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, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

~ Predation by the sea lamprey on lake trout, whitefish, and
other largegspecies has resulted in a loss of men and cquip—
ment from the upper Great Lake fisheries. There has also been
a trend for previously full-time fishermen to decmease their
fishing activity and in most cases to acquire other part-time

employment.

The restoration of an ecological balance is the unifying‘
objective of blologncal research and management policy in

the upper Great Lakes. Basically thiS'means control of the

sea lamprey and restoration.of a self prcpagating lake trout '

pulation. Protection of the lake trout stocks, until they
" become self propagatlng, has been en accepted policy since

lake trout flshlng was -legally closed on Lake Superior in 1962.

Although both Wisconsin and Michigan have, a stated policy of
promoting a commercial fishery,in which individdals can make

an adequate income, these states apparently have not ant1c1pated
‘the full magnltude of the hardships the industry would be

subjected to during th@ period of trout stock'recovery.-




[

The fishing industry has been warned numerous times since
1962, by biologists:and management dfficials, that the trout
fishery on Lake Sﬁperior would not be opened before the early
-1970's and on Lake &ichigan before the mid-1970's. Those
remaining in the fishery accepted this but had not been

prepared to accept strict gear restrictions affecting

- their harvest of non-protected species.

A high incidental catch of lake troﬁf on Lake Miéhigan‘and

Lake Superior in 1967 resulted in recommendations fhat stropg
measures be taken to protect the trout stocks. Prohibition of
large mesh giil nets in Michigan and Wiscoﬁsin waters of Lake
Superior and certain Michigan waters of northern Lake Michigan
and depth restrictipns on small mesh gill nets during the spring
and summef of l968have$ignificantly'reduced the income of at
least 200 commercial fishing operations  providing at ieast
part-time employment'for between 250 and 350 fiShermen;‘

If gear restrictions are needed to protect planted salmon

and splake (hybrid trout) in Lake Huron as many as b2 fishing

operations couid be disrupted in 1969. Most of these opera-
tions are casual and part-time; thus about 60 to TO individuals

would be involved. . An incidental catch of lake trout greater

\




than 10 percent would result in closure of the Wisconsin Lake
Michigan gill net fishery. This would close down an estimated

78 operations fér.an indeterminable portion ofbthe year. In all,
gear restrictions and closures could significantly reduce the
income for over 300 operations employing from 400 to 500

individuals during the next several years in the upper Great

Lakes.

In addition to strict gear limitations Michigan énd Wisconsin
have instituted a gill net permit system té exclude thé very

" small fishermen ﬁot econdmically dep?ndent on fishing.
Michigan's criteria for receiving a permit was to have/had a
catch valued at at least $1,000 in at least one of the five
years previous to 1968. Exclusion of this group of fishermen
should not impose significant financial‘hardships on those

involved.

The issue of the fishery managers'responsibility to. the

commercial induStry hes not yet bgen‘quareiy faced. It is
not sufficient to dismiss large.numbers of fishermen just
 because they havé been too stubborn to remove themselves from
the fishery. Also, it is not sﬁfficient'to avoid, under the-
guise of tﬁe sanctity of‘thé restoration program, the

-transitional problems in moving toward a limited entry fishery.




Steps must be taken immediately to assist the fisheries on
Lake Superior, Lake‘Michigan, and Lake Hurod in addpting with
éminimum hardship to limited entry and in turn gear restrictions.

Already considerable hardship has resulted from severe gear

restrictions.

The details of phasing out part of the existing fishery must

be planned and these details must be reconcilable with specific
management policy. As the individuaL states hold the authority
for setting and impiementing managemént golicy they must also
hold the priméry responsibility for planning the details of
industry trangitioh to a limited eqtry fishery. The State

of Michigan is already taking steps toward establishing a
mechanism whereby ves;els and equipment will beipurchased from
those forced out of the fishery. Such an assumption of

responsibility should be encouraged.

It is not the Federal Government’s1responsibility to financially

assist fishermen th may suffer under state regulatory power.
To provide direct assistance would set an undesirable precedent

by relieving the states df their responsibility.




The U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries has the expertise to
provide valuable assistance to the states in developing
combrehensive mansgement plans. Bureau biologists are already
called upon extensively for scientific advice. Unfortunately,
the Bureau's industry oriented programs have not been well
received, especially by the Michigan Department of_Conservation.
This situation is symptoﬁatic of the state's fear that assistance
to commercial fishing poses a threat to sport utilization of

the fishery resourcé. There are no persqnnel‘at the\stéte

level in any of the upper Great Lake States responsible for

representing the needs of the commercial fishery in policy

formulation. Rectification of this situation would be a

desirable step toWward more prudent management.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT PROVIDE FINANCIAL REDRESS
TO FISHERMEN DIRECTLY INJURED BY STATE FISHERY MANAGEMENT POLICY-
UNLESS THAT POLICY CAN BE SHOWN TO BE SIGNIFICANTLY BENEFTICIAL

TO THE NATION OR A LARGE GROUP OF STATES.

THE STATES OF MICHIGAN AND WISCONSIN, HAVING THE LARGEST
SEGMENT OF THE COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY OF THE UPPER GREAT
LAKES, SHOULD BE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION
TO PURCHASE THE BOATS AND GEAR OF.THOSE "PROFESSIONAL" COM-
MERCIAL FISHERMEN WHO CAN NO LONGER SHOW AN ADEQUATE RETURN
FROM FISHING GIVEN THE GILL NET RESTRICTIONS DEEMED NECESSARY

BY MANAGEMENT OFFICIALS.

THESE STATES SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED TO GIVE PRUDENT CONSIDERATION
TO THE ROLE OF A COMMERCIAL FISHERY IN THE OPTIMUM UTILIZATION OF
THE FISHERY RESOURCE. GREATER EMPHASIS SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE
ECONOMICS OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AS A NECESSARY PREREQUISITE

OF PROPER PLANNING.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT A MASTER PLAN FOR FISH EESOURCE'DEVELOPMENT

AND UTILIZATION BE DEVELOPED FOR LAKE HURON, LAKE MICHIGAN, AND
y

LAKE SUPER¥OR AND BE PREPARED UNDER THE AUSPICES OF THE GREAT LAKES
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FISHERTES COMMISSION. MANAGEMENT OFFICIALS FROM EACH OF THE

UPPER GREAT TAKE STATES SHOULD PLAY A KEY ROLE IN THE DEVELOFPMENT

OF SUCH A PLAN.




General Economic Dimensions of the Upper Great Lakes Commercial
Fishing Industry

The commercial catch of fish on the Great Lakes in 1966 (the most
recent year for ﬁhich both value and quantity statistics have been
published) was 69.5 million pounds valued at $5.9 million. During
that same year there were 2,118 fishermen reported on the Great

Lakes. Catch value, and employment on the three upper Great Lakes

(Huron, Michigan, and Superior) were 54.8 million pounds, $4.5 million
2

and.1,536 fishermen.

The upper Great Lakes fishery from the post war period to date is
characterized by both gn absolute decline in the number of fishermen
and fishing craft and a shift from a predominantly full-time fishery
£o a predominantly part-time fishery. The estimated i,536 fisher-

men reported on the dpper‘Great Lakes overstates the amount Qf employ-
ment provided by thégeifisheries. Figure 1 shows a bfeakdown of .
regular, part-time, and casual fishermen by vessels and boats for
11966. The categories of regular, part-time, and casual are determined
by the number of'days of participation in the fishery and do not
necessarily imply the‘level of income dependency upon‘fishing.

Only 10 percent (161) of upper Great Lakes fishermen fished

regularly - i.e., more than 161 days in 1966. Another 31

percent (482) fishermen fished part-time (54 to 161 days).




Figure 1: Summary of U.S. Operating Units - Upper Great Lakes for Selected Years

1950 1955Y 19603/ 1966
Lake Lake Lake Lake Lake Lake Lake Lake Lake Leke Lake Lake
Huron Michigen Superior Total Huron Michigan Superior Totel Huron Michigan Superior Total Huron Michigan Superior Total

Fishermen

On vessels
Regular
Part time
Casual

On Boats and Shore
Regular
Part time
Casual

Total Fishermen

Vessels, Motor
Regular
Part time
Casual

Total vessels 2
Total gross tonnage

Boats
Motor

Regular
Part time
Casual

Total Motor Boats

Other

Regular
Part time
Casual .

‘Total Other Boats 73 “183 37 293 46 112 28 186 7 28

Source: Fishery Statistics of the United States, Statistical Digest
1/ Regular, part time, and casual not tabulated before 1963. Suming across Lakes subject to slight duplication.

2/ Reported in Net Tons through 1959.




Thus in 1965, 57 percent (872) of upper Great Lakes fishermen
fished less than 54 days. Prior to 1963 fishermen and vessel

data were not tabulated on & regular, part-time and casual basis.

)
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Biological Background

In the past several decades éhanges in species composition in the
Great Lakes have been greatly accelerated. Up to the; mid-1930's
certain fish populations had been sénsitive to selective fishiné
but the invasion of sea lamprey resulted in a rapid sequence of
catast%ophic changes.é/ The preferred higher value species notably

lake trout and whitefish, which hed provided the economic base of

the Great Lakes commercial fisheries since the'ir beginning, started

to decline in abundance in the uppér Great Lakes as a result of

the lamprey invasion. There had been, howevér, isolated cases of
overfishing. The whitefish population declined in the early 1930's
when use of the efficient deep trap net spread throughout Laké Huron.
There is evidence thét'by the time lamprey predation became éignif—
icanS the trout population in Lake Michigan may have been in a state
ofvdecline as a;;esulﬁ of heavy fishing pressure during the

1

war. Of the upper Great Lakes, Lake Huron was the first to succumb

l/ A comprehensive examination of changes in the biological base of”
the Great Lakes fisheries is given by Stanford H. Smith, "Species
Succession and Fishery Exploitation in the Great Lakes," J. Fish.
Res. Bd. Canada 25(14) 667-693, 1968.




Figure»e -- Lake Huron landings for selected years (thoesands of pounds or dollars)

1950 . 1955 1960 . 1966
Quantity . Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value

Carp | . 1180.6 4o 1373.3 52.2  1333.4  66.7 831.5. ' 44,9

. Catfish 161.9 - 3k 355.0 79.9  277.h 66.6  166.0 51.3
leke Herring  1748.2 9 368.5 3.6 M6 5.8 160 2.5

' Pike or Pickerel 7.0 2.4 - k9 1304 23.5 1.5  _ 0.5

-9
9
»rChubs“" | .82.8  18.6 316.9 61.2  2936.1  TOL.T go7.3 156.6
T . :
-9
b

Suckers 9774 b5 1023.9  56.2 L5kl 27.2  313.3

Common-~White

fish © 11h. 50. 66.2 37.4 338.4 199.7  171.7
* Yellow Perch-  Lo5. 65. 585.5 87.8  508.7 763 1318.1
Yellow Pike ~ 2l1l. 58.2- 1k2.1 43.8 136.3 66.8 51, -

Other 183. 16. 288.9 ~  23.5  178.T 11.7  9L.6

Total  , 5072.9 . 4552,7 - L8h.5  6338.1 1249.0 3768.8

Source: Fishery Statistics of the U. S., Branch of Statistics, U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries




Lake Michigan Landings for Selected Years (thousands of pounds and dollars)

- 1950 1955 71960 1966
Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value

| Alewives . ' 2369.1 43.9  29003.8 435.1
Carp 1146.3 45.8  1856.1 92.7 1415.6 4o.h  o71h.3 54.3
Chubs : 9290.7 1401.3 10894.9 1655.8 12659.3 1591.0  7227.3  1434.8
Lake Herring  T4OL.T  382.8  6086.5 335.0  282.8 25.4 - Lo,k 7.0

 Lake Trout 53.7 . 20.7 (1) - 1 .1 .1 .1
Smelt | 2b17.3  230.7  5416.0 . 3267.4  110.3  1110. 36.7
Sucker "Mullet" 1228.0  62.3 = 683.9  UT. 766.8  35.5 - Lo3. 13.0

Common-Whité-

fish 2360.8 89&.0 375.6 . 124.1 73.9  1khe2, 698.1
Yellow Perch  1483.5 - 233.6 © 3549.9 L36.0 3285.0  L59.9 736. 114.5
Yellow Pike 1349.2  359.3 975.9 78. 118.2 7.3 ol 11.0

Other 205.L '30.7  197.1 27. 72.2 10.3 T2. 11.3

Total - 27026.6  3661.2 30035.9 3221.5 2U310.6 2u4T.0 L4o76h.2  2815.9

Source: Fishery Statistics of the U. S., Branch of Statistics, U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries




.,Figure 4 -- Lake Superior Landings for Selected Years (thousands of pounds and dollars)

e 1950 1955 1960 4 1966
Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value

Chubs '28.8 3.9 153.7  22.2 1258.3  25.1 1957.0  285.6

Lake Herring .8157.5 321.1 10133.9  450.6 10805.7 607.1 U4507.7 470.L
Lake Trout 3201.9 1223.0  2100.9 920.4  380.0 217.4  119.5 79.5
Smelt .9 A Th.3 3.1 9L6.8 43.4%  106h.7 73.1

© Common-White-

fish 1039.9 412.5 1003.9  469.6  28h.k 169.3  341.2  179.2
Other 155.3 6.8 11k 20,0  95.3 8.2 - 68:0 7.2

Total 12584.3 1977.% 13581.1. 1885.9 13770.5 . 1300.5 8258.1 1095.0

Source: Fishery Statistics of the U. S., Branch of Statistics, U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries




to lamprey predation in the early 1940's. Lake Michigan was second

~in the late 1940's and Lake Superior third in the mid-1950's.

A decline in the éref;rred séecies did not result in a collapse of
the commercial fishing industry. The industry adjusted to a lower
trout, whitefish, and large chub catch by turning to lower valued
species such as small chubs anq alewife. The shift from high to
lower valued species is evidsnced by a decliné in the total value

of the commercial catch for each of the three upper Great Lakes since
1950, while the weight of the catch has fallen much less and even

increesed in Lake Michigan - Figure 2, 3, and 4,

Concern over the future of the GreatLakes fisheries had become

quite intense invboth,Canada and the United States by the early
:.950's. This concern can be traced through the establishment of
the Great Lakes Fishery Commission in 1955, the developmenﬁ of an
effective lampriqide by'thé U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries,
and establishment of a lake trout planting program by the U. S. -
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, the States of Michigan,
Wisconsin and Minnésota. Along withAthe development of these
‘brograms the various gobperating agencies came to recognize the

necessity of an overall. management program on the Lakes. Only




with increased understanding of the species interaction and selective
limitations on fishing pressures can it be assured that the lamprey
control and trout restocking programs will lead to a desired species
mixvproviding a stable basis for‘either or both a sport and commerciél

fishery.

With incontrovertible evidence of the effectiveness of sea lamprey
control in Lake Superipr available and to assure succeés 6f the lake
trout restocking program, lake trout fishing was clésed in Lake
Superior, to all commercial operations in 1962. The.sameameasures
were taken in 1965 in Lake Michigan as sea lampre& control progressed
in that Lake. At the time Lake Superior was closed,the Géeat Lakes
Fishery Commission predlcted that it would be at least a decade before
the trout population would be sufficiently restored for commerc1al
harvesting. Small regulated catches of lake trout have been allowed

since that time under special research contracts to provide information

necessary to monitor. the progress of the trout recovery.

The apparent success fo date of Michigan's salmon planting program

has introduced a’hew element into management of the Great Lakes. Coho’
isalmon were first stocked in Lake Michigan by the State of Michigan in
- 1966. Since then the salmon have become a species protected from commer—

cial fishing along with the lake trout. - Conservation officials -




in Michigan readily admit that coho and chinook salmon are being
planted in order to develop a bigger sport fishery. It is a wide-
spread belief among state conservation officials that sport fisheries
generate greater économic benefits for the Great Lake States than
does commercial fishing and thus should have priority over the

fish resource. Evén is sport fisheries are able to generate greater
economic benefits there is no a priori reason to conclude that there
need be a reduction in commercial fishing effort.

Fishery Management Policy on the Upper Great Lakes, Theory and
Practice

Fishery management in the Great Lakes comes completely under the

jurisdiction of the iqdividual states and the Province of Ontario.

The Great Lakes Fishery Commission provides a forum to coordinate

fishery research and management programs but has no authority to
enforce its recommendations. The U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
is responsible for most of the research, past and preéent, éonducted
on the aquatic living resources of the Great Lakes. Although the
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries possesses the largest single source

of expertise on the Great Lakes it has no authority to estaplish
management policy. Perhaps the greatest contribution of the Bureau .
of Commercial Fisheries to management policy in the upper Great Lakes
at present is to generate the basic knowledge needed for rational

management policy.




Many conflicts and much disagfeement .have developed around the manage-
ment issues of the Great Lakes. Some of the conflicts will be of
‘limited consequen;e but others are fundamental. The general principle
of restoration of ecological balance is supported by all interests.
~Dissention has arisen in the development of specific management policy

and regulation. Important areas of conflict are pointed out in the

discussion that follows.

Up to 1962, when commercial lake trout fishing was banned in Lake
Superior, state conservation officials had used restrictions on .
gear-type, and time and location of its use és the sole tool of

contro}ling exploitatien of indi&idualifish species in the Great '

Lekes. Because of the absence of basic biologicél knowledge and

appropriate monitoring techniques, the effecti#eness of managément

efforts was fregently open to question. From 1962 until the spring

of 1968 there was little' change in ctnservation policy except for thev
limitations on trout-fishing by research pérmit only and under qﬁota.
Most individuals optimistically reméined.in the fishery in spite of
adve:rse biological conditions and warnings that it would be a number

of years before éonditions would -be improved. ::-.

Limited Entry

'It has long been recognized that the traditional approach to protecting

fish stocks through'restrictions on gear and time and location of its

17




use forces inefficiéncy on the harvesting operation. Economists who
have turned their attentions to the problems of commercial fisheries
have supported the concept of limited entry. A limited entry policy
restricts fishing pressure by limiting the number 6f fishing opefators
~ while allowing each operator to be as efficient as‘possible. In its
most sophisticated form limited entry is used to méximize the economic
welfare derived from a fishery resource. In practice, however, limited
éntry can serve vérious goals. Limited entry regulations on the British
Columbia salmon fishing fleet are to become effective in 1969. The
goals of these regulations are to reduce the cost of harvesting salmon .
and to improve the economic welfare of the salmon industry. Michigan
and Wisconsin have péssed limited entry legislation to protect the |
fishery resources of the Great Lake waters for whatever use might be

deemed most desirable. Michigan and Wisconsin policy does provide foi/
2

‘a2 "reasoneble" livelihood for those fishermen allowed in the fishery.

Because any benefits, which may be generated as a result of limiting
entry, will accrue either to the remaining commercial fishermen ér

to sport fishermen, it is reasonable to_expect that either one, or
both, of these groups Eould, by giving up pért ofvtheir increased
benefits, offset the haraship imposed on those removed from the fishery.

If there is not a net gain in benefits limiting entry is not justified.

2/ An excellent and widely referred to summary of fisheries management
policies including limited entry is found in James A. Crutchfield,
editor, The Fisheries Problems in Resource Management, University
of Washington Press, Seattle, 1965.

18




Since both those injured gnd those benefitted are citizens of the

state controlling the resource it is reasonable for that state to

assure an equitable redistribution of benefits. Michigan, Wisconsin

and any other Great Lake State removing individuals from their commercial

fishery should be responsible for compensating those removed.

The .continuing implementation of limited entry and gear restrictions
will result in increasing hardship in the short run for some segments
of the commercial fishing industry. If these hardships are to be

minimized management officials and the industry must work much closer
. : H R

than they have in the past. Some Michigan conservation officials recog-

nize the possibility 6f implementing limited entry by buying out those
marginal fishermén who would like to leave the fishery, but who are
lockeé in to their in&estments in vessel and €quipment. Such a plan
would‘help alleviate the hardships of being excluded from the fishery.
The more immediate coﬁcern, however, is what immediate problems are

arising with the closure of the gill net fisheries? ‘

Current fishery management‘pdlicy in the Great Lakes is resource
oriented. The commercial fishiné industry has been considered
primarily-in terms of ifsvrole in achievingvsome ideal speéies'mix.

' Everyone connected with managemeht policy formulation gnd implementa-
tiog has professed an interest in a health& commercial fishing industry

at such a time as the ideal species mix is achieved and stabilized.

19




In the past, little serious consideration has been given to the
problems of transition from an existing fishery to a limited entry

fishery.

‘Responsibility for industry adjustment to fishery management'policy has
been placed upon the fishermen. What has been needed is greater
responsibility assumed by management agencies in planning for the
transition period. A positive action program should already have

been implemented phasing out those segqents of the industry which
cannot survive during the transition and assisting those which the
state would expect to continue fishing. A certain number of commercial
harvesting operators are needed for monitoring trout stocks and other

management objectives.

The future of prudent planning in this area looks more promising than
it has in the past. Management officials, especially in Michigan,

are beginning to take economic factors into consideration in formula-

ting management policy for limited entry. There has also been discus-

sion of economic relief in the form of purchasing gear and vessels
from fishermen forced oﬁt of the fishery. The Bureau of tﬁe Budget,
Exe'c.utive Office of -the Governor, State of Michigan is conducting a
"Great Lakes Fish Resource Development Study" funded under the
Anadromous Fish Act (P. L. 89-304). The stﬁdy is an e&aluation of
the present fishery management program on Lakes Michigan, Superior,

and Huron. Commercial fishing has an important place in the study

20




and hopefully the information generated will be used not only for
long range planning but will also point out problems of transition.
In Wisconsin, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Division
of Consefvation has contracted with the Center for Natural Resource
Policy Studies at the University of Wisconsin to investigate "The
Alternatives for Lake Superior Trout Management."” This study is
funded under the Commercial Fisheries Research and Development Act

( P. L. 88-309). The Wisconsin Study is to be completed by

December 31, 1968, and the Michigan Study by June 30, 1969.

These two studies should provide information needed to develop:

- decisive programs to lessen the commercial fishing .industry's burdens

during the transition period as well as to assure the development of

a viable industry.

. The Closure Controversy

The most pressing problems faced by Lake Superior and Lake Michigan
fishermen center around recent temporary closures of the gill net
fisheries and to a lesser extent around the permit systems of Michigan
.ané Wisconsin which are being used as a stop gap untilvlimited entry

is achieved.

In a special meeting of the Lake Michigan Committee, Great Lakes
Fishery Commission in May 1967 it was reported: -

"The incidental catch of planted lake trout in large
mesh gill nets fished for whitefish in the northern
portions of Lake Michigan had increased substantially
in the spring of'1967. The improved conditions of
whitefish stocks had resulted in an expansion of the
large mesh gill net fishery over the past three years .
as illustrated by the increasing quantities of & 1/2 -
inch gill net lifted - 12 million feet in 196k, 20
million in 1965, and 34 million in 1966. In the
' spring of 1967 leke trout from the 1965 planting

21 -




had reached a size to become vulnerable to the large
mesn gill nets and Michigan feared that the large
incidenta) ,catches might jeopardize the rehabilitation
'program.";/

Although during the same period whitefisp fishing was not as intense

in Wisconsin waters, northern Lake Michigan planted lake trout

0

repfesentgd in some instances from 20 to 50 percent of the catch

in b 1/2 inch gill net set for whitefish. From late March through

early May 1967 Indiana commercial fishermen had been fishing L 1/2
inch gill net for coho salmon with both'total‘catch and catch rate
per unit of effort quite high. By July 1967 Indiana and Illinois

had outlawed commercial fishing for coho and lake trout.

To date there have been few management restrictions on Lake Huron,
but considering that coho and chinogk salmon are being planted in

that Lake,regulations could be'expected by next spring.

Although Wisconsin fishermen had been under a 10 percent law, which
provided for curtailment of fishing with any gear when an operator's
catch of protected species reached 10 percent of his total catch with
thﬁt_gear, it had not been strictly enforced in the past. With
little previous preséure from Wisconsin conservation officials;
Wisconsin gillénétteré on Lake Superior were unprepéred to survive

a change in poliéy to striét enforcement this year. Perhaps Michigan

fishermen on Superior and northern Lake Michigan should have been

g/ Unpublished minutes of the épecial meeting of the Lake Michigan
Committee Great Lakes Fishery Commission, May 8, 196T7.




prepared in light of the hard line Michigan conservation officials
have taken, but it is evident that they also were unable to see or
to accept the impossible situation the gill net fishery was in -

especially the large mesh fishery.

The mechenics of implementing a limited entry fishery may be academic
to many fishermen wnose operations were curtailed in the~spring
and summer of‘1968. Ladk of planning for restricting the use of

gill nets has resulted in sudden economic éisruptibn of this fisnery.

At the time the permit system was established in Michigan the
commercial fishermen's advisory group, comprised of commercial
fishérmeﬁ, was in genéral agreement with the procedures of the‘system.
The definition of a qualified commércial fisherman was made liberal

| ,
enough to avoid the possibility of excluding anyqné whose economic
welfare waé significantly dependent on fishing. The perﬁit system
applies to the use of h‘l/2 inch or larger gill nets and small mesh

gill nets in waters less»thaﬁ 35 fathoms in depth. All other gear

currently in use may be fished just as before.

Except for the exclusion of a number of part-time fishermen

the use of commercial fishing gill net permits has not significantly

altered the authority of the Michigan Depdrtmént of Conservation in




its pursual of fishery management. Closyre of fishing areas to
certain gear for periods of #time has been a common and accepted

t 00l of management. The general amendments to gill net permits
issuing specific instructions as to closures and gear restrictions
are aimed solely at proﬁoting the recover& of valuable species,
especially the lake trout. A summary of pertinent amendments from
Apfil through July 1968 is iﬁcluded in the Appendix as is a copy

of Department of Conservation Commercial Fishing Order No. 16.

Economic Impact of Gill Net Closure

It is impossible to estimate the tqtal impact of the gill net

élosures this past spring and summer without érecise information

on employme;t alternatives, other sources of income, and the financial
asset position of each individual affected. . From data compiled by

the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, Branch of Statistics, it is
possible to estimaté thé}number of commefciai fishing operations

i y

at various levels of dependency on the gill net fishery. - Figure 5.

Commercial fishing licenses from each State requires that each
licensee report his complete fishing activity with respect to

species and volume caught by gear and the amount of effort and

days fished for each gear. Wisconsin does not require reporting

of gross revenues from each gear species category whereas Michigan

and Illinois do. Because it is more meaningful to discuss gross




Mgure 5 -- Distribution of Michizan am Wisconsin Commercial Fishing Operations by Gross Revenue and Percent of Gross Revenue Derived from
Gill Fets, 1967
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Source: Branch of Statistics,U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries’
Note: Revenue distribution of Wisconsin operations estimated by applying modal prices from Michigan operations to volume of Wisconsin catch.
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incomes than catch volume the description of the Lake Michigan

and Lake Superior gill net fisheries is more detailed than the
discussion of the Wisconsin gill net fisheries.‘ The actual hard-
ships suffered by closure of these fisheries cannot be ascertained
withouﬁ more comprehénsive information on each o;erator. Some
individuals showed a very low productivity in 1967 during the time
they fished. Other individuals appeared té have highly productive
operations even though they are considered less than full-time
fishermen and might have to sacrifice income if they were to give

up fishing.

Michigan - Lake Huron -- Lake Huron commercial fishermen have not yet

been troubled by closure of the gill net fishery. Increased emphasis
on the sea lamprey control program in that lake and.increased salmqn

- and splake (a trout hybrid) piantings next year may produce incidental
catches in gill nets high enough for Michigan to impose gear restfic-
tions. Of the 156 fishermen on Lake Huron, 82 earned less than

$1,000 in 1967. Of tﬁe remaining T4 fishermen only 49 were dependent
at all on gill nets.v Closure of more than a few weeks would be

serious to at least 15 fishermen grossing over $5,000 with over

T5 percent of their gross coming from gill net fishing.

\ .
Michigan - Lake Michigan -- Of the 2L4L licensed Michigan fishermen

on Lake Michigan in=l96?;206 used gill nets. One hundred of the

206 fishermen grossed less than $1,000 from all fishing activity.
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Of the remaining 106 gill net fishermen 96 depended on gill nets

{
for over TS5 percent of their revenue.

Until the trout population has recovered, severe l;mitationé will
remain on gill net, especially large mesh gear. It .is probable
that effective limitation must involve a very large réductipn in
gill net effort. To exclude only those fishermén who gross less
than $l,dOO annually-from fishing, as waé‘done uhder Michigan's
"permit system, mgané léss than a 10 percent reduction in cffective
effort. The 100 gill net fishermen who grossed less than $1,000
from all their fishing ih 1967 accounted for less fhan 10 percent

of éfoss revenues assignable to large mesh gill nets. Actually,

the reduction in'fishingApreésure would be considerably less than

10 percent because the permit criteria of having earned at least
$1,000 from fishing in at least one of the previous five years would
affect less than 100 gill net opergtors. Another 57 operators grossed
less than $1,000 using gear other than gill nets. ‘It has been
suggested that‘$l0,000 gross revenue is the absolute lower limit

of adequate income for a full-time operator. 1In 1967, 35

of the 206 gill net operators grossed at least $10,000. These
0pera£ors accounted for 7O percent of the gill net catch. It

seems doubtful that those grossing over $l0,000‘c§hld be assured

that they would not be! subjected to occasional closures due to

high indidental catch of trout or salmon.
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Michigan - Lake Superior -- In 1967 there were 171 Michigan fisher-

men on Lake Superior. One hundred sixty-seven of these fishermen
showed receipts from gill net fishing. Eighty-three of the 167
operators had gross income from large mesh gill nets of under
$1,000. The value associated with the 83 operators represented

4 percent of the value of the gill net catch. Nineteen of the 98
gill net operators had a gross income of at least $10,000 from
all of their fishing activity“bﬁt tﬁey accounted for 60 percent

of the value of the gill net catch.

As in Lake Michigan there was considerable variation in the

average daily productivity of Lake Superior operators.. Some
full-time operators were grossing less than part-time operators.

It is impossible to establish a simple yet equitable criterion.for
inclusion or exclusiqh,of operators from the fishery. All of the
~operators grossing over $10,000 using gill nets are.receiving nearly
all of their income from those nets. Freqﬁent restrictions on gill
netting may mean a significant reduction in their total income.

Two economic studies of Lake Superidr gill net operations have been
concerned with the largé full-time operations. These studies have

been concerned only with the economics of more productive full-time

E/ Great Lakes Fishery Commission, An Economic Evaluation of Sea
Lamprey Control and Lake Trout Restoration in Lake Superior, '
Ann Arbor, 19606.
U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, An Analysis of the Present
Status and Future Potential of the Lake Superior Commercial Fishing
Industry. Economic Development Administration Techinical Assistance
Project, U. S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C. 1966
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operators and not with éhe role of fishing in the income structure
of part-time fishermen. Even a few operators, falling into the
césual group on the basis of days fished, appear to be making a
substantial contribution to their income from fishing - over
$4,000 grossvin several instances. These individuals may not

have aternative employment competitive with'fishing. The

data also 'suggest that séme part-time individuals have such a
small gross for the time speht in fishing that their income might

be improved if they were to enter some other employment.

Wisconsin - Lake Superior -- In 1967 there were 60 Wisconsin licensed

operators on Lake Superior. Wisconsin requires the periodic reporting
of pounds landed but not of yalue. Value of landings was estimated
in this study by applying the modal price of each species for
Michigan to the catch of that species by each Wisconsin operation.
Fifty-five of the 60 Wisconsin operations fished gill neté with

54 operations beiﬁg aimost wholly dependent o; giil net. Half

. of the 54 operations grossed under $1,000. Only T operations

grossed over $10,000 and none grosséd over $20,000.

In the spring of 1968 there were about 30 Wisconsin operators
sdbstantially dependent on lérge‘mesh gill nets. About half of

these operators held spééial trout permits. The other 15 fishermen

\
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were allowed an -incidental trout catch of only 10 percent of

their catch. Under Wisconsin law a fisherman must cease fishing

the gear when the incidental catch of trout reaches 10 percent. By
midsummer all permit fishermen had filled quotas set by the
Conservation Department and were then subject to the 10 percent
regulation. Unfortunaﬁely the incidental catch of lake trout in
Wisconsin waters had tended to be greater than 10 percent. Nonpermit
fishermen had had to cease operations eariier so that by August

no one was fishing large mesh gill nets.

It is not known what the eqonomic loss. has been to those operators
who ceased or drastically curtailed fishing. Since employment
opportunities are scarce in the Superior region and most fisherﬁen
lack transferrable skills it' can be concluded that most and perhaps
all of the gill net fishermen were financially injured. An estimate
by Bureau of Commerciai Fisheries personnel on Lake Superior puts
the value of gear and vessels of the 30 major Wisconsin operatorsv

at no more than $200,000 fair market value. Most of the vessels

|

l

and boats involved are of wooden construction of either pre-World

War II or earlyipost war vintage.

Wisconsin - Lake Michigan -- Of a total of 231 Wisconsin opeiationé

on Leke Michigan in 1967, lTTvoperatibns showed revenues from gill




nets. ,Exéluding operations oﬁly marginally dependent on gill nets
and operations grossiﬁg under $l,OOO there were 80 operations
significantly aependent on gill nets. .Twenty-one gili net’

- operations grossed over $1,000 and 16 grossed over $20,000.

Giil niet restriction's have fhe potential of eliminating not only

4O smaller operations but also between 30 and 40 large and medium

operations.

' Conclusion -- In 1967 there were 862 U. S. commercial fis(hing opera-
tions in the three upper Great Lakes. Seven hundréd six 6perations

were dependent partially or whoily on Vgill nets. Six hundred f.orty-severi
opera.,tionsAwere almost wholly dependent on gill nets. It is unlikely
that: individuals grossing under $l,COO would be seriously injured

if excluded from the fishery. There are then, at least 332 upper

Great Lakes fishing ope:étions grossing at least $1,000 xlvith over

25 percent of the gross Herived from g:’_.zll.nevt fishing, Figure 5.

These operations provide employment for between 400 and 500 individuals.

It is the long range ‘objective of'Michigan and Wisconsin conservation
officials to reduce the number of operations, thereby increasing the
average income. Given an equitable procedure for decreasing the

number of operators this is a desirable objective. The immediate




problem in the upper Great Lakes centers on serious losses of
income, but the uncertainty of future closures will result in
in a drastic reduction in the size of the ihdustry, including
those individuals who’would have constituted the industry under a

. limited entry fishery.

Orderly attrition is necessary to minimize the loss of fixed capital

in the fishery. The 1966 EDA study of Lake Superior estimated the
depreciated value of vessel, engine, equipment on the vessel, and
nets to be $7,688 for a typical full-time gill net operation. The
astimated $200,000 value for 30 Wisconsin Lake Superior operations
in the summer of 1968 gives an average of $6,666 per operation.
Considering nearly three years of additionél depreciation on the
operations surveyed in 1965 (1966 EDA Lake Superior Study) an
average value of $7,000 would be a reasonable estimate for upper
Great Lake gill net operations. The minimum value of all gill net
vessels and equipment on the upper Great Lakes could be placed at
close to $5 million. This Vélue,however,does not include wharfs,
sheds, shore facilities, and other shore equipment‘which would

probably have little iﬁcome value outside of fishing.
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POSITION STATEMENT ON FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
MICHICAN FISH PRODUCERS--FALL 1967

* The Michigan Fish Producers are in favor of responsible nclontifﬁc

managemont of the fisheries of tho Great Lokes. We are willing to back
tho Czaservation Departmenﬁ in this,

Tho permit systen, limitoa ontry and gil) net controversay, however,
appear to bo largely ouf of porspective. During the year 1968, commercial
fishing was to be permitted, with fow restrictions over past regulations,
to provide data on supplemsntallcatch, depth'and other similar matters to
provide a large volume of data nupon which future management would be based.
The object of the future. regulations would be to protect the ultimate
supply and not ﬁeceasarily to restrict the commercial fiéhery to benefit
the sport fishery when conservation is not an issue. There is no point
in restricting when the supply of fish sought efter is not in short supply
and underharvested. |

The Department is the agency :that is charged with management otlthe
fisheries, both sport'nnd conmercial, From tho éctions of this past year
we boelieve the Departmqnt has shirked its responsibilify towaré thé»commeré
cial fishiag 1ndustry. 8trange as it may appear, we believe tho Department
should look aftor the welfare of the commercial tishermen‘ When limited
entry was first propoged we felt tpe Departwent was beginning to assume
such responsibi%ity since limited entry is an economic rather thap a con-
servation tool, 'Howover; it now appears to us that your objeqt in pushing
limited entry 18 not to improve the ecénomic status of comercial fishermen
but a method to eliminate the 1ndustfy. Your plans ,if carried out, would
result in eliminating the majority of tho‘fishermen and putting tho rest .

in a position where thoy would be unable to earn a living.
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There aro iqdications that have led us to beliove that the Pepartment

" also belioves that all commercial fishermon are dishonest and that commercial
fishing is immoral, illegal, an affront to éﬁortsmen, or ébmo othor dastardly
activity. Ve feel that it is about time that we aro treated as legitimate
businessmen and not persecuted and continually troated as §1srepu€ablo.
citizens. The uncooperativencss dispipyed by a few of the commercial fishef-
men 1s the direct result of the attitude of fhe Department . Ovér the past
sqvernl years the Department has taken action to restrict’the cgmmercial
fishery and chango the state laws contrary to the state of'the resource.,

It verges on mismanagement of aﬁ 1mportant aud valuable resource and an
affron; to the commercial fishermen and the general public who have a right
.to oxpect responéible atate'servicq. The constant bolittling of the commer-
cial fisherman must stop.

> Let us all work together to achieve biologically sound management of

the fisheries of the Great Lakes 1n an honest, above board fashion., We

are ready and willing to meet you half way on this and to get down to the

-business at hand rathqr than-thiq constant bickoring and underhénded fight-

ing.




MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

COMMERCIAL FISHING

ORDER NO. 16

(By authoriéy conferred on the commission of conservation by section 1 of Act
No. 218 of the Public Acts of 1955, as amended, and by sections 9 and 252 of
Act No. 380 of the Public Acts of 1965, being sections 308.201, 16.109 and
16.352 of the Compiled Laws of 1948.) .

R 299.841. Modification of statufory provisions.

To prohibit the use of gill nets with meshes 4-1/2 inches or larger in
all waters of Lakes Superior and Michigan, and gill nets with meshes 1-1/2 to )
1-3/4 {nches and with meshes 2-1/2 to 3 inches in. the waters of Lakes Michigan
and Superior in water depths of less than 35 fathoms, except under permit issued
under authority of section 10 of Act No. 84 of the Public Acts of 1929, being
section 308.10 of the Compiled Laws of 1948, the provisions of subsections (a),
(b), (c), (d) and (e) of section 5 of Act No. 84 of the Public Acts of 1929, as
amended, being section 308.5 of the Compiled Laws of 1948, are modified, effec-
tive April 1, 1968, by ruleb R 299.842 to R 299.844.

R 299.842. Use of gill nets in waters of the great lakes.

1. Gill nets with meshes of 4-1/2 inches, or larger, shall not be set in
the waters of Lake Superior and Lake Michigan except under authority of a per-
mit issued by the director of conservation for scientific and research purposes
-under authority of section 10 of Act' No. 84 of the Public Acts of 1929.

2. Gill nets with meshes of not less than 1-1/2 inches nor more. than 1-3/4
inches for taking smelt and alewives and gill nets with meshes of not less than
-1/2 inches nor more than 3 inches for the purpose of taking perch, suckers,
herring, chubs and menominees may not be set in the waters of Lake Superior and
Lake Michigan in water of a less depth than 35 fathoms except under authority of
8 permit issued by the department of conservation for scientific and research
purposes under authority of section 10 of Act No. 84 of the Public Acts of 1929.

3. Gill nets with meshes of 1-1/2 to 1-3/4 inches and 2-1/2 to 2-3/4 inches
set in water of a depth in excess of 35 fathoms shall be fished with botton ’
maitre cord or lead line on the bottoun of the lake, except in the waters of Lake
Superior ;3111 nets with meshes 2-1/2 to 2-3/4 inches may be fished off the lake

bottom foir the purpose of taking herring.. The top line of such nets shall not be
less than 20 feet below the surface of the water as set. '

[}

R 299.843. Permits for use of gill nets.

1. Permits issued under authority of section 10 of Act No. 84 of the Public
Acts of 1929 may be amended or suspended to restrict or prohibit the use of
8§11l nets in waters where significant numbers of fish other than those
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authorized to be taken are caught or killed, and the director may revoke the
permit of any fisherman who fails to abide by the terms and conditions of the

permit. All such permits shall expire on December 31 following date of issue
unless sooner revoked.

2. Fishing operations under authority of such permits may be temporarily

suspended by the director or his representative when necessary to protect saln-
‘onid species.

3. No such permit shall be amended, revoked or suspended, other than
temporarily suspended, by action of the director unless 5 days prior notice, in
writing, has been given to the permittee.

4. Disposition of all dead fish of the salmonid species taken by fishermen -
operating under authority of such permits shall be made in accordance with the
terms and conditions set forth in such permits.

R 299.844. Disposition of fish other than those lawful to cake.‘

All 1live fish, except alewives, smelt, herring, chubs, perch, menominees,
and suckers taken in lawful gill nets with meshes of 2-3/4 inches or less set in
waters of a depth in excess-of 35 fathoms shall be returned to the waters frou
which they were taken with as little injury as possible by the persons lifting
- the nets. All sound, dead fish of any other species found in the nets shall be
the property of the State and shall not be sold or disposed of, but shall be
dressed, iced, or otherwise chilled and brought ashore by the person taking them.
Disposal of such fish shall be made to agencies or persons qualified to receive
them in accordance with written authorization from the director or his represen-
tative, or in the absence of such authorization a report of the quantity and
location of such fish being held shall be promptly made to the local conservation
officer, and such fish shall not be removed or transported from the landing point
or dock of the person taking them without prior authorization. Parties handling
such fish shall be paid not to exceed 15 cents per pound for dressing, boxing,
packing, and icing the fish. The director shall remove or cause to be removed
any of such nets when he determines that such nets are taking significant numbers

of fish of the species other than alewives, smelt, hetring, chubs, perch, suckers,
and wenominees.

R 299.845. Suspension of statutory authority.

The provisions of subsection 2 of section 6 of Act No. 84 of the Public Acts
of 1929, as amended, being section 308.6 of the Compiled Laws of 1948, insofar as

they restrict the use of gill nets in notthern Lake Michigan and Green Bay, are
luspended, effective April 1, 1968. ‘ :




General amendments, etc., to gill net permits

April 10, 1968. Amendment No. 1. (Lake Superior)

Change Item No. 15 to read:

"Gill nets of 2%~ to 3-inch mesh may be set from the bottom to within

20 feet below the surface, in Lake Superior, for the purpose of taking
herring during the pericd April 15, 1968, to 12 o'clock noon May 15, 1968."

May 13, 1968. Amendment No. 2 (Lake Superior)

July

Item No. 15 is hereby amended to read:

"As of 12 o'clock noon May 15, 1968, and until further notice of a change
in this provision, gill nets of 2%~ to 3-inch mesh may be set from the
bottom to within 20 feet below the surface, in Lake Superior, for the
purpose of taking herring,"

9, 1968. Amendment No. 3 (Lake Superior)

"Due to the continued high incidental take of lake trout and the low
catch of whitefish in all the Michigan waters of Lake Superior (except
those surrounding Isle Royale) all the waters of Lake Superior (except
those immediately adjdcent to Isle Royale) will be closed until further
notice to the fishing of 4%-inch and larger mesh gill nets as of

12 o'clock noon July 15, 1968,"

9, 1968. Amendment No. 4 (Lake Superior)

Item No. 15 has been amended as of July 11, 1968, and until further notice,
to read as follows:

"Gill nets of 2% to 3-inch mesh may be set from the bottom to within 8

feet below the surface in Lake Superior, for the purpose of taking herring,"
This amendment supercedes all previous amendments and changes in provision
No. 15.

12, 1968. Communication to trout assessment fishermen informing them that
the ban on large mesh gill nets in Lake Superior does not apply to the
scheduled trout sampling program. Copy attached.

April 16, 1968. '"No large mesh gill net (4% or larger) may be fished in Lake

Michigan north of a line from Point Detour to St., James on Beaver Island,

to Waugoshance Point during the period April 19 through May 2, 1968. Except,
a maximum of six 'fishermen, to be chosen by the commercial fishing industry
and approved by the Department of Conseryation, will be allowed to prospect
for whitefish with large mesh gill net in this area with a maximum of 15,000
feet of gill net each,"

Permittees selected to "prospect for whitefish" were:

Jerome Peterson, Manistique, Permit No. 4-8, Lic. No. 296

C & R Halberg, St. Ignace, Permit No. 4-10, Lic. No. 424

Melvin Sellman, Manistique, Permit No. 4-18, Lic. No. 549

John LeClair, Naubinway, Permit No. 3-31, Lic. No. '520

R. Tallman, Bayview Addition, Permit, No. 3=36, Lic. No. 622

Wayne Wachter, Marquette, Permit. No. 4-29, Lic. No. 751




7. May 2, 1968. The area of Lake Michigan that. was closed (April 19 - May 2)
was reopened under close surveillance. Catch of trout continued to be
sitnificant, but was not stopped.

8. May 28, 1968. "It is hereby ordered that all areas in Lake Michigan between
a line running west out of Frankfort Harbor and a line running west out
of Leland, under 35 fathoms, will be closed to gill netting, effective
June 1, 1968 " Reason: excessive catches of trout.

18, 1968. '"The following area will be closed to all gill net fishing in
waters less than 35 fathoms:

All waters of Grand Traverse Bay south of a lire from Lighthouse Point
to Norwood.

This order becomes effective June 19, and will remain in effect until
further notice.,

Excessive numbers of trout are being taken in proportion to other fish,
thus, we feel it is necessary to close the area temporarily,"




STATE OF MICHIGAN
74TH LEGISLATURE
- REGULAR SESSION OF 1968

Introeduced by Reps. James F. Smlth and Baker

ENROLLED HOUSE BILL No. 3917

; AN ACT to amend the titlé and 'section 1 of Act No. 84 of the Public Acts of 1929,
entitled as amended “An act to protect fish and to preserve the fisheries of this state; to
regulate the taking of fish in the waters of lakes Superior, Michigan, Huron, and Ere,

/and the bays thereof, and the connecting waters between said lakes within the jurisdiction
of this state; to regulate the transpbrtation, sale and possession of fish in this state; to
provide for the issuing of licenses and permits pertaining thereto and the disposition of
the moneys derived therefrom; to provide for the confiscation of property used or possessed
in violation of this act; to provide penalties for the violations of the provisions of this act,
and to repeal certain acts relating thereto,” being section 308.1 of the Compiled Laws of 1948;
and to add 4 new sections to stand as sections 1b to le. .

Thke Pcoplz of the State of Michigan enact:

Section 1. The title and section' 1 of Act No. 84 of the Public Acts of 1929, being
section 308.1 of the Compiled Laws of 1948, are amended and 4 new sections to stand as
sections 1b to le are added, the amended title and amended and added sections to read as
follows: : .. '

TITLE '

An act to protect fish and to preserve the fisheries of this state; to regulate the taking
of fish in the waters of lakes Superior, Michigan, Huron, and Erie, and the bays thereof,
and the connecting waters between the lakes within the jurisdiction of this state; to prescribe
the powers and duties of the director of conservation; to provide for financial remuneration
to this state for fish taken for commercial purposes and disposition of moneys derived
therefrom; to provide for establishment of great lakes fishery advisory committee and
prescribe its powers and duties; to regulate the transportation, sale and possession of fish
in this state; to provide for the issuing of licenses and permits pertaining thereto and the
disposition of the moneys derived therefrom; to provide for the confiscation of property
tsed or possessed in violation of this act; and to provide penalties for the violations of
the provisions of this act.

Sec. 1. All fish of whatever kind found in the waters of lakes Superior, Michigan,
Huron and Erie, commonly known as the Great Lakes, and the bays thereof and the con-
necting waters between the lakes within the jurisdiction of this state, shall be, and are
declared to be, tke property of thé state and the taking thereof is declared to be a privilege.
All fish in such waters shall be taken, transported, sold and possessed oaly in accordance
with the provisions of this act. oot
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Sec. 1b. (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of this or any other act, the director
of conservation, when in his opinion it is necessary for the better protection, preservation,
management, harvesting and utilization of the fisheries in the waters described in section 1
may limit the number of fishing licenses to be issued under the provisions of this act and
fix and determine the qualifications of such licensees. In determining the number of
licenses that the director of conservation issues during any license year, he shall take into
consideration the number of persons holding such licenses, the number of licensees needed
to barvest the fish known or believed to be harvestable, the capacity of the boats and
equipment owned and used by licensees to effectuate such harvesting, and any other facts
which may bear upon the allowing of a limited number of licensed persons to engage in
commercial fishing in an economical and profitable manner. In determining the qualifica-
tions of the licensees, the director of conservation shall consider the kind, nature and
condition of the boats and fishing equipment and gear to be used by the applicant, the
years of experience the applicant has had in commercial fishing and the quantity and kinds
of fish that the applicant has caught during the previous S5 years and such other facts
which may assist him in determining that the applicant is capable to engage in  commercial
fishing in a proper and profitable manner and will comply with the laws applicable to
commercial fishing. : ‘ ) .

(2) In addition to the requirements of this act and rules promulgated pursuant to
~ this act, the license issued by the director of conservation may contain provisions:

(a) Fixing the amount of fish to be taken by species and kind. .

(b) Designating the areas in which the licensee shall be permitted to fish. ,

(c) Specifying the.season when and the depths:where the licensee may conduct his
commercial fishing operations. . -

(d) Specifying the methods and gear which the licensee shall use.

(e) Specifying other corditions, terms and restrictions which are deemed to be
necessary in carrying out the provisions of this act, including but not limited to the right ‘
-%o inspect the licensee’s fishing operations in the waters, on board or ashore. _

(3) Alllicenses issued by the director pursuant to this act shall expire on December 31
of the year in which issued. -

(4) The director of conservation may suspend or revoke any license issued under
this act when the licensee fails to fulfill or violates any of the conditions, terms or restric-
tions of the license. The director shall affordithe licensee a hearing in accordance with
the provisions of Act No. 197 of the Public Acts of 1952, as amended, being sections 24.101
to 24.110 of the Compiled Laws of 1948. Any person whose license has been suspended
or revoked shall not be eligible to apply for or receive a license 'for the ensuing 2 calendar
years following such suspension or revacation.

(5) Any licensee presently licensed at the time this section becomes effective shall
have the right to have his license renewed from year to year by the director of conservation
if such licensee continues to meet the qualifications set forth in this section and the qualifica-

.tions specified in any rules promulgated under this section regardless of the determination
. of the number of licenses to be issued hereunder. Such licenses so issued shall not be
transferable without the permission of-the director. ‘ ‘

‘ Sec. 1c. The conservation commission shall provide a financial remuneration to the
state for fish taken for. commercial purposes by collection from the licensee of not more
- than 5% of the price received by the licensee. Moneys received shall be credited to the

fish and game protection fund to be used in the development and management of the
fisheries resource. - : : _

" Sec. 1d. The goveror shall appoint’ a great lakes fishery advisory committee to
“advise the director of conservation on matters affecting the great lakes fisheries as sub--
mitted to it by the director. The committee shall consist of not more than-9 members.
The terms of office shall be 3 years, except that of the membars: first appointed, 3 shall
be appointed for 3 years, 3 for 2 years and 3 for 1 year, or if a lesser number than 9
are appointed, their terms of office shall be prorated accordingly. The members of the
advisory committee shall be entitled to actual and necessary expense incurred in the
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performance of their advisory duties in accordance with standard travel regulations of the
department of administration.

Sec. le.  For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of sections 1b to le, the
director of conservation may promulgate such rules as may be necessary in accordance
with the provisions of Act No. 38 of the Public Acts of 1943, as amended, being sections
24.71 to 24.80 of the Compiled Laws of 1948, and subject to Act No. 197 of the Public
Acts of 1952, as amended. Sections 1b to 1e do not apply to Lake Ere.

~ Clerk of the House of Representatives.

Secretary of the Senate.




DEPAKTMENT OF NATURAT, RESOURCES
Box k50
Madison, Wisconsin 53701

: ; PROPOSED :
POLICY Ol MANAGEMENT OF THE GREAT LAKES FISHERIES

The Great Lakes comprise the lergest freshwater resource in the world. As
such, they are of great importance.

Lake Superior and Lake Michigen are partly within the state of Wisconsin.
The stintes of Michigan, Minnesota, Illinois and Indiana, the Province of Ontario
erd the federel governments of the United States and Canadae also have Jurisdiction.
Therefore, these vaters ere of interstate as well as international concern.
Historically, the Great Lakes have been important as routes of exploration.
in settling MNorth America, as routes of commerce, for water supply and effluent

disposal, for commercial fishing for food, and sport fishing for recreation and
for general recreation. '

The Visconsin Legislature has delegated to the Naturel Resources Board the
-responsibility” . . . to provide an adequate and flexible system for.the
protecticn,  developrent and use of the . . . fish, . . . lokes, streams . . . and
- other outdoor resources in the state of Wisconsin." (ss. 23.09).

Vith increasing demand for and use of Great Lekes waters and e constently
expanding population, there is an increasing need to protect end properly manage
such waters. In this regard, the Netural Resources Board reaffirms its policy
on the "Protection, Development and Use of Water" with specific reference here
to Loke Superior and Lake Michigan. The Board also reaffirms its position eas
expressed on all other policies issued infpast years, as they apply to the
Great Lakes, such as its statements on fish, trout ﬁanagemgnt, rough fish, research,
public access and long-range planning.

Vith the invasion into the Great Lakes of the sea lamprey; the near
extinction of the lake trout followed by efforts towards sea lamprey control and
lake trout restoration; the invasion of the alewife with associeted problems;
increasing general and recreational use of the waters; the introduction of exotic
species of fish such es the coho salmon; the potential for additional successful
introductions and fish management; the probable future demands on the recreational
values involved, and additional factors not specifically mentioned, the following

- additional guiding principles are enunciated with specific regard to the Great
Lekes. : .

LR IR

The policy of the Natural Resources Board governing fish management
in the Great Lzkes and Green Bay is to meintein, restore, improve and manage the
waters and fish populations to produce the greatest good recreationally,
eéstnetically and economically for the greatest number of people througn both
sport end commerciel fisheries. These cbjectives are to be atteinad on a
sustained basis in balance with the needs for inlond water management,
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In the managenent of the Great Lakes fisheries, the eim is maximum susteined
yleld of the most desirchble species and sizes from the recrcational and commercial
viewpoints. The intent of management shall be to vphold the precedence of sport
fishing in the harvest of Great Lokes fishes, since this provides the grcatest
economic return to socicty. Commercial harvest shall be specifically regulated to
prevent over exploitetion yet permit utilization and prevent waste of the
available. surplus of fish over that nceded to effectively manage the sport fishery
or to meet management objectives of improving populations of the most desirable
species and meintaining ecological balance. .

The general guide in the lake trout restoration program is to restore, if
possible, a self-custeining population of such fish as rapidly as possible taking
into consideration ell factors involved. Commercial harvest of lake trout is
warranted only on wild, self-susteining stocks not needed in the sport fishery.

Exotic spccies should be managed or introducea oﬁ the basis of sound
biclogicel and economic facts and in consonance with their potential to produce
additional total fishery velues. :

In maneging commerciel fishing on the Great Lakes in consonance with the
overell policy, the objectives to be sought are maximum economic value of the
fish harvested. minimum interference with the sport fish harvest and
other recresation, and a reasonable livelihood from ccmmercial fishing for e
linited number of full time commercial fishermen realized through increasingly
nore efficient coperations.

In the execution of this policy, determinations and decisions are to be made
using ell biological and economic facts aveilable. If the necessary facts or
statistics are not immediately available, interim management decisions are to be
nade using availsble facts and & progran of further fact-finding should be cerried
out ; .

Fish and water management in the Great Lakes is a matter of interstate and
international concern. Interstate and international cooperation is to be sought
end extended to the ma?imum extent possible to carry out w1sconsin policy.

- T-12-68
nea




STATE OF WISCONSIY

Asscmbly Bill 14 ' Date published*: july 8, 1967

\

CHAPTER 63 , LAWS OF 1967

AN ACT to amend 29.33 (1) of the sta'tutes., relating to limited entry for
net and set hook fishing in the outlying waters of Lake Superior, and

granting rule-making authority.

The people of the state of Wiscdnsiﬁ, répresenfed in senate and
asseinbly, do enact as follows:
B 29.33 (1) of the stétutes is amended to read:
29.33 (1) Any person desirihg to conduct commercial fi,shing Opérations~
on any of the outlying waters shall first obtain a commercial fishing

license. The conservation commission may limit the number of such

licenses to be issued and designate the areas in the outlying waters of

Lake Superior under the jurisdiction of this state where such licensees

may conduct commercial fishing operations. These determinations shall

be based on the available harvestaﬁle population of fish and in the wise

use and conservation of such fish so as to prevent overexploitation.

The commission may adopt rules defining the qualifications of licensees

in the reasonable exercise of this authority, giving due consideration to

residency, past record, fishing and navigation ability and quantity and

quality of équipment possessed. The application for such license shall be

made to the conservation commission on a blank provided for that purpose,
‘accompanied by the fee specified in sub. (2). Such application shall state
the name and residence ;f the applicant, the ménnei‘ in which he proposes
to fish, the name or numb;.r, ox‘rer-all length, gross tonnage ,-ané value
of his boat, the name of the por*. from which the boat will operate, and

" the numbé"f’and kind of nets and hooks or other gear he intends to use, the

" value of his real estate used in connection with commercial fishing and

*Section 990.05. WWisconsin Statutes: Laws and aéls; time of going into force. “Every law or

act which does not expressly prescribe the time it takes effect shall take effect on the ay after
its publication.” : . , g »




1967 Asscmbly Bill 14

such other information as mey-be is required for statistical purposes.

"Over-all‘lcngth" means the minimum distance between th extreme out-
side end of the bow and the stern using the nearest whole number of feet.
The license fee shall be based on the over-all lehgth of the boat if a boat

is used. Such license shall bé issued 5 in accordance with s. 29.09 ;-




STATE OF WISCONSIN NATURAL RESOURCES BOARD

m TE MATER of creati.ng section
WCD 25,075 of the Wisconsin
Kministrative Code relating to

Order No, F-3-68 (E)
camercial fishing in the ocutlying R

l‘. e o6 00 oo

ORDER OF THE STATE OF WISCONSIN NATURAL RESOURCES BOARD
ADOPTING, AMENDING AND REPEALING RULES

Pursuant to authority vested in the AState of Wisconsin Natural Resources Board

by sectians 29.085 and 29.33, Wis. Stats., and section 25 of Chapter 75, Laws of
1967; and pursuant to section 227.027 (1) ,.the State of Wisconsin Natural Resources
- Board hereby creates rules; as follows:

WCD 25.075 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code is created to read:

WCD 25.075 Limited entry; Lake Subeﬂor. Pursuant to authority vested in the
State of VWiscaonsin Natural Resources Board by section 29.33, Wis, Stats., and section
25 of Chap‘ceI; 75, Laws of 1967, the State of Wisconsin Natural Resources Board finds
and determines that the following rules a.re,. reasonably nec::essarv in the wise use and
conservaticn and to prevent over-exploitation of fish in the out:lying waters of Lake
Superior under the Jurisdiction of the State of Wisconsin, |

(1) Not more than 68 licenses authorizing commercial ,fishi.ng in Lake Superiar
shall be issued and effective pursuant to section 29.33, Wis. Stats., for the .
license period beginning July 1, 1968 and endjng June 30, 1969. _

(2) No applicant shall be eligible for such license unless he shall have held
a State of Wisconsin cammercial fishing license during each of the 2 year licensing
pericds nmediabely preceding and ending June 30, 1968, or unless he shall have been
a member or partrer in a fishing crew operat“.ng in the waters of Lake Superior under
a State of WLscon§1n camercial fishing license during each of the previous 5 year

licensing periods immediately preceding and ending June 30, 1968.
, ‘ oo ' S -




(3) Such licenses shall be issued according to the following residence
priorities to ap‘plicants ot;hendge qualified:

(a) First to residents of counties bordering Lake Superior.

(b) ! Next to residents of othér counties.

.(c) Next to nonresidents.

(4) -Applicants for such licenses shall be at least 21 years of age.

(5) ‘App‘lications for such licenses shall be filed wi’ch the department not.
later than Aprlil 30, 1968 on department forms provided for such purpose.

The rules contained herein shall take effect on the day of publication in the
of.‘ficial state paper as provided in section 227.027 (1), Wis. Stats., as emergency
I'ules. Facts constituting the emergency are as follows-

Cammercial fishing licenses become effective on July 1, 1968. In order to fix
a reasmable deadline for the filing of applslcations for licenses under the limitel
entry autharity contained in section 29,33 (1), Wis. Stats., as amended by Chapter
63, Laws of 1_967 » 1t 1s necessary that such i'ules be pubhéted as emergency rules.
It 1s impossible to camply with the filing of pubﬁcation ‘requirements under Chapter
227 of the Statutes and at the same time control the number of licenses issued to
provide for a reasonable and controlled harvest of certain species of fish in Lake
Superior, | | . .

. The preservation of the public welfare necessitates the adcption of such rules
as emergency rules. | | _ .
DATED = . STATE OF WISCONSIN NATURAL RESOURCES BOARD

March 27, 1968 ' By /s/ L.P.Volgt -
- . L. P. Voigt, Secretary

APPRDVED

/s/ Warren P. Knowles " March 28, 1968
GOVERNCR D"‘—""“M T8
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The goal of the Division of Economic Research is
to engage 1in economic studies which will provide indus-
try and government with costs, production and earnings
analyses; furnish projections and forecasts of food
Tish and industrial fish needs for the U. S.; develop
an overall plan to develop each U. S. fishery to its
maximum economic potential and serve as an advisory
service in evaluating alternative programs within
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries.

In the process of working towards these goals an
array of written materials have been generated repre-
senting items ranging from iterim discussion papers
to contract reports. These items are available to
interested professiondls in limited quantities of
offset reproduction. These "Working Papers" are not
to be construed as official BCF publications and the
analytical techniques used and conclusions reached in
no way represent a final policy determination endorsed
by the U. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries.




