to differentiate
the two types of licence required.

(d) - agreed that Ottawa would have to make a policy
decision on Indian fishermen as to whether they
would get preferential treatment. (Data on
Indian fishermen's income was to be supplied.)

(e) - agreed that the department policy should be to
safeguard the orderly management and conservation
of B, C. salmon fishery. A control plan might
not be acceptable if approached from any other
angle.

(This comment was different than view expressed
by Sinclair in setting out the tems of reference
in his Report,)

(f) - suggested that the word, "licence limitation"
should be avoided and try to find a better defini-
tion and term,

(g) - was not opposed to a moratorium provided sone
form of entry was permitted.

Uppermost in discussions at this time was the overriding question,

"Where do we go from here?" and the following timetable was agreed upon.

+ Timetable For Action

(1) The main concepts of the Department's proposal on licencing

would be formulated by Karch 20, 1965, when Deputy dinister




- 88 -

Needler would be speaking in B. C. and selling the
program to industry advisers.

(2) As Minister of Fisheries H. J. Robichaud had
connitted the Department in putting a plan into
effect in 1966, A final plan should be ready and
announced by mid-June, 1965.

It was suggegted that a program to be successful
must receive at least 50 percent support of in-
dustry. Each step should, therefore, be staged so

that it was not too radical.

The first stage should include:
(a) a scheme for licencing all commercial and sport
fishing craft.
(b) introduction of a built-in fee gradﬁated on
economic rent earning potential at a relatively
Tow level.
It would be announced at the same time that fees would be increased at

intervals.

HacKenzie Qutlines Rationale Of Licencing For idinister

In March of 1965 Mr. Robichaud had requested a summary of licencing
Timitation plans that were being developed. Mr. W. C. iHacKenzie prepared
a very comprehensive review for the Deputy Hiniste; on idarch 9 which
'summarized in clear and concise terms the rationale behind the control
- program in the salmon fishery.

This memorandum stated in part:

—u
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"First of all, we should try to eliminate the phrase
"licence Timitation" from public discourse. It connotes an
arbitrary restrictiveness that tends to mislead and to invite
a visceral reaction on the part of the ill-informed. Control
of entry, of either equipment or manpower, in a fishery does
not necessarily mean prohibition of entry.

Imposition of entry control has been urged in order to
avoid waste, of capital and labour resources, in fisheries based
on common property natural resources but, while this is a
perfectly valid objective, it would not appear to be especially
urgent in a period when substantial numbers of men are unemployed.
Employment in fishing in many cases may return nothing to the
nation--in fact it may result in a net loss in the form of
excessive administrative costs--but it probably yields an
"opportunity” income to those engaged.

Rather than attempting to base a case for entry control
on grounds of efficiency maximization in the use of scarce
resources, therefore, we should for the present emphasize its
relevance to our objectives in resource management and fishery
development.

Progressive overcrowding on the fishing grounds adds
continuously to the cost of enforcing "escapement” and other
regulations for conservation purposes......

Since the natural supply of salmon is circumscribed by
the extant and condition of the habitat, and a maximum annual
crop has been harvested for many years, the principal aim of
the fishery-development program in the Pacific Area 1is to
increase the salmon supply by cultural means. This will add
to the public expenditure for fisheries, particularly in the
capital account, and it is here that we find a rationale for
raising licence fees in-'the salmon fishery. It is absurd that
there should be virtually free access by a "privileged" group
to the use of a resource that is maintained at considerable
expense on the part of the general public. At present it
would be inadvisable, no doubt, to require-the users to foot
the bill completely~-~that would mean a levy of something like
20 percent on fish landings in British Columbia or, altematively,
one of 10 percent on fish products--but a substantial increase
in the cost of entry is clearly justified.

Fer that reason we propose to introduce a licence for
fishing craft in the salmon fishery. The fee for this licence
would vary with the size (as representing the earning-power of
the owner) of the craft, by homogeneous size categories. The
fee structure would be fixed at a comparatively low level in
the initial years but their introduction should be accompanied
by an announcement that they might be raised in the future as
the earnings of fishing enterprises increased. Tne licence
would include a numbered plate for attachment to the vessel and
would be renewable annually., It would also include an indication
of the area and/or fishery in which the vessel was authorized
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to operate. There are other administrative details which
need not be described here, *

We expect that a relatively high fee scale will dis-
courage the entry in the commercial salmon fishery of certain
groups of part-time participants, e.g., sports fishermen and,
perhaps, numbers of "moonlighters”. This should facilitate
enforcement work and thus contribute to the efficiency of
resource-management services. Whether it will contribute a
great deal to improving the (economic) efficiency of the in-
dustry itself is uncertain. Although, as suggested earlier,
this is probably not a consideration of immediate urgency,
the maximization of efficiency remains an important long-
term objective.

At some point, therefore, as time goes on, we may face
a need for positive action further to reduce entry to the
salinon fishery--and to other fisheries as well. Such action
might include a moratorium on the issue of additional licences,
i.e., on the entry of additional vessels, and even measures
to retire vessels from the fishery. It does not follow, how-
ever, that the Department should entertain proposals to
restrict entry on bases such as the ratio of the individual's
fishing earnings to his total income or the individual's ,
fishing heritage ("grandfather rule"). If the right of free
entry is to be preserved, access to tne resource should be
available to all members of the public, subject only to the
payment of an adequate licence fee. Thus, a moratorium or
similar measure would have to be accompanied by provision
for the transfer and/or sale of fishing-craft licences among
owners and operators.

It would seem to be undesirable also--and, perhaps,
unconstitutional--to allow officers of fishermen's organiza-
tions or other representatives of the industry to have a
voice in the allocation of privileges like fishing licences
and permits. As argued in the preceding, entry controls should
be considered an extension of resource-management adninistra-
tion and this is a responsibility of the Federal Government
in the present case. That is not to say that the actual
administrative procedures might not be turned over to a
special agency or board, which, in turn, might make use of in-
dustry advisers.

The position of Native fishermmen under the present and
future phases of this plan remains to be considered. They
number about 2,500, which is slightly more than 15 percent of
the total labour force in the primary fishing industry of

* Consideration is being given to the introduction of a licencing
system for sports-fishing craft also.
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British Columbia. Unlike those of certain other ethnic
groups, their number is not increasing. Since the pressure
on the resource has been created by a civilization that
submerged the traditional culture of the iHative people, and
since these people currently encounter peculiar difficulties
in finding employment outside the fisheries, the group
probably deserves special treatment. This might be provided
by continuing for the present to issue licences to Native
fishermen at a nominal fee or by arranging with the authorities
responsible for Native welfare to subsidize the purchase of
fishing licences by the MNatives.

The main philosophy expressed in this memorandum formed the basis
for Government policy on licence control in the salmon fishery in British

Columbia and in the Lobster Fishery in the Maritimes.

Ueputy Minister Outlines Salmon Licence Control To Industry Groups

Dr. A, W. H. Hleedler arranged to meet with representatives from
each fishing industry group the ]atte# part of #arch of 1965. .any topics
were covered at these meetings but one of the main concerns of each group
was the department's proposal for licence control.

The steps as outlined by Dr, needler to the meetings included:

(1) A system of licencing boats would be inaugurated by

April 1, 1966. The guestion of a licence for sport

fishing would be discussed with the province.

(2) There would be a separate licence required for salmon
fishing.

(3) An Advisory Committee would be formed with two members
from each branch of industry to consider tentative
proposals.

(4) Steps taken after 1966 would depend upon what nappened
as a result of change in licencing procedures and fees.

, (5) If increased licence fee was not a sufficient restric-
’ tion, consideration would be given to a substantial
licence fee for new entrants.




- 92 -«

i;:
b4

Dr. Needler also announced that a special report was being prepared
on analysis of earnings By boat size.
He also announced that:
- No moratorium on new licences was planned;
- The actual level of fees was still under consideration;
- Consideration was being given to using funds from
increased licence fees to buy old boats and retire

them from the fishery.

Comment

The major problem that faced the Department in introducing a lic-
ence control program‘for salmon was the problem of communicating and
obtaining advice ,from industry and at the same time not providing any
segment of the industry with the opportunity of capitalizing in advance
on action that was going to be taken.

Department officials recognized that a moratorium atlsahé time
would be necessary, yet this could not be announced in advance or there
would have been activity by many people to get in before the cut-off date.
It was for this reason that the Deputy Minister in his meeting with the
industry in March was very guarded in his statements as to the future of

the licence control plan.

New Licencing Procedures Drawn Up

Following the Deputy Minister's meeting in March a working commnittee
was established in the Region to recommend steps to be taken to implement
this new licencing procedure,

The Conmittee consisted of B. A, Campbell, /1. P. Houghton, Assist,

B
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Chief of Protection Branch, S. L. Young, Ass't. Chief of Economics, Y. A.
Scholey, Financial Officer. This group was charged with making all the
necessary administrative arrangements for introducing boat licencing,
including designing the application forms, deciding on.the type of licence
that would be issued and on methods of distribution,

The Committee decided that all vessel and salmon licences would be
issued from Pacific Regional Headquarters in Vancouver, while personal
licences would continue to be issued by Fishery Officers in each area.

A copy of the complete report of the Working Comnittee is appended.
(Appendix VIII)

The Committee also reviewed licence vessel and salmon fees in the
Pacific Coast States in order to provide sone comparison for the.Depart-

ment in establishing licence limitation fees.

Industry Advised Of Suggested iew Licencing Procedures

On July 28 a letter was sent out under the signature of Dr. Needler

to all industry groups to the following effect:

"I am authorized by the Minister to announce the
Department's intention to institute a change in
the licencing system by April 1, 1966, to provide
for the licencing of fishing craft as well as the
licencing of fishermen. This is a necessary first
step to provide a framework under which further
action to control entry into the fishery could be
carried out.

As a basis for discussion with the industry, the
Department tentatively proposed to take the follow-
ing steps, starting April 1, 1966, towards controlling
entry in the salimon fishery of British Columbia."

The letter also set out details of the new licencing plan.
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(1) Licencing of Fishermen

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

(2) Registration

captain and owner operators would
require a licence.

obtainable from Fishery Officers.

licence fee - $5,00.

~no licence required for crew member.

of Fishing Craft

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(3) Permits For

all vessels, excepting auxiliary vessels
engaged in the commercial fishery would
be registered.

application by person or mail to Pacific
Area office in Vancouver.

" upon registration, vessel would be assigned

permanent number, certificate of registry,
and two metal plates.

registration renewed annually and valida-
tion tab issued to be affixed to plates to
show that licence renewed,

annual registration fee - $10.00.

Salmon Fishing

(a)

special permit required to fish for salmon.

application to be submitted by March 31 of
each year,

metal tabs to be affixed to registration
plate would be issued along with certificate.

fees would be based on size of fishing
vessel and would be based on following
considerations:

(1) necessity for reducing intensity of opera-
tions. :

(2) need for resource users to share in the
financing of research and rehabilitation
projects.

(3) the desirability of establishing a fund
for the purchase and retirement of excess
and/or outmoded equipnent in fisheries.
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(e) fee structure initially to be set as
follows:

Under 15 registered tons... $ 40.00
15 - 49 registered tons.... $ 75.00
50 tons and over........... $125.00

Reaction From Industry Advisory Meeting - August, 1965

The Deputy Minister, Mr. MacKenzie and the Pacific Region's advisory
group met with industry representatives in Vancouver on August 19, 1965, to
review the department's latest proposals on licencing.

The industry views on the government proposals were suﬁnarized as
follows, together with the comments of Regional Comittee following the in-

dustry meetings.

(1) Licencing of Fishennen

C» C3 T8 (¥ CR.CH

Most industry groups favoured the continuance of licencing of
assistants and crew members on fishing vessels. #Host organizations
opposed any change in Canadian Citizenship requirements as‘a
qualification for a commercial fishing licence.

It was the Regional Committee's view that the proposal which

C® W &

called for elimination of assistant's licence was not fundamental
to the progran and in view of opposition from industry representatives

could be readily modified.

(2) Registrafion of Vessels

There was general agreement from industry representatives that
this proposal was acceptable as presented. The U.F.A.W.U. represen-

tatives did suggest substituting a $10.00 initial fee and a
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$1.00 annual fee thereafter; however, there was no really

contentious discussion on this part.

(3) Permits For Salmon Fishing

This proposal met with mixed reception from theigroups
reprasented ‘at the August 19 meeting. |

There was little opposition to the idea of a salmon fish-
ing permmit. Host representatives expressed doubt that the scale
of fees suggested would be any deterrent to boats to engage in
salmon fishing. Some representatives, however, expressed the
opposite view that the suggested level of fees would create a hard-
ship for small gillnet and troll fishermen and some native fisher-
men.

Representatives of fishermen's organizations were concerned
that money for these fees would have to be borrowed from companies
and because of this companies would have more control over licenc-
ing.

Representatives of Indian fishermen expressed concern that
this proposal would provide an excuse for ccoapanies to refuse to
Ticence boats for Indian fishermen.

The date deadline of March 31 for salmon permits was opposed
and a later deadline of May 31 was suggested.

The Departmental Committee had not seen this magnitude of
salmon licence fees as a deterrent except for those persons who took
out licences and were a "nuisance element”. [t was agreed tne
schedule of fees could be revised so they would have a deterrent
effect on the "occasional" fisherman, The fees should also be

graduated on basis of size and as long as the principle of increased

sy 3 3 3@
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licence fees was introduced, the actual fees could be adjusted at

a future date.

The Committee agreed that a iay 31 deadline was acceptanle

and probably more realisti;.

(4) Additional Proposals

The industry representatives raised the question of an appeal
board being formed that would represent fishermen's organizations.

The authority for issuing licences comes withfn the exclusive
jurisdiction of the Minister of Fisheries and ratner than have an
Advisory Committee it is suggested that certain prescrfbed conditions
be laid down which would allow the Minister to issue or permit after

the deadline date. These might include:

(1) serious injury or sickness of applicant
(2) loss of vessels
(3) loss or delay in applications resulting from

circumstances beyond the control of applicant

The views of the ihdustry representatives and the comments of
the Regional Committee were considered by the Hon. H, J. Robichaud
and Dr. A. k. H. Needler. On September 24 Dr. Heedler wrote fr,
Hourston and advisgd him that, "the department was in agreement with
the modification suggested by industry and by the Regional Comn~
mittee,"

Tne main question td be finalized was the fee structure and
Dr. Needler asked that a further submission be prepared that could
be presented to the industry.

The question of the appropriate nieans of nhandling appzsals was

also to be decided at a later date.
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Announcement Of Decision On Licencing Changes

On December 1, 1965, an official announcement on the new licencing
system was issued in the form of a press release. Under the licencing
system then in force, all licences expired at the end of the year. ﬁisher-
men were advised that the-dead]ine date for expiry of 1965 licences would
be extended until March 31, 1966, after which the new system would go into
effect. Anyone wishing a licence for the peribd, January to March, 1966,

would be required to take out a 1965 licence for the usual fee.

Effect Of Licence Changes On Unemployment Insurance Regulations

One problem that had not been anticipated iﬁ the new plan was its
effect on other departments. When the new plan was announced the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Commission was immediately concerned because the: U.I.C.
regulations were worded in such a way that in the event of a strike in any
particular part of the fishing industry of British Columbia, any
Person who held a commercial fishing licence for a particular fishery,
either during the current or preceding year, would not be eligible for
Unemployment Insurance benefits.

Under the new system fishermen would not have a licence related to
a particular fishery. In the event of a strike in one segment of the in-

dustry the Unemployment Insurance Commission would no longer be able to

use the licence record as a basis for determining the fisherman's eligibility.

After discussion with the Commission and with the industry it was agreed
that the Commission could obtain from fishing companies a list of all
fishermen who engaged in the more limited fisheries, such as trawling, her-
ring or halibut the previous year and this could be used as a basis for

determining eligibility for Unemployment Insurance. It was agreed that

3 2 xR
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the U.I.C. number would be asked for'on all fish tickets.

Advisory Meeting - February, 1966

(:]' E:' 1(:3)
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(1) Licencing and Publicity

Deputy Minister Dr. Needler's next meeting with the represent-
atives of the industry groups was delayed until February 16, 1966.
At that meeting the licencing formis were discussed and the publicity

program that was under way was reviewed.

(2) Appeal Committee

The question of an Appeal Committee was reconsidered. Dr.
Needler agreed that a working party of industry representatives would
be formed with the following terms of reference:

"to develop criteria and procedures for handling

applications received after May 31 and reviewed

with the Department how procedures are working

through the season.”

He also suggested that other responsivilities might develop in
the future for this working party.

The question of who could make application for the vessel lic-
ence was discussed. Some felt it should be the owner--others the

operator. The matter was not finalized.

(3) Minimum Vessel Standards

It was being suggested that unless the vessel possessed a
certificate of inspection it coufd not be licenced for fishing and
suggested a separate working group be established.

The industry representatives were unanimeus in the need for

a minimum standard program but it should not be part of a licence
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control plan. The question of jurisdiction of different govern-

ment departments on the matter of vessel standards was raised.

(4) Graduated Fees For Salmon Vessels

At this time, Dr. Needler and W. C. MacKenzie made a number
of definite statements which were interpreted by the representatives
at the meeting as being representative of government policy.

tr. MacKenzié stated that the salmon licence fees were
basically intended as a means of collecting some rent from fishermen
for the privilege of using the resource.

Dr. Needler said that from 1966, the Department was not going
any further in licence control than had already been outlined.
Consideration of a moratorium on licences would be for discussion
purposes and not intended as a government cormitment. He asked for
ideas for 1967 that might be put forth as proposals.

Salmon was the only species of fish under consideration for
limitation.

Suggestions for a basis that might be used for a salmon lic-
ence fee included:

(1) tonnage of vessel

(2) nunber of days fisned

(3) poundage caught

(4) length of the vessel

The question of the Federal Government's jurisdiction of assess-
ing a 1icen§e fee based on poundage was raised.

The Fisheries Association representative stated that if fisher-
men were to be limited there should also be a limitation on the

number of buyers.
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Following the discussion Dr., Heedler concluded that no one
appeared to be in favour of a graduated fee structure of salmon
vessels and therefore he would recommend that the fee structure

would be left for the present, as previously proposed.

(5) New Suggestions For Restricting Entry

I Higher fee for new entrants =~ The consensus was

that a high licence fee would only increase cost of
new construction. Dr. Needler concluded that the
meeting felt the higher charge would discourage

efficiency and therefore discarded the idea.

I1 Horatoriun on new entries - Dr. Needler suggested
that this was one of the first proposals for limita-

tion that had been suggested but there were many

different ways of implementation and he wanted to
hear the official views of the different oryanizations.

Suggested that a complete inoratorium would create an

s B N el PEON. ;

old fleet - have to be some provision for replacement,
The Union continued to press for a moratorium basec on
the fisherman but if on boats the only new ones that
should be allowed would be if the applicant was a
fisherman. (A fishennan would be defined as a person
obtaining a certain percentage of total income from

caimercial fishing.)

Cr. Needler stated that the present thinking was towards a
moratoriun on new vessels on the understanding they would be
transferable between owners and provision would be made for replace-

ment or retirement. There was also some thought being given to
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renewal of licence based on participation in the salmon fishery.

This observation of Dr. fleedler's at this meeting appeared
to go unnoticed at the time but has formed the basis of much of
the government's policy on salmon licence control since that time.

The Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-operative representative
continued to express opposition to any form of licence control
except that based on the application of vessel standards.

The Native Brotherhood of B, C.'s representative expressad
strong concern that this group would be discriminated against in
the event of a vessel moratorium because of the number of Indians
using rented vessels.

Dr. Meedler summnarized the views of those present by stating
that there appeared Fo be general, but not unanimous agreement,
that there should be a moratorium.

The basis for a moratorium was then discussed to be either:

(a) on fixed value of catch of a fishing vessel,

(b)  on proportion of income of fisherman.

The U.F.A. .U, and the Pacific Trollers' Association favoured

the suggestion that a percentage of income of a fisnerman should

be the basis of a moratorium,

The Fisheries Association representative stated that if company

financing were a problem the Fisheries Association would be prepared

to listen to an alternative plan. Any decision, nowever, had to be
left to the individual as to whether to enter or leave the in-

dustry.
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(6) Further Meeting Planned,

Dr. Needler agreed that further discussion would be held to
establish policy for more definite proposals the following year.
Dr. Needler suggested a meeting late in the summer but concurred
with the suggestion for a May meeting. In the meantime, groups
were asked to submit any revised view on licencing limitation in
writing.

The atmosphere at these two meetings with industry represent-
atives was very promising, It had been recognized that major
changes in policy would be difficult to implement unless there was
a basic understanding by those affected of the problems involved.

Dr. Needler outlined a very definite policy position to the
meetings and allowed representatives the opportunity to suggest
changes which were accepted within the limits of the policy frame-
work.,

Major decisions on the probable direction of a salmon lic-
ence control program were being made at this stage and fishing in-

dustry representatives attending must have been aware of the fact.

Meeting Of Working Committee To Discuss Guidelines For Issuing Licences

Immediately following the meeting with industry representatives in
February of 1966, the Deputy Minister as agreed established a "working
group" from industry to discuss guidelines for handling applications for

salmon licences received after the HMay 31 deadline.



- 104 -
1/

The Committee under the chairmanship of W. R. Hourston, Regional
Director of Fisheries, met on May 25, 1966, and representatives of four
of the six major organizations attended. The chairman outlined the

terms of reference for the Committee as follows:

“To develop criteria and procedures for handling
applications after May 31lst and review with the
Department how procedures are working through the
season."

The Chairman added that while the working party as a group would set the
guidelines, decision and mechanics for administration had to rest with
the Department.

The Committee recommended the following exemptions to the Hay 31st

deadline:

(1) Vessels under construction - application
would be accepted after such vessels licenced
or registered with the Department of Transport.

(2) List of damaged vessels - if boat was lost
another could be licenced to take its place.
- if boat was damaged another could be lic-
enced in the interim but the licence of the
damaged vessel would have to be surrendered
pending repairs. The replacement licence
would be returned when original vessel was
repaired. There would be no refund of licence
fees for other licence in such cases.

(3) If a fisherman sold his vessel outside the in-
dustry - he would be permitted to licence a
newly acquired vessel,

1/

~  Department of Fisheries - W. R. Hourston, 3. A. Campbell, H. P.
Houghton, S. L. Young, Homer Stevens (United Fishermen and Allied Workers'
Union), R. Stanton (Pacific Trollers' Association of . C.), F. Buble
(Fishing Vessel Owners' Association of B. C.), Ken Canpbell (Fisheries
Association of B. C.)
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(8) Indians, as defined in the "Indian Act" would
be exempt from the deadline provision the first
year. Company, however, would not be exempt
on vessels rented to Indians.
(5) Persons unaware of the deadline date - such
as those in hospitals or out of the province
or for same other valid reason, who had fished
salmon commercially in either the past two
years were to be given favourable consideration.
(6) Other reasons not specifically listed above
could be considered by the Regional Director.
The Committee recommended that some leeway had to be given the first year
but all late applications should be recorded so that they could be reviewed
at a later date.
It was anticipated that the Committee might have to meet subsequently
but the number of late applications were minimal and all of them fell within

the guidelines as laid down in the original meeting.

s Need For Action On Licence Control Anticipated

Departmental officials were aware of the increasing pressures that
could be expected for the licence control program once the new salmon

Ticencing program was implemented.

HacKenzie‘s Recommendations To The Deputy Hinister

In July of 1966, W. C. MacKenzie, Director General of the Economics
Service in Ottawa, met with Messrs. Hourston, Campbell and Levelton in
Vancouver. Following that meeting MacKenzie prepared a mehorandum for the
Deputy inister outlining possible measures that could be taken to control
salmon 1icences..

These included:
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(1) Imposition of a moratorium (freeze) on the
issuance of licences for salmon fishing.

(2) Establishment of a fund for the purchase
and retirement of salmon fisning craft.

(3) Institution of a levy on salmon landings.

This salmon memorandum proposed a plan of action for freezing lic-

énces. This provided that:

(1) only those vessels that had been licenced to
fish salmon in 1966 and had engaged in the
salmon fishery during the year would be lic-
enced to fish in 1967.

(Term - engaged still had to be defined and
appropriate criteria in terms of number of
weeks or value of sales were to be considered.)

(2) nunber of vessels licenced would be divided
into three sub-groups:

(a) owned and operated by Indians.
(b) owned by fishing company.
(c) all others.

| kK (3) in sub-group (b) the company would be required
) to employ the same number of Indian skippers
(although not necessarily the same individuals
as in 1966). :
The plans were to be proposed to the fishermen's organijzations and
had two main purposes:
(1) to protect the Indian fishermen
(2) to make it impossible for companies to
acquire additional segments of the fleet
To enforce the groupings shown here, it would be necessary to
_ register all transfers.,
Some basis would have to be worked out for replacement of vessels.

At the same time, ilacKenzie outlined a detailed plan for setting

up a Committee for the Administration of Entry Control under the direction
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of the Regional Director in Vancouver. An Appeal Bcard would also be
established.

Fo]]owing'receipt of this memorandum Dr, Needler summoned Messrs.
Hourston, Campbell and Houghton to Ottawa early in September of 1966 to

discuss the entry program proposals.

Administrative Problems Of Proposals Raised By Campbell

At the meeting in Ottawa held on September 14, 1966, Mr. Campbell
presented up-to-date information on licencing and outlined some of tne
adninistrative problems that would be faced, particularly as related to
boat ownership as applied to the three different categories proposed in
MacKenzie's memorandum. Joint ownership, owner of vessel other than
fisherman, vessels being purchased under Agreement for Sale are in name
of fishing company. He suggested that initially fishing companies be
asked voluntarily to decrease the nunber of vessels licenced by a certain
fixed percentage. If they were not prepared to co-operate then the
earlier suggestion that the owner of a ve;se]vbe required to be the
operator might be considered.

He also recommended that a participation factor of a minimum of six
weeks could be required if a sharp reduction in the number of non-profés-
sional salmon fishermen was desired.

The meeting held in Ottawa recognized these problems but decided
they could be dealt with by reqgulations, and agreec to put fortn a proposed

program to industry advisers.
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Proposals For Entry Control Submitted Tc Advisors On Confidential Basis

Accordingly, on September 16, a confidential letter was sent under
the signature of W. R. Hourston, Regional Director, to all members of the
Advisory Group on Licence Control advising them of a meeting to be held on
September 26, 1966, to consider the following proposals:

- Salmon Tlicences in 1967 would be issued:
(1) Only to vessels that:
(a) had been licenced to fish in 1966, and
(b) had engaged in the salmon fishery during
that season.

El1gibility under (b) would be based on a record ot a minimun

quantity of salmon landead.
(2) The licenced fleet would be divided into three
groups as follows:
(a) wvessels operated by Indian fishenien
and in which they have an equity
(b) vessels operated by fishermmen other
than Indians and in which such
operators have an equity

(c) all others

Transfer (sales and bequests) would be permitted within eacn group.
Inter-group transfer might also require consideration.
(3) Replacement of existing commercial salmon fish-
ing vessels by other vessels, including new
vessels, would be pemnitted without restrictions
except those less that 45' in length would have

to be replaced by others uncer that length.

Cy O3 C3 O 2 C3 s T (%

—® @ C3 CI3 N



- 109 -

The letter to industry advisers also stated that the adoption of
Proposal (1) would exclude from the salmon fishery some vessels that have
a legitimate claim to be licenced and criteria for such exceptions would

have to be established.

Third Meeting With Industry Advisers - September, 1366

The third meeting with industry representatives was held on
September 22, 1966, under the chaimanship of Dr. A. W. H. Needler,
Deputy Minister, At the meeting were three representativeé of most of the

fishing organizations plus observers from the Provincial Commercial

Fisheries Branch and the Department of Indian Affairs. The Department

of Fisheries was well represented by Dr. A. W, H, Needler, W. C. ilacKenzie,

C. R. Levelton, and J. Carton from Ottawa, and by Y. R. Hourston, B. A.

Campbell, 1. P, Houghton, R. E. McLaren, and S. L. Young from Vancouver.

i

(1) Report Reviewed

Mr. B. A, Campbell reviewed two reports that were subsequently

tabled:
(1) A preliminary report of commercial fishing
vessel registration - 1966,
(2) A chart presentation of salmon vessels,
by length frequencies, by different gears -
1966.
(2) HacKenzie Reviews Proposals

Mr., MacKenzie reviewed the background of the proposals that

had been submitted by letter to the advisory members.
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Under the first proposal the qualification of participa-
tion might be based on days fishing, number of deliveries,

value of catch, poundage, or some combination of these.

The second proposal was designed to protect the Indians -
and prevent those. aspects of vertical integration that

might be undesirable.

The third proposal was to provide an arrangement so that

technological efficiency was. not stopped.

The U.F.A.W.U. representatives were not satisfied with the proposals
and continued to press for limitation of individuals and not-vessels. They
also suggested again that percentage of income should be used as a basis
for issuing salmon licences. They asked that independent operators be
given the opportunity to submit other proposals.

The Fishing Vessel Owners' Association delegate wanted any participa-
tion requirement extended to include 1967. This proposal imp]%ed that any
contrb] plan either would be deferred until 1968, or anyone who applied

would get a salmon licence in 1967,

(3) Committee To Be Formed To Discuss Vessel Standards

Dr. Needler announced that another committee was.to be formed
to discuss the minimum qualifications of fishing vessels having
regard to quali;y.

| Because the industry advisers would have to review these ques-
tions with thefr members it was agreed that a press release would
be issued outlining the proposals and the subjects discussed at

these neetings.
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Minister Announces Licence Control Proposals For 1967

On October 5, 1566, the Press Release was issued in Ottawa under
the authority of the Hon. H. J. Robichaud, Minister of Fisheries. The
Release mentioned the meetings that had been held and on the fact that
no decision on a restricted vessel licence policy had been agreed to
pending further discussion later in the year.

However, the Minister stated, "fishermen and others are warned
that no assurance can be given at this time that a licence will be issued
for a vessel to engage in the salmon fishery in 1967 unless the applicant
had a vessel licenced for salmon fishing in 1966, or unless arrangements
for acquiring the vessels to be licenced had been completed prior to

this announcement.,"

Industry Requests Clarification

Immediately the announcement was made, queries requesting interpreta-

tion of the announcement were received from all branches of the industry.

Problems of Implementation

Some of the main problems were summarized in a statement prepared

by Mr. Campbell entitled, "Implicationsof Licence Control Announcement of
1/

October 5, 1966," ~ in which he pointed out the main reasons for confusion.

"Unfortunately, the owner of the salmon fishing vessel, the
applicant for the salmon licence and the operator of the
fishing vessel are not synonymous and in any measure of control
it is necessary to stipulate either the vessel owner, applicant
or operator as being the person or group that is to be
controlled.

1/
Implications of Licence Control Announcement of October 5, 1966,
B. A. Campbell, Chief, Economics Branch, Pacific Region - Unpublished Docu-
ment, October 8, 1966. '
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It would be possible at the time of registration in
1967 to reduce these three groups to two by requiring
the owner of the vessel to be the applicant. The
owner would include anyone owning or acquiring a vessel
under any type of Agreement for Sale. Once this was
done it would mean only two groups to consider--the
owner of the vessel or the operator.

Because canpany vessels are included in the three
categories to be controlled it would appear that the
intent of the recommendation as it now stands is to
be tied to ownership only.

It would be difficult, if not impossible, to
adninistratively enforce the number of vessels by
the three categories that have been suggested. To
do so would require that each time a vessel changed
hands it would be necessary for the Department to
review the sale and decide whether the vessel could
be licenced for salmon by the purchaser. Once a
vessel had been licenced for the year or had a salmon
plate, it would be impossible to know whether that
vessel was owned by a person in some other catagory
than the one who had taken out the licence."

Another major problem that was raised by fishermen centered around
the phrase, "arrangements for acquiring vessels had been completed prior
to this announcement." Many fishermen make verbal arrangements with
shipyards to build vessels during the winter and the regulation as written
would require a more positive approach. In the nieantime, before a regula-

tion could be passed, fishermen planning on building new vessels would

make sure that their plans were finalized in a meaningful way.

Licence Control Proposal For 1967 Cancelled By ilinister

On October 28, the Hon. H. J. Robichaud issued anotner press release
which referred to the earlier proposals for limiting salmon vessel lic-
ences. He then went on to announce that it would not be possible to
implement the Department's proposal in 1967 because of unforeseen dif-

iculties which would require more detailed discussion than had been
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anticipated with fishermen and the industry in British Columbia. He also
announced that further meetings would be held to discuss all aspects of
the prbb]em.

This statement by the Minister effectively stopped any plans for
implementing any salmon licence control programs in 1967, While it had

been anticipated that industry advisers were to be recalled before any

new plan was proposed it was also obvious that the iMinister of Fisheries
was not prepared to introduce another plan that would meet the same type
. ' of reaction of the earlier plan.

No further meetings with industry advisers were held during the
next year and it was not until Novemper of 1967 that Or. A, W. H. Heedler

égain asked that the guestion of vessel standards be raised as an

alternative approach to entry control.

CA CACBCACE CE e Ch O

Working Party Formed To Review Standards For Salmon Vessels

"y
H

A working group of government officials, under the chainnanship
of J. G. Hutchison of Ottawa, was appointed to work with regional officers
from the Conservation and Protection 8ranch, Industrial Development Branch,
Fishermen's Indemnity Plan, the Inspection Branch, and the Fisheries
Research Board Technoligical Station, with a view to developing tentative
proposals for safety and standards for boats and fishermen that would
improve the quality of fish landings and achieve a better quality produc-
tion,

The working group held its first meefing on idovember 28, 1967, and
{recommended: |

A combined requirement instrument established for issue of a saliwon

Ticence containing the following items:
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(1) Safety standard for vessel to include
present minimum requirements plus any other
desirable equipment with Fisheries;

' (2) Vessel to conform to Schedule "F" of the
Fish Inspection Regulations;

(3) Operator to pass a quick test - such as
motor vehicle test to indicate he understands
the proper hand]ing of fish. A manual to

be prepared for study.

These reconmendations were to be included as an item on the agenda of the
meeting of the Salmon Licence Control Advisory Committee that was to be
held in the spring of 1968.

In the meantime, W. C. MacKenzie had visited Vancouver at the
request of the Fisheries Association and had discussed with the regicnal
departmental staff new steps that might be proposed to overcome the dif-

ficulties encountered in the 1366 licence control proposals.

R. L. Payne Submits Proposals For Licence Control

R. L. Payne, President of J. H. Todd & Sons in Vancouver and a
representative of the Fisheries Association of B, C. on the Industry
Advisory Committee, in November of 1967 had put forth a series .of
recommendations to deal with salmon licence control.

The basic recommendations called for the Department to adopt a method
éf gear control in the salmon fishery which would recognize the requirements

of all segments of the industry. #r. Payne noted that previous proposals

had failed to gain acceptance because of administrative difficulties arising
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from an inability to find a common so]ution~to the requirements of the
various interested groups.
His specific program suggests:
(1) all salmon boats be licenced by size categories
(2) an owner would be permitted to build a new

vessel within his own size category providing
a vessel was withdrawn

(3) all licenced salmon vessels would be allowed to
engage in any type of salmon fishery

(4) licenced vessels would be transferable

(5) a licenced vessel owned by an Indian could only
be scld to another Indian

(6) corporations allowed to own vessels to ensure
that processing and marketing organizations
can, within limits, predict its share of the
catch

(7) freeze the number of buyer's licences and
existing licences must be transferable

(8) establish moratorium and then buy existing
licences at an upset price for each category
of licence. Funds to ccme from an increased
annual licence fee

when fleet reduced to approprizte size, then
increase funds will be availanle to be used

for cost of resource development and administra-
tion.

(10) when 1t becomes necessary to increase the fishing
effort, new licences will be auctioned.

Comprehensive New Plan Proposed By Campbell

Following MacKenzie's visit to Vancouver, in December of 1967,

rd l/
Campbell put together a review of the various approaches that had been

1/ :
_ Detailed Plan for Licencing Vessels for Salmon Fishing in Britisn
Columbia - B. A. Campbell, Pacific Region - Vancouver - December, 1967,
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suggested for 1imiting licences and then proposed an overall pfan to cover
all types of salmon fishing.

Mr. Campbell suggested:that in evolving a master plan for proper utiliza-
tion of the resource that tidal sport fishing should be considerea as an
integral part of the plan.

Three types of licences were proposed for vessels engaged in salmon
fishing:
(1) Sport Fishing - Differential between resident and
non-rasidents.
(2) Semi-Commercial - Based on size of vessel and
restricted to certain specified areas - exempt
from licence control.
(3) A1l other commercial licences - subject to control
measures. There would be differential in annual

salmon licence fees in three separate categories:

- “A" - for present owners - salmon licence
fees Qou]d be increased somewhat and
would be_based on size of boat

- "B" - for new owners ~ annual salmon licence
fees would be higher than for present
owners

- “C" - for owners of new vessels - annual
licence fee schedule would be substan-

, tially higher.

These were the main concepts but the report went on to suggest in
detail how the program could be implemented. A copy of the complete

report is appended. (Appendix IX)
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After his visit to Vancouver in December of 1967, Mr. MacKenzie
returned to Ottawa and reviwed the suggestions received from the Fisheries
Association and the Regional office, including the detailed plan set forth
by Payne and Campbell. At the same.time he had been working on background

papers which were to be distributed to the industry advisory group.

iMacKenzie Prepares Documentations On Rationale For Licencing

The first of these was "An Investigation of Some Costs in the Primary
Sector of the Salmon Fishery of Britisn Colunbia." Y In this paper Mr,
MacKenzie was attempting to isolate all the cost associated witn each of
the salmon fisheries to arrive at a net return for fishennen.

In his second paper entitled, "On the Public Cost of Maintaining the
B. C. Salmon Fishery",g/he carried the analysis one step further and
attempted to allocate all government costs associated with the salmon
fishery of British Columbia. These costs included not only direct costs
1ncurrednby the Department of Fisheries but also such things as Unemploy-
ment Insurance, Public Works, Navigation aids, etc.

These two papers were intended to provide an explanation as to the

Department's approach to entry control--that is on the basis of investment

(equipment) rather than employment (manpower).

Sequence Of Steps For Introduction Of Control Program

In a memorandum to the Deputy Minister in March of 1968, ir.
MacKenzie refers to what he had considered earlier a logical sequence of
steps in adopting a licence control program.

These steps were:

(1) Establishment of a registry of fishing
craft and a licence for salmon fishing,

1/ These papers were preliminary and restricted and were for
2/ discussion purposes only and were not finalized.
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(2) Establishment and enforcement of standards
for fishing craft registration

(3) Creation of a fund to purchase vessels
offered for withdrawal from tne fisheries

(4) Enforcement of direct restriction on the
number of vessels pernitted in the
fisheries

(5) Enforcement of measures to approximate the

economic surplus of the fishery (i.e.,

graduated entry fees or levy on landings).
The sequence of the steps for control was the major difference -in approach
between the headquarters approach as répresented by i#r., HacKenzie, and
the Pacific Regional approach as set out by ir., Campbell.

Mr. MacKenzie suggested that the fifth step, namely, increased fees
should only be imposed when the salmon fleet had been reduced. Mr. Campbell,
on the other hand, expressed the view that as long as fees remained low,
any surplus was being dissipated in the form of additional inveétmenf in
vessels an” was not accruing to the fisherman in the form of higher
returns. Campbell recommended that fees should be increased gradually as
a second step towards licence control.

The Regional Officials were also reserved in their opinion on the
question of vessel standards. This was a very nebulous program and the
final quality of product depended to a large extent on the fisherman
rather than on the boat.

HacKenzie in his memorandum commented on Payne's approach, particularly
the proposal dealing with freezing of buyers' licences. This was a ques-
tion that came under provincial jurisdiction and entirely apart from the
opposition that would come from fishermen the matter would be complicated
because of the joint Federal/Provincial jurisdiction.

ir. MaEKenzie agreed with Campbell's approach that a licence program

should embrace both sport and commercial fishermen but disagreed with nis
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suggestion that there should be a system of graduated fees. ﬁr. MacKenzie
expresse& the view that it would be undesirable to impose steep licence
fees until an “"economic surplus” was being produced in the salmon

fishery.

Reference was also made in the memorandum to the problems associated
with the Indians and concluded by suggesting that because none of the
solutions suggested to date were completely satisfactory, it could be
that a satisfactory solution was unattainable.

[t should be recognized that this memorandum was written at a time
when a minority government was obviously coming to the end of its temrm

of office and an election was in the offing.

Fourth Meeting Of Advisorv Comnittee - April 1, 1363

Dr. WHeedler met the industry advisory grcup on ‘April 1lst to pro-
vide additional background information on licence control and to discuss
*he next step in the program,

Mr. MacKenzie reviewed three papers which were being prepared for the
purpose of providing necessary information on the whole question of lic-
ence control. These included the two papers that Mr. MacKenzie referred
to in his memorandum to Dr. Heedler of March, 1968, and an addifiona] one
entitled, "Entry Control in the B. C. Salmon Fishery." Y (See Appendix X).

This paper provided an economic rationalization for placing the

emphasis on the salmon vessel rather than on the fishenian. The last

nentioned paper was distributed to members but the first two dealing with

’

i,

W, C. MacKenzie - Department of Fisheries - Ottawa, 1967.
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costs were withheld pending final editing.

The Deputy Minister discussed the special problems associated with
Indian fishermen and it was apparent that these problems had been part of
the reason for the withdrawal of the previously announced plan in October
of 1966. Di§cussibns;werecurrently under way in Ottawa between the Depart-
ment of Fisheries and the Department of Indian Affairs cn all aspects of
licence control and would be discussed with the Indian people.

The Deputy Minister said that in his opinion the next step should
involve a moratorium within certain vessel categories but making allgowance
for rep]écement because of age and loss of vessels., Following that the
subsequent step should involve the implementation of financial measures
necessary to allow men to withdraw from the fisheries. At this stage an
increase in licence fees might be a necessary companion.

The prime consideration on the program should have the air of
protecting people in the industry and any change should be on a voluntary

basis.

Dr. Needler then completed the discussion by advising the group that

a moratorium could not be announced in advance. A moratorium would be

followed a year later by subsequent steps as discussed previoué]y.

He announced that the government had.already made the decision that
no increase was to be allowed in the Department's 1969 estimates and there-
fore there would bLe money available in that year to be used to retire
vessels.

Dr. Needler also asked each organization to name two representatives
tosthe working committee under J. S. Hutchison which was dealing with
minimum quality standards for salmon vessels, Any proposals recammended
by the standards committee would not be adopted until they were fully

discussed with the fishermen,
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The meeting concluded by advising the committee members that the
subjects‘discussed were confidential as far as the press were concerned

but members were free to discuss the subjects with their members.

General Election Called And Majority Government Elected

On April 25, 1968, the minority Liberal Government under the new
leadership of the Hon, Pierre E]iiott Trudeau, called a general election
for June 25, 1968.

In the meantime, plans for any extension of the licence control
program were shifted until the new government was formed.

A majority Liberal Governmént was elected on June 25, 1968, and the
Hon. Jack Davis, Member for Capilano in British Colunbia, was named Min-
ister of Fisheries.

His selection as Hinister of Fisheries marked a new era in the

salmon licence control program as will be discussed in the next section

of this report.
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APPENDIX I

U.F. AW, U, SUBMISSION RE "LICENSE LIMITATION - B. C."

In response to the .invitation to submit to the Department of Fisheries
in written form our views in regard to Dr. Sol Sinclair's Report on "Lic-
ence Limitation -~ B. C." we have in general divided our representations into
two sections. In one section we comment on certain aspects of the Report
and in the other we have endeavored to explain the course of action which we
urge the Federal authorities to implement in order to seek an effactive
solution to the problems which the Sinclair Report was intended to invest-
igate.

Since the question of "what shall we do" is more important than opinions
as to one or other aspect of the Sinclair Report we have nowever inserted a
summary of our proposals at the beginning of this submission, in the hope also
that further discussion and consideration will be focused on tnis primary
question.

SUMMARY OF U.F.A.W.U. PROPOSALS

We propose:

1. The institution of a five-year moratorium period (1962-1366)
during which time, subject to such exceptions as may be established by
regulation, fishing licenses will be granted only to persons who held fish-
ing licenses in 1960 or 1961 and who can show that in either of these years
30% or more of their income for that year was derived from earnings as a
commercial fisherman.

2. It should be a clearly establisihed condition for the issuance
of a fishing license in all future years that the holder intends to use it
as a primary means of earning his livelihood and that failure to use fish-
ing licenses in this way will lead to the non-renewal of the license.

For renewal of licenses in 1963, proof that the license holder
derived 30% of his income for the previous year from commercial fishing
should be required. This percentage to be increased to 40% for renewal of
licenses in 1964 and to 50% in 1965 and subsequent years.

Ca —w % C¥ 3 CN C@ 3oy 3@ Tw

3. Persons holding fishing licenses may accept other employment
im the fishing industry not requiring such licenses (e.g., employment in
processing plants, net work, on packers, or in offices of any organizaticn
in the fishing industry including the Department of Fisheries, a unicn
organization, a co-operative or a fishing company). Persons engaged in
such employment in the fishing industry shall not forfeit entitlement to
receive or renew a fishing license if otherwise qualified.
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4, _Persons refused issuance or renewal of a fishing license
solely on the ground that he did not derive a sufficient percentage of
his income in the previous-year from commercial fishing shall nave the
right to appeal such refusal to a Board of Review and the Board shall
have the right to renew the Ticense if it is shown that there were special
circunstances (such as illness or accidents) that prevented fulfillment
of this condition notwithstanding the intent to abide by it.

5. Each licensed fisherman shall be issued a numbered licensed
Fishennan's Book and this number will be retained for all licenses issued
to such fisherman.

6. MNo fishing license to be esither transferable or salable by the
person to whom it is issued.

7. Issuance of Tlicenses after the end of the 5 year moratorium
to persons who have not held licenses prior to 1962 shall be from a wait-
ing list of applicants according to rules to be established during this
period.

8. Regulations established for the purpose of license limitation
shall be designed to maintain the present percentage of Native fishermen
amongst Ticense holders.

9. The Government should institute policies to rep]ace the
financing of boats and gears for fishermen by fishing campanies by other
channels.

Amplification of these proposals is contained in the concluding sec-
tion of this submission.

SOME COMMENTS ON THE SINCLAIR REPORT

As indicated in the Sinclair Report our Union has been awara of the
need for a program of license limitation and has pressed the Federal Min-
ister of Fisheries for action on such a program since 1943, We thersfore
welcome the serious study of the economic problems of the fishermen and tie
Report itself as a contribution to such study.

Presentation of the viewpoint of our Union regarding Dr. Sol
Sinclair's study and recommendations is a major problem for the following
bas1c reasons:

(1) The report was issued early in March just prior to the
Annual Convention of our Union. Preliminary examination
was therefore confined primarily to conclusions contained
in the Report.

(2) Despite repeated requests we have not obtained sufficient
copies of the Report to effect a wide distribution. The
contributions to discussion have therefore been
relatively Timited.
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We are therefore making this first submission based upon the fore-
going limitations and we trust there will be full opportunity for fur-
ther represéntations in the future. In our opinion all submissions by
interested persons or organizations should be reviewed in an open
conference in the very near future. The exchange of ideas would be of
value to all groups. The Federal Department of Fisheries would
undoubtedly -gain from such a Conference inasmuch as it would provide an
opportunity to assess the relative value of conflicting opinions and
simultaneously indicate the degree of unanimity in respect to policies
advocated by Dr. Sinclair,

In correspondence with the Department our Union stated our desire
for a public Conference. We are of the opinion that on such an important
issue, involving basic human rights and the use of a natural resource,
there should not be any acceptance of opinions whicnhn are submitted in
private on the condition that such submission be not subject to publica-
tion. The closed door and the secret communication have no rightful
place in the determination of a program of license limitation based upon
Jjustice, equality and economic logic.

We would wish our own comments to be open to scrutiny by any
organization or by any citizen. We are prepared to listen carefully to
other viewpoints whether they coincide or conflict with our own. We
believe this should be the attitude of any group or of any individual
seriously interested in promoting the economic welfare of the commercial
fishermen and simultaneously deeply concerned with the basic human rights
of all the people.

We must admit that our Union's approach to the basic problem of
overcrowding and over-capitalization in the fishing industry is
influenced by one major consideration. ¥e represent the working fisher-
man., Qur members earn their livelihood through long hours, hard work,
sweat, skill and risk of injury or death at sea. Our primary motive is
to gain for our members an adequate return for their labour, complete
and proper protection against the hazards of their working lives (sick-
ness, accident, discrimination, unemployment) and security when compelled
into retirement by age or infimmity.

We feel no apology is needed for the efforts of our membership to
improve the economic and social welfare of the working fishermen of B. C.
We consider that the fundamental status of fishermen is that of working
men and not that of "business men" or "entrepreneurs". e do not consider
the earnings of our members to be "profits" any more than the members of
the Int'l Woodworkers of America or of other unions consider the earnings
of their members to be "profits". We can therefore state, very clearly,
that we are not in favour of examining the health of the fishing industry
by using a special instrument marked "profit picture".

We must also state that, in our opinion, license limitation is not
by any means the full answer to development of a sound and expanding fish-
ing industry. Huge new fishing fleets are rapidly being built by other
nations., These fleets are expanding their operations to every ocean of the
world. We have drawn this to the attention of the Government of Canada.

We believe it is possible for Canada to expand our fishing fleets with
modern high seas trawlers, seiners and transport vessels plus well equipped
research vessels,

Ca C® C3 C3 A 8 8 bl il d il Ef vl bl il bl bl =a el



- 125 - I1-4

Such expansion would tend to increase the number of Canadians
actively employed in catching and processing fish for our domestic and
export markets. We have long advocated new market policies based on
the Canadian national interest. We cannot, of course, expand our views
on these issues in this submission. We mention them to indicate that
license limitation, vital as it is to the welfare of our industry, need
not be and must not be allowed to act as a brake on the much greater
"potential for expansion of the fishing industry in British Columbia.

We do not intend to comment on every phrase, sentence, or section
of Dr. Sinclair's Report. We will try to centre our remarks to those
passages where we believe serious omissions or errors occur or where we
find ourselves in full agreement.

THE GENERAL PROBLEM (pages 8, 9 and 10 - Dr. Sinclair's Report)

Dr. Sinclair relates "three main situations" which give rise to the
basic problem. We agree with points 1 and 3 but in point 2 ("the relative
ease of entry") we find no reference to the most important problem of
unemployment facing hundreds of thousands of Canadian citizens., Obviously,
if there were a shortage of workers rather than a shortage of jobs there
would not be nearly the degree of economic coampulsion forcing a steady
influx into one of the very few industries where ease of entry still exists;
further, those fishermen who are experiencing economic difficulty could
more readily obtain alternative employment if the employment situation today
was reversed,

During the relatively full employment period of World War II some
difficulties were encountered in replacing the experienced fishermen who
joined the Armed Forces and those who were otherwise removed by Government
regulations. In fact many experienced fishernmen were granted special
exemptions from the Armed Forces and were actually "frozen" to their jobs
as- fishermen in the interest of the war effort. In the post-war period,
the number of commercial fishermen increased partly due to the retum of
the veterans and others who were removed by wartime regulations.

On page 164 Dr. Sinclair notes the expansion of labor-saving devices
which "should have caused a reduction in the number of fishermen, but the
opposite appears to be the case." He also says, "at the same time alternative
employment opportunities both in 8. C. and in other parts of Canada were
readily available."

Seasonal unemployment in other B. C. industries has not been mentioned
by Dr. Sinclair in his description of the general problem. When the salmon
season ends in October or November there is a simultaneous increase in
unemployment in other B. C. industries and across Canada. This has been a
serious barrier to fishermen who desire to enter altemative employment.

In the past decade serious unemployment has continued into May and June,
and more recently throughout the summer months, with the resultant effort by
thousands of workers to enter the fishing industry. -

We believe the major problem of unemployment is a far more vital
fagtor Fhan."natura1 affinity of people for fishing" or the concept of
"historic rights."” A solution to this problem would likewise assist in
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solving the economic problems of our industry. We consider this to be
a major omission in Dr., Sinclair's estimation of the economics of the
industry.

It seems necessary to mention the role of the press, radio and
television treatment of our industry. The general rule seems to be to
play up the "bonanza” catches, Very rarely is the general public given
a balanced version of catches and earnings. Stimulation of the idea of
participating in the "silver harvest" through one-sided publicity is no
small factor in Turing newcomers into commercial fishing. The turn-over
is usually high because the uninitiated often get quickly and rudely
awakened to the hard facts but a new crop is constant]y being prepared
by misleading accounts of fabulous earnings.

On page 9 Dr. Sinclair mentions three factors militating against a
shift of Tabor out of the industry. One of these is "“the Union agree-
ments that require a certain number of workers per boat, as in the case
of seiners and longliners." ilay we point out that there have been many
conversions from table-seiners to drum-seiners with a resultant displace-
ment of one or two men per boat.

The new construction of drum-seiners and smaller type seiners using
a power block have tended to decrease the number of men employed per
seine boat. It is true that the Union has, in certain instances such as
the larger table-seiners, insisted on maintenance of specific crew
complements considered necessary for proper operation of the vessels. e
must also mention the increased tempo of the fishery with from eight to
twelve sets per day as compared to four to eight sets in earlier years.
In our opinion the labor-saving from introduction of new equipment has
caused -some reduction in average crew complements. Further reduction of
average crew complements is not necessarily desirable since it only
increases the work load on each individual crew member.

No mention is made of the basic factor of charter arrangments
between individual seine boat owners and the companies which may tend to
maintain a larger number of boats in the operation than would otherwise
participate. As long as the boats are retained in service, under present
circunstances, there will be crews employed to operate them. We there-
fore are of the opinion that boat charters and company financing have a
much greater bearing on the number of seiners employed than the influence
of Union crew complement regulations.

The Method of Study outlined in Chapter 1 and the descriptive out-

lines in Chapters II and III require no comment, except to say thay provide

very important background information. Chapter IV contains valuable
information and extremely interesting theory on the basic need for regula-
tion of the fishery. We cannot, however, agree entirely with the section
entitled "The Factor of Immob111ty" Again we must d1sagree with Dr.
Sinclair when he refers to "the boom employment conditions in Canada since
. the War." He assumes that the “immobility" of fishermen is not affected
by mass unemployment. This erroneous conclusion tends to throw nis
conclusions comp]ete]y off balance. He therefore places far too much
emphasis on "romantic ties", "the gambling spirit" and "hopes for a Tucky
ca.:xh".
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Earning a living is the basic problem confronting working fisher-
men and working people in general. If boom employment conditions really
had existed in the post-war period there is no doubt that many more
fishermen would have found other employment and less -people would have
tried to eke out an existence in our commercial fisheries.

We agree fully with Dr. Sinclair that company financing has been
responsible for more entries into the fishery. At the same time we
pelieve there should be less emphasis on "unpaid" loans or else there
should have been a further study to determine exactly what losses are
incurred by ‘the companies. We must agree that the companies probably
consider such "losses" as a cost of operation with the result that the
showing of a profit by a company involves also repayment of such "losses”
by working -fishermen other than those to whose accounts they were
sustained.

We do not believe there is any significant number of persons who
fish because of the "incentive" of unemployment insurance coverage as
Dr., Sinclair indicates "may" be the case on page 80.

Dr. Sinclair gives no evidence for this assumption but it can be
disproven. If unemployment insurance coverage in fact reduces "mobility"
and encourages fishermen, who would otherwise move to other employment,
to remain fishing one would expect that beginning with 1958 the number
of fishermen who fail to renew licenses would tend to fall since 1958 was
the first year in which fishermen became eligible for receipt of unem-
ployment insurance benefits.,

The following table shows that the real trend is quite contrary to
that to be expected if Dr. Sinclair's opinion were correct. The figures
given are from the annual reports on Commercial Fishing Licenses issued
by the Department of Fisheries.

Percentage of;

Nunber : Number of : Previously
of : Fishermen : Licensed
: : Licensed : Who Failed :  Fishermen HNot:
: Year : Fishermen ;- To Renew : Renewing
: 1953 : 12,008 : :
: 1954 : 12,680 P 3,556 : 29.6
: 1955 : 11,860 : 3,799 : 30.0
+ 1956 : 10,853 : 3,972 : 33.5
. 1957 : 12,016 ‘ : 2,528 : 23.3
: 1958 : 14,266 : 2,943 : 24.5
: 1859 : 14,463 D 4,696 : 33.0
: 1960 : 14,191 : 4,380 : 30.3

_ We are of the opinion that Dr. Sinclair has correctly estimated the
position of the "moonlighters" on pages 80 and 81. iore will be said on
this .later because in our opinion Dr. Sinclair's proposals do not seemn to
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flow logically when he suggests that "moonlighters” would be deterred by
higher license fees. We do not share this opinion that gillnetters and
trollers who move into-halibut fishing can be compared to the "moon-
lighters", There is a sizable cecst in rigging out for halibut. Bait and
other expenses are relatively high. The fishing conditions are severe.
Sheer economic necessity forces them to move into another fisnery when
they are far from satisfied with their earnings.

In Chapter V Dr. Sinclair discusses the Socio-Legal Aspects of
License Limitation. We basically agree with the logical way in which ke
reaches the conclusion that there are valid legal and social rzasons for
limiting or controlling the number of fishermen in order to improve their
economic lot. We are likewise in agreement with his view that special

~care must be taken to protect the aging group of fishermen and the Hative
fishermen in any limitation system.

Dr. Sinclair states that "an essential feature of the various
judgments is that all citizens shall have the same cppertunity and be
aqually treatec when proprietory rights in the common fishery are
affected.” It would appear that many of his later conclusions are based
upon this opinion. Therefore while we may ccmment again on his specific
proposals it seems advisable to examine the proposition.

We must first ask what is meant by "the same opportunity".
Theoretically every citizen of Canada has the same opportunity to do many
things whereas in practice the opportunity simply does not exist. The
amount of money in the possession of the individual citizen will decide
whether he can liva in the Georgian Towers or in a $10.00 a week rooming
house. The same situation prevails when it comes to buying a large
business enterprise or trying to exist on Unemployment Insurance or on
Welfare. There are hundreds of examples which could pe given to show
that availability of money or credit places heavy restrictions and creates
impassible barriers to realization of an "opportunity”. We reject the
theory that high license fees or an auction systam for the issuance of
licenses will create conditions where all citizens will have the same
opportunity to obtain a license.

Working people should not be compalled to buy their jobs either from
a company or at a public auction conducted by the Government. E£qual treat-
ment and opportunity cannot be provided by such mathods. e believe other
methods, more in keeping with the real circumstances of the Canadian work-
ing people, can and must be devised to ensure equality in the limitation
of fishing licenses.

Seniority, based upon length of service, has long besn considered
compatible with equality. In fact it is one method of ensuring a measure
of equality for those who werk with their hands and brains., It is a
means of protection against unequal treatmsnt, favoritism and discrimina-
tion. This principle of seniority can be the starting point in safe-
guarding the rights of commercial fishermen who nave Ceen 2arning their
livelihood in the industry. A fisherman with seniority of one or more
sea. ins, who has not voluntarily cancelled his seniority, should not be
conpelled tc pay a price at an auction in order to continue fishing.
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Other restrictions, such as those designed to confine the jssuance
of licenses to persons earning over 50% of tnheir livelihood from com-
mercial fishing, may also be imposed without violating equality of treat-
ment. The same applies tc restrictions preventing persons from obtaining
a commercial fishing license where such persons have other regular
employment and are simply attempting to "moonlight" or to earn some extra
money by fishing during their vacation. Such restrictions provide =qual
oppertunity because each citizen is required to make the same choice
between engaging in fishing as a primary means of earming a 1ivelihcod
or on the other hand being refused a license.

When the time arrives for the admittance of new applicants into the
conmercial fishery the first principle should be acceptance of those who
have b2en Tongest on the waiting list. There will probably be a necessity
for additicnal regulations. We would be strongly opposed to any system
whereby the individual's ability to bid a high price would be decisive.

Dr. Sinclair's Report in dealing with economic performance makes
comparisons between fishing enterprises and othar business ventures.
Such comparisons fend to neglect a very important aspect of commercial
fishing, namely, the vital difference between a large number of men
physically competing for a share of the catch as compared to businesses
competing primarily in the market. Whilst the nature of the industry
tends to obscure the basic reality of the relationships establisned
therein fundamentally payments for fish caught by fishermen are clcser
to labor payments made per 1,000 feet of timber or per ton of coal
produced under contract by loggers and miners, tnan to payments for fish,
logs or coal when these commodities are bought and sold in transactions
remote from the stage of their production.

Fishermen are in a different position than other workers on a piece-
work basis inasmuch as they are trying to catch a live organism whereas
in other industries the area of work and the materials worked upon are
staked out or provided by the owners of industry. There simply would be
no point to sending several thousand loggers out to cut down timber in
direct competition with each other as to which Togger should cut wnich
tree.

. To speak about "maximization of profit" in relation to fishermen's
earnings from fishing enterprises is .very far ramoved from the realistic.
liorking fishermen are not out. to make a "profit"., (i.e., "profit" in
the accepted sense of being the differance between what is paid out for
labor, materials, rent, depreciation, etc. and the value ¢f the product
produced.) Working fishermen are out to earn a living by applying
their labor to catching fish. The costs of beats, gear and operating
expenses are more comparable to the cost of tools and equipment to an
engineer, mechanic or carpenter. For those fishernen who work on vassels
owned by others, the share paid to the owner covars the basic costs of
~operation plus a profit for the vessel owner. We cannot agree that a
basic objective should be to maximize the "profits" of the vessel owners.

"Profit" tc vessel owners has not been investigated and no evidence
nas een quoted to show that such "profits” are too low. In fact, tne
continued consbruct1on of new, large, expensive vessals would seem to
indicate that “"profits" on investment capital has been satisfactory,
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Likewise, the existence of relatively stable boat share parcentages would
seem tc prove that "profit" to vessel owners is not inadequate. Of course,
limitation on the number of fishermen would favourably influence the
profitability of each vessel in operation for the same basic reason it
would tend to increase the average earnings of the working fishermen. OQur
contention is that the primary objective must be to develop regulaticns
which will make it possible for the average fisherman to increase his
average production of fisn and thus increase his living standards. This
means limitation on the number of fishermen commensurate with the average
availability of fish. It means restrictions to prevent the obvious over-

crowding, the wastage of manpower, the excessive, almost insane compatition,

the shorter and shorter fishing weeks and the lowering of average =arnings
which obviously flow from unrestricted entry.

We suggest that rather than trying to fit the fish-catching part of
the industry into preconceived patterns we should examine it as it really
exists, The regulations would then be tailor-made to solve the basic
problems.

We agrees wholeheartedly that regulations must be acceptable to the
people involved. In our opinion the regulations must be acceptable to the
fishermen who built up and are still trying to build up a vital industry
through hard work, skill and the risk of their lives. The regulations
must be acceptable to the organized fishemmen who have suffered under the
open entry system and who originally requested a study of the problem.

There may be conflict of views with companies and private vesse]
owners whose main ocbjective is "maximization of profit". ilay we point
out that while adequate living standards for working fisnermen does not
preclude profitability for capital investment there ars many instances in
other ccountries and regions where a high Tevel of profitabiiity is
combined with the most outrageous poverty-stricken conditions of the
fishermen, Dr, Sinclair, on page 101, placas the "prime question" as
managing the fisheries "so that the amounts of capital and laber cawbined
with it are not toc excessive and will produce an adequate income to the
fisheren," :

We are inclined to disagree with the idea that "if the present
uneconomic conditions continue for a long enough time" the adjustment will
automatically occur to produce more satisfactory levels of incone. Here
again the problem of cyclical and chrenic unemployment tends to ccunteract
the otherwise nommal movement ou% of the fishery.

It seems obvious that the present government will agree with Dr,
Sinclair's rejection of government ownership of fishing operations. Such
action would be illogical without public ownership and control over fish
processing and distribution,

Qur Union at various times has requested action by the governmant to
ensdure continuation of the herring fishery and the whaling industry. In
our view private ownership and control by s small number of companies has
often been restrictive and retrogressive in utilization of the resocurce.
We think that today government or public ownership and operation oF a
resource that otherwise would be wasted and not utilized is "acceptable
to Canadians".
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We are fundamentally opposed to "turming the fisheries over to
private ownership by one firm to be operated by it." We agree with Dr.
Sinclair that such action is "out of the question." The growth of
mongopoly has already reached alaming proportions. Every effort and
precaution must be takan to avoid a situation in which monopoly growth
is given further impetus under a system of license limitation.

Dr. Sinclair proposes we must "lock for a middle position in which
the government assumes ownership of the resource, but permits its use by
private firmms." (page 102) We may not be clear on nis definition of
"Srivate fims"., If this were taken to mean that fishing licenses were
to be issuad to fishing companies (a reversion to the first system in
effect in B. C.) we would be strongly opposed. However, from the context
of his statement it would appear that Dr. Sinclair considers =ach working
fisherman to be a "private fim" or "entrepreneur” and in this case the
quotation only serves to emphasize the unsuitability of a terminclogy and
theory that makes it impossible to distinguish between a working fishemman
and a fishing company.

On page 109 it aeppears that OJr. Sinclair fears vertical integration
by fish companies and organization of fishzrmen, either of which could
flow out of license limitation. Again we may not clearly understand his
terminology. We fail to understand how organization of the fishemmen in
order to gain could be properly termed "monopolistic”.

In our view the organization of thousands of commercial fishermizn
along co-operative lines would not constitute monopoiy. whatever system
of Ticense limitation is adopted it must not exclude the right and the
opportunity of working fishermen to enter into co-operative cwnersnip,
not only of the means of catcning fish but alsc the means of procassing
and initial distribution. It is obvious that restrictions upon this
right would only serve the intarests of the brivate ccmpanies leading
towards further growth of private wmonopoly. If the primary oojective is
to improve the living standards of the fishermen the license limitation
system should not restrict or hinder the growth of cooperatives, iany
fishing countries could bz citad where the positive encouragement and
pronotion of coocperative organizations by fishermen is a feature of
government nolicy.

Dr. Sinclair mentions financing cf fishermen by the private companies
as one of the factors which has increased the number of fishennen and
fishing vessels. He reports quite accurately the company interest in
"getting the largest possible quantity" of fish through having "“as many
fishennen as possible fishing for them". The lack of available data is

a serious handicap in any serious study of the probiem. In cur opinion
the Department of Fisheries should obtain this data as quickly as possible
in order to decide the proper ccurs2 of action to overcome this financing
control system operated by the companies.

)

The Report mentions the coapany right for "first refusal" where
the comgany financing exists. The term "first refusal" has been employad -
by the companies to cover up the basic fact that fisherman are compelled,
under threet of seizure of boats and equipment, to deliver their fish to
the c.anpany which has supplied the finances. Theorstically, the fisheaman
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retain the right to sell elsewhere when higher prices are paid. In
practice the campanies permmit the fishermen no choice of delivery even
where prices are an important consideration.

Br. Sinclair states there was "no real proposal as to how fisher-
man would finance if the companies withdrew". He mentions the Piince
Rupert Cacoperative, and we assume he includes the Credit Union, as "the
only successful operation in this respect." We are of the opinion that
credit union financing, supplementad by government loans, is the logical
alternative to private company financing. This constitutes a very
important aspect of a well-developed license limitation program. The
elimination of privata company ownership and financial control in fishing
vessels and fishing gear must be accompanied by measures which will
ensure acsquate alternatives. The credit union movemznt has proven its

basic capability in this field although hampered primarily by lack of
funds.

Transference of financing would present a rather complex problem
but we do not believe it is insoluble. Cooperation between the fisher-
men's organizations and the Government could bring into existence
a financing system which would eventually eliminats the need, as well as
the possibility, of company financing of fishermen.

METHODS FOR LIMITING ENTRY

Dr. Sinclair speaks of two main directions whereby we can retain
a "middle road" between "complete free entry” and "complete sole owner-
ship whether by government or by privata. firms", He Tists these as:
(1) a system of taxes on the catch and/or fishenmmnen; (2) a system of
licenses that will restrict the entry of fishermen.

We fully agree that a system of taxes is not acceptable. Dr. Sinclair
points out the "persistence of excess capacity in the fisheries despite .
the fact that earnings for many have been. quite low." He clearly indicates
that only a tax "set at a very high level" would have any effect. He
discards this idea of "adding a high tax tc the already burdensome costs
of operations in fishing." Our Union also rejects the idea of eliminating
commercial fishermen by taxing them out of the industry.

We go further than Dr. Sinclair since we also reject the idsa that
2 "tax of reasonable magnitude in the form of a license fee will likely
eliminate many of the casual fisnermen." In our view the imposition of
higher feas (or taxes) will only add extra costs to all commercial fishermen
without providing any sericus restrictions on the casuals. In our opinion
the "casual fishermen" would very often bes in a superior position to
regular commarcial fishermen if higher license fees are introduced.

Dr. Sinclair corraectly describes the alternative method of restric-
tion, "to license, without any more than a token fee, only that nunber of
fishermen and/or boats considered sufficient to take the allowable catch

at the optimum economic ilevel," He places the chief difficulty as "“discover-
ing ho» these licenses should be allotted." '
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We agree that this presents a difficulty but it appears that Dr.
Sinclair answers it in part by outlining the Tirst step (pages 107 -
108). He proposes to issue licenses “to all boats and fishermen who can
show avidence that fishing is their regular occupation". We would suggest
that "evidence" should be proof that a set percentage of the fishermen's
income in either of the preceding two years resu]ted fran commercial
fishing.

We agree with Dr. Sinclair that "reduction of licenses would then
have to proceed from this number. In subsequent years this could be tied
to the normal decline in boats and men resulting from retirement for what-
ever reasons." Of course, consideration would have to be given to
temporary retirement due to illness, or other circumstances.

The general rule should be that fishermen who do not continue to
use their licenses to earn the major part of thier income would automatically
forfeit their Ticenses. Where special circumstances exist, the automatic
loss of 1licenses could be modified but only by decision of a Board of
Review composed of representatives of the fishermen and of the govermment.

Obviously, over a period of years, there would be a gradual decline
in the number of fishermen and in the number of fishing boats. Dr.
Sinclair sees a potentially serious problem because "it would raise incames
in many instances above opportunity levels." Perhaps it escapes us but

‘we have not found a clear definition by him of "opportunity levels" of

income. We trust we are correctly interpreting him to mean that incames
could rise above comparable returns for an equal expenditure of labor in
all other industries. We do not see this as an insoluble problem.

No action taken to offset such a trend would be required until the
majority of fishermen have been able to achieve a proper income level.
The basic method of offsetting the trend, at the appropriate level,
would be to issue an appropriate number of additional licenses to new
persons seeking to enter the industry.

Dr. Sinclair seems concerned about the possibility that if there
were less fishermen and less boats the license holders "could get into a

.competitive race to build Targer and more efficient boats that could

capture a larger share of the allowed catch." We have been aware of this
"competitive race" for many years under an unrestricted entry system. In
fact we consider the pressure has been excessive as a direct result of
overcrowding. Conversely, the pressure for more costly vessels and gear
than can be justified for a limited production, subject to conservation
restrictions, should slacken with a reduct1on of total fishing fleets and
nunber of men.,

We are quite sure that other restrictions can be developed to curb
any such "competitive race" if it should threaten the basic aim of the
license limitation program. At the moment the fishing vessels receive a

‘standard share of the gross proceeds. This is of course, only applicable

to the seine, Tongline and trawl vessels., Government assistance in

probing the costs and earnings of fishing vessels could bring these percent-
ages down if excessive capitalization indicated the boat shares were too
high.. It may also prove very valuable to investigate, with the aim of
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eliminating, the practise of under-the-table bonuses paid to vessel owners
and not shared honestly with the crews in the salmon fishery.

The one-man gillnet boat, troller, handliner, etc. may prove to be
a greater problem. This does not mean it would be impossible to restrict
excessive capitalization if such action became necessary. We are not
convinced the problem will be increased by restrictions on entry. We
believe that such problems should be tackled if, as and when they arise.
Certainly the basic program of limitation should neither be delayed nor
hampered by regulations intended to offset a condition which may or may
not arise.

Dr. Sinclair claims "it will be necessary to allow the sale of lic-
enses by fishermen" in order to facilitate retirement and replacement of
fishermen." At a later stage he proposes, or at least appears to propose,
the sale of all fishing licenses to the highest bidder. We cannot
reconcile this view with nis opposition to a system which "may induce
dealers or fish companies to acquire licenses and vertically integrate the
primary phase with their other operations.”

We see no valid reason for the sale of Ticenses. Retirement from
fishing would likely be more rapid for the older age group if the fleet
were reduced and incomes were subsequently higher._ Most older fishermen
do not retire for the simple reason they cannot afford retirement. Retire-
ment, at an earlier age could also be facilitated by introduction of a
compu]sory pension plan for all commercial fishermen. With limited entry
in operation the efforts of organ1zed commercial fishermen to obtain
satisfactory health and pension plans would be more readily achieved.

» Where new fishermen are required, to replace those who leave for
other occupations, those who retire, and those who die from natural causes
or in accidents, the simplest method is not to auction off a number of
licenses. The bidding system would favour those individuals who have
campany financial support. The door would be wide open for graft and
corruption of the worst order. Vertical integration would be given a big
impetus by such measures.

The worker who wants to become a commercial fisherman would usually
not have the money to bid for a Ticense. He would very often be hard
pressed financially and would have to obtain a Tloan or credit in order to
obtain a minimum of fishing equipment. We have already stated our prefer-
ence for a combination of government and credit union financing to provide
such assistance for fishermen already engaged in the industry. The same
type of financial help should be provided for new entrants when the time
arrives to issue additional licenses. Under such conditions, a worker
could enter the fishing industry without being forced into bondage to a
private fishing company. Equal opportunity would nave real meaning and
would not be frustrated by financial barriers.

‘ We are of the opinion that it would not be feasible to propose that
credit union or government financing be provided to enable aspiring fisher-
men to bid against each other for the right to obtain a limited number of
new licenses. Therefore, an auction systen would give preference to those
indivi” als who may have accumulated capital in other lines of endeavour or
who have been able to obtain, openly or secretly, financial assistance
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from the private companies in the fishing industry. We are strong]y
opposed to preference on financial terms regardless of whether it is
the individual'smoney or the company's money which would "talk" loud
enough to obtain a fishing license.

We believe it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to
prevent the private companies from gaining absolute control under such
conditions. The financing would be done in many devious ways to escape
detection. The private companies would do everything possible to increase
their control based upon their desire to gain the largest possible share
of the production., Dr. Sinclair recognized this aim on page 131 when he
says: "It is in their interest if they are to get the largest possible
gquantity that they have as many fishermen as possible catching for them."

Having recognized the existence of the company drive under conditions
of open entry it must be realized that in a limited entry system the
efforts to gain control over the production of the fishermen will be much
greater. Such efforts can take one of two basic directions, One would
be financial bondage based upon supplying funds to purchase licenses,
boats, gear and operational necessities. We have expressed our strong
opposition to this and must make it clear that any license limitation
system, based upon an auction of licenses, is completely unacceptable on
grounds that it increases company control and integration.

The other direction is for the companies to compete in direct payments
to the fishermen for the labour involved in catching fish. Such competi-
tion has been held to a minimum by collective action between the major fish-
ing companies. The companies, in order. to maximize their own profits,
have done everything possible to prevent price competition from becoming
the decisive factor in determining which company may obtain the greater
share of production. e are quite certain that upon complete examination
of the facts the anomaly would be uncovered showing that the companies pay-
ing the lowest average prices have been getting the largest share of produc-

tion. License limitation should not be designed to continue the type of

financial bondage which gives rise to these conditions. On the contrary
it should be established in a way which tends to eliminate financial
controls by the companies over the fishermen. We believe that if competi-
tion does exist it should be expressed in prices paid to the f1shennen for
the labor expended in catching fish.

Dr. Sinclair attempts to equate and justify payments for the rignt
to fish with the purchase of land by farmers or the purchase of forestry
and mining rights., He claims "there is no real reason why this same
principle should not apply to the fishery." We submit there are some very
important differences.

When a farmer purchases land he owns and harvests the crops which are
grown on his land. Other farmers cannot bring their harvesting squipment
in to reap the owner's crops. The wheat and potatoes cannot move about
from one field to the next. Cattle and other liyestock are fenced in or
kept in pens to be utilized at the sole discretion of the individual
farmer, :

Forestry and mining rights are likewise designed to provide the
individual or the company with the sole rights to exploit a definite
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portion of the resource, Other persons, regardless of their desire to

do so, are prohibited from sharing in the exploitation of a definite
portion of the entire forest and mineral resource. HWNeither the trees nor
the coal and ore deposits can move from one area to another.

Thus we have the first, and perhaps the most important difference,
between purchases of land, forest and mineral rights and the purchase of
a fishing license. The fishermen are not individually being granted
exclusive rights over a portion of the resource. The fishermen are mobile
and the fish are perhaps even more mobile. The amount of fish caught by
each fisherman depends upon factors which are less important and in some
cases non-existent in these other industries. L

The fishermen are not only required to use careful judgment in the
selection of fishing gear and in setting it so as to avoid its total
loss. They must use their best judgment as to where the fish are, in
what direction they are travelling, the most favourable tides and wind
conditions and what action to take when all these conditions change. At
the same time they must compete with each other for the most favourable
opportunities to obtain a good catch.

Payment for the right to exploit the salmon or halibut resource
would not therefore convey to the licensee any assurance that he would
obtain any specific portion of the resource. We submit there is no real
basis for the term "landlord" being applied to fishermen operating in

tidal waters in direct competition with each other for a restricted
quantity of fish.

Dr. Sinclair proposes that each fisherman would have the right to
sell his license to a newcomer, This may appear at first glance to be an
added attraction to the adoption of his "landlord" system. Some fishermen
may be of the opinion they could look forward to a sizable return upon
retirement. We are of the opinion that in the Tong run it would not be

beneficial. We certainly do not believe it to be justified by any real
necessity.

When fishermen decide to retire from fishing they should have no
right, as individuals, to sell their licenses or to select their successors.
Having used the privilege of the license  during his active fishing years
should be compensation enough, without the need to exact a toll from the
newcomer who would be then paying for the right to work to a person no
longer willing or able to work as a fishemman. In event of illness or
accident the government and the industry as a whole have direct responsibil-
ities for maintenance at reasonable living standards. Selling the right
to work is not an acceptable means of providing such security.

May we also point out the danger to fishermen who may have nad a
hard time supporting their families during the winter, which would exist
if licenses could be sold. Under such circumstances the sale of a license,
although offering a temporary solution, could place the fishermen who sold
their right to work, in even more difficult circumstances. Again we must
mention the danger of the fishing companies, knowing the circumstances of
the individual, taking steps to finance the purchase of licenses.
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, Several years ago the fishing companies decided to reduce the number
of gillnetters operating in the Skeena River system. In the main, these
companies reduced the number of Native fishermen. The sale of fishing lic-

enses could eventually result in the elimination of more Native fishermen
from the industry. The Native people, in theory, have equal opportunity
with other Canadians to enter all occupations. In practice, due to unequal
aducational opportunity and the maintenance of discriminatory and
restrictive legislation and practices, the Native people are not enjoying
equal opportunity. To permit the sale of fishing licenses by Natives
would thus be a greater disservice than the sale of fishing licenses in

general,

Dr. Sinclair mentions the need"to obtain more government funds for
biological and economic research. He implies that higher license fees
may provide such extra funds on the princip]e that "those who benefit from
the fishing industry should contribute in greater measure for the main-
tenance of it on a productive basis."

In our opinion, graduated income tax constitutes the most logical
system to obtain funds required for government projects. Certainly if
the 1ncomes,of fishermen are increased more incame taxes will be paid and
possibly, under license limitation, a higher rate for fishermen whose
incomes exceed what is established as an adequate income, may be justified.
In addition we suggest there-is plenty of room to move in the direction
of heavier income taxes on the private companies. Further funds could
be obtained -from reduction of unproductive armament expenditures.

Another suggest1on by Dr. Sinclair is that higher license fees may
be necessary to enable. the government to buy -up obsolete boats and gear
thus removing them from the industry.” We are inclined to think that such
a scheme would prove to be impractical, extremely controversial and
unnecessary. At present obsolete fishing gear is junked. - No fisherman
gets paid for it, except at prices in keeping with the value of recover-
able materials such as lead. We cannot see why, with less fishermen and
more favorable earnings per man, there should be any need for the govermn-
ment to buy up obsolete gear. X

Fishing boats may provide moreserious problems, especially if tne
government should decide to adopt more rigid standards of inspection as
to seaworthiness. ¥here boats are condemned by the government there may
be some responsibility for compensation. However, the boat oaners should
be first consulted as to whether they are prepared to pay into a special
fund to be used in the purchase of obsolete becats. They may or may not
agree- and if they do not agree we do not helieve they should be forced
into such @ scheme. 1n any case we see no good reason why working fisher-
men .should pay a tax to the govermment, in the form of a higher licence
fee, to compensate boat owners for obsolete vessels,

In the foregoing we have attempted to-make our position clear on
the major points of agreement and disagreement with Dr. Sinclair's Report.
We telieve we have a further responsibility in outlining our specific
proposals for the introduction of a sound license limitation program. OCur
proposals are based upon years of discussion of the problem as well as on
the new information contained in this Report.
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U.F.A.M.U. PROPQSALS

FIVE YEAR MORATORIUM

We strongly favour -immediate action to institute Dr. Sinclair's
recommendation that for a period of five years only those fishermen who
have already been licensed would continue to obtain licenses. OQur eariier
submissions favoured at least a two year moratorium for purposes of study
and research. We are quite convinced that a five year moratorium will
1ikely be required to obtain sufficient information as well as sufficient
agreement and understanding to determine tihe general direction of the
full program.

@le are not fully in agreement that licenses should be restricted to
those boats and fishermen that can show evidence of iaving fished com-
mercially during the last two years. We may unnecessarily injure those
commercial fishermen who entered for the first time in the last year.

We recommend that in the firct year of the five year moratorium
period licanses be issued tc all persons who were licensed commercially
in either of the two preceding years, except those who failed to earn at
Teast 30% of their income from commercial fishing in one of these preced-
ing years. On the second year license renewal should be limited to those
who earned at least 40% of their income from commercial fishing in the
previous year. In the third and succeeding years the requirement should
be that the individual earmed more than 50% of his livelihood as a cou-
mercial fisherman. Rules permitting averaging over two, three or four
years toc meet these requirements would be desirable.

’ We are in favour of a single license number for each fisherman so
that his activities can be traced from one fishery to another. As
indicated in an earlier brief each fisherman could be required to purchase
a $10.00 numbered Licensed Fishermen's Book, and would retain this number
for future years. In addition he would pay the present nominal fae each
year for each branch of the fishery in which he wishes to engage. ATl
such annual licenses would be issued only to holders of Licensed rFisher-
men's Book, under the number reccrded for such holder.

We are in favour of more information being recorded about the
individual. In particular we are in favor of recording his Unemployment
Insuranca2 Number on his Licensed Fishermen's Book and annual Ticenses.

his would enatle a check-up on other types of employment in wnich the
individual may have been or may continue to be engaged. This wculc se of
great value in enforcement of regulations designed to prevent any
individual from fishing whilst he has other regular employment.

Any commercial fisherman who either fails to renew his fishing Tlic-
ense or fails to utilize his fishing license as a major means of earning
his livelihood in any year, as outlined above, should Lave nis license
cancelled. There will be certain types cf exception to this rule basad
upcn serious illness, special difficulties involving boat c¢r engine
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breakdowns or accidents, or employment by one of the fishermen's organiza-
tions (e.g., the Union, Co-op, etc.) which should be acted upon by the
suggested Board of ‘Review. Thera may be other special circumstances in
which the Board may decide upon exception to these or other rules in order
to avoid undue hardship upon cammercial fishermen during the initial five
year moraterium period.

We favour special consideration for the sons of fishermen who come
of age during the first year of the five year moratorium. Obviousiy,
they would not have any previous record as licensees. On the other hand
there may be stfong ties and connections with the fishing industry which
could be granted special recognition without any serious injury to the
overall license limitation program. In making the proposal that this
snhould only apply in the first year we are not precluding the possibility
of the extensicn of this principle in future years. However, we believe
there should be some experience obtained and some further study before
adoption of any general rule giving special preference for such perscns.

Amongst various suggestions that might be advanced to meet this
situation consideration should be given to the establishment of a permit
system in certain cases where the issuance of a Licensed Fisherman's 300k
cannot be immediately justified under the rules established for license
Timitation. Such permits to fishermen's sons could be issued in all
cases where the son is fishing on the father's boat and further considera-
tion could be given to establishing rules entitling fishermen's sons who
have been engaged in fishing under permnit fcr a sufficient number of
years to preferential advancement from the waiting list of applicants for
Licensed Fishermen.

MOVEMENT BETWEEM FISHERIES BY REGULAR COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN

In our opinion the primary need for license limitation exists in the
salmon fishery. At the same time we can w21l understand the potentiz]
dangers of overcrowding in the herr1ng, halibut and the less productiva
other sections of the industry.

lle are therefore in favour of an overall type of limitation rastrict-
ing the total number of commercial fishermen. Wz believe there will ba
sufficient numbers of regular commercial fishermen willing to move from
one fishery to the other to make possible the full utilization of the
resource in accordance with conservation regulations and market potential.

In the event there should be a shortage of fishermen to expleit one
or more sections of the resource there could be soms relaxation cf the
basic rules and the admittance of sufficient new applicants to meet such
problems. Under these circumstances the question wculd arise as to
whether the newscomers should autcnatically obtain the right to engage in
all branches of the industry. Since this may or may not have an adverse
effect on the entire program we would-not advance any long term preposal
unless anc until we experience the prdblem and the results cf temporary
relaxation can be studied. Possibly a temporary emergency in a specific
branch could be met by the -issuance ,of emergency pemits.
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We are pleased to note Dr. Sinclair's favorablie comment on the need
for Timitation upon the number of vessels and fishermen participating in
the herring industry. The basic reason why the fishing companies originally
offered to limit their fleets was to counter thz fishemmen's demands for a
minimum guarantee of earnings. In turm the fishermen were demanding minimum
wage guarantees to counter the continuous increas2 of the herring fleets
operated by each company. In recent years the companies have attempted to
suggest that one of the purposes should be to also limit the growth of the
cooperative. The Cooperative have strongly objected to such limitation.
This presents a very important issue in event legislation is enacted deal-
ing with limitation cf licenses in respect to herring.

The type of policy we would favour is that whicn would authorize
crganized fishermen to enter into collective agreements which may have as
one of the purposes a restriction on the number of units of gear used in
each company's herring operation. Similarly, the legislation could
authorize mutual agreements between cooperative fishermen and the organized
fishermen who are not fishing cooperatively in respect to the number of
cooperative herring fishing units. For the first period of the moratorium
such agreements should be permissible but not mandatory. We are inclined
to believe the organized fishermen will be capable of solving the problemn.
Buring the five year period, if no solution seems to be forthcoming fram
the Union and Cocperative fishermen there could be a special study made
to ascertain the need for more specific reguiations.

The halibut fishery does not immediately require special regulation.
Obviously, because of international factors involved there would be no
point in regulating the number of Canadian. fishermen whilst the American
fishermen remained unrestricted. We are of the opinion that the most
sensible first step would be to reach agreement with the Americans c¢n a
catch division program. Canada should insist upon obtaining 50% of the
total catch, in which case we would be free to adopt such regulations, in
terms of the numbers of Canadians permitted to fish halibut, as would best
meet the needs of our B, C. fishing industry.

We would not favour any restrictions which would have an adverse
effect upon the growth and development of a high seas developmant by
Canadian fishermen and vessel owners. Therefore, in any instance of a
shortage of regular Canadian fishermen to operate vessels attempting to
open up or expand new fisheries we would favour relaxation of the basic
rules.

In general we ara opposed to restrictions upon the mcvament of fisher-
men from one section of the industry to another, except as may be vitally
necessary. We believe that in the initial period the basic need is to
control and diminish the total number of fishermen holding Ticenses, with
special emphasis on the salmon fishery.
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IMPARTIAL BOARD OF REVIEW

We are strongly in favour of the appointment of an inipartial Board
which will be given major responsibility for reviewing special problems
which may arise during the five year period and for adjudicating appeals
against refusal to issue or renew a license. We are of the cpinion that
such a Board should be given wide powers of investigation in order to
obtain all the necessary facts upon which to base their decisions and
recommendations.

We propose that the Board should include representatives elected by
the following organizations: The United Fishermen & Allied Workers'
Unicny the Deep Sea Fishermen's Union of Prince Rupert; the Prince Rupart
rishermen's Co-operative Association; tne Native Brotherhood of 8. C. and
the Vancouver and Prince Rupert Vessel Owners Associations. These
representatives should be subject to annual review by the organizations
which they represent with the understanding that, if the organization so
desires, the representatives may be replaced. The other persons on tre
Board should be Government appointees who are familiar ~ith the policy and
program of the Department of Fisheries. Such persons could be drawn from
the administrative, research and biological staff of thes Department and
from the University staff.

Since we favor the issuance of fishing licenses only to individual
fishermen and in no case to fishing companies we have refrained from
proposing any private company representation on the Board. In our opinion
there has been far too much control and influence by fishing companies in
the affairs of fishernnen. The license limitation program is supposedly
for the benefit of the fishermen. Regardless of the type of program it is
obvious that one of its features must include a sufficient amount of fish-
ing effort to continue harvesting the resource and the companies will
continue to process the resource and sell the processed commodities., If
they feel that decisions of the Board are incorrect they would have the
right to submit opinions to the Board ard to the Government. In our view
they have no basic right to participate in decisions which determine the
composition of the body of licensed fishermen.

PROTECTION OF NATIVE FISHERMEN

Wle believe there will remain a special problem of protecting the
rights of the Mative commercial fishermen. Our proposal would be to
ascertain the number of Native fishensen in the industry as compared to
the numbar of non-Native fishermen. A general rule or aim should be to
retain the same percentage of Native fishermen as the total number of all
fishermen declines through the adoption of restrictive licensing. The
mathod of ensuring retention of a minimum parcentage of Hatives may
Primarily consist of permitting special entry to Natives or relaxation
of scme of the rules regarding minimum percentage earnings from fisiiing.
Perhaps it will require additional consideration to applications by the
sons of Native fishermen. t may require special financial assistance
to enable Hatjve fishenrmen to obtain boats and fishing gear. We do not
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believe it will be possible to define the method until such time as the
limitation program is initiated. However, we are strongly convinced that
the Native people should be assured that they will retain their relative
share of the licenses which will be issued by making it a fundamental
principle in the entire program.

FINANCING OF FISHERMEN

Earlier in our Brief we indicated our views on this problem,

3asically we favour action to completely eliminata private company financing.

In place of this we favour Government action to provide either directly or
indirectly through the credit unions, the financing necessary to the fisher-
men, The Credit Unions previde an excellent medium for the financial
administration because of their long and healthy experience in this field.
With the help of additional funds provided by the govemment and with
advice from the other fishermen's organizations as well as the Board of
Review we beliave a fair and responsible alternative system of financing
could become fully operative within the five year period.

NEW APPLICATIONS FOR LICENSES

As soon as the five year moratorium has teen announced there should
be action taken to open up a list of applicants who do not immediately
qualify for licenses. The applicants should be required to provide full
information on previous and present employment. They shouid indicate the
type of fishing they desire to enter. Information regarding age, family
connection with the industry, record of any previous fishing experience,
ability to finance or requirements for financial aid to enter f1sh1ng
industry should also be indicatad.

We are not suggesting that all of these items will have a bearing on
v_Jhethew or not the individual will receive a license. C(n th2 other hand,

t will be nelpful in assessing the general rules which need to be app11ed
and what type of exceptions may have to be made.

In our opinion the basic rule should be that tnose who make tha
earliest applicaticns will raceiva prior consideration when new licenses
are issued, either during the five year period or upon its termination.

Anather rule should be instituted requiring each applicant tc submit
an annual renewal form in order to maintain his original application in
good standing. The form should Le civen to the individual at the time- of
completion of the first application and the responsibility for renewzl
should rest solely upon the individual. Those who fail to renew snould
g removed from the list of applicants.

The 1ist should be compiled and copies of the names, zddresses and
date of original application should be made available to all the fisher-
men's organizations and should also be posted in all fishery offices along
the ccast. when annual changs2s are madz there should te a supplementary
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1isting all those dropped off the main waiting list due to voluntary
withdrawal, failure to renew and any other reasons., We believe the wide
circulation of this information is vitally necessary to ensure the
integrity of the license limitation system. _

Grievances of individuals, regarding their place on the list,
wrongful removal, etc. should be subject to review by the Board, hen
new applicants are admitted to the industrythere should be a full
explanation of the basic rules applied in selection from the list. Once
basic rules have been worked out it would also be possible to indicate
the potential order of preference in future lists.,

ADDITIONAL ECONQMIC STUDIES

We strongly urge the Department of Fisheries to undertake a thorough
study of the costs and earnings of the vessel owners in the fishing in-
dustry. Every source of income, including receipts from fish landed,
charter payments, special bonuses and cosmmissions, etc., should be thoroughly
analyzed, Boat expenses, gear expenses, repairs and overhaul, insurance,
interest on borrowed money and depreciation. The rate of profit and the
rate of capital accumulation should be clearly reported. Wherever pos-
sible the relative profitability of the salimon seiner operations, herring
seiners, halibut vessels, trawlers, etc. should also be indicated.

A serious study of the cost and earnings of the private fishing
companies should also be undertaken as quickly as possible. The rate of
profit by the companies on their investment, the rate of capital accumula-
tion, the extent of transfer of capital to other parts .of Canada and to
foreign countries should be fully reported.

We would favor a thorough study of salaries, commissions, stock
options and other forms of renuneration to management and directors of
the fishing companies. The study should include the extent of private
company financing in fishing boats and gear. There should be a full report
made on the existence of price-fixing between companies, both in respect
to payments to fishermen and in respect to the sale of processed fish and
related products.

We are firmmly convinced of the need to examine the economic structure
of the entire industry in order to more correctly determine the best
methods of regulating and developing this valuable resource. Examination of
fishermen's earnings has been welcomed by the fishermen. However, it only
provides an understanding of one aspect of some of the major problems
besetting the industry. It is possible to draw erroneous and one-sided
conclusions regarding the relationships between working fishernen, vessel
owners and private companies unless all the facts are known.
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CONCLUSION

vle are of the opinion there is great need for speedy action on the
major recommendation of a five year moratorium. ‘e believe the full
system of license limitation cannot be fully blueprinted in advance.
This first major step would help the fishermen and the governiment to work
out the more complex details of an all-inclusive program. Lengthy delay
could very easily complicate the problem. The industry already suffers
from over-crowding which is injurious to the conservation program and to
the income level of the fishermen.

As indicated in our opening remarks, we will welcome an opportunity
to discuss the merits of our Brief and to hear the submissions of other
organizations. We favor this being done as soon as possible so as not to
cause unnecessary delay in the implementation of the beginnings of a
program of license limitation.

Yours sincerely,
UNITED FISHERMEN & ALLIED WORKERS'
UATOH

Per:
H. Stevens, Secretary-Treasurer
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APPENDIX I

PACIFIC TROLLERS' ASSOCIATION

January 31st, 1962

Hon. J. Angus Maclean,
Minister of Fisheries,
Ottawa, Ontario,

Dear Sir:

On behalf of the members of the Pacific Trollers' Association, we
ask that you give your most sincere attention to the following motions
on restrictions of licenses, submitted for your approval.

Firstly, the applicant should make at least 40% of his living by
fishing, His first application could be accepted in good faith with
his signature to a simple form agreeing that renewal of his license will
depend on his proof of having fulfilled the necessary conditions of the
license form,

It is hoped that this method of license restriction (which is
favoured by many sports fishermen as well as commercial fishennen) will
be moderate enough to not disturb the nommal commercial operation. Yet
will be severe enough to eliminate most of the sports-commercial fisnher-
men, who have outlived the years when this type of operation was pemmis-
sible.

Our second motion deals with the holding of two or three salmon
fishing licenses simultaneously. This has already become our greatest
cause of over-crowding, and is undoubtedly going to bring the entire
salmon fishery together into one unmanageable and uneconomic operation.

Without prejudice, we feel the gillnetters are at present the
principle fishery engaging in dual operations. This we feel, has been
caused by too many gillnet fishermen, which in turn, has curtailed their
fishing time, undoubtedly the efficiency of modern nets has added to
the situation.

Wiith available time on their hands, they have turned to trolling,
as a fill-in between gillnet closures. This has had an alarming effect
on the economy of the full time Troller, who will eventually be forced
into the gillnet fishery, to subsidize his troll eamings.

! It should be evident what form of conservation would be necessary
to control the combined gillnet and troll fleets operating as a gillnet
operation on Pinks and Sockeye. Yet, however, uneconomic this may be,
it will happen that where one fishery is allowed to jump back and forth,
that the effected fishery must retaliate in similar manner to survive.
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Our motion to curb this most serious need for restriction of
licensing does not suggest a closed shop type of licensing for any
section of the fishing industry. But we do feel the only realistic
approach to stabilizing the economy of any type of salmon fishing
operation is to allow only one type of salmon fishing license to be
held at one time, and the surrendering one type of license for another
would be conditional, in that the surrendered license would not be
reissued again that year.

This, we feel, would allow enough flexibility for a good
combined type of salmon fishery. For those who desired it. It would
also be restrictive enough to allow additional fishermen to be absorbed
into another type of fishery, without causing severe economic and
overcrowding conditions.

Reasonably protected, the deep-sea trolling fleet will never be
a threat to any other fishery. Their operations demand a type of
boat that is not too adaptable to other fisheries. Trolling is a costly
operation, and success depends on producing a high grade product for
premium prices. The ability to catch fish by trolling is limited to
the individual's experience, ability to catcih and locate salmon over
vast areas of ocean, the tendency of fish to bite the lures offered
them, weather conditions. And with everything favourable, he is limited
in catch, almost to a predictable maximum figure, by his type gear.
For this reason, his economic stability cannot withstand the pressure
of unrestricted fishing.

In closing this appeal, to the Hon. iinister of Fisheries, for
his consideration to these most urgently needed restrictions to control
conditions, that affect both our fisheries Departments and fishermen,
conditions that have already developed and must be faced up to, it
will take a strong hand to do what must be done, and in this, we have
every confidence in our Hon. Minister and his assistants.

May we thank you for your courteous attention to this and previous
requests.

Yours sincerely,

R. Stan Stanton,
Representative,
Pacific Trollers' Association.
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APPENDIX III

PRINCE RUPERT FISHERMEN'S CO-OPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

Brief Presented By The Association To
The Minister of Fisheries Opposing The
Reconmendations Of The Sinclair Réport

1. The report is based upon certain assumptions which it does not
critically examine: R

(a) That under the two Commissions, maximum yield of fish has
been attained.

(b) That economic theory can be practically applied without a
sociological study of present conditions and of tne con-
sequence of applying the economic theory.

(c) That the ills of the primary producer can be remedied with-
) out an examination of all phases of the handling and market-
ing of fish.

(d) That there is an expanding economy which can absorb excess
capital and manpower (if any) presently in use in the
fisheries.

(e) That given time for the technological advances recently being
utilized in the fishing industry, the industry will not
ajust itself without public interference and regulation.

k]

(f) .That those presently engaged in fishing, notwithstanding
their failure fran the economists point of view to operate
efficiently, should be granted a vested interest in tne
fisheries.

That the same economic theories of regulation can apply to a
transitory seasonal resource such as fish in the same manner
as to continuing (although exhaustable) resources such as
land, o0il and timber, which do not disappear if not used.

(h) That Intermational agreement can be reached with the U.S.A,
. (despite the failure of the State of Washington to adopt
the kind of policy which he recaimends).

(i) That Russia and Japan won't move in on our fisheries if we
fail to take all the fish.

(3) That the fish are a resource vested in the Government of
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Canada and that the Government's powers extend to dispos-
ing of a vestaed interest in the fish to selected persons.

That the high degree of organization in the industry of
labour and owners and companies leading to restrictive
trade practices is not responsible for part of the failure
of the usual economic laws operating in the fishery,

As to each of these assumptions, the Co-operative has serious
reservations and takes the position they require to be carefully
and critically examined.

(a)

Experiments over recent years by the Fisheries Research Board
of Canada, the International Salmon Conwiission of the Fraser
River and the Fish & Wild Life Service of the United States
definitely prove they can increase the salmon egg hatch 300%
to 430% by protective egyg hatchery conditions and liberate to
the ocean many many times the fry necessary to regenerate

the natural run of fish. Progressive extension of known
methods to all spawning systems has all indications of largely
increasing the salinon population of the future.

Sinclair frankly acknowledges that classic econonic theories
fail to explain why fishermen remain fishing when the return
on capital and labour are below the opportunities which he
assumes to be available in the econamy. The answer probably
lies in sociological reasons. Some of the more obvious of
these may be:

(1) While actual fishing is strenuous, the fishing life
provides the opportunity for the enjoyment of greater
periods of leisure for some who prefer this way of
life to a busy grasping life of the city.

(2) Many having been raised in some isolated communities
may not be adaptable to the pressures of other
occupations. This is particulariy true of the
Indians who, alas, suffer race prejudice in other
occupations.

(3) Many come from ethnic groups who enjoy the sociability
of association in the same occupation.

(4) Many have other gainful occupations which adequately
supplement their income from fishing.

(5) Many have no other skills and have reached the age
where it would be difficult to adjust to another
way of Tife,

(6) Saile are so indebted to the fishing companies that they
are economically tied to the occupation or would suffer
extensive economic loss if they pulled out.
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The Government has invested large sums in bioclogical research to
good advantage. It has now spent money on an economic study.

Surely before embarking on a disruptive policy of regulation based
upon an economic theory, the effects of such a policy sociologically
should be examined,

If classic economic theories fail to operate in the present situa-
tion for reasons more likely explained by sociology, what reason

is there to believe that a new theory of econaomics applied to the
same set of sociological facts will produce any different or better
results.

For instance, if the increased cost of gear and equipment has failed
to eliminate the marginal operator in the past few years, why would
the increased cost factor of a tax either on catch or boats have
this result?

(c) Sinclair recognizes tnhat part of the immobility of the fisher-
man arises out of the economically unsound practices of the
Companies in supplying easy financing and, therefore, an
incentive to enter. This financing is obviously based upon
the competition between fishing coipanies for as large a part
of the catch as possible,

Whether or not there are other unsound economic practices

being followed in the secondary phases of the industry
apparently was not within the scope of Sinclair's enquiry.
Despite the favourable report which he makes on the operation’
of the Prince Rupert Fishermmen's Co-operative Association
(pages 120 and 121) he fails to recognize that integration on

a voluntary basis (without restriction of entry) demonstrated
in this organization had the effect of reducing wasteful use

of resources and maximizes the net returns of the members.

A study of the present methods of operation by private companies
as well as the Co-operative imethod might disclose ways in

which the seccndary phase of the industry could be better
organized so as to result in a greater desire for efficiency
and self-discipline reducing waste and waximizing returns
without resort to undemocratic regulation by arbitrarily limit-
ing entry.

(d)  During the time Mr, Sinclair made his study, the economy of
Canada was. expanding. He, therefore, may have assuied that
.the econoiy of Canada would remain sufficiently buoyant to
permit the free movement of capital and labour to other
opportunities in the economy. In fact, however, 1960 and 1961
have not turmed out to be periods of full employment and
opvortunity for altermate investwment.

(e) The technological advances, particularly in the area of large
boats and to a considerable extent, gear, have not nad time
to have their full impact upon the fisheries. A man who has
invested heavily in capital and years of labour in an industry
does not readily abandon the field. Before yielding to
economic pressures of sub-marginal returns (particularly when
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protected by a cushion of unsound financing practices and
incentives by the fishing caapanies), he will seek to
protect his investment and labour by protecting his vested
interest and by trying to exclude new entries into the
field. This is characteristic of human nature and not
limited to fishermnen. When companies find themselves in
the same position, they either cry for government assist-
ance or seek to be exempted fram the laws against unlawful
combinations in restraint of trade. Either of these
approaches presents a palliative which provides temporary
relief from facing nard economic realities.

Public policy as represented by the Government's action on
the East Coast of Canada appears to favour assisting the
fishermen to expedite the process of improving technological
development in fisheries, presumably to the end of bettering
the econanic lot of the competent fisherman. (See Operations
of Hlodern Fishing Craft Atlantic Seaboard by John Proskie
published by the Economics Service of the Department of
Fisheries in 1961).

Sinclair appears to depart fron the economic theory which he
applied to his analysis of the industry at the point where

he recoimends the vesting of interests in the fisheries
through licencing to all or same of the present occupants in
the field, at the same time claiming to have established that
a very large portion of these persons are operating sub-
marginally and wastefully by comparison with other economic
“opportunities". His assumption is that putting an umbrella
over these persons, they will become more efficient and less
wasteful. He does not explore the possibility that by
protecting these inefficient and marginal fishermmen from the
normal laws of econanics the self-discipline necessary to
competent operation will not be encouraged, or that a system
of trading in licences may further undermine the ability of
fishermen to face the realities of changing technology when
ultimately it must be faced. He starts his thesis with the
assumption that fishermen are entitled to a decent living and
better cash income. Finding then unresponsive to the
ordinary economic laws, he concludes that this must be bought
not by the application of econonic laws of competition but

by protection from competition. Yet tne theory of the wnole
econony is based on the premise that free competition is the
backbone of economic health and well being.

Starting from the premise that fisheries are a common property
resource (without any examination of its proper exploitation
by co-operative effort), Sinclair concludes that the subject
falls in the same category as grazing land, oil and timber
and, therefore, recommends the division of the common property
to competing units by a system of licencing. te fails to
demonstrate either in fact or in theory, that a transitory
seasonal resource such as salmon (which are either caught or
lost) has ever been, or reasonably should, lend itself to

the same economic laws as a continuing natural resource such
as land, oil and timber.
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~His assumption in this respect appears to be entirely
original and untried for no place in the Yorld where
fisheries are a dominant industry is there evidence of the
successful application of his theories in this field.

(h) He acknowledges that International agreements would have
to be arrived at in order to give effect to his recommenda-
tions and makes the assumption that such could be
negotiated before the ordinary econamics of the situation
will provide a remedy. The long history of negotiations
behind the establishment of Intermational co-operation
through the Salmon and Halibut Commissions iiakes nis
assumption appear optimistic.

(i) The Russian and Japanese fleets are already encroaching
into areas which affect our fisheries. This problea.
Sinclair does not even appear to take into account.

(i) Sinclair makes certain legal assumptions as to the powers
of the Government of Canada to divest itself of tihe "common
resource" and to hand this over to salectad persons. The
assumption does not appear warranted by his references.
These problems he neatly avoids by leaving thew to the
lawyer and politician. We consider that the legal founda-
tion of the proposals are one prerequisite of detarmining
the feasibility of his whole theory.

(k)  Sinclair refers to the high degree of organization in the
industry. On the one hand he does not appear to deprecate
the interference with efficient operation caused by the
high number of strikes particularly in the salmon and her-
ring fisheries. On the other hand, ne appears to give
some blessing to the modus operandi which nhas been arrived
at between the Union, the Vessel Owners' Association and
the Fisheries Association and the agreements into which
they have entered which the Combines Department have cited
as incidents of restraining of trade and contrary to tne
provisions of the Coubines Act.

On the one hand, we have the Parliament of Canada forbidding
the very type of combination which it is alleged after
investigation has been established in the Industry as contrary
to public interest. On the other hand, we find ¥ir. Sinclair
not only supporting it but proposing to the same Government

a regulatory system calculated to perpetuate this type of
activity.

‘We cannot help but feel that the support which ifr. Sinclair

N clains he found amongst fishermen and others engaged in West
Coast fisheries represents on their part a desire to extend
the tentacles of this octopus of compination in restraint of

- trade, not in the public interest, or for the ultimate solu-

[j tion of the problems he discusses, but in the hope of immediate

gain for those now in the industry and to obtain a legal
umbrella for their activities. There is little real fore-

\
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thought for the future if our reservations in this respect
should prove to be well founded.

The hypothesis which Sinclair assumes and which he seeks to verify
by the empirical method is inadequately established by the report.

The report may be an interesting scholarly contribution to the
literature on the subject but hardly can provide a sound basis
for the implementation of his recommendations.

(a) In his foreword he acknowledges that there is very little
information which deals with the economic aspects of the
fisheries. Therefore, any analysis of the economics of the
fisheries is impeded by the lack of appropriate data. The
time allotted to nis study (he adnits) prevented the gather-
ing of such material thus restricting this analysis to one
aspect of the economics of these fisheries.

"His far reaching economic recommendations are therefore based
on inadequate data and a review only of one aspect of the
economics of the fisheries. This hardly commends it as a
basis for radical innovations.

(b) Sinclair frankly acknowledges that there is a completa lack
of data on the economics of the individual fisherman's
operations. While his economic theory is based on the
principle that the presence of non-economic units in the
fisheries depresses the income of the competent fisherman,
he is forced to rely on general statistics to verify a
theory based on individual operations.

Two things result from such an approach:

(i) Without information as to the efficiency of operation,
he is compelled to look at the general average income
of fishermen to justify his theories. He does not
really know, however, whether tne fisherman with a
better than average income is in fact operating econo-
mically or whether his income resulted fron "the lucky
strike" or skill, nor does he know whether or not the
fishenwan with a "low income" may in fact nhave had a
reasonable return having regard to the capital and
effort employed.

(ii) Thus he is compelled to make a recowmendation as to
licencing to include all - the efficient and the in-
efficient - creating in them what is known in the
trucking industry as "grandfather rights" which may
be an asset which sauwe fisheruen never earned axcept
by showing that fishing was his regular occupation.

(c) This lack of data leads him to rely upon the operations of two
years only, 1957 and 1958, to draw his conclusions as to the
income of fishenien. Even then, he is dealing with gross
income and to arrive at net incomne is compelled to take the
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average cash operating expenses for two different years,
1953 and 1954, from another study. !{e has no statistical
evidence to establish whether increased technology and
efficiency in the intervening years have been reflected in
reduced costs nor has he verified his facts by spot checks
of the actual situation. '

(d) He regards the fisherman as an interdependent. In classical
economics he is to be so regarded. fis evidence inakes it
clear, however, that the fisherman does not sc regard him-
self. M™ainly, he regards himself as an independent w~orker
looking for rewards for his labour and not for an unearned
rent on the capital he employs. These are the tools of nis
trade. The fisherman is not alone in this view. It is
neld also by the small merchant and the small farmer.

I[f one sets out to prove a hypothesis by the assunption of
economic theories not accepted by those engaged in the in-
dustry elsewhere or anywhere using general statistics with
no knowledge of their detailed application, except by deduc-
tion, many differing hypotheses can be proved by the same
“facts".

Sinclair's proposal for a tax is an ineffectual way to attain his
stated end and would only add an additional burden to the fisherman.

The proposals for limitation of fleet by taxation, Sinclair frankly
admits at page 106 if effective to eliminate enough "sub-marginal"
enterprises rapidly enough, would have to be excessively high., He
adds that with depressed earnings, it is hardly appropriate or
politic to add such a tax., Earlier, he admits that judging from
past performance, the addition of increased costs (whether by tax
or technology) will not have the assumed economic result.

He points out the substantial weakness of a taxation system on fisher-
fen, on boats, or on catch, and makes it clear that to be effective
it would have to be based on:

(1) known marginal productivity of the different fishing enter-
prises,

(2) each fisherman would require to have knowledge of his own
marginal productivity, and.

(3) it would have to be differentiated as to size of boat and
type of gear or by quantity of fishing grounds.

A1l this presupposes:

(a) A detailed knowledge of the fishing industry as a whole and
of each fisherman's operation, the data for which he frankly
acknowledges is not available and we would suggest could
only be obtained at tremendous cost, and

(b) Fishermen will be more responsive to cost factors than



. 154 111 - 8

Sinclair's analysis indicates they ever have been in the
past - in other words, the fishermen will require to be
converted rapidly into astute businessmen,

He then comes up with a proposal that "A tax of reasonable mag-
" nitude in the form of licence fee will likely eliminate many of
the casual fishermen",

This proposal is neither supported by his analysis or by his past
history of supposed increasing costs in the industry.

The net result he admits will be to eliminate some fishermen whose
"gross catch is relatively small" and to distribute this amongst
the remainder. It hardly suggests itself as a solution which
strikes at the heart of the problem he sets out to solve,

Sinclair's proposal for licencing could, without providing any
immediate substantial adjustment in incame, create evils which would
more than offset the financial gain to present fishermen.

In the first place, he admits that a system of licencing directed

to select for licencing those persons who are equipped and competent
to fish economically is not feasible (page 107). This plus the
difficulty of protecting the rights of citizens to fish and a
politically acceptable method of allotting licences, he admits
"preclude the development of a workable licencing system that could
be instituted immediately or even in a short period of time."

Consequently, he abandons his deductions as to the economic way to
adjust the industry by eliminating the inefficient sub-marginal
fisherman. He proposes instead a method which for some time at
least would put an umbrella over the inefficient and sub-marginal
(i.e.) give licences to all boats and fishermen who can show
evidence that fishing is their regular occupation.

In the first place, he fails to define the term regular occupation.
The definition of reqgular in the dictionary varies from "conforning
to a rule or rules" to "customary or nommal". In an occupation
where the opportunity to fish is both seasonal and regulated as to
time, it may be difficult to find a satisfactory definition of
“regular occupation” which will make the selection a fair one.

Secondly, his proposal is to create what are often called in the
trucking industry where licencing is applied on the basis of public
necessity-and convenience wiiat are called "grandfather rights".
These are interpreted as the "right" to be granted or continue to
hold a licence when licencing is introduced or the basis of holding
it is changed, simply because you were in the business or were
licenced at that time, In applying the recent Daninion legislation
governing inter-provincial trucking, most Public Utility Com-
missions refused to recognize such "rights" insisting that each
applicant, whether formerly licenced or not, establish public
convenience and necessity at a public hearing. Public policy here
has made it clear that public regulation is directed to the
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promotion of the public interest and not to the protection of
"grandfather rights".

If the true basis of public regulation of the fishing industry
is to assure a satisfactory income for economically efficient
operations, then surely some like objective measuring rod must
be applied in the selection of those to be licenced to perfom
the service. HNo assumption can be made that those whose
"regular occupation"” is fishing are any more or less efficient
than those who are not. This surely is a matter of individual
investigation. »

Thirdly, Sinclair has failed to examine and analyze the trading

in licences which goes on both in the trucking and taxi industries.
The licences are treated as assets or goodwill in any sale and
often carry a high price, notwithstanding the provisicns in the
Statutes that licences are not transferable.

He acknowledges there is no experience with tax or licence systeins
as a control of the fishing effort. Yet he has failed to
investigate the evils of the licence system in those other two
industries where business is transient and if you don't get it
today it won't wait.

In the taxi industry, it is notorious that imany vehicles registered
in the name of the driver, who is the licencee, in fact belong to
some financier who also controls the licence. The driver is merely
a wage eammer and the true benefit of the licence flows to soneone
else.

In the March, 1961, issue of the Western Fisheries, a trade magazine,
Gerry Kidd, commenting on the Sinclair Report said:

"We can see that it is entirely possible that fisher-
men will be required to pay several thousands of
dollars for a licence in a good year., This will
likely mean that the companies will once again be
forced to cone into the financing field, for not
many individuals will be able to find this much

cash early in the spring during fitting out seascn.
Fishermen would then be more than now undar the
domination of conlpanies.

Company executives say, however, that this is not a
bad thing. Companies have in the past, they say,

been very lenient with their fishermen debtors, and it
is cbvious that those with Targe amounts of capital

in shore plants and marketing organizations must have
reasonably good control over their sources of raw
materials.’

It is not difficult to see who in the end result will be the real
owners of the fishing licences. Instead of developing 2 program to
free the fisherwan from Company domination, itr. Sinclair's
recommendation is calculated to enslave him.
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Sinclair himself recognizes this at page 109 where he says "The
attractiveness of the new income position may induce dealers or

fish companies to acquire licences and vertically integrate the
primary phase with their other operations. Such action can eliminate
the individual fishing enterprise from the industry.” He also

points out that the Union may organize to capture monopolistic gains.
However, he does not examine the evils of either vertical integra-
tion or monopolistic gains nor suggest any method by which they

can be avoided.

Fourthly, Mr. Sinclair's proposal makes no allowance for recruit-
ment of new fishermen to tne fisheries.

Further, Sinclair himself recognizes that limitation of licences on
a cost free basis would create serious problems. OUne of the con-
sequences would be a competitive race to build larger and more
efficient boats that could capture a larger share of the allowed
catch. In the end, the total gains will again be dissipated. This
in turn will result in the further necessity to limit licences. In
other words, there is no end to the process.

Finally, Sinclair states it would be necessary to allow the sale of .
licences. Thus, the sub-marginal fisherman wnhose “regular occupation”
is fishing, will be presented with an asset which will command a
price., "Higher incomes resulting from the exclusive rights granted
free may now become capitalized and increase the costs in fishing

to the disadvantage of the new entrant." He points out that from

the viewpoint of adequate income, the gains fram limitation to entry
can be dissipated after the first generation of licence holders.

It appears clearly that the proposal he makes is only a palliative.

He suggests that in the event of new licences being issued, they would
be available to the highest bidder and suggests "new fishermen will
therefore be able to enter fishing by purchasing rights from current
Ticencees" (or presumably by bidding on new licences). This appears
to assume that fishing is not a learned skill, and that newcomers
with no experience, after paying the additional cost of this asset,
will be able to fish at or above the marginal retum. This is an
assumption refuted by his figures on the number of entries into and
exits from the industry each year. Once again, it will mean the
dealer or fish companies directly or indirectly will acquire control
of a large body of licences and the fishermen will be divested of

his private enterprise and become a wage-earner only. In other words,
the process of vertical integration will be given a tremendous
impetus,

We do not believe that tne Government should, by involuntary regula-
tion, drive the fisherman out of his rightful position as a small
entrepreneur, and give to the Companies a further impetus to vertical
integration. -

The Sinclair Report has failed to examine the situation in a positive
vein. Starting with the hypothesis that Timitation of entry is the
means to rectify the comparatively low income of the fishermen, he

is compelled to a negative approach which reflects itself in his
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recommendations.

There are two positive approaches which he failed to pursue. At.
page 101, he poses two theoretic rational solutions to the problems.
(a) Government sole ownership, or (b) ownership by a single fim.
He rejects both of these and concludes the middle position "is a
position in which to have the Government assume ownership of the
resource, but permits its use by private finns". (It appears here
he had an insight into the real ultimate result of his recommenda-
tions.) He fails to pursue two obvious alternate middle grounds
which would permit democratic action by the primary producers and
take a step towards democratic integration of the fisneries (i.e.)

(1) A Harketing Board elected by primary producers; and
(2) The encouragemnient of co-operative organizations.

(1) It is difficult to appreciate why he should not
at least have examined these two positive
democratic approacnes to the problem in view of
the fact that in the most comparable occupation
(i.e.) farming, these two methods of organization
have developed tremendously to the benefit of
the agricultural community in Canada.

At or about the very time he was writing his
report, Parliament passed legislation to permit
the extension of Marketing Board jurisdiction

to inter-provincial and export trade at the
request of the primary producers of farm products
in Canada. ‘ -

Such boards assure democracy and prevent the
domination by companies of the secondary phase
of processing and marketing. In the fruit in-
dustry in B. C., both co-operative and private
enterprise engage in this secondary level but
the producer, through tne Marketing Boards, have
the control of the product all the way through.
Every producer has a three party contract between
the grower, the processing plant (co-operative
or private) and the agency of the Board. The
grower may terminate his contract and make a new
one periodically but only in the off season.
This eliminates the waste of competition for the
product which has led to such foolish financing
policies as have been followed by the fishing
companies. At the same time, it assures that
the processor has a source of supply known in
advance of the season and can plan production,
thus avoiding capital waste by nim. It also
assures because of the coupetition for contracts
and the existence of several co-operative pack-
ing houses that excessive profits will not be
taken from the primary producer. The producer
has a democratic choice to whom he will ship
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provided he must make his choice in an orderly
fashion (i.e. in the off-season). The maximun
price due to market fluctuations are passed on
to the producer. There is compulsory pooling
which means that all producers share in the good
market as well as the poor.

This is surely a rational approach to the whole
industry with a minimumn of Government interference
and a maximum of sound democratic integration.

(2) At pages 112 and 113, Sinclair gives a good report
of Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-operative Associz-
tion but fails to pursue the obvious anquiry into
the encouragement of this method of meeting the
problem of the primary producer. Once again, tnis
is a positive democratic approach which goes beyond
the problem of the primary producer into the
secondary aspects of the fisheries (i.e.) processing
and marketing.

He makes certain_ observations which bear repeating
(page 113):

"The Co-operative method employed by this group of
fishermen performs favourably from at least two
important aspects. First, the mutual interest in
the organization by the members develops a desire
for efficiency and self-discipline which reduces
wasteful use of resources. Second, since all tne
returns from sale of 1ts products, after all costs
are deducted, go to the members their net incomes
are maximized. Evidence of the prosperous position
of the co-operative is seen in the size and condi-
tion of the plants the Co-operative owns, the
large, active Credit Union operated in conjunction
with it, and the very modern supermarket which it
sponsored. The Co-operative, as such, does not
finance the members. This 15 done by the Credit
Union and the fishing supplies are purchased from
the co-operative supermarket."

He might have mentioned that the members have some
. $2,700,000.00 invested in their co-operative and
that the Credit Union has some Five and a Half
million dollars in assets. These have been built
up by fishermen. He might also have mentioned
that financing from the Credit Union is not handed
out on the basis which the fishing companies hand
it out, but on the basis of credit worthiness and
» demonstrated productive ability.

The members of the Co-operative are under contract
to deliver to it and so it can plan its production.
There is no need for price agreements and no cause
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for strikes by fishermen to cripple their maximun
production capacity.

Perhaps because the existence of this very
successful Co-operative by setting a yardstick
prevents the companies from fully exploiting the
primary producer, or because it has no need of
the strike technique, Mr. Sinclair recognized
that this approach would be inimical to certain
vested interests in the fisheries.

Whatever his reason for neglecting to pursue the
encouragement of the co-operative way as a solu-
tion to the problems of the primary producer, his
comments at pages 112 and 113 make it clear it
was not because he was not aware that the co-
operative was doing the job and doing it
democratically without Government regulation or
arbitrary limitation of entry.

We submit that Mr, Sinclair failed to examine the whole field of the
‘middle position' and that these two democratic and far-reaching solu-
tions to the problem of the fisherman ought to be thoroughly canvassed
to seek a positive solution to an urgent problem in the industry. At
least here the Government would be acting upon tested methods and not
relying upon untestad economic theory,. '

It is our belief that the fisherman has it in his own hands to solve
his own problems with a minimum of Government interference and a
maximum of democracy. This is the only kind of method which a
democratic Government committed to the principles of free enterprise
should entertain,

Prince Rupert, B. C.
December 8, 1961,
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APPENDIX IV

COMMENTS ON DR, SOL SINCLAIR'S REPORT
"LICENCE LIMITATION - BRITISH COLUMBIA"

BY

W, C. MacKENZIE

Dr, Sinclair has stated the essential problem of excess labour
and capital in the British Columbia fisheries, and the inacceptability
or impracticability of the alternative methods of management--sole
ownership, public or private (p. 101). He states that there is need
for some middle ground between complete free entry into the industry and
sole ownership, which can be found along two main directions:

9] A system of taxes on the catch or on fishermen
{or boats), and

(2) A system of licences that will restrict the
entry of fishermen (p. 102).

In advocating a method of restricting entry of fishermen it should
be shown that the method will not result in a further increase in capital
investment, in the longer run nullifying the expected tendency for fisher-
men's average net incomes to become higher, In a fishery in which the
catch is restricted by quota or periodic closure, it seems unlikely that
limitation of the number of fishermen will also limit competition among
fishermen for a larger share of the permissible catch, This aspect will
bear further consideration, although Dr, Sinclair has mentioned limita-
tion of company investment and removal of obsolete boats from the fishery.

As Dr. Sinclair suggests (p, 140), it would be well to correct
features, such as the unemployment insurance program as now constituted,
that encourage uneconomic fishing operations, A licence fee of 310 per
fisherman, as suggested, would to some extent exclude holiday or marginal
fishermen and recapture for the state a little of the economic rent
accruing in the exploitation of a public property resource. So would a
tax on boats, (The suggested range of $40 to $100 might not appropriately
reflect the range of difference in productive capacity of the various
types.,) It would not be possible to determine and set a tax rate on
fishermen, boats or fish at a level that would return to the state all of
the economic rent in the fishery, since this would be different for
different fishing grounds or locations and from season to season (apart
from difficulties in its determination), But the fisheries are not the
only resource industry in whichi excess costs resulting from over-capacity
eat up patt of the economic rent, or in which individuals capture part
of the economic rent that might properly accrue to the state, (In the
latter instance, all is not lost--the income tax collector has his
innings if the income tax system is adequately designed,)
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The most serious objection to restriction of entry into the
fishery is grounded on the requirements of a free enterprise economy.
I am disappointed that Dr. Sinclair did not give attention to this--
specifically, to the maximization of the net economic product of the
British Columbia {or Canadian) economy, or alternatively, to the
maximization of social welfare in the province (which might not be the
same thing)., Even a fisheries economist must recognize that the proper
concern of government in furthering the interests of a particular
industry or segment of the population is still the maximization of
social welfare,--possibly measured by the total net economic product
if government budget receipts and transfer payments are assumed to
take care of the welfare maximization problem. In a competitive or
free enterprise economy, maximum mobility of resources, including
labour, between alternative uses in production is necessary to maxi-
mize the net (value) product. In the British Columbia economy, freedom
of movement for workers into the fishing industry out of other
industries or out of the ranks of the unemployed, and back again into
other employments if this will maximize their annual earnings, may be
taken prima facie as the way to maximize the province's production
and real income, Obsolescent boats occasionally or temporarily brought
back into use may represent additions to fishing capacity during peak
production periods at no great additional capital cost, 1I.e,, they
may represent a low-cost method of providing peak capacity in a
highly seasonal fishery, in a situation in which total investment in
boats and gear is excessive, but in which exclusion of some fishermen
and some {obsolescent?) boats might lead to further investment.

It might be argued that the British Columbia economy 1s not a
free enterprise economy, and some government-sanctioned addition to
fishermen's bargaining power is justified as a countervailing power
in a situation where there are enterprise (and labour) monopolies all
over the place, To accept this argument is to accept the necessity
for some form of syndicalism or dictatorship of the right or lzft, in
which central planners decide what shall bLe produced and what consumers
shall consume, And such an argument doesn't imply a very realistic
view of the union situation in British Columbia,

It is not surprising that the U,F,A,W,U, favour restriction of
entry into the fishing industry, The object of monopcly power, wherever
it is used, is to make certain goods and/or services more scarce, to
enhance the price society must pay for them (whether or not this would
contribute to the total of social welfare),? ihere productivity is
increasing, union power may be used to force industry to yield a larger
share of its economic returns to labour, perhaps instead of to consumers
by way of lower prices, In consequence of the closed shop and a high
minimum wage, for instance, members of the union enjoy somewhat higher
wages, but the volume of employment and production in their industry is
likely to be somewhat less than it would have been with free entry,
lower wage-costs, and lower consumer prices; workers who might have
been additionally employed in the industry are dispersed among industries
where their labour is less productive, or they are in the ranks of the
unemployed, The downward rigidity of labour prices has even more
drastic effects on employment, of course, in industries in which
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productivity has lagged.

The affinity between dictatorships and strongly organized labour
minorities in the population, as long as the status quo is to their mutual
advantage, was demonstrated during the Batista regime in Cuba, High wages
and restriction of entry were maintained by urban labour unions (such as
the longshoreman's) combined with featherbedding regulations to make the
work go farther among the members, This discouraged development, partic-
ularly in secondary labour-intensive industries in which sunk investment
was a hostage to organized labour, The majority of workers were thus
thrown on to the unorganized labour market, particularly in agriculture,
where the cheap labour supply and lack of workers' bargaining power as
well as the low purchasing power of the consumer in Cuba, favoured
investment in plantation operations producing for the foreign market,

Economic Service,
Department of Fisheries,
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APPENDIX V

COMMENTS ON THE REPORT ON LICENCE LIMITATION
- BRITISH COLUMBIA -

Blake A, Campoell,
Chief, Economics Branch,
Department of Fisheries,

Vancouver, B. C.

However, I do not feel that the main recommendations that Dr,
Sinclair makes for limiting licences are going to improve the economic
status of the fishermen and some of the proposals that he recommends
are not, in my opinion, practical,

An examination of each of the recommendations and their possible
effect on the fishermen and the fishing industry in British Columbia
follows: :

Recommendation - "ONLY THOSE FISHERMEN WHO CAN SHOW
EVIDENCE OF HAVING FISHED COMMERCIALLY
THE PAST TWO YEARS SHOULD BE GRANTED A
LICENCE."

Recommendation - ''NO NEW LICENCES SHOULD BE ISSUED FOR
5 YEARS, LICENCE NOT USED FOR TWO
SUCCESSIVE YEARS WOULD BE RETIRED,"

These two recommendations rmust be considered together and despite
Dr. Sinclair's assurance that the Government is within its legal right
to do this, I would question the recommendation on the ground that every-
one has not been given the same opportunity to obtain a licence, It
would be a different situation if the announcement were made now that in
order to qualify for a fishing licence two years hence, a person would
have to show evidence of having fished commercially during these two
years., On this basis, everyone would have the same opportunity and would
be able to decide whether or not he or she wanted to qualify for a lic-
ence, '

If there is no question of the legality of such a program and this
first recommendation is implemented, it would be essential for the
Government to define the term, "evidence of having fished commercially,"
Certainly, the possession of a fishing licence is not evidence so it would
then be necessary for the Government to arbitrarily define the minimum
gross sale of fish which would be regarded as a commercial operation.

This could be placed at $100.00, $§250,00, or $500,00 depending on how large
a segment of the present fishing population it is desirable to eliminate
by this program,

Again, if the principle of a moratorium is adopted, the basis of
granting licences would have to be broadened. Restricting thé issuing
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of a licence only to those fishermen who fished during the last two years
is not practical. There would be bona fide commercial fishermen who

might not have fished in 1959 or 1960 either because of sickness or other
reasons, It should not be the intent of a moratorium to eliminate such
persons from the fishery, The same object could be achieved, if not as
quickly then more equitably, by broadening the qualifications by requiring
a fisherman, for instance, to show evidence of having fished two years
during the past four, one of which would have to be 1959 or 1960,

Notwithstanding the desire to limit licences quickly, I feel that
provision would have to be made for some new entries, I refer here
particularly to veterans and fishermen's sons wio would have to be exempt
from moratorium provisions in qualifying for licences., Unless this is
done, any Board charged with the administration of a moratorium regula-
tion would be faced with tremendous pressures from all branches of the
industry.

One factor which I do not feel has been properly evaluated in this
moratorium problem is that of the salmon seinc owner, Even at the present
time these owners state that it is impossible for them to attract crews
from qualified fishermen and some of them have indicated that it is for
this reason that they must turn to subterfuge in order to obtain licences
for certain crew members who are not Canadian citizens and, therefore,
cannot qualify for licences., If the moratorium program is introduced, the
plight of the salmon seine operator would very quickly become desperate,
The crew member upon which the owner is dependent has no financial interest
in the boat’and as soon ds a better job comes along he will move out of
the industry and there would be no way of replacing him under a licence
limitation scheme, At the same time, there will be a tendency to have a
lowering of efficiency as those who remain will have a real bargaining
weapon with the Captains, Certainly, such a proposal would very quickly
achieve the purpose of limiting licences but the number of seine boats
would drop very quickly and there would be no market for these boats and
the owners would thus suffer considerable financial loss. In such
circumstances, the Government could, of course, set a fair value on a
seiner and offer to buy the boat at a specified price and then attempt to
try to dispose of it outside of the fishery, but such a program would be
expensive,

It is also of interest to speculate what would happen to the market
of other fish boats, Our figures reveal that there is a very high turn-
over in the fishing industry and while under a system of licence limita-
tion this turn-over would no doubt decline; nevertheless, any exodus out
of the industry, without a corresponding increase, is going to result in
a 'deflated market for boats and this would not only apply to the poorer
boats but to boats of all types. Here again, the Government could step
in and buy boats and maintain an artificially high price, but once again
the cost of such a program would be high,

Recommendation - "AT END OF FIVE YEARS, LICENCE WOULD BE
GRANTED ON BASIS OF COMPETITIVE BIDDING."

s % 3 » ¥ rax % A A
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This recommendation, in theory, may be justified but because of
the number of licences involved would be difficult, if not impossible,
to implement. No hint is given in the recommendation as to whether the
competitive bidding would apply to the fisherman's personal licence or
to the boat licence, If it applies to the boat licence, it would have
to be categorized by the type of boat and with many different sizes and
combinations we can conceive of many problems being encountered., If,
on the other hand, the bidding is on the basis of personal licence, the
crew member will not be in a position to submit a bid unless he knows
in advance that he has a boat to fish on, The larger boats or the better
fisherman will be able to submit the highest bids and certainly, while
this will be a method of eliminating the inefficient producer, it will
also discourage those who operate efficiently on a smaller scale,

It is recognized that bidding does take place for certain fixed
fishing locations, such as weirs on lakes, but this is an entirely
different operation to the salmon or halibut fisheries where there are
so many different types of operation, While most fishermen are under
financial control of fishing companies, there would be good reason to
feel that companies might attempt to get control of a certain number of
licences under such a system either by bidding on their own boats or
submitting bids on behalf of fishermen delivering to them. By doing
this, companies would have a bigger hold on fishermen than they have
today and this would not be desirable,

Recommendation - '"THE PERSONAL COMMERCIAL FISHING LIC-
ENCE SHOULD BE INCREASED TO $10.00 PER
YEAR."

Recommendation - '"A COMMERCIAL BOAT LICENCE SHOULD BE
INTRODUCED AND THE PRICE SHOULD RANGE
FROM $40,.00 TO $100.00 PER YEAR DEPEND-
ING ON THE SIZE AND TYPE.,"

Recommendation - "ISSUE ONLY ONE LICENCE PER BOAT."

These recommendations (all dealing with licencing are inter-
related and entirzly apart from the question of licence limitation) are
worthy of consideration, Suggested reasons for implementing these
recommendations would be:

(a) The present nominal fishing licence of $1,00 can
be obtained by anyone whether he-or she plans to
utilize it to fish or not, From a statistical
point of view, the number of persons taking out
licences is not indicative of the number of

) fishermen;

(b) A higher licence fee would result in more respect
by the fisherman for the licence and the privileges
that go with it;




(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)
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A personal licence fee of $10,00 plus a boat lic-
ence would set the commercial fisherman apart from
the sport fisherman, When commercial fishermen
pay only a nominal $1,00 annual licence fee, the
sport fisherman takes the justifiable view that he
is entitled to use this common property resource
to the same extent as the commercial fisherman;

The question of helping to share the cost of
management of a common property resource has been
raised by Dr. Sinclair in his report. Admittedly,
the recommended licence fee will not go very far
towards the cost of maintaining the resource but

at least it will be a start in that direction. The
proposed personal commercial and boat licence will
not yield more than five percent of the annual cost
of the Department of Fisheries services on the West
Coast;

A boat licence fee with only one licence per boat
has been requested by the fishermen on many
occasions. The boat licence for fishing purposes
has been recommended previously but in trying to
corporate and meet the needs of the Navy and the
Department of Transport proved too complicated and
was set aside, However, a boat licence for fishing
purposes--which could be so numbered as to show the
type of fishing authorized--would greatly benefit the
fisherman, the administrator and the statistician.,
This number could be in the form of a metal plate
which could be validated each year with a disc show-
ing the year, This same number could be used on

all sales slip transactions which would enable the
Department to make an economic analysis of the catch
of each boat regardless of the type of fishing that
was carried on, At one time, it was helpful to

have a separate licence for each type of fishing,
This enabled boats to be transferred in and out of
various areas and officers were able to keep track
of effort in their area by this means, However,
with the increasing mobility of the fishing fleet
this transfer requirement was no longer practical
and was discontinued. Fishery Officers are required
to use other means to obtain a boat count of effort
in their district;

Fishermen cannot see any value in having to repaint
their numbers on their boat each year, or change it
for each type of fishing that is carried on. British
Columbia is the only West Coast area that does not
have boat licence for fishing;

These recommendations, even if introduced, by them-
selves would have an effect on limiting licences,
They would go a long way in eliminating the part-
time or sport fisherman who does not take a

% Ca (=
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significant part of the catch but crowds the com-
mercial grounds and is more an irritation than a
tangible factor in the economics of the commercial
fisherman. At the same time, this group is not
looked on with favour by the true sport fisherman
and in many cases he is interested in fishing
primarily for food purposes not for sport.

Recommendation - "ALL LICENCES S!IOULD BE APPLIED FOR
AND ISSUED NOT LATER THAN MARCH 31ST
OF THE YEAR IN WHICH THEY ARE TO BE
USED."

Recommendation -~ "GREATER DETAILS ABOUT FISHERAMEN
SHOULD BE OBTAINED ON THE LICENCE
FORMS,"

This should include the photograph of the fisherman, the time
he fished the previous season, the nature of other employment, etc,

First, it would not be practical for the date of application for
licence and the issuing date to be the same, Certainly, there would be
a number of last minute applications that could not be processed the
same day.

In general, these recommendations are good ones and would ensure
a uniformity of licencing procedure that is not possible under a
decentralized issuing service, such as is carried on at present, The
applications for fishing licences could be processed through Fishery
Officers as at present but the final licencing would be issued by a
central licencing agency of the Department of Fisheries.

It is assumed that the picture of the fisherman would form part
of the licence and would be in the form of a passport. This program
would simplify the enforcement of licence requirements and renewal or
re-validation would be a very simple matter which could be done at the
field level,

The requirement that a licence be applied for by a certain date
would eliminate those fishermen who come into the industry only at times
of big runs developing or when other industries, such as logging, close
down,

One problem, however, that would be difficult to overcome would
be that .of the native Indian, These fishermen, in many cases, stay on
the Reserves until it is time for fishing and it would be impossible

“to refuse them fishing licences even though they might apply after the
deadline., I woluld think that until they become accustomed to the
procedure that the Reserve Indians should be excepted from such a provi-
sion. However, this would be a point of discussion with the Department
of Indian Affairs,
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It might be mentioned that Alaska requires that licences be
applied for by March 31st but this is a discretionary not a restrictive
regulation.

Recommendation - '"'BOATS THAT ARE UNSEAWORTHY WILL NOT
BE GRANTED A LICENCE."

Recommendation = '"'GOVERNMENT TO PURCHASE AND SCRAP OLD
BOATS."

These two recommendations have to be considered together. In
theory the first recommendation is good but in practice it would be
difficult to administer, The officers issuing the licences do not
see the boats, Even Indemnity Officers, who make a complete appraisal
of boats, find it difficult to draw a line as to when a poat is sea-
worthy and when it isn't, A boat might be seaworthy for river fishing
but not for fishing outside a certain area, Boats that are seaworthy
at the start of the season might, without proper care, become un-
seaworthy during a season and it would not be feasible or p0551ble to
withdraw a licence on this account,

The recommendation that the Government purchase and scrap old
boats is one that is worthy of consideration but would probably be
difficult and costly to administer, If a price could be set for all
fishing boats at a marginal level, any fisherman wanting to get out of
the industry and not having a buyer for his boat could sell it to the
Government, The Government would then have a decision to make whether
to scrap the boat, keep it for sale for some other qualified fisherman
in the industry or sell it outside the fishing industry,

If the moratorium recommendation were implemented this program
or some other similar program dealing with boats would also probably
have to be put into effect,

Recommendation - '"'THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD DISCUSS WITH
COMPANIES THE DESIRABILITY OF ESTABLISH-
ING A SOUND POLICY ON FINANWCING OF
FISHERMEN,"

Sucih a policy should include financing only for current operating
needs of fishermen, Here again, Dr, Sinclair has outlined a recommenda-
tion which probably in theory would be desirable but frow the practical
standpoint would be difficult if not impossible to enforce. There would
be many ways for companies to give indirect financing. To stop the
direct financing would only lead to these other means, With a limitec
quantity of fish Caught and a licencing limitation system, which would
only allow a specified number of fishermen, companies would be forccec
to compete in every possible way, even more so than now in the realm of -
financing fishermen,
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One possible solution would be to have a fund set up by Govern-
ment to be used for financing the capital expenditures of fishermen but
any such plan, if past measures are an indication, would probably be so
tied down with guarantees and safeguards to Government that it would
not be possible for a fisherman to qualify.

It was suggested at one time that the present Fishermen's Loan
Plan was one that would allow fishermen to get out from under the domina-
tion of companies, However, this was a most unrealistic suggestion and
only a very small number of fishermen have been able to take advantage
of the Plan,

Fishermen are noted as poor risks and even companies, who are
personally acquainted with the fisherman and have a means of enforcing
payment, lose on financing, There would be little hope for any outside
agency to make a success of a fisherman's capital loan scheme,

A survey of company finanéing would be of interest but with the
diversification of operations would be a monumentous task for a group
of accountants,

With the continuing change in industry and practices any results
would be historical and not necessarily applicable to future operations,

Recommendation - “A REVIEW OF EXISTING PROVISIONS FOR.
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FOR FISHERMEN
IS DESIRABLE,"

This recommendation has very little to do with licence limitationm
directly, nor does it affect the operation of the Department of Fisheries,
However, on the basis of a memorandum, which we have submitted on abuses
in unemployment insurance, the recommendation appears warranted and we
understand that the review has already been made by the Unemployment
Insurance Commission and changes can be expected,

Recommendation - "LICENCES RECOMMENDED MIGHT BE TOO
HIGH AND SPECIAL CONSIDERATION MIGHT
BE GIVEN TO NATIVE INDIANS,"

As far as licence fees are concerned, those for native Indians
should be the same as for anyone else., If there is a question of Indiaas
not being able to afford the higher fee, then this should be a matter
for consideration by the Department of Indian Affairs, 1 feel that too
many of our present problems with natives in fisheries are sociological
problems which should be dealt with as Indian problems rather than as
fishery problems,

Arrangements might be made for the Indian Department to pay for
the licences of those Native Reserve Indians who are not able to afford
a licence themselves, 1 have already discussed the problem of native
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Indians applying for licences by March 31st if a deadline is required
and even if exception is granted in this case, this should only be as a
temporary measure and should be eliminated after a period of time,

Recommendation - "A SPORT FIShING LICENCE FOR SALT
WATER FISHERMEN WITH AN ANNUAL FEE
QF $5.00 SHOULD BE INTRODUCED."

This recommendation, because it affects a large number of people,
will probably be the most controversial in the entire report. [ am not
in favour of the salt water licence fee of $5,00, A nominal fee of $1,00
would be adequate and return to the Government about the same revenue in
relation to catch by the sportsman as the commercial fisherman would be
paying under the suggested scale of fees in the 'Sinclair Report',

Since the report first came out and this recommendation was noted,
it has been suggested that the cost of issuing a sport fishing licence
will exceed the amount received from them, Issuing licences through ccm-
mission agents as is done in the Pacific Coast States to the South with
a 15 percent to 20 percent commission would still yield the Government
30 percent to 85 percent of the revenue and in the case of 100,000 sport
fishermen, would mean $85,000.00 in revenue, Yith the number of licences
Known, it would then be possible to provide administration with more
accurate information on the sport fishing catch.

However, we feel that a more feasible and practical way of obtain-
ing information on sport fishing would be to regquire that all boats
fishing for sport have a fishing boat licence which would have to be
affixed .to the boat, A possible rate for this licence might be based on
the size and the type of sport fishing operation., For instance, a rented
boat could have an annual fee of §10,00; a boat used for chartering could
be $25,00; while a private boat could be $2,00 to 310,00 depending on
size., This licence would apply to both Canadian and U,S. fishing boats
and could be adjusted if desired with the non-residents paying a
slightly higher boat licence fee,

Licencing of sport fishing boats would provide the names of owners
and the number of the various types of sport fishing craft and would
enable a proper sample to be selected, In this way, the number of persons
fishing could be obtained, This method of licencing would be much
easier to enforce, would certainly be more complete and would, at the
same time, provide the Department with better information on the number
and type of boat being used in the sport fishery.

Many boat rental agencies are already providing the Department
with daily and weekly information of catch and effort and these operators
would not be placed in a position of having to require sport fishing
licences from every person who went out on their boats,

To enforce an individual fishing licence 1in tidal waters would be
a never-ending job, Patrol staff would have to be increased and constant
checking carried out, Unless this was done, the licencing system would
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soon break down. A boat licence which could be checked visually would
simplify enforcement,

Recommendation =~ '"MORE INFORMATION SHOULD BE PROVIDED
ON SALES SLIPS, SuCH AS, LANDING BY
PORT AND ACTUAL VALUE OF SALE. THE
BOAT LICENCE SHOULD BE RECORDED,"

This recommendation is not realistic when it is realized that
most fish sold in British Columbia is "booked'' by companies for future
determination of price and often the initial price paid is subject to
further adjustments, This is not only true in the case of the Co-0p
but also for private companies who pay additional amounts in the form
of bonuses of various kinds,

I am very much in agreement that the licence number should be
the one shown on the sales slips and if any further economic analysis is
to be made of sales slips, this common boat number is essential,

Recommendation - "A FISHERMAN SHOULD BE ISSUED A SINGLE
LICENCE IN THE FORM OF A PLASTIC OR
METAL PLATE WHICH COULD BE STAMPED ON
THE SALES SLIP.™

This is a recommendation which has already been suggested to
companies and is receiving consideration. The cost of installing the
plate machines might be an eliminating factor in this operation. liow-
ever, it would certainly be worth exploring this on a trial basis even
if it meant having the Government finance the operation in a small
company and issuing these plates to a small group of fishermen to see
if it would be practical,

Recommendation - "STATISTICAL AREAS SHOULDL BE SuUB-
DIVIDED INTO SMALLER AREAS."

To do this would require appointing a special committee to draw
out the smaller area boundaries and consideration is being given to the
possibility of making these sub-areas. Under a new I.B,M, system, it
would be possible to introduce these new area boundaries without toc
much difficulty as far as tabulation is concerned, However, buyers
would have to be educatzd ‘to complete these finer areas and education is
a slow process. It would have to be recognized that more work would
result for fishery officers who would have to keep a closer check of
buyers to ensure that information on areas is being properly shown on
the sales slips,
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Recommendation ~ "USE OF NEW ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT FOR

PROCESSING STATISTICAL DATA SlUOULD BE
EXAMINED,"

At present, the change-over to a punch card system is being under-
taken. To take this to the next step--which is electronic equipment~-is
one which must be kept in sight although at present is too expensive,
but as new and less expensive computers are released it might be possible
to examine the possibility of changes,

Recommendation =~ '"A CONTINUQUS COST-INCOME PROGRAM
RESEARCH IS ESSENTIAL TO INSURE
ADEQUATE INFORMATION UPON WHICH TO
BASE A SOUND UDEVELOPING PROGRAM FOR
FISHERIES,"

For a proper continuing program, considerable extra professional
and clerical staff would be required with a resulting rise in the
budget of the Economics Branch. Unless this was recognized, there would
be little point in proceeding to attempt to make such a study, If a
system of licence limitation, such as might result from a moratorium of
licences, were introduced, such a program of cost and earnings would
have to be implemented immediately and all licencees could be required
--as one of the conditions of being given a licence--to provide the
Department with information on cost and earnings. However, to analyse
these costs and earnings would be a full-time job for several Economists
experienced in this type of analysis,

Recommendation - "ADDITIONAL STATISTICS COULD BE
OBTAINED IN THE CENSUS,"

This recommendation is one that has already been looked at and

possible methods of obtaining the information at the time of licencing
has been suggested,

3 [»
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APPENDIR VI

GENERAL REVIEW OF THE LICENCE LIMITATION PROBLEM
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA FOLLOWING HMEETINGS HELD WITH
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE FISHING INDUSTRY
- APRIL 16TH TO MAY 13TH, 1962 -

BLAKE A. CAMPBELL

Introduction

During the month of April 16 - Hay 13, ir. W. C. HacKenzie, represent-
ing the Department of Fisheries in Ottawa, was in British Columbia meeting
and discussing with all phases of the fishing industry the many ramifications
of licence limitation, particularly as they relate to the salmon resource.

At the end of these discussions, while the problem had been thoroughly
defined, there was no unifonn agreement among the reviewing commnittee (1)
on a possible solution.

This summary is set forth as representing views which were expressed

during the course of the meetings and which were helpful in any decisions
arrived at by the Department as far as licence limitation is concerned.

Reasons For Licence Limitation

The two basic reasons for licence limitation have been advanced on
several occasions as follows:

(1) There is an economic wastage of capital and labour
which should be corrected.

(2) The unlimited entry of fishing enterprises in making
regulation of the resource difficult to manage.

From a purely academic economic point of view, it is true that capital
and labour are being wasted in the commercial salmon fishery resource of
B. C. but no more so than many other industries in Canada.

[t can probably be shown that there are five times as many fishing
boats operating as are necessary for harvesting the salwmon crop efficiently
but how does this differ from the many gasoline outlets that are constantly
being built and modernized by oil companies in every city of Canada to the
detriment of the individual service station operator.

(1)
Mr. W. C. MacKenzie, Mr. W. R, Hourston, Mr, C. R, Levelton,
and iir, B. A, Campbell.
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While the returns to the fishermen are being dissipated through
over-capitalization with the result that increased Governwient expense
is required in order to regulate the industry, is this any different
than the picture in agriculture in Canada today where by means of Govern-
ment policy they are actually encouraging the small and individual units
by means of the subsidy policy?

Government policy in the last two decades has resulted in increased
social welfare and assistance payments of one kind and another but despite
this, except under wartime pressure and legislation, there has been no
attempt made to plan or ailocate men or capital into definite channels
of production. A program for limiting licences arbitrarily will result
in a Targe number of marginal or subsidence producers who are not capable
: of doing any other type of work being forced out of the industry inte
; social assistance channels.

The second reason for limiting licences, nawely, for conservation
purposes, is a very real problem but whether restriction of licences
would ease this problem is subject to argument,

[t was apparent from the discussions which we had during the last
month that to achieve an economic balance in the fishing industry would
result in social problems which would have to be solved concurrently or,
in the end, they would Toom larger than the present economic proble,

In discussing the various aspects of limiting licences, the politic )
aspect has only been touched on briefly but these in the enc will be the []

determining factor on whether or not there will be limiting of licences.

From the foregoing remarks, it will be realized that personally I
do not feel that any arbitrary scheme for 1imiting licences is warranted
or possible under our present system of Government.

The solution to the problem of over-capitalization must come from
the fishing industry itself.

As long as companies and other individuals are prepared to risk
capital in the fishing industry, they must feel there is an opportunity
for profit, vihen the stage is reached where no profit is realized, then
capital will no lTonger be invested, Profits have been possible because
of increasing prices and iuproved efficiency, both at the primary and
secondary levels.

Limiting Ticences is not going to go very far towards relieving
the pressures on management controls. Jf entries to the fishery are limited,
those remaining would continue to improve their efficiency to the extent
that they would continue to be able to take the aliowable cetch in the :
same length of time as at present. True, the number of fishermen protest-
ing any particular closure would be fewer but those left would be just
as vocal. With restriction, a new type of pressure would be added,
namely, by those who wanted to fish but could not qualify for a licence.
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Possible Action And Results

The pressure on the Department of Fisheries for some scheme of lic-
ence limitation has been increasing in recent years. Most of the pressure
has come from the U.F.AM.U., although other groups, such as the Pacific
Trollers' Association, have been asking for some form of restriction of
entry. An examination of their main proposals and objections to them are
outlined below:

(a)

(b)

Moratorium

None of the groups advocating various forms of licence limita-
tion have attempted to assess what the consequence of such
action might be or what would be the effect on other segments
of both the primary and secondary industries.

The recommendation that a moratorium (on personal licences)

be established appears to be favoured most by proponents of

limitation. The Departmental committee were all agreed that
such a proposal was not practical.

The result of such a moratorium would be a very quickly
depressed fishing industry. As the number in the industry
decreased, a surplus of boats would gquickly result and boat
prices would drop. There would be no incentive to build
new boats and shipbuilding would become depressed.

During the course of discussions during the past month, some
fishermen have indicated they would be prepared to get out

of the industry if they could find a "fair" market for their
boats. A moratorium on licences would result in a poorer
market which would have the effect of keeping in the industry
those who might normally retire on the returns from the

sale of a boat but because of depressed prices for boats
would no longer be able to retire.

Further, the possibility of setting up an acceptable defini-
tion for those persons who should be allowed first entry into
the industry would be subject to pressures from all sides,

Require Fishermen To Obtain Certain Percentage Of Income
From Fishery

Several of the fishermen's groups made a point of insisting
that to qualify for a fishing licence during the current
year, that he should have obtained a certain percentage of
his income from fishing the previous year. This percentage
recommended ranged from 30% to 75%.

Here again, there appeared to be no attempt by organizations
favouring this approach to examine exactly what the results
might be of such a program. Such questions as what con-
stituted "outside income", whether net or gross fishing
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incone should be considered the criteria, or how such a
scheme could be policed were all regarded as minor
considerations of administration when actually from a
practical point of view the interpretation and enforcement
of such problems would make the plan difficult if not
impossible to implement.

It was suggested by fishermen that they would police such

a plan and would inform on those fishermen who they felt
would not qualify for licence by reason of income.

Experience has shown that fishermen will not inform regularly
on others, even in the case where regulations are not being
observed, so why they would police an income regulation

which they would not be able to prove is hard to understand?

Eliminating Buyers From The Financing Of Fishing Enterprises

One of the major reasons for over-capitalization in the fish-
ing industry results from the policy of financing as followed
by the fishing companies. Each company wants to maintain or
expand its percentage of the salmon catch. This is done by

a system of controlled indebtedness that requires that fisher-
men sell to a specified company under threat of boat seizure.
Once into the financing, both the company and the fishermen
have no recourse but to stay in it. To protect the company
investment, not only in the primary but in the secondary in-
dustry, the company has to advance money for modernization

of the fishing boat and for bigger and better fishing boats
in order to compete with others for a share of a constant
salmon catch.

It has been estimated that there is 10 million dollars in
outstanding indebtedness by companies in the present fishing
fleet but the amount would depend on the time of year an
assessment was made and it would not be unreasonable to
assume that this 10 million represents the minimun rather
than the maximum indebtedness during the year.

[f companies were prohibited from controlling deliveries,
they would no longer have the same incentive for financing
fishermen. However, finding a practical method of achieving
this prohibition has yet to be suggested.

Thne methods that have been suggested include:

(1) Instituting an auction system at port markets
- practical consideration of small deliveries
over a large coastline and with large daily
peaks make such a system almost impossible to
implement. If it were implemented, it would
probably require a top-heavy administration
scheme which would have to control packing and
storage and would probably be so unwieldy that
the cost of operating would soon dissipate any
increase in prices.

»
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(2) Formation of a producers Marketing Board. This
would have to be a Provincial-Dominion Board and
implementation of such a scheme, if opposed,
would prove difficult. The Marketing Board would
have to be responsible for allocation of supplies
to canners and here again would be faced with
serious physical difficulties of collection and
transportation.

Because of the question of restrictive trade practices, company
officials in B. C. have been exploring this whole question but have not
been able to devise any plan that wouid be workable,

Licencing Of Enterprises

During the course of our discussions on licence limitation, it was
apparent that a more acceptable solution to licencing the individual would
be to licence the enterprise or boat. Before any limitation program were
to be attempted, it was agreed that some form of registration of enterprise
would have to be introduced. British Columbia is the only Pacific area
where only _nominal commercial licence fees are charged. Every west coast
State impose much higher licence fees which take the form of boat licences,
gear licences, personal fishing licencing and landing taxes.

Licence fees paid in Washington State include:

Boat Licence.ievineevnneanees $10.00

Personal Fishing Licence..... $10.00

bGear Licence Ranging From.... $ 7.50 - $22.50

Landing Tax Of 2% of Value of Spring and Coho
1% of Value of Other Species

Because of the nominal Ticence fee in British Coluwbia, the actual
number of licences issued does not represent a true picture of the number
of fishermen as many people take out commercial fishing licences who have
no intention of fishing,

Also, because of the nominal licence fee, many get into the commercial
fishery for only short periods. The ease of entry has led to many abuses
of the actual purpose of a commercial licence.

A1l four Departmental members were agreed that an increase in licence
fees was warranted and regardless of whether any other action was taken,
should be the first step in a limitation schene,

Actual details of the extent of the increase was not spelled out but
there was a general feeling that the enterprise should be licenced.

The method of licencing in Washington State appears to offer the bast
method of meeting all needs and it is suggested that the foliowing-be
considered:
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Require all boats engaged in the commercial fishing
industry to be licenced with a permanent fishing nunber.
This would include packers, collectors, scout boats,

as well as fishing vessels. The fee for this enterprise
licence should be $10 and should be renewed each year.

Require that each type of fishing gear be licenced.
Consideration could be given to .increasing this
progressively each year as the amount of gear declined,
If more than one type of gear was fished, each type
would of course require a separate licence.

Suggested gear licences should be as follows:

1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year
Handline $ 10 $ 20 525 []
Shrimp - Crab $10 $20 $ 25
Gillnet Salmon $ 25 $ 50 S 75
Troll Salmon 5 25 $ 50 5 75 D
Seine Salmon & Herring $100 $20U $250
Halibut Longline $ 50 $100 $200 (might be separate

licence fee ta
small boats)

Other gear could be determined basad on their average retum,

(3)

In addition, in order to have control over the actual
persons fishing, a personal fishing licence should be
required which would allow them to fish any gear, and
here again the amount charged could be increased as

the number of persons in the industry declined. How-

-ever, it is suggested that the personail licence fee be

set at $10 per year.

This might appéar to be an additional cost to the fishery, but it
appears desirable that this direct charge to the fishing industry is

warranted.

The actual returns from these licences based on a substantial reduc-
tion, particularly of those licencees who receive little if no inccme from
the fishery, might be as follows:

1
k!
g
{1
i
i
1
g
i
g
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Seiners

- Boat Licence - 500 X $10..eueeerirvonencann $ 5,000
- Gear Licence - Salmon - 500 x $100......... 50,000
- Herring - 100 x $100........ 10,000
- Persona] Licences - 3,000 X $10.civievenaen. 30,000

Gillnet & Trolliers
- Boat L1C€nce - 4,000 X $lO' L N R I N N A B B B I 40.000
- Gear Licence - 6,000 X $25.... .0 vvvurenn 150,000

{6% reduction allowed)

- Personal Licence - 6,500 x $10...e.uviinnnn, 65,000
Other Licences (estimated)...c.ceveveevenvveroneneess 50,000
TOTAL..eevevnnnn $470,000

This represents 1 1/4% of landed value in 1961 and only about 8%
of the total annual expenditure of the Department of Fisheries in Britisn
Columbia.

Coupled with the suggestion that licences be increased is the sug-
gestion that all applications for licences be applied for at least tnr
months in advance of the start of each fishing season.

This would mean that:

Halibut licences would have to be applied for by Feb. 1st.
Salmon licences would have to be applied for by April 1st.
Summer herring licences would have to be applied for by

March 1st.
Fall herring licences would have to be applied for by Aug. lst

Similar dates could be determined for other branches of the industry.

The committee felt that if these measures were taken, many of the
non-productive fishermen would be quickly taken out of the industry and
although the incomes of those remaining might not show any immediate
startling increase, many of the irritants that have been part of the in-
dustry for many years would be removed.

It should be suggested to the industry that in. taking this first step
that a close watch will be kept of the credit policy of companies in the
hope that there will be a control of credit without the Government having
to get jnto the picture.

At the same time, it will be possible to study each year the trends
in numbers of fishermen and fishermen's incomes to see what results such
a program will have., A similar study of the results on regulations in the
various areas can also be determined.
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Retiring Of Enterprise From Industry By Purchasing

One plan that was suggested and given serious consideration was that
once enterprises were licenced no new enterprises should be allowed except
as replacements and any money obtained from licences should be used as a
.fund to buy the boats of those who wanted to retire from the industry. In
other words, the Govermment would be given first option to buy any boat
offered for sale.

This plan might be feasible if there were not such a large number of
enterprises in the industry and if the companies were not in the competitive
field of bidding for supply.

There are a large number of boats in the fishing industry today that
are not seaworthy and if replaced by a modern boat of equal size would add
greatly to the efficiency of the fleet. The actual value of such a type of
boat is small but companies would soon recognize the value of the licence
and be prepared to bid more than the boat is worth to obtain control of the
licence to be used in building a new enterprise.

Secondly, the amount of money that might be collected would initially
be very small in relation to the number of boats that would have to be
retired. Coupled with this is the inflated sense of value that many fisher-
men have as far as their own boats are concerned.

Limitation Of Licence As It Affects Native Indians

A major problem in all program of licence limitation would be that
of the native Indian fishermen. While there are successful native fisher-
men operating in B. C. and making good incane, studies that have been made
in the past have shown that the average native income is about one-third
lower than average for all fishermen.

The Native Brotherhood during discussion on this question of limita-
tion took very strong views that the number of natives should not be
reduced below present numbers. They took this attitude on the grounds that
most of these native fishermen were not trained or accepted in other
occupations,

There are about 2,000 natives engaged in the fishing industry today
who rely in whole or in part for some of their yearly income. To exclud=
such a large group from any licence limitation plan would ilake it difficult
if not impossible to implement a iicence limitation schene and the native
Indian problem must be regarded as a special provlen in the 8. C. fishery.
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APPENDIX VII

A CASE FOR CHANGES IN LICENCING
PROCEDURES AND FEES

Blake A. Campbell,
Chief, Economics Branch,
Pacific Area

A. Historical Review Of Licence Fees

Licencing regulations have always been an essential and integral
part of the Commercial Fishing Regulations of 8ritish Columbia. Over
the years, the cost of various types of licences issued has shown
considerable range. At one time licences were very much higher than
at present but it is of interest to note in the following table that
there have been no significant changes in licancing procedure or costs
since the Report of the Committee of Marine and Fisheries of the House
of Commons under the chairmanship of William Duff made its recommenda-
tions for changes in 1922.

A sunmary of licence costs between 18394 and present shods some
interesting developments.

i ? : : : : 1323-
.Ij : :1894-1910 1910-1915 : 1915-1923 : Present :
’ ' : Commercial + $10.00 : -——- : == : ---
f} i : Domestic : $1.00 : -—- : --- : -
3 j : Boat Puller v $1.00 : --- : --- : ---
o : Abalone : : $10.00 : N/C : $1.00
B : Crab : : 0 $2.50 N/C o : $1.00
S : Clam : : $ 2.00 --- : ---

: Herring and

Pilchard

-GN : : $ 2.50 : $.1.00 : $1.00

- Drag Seine : - : : $50.00 :

- Seine : : $50.00 $75.,00 : - $5.00

- Captain if : : : :
not .gear : : : : :
Licencee : : : $ 1.00 : S 1.00 ¢

TR
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: : ¢ 1923~
1894-1910 : 1910-1915 : 1915-1923 : Present

; Smelt & Sardine

- GN $ 1.00
- Drag Seine $ 3.00
: - Purse Seine : $ 5.00

: Salmon

- Drag Seine : T $25.00 $150.00 : 320.00
: : ;o (1919) (1) :
- Purse Seine : : $50.00 $300.00 : 3$20.00
: : ¢ (1919) (1) -
- Captain : : : $ 1.00 : 3 1.00
: : : : (1920) :
- Trap : : $50.00 : $500.00 : $50.00
: : : (1919) (1) :
- Gillnet $ 5.00 : $ 10.00 : $ 1.00
: : : (1919) (1) :
- Trolling : : : $ 5,00 : 5 1.00
: : : (1919)
: Sturgeon : i $2.50 $ 2.50 $ 1.00
: Other Fish : : : $ 1.00 $ 1.00

(1) In addition to licence. fee, the drag seine, purse seine and
trap fishermen were required to pay one-half cent per salmon.

Because of the tremendous revolution in catching methods that heve
occurred in the commercial fishing industry since 1923, it would appear
- that a detailed review of licence fees and procedures is warranted and I
have attempted here to examine the present scale cof licence fees and

procedures in the light of needs of all segments of Government and in-

dustry.
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Review Qf Present Licencing Fees And Procedures

There are three main reasons for licencing of fishermnen:

(1) Revenue
(2) Regulations and Management
(3) Statistics

A review of each of these functions as applied to the present
licencing regulations appears desirable.

(1) Revenue =~ It will be noted in the table that the
present cost of an individual commercial fishing licence is $1.00
with some gear licences ranging as high as $29.00. This is only a
nominal cost and while there is no way of separating the issuing
costs from other adninistrative costs it is obvious that these
present licence fees do not begin to defray even the ccst of issue.
There is therefore no net income to the Feceral Govermment accruing
from these present licence fees. The lower fees were reconmended
by the 8. C. Fisheries Commission in 1622 following a depression
year of 1921 when the value of canned salmon production dropped to
5.9 million dollars from 12 million dollars in 1520. Today the
value of canned salmon production averages 26 million dollars, or
about five times the 1921 value.

(2) Regulations and Management =- At one time salmon lic-
ences were limited 1n different areas and thus strict control over
licence numbers was needed. Subsequently, when this restriction on
numbers was eliminated and fishing fleets became more mobile, lic-
ence numbers were used as a basis to determine how many boats were
operating in a particular area or a district. In each case of move-
ment from one area to another it was necessary for fishermen to
report to the local Fishery Officers and licence numbers were
essential, However, with the advent of radiophones and better
communication facilities this transferring of licences has been
discontinued and can no longer be considered a reason for licencing.

There still remain two good reasons for licencing fisher-
men from the regulation and management standpoint. First, when
issuing a licence it is possible for issuing officers to ensure that
all persons engaged in the fishery are qualified on the basis of
requlations. Second, licence numbers provide an immediate identifica-
tion of fishing vessels and tnis is of value to Fishery Officers when
enforcing fishing regulations. The present "Fisheries Act" provides
that the Minister of Fisheries wmay cancel any licence or licences
issued under the authority of this Act if he has ascertained that the
operators under such licence were not conducting in conformity with
its provisions. This clause in tne Act, while seldom enforced, is
probably a deterrent to illegal fishing. dowever, it is doubtful if
the present system of licencing is providing the best control for
regulation purposes and an entirely new licencing system would more
adequately serve the modern needs of the Protection Brancnh,
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(3) Statistics - At one time the licences issued provided
an accurate picture of the number of fishenmen who engaged in com-
mercial fishing each year. However, recent studies have shown that
a great many persons take out commercial fishing licences who do not
sell any fish or are not crew members on commercial fishing boats.
There are two nain reasons, because of the nominal cost, why such
licences are purchased, both of which are only a means of getting
around other Government regulations.

These include:

(1) Fishermen who operate with sport fishing gear and do
not want to adhere to the sport fishing Tlimit.

(2) Boat owners who are purchasing engines and other boat-
ing supplies and who wish to avoid the federal seales
tax will take out a commercial fishing licence and use
this number at the time of purchase,

There are also a large number of persons taking out
commercial fishing licences who s2ll only a few fish each year.
These include mainly small trollers who sell fish caught in excess
of needs.

1/

A review of returns to fishermen in 1961 and 13962 ~
reveals the extent of the number of persons who toox out licences
who cannot be classed as comnercial fishemmen.

1/
From study of Gross Returns prepared by Cconowics 3ranch - 1361

and 1962,



GILLHET TROLL
D 1961 1962 1961 1962
. ; Number of Licences : ‘ : : :
B Issued . 580 . 5582 . 668 . 6117
' : : : : 1 1/
. Assistants : 485 : 483 : 500 : 500
E? ; Number of Boat Cwners : ; ;
or UOperators + 5 345 : 5999 : 6 132 : 5 617
Tj ; Aumber Reporting : : ; ;
Income . 4801 : 4 873 : 4 383 : 3 934
Ij ; Humber Mot Fiéhing : . : :
Commercially . 544 : 226 : 1 299 : 1 6E3
fj . 4 of Total Humber of - S : :
‘ : Owners or (perators : 10.2 : 4.4 : 20.8 . 36.0
fj : Number of Fishermen
: Reporting Gross
i : Returns Less Than : : : :
E} : $100 : 637 : 674 : 2 033 ¢ 1 348
; Humber of Fishermen
fj\ : with Gross Returns : : . : :
: in Excess of $100 ¢ 4 164 ¢ 4199 : 2 850 2 586
Ij , ; % of Commercial Lic-
' ! 1 encees {Other Than
: Assistants) With
; : Gross Returns in : : : :
Ij : Excess of $100 : 77.9 ¢+ 82.3 : 46.1 T 46.0

Y
Estimate.

From the above, it can be readily seen that the number of licences
issued does not represent the number of commercial fisnermen and should no
Tonger be ‘used for statistical purposes without additional interpretation
and refinement. -
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General

There is general recognition throughout the department and
the fishing industry generally that a change in commercial licencing
fees and regulations governing the issuing of licences is needed.
There is also agitation in some quarters for a sport fishing lic-
ence,

In 1963,, some modifications in commercial licencing procedures
were adopted within the present framework of existing regulations.
These procedures will be refined still further in 1964, With these
changes as a basis, it would appear that it would be an opportune
time to review the possibility for a complete revision of all
regulations governing commercial and sport fishing licences. The
possible extent and the economic and politic effect of such changes
are discussed in some detail in the following sections:

C. Review Of Effect Of Changes In Licencing Fees And Procedures

Recommendation of "Sinclair Report" on Commercial Licence
Fees

/o -
Dr., Sinclair 1in his report on licence limitation stated as
follows:

"It does not seem unreasonable that a lic-
ence fee of $10 per fisherman for all
fisheries should be impossible. A licence
fee per boat is also in keeping with regular
practice on comparable enterprises. Such a
fee can be adjusted by type of boat and
fishery in the magnitude of $40 for a single
fishing gillnet or troll boat and to increase
to $100 for the largest longliners or
combination seiners.,"

He stated that this increase is justified on five grounds:

(1) Bring the number of fishermen and fleet into
closer adjustment with ability of fishermen
to provide them with adequate retumns.

1/
Licence Limitation - British Columbia - A idethod of Economic
Fisheries itanagement - Sol Sinclair, University of ranitoba - 1360,

o Jan

T T3 ™ T3 T8 [
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Deterrent to the casual fishenmen.

Reduction will improve net returns for remain-

ing fishermen.,

Cost of maintaining fishery has increased and
it is not unreasonable to expect those who
benefit to pay for increase in cost.

A payment for a right to exploit is a coimon

method in our economy.

While increased licence fees would have a direct and immediate
effect on limiting the number of fishermen there are other reasons

for increasing fees and nere again we can look at then from the three

viewpoints of revenue, regulations and statistics.

(1) Revenue

- (Estimate)

Personal Fishing Licence
Number of Fishennen

Boat Licence - 10 Tons

and Over

Boat Licence - Under 10
Tons

. 1961-1962 Licence Revenue

12,000 x 310 = 35120,3JUd

1,200 @ aver-
age $80 per = 95,000

- 6,000 @ aver-
age $40 = 240,000

EXPECTED REVENLE S5456,000
45,000

REVENUE IRCREASE $411,000

The increase in commercial licence revenue that wculd result
from the suggested increase in fees based on the above figures would
amount to approximately $411,000.

The estimate is based on a decline of 3,000 in tne nunver of
persons taking out commercial fishing licences and a decline of

2,000 in the number of boats engaged in commercial fishing operations.

It is possible that the decrease in number of fishermen miygnt te
even higher and the increase in revenue from commercial licences
could be as low as $350,000.
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(2) Regulation And iManajement leeds

The imposition of the fees mentioned would result in curtail-
ing the activities of a number of casual or part-time trollers and
some part-time gillnetters who are a perpetual source of irritation
to the Department. - Such fees would eliminate almost entirely the
group of fishermen who are using sport gear and take in excess of
their 1imit under a commercial licence. The work of issuing lic-
ences would also be curtailed and if a further proviso were
implemented whereby those requiring licences would apply by a dead-
line of March 31st, then much of the work of issuing licences could
be centralized and taken off the shoulders of Fishery Officers dur-
ing their busy season.

(3) Statistics

Those taking out commercial licences under the scnedule of
fees outlined here could be classified for statistical purposes as
commercial fishermen. Similarly, boats that they are using would
be considered as engaged in commercial fishing operations.

Reaction of Fishing Industry Organizations to Increased Commercial
Licence Fees

lhen the “Sinclair Report" was published and fishing organiza-
tions were asked to comment on the various recommendations of the
report, the question of increased licence fees was dealt with by
several organizations. The submissions fron the various groups were
summarized and prepared for study in a documented memorandum. 1/

The U.F.A.M.U. in its brief stated that, “The Union rejects
the agreement that rights to fish are comparable with rights to
exploit other resources. For that reason, and because it would
discriminate against the poorer fishermen (especially among the
native population) they are opposed to an increase in licence fees
and to the establishment of an auction on licences"..... “They object
to the idea that fees become a source of government revenue to be
used for research, etc." After saying this, however, the Union goes
on in its brief to present its own recommendation that each lic-
enced fisherman would be required to pay a $10 fee for a numberad
fisherman's book and licences granted at a nominal fee.

The B. C. Gillnetters Association recomnended licences of
5200 - $500 to be issued to each boat owner for a five-year period.

The Pacific Trollers Association did not comment directly on
a licence fee increase but discussion with their executive indicated
that they were not actively opposed to an increase in licence fees.

1/ "On the Management of the B.C. Fisheries". - Prepared by
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The Fisheries Association of British Columbia in its reply
did not mention increased fees but in discussion a committee from
the Association did make the observation that they felt that an
increase in fees would result in companies being called upon to
advance such licence fees and this would be another financing charge
against the companies.

The Prince Rupert Fishermen's Co-operative Association
examined the 1ncreased ftees recanmended only froam the point of view
of licence limitation and pointed out the obvious truth that the
eliminating of the small fisherman is not going to result in any
significant increase in fish landings by those who remain in the
commercial fishery.

It is significant to note that after nearing all the discussion
that the review committee of the Department of Fisheries, consist-
ing of Messrs. MacKenzie, Hourston, Campbell and Levelton, came up
with only two recommendations on licence limitation which they felt
should be implemented in stages.

(1) Revise licence fees for fishing enterprise and
establish a deadline date each year for obtain-
ing licences.

(2) Permit no new enterprises but pernit transfer of
ownership with the industry and-between present
owners and new owners.

While the change in licence fees is put forward here for other
reasons than commercial licence limitation it is very obvious that
the changes as suggested here could become the first step in any
program of licence control that the Government might wish to
propose.

Implementation Of Proposed Licencing Changes

In order to implement the commercial licence cnhanges suggestad
here, a large number of regulations would have to be amended.
Individual licences for each type of fishary would have to be elin-
inated from the regulations.

Under this system it would no longer be possible at end of
year to deternine from the licences how many boats or enterprises
are engaged in a particular fishery. However, much more reliaole
information on the actual nuinber of enterprises selling commercially
will be available from the sales slip tabulation,

A section would have to be added to the regulations providing
for a personal fishing licence which would be in addition to a gear
or enterprise licence. While Sinclair recommended a definite range
of fees for both the personal and gear or enterprise licence, the
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actual range of fees charged would be a matter for Department deci-
sion. (A previous memorandum with actual suggestions of licence
fees was submitted at the time of the licence limitation comittee
review in 1962. 1/) -

There is every reason for proceeding with the changing of our
licencing procedure as soon as possible, particularly in the light
of investigation that will be proceeding into the fishing industry's
need for some means of marketing legislation.

Demands For Sport Fishing Registration Or Licencing

During the past ten years, there has been a tremendous increase
in the impact of salmon sport fisheries in the tidal waters of the
province. This increase has resulted in development of new industries
catering to sports fishermen.

Such industries as boat building, tackle, gas and oil, motels
and tourist lodges, guiding and many other auxiliary industries
have found themselves caught up in the middle of this expanding
recreational outlet,

With the increased pressure of the sportsman on the salmon
resource, the problem of regulation and management of two major
salmon species--coho and spring salmon--have become of increased
concern to the department.

To regulate the salmon runs properly the Department biologists
and administrators must have proper statistics. The Econamics Branch
started the compilation of salmon sport fish catches by area in 1953
and have continued each year with the help of local Fishery Officers
to collect these statistics. Although considerable time and effort
is spent on this work and continuing applied statistical research is
carried out, it must be recognized that the statistics compiled are
estimates. One tool that has been used to determine overall effort
and catch used to advantage has been the information reported by
rental operators. However, during the last few years the percentage
of persons using private boats has increased so rapidly that the
relationship between private and rental boats can no longer be
considered a reliable source of basic data on which to basa sport
fish statistics.

by,

"General Review of Licence Limitation Problems in Britisn

Columbia" submitted to the Department on July 10, 1962,

-
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Officers responsible for the collection and compilation of
these statistics are finding it more difficult to arrive at relijable
catch data without more adequate information on the number of
persons or number of boats in each area participating in the tidal
sport fishery. These officers have expressed themselves strongly
on many occasions that the estimates which they are required to
provide are open to question. Studies now under way will provide
some measure of the extent of such participation but until such time
as a registration or licencing fee is implemented, such measures
can be only estiinates.

The number of participants in the sport fish resource is
expected to continue to expand and the conflict of interest between
commercial fishermen and sport fishermen will become of increasing
concern to management,

The problems related to the management of the salmon resource
which seeks to provide a sustained or increased yield has in the
past been dealt with primarily on a biological basis. As the sport
fishing industry increases in number and participants become more
vocal, it will be necessary to give inore attention to the econonic
returns and political factors arising cut of competing commercial
and sport fisheries. With an increasing number of comnercial
interests being directly affected by the availability of salmon for
sports fishing purposes, the Department will need to have available
the best possible statistical and economic information, as.well as
biological infcrmation, on which to base and defend management
decisions.

The first prerequisite in collecting accurate and detailed
information on the sports fish is to determine the number of sports
fishermen and the fishing effort each year and this can only be
obtained by means of a licence or registration.

One of the recommendations of the "Sinclair Report" called for

a $5.00 Sports Fishing Licence and immediate objections to this

recommendation came from sports writers, tourist resort owners, rental
- establishments, and the Provincial Department of Recreation and

Conservation. The objections were primarily on the ground that such

a licence would greatly curtail the casual fisherman who is the back-

-bone of the tourist and rental resorts, particularly on Vancouver

Island.

However, in the past year there has been an increased interest
in a sports fish licence and a tidal sport licencing system has been
endorsed by the B. C. Federation of Fish & Gane Clubs as well as
other groups. However; in every case wnere a tidal sport Ticence is
considered there has been the proviso that commercial fees would have
to be increased. It is also significant to note that there is no
uniformity on the amount of the licence fee to be charged and there
still remains widespread opposition to any licence.

Let us Took at possible sport fish licence fees from the point
of view of revenue and departmental administration,




i
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Estimates of the number of tidal sports fishermen place the
total at between 125,000 - 175,000. On a basis of $5.00 per lic-
ence, the revenue return to Government would be between $500,000 -
$600,000 based on an issue of 100,000 - 120,000 licences. This
would yield more than the commercial fisheries licences based on
schedule outlined previously. This would be difficult to justify
when it is considered that sports fishermen take less ‘than 1% of the
total salmon catch of British Columbia.

A nominal licence of $1.00 would not begin to pay for the cost
of printing, issuing and checking licences, let alone enforce the
licence regulations. It would not be practical to take on new
officers to issue such licences and the alternatives would be to
establish agencies at rental establishments, tackle stores, etc.
to issue the licences. A fee approaching 25% of licence cost would
probably have to be given to such agencies to undertake this joo.

A fee of $2.50 would probably be the minimun that could be charged
if costs are to be recovered and some revenue provided to Govern-
ment.

An alternative to a $1.00 or $2.50 licence would be a registra-
tion which would provide the necessary infonnation to the Depart-
ment but would do away with most of the controls needed in auditing
licence monies.

This registration could consist of a two-part form which could
be completed by each individual sports fisherman. The carbon copy
of the form could be a postcard addressed to the Department of
Fisheries, with return postage guaranteed. The original of the lic-
ence would be retained by the fisherman and would be carried at all
times and would have to be presented upon demand to Fishery Officers.
Regulations would have to be enacted which would make this registra-
tion mandatory and penalties provided for not having a licence.
Consideration might be given to having the sports fishing establish-
ments validate the licences with a stamp to insure that all informa-
tion requested on the licence form was adequately completed.

The blank registration forms could be available from sport
fishing stores, tackle shops, etc. and should probably carry a small
charge of 25 cents to avoid waste and provide an incentive for
agencies to handle the registration forms. A nominal cost of 10
cents each might be made to the agencies wishing to handle licences,
again in order to reduce waste.

While such a form of registration would minimize the cost,
there would still be some additional expense involved in such an
operation.

These expenses might be estimated as follows:

e a3 3

—
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(1) = Cost of printing 300,000 registration

forms....... Ceetteeteetreneerresnaneaons $ 1,500.00
(2) Peturn postage on 150,000 registration :

forms @ 6 ContS.veriveencreeereeanncenos 9,000.00
(3) Additional staff requirements to punch

and processS..... Ceeeosanvacostsoneecanns 3,000.00
(4) Additional machine rental - I.B3.M.

PUNCh CArde:icececeeesossssocesassaaocnnan 1,000.30

$14,000.00

If a 10 cent charge were made, the revenue return would amount
to $15,000.00.

The cost of postage could be materially reduced by providing
the distributing agencies with raturn envelopes which could be
returned weekly to the Department.

The registration forms, in addition to the name and address,
could contain about 4 - 5 questions on the type of sport fish opera-
tion normally carried out by the fisherman.

Once such a registration was in effect, it would then be pos-
sible to work out sampling techniques which would provide accurate
and detailed catch statistical information. The using of such a
form, if agreed upon, would have to be subject to field tests in
order to insure the best possible results,

Such a program of registration would overcane nost of the
objections that have been put forward against a tidal sport fishing
licence. At the same time, it would provide a basis for obtaining
proper statistics for management regulations.

There are an increasing number of persons who feel that a tidal
sport fishing licence, which would provide increased revenue for
development of the salmon resource, is warranted but at the present
time this would be a difficult program to put across and would lead
to accentuating the conflict that presently exists betwsen sport and
commercial fishermen.

Consideration Of Alternative Proposals For Licencing

The recommendation for changes in licencing fees and procedure
that have been outlined here are not necessarily the most desirable
but I feel would evoke the least objection from the commercial in-
dustry, the sport fishing fraternity, and from the political stand-
point.
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Other alternatives which might be more acceptable for manage- Ij
ment regulation and from the standpoint of better statistics would
probably run into strong objections from many sources.

The recommendations suggested in this memorandum, if implemented, Ej
would not yet fully solve:

(a) the problem of sport fishermen taking out
comnercial licences

(b) the need for the tidal sport fisherman to
pay for some share of a common property
resource which he is exploiting. In this
connection, the exploiting of salmon by
United States sportsmen is one that is
becoming of increasing concern.

(c) the question of the number and type of
boats engaged in the sport fishery of the
province

Ca 3 8 3

Solutions to these problems could be found by requiring a
compulsory licence for boats engaged in both commercial and sport
fishing., The fees for such licence would have to range from $5.00 -
$100 to pay for administrative costs and return some revenue to the
Government which would pay for the development of the resource.

2

(d) the conflicts between seine and gillnet
fishermen with respect to equal rights in Ij
all cases.

I

It is recognized that further changes in sport fishing licenc-
ing fees procedures will no doubt become necessary but in the interim
the registration suggested nere will provide some basis of conduct-
ing studies on which to base future policy decisions.

—» 2

October 3, 1963,

Cw »
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APPENDIX VIII

REPORT OF WORKING COMMITTEE ON METHODS OF
IMPLEMENTING LICENCE CONTROL PLAN

Committee Membergt
' Blake A. Campbell = Chairman
M. Houghton
W. Scholey
S. L."Young - Secretary

The following subjects have been reviewed by the Working Committees

A Types and Forms of Application and Licences

To implement the>proposed licencing system the following

tj forms, plates and receipts would be required:

- (1) Application and renewal forms fors
(a) commercial fishing vessel licence.
, (b) validation to engage in salmon fishing.
n .

(2) Commercial fishing vessel licence plate and salmon
[j validation tabs and receipt certificate fors

(a) vessel licence.
tj (b) salmon validation,
_ (3) Personal commercial fishery licence.

(4) Temporary commercial fishing vessel licence sticker.

B. Special Requests for Statistical Purposes

(1) Plastic plate with vessel licence number.

D. Costs of Licences

fj ' . Ce Administrative Procedures

Z.  Review of Commercial Fishing Licencing Procedures and Costs in
Pacific Coast States ’

e

A .
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TYPES AND FORMS OF APPLICATION AND LICENCES

(1) Application and Renewal Forms for Commercial
Fishing Vessel Licence and Validation to
Engage in Salmon Fishing

It was agreed that applications for commercial fishing vessel
licence and the salmon validation should be on one application form
and the yearly renewal form should be the same as the application
form. A re-completion of application form will be necessary each
year in order to ensure that any changes made in rebuilding the boat
during the previous year have been taken into consideration. (Pro-
posed Combined Application - Attachment I). It is suggested, how-
ever, that implementation of the renewal type form be deferred
until 1967 to avoid any confusion with present numbering system.

, In addition to the salmon validation section, which is part
of the combined vessel licence application form, a separate salmon
validation applicaticn would be available., (Proposed Salmon
Validation Application - Attachment II).

Both these application forms should be available at Fishery
Offices, and through organizations and companies allied to the
fishing industry.

an'copy of each application, with accompanying certified
cheque or postal note or money order, should be sent to Pacific
Area Headquarters,

The application for vessel licence and salmon validation
should be made by the owner of the vessel or operator of the
vessel,

NOIES - All applications for salmon validation must be made by
March 3lst and no salmon validation will be accepted unless the
commercial fishing vessel has been licenced for the current year,

- Commercial fishing licence and salmon validation will re-
main with the vessel and not the fisherman.

- If a vessel is sold during the year it will not be necessary
to record the transfer. At the time of renewal this information
will be noted on the application.

-~ A boat owner or operator who wishes to obtain his licence
in person may do so by completing the application and presenting
it with the fee at the licence section of the Department in Van-
couver Headquarters.

- A separate section of the Headquarters office should be de-
signated as the licence section.

- A decision will have to be made on whether a boat under
constrggtion on April lst should be able to apply for a salmon

& 8
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(B "ATTACHMENT !
B OFFICE USE

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES OF CANADA

+PPLICATION for a -C,omme}-cial Fishing Vess'el Licence or Validation to Engage
a the Salmon Fishery for the Calendar Year in Waters Adjacent to
Dritish Columbia in Accordance with the B, C. Fishery Regulations,

n—IE APPLICATION FOR VALIDATION TO ENGAGE IN S.\LMON FISHING MUST BE

ECEIVED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES IN VANCOUVER, OR POSTM.RKED
.\OT LATER THAN MARCH 31ist OF EACH YEAR).

ame of Applicant (Print)

: Family Name S Given Names
E “Mailing Jvddress of Applicant
yessel Owmer's Name (\s Above L_l ) o
_ ) checl
U : - vessel Owner's Address
- aformation on Vesscl: ‘
g - - Vessel Name _ D.O.7T. Number
: . Cverall ‘Length Tonmnage Year Built Last Year Rebuilt Present Value
Registered (Net) .
:
2 agines Check Type of Powert  Diesel | | Gas l | Row or Sail l I
- ' Horsepower

i vessel or engine purchased last year, what was cost?

Total Vessel Cost § Engine if purchased separately §

i :f.s';xing Typet  Gillnet, 11 ] Trell | | Combinaticn l Drum Seine

deck every . Troll & Gillnet

Sudvity of . P
.’s-LI) Table Seine | ! Trawl [ Long line I I %er l !

(Groundfish)

3
)

Specify

Rat was the value of all fishing gcar purchased for thi: vessel last year?

cn
A

$

-
[

vonic Gecors: Radiophone J [ Direction ,‘ [ Huton:atic I

ek all equip- Finder Pilot _— Loran | l

Echo Sounder ] l Radar ] i Sonar ] I

E"

: F E E &
E h L commercial fishing vessels must be licenced (‘“QQC“Cd) 3 15
N L commercial vesscls engaged in the salmon fishery
D F%4irc a validation to fish for salm: on (See Net
inage table below fer correct fee) Applicant to complete
: ' (Fee) s
5 ftified cheque), moncy order or postal note is enclosed for 3$
B Salmon Validation Fees:
. Registerea (Net) Tons Fee
D Uader 153 s Ho
15 « 24 ﬂ_q_{____ Signature of Jipplicant
25. - 49 A '
5C + R R S S

R Date

i i e Department of Fisherfes. 115858 Nahean Ctronr Yacacaw-. = - -



ATTACHMENT 11

CFFICE USE

. (TO -BE USED ONLY ‘IF 'VALID/\TION"NOF__PREVTOUSLY APPLIED
I CREST FOR AT TIME OF APPLIC/,,TION FOR COMMERCIAL FISHING
VESSEL LICENCE)

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES OF CANADA

APPLICATION FOR VALIDATION OF .\ LICENCED COMMERCIAL FISHING VESSEL
TO ENGAGE IN THE SALMON FISHERY

OF

For the Calcndar Year of .in Waters /idjacent to British Columbia in
Accordance Wxth the B, C. Fishery Rcgulations

THIS J.APPLICATION MUST BE RECEIVED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES IN
V.\NC_OUVER, OR POSTMARKED, NOT LATER THAN MARCH 31ST OF EACH YEAR

Name of Vessel to be Validated:

Name

Comumercial Fishing Vessel Licence
" Numbe:s (C.F.V. Number)

Name of Owner:

Registcred (Net) Tonnages

Overall Leng ths

Salraon Validation Fee
® Registered (Net) Tens - Fee
Under 15 s -0
15 - .24 $ _ 5 /
25 - 49 ) -is .
’ . /
50 + s 1A

The salmion validation fee corresponding to the Registered (Net) tonnmage table
shown above is ¢

_Certified cheque, money order, or postal note is enclosed,

Name of Applicant

Malling Address of Applicant

Date

-«.ﬁ--\/.n(l A M aoacacac s -+ was . PR
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(2)  Commercial Fishing Vessel Licence and Salmon
Validation Tab and Receipt Certificate

Upon receipt of the application for commercial fishing vessel
licence and salmon validation, plates.or tabs, respectively, will be
issued together with a form which will be a special receipt certi-
ficate and will be the back-up form for the commercial fishing
vessel licence and salmon validation. (Attachment III)., Receipt
certificate must be posted or retained on boat when fishing.

A design of the basic commercial fishing licence plate, to-
gether with the annual renewal plate and salmon validation tab,
is attached. (See Attachment IV).

. The recommended size for the basic plate for a vessel is
45" x 9" and an illustration is attached. The numbered sequence can
be carried on each year. Two plates will be provided--one for each
side of the vessel,

The initial issue is not expected to exceed 10,000, with not
more than 500 additional plates required each year. ~Initially, the
numbered sequence of licences should be from 1 - 12,000, -

In the suggested design of the plate a space is left at each
side of the licence. The one on the left side will be for the
yearly salmon validation tab.: This will be renewed and replaced
*each year. The C,.F.V. number on the validation tab will coincide
with the number of the basic plate. The color of this validation
tab will change each year. -

On the right-hand side of the plate there will be a space for
the yearly renewal tab. This tab will show the year of renewal and
the C.F.V. number will be imprinted on the plate to coincide with
the number of the 'basic plate.

In the first year of issue the right-hand space would not

necessarily require a yearly date tab, but in order to establish a
routine, even in the first year, a yearly tab would be preferable.

(3)  Personal Commercial Fishary Licence

The personal commercial fishery licence for the operator of
the commercial fishing vessel should continue to be issued by the
officers in the field with the same routine for handling as at
present, excepting that only one licence is required for all fisheries.

A new licence form has been drawn up and is attached. (Attach-

“ment V).

The sequence of numbers for the personal commercial fishery
licences should start at 20,000 in order to avoid any possible con-
fusion with commercial fishing boat numbers.
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Attachment III

PROPOSED RECEIPT CERTIFICATE

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES OF CANADA

CREST RECE |PT CERTIF ICATE NO. 10007

VANCOUVER. B.C. ooco.to-.-..lg;..

RECE'VED FROM 08000 0E 00900 EE000 0806000000000 008080e0800000S s..o..n..--o....o..

{NAME OF PAYER)

THE SUM OF o-.--on-o'o-ootooc..on.vno-n..‘o-ooooooooc-o;uoooot0-.0 DoLLARS

FOR? ApPLicATION FOR C.F.V, Licence [
. RenewaL of C.F.V. Licence [
] SawmoN VaLioaTion RLATE 1

VESSEL NAHE n.Ol...O'..'...........‘.....'0.l.... LICENCE moooloooo‘o.oooaoc".coo‘c

VBSEL'REGISTRAT“)N mO.otoouct;-oooo,........u.-......

% 8

k

TO 8 3-PART, ONE TIME CARBON, CONTINUOUS FORM, NUMBERED IN

SEQUENCE FOR ISSUANCE BY LICENCE SCCTION,

OrR1GINAL TO Paver
DupLICATE FOR CASH BLOTTER

TRIPLICATE FOR AREA HEADQUARTERS
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SAMPLY "LICENSE

CRIST DFPARTMINT ¢ FISHIRIS
FZRSCXIAL COMMERCIAL FISHIRY LICIHCE

To fish during the calendar year in waters adjacent to Britlsh Columbla
In sccordance with the British Columbia Fishery Reguladons, Country of Origin

Licence No.

1966
20,001

NAME (Print in full) 7 Yamily Nama Given Names Date of | Day | Mo. | Yr.
: : . Birth '
ADDRESSIN FULL Fee Paid Identificatdon Detail
$

I3 HIDUDY AUTHOMILID TOFISH AS A POAT CAPTAIN (OPERATOR)

NAYME OF DQAT

This Liconca s f7usd under the authority

A, W, H, N=DLER
Depxty Minlster of Ficheries

ol the Fitherdes Act erd s not tranderable.

SIGNATURE CF LICEN CIKEs

DATEs S

ISSUED ATs

SERIAL MO. OREGINAL prpe— -
C 30576 atc. |
For Departmental Uza Only Yishary Officer -
: ' : F T T [ {
ll[]-D'@DiﬂD‘DB&DC‘DDGDQ

.
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o
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The question of the personal commercial fishery licence number
remaining the same each year should be reconsidered after this plan
has been in effect one year.

The Committee examined the question of the cost of issuing
licences and agreed that it was not practical to attempt a cost
assessment at present,, but could determine the additional costs in-
volved in any addition to the licencing system if required.

(4) Temporary Commercial Vessel Licence Sticker

With all issuance of commercial vessel licence plates to be
centralized, there will be occasions when a fisherman might wish to
go fishing immediately. In the case of salmon, there will be no
problem because no salmon validation can be applied for ‘after March
3lst. However, in the case of other species it is suggested that
Fishery Officers be authorized to accept the commercial vessel
licence applications and upon receipt of the necessary licence fee,
to issue the fisherman a temporary sticker. This sticker is to be
displayed on the vessel until such time as permanent plates are
received. The officer will issue a field receipt and will forward
applications and fees to headquarters for processing. The basic
plate or renewal plate and receipt certificate will be forwarded
direct to fishermen. (Licence Sticker -~ Attachment VI).

SPECIAL REQUESTS FOR STATISTICAL PURPOSES

(1) Plastic Plate With Vessel Licence Number

The issuing of a plastic charge-type plate to fishermen,
which will show the name of the boat and the name of the operator,
and boat number, is under consideration in order to provide exact
licence information on boat numbers on sales slips, but needs to
be explored with fishing companies.

If this is implemented, it is suggested that for the first
year of the new system that these plastic plates be mailed separately
to the owners or operators and this can be done in the Economics
Branch separate from the licence issuing sections.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

(1) General

Special addressed, but not stamped, ervelnpes will be provided
with the application forms. Upon rececipt of applicztion foru in
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special envelopes, Records Section will turn over applications un-
opened to Licence Section.

Licence Section will:s

(1) Scan applications to ensure all required data
reported, and list particulars in register.

(2) Check to ensure that proper fee received.
(3) Issue "Official Receipt”.

(4) Issue licence plates, yearly validation tabs or
salmon validation tabs, record the number on
the official receipt and mail plates with receipt
to applicant. :

(5) Prepare bank deposit for funds received and turn
over to Accounts for deposit.

(6) Weekly, semi-monthly or monthly as per demand,
prepare Cash Blotter to clear deposits from the
local bank. Accounts Section will prepare draft
as required.

* NOTE: Administrative procedures can be designed for
-handling applications direct from fishermen
and from record section where applications and
monies have been received in plain envelopes.

Once the application has been processed it will be turned
over to the Economics Branch for coding and recording on punch
cards, and returned and filed in licencing section.

At the end of each year, renewal application forms can be

sent to each fisherman from the address list maintained on I.B.M.
cards, This addressing can be done by the I.B.M. machine.

(2) Lost or Mutilated Plates

In the event of plates being lost or mutilated, it will be
necessary for the owner or operator to apply for a new set of
plates and the cost of such plates shall be $2.00 for plates or
‘validation. The same number will be retained at all times.
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.A-t tachment VI

& DEPARTMENT *OF.

CREST

“
ON
)
OY)

TEMPORARY COMMERCIAL
'FISHING VESSEL
~ CERTIFICATE

VESSEL NAME
ISSUED AT

BY
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TTTTT FISWERY OFFICER

DATE oo e b9,
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COSTS OF LICENCES

The estimated cost of implementing this new licence plan would

be approximately $19,000 the first year and $9,000 annually there-
after. .

Breakdown of costs are as follows:

Basic Plate in duplicate numbered
from 1 to 12,000 - first year onlg.

(Plates to be used for five years $10,500 |,
Validation tabs. - numbered:
1-10,000 =~ Salmon 3,600
1 - 10,000 - Year 3,600
$17,700
Special mailing -envelopes (Heavy '
Kraft) - 12,000 .. 400
Three-Part Receipt Certificate . '
- 15,000 , 250
‘ -
Other Costs - Printing and addi-
tional stationery . 630
$19,000

————————
———— ————

COMMERCIAL FISHING LICENCING PROCEDURES AND COSTS IN PACIFIC COAST
STATES

CALIFORNTIA

ndministrative Agency - Department of Fish and Game of
California

No Boat Registration - $10.00.

The Fish and Game Code of the State of California states

7870 "Every person owning or operating any vessel used in connection

with fishing operations shall, for the purpose of identification
and registration, carry in plain sight on each side of the

s OB B W
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.vessel, a Department of Fish and Game Registration number. "

7921 “The licence shall be valid during the perlod from Aprll 1st
to March 3lst of the year following...."

8010 "Every person engaged...who receives fish from fishermen...
- shall make a legible record in the form of a receipt in
quadruplicate on a form provided by the Department. The re-
ceipt shall shows

} weight of each species received.

) name of the fisherman.

)}  the Department of Fish and Game Registration
Number of the boat.

}  the name of the recipient.

)

)

O T o

the date of receipt,
the price paid.

P N P

h @ Q.

€015-

Species, other reports, required from specific, fishermen.

8022 ,

B. Commercial Fishing Licence - $15.00
The Fish and Game Code of the State of California states

that: - '

7850 M"Every person who uses or operates or assists in using or
operating any boat, net, trap, line, or other appliance to
take fish or amphibia for profit...shall procure a com-
mercial fishing licence."

C. Poundage Tax

In.addition to thc above, there is a poundage tax on all fish
landed. The rate will vary depending on species. For salmon the
tax is 1/2 cent per pound.

All excerpts above are from the Fish and Game Code of the
State of California . - 1963,

NOTES

All plates are issued out of central agency at Terminal Island.
Renawal caertificates are retained on boat and there is no visible
evidence on boat that boat has been renewed, but renewal form must be
on poat. List is sent out each year to patrol officers for vessels
that haven't renewed licence and they are checked,
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Administered by Oregon Game Commission

Licence fee structure changed in 1964 to following:

Be

C.

NOTES:

Boat Registration -  $20.

Commercial Fishing
Licence - $15.

(Aidditional $5.00 licence for fishing in river by gill-
net, set net or set line).

Poundage Fee - 1 1/10¢ per pound for salmon,
‘ except chums.
- 4/10¢ per pound for chum salmon.

Catching and selling of any kind of seine fish is illegal in
Oregon.

Licences are renewable each year,

Plates uscd same size as automobile licence - aluminum.

Space provided on end of licence for sticker to show the year.

This renewal sticker will be of scotchlite that will glow in
dark,

Rzgistration card goes with licence plate.

Licence plates are issued in two central locations only - in
Fortland and .\storia.

Catch tickets not required for each delivery, but companies

complete form which lists ten fishermen and catch for each
delivery.

3 CB CB CBR CB CB LB LB CECHB CACHE CE W
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WASHINGTON

— -

’
iVe

hdministered by the Washington Department of Fisheries

Commercial fishing licence delivery permit for each vessel
is known as "State of !llashington Licence and Registration
Numbezr" - $10.00

Fisheries Code states:

75,28, - At the time of issuance of such licences and delivery permit

100

B.

the director shall furnish each applicant with certificate of
registration and two licence plates with the registration
number stamped thereon,

Each owner of a commercial fishing boat shall obtain a com-
mercial fish licence for each tvpe of gear employed in taking
of fish or shellfish.

Schedule of Fees:

Residgnt Non-Resident
Troll Licence : $17.%0 $ 35.00
Gillnet Licence 25,00 50. 00
Drag Seine Licence 25.00 ' 50. 00
Purse Seine Licence 85. 00 170.00
Otter Trawl Licence 47.50 95.00
Reef Net Licence 32.50 65.00
Catch Fees -~ Code provides that catch fee shall be paid by

every person tarxing food fish or shellfish equal to two per
cent of the primary market value of all fresh and frozen
chinook and siiver salmon so taken and one per cent of the

market value of other species. Catch fees-to be deducted by
original receivers of the fish,

application for each type of gear used for salmon must be made
by February lst and must show boat operator on application and
licence. It is not possible to obtain a salmon licence to fish
within the three mile limit of ifashington after February lst,
but operator on a duly licenced boat can be changed after that
date by payment of an additional $10.00 fece. Boats can also

be transferred from one owner to another, but transfer has to
bc recorded and additional fee paid.
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Administered by hlaska Department of Fisheries

Vessel Licence - ($10.00 Resident - $30.00 Non-Resident)
16,05, 490.

The Code states thats

1. ns a condition to the delivery or landing of fish or en-
gaging in commercial fishing in the State; & licence is
required for a commercial vessel including a vessel used’
in charter services for recreational taking of fish or
shellfish.

o

. The vessel licence may be transferred to another person
only if sickeness, injury, death, unavailability or other
incapacitation of the licencee prevents or may prevent
the vessel from being used for commercial fishing or
charter purposes.

3. Section 16.05-520 -~ (a) The vessel licence includes
a permanent number plate. The number plate shall be
accompanied by a teb affixed to it designating the year
to be fished, It shall be securely fastened on the
port side of the vessel.

4, Section 16.05-690 - Each buyer of fish shall keep a
record of each purchase showing the name or number.of
his vessel from which the catch involved is taken, the
date of landing, vessel licence number, pounds purchased
of each species, and where possible the statistical area
in which the fish was taken and other information the
Department requires, Each person charged with keeping
records must report them to the Department in accord-
ance with rules and regulations promulgated by it.

Commercial Fishing Licence - 16,05-480

Tne Code states that:

/v person engaged in commercial fishing shall obtain a
commercial fishing licence. The fee for the licence is $10.00
for residents and 515.00 for non-residents.

nn Individual Gear Licence is also required by each person

operating or assisting in the operation of each type of
fishery.

(I |
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Gear Licence Fees Ares -
Resident Non-Resident
Troll : "515.00 $45.00
Gillnet 310, for first 100 330.00 for first 100
fathoms fathoms
5. for each addi- »15. for each addi--
tiqnal 100 fathoms tional 50 fathoms
Seine $40. for first 100 3120, for first 100
fathoms , fathoms
$10. each additional $30. each additional
50 fathqms 50 fathoms
Trawl $50. 00 5150, 00

“\1l salmon fishing nets, and vessels to be used to take salmon
with such nets shall be properly licenced, and registered not later
than /.pril 15 of the year of operation for the registration area
Selected, except..." (one special northern area where date is June 1).

"Registered nets and vessels shall be used to take salmon only
in the one area for which they are registered."

"Late registration or transfer of registered nets or vessels
to another registration area may be permitted by the Commissioner only
in- the case of serious injury, sickness or death, or loss of vessel
by sinking, destruction or extensive mechanical breakdown."

Jone a¥, 1965




SUBMMARY OF CONRERCINL FISHING VESSEL AND  PERSOMAL LICEMCES AND REL.LTED FEES
CHARGED BY PACIFIC COAST STAITES

-

OREGON

s CALIFORNIA H 3 WASHINGTON t ALSKA
t - : : t
1 t : 3
Commercial Fishing : : 3 . :
Vessel Licence : 3 10.00 : $ 20,00 : 3 10.00 t $ 15.00
: : 3 g :
Personal Commercial : 3 g : _
Fishing Licence t $ 15,00 o8 $ 15.00 t 3 10.00 3 $ 10.00
H ’ H H ; H .
3 ¢ River Fishing - /,ddi- : H
: s tional Licence - 5. 3 3
1 B 3 R |
. Gear Licence 3 Nil t Nil : Troll - $17.50 : Troll - 315,00
2 t (Changed in 1964) : Gillnet - $25.00 t Gillnet -  $10.00
3 g T - A | 100 Fathoms '
: T 8 Purse Seine - 385.00 : Purse Seine -340.00
i : T - s 100 Fathoms |
: t t Otter Trawl - 347.950 i1 Otter Trawl -3$50.00
. s H H 3
landing Tax or Fee t Salmon - 1/§¢ per pound : Chum Salmon - 2/5¢ lb.: 2% of primary market 1 No landing or
i Others - 1/20¢ per pound : Other " - 1 1/10¢ : value for chinook : privilege tax
: s " per pound ¢ and silver, 1% other ;
: + Other Fish - 1/20¢ to : species. Oyster and i
3 i 4/5¢ per pound : clam farms exempt, s
g $ $ ‘ 3
1 : 2 2
MMENTS : . : 3 3
: 1 : s B
3 t No Seining Allowed t Licences for salmon $ Salmon net licences
: 3 . ¢ within 3 miles re- s for specific areas
1 t 3 quired by Feb., lst. : must be applied for
: : $ Amendment to change : by april 15th
: ! $ to April 1st :
: s 2 ' 1
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APPENOIX IX

A DETAILED PLAY FOR LICENCING VESSELS FOR
SALHON FISHING IN WATERS OF
BRITISH COLUMBIA

Blake A. Campbell,
Chief, Economics Branch,
Department of Fisneries.

December, 1967

Introduction

During the course of the past 15 years many different plans for
licence control in the salmon fishery have been evolved. No plan for
control is going to meet with overall endorsement by all segments of the
industry. Probably no plan for control acceptable to govermment is going
to meet with complete approval from any segment of the industry. Despite
this, most segments of the industry have asked the government for a plan
that will "save it from itself’.

Several basic principles have been agreed upon as far as control
of salmon licences is concerned.

(1)  Any control should be on the fishing vessel and
not on the individual.

(2) Some form of moratorium or restriction on new
entries is necessary.

(3) The government should recover same “rent" costs

from the salmon fishery to compensate in a measure

for the conservation, protection, research and

development costs provided by government.

(4) Protection must be given to the Indian fishermen
who are dependent on the resource and have no
other source of income.

Other control principles have been. enunciated by various segments
of the industry but for the present these have not been considered. The
latest suggestion put forth by the Fisheries Association that buyers' lic-
ences be limited would not be acceptable because it could lead to monopoly
control by companies.

In evolving a master plan for properly utilizing the resource, I
take the view that the tidal sport fish licencing should be considered
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as an integral part of such a plan.

The proposal to implement a tidal sport fisn boat licence in 1969
therefore makes it most timely that an overall control plan be decided
upon prior to iay 31, 1968.

The reasons for setting this deadline will become obvious as this
proposal is outlined.

Proposal Summarized

Basically, I would propose three types of salmon Ticences.

(1) Sport Fishing - wuse of sport gear only

(2) Semi-Commercial - based on size of vessel and
restricted to certain specific areas - exempted
from licence control.

(3) A1l Other Commercial Licences - subject to licence
control measures. Method of limiting would be to
charge differential annual salmon licence fees in
three separate categories:

(A) Salmon licence fees of present owners
would be increased somewhat and wou]d
be based on size of boat.

(B) Salmon licence fees would be higher if
a vessel were purchased by another
owner,

(C) Substantially higher annual salmon lic-
ence fees would be paid by owners of new
vessels entering the salmon fishery.

If the basic principle of the plan is accepted, then it would be
possible to consider details and I have outlined in this proposal refine-
ments that could be considered but all are not fundamental to the success
of the basic plan suggested here,

The plan should be announced immediately after the close of salmon
registration on May 31, 1968, and ownership of the vessels licenced for
salmon would be established as of that date. The licencing procedure

would have to change to make it necessary for the Department to be advised

of transfer of ownership of fishing vessels.
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Enforcement *

It is recognized that there will be administrative problems on
enforcement, but no plan which controls licences will be without sucn
problems. A licencing section would have to be set up with adequate
staff to regulate and enforce.

Implementation of Plan

While the broad concepts of the plan have been set out, it is
necessary to outline in some detail how such a plan could become operative.

(1) Sport Fish Licence

A1l boats engaged in sport fishing would be required
to have & boat licence (this would be in addition to
a personal licence for persons other than boat
owners).

There should be a differential between resident and
non-resident boat licences.

There should be a higher licence fee for rental,
charter or guide vessels.

A detailed plan for implementing sport fish licencing is. being
developed.

It is suggested that sport fishermen be restricted to the use of
sports gear and be allowed to dispose of their fish in any way they wish.
Limit restrictions for particular areas and particular species mignt be
changed from those at present and anyone exceeding limit would be liable
for licence suspension.

Eliminate, Sell And Barter Requlation

In suggesting that tidal sport fishermen be able to dispose of fish
in any way he wishes is merely recognizing the fact that presently a nigh
percentage of sport fishermen actually "barter" salmon for cash or favours
of one kind or another and the number of cases where action has been taken
by Departmental officers is almost non-existent.

If a fisherman pays a licence fee and fishes with sport gear and
adheres to the 1imit, I suggest ne should be entitled to dispose of his
catch in any way he wishes.

This suggestion is not fundamental to the program but would, in myA
opinion, make for realistic tidal sport fish regulations.




(2)

(3)
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Semi-Commercial Licence

This group would be exempted from licence control
because of the size of boats involved and the small
degree to which they influence total returns from
salmon,

In 1964, the 1,706 vessels 27' or less in length
reported production valued at $1,049,000 or just
over two percent of total landed value of all fish.

The salmon licence fee for this group would be

higher than the salmon sport fish licence but not
as high as a commercial licence.

Optional Type of Licence

Consideration might be given to allowing a vessel
owner to decide whether he wanted to take out this
type of a licence or a commercial fishing licence.

Area Restriction

Vessels in this group would be restricted to certain
areas such as the Gulf of Georgia and other areas
where they would not interfere with commercial fish-
ing operations.

Maximum Catch

Consideration could be given to allowing this group

a maximum catch and if this was exceeded they would be
required to pay the commercial licence the following
year and be subject to licence fees and other control
restrictions governing commercial boats.

Commercial Salmon Vessels

A1l vessels 28' and over would be required to take out
caomwercial salmon licences.

There would be three categories of annual salmon lic-
ence fees:

Category A - For vessels owned by fisheren or
' companies licenced to fish for salmon
as of Hay 31, 1968.

Category 8 - For vessels licenced for salmon fishing
as of iay 31, 19683, but sold after that
date to another fishemman.

Category C - For vessels not registered for salmon on
flay 31, 1968.
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- Fee Based on Size

To be an effective control the salmon licence fees
should be based on size of fishing vessel on a
graduated basis.

- Fee Based on Type of Equipment

A further refinement would call for a higher fee
if the vessels were equipped to carry out more
than one type of salmon fishing. This would have
to be declared prior to May 31, 1968.

Indian Fishermen

~ The question of salmon licence fees for Indian fishing vessels could
be resolved <in one of several different ways.

(1) A1l boats owned by Indians would pay minimum
commercial salmon licence fees regardless of
whether vessels were purchased after May 31,
1968, or were newly built.

Indians would be required to have a statement
from the Indian Affairs Branch certifying as
to their Indian status.

(2) Boats owned by Indians would be subject to same
fees and regulations as other boats and the:
Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Develop-
ment be requested to pay the appropriate salmon
licence fees for Indian boats to the Department
of Fisheries. This could be done on the basis of
a book transfer and would allow the Department
of Fisheries to show a much better balance between
costs of operation and “"rent" recovered.

Under either alternative there would be no need to restrict the sale
of Indian vessels to other than Indian fishermen because if a new owner,
who was not an Indian, purchased the vessel he would be required to pay
higher annual licence fees.

The second alternative would probably tie in more closely with the
new plan of the Department of Indian Affairs to upgrade the Ind1an fleet.

Company Owned Boats

Under present arrangements, vessels under Agreement for Sale by
companies to individual fishermen are licenced in the name of the person
purchasing the vessel. If the company repossessed the vessel and sold it
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to another fisherman the higher annual licence fee (Category B) would
apply.

Companies presently owning boats for rental purposes would pay
on the basis of lowest category of fees for these boats. Any new boats
purchased or acquired for rental purposes would be charged fees at the
Category B or C rate.

Boats Lost or Destroyed

A fisherman whose vessel was sunk or burned who wanted to continue
to fish would be required to make application to a Special Review Com-
mittee., This Committee would determine the annual fee such a fisherman

would be required to pay.

If the fisherman were to purchase another boat of the same size
and similar power, he could be .allowed to pay the same annual licence that
he paid on the boat that was destroyed.

If he were to purchase or build a bigger boat he might be required
to pay on the basis of Category B or even Category C.

Licences Not Used

Each year vessels licenced for salmon and not engaging in com-
‘mercial operations would be eliminated from tlie Category A list and at
the time of renewal would revert to the Category B list. If there were
instances of illness or other circumstances of the owner resulting in a
vessel not being fished for salmon in a particular year, it would be
possible for the Committee to review and establish a lower category of

fee payment.

Boats Rebuilt And Re-Engined

Boats that were extensively rebuilt or re-engined would be regarded
as special cases for establishing licence fees. For this reason it will
be necessary at the time of the registration each year to obtain a detailed
report of the size of the fishing vessel and the type and amount of power.

The annual fee for such vessels could be established by the Special
Review Committee and could be determined prior to the rebuilding if the
fishermen so requested.
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Basis of Licence Fees

The salmon licence fees that might be established under this plan
are outlined in Table 1.

TABLE 1 -~ SUGGESTED ANNUAL LICENCE FEES FOR VESSELS FISHING
FOR SALMON IN TIDAL WATERS OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
- EFFECTIVE 1969 -

Sport Fish Licence Residence - $ 3.00 (canbined personal

licence for owner)

- Non-Residence - $5,00 " " "
Semi-Commercial - = Vessel Registration $10.00
27" & Under
- Salmon Licence - $10.00

(Personal fishing licence would still be requi red)

Commercial - Vessel Registration $10,00
Category A - (Vessel licenced for salmon on May 31, 1968, and

present ownership of vessel the same.)

One Type of Two or More Types
Salmon Gear of Salmon Gear
$ $
Under 40' 25.00 40.00
40' - 49 50.00 75.00
50' - 59' 100.00 150.00
60' & More 200,00 300.00.
Category B - (Vessel licenced for salmon on ay 31, 1968, but
ownership changed after that date)
Under 40° 50.00 80.00
40' - 49 i 100.00 150.00
50' - 59 200.00 300.00
60' & More ©400.00 600.00
Category C - (New vessels or other vessels not licenced for
satmon on oay 31, 1968)
Under 40' : 200.00 300.00
40' - 49°' 400.00 600.00
50' - 59' 800.00 1,200.00
60" & More 1,000.00 1,500.00
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An estimate of the revenue from these fees is shown in Table II.

TABLE II - ESTIMATE OF REVENWUE TO BE RECEIVED FROM LICENCING
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA IH 1969

. B

I Sport fish licences (includes personal licence fees) $233.00,4
I1 Semi-Commercial (Basis of 1,500 boats) 30,00
. $263,000
III Comnercial Vessels (fee shown includes vessel licence Ej
and salmon licence) =
No. Fee-3 3 ] fj
Category A - Ownership not changed
Under 40' - One type of gear 3,000 x 35.....%105,000 rj
Under 40' - Two types of gear 1,000 x 50..... 50,000 .
40' - 49' - One type of gear 700 x 60..... 42,000
- Two types of gear 300 x 85..... 26,500
50' - 59' - One type of gear 150 x 110..... 16,500 [j
- Two types of gear 25 x 160..... 4,000
60' & More One type of gear . 40 x 120..... 8,400
- Two types of gear 20 x 310..... 6,300 Cj
~ TOTAL VESSELS.tececsesccnosacacesees 0,235 $258,700.¢40.... 258,700
Category B - Ownersnhip changed [j
Under 40' - One type of gear 400 x 60.....$ 24,000
- Two types of gear 200 x 90..... 18,000
40' - 49' - One type of gear 200 x 110..... 22,000 [j
- Two types of gear 50 x 160..... 8,000
50' - 59' - One type of gear 40 x 210..... 3,400
- Two types of gear 20 x 310..... 6,200 - E]
60' & More One type of gear 10 x 410..... 4,100 <
- Two types of gear 5x610..... 3,050
TOTAL VESSELS«ececaeses Ceessecsacanans 825 $ 93,7500 c0ccens 93,75&:
Category C - The number of new vessels in the first
two or three years of the plan would tj
probably be curtailed and an estimate
of 50 new vessels at average annual
fees of $300 would probably be an . Ej
outside figure....... cressaas ceessseassed 15,000,000, 15,000L
Fishing vessel registration not salmon 300 x 10..... 3,000........ 3,000
Personal licence fees for commercial '
fishing 16,600 x 5..... 50,000........ 50,000
Total Fees Commercial Salmon....eeeeeeeses Ceertecctrssenrsacraons cienees $420,450[j
TOTAL ALL TYPES OF FISHINU. eeveveeereeanrenoeenas Checdccnssrrsscsaaena 5683,450
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This basis of fees would provide approximately $500, OOO more than
is being received at the present time.

The cost of administrating the licencing plan, 1nc1ud1ng sport
fisn licencing, may be placed at $100,000.

The rema1n1ng $400,000 could perhaps be earmarked indirectly for
development work in connection with salmon resource and for purchasing
vessels of fishermen who wished to retire their boats and could find no
buyer because of the Department's licencing system. This could be on
the basis of an upset price based on a percentage of appraised value.

In years after 1969 the amount of revenue fram licences should
remain about the same or even increase, but the number of vessels engaged
in salmon should decline fairly rapidly as vessels are sold and annual
licence fees for such vessels change to a higher category.

. Special Review Committee

In a plan of this type there will always be exceptions to any rules
that can be laid down and for this reason a special Review Committee
should be set up to review any fee which might be appealed. For ease of
administration such a committee should be a Departmental committee,
although it might have advisory members representing the industry that
could be called upon to obtain backgrounds in individual cases. A nunber
of Indian Affairs Branch could also be named as an advisory member on
such a comnittee.

The committee would have to set up guide lines and operating
procedures which would become the basis for discussions.
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Aggeals

Provision should be made for an appeal to the Minister of Fisheries
by any fisherman who feels that the committee has not given due considera-
tion to his request for a change in licence fee category. However, the
grounds for appeal would have to be laid out so that every fishemman, not
successful in his representation to the Special Review Committee, would not
automatically appeal to the Minister.

Future Developments

This plan, after being implemented for two or three years, could be
assessed and the fee structure could be adjusted, if necessary. It.might
be possible after new boats have paid the higher fees for five years to
allow them to revert from Category C to Category B, but the plan is flexible
enough to allow such wodification if desired.

General Comments

This plan would provide for a gradual attrition of the fishing fleet.
Under this proposal new vessels will only be built if they are efficient
enough to pay the Government a "rent" in the form of higher annual licence
fees. Twenty years from now most vessels would be paying higher fees.

The present fisherman is not penalized except through somewhat higher
licence fees that he should be able to recover by higher production due to
the cut back on new boats.

The boat yards and suppliers will be against such a change but if
any steps are to be taken in controlling entry, the number of new boats
must be reduced.

In the past two years between 300 - 400 new boats have been built.
If the owners of these new boats had to pay the higher fees, this number
would have been sharply reduced with less effort on salmon and more produc-
tion for the present fleet.

This plan would also restrict boats that go out of the fishery for
any reason for a year or more from coming back into the fishery during
years of good runs, except under penalty of higher licences. This in
itself could result in a sharp decline in the number of boats in particular
years,

The proposal that boats have to report commercial returns from salmon
each year in order to be continued on the lTowest fee category list will
also result in fewer boats fishing.
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Jne problem which would have to be watched closely is that
associated with fishermen selling fish under the licence nunber of another
vessel. To guard against such practices, provision in the regulation
should provide for immediate cancellation of a salmon licence, non-
issuance the next year if licence cannot be cancelled, should a fisherman
be found guilty of such an offence,

I have deliberately omitted any mention of improved standards in

vessels because this plan could be implemented with or without such
standards being applied.
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It should be noted that Prof. Sinclair's proposals for entry control
included both fishermen and fishing vessels. Prior to his investigation
being undertaken, attention had been directed particularly to the need for
reducing the labour force in the salmon fishery--no doubt because of the
obvious effect of excess manpower on individual eamings--and, following
the release of his report, this point of view tended to be reiterated to
the exclusion of a more general approach to the problem. 5/

Official statistics of the B. C. Fisheries, at first glance, may
lend some support to a manpower restriction policy as against restriction
of fleet size, The number of fishermen licenced annually averaged 12,500
during the first decade of the period, 1947-56, and 15,500 during the
second. Variation from year to year is considerable, however, as much as
15 - 20 percent from the mean, and toward the end of the period the annual
total appeared to be declining. In any event, the number of men that
actually engage in fishing is always substantially less than the total
number licenced: 11,000 as compared with 15,000 at present, according to
estimate. Moreover, apart from turnover, the number of men engaged in
salmon fishing is strictly determined by the number of "positions" in the
salmon-fishing fleets. This is estimated to be about 9,500 at the present
time (allowing for the increase in numbers of fishing craft in the salmon
fishery between 1966 and 1967).

Apart from year-to-year variation (reflecting the sequence of
successful and unsuccessful seasons by a one-year lag), the size of the
combined salmon~fishing fleets in terms of vessel numbers seems to have
been more or less constant over the 1947-66 period. The investment in
these fleets (including gear), on the other hand, has increased without
interruption from an estimated $18.6 million to $69,6 million, i.e., by
approximately 275 percent or, in constant dollars 6/, by 135 percent.
The last-mentioned statistic, as a measure of the increase in fishing
capacity or "fishing power", is the significant one. It contrasts with
an increase in value of output (salmon landings), also in constant
dollars, of only 95 percent.

5/

along with the Fishermen's Cooperative Association, submitted tne fullest
commentary on Prof. Sinclair's report, put forward a counter proposal that

(with due provision for flexibility and other safeguards) would restrict entry

to fishermen who could establish dependence (based on income derived) on the
salmon fishery.
6/

Using as a deflator the General lholesale Price Index.

For example, the United Fishermen and Allied Workers' Union, which
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The rate of expansion was somewhat more rapid during the first half
of the period under review, when (in current dollars) investment was
doubled, than in the second whén it was incraased by 75 percent. That the
rate has slowed down is confirmed by the fact that, while it averaged
almost 15 percent per year for the period as a whole, it was little more
than half that between 1964 and 1966 and during the past year it seems to
have been about five percent--ha]f of wnich, incidentally, represented new
construction. 7/ It is probably that, to a large extent, this recent
deceleration has resulted. from the action taken (through registration of
commercial fishing craft and a higher schedule of Ticence fees) to
discourage the entry of cartain groups in the salmon fishery.

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that "overcrowding"
in the B. C. salmon fishery is essentially a function of the growth of
capital investment in the enterprises engaded therein, and that this
represents mainly an increase in potential fisning capability. The poten-
tial is not realized because it 1s far 1n excess of the catch that,
consistent with proper resource-management practice, can be obtained from
the 'salmon stocks. The expansion in fish-catching potential, theretore,
results in excessive harvesting costs tor the crop that is obtained.

Annual production costs in the primary sector of the salmon fishery, esti-
mated at a total of about 340.0 million in 1966, are distributed rougn]y
as follows:

o/
lid

Interest on investment 10

Depreciation of assets 20
Wages ("“opportunity" cost of

labour) 45

Running expenses (cash outlays) _25

100

The proportion of total costs attributable directly to the employment
ot capital in the fishery is thus in the order of 30 percent--as compared
with something like 15 percent at the beginning ot the 1947-66 period. As
indicated earlier, 1ntensified capitalization in the salmon-tishing fleets
nas not led to a reduction 1n manpower and consequently labour costs
remain high. Both resources, to the extent that they are employed in
redundant quantities, are in a sense being wasted. There is evidence to
suggest that at least nalf of the number of vessels (with their crew comple-
ment) in the existing salmon-fishing fleets are in fact redundant. 8/ It

7/
See the Appendix to this paper.,

8/

Cf. Millerd, F., Potential Net kconomic Value of the British
Columbia Commercial Salmon Fishery, Dept. of Fisheries, Vancouver, 1966

{restricted).
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does not follow, of course, that a reduction in vessel nunbers on this
scale would involve an equal reduction in investment--in a process of
fleet-reduction one would expect the less efficient units gradually to
be eliminated. Labour-tforce requirements, on the other hand, probably
could be reduced in direct proportion to fleet size.

This survey of the "facts" of the situation in the salmon fishery
points toward the fishing.enterprise, the employer of capital and labour,
as being the focus of entry-control regulation. Since the one-man enter-
prise predomninates in this fishery, it is conceivable that control could
be based on restriction of licencing of individual fishermen--or, at
least, of individual fisning skippers. The considerations that weigh
against such an approach relate to policy and adninistrative feasibility.

The objective of rational resource management is efficient use of
resources, including society's resources of capital and labour as well
as natural resources. In the case of mature fisheries, like the salmon
fishery, capital and labour resources tend to be wasted. This could be
prevented by imposing a charge for access to the natural resource that
would induce the users (the primary sector of the fishery) to economize
in the employment of capital and labour 9/. An analysis 10/ of conditions
prevailing in the salmon fishery, however, suggests that, to be effective,
such a charge, e.g., an annualentrance fee or a levy on 1and1ngs, would
have to be very high. Since net returns in the fishery are quite low,
on the average, tnis method of restricting the input of scarce resources
(of capital and labour) would seem to be impractical in the initial
stages of an entry-control program,

Alternative procedures, e.g., the imposition of quantitative restric-
tion directly on inputs to the fishery, present difficulties and complex-
ities too. These stem from the fact that the rationing cf a resource tends
to lead to more intensive use cf substitutable resources. Restriction of
manpower, for example, would be an inducement to spread this resource inore
thinly: vessels would increase in size and power and, to the extent that
crewing requirements permitted, in number. A restriction on fleet size
(number or tonnage of fishing craft) would have similar consequences: an
increase in the sophistication of equipment and in the size of crews, 1.e.,
the use of multiple shifts and the like.

From an economic viewpoint the disadventage of these methods of entry
control lies in the implication that, other things Leing unchanged, the
potential yield of the fishery would continue to ve dissipatec In rising

9/ _ _
T In terms of static theory the charge should be sufficient to
equalize the marginal private and sccial costs of fish production.

10/
T Cf. "An Investigatiun of Some Costs in the Primary Sector of
the Salmon Fishery of British Columbia"™, a curpanion to the present paper,

prepared for limited circulation by the Department of Fisheries, 1967.
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production costs. From the viewpoint of resource-management.administra-
tion, however, it is probable that a tareat of an increase in vessel

numbers would outweigh other considerations. The effectiveness, econcmically,

of either method would be improved if entry control were to involve a
progressive reduction in the size of the fleets and/or the labour force.

A reduction in numbers of fishing craft undoubtedly would be more
feasible administratively and "policy-wise", than a reduction imposed
directly on numbers of fishermen. The latter procedure is objectionable
on.socig-economic grounds as well as from the standpoint of civil rights.
It would cause a decline in the market for fishing craft, for example,
and thus impose a capital loss on vessel owners 11/, It also would have
the effect of reserving access to a resource, maintained at the expense
of the general public, for a privileged group. Horeover, the administra-
tion of an entry-contrel program on thnis basis would be subject to
intractable problems associated with proof of fishermen's income status
and/or other criteria of eligibility.

For these reasons, in the application of a program of entry control
in the salmon fishery, the Department of Fisheries decided that restric-
tion should be placed, in the first instance, on the nunber of vessels
permitted to enter the fishery. The fishing craft rather than the owner/
operator, would be selected as the focus of control--as surrogate for the
fishing enterprise, in which a vessel is the major unit of investment.

The means by which this might be accomplished, and by which the objectives
of "rationalization" in the salmon fishery might be achieved, are
discussed in separate memoranda.

11/

The effect of a phased reduction in vessel numbers could be
similar for those excluded from the fishery but might more easily be avoided

by suitable administrative arrangements (provision for the purchase and

retirement of outmoded craft and the like). For the restricted fleets, on
the other nand, the effect would be to enhance asset values.
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3 APPENDIX [j
by,
B. C. Salmon Fishery: Changes in Salmon-Fishing Fleets -~ 1966-1967 D
2/ )
Fleets Withdrawals Entrants Net Change D
1966 1967 1967 —
No. $000 do.  $000 No., - $000 No. $000 D
Purse-seiners -
Seining Only 248 7,802.0 5 550.0 6 233.6 + 1 - 316.4[1
Combination 155 8,721.0 17 1,790.4 8 305.6 - 9 -1,484.8
Sub-Total 403 16,523.0 22 2,340.4 14 539,2 - 3 -1,801.2D
Gillnetters =
Gilnetting Ej
Only 2,515 12,869.0 166 378.9 16l 746.0 - 5 + 367.10LU

Combination: 1,176 9,291.0 94 345.2 196 1,966.6 +102  +1,621.4
Sub-Total 3,691 22,160.0 260 724,1 357 2,712.6 + 97 +l,988.5[]

Trollers N
‘Trolling

Only 2,375 20,654.0 358 677.0 544 2,850.2 +180 +2,173,2%=
Combination 106 1,306.0 48 268.3 49 481.4 + 1 + 213.1

Sub-Total 2,481  21,960.0 406 945,3 5393 3,331.6 +187 +2,386.3

TOTAL 6,575 60,643.0 688 4,009.8 964 6,583.4 +276 +2,573.6

s T8 3

—a

1

1/
As of July 16, 1967
2/ Including newly-constructed craft, as follows: Ej
Purse-Seiners Gillnetters Trollers Total [j
No. $000 No. $000 No. $000 Ho. S000
One Operation 1 55.0 b5 442,0 97 1,407.0 163 1,904.0
Combination 4 128.0 106 1,576.0 3 140.0 119 1,844, 4{3
TOTAL 5 193.0 171 2,018.0 106 1,547.4 282 3_,748.4D

.
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