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A laska State Legislature
House of Representatives

TO: Resources Committee members

FROM: Rep. Sam Cotten, Co-Chair

SUBJECT: Tidelands leasing for mariculture (HB 108)
DATE: May 5, 1987

One of the most controversial 1issues In the Committee®s
hearings on the mariculture bill (HB 108) has been the
leasing of state tidelands for mariculture sites.

My staff prepared draft tidelands leasing language that
attempts to take into account most of the suggestions and
concerns of committee members and the public. Of course
this is only a very preliminary draft intended to focus
discussion and provide a vehicle for future committee
action, if appropriate. The draft is supplied for your
consideration.

In a First review by some iInterested legislators, Interest
groups, and DNR, the following questions arose about the
draft:

Does the legislation need to be so comprehensive?
Does i1t put things into statute that belong 1in
regulation?

Should there be a distinct tidelands leasing
procedure for aquatic farms, or should existing
procedures be employed?

Are the proposed terms of the statute unfair?

(Proposed rentals, depth of planning and financing
requirements)

I look forward to working on the bill with the committee and
will appreciate any comments on this draft.

attachment



DRAFT fish farm/tidelands leasing language

May 6, 1987

* Section 1. AS 38.05.070(a) is amended to read:
@ Land, including tide, submerged or shoreland,
to which the state holds title or to which it may
become entitled, may be leased, except for the
extraction of natural resources, in the manner provided
in AS 38.05.070-38.05.105. Leasing of land for aquatic

farming sites may occur under AS 38.05.400-38.05.412.

* Sec. 2. AS 38.05 is amended by adding a new article to
read:

Article _ . Leasing of State Lands for Aquatic
Farming.

Section

400. Generally

402. Application for a lease

404. Application processing

406. Review of applications

408. Leasing procedures and decisions
410. Lease terms

412. Regulations

AS 38.05.400. Generally. Under AS 38.05.400-AS
38.05.412, the commissioner may negotiate leases for

land, i1ncluding tide, submerged, and shoreland and

adjacent uplands, for aquatic farm sites.

AS 38.05.402. Application for a lease. @ An

Alaska resident holding an Alaska business license who



is interested in obtaining a lease for aquatic farming
operations must, by October 1 of the year, submit an
applic ition for a lease on forms issued by the
commissioner. The commissioner shall require submittal
of relevant information including at a minimum:

(1 a map at the most detailed scale generally
available showing the proposed site;

(2 a farm operation plan, providing detailed
information and drawings of the proposed operation,
including

(A the fTarm development schedule;

(B) biological and physical capabilities of
the site;

(© needs and sources for power, fresh water,
fuel, and feed;

(®) waste disposal, including farm product
wastes;

(E) production strategies and target levels;

(P product processing and markets;

(G) cost estimates and financing; and

(H) special measures to mitigate
environmental impact;

(3 an application fee of $100;

(@ evidence that the applicant is fit, willing,
and able to conduct the operation;

(®) photographs of the site.



() On receipt of an application for an aquatic
farming lease, the commissioner shall evaluate the
application for completeness and request more
information, if necessary, within 15 days. If the
commissioner does not request more iInformation within
15 days, the application shall be considered complete,
although the commissioner may request more information
as the application i1s processed under AS 38.05.404-

38.05.406.

AS 38.05.404. Application processing. @ The
commissioner shall begin to process an aquatic farm

lease application after the application is complete.

(b) Between November 1 and December 31 of the
year, the commissioner shall publish notice, 1In
accordance with AS 38.05.945, of all aquatic farm site
lease applications submitted by October 1 and completed
before November 1 of the year. IT warranted by public
response to an aquatic farm application, the
commissioner shall hold public hearings at a place and

time to be announced at least fourteen days in advance.

(©0 The commissioner shall issue final decisions
on all aquatic farm lease applications submitted during

the previous year by March 1.



AS 38.05.406. Review of applications. (@ Before
issuing an aquatic farming lease under AS 38.05.400-
38.05.412, the commissioner shall

(1) assure that the proposed use will conform with
applicable land use plans adopted by the commissioner
under AS 38.04.065 and land classifications under AS
38.05.300, with coastal management plans under AS
46.40.100, and with local planning and zoning iIn the
municipalities;

(@ consider other land uses that exist or can
reasonably be expected on the same site;

(@ assess and consider the cumulative iImpacts of
aquatic farms already leased or proposed in the area;

(4 assure that adequate navigation and access can
be maintained, including access to public and private
uplands and to public waters;

() 1i1dentify special operating conditions and
mitigating measures that may be required of the
applicant; and

(6) provide at least 30 days for public review of
draft decisions and interest findings required by (©

of this section.

((9)] In considering the aquatic farm application,
the commissioner shall consult with local governments,
local fish and game advisory committees, and other

agencies, 1i1ncluding the Department of Fish and Game.



With the cooperation of other departments, the
commissioner may establish and coordinate regional

review teams, composed of agency representatives, to

work on aquatic farm applications in each region of the

state.

© By January 15 of the year, the commissioner

shall prepare and issue preliminary decisions,
including draft lease terms and operating conditions,
on all complete aquatic farm leasing applications
received during the previous year. Notice of the
preliminary decisions shall be provided iIn accordance
with AS 38.05.945. The preliminary decision must
include a draft finding of state®s iInterests in

accordance with AS 38.05.408(b).

AS 38.05.408. Leasing procedures and decisions.

(@ The commissioner may negotiate and issue an aquatic

farm lease to a prequalified applicant under
regulations adopted in accordance with AS 38.05.400-

38.05.412.

() After determining that an aquatic farm
application accords with AS 38.05.406(a), the
commissioner shall consider the state"s iInterests 1In
the proposed lease of state lands, and may not issue

any lease unless the commissioner determines that

lease



issuance of the lease serves the best interests of the

state.

AS 38.05.410. Lease terms. (@ An aquatic farm
lease for tide, submerged, and shoreland and adjacent
uplands may be issued for up to thirty years, at the
discretion of the commissioner in consideration of the

useful life of the improvements to be constructed.

(b) As a rental fee for the lease the commissioner
shall provide for return of a portion of the gross
receipts from the lease to be deposited iIn the general
fund of the state. For an operation grossing less than
$500,000 per year, the commissioner shall require the
return of two per cent of gross receipts. For an
operation grossing between $500,000 and $1,000,000 per
year, the commissioner shall require the return of
three per cent of gross receipts. For an operation
grossing over $1,000,000 per year, the commissioner
shall require the return of between three per cent and

five per cent of gross receipts.

(© A lease st..all contain terms that

(1) prevent nonconforming uses of the leased

property;
(@ provide for restoration of the site after

termination of the lease;



(@) require investment and development on a
specified schedule;

(@ allow transfer to another owner only with
the commissioner®s approval;

(B) permit regular inspection of the
facilities and operations; and

(6) i1dentify measures necessary to mitigate

environmental impact.

(d The commissioner may require survey of the
lease site at the applicant®™s expense priorto issuance

of a lease or during the term of the lease.

(e The commissioner may 1include otherreasonable

terms and conditions in the lease.

() The commissioner -tay not approve the transfer
of any lease unless the commissioner determines that
there has been substantial development and compliance

with the terms of the lease.

AS 38.05.412. Regulations. The commissioner

shall adopt regulations to implement AS 38.05.400-



This

is a schedule for the annual

applications and public

review process for aquatic farm sites under proposed AS
38.05.400-412.

October
15

DNR reviews all
applications,
request more
formation

(38.05.402(b))

All

applications are

November December January
15 1 15 1 15
All applications for

the preceding year are
noticed for at least 30
(38.05.945); meanwhile
commissioner reviews
applications under
38.05.406(a)-(b)

Commissioner

due (38.05.402(a))

February March

1 15 1 15

Final
decisions,
effective

in thirty
days
(38.,05.404c)

issues

can draft decisions, w/
in- best interest findings,
for public review

(38.05.406(c))

Hpublic review 0f

preliminary decisions/
best iInterest findings
ends during February;
commissioner considers
comments and makes any
changes
(38.05.406(a)(®))



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

CO0* Dy

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Southeast Regional Office
Div. of Land & Water Mgt.
Brent Paine DANE: March 16, 1987

Assistant to Representative RiegeEuENO

TELEPHONE NO: 465-3400

SUBJECT: aAquatic Farming
Regional Manager Statutes

Following our meeting yesterday 1in Representative Ellis”
office 1 felt a mixed sense of relief and concern: relief
that the rough drafting of aquaculture guidelines would be 1in
good hands, and concern because developing the aquaculture
program is a complicated task that will require a delicate
balance to be successful. The means of achieving that
delicate balance is not yet clear in my mind. Nevertheless,
I thought 1 would jot down some ideas that may be useful to
you as you think about the guidelines. My apologies if they
are somewhat disjointed.

Most of us recognize that the statutes need to set up and
authorize a mariculture program, but they cannot be so
specific that the program will lack fie: ibility. When
drafting guidelines, you may want to be specific initially,
and then go back through and pull out the appropriate lines

or sections that should appear in the statutes. The
remainder we can consider either for administrative
regulations, or as policy and procedures. The obvious

advantages to policy and procedures (DNR has a Policy and
Procedures Manual, fondly referred to as the PPM) is that
changes can be made as necessary without going outside of the
department, yet it 1is an open process, available to the
public for review and comment. Regulations require a public
hearing process prior to adoption and alteration.

As an example, existing statutes are quite specific for lease
procedures (beginning with AS 38.05.070), yet are almost
silent on permitting. This 1s probably appropriate, since
permits give little 1land tenure (they can be revoked in
thirty days without cause). As another example, the statutes
need to give the appropriate commissioners the authority to
set reasonable fees, but the fees should not be iIn statute.

You may not wish to tackle this separation 1iInto various
levels of bureaucracy. IT not, sometime 1 will ask you to
identify the areas where you think flexibility will be needed
the most.



Brent Paine -2- March 16, 1987

I have attached a discussion of some of mariculture issues
quite eloquently outlined by David Benton (@ rough draft).

It is not yet ready fTor public review (so | hope you will
treat it accordingly), but it will give you a feeling
for some of our concerns. Off-hand, two issues appear to me
to be missing: the problem of public awareness and review of
selected sites, and the need to address upland facilities
along with all other permit applications. As we discussed
briefly at the meeting, 1 think the problem of public notice
can be taken <care of by reviewing, at one time, all
applications that have accumulated throughout the vyear.
Regarding the use of uplands, 1 think we need to bring the

U.S. Forest Service more tightly into our permitting process
for mariculture operations.

While on the subject of permits, let me digress for a moment
and set the stage for the guidelines that you are working on.
As 1 count them, most mariculture operations will require at
least nine permits ({0 may have missed a few, and 1 have not
attempted to list the required certifications...):

DCED - (the lead agency as proposed in the new
statutes) Fish Farm Permit
Fish Farming License
Transport/Import Permit
Hatchery Permit
DEC - Water Quality Permit
Fish Processing Permit

DOR
DF&G

DNR - Land Use Permit, or Lease
Water Use Permit
COE - Corps Permit

USFS - Permit for use of the uplands

It may be that the most expedient way to review applications
will be by means of a Regional Review Teanm, with
representatives from each of the permitting agencies, as well

as C&RA or a representative from the nearby community. This
body could evaluate the applications and listen to public
concerns. This forum would avoid the problem we

occasionally encounter, where one agency 1issues a permit
while another does not, leaving the applicant confused and
unhappy -

While this has not been TfTormally discussed, and may in Tfact
change considerably, 1 see the permit process shaping up
something like this:



Brent Paine -3- March 16, 1987

IT you want to discuss lease and permit possibilities

or anything
else, let me know. I wish you the best!

Attachment

cC: David Benton
Diane Mayer

Larry Ostrovsky
Bob Palmer



Mariculture
Issues Discussion Paper
March 4, 1987

Issue: Can the "™ate legally give Alaskans either

exclusive or preferential access to mariculture

permits? Can legislation have provisions to give

priority to Alaskan residents or Alaska-owned
businesses or corporations?
Option: a) Have the Department of Law analyze our

options, including:

1) Restricting mariculture leases to

Alaskan residents or corporations.

2) Give priority for aquatic farm and
broodstock permits to Alaska residents or
businesses.

Issue: Should the state recover all or part of the
administrative and other state costs associated with
managing a mariculture program and get fair return for
use of state resources (i.e. tidelands)?

Options: a) User fees charged as part of the
permitting process to cover administrative costs,

the cost of inspections, etc.

b) Fees or "rents" for use of state

tidelands and water resources to ensure fair

return to the state.



-DRAFT-

Issue: There needs to be a vehicle to focus the

permitting process for mariculture operations. There

will

will

be a wide variety of mariculture ventures. Most

require multiple permits and multi-agency review.

We need to prevent a piecemeal approach to -the approval

process, and promote efficient review of each

operation. In addition, we need a way to guage the

commitment the applicant is willing to make to

seriously develop the project.

Option: Require the applicant to submit a mariculture

plan of operations and prospectus. This plan
would be prepared by the applicant and used by the
agencies iIn the permit process. It would be the
document used to make an initial fTit, willing, and
able determination to screen out speculators. The
plan would describe the measures used to ensure
compliance with water quality standards, disease
control measures, etc. Specific elements in the
plan could include the location, type of
operation, species involved, size and scale of the
operation, a Tfinancial plan, and a project
development schedule to provide milestones to
measure the project"s progress as part of any

"prove-up" requirements.
-2



-DRAFT-

Issue: There is concern that there needs to be an
initial screening of applicants to prevent rampant
speculation and to encourage serious mariculture
operations. At the same time there is a concern that
this "test”™ not present an insurmountable barrier to

small-scale, mom and pop ventures.

Options: a) Perform a "Fit, Willing, and Able"™ test.
This would be an initial determination that the
operator 1is "fit, willing, and able"™ to
successfTully conduct operations as described in
the mariculture plan of operations and prospects.
By tying the fit, willing, and able determination
to the operations described in the plan, there
should be latitude to allow for "mom and pop"
operations as well as larger corporate ventures.
The Department of Commerce and Economic
Development would make the determination in
consultation with other state agencies, and
specific criteria would be developed through
regulation. General standards should, however, be
in the legislation. Such standards could include
consideration of financial resources; level of
expertise, presence or absence of full-time

personnel, etc.

-3-



-DRAFT-

b) Require a bond from the applicant for the
purposes of covering any site clean-up or other
costs should the operation fail. Posting an bond
could be viewed as a signal of the applicant"s

commitment.

Issue: As part of the attempt to discourage
speculation and encourage serious mariculture ventures,
there needs to be on-going review of these projects.
Once they receive the initial permit the state needs to

ensure that they are actually making a serious effort

to develop their project.

Options: @& Have a ™"prove-up requirement which would
entail a periodic review of the project. The
project development schedule could provide
milestones to guage the progress the operator has
made. The ™"prove-up™ determination could then be
used to ensure that a serious effort was being
made to follow the plan and develop a successful
mariculture fTacility.

b) Divide the permit/lease into a two stage
process. Grant an initial permit/tidelands lease
for a period of 5 years for development purposes.

At the end of that time review the status of the
—4-



-DRAFT-

project. If it Is a viable operation then grant a

25-year operational permit/lease.

Issue: Tidelands leases could be locked up by

individuals or businesses which are not actively

operating their Tacilities.

Options: a) Ensure that tidelands leases are

non-transferable from one company or individual to

another.

b) Ensure that there are provisions for

revocation of the permit and tidelands lease IiIn

the event an operator iIs not making a serious

attempt to develop the project.

Issue: There needs to be criteria for resolving

space-use conflicts. Many excellent sites for

mariculture facilities are also highly prised for ether

uses including log storage, commercial Tfishing,

anchorages, subsistence, and recreation.

Options: a) Use coastal zone management program to

resolve conflicts. Unfortunately, ACMP standards

do not address the issue of resolving conflicts

between competing water-dependent uses, and there

_5.



-DRAFT-
are no local CzZM plans for ir.ost of the areas where

mariculture might occur.

b) Use DNR tidelands planning process to
resolve space-use conflicts. Lanc-use plans could
address many of these issues, but DNR budgets may
need to be adjusted accordingly.

c) Develop standards in the legislation
which would provide general guidance to the
agencies when reviewing these projects. These

criteria would include provisions so that

land use conflicts; provide environmental
safeguards; maintain navigation and access

channels; and reduce visual and aesthetic iImpacts.

Issue: Considerable speculation is already occurring.
Individuals are presently '"staking"” potential
mariculture sites in order to get the jump on the

market.

Option: Place a retroactive moratorium on mariculture
site applications until the regulatory mechanisms
have been established. Already-existing

operations would have to be grandfathered in.



Possible changes in DNR statutes/regs/policies

lease preference to permittee (right of first refusal)

lease not by auction, but to project in the state"s best interest
highest and best use

reasonable fee charged (leases and permits)

lease fee based on minimum rovalry their gross receipts
(encourage small operators, allow industry to get going)
lease preference to Alaskans (if constitutional) (One year
residency?)

lease clean-up bond p-.4-

lease commitment bond (also perP-?) (to avoid speculation)

show economic viability (to avoid speculation)

require development schedule (to avoid speculation)

require adequate site monitoring and reporting (to avoid
speculation)

require demarcation of lease area

renewal based on performance

don"t require classification outside of area plan

no survey in remote areas/paper plat acceptable

Siting criteria
aquatic farms will be sited so as to:

* minimize land use conflicts

* provide environmental safeguards

* maintain navigation and access channels
* reduce visual and aesthetic impacts



Tina Ortman

P.0. Box 442
Talkeetna, AK 99676
(907) 733-2565

April 15,1937

Sam Gotten
P.O. Box V
Juneau, AK 99311

Dear Mr. Gotten,

| am writing to voice my approval of Aquaculture. It is surprising
to me that anyone would oppose de_velopln_? our marine resources to their
fullest. It's like having a fertile, tilled garden plot but not P_Iant-
ing any seeds. An analogy I read from a struggle between Oregon fisher-
men and hatcheries said, "It's like the dinosaurs picketing the emer-
gence of mammals." Aquaculture is the future, let's get started on it
now. Thank-,ou for your attention.

ind regards,

Tina Ortman
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March 26, 1987

House Resource Committee

Madam Chairman and House Resource Committee members:

Due to the particular topics scheduled on March 24th much of the
results of my experiences in salmon farming went unsaid. I would like
to make the TfTollowing statements in hopes of assisting Alaska to begin
developing of what many of us believe to be one of the best economic
opportunities Alaska has -- aquaculture. The following opinions are
that of the General Manager of a salmon farming venture that 1is in the
process of developing 10 sites with annual sales of US$25 million
within five years, relative to some B.C. ventures, not a particularly
aggressive plan.

1. Salmon industry evolution. Salmon farming has become an iImportant
part of world salmon marketing. It will not cease to exist. IT Alaska
chooses not to become part of it, other nations will applaud. Along

with their 3almon farmers, other countries processing plant workers
will work vyear around, as will their draggers, net, feed and equipment

makers, marketers and many others.

2. Farm size: Aquaculture 1is a very competitive economic endeavor,
Alaska has to come from way behind over a dozen other nations in
technical, Tfinancial and In iInfrastructure matters. Aquaculture cannot
be expected to have much of a chance if made to bear, however well
intended, legislated inefficiencies -- such as fTarm size restrictions.
(Two sizes appear to be the most viable — small, perhaps family based,
operated by someone who already lives on or near a site, who combines
with other small farmers in purchasing and sales, and larger, corporate
based clusters of five-ten farms. Big corporations have not, thus far,
done well in aquaculture.)

The result of making the same mistake Norway has ..ade in limiting the
volume of net pens allowed 1is too high of fish density. The result of
that is Increased costs due to disease resulting from 3tress, increased
point source organiu loads, and overall much greater financial risk.

3. Markets: What harm that has been done to Alaskan salmon fishers,
for the near term has already been done. (Norway alone produces more
farmed Atlantic salmon than the total U.S. catch of coho and Chinook
combined, all states, all gear typos.) in regards to salmon farming,
what Alaska does or does not do will not matter for many years in
international farmed salmon markets. IT no discernible difference
exists, and iIf a net Increase in jobs are to be realized, then wl
should have it. Additionally a consistent supply of fish, commercially
harvested iIn the summer and commercially farmed in winter will result
in year around jobs -- the best way to "Alaskanize" the fishing
industry that 1 know of.
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Page 2
4. Supply of domesticated snolts. Each small farm will need about
10,000 smolts, large farms, 100,000-plus. It is suggested that strong

urging be given to ADF&G-FRED Division to at least supply eggs, and
that provisions for converting local PNP corporations to private-profit
hatcheries (with loan payback as a condition) be provided for. (The
IRS status of PNP hatchery corporations must be carefully considered.)

It is also suggested that domesticated hroodstock be prudently allowed
into Alaska, 1in small numbers, for a restricted period of time while we
are testing and selecting local stocks. Without fish stocks long held
in captivity, Alaska will have a difficult time catching up. (See the
latest Canadian regulations for a guideline — enclosed.)

5. Ongoing research and development/training. No new species of
aquatic organism has recently been brought into cultivation without
extensive R&D efforts. The model that appears to work best is
typically university-based, with a state providing the facility and the
researchers finding the actual research project funds. Combined with
community college efforts, workers can also be trained at the facility.

6. Unnecessary/duplicated controls. There already exists a plethora
of studies in which no major problems have been found — at least none
that compare with the question "What is the effect of commercial or
Intensive recreational fishing?'". Many agencies already have a myriad
of laws and regulations, just ask someone who has been through the maze
already. Pollution (salmon are a pristine water organism so that
problem is self-correcting), shipping lanes and safe harbors,
traditional fishing grounds and other land use conflicts and a number
of other potential problem areas already have a number of concerned

agencies, As your know all too well, these times of decreasing
budgets. Imposing additional demands upon state agoncles, when

existing statutes and regulations already protect the public interest
due to vague concerns, serves no one.

7. Financing, Salmon farming 1is capital intensive due to the
two-three year period at start-up with no revenues. To start even a
small farm can easi.ly require $50, 000 or more. A moderate-sized farm
can require $2 million. Banks do not readily loan monies for new
ventures in start-up industries. The only source of financing that 1
know of from financial institutions comes from countries already wall
established i1n salmon farming. (The best source 1is Norway.)

You do not have an easy tas : ahead of you, but Alaskans need the work.

Thank you for your time,

Curt Kerns, General Manager
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Federal-Provincial Policy for the Importation
of Live Salmonids Into British Coluabia

In recognition of the cownercial and recreational value of wild end
cultured native salmonld stocks 1n British Columbia and the Yukon Territory,
it 1s essential to protect their genetic Integrity and freedom from exotic
diseases.

Therefore, no Importations of fish belonging to the family Salaonldae
w ill be authorized by Federal or Provincial fisheries management agencies

which are not 1n compliance with this policy, effective on date of signing.

General:

1. Approved Importation of live salmonids must comply with the Canadian Flsh
Health Protection Regulations (CFHPR).

2. Only surface-disinfected, fertilized eggs will be ported. No live fish
or unfertilized eggs or milt will be allowed.

3. Only Atlantic salmon (Salpo salar) and non-anadnwwus rainbow trout
(Salwo galrdnerQ w ill be considered for Importation.

4. Importation of rainbow trout w ill be considered only from brood stock
that was hatched and reared in Canada and continental U.S.A.

Atlantic Salmon:

5. As of April 1, 1987, egg Imports will be Ilimited to 100,000
eggs/year/llicenee and allowed only from brood stock that has been held at
the source facility (hatchery and sea pen), separate from other stocks,
for one full generation. This means that consideration could be given
to F2 Atlantic salmon from Canada and the U.S.

6. No direct importation of Atlantic salmon eggs will he permitted from
continental Europe, from the southern hemisphere, or from countries 1n
which viral hemorrhagic septicemia (VHS) is known or suspected to occur.
Importation w ill be considered only from sites that (l) a Canadian Local
Fish Health O fficer has approved after a site Inspection; (11) can
demonstrate a thorough record of disease history to the satisfaction of a
Canadian Local Fish Health O fficer; (111) can document and demonstrate
disease-free water supply system; and (1v) can document and demonstrate
the capability of the physical plant to Isolate stocks and prevent

disease transfer between stocks.
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7.

10.

All
11.

Importation of Atlantic salmon eggs w ill be for the purpose of developing
aquaculture brood stocks In British Columbia. Importers wst propose a
number or percent of fish to be held to aaturlty for reproduction and
collection of sex products and demonstrate progress and Intent to
establish brood stocks.

Consideration for Import will be given particularly to stocks that are
deennstrably adapted for commercial aquaculture pen rearing, assuming
that *11 other conditions are net.

After March 31e 1989, no further shipments of Atlantic salmon will be
pem ftted.

All Atlantic saloon aust be held under strict quarantine (as outlined

below).

Live Salmonids:

Notwithstanding sections 2,3,5,6 and 8, exceptions say be permitted

for limited numbers of eggs or small volumes of ailt for such activities
as research or brood stock development and Improvement when work 1s to be
conducted wunder strict supervision of government fisheries agencies.
Approval for exceptions aust be obtained from the Director General,
Pacific Region, Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Director,
Fisheries Branch, British Columbia Ministry of Environment and Parks.

Atlantic Salmon Cuarantine Conditions;

12.

13.

14.

15.

Prior to the arrival of «i\y eggs, a quarantine facility must be Inspected

and approved by designated government personnel according to the

following conditions as judged by the designated Fish Health O fficer.

The quarantine facility wst:

a) be an adequately enclosed area, physically separated fro* any other
ha':hery operation;

b) have restricted access;

c) have approved facilities for disinfection of effluent.

All eggs and resultant fish aust be held In quarantine for a arinlMum of

12 months after arrival.

All stocks In the Initial year and thereafter all stock kept for brood
stock aust be Inspected and sampled according to the CFHPR Manual of
Compliance. Fish aust be sampled 3 tiaes in their quarantine year and

once just after transfer to salt water. Brood stock aust be sampled at

maturity.
Diseased stocks:
a) shall be destroyed 1f VHS, IPN, or whirling disease 1ls detected, and

b) way be ordered destroyed or treated 1f any disease listed In Schedule

Il of the CFHPR 1s detected.
Also, detection of ary other disease designated by Federal and Provincial

fisheries management agencies wy lead to the same requirement for stock
destruction or to further quarantine of the stock.



16. Failure to cooply with Importation or quarantine conditions will result
In suspension of the Commercial Fish Firs Licence of the facility.

Marine Rearing of Atlantic Salmon:
iT rX Il movements of Atlantic salmon from hatchery to salt water will be by

Federal-Provincial Transplant Committee approval only.

The precautions taken 1n 1 to 17 above are designed to minimize the risk of
Introducing exotic fish diseases and to maximize the chances for detection of
aiy exotic fish diseases that may be carried by Introduced stock.

Procedures:
18. All requests for permission to Import live salmonids are to be addressed

to the Canada-Britlsh Columbia Transplant Committee, c¢/o0 Local Fish
Health O fficer, Pacific Biological Station, Hanmond Bay Road, Nanaimo,
B ritish Columbia, V9R 5X6.

19. In recognition of the Importance of managing fish disease upon the
orderly development of aquaculture 1n British Columbia, and recognizing
the lead role of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries 1n
aquaculture; the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Ministry of
Environment and Parks will confer with the Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries:

a) prior to any decision being made by the parties regarding item 11
requests;

b) prior to any amendments to the policy under Item 20;

c) at least semi-annually regarding the nature and status of requests to
the Cancdo-DrHIsh Columbia Transplant Committee to Import live

saluonlds to British Columbia.

Amendment:

20. This policy may be amended by nwtual consent of the signatories.

APPROVED:

Peter Meybootn, Deputy Minister B. E. Marr, Deputy Minister
Department of Fisheries 6 Oceans B.C. Ministry of Environment and Pai**
Date Date

Hoveober 17, 1886



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Southeast Regional Office
Div. of Land & Water Mgt.
TC Distribution List DAE; September 19, 1986
FILE NO:
Thru: Paula Burgess

SUBECT. DNR Tideland Permit
Retained Lands Officer for Shellfish Culture

We welcome your comments on the proposed permitting
process for oyster fTarms. Because of the recent 1increase
in oyster farm applications, and because oyster
applications are the TFfirst of many types of aquaculture
applications we expect to receive, DNR must be prepared to
evaluate the permits in a falr and systematic manner.

During a recent meeting on the oyster culture permit
process, itwas found that, of the 20 permitted oyster
sites in Southeast only fTour or TfTive are actually being
used to grow-eoysters. The U.S. Forest Service and the
public 1is concerned that some of these sites are only
proposed so that the permittee can obtain a cabin site
under the guise of an aquaculture Tacility. Other
agencies and 1individuals voiced the opinion thac these
permittees were obtaining the best sites iIn an attempt to
block other users or to speculate .on a possible land rush
when the net pen rearing of salmon becomes viable. In any
case, we propose the following program to monitor the
progress of each Tfacility and to ensure that the
permitting system is not abused.

The program is based on a series of three year land use

permius.Three years 1iIs also the term of the permit
issued by the”orps of Engineers. In order to implement
the three year permit-r- a revision iIn our Qland use permit
policy 1is required. Currently we can only 1issue a land

use permit for up to one year (PPM 5122, Sect 01, 2.3).

At the end of each three year permit, the applicant will
have to prove that they are actively developing the site
into a viable business. We propose to require the
permittee to have the rafts in. place andhave the spat
purchased or in place.on the rafts within the Tfirst three
years. If this is accomplished, a second three year
permit will be issued. At the end of the second permit,
the permittee must show that they have had a Department of
Environmental Conservation inspection and are certified to
sell their product. IT this step 1is. met, they may either
obtain a lease or may continue with three year permits.
At no time will a lease be issued until the fTacility is
shown to be operational. IT a permittee fails to meet the

B0/ TH



Permit for Shellfish Culture
September 22, 1986
Page 2

requirements, they must submit a letter to the Regional
Manager explaining why they were unable to comply with the
requirements. The Regional Manager will then decide
whether or not to permit the site for an additional three

years.

The three year permits will not be transferrable and can
be revoked iImmediately with cause and after 30 days notice
without cause. The user fTees for all three years will be
collected the first year and may be refunded on a yearly
basis if the permit iIs revoked or relinquished. The fees
are currently $50.00 per acre per year, with a $100.00
minimum. This fTee is low for exclusive use of an acre of
prime tideland. All permit fees are currently under
review and changes may result.

The program that 1is proposed here 1i1s specifically for

oyster culture permits. It would be preferable to
implement a program that would work for all types of shell
fish culture. Please comment on the oyster program as

proposed, and also offer suggestions that would make the
program applicable to other types of shellfish farming.

Distribution List:

Tom Hawkins, Director

Meg Hayes, South Central Region

Jerry Brossia, Northern Region

Brian Paust, Marine Advisory Program

Robin Larsson, Alaska Shellfish Growers Association
Diane Mayer, OMB

Mike Ostasz , DEC"''-

John Harmening, USFS

(sr?7rCA v/ PLWM”" AkteU —
TovC; FRED
Bi Pcep

Ja~es



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

™ Stanley A Moberly "AE  June 25, 1986

Director . .
JF.R.E.D. Division FILE NO:
neau TELEPHONE NO

FROM: - Roger Blackett yJj subject:  Comments on DNR Mariculture
Aréa_Biologist Permit Requirement Options
|Iz.oFé.,EkD. Division

|

| have reviewed the three lease options (temporary permit for floats,
5-yr tideland and 10-yr negotiated tideland lease [upland owner]). The options
aré not realistic nor do they meet the long-term needs of culturists. Maricul-
turists require: 1) exclusive use of submerged tidelands for their operation -
other uses and activities that would cause waves, disturbance of collection
and growout gear, and risk of pollution iIn the area are unacceptable a
uarantee that after initial years of labor and capital mvestment, the cul-
urist would be given the solé right of a long term lease (55 yr) of a site
without risk of another h|gher bidder get_tl_ng? the site, 3] recognition thit
maricultyre may be one of the most beneficial and productive useS of Alaska
tide lands compared to other uses, and 4) a waiver of survey and appraisal
costs and annual rental payments for tidefands.

DR is tr |n?_ to include mariculture under existing policy and permitting
procedures, Realistically, what is needed is new policy and permitting methods
specifically for mariculture. As a new and developing ‘industry, with potential
for considerable economic benefit, 1 believe the State (including orirj should
be doing everything possible to encourage mariculture operatlons, especially

In the early development stages. Theretore, | believe the approach should .
be taking IS to tailor new Pollcy and a new permit system specifically for mari-
culture.” A waiver of anpual rental payments, registéred survey fees,” and ap-
raisal costs would, provide encoura?ement for mariculture. Most. of the smaller
Mom-and-Pop operations) can not afford the [ease costs in addition to initial
apital and operation costs. Yet, they still need a guaran_tee of exclusive

use of a tide land site for mariculture without risk 0f losing their investments.

| can understand DNR's reluctance fo issue a long-term (55 yr) exclusive
tideland lease for a mariculture operation that has not been proven feasible,
However, | alsq recognize the reluctance of a mariculturist to invest time and
money into a site fof development of a feasible operation without a guarantee
that"the site will be available for exclusive I_ong-term use. | beliéve this
problem can be resolved by an interim use permit for 5-10 yrs of feasibility and
development with first rméht for a Long-ter_m (SOJHL m%rlculture gerqnt Pnce
the site was proven feasible. ~Another“option would be the issuance of a fong-
term lease with a reversion clause that if the site proves to be unusable for
mariculture after the first 5-10 yrs-, the site would revert back to the State.

(continued)

(PO TR



In the Kodiak area, there are man& potential mariculture sites where
the upland owner would be the Federal Government (Refuge), State of Alaska
BorouPh, or Native Corporation. A preference to the upland owner for a tide-
land Tease could inhibit development of mariculture in those instances where
the mariculturist has no possibility of being an upland owner, However, the
Kodiak Island Borough is considering leasing” land {including tidelands) for
the specific purpose of marjculture” The Refuges (Kodiak and Maritime [in-
cludes all of Afognak Island]) have no set policy, to my knowledge, on mari-
culture operations at this time, but as the upland and tideland manager, the
Eghulgﬁ 3¥g%em could strongly influence future mariculture development in the

Perhaps the best approach at this time would be a 2-3 day. work session
between mariculture representatives, the permitting agencies (including OMB),
Economic Development, and FRED Division to draft new policies ang ge_rmlttmg
Procedur_es fur mariculture. | believe all the problems and implications need
0 be laid out on th?_ table before an acceptable permitting system for mari-
culture can be established.

cc: E%meKBoans
V |
Bob Burkeytt
Lance Trasky
Mike Kaill
Kim Sundberg



¥ gt fax's  »*\| '
ALASK~AM"MARICULTURE association
- | P.O. Box 020704
." V*fﬂuneau, AK 99802-0704

- . r > t (907 ) 586-2032
October 14, 1986

Ms. Paula Burgess
Southeast Regional Manager
Division of Land & Water Management
Department of Natural Resources - .
P.0O. Box MA
Juneau, Alaska 99811

[
Dear Ms. Burgess: . o =

- e Yar.

Thank you for providing a copy of the-memorandum concerning potential
changes iIn the Department of. Natural Resourcese tideland permitting
program Tfor shel Ifish *culturing:. .The**memorandum was discussed during
a recent conference call of the Alaska-Mariculture Association®s
(AMA) board of directors. -

While AMA agrees with the goal of controlling speculative lock-ups of
tidelands, we have serious reservations®about the approach suggested
by Mr. Palmer. We request that you put a hold on any changes in the
permitting system until after the tidelands useage issue iIs addressed
by the Mariculture Technical Work Group. (See attached letter.)

AMA directors believe the three-year permits proposed by Mr. Palmer
would, seriously hamper the development of a mariculture industry in
Alaska. This is particularly the case while the State of Alaska
%ﬂag?les with the issue of an overal[ mariculture development policy.

The;\three-year permitting approach is very problematic from a
-Financing standpoint since it would be very difficult to obtain
investment capital under such a system. A clause allowing revocation
without cause alone is enough to scare away any potential Investors.

The-AMA board also was very concerned about .the proposal to make the
three-year permits non-*£ransferrable. While:AMA is determined, to
avoid "the pitfalls of our current limited;,entry"fishing:program,
non-rtransferrable permits would®kill most®. _"fiharicing;;;options.

The-suggestion about increasing permit:vfeesj”also,-troubled AMAls board
s<of~rdirectors who thought it WaaNiparticularl?iMjLINMttImeSiconsiderina

concern
;for smaller- . A - .
applicants may be able to complyWFEJMAMININAMESJEUWILCE*iphs, - ™. tbut
itEwould be impossible for most: " familrstzM™MFfar.miT~vpberations. This
mvouldtfbe particularly unfortunHte™inck™hj~rd™i~ej™IpgalT.residents
likely,-to enter mariculturer
approaches to sea farming,

y i -



Ms.. -.Paula Burgess
Page Two

AMA does agree with DNR1s concern about speculators tying up
tidelands and individuals interested in obtaining recreational cabin
sites under the guise of sea farming. The ™"gold rush'™ approach to
salmon farming in British Columbia suggests there is reason for
concern. AMA would like to work closely with DNR to develop a
workable approach for dealing with these concerns, but we believe the
suggestions made in the September 19 memorandum pose major problems.

The attached June 25 memorandum from Alaska Department of Fish and
Game biologist Roger Blackett in Kodiak contains some useful

suggestions. 1 would like to discuss these ideas with you iIn the
future.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 1 look forward to your

response and participation in the Mariculture Technical Work Group.

Sincerely,

Rodger Painter



BILL SHEFFIELDGOVERNOR

ANWLLO G-BY AENE
\U\Eﬂi[J%LAS@%)l
SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE RHONE (@7145-310
DIVISION OF LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

October 22, 1986

Roger Painter

Alaska Mariculture Association
P. 0. Box 020704

Juneau, Alaska 99802-070"

Dear Roger:

I am responding to your letter of October 14, 1986 in which you
describe the AMA board of director®s reaction to proposed changes
in the DNR permit process. The proposed changes were intended
for review by those who are familiar with the current permitand
lease procedures, including industry representatives. It 1is
clear that 1 should have provided more background information to
you in order for the board to evaluate the proposed changes.

Let me briefly describe the two existing vehicles that DNRhas
for allowing the use of state tidelands.

A Permit

The cheapest and easiest authorization that DNR can provide is
through a Uland use> permit. A permit 1is intended for the
temporary use of state tidelands. It i£ currently granted for up

to one year, 1is revocable immediately with cause and in 30 days
without cause, and is non-transferrable. Clearly the permit does
not offer the permit holder much stability. It was not iIntended
for 1long-term development. The total price fTor two acres of
tidelands for one year (application and use fee) 1is $150.00.
(See the attached guidelines for permits and leases for more
detailed information.)

A Lease

If a person is interested in short-term use of state tidelands
with greater protection of his/her investments, or iIn long-term
use of state tidelands, then a lease is the proper vehicle. A
lease can be 1issued for up to 55 years. Leases over fTive years
in length currently require survey and appraisal (which may be
credited against the rental fee), although the survey requirement
can be waived by the Director. (DNR is proposing a change 1in
statute which would allow a "paper plat” (as opposed to a Tull
survey) in remote areas for a lease of up to ten years.) The
cost of a lease in today"s market is iIn the neighborhood of 12

10-J35LH



percent of the appraised TfTair market value of the tidelands.
(Again, see the attached guidelines for permits and leases for
more detailed information.)

The reason that we have proposed a longer term permit is to allow
the permittee time to find out if a site 1is viable, at a
reasonable fee. A permit that requires annual reapplication does
not provide sufficient time to test a site. A three year permit,
while 1t is not something to take to the bank, will at least give
the permittee assurance for three years that he will not have to
compete with others for the site. In addition, the shellfish
farmer may not want to spend the money required for a lease until
the site has been tested.

We recognize that our approach at this point is one of tailoring
existing procedures to allow shellfish culture to proceed, rather
than creating an entirely new process for the budding mariculture

industry. Our approach 1is intentionally cautious. We have not
received any policy direction from this administration on
mariculture. Roger Blackett of the FRED Division states in his

memo of June 25, 1986 (which you attached to your response) that
"_...DNR should be doing everything possible to encourage
mariculture operations...." While 1 can appreciate Blackett"s
eagerness, DNR cannot do ‘'everything possible to encourage
mariculture”™ until we have the endorsement of the administration.
Furthermore, many policy questions need to be answered: Do we
want to encourage small farms or large farms? Do we want to set
aside districts for farming? Can we (or would we want to) Hlimit
mariculture to Alaska residents?

In our attempt to tailor the existing permit system, we have not
proposed any changes that create new policy on mariculture.
Again, we are only rearranging the existing vehicles to
accommodate the growing demand for sites. Creation of a new
system must awailt policy direction from the administration.

We will be happy to -participate in the Mariculture Technical Work
Group, and we can discuss the proposed changes TfTurther in that
forum.

Sincerely,

Paula Burgess
Regional Manager

Attachment: Guidelines for Permits and Leases
Memo from Burgess to Baker of January 4, 1985

cc: Tom Hawkins, Director, DL&WM



Guidelines for
Land Use Permits and Tidelands Leases

Land Use Permits

A larid use permit is authorization for the temporary use of state
land or state tide and submerged Iland. (Tide and submerged land
begins at the mean high water line and extends seaward 3 miles).

A land use permit conveys no right in the land and is essentially
a guarantee that so long as the activity 1is conducted under the
terms of the permit the holder 1i1s i1Immune from prosecution for
trespass. All permits are revocable immediately with cause and
revocable without cause upon completion of a 30 day notice.
Permits are not transferable. It is division policy that a
permit may not exceed one year 1in length. A permit may not be
renewed but it may be reissued after a new application has been
submitted. Permanent structures are prohibited, therefore, any
structure placed on the permit area must be readily removable.

A permit may be obtained by submitting a completed Iland use
permit application, the $50.00 filing, a sketch showing the
development and its location and a completed coastal zone project
questionnaire to the regional office of the Division of Land &
Water Management. Normally the processing takes 30-45 days.
This allows time for review of the application by other state
agencies, the adjacent Iland owners and for determination of
consistency with coastal zone management. There are no user fTees
for non-exclusive permits, however, there is an annual user fee
of $50 per acre with a minimum of $100 for exclusive and
commercial permits.

We encourage a prospective applicant to contact adjacent Iland
owners and government agencies prior to submitting an
application. These contacts may save the applicant time and
money during the site selection process.

Short Term Lease

The short term lease allows for use of state land or tide and
submerged land for up to 5 years. The lease 1is transferable and
is revocable only with cause.

A short term lease may be obtained by submitting a completed
lease application, $50.00 filing fee, a sketch showing the
development and its location and a completed coastal zone project

questionnaire. Normally the processing takes about 1 year to
complete. In addition to agency and adjacent owner review there
must be public notices published iIn the newspaper. A lease

diagram that meets department standards is required, and the
value of the land must be determined by an appraisal conducted by
a qualified appraiser. The cost of the public notices, lease
diagram and appraisal will be paid for by the applicant.



A short term lease can be negotiated 1if the applicant is the
upland owner or lessee or the annual rental fee of the Ilease is
less than $5000 and there 1is no competitive interest 1in the
lease. In all other cases the lease will be offered at a public
auction and awarded to the highest bidder.

The annual rental fee iIs a percentage of the fair market value of
the land.

Long Term Lease

A long term lease allows for use of state land or tide and
submerged lands for up to 55 vyears. The 1lease is transferable
and is revocable only with cause.

A long term lease may be obtained by submitting a completed lease
application, $50 filing fee, sketch showing the development plan
and its location and a completed coastal zone project
questionnaire. Normally the processing takes over 1 year to
complete. The processing is the same as a short term lease but
an Alaska Tidelands Survey is required 1iInstead of a lease
diagram. Again the costs of the public notice, Alaska Tidelands
Survey and appraisal will be paid by the applicant.

A long term lease can be negotiated 1if the applicant 1is the
upland owner or lessee, or if the lease term does not exceed 10
years the lease value is not greater that $5000 and there is no
competitive interest. In all other cases the lease will be
offered at a public auction and awarded to the highest bidder.

Additional information may be obtained from the local office of
the Division of Land and Water Management, Department of Natural
Resources.

Southcentral Regional Office Mat-Su Area Office
OFFICE LOCATION: OFFICE LOCATION:
3601 "'C'" Street, Tenth Floor Century Plaza, Suite 202
Anchorage, Alaska Mile .5 Knik Road
Phone: (907) 762-2202 Wasilla, Alaska
MATLING ADDRESS: Phone: (907) 376-4595
P. 0. Eox 7005 MAIL ADDRESS:
Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7005 P. 0. Box 874008

Wasilla, Alaska 99687
Northern Regional Office Southeast Regional Office
OFFICE LOCATION: OFFICE LOCATION:
4420 Airport Way 400 Willoughby Avenue,
Fairbanks, Alaska Suite 400
Phone: (907) 479-2243 Juneau, Alaska
MATLING ADDRESS: MAILING ADDRESS:
4420 Airport Way 400 Willoughby Avenue,
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709 Suite 400,

Juneau, Alaska 99801
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SSRAA.

TESTIMONY ON HOUSE BILL 106 n

Keith A. Johnson —
Operations Manager

99*/
The Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA)
has taken a position opposed to the inclusion of salmon in the

mariculture legislation - House b ill 108,

ThiLw is based wupon the perception of market competition with
products of existing salmon fisheries, competition for sites,
and a lack of recognition between salmon farming and ocean
ranching. The nonprofit format for salmon ocean ranching is to
provide benefits for commercial fishermen and all the other
users of this common property resource.

Technical issues which have not been adequately addressed.

1. Exotic Species or Non-indigenous Stocks.

Current statutes prohibit the importation of exotic
species and non-indigenous stocks. This is a good idea
and it is imperative that it continues for the
protection of wild stock salmon populations. The
enforcement of this woill require frequent site
visitations and this carries a costwhich has not been

addressed,

2. Broodstocks

Alaskan chinouk and coho stocks are basically wild fish
and the genetics policy of ADF&G provides for the
periodic infusion of wild gametes every throe
generations. Our cohoand <chinook stocks have not been
genetically selected for growth innet pons, delayed
sexual maturity, fecundity, and other characteristics

suited for captive rearing.

Norway has a very active broodstock development program
which began in the late 1960's and is now into its fifth
generation. This program specifically selects for traits

beneficial for netpen culture, The system is S0
sophisticated that smolts of these stocks command
different prices depending on the experience of the
grower.

Domsea Farms in Puget Sound has had a selection program
for its coho salmon for about the same length of time.



SSKAA.

I think it is naive to use the economics ox these
culture systems to model the growth of an industry in
Alaska wusing stocks that are wild. There is a large lag

time toattain culture efficiency. I don't see that this
form ofa broodstock development program w ill be funded
withstate dollars through the ADF&G genetics

laboratory,

3. TBT Treatments

Previous teleconferences on House B ill 138 have dealt
with the TBT treatments foraquaculture nets. The study
commissioned by Sealaska on salmon farming specifically
identified the need for an antifouling net treatment.
However, we no longer have this available and no

replacement is in sight.

Madam Chairwoman, | wanted to bring these technical issues
before the House Resources Committee and thank the committee for
their attention.



University of Alaska

Statewide System of Higher Education

ALASKA SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM

April 17, 1987

Senator Fred Zharoff

Senator Richard Eliason
Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Alaska State Legislature

P.f. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

RE: Aquaculture
Dear Legislators:

Following the opportunity to sit in on the aquaculture hearing in
Dillingham last week, and after hearing the discussion about the con-
cerns for the interplay of traditional fisheries with culture fisheries,
| obtained from the State of Maine copies of their statute on aqua-
culture and more importantly the regulations used by the Commissioner of
Marine Resources for approving or disapproving culture leases. |
enclose a copy for your information and reference.

Having been involved in research on both traditional and culture

fisheries in Maine for the period 1975 - 1985, and having observed the
changes and developments of both types of fisheries in Maine over that
period, it is my impression that for the most part, both types of
fisheries have been good neighbors. I believe that the sound regulatory
basis found in these attachments has done much to accommodate the mutual
growth of these fisheries. Over the same ten-year period that Maine

fishermen have increased their share of the total commercial take in the
Gulf of Maine, they have also become by far the most successful aqua-
culturists in the Northeast. The newest cultured product in the
Northeast is salmon. It is under 'die regulatory process contained in
these attachments that Maine has within this year approved 17 pen-
rearing sites for salmon, and for which an additional 90 are being

considered.

There are traditional conflicts between gear types in all fisheries, and
those exist in Maine as well as in Alaska. However, compared to other
uses of coastal Maine waters and shoreside facilities, e.g., industrial
development, recreation and tourism, housing/commercial development at
docksidc., etc., aquaculture has been an ally of the fishery more often
than an enemy or competitor. 3o0th traditional and culture fisheries
have a tremendous stake in shoreside access and environmental/water
qguality issues. As we look to the future of Alaska, | predict that
those two segments of the fishery will become good neighbors by compari-
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Senator Fred Zharoff

Senator Richard Eliason
Representative Adelheid Herrmann
April 17, 1987

Page two

son to others who will be joining the future development of this state.
Just as we are all concerned with protecting the investment of our
traditional fishermen now, | encourage us to find a harmonious way for
aquaculture to develop so that when other pressures come to our coast
later, we will have a sound legal and investment basis to protect the

quality of our coast in the future.

I very much enjoyed the opportunity to meet all of you in Dillingham and
look forward to working with you on a variety of fisheries issues. |
hope the enclosed materials contain information which will be helpful to

you in your deliberations.

Cordially

R. K. Dearborn
Director

RKDtlbd

Enclosure



P.O. Box 020704

Juneau, AK 99802-0'. 04

(907) 586-2033-
HGI-3&00

Alaska mariculture and Seafood Markets

Development of mariculture in Alaska could strengthen the
competitiveness of Alaska seafood in the world marketplace. By
broadening the diversity of products and Prov_ldlng year-round
supplies of premium qualltK seafood, sea farming will help Alaska
take better advantage of the growing appetites of consumers for fish

and shellfish.

Seafood consumption in the U.S. grew by 60S million pounds or 21.5
percent during the Past four years for which statistics are available
(1982-85), but nearly all of that growth came from increased imports

of foreign products. In fact, imports of foreign fish and shellfish
increased by 14 percent in 1935 alone. The U.S. fisheries trade
deficit amounted to a staggering $5.6 billion that year.

The growing consumer demand for seafood in the U.S. and throughout
the world 1s being filled bg aquatic farm products. Global
aquaculture production in 1983 was 22 billion pounds and accounted
for about 12.2 percent of the total world supply of edible fish and
shellfish. Experts say aquatic farming production will reach 48
billion pounds by 2000.

At the same time, commercial fishing Froduction in the U.S. is
declining slowly and world fisheries landings have stabilized. World
aquaculture production is expected to grow by 5.5 percent annually
over the next 25 years, while fisheries landings are anticipated to
increase by .5 percent annually.

Development of oyster, mussel and scallop farms would bolster
Alaska's ability to offer a variety of high quality fresh seafood,
while salmon farming could allow seafood distributers to offer
year-round supplies of fresh Alaska salmon. A long-term strategy of
supPIeme_ntlng commercial fisheries landings with squlles_of cultured
seakootd s Alaska's best hope of remaining a major force in world
markets.

Another important market consideration for Alaska in mariculture
development is the potential impact of farmed salmon production in
the state upon commercial fishermen. A close look at the discrete
markets for Alaska's diverse salmon industry reveals that farmed
salmon competes with a very small segment of our wild salmon
'production.

(more)



Farmed salmon sales in the United States are directed at buyers
willing to pay a premium for year-round supplies of high quality
fresh seafood. Canned salmon and lower-value fresh and frozen
products (pinks and chums) do not compete with farmed salmon. The
deep red flesh and stronger flavor of sockeye salmon provides a
secure market niche for Alaska's most valuable salmon species.

The premium quality U.S. markets being penetrated by foreign farmed
salmon are |m§30rtant to only a small portion of Alaska's salmon
production. Alaska's troll salmon production which supplies the bulk
of premium quality salmon marketed in the "white tablecloth”
restaurant trade accounted for less than 4 percent of the total value
of Alaska's 1985 salmon production,

While farmed salmon has had a dramatic impact on European markets for
Alaska's premium quality chir.ook and coho catches, the effect in the
United States is very unclear. A 1986 survey of U.S. seafood bu%ers
by the Marine Advisory Program showed that distributers and brokers,
by a three-to-one margin, do not regard farmed salmon as a substitute
for frozen Pacific salmon. This is significant since the Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute estimates that only three percent of
Alaska's salmon production is sold on fresh markets.

Also important to keep in mind is that demand in the U.S. for seafood
Is rising so rapidly the market appears to he prepared to handle
tremendous new volumes of product. And, forel%n production of farmed
salmon will be streammq into the U.S. from the 13 other countries
now involved in salmon farming, regardless of what happens in Alaska.

A Scottish marketing research report said farmed salmon provided
slightly more than six percent of the world salmon supply in 1985 and
is expected to increase its total world market share to about 14
percent_b?/ 1990. The Alaska House Research Agency in a 1987 report to
the legislature said, "By 1990, total farmed (salmon) production is
exp%cted to dominate world trading in both fresh and frozen premium
products.”

The additional amount of farmed salmon an Alaska industry is likely
to produce will have an insigificant influence on any market
competition between world supplies of pen-reared salmon and Alaska's
wild catch. [f the premium quality markets for Alaska's commercial,
fishing salmon production is to be affected, then these impacts will
occur whether or not Alaskans are involved.

The House Research report on salmon farming summed up the situation
like this: "...the question of whether or not pen rearing of salmon
should be allowed in Alaska misses the crux of the issue. Rather, the
basic question is whether or not Alaska will use its comparative
advantages as a producer of farmed salmon to compete in growing
domestic markets."
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STRAIGHT TALK ABOUT MARICULTURE DEVELOPMENT IN ALASKA

I've heen hearing a lot about mariculture development in Alaska.
What is it all about anyway?

Mariculture--or sea farming--is a rapidly %rowing industry
throughout the world that produces food, pharmaceutical and
industrial products. Interest in Alaska focuses on the
cultivation of high value fresh products to supply growing
premium quality seafood markets. The productive, unpolluted
waters of Alaska's many sheltered bays and fjords are considered
some of the best mariculture sites in the United States. These
sea-farming operations offer tremendous opportunities in coastal
Alaska to develop year-round jobs. This is particularly important
in rural communities where there are few other realistic, stable
sources of new local employment. Literally thousands o:
non-petroleum dependent jobs could be created.

What kind of jobs and how many v/ill he created? Are we talking
about another industry that will employ many non-residents and
provide few local benefits?

One of the most attractive features of mariculture is that it
will offer year-round jobs which are likely to be filled with
local residents. Many mariculture operations, particularly
shellfish culturing, 'are ideally suited for family enterprises.
Finfish farming is more ||keldy_ to involve a range of businesses
from family operations to medium sized farms employing up to ten
People. These businesses also will create new opportunities for
ocal processing plants, light industrial manufacturing of
equipment such as nets and pens, and new markets for fish and
fish wastes to be used in production of fish food. The increased
exports of fresh seafood products also could help lower
transportation costs for all Alaskans. The number of new jobhs
that could be achieved under development of the full potential of
sea farming in Alaska is difficult to estimate. A 1987 study for
the legislature projected "a total employment effect of about
1,920 jobs and a payroll of $48.8 million" for salmon farming
alone. This would provide more resident jobs than the present
Alaska logging industry and nearly double the resident payroll.
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Q. Isn't mariculture something new and untested?

A. Fish farming probably originated in China about 600 B.C. and
oyster culturing thrived in ancient Rome and Gaul. Recent
advances have led to an aquaculture exglosmn around the world.
The federal government estimated the 1983 world production of
aquaculture seafood at about 2?7 billion pounds; this is expected
to increase to 48 billion pounds by the turn of the century.
Commercial fishing landings are expected to remain relatively
stable during the same period. This production from aquatic farms
will become increasingly |ngortant to keep pace with projections
for increased consumption of seafood.

How do we know it will work in Alaska?

A.  Alaska already has nearly a dozen sea farms producing oysters,
one producing mussel farm, and a recently concluded agreement
between the State of Alaska and Japan calls for the development
of seven scallop sites on Kodiak Island to test the feasibility
of scallop farming in Alaska. The agreement also covers a
feasibility study of giant kelp (Macrocysistis) farming in Sitka.
Experiments conducted in Southeast by the state and federal
governments have proven the feasibility of pen-rearing king
salmon to marketable size in a competitive period of time.

Q. l'n; concerned about salmon farming. Can you tell me more about
It

A, There currently are about 15 countries currently producing
pen-reared salmon. Worldwide production of farmed salmon .
increased from 27 million pounds in 1981 to 97 million pounds in
1985. This is expected to grow to 314 million pounds by 1990.
These dramatic increases are reacting to a strong and growing
demand in the marketplace for fresh, high quality seafood.
Seafood consumption 1s growing rapidly throughout the world, and
no where faster than in the U.S. Americans ate 609 million more
pounds of fish in shellfish in 1985 than they did in 1982 which
represents a 21.5 percent growth in only four years. Since
domestic commercial fishing production declined over the same
period nearly all of the increased sales were enjoyed by foreign
producers. In fact, America's seafood trade deficit increased by
14 percent in 1985 alone to climb to a staggering $5.6 billion.

Q. Even though the market is growing, the increases in farmed salmon
production sound like they might hurt our salmon fishermen.,

Sales of farmed salmon in the U.S. are directed at markets for
Frem!um quality fresh seafood; the Alaska Seafood Marketln?
nstitute estimates that only three 8ercent of Alaska's salmon
catch is sold on fresh markets. A 1986 survey of major U.S.
seafood distributors conducted by the Alaska Sea Grant Program
and the University of Alaska reveals that few buyers consider
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farmed salmon to bhe a legitimate substitute for frozen wild
salmon* Markets for Alaska's great volume of fower value salmon
species (pinks and chums) and virtually all canned production
clearly are unaffected by the high value farmed salmon. Likewise,
existing markets for frozen sockeye salmon appear to be
unthreatened. The only area of market impact on Alaska fishermen
from farmed salmon is the "white tablecloth" restaurant trade
which is primarily filled by troll salmon. Trollers accounted for
about four percent of the value of the 1985 salmon catch. The
relatively minor impact of farmed salmon on prices for wild
salmon is underscored by recent figures from the Alaska
Degartme_nt_ of Fish and Game. The 1986 Alaska salmon catch of
123.5 million fish was worth $385 million to fishermen or $15
million more than value of the previous year's harvest of 144.6
million salmon,

This information appears to sugPest that farmed salmon is having
little impact on markets for wild salmon, and there is a growing
demand for premium quality salmon. How can we take advantage of

this opportunity?

To take full advantage of the growing markets for premium salmon
Alaska should move forward on two fronts. First, we need to more
aggressively promote our premium quality salmon products, both
fresh and frozen. A pilot project for a Premium Quality Seal
Program was tested in 1986 b% the Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute and Department of Environmental Conservation usm%
frozen troll-caught salmon. If successful, this project could
forge the Wai/ for the needed promotional effort. Secondly, Alaska
should move forward with the pen-rearing of salmon so we don't
miss out on this important opportunity for growth. Millions of
dollars have been Eumﬁed into the Norwegian economy from 740
salmon farms and 250 hatcheries. This fact has not gone unnoticed
by Alaska's neighbors—British Columbia and WashlnEton State--who
are aggressively Promotllng salmon farmlr]?. The market
opportunities will be filled by others it Alaska fails to act.

Have salmon fishermen in other countries become involved in
salmon farming?

Yes. More than half (55 percent) of the ag licants for Norwegian
salmon farming permits between 1973 and 13978 came from a fIS_hI_ng
background. The Prince Rupert Fishermen's Cooperative in Britis
Ccmulbia provides an excellent example of how fishermen can take
advantage of fishing and farming. Groups of six to eight
fishermen are forming Partnersh|ps with local entrepenuers to
finance and operate salmon farms. Cooperative members have 10-20
farms under development. The Prince Rupert Cooperative operates
hatcheries and a feed mill to service farms of members and to
sell surplus production to others. The cooperative processes and
markets the wild and farmed production of its members. These
fishermen also are experimenting with oyster and mussel farming.
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Q. How about impacts on our wild stocks? Won't: exotic diseases be
introduced, and what about the potential for sea-farmed fish and
shellfish to escape and intermingle with wild stocks?

A. The State of Alaska already has recognized the need to ensure
that cultured fish and shellfish do not pose a health risk to
wild stocks. The state has implemented the most stringent
cultured fish health standards in the nation. These regulations
apply to the existing private nonprofit salmon ocean ranching
program and to mariculture operations. The impressive track
record of Alaska's ocean ranching program demonstrates that
salmon, other finfish and shellfish can be cultivated in public
waters without risk to wild stocks. These proven regulations are
a model for health management systems at mariculture facilities.
Mariculturists are very concerned and careful about the .
prevention of disease because it is critical to the profitability
of sea farms that production losses he very minimal. State
government will play major regulatory and extension aﬁent roles
In ensuring that mariuclture operators have adequate health _
management systems to maintain the health of the cultured species
while protectln% wild stocks. A 1986 study by the University of
Washington concluded that disease from farmed fish "does not
appear to be transmitted to the wild population." The study went
on to say, "The potenital consequences of the interbreeding of
escaped and wild organisms, if any at all, are unclear. However,
for salmonids at least, the potential magnitude of the problem
would seem minimal® when compared to the impacts of present ocean
ranching programs.

Q. Mariculture operations obviously require continual sources of
brood stock. Where will it come from? Will it impact existing
fisheries and enhancement programs?

A, Sea farms will require dependable sources of disease-free brood
stock. During initial development of a salmon farming industry,
brood stock will be acquired through purchases of surplus eggs
from private or public hactheries. This can be replaced .
?rlvate hatcheries developed by salmon farmers. Some shellfish
arms--mussels and scalloBs--WHI require the collection of brood
stock from wild sources. Brood stock taken from these common
property sources--hatcheries or gathering from the wild— will
occur only if a surplus exists,

Q. I'm concerned about pollution. Will sea farms create
accumulations of waste that will pollute our waters?

A. Clean water is a primary concern of mariculture operators as most
cultured species are very susceptible to pollution. One of the
reasons Alaska is so attractive as a mariculture center is its
clean and pure waters. A recently completed study by the .
University of Washington of salmon farms and shellfish operations
in Puget Sound said there appears to be little risk of adverse
environmental impacts from mariculture. Only farms located in
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areas of very poor circulation pose any danger of accumulations
of organic rich debris threatening sea life.

Q. If mariculture is such a‘'natural for Alaska and could be so
beneficial whyare there so few sea farms?

A. Alaska has lagged behind other areas primarily because of the
strength of 1ts natural fisheries resources; mariculture
development has been pioneered in countries where the natural
stocks have been depleted. The strong market demand for cultured
seafood has sparked considerable interest in Alaska in recent
years. Individuals and companies interested in mariculture in
Alaska have encountered the normal problems facing the
development of any new industry. In this case, those problems
have been exacerbated by the lack of a state policy on
mariculture development and the resulting void in direction to
regulatory agencies. The many Alaskans interested in mariculture.
have found that permitting processes presently exist only for
oyster farming.

Q. Does this mean Alaska needs to develop a new layer of regulations
and bureaucracy to deal with mariculture?

A.  No. Existing permitting processes can easily be adapted for
mariculture licensing, and the industry will require [ittle in
the way of new government services. Mariculture qu)porters are
primarily interested in getting the state to provide a regulatory
climate conducive to development of stable, profitable
businesses.

Q. Who will be able to participate in mariculture anyway?

A. Mariculture is open to everyone., No limited entry system or other
artificial legal barriers have been erected. As mentioned
earlier, there is ?reat_ opportunity for many small-scale
businesses, many of which will primarily require sweat equity
investments.

Q. You've convinced me. How do | find out more about mariculture and
get involved in this wonderful opportunity?

A. The Alaska Mariculture Association has been formed to advocate
policies leading to the development of a stable, year-round
mariculture industry, and to assist businesses develop into
profitable operations. The AMA will [[).rowde members with
Information pertaining to the permitting and regulatory system,
markets, sources of investment capital, quality assurance
ractices, research, su’Jpllers and other issues of concern,

emberships start at only $25 per year.
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Issues Raised by Commercial Fishermen

Disease

Soma commercial fishermen contend that salmon farming would pose a
threat to wild stocks by the transmission of disease. An examination
of the impressive track record of Alaska's hatchery programs
demonstrates that salmon, other finfish and shellfish can be raised
in public waters without risk to wild stocks. The State of Alaska has
implemented the most stringent cultured fish health standards in the
nation. These regulations v/ould apply to salmon farming operations.

The Alaska Mariculture Technical Work Group concluded in its December
1986 report that "mariculture would produce no futher risk to wild
stocks than the current ocean ranching program, provided state
disease and genetic policies are followed.

An August 1986 study for the University of Washington (UW) made this
observation: "While fish held in culture are likely to show more
frequent aBpearance of disease than wild fish, disease does not
appear to be transmitted to the wild populations."

Pollution

Studies of salmon farming and other mariculture oPerations has

demonstrated that properly sited facilities pose little threat to the

marine environment. In fact, divers under the world's largest salmon

farm located in Puget Sound found that after ten years the impact on

ttp]e ocean floor was no greater than if a dock had been located over
e area.

"Field studies have typically observed little or no changes in water
quality outside the culture structure in well-flushed areas," the UW
study said. "Adverse effects v/ould be anticipated only in areas of
extremely limited flushing or very intensive culturing activity." The
study also noted that sedimentation from salmon farms affect only the
area immediately under the net pens.

The comments were supported by the Mariculture Technical Work Group:
"Concerns that water quality v/ould be degraded beyond the immediate
vicinity of mariculture operations are generally unwarranted."



Fishermen's Concerns about Mariculture
Page Two

Genetics

Concern has been voiced that escapes of cultured organisms could
cause genetic alterations to wild stocks. Considering the magnitude
of ocean ranching programs in Alaska which release millions of fry to
intermingle with wild stocks the danger posed by the few salmon that
escape from farms pales in comparison.

The UW report addressed the concern like this: "The potential
consequences of the interbreeding of escaped and wild organisms, if
any at all, are unclear. However, for salmonids at least, the
PptentJal magnitude ofthe problem would seem minimal. For decades,
isheries management agencies have youtlne|¥ been transferring _
hatchery-reared salmonids between river systems to improve commercial
and recreational fisheries. The number of fish which might escape
from maricutlure is negligible in comparison."”

TBT and Antibiotics

Fishermen also have raised the issue of the use of antifoulants such
as tributyltin (TBT) and antibiotics in mariculture operations. The
State of Alaska currently is not certifying permits for fish
culturing operations utilizing TBT. The Alaska Mariculture
Association supports this prohibition as well legislation recently
introduced which would ban the use of TBT in mariculture operations.

AMA also believes that antibiotics should be administered by .
mariculturists only after gaining prior state approval and following
Wfllkestabllshed state standards for use and quarantine of treated
stocks.

Brood Stocks for Salmon Farms

Fears also have been voiced that the brood stocks needs of a

developing salmon farming industry could detract from Alaska's .

existing salmon enhancement programs. House Bill 106 and Senate Bil
108 are designed to allow farmers to buy only surplus brood stock

from public and private hatcheries. The sale of these surgluses could

BFOVI e important operating revenue for the hatcheries. (See House
esearch Agency Report 87-B, "Aquaculture in Alaska.")

Discussions with state, federal and private hatchery operators
indicate significant surpluses of eg%s now exist. In a report to the
Mariculture Technical Work Group, Bill Heard of the National Marine
Fisheries Service Auke Bay Laboratory said, "Present performance and
estimates of survival rates and other factors sugPest that these
hatchery programs could provide large enough surpluses of chinook and
coho eggs to satisfy the initial needs of a salmon farming industry

in Alaska.'
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Funding

Some fishermen also are concerned that the funding of governmental
programs to support mariculture development would hurt existing

programs serving the fishing industry. In this era of reduced oil
revenues and massive deficits, many Alaskans are concerned about

which government programs get funded.

While it is true that mariculture development will require the
expenditure of state funds for processing permits and protecting
public health and the environment, it also is true that economic
diversification is one of Alaska's most imoortant goals. The
legislature must balance the need to continue important existing
government services with the goal of creating new jobs and attracting
new venture capital.

Use Competition

Another concern raised is that mariculture facilities could be
located on traditional fishing grounds, important anchorages and in
other areas where site competition or navigational problems would
arise. Under HB 108 and SB 106, mariculture operators will go through
the same process as anyone else for use of public tidelands.

The existing tidelands permi,ttingi process generally takes six months
to one year to complete and involves securing approval from at least
the Alaska Departments of Natural Resources, Environmental

Conservation and Fish and Game, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the
Environmental Protection Agency. Planned operations must be found to
be "consistent" with coastal zone management plans and are subject to
local planning and zoning authorities. Tremendous efforts are exerted

to gather public comment.

These and other processes are well established to deal with land use,
or in this case tidelands, conflicts. Mariculture operators will take
pain to avoid locating where site competition would arise as this
creates an unstable business and investment climate. Mariculture
poses no greater land use conflicts than other economic activities
that might occur in public waters such as log transfer facilities,
docks, marinas, marine-related tourism operations, oil and gas
exploration and other forms of economic development.
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Alaska Mariculture and Seafood Markets

Development of mariculture in Alaska could strengthen the
competitiveness of Alaska seafood in the world marketplace. By
broadening the diversity of products and Provydlng year-round
supplies of premium qualltK seafood, sea farming will help Alaska
talée l?]et|t|$_r hadvantage of the growing appetites of consumers for fish
and shellfish.

Seafood consumption in the U
r

. . grew by 60S million pounds or 21.5
percent during the Past fou

.S

years for which statistics are available
(1982-85), but nearly all of that growth came from increased imports
of foreign products. In fact, imports of foreign fish and shellfish
increased by 14 percent in 1985 alone. The U.S. fisheries trade
deficit amounted to a staggering $5.6 billion that year,

The grov/ing consumer demand for r" afood in the U.S. and throughout
the world 1s being filled bg ac lc farm products. Global
aquaculture production in 1983 was 22 billion pounds and accounted
for about 12.2 percent of the total wo,.Id supply of edible fish and
shellfish. Experts say aquatic farming production will reach 48
billion pounds by 2000,

At the same time, commercial fishing Froduction in the U.S. is
declining slowly and world fisheries landings have stabilized. World
aquaculture production is expected to grow by 5.5 percent annually
over the next 25 years, while fisheries landings are anticipated to
increase by .5 percent annually.

Development of oyster, mussel and scallop farms would bolster
Alaska's ability to offer a variety of high quality fresh seafood,
while salmon farming could allow seafood distributers to offer
year-round supplies of fresh Alaska salmon. A long-term strategy of
suppleme.ntlng commercial fisheries landings with squlles.of cultured
seai?otd is Alaska's best hope of remaining a major force in world
markets.

Another important market con. "i_ration for Alaska in mariculture
development is the potential impact of farmed salmon production in
the state upon commercial fishermen. A close look at the discrete
markets for Alaska's diverse salmon industry reveals that farmed
salmon competes with a very small segment of our wild salmon
production.

(mere)



Farmed salmon sales in the United States are directed at buyers
willing to pay a premium for year-round supplies of high quality
fresh seafood. Canned salmon and lower-value fresh and frozen
products (pinks and chums) do not compete with farmed salmon. The
deep red flesh and stronger flavor of sockeye salmon provides a
secure market niche for Alaska's most valuable salmon species.

The premium quality U.S. markets being penetrated by foreign farmed
salmon are |mEortant to only a small portion of Alaska's salmon
production. Alaska's troll salmon production which supplies the bulk
of premium quality salmon marketed in the "white tablecloth”
restaurant trade accounted for less than 4 percent of the total value
of Alaska's 1985 salmon production.

While farmed salmon has had a dramatic impact on European markets for
Alaska's premium quality chinook and coho catches, the effect in the
United States is very unclear. A 1986 survey of U.S. seafood buyers
by the Marine Advisory Program showed that distributers and brokers,
by a three-to-one margin, do not regard farmed salmon as a substitute
for frozen Pacific salmon. This is significant since the Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute estimates that only three percent of
Alaska's salmon production is sold on fresh markets.

Also important to keep in mind is that demand in the U.S. for seafood
Is rising so rapidly the market appears to be prepared to handle
tremendous new volumes of product. And, forel%n production of farmed
salmon will be streamln% into the U.S. from the 13 other countries
now involved in salmon farming, regardless of what happens in Alaska.
A Scottish marketing research report s-id farmed salmon provided
slightly more than six percent of the world salmon supply in 1985 and
Is expected to increase its total world market share to about 14
percent_b?/ 1990. The Alaska House Research Agency in a 1987 report to
the legislature said, "By 1990, total farmed (salmon) production is
exp%ctetd to dominate world trading in both fresh and frozen premium
products.”

The additional amount of farmed salmon an Alaska industry is likely
to produce will have an insigificant influence on any market
competition between world supplies of pen-reared salmon and Alaska's
wild catch. If the premium quality markets for Alaska's commercial
fishing salmon production is to be affected, then these impacts will
occur whether or not Alaskans are involved.

The House Research report on salmon farming summed up the situation
like this: "...the question of whether or not pen rearing of salmon
should be allowed in Alaska misses the crux of the issue. Rather, the
basic question is whether or not Alaska will use its comparative
advantages as a producer of farmed salmon to compete in growing
domestic markets."
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Costs of Entering Salmon Farming vs. Fishing

One of the issues raised during discussions of mariculture
development is the high cost of entering salmon farming. The Alaska
Mariculture Association $AMA) believes the costs of establishing a
salmon farm are comparable to many fishing operations in Alaska

An economic feasibility study of salmon farming prepared for an
Alaska corporation estimated the initial capital and operating costs

of establishing a small (110,000 pounds annual production) at
$243,000. The studg estimated the initial cost of a laraer farm
(440,000) at $896,000.

According to the fisheries consulting firm of Garner and Williams,

following are typical initial costs of entering the Bristol Bay
salmon frshery, including the purchase of a new vessel and permit.

Estimated Costs of Entering the Bristol Bay Drift Salmon Fishery

Vessel, electronics, gear $120,000-200,000
Permit 130,000
Insurance (4% of vessel cost) 4.800-8,000
Groceries 2,000

Fuel _ . 2,000
Transportation/miscellaneous 5,000

TOTAL $263,800-347,000

The cost of entering the Bristol B.ty salmon fishery should be
considered a mldwan%e fishing investment. The following examples of
capital costs taken from the classified ads show a wider range on
entry costs. The vessel costs are for used boats.

Vessel/Gear/Permit Costs for Some Alaska Fisheries

Power troller (44° woouen) with permit . $87.,000
Prince William Sound gillnet (28') w/permit . 110,000
Cook Inlet salmon seine (36" fiberglass) w/permit 157,500
Steel ueine vessel w/SE saJmon permit . 289 500
wW/SE salmon & herring permits 589,500

. ~w/False Pass salmon permit 500,000

AK Peninsula drift/longline (46") w/salmon permit 550,000
66' steel crabber/longliner w/refrigeration 350,000
53" steel seiner/crabber 400,000
108" steel joint venture dragger 1,950,000
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Mariculture Development and Alaska Processors

Alaska has some of the worldls Iar%est seafood processing capacities,
but most of these plants remain idle or under-utilized for much of
the year. Mariculture offers the opportunity to utilize these plants
on a Year-round basis, lowering overhead costs, providing more stable
work forces and allowing Alaska companies to be more competitive in
markets seeking continual supplies of fresh seafood.

the

Cultivation of shellfish--oysters, mussels, scallops--offe o
while

r
opportunity for Alaksa processors to diversify product lines,
salmon farming can provide a flow of fresh product during the
off-season for commercial fishing. The year-round nature of
mariculture also will help improve transportation services and lower
the cost of moving product to the marketplace.

Mariculture also will provide a good market for fish food made from
the waste generated at processing plants.

The complementary nature of mariculture to commercial seafood
production is apparent in British Columbia where processors report an
Increasing flow of farmed salmon into existing processing facilities.
A recent report prepared for the B.C. government said the B.C.
Fisheries Council which represent major fish processors in the _
province "reported that a trend was beginning whereby many processing
companies were joint venturing with fish farms to market their
roduct, thereby using the excess capacity of existing plants.
overnment sources indicated that over 50 percent of farm salmon had
recently been contracted for processing by the major unionized

companies."

A recent article in the magazine Canadian Aquaculture points to a
a.owing interest amon%_processo.rs in fish farming. "l think salmon
Aarming could be the biggest thing in the seafood industry,” said
Harry Guenther of J.S. McMillan Fisheries. Guenther said the company
P_Ians to develop hatcheries to supply salmon farms, pick up grown
ish from the farm sites, and provide processing and marketing
services.

"R_ight now we all have underutilized production capacity," Guenther
sai "Fish farming means these assets can be operated 12 months a

year."

(over)



B.C. Packers, the largest processor in the province, also is
rocessing and marketing farmed salmon. Explains company. officer
ance Lipovsky: "B.C. Packers is in the business of selling fish.
I't's not important whether it comes off a boat or from a farm as long

as it's of high quality."

Another example of the compatibility of fish farming and seafood
E_roqessmg comes from the east coast of Canada where Connors Brothers
imited has expanded into salmon farming. "We've taken an idle fish
Elant and turned it into a hatchery and feed plant," said a Connor
rothers sgokesman. "Aquaculture allows us to keep emf)loyees we might
otherwise have to IaY off and provides additional employment
opportunities as well."

The Prince Rupert Fishermen's Cooperative, B.C.'s second largest
Brocessmg company, P.rowdes a clear example of the opportunities for
oth processors and fishermen. The House Research Agency reports that
groups of six to eight fishermen are formmgf partnerships with local
entrepenuers to finance and operate salmon farms. Cooperative members
have 10-20 farms under development. The coop operates hatcheries and
a feed mill to service farms of members and to sell surplus .
production to others. The cooperative processes and markets the wild
and farmed production of its members. These fishermen also are
experimenting with oyster and rpussel farming.

In explaining his support for mariculture development, one Southeast
Alaska processor recently told the Alaska Mariculture Association
that he wants to operate his plant, retain his local work force and
supply customers seeking fresh fish on a year-round basis. Despite
his efforts to bu% all the troll salmon available during the winter
fishery, he was able to purchase only 500 pounds of product the
previous week. Naturally, the worker were sent home, the plant sat
idle and the customers bought fish elsewhere.



February 23, 1987

ReB. Dave Donley, Chairman
Labor and Commerce Committee
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Rep. Donley:

Cordova District Fishermen United (CDFU) supports the order-
ly controlled development of shellfish and plant maricuxture.
Before mariculture is introduced into Alaska, however, a socio-
economic study should be done. The study was requested by the
United Fishermen of Alaska éUFA), CDFU, Prince William Sound
Aquaculture Corporation (PWSAC) and recommended by the fisheries

mini cabinet.

The development of salmon farming without the state studies,
coastal communlt% input and the recent land grab for fish farm
sites in Canada have raised many eyebrows in Alaska. The _Feople
of Alaska have entrusted millions of dollars to enhance wild
stocks. In 1975, the fishermen of Prince William Sound formed
PWSAC and started the most successful hatchery and enhancement
program in North America. Enhancement of wild stocks and ocean
ranchmg{ is the best investment the State of Alaska has ever
made. This tremendous investment is now paying for the state and
the fishermen. As wild stocks are on the decline, hatchery pro-
duction is kicking into gear.

PWSAC is one of seven private non-profit regional associa-
tions in Alaska and was created by the fishermen and the legisla-
ture to enhance salmon production. Prince William Sound fisher-
men passed a 2% salmon enhancement tax to financially support the
salmon enhancement program of PWSAC. The 2% salmon enhancement
tax received by PWSAC will amount to §750,000 annually and will,
in turn, partially support the program that will .provide $25 mil-
lion annually to the commercial fisheries b* the year 1995, at
which time PWSAC will be providing over half of the commercial
fishery revenues in Prince William Sound. ;
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ReB. Dave Donley, Chairman
Labor and Commerce Committee
February 23, 1987

It makes no sense to the CDFU Board of Directors to cut
funding for state hatcheries, management of the commercial fish-
ery and the enforcement division to start a new industry which
will require millions of dollars to get started.

We are harvesting 130 million salmon per year and continuing
to build our future salmon runs to obtain greater harvests. We
are the fish farmers of Alaska and have made a big commitment to
the State of Alaska by building new hatcheries, paying assess-
ments, upgradlng fishing vessels and putting out a better quality
of salmon all the time. CDFU is concerned that the coastline,
wild stocks, traditional fishing grounds and enhancement programs
are protected before a fish farming bill is passed.

Ocean ranching is the biggest investment in the State of
Alaska and the State should keep funding the enhancement pro-
grams. Commercial fishing has and always will be a major em-
ployer in Alaska, where fish farming will only employ a few.

. Foreign companies in some cas's are prevented from expanding
in their own countries because of legislation protectln% local
communities. We have made our choice to protect the wild stocks
and enhance the salmon runs in the State of Alaska. In five
years, the State of Alaska could have five new hatcheries operat-
Ing and generating revenues before the first pen-raised salmon
ever hit the market. Weneed to keep investing our money to com-
?pte on the world marketby freezing, labeling and storing our
ish products in the State to be distributed all year round.

~We urge you to takeno action onlegislation and development
of fish farming mariculture until all concerned groups and commu-
nities have had a chance to respond to the impacts of fish farm-

ing .
Sincerely,
CORDQVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED

Vice President
GM/mbl

cc:  Members of House Labor and Commerce Committee



CORDOVA iHSTnJCr FI SHtfRMEN "NiTED
RBCWMMBHDATIONS

1. Strict eont-iola to prevent foreign corpurut.i oris and
hanks from taking over Cisii tacking in Alaska. This industry
should bo kept in the hands oi U.S. corporations and citizens if
Alaska wants the full benefits of fish farming tc stray in Alaska.

2. Il complete study of the environmental effects of salmon
farming on wild stocks and coastline communities.

3. No use of fish farming as a trade off ter wild stock
fishery habitat lost.

4. Control development cf fish farming sites.
5. Alaska keeps control of any aquaculture development.
6. Clearcuttim at sites have quality control standards.

1. Limits on proximity of fish farms to other sites and
density controls of fish in farms.

8. Regulations covering location oE fish iarrns.
titudi mm f tidal flush out. at fish farms.
10.  Environmental impacts with respect to wild rich stocks.

31, Gone*.-ms of commercial fishing, sport fishing, recre-
ation groups and tal coma;unitlas should be -addressed.

12, Studies of Norway and Scotland controlled development
of fish farming.

13. Continued state funding of PNP and FRIib hatcherier, to
enhance tne 'ulo scccks arid enhance salmon production by ocean
ranching. This rueurs leave Urn funding in Commerce fox the state
and PNP to advance our enhancerant programs.

14, No importatijn of Atlantic salmon eggs into Alaska.

15. Research, health inspection and testing of facilities
be set up to address concerns ot tire use of hormones and antibi-
otics, impacts of toxicants, disposal of dead f-sh c*nd human
waste, predator control and efficient feed practices. Studies
have heen done implicating the toxicant Tributylin (TBT) as a
human health rink and has recently been found in imported farm
salmon. A ban of TBT in the State of Alaska should be made into

law.



CDFU CONCERNS

1. Reallocation of iitate funds and secviees cc fish farm-
ing

2. A rush on salmon farm sites in Alaska without prefer
guidelines. Loss of traditional Tfishing grounds.

3. Predator control for fish farms be reviewed and identi-

fication or appropriate predator control methods.
<. Impact on water quality andmarine environment.
5. Excess feed falling through netpens.
6. Good tidal flush-out site-3.
7. Separation of fish farms and shellfish fart.s.

8. Navigational obstruction of fish farms aw.cl safe anchor-
ages lost to the commercial vessels.

9. Conflict's with rich farmers and comma;cia; Ci-.hing ves-
sels.
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Fearful that farmed salmon
will destroy prices and markets
for Pacific troll-caught salmon.
Alaska fishermen and proces-
ses are launching a campaign to
promote the virtues of wild fish.

Rut the man heading up the
campaign admits his eiforts are
largely a defensive effort do-
signed to retain che market share
that full exists for troll salmon.

"We've seer, our market share

troll tish rrom Alaska ar.o
1>'? get smaller and smaller
over che last five years.” says
Harry | ester, of che Alaska Troll
.-=.iimoii Processors Association.
Wa ve seen it reflected in prices.

From our own point of view
a-, processorsour goal isto main-
tain the markets we have and not

any decline, ft we succeed, we
should try to expand."

eester's organization was
farmed during the spring in

por.se to growing concern in
-.he American troll industry
d.ouc the impact of farmed fish.

Lester sain in an interview
Aug. 7 that fanned salmon has

icaded traditional troll salmon
<rker.s in the Eitiopean and
iv-v York smoked salmon ir.dus-
; Second vr-cie farmed sal-

on not suit.ioie for restauranc
j.ii-- is going into the nmoki-r
ei,r mtas -.olum.esof production

Letter s.ini the processors
li-cideo "o take a positive ap-
>aeh V.'cdon t want to say it

>®-ms m its own waste and is
fill'd with cheinicaU ‘gainst dis-
-.s0 We're ti -ing to talk about
viriu.'s > wild salmon
lhc program involves promo-
.;0-is with huy-is in E- .-npcan

and New York markets as well as
improu d grading and o.iaiily
standards on the crounc. and in
the plants.

Earl Krygier. spokesman for
the Alaska Troliers Association
said ins organization is pledged
tosupport thecatnpnign. "We ve
seen pnees soften quite a bit.
especially because our troll coho
go to European market~ The
Norwegians are definitely mak-
ing inroads.’

Krvgicr said Aia.sk,in fisher-
men are solidly behind the mora-
torium imposed on atlmon form-

ing in A.aska and an*reaptngf no
benefit>c.i:heir non-profit, but,,fi-
ery system "It would be a mil
mistake to bring farms in here"

So far the processors have
financed che campaign inter-
nally. hut Lester hopes sup-»s*
will c»m>! from other qutn wrs.

Continued erosion of the troll
iishery could havt "a devasta-
ting “ffcct on the economy of
Alaska,” he said. ‘We're talking
about a way of life. This goes
beyond the economic situation
to the very existence of fisher-
men."

As troliers see coho and ch'mook priors tenible under the assault of

farmed uilmon, experts ir. Norway are pir-dir'.ing Atlantic seirunr.
production there rould soar to 150,1100 metric tonnes by 1900.

Even H.C.3 formed salmon pro-hietion is shooting up, with
harvests this year lik ‘ly to hit 2,000 tonnes up (rom only 250 tar.crs
in 1985.

The forecast Norwegian production is a staggering leep fr-vn
about 110,000 tonnes last year unrt double recent forecasts of sO.0J0
meirie tonnes. The 1980 harvest should be between 1'J.000 ami
68.000 tonnes.

Canadian federal and provincial fisheries depnrtm-’if. ha-'e ju-.t
begun tn assess the impie-t of (lie farmed production on existing
salmon sales f.-r-m B.C.

Jim Fralie, aquaculture co-ordinator fur the provincial uat'Cuituru
department says B.C. farmed salmon production shoulu jump to
2.000 tuns this veur, up from 250 in 1985.

He said declining prices may hove un impact on the viability of
B.C. salmon farms, which norm illy forecast their economic position
based on the strong prices -if the past two yeurs. "We've nlwe s been
of (he opinion that prices lor formed tisli would come down," lie said.

"We hoped to reduce the cost of production at ihe \j time by
reducing the rate of natural mortality. There are indications this is
happening |S people gel more experienced.’
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Trailers found fairly good fish-
ing as the season opened June 20
hue needed the volume to partly
compensate for a major price
cue.

Opening prices jiostea by B.C.
Packers for spring salmon were
m52.20 for iarge. 51.65 for medium
and 51 20 for small.

That was a 17 percent cut.
fr'-m last year's July 1 opening
prices of 52.65, 52.10 and 51.50.
By June 23 this year the prices
had moved up to 52.25. 51.70 and
51.35. stiil far below the July S.
ﬁ)8750 range of 52.75. 52.25 and

Without the protection of a
minimum price agreement, troll
fisr.itrtr.eu are at the mercy of
price-cutting processors, who
ire blaming Norwegian farmed
salmon in European markets for
the depressed prices.

By July 10. B.C. Packers had
raised its prices to 52.35, 51.80
and 5! -iC

Coho prices were more stable,
owning .-t 51.30. 51.20 and 85
cents :ms year, compared with
85 cents. 51 25and 51.40 in 19;'5.

Initial rroll sp.i.a; landings on
.he west coast 01 Vancouver
I-d.ind were good. apparently
more because of abundance than
increased eifort.

Boring returns to the Skeena
were Joubie the 10-year lveragc
for che first week inJuly, accord-
ing to fisheries northern director
t'aui Sprout. That was in stark
contrast to the sharp decline in
- Ariiti* returns

By Julv 10. r.he fisheries de-
partment could report total |
cinr.ook catches ot 15.°.57 m the
r.orihern area up to July i and
warned that eu'ch controls could
Is- necessar> « current catch
trite- m .ntitiall’

Northern oho catches total-
ieu 136."..>7 maiding 1*26.1)36
taken in eae lkof July 5alone

Chinook catches ')» the west
coast, of > moouver Island also
vere running ahead of forecast,
‘an lulv 7 the department closed
the Big b *i>to slow the harvest
rate. By the end of the week
ending inly athe croil catch had
hit 1(5.200. a figure that fish-
erios salmon coordinator Eric
Krerner sate, could reflect both
increased eifort and increased
abundance.

Coho catches to the same date
were 614.801), also ciose to the
696.000 rr.ark at which conserva-
tion measures could be imoosed.
Krerner said the dopartme vas
very close to curbing the
fishery.

Troll chum catches to July 5
were 64.100 and the Gulf croll
catch had hit 36.250.

cockeye non-retention regula-
tions retrain m effect.

Warr.ings of new difficulties in
chinook markets were issued
June 13 in Frid:v. the publica-
tion ot the Pacific Coast Federa-
tion oi Fishermen's Ass aia-
Eions. Even before the seaso.
opened, some purchasers re-
fus'd sign market contracts.

Accordinu cm* the- PC?FA.
the Caitfornct. Uregon and Wa-
mti.rngi on haj to retun: to
putt 11 tie sec..a.i W.ek uf the

sc v-on ‘o negetia oalower price. 1

The prices were stashed from
1/.5.52.63. 82 ’5 anti 52.02 to
S2.3P. *2and -’.75.

: were good unisi the first,
week tj! ‘em- when "umors of
Norwegian fatmeo ;;iimon being
dumped on 'he market slowed

—

FCFFA quoted re:ial»> reports
indicating that rwegi m ceil-
ers dropped prir-s 50 to 7. xents

a pound to retain a market share
after the fresh salmon s, ason j
began.

J
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chemical

detected

in farmnm

s al mon

A spokesman for B.C.’s minis-
try of the environment con-
firmed Nov. 7 that there arc no
controls in riiis province on the
use of a toxic anti-fouling agent
that has been detected in farmed
salmon.

The substance is called tribu-
tyitin. or TBT. and is one of the
most toxic substances known to
man. Popular as an anti-fouling
paint for boat bottoms, it has
htvn banned in a r.i.r.aber of
European countries because of
tire damage ;t inflicts on the
em ironment.

Now TBT has been detected in
pee. reared sulinon soid in U.S.
ee.il.-,d markets. According to
r-1-he pub'jrotico of the
Pacific t oast I-Vdeiation oi Kish-
,r-Associations, aquieul-
run products from Puget Sound
eird rway purcha-co' in public
markets contained concentra-
tions ¢l 9 to  microgtnms per
gram of 'I'BT.

TBT. -.ornetimes used to treat
netting used in salmon pons, can
lie toxic in levels as low as five
part s per trillion. Two scientists
working for the National Marine
Fisheries Service found the sub-
stance in baby coho sold in pub-
lic markets.

"We have no controls on the
use of anti-fouling agents." B.C.
environment ministry spokes-
man Michael Coon told The
Fisherman Nov. 7. "We’re in
th- process 0f collecting sam-
ples. We're trying to assess the
problem. It's something wedon't
know very much about."”

Evidently the pan-sized fish
are not exposed to the TBT for
long enough to die from its
effects. The chemical concen-
trates over time in certain ports
of the body.

Coon ca'd the to:- .o effects of
anti-fouling agents are : con-
cern. "It's in everyone's interest
to make sure fish aren't contami-
nated."

I.'FAW U secretcry-treasurer
Bill Procnpntinn said the threat
of TBTs is another example of
the chans surrotmdmg the B.C.
fish-farming issue need
more than a 'iOday review to
establish regulations to prevent
this kind of damage." he said.

The two American researchers
also studied the effect of low
concentrations :I TUT on juve-
nile salmon, concluding that
expo-uro to low doses may in-
crease suscnpiibilitv to disease.
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orway’s salmon. farms
PAce t@fht requlation

Is U.CVsuquncuirure industry
s tightly regulated as .Nor-
way's.’

A day-long seminaron Norwe-
gian risn farming sponsored by
che Norwegian Trad® Commis-
sion June 2 provided the answer

i limits on corporate concen-
tration. the proximity of farms
ro each other and the density oi
lish:

o clearcut quality control
standards:

* regulations to ensure sate
construction and mooring of

.f e

iluu...

a resounding no!

Among regulatory programs
now in place in Norway bur
barely unwer consideration

Canada:

¢ a ban on the use of hor-

mones:

e« controls on the use < anti-

biotics:

« compulsory quarrerly

spection for disease:

National

pens v.-rh environmental

in way:

con-
trols now being codified in Nor-

» regulation covering the lo-

cation of farms.

During the 1970s the govern-

ment actually slowed develop-

ment and halted the issuance of

in-  licences to allow the Norwegian

industrv to consolidate.

aqguaculture policy

claims to protect wild fish

Canada moved nstep closer to
national aquaculture priiicy
mnl 28 with an agreement by
rotincial and federal fisiienes
'misters to establish interlock-
~gaquaculture legislation.

Ina meeting in Winnipeg fiso
::es minister Tom Siiidon toiu
> provincial counterparts that
> agreement 'is an important
ep in furthering the devpli.p
.nt of av.’uCitP.ure's gic-ir
tencia! 0i0 iraiu."

Mthoug.i 13i.'. ha; no :i-rt-i

ics minister, the province has
begun developing similar fed-
eral-provincial agreements as a
result of a First Ministers' Con-
fotvnce in Halifax in 1985.

The first federal-provincial
arrangement, signed between
Ottawa and Nova Scocia in
March, gives the province the
soli- licensing authority loraqua
culture enterprises as long .is
a-cerai requirement- pertaining
V> .isi’eras and nested matter-
are iris:icq.

i r- 'Aimupeg m«-:tins» adop-
:t-u a mu.ieM'.-o0; of i'.jtior.ai gonis
ind principle =for the develop-
ment of commercial aquacui-
i i' Ibe seven goals include:

* i encourage tne develop-
r.-nt ot commercial aquaculture
m Canada in a manner chat is
catrjL k-nieatarv to the contmu-

ng pment of the wild
fishery.

0 to mcnase the economic
returns from "intensified pro-
duction and harvest of high
value, marketable species of fin
fish, shell fish and marine
plants":

e to improve the quality and
wound the variety of Canadian
IEn products; and

* to encourage long-range
stability in the country's fish
production ’hrnuirh diversity

ir.d continuity of supply

The igr<i...ent gives the load
iii 'he urn ire sector in aqiiaeul-
i,ie dr’ciopment. but pledges

emis liesupport ini.-coinernc

w* “joprTii-i't and .-/-search.

mrCIKE2ISSE

Salmon farmers wili be train-
ing "heir gun-, on 'ra-jitionai »v:ld
sairaon markets by chaend of the
decade, say Norwegian experts,
anu dropping pr.ces could move
the date -ven closer.

Growing produci-e; ffarmed
-ui.Vion both in Nopa .mri B.C.
has sp.i.-iv.il "ej ¢ m -.itiig com-
mercial risnermon rl.at » !'-ting
market.- will be uno.-r-.-.m.id by
tin* new production

This yi.-nr 'm-. ’rs s predict-
ing i si.am .«eel»»-» in crol!
c.'nn . ,i- prices borau.,-? oi a glut
in European smoke* markers
caused '" Novwogi ¢ urodac-
tion. The .Norwegian product
already con;i'-'.es effectively on
restaurant 'aides in .Seattle and
Vancouver, ;.ho heartland of wild
salmon production.

Hat Norwegian marketing
expert K.ir! Johan Hingstad toid
a Vancouver fish larming semi-
nar June 2 that farmed proriac-
tion of coho and chinook will

t”iébtrip wiiu fish cacches bv

Production of farmed Atlantic
salmon has already hit 42.000
tonnes, well above the worldwide
production of JT.oqi) tonnes of
chinook in Ib.-Ci and -t.'J.00Q
tonnes o! -eno

lirr.ually ai! Norwegian pro-

duction is exported. 30 percent
cl it to the United Staces. By the
®nd of rVe decade, Ringst-au pre
dieic-d. 'armed production wi!
dominate the quality ‘white
table cloth niarkc-t" and take -
percent of the fresh market

The challenge is to gee irr.-
oth.cr segments of tr.e marker,
he said. "In the last few month;
a price drop has reduced profit
ability in Norway. As the price of
farmed salmon decreases it wiil
open new markets, -t can be
delivered year-round.’

In 1975 ;he smoked sairron
market was dominated by wild
p'eeduction, he noted, but now
i/K tables have turned. In the
future, farmed salmon may be
marketed alongside fresh meat
and poultry. T leave ic to you to
speculate how many tonnes are
required to supply retail outlets
even in California alone.”

How low will che price go’ [
wish | knew." Ringstad said,
"hue look at the price of chicken.’

Farmed salmon is going head
to head with chinook already- A
later speaker quoted prices in
Seattle of 54 to 54.23 a pouna for
chinook between six and nine
pounds Atlantic salmon ia.-,
being delivered for oerw-t-n
53.47 and 54.37
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reland freezes

fis

Ireland has siappeii i l.an in
tureign ownership of salmon
farm leases to heau olf what otii-
ci.as feared could be a take-ovei
oi the country's industry.

w\e could fill every hay on the
Irish coast with salmon cages
within two years if we allow the
Norwegians in without restric-
tion.” a locai eofficial told Fish
Farming Internaiionul. He later
corrected himself and said "non-
nationals" rather than Norwe-
gians.

The Irish Fisheries Depart-
ment has announced that, no fur-
ther licences will be issued for
salmon-farming projects it:
which nationals of countries out-
side Che European Economic
Community have a major stake.

A policy review is under way.

By contrast, there is abso-
lutely no curb on foreign invest-
ment. or control in B.C.'s salmon
fanning industry, which has a

jrue Norwegian element. Nor-
wegian investors .ire attracted to
B.C. by much looser regulation
than they face at home.

Opponents of outside invest-
ment in the Irish industry claim
th.a Norwegians control 60 per-
cent of the fishing farming in-
dustry in Scotland and have
starved locally-owned farms
of smolts from Noiweginn-
controlled hatcheries.

Angry' fishermen are reported
to have rammed salmon cages in
Scotland in frustration.

Fishermen in Imland are con-
cerned about the implications of
a Scandinavian proposal to raise
farmed salmon in converted oil
tankers. Even other farmers are
fearful of its impact on the envi-
ronment and markets.

Smolts for the scheme’would
come for Iceland, posing the
threat of importing kidney dis-
eastlto Ireland.

DFO aquaculture subsidy

hits $3 million in ’85

Fisnens department e.\-en
as support 'b aqua-
culture industry toralh u mil-
aur nationwide in IS%? I-19%f>.
fisheries minister i'jiir
‘w'idd'T.

In :.-liiy !'j a quvrv iron
Sl.-.vra VIJP MP Jim Fuiioiv.
SuJdon said .June J chat DFO
has even the ’eud fedorai de-
puumem m lostenng the dcvel-
opmenc of aquaculture in Can-
ada. focussing particulaiiy on
research and experimental devel-
iilument. the protection ol fish
from communicable diseases
inri the tran-.ter.inil application
o! research results to industry"

Ir. Mu- year emrviing March
>»> the .leper:ant -iient ?j
il.llna: > ni..i it . e-.-arir..

[ PE-N : vnen salmon:-.t enhance-
nvr.t ipemling was frozen. A
eiirtner 0000.00 was spent to
assist .Hjunc'.ilturists to ure the
latest methods m rearing and
harvest mg

‘I he amin.nt spent >nresearch
nas iicrensc-d to 52,5 million up
to March 1b>;5 (rum 52.3 million
during the previous year.

Si2dor. iwld Fulton that fish
farmers are eligible for interest-
free loans under the Canada B.C.
Subsid. -y Agreement on Small
Business Incentives. Mon. than
*50 million of 550 million loaned
under the program went to fish
farmers.

djd.i.in .-uult! nui provide a
I'reiiMiewn >n how much of the
re-eari.;; money was spenton the
I i-.ilii" ua-I

-" Ink
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SALMON FARMING POSITION PAPER

EXECUTIVE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND AQUACULTURE CORPORATION
P. 0. BOX 1110, CORDOVA, ALASKA 99574

~ Over the past tv/elve months the Executive Board of
Directors of the Prince William Sound Aquaculture
Corporation (PWSAC) had debated and discussed the pros and
cons of establishing a salmon farmlng industry in Alaska
These discussions were prompted by the previous administra-
tion's apparent desire to explore the feasibility of
developing the regulatory, administrative and legislative
framework to implement a large scale salmon Mrm|n% industry
in Alaska. Considering the fact that legislation has been
introduced to both the House and the Senate specifically for
the Eurpose 0f IegaI|2|ng the operation of salmon farms in
Alaska, we feel that the time is appropriate to express our
opinions and concerns to those individuals and agencies that
will ultimately be responsible to formulate statewide policy
on this issue. There are two major issues that we feel must
be addressed and dealt with before the state takes any
further steps towards legalizing the development of a salmon
farming industry within state waters.

. Long Term Social and Economic Impacts - Ocean Ranching
vs. Salmon Farming

~ First of all, it is imperative that a long hard look be
?lven to the relative benefit of ocean ranching vs. salmon
qrmlnﬁ in years to come, This should be done keeping in
mind that success of an industry or undertaking be measured
by the sum total of its contribution to the people, communi-
ties and industries of Alaska, both in terms of social and
economic wealth,

The egislation that crea
profit hatchery program and th
charged these programs with th

e oth the private non

ted bot
e F.R.E.D. Division of AD&FG
. e responsibility of enhancing
salmon runs statewide so that harvest levels in the common
property fisheries would support and industry, meet the
desires of sport fishermen, and satisfy the needs of subsis-
tence fishermen. At first glance many people interpreted

these programs as a "fish welfare subsidy" by which the

state pays the bill and commercial, sport and subsistence
fishermen thrive. In fact, after ten years of grOW|ng and
developing, these programs are on the verge of becoming

self-sustaining, cost efficient entities that will represent
the backbone of Alaska's second largest industry.

The fishing industry is our largest en1pmVer and
generates more dollars in ex-vessel value and final product
marketing than any other industry in the state besides oil.
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‘The ocean ranching programs in Alaska have undeniably
stabilized salmon production in areas where unpredictable
fluctuations in wild stock returns has kept the Alaska
salmon industry from diversifying and growm% due to the
lack of a constant, ensured supply of product - a necessity
in any resource related industry. Product diversification
and proHress!ve marketing strategies for pink and chum
salmon have just be%un to be explored. These avenues of
development, aided by the consistant supply of wild and
enhanced salmon we have realized in the early 1980's, have
provided the salmon industry with its first long term,
optimistic outlook in many years.

To try to express the value of Alaska's ocean ranching
programs in termsj of a cost bhenefit ratio is virtually
Impossible. The production of ocean ranched salmon provides
fish to be harvested, jobs in the processing industry,
product to be marketed and a consistant supply of product
year to year. This assures lending institutions that
Investment in the industry is well-founded. As well as
these direct benefits, there are the infinite number of
multipliers of income generated to communities and support
services throu%hout the state as the revenues associated
with handling Targe volumes of salmon filter dov/n.

~ This past %ear in Prince William Sound (PWS) the ADF&G
estimated that 55% of the entire pink salmon harvest can be
attributed to ocean-ranched production. The failure of wild
stock returns to PWS was not predicted. Without the private
non profit and F.R.E.D. Division enhancement programs,
millions of dollars invested by fishermen and processors
preparing for the coming season would have been lost. Raw
fish tax revenues that supplement the city's operational and
capital funding needs wouid have been greatly reduced,
Ultimately the state would have had to deal with these
losses in the form of subsidies, or at least supplemental
funding requests from the ¢ ity v)1992 PWSAC alone will
generate better than $20 million rtollars in direct revenue
to commercial fishermen. State investment and su?port 0f
these programs to this point has been indispensable and
demonstrates a great deal of foresight. To sell these
programs short now would be a tragic mistake.

Specifically, it is the long term social and economic
benefits that ocean ranching has provided that we feel are
lacking within the proRosed salmon farming industry. It is
an undisputable fact that all ocean ranching production by
the regional association and private non profit facilities
Is carried out on a zero budget level by the corporation
involved. Incorporated under non-profit status as required
by the enabling legislation and subsidized by commercial
fishermen through a mandatory enhancement tax, the sole
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purpose of this program is to produce fish for harvest in
the common property fisheries. The only money retained by
these corporations are used for operational funding and
retirement of Iong term debt to the state's revolving
hatchery loan fund.

In contrast, the salmon farmin% industry would operate
a strictly for-prof.it venture. ccording to the House
eAar(;h Agenc?/ ref)ort "Aquaculture In Alaskall (H.R.A.-
industr . AV .
salmon farming development in British Columbia. Alaska has
ust begun to turn the tide of foreign investment in its
fishing industry. If any one word stands out as a calling
card to Alaska's fishing industry in the v.-st five years, it
is Americanization and what the implementation of the
Magnuson Act has done toward that rend. If the investment
base in the salmon farming industry is for the most part
other than domestic, it is safe to assume that the FfOflt.S
will be realized by other than domestic entities. [f this
Is the case and it seems to be a worldwide trend in the
salmon farming industry, why should Alaska invest it's
resources (water and land) and it's money (resource agency
monltprmgi and reqgulatory development) in salmon farmm%
when it already has a program (ocean ranching) that it has
funded that directly
established industry.

as
Res . . . .
Al most fikely the major investment base in this
y would come from Scandinavian banks, similar to

benefits its people and a thriving

Salmon farming is not a labor intensive undertaking.
Accord’n% to the House Research Agency Re(fort Aquaculture In
Maska; Norway, the countrg that pioneered salmon farming
directly employed only 2,000 individuals in 1984. This
hardly represents an industry that could make a significant
contribution to the job market in coastal Alaska. There are
that man>{ people employed directly by the salmon industry in
the small town of Cordova in any given year.

The December 1986 issue of Fish Farming International
r(epor)ts in an article by the Irish Sea Fisheries Board
BIM):

"BIM's conclusion from this is that the imbalance of
projected supply and demand by 1990 could cause
reductions in prices and margins greater than farmers
and traders presently envisage.

Lower margins will force the least efficient producers
out of the industry and will deter potential small-
scale new entrants.
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The emphasis on ?reater efficiency will stimulate
high standards of technology and training and a
larger minimum-volume production unit.

Salmon farms based on ir]tegirated smolt and sea
cage production are unlikely to be less than 500
tons a year capacity, notes the BIM report,

Investment needed for such a project would be
around UK 22 million pounds and would be capable
of earning 18 per cent internal rate of return.

But the investment is risky. A drop of ten per cent
in real revenues through low prices would halve the
rate of return. A stock loss sag(] every five years
(through disease or unusual weather conditions)
would reduce this return to zero."

_ I'f this prediction by exPerts within the salmon farming
!ndustri proves true, it 1s clear that a developing industry
in Alaska has little chance to establish a significant
market share for a product that already shows signs of
saturating the market for which it produces.

Further, the investment capital and the level of
technolog% necessary to operate at the scale suggested in
order to be competitive predicates an industry that holds
very little hope for any vertical integration. This
scenario is more likely to create high volume production
salmon farms financed by large, multinational corporations
that do nothing more than create a few local jobs and pass
profits on to parent corporations.,

~ Taking these facts into consideration is is hard to
visualize this state government, confronted with extremely
limited funding for existing programs, creating an industry
(salmon farming) that will require extensive a%enc.y
nonitoring and regulatory development, while offering
negligible long term social or economic benefits to the
State of Alaska.

[l.  Salmon Farming: Funding and Operational Considerations

The House Research Agency report Aquaculture In Alaska
suggests in its section on options for financing of salman
farms that repayment of capital construction loans from the
ﬁrlvate non profit aquaculture corporations to the revolving
atchery laon fund could be used to fund the development of
salmon farmino. On page 21 of the report the author states
"The corners-1.ne of Alaska's aquaculture industry is the
State's sysTem of public (F.R.E.D. Division) and private non



Salmon Farming Position Paper Page 5

profit (PNP) salmon hatcheries which are designed to augment
the state's natural runs. As enumerated in Chapter One,

by almost any economic measure (i.e,. employment, income,
total economic activity), aquaculture is probably the best
re.r}ewabllehresource investment the state has made with it's
o1l wealth.”

In the preceding paragraﬁh the author speaks of the
tremendous, wise investment the state has made in xts ocean
ranching r'"°9ram- Yet in the next chapter he suggests
taking away the only available funding mechanism the PNP
hatchery proqram has to continue investing in its own and
the state's future.

This rationale remains a mystery to us. Perhaps the
authors need to be reminded that large portions of those
loan repayments are made with fun”s generated b% commercial
fishermen paﬁlng a mandatory enhancement tax. We suggest
that if the House Research AgencKA_had held public hearings
as recommended by the Fisheries Mini Cabinet Aquaculture
Advisory Committee, they would have been informed by the
public that fishermen much prefer their enhancement tax
funds be used to further the combined effort of the PNP
program and the F.R.E.D. Division in tranditional
enhancement and ocean ranchlng? endeavors rather than
financing a fledgling salmon farming industry.

The Regional Planning Team concept, a combined effort
of regional aquaculture corporations and the sport,
commercial, subsistence and F.R.E.D. Divisions of ADF&G have
produced Regional Salmon Plans throughout the state that
define the enhancement needs of each individual region..
These plans develop a list of priority ﬁro_Jects that will
help achieve the enhancement needs of their r.esgectlve
regions. The only mechanism for funding available to the
ﬁrlvate sector to achieve these goals is the revolving
atchery loan fund and it is imperative that it remains in
tact.

In the House Resource Agency report Aquaculture In
Alaska the authors explain that 1f salmon farming were to
become a reality both the genetics and disease control staff
and lab facilities would need to be expanded. This
represents only two of the many state ﬁrograms in which both
capital and operational funding would nave to be expanded to
support the salmon farming industry. From our point of view
as a regional aquaculture association charged with
responsible and beneficial enhancement development in PWS,
this is where we find the greatest conflict between salmon
farming and ocean ranching in Alaska.
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~ Consider this fact: in 1987 the F.R.E.D. Division
claims it will not operate its Cannery Creek hatchery in
PWS. This facility cost the state $4 million dollars in
1979. The hatchery can rear 111 million pink salman e8g$
when filled to capacity. Because of a lack of $180,000 in
operational funding, the Cannery Creek facility will forego
producing a return in 1989 of as many as 3.5 million adult
pink salmon. It is very unlikely that there is any other
situation in which the state could invest $180,000 and
produce direct revenues of $3.5 million dollars, not to
mention associated revenue to local communicies through raw
fish tax funds, local work force in the processing and
shipping industry and support services region-wide that
ﬁenerate their income as large volumes of salmon are

arvested in the region,

We are in a time that the st™te isn't even able to fund
ongoing projects that for a relatively small investment can
potentially produce significant economic gain. It seems
irrational for the state to even consider the development of
a new venture (salmon farming) that will not only require
considerable state support but further, is most likely not
even comparable to existing established programs in terms of
its potential long term benefits,

In conclusion, we thank you for taking the time to
consider our point of view on these issues. Most .
importantly, we hope you have gained a better understanding
of how crucial the continued funding and development of our
aquaculture programs are to Alaska's future.

Matthew Luck, on behalf of the
Executive Board of Directors
Prince William Sound

Aquaculture Corporation
February 24, 1987



CONSTANTINE -ALASKA IVORY TRADERS
GARRI R. CONSTANTINE

BOX 207 | 5
DOUGLAS, ALASKA LD?, 5 98-

Capitoi- (3
Dear Rep. 'DoKjLEDy

Concerning HB 108 addressed by your body relating to sea farming,
1,AND MY FELLOW FISHERMEN WHO ARE DISCOURAGED BY A STATE GOVERN-
MENT THEY FEEL IS PUTTING THEM OUT OF BUSINESS, STRONGLY URGE
YOU LOOK VERY CLOSELY AT ANY LEGISLATION DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE

THE PRIVATE FARMING OF FISH, ESPECIALLY SALMON, ANYWHERE IN

Alaska.

It is not alarmist at all for myself,as a power troll fisherman,
TO BE CONCERNED BY AN INDUSTRY WHICH UNDERSELLS MY MARKETS WITH
A CHEAPER, IF EVEN IN SOME OPINIONS, SUPERIOR PRODUCT, FLOODING
AN ALREADY SEASONALLLY SATURATE".) MARKET IN FRESH FISH. I DO NOT
PROPOSE WE IGNORE THE SEA FARMING INDUSTRY ALTOGETHER, BUT THAT
IT WOULD BE EXTREMELY UNWISE FOR THE STATE TO SANCTION A PRIVATE
FOR PROFIT SALMON FARMING INDUSTRY WHICH WOULD UNDERCUT THE
ALREADY DISTRESSED INCOMES OF A LARGE NUMBER OF ALASKA®"S SALMON

FISHERMEN.

TO CLOSE, 1 SUPPORT ALL PRIVATE NON-PROFIT HATCHERIES, AND ANY
EFFORTS TO FARM SALMON FOR BROOD STOCK OR EGGS FOR THEM. 1
CANNOT SUPPORT ANY LEGISLATION DESIGNED TO COMPETE WITH ALASKA®S
FISHERMEN OF FRESH, WILD FISH, AND HOPE IN YOUR DELIBERATIONS
YOU WILL CONCUR. THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION "

OPINION.

Merchants ot Alaskan Eskimo Ivotv "*»itwotk Antique, Contemn* nary X Custom Carvin.j;
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LABOR & COMMERCE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN TRADE

WHILE IN session
RO. BOX V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3704

REPRESENTATIVE JOHNNY ELLIS

MEMORANDUM

T0: The Honorable Adelhsid Herrmann and
The Honorable Sam Cotten, Co-Chairs
House Resources Committee

FROM: Representative Johnny Ellis
RE: HB 108: Further Hearings

DATE: April 8, 1987

| a ciate the amount of consideration you have given to HB
108 to date.

After hearing the concerns of the many user groups already
involved in coastal activities, | have come up with a [ist of
issues which the committee may wish to address in work

sessions in the coming weeks.

Chief among the concerns expressed seems to be the need for a
comprehensive permit and tide-land lease process. As far as |
am able to determine, this is not a new concern. Applications
for a permit or lease for any coastal activity must meet the
standards of various agencies of > state and federal
government. | am confrdent that mariculture operations can
Co-exist with many existing uses and are suitable for many
areas of the coast. Statutory language can be developed which
will provide direction to DNR for coping with the duration and
renewal of tide-land leases for mariculture operations.

There also seems to be a lot of concern over the environmental
effects of mariculture operations. | believe it would be
helpful to bring Donald Weston, from Science Applications
International Corporation before the committee via
teleconference to discuss the environmental effects of
mariculture on Puget Sound. He can be reached at (206)
442-0370 or (206) 543-5038. | believe our own Department of
Environmental Conservation may also be able to provide some
material on this topic.
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Many people voiced their concerns over the possibility of
disease outhreaks within grOW|n% pens and the potential of a
disease being transmitted to wild salmon stocks. This issue
could be addressed by Bill Heard, a biologist from NOAH with
considerable expertise in fish pathology.

Finally, the effect of Alaskan pen-reared salmon on the price
of wild Alaskan salmon is a matter of considerable concern to
Alaska's traditional fishermen. Economist Robert Logan from
the University of Alaska, Fairbanks has created an economic
model which addresses this issue and which he is willing to
discuss with us at the committee's convenience

| am eager to have these issues weighed, debated and resolved
within the Resources Committee. Please let me know if | may
assist the committee in any way.
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LABOR & COMMERCE
WHILE IN SESSION SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN TRADE

PO BOX V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3704

REPRESENTATIVE JOHNNY ELLIS

MEMORANDUM

T0: MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE

FROM: REPRESENTATIVE JOHNNY ELLIS

DATE: FEBRUARY 17, 1987

RE: HB 108

HB 108 is designed to remove the regulatory and legal .
impediments stifling tr growth of a sea farming |ndustr%/ In
Alaska. | believe this legislation will become one of the
most important steps this Legislature can take to help create
new jobs for Alaskans and stimulate non-petroleum dependent
economic growth.

Mariculture—or aquatic farming as it is referred to in the

legislation—is growing rapidly throughout the world. In
1983, cultured seafoods represented about 12 percent of the
globzal production of fish and shellfish or about 22 billion
pounds.

This phenomenal growth is keeping pace with increases in
seafood consumption throughout the world. No where have those
increases been more .aF_parent than in the United States.
Americans ate 609 million pounds more seafood in 1985 than
they did in 1982. This amounts to a 21.5 percent increase in
consumption in only four years.

Meanwhile, commercial fishin?1 landings b¥ U.S. fishermen
declined over the same period of time. his situation has
resulted in tremendous increases of imports of foreign _
groducts and a startling seafood trade deficit for the United

tates.

The unpolluted, productive waters of Alaska's many sheltered
bays and fjords are considered ideal for mariculture .
development, and the potential for seafarming in Alaska is
staggering. Unfortunately, the State of Alaska has failed to
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Ellis Memorandum: HB 108
February 17, 1987
Page Two

adopt a policy favoring mariculture development. As a result,
Alaskans interested in sea farming find it impossible to
obtain permits for most mariculture activities.

House B ill 108 removes administrative barriers to mariculture
development and will allow the industry to grow in an orderly
fashion, Importantly, this legislation also provides strong
protections for our vital wild stocks of fish, shellfish and
agquatic plants. The bill provides sea farmers with no
shortcuts in our existing environmental regulation process or
priority over other users of the tidelands.

ave worked closely with the private sector to develop this

| h

legislation, and | am pleased to tell you that the bill asks
for no state loans or subsidies. Sea farmers want mariculture
to be industry driven so it responds to the marketplace and
not the level of government spending.

Some of you wonder why a legislator from Downtown Anchorage is
so interested in mariculture development when it is quite
likely that the nearest sea farm is likely to be located many

miles from my district. First, | believe it is vital to all
Alaskans that we decrease our overall dependence upon a single
source of revenue. Secondly, Anchorage's service-oriented
economy will receive significant benetfits from economic
development in our coastal areas.

| look forward to working with you on this important piece of
legislation, and invite all of you interested in becoming
involved to join as co-sponsors of the legislation.
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Mark Katidianis
P.O. Box 3366
Kodiak, AK 99615
P

he Honorable Dave Donley

hal nnan

ouse Labor and Commerce Commit, lee
.0. Box U

neau, AK 99811

Dear Kepresenlative Donl.-y:

T
C
H
Ju

1am_writingb in regard to the aquatic farming bill presently being
considered Dby yuur committee.i have been Tishing for scallops for the
past 20 years - the last seven in Alaska as captain of a 100" scallop
vessel. 1 have been observing the activities of the cooperative
aquaculture project taking Blace in Kodiak and would appreciate the
opportunity to make these observations.

Jn order for the work of the Iproject to be useful, a permit system must
be in place in Alaska. 1 fully support the development of an
aguac.ulture |ndustr¥ here. It has the potential to be a Frofltable.
addition to my scallop fishing business and one in which | am familiar
with the product and the markets. With no licensing system, the State
is roadblocking an industry that has been verY profitable in other
areas of the world. Japanese rarmraised scallops have been one o! my
prime competitors in the last two years; if 1 could offer my own along
with wild scallops, 1 could recapture the market lost to that type of
buyer and perhaps keep my price stabilized by keeping supply
consistent. In any event, the production of scallops b{ aquaculture
enables the producer to take advantage of (avorabie market conditions
and personal financial needs.

1 urge you lo consider the aquaculture legislation favorably. if
unprofitable, there will he no concern over allocation of bottom. If
ﬁ)ﬁgdlsttart))lle, it is shortsighted to prevent its conception as an

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Mark 1'. Kandianis



TESTIMONY ON AQUACULTURE

BY RICH DAVIS
HOUSE LABOR AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE
2125/87
| represent the deep concerns, and views of the individuals
| have spoken with regarding fish farming in Alaska. Each
of these people, some of them fishermen, some not, asked me
to tell %ou of their opposition to fish farming in our
State. They agree with your desire to promote mussel,

shellfish, and aquatic plant farmmg?. We see little chance
of economic impact, and are all or it as long as no
hazzards  are posed to our delicate coastal marine
environment.

There is no blossom waiting to oPen the minute fish farming
is turned loose in Alaska. It you lawmakers give this
industry a ?reen light, we can only guess at its chance of
getting off the ground. Economic conditions are already
stacking against fish farming in our State. You must
consider: o the cost of the ~ fish, farmina -equipment,
transportation cost, cost and availability of feed,
Alaska's distance from  the market, and ‘the imminent
overabundance of pen raised fish bound for market in 1990,
No one can say the market will even accept the forcasted
glut of pen raised fish headed toward the consumers. An
overabundance of salmon spells lower prices for the entire
salmon industry, fishermen included - don't forget this!

A flood of information is before you regarding IS

f
farming. One piece states the the ~concerns of Alask
commercial salmon fishermen "may be somewhat unwarrante
there is no authority in this statement, only the autho

opinion.

h
a's
dll;
r's

Some proponents of fish farming legislation have played
down, and tried to cover up the Imminent economic _impact of
farmed fish on our commercial salmon fisheries. They admit
wild salmon prices could be affected by increased pen
raised fish production. The salmon fishermen are sure that
prices for their product will be reduced if fish farming is
allowed and encouraged to take root here.

As elected Representatives, you have the responsibility to
act on the concerns of the "people you represent, not to
make decisions that adversely impact them! [f you encourage
this new industry and it sinks, out the window goes money
spent by our State for regulation, enforcement, ticensing,
and management - effort and Jlots of 'money that you
lawmakers know we can't risk wasting.

A ® 1987



This State spent years and millions of dollars building,
managin?, and  promoting Alaska's wild, natural, and
renewable salmon resource. Nearly 45000 people worked in
Alaska's $414 million 1986 commercial salmon harvest. It's
estimated better than half these people are Alaskan
residents. Remember also their dependant families. You
Legislators can't ignore the concerns and desires of that
%reat segment of our population. If the fishermen of this
tate sag they are facing crippling economic impact, then
you had better do all you can to protect their industry.

There is a chance that our commercial salmon industry could
be economically displaced with your vote on this
legislation, and we're warning you not to take that risk.
Don't take a gamble that may further vreduce Alaska's
struggling economy. You want no part in undermining our
commercial salmon industry.

Stand up for Aflaska's fishing industry!  Prohibit fish
farming until the predicted pen raised fish glut passes,
and the economic and environmental consequences are facts
not suggestions and conjecture. You will be called
dedicated leaders and be respected by us all.
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

Jack Cadigan
Executive Director
90/-586-2820
1-800-478-FISH

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Bob Blake and | am here to express some of the
concerns the United Fishermen of Alaska and the Cordova
District Fishermen United have with the CS for House Bill

#108

Our basic concerns are outlined in rthe United Fishermen of
Alaska's Resolution 87-3, passed unanimously by the Board of
Drl]r_eﬁtors at their annual meeting the first week in February,
which is:

Keeping in mind that Alaska has 90% of the U.S. salmon
production and 43% of the world salmon production, excluding
pen-reared salmon, you can understand our anxiety.

We raise the following issues:

1. (a) Disease related problems have the potential of
affecting existing stocks of wild salmon which are fully
utilized b?/ sport, commercial and subsistance wusers, or
are needed for PNP brood stock or spawning escapement.

(b) Potential of polluting the quality environment needed
for continued production of wild stocks of salmon, sea run
trout and other aquatic plants and animals Dby use of
antibiotics in treating pen-reared disease problems,
surplus fish food damaging the bottom dwellers around net
pens, restriction of water current movement because of net
pen placement, human waste and garbage contamination, etc.
(c) Genetic alterations are a potential concern; after
several cycles of altering and domesticating, pen-reared
salmon, upon escaping, could in turn effect the gene pool
of wild stock. | | _

(d) What are the impacts of hormones, toxicants (ie. TBT)
antibiotics, etc., ont he natural environment, animals and
the human food chain?

2. Where do the smolt or eags come from to start up a
Mariculture industry? _ _
(a) Certainly not from imported stocks - the history of
Importing smolts is laden with disease problems. _

(b) Wild chinook in Southeast is still in the build-up

stage to help fulfill the U.S./Canada Treaty obligations.

Senate Building Suite 306 175 S. Franklin Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
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4. Physical displacement of traditional users: Commercial
fishermen fear disruption from traditional fishing grounds and
anchorages, as well as the hazard to navigation salmon farms
will  pose. We have to  assume that sport fishermen,
recreational boaters and tourists will feel the same way.
Waterfront property values could also diminish, depending on
the siting of such farms. Tourism is a blooming industry ir
this State. People come to Alaska to find esthetic values, to
photograph pristine environment, and to have the ultimate
experrence sportfishing and hunting, not to see salmon farms
scattered all up and down the coast in all the favorite
fishing spots and anchorages.

5. The PNP and State hatchery program has been stated as the
best renewable resource investment the State has mt-ie with oil
dollars. It's a shame that the State did not make more money
available for this venture during times of plenty, because the
program collectively has not come <close to acheiving its
potential throughout the State. Our  hatchery system
supplements the wild stock resource for the common property
fishery. Ever P_erson_in this State has access to" the
hatchery-produced ftish if they so desire, via commercial,
sport of subsistence fishing.  Thisventure in hatchery
ﬁroductlon_ has created many more jobs for State residents and
elped maintain the economic viability of the commercial and
sport fishing fleets in much of the State. In Prince William
Sound, for “instance, the commercial fishermen opted to
increase the salmon resource rather thaneliminate many of the
fishing permits. We have done this through ocean ranching and
it works.  Our Prince William Sound “hatcheries are "also
producmgS chinook and coho for sport fishermen and tourists.
|f the State is ever again going to invest in the salmaon
industry, it should invest in the proven commodity, and not in
potential disaster. The existing industry provides many, many
thousands of jobs.

6. Funding:  As stated earlier, the State is not wi.IIin% or
able to fund the four agencies that will have to be involved
with this Mariculture legislation to a level that will allow
them to adequately manage their present obligations. This

needs to be rectified first. Both the Enhancement and
Commercial Fishing Loan  programs have been mislabeled
"revolving". The principle and the _interest from both

pro%rams go directly into the General Fund wupon repayment.
Both loan funds are literally out of money wunless the
Legislature makes an appropriation to them. Some of the loans
from these programs have been transferred to AIDA to help
finance things like the Red Dog Mine. These loan repayments
go directly to AIDA, not to the General Fund. It might be a
consideration of  this Committee  to look into  this
"non-revolving" situation before there is no money left for
reinvestment in the State's largest non-oil industry.



1. Thu; r-» frying to ccsoapi.-.-h «uii;U "«an~?? *rcd ufchaonV

") 7 “jomevlio % otfaeo  on'ii-tntr*',a "wiu ord poo”
-U2« vn oirv;oiern fchu -.0aC.U» Cr |ry|np --e dnvalogs an
-nviroriceni: for .u-:\- nat|ona| irvoctcrs uo cus.d:rlt  to tiia

fo'uliasc vy -rrovidlr\( X feu  -C--§ -uva taain-e ho;:G -he “rotits
Mil ‘'m>>2 are 'yl 't -hy  oKrort*.© of ne'-erni  rriGtir.o

ir.durcries? toa » 3 dealiouo or clv. no? al
benetit *o Zt-YCQ itsall . ur ivr. e0aio.Gnts, .o l.avo to
n:aii 2 e-rusonc.ous  -r.ZLZLl Inver:tricnr. on ordor "o ol It
off, Jei:T.Yiy  bod to do id ..-occiloc lisavur-il 0jss-.al
oon‘faunuri.es -<-re _drying up ]toa Jlack *ljivariois resource-. >0
b:iie_-000-0Tnv. "~crua? niou had very racural
“rfituion” ‘' 2:Cr 1.0 Forr*'ui/C-ut. or co-i'snaer offreriTi'r,
Alaska' 7 acononi.; -utuat; Le-n .anti 2|0unon|r|g raif.c-n
or.ocko do r.ardato such a neve. diooidor, if C.C.S r."
oppoor Cnnc the iiaitnrl2zoo structurerestricl by KO &y
siceerirpiird - heir go.... ".-ill econo;?,itally /-Larue >n -Mnsku.
Without: the  moneyr® do rt :in-di:aco,th * only 1. aic:.! easier*
vot.:i.i be « :illo*./ r.utoido investors no.eye in, funr “ir-I
Vii-orr:Toreu fcrufreonr:- ih fhom, rnri rente./l or, i:*f-a- Ary eur-c
vill arcwttu jdc-ca fey rov. tun:, ]ObS u'-i ... ronpot:iu
cor jor.o. I'ur.-J. an: r-ervfeio at our om-emo. In 2y
"baicii ' . Il v-oulvl L' prudent fo.v ib{? -.fifce .2
rarofuii/ .ajdirr ~cfuo;. vaiue earned for fotonrdal R )
Incurred. -0 . f eroruo.i- ur reaidiru fu: niar.-of
ir-o-job of  u-0-. ralnnr. om u' die IId naxbeu -'hiJo mx
don’- or sreared  -rilf ooy r1- 0, 10;- r.ur
e-er-torfo. .. 7o m-.wy -fo-uv =N rlovt ana VI| 0N AN
ft-el "h. e -0.0:"v=fa or wsfhcuc Jiiosfa > -nvc;.-:m. Af
tluir  fO:'u.i;;ue s fucoris ono drui*.;* u - V'O, ‘vl Tnecnt
fern, th'rft ‘ruu.cuiatavr sntir.=.t ;nuao bu-ruca.u:’. a
crme rrar'e .uvir.r reVm pereaarr’i ec- =1 f . LUs, T,

rrdor ZC nr-: ;irroo'ly "\nncr:o for riftat 0 M, ne *'1L1



Other suggestions are:

Pagi 9, Section 4, Lines 3 thru 10: We strongly recommend
deletion of this Section and insert that the Board of
Fisheries be involved with the permit process

Page 11, Line 7. Chancre <must> to "shall"

Page Mt Line 20: Change <may> to "shall"

Page 3, Line 18: Change <may> to "shall".

Page 3, Line %: Change <may> to "shall”

Page 4, Line Delete (substantially).

Page 4, Line 4: Delete (substantially).

Pago 4, Line 9: Change (shall) to "may"

Page 4, Lines 21 & 22" Delete both lines.

Page 4, Line 27: Include after Board of Fish
finfish or eggs may Dbe imported into the
State of Alaska for the purﬂose of supplying

. stock to an aquatic farm or hatchery.
Page 5, Line 13: Change <may> to "shall"
Page 6, Line 11:. Delete (and upon reasonable notice).
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As the U.F.A. and the C.D.F.U. support the careful and
controlled development of shellfish and plant mariculture, and
we are not desirous of slowing down the process by which the
exsisting shellfish farmers can continue, or new farmers
becoming involved, we suggest that this Committee Sﬁ||t the
two issues into two separate bills, thus allowing snhellfish
legislation to proceed with little or no resistance.

We appreciate the opportunity to speak on this issue during
Its past _hearln? and will be providing more information and
comments in the future. Thank you.



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

Jack Cadlgan
Executive Director
907-586-2820
1-800-478-FISH

UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA
RESOLUTION 87-3

WIfEREAS in 1985 the United Fishermen of Alaska requested the State
of Alaska to perform a thorough study of the biological, economic and
sociological problems and potentials of salmon pen rearing in Alaska, but
this study has not yet been undertaken; and

WHEREAS the UFA supports the careful and controlled development of
shellfish and plant mariculture; and

WHEREAS the development of the salmon farming concept of mariculture
will adversely affect the fishermen and the most successful hatchery and
enhancement program in North America by; (1) reallocating State funds and
Services; (2? competing with markets for wild salmon; (3% preventing water
and land use of traditional fishing, hatchery, enhancement, and smolt
rearing and release sites; (4) increasing the potential disease contamina-
tion of the wild stock; and

WHEREAS no realistic fiscal note has been produced to identify the
cost to the state incurred by the management of the proposed activities;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the
United Fishermen of Alaska ur(_?es the State of Alaska to take no action on
legislation and development of salmon farming mariculture until such time
as the aforementioned issues of concern are addressed through private and
public forums.

flit-" ZA |15

Robert M. Blake Date
President

Senate Building Suite 306 175 S. Franklin Street Juneau, Alaska 99501
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March 3/ 1987

The Honorable Adelheid Herrman
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Herrman:

| am 23 years old. | was born and raised in
Alaska. | have commercial fished for the past 6 years, as a
deckhand in both the Bristol Bay and Cook Inlet salmon
fisheries, and | have flonglined for halibut. | am writing
to voice my support of House Bill 108, the mariculture
bill. As a young Alaskan, | seek employment in a field that
will provide me with security and a sense of permanence.
More specifically, | have reached the point where | wish to

obtain my own commercial fishing operation, yet, ,
prohibitively high start-up costs prevent me from doing so.

. The limited entry system has created an economic
barrier tnat prevents many Alaskans like me from
participating in the salmon fishing industry in an

owner/operator capacity. It requires anywhere from
$100,000 to $500,000 to break into today's salmon fishery at
a successful level. Over half of this start-up cost derives

from the exorbitant value placed on limited entry permits.

Traditionally, Alaskan fishermen have been a
s%mbol of independence. In the past, they have prided
themselves on being their own bosses, on making a living
from Alaska's waters., Recently, however, the economic
barriers erected by limited entry have created an exclusive
fishery that excludes many Alaskans, both white and native,
from participating in a traditional livelihood. Young,
aspiring commercial fishermen have been denied access to a
natural resource that is the common property of all
Alaskans. Currently, over 20% of all limited entry salmon
permits are held by non-residents. Additionally, most fish
P_rocessmg plants are owned and operated by Seattle-based
irms.  Obviously, with such a high percentage of
nonresident fishermen and processors, much of the revenue
%enerated by Alaska's salmon fishing industry leaves the
tate. Alaska's commercial salmon fishery no longer offers
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an alluring sense of independence. Since going limited
entry/ the salmon industry has transformed into an
economically exclusive enterprise. For me/ and many like
me/ the commercial salmon fishery is a closed door.

. _ A second problem which plagues Alaska's salmon
fisheries is a short/ but intense fishing season during
which huge volumes ofsalmon must be harvested and processed
ina matterof weeks. High volumes of fish resultin a poor
quality product. The fish are thrown about/ are walked
upon/ and in some instances/ remain aboard tenders as
long as 48 hours without being processed or ref*xgerated.
Despite precautionary measures taken in " **nsporting and
processing the product/ salmon are Severely bruised by seine
nets and g ill nets before they are even removed from the
water. Because of poor quality/ 97% of Alaska's salmon are
sold on tne frozen canned market.

A mere 3% of Alaska's salmonare sold onthe fresh
market. Alaska's fresh salmon production is caught by a
handful of Southeast troll fishermen whose low volume
fishery enables them to maintain a high standard of .
quality. As a result/ they are rewarded with a sale price
that is as much as four times the price of salmon destined
for the canned market.

_ Fish farms will produce a similar/ premium Product
and will cater to this same fresh market. Only fish farms
will be able to supply fresh fish on a Y_ear-round_ basis.
Southeast troll fishermen contend that fish farming in
Alaska w ill undermine their markets. Such is not the case.
Southeast troll fishing cannot possibly meet the rapidly
growing demand for fresh salmon. Presently/ demand is so
great/ yet U.S. production is so low/ that the United States
must import the majority of its fresh salmon from salmon
farms in Norway. Secondly/ the southeast troll fishermen
will not be displaced bg Alaskan fish farmers. Instead/
foreign suppliers will be forced out of U.S. Markets as
Alaskkatn fish farms begin to fill the demands of a fresh
market.

Fish farming is an industry that is taking root
throthou_t the world.” Norway and Japan/ world leaders in
fish tfarming/ already have developed worldwide markets for
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pen-reared salmon. France, New Zealand, Great Britain,
Chile, and Canada are rapidly following suit. Althou?h many
commercial salmon fishermen sincerely believe that salmon
farming in Alaska will destroy their livelihood, this is not
the case. Japan, for one, has shown the o_pPos_ne to De

true. In Japan, fish farmers and commecial fishermen
coexist successfully. And, closer to home, Washington state
has demonstrated similar cooperation between farmers and
fishermen. Besides, it commercial fishermen's concerns over
competition from Alaskan fish farms were truly warranted,
then should they not be equally concerned about competition
from foreign fish farms? The fact is, the rest of the world
will develop mariculture industries regardless of what
Alaska decides to do. Fultulling this country's fresh
market through pen-reared domestic salmon rather than
through pen-reared foreign salmon will ultimately secure
this country's salmon markets for Alaska's commercial
fishermen and fish farmers alike.

Finally, fish farming can bolster Alaska's
depressed economy. It can provide new o&portunity for
stranded commercial fishermen like me. ore importantly, a
mariculture industry can directly employ thousands of
Alaskans on a year-round basis, and can indirectly employ
thousands more in the fields of engineering, construction,
transportation and marketing.

Governor Cowper, in his St3te of the State _
address, stressed the need for Alaska to break away from its
dependence on oil. He emphasized the need to diversify
Alaska's economy to ensure fiscal strength in the future.
The mariculture mdusUK provides one such opportunity to
diversity. Alaska, with its clean waters and limitless
coastline, is ideally suited to support a multimillion
dollar mariculture industry. The time to act is now. AS
Elollcqukers and fellow Alaskans, | urge you to support .
ouse Bill 108. Mariculture in Alaska can pick up where oil
deft off by providing hl%h quality, fresh seafood products
that can be marketed worldwide and throughout the vyear.
Together, Alaska's fish farmers and commercial fishermen can
develop international markets that will propel them to the
forefront of world salmon production and will give new
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dimension to Alaska's proud title of "the salmon capital
the world."

Sincerely

Thomas C. Pease
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SOUTHERN SOUTHEAST REGIONAL
AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION, INC.

1621 Tongass Ave., #103 Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
(907) 225-9605

epresentative Adelheid Herrmann
laska State Legislature

.0. Box V

uneau, AK 99801

March 4, 1987

R
A
P
J

Dear Representative Herrmann;

| am writing to encourage you to oppose those portions of House
Bill 108, "an act relating to aquatic farming" that address the
private pen vrearing of salmon. The Board of Directors of the
Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA)
urges you to exempt salmon from this act. The reasons for

opposing this actare:

(1) The state of Alaska is already actively  and
successfully practicing salmon mariculture  and,
therefore, the proposed legislation for salmon s not

needed.

(2) The actwill create limited economic and user benefits
for Alaskans.

(3) The actwill create negative competition with private
nonprofit aquaculture corporations and commercial user
groups.

(4) The actwill place the current nonprofit aquaculture

program at risk.

(5) The neteffect of the act would have a negative impact
on state employment opportunities.

The Alaska legislature passed an act in 1974 that authorized the
private _ownershli) of salmon hatcheries by qualified nonprofit
corporations. Following legislation in 1976 that authorized the
formation of Regional Aquaculture Associations, SSRAA as well as
other Regional Aquaculture Associations, incorporated and
initiated projects to contribute, by artificial means, to the
rehabilitation of the state's depleted and depressed salmon
fishery. A common practice in operating salmon enhancement

PRIVATE NON PROFIT HATCHERIES



Brojects is to short-term rear the salmon in marine net pens
efore  relecising them to migrate to the sea. The major
difference in pen farmed salmon and those produced by private
nonprofit corporations (PNP) is that salmon produced by PNP
corporations are grown In the open ocean and harvested by the
common property fishery; whereas, those produced by pen farming
are never released and are grown to harvest size in the net
pens.

Those salmon produced by PNP corporations are harvested by the
common property fishery providing economic benefit to all user
groups, including recreational fishermen, commercial fishermen,
processors, subsistence  fishermen, the visitors, and  all
segments of the community. This program is just ten years old
and is still developing. The benefits are now being realized and
there is still much growth potential. Pen culture of salmon,
however, will benefit just a few individuals and mostly large
corporations. Experience from Ore?on and Washington has shown
that most small operations will fail.

If netpen culture of salmon becomes ﬁart of the mariculture
bill, it will create competition with the PNP corporations for
sites. The availability of suitable sites for further expansion
of the PNP corporations will be reduced because they will be
occupied by the netpen farmers.

Salmon farming would also competefor the availablebroodstock.
Chinook salmon have been determined to be the most desirable.
Currently, these broodstocks are being used to supply the
expanding enhancement programs of the state and PNP corporations
as well as for the rebuilding of the Alaskan wild stocks.
Further demand for chinook eggs or other salmon eggs by salmon
pen farmers would reduce the current production flevels or come
from the reduction in harvest in our wild stocks. This would
result in fewer salmon being vreleased or harvested to provide
the broodstock for salmon farmers. This is undesirable in view
of the U.S./Canada treaty and the quota imposed on Alaskan
fishermen. This current situation exists in Canada in which the
rush for salmon farms has created demand for 38 million chinook
eggs from a surplus supply of only 1.3 million.

At present, the PNP programs are providing the broadest economic
benefit to all Alaskans and the potential exists for further
expansion. The state has already made a financial commitment of
over $40 million in the enhancement loan fund to help assure the
success of the PNP corporations, and now that the PNP
corporations are becoming established they are investing Iar%e
amounts of their own funds for further growth. Why should the
state risk the success of the current PNP program for a
questionable unproven salmon farm program? Where 1s the most
benefit to Alaskan residents?

It has been proposed that salmon farming will provide year-round
employment. The current PNP corporations are already doing this
and are capable of expanding. Just how many new jobs will salmon
farming create and how many will be lost from the current user
groups? Where is the net benefit?



SSRAA.

It has Dbeen proposed that farmed salmon are superior to
commercially harvested salmon hbecause farmed salmon can bhe
provided all year long. It has also been argued that Alaska
should enter this market because it is already happening around
the world. Technolo_g¥ has vastly improved the frozen products,
and  the commercia fishermen and  processors have  made
considerable improvements in handling salmon to keep them fresh.
Continued  improvements  will  diminish  the argument about
freshness; furthermore, Alaska has a developing winter kln%
salmon fishery which will continue to provide year-round fres

salmon. The solution for Alaskans is to maintain a high volume
of salmon to remain competitive, not more farm raised salmon
which  will direct|¥ compete in the market ﬁlace with our
commercial salmon. The PNP corporations are in the best position
to provide a continued high harvest level which contributes to
the economic benefit to the most Alaskans. Alaska is not going
to lose its productivity for salmon as other countries have.

If it is desirable to pen rear salmon, why must it be by profit
corporations? Alaska determined ten years ago that salmon
production should be nonprofit. What has changed in the last ten
years? If absolutely nepessarg/, the PNP corporations are already
capable of salmon farmln?. almon farming by PNP corporations
could be wused to help offset cost recovery needs and help repay
the state loans. There is no need to have profit salmon farming.

The enclosed tables show the production record of SSRAA since
1984 and forecast the harvest through 1992, assuming the current
production capabilities. SSRAA started operations in 1978 and
released the first production in 1980. In ‘this short period, the
harvest has had a significant impact on the commercial fishery
and the recreational Dbenefits near Ketchikan have improved
dramatically. The future promises even more benefits and this s
the record of only one PNP corporation.

In conclusion, | again emphasize that House Bill 108 1is not
needed for salmon farming and salmon should be excluded from the
bill. The potential for salmon farming already exists in the PNP
corporations and, in  fact, private salmon farming could

negatively impact the future success of the existing PNP program
which has a broad economic benefit to Alaskans. Your help to
exempt private salmon farming from House Bill 108 would be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Donald F. Amend
General Manager

Enclosures
cc: Alaska Trollers Association

Southeast Alaska Seine Boat Owners and Operators
United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association



Seecies  Location

Chinook  Meets Bay
HhiUan Lake

siwer Nekat

aoho Hhitean Lake
Neets Bay

TERMINAL
Nuber 202,247

Peroait 6.3

1986 ADLLT RETURN\S

SRAA

SA

Sort  CoVercial

Brood Hainest Hainest  Hanvest Hanest

2,500 1,282
50 0
3,00 1,282
10,100 540
16,000 15
26,100 55
47,885 A,218
6,27 28,83
2,50 41,58
28,757 70,301
106,801 166,446
141 2.2
COtWN PROPERTY
478,169

63.7

o

4,613

55,310

74

2,566
4,007

6,603

8,208

11

5,700

5,80

BI,108
21,508

102,806

40,550

107,70
158,000

266,70

414,656

%.3
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Total

1,572

12,331

91,743
37,948

120,60

22,30

145,36
230,750

376,064

790,416



ReL
N.B.
E.W.C.

CHINjDC
HL
N.B.
C.L
EK.C.

S EOM.

S.CHIH
NARA,
N.B.

b. Ri C.

SJBIQifi.

FfiL CnJ*
NRKST
N.B.

SBOM

DHEYZ

gran:

B. L
n.B.
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1960

196.000
260.030

0
0

476.003

OO

1.342.000

0
0

1,342,030

0

1,346.000

1,346.030

0

2,162,000

OO

1961

224,300
560,000

0

e

764, 3ee

OO

3,145.000

0
0

3,145,000

0

15.437.200

15,437,203

0

19,366.533

o cNoNe]

SSRfifl FRY/5MG-T RLEftSE

1982 1362 1964
219,400 206,003 306,500
340,000 960,030 958,003

0 94,630 0
e 0 0
559,400 1,282.803  1.266.500
145.500 3 0
0 135,033 144.030
3
45,500 135,033 144,030
5,076,003 6,240,003 3
0 1146103 2.644.030
0 3
5,076,003 7,366,103  2.644,000
0 0 3
6,272,930 14,603,030 24,560,000
6,272.903- 14,600,033 24,563,000
3 0 0
14,055,833 22.402.903 26,634,533
3 3 153,030
e 0 754.033
0 0 907,000
0 0 0
6 0 235.900
0 0 23,93

1965

856,630
2,153,033

3
0

3,035.603

27,233
231.400
3

£55.633

4,846.000
6.303.030

12,146.033

10.040.000
31.930.000

41,940,032

0

56,356,203

12.633
437.203

0

419.800

1966 1967 GDP-
£34,203 150, 033
2,356,030 2,333,033
103,300 233.033
99,000 93.033
2,789.500 2,740.033
219.000 90,033
920.000 753.033
51,000 633,333
97,500 333.033
1,197,533 1,943,333
4,133,003 4.033,003
9,500,000 9,000,0.33
1,219.033 1,533,033
14,6:3,003 14,503,000
2,360.003  3,530.020
17,015.030 22.000,003
19,375,003  «J6.j3>3i 030
132,333 1(]],0])
36,263,300 55,76, 300
3 0
e 0
£.303.033 1,500,330
230,000 250,033

2,590,033 J,750,003



ACTUAL 06+HaH37
GER GROP jies) 1985 1996 1987 1988 1 190 1991 192
TROLL 45,29 73,600 196,608 137,680 155,018 180,24 22,273 210,092 210,092
FINE 372,451 185,412 136,042 20,99 6,242 237,661 408,934 630,016 675,B41
GILLNET 90,30 128,200 J_’I.G,HB* 131,801 227,748 278,553 45,842 651,965 602,801
* 4
SHANEETS BAY 465,142 145,86 138,000 44,165 47,377 573,857 &7,211 1,006,649 984,000
TOTAL 973,187 533,038 587,210 973,65 1,36,35 1,330,356 1,984,330 2,58,72 252,83
*SRAA K.Y
A OTHR SITES 5.000 3,000 35,060 23,378 0,55 @,871 15,32 240,606 257,818
GRAD TOTAL 978,187 536,038 62,2600 X7,063 1,45,90 1,413,176 2,10,62 2,780,328 2,80,6651
VALLE CF ALL GEAR GROUPS
05-Mar-87
ACTUAL
6EAR GROP e} 195 19% 1987 1988 198 190 jisei 192
TROLL *706,400 *783,10 *2,067,82 *1,584,22 *1,944,104 *2,856,645 *3,801,123 4,148,740 4,200,000
FINE *1,361,000 */4,700 *79%6,397 *1,153,556 *1,5%6,739 *1,60,861 *2,616,512 *3,660,142 *3,749,561
GILLNET 64,900 $647,80 P06 *7R2,034 *1,3B,784  *1,457,48% *2,123,129 *3,176,287 *3,455,539
TOTAL *2,532,30 *2,230,600 *3,545,346 *3,430,701 *4,934,627 *5,963,781 *8,540,74 *10,984,169 *11,405,100
SRAA PRODUCTION ALL S.E. ALASKA
TROLL-2 2 2 52 452 32 1432 42 32 372
HI-x 52 32 2 32 32 212 32 Ko Ko
GILUET-2 =2 2 1@ 22 s 22 2 2 a

NMER G FISH - 01 SPECIES
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 25, 1987

SUBJECT: Sectional analysis of CSHB 108 (L&C),
relating to aquatic farming

T0: Representative Dave Donley

FROM: Edward H. Hein

Legislative Counsel

Section 1 is a statement of legislative findings and policy,
specifying the benefits to the state that aquatic farming
could provide and EXDFESSIH% a state policy of encouraging
the development of aquatic farming.

Sec. 2 establishes a new chapter, AS 08.06, in the busi-
nesses and professions title of the Alaska Statutes. AS
08.06:010(af prohibits the construction or operation of an
aquatic farm, or a hatchery to supply an aquatic farm, with-
out a permit from the commissioner of commerce and economic
development. Subsection éb) states what activities are au-
thorized under a permit, Subsection (c) allows the commis-
sioner to attach conditions to a permit in order to protect
public health and natural aquatic animals and plants. At
page 2, line 11, "natural" should be changed to "wild".

AS 08.06.020(a) provides f
Subsection (b) specifies th
year. Subsection (c) requi
clude permit fees and a rep
ducted by the Department of
before filing the application,

AS 08.06.030(a)
permit from the
g

permit |

the permit expires after one
a permit application to in-
t of a health inspection con-
sh and Game within 30 days

applications forms

[ erson have an acquisition
_ _ D h and Game in order to ac-
quire wild aquatic Elants or a als to supply an aquatic
farm, Subsection ) states that an_acquisition permit au-
thorizes only those stock specified in a permit. Subsection
(c) requires the commissioner of fish and game to specify
the expiration date of permits and allows the commissioner

equires that a p
epartment of Fis

nim
( h?t
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to attach conditions to the permit. A harvest under an ac-
quisition permit 1is exeth.from limitations apgllcable to
sport, commercial, or subsistence harvests. Subsection (d)
directs the commissioner of fish and game to send a copy of
each acquisition permit application to the commissioner of
commerce and economic deve_loRment. Subsection (e) author-
izes the commissioner of fish and game to deny or restrict
an acquisition permit to protect the sustained-yield manage-
ment of a species. There must bhe a factual basis for the
denial or restriction. If impairment to sustained-yield
management could not have been foreseen and avoided, the
commissioner must explain why in the decision. Subsection
(f) states four alternative conditions under any one of .
which the commissioner of fish and game must issue an acqui-
sition permit. Subsection (g) states that plants and
animals acquired under a ﬁer t become property of the per-
mit holder. Subsection (h) directs the commissioner of fish
and game to make stock available for aquatic farming
purposes.

AS 08.06.040 prohibits the importation into the state of
aquatic plants or animals to suPpIy an aquatic farm or
hatchery without authorization from the commissioner of fish
and game or under a Boardof Fisheries regulation. | would
recommend that onpage 4, line 13, after “hatchery" the
phrase "required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010," bhe
inserted, so that it is clear that this section does not
apply to all hatcheries.

g
m
d
a

AS 08.06.050(a) provides that a private hatchery required to
have a permit under AS 08.06 may sell or transfer stock only
to an aquatic farm or hatchery that has a permit under AS
08.06. Subsection (b) requires that the commissioner of com-
merce and economic development be notified at least 30 days
before stock is transferred to or from an aquatic farm or

hatcherg.Sub_section () requires that the notice required
under includea stock health inspection report. Sub-
section (d) allows the Department of Fish and Game to re-
strict or disapprove a transfer under certain conditions.
Subsection (e) ?rOthItS transfers, sales, and purchases of
Alaska aquatic farm products unless the products were
produced under a permit. References in this section to
‘'this chapter" should be changed to read "AS 08.06.010";
It_hesel%ppear at page 4, lines 17, 19, and 21. and at page 5,
ine .



Representative Donley
February 25, 1
Page 3

AS 08.06.060 prohibit the release of trout or salmon from an
aquatic farm or hatchery into state water, unless authorized
by the Department of Fish and Game.

AS 08.06.070 v,a) allows the Department of Fish and Game to
order the quarantine or destruction and disposal of diseased
hatchery stock or aquatic farm products in order to protect
wild stock. Permit holders are required to report disease
among their stock or aquatic farm products to the depart-
ment. Subsection (b) requires permit holders to allow the
Department of Fish and Game to inspect the farms and
hatcheries during operating hours with reasonable notice.
Subsection (c) requires the department to develop a disease
management and control Program. Subsection }d). allows the
department to contract for the performance of 1ts duties
under (b) and (c).

AS 08.06.080 requires the commissioner of commerce and eco-
nomic development to submit an annual report on aquatic
farming to the legislature.

AS 08.06.090 authorizes the commissioner of commerce and
g(éoggmlc development to adopt regulations necessary for AS

AS 08.06.100 makes violation of AS 08.06 or regulations
adopted under it a class B misdemeanor.

AS 08.06.900 defines terms for AS 08.06.

Sec. 3 makes the centralized licensing provisions of AS
08.01 in the Department of Commerce and Economic Development
applicable to aquatic farms and hatcheries under AS 08.06.

Sec. 4 prohibits the Board of Fisheries from adopting regu-
lations or taking action regarding aquatic farm or hatchery
perml_tts under AS 08.06, or to a harvest under an acquisition
permit,

Secs. 5, 6, and 9 delete provisions relating to fish farming
from AS 16.05 in order to conform to provisions of sec. 2.

Sec. 7 inserts cross-references to AS 08.06, necessitated by
sec.



Representative Donley
February 25, 1987
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Sec. 8 exempts aquatic farming from the licensing require-
ments In AS 16.05 for sport fishing, hunting, and commercial
fishing and vessels.

Sec. 10 exempts purchases and sales of aquatic farm products
from the requirements of AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267, relating
to commercial fish purchases and possession of limited entry
permits.

Sec. 11 provides for the inclusion of aquatic farmers in
regional aquaculture associations.

Sec. 12 makes provisions related to salmon hatchery permits
inapplicable to hatcheries holding a permit under AS 08.06.-
010.

Sec. 13 makes an exception to restrictions on the resale or
transfer of salmon eggs or fry by a salmon hatchery. The
exception would allow resale or transfer to a hatchery or
aquatic farm holding a permit under AS 08.06.010. This sec-
tion also requires that surplus eggs from salmon returning
to a hatchery be made available to hatcheries supplying
aquatic farms.

Sec. 14 provides that requirements relating to funds derived
by a hatchery from the sale of salmon eggs to a hatchery
that supplies aquatic farms must be expended iIn the same
manner as provided for funds from sales of eggs to other
hatcheries.

Sec. 15 makes the provisions of AS 16.43, relating to limit-
ed entry, 1inapplicable to activities authorized under an
aquatic farm permit.

Sec. 16 exempts aquatic farm products from the provisions of
AS 16.51, which relate to the Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute.

Sec. 17 provides an Immediate effective date for the bill.

EHH:-csh
c7/069
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LEGISLATIVE AFHFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 16, 1987

SUBJECT: Sectional analysis of HB 108, relating to
aquatic farming

TO: Representative Johnny Ellis

FROM: Edward H. Hein

Legislative Counsel

Section 1 i1s a statement of legislative findings and policy,
specifying the benefits to the state that aquatic farming
could provide and expressing a state policy of encouraging
the development of aquatic farming.

Sec. 2 establishes a new chapter, AS 08.06, i1n the busi-
nesses and professions title of the Alaska Statutes. AS
08.06.010(a) prohibits the construction or operation of an
aquatic farm, or a hatchery to supply an aquatic farm, with-
out a permit from the commissioner of commerce and economic
development. Subsection (b) states what activities are au-
thorized under a permit. Subsection (¢) allows the commis-
sioner to attach conditions to a permit iIn order to protect
public health and natural aquatic animals and plants. At
page 2, line 11, "natural™ should be changed to "wild".

AS 08.06.020(a) provides for permit applications forms. Sub-
section (b) requires a permit application to include permit
fees and a report of a health inspection conducted by the
Department of Fish and Game within 30 days before filing the

application.

AS 08.06.030(a) requires that a person have an acquisition
permit from the Department of Fish and Game iIn order to ac-
quire wild aquatic plants or animals to supply an aquatic
farm. Subsection (b) states that an acquisition permit
authorizes only those stock specified In a permit.
Subsection (¢) requires the commissioner of fish and game to
specify the expiration date of permits and allows the
commissioner to attach conditions to the permit. A harvest



Representative Johnny Ellis
Page 2
February 16, 1987

under an acquisition permit is exempt from limitations
applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence harvests.
Subsection (d) directs the commissioner of fish and game to
send a copy of each acquisition permit application to the
commissioner of commerce and economic development.
Subsection (e) authorizes the commissioner of fish and game
to deny or restrict an acquisition permit to protect the
sustained-yield management of a species. There must be a
facthal basis for the denial or restriction. If impairment
to sustained-yield management could not have been foreseen
and avoided, the commissioner must explain why in the
decision. Subsection (F) states four alternative conditions
under any one of which the commissioner of fish and game
must #ssue an acquisition permit. Subsection (g) states
that plants and animals acquired under a permit become
property of the permit holder. Subsection (h) directs the
commissioner of fish and game to make stock available for
aquatic farming purposes.

AS 08.06.040 prohibits the importation into the state of
aquatic plants or animals to supply an aquatic farm or
hatchery without authorization from the commissioner of fish
and game or under a Board of Fisheries regulation. 1 would
recommend that on page 4, line 13, after "hatcheryll the
phrase "required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010," be
inserted, so that i1t is clear that this section does not
apply to all hatcheries.

AS 08.06.050(a) provides that a private hatchery required to
have a permit under AS 08.06 may sell or transfer stock only
to an aquatic farm or hatchery that has a permit under AS
08.06. Subsection (b) requires that the commissioner of com-
merce and economic development be notified at least 30 days
before stock iIs transferred to or from an aquatic farm or
hatchery. Subsection (¢) requires that the notice required
under (b) include a stock health inspection report. Sub-
section (d) allows the Department of Fish and Game to
restrict or disapprove a transfer under certain conditions.
Subsection (e) prohibits transfers, sales, and purchases of
Alaska aquatic farm products unless the products were
produced under a permit. References iIn this section to
"this chapter” should be changed to reac. "AS 08.06.010";
these appear at page 4, lines 17, 19, and 21, and at page 5,

line 10.

AS 08.06.060 prohibit the release of trout or salmon from an
aquatic farm or hatchery into state water, unless authorized
by the Department of Fish and Game.
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AS 08.06.070(a) allows the Department of Fish and Game to
order the quarantine or destruction and disposal of diseased
hatchery stock or aquatic farm products in order to protect
wild stock. Permit holders are required to report disease
among their stock or aquatic farm products to the depart-
ment. Subsection (b) requires permit holders to allow the
Department of Fish and Game to inspect the farms and
hatcheries during operating hours with reasonable notice.
Subsection (¢) requires the department to develop a disease
management and control program. Subsection (d) allows the
department to contract for the performance of its duties

under (b) and (©).

AS 08.06.080 authorizes the commissioner of commerce and
economic development to adopt regulations necessary for AS
08.06.

AS 08.06.090 makes violation of AS 08.06 or regulations
adopted under 1t a class B misdemeanor.

AS 08.06.900 defines terms for AS 08.06.

Sec. 3 requires the commissioner of natural resources to
monitor aquatic farms and hatcheries that hold permits under
AS 08.06.010 for the presence of paralytic shellfish

poisoning.

Sec. 4 makes the centralized licensing provisions of AS
08.01 in the Department of Commerce and Economic Development
applicable to aquatic farms and hatcheries under AS 08.0b.

Sec. 5 prohibits the Board of Fisheries from adopting regu-
lations or taking action regarding aquatic farm or hatchery
permits under AS 08.06, or to a harvest under an acquisition

permit.

Secs. 6, 7, and 10 delete provisions relating to fish farm-
ing from AS 16.05 in order to conform to provisions of sec.

2.

Sec. 8 iInserts cross-references to AS 08.06, necessitated by
sec. 2.

Sec. 9 exempts aquatic farming from the licensing require-
ments iIn AS 16.05 for sport fishing, hunting, and commercial
fishing and vessels.
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Sec. 11 exempts purchases and sales of aquatic farm products
from the requirements of AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267, relating
to commercial Ffish purchases and possession of limited entry

permits.

Sec. 12 provides for the inclusion of aquatic farmers in
regional aquaculture associations.

Sec.-13 makes provisions related to salmon hatchery permits
ag%pplicable to hatcheries holding a permit under AS 08.06.-

Sec. 14 makes an exception to restrictions on the resale or
transfer of salmon eggs or fry by a salmon hatchery. The
exception would allow resale or transfer to a hatchery or
aquatic farm holding a permit under AS 08.06.010. This sec-
tion also requires that surplus eggs from salmon returning
to a hatchery be made available to hatcheries supplying
aquatic farms.

Sec. 15 provides that requirements relating to funds derived
by a hatchery from the sale of salmon eggs to a hatchery
that supplies aquatic farms must be expended iIn the same
manner as provided for funds from sales of eggs to other

hatcheries.

Sec. 16 makes the provisions of AS 16.43, relating to limit-
ed entry, inapplicable to activities authorized under an
aquatic farm permit.

Sec. 17 exempts aquatic farm products from the provisions of
AS 16.51, which relate to the Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute.

Sec. 18 provides an immediate effective date for the bill.

EHH:mi
wkmi 17047
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAE RESOURCES j fSR,EVX%,L%EE?KBXéS/BEM
PH

ONE: (907) 465-2400

STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER /'

February 17, 1987

The Honorable Dave Donley
Chairman

House Labor and Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Donley:
Subject: House Bill 108, relating to Aquatic farming.

Position: The Department of Natural Resources recommends .
that the House Labor and Commerce Committee pass HB 108 to
the Resources Committee for further consideration of land

use issues.

Background: HB 108 provides for the construction and
operation of Aquatic farms. Under AS 38.05.070, land,
including tide, submerged or shoreland, to which the state
holds title, may be leased in a manner provided in AS
38.05.070 - 38.05.105 and subject to the approval of the
Commissioner of Natural Resources.

Recommendation: While the Department of Natural Resources
generally supports the goals of HB 108 and the creation of
new commercial opportunities through utilization of the
State's resources, in the opinion of the Department, HB 108
needs to further address land use issues.

Specifically, the Department recommends that leasing and
permitting processes be designed to encourage development of
the mariculture industry, but discourage speculation. This
could be accomplished, for example, by requiring applicants
to demonstrate by prove up that their projects are viable by
preparation of a development schedule. Additionally,
leasing and permitting alternatives which encourage small
operations, such as lease fees or rent based on gross
receipts, could bhe considered.

The enclosed Fiscal Note is based on an estimate of the
number of leases and permits that would result from the Dbill
as presently written. The actual number of new applications

will undoubtedly vary depending on the fee structure for
leasing and permitting and any special requirements that the
final Bill contains.

J-J9LH
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HB 108 Analysis

In order to assess the fiscal impact of HB 108, we estimate
the number of new applications for tideland leases and
permits that we expect. The actual number of applications
will vary depending upon the fee structure for leasing and
permitting, and the "prove up" requirements of the bill. At
present our permit fees are extremely low and the cost of
obtaining a lease is quite high. At this stage no "land
law" accompanies the bill to alter the lease or permit
structure. We recognize that certain changes are desirable
to encourage growth of the industry, such as the acceptance
of a paper plat rather than a full survey for a lease in
remote areas. While such changes may bhe forthcoming in
later committees, the fiscal note here reflects the existing
permit structure.

We estimate the number of new applications the first year to
be the following:

30 salmaon

25 scallop
10 oyster
3 mussel
2 kelp

We require one adjudicator in the Southeast Region and one
adjudicator in the Southcentral Region to handle the new
applications. The second year we require one additional
adjudicator (to be located where the need is the greatest)
to handle additional new applications. By the fourth year
we are assuming the need of two adjudicators in each of the
two regions.

The second year we require a part time contract
administrator to handle the accumulation of two years of
lease contracts, and a part time surve/or to review survey
plats. (The survey cost may be reduced somewhat if the bill
Is amended to allow paper plats rather than full surveys in
remote areas.)

A goal of the state and of those seriously interested in
aquatic farming is to avoid land speculation. In order to
accomplish this, it will be necessary to inspect most lease
and permit sites once a year. Some inspections can be
combined with other field investigations, and some may be
performed under cooperative agreements with other agencies.

A lean inspection program will cost $10,000 for each
adjudicator the first year (travel and per diem). In
subsequent years the cost will decline as we establish

inspection efficiencies.

Under existing statutes and regulations, the number of
leases and permits estimated above would generate



approximately $15,500 in revenue the first year. As the
number of operations increases each year, the revenue
increases modestly. If the bill were amended to allow the
Commissioner to charge a percentage of gross receipts
revenues could increase substantially once the industry
began to flourish.

Position Summary
Fiscal Year 188

Two (2) - Natural Resource Officers Il (Range 16)

Fiscal Years '89 and '90

Three (3) - Natural Resource Officers Il (Range 16)
One (1) - Part-time Contract Administrator (Range 14)
One (1) - Part-time Surveyor (Range 20)

Fiscal Years '91 and '92
Four (4) - Natural Resource Officers Il (Range 16)

One (1) - Part-time Contract Administrator (Range 14)
One (1) - Part-time Surveyor (Range 20)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Alaska Trollers Association believes that passage of HB-108 and SB-
106, "Act(s) relating to aquatic farming...", in their present form
would be detrimental to the Alaska salmon industry and not in the best
interest of the State. ATA generally supports of aquaculture, and
believes there are many opportunities for Alaskans in various
aquaculture developments. However, we specifically oppose those
aspects of these companion measures aimed at permitting the pen

rearing of salmon in Alaska

Alaska produces some 43 percent of the world harvest of salmon. The
pen rearing industry, spearheaded and dominated by foreign interests

and backed by their governments' subsidy programs, is in direct
competition with our salmon industry. This applies not just to king
and coho salmon, but to all fresh and fresh-frozen product forms.

Encouraging those interests to invest in and control pen rearing in
Alaska is clearly not in the interest of our industry, and wil
jeopardize the enormous private and public investments already made in
our wild and hatchery stocks. We cannot control the actions of other
nations, but we need not actively contribute to the market competition
facing our own industry.

We are also extremely concerned about possible biological impacts on
our wild stocks. While the spread of an extremely virulent infection
from penned to wild stocks may be of a low order of probability, the
potential tor major damage to wild stocks does exist. With so much at

stake, Is pen rearing worth the risk? Pen rearing will produce chronic
habitat problems local to the rearing sites, will compete for release
sites with our existing enhancement programs, and may physically
displace existing fishery —activity, as has been the case with log
dumps

Proponents assertions not withstanding, pen rearing will divert
increasingly scarce State government resources from existing fishery
management programs. Fiscal impacts have not oeen addressed. ADF&G,

DEC, DNR, DCED, and Revenue programs will be effected.

We contend that proponents are exaggerating the potential economic
benefits of salmon farming in Alaska. Without the strict controls
which are not contemplated by these Bills, pen rearing operations will

not be small, Alaska owned businesses. They will be large corporate
operations, utilizing foreign technology, and funded and controlled by
foreign interests. The few Alaskan jobs they will provide will be at

the lower end of the technical and pay scales of these operations. To
the extent that Alaskans are involved, either as investors in foreign

dominated ventures or as independents, their position will be
precarious. This industry is headedfor &major "shake out" worldwide,
and small, late entrants will be themost vulnerable

In sum, salmon pen rearing threatens our existing industry and wil
not be the bonanza that proponents claim. Alaska's support for
aquaculture should be in those areas where wecan become the
technological and market leaders. Let's not get on abandwagon which
is about to run out of gas!



INTRODUCTION

Proponents of aquaculture say it offers one of the single
greatest new opportunities to develop and diversify State and
local economies and create new jobs. To hear them talk, you'd

think that salmon pen rearing in particular is "the greatest

thing since sliced bread." Frankly, your fishermen constituents
disagree. They think penrearing of salmaon could well be a
disaster for them and avery bad deal for the State of Alaska
generally.

[t is important to look Dbeyond the enthusiastic statements of
proponents about the "great opportunity” represented by
aquaculture. We must also look at its' effects on the entire
spectrum of the existing seafood and support industries. The
past administration’s Ad Hoc Committee on Mariculture, including
the representatives 0 f the fishing industry, found that
aquaculture in general does offer new opportunities - though not
without costs. Indeed they found that some forms of aquaculture

pen rearing of salmon to be specific - could, in fact, have
detrimental effects on the fishing industry, particularly in

Southeast fishing communities.

We, the fishing community, suggest that pen-rearing of salmaon
the "fish farming" which is really the key element driving this

Bill - poses three principal threats to Alaska fisherman:



saturation in the price and quality leading sectors of our
markets which will eventually impact the price of all Alaska

salmon, not just our "top of the ‘.ine" fish;

negative biological impacts on our vital wild stocks and

rearing habitat; and

diversion of increasingly scarce State government fiscal and
managerial resources toward management cf a new industrial sector
dominated by foreign capital and operators, to the detriment of

our Alaskan industry.

Additionally, we ~contend that the developmental and employment
benefits of salmon pen rearing to rural communities and to the
economy 0f the State in general are being heavily, even

irresponsibly oversold by pen rearing advocates.

MARKET CONSIDERATIONS

The advocates of aquaculture claim that consumption is rising and
that there will be no competition between the farmed and the
commercial forms of seafood. The reality is, that the bulk of
the highly touted "world increase” in seafood consumption will
occur in shellfish, and cod and catfish type fish rather than in
the more expensive salmon species. This projected increased in

world consumption has two main components.



(L.) Fish as a Cheap Source of Protein: Agquaculture in Third

World countries has increased exponentially during the past few

years - mostly in the form of warm water pond culture of tilapia
and carp. Such culture in Third World nations is often run in
conjunction with annual irrigation of rice fields, or in areas

where the yield of protein per acre is grossly in favor of pond
culture (fish such as Grass Carp or other herbivorous species for
local consumption, or shellfish for export) where lands have a
low plant productivity due to bad soil conditions. In the
industrialized countries cheap protein is also important, but
here consumption increases are largely in the form of "fast-food"
fillets for fish sandwiches and deep fried catfish. Indeed, the
largest aquaculture sector in the U.S. is Mississippi Valley
catfish farming, and the single largest fish processor in the

U.S. is a catfish processing plant.

(2.) The Health Benefits of Seafood: In North America and Western
Europe, the increased recognition of the health benefits of
seafood mostly spawned by the educational efforts of such
institutions as the Heart Association and the National Marine
Fishery Service, has ledto a greater consumption of fish and

shellfish. Consumers whoincreased their consumption for health
reasons, are normally more interested in the expensive product

forms, such as fresh or frozen salmon.



Unfortunately for Alaskan fisherman, the increased awareness and
consumption occurred coincidentally with the advent of the
Norwegian pen reared salmon industry - though not because of it,
as some would claim. Through aggressive marketing and government
subsidized production and shipping (including heavily under-
written air freight rates on the government owned airline SAS)
the Norwegians made heavyinroads in this product niche of the
seafood industry. Our Alaskan commercial fisherman, unprotected
from this heavily subsidized, government organized marketing
blitz into their traditional markets, have not enjoyed the
benefits of increased demand through higher prices or expansion
of market opportunities for our other salmon species, such as
frozen reds and ocean bright pinks. So, Norwegian salmon has not
jr t hurt trollers, it haslimiteddiversification opportunities

for gillnet and seine caughtfish as well,

There is really ‘'only one market for quality salmon. This market
is worldwide and must absorb all inventory, both fresh and fresh-
frozen. As fresh-farmed salmon output increases, it cuts into
the commercial high quality fresh-frozen market where Alaskan
fish has been traditionally been dominant. Present worldwide
production of wild salmon is 600,000 to 700,000 metric tons, the
vast majority of which is pink, chum and sockeye salmon. Only
70,000 to 80,000 metric tons are high quality coho and king
salmon, and it is these fish which are facing competition from
pen-reared salmon. This competition is increasing yearly. The

production of pen-reared salmon worldwide is expected to approach



150.000 metric tons by 1990. Such an increase will nearly triple
the present volume of high quality salmaon. In the world market,
Western Europe, Canada, and the United States represent "the
marketplace" for high-quality salmon. The troll industry's fresh
and fresh-frozen product has already felt the impact of market
competition from pen reared fish, Our king salmon price to
fisherman has dropped from 52.50/ Ib in 1985 to $1.80/Ib in
1986. Cohos dropped .50 cents /Ib this past winter when a large

inventory of Norwegian fish was dumped on the French market.

Demand for this high quality fish just can't expand as fast as
the supply is growing. Studies indicate that every man, woman and
child in the United States would need to exchange a meat dinner

for a salmon dinner toincrease consumption by 25,000 metric tons

per year.lf pen-reared salmon production does reach 150,000
metric tons by 1990, then a population the size of the United
States would have to eat six salmon dinners per year that they

are not presently consuming. This is a product which retails for
56.00 to 58.00 a Ib. Any economist will tell you that it is
unreasonable to expect such a demand increase to occur in such a
short time. It also means that the enormous amount of high
quality salmon on the market will have to sell at reduced prices
to compete within its own market niche, with other seafood, and

with a more competitive red meat and poultry industry.



This problem was headlined in the December 1986 edition of FISH
FARMING INTERNATIONAL which read, "SURPLUS  SALMON  WARNING

PRODUCTION  MAY EXCEED DEMAND BY 23,000 TONS". The article stated
that an imbalance of projected supply and demand by 1990 (three
years from now) could cause sharp price reductions and upset
profit margins. It stated that lower margins would force the
least efficient producers out of the industry and preclude small-
scale new entrants. It went on to say that farms which produce
less than 500 tons per year (this latter type of large facility
has a cost of US$3 million +) would not have the product volume
capacity to reach profit margins. They state that such large
investment would be very risky, since a stock loss every five

years through disease or the effects of unseasonable weather

would yield zeronet returns. Such losses are not without
precedent. Salmon farmers in Norway, on the Sunshine coast of
B.C., and at the National Marine Fisheries Service experimental

farm at Little Port Walter in Southeast Alaska, have experienced
such losses fromalgal blooms, stress inducedby harassment from

marine mammals, and from disease.

Commercial fisherman, as users of a wild, common property

resource have been striving for years to stabilize natural

fluctuations through hatchery enhancement and resource
allocation. Pacific coast fisherman, in trying to solve those
problems via the U.S./Canada Treaty, will face not only an

increase in  production from salmon farms, but the need to market

the expected great increases in wild and ocer ; “leased hatchery



stocks resulting from the U.S./Canada Treaty. Canada and the
Pacific States plan to release 2.6 billion enhancement salmon by
1990 - an increase of 245 percent! Add to this the increases
from natural stocks rebuilding to maximum sustainable yield. This
represents a tremendous investment in management and enhancement
dollars, and tremendous sacrifices by our fishermen to achieve
wild stock rebuilding. Pen reared salmon compete with these fish

and dilute the value of our already massive investment.

It is also frequently asserted that penned salmon won't compete
with Alaskan wild stock salmon since most of our production
occurs during the summer, whereas penned salmon are sold in the
winter, In  fact, 10% of all pen reared salmon i% sold in the
summer. As long as penned salmon production was low, its summer
market impact was not too severe. The total Alaska troll king
and coho salmon production was about 9,700 MT in 1985. If full
projected pen reared salmon production of 150,000 MT is reached
by 1990, then a 10% summer market competition will be 15,000 MT
in  the summer of 1990. That is, they will dump more fresh fish in
the summer market alone than the entire Alaskan troll production.
As we have said, Alaskans in general will lose from this
competition since the development of new product forms of
pink/chum/and sockeye, le. fresh frozen ocean bright quality,
will Dbe out-competed by the fresh farmed fish industry which has
already developed its market strategy. But, the hardest hit will
be the troll fleet, Qur product, both fresh and fresh-frozen,

competes head to head with pen reared salmon.
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BIOLOGICAL CONCERNS

Additionally, salmon farming poses threats to our native stocks
and our rearing habitat in Southeast. The rapidly growing
aquaculture industry faces two big environmental problems; self-
inflicted water pollution around the fish farms, and disease

epidemics in the pens.

The problem of pollution from feces and unconsumed feed poses a
real habitat problem. Most of the choice sites for aquaculture

are important as nursery areas for other juvenile fish and

shellfish. The problem of bottom habitat degradation s
exemplified by the history of log storage facilities. The
scientific literature is full of descriptions of the harmful

effects to critical environments from hydrogen sulfide pollution

the same pollutant by-product associated with salmon farms.

As for disease, in 1983 epidemics cost the farmed salmon
industry approximately $110 million. Much of this occurred when
a Dbacterial disease in  Norway forced 29 out of 40 farms to
slaughter their entire stock. Fish farmers, and feed lot farmers
in general, respond to diseases with antibiotics which can lead
to new virulent forms of disease. Virulency can take the shape
of drug resistant disease strains or as new forms of disease to
which natural stocks have little or no immunity. The major

countries producing farmed salmon have either destroyed their



£1

natural runs or never had them, so they have no natural stocks at
risk. However, Alaska produces 90% of all U.S. landings, which

equates to 43% of the world landings, from wild, natural runs of

salmon. Can we really afford to risk a major disease induced
crash of our wild stocks? We think not! Proponents of pen
rearing would like to "wish away" the disease problem, but its

not a simple thing to deal with and the risks are potentially

catastrophic.

MANAGEMENT AND F7 CAL CONCERNS

Pen rearing advocates are fond of stating that they aren't
seeking State loans and hence won't have a fiscal impact on State
government. This is a ruse. Loans aren't the only way of
impacting the budget. With revenues getting tighter and tighter
State resource managers are faced with doing more and more with
less and less. Introducing pen rearing will have an impact on
departments charged with regulating the seafood industry and
managing the State's tideland resources. DNR, DEC, Revenue and
ADF&G  will all have to gear up to deal with permitting,
regulating and otherwise managing this new industry. You tell me
what it will cost! The only certain thing is that it won't be
cheap, and that it will negatively impact already shrinking
management efforts applied to our existing fisheries

| think it would be very wise to have a detailed examination of

the fiscal impacts of this legislation before proceeding further.



We have previously mentioned the U.S./Canada Treaty. Two
additional programs were sold by the State of Alaska to the
fishing fleet which promised a long term future and stability,
Limited Entry and Salmon Enhancement. Though these programs hold
promise, they have put the troll fleet in a precarious make-it or
break-it balance. The farming of salmon can upset this balance.
It is important to remember that Limited Entry was instituted to
control excess effort and give assurances to fisherman that a
reasonable livelihood could be obtained. The State also invested
heavily in this process by making State loans available and by
instituting additional programs which would benefit limited Entry
participants and the seafood industry. Such basic assurances
encouraged many Alaskans to invest their lives and wealth in this
newly stabilized industry. If the State now decides to allow pen

rearing of salmon, which competes directly with Limited Entry

fisherman, it will have Dbroken its trust with the existing
industry. Additionally, salmon enhancement was conceived and
developedin Alaska through a legislative process, the main
intent of which was to exclude "private-for-profit" salmon
farming or ranching. The Alaska Legislature understood at that

time the social and economic implications of private salmon
culture on a healthy commercial fishing industry. Those
legislators understood that salmon culture was capital intensive
and would likely be dominated by out-of-State extractive
investment unless regulated to ensure that control and benefits

remained in Alaska.
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OVERSELLING THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF SALMON PEN REARING

Proponents of pen rearing salmon like to claim that they will be
able to produce 1,900 jobs. Just hoiv many of these w ill be held
by Alaskans? A recent T.V. documentary promoting the salmon
farming industry made a sad, unintended joke of this claim,
stating that on the large fish farms on the Sunshine Coast in

British Columbia you need to speak Norwegian to get by. We

strongly contend that this new industry will not create 1,900 new
jobs. On the contrary, it may well displace that many and more
existing jobs in the seafood industry and its' supporting

industries (shipwrights, fuel and food suppliers, etc.).

The Southeast troll fishery has the highest residency rate of any
fishery in the state. Fully 85 percent of our fishermen live here
in Alaska. Last year this represented nearly 3,500 fisherman and
crew memhbers. Using a standard 2.2 employment multiplier for

Southeast indicates that the troll fishery alone may generate a

total employment of 7,700 fishing, processing and support
industry jobs, all of which are in some degree of jeopardy from
pen rearing. Many trollers are barely making it now. Further,
price slumps will place even more fishermen in the marginal
category, forcing many to seek scarce winter employment on shore,
and others to quit entirely. To the extent that Alaska based pen
rearing hurts Alaskan fishermen, and it will, we are talking

about displacing existing investment with new investment and new



people. As residents of Alaska, we want to see more jobs and
more economic stability in our communities for the people that
live here now, The following analogy exemplifies our dilemma.
The Chamber of Commerce is always a strong local proponent of
development. That is,until a Fred Meyers, Safeway, or
McDonalds' wants to come to town. We all know that this s
because the Chamber is made up of Jocally-owned small restaurant,
grocery and shop owners who want some development, but not "that
kind" of development. They know from painful experience that such
new development often simply displaces existing industry owned
and run by local people. That is the threat our fishermen - your

neighbors - see and feel.

Pen-rearing is the latest economic  "buzz word". Its logical
conclusion s market saturation and aneconomic shake-out.
Alaska's late leap onto the bandwagon - which will run out of gas

about the time our production reaches market size - means more
economic instability in communities which have suffered enough
from the boom/bust economy which has characterized Alaska. The

hype over salmon farms reminds me of a similar, though not so

global, "new opportunity” in the early 1970's. Remember "worm
farms"? Sportsfishermen surely wanted worms and the worm casts
made a wonderful plant mix. The only problem was market
saturation, Toward the end of that little boom, the only real
money in worms was in selling the technology and equipment to
"new farmers"! lsn't it interesting that Norway has curtailed

developing new salmon farms, but is very hot on exporting its



technology, fry and pens to "new farmers" worldwide? They see
the shake-out coming. We'd best have our eyes open too! This
isn't just my opinion and advice, as | 'm repeating sentiments
which are increasingly being expressed in the international
aquaculture industry press, most notably FISH FARMING

INTERNATIONAL.

Salmon farming is capital intensive rather than labor intensive.
Multi-national companies and foreign banks will put up the bulk
of the start up dollars, and they will expect the earnings to
flow back to them, as do out-of-State companies such as Fred
Meyers or Safeway. Those profits won't be retained in the local
community. Multi-national corporations are known to come in for
the quick initial profits and sell out or just quit business for

tax losses which offset other corporate gains. This is not just

hype.

Certainly, wise foreign investment in Alaska is needed. We need
the inflow of capital. However, such investment should be in the
form of joint ventures with Alaskans, not just a license to steal
from our resource base. Unfortunately, this bill does not address
the issue of controlling the form and rate of growth of this
proposed new industry to ensure that Alaskans are the primary
beneficiaries (nor has the Alaska Mariculture Association put
forth —any proposals in this regard). Because of the start-up and
operating costs involved, "Ma & Pa" type Alaskan operations will
have a difficult time even "getting their foot in the door", and

it is even more doubtful that any who did get started could stay



afloat if hit with a disease outbreak or a down turn in the
market which all experts project within the next 3-5 years.
Advocates of pen rearing like to sell the idyllic view of rural
coastal Alaska sprinkled with hundreds of small scale, family run
salmon farming operations. We see pictures of the old world charm
of Norway with a neat, trim Jlittle salmon farm in the foreground.
What you, as Legislators, aren’'t being told is that the
Norwegians were only able to accomplish that through strict
controls on the size of farms, establishment of quasi-public

marketing agencies to ensure sales stability and fair treatment

of individual small producers, absolute limits on the total
number of entrants, etc. - in sum, strong central control over
the magnitude, location and conduct of development. Nobody is

even talking about those kinds of controls here. So, what wil

our development really look like?. 0Odds are it will take the form
of large corporate farms with minimal labor inputs. Wherever
possible these will bhe located outside existing cities ofr
villages to avoid local taxes. Managerial personnel will be

largely non-Alaskan. This is hardly a view to gladden the hearts
of those who see salmon farming zs a means to alleviate rural

poverty in Alaska, but it is accurate. Just look at what has

happened in B.C.

It would be interesting to know if Sealaska, one of the main
promoters of this new industry, plans to invest it's own capital,

or is it looking for foreign investment capital?
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SUMMARY

It’s true that many of the aforementioned impacts will occur
whether or not Alaska allows the farming of salmon. We can do
little more than prepare for the glut of high priced fish by
assuring our quality standards and strongly promoting the market
virtues of "WildAlaskan Fresh And Fresh-Fr zen Salmon."

The only real justification for permitting the pen rearing of
salmon in Alaska s to produce benefits for residents of the
State. We need to know in what manner and under what conditions
pen rearing of salmon can produce benefits to Alaskans which

outweigh tha social and economic costs of introducing the new

industry. The only answer which make sense to us, is one which
compliments the existing industry rather than bringing in new
people to compete with the existing seafood industry.

Unfortunately, the advocates of pen rearing have not provided us
with such a solution, and failing that, we don't see any good
reason why the State of Alaska should actively contribute to
aggravating difficulties for its own industry by permitting and

promoting pen rearing of salmon here.

If entrepreneurs want to develop new aquaculture opportunities
which do not negatively impact our existing industrial base
that's great. Indeed, we think there are many opportunities for
Alaska to get ahead of the competition in new aquaculture
technologies. There ir already interesting work going on with

scallops and oysters, and there is —available technology for



lobster culture which might well be adaptable to high value
Alaska crab species. These, and a host of other opportunities are
what you should be encouraging. However, we ask you to say no to
pen rearing of salmon, and urge you to beware of placing the
State in a position of having to cope with the economic

instability of a new industry which is nearing a major shake-out

worldwide.
| would like to close my testimony with these thoughts from an
article in the January, 1987 issue (pg. 5) of SEAFOOD

INTERNATIONAL headlined "Salmon Prices Fall As Supply Forecasts

Rise":

"Salmon prices are falling, and the Irish Sea Fisheries
Board (BIM) is predicting they will continue to do so
over the next five years. BIM commissioned a study to
examine the potential supply and demand situation for
farmed Atlantic salmon in the next decade, and the
effects of increased production levels on prices. Using
information based on the Norwegian, Scottish and Irish
salmon farming industries, BIM concludes that adherence
to strict quality standards and efficiency in production,
marketing and distribution will become of crucial import-
ance; but prices will still fall. (S)ome experts were
forecasting... salmon prices...on a par with cod. The last
two months of 1986 certainly saw a drop in price levels
(in Europe).In the USA plentiful supplies also pushed

prices down, and this is expected to continue. Meanwhile,
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in all countries, pr iduction forecasts are up for this
year. Future emphasis is likely to bhe on frozen fillets,
portions, blocks and prepared items, with merchandising
aimed at convincing the consumer that each country's

salmon is the best.'



MEMORTINTDUM QU*p& -
e S S r N Cotten / W . *« -
i"Hayer, DGC 0/ff

FROM: Brent Paine, staff
Rep. Rieger "]

DATE: March 15, 1987

RE: Criteria For Basing DNR's Best Interest Findings For
Tideland Leases

AS 38.05. . CRITERIA FOR ISSUANCE OF A PERMIT AND/OR LEASE.
(a) The commissioner shall issue a permit if he/she finds
that

(1) the proposed means of construction are ade-

(2) the proposed use of tideland is beneficial;, and
(3) the proposed permit and/or lease is in the
public interest.

quate;

(b In determining the public interest, the commissioner

shall c%nsMer

(1) the benefit to the applicant resulting from the
proposed permit and/or "ease;

(2) the of the economic activity resulting
from the proposed permit and/or lease;

(3) the effect on fish & game resources and on
public recreational opportunities;

(4) the effect on public health;

(5) the intent and ability of the applicant to
complete the proposed activity for which the permit and/or
lease is applied for;

(6) the effect upon access to navigable or public
waters.

AS 38.05. . PREFERENCE IN GRANTING PERMTTS AND/OR LEASES
When there are competing applications for uideland use, and
the tideland area is insufficient to provide for all appli-
cants, the commissioner shall give preference first to (some-

one who will own the operation and live within the general
area of the tideland site ???) and then to the use which alone
or in combination with other foreseeable uses will constitute

the most beneficial use

AS 38.05. TERMS OF PERMIT AND/OR LEASE

AS38.05. TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION, COMPLETION, AND PROVE UP.



AS38>05. NOTICES; OBJECTIONS. (a) Upon receipt of an
application, the commissioner shall prepare a notice contain-
ing the location and extent of the proposed permit and/or
lease, the name and address of the applicant and other
information he/she considers pertinent. The notice shall
state that within 15 days of publication or service of notice,
persons may file with the director written objections, stating
the name and address of the objector, and any facts tending to
show that rights of the objector or the public interest would
be adversely affected by the proposed permit and/or lease.

(b)  The commissioner shall publish the notice at the
applicant's expense in one issue of a newspaper of general
distribution in the area of the state in which the permit

and/or lease will be located. The commissioner may also have
notice served upon any person who may be affected by the
proposed permit and/or lease. The commissioner may serve

notice upon any governmental agency, political subdivision or
person; notice shall also be served upon the Department of
Fish and Game and the Department of Environmental Conserva-
tion.

(c) Within 15 days of publication or service of notice,
an interested person may file an objection. The commissioner
may hold hearings upon giving due notice and shall grant,
deny, or condition the applicant in whole or in part within 30
days of receipt of the last objection or, if the commissioner
elects to hold hearings, within 90 days of receipt of the last
objection,

(d) If no objection is filed, the commissioner may
proceed to make his/her determination upon the application.

(e) A person aggrieved by the action of the commissioner
to grant, deny or condition an application in accordance with
(c) of this section may appeal to the superior court.

(f) _ The commissioner may, by regulation, designate types
of activities which are exempt from this section and provide
simplified procedures for ruling on the applications.



MEMORANDUM
T0: DNR~~

FROM: Brent C. Paine, staff
Representative Steve Rieger

DATE: April 10, 1987

RE: Permit Process for Mariculture Operations

In reviewing the existing process for permitting a mariculture
operation, | believe this existing process is a good starting
point. The current project consistency review procedures with
some minor modifications, as implemented by the Division of
Governmental Coordination, can be utilized as a method of
reviewing mariculture applications and expediting them through
the various state agencies involved,

As | understand the current process for permitting an opera-
tion involving the development of the tideland and submersed
lands, it is structured such that the tideland lease is the
last state authorization filed for. The applicant begins the
process by completing a Coastal Project Questionnaire to
determine which permits are needed. Knowing what permits are
needed, the applicant first file for the federal approvals,
such as a Section 10 permit and or a Section 404 permit, and
any EPA permits and associated coastal zone consistency
permits. Also at this time the applicant files for the
necessary state permits, such as the ADEC 401 certification
and the DNR tideland permit. | believe the applicant usually
does not file for a lease until the other permits are issued.
He/she probably applies for a one year tideland permit to
reserve the site.

What are the problems? | see two major problems that fall
within DNR's jurisdiction. The first is establishing criteria
which the Commissioner can use to determine his/her best
interest findings, especially with competing interests for one
site. The second problem is speculation by people wanting to
obtain use of tideland sites for use other than an aquaculture
farm. A third concern expressed during hearings on HB 108 s
the lack of the public notice/hearing process. Lastly, a
concern of a land manager is the potential influx of work
caused by creating a new industry. | believe we need a
process that utilizes the existing state and federal agencies,
and allows for their action on the permits that fall under
their realm of authority.

A possible solution would be to create a consolidated aquatic
farm (CAF) permit which requests most of the information in
the draft language | sent you on 3/28. Under this CAF permit,
each agency w ill hav-i a role, based on their statutory



responsibility and expertise. This CAF permit should not be
issued until all the other permits (Corps Sec. 10/404, DEC
401, ect) have been approved, and proper public noticel/review
has been conducted

plicant submits a complete package to
the coordinating agency (DGC), he/she will have to provide
detailed information, which the consolidated aquatic permit
will require. This is where speculation can be stopped. We
can make the CAF approval happen over a period of a couple
years, giving the initial approval based on some kind of
schedule required by the applicant. If the applicant does not
meet the agreed terms (prove up), the CAF permit can be
revoked. The burden of showing proof should be on the appli-
cant.

Conceptually, when the ap
(

Regarding DNR's specific role in this permit process, | see a
couple of changes needed. First we have to ask what is DNR's
role. | feel DNR's role is:

1) land planning/managing,

2) prevent speculation,

3) ensure the site is developed and if not, withdraw of

the lease, and
4) adjudicate conflicting uses.

We need a system were a potential farmer can do some initial
site investment/research, with some insurance that if the site
proves feasible, hel/she can get the lease, without allowing
speculation on good sites. What | suggest could happen is
that under the CAF permit, the applicant can first obtain a
limited tideland use permit, similar to your existing permit.
However, the applicant must meet certain goals or markers over
a set period of time, or else the permit can bhe revoked. [If
all goes well, he/she establishes a good site, then the permit
can be converted into a lease, with preference for the lease
given to the permit holder. It should not bhe a competitive
lease, but instead the value should be based on fair market
value or some percent of fair market value. The farmer wil

be paying a tax on the value of his/her product, (about 3%),
very similar to the fisheries business tax, and allowed a tax
credit equal to a percent of the cost of the lease.

Regarding criteria by which the Commissioner can determine
best use findings and make a decision, we can look to British
Columbia and Washington State regulations to see what they use
in their determination. The language for this should be in
regulation, as it probably will be changed initially. One
solution to allowing a temporary process is to adopt interim
guidelines in regulation that can be sunsetted after we arrive
at a set of criteria that we know works well. The reason for
this is the newness of this industry. Until we get a few
operations through the process and in operation, we can only
guess at what will work properly. One problem that | am
experiencing is that the criteria or guidelines for permitting



a site goes beyond the scope of DNR's responsibility as shown
above. ADFG, ADEC and the federal agencies like the Corps a:.
EPA have expertise and concerns in their respective areas. Wt
therefore need to get back to a coordinated approach to review
and regulation of this relatively new industry. Therefore, a
set of guidelines linked to the approval of the Consolidated
Aquatic Farm Permit including a coordinated agency effort is
what | see as needed. However, getting back to DRN's role, |
can envision a set of criteria like the following: (please
note that these guidelines are also for the CAF permit)

1. Operations Plan (to be submitted and approved by DNR)
- improvements at site (e.g., pens, log booms);
Pen number, size and configuration;
Schedule of development and maintenance;
Fish species cultured;
Size at harvest;
Annual production;
Source of eggs and smolt;
Use of chemicals (e.g., antibiotics)
Antifoulant use.

2. Environmental Surveys

A. Site Characterization Survey
A site characterization survey should be performed prior to
permit application. I't will serve three functions. The
primary purpose would be to provide the state with the infor-
mation necessary to evaluate the potential extent of environ-

mental effects. It will also provide the applicant with
information critical to determining the suitability of the
site for culture. Lastly, it will serve to identify any other

competing uses for the site.

B. Hvdroaraphic/Bathvmetric Survey
Depth of water and current velocity and direction data, along
with salinity, temperature, and dissolved oxygen profiles
3ha|| be collected for the site. Also include water quality
ata.

3. Habitat Surveys

Net-pens should not be located where their siting is likely to
affect habitats important to commercial, sport or subsistence
fisheries, that are of critical ecological importance.
Habitats of special significance include habitats having
significant populations of, or which are important to the
feeding, reproduction or other life stages of crab, herring,
cod, rock fish, and salmon. The determination of whether the
site is of special significance to these species will be
determined by ADFG on a case-by-case basis.

4. Conflicting Use Surveys



DNR should establish a list of all uses of the tidelands, and
research should be done to determine what use the potential
site might be incurring, and at best, determine if mariculture
activity will compete, enhance or otherwise have no effect on
such activity. Somewhat all uses including mariculture should
be designated as have equal chance for use of a site (subsis-
tence???) . Biological criteria are fairly easy to determine,
however, other human use criteria is rather subjective.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES

MEMORANDUM

T0: Rep. Ben Grussend
FROM: Rep. Sam Cotten
SUBJECT: Mariculture visit
DATE: June 20. 1987

Rep. Ellis wishes to visit the Little Port
hatchery. Though | do not know the status

Committee's FY 87 budget, | hope that there
in there to cover Rep. EIllis' plane charter
If there is, please release up to $400 to cover

Thank you for your help.

POUCH V
JUNEAU, ALASKA £l00t
(907) 466-3715

fish
Resources
enough money
Juneau.
charter.
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STATE RESOURCE BILL 106 HOUSE RESOURCE BILL 100

1 APR... 8 1987
tty name is Rocky Stone. | am a Cordova resident. Ity partner, Robert Sullivan
and | have made our living in the Copper River-Prince '."illiam Sound fishery
for 2*years. 85* of our income is recycled here in Alaska. Alaska harvests
130 salmon yearly. It's fishing industry is the largest employer of permns
in the state.

Those who think fish farming will be labor intensive should think twice.
Norway now offers a robot feeder that can assess conditions of fish farms and
administer the food, which means that one person and a computer are all that

is needed most of the year,.

In reports I've read, the Norwegians are faced with disease and genetic deterio-
ration threats to their salmon. They have already invested 12 million dollars

in a cryogenic gene bank '-nd have imposed farm free zones near wild streams.

A new disease, the "hitra" is responsible forGO” of salmon disease in Norway.
This and market saturation are big problems for them. Findings now show that
Norway's getting out of this, selling their technology to us, and we're being
conned.

Now Norwegian companies, fleeing stringent guidelines of that country, are moving

in with a vengeance to B.C. where no controls on farm size and ownership exist.
Canada's calling for moratoriums and is worried about disease and the wiping

out of her wild stock.

To quote a brief to the Gillespie Commission in B.C., "assurances of the fish
fanning industry are worthless. In the event of a genetic or disease catas-
trophe, the huge cost and lost fish production would be borne entirely by the
public. It is impossible to nut a dollar value on mid s Imon resources, and
yet this is what we risk in the absence of proper safeguards.”

These same problems are going to plague us and farmers will be treating fish
with hormones, antibiotics and chemicals. Already TBT, an anti-fouling agent,
has been detected in penreared salmon in U.G. markets. This hardly speaks of

quality and we don't need to be a part of it.

People arc concerned about heart attacks and cancer. Witness the drastic
decline in beef sales in the lost 2 years. With some marketing expertise,
we could rely on the consumer to refuse fish that's a health hazard too.

| read last week that by 1990, just 3 years from now, there will bhe 173,000
metric tons of farmed salmon on the market...23,000 tons in excess of the total
world demand. With this in mind, we're crazy to be wasting money and time on

fish farming.

With some marketing ingenuity, we can close this window of panic and open a
door of opportunity. we could easily be in a position of having the only
quality fish left in the world Alaska WILD salmon.

0x S3 1
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Voting 'Yes": King
Cruise
Troll
Bartholomew
Voting 'No" McCarty
Steward
Absent: Hansen
4 votes required for passage
Effective date: 4/20/87

KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH
Resolution No. 713

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE
KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH, ALASKA,
URGING A THOROUGH STUDY OF THE
BIOLOGICAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF
FEN-REARING SALMON

RECITALS

A, The salmon fishing industry is a major contributor
to the economy of Ketchikan and is vital to the State of
Alaska's overall economy. [t is a resource worth protect-
ing, enhancing, and stimulating.

B. Ocean ranching of salmon, raising smolts in
hatcheries and sending them out to sea to return as adults,
is and will continue to be the most important enhancement
effort in Alaska. The cornerstone of these enhancement
projects is the State's unique system of public and private
nonprofit hatcheries which enjoys the full support of our

commercial fishing fleets.

C. Alaskan fishermen are opposed to the inclusion of
salmon in proposed State legislation on aquaculture because
of the belief it will create market competition with pro-
ducts of existing salmon fisheries, competition for avail-
able enhancement sites, potential danger to the wild salmon
stocks, and pollution in Alaska's bays and estuaries which
are vital habitat for natural outmigrating salmon fry.

D. The biological and economic effects of salmon farm -
ing,pen-rearing of salmon, on the State's existing pro-
grams, existing wild salmon stocks, and the existing salmon
fishing industry have not yet been fully defined,.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE
KET' HIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH, ALASKA, as follows:

Section 1. The Assembly of the Ketchikan Gateway Bor-
ough urges the Alaska State Legislature to conduct a thor-
ough study of the Dbiological and economic effects of
pen-rearing salmon before enacting legislation allowing for
salmon farming in Alaskan waters.

Section 2. The Assembly further suggests that such a
study address at least the following issues:
S

a. the effects, economic and otherwise, of salmaon
farming on the State's commercial fisheries, sport
fisheries, subsistence fisheries, related private
enterprises, and existing ocean ranching programs;’

b. the protection and availability of State tidelands
including pollution control and environmental
impacts on wildstock salmon, communities, other

R713/0R
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entrepreneurs, the development will happen elsewhere where the
political climate is more receptive. As a consequence, the fish
VAvllal\l,k still be produced and exported worldwide, at no benefit to
| will be finishing my Master's Degree in 1988 and | hope to be
abIe to return to Alaska to develope™ my own mariculture business.
[f I'm faced with an u,o I bactle all the way and denied the
opportunity to earn a liv |n1g manner | choose ;1T he
forced to "go elsewhere, hats the cold, hard reality for
Alaska. — Alaska can't afford to loose creative, forw d thinking
people that care about the State and it's future.

Sincerely,

Lucy Wold



Jon C. Zuck
4340 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

April 7, 1987

Representative Sam Cotten
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Cotten:

As a resi. ant of the State of Alaska in House District 9, | urge
you to support proposed House Bill No. 108, "An Act relating to
aquatic -farming; and providing -for an e-f-fective date".

Tremendous potential exists within the State of Alaska -for
development o-f an economically viable mariculture industry. This
budding industry could complement the present sea-food/fishing
industry in providing year-round employment opportunities,
opening new markets -for quality sea-food products, maintaining
conservation e-f-forts in our -fisheries resources, in addition to
adding new sources of revenues to the State's economy. The
essence of the proposed bill is a framework to provide means in
which to encourage responsible private sector development of
mariculture opportunities. In structuring this mariculture bill,
| believe careful attention must be given to streamline the
present permitting process, to ensure an Alaskan owned and
operated interest, and to avoid conflicts with existing
fisheries (ie, salmon fisheries).

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

cc: Representative Drue Pearce
Representative Alyce Hanley
Representative Steven Rieger
Representative Mike Navarre



Peratrovich, Nottingham & Drage, Inc.

1506 West 36th Avenue « Suite 101 ¢ Anchorage. Alaska 99503 ¢ 907-561-1011

April 7, 1987 3D 87000t

Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Dear Representative Herrmann:

With regard to HB No. 108 relating to mariculture, | would like to express my
support for this concept. The U.S. seafood industry is making large strides
in market development and research, but still does not have the competitive

edge. There is no question that Alaska has very little to say about markets
and prices.

Market stabilization, support of hatcheries and use of now wasted products
would all be directly related to a sound mariculture program. Instead of
competing directly with present Alaska fishing methods, mariculture could
instead complement the industry.

| was told that recent testimony indicated that Alaskan's do not contribute to
mariculture. Attached is a photo of a "Norwegian Limit" fish rearing pen
designed by Alaskans which is capable of handling rough water. This method
is, to my knowledge, in advance of the present Norwegian technology. This pen
is presently used in Valdez to start feed about 50 million pinks and chums
each spring before release and later in the year to imprint king salmon at
Anderson Bay.

As a matter of interest, Alaska Pish and Game has developed better fish
ladders and fish incubators than were available outside.

Alaska DOT/PF has done significant arctic research and development with roads
and foundations for both land and marine installations. They built the first
cable stayed bridge in the United States (see s'taehment). Alaskans were
responsible for many of the unique desigis and new technology used on the
Trans Alaska Pipelf j. Aluminum anodes for protection of steel marine
structures from corrosion are now being considered as an industry by Alaskans
simply by recycling aluminum cans.

In short, given the chance, Alaskans can develop technology as well as anyone
and mariculture is no exception.



Representative Adelheid Herrmann
April 7, 19S7/S7000r
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Please consider the mariculture bill for its long term economic benefits to
Alaska.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dennis Nottingham, P.E.
President

DN/jk/LR

cc: Representatives Sain Cotten
Lyman Hoffman
Cliff Davidson
Mike Nevarre
Dick Shultz
John Sund
Henry Springer
Drue Pearce

Peratrovich, Nottingham & Drage, Inc.

fyy Engineering Consultants
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MARINE CONCEPTS:® SILTATION CONT
-FISH EXCLUSI1ION

FISH CONTAI NMENT

ROL

Peratrovich, Nottingham & Drage, Inc. has been involved with development of marine
components and structures serving to isolate silty water frounfish habitat or to isolate
fish- These developments to date have been in the form of floating fish rearing pens and
filter fabric silt curtains with combinations possible.

The potential to perform in rough
water, light ice environments, and
limited currents are features that
have application to many situations.

ﬁ Joatln fish pen at VaIdez cover
acre aﬂ 1S c ns ructe 0
| mch

t wall |ameer lee
w spemal élS ﬁ
rticylation .n eavyOI seas an

looding contingency “detatls.
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SOX GIRDER BRIDGES

Modern welding procedures allow the creation of bridges with remarkable stability
and redundancy features by utilizing steel box girders. These bridges can take many
forms as are shown on the accompanying photos. PN&D has extensive Alaskan
experience with box girder bridges and continues to develop this technology.

YUKON RIVER BRIDGE
(NEAR FAIRBANKS)

This award winning design spanning the Yukon
River is a steel orthotropic structure that
carries both the Trans-Alaska Pipeline and
vehicular traffic. One of the first of its kind
in the United States, it was also the most
difficult link in this great Alaskan project.



KAKE FLOATING
FERRY TRANSFER
STRUCTURE

Budges limitations for small
communities do not allow use
of more expensive "Cordova-
type", pile supported, ferry
transfer structures. This led
to the development of lower
first-cost floating systems,
such as this one at Kake. The
all-steel system utilizes a
double orthojropic box girder
system.



SECTIDM AT MIDSPAN

H FORK
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North Fork Anchor River Bridge
is of composite concrete and

double steel box girder
construction for highway
loading.
A
v

SECTION AT ABUTMENT

KUPARLS5K RIVER

BRIDGE CIN
THE ARCTIC!)

1981 First Place in Heavy
Construction Project of the
Year, Alaska Construction £
Oil magacine, and Third Place
in the James F. Lincoln Arc
Welding Foundation National
Awards. One of the strongest
bridges known, accommodating
2,600-ton vehicles, this
structure is utilised in oil
prod iction development on
Alaska's North Slope. Four
steel box girders bridge spans
of 100 feet.



HURRICANE

GULCH BRIOGE
One of the largest two-
hinged arches in the
United States, this
bridge at Hurricane
Gulch on the Parks
Highway is supported by

steel box ribs.
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SITKA HARBOR
BRIOGE

The Sitka Harbor bridge has
the distinction of being the
first cable stayed highway
oriage in the United cKates.
Since construction, other
states have adopted the live
load deflection  philosophy
utilized here ana are now
producing  these economical
structures with ever
increasing  spans. Double

steel box girders supported by
cables support the structure.

Demis :Nttjrzrqra,JrP p
3?’* Neg, PE,

Brat T. Olae, I'E,

Gl Emg&?;&j{lreﬁcl!moaﬁslal Bl noer Ing = UrMges/St nuctures « Fandat ias

raul ic* = Febafroe ad ke Plaming = Constnuct ion w injgesen:



U
M

SFS WRANGELL
ARINE FACILITY
This marine facility is
composed of a floating

warehouse, two covered boat
moorage areas and an open
float moorage for larger
vessels.

gal
m m vJOL

Lockers are provided to store
a wide variety of marine
supplies and equipment.

This view from beneath a covered
moorage area shows galvanized
rigid steel frames, concrete
floats and treated timber rails
and rub strips.
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Peratiovich, Nottingham & Drage, Inc.

xZVJ Engineering Consultants

Facility access dock, crane
and covered ramp are shown.

Galvanized steel, pressure
treated wood and concrete
floats insure a low

maintenance marine facility.
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USFS PETERSBURG
MARINE FACILITY

PN&D designed this steel-
framed, concrete float,
supported covered boat shelter
as part of a marine facility
for the U.S. Forest Service in
Petersburg, Alaska This
design provides improved
function and aesthetics over
past designs.

View o~ the covered access
ramp, covered boat shelter,
storage building and concrete
floats.
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SPIN-FIN PILES

Highly loaded tension piles are being used more frequently and in more diverse
applications. Conventional piles must therefore be Ilonger to resist these tension
loads. Peratrovich, Nottingham & Drage, Inc. (PN&D), has developed an innovative pile,
dubbed the "spin-fin," with tension characteristics that are superior to those of a normal
pipe pile, that does not require increasing the pile Ilength or making major pile

modifications. Spin-fin piles can be wused 1in mooring dolphins, docks, retaining wall
tiebacks, ice resistance piers, earthquake anchors, wind footings, or any other pile
foundation where anticipated uplift or impact loads may cause pile failure. Because of

their unique load deformation characteristics, these piles allow substan™ .al pile
deformation without catastrophic failure— even after repetitive loading.

A spin-fin pile 1iIs a
pipe with steel fins
welded at a batter, to
give the pile a screw-
like appearance and
characteristics. The
concept was developed by
PN&D to improve torsion
and uplift resistance 1in
driven piles.

Spin-Ffin piles being
fabricated by welding
steel plates to a pipe
pile.



A  hydraulic jack and load
beam were wused by PN&D to
conduct tests on 8" and 16"
diamecer spin-fin piles. An
ultimate tension load cf
over 200 tons was achieved
on a 16" pile with 20°
embedment.

74
5TT T

3L

Spin-fin piles are driven like
unmodified pipe piles, except
that the piles twist as they
penetrate the ground. The
diesel hammer shown here was
used to drive a 16" diameter
test pile.



The First field use of spin-fin piles was at the Seward Coal Transfer

Facility. Spin-fin piles were used as anchor foundations for conveyor belt
tensioning devices, and also as sheetpile wall tiebacks in the coal receiving
pit shown above. The coal car dump Tfacility won a Bronze”™ Award in the

national design contest conducted by the James F. Lincoln Arc Welding
Foundation in



PILE TENSION

SPIN FIN PILE CAPACITY

Design Philosophy

The tension Qload-deformation characteristics of spin-fin piles shows why
designers must modify the generally accepted concepts of factor-of-safety and
pile failure, if the spin-fin pile is to be properly utilized. The method of
dividing the ultimate capacity of a pile by a suitable factor-of-safety, as Iin
the case of unmodified piles, does not work for spin-fin piles because their
load capacity increases with deformation. Thus, the capacity of a spin-fin
pile should be determined by selecting a safe load from its load-deformation
curve for an allowable deformation that the structure can sustain w?thout
damage. Spin-fin capacity should be determined by allowable deformation.
Thus, the factor-of-safety for spin-fin piles may be rationally selected by
analysis.

1
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Jan Van Dort
Attorney At Law
603 East 4th Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-6659

February 18, 1987

Representative Sam Cotten
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: HB 108 - Mariculture

Dear Sam:
Please let me know the date and time of any hearing which
your committee will hold on House Bill 108. Thank you
— -Sincerely,

. Jan Van Dort



February 27, 1987 329 Lynnwood Drive
Anchorage, AK 99518

Rep. Sam Cotten
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

House B ill No. 108:
Aquatic Farming

Dear Representative Cotten:

We are writing this letter to express our support for House B ill
No. 108, of which you are a cc-sponsor. We would, however, like
to convey to you some of our concerns relative to this issue.

After sitting in on the legislative teleconference on February 25
in Anchorage, it was obvious that the commercial fishing industry,
as a whole, does not want aquatic farming allowed in this state,
which is not surprising. It is, however, very shortsighted. As
is pointed out in HB 108, this industry would "provide a
consistent source of quality food, provide new jobs, increase
state exports, create new commercial fishing and other business
opportunities, and increase the stability and diversity of the
state's economy;". We are hopeful that, when deliberating the
disposition of this bill, the Legislature will look beyond the
shortsighted and selfish concerns of the large commercial fishing
lobby and vote to pass it. The long-term benefits to our State
should outweigh the pockethooks of a few.

We realize *n industry such as this should be properly regulated
for the protection of public health and the species, t * we are
concerned that if there are too many constraints and costly
regulations imposed on this industry, only large companies would
be able to embark on starting a fish farming business. Starting
cin industry such as this should be something "Joe Public" could
get into, without having to spend all his capital on meeting the
requirements of the regulations attached to the permit,

In this regard, we think it is important for an average citizen to
be able to obtain funding for an endeavor such as this through the
Small Business Administration, or through a State grant. The
long-term benefits to the State would more than pay for the
initial investment to get an industry such as this off the ground.
It is obvious our state needs to diversify its capital base. A
renewable resource such as fish farming should bhe given high
priority in this regard.

We would appreciate your consideration of the above concerns when
considering HB 108.

Sincerely,

GEORGE W. ROCKHILL



ASCC

ALASKA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

310 Second Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-2323

April 3, 1987

The Honorable Sam Cotten

Alaska House of Representatives
Post Office Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Sam:

I wish to state the Alaska State Chamber®s wholehearted endorsement of HB 108.
The development of a viahle mariculture industry for Alaska is critically
important to all Alaska. New industry means private sector jobs and jobs mean
payroll. Alaska®s economy can be placed on a continued strong footing, but only

through State generated support.

Passage of HB 108 would send a real signal that the Alaska Legislature supports
a strong Alaska economy.

Cordially

George Krusz
President

GK:cbr
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May 1, 1987

Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Representative Sam Cotten

Co-Chairs
House Resources Committee
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811
Dear Representatives Herrmann and Cotten:

The Alaska Mariculture Association (AMA) wishes to extend its thanks
to the Resources Committee for the many long hours spent gathering
public comment on House Bill 108.

In response to a request during committee hearings by Representative
Davidson, | have prepared an assessment of the issues raised during
public testimony.

AMA Dbelieves it is important that the committee identify the .issues
needing further work or clarification so the measure can he modified
to ensure maximum benefits to Al<_L"a from development of a diverse

mariculture industry. This process will allow the committee to focus
its efforts on responding to the concerns raised by the public and

fashioning the best piece of legislation possible. We are pleased to
be able to contribute to this effort.

Competing Uses in the Tidelands

The prospect of the creation of numerous sea farms in our coastal
waters has focused attention on an issue of rising public concern:
how to balance competing uses of state tidelands and public waters as
Alaska's population expands and development extends to our more rural
areas. AMA believes the conct*ns raised about the tidelands
permitting process for marie Iture extend to all activities in our
coastal waters involving projects of long-term wuse, including
floating lodges, industrial parks, log transfer facilities, mining
terminals and private docks.

Members of the public have questioned whether the current permitting
system provides adequate opportunities for public comment and
protection of existing uses of our public waters. We believe the
present tidelands permitting process and coastal management program
provide the basic framework necessary to respond to these concerns.

130 Seward St.. Suite 201 + Juneau. Alaska 99801 + (907)463-3600



Representatives Herrmann and Cotten
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We are convinced that notification of c.ifected user groups, such as
commercial fishing groups and local fish and game advisory
committees, could be improved at very little expense and would help
ensure improved public review of all tidelands proposals.

The Department of Natural Resources also has suggested additional
policy guidelines in statute would help the agency in balancing
competing uses in the tidelands. AMA supports this goal, and suggests
the committee approach the issue from the perspective of all
tidelands uses. The planning director for the Kodiak Island Borough
summed up the situation well at a recent coastal management
conference when she suggested it doesn't make any sense to have two
sets of rules for use of the tidelands— one for mariculture and one
for everything else--when the impacts on competxng uses are the same.

Tideland Permits and Leases

Aguatic farming proponents also have raised tidelands issues of great
concern to existing and future sea farmers--the instability in
mariculture operations created by the current one-year permitting
system. Currently, DNR issues one-year permits which are revocable in
30 days without cause and require the tidelands user to reapply each
year with no assurances of securing continued use of the site over
competing applicants. The only existing alternative is a long-term
lease which requires an appraisal and survey costing $6,000-10,000.

This program should be revamped if the legislature in interested in
ere 'vng stable mariculture businesses.

Sit ig Guidelines and Minimizing Environmental Impacts

The environmental impacts of floating mariculture facilities can be
mnimized by proper siting guidelines. Studies conducted in Washington
State and Eritish Columbia have indicated that environmental impacts
of properly sited aquatic farms can be minimal. Testimony from the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has supported these
conclusions.

AMA has provided the committee with siting guidelines for salmon
farms which have been adopted by the State of Washington. We believe
these guidelines could provide a good starting point for Alaska to
develop its own guidelines. While it wouldn't bhe appropriate to put
siting guidelines into statute, the document could provide the
committee with some ideas for structuring policy language to guide
state agencies in developing siting guidelines.

Ownership and Structure of Salmon Farms

Some members of the public have voiced " mcern that salmon farms
would be owned or controlled by large .jrporations or foreign
interests, and that few benefits woula accumulate to Alaskans other
than a few low paying jobs. This concern is based upon the perception
that smaller salmon farms would not be competitive without massive
state assistance.
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While it is unclear just what are the economies of scale for salmon
farms in Alaska, the existing structure of the fishing industry
provides an excellent model for how small operations could be
successful. Qur fishing fleets are small-scale producers who have
close economic relaticiships with processing corporations which
provide the economy of scale fAr manufacturing and marketing.

Small "mom and pop" salmon farms could be independent "grow out"
facilities serviced by existing processing companies providing
smoits, feed and other supplies with tendering services. The
processors could then purchase the marketable fish from the farmers
for processing and marketing through existing infrastructure.

While it may also be difficult for medium-sized salmon farmers to
achieve economy of scale through vertical integration, the larger
farms could form cooperative arrangements for smolt and feed
production, processing and marketing. These operations also could
enter into agreements v/ith existing processors to fulfill those
functions.

The concern v;ith corporate or foreign control can be dealt with
through carefully conceived restrictions on the size of farms and
number of permits held by individuals, companies and groups of
investors. These restrictions could be combined with a tightening of
the definition of Alaska-owned companies or corporations allowed to
possess tideland permits.

Disease and Genetics

The Department of Fish and Game has testified that salmon farms and
other mariculture operations pose nc greater risk to wild stocks than
existing enhancement programs, provided similar procedures are
followed and the department has adequate resources. The existing
disease and genetics policies should be examined in the context of
mariculture to determine whether modifications are necessary or
public policies should be clarified in enabling legislation.

Economic Impacts on Traditional Fisheries

Another concern raised during public hearings has been the potential
for salmon farming in Alaska to adversely affect traditional markets
for Alaska salmon. Information generated to date has shown that
salmon farming in Al ska should have a minimal impact on traditional
salmon markets. The litest report in the growing body of evidence was
compiled by two University of Alaska economists who projected a range
of adverse impacts of $600,000 to $4.7 million. This contrasted
sharply v/ith projections for positive economic benefits to Alaska of
up to $300 million.

Cost Recovery

Some have questioned vhether mariculture will pay its own way.
Mariculture proponents have expressed a willingness lo support fair
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taxation and licensing structures. To this end, AMA has testified
that we are interested in helping the committee draft an aquatic farm
product tax similar to the Fisheries Business Tax in effort to ensure
the state's direct costs are covered and there is a fair return for
the use of common property resources.

Acquisition of Brood Stock from Wild Sources

The present version of House Bill 108 does not provide the Department
of Fish and Game adequate ability to balance the needs of existing
uses with the needs of aquatic farmers. AMA believes HB 103 should be
amended to allow ADFG to turn down wild stock brood stock requests
when existing allocations would be affected, in addition to ADFGIls
authority under the current version to deny brood stock requests that
impact the sustained yield. The new language should direct ADFG to
refer brood stock requests affecting limited fisheries or in
situations when allocations would be impaired to the Board of
Fisheries for action.

ADFG should grant the brood stock requests in situations where
sustained yield or existing allocations would not be affected.

Surplus Salmon Eggs from State and Private Hatcheries

Concern has been expressed that salmon farming will result in the
"stealing” of eggs from ocean ranching programs or reductions in
catches by commercial fishermen. HB 108 should be amended to make it
very clear that salmon farmers will not be allowed to purchase eggs
unless they're truely surplus to the needs of ocean ranching programs
and will not result in reductions of catches by commercial fishermen.

An April 10 letter from ADFG to Representative Ellis estimates that
there V/ere about 88.6 million such surplus eggs in 1966, including
23.2 million coho and 4.6 million chinook eggs. Even larger surpluses
are envisioned in future years.

S,———

Rodger Painter
Executive Director

Cc.C. Members of the House and Senate Resources Committees
Senator Jan Faiks
Representative Grussendorf



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

uite 106
9301
820

211 4th Street, S
Juneau, AK 9
907-586-2

February 8, 1988

Dear Fisherman:

Many Anchorage area legislators, in an attempt to diversify the economy of Alaska, are
strongly supporting a mariculture hill which includes finfish. Your legislators have been
sold the false notion that finfish farming would not endanger the commercial fishing
industry.  Furthermore, your representatives have told us that "it is apparent that
fishermen are not concerned about salmon farming because we never hear from them."

After many months of consideration by UFA, we are convinced that the finfish part of the
bill would have disastrous effects on our industry. Therefore, it's time they hear fromyou,
Write or call your legislators and request that they remove finfish from the mariculture bill
this session. ~In this manner, the Beople interested in scallop culture, shellfish mariculture
and other types of mariculture will be able to moveforward. A few concerns are:

*  Money to regulate and control fish farming in Alaska would likelycome
directly from already underfunded fisheries budgets.

+ Disease and genetic dilution are serious problems, Alaska's valuable
wild stocks must not be compromised.

 Fish farms would compete for traditional fishing sites and anchorages
while providing few, if any, benefits to Alaskans.

« Other countries that have invested in fish farminﬁ did so because their
wild stocks declined. Alaska has 43% of all wild salmon stocks worldwide,
and 90% of U.S. wild stocks. Commercial fishermen in Norway and British
Columbia are suffering because of salmon farming projects.

Your legislators, the Anchorage/MatSu delegation, must hear from you. In this election year
your letter will have great power because you are his/her constituent. The enclosed sheet

can help you write your letter.

UFA Mariculture Committee

UFA has established the Wild Salmon Defense Fund to fight the mariculture battle in the
halls of the Legislature. Some of this money is being used to target fishermen such as
yourself: we hope you will help us convince your legislators that salmor farming in
Alaska is a bad idea. If you can contribute, please send your check to us tooayl



Legislators value handwritten letters. It wvill take only a
moment for you to compose your original letter, which can
be copied to your legislators. Write to as many as you can!

You may refer to the enclosed UFA fact sheet for help in
composing your letter. Your handwritten letter can be

brief, as long as you explain your basic concerns. [Ifyou

say nothing more than '1 oppose finfish farming in Alaska”,
Jhat will help. A

( [Fyou have the time and/or the interest in helping UFA
defeat the finfish kill this session, your assistance would
be greatly appreciated. For more information, call
Chris Green at 279-6519, and tl him that you would
likk o help. We wll be organizing this effort over the
phone and through the mails In an attempt to win this
-important battle.

Senators:

Mitch Abood Jan Faiks Rick Halford
Joe Josephson Tim Kelly Jay Kertulla
Pat Rodey Rick Uehling Mike Szymanski

Arliss Sturgulewski

Representatives:

Ramona Barnes Red Boucher Kay Brown
Virginia Collins Sam Cotten Dave Donley
Johnny Ellis Walt Furnace Max Gruenberg
Alyce Hanley Ron Larson Terry Martin
Curt Menard Drue Pearce Fritz Pettyjohn
Randy Phillips Pat Pourchot Steve Rieger

Jim Zawacki
Address all above letters to: Pouch V, Juneau, Alaska 99811

It is also essential to write to Gov. Cowper: nouch A. Juneau. Ak. 99811



Salmon Farming in Alaska: Mvths and Facts

Myth: Alaska's wild salmon won't be harmed by farmed salmon.

Fact: The Norwegian government has begun establishing farm-free zones near salmon streams
and are establishing a gene bank: they have discovered that 10 to 57% of the fish in their
streams aren't wild, but instead are escaped farmed salmon.

Myth: No one can afford to buy into commercial fishing these days. The only way to get into
the salmon business is through salmon farming. o

Fact: Prices in last month's Alaska Fisherman's Journal for complete fishing packages ranﬁe
from $30,000 to $500,000 depending on the fishery. Last month, Paul Fuhs (president of the
Alaska Mariculture Assoc.) said establishing a salmon farm would cost from $300,000 to
$1,000,000. A fisherman begins to make money the very first year; a farmer must wait at
least two to three years.

In addition. RodFer Painter (Alaska Mariculture Association) and Judy Brady (commissioner,
DNR) have recently admitted that, because of the magnitude of capital and operational costs, fish
farming will not be ‘a mom and pop operation.

Myth: Fishermen are opposing salmon farming in order to legislate their competition out of
existence.

Fact: Salmon farming is being done around the world and Alaskan fishermen must contend with
this competition by better quality control and more aggressive marketing. Fishermen oppose its
establishment in Alaska for four primary reasons: 1(5] It will Put common Prope_rty resources
into private hands; 2) it will saﬁ State money and personnel from existing fisheries pro?rams;
3) it will primarily benefit wealthy corporate and foreign investors; 4) it will harm Alaska's
economy by harming Alaska's fisheries.

Myth: Farmed saln.on won't compete for markets with wild salmon and they'll help keep the

rice high.

Eact: I? a product is in demand, scarcity drives the price up and a large supply lowers it. When
Norwegian farmers dumped their salmon on the European market early this year (before they
were killed by virus), the price for Alaska's salmon in France went down 50<j a pound. Adding
farmed salmon on top of wild salmon in the market is like having a banner season when the price
drops because of the quantity available. Farmed salmon now compete directly with all top
quality wild salmon, and farms want to enter the frozen market too.

]W]th: Salmon farms will pay their own way because they are willing to pay a tax just like
ishermen.

Fact. Rodger Painter (executive director of the Alaska Mariculture Associationg_ has said it
would be unreasonable to tax salmon farmers until they'd be?un to make a profit. Since it would
take a farmer two to three years to make even the first sale, there will be a substantial period
of time with State money g_omg?_ out and nothing coming in. The most logical source for this State
money is current commercial fisheries programs, which are already being cut back.

Myth: The State can limit the size of farms to keep them locally owned. _
Fact: Norwegians have found that small farms aren't profitable. There and in B.C. small
farmers have either formed associations or been bought out by large corporations.



l\r/l]y_th:b Salmon farmers can regulate themselves: they don't need the State telling them how to run
their business.

Fact: Government has an obliﬂation to protect the welfare of the public and the public's resources.
It must, at a minimum, check the quality of a product being sold for human consumption, see that
environmental standards are being maintained, and monitor use of public tidelands. " If government
turnod its responsibilities over to salmon farmers, the high costs would be prohibitive to someone
on a tight budget.

Myth: Thousands of new Lobs for Alaskans will be created by salmon farms.

Fact: According to British Columbia's Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, the average salmon
farm employs only six Peoplle. It would take 166 farms to create 1000 jobs in Alaska. In B. C.
many of the most highly paid jobs have gone to Norwegians, since they are experienced in the
business. The Alaska Legislature has been unsuccessful in requiring local hire. How many
Alaskans will be hired?

Myth: The spin-off benefits will be a shot in the arm for local economies. o
Fact: According to "B.C. Business" (Oct. 87) Norwegian investors included strings in their
finance packages: they required monopolies on construction and supply purchases so operators
were unable to L ;e advantage of competitive prices and local merchants received few benefits, in
addition, the Norwegians' share of the profits returned to Norway with the investors.

Myth: We'll be able to keep this an Alaskan business. o

Fact: Bill Hall (Alaska Commercial Fishing and Agriculture Bank)has said neither CFAB nor any
other Alaska bank is willing to loan money for salmon farms. Start up and operating costs will be
financed either by foreigners or by corf)oratlons such as Weyerhauser, British Petroleum,
Mitsubishi, Union Carbide and the Campbell Soup Company. Business owners rarely ignore their
partners' needs, goals or desires.

In addition, the B.C. fish farming industry is currently 65-90% Norwegian controlled. The
largest fish farm in Washington has been recently purchased by Global Aqua, a Norwegian company.

Myth: Norway isn't subsidizing their salmon farms so Alaska won't have to either,

Fact: Acco_rdln(? to Commissioner Tony Smith (Dept, of Commerce and Economic Development)
Norwegian fish farm subsidies include: capital grants; guaranteed loans for start up costs and
capital investments; a 50d/kilo subsidy for ail international shipments; salmon egg production;
research; price supports; a guaranteed minimum income and vacations for workers. They have
budgeted $14.7 million for these pro?rams for next year. What reason is there to think Alaskan
farmers won't need State financial help?

Myth:  Salmon farms won't hurt the environment. _

Fact: They will certainly change the environment: algaecides areused to prevent growths on the
nets; fish food containing additives and massive quantities of fecal matter are deposited on the
(f)cedanhﬂpor; dead fish which have been fed antibiotics are prey for other species, thus entering the
ood chain.
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M ariculture
A ssociation

TO: House Resource Committee Members
HB 108 Co-sponsors

FROM: Rodger Painter,
AMA Executive Director

DATE: May 6, 1987

RE: Proposed Moratorium onMariculture Permits

The Alaska Mariculture Association (AMA) wishes to express its
opposition to House Bill 303 which would impose an indefinite
moratorium on the issuance of any permits or licenses for mariculture

projects.

AHA is strongly opposed to a moratorium on permits because there has
been no demonstration that the status quo would present significant
problems pending resolution of the mariculture issue by the
legislature. \ie believe state agencies have sufficient tools at their
disposal to deal V/ith the small number of pending permit
applications.

Few concerns have been voiced about shellfish operations, and there
iIs no factual information to support suggestions that the agencies
are about to be overwhelmed by applications.. In fact, contacts with
permitting agencies show, much to contrary, that there are only a

handful of pending permit applications.

Discussions V/ith the Department of Natural Resources and the Division
of Governmental Coordination reveal the agencies have received about
three dozen permit applications for shellfish farming in the past
couple years. About tv/o dozen shellfish permits have been granted and
there currently are four applications pending. The trends suggest a
slow growth in applications submitted and permits issued, and there
are no indications a flood of applications will materialize.

Oyster farming is a small but well-established business activity in
the state with a history dating oack to the early 1900s in the
Ketchikan area. There also is one operating mussel farm in Kachemak
Bay and three or four additional mussel permits have been granted or
are close to issuance.

There is considerable amount of interest in Kodiak regarding scallop
farming, but no permit applications have been submitted and it is

130 Seward St., Suite 201 Juneau, Alaska 99801 « (907)463-3600
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unlikely any will be unless the Alaska-Japan experimental project
yields positive results. The first phase of that project is not
scheduled for completion until the end of this year, and the state
may anticipate a few permit applications for scallops at that point
if the results are encouraging.

A moratorium on scallop farming permits certainly appears to run
contrary to the commitment made by the State of Alaska in funding a
major international exl iment to test the feasibility of scallop
culturing by residents Kodiak Island. A permit moratorium would
prevent participants from making the transition from
government-funded studies to private enterprise. One enterprising
Cordova resident already has independently captured weathervane
scallop in Prince William Sound on his own without being involved iIn
the project. Does the State of Alaska want to halt the ingenuity of
enterprising individuals willing to solve problems without government

assistance?

Shellfish farming presents no greater problems than any of the other
multitude of uses in the tidelands. In terms of problems with
competing uses, shellfish farms are no different than log dumps,
docks, bouys, floathomes, mineral terminals, processing facilities,
wilderness lodges or crab pot storage areas. If the current
permitting process is inadequate to deal V/ith shellfish farming
impacts then it has the same shortcomings in dealing V/ith these other
uses of our public waters.

Regarding salmon farming, we similarly fail to find any factual
information to support a moratorium. There were three applications
for salmon farming permits rejected just prior to the March 10
attorney general's opinion, and the same applicant has resubmitted
the proposals following the legal clarification. The permits will not
give the applicant a lease or any other long-term security in the
site. If successful In obtaining the permits, the applicant V/ill be
able to conduct site evaluations V/ithout guarantees the location V/ill
be secured for actual farming operations.

Another company applied for water rights to run a salmon farming
hatchery, smolt grow-out facility and pen-rearing operation. The
application was denied and an appeal is pending in Superior Court.
The applicants own a large parcel of property and adjacent patented
tidelands at the site.,

These are the only salmon farming applications the state has received
to date. This hardly supports concerns that a horde of speculators
are prepared to flood our permitting agencies to secure tideland

rights.

In closing, I'd like to stress we are extremely willing to sit down
with all interested parties to work on the problems that have been
raised during legislative consideration of HB 108 and SB 106.
Hov/ever, we strongly oppose the imposition of a moratorium on
mariculture permits V/ithout the showing that significant problems
v/ill materialize In the next year without a freeze.
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P.O. Box 020704
Juneau, AK 99802-0704

ariculture
(907) 586-2032

ssociation

December 30, 1986

Representative Sam Co:ten
P.0. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Cotten:

The Alaska Mariculture Association (AMA) is looking forward to
working with you during the upcoming session to help strengthen
Alaska's economy by developing a diverse mariculture industry.

Mariculture, or sea farming, represents one of the most promising
opportunities for providing new jobs for Alaskans, but the lack of a
clear state policy has resulted in confusing patchwork of often
conflicting regulations and statutes. While it is virtually
impossible to obtain permits to farm most native stocks of finfish
and shellfish, the farming of non-indigenous oysters is allowed.

AMA is working on legislation leading to an easily followed path
through state regulatory requirements a:i1 essential government
services to protect public health and our valuable common property
fisheries resources. We V/ill be contacting you in the near future
Vv/ith additional information.

Attached is a report on mariculture developed over the past several
months by the Alaska Mariculture Technical Work Group. The work
group, which was sponsored by AMA, was composed of representatives of
various state and federal agencies. This report presents an unbiased
analysis of some issues involved in mariculture development and how

they may relate to government programs.

In an effort to keep you informed about the growing interest in
mariculture, AMA also is providing you with a complimentary
subscription to our monthly nev/letter.

We look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to
contact me for additional information.

Sincerely,

Rodger Painter
Executive Director



Report positive

Inquiry clarifies issues

for B.

Late last fall the B.C. Ministry of
Forests and Lands placed a six week
freeze on the issuance of salmon farm-
ing tenures in British Columbia. The
freeze, sparked by concerns of the 6000-
membcr  Union of Fishermen and Allied
Workers (UFAWU), was authorized by
B.C. Premier Bill Vander Zalm and
followed up by the creation of a month-
long, one-man inquiry into the B.C.
aquaculture industry.

The inquiry, conducted by 47-ycar-
old Kamloops lawyer David Gillespie,
toured the BC coast holding day-long
public hearings in Prince Rupert, Camp-
bell River, Parksville and Sechelt.
Terms of reference for the inquiry
included a review of issues relating to
commercial fisheries, markets, environ-
mental impacts and the process of
government approvals for the salmon
farming industry.

The hearings sparked heated debate
from both sides of the fence, with
strong opposition from the UFAWU and
sporadic but equally convincing argu-
ments from members of the aquacultural
community. Though the fishermen's
union seemed most concerned about the
threat of competition from farmed fish,
they raised a number of other seemingly
unrelated issues during the hearings.

One recurring theme was that
aquaculture was "out of control" in
British Columbia. That it was growing
too quickly and without due concern for
other coastal users. The UFAWU wanted
both the freeze and inquiry extended.
Fish farmers responded by describing
the lengthy  application process and
the number of permits required to
Icgitimitize a coastal salmon farm. They
insisted that the freeze be dropped as
soon as the inquiry was over. Their
primary concern was that an t'tendcd
freeze could do extensive damage to the
B.C. aquaculture industry, possibly
frightening off  individuals and com-
panies planning to invest in fish farm-
ing and/or the support services.

Both fishermen and recreational boat-
ers expressed concern about possible
pollution from fish farms and the
transmission of disease to wild stocks.
Fish farmers and scientists argued that
the risks of fish farm pollution and
disease transference are  minimal and,
indeed, of most concern to the fish
farmers themselves who would be the
first affected.

One of the most controversial issues
was over the use of tributyltin (TBT) as
an antifouling agent on net pens. The

.Salmon farmers

fishermans union presented a recent
study by the US. National Marine
Fisheries Service that found traces of
TBT in a number of farm-rased salmon
purchased from public markets in
Ponland and Seattle. TBT, which is the
same anti-fouling agent used on  boat
bottoms, has been suspected of causing
mutations in young oysters and  con-
sequently has become the cause of con-
siderable concern among B.C. oyster
growers. The province has done some
preliminary studies on the effects of
TBT but apparently lacks funding to

do the more thorough investigations
that are obviously required. In the
meantime  both the B.C. Salmon Farm-
ers Association and  the Mariculture
Association of B.C. advise their mem-
bers against using  anti-foulants con-
taining TBTs.  Government spokesman
George Hunter of DFO noted that TBT, is

really part of the larger picture -
Cﬂ'ﬁd) - and should be governed by

industry standards like those in the
agricultural sectors.
When it was all over, B.C. salmon

farmers generally agreed that the inquiry
had been good for the industry. In
many ways it had legitimatized salmon
farming and publicly clarified many of
the misunderstandings and half-truths
belaboured by  opponents of the in-
dustry.

The recommendations....

One month and 258 submissions later
Inquiry Chairman David  Gillespie re-
leased a 50 page report containing 52
recommendations relating to the B.C.
aquaculture industry. Some of the high-
lights arc summarized below:

= The provincial government should
continue its support of the aquaculture
industry, develop a clear aquaculture
policy, clarifying  direction, agency
roles and responsibilities of both
government and the private sector.

= The province should establish an
aquaculture advisory council from, key

agencies .and, interesf groups. IS
T e S0

* The province should  establish a
master agreement with the federal
government respecting approvals,
regulations, monitoring services
for the aquaculture industry.

= The province should continue to let
market forces di i

dictate farm and wilg-
caught.. salmon_ prices. /| I
etc%raba

= Increase support for  research,
particularly into the long-term effects
of salmon forming on the  marine
environment and into the use and im-

and

pact of toxicants, hormones and
antibiotics used in finfish aquaculture.

= The province should establish a
mandatory environmental monitoring
system each__ site and
urroundr area l

- The provrnce should end the

importation of Atlantic salmon e%

feh B e e

= |ncrease the

= Encourage the

<=Remove requirements for

< Maintain Section 10

mRevise

0 Nt

recommended distance

between salmon _farms from , 1/2-milc
tg two miles. ddae s
R3010)

e

establishment  of
standards for aquaculture equipment to

Iimin&te the use .of harmfyl toxicants.
ii% rect %&I te amat
og

«|nitiate  immediate coastal  resource
studies for Campbell Rivcr-Johnstone
Strait,

areas,

'sAﬂnds Trust,_ and. Scchelt [nlet
aess of

* Continue the use of the interagency

referral system; expand  the list of
groups consulted and extend the referral
period to 60 days.

cost, hus-
bandry,  production  and  harvest

strategics f existing ,far
pro?!uction Mﬂﬂm 4%%

licences but

change name to something like  "inves-

tigative permit" to  better reflect
its nature and quell gold rush image of the
industry.

The province should require a

commitment bond to accompany all

jnfish . aE)uacEIture applicai’ons.

rental rates on crown
establish a clean-up bond to
in event of aband-

land an
cover expenses
onment of a site.
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Its a bigger business than
chicken. Even tilapiaand

skatewings sell.

-\
By fc_.il_< _KI__EINFIELD _

D  URING Steve Connolly's early dayi In the sea-
food business back in the late 1940's, he was nc-*
customced to getting the brush-off.

Working as a salesman for a Boston fish whole-
saler. he would go out on his rambling pilgrimages to
supermarkets and restaurants and, as he recalled,
"I'd tell them 1 was selling fish. Theyd say, "Well,

mn?/ho some lobsters or some shrimp," and that would
be It. All the time, I'd hear, "We don't use much fish.
Now gel going. The meat man Just walked In.”"

Five years ago, Mr. Connolly founded his own
wholesale company In Boston, called Steve (f nnolly
Seafood. When his salesmen make their rounds, he
said, the reaction is, “ You're selling seafood? flit right
down. Take the best chair. | want something of every-
thing you've got." His company sold $8 million worth
of (Ish its first year and $25 million last year.

, Seafood businessmen like to say that consumers
have developed a penchant for just about anything
that swims. Tc iccl this demand, the 61-year-old Mr.
Connolly has been fairly crafty In marketing peculiar
fish products. Even he, though, Is sometimes startled
at what people will ent. His latest offering, for In-
stance, Is skinned skate wings (skate Is a flat fish with
the broad-winged body of a ray fish). It Is tough to re-
move a skate’ skin. Some Pfeople accomplish It by
taking pliers and yanking It off. A few weeks ago, how-

The seafood Industry has,changed drastically.-Aa/.ilever* Mr. Connolly succeeded in adapting a machine
ArrfericAriB have bofcome *bewltcjied byTthings like 'V normally used to akin liver to shave olf skate wings.
orange roughy, tllapl'e"afid opakapUka’thecbuslnesa.Vfi (ffiV | think the wings are ?omg to work well," he

has gone from mom-and-pop dimensions to sizable
operations like Mr. Connolly's that do $10 million to
$40 million in fish sales annually. With something like
4,000 seafood wholesalers and processors In the coun-
try, no one dominates the fish Industry, though con-
solidation is beginning to occur.

said. "They’re cheap and so I'see them having a wide
appeal. Skate could really go."

Only a decade or two ago, fish had a dull image. It,
was something to eat grudgingly on Friday or when
the budget was loo strapped for a sirloin. Various fac-

ned o Paes



TsheFFish Are Jum

Cortirued from Pee |
tors, however, have conspired to lift it
from a food associated with penance
to an everyday staple, and even a
gourmet treat. Most of all, the con-
cern for healthier diets has prompted
consumers to gravitate to meat sub-
stitutes, like fish, that are low in calo-
rics and in fat. The steady spread of
aquaculture, the science of raising
fish on watery farms outside of
oceans, has increased the seafood
slock; some 12percent of total Amer-
ican fish consumption now comes off
farms, four times the amount in 1975.
And wider use of airplanes to trans-
port fish and better refrigeration
equipment has introduced more fresh
species to inland parts of the country.
These factors, says the National
Marine  Fisheries = Service, have
pushed per-capita seafood consump-
tion up from 109 pounds in 1966to 12.9
ounds in 1976 to 14,5 pounds in 1985.
xpectations are that consumption
may approach 30 pounds by 1990.
That is still well shy of chicken, in the
59.5-pound neighborhood, and beef, at
a dwindling (7. )
Nobody, though, expects fish to
catch poultry or meal. Not enough
fish swim in the world's waters for
ihat to happen, even though America
imports more than half its seafood.
And most fish do not grow quickly
enough for fish farms to meet huge
demand. If chicken eating goes up,
farmers can toss more eggs into the
incubators and within weeks chickens
are plump enough for market. Fish,

however, can take two or three years
to mature, at sea or on the farm.

"To increase per-capita consump-
tion by one pound." explained Lee
Weddig, the executive vice president
of the National Fisheries Institute, a
trade association, “you would need to
catch 700 million additional pounds of
fish in the water. The total amount of
cod and haddock cau?ht in New Eng-
land is about 100 million pounds. So
you see the problem."”

Nevertheless, the taste for fish and
the pre iccupation with health, have
elevated seafood to a roughly S16 bil-
lion annual business - compared
with $12 billion in revenue for chick-
en, which is cheaper, and $44 billion
for beef - and encouraged a lot of
companies to take a new look at it.

Now you can visit any burger outlet
- McDonald's, Burger King, Wen-
dy's - and find fish. There is also a
growin? network of fish specialt
chains like Long John Silver, Sea Gal-
ley and the Red Lobster. Supermar-
kets, meanwhile, are opening new and
sizable seafood sections. And big cor-
porations like Ralston Purina, W.R.
Grace, Campbell Soup, Weyerhauser
and Con Agra have gotten into fish
farming. One group of companies has
applied its energies to producing
imitation fish products.

Demand keeps climbing even
though prices of some species have
reached the $7 to $10 a pound range.
New, inexpensive varieties, however,
are hitting the market, some selling
for as little as $2a pound. Fish are hot

. TheNewYorkTimes/Sigve Liss
Culling live crabs at the dock
for Connolly’s Crabs in
Gloucester Keft). The crabs
are shelled by machine.

enough that “trash fish" like monk-
fish that used to be dumped back are
now being served in expensive res-
taurants and at classy dinner parties.

- L 4 L J

Kroger's leels it is as plugged-in as
the wisest supermarket chains to
middle American tastes. It was one of
the first to discover fresh seafood -
even though its 1050 stores are
largely sprinkled through the Mid-
west, where not a lot of fish swim.

Kroger will fly red snapper in from
Taiwan, if that's the only place it can
gel enough. The chain even has its
own fresh fish distribution ware-
house, handling 72 varieties, in
Grcensberg, Ind.

Kroger's got into fresh seafood in
1977, and is steadily adding depart-
ments to all of its stores. It has gotten
up to store No. 491. Its sales arc grow-
ing by 15percent a year, according to
Bill Parker, a vice president. "lt's

robably the best growth category we

ave," he added. Fish, moreover,
generally command higher markups
than meal and poultry, Mr. Parker
said. And the supermarkets realize
that there is an enormous opportunity
to be mined, since fish have predomi-
nantly been a restaurant product. Ac-
cording to surveys, two-thirds of the
seafood sold is consumed at restau-
rants, though fish people believe the
pendulum is starting to swing toward
home preparation. .

Grand Union took enough care with
its new seafood departments that "
hired Milton Glaser, a well-know

THE NEW YORK TIMES.
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RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

DRAFT
STRATEGY FOR ADVANCING
ALASKA”S MARICULTURE INDUSTRY

FEBRUARY 19, 1987
OROPOSED DRAFT LEGISLATION

LAND OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
Objective I-A:

Define regulations and procedures to provide for the use or s' ate
lands (tidal and submerged) for aquaculture products and port and
harbor development.

Task 1: Revise AS Title 38 Sec. 05.082 Leases
for shore fisheries, development to make it applicable to
aquaculture development.

* Section 38.05.082 is amended as foil owes:

(a) The director, with approval of the commissioner,

may lease tide and submerged land for fisheries deileloornent.
Fisheries development includes the utilization of shore gill nets
or set nets for' the aking of fis™ snd_deve logment_and
258rati.gn_of_an_aguati_c_farm_as defined-under AS_08s 061 900 anri
oermilled under AS 08106 0ji0;_ Every lease issued under this
section shall reserve to the public a right-of-way for access to
navigable waters and other tide and submerged land.

Pricing the following subsections:

(f The director may classify land as subject to leases for

fii-eries development, and publicly invite applications for »
thir selected areas. The director will continue to accept and
execute fisheries development lease applications (inleu) of the
af ;-'ementioned land classification. Each application shall be

acrompamed by an affidavit describing the proposed aquaculture
* project and shall include a schedule for developing and
eesting the aquatic farm and bho the effect that the applicant
rsently intends to follow the schedule for utilizing the leased
;a. “his information may be incorporated in the lease
eement. If two or more applications are received for the same
the director shall award the lease to the most qualified

~zz1liranc
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() A lease for aquatic farming may be issued for any period not
exceeding £5 years. If the cornrnissioner determines that the land
isVoeing utilized for the purpose for which the lease is issued,
the lease may be declared void. The director shall establish a
reasonahble rental for the lease, equal to the administrative
costs involved in processing the leasehold applications.

<M Term of leases are governed by AS 38.05.085

F.DC-3



Possible changes iIn DNF statutes/regs/policies

lease preference to permittee (right of first refusal)
lease not by auction, but to project in the state’s best interest
highest and beet use

reasonable fee charged (leases and permits)

lease fee based a. minimum royalty their gross receipts
(encourage small operators, allow iIndustry to get going)
lease preference to AlaskanE @f constitutional) (One year
residency?)

lease clean-up bond

lease commitment bond (also perm;” j(to avoid speculation)
show economic viability (to avoid speculation)

require development schedule- (tc avoid speculation)
require adequate site monitoring and reporting (tc avoid
speculation)

require demarcation of lease area

renewal based on performance

don"t require classification outside of area plan

no survey in remote areas/paper plat acceptable

Si,ti_ngmcrii.:@“,ﬁ\ . .
aquatic farms will be sited 60 & to:

* minimize land use conflicts

* provide environmental safeguards

+ Mmaintain navigation and access channels
reduce visual anc aesthetic impacts
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STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Bill Version : HB 108/SB 106
REQUEST: Publish Date: ~ 2JAML
Revision Date: N/ A _ i} AgencyAffected 2  Commerce & Econ. Dev.
Tiile: Aquatic Farming: Mariculture BRU ; Economiic Development Advocates
§osr: kep. tttis/senator Znaroff m™n.n.e n Office of Camercial
Requestor: Fisheries Development

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 87 Fy 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92

PERSONAL SERVICES 15.0 5.5 6.0 6.6 7.3 8.0
TRAVEL 10.0 5.5 6.1 6.7 7.3 8.1
CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING <ib.U 11.u 2.7 lo.d 14.0 to. 1

CAPITAL | |

REVENUE 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0 30.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 25.0 11.0 121 13.3 14.6 16.1
FEDERALFUNDS

OTHER
\C1

<{TTTAL 25.0 11.0 “13.3 14.6 15.1

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -
PART-TIME »
TEMPORARY

'iAsLYpSrlggiran(%aﬂaseparate PR 'f%cﬁgl?{y)mlsslon of OCFD and shall be assigned to
existing personnel. Inltlal permit requests are not expected to exceed SO% O
one Developmentt Specialist Il available time. Travel is programmed for site
visits as enviskige"cpby the bill ad contractual includes phone, photocopy an

~ndlw M om jt-=+ ) . Phonéa—|8r2162
ivision . office or Commercial fisnenes ueve lopmenr. Date * 2/1/Vol/
Approved by Commissioner : ony Smith N i 7/
Agency: Department or itfimnerce and economic Development’

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) Pece- of
Senate Secretary

5384W21787a



1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

HB 108/SB 106

Analysis:  (Continued)

other expenses related to permitting as required by the bill. FY 87

includes funding for public hearings, etc., to finalize new regulations.
Program receipts have been estimated by using a fee of $100 per annual
permit; 50 new permits per year.
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IN THE BY
______ BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act authorizing and encouraging
aquatic farming and providing an

effective date."

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

* Section 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. The legislature
finds and declares that

(@O Aquatic farming in Alaska would provide a consistent
source of quality food, provide new jobs, increase Alaska
exports, create new commercial Ffishing and other business
opportunities, and increase the stability and diversity of
Alaska®s economy;

(@ Many areas of the state are ecologically suited for
aquatic farming development;

(3 Aquatic farming would complement and enhance the
variety and quality of Alaska seafood and aquatic products, and
would thus benefit Alaska®s economy as a whole;

® The principal responsibility for development of
aquatic Tfarming in the state rests with the private sector.
Existing constraints on the private sector tend to be
administrative rather than scientific or technological, and the
proper role of government iIs to ease those constraints and to
provide encouragement and support through programs and services
that cannot reasonably be expected from private sources; and

®) 1t is the policy of this state to encourage the

establishment and growth of an aquatic farming iIndustry.



* Section 2. AS 16 is amended by adding a new chapter to
read:

CHAPTER 12. AQUATIC FARMING

Sec. 16.12.010. AQUATIC FARM AND HATCHERY  PERMITS;
LIMITATION ON RELEASE. (@ No person may conduct either of the
following activities without a permit from the commissioner:

(D the construction or operation of an aquatic farm;
or

(@ the construction and operation of a hatchery for
the purposeof supplying aquatic plants and animals to an
aquatic farm.

) A permit issued under this section authorizes the
permittee, subject to the conditions of this chapter, to
acquire, purchase, offer to purchase, transport, possess, sell
and offer to sell stock and aquatic farm produces that are used
or reared at the hatchery or aquatic farm.

(© No salmon, steelhead or other trout may be released
from a hatchery or aquatic farm permitted under this section
into the public waters of the state without authorization from

the Department of Fish and Game.

Sec. 16.12.020. COLLECTOR PERMITS. @ No person may
collect aquatic plants or animals from wild stock in the state
for the purpose cf supplying stock to an aquatic farm or
hatchery permitted under AS 16.32.010 without a permit from the
commissioner.

® A permit 1issued under this section authorizes t
permittee, subject to the conditions of this chapter, to harvest
those species and quantities of wild stock in the state
specified iIn the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an

aquatic farm or hatchery permitted under AS 16.12.010.



(© The commissioner, in consultation with the
commissioner of fish and game, may actach conditions to a permit
iIssued under this section, including conditions releating to the
time, place, and manner of harvest. Size, gear, place, time,
licensing and other limitations applicable to sport, commercial
or subsistence harvest of aquatic plants and animals do not
apply to a permitted collector harvest under this section.

(d The commissioner shall forward a copy of any permit
application under this section to the commissioner of fish and
game. IT the commissioner of fish and game objects to the
permit®"s issuance within 14 days of receipt of the application,
the permit must be denied. The commissioner of Ffish and game
may object to the issuance of a permit under this section only
upon finding that the proposed harvest will substantially impair
natural production needs, and the objection must contain the
factual basis for that finding.

(e The commissioner shall grant a permit under this
section if:

(@O wild stock 1is needed for initial farms or
hatchery stock;

(@ there are technological limitations on the
propagation of cultured stock for the species sought;

@ wild stock is needed to maintain the gene pool of
a hatchery or farm; or

@ commercial harvest of the species sought 1is
neither limited under AS 16.43 nor TfTully developed.

() When aquatic plans or animals are acquired under a
permit issued under this section, they become the property of

the permittee and are no longer a public or common resource.

Sec. 16.12.030. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PLANTS OR ANIMALS

FOR STOCK. No person may import an aquatic plant or animal into



the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm
or hatchery unless authorized by a permit or regulation of the

Board of Fisheries.

Sec. 16.12.040. REGULATIONS; OTHER AUTHORITY. (€)) The
commissioner may adopt regulations necessary to implement this
chapter. The commissioner shall compile and annually report
aquatic farm and hatchery production statistics.

(b) Except as provided in AS 16.12.030, the Board of
Fisheries may not adopt any regulations, or take any action
regarding either the issuance, denial or conditioning of any
permit under AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.020; the construction or
operation of any farm or hatchery permitted under AS 16.12.010;
or a permitted harvest under AS 16.12.020. Regulations or
orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries under AS 16.05.251 do

not apply to a permitted harvest under AS 16.12.020.

Sec. 16.12.050. DISEASE CONTROL AND INSPECTION. (@ The
Department of Fish and Game may order the destruction and
disposal of any diseased stock or aquatic farm products when
that department finds it necessary to protect natural stocks. A
permit holder under AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.020 snail immediately
report any outbreak or incidence of disease to the Department of
Fish and Game.

(b) A permittee under AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.020 shall
permit the Department of Fish and Game to inspect the farm or
hatchery during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The
cost of inspection will be borne by that department.

(¢ The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a
disease management and control program for aquatic farms and

hatcheries.



@ The Department of Fish and Game shall, to the exte
feasible, provide permittees With disease diagnostic and
management services, and may enter iInto contracts with other
state or federal agencies, or the private sector, to provide

those services.

Sec. 16.12.060. PERMIT CONDITIONS; RESTRICTION ON
TRANSFER; ANNUAL RENEWAL . @ The Commissioner, after
consulting with the Department of Fish and Game, may attach
conditions to a permit under AS 16.12.010 that are necessary to
protect the public health or natural stocks.

M A private hatchery permitted under AS 16.12.010 may
sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an aquatic farm
or other hatchery permitted under AS 16.12.010.

(© No stock may be transported to or from an aquatic farm
or hatchery permitted wunder AS 16.12.010 without  first
submitting a notice of transfer to the Commissioner. The notice
must be accompanied by a health inspection report from the
Department of Fish and Game, or from a disease diagnostician
approved by that department. The notice of transfer must be
submitted no later than 30 days before the proposed date of
transfer. The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or
disapprove the transfer 1if i1t finds that the transfer would
either present a substantial risk of spreading disease or, in
the case of a transfer from a hatchery, would significantly
impair the production needs of that hatchery.

(@ A permit issued under AS 16.12.010 must be renewed
annually. The renewal application must be submitted to the
Commissioner no later than 30 days prior to the expiration of
the permit. Each renewal application must be accompanied by a
health 1inspection report from the Department of Fish and Game,

or from a Ffish disease diagnostician approved by that



department. In the renewal, the Commissioner may iImpose

additional conditions necessary to control and manage disease.

Sec. 16.12.070. LIMITATIONS ON SALE. @ No person may
sell, transfer or offer to sell any aquatic farm product unless
that product was grown or propagated on a farm permitted under
AS 16.12.010, and that permit was iIn effect at the time of the
sale, transfer or offer.

(M No person may knowingly purchase, receive or offer to
purchase or receive any aquatic farm product that was not grown
or propagated from a farm having a valid permit under AS
16.12.010 at the time of the purchase, receipt or offer.

(© The sale of any aquatic farm product must be evidenced
by a bill of sale, and a copy of the bill of sale must be sent
t: the commissioner within 45 days of the sale. Bills of sale
submitted under this subsection, and information contained In
the bill of sale when presented iIn a manner so as to enable
identification of the seller, are confidential and may not be
released by the commissioner. This subsection does not prevent
the commissioner from releasing:

(D aggregated sales information that does not enable
identification of a particular seller or the substance of that
seller™s transactions;

@ the bill of sale:

(A to the Department of Revenue to assist that
department in carrying out its statutory responsibilities on the
condition that the confidentiality required by this subsection
will be accorded by that department;

B the municipality with jurisdiction over the
sale for the purpose of verifying applicable taxes due on the
sale, on the condition that the confidentiality required by this

subsection will be accorded by that municipality;



(© pursuant to court order; or

® to the seller upon the seller®s written

request.

Sec. 16.12_080.PENALTY FOR VIOLATION. A person who
violates a provision of AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.070, a regulation
adopted under AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.070, or a term or condition
of a permit issued under AS 16.12.010, 1is guilty of a class B

misdemeanor .

Sec. 16.12.100. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter,

(@ "Aquatic farm” means a facility which grows, farms, or
cultivates aquatic farm products within either artificially
enclosed marine or fresh waters, or within controlled waters for
immobile species. The term does not include releasing fish or
shellfish 1iInto the waters of the state and their subsequent
recapture in the practice known as ocean ranching;

@ "Aquatic fTarm products” include any form of aquatic
plants and animals, and fish parts that are propagated, farmed,
orcultivated iIn an aquatic farm and that are sold or offered
for consumption;

@ "Commissioner”™ means the commissioner of the Alaska
Department of Commerce and Economic Development;

(@ 'Hatchery"™ means a Tacility for the artificial incu-
bation ofstock, including rearing of juvenile aquatic plant or
animals;

®B) "Stock™ includes any form of live aquatic plants and
animals that are acquired, possessed or intended for use by a
hatchery or aquatic Tfarm permitted under AS 16.12.010 for the

purpose of further growth or propagation.



* Section 3. AS 03.05.020(a) 1is amended by adding a new
paragraph to read:
®) monitor aquatic Tfarms and hatcheries permitted unde
AS 16.12.010 for the possible presence of paralytic shellfish

poisoning.

* Section 4. AS 16.05.251 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:
Q) The authority of the Board of Fisheries under thi

section is subject to the limitations of AS 16.12.040(b).

* Section 5. AS 16.05.330(a) 1is amended to read:

@ Except as otherwise permitted in this chapter, a per:
may not engage 1in sport fishing, including the taking of razor
clams; 1in hunting, trapping, or fur dealing; 1in the farming of
[FISH,] fur(,] or game; or iIn taxidermy, without having the

appropriate license or tag in actual possession.

* Section 6. AS 16 .05.340(a) (4.) is amended to read:

(149 [FISH OR] game Tfarming biennial licenses ..... 100

* Section 7. AS 16.05.920(a) 1is amended to read:

@ Unless permitted by this chapter or AS 16.12, or k
regulation adopted under this chapter or AS 16.12, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or
offer to purchase fish, game or marine aquatic plants, or any
part of fish, game or aquatic plants, or a nest or egg of fish

or game.

* Section 8. AS 16.05.930 is amended by adding a new sub-

section to read:



@ AS 16.05.330 - 16.05.720 do not apply to any activity
authorized by a permit issued under AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.020, or
to any person or vessel employed in pursuit of an activity

permitted under AS 16.12.010 - 16.12.020.

* Section 9. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to

read:
Sec. 16.10.269. LIMITATIONS. AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267 do
not apply tc the purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from

a permittee under AS 16.12.010 or stock from a permittee under

AS 16.12.020.

* Section 10. AS 16.10.380(b) 1is amended to read:
() Inthis section ™user group™ includes, but 1is not
limited to, sport fishermen, processors, commercial Tfishermen,
aquatic Tfarmers, subsj .tence fishermen, and representatives of

local communities.

* Section 11. AS 16.10.400 is amended by adding a new

subsection to read:

@) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 do not applj to the
construction or operation of a private hatchery permitted under

AS 16.12.010.

* Section 12. AS 16.10.420(3) 1is amended to read:

(©) no salmon eggs or resulting fry, sold to

holder by the state or by another party approved by the depart-

ment, may be resoldorotherwise transferred to another person”

unless that person holds a permit under AS 16.12.010;

* Section 13. AS 16.10.420(7) 1i1s amended to read:

a



@ surplus eggs from salmon returning to the
be made available for sale first to the department and then,
after inspection and approval by the department, to operators of
other hatcheries authorized by permit to operate under AS

16.10.400 - 16.10.470, or AS 16.12.010;

* Section 14. AS 16.10.450 1is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.450. SALE OF SALMON AND SALMON EGGS BY
HATCHERY. A hatchery operator who sells salmon returning from
the natural waters of the state, or sells salmon eggs to another
hatchery operating under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 or AS
16.12.010, after utilizing thefunds for reasonable operating
costs, including debt retirement, expanding its Tfacilities,
salmon rehabilitation projects, Tfisheries research, or for costs
of operating the qualified regional association for the area in
which the hatchery 1is located, shall expend the remaining funds
on other Tfisheries activities of the qualified regional asso-
ciation. Fish returning to hatcheries and sold for human
consumption shall be of comparable qualitytofish harvested by
commercial Tfisheries 1iIn the area,and shall be sold at prices

commensurate with the current market.

* Section 15. AS 16.43.140 1is amended by adding a nev; sub-
section to read:
(d This chapter does notapply to activities authorized

by permit under AS 16.]2.010 - 16.12.020.

* Section 16. AS 16.51.180(5) 1is amended to read:
) "seafood”™ means TfTinfish, shellfish, and by-product
including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, flounder,

crab, clam, cod, shrimp, and pollock. The terms does not



include aquatic farm products as that term 1is defined in

AS 16.12.100(2) [:]

* Section 17. AS 43.75.011 is amended to read:

Sec. 43.75.011. FISHERIES BUSINESS LICENSE. Jal. A person
engaging or attempting to engage in a fisheries business shall
first apply for and obtain a |license as provided in
AS 43.75.020.

() This section does not apply to the operation of an

aquatic farm permitted under AS 16.12.010.

* Section 18. AS 43.75.017 is amended to read:

Sec. 43.75.017. EXCLUSION FROM FISHERIES BUSINESS TAX. A
person 1is not liable for the fisheries Dbusiness tax under
AS 43.75.015:

(@D when the fishery resource 1is frozen aboard a fishing
vessel if
(A[@)] the vessel 1is operated as a commercial
fishing vessel under a valid commercial Tfishing license;
® [(@ ] the fishery resource is not processed beyond
heading, gutting or cleaning, freezing and glazing;
O [B)] the fishery resource was caught by the
vessel; and
O [@®] the fishery resource 1is sold by the person
claiming an exclusion from the tax to a  fisheries business
licensed under this chapter; or
(@ for the processing or sale of aquatic farm products by

an aquatic farm permitted under AS 16.12.010.

* Sec. 18. AS 16.05.940(12) is repealed.

-11-



* Sec. 19. This Act takes effect 1mmediately In accordance

with AS 01.10.070 (c).
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BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act authorizing and encouraging
aquatic farming and providing an

effective date."

BE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

*  Section 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. The legislature
finds and declares that

(@O Aquatic fTarming i.n Alaska would provide a consistent
source of quality food, provide new Jjobs, 1increase Alaska
exports, create new commercial Tfishing and other business
opportunities, and increase the stability and diversity of
Alaska®™s economy;

@ Many areas of the state are ecologically suited for
aquatic farming development;

@ Aquatic Tfarming would complement and enhance the
variety and quality of Alaska seafood and aquatic products, and
would thus benefit Alaska®s economy as a whole;

@ The principal responsibility for development of
aquatic farming in the state rests with the private sector.
Existing constraints on the private sector tend to be
administrative rather than scientific or technological. The
proper role of government is to ease those constraints and to
provide encouragement and support through programs and services
that cannot reasonably be expected from private sources; and

® 1t is the policy of this state to encourage the

establishment and growth of an aquatic farming industry.



* Section 2. AS 08 is amended by adding a new chapcer to
read:

CHAPTER 94. AQUATIC FARMING

Sec. 08.94.010. AQUATIC FARM AND HATCHERY  PERMITS;
LIMITATION ON RELEASE. (@ No person may conduct either of the
following activities without a permit from the commissioner:

(O the construction or operation of an aquatic farm;
or

(@ the construction and operation of a hatcnery for
the purpose of supplying aquatic plants and animals to an
aquatic farm.

() Apermit issued under this section authorizes the
permittee, subject to the conditions of this chapter, to
acquire, purchase, offer to purchase, transport, possess, sell
and offer to sell stock and aquatic farm products that are used
or reared at the hatchery or aquatic farm.

(© No salmon, sceelhead or other trout may be released
from a hatchery or aquatic farm permitted under this section
into the public waters of the state without authorization from
the Department of Fish and Game.

@ An application fee o0of$100 must accompany the

application for a permit under this section.

Sec. 08.94.020. REGULATIONS; OTHER AUTHORITY. @ The
commissioner may adopt regulations necessary to implement this
chapter. The commissioner shall compile and annually report
aquatic farm and hatchery production statistics.

() Except asexpressly provided 1iIn AS 16.05.822, the
Board of Fisheries may not adopt any regulations, or take any
action regarding either the issuance, denial or conditioning of
any permit under AS 08.94.010 or AS 16.05.821; the construction

or operation of any farm or hatchery permitted under



AS 08.94.010; or a permitted harvest under AS 16.05.821.
Regulations or orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries under
AS 16.05.251 do not apply to a permitted harvest under

AS 16.05.821.

Sec. 08.94.030. DISEASE CONTROL AND [INSPECTION. @ The
Department of Fish and Game may order the destruction and
disposal of any diseased stock or aquatic farm products when
that department finds it necessary to protect natural stocks. A
permit holder under AS 08.94.010 or AS 16.05.821 shall
immediately report any outbreak or incidence of disease to the
Department of Fish and Game.

M A permittee under AS 08.94.010 shall permit the
Department of Fish and Game to 1inspect the farm or hatchery
during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cost of
inspection will be borne by that department.

(© The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a
disease management and control program for aquatic farms and
hatcheries. ,

(d The Department of Fish and Game shall, to the extent
feasible, provide permittees with disease diagnostic and
management services, and may enter into agreements with other
state or federal agencies, or the private sector, to provide

those services.

Sec. 08.94.040. PERMIT CONDITIONS; RESTRICTION ON
TRANSFER; ANNUAL  RENEWAL. @ The Commissioner, after
consulting with the commissioners of fish and game, and
environmental conservation may attach conditions to a permit
under AS 08.94.010 that are necessary to protect the public

health or natural stocks.



@) A private hatchery permitted under AS 08.94.010 may
sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an aquatic farm
or other hatchery permitted under AS 08.94.010.

(© No stock may be transported to or from an aquatic farm
or hatchery permitted under AS 08.94.010 without  first
submitting a notice of transfer to the Commissioner. The notice
must be accompanied by a health inspection report from the
Department of Fish and Game, or from a disease diagnostician
approved by that department. The notice of transfer must be
submitted no Qlater than 30 days before the proposed date of
transfer. The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or
disapprove the transfer 1if it finds that the transfer would
either present a substantial risk of spreading disease or, in
the case of a transfer from a hatchery, would significantly
impair the production needs of that hatchery.

(@ A permit issued under AS 08.94.010 must be renewed
annually. The renewal application must be submitted to the
Commissioner no later than 30 days prior to the expiration of
the permit. Each renewal application must be accompanied by a
health inspection report from the Department of Fish and Game,
or from a fish disease diagnostician approved by that depart-
ment. In the renewal, the commissioner may iImpose additional

conditions necessary to control and manage disease.

Sec. 08.94.070. LIMITATIONS ON SALE. @ No person may
sell, transfer or offer to sell any aquatic farm product unless
that product was grown or propagated on a farm permitted under
AS 08 .94.010, and that permit was in effect at the time of the
sale, transfer or offer.

® No person may knowingly purchase, receive or offer -

purchase or receive any aquatic farm product that was not grown



or propagated from a farm having a valid permit under AS
08.94.010 at the time of the purchase, receipt or offer.
© The sale of any aquatic farm product must be eviden

by a bill of sale. A summary of all bills of sale specifying
quantities, products and sales prices must be submitted to the
commissioner on a quarterly basis. Quarterly summaries
submitted under this subsection, and information contained in
the summary when presented 1In a manner so as to enable
identification of the seller, are confidential and may not be
released by the commissioner. This subsection does not prevent
the commissioner from releasing:

(D aggregated sales information that does not enable
identification of a particular seller or the substance of that
seller™s transactions; or

@ the quarterly summary:

(A to the Department of Revenue to assist that
department in carryingout its statutory responsibilities on the
condition that the confidentiality required by this subsection
will be accorded by that department;

B the municipality with jurisdiction over the
sale for the purpose of verifying applicable taxes due on the
sale, on the condition that the confidentiality required by this
subsection will be accorded by that municipality;

(© pursuant to court order; or

@®) to the seller upon the seller"s written

request.

Sec. 08.94.060. PENALTY FOR VIOLATION. A person who
violates a provision of this chapter, a regulation adopted under
this chapter, or a term or condition of a permit issued under AS

08.94.010, is guilty of a class B misdemeanor.



Sec. 08.94.100. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter,

(@ “Aquatic farm” means a facility which grows, farms, or
cultivates aquatic Tfarm products within either artificially
enclosed marine or fresh waters, or within controlled waters for
immobile species. The term does not include releasing fish or
shellfish 1iInto the waters of the state and their subsequent
recapture in the practice known as ocean ranching;

(@ "Aquatic TfTarm products”™ include any form of aquatic
plants and animals, and fish parts that are propagated, farmed,
or cultivated iIn an aquatic farm and that are sold or offered
for consumption;

(@ "Commissioner™ means the commissioner of the Alaska
Department of Commerce and Economic Development;

(4 "Hatchery"™ means a facility for the artificial 1incu-
bation of stock, including rearing of juvenile aquatic plant or
animals;

®B) "Stock™ includes any form of live aquatic plants and
animals that are acquired, collected, possessed or intended for
use by a hatchery or aquatic, farm permitted under AS 16.12.010

for the purpose of further growth or propagation.

* Section 3. AS 03.05.020(a) 1is amended by adding a new
paragraph to read:

() monitor aquatic Tfarms and hatcheries permitted under

AS 08.94.010 for the possible presence of paralytic shellfish

poisoning.

* Section 4. AS 03.05.026(d) 1is amended to read:
@ The commissioner of environmental conservation, aft
consultation with the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and
representatives of the aquatic Tfarming industry, shall develop

product specifications and standards xor the use of the "premium



quality” seal on Alaska seafood products. The commissioner
shall authorize a seafood processor to display “premium
quality” seal on products that quality for the seal if the
processor meets the requirements of regulations adopted under
this section and AS 03.05.025, and has been issued a permit to
operate under AS 03.05.025. The commissioner shall authorize an
aquatic farm permitted under AS 08.94.010 to display a "premium
quality”™ seal on acuatic farm products if the aquatic farm meets
the requirements of regulations developed under this section in
consultation with the aquatic farming 1industry and the

requirements of AS 08.94.

* Section 5. AS 16.05.251 1is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:
) The authority of the Board of Fisheries under this

section is subject to the limitations of AS 08.94.020.

* Section 6. AS 16.05.330(a) 1is amended to read:

@ Except as otherwise permitted in this chapter, a persc
may not engage 1in sport Tfishing, including the taking of razor
clams; in hunting, trapping, or fur dealing; in the farming of
[FISH,] Ffur[,] or game; or in taxidermy, without having the

appropriate license or tag in actual possession.

* Section 7. AS 16.05.340(a)(@4) 1is amended to read:
(14 [FISH OR] game farming biennial licenses ...... 10
%
* Section AS 16.05 is amended by adding new sections to
read:
Sec. 16.05.821. AQUATIC FARM STOCK ACQUISITION PERMITS,
@ No person may acquire aquatic plants or animals from wild

stock in the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an



aquatic farm or hatchery permitted under AS 08.94.010 without a
permit from the commissioner. An application fee of $100 must
accompany the permit application.

® A permit issued under this section authorizes the
permittee, subject to the conditions of AS 08.94, to harvest
those species and quantities of wild stock in the state
specified in the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an
aquatic farm or hatchery permitted under AS 08.94.010.

© The commissioner, in consultation with the
commissioner of commerce and economic development, may attach
conditions to a permit 1issued under this section, including
conditions relating to the time, place, and manner of harvest.
Size, gear, place, tinme, licensing and other [limitations
applicable to sport, commercial or subsistence harvest of
aquatic plants and animals do not apply to a permitted harvest
under this section.

(@ The commissioner shall forward a copy of any permit
application under this section to the commissioner of commerce
and economic development. The commissioner™s decision must be
made within 30 days of receipt of the application.

(© The commissioner may deny or restrict a permit under
this section wupon Tfinding that the proposed harvest will
substantially 1impair sustained yield of the species. The
commissioner®s decision must contain the factual basis for that
finding and must also explain why the substantial impairment
could not have been reasonably foreseen and avoided through
available management options. IT the commissioner is unable to
find substantial impairment, the permit application must be
granted if any of the following circumstances exist:

(@) wild stock is needed for initial

hatchery stock;

farm



(@ there are technological limitations on the
propagation of cultured stock for the species sought;

@ wild stock is needed to maintain the gene pool of
a hatchery or farm; or

(4@ commercial harvest of the species sought is
neither limited under AS 16.43 nor fu]ly developed.

() When aquatic plants or animals are acquired under a
permit issued under this section, they become the property of
the permittee and are no longer a public or common resource.

@ The commissioner shall make s ;k available for

aquatic farming purposes.

Sec. 16.05.822. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PLANTS OR ANIMALS
FOR STOCK.No person may import an aquatic plant or animal into
the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm
or hatchery unless authorized by a permit or regulation of the

Board of Fisheries.

Section 16.05.823. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION. A person who
violates a provision of AS 16.05.821 - 16.05.822, a regulation
adopted under AS 16.05.821 - 16.05.822, or a term or condition
of a permit issued under AS 16.05.821, 1is guilty of a Class B

misdemeanor.

* Section 9. AS 16.05.920(a) 1is amended to read:
@ Unless permitted by this chapter or AS 08.94 , or by
regulation adopted under this chapter or AS 08.94, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or
offer to purchase fish, game or marine aquatic plants, or any
part of fish, game or aquatic plants, or a nest or egg of fish

or game.



* Section 10. AS 16.05.930 1is amended by adding a new sub-

section to read:

@ AS 16.05.330 - 16.05.720 do not apply to any activity
authorized by a permit issued under AS 08.94.010 or
AS 16.05.821, or to any person or vessel employed in pursuit of

an activity permitted under AS 08.94.010 or AS 16.05.821.

* Section 11. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to
read:

Sec. 16.10.269. LIMITATIONS. AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267 do

not apply to the purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from

a permittee under AS 08.94.010 or stock from a permittee under

AS 16.05.821.

* Section 12. AS 16.10.380(b) 1is amended to read:
((®) Inthis section 'user group™ 1iIncludes, but 1is not
limited to, sport Ffishermen, processors, commercial TFfishermen,
aquatic farmers, subsistence .fFishermen, and representatives of

local communities.

* Section 13. AS 16 .10.400 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

(D) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 do not apply to the

construction or operation of a private hatchery permitted under

AS 08.94.010.

* Section 14. AS 16.10.420(3) 1is amended to read:
(©) no salmon eggs or resulting fry, sold to
holder by the state orby another party approved by the depart-
ment, may be resoldorotherwise transferred to another person”

unless that person holds a permit under AS 03.94.010;

-10-



* Section 15. AS 16.10.420(7) 1is amended to read:

@ surplus eggs from salmon returning to the |
be made available for sale fTirst to the department and then,
after inspection and approval by the department, to operators of
other hatcheries authorized by permit to operate under AS

16.10.400 - 16.10.470, or AS 08.94.010;

* Section 16. AS 16.10.450 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.450. SALE OF SALMON AND SALMON EGGS BY
HATCHERY. A hatchery operator who sells salmon returning from
the natural waters of the state, or sells salmon eggs to another
hatchery operating under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 or AS
08.94.010, after utilizing the funds for reasonable operating
costs, including debt retirement, expanding 1its Tacilities,
salmon rehabilitation projects, Tfisheries research, or for costs
of operating the qualified regional association for the area in
which the hatchery 1is located, shall expend the remaining funds
on other Tfisheries activities of the qualified regional asso-
ciation. Fish returning to hatcheries and sold for human
consumption shall be of comparable quality to fish harvested by
commercial Tfisheries in the area, and shall be sold at prices

commensurate with the current market.

* Section 17. AS 16.43.140 1is amended by adding a new sub-
section to read:
@ This chapter does not apply to activities authoriz

by permit under AS 08.94.010 or AS 16.05.821,

* Section 18. AS 16.51.180(5) 1is amended to read:
(©) "seafood™ means Finfish, shellfish, and by-product
including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, Tflounder,

crab, clam, <cod, shrimp, and pollock. The terms does not

-11-



include aquatic farm products as that term 1is defined jn

AS 08.94.100(2);

* Sec. 19. AS 16.05.940(12) is repealed.

* Sec. 20. This Act takes effect immediately iIn accordance

with AS 01.10.070 (c).

-12 -
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HOUSE BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to aquatic Tfarming; and providing

for an effective date.”
BE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. FINDINGS AND POLICY. (@ The legislature finds that

(@) aquatic farming 1In the state would provide a consistent
source of quality food, provide new 7“obs, increase state exports, create
new commercial Tfishing and other business opportunities, and increase the
stability and diversity of the state"s economy;

(@ many areas of the state are ecologically suited for aquatic
farming development;

(3V aquatic farming would complement and enhance the variety and
quality of Alaska seafood and aauatic products, and thereby benefit the
state®s economy; and

(@) the principal responsibility for development of
farming iIn the state rests with the private sector.

() It is the policy of the state to encourage the establishment
growth of an aquatic Tfarming indtistrv and to assist in the planning and
orderly development of the iIndustry.

* Sec. 2. AS 08 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 06. AQUATIC FARMING.

Sec. 08.06.010. AQUATIC FARM AND HATCHERY PERMITS. (€)) A

person may not, without a permit from the commissioner, construct or

operate

(1 an aauatic farm: or
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() a hatchery for the purpose of supplying aquatic

or aquatic animals to an aquatic farm.

() A permit issued under this section authorizes the permittee,
subject to the conditions of this chapter, to acquire, purchase, offer
to purchase, transfer, possess, sell, and offer to sell stock and
aauatic fr.cm products that are used or reared at the hatchery or
aquatic farm.

(c) The commissioner, after consulting with the commissioner of
fish and game and the commissioner of environmental conservation, mav
attach conditions to a permit issued or renewed under this section
that are necessary to protect the public health or natural stocks.

Sec. 08.06.020. PERMIT APPLICATION, EXPIRATION, AND RENEWAL,
(@ An applicant for an aquatic farming or hatchery permit required
under AS 08.06.010 shall apply on a form prescribed by the commis-
sioner .

() A permit issued under AS 08.06,010 expires one vear after
the date of issue.

(¢) An application, for renewal shall be submitted to the commis-
sioner at least 30 days before the permit expires.

(d An application for renewal must be accompanied by a report
of a health inspection of the farm or hatchery to be permitted. The
inspection shall be conducted by the Department of Fish and Game or bv
a Tish disease diagnostician approved bv the Department of Fish an.A
Game. The 1inspection shall be conducted not more than 15 days before
the application is submitted to the department.

Sec. 08.06.030. AQUATIC FARM STOCK ACQUISITION PERMITS. () A
person may not acquire aquatic plants or aquatic animals from wild
stock iIn the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aauatic
farm or hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 unless

2 -
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the person holds an acquisition permit from the commissioner of fish
and game.

(b) An acquisition permit authorizes the permit holder to ac-
quire the species and quantities of wild stock iIn the state specified
in the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an aauatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010.

(©) The commissioner of fish and game, iIn consultation with the
commissioner of commerce and economic development, shall specify the
expiration date of an acquisition permit and mav attach conditions to
an acquisition permit, including conditions relating to the time,
place, and manner of harvest. Size, gear, Diace, time, licensing, and
other [limitations applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence
harvest of aauatic plants and aauatic animals do not aooly to a har-
vest with a permit issued under this section.

(d The commissioner of fish and eame shall forward a c.sv OF
each permit application under this section to f?e commissioner of
commerce and economic development. The commissioner of fish and game
shall 1issue or deny a permit within 30 days after receiving an appli-
cation.

(e The commissioner of fis®™ and game may denv or restrict a
permit under this section upon f zs that (@) the proposed harvest
will substantially impair sustained yield of the species; and (2) the
substantial impairment could not have been reasonably foreseen and
avoided through available management options. The decision of the
commissioner of fish and game must contain the factual basis for *‘“he
findings.

() Except as provided in (e) of this section, the commissioner
of fish and game shall issue a permit if

(1 wild stock 1is needed for initial harms or hatcberv

-3-
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Stock;

(@ there are technological limitations on the propagation
of cultured stock for the species sought;

(@) wild stock is needed to maintain the gene pool of a
hatchery or aquatic farm; or

(A) commercialharvest of the species sought is not limited
under AS 16.A3 and is not TfTully developed.

@ Aauatic plants and acuatic animals acauired under a permit
issued under this section become the propertyof the permit holder and
are no longer a public or common resource.

(®) The commissioner of fish and same shall make stock available
for aquatic farming purposes.

Sec. 08.06.0A0. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC. PLANTS OR AQUATIC ANIMALS
FOR STOCK. A person may not import into the state an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal for the purpose of supplying stock to an aauatic famm,
or hatcherv unless authorized by the commissioner of fish and game or
bv a regulation of the Board of Fisheries.

Sec. 08.06.050. LIMITATION ON SALE, TPANSFEF OF STOCK, ANT
PRODUCTS. (@ A private hatcher”™ reauired to have a permit ur.cer
this chapter may sell or transfer stock fromthe hatcherv onlv to an
aquatic Tfarm or other hatchery that has apermit issued under this
chapter.

(b) A stock may not be transferred «o or from, an anuatic farm -~r
hatcherv required to have a permit under this chapter without rrirr
notice of the transfer to the commissioner. A notice of -~rsr.sf=
shall be submitted at least 30 days before the proposed dare of ™.sr.?
fer.

() A notice of transfer must be accompanied bv a retort

health inspection of the stock. The inspection she.] onaucted.

“L-
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the Department of Fish and Game or by a disease diagnostician approved
by the Department of Fish and Game. The inspection shall be conducted
not more than seven days before the notice of transfer is submitted, to
the commissioner.

(d The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or disapprove a
transfer of a stock if it finds that the transfer would present a
substantial risk of spreading disease or, in the case of a transfer
from a hatchery, would significantly impair the production needs of
the hatchery.

(e A person may not sell, transfer, or offer to sell or trans-
fer, or knowingly purchase or receive, an aauatic Tfarm product unless
the product was grown or propagated on a farm with a permit issued
under this chapter. The permit must be iIn effect at the time of the
sale, transfer, purchase, receipt, or offer.

Sec. 08.06.060. RELEASF OF CERTAIN FISH PROHIBITED. Salmon and
trout may not be released into the public water of the state from a
hatchery or aouatic farm reauired to have a permit under this chanter
without prior authorization from the Department of Fish and Game.

Sec. 08.06.070. DISEASE CONTROL AND [INSPECTION. (@ The De-
partment of Fish and Game may order the destruction and disposal of a
diseased hatchery stock or of aquatic farm products when necessary to
protect wild stocks. A holder of a permit issued under this chapter
shall report to the Department of Fish and Game an outbreak or inci-
dence of disease among stock or aquatic fTarm products of the permit
holder.

(o)) A holder of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 shall
the Department of Fish and Game to inspect the permit holder®*s farm -~r
hatchery during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cos-
of inspection shall be borne bv the Department nf F°"-b and Game.

S_
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(c) The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a disease
management and control program for aquatic farms and hatcheries.

(d) The Department of Fish and Game may enter iInto an agreement
with a state or federal agency or a private provider to provide ser-
vices under (b) and (c) of this section.

Sec. 08.06.080. REGULATIONS. The commissioner mav adopt regu-
lations necessary to implement this chapter.

Sec. 08.06.090. PENALTY. A person who violates a provision of
this chapter, a regulation adopted under tbis chapter, or a term or
condition of a permit issued under this chanter, is guilty of a cla=s
B misdemeanor.

Sec. 08.06.900. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(1) Taquatic farm™ means a Tacility that grows, farms, or
cultivates

() aquatic farm products in artificially enclosed
marine or fresh water; or
(B) i1mmobile species in controlled water;

(@ TMaauatic Tfarm product”™ includes an aauatic plant or
aquatic animal, or fish parts that are propagated, farmed, or cul-
tivated in an aauatic farm and sold or offered for consumption:

@) "commissioner”™ means the commissioner of commerce and
economic development;

(41 "hatcherv" means a facilitv for the artificial ;nc’"-
bation of stock, 1including rearing of juvenile aouaric plants -r
aquatic animals;

(Bl stock™ means live aauatic plants and aauacic -
acquired, collected, possessed, or intended for use bv j hatcherv

aquatic farm for the purpose of further growth or nmpag,it-" men.

* Sec. 3. AS 03.05.020(a) 1is amended to read:

6.
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(a) The commissioner shall

(1) reauire routine inspection of food animals, TFfish,
poultry and derivative food products, to protect the public against
fraud, disease and spoilage, and 1in this connection adopt uniform
regulations establishing standards of identity and composition of
these food products and minimum standards of sanitation and handling
methods as to all phases of slaughtering, processing, storing, trans-
porting, displaying and selling of these food products;

(2) issue orders or cause the orders to be issued by an
authorized veterinarian prohibiting transportation and sale of food
products intended for human consumption which do not meet the minimum
reauirements established wunder (1) of this subsection, and limiting
their use and disposal in conformitv with protection of the public;

(3) adopt a schedule of fees or charges, and credit pro-
visions, for services rendered by state veterinarians to farmers and
others at their reauest in caring for livestock and poultrv, and all
the fees shall be transmitted to the commissioner for deposit in the
state treasury;

(4) designate points of ent®v for admission of livestock or
poultry into the state, and arrange inspection at those points with or
without collaboration and assistance of the federal government, arc.
bar entry of stock or poultry not shipped under a valid permit or not
free from contagious or infectious disease;

(B) adopt, repeal, and amend regulations consistent with
existing law for

(A) the labeling and grading of milk and milk product*®
and standards of cleanliness and sanitation, to at least tue
minimum of current recommendations of the United States Public

Health Service, for the operation of dairies selling, or offering
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for sale, milk or milk products;

(B) the production and sale of ice cream and allied
frozen desserts;

© the production and sale of iImitation milk and

imitation milk productsj

®) monitor aauatic farms and hatcheries that hold

under AS 08.06. 010 for the possible presence of paralytic shellfish

poisoning.

Sec. 4. AS 08.01,010 is amended by adding a new narasranh to read:
@ regulation of aauatic farm? and hatcheries under

AS 08.06.

Sec. 5. AS 16.05.251 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

@® Except as expressly provided in AS 08.06.0M0, the Board

Fisheries may not adopt regulations or take action regarding the
issuance, denial, or conditioning of a permit under AS 08.06, the
construction or operation of a farm or hatchery reauired to have a
permit under AS 08.06.010, or a harvest with a permit 1issued under
AS 08.06.030. Regulations or orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under this section do not applv to a harvest with a permit issued
under AS 08.06.030.

Sec. 6. AS 16 .05 .330(a) is amended to read:

(€)) Except as otherwise permitted iIn this chanter, a person m

not engage iIn sport Tishing, including the taking cf ra”™or clams: ir
hunting, trapping, or Tfur dealing; 1iIn the farming of rFISH,] fur r.
or game; or iIn taxidermy, without having the appropriate license

tag in actual possession.

* Sec. 7. AS 16.05 .340(a)(14) is amended to read:

(14) [FISH OR1 eame farming biennial licenses........... 200

* Sec. 8. AS 16.05.920(a) 1is amended to read:
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(@ Unless permitted by AS 16.05 - AS16.40 or AS 08.06, or by
regulation adopted under AS 16.05 - AS™ 16.400r AS 08.06, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or offer
to purchase fish, game, or marine aquatic plants, or any part of fish,
game”™ or aquatic plants, or a nest or egg cf fish or game.

Sec. 9. AS 16.05.930 is amended by adding anew subsection to read:

(@ AS 16.05.330 - '>6.05.720 do not apply to an activity au-
thorized by a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or08.06.030, or to a
person or vessel employed in anactivity authorized by a permit issued
under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

Sec. 10. AS 16.05.940(14) 1is amended to read:

(14) "fFTSH OR] game farming™ means the business of prop-
agating, breeding, raising, orproducing [FISH OR] same in captivity
for the purpose of marketing the [FISH OR] game or game [THEIR] prod-
ucts, and ‘captivity” means having the [FISH OR] game under positive
control, as in a pen T, POND,] or an area of land that (OR WATER
WHICH] 1is completely enclosed by a generally escape-Droof barrier:

Sec. 11. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.10.2.69. LIMITATIONS. AS 16.10.265 - 16. 10.267 do not
apply to the purchase or sale of aauatic farm products from a holder
of agpermit issued under AS 08.06.010 or stock from a holder of a
permit issued under AS 08.06.030.

Sec. 12. AS 16.10.380(b) 1is amended to read:

() In this section "user group”™ 1includes, but 1is not limited
to, sport Fishermen, processors, commercial Tfishermen, aauatic farm-
ers, subsistence fishermen, and representatives of local communities.
Sec. 13. AS 16.10.400 1is amended bv adding a new subsection to read:

) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 do not a;mlv to fhe construction or
operation of a private hatcherv that has a permit Lssi"ed under
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1 AS 08.06.010.

2 * Sec. 14. AS 16.10.420 is amended to read:

3 Sec. 16.10.420. CONDITIONS OF A PERMIT. The department
4 shall require, iIn a permitissued to a hatchery operator, that

5 (1) salmon eggs procured by the hatchery must be from the
6 department or asource approved by the department;

7 (@no salmon eggs or resulting fry be placed in waters of
8 the state other than those specifically designhated in the permit;

9 @ no salmon eggs or resulting fry, sold to a permit
10 holder by the state or by another party approved by the department,
n may be resold or otherwise transferred to another person, unless that
» per-son holds a permit issued under AS 08. 06. 010;

13“ (@) no salmon be released by the hatcherv before dej
1 approval, and, for purposes of pathological examination and approval,
JSI the department shall be notified of the proposed release of salmon at
16 least 15 days before the date of their proposed release by the hatch-
g ery,

1. ~5) diseased salmon be destroyed in a specific manner and
9 place designated bv the department;

D (6) adult salmon be harvested by hatcherv operators only st
a specific locations as designhated by the department;

2 (7 surplus eggs from salmon returning to the hatcherv e
3 made available for sale first to the department and then, after In-
2k spection and approval by the department, to operators of other ~atch-
5 eries authorized bv permit to operate under AS 16.70.400 - 16.70.,F
260 or_AS_08.06.CPO;

271 ® iIf surplus salmon eggs are sold by a permit holder -
28! another permit holder, a copv of the sales transaction be nro”ided
’?’?J the department;
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(© [REPEALED

10)] a hatchery be located iIn an area where a reasonable
segregation from natural stocks occurs, but, when feasible, iIn an area
where returning hatchery fish will pass through traditional salmon
fisheries.

* Sec. 15. AS 16.10.450 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.450. SALE OF SALMON AND SALMON EGGS BY HATCHERY. A
hatchery operator who sells salmon returning from the natural water
TfWATERS] of the state, or sells salmon eggs to another hatchery op-
erating under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 or with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.010, after utilizing the funds for reasonable oneratine
costs, 1including debt retirement, expanding 1its Tfacilities, salmon
rehabilitation projects, fisheries research, or for costs of operating
the qualified regional association for the area in which the hatchery
is located, shall expend the remaining funds on other Tfisheries activ-
ities of the qualified regional association. Fish returning tohatch-
eries and sold for human consumption must [SHALL] be of comparable
quality to fish harvested by commercial fisheries iIn the area, and
shall be sold at prices commensurate wlith thecurrent market.

* Sec. 16. AS 16.43.140 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d This chapter does not apply to activities authorized bv a
permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

* Sec. 17. AS 16.51.180(5) 1is amended to read:

o) "seafood” means finfish, shellfish, and Ffish
ucts, including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, flounder,
crab, clam, cod, shrimp, and pollock, hut does not Include acuat:
farm, products as defined in AS 08.06.900:

* Sec. 18. This Act takes effect iImmediately under AS ~ .1n.0"™°<cC
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BY ELLIS, RIEGER, COTTEN
IN THE HOUSE AND BROWN >

HOUSE BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: ™"An Act relating to aquatic farming; and providing
for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1, FINDINGS AND POLICY. (@ The Iegislatl.,lre finds that

(€)) aquatic Tarming in the state would provide a consistent
source of quality food, provide new jobs, 1increase state exports, create
new commercial Ffishing and other business opportunities, and iIncrease the
stability and diversity of the state®s economy;

(@ many areas of the state are ecologically suited for aquatic
farming development;

(@ aquatic farming would complement and enhance the variety and
quality of Alaska seafood and aquatic products, and thereby benefit the
state®s economy; and

(@) the principal responsibility for development of aquatic
farming iIn the state rests with the private sector.

() It 1is thepolicy of the state toencourage the establishment and
growth of anaquatic Tfarming industry and toassist inthe planning and
orderly development of the industry.

* Sec. 2. AS 08 is amended by addinga new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 06. AQUATIC FARMING.

Sec. 08.Ck

person may not,

operate

(€@)) an aquatic farm; or



I (@ a i1atchery for the purpose of supplying aquatic plants

a) or aquatic animals to an aquatic farm.

3 ((0)) A permit issued under this section authorizes the permittee,
4 subject to the conditions of this chapter, to acquire, purchase, offer
3 to purchase, transfer, possess, sell, and offer to sell stock and
G aquatic farm products that are used or reared at the®™ hatchery or
7 aquatic farm.

8 © The commissioner, after consultingwith the commissioner of
9 ( fish and game and the commissioner of environmental conservation, may
R attach conditions to a permit 1issued under this section that are
n necessary to protect the public health or natural stock.

2 Sec. 08.06.020. PERMIT APPLICATION AND RENEWAL. (€)) An
13 applicant for an aquatic farming or hatchery permit required under
1 AS 08.06.010 shall apply on a form prescribed by the commissioner.

((0)) An application for renewal must be accompanied by ¥t
required under AS 08.01.065 and a report of a health inspection of the
farm or hatchery to be permitted. The inspection shall be conducted
by the Department of Fish and Game or by a fish disease diagnostician

“© approved by the Department of Fish and Game. The inspection shall be
conducted not more than 30 days before the application is submitted to
the department.

Sec. 08.06.030. AQUATIC FARM STOCK | @& A
person may not acquire aquatic plants or aquatic animals from wild

i stock in the state for the purpose of su’;-ying stock to an aquatic
| farm or hatchery required to have a petmit under AS 08.06.010 unless

the person holds an acquisition permit from the commissioner of fish/

((9)) An acquisition permit authorizes the permit holder to ac

quire the species and quantities of wild stock in the state specified
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in the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an>aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010.

(c) The commissioner of fish and game, iIn consultation with the
commissioner of commerce and economic development, shall specify the
expiration date of an acquisition permit and may attach conditions to
an acquisition permit, including conditions relating to the time,
place, and manner of harvest. Size, gear, place, time, licensing, and
other limitations applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence
harvest of aquatic plants and aquatic animals do not apply to a har-
vest with a permit issued under this section.

(d The commissioner of fish and game shall forward a copy of
each permit application under this section to the commissioner of
commerce and economic development. The commissioner of fish and game
shall issue or deny a permit within 30 days after receiving an appli-
cation.

(e The commissioner of fish and game may deny or restrict a
permit under this section if the commissioner finds that the proposed
harvest will substantially impair sustained yield of the species. The
decision of the commissioner of fish and game must contain the factual
basis for the findings. IT the substantial impairment could not have
been reasonably foreseen and avoided through available management
options, the commissioner of fish and game shall explain why 1iIn the
decision.

() Except as provided iIn (e) of this section, the commissioner
of fish and game shall issue a permit if

(1 wild stock 1is needed for 1initial farms or hatchery
stock;

(@ there are technological Ilimitations on the propagation

of cultured stock for the species sought;
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@) wild stcck is needed to maintain the egene pool of a
hatchery or aquatic farm; or

(@ commercial harvest of the species sought is not limited
under AS 16.43 and is not fully developed.

(@ Aquatic plants and aquatic animals acquired under a permit
issued under this section become the property of the permit holder and
are no longer a public or common resource.

(h) The commissioner of fish and game shall make stock available
for aquatic farming purposes.

Sec. 08.06.040. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PLANTS OR AQUATIC ANIMALS
FOR STOCK. A person may not import into the state an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm
or hatchery unless authorized by the commissioner of fish and game or
by a regulation of the Board of Fisheries.

Sec. 08.06.050. LIMITATION ON SALE, TRANSFER OF STOCK, AND
PRODUCTS. (@ A private hatchery required to have a permit under
this chapter may sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an
aquatic farm or other hatchery that has a permit issued under this
chapter.

(b) Stock may not be transferred to or from an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under this chapter without prior
notice of the transfer to the commissioner. A notice of transfer
shall be submitted at least 30 days before the proposed date of trans-
fer .

(©) A notice of transfer must be accompanied by a report of a
health inspection of the stock. The inspection shall be conducted by
the Department Fish and Game or by a disease diagnostician approved
by the Department of Fish and Game.

(d The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or disapprove a



transfer of stock if it finds that the transfer

(1) would present a substantial risk of spreading disease;
or

(@ iIn the case of a transfer from a hatchery for which a
permit has been issued under AS 16.10.400, would significantly i1iryMir
the production needs of the hatchery.

e A person may not sell, transfer, or offer to sell or trans-
fer, or knowingly purchase or receive, an aquatic farm produce grown
or propagated in the state unless the product was.grown or propagated
on afarm with a permit issuedunder this chapter. The permit must be
in effect at the time of the sale, transfer, purchase, receipt, or
offer.

Sec.08.06.060. RELEASE OF CERTAIN FISH PROHIBITED. Salmon and
trout may not intentionally be released into the public water of the
state from a hatchery or aquatic farm required to have a permit under
this chapter without prior authorization from the Department of Fish
and Game.

Sec. 08.06.070. DISEASE CONTROL AND INSPECTION. (@ The De-
partment of Fish and Game may order the quarantine or the destruction
and disposal of diseased hatchery stock or of aquatic farm products
when necessary to protect wild stock. A holder of a permit issued
under this chapter shall report to the Department of Fish and Game an
outbreak or incidence of disease among stock or aquatic farm products
of the permit holder.

() A holder of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 shall allow
the Department of Fish and Game to iInspect the permit holder®s farm or
hatchery during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cost
of inspection shall be borne by the Department of Fish and Game.

(c) The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a disease

-5-



management and control program for aquatic farms and hatcheries.

@ The Department of Fish and Game may enter into an agreeme
with a state or federal agency or a private provider to provide ser-
vices under (b) and (¢) of this section, or iInspections under AS 08.-
06.020(b).

Sec. 08.06.080. REGULATIONS. The commissioner may adopt regu-
lations necessary to implement this chapter.

Sec. 08.06.090. PENALTY. A person who violates a provision of
this chapter, a regulation adopted under this chapter, or a term or
condition of a permit issued under this chapter, is guilty of a class
B misdemeanor.

Sec. 08.06.900. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(1) Taquatic farm” means a facility that grows, Tfarms, or
cultivates aquatic farm products in captivity or under positive
control;

() "aquatic TFfarm product” 1includes an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal, or Ffish parts that are propagated, farmed, or cul-
tivated iIn an aquatic farm and sold or offered for consumption;

@) "commissioner"™ means the commissioner of commerce and
economic development;

(A) "hacchery"™ means a fTacility for the artificial incu-
bation of stock, including rearing of juvenile aquatic plants or
aquatic animals;

B) positive control”™ means, for Ffish and other mobile
species, enclosed within a natural or artificial escape-proof barrier;
for species with Hlimited or no mobility, such as a bivalve or an
aquatic plant, "positive control™ also includes managed cultivation in
unenclosed water;

(6) stockl means live aauatic plants and aquatic animals

-6-



acquired, collected, possessed, or intended for use by a hatchery or
aquatic farm for the purpose of further growth or propagation.
Sec. 3. AS 03.05.020(a) 1is amended to read:

(@ The commissioner shall

(€@)) require routine inspection of food animals, Ffish,
poultry and derivative food products, to protect the public against
fraud, disease and spoilage, and in this connection adopt uniform
regulations establishing standards of identity and composition of
these food products and minimum standards of sanitation and handling
methods as to all phases of slaughtering, processing, storing, trans-
porting, displaying and selling of these food products;

(@) issue orders or cause the orders to be issued by an
authorized veterinarian prohibiting transportation and sale of food
products intended for human consumption which do not meet the minimum
requirements established under (1) of this subsection, and limiting
their use and disposal in conformity with protection of the public;

(@) adopt a schedule of fees or charges, and credit pro-
visions, Tfor services rendered by state veterinarians to farmers and
others at their request in caring for livestock and poultry, and all
the fees shall be transmitted to the commissioner for deposit iIn the
state treasury;

(49 designate points of entry for admission of livestock or
poultry into the state, and arrange inspection at those points with cr
without collaboration and assistance of the federal government:, and
bar entry of stock or poultry not shioped under a valid permit or not
free from contagious or infectious disease;

() adopt, repeal, and amend regulations consistent with
existing law for

(A the labeling and grading of milk and milk products
-7-



and standards of cleanliness and sanitation, to at least the

minimum of current recommendations of the United States Public

Health Service, for the operation of dairies selling, or offering

for sale, milk or milk products;

(B) the production and sale of ice cream and allied
frozen desserts;

(©the production and sale of imitation milk and
imitation milk productsj_

(6) monitoraquatic farms and hatcheries that hold permits
under AS 08.06.010 for the possible presence of paralvtic shellfish
poisoning.

Sec. 4. AS 08.01.010 is amended by adding a new paragraph to read:
@n regulation of aquatic Tfarms and hatcheries under

AS 08.06.

Sec. 5. AS 16.05.251 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

Q) Except as expressly provided in AS 08.06.040, the Board ¢
Fisheries may not adopt regulations or take action regarding the
issuance, denial, or conditioning of a permit under AS 03.06, the
construction or operation of a farm or hatchery required to have a
permit under AS 08.06.010, or a harvest with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.030. Regulations or orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under this section do not apply to a harvest with a permit issued
under AS 08.06.030.

Sec. 6. AS 16.05.330(a) 1is amended to read:

@ Except as otherwise permitted in this chapter, a person nm
not engage in sport TfTishing, including the taking of razor clams; in
hunting, trapping, or fur dealing; in the farming of [FISH,] fur [,1
or game; or 1iIn taxidermy, without having the appropriate license or

tag In actual possession.



Sec. 7. AS 16.05.340(a)(14) is amended to read:

(14) [FISH OR] game farming biennial licenses........... 200
Sec. 8. AS 16.05.920(a) 1is amended to read:

(@ Unless permitted by AS 16.05 - AS16.40 or AS 08.06, or by
regulation adopted under AS 16.05 - AS 16.40or AS 08.06, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or offer
to purchase fish, game, or marine aquatic plants, or any part of fish,
game”™ or aquatic plants, or a nest or egg of fish or game.

Sec. 9. AS 16.05.930 is amended by adding anew subsection to read:

(o)) AS 16.05.330 - 16.05.720 do not apply to an activity ¢
thorized by a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030, or to a
person or vessel employed in an activity authorized by a permit issued
under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

Sec. 10. AS 16.05.940(14) 1is amended to read:

(14) "[FISH OR] game farming™ means the business of prop-
agating, breeding, raising, or producing [FISH OR] game in captivity
for the purpose of marketing the [FISH OR] game or game [THEIR] prod-
ucts, and "captivity"” means having the [FISH OP] game under positive
control, as in a pen [, POND,] or anarea of land that [OR WATER.
WHICH] 1is completely enclosed by a generally escape-proof barrier;

Sec. 11. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.10.269. LIMITATIONS. AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267 do not
apply to the purchase or sale of aauatic farm products from a holder
of a Dermic issued under AS 08.06.010 cr stock froma holder of a
permit issued under AS 08.06.030.

Sec. 12. AS 16.10.380(b) is amended to read:

(®) In this section "user group’” includes, butis not limited

to, sport fishermen, processors, commercial Ffishermen, aauatic farm-

ers , subsistence fishermen, and representatives of local communities.



* Sec. 13. AS 16.10.400is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(h) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 do not apply to the construction or
operation of a private hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 08.-
06.010.
* Sec. 14. AS 16,10.420is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.420. CONDITIONS OF A PERMIT. The department
shall require, in a permit issued to a hatchery operator, that

(1) salmon eggs procured by the hatchery must be fi
department or a source approved by the department;

(2) no salmon eggs or resulting fry be placed in waters of
the state other than those specifically designated in the permit;

(3) no salmon eggs or resulting fry, sold to a permit
holder by the state or by another party approved by the department,
may be resold or otherwise transferred to another person, unless that
person holds a permit issued under AS 08.06.010;

(4) no salmon be released by the hatchery before department
approval, and, for purposes of pathological examination and approval,
the department shall be notified of the proposed release of salmon at
least 15 days before the date of their proposed release by the hatch-
ery;

(5) diseased salmon be destroyed in a specific manner and
place designated by the department;

(6) adult salmon be harvested by hatchery operators only at
specific locations as designated by the department;

(7) surplus eggs from salmon returning to the hatchery be
made available for sale first to the department and then, after in-
spection and approval by the department, to operators of other hatch-

eries authorized by permit to operate under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470,
or AS 08.06.010;
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(8) if surplus salmon eggs are sold by a permit holder to
another permit holder, a copy of the sales transaction be provided to
the department;

(9) [REPEALED

(10)] a hatchery be located in an area where a reasonable
segregation from natural stocks occurs, but, when feasible, in an area
where returning hatchery fish will pass through traditional salmon
fisheries.

Sec. 15. AS 16.10.450 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.450. SALE OF SALMON AND SALMON EGGS BY HATCHERY. A
hatchery operator who sells salmon returning from the natural water
[WATERS] of the state, or sells salmon eggs to another hatchery op-
erating under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 or with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.010, after wutilizing the funds for reasonable operating
costs, including debt retirement, expanding its facilities, salmon
rehabilitation projects, fisheries research, or for costs of operating
the qualified regional association for the area in which the hatchery
Is located, shall expend the remaining funds on other fisheries activ-
ities of the qualified regional association. Fish returning to hatch-
eries and sold foi* human consumption must [SHALL] be of comparable
quality to fish harvested by commercial fisheries in the area, and
shall be sold at prices commensurate with the current market.

Sec. 16. AS 16.43.140 is amended by adding a new subsection tc read:

(d) This chapter does not apply to activities authorized by
permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

Sec. 17. AS 16.51.180(5) is amended to read:

(5) "seafood"” means finfish, shellfish, and fish by
ucts, including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, flounder,
crab, clam, cod, shrimp, and pollock, but does not include aquatic

11-
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RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

DRAFT
STRATEGY FOR ADVANCING
ALASKA"S MARICULTURE INDUSTRY

FEBRUARY 13, 1387
PROPOSED DRAFT LEGISLATION

LAND OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
Objective I-A:

Define regulations and procedures to provide for the use of state
lands (tidal and submerged) for aquaculture products and port and
harbor development.

Task 1. Revise AS Title 38 Sec. 05.088 Leases
for shore fisheries development to make it applicable to
aquacuiture development.

* Section 38.05.082 is. amended as followes:

(a) The director, with approval of the commissioner,
may lease tide and submer?ed land for fisheries development,
Fisheries development includes the utilization of shore gill nets
or set nets for' the taking of fish and_devel ogment_and

_ I.c ferm as _defi.ned-under AS<08i 061300 and
_germitted _under AS 08i 0&.010~ TEvery lease isSued under this
section shall reserve to the public a >ight-of-way for access to
navigable waters and other tide and submerged land.

Adding the following subsections:

(f) The director may classify land as subject to leases for
fisheries development, and publicly invite applications for '->a* 3
the selected areas. The director will continue to accept and
execute fisheries development lease applications (inleu) of the
aforementioned land classification., Each application shall be
accompanied by an affidavit describing the proposed aquaculture
farm project and shall include a schedule for developing and
operating the aquatic: farm and to the effect that the applicant
presently intends to follow the schedule for utilizing the leased
area. This information rcay be incorporated in the lease
agreement. If two or more applications are received for the same
area, the director shall award the lease to the rnost qualified

applicant.  AT'rrninl iming I'mhr L£Ja inn nf Iipiilii nlit n, kin"
thFePtU! ul'iia- - -1 *frhe-Q.'grrg'bb "0 f

crppi IdanT rT&5 “roquatic—an i i u g ->proX"fmrL-y~-lrg—
prsist a pM*tlrp LEoviiViiti-ArLEO hn LWppl inant tp t a n d .tp -ha..
Tesrsed,l Llre—presenT—chi 111y -shpl mant-.tg"TIt' I L1Ye "tfre-*

Tiifflat iqin w1t Q dniimum "po-figvitiaT, "Atid' Ulllgi f tn,
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<g) O lease for aquatic farming may be issued for any period not
exceeding £5 years. If the commissioner determines that the land
i1*9p*ing utilized for the purpose for which the lease is issued,
the lease may be declared void. The director shall establish a
reasonable rental for the lease, equal to the adrninistrative
costs involved in processing the leasehold applications.

<h) Term of leases are governed by OS 38. ©5.085
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JOINT INTERIM WORKING GROUP ON AQUATIC FARMING

COMPOSITION OF THE WORKING GROUP:

2 Senate Members
2 House Members

Ex-officio Members:

Kate Graham (Fishing Industry)
Rodger Painter (Mariculture Indastry)
Environmental Lobby Representative
Sport Fishing Representative
Administration Representative

MEETING SCHEDULE:
May organizational meeting
mid-August report back meeting
September: work session
October: create draft legislation for circulation
November: amend draft
AGENDA:

define problems/assign issues

create two or three industry scope scenarios

co-ordinate with agencies for issue resolution based on
two or three different mdustrg scenarios.

discuss resolutions/possible regulations

draft legislation .

circulate legislation/public hearings

redraft legislation

present to Legislature
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STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date; ------mmmmmmmmemmn

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No.: HB 108 Agency Affected: -Fmnrnnmpni-ni rnnconnM’nn
Titdleé ""An Act relating to aouatic BRU I Emaxcuunantal Haalxh

farming” \

Sponsor 1 ELLIS \ Components : Seafood Industry.

Requester: Palmer Laboratory

Date of Request:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUEs : (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 87 FY 88 FY*9 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND* STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 Q n
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING : (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL S [—| .0 .o N

POSITIONS :

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME $ 0 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS : Attach a separate page if necessary

This Bill will have no fiscal impact on the Department of Environmental
Conservation.

Douglas Donegan Phone 465-2609--

Prepared by:
Environmental Health Date: .

Division: _

Approved by Commissioner: V Date:.

Agency: Environmental Corrse’yai-iorT

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legisla ive Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget

Impacted Agency(ies) page, of 9/16/86
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STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE
Bill Version: B 108
REQUEST: Publish Date:
Revision Date: ~ 2-4-87 AgencyAffected: F~-ural Resources
Tide:_~n Act-Relating to Aauatic BRU. Land and Water Management
Farming
Sponsor: ENNiS;-,Rigger, Co.Uen. 3rownt Components
Requestor: etc-

LXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollar.)

OPERATING FY 87 FY 83 FY89 FY 90 FY o1 FY 92
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 84.6 171. 3 171. 3 210.6 210.6
TRAVEL 0 20.0 25.0 25.0 22.0 22.C
CONTRACTUAL 0 2.0 4,0 4.0 a.n 4.0
SUPPUES 0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 o 1 0
LAND & STRUCTURES g n 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 P 0e o-
TOTAL OPERATING 0 107.6 202.3 202.3 238.6 238.6

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE 0 15.5 23.5 32.0 36.0 40.0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollar)
GENERAL FUND 0 107.6 202.3 202. 3 238.6 238.6
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 n o .
TOTAL 0 107.6 2927 . 202.3 228. &  osg.fi
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 2 r 3 3 4 4
PART-TIME 0 0 2 2 2 2
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)

See Attached

Prepered B ang andp\zlivualtgv Bl\%r%ess ment Prou oaser
Division a age ¢ Date:

Date:

ssionegi, V.
Approved by Commissioney;
Agency: NaturauTRe ources

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agcncy(ies)
Senate Secretary

page



HB 108 Analysis

‘norder to assess the fiscal impact of HB 108, we estimate
l..a number of new applications for tideland leases and
permits that we expect. The actual number of anHpations
will vary depending upon the fee structure for leasing and
permitting, and the ,prove up" requirements of the bhill. At
present our ?ermlt.fees_are extremely low and the cost of
obtaining a lease is quite high. At this stage no "land
law" accompanies the bill to alter the lease or permit
structure. We recognize that certain changes are desirable
to encourage growth of the industry, such as the acceptance
of a paper plat rather than a full survey for a lease in
remote areas. While such changes may be forthcoming in
later committees, the fiscal note here reflects the existing
permit structure.

We estimate the number of new applications the first year to
be the following:

30 salmon

25 scallop
10 oyster
3 mussel
2 kelp

We require one adjudicator in the Southeast Re?ion and one
adjudicator in the Southcentral Region to handle the new
applications. The second year we require one additional
adjudicator (to be located where the need is the greatest)
to handle additional new aPpllcathns, By the fourth ¥ear
we are assuming the need of two adjudicators in each of the
two regions.

The second year we require a part time contract
administrator to handle the accumulation of two years of
lease contracts, and a part time surveyor to review survey
plats. (The survey cost maY be reduced somewhat if the bill
Is amended to allow paper plats rather than full surveys in
remote areas.)

A goal of the state and of those seriously interested in
aquatic farming is to avoid land speculation. In order to
accomplish this, it will be necessary to inspect most lease
and permit sites once a year. Some inspections can be
combined with other field investigations, and some may he
performed under cooperative a?reements with other agencies.
A lean inspection program will cost $10,000 for each
adjudicator the first year (travel and per diem). In
subsequent years the cost will decline as we establish
inspection éfficiencies,

Under existing statutes and regulations, the number of
leases and permits estimated above would generate



approximately $.15500 in revenue the first year. As the
number of operat. ons increases each year, the revenue
increases modestI%. I'f the bill were amended to allow the
Commissioner to charge a percentage of gross receipts,
revenues could increase substantially once the industry
began to flourish,

Position Summary
Fiscal Year '88

Two (2) - Natural Resource Officers Il (Range 16)

Fiscal Years '89 and '90

Three 53) - Natural Resource Officers Il (RanF?e 16)
One E g Part-time Contract Administrator (Range 14)
One 1) - Part-time Surveyor (Range 20)

Fiscal Years '91 and '92
Four (4) - Natural Resource Officers Il (Ran?e 16)

One 1;- Part-time Contract Administrator (Range 14)
One 1) - Part-time Surveyor (Range 20)



STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:

Revision Dale:
Title :

Sponsor - Zharot™f et al. Ellis._et al m

Requestor:

F.XPF.ND1TURF.S/REVENUF.S:

OPERATING FY 87

PERSONAL SLRVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS i

157

1

0

166

166

2
1
1

Agency Affected:A

BRU : .

Bill Version:

SB 106/HB 108

Components «-ERED

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 38

FY 89

1 5%

)

a

L

1 168

OTHER 1

rrrr.sL 1
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY 1
ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)

*

Publish Date : 2/4/87
Q F fy G ____
PEP
FY 90 FY a1 FY 92
183 Zi 1 330
10 | 20
9 a i q
F m 1 99
1 ? 1
i
i
i L
202 209 1 385
202 1 269 385
I
|
i
3 3.5 1 9
1 2 | 0
0 0 1 0

This analysis estimates costs of pathology services and permitting based on
in 20 operational

100 permit applications

in FY 88,

ultimately resulting

fish farms by FY 92 of economically significant size.

(see attached for additional

Dr. Mike Kain
ADF&6/FRED

Prepared by :
Division :

comments)

Approved by Commissioner M
Agency:

Distribution (by preparer ):
Legislative Finance
Lecislauve Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agencvues)
Senate Secretary

Date:

Phone:
Date:

AB5-A16Q
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CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE, SB106/HB108. rev 3/2/787

tstimated cost of services to be provided b> ADF&G are fish
pathology services, permit processing arid technical oversignt

For f)athology services, estimated costs are based on current
workload and budget for the section at this time, to arrive at a
pei—unit cost (e.g. $600,000/37 hatcheries = $16,000/hatchery).
An additional $12,000 is budgeted for investigations and
diagnostic services in the first year. Types of services are:
diagnostic, broodstock, water source analysis, shellfish
certification, pre-release inspection, and human health concerns.

For permitting and technical overrsight services, an assessment of
work requirements was made by calling the Marine Resources
Division of the B.C. provincial government. For the first three
years, two full-time technicians would be required. Thereafter,
manpower needs will diminish. The types of work to be undertaken
will be communication with applicants, review of application
materials, coordination with programs sucn as coastal zone
consistency review, and technical biology and fish culture
oversight,

It is very difficult to anticipate what wihi happen if a
mariculture program is enabled in Alaska. We have prepared this
note based on oDservations and consultations with managers of
similar programs. We then applied this to Alaska, using the
incomolete data at hand. These must be considered rough
estimates of cost. As further information becomes available, the

fiscal note could change. Also, as the bill becomes modified as
it passes through the legislative process, there may be changes
in the bill that will have corresponding changes in the fiscal

note.
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COMPARISON OF 2/17/87 AND 2/24/87 COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTES

he only difference between CS HB 108 (L&C) 2/17//87 which was
doyted by the committee last Tuesdag and CS HB 108 (L&C)
[24187 is that the the old CS had 18 sections and the new CS
as 17 sections reflecting the elimination of Section 3.

ection 3 of the 2/17/87 CS was eliminated at the suggestion
f the Department of Environmental Conservation to avoid
otential duplication of existing services.

The section added language to AS 03.05.020(a) which read:

(6) ‘monitor acruatic farms and hatcheries
that hold permits under AS 08.06.101 for the
possible presence of paralytic shellfish
poisoning.

D.E.C. informs us that "his function is covered under 18 AAC
Chapter 34i
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Original sponsors: Eloltitse’n Rg

BY THE LABOR AND

IN THE HOUSE COMVERCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 108 (L&C)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Actentitled:  "An Act relating to aquatic farming; and providing

for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
*Section 1. FINDINGS AND POLICY. (a) The legislature finds that

(1) aquatic farming in the state would provide a consistent
source of quality food, provide new jobs, increase state exports, create
new commercial fishing and other business opportunities, and increase the
stability and diversity of the state's economy;

(2) many areas of the state are ecologically suited for aquatic
farming development;

(3) aquatic farming would complement and enhance the variety and
quality of Alaska seafood and aquatic products, and thereby benefit the
state's economy;

(A) development of mariculture in the state would strengthen the
competitiveness of Alaska seafood in the world marketplace by broadening
thediversity —of products and providing year-round supplies of premium
quality seafood; and

(5) the principal responsibility for development of aquatic
farming in the state rests with the private sector,

(b) It is the policy of the state

(1) to encourage the establishment and growth of an aquatic
farming industry in the state:

(2) to assist in the planning and orderly development of the
industry;
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(3) that the industry be developed in a manner consiste
the protection and enhancement of traditional high value industries and
with protection of the state's natural resources; and

(A) that aquatic farming be developed in a manner that assures
full participation and full benefits to the people of the state.

* Sec. 2. AS 08 is amended by adding a new chapter turead:
CHAPTER 06. AQUATIC FARMING.

5ec.08.06.010.  AQUATIC FARM AND  HATCHERY PERMITS. (a) A
person may not, without a permit from the commissioner, construct or
operate

(1) an aauatic farm; or
(2) a hatchery for the purpose of supplying aquaticplants
or aquatic animal? to an aquatic farm.

(b) A permit issued under this section authorizes the permittee,
subject to the conditions of this chapter, to acquire, purchase, offer
to purchase, transfer, possess, sell, and offer to sell stock and
aquatic farm  products that are used orreared at the hatchery or
aquatic farm,

(c) The commissioner, after consulting with the commissioner of
fish and game and the commissioner of environmental conservation, may
attach conditions to a permit issued under this section that are
necessary to protect the public health or wild stock.

Sec. 08.06.020. PERMIT APPLICATION AND RENEWAL. (a) An appli-
cant for an aquatic farming or hatchery permit required under AS 08.-
06.010 shall apply on a form prescribed by the commissioner.

(b) A permit issued under this section expires one year after
the date of issue.

(c) An application for renewal must be accompanied by fees
required under AS 08.01.065 and a report of a health inspection of the
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farm or hatchery to be permitted. The inspection shall be conducted
by the Department of Fish and Game or by a fish disease diagnostician
approved by the Department of Fish and Game. The inspection shall be
conducted not more than 30 days before the application is submitted to
the department.

Sec. 08.06.030. AQUATIC FARM STOCK ACQUISITION PERMITS. (a) A
person may not acquire aquatic plants or aquatic animals from wild
stock in. the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic
farm or hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 unless
the person holds an acquisition permit from the commissioner of fish
and game.

(b) An acquisition permit authorizes the permit holder to ac-
quire the species and quantities of wild stock in the state specified
in the permit for the Durpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010.

(c) The commissioner of fish and game, in consultation withthe
commissioner of commerce andeconomic development, shall specify the
expiration date of an acquisition permit and may attach conditions to
an acquisition permit, eincluding conditions relating to the time,
place, and manner of harvest. Size, gear, place, time, licensing, and
ether limitations applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence
harvest of aquatic plants and aquatic animals do not apply to a har-
vest with a permit issued under this section.

(d) The commissioner of fish and game shall forward a copy of
each permit application under this section to the commissioner of
commerce and economic development. The commissioner of fish and game
shall issue or deny a permit within 30 days after receiving an appli-
cation .

(e) The commissioner of fish and game may deny or restrict a
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permit under this section if the commissioner finds that the proposed
harvest will substantially impair sustained yield of the species. The
decision of the commissioner of fish and game must contain the factual
basis for the findings. If the substantial impairment could not have
beenreasonably foreseen and avoided through available management
options, the commissionerof fish and game shall explain why in the
decision.

(f) Except as provided in (e) of this section, the commissioner
of fish and game shall issue a permit if

(1) wild stockis needed for initial farms or hatchery
stock;

(2) there are technological limitations on the propagation
of cultured stock for the species sought;

(3) wild stockis needed to maintain the gene pool of a
hatchery or aquatic farm; or

(A) commercial harvest of the species sought is not
under AS 16.43 and is not fully developed.

() Aquatic plants and aquatic animals acquired under a permit
issued under this section hecome the property of the permit holder and
are no longer a public or common resource.

(h) The commissioner of fish and game shall make stock available
for aquatic farming purposes.

Sec. 08.06.040. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PLaNTS OR AQUATIC ANIMALS
FOR STOCK. A person may not import into the state an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm
or hatchery unless authorized by the commissioner of fish and game or
by a regulation of the Board of Fisheries.

Sec. 08.06.050.  LIMITATION ON SALE, TRANSFER OF STOCK, A\D
PRODUCTS.  (a) A private hatchery required to have a permit under
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AS 08.06.010 may sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an
aquatic farm or other hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 08.-
06.010.

(b) Stock may not be transferred to or from an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 without prior
notice of the transfer to the commissioner. A notice of transfer
shall be submitted at least 30 days before the proposed date of trans-
fer.

(¢) A notice of transfer must be accompanied by a report of a
health inspection of the stock. The inspection shall be conducted by
the Department c¢f Fish and Game or by a disease diagnostician approved
by the Department of Fish and Game.

(d) The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or disapprove a
transfer of stock if it finds that the transfer

(1) would present a substantial risk of spreading disease;
or

(2) in the case of a transfer from a hatchery for which a
permit has been issued under AS 16.10.400, would significantly impair
the production needs of the hatchery.

(e) A person may not sell, transfer, or offer to sell or trans-
fer, or knowingly purchase or receive, an aquatic farm product grown
or propagated in the state unless the product was grown or propagated
on a farm with a permit issued under AS 08.06.010. The permit must be
in effect at the time of the sale, transfer, purchase, receipt, or
offer.

Sec. 08.06.060. RELEASE OF CERTAIN FISH PROHIBITED. Salmon and
trout may not intentionally be released into the public water of the
state from a hatchery or aquatic farm required to have a permit under
this chapter without prior authorization from the Department of Fish
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and Game.

Sec. (8.06.070. DISEASE CONTROL AND INSPECTION. (a) The De-
partment of Fish and Game may order the quarantine or the destruction
and disposal of diseased hatchery stock or of aquatic farm products
when necessary to protect wild stock. A holder of a permit issued
under this chapter shall report to the Department of Fish and Game an
outhreak or incidence of disease among stock or aquatic farm products
of the permit holder.

(b) A holder of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 shall allow
the Department of Fish and Game to inspect the permit holder's farm or
hatchery during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cost
of inspection shall be borne by the Department of Fish and Game.

(c) The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a disease
management and control program for aquatic farms and hatcheries.

(d) The Department cf Fish and Game may enter into an agreement
with a state or federal agency or a private provider to provide ser-
vices under (b) and (c) of this section, or inspections under AS 08.-
06.020(h) .

Sec. 08.06.080. REPORT. The commissioner shall submit to the
legislature, not later than the first day of each regular legislative
session, a report concerning the progress of the aquatic farming
industry, including the number of permits issued under AS 08.06.010,
the names and addresses of permit holders, the effect of the industry
on the commercial fishing industry in the state, and recommendations
for legislation relating to aquatic farming.

Sec. 08.06.090. REGULATIONS. The commissioner shall adopt regu-
lations necessary to implement this chapter and to effect state policy
concerning aquatic farming.

Sec. 08.06.100. PENALTY. A person who violates a provision of
revm 1noftir,
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this chapter, a regulation adopted under this chapter, or a term or
condition of a permit issued under this chapter, is guilty of a class
B misdemeanor.

Sec. 08.06.900. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(1) "aquatic farm" means a facility that grows, farms, or
cultivates aquatic farm products in captivity or under positive con-
trol :

(2) "aquatic farm product" includes an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal, or fish parts that are propagated, farmed, or cul-
tivated in an aquatic farm and sold or offered for consumption;

(3) "commissioner" means the commissioner of comm..rce and
economic development;

(4) “hatchery" means a facility for the artificial incu-
bation of stock, including rearing of juvenile aquatic plants or
aquatic animals;

(5) "positive control" means, for fish and other mobile
species, enclosed within a natural or artificial escape-proof barrier;
for species with limited or no mobility, such as a bivalve or an
aquc :ic plant, "positive control" also includes managed cultivation in
unenclosed water;

(6) “"stock" means live aquatic plants and aquatic animals
acquired, collected, possessed, or intended for use by a hatchery or
aquatic farm for the purpose of further growth or propagation.

* Sec. 3. AS 03.05.020(a) is amended to read:
(@) The commissioner shall

(1) require routine inspection of food animals, fish,
poultry and derivative food products, to protect the public against
fraud, disease and spoilage, and in this connection adopt uniform
regulations establishing standards of identicv and composition of

1 r'ciro ino/,ros
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these foud products and minimum standards of sanitation and handling
methods as to all phases of slaughtering, processing, storing, trans-
porting, displaying and selling of these food products;

(2) issue orders or cause the orders to be issued by an
authorized veterinarian prohibiting transportation and sale of food

products intended for human consumption which do not meet the minimum

requirements established wunder (1) of this subsection, and I|imiting
their use and disposal in conformity v/ith protection of the public;
(3) adopt a schedule of fees or charges, and credit pro-

visions, for services rendered by state veterinarians to farmers and
others at their request in caring for livestock and poultry, and all
the fees shall be transmitted to the commissioner for deposit in the
state treasury;

(4) designate points of entry for admission of livestock or
poultry into the state, and arrange inspection at those points with or
without collaboration and assistance of the federal government, and
bar entry of stock or poultry not shipped under a valid permit or not
free from contagious or infectious disease;

(5) adopt, repeal, and amend regulations <consistent with
existing law for

(A) thelabeling and grading of milk and milk products
and stai dards of cleanliness and sanitation, to at least the
minimum of current recommendations of the United States Public
Health Service, for the operation of dairies selling, or offering
for sale, milk or milk products;

(B) the production and sale of ice cream and allied
frozen desserts;

(C) the production andsale of imitation milk and

imitation milk productsj_
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(6) monitor aquatic farms and hatcheries that hold
under AS 08.06.010 for the possible presence of paralytic shellfish
poisoning.

* Sec. 4. AS 08.01.065(a) is amended to read:

a)  The department shall adoptregulations that establish the
amount and manner of payment of application fees, examination fees,
license fees, registration fees, permit fees, investigation fees, and
all other fees as appropriate for the occupations covered by this
chapter, for aquatic farms and hatcheries under AS 08.06, and for real
estate brokers and salesmen under AS 08.88.

* Sec. 5. AS 16.05.251 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(f)  Except as expressly provided m AS 08.06.040,the Board of
Fisheries may not adopt regulations or take action  regarding the
issuance, denial, or conditioning ofa permit under  AS 08.06, the
construction or operation of a farm or hatchery required to have a
permit under AS 08.06.010, or a harvest with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.030. Regulations or orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under this section do not apply "o a harvest witha permit issued
under AS 08.06.030.

* Sec. 6. AS 16.05.330(a) is amended to read:

(a) Except as otherwise permitted in this chapter, a personmay
not engage in sport fishing, includingthe taking of razor clams; in
hunting, trapping, or fur dealing; inthe farming of [FISH,] fur[,]
Ir game; or in taxidermy, without having the appropriate license or
tag in actual possession.

* Sec. 7. AS 16.05.340(a)(14) is amended to read:
(14) [FISH OR] game farming biennial 1iCeNnSeS. s 200
* Sec. 8. AS 16.05.920(a) is amended to read:

(a) Unless permitted by AS 16.05 - AS 16.40 or AS 08.06, or hy
-0- CSHB J-ORTLSA
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regulation adopted under AS 16.05 - AS 16.40 or AS 08.06, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or offer
to purchase fish, game, or marine aquatic plants, or any part of fish,
game® or aquacic plants, or a nest or egg of fish or game.

Sec. 9. AS 16.05.930 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

() AS 16.05.330 - 16.05.720 do not apply to an activity au-
thorized by a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030, or to a
person or vessel employed in an activity authorized by a permit issued
under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

Sec. 10. /" 16.05.940(14) is amended to read:

() "[FISH OR] game farming" means the business of prop-
agating, breeding, raising, or producing [FISH OR] game in captivity
for the purpose of marketing the [FISH OR] game or game [THEIR] prod-
ucts, and "captivity" means having the [FISH OR] game under positive
control, as in a pen [, POND,] or an area of land that [OR WATER
WHICH] is completely enclosed by a generally escape-proof barrier;
Sec. 11. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.10.269. LIMITATIONS. AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267 do not
apply to the purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from a holder
of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or stock from a holder of a
permit issued under AS 08.06.030.

Sec. 12. AS 16.10.380(b) is amended to read:

(b) In this section "user group" includes, but is not limit

to, sport fishermen, processors, commercial fishermen, aquatic farm-
ers, subsistence fishermen, and representatives of local communities.
Sec. 13. AS 16.10.400 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(h) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 do not apply to the construction or
operation of a private hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 08.-
06.010.

CSHB 108(L&C) -10-
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* Sec. 14, AS 16.10.420 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.420. CONDITIONS OF A PERMIT. The department
shall require, in a permitissued to a hatchery operator, that

(1)  salmon eggs procured by the hatchery must be from the
department or a source approved by the department;

(2) no salmon eggs or resulting fry be placed in waters of
the state other than those specifically designated in the permit;

(3) no salmon eggs or resulting fry, sold to a permit
holder by the state or byanother party approved by the department,
may be resold or otherwise transferred to another person, unless that
person holds a permit issued under AS 08.06.010;

(4) no salmon be released by the hatchery before department
approval, and, for purposes of pathological examination and approval,
the department shall be notified of the proposed release of salmon at
least 15 days before the date of their proposed release by the hatch-
ery,

(5) diseased salmon be destroyed in a specific manner and
place designated by the depa. tment;

(6) adult salmon b harvested by hatchery operators only at
specific locations as designated by the department;

(7) surplus eggs fromsalmon returning to the hatchery De
madeavailable for sale first tothe department and then, after in-
spection and approval by the department, to operators of other hatch-
eries authorized by permit to operate under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470"
or AS 08.06.010;

(8) If surplus salmon eggs are sold by a permit holder to
another permitholder, a copy of the sales transaction be provided to
the department;

(9) [REPEALED

11 90 i o o p—



r

I S TN

Sy o

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

(10)] a hatchery be located in an area where a reasonable
segregation from natural stocks occurs, but, when feasible, in an area
where returning hatchery fish will pass through traditional salmon
fisheries.

Sec. 15. AS 16.10.450 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.450.  SALE OF SALMON AND SALMON EGGS BY HATCHERY. A
hatchery operator who sells salmon returning from the natural water
[WATERS] of the state, or sells salmon eggs to another hatchery op-
erating under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 or with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.010, after wutilizing the funds for reasonable operating
costs, including debt retirement, expanding its facilities, salmon
rehabilitation projects, fisheries research, or for costs of operating
the qualified regional association for the area in which the hatchery
is located, shall expend the remaining funds on other fisheries activ-
ities of the qualified regional association. Fish returning to hatch-
eries and sold for human consumption must [SHALL] be of comparable
quality to fish harvested by commercial fisheries in the area, and
shall be sold at prices commensurate with the current market.

Sec. 16. AS 16.43.140 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) This chapter does not apply to activities authorized by
permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.
Sec. 17. AS 16.51.180(5) is amended to read:

(5) "seafood" means finfish, shellfish, and fish b

ucts, including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, flounder,
crab, clam, cod, shrimp, and pollock, but does not include aquatic
farm products as defined in AS 08.06.900;

* Sec. 18, This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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Original sponsors: Ellis, Rieger,
Cotten, et al.

IN THE HOUSE %I\/K/EBCIEA%%IWEE

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 108 (L&C)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to aquatic farming; and providing

for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. FINDINGS AND POLICY. (a) The legislature finds that

(1) aquatic farming in the state would provide a consistent
source of quality food, provide new jobs, increase state exports, create
new commercial fishing and other business opportunities, and increase the
stability and diversity of the state's economy;

(2) many areas of the state are ecologically suited for aquatic
farming development;

(3) aquatic farming would complement and enhance the variety and
quality of Alaska seafood and aquatic products, and thereby benefit the
state’s economy;

(4) development of mariculture in the state would strengthen the
competitiveness of Alaska seafood in the world marketplace by broadening
thediversity —of products and providing year-round supplies of premium
quality seafood; and

(5) the oprincipal responsibility for development of aquatic
farming in the state rests with the private sector.

(b) It is the policy of the state

(1) to encourage the establishment and growth of an aquatic
farming industry in the state;

(2) to assist in the planning and orderly development of the
industry;
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(3) that the industry be developed in a manner consistent w
the protection and enhancement of traditional high value industries and
with protection of the state's natural resources; and

(A) that aquatic farming be developed in a manner that assures

full participation and full benefits to the people of the state.
* Sec. 2. AS 08 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:

CHAPTER 06. AQUATIC FARMING.

Sec. 08.06.010. AQUATIC FARM AND HATCHERY PERMITS. (a) A
person may not, without a permit from the commissioner, construct or
operate

(1) an aquatic farm; or
(2) a hatchery for the purpose of supplying aquatic plants
or aquatic animals to an aquatic farm,

(b) Apermit i ed under this section authorizes the permittee,
subject to the conditions of this chapter, to acquire, purchase, offer
to purchase, transfer, possess, sell, and offer to sell stock and
aquatic farm products that are used or reared at the hatchery or
aquatic farm.

(c) The commissioner, after consulting with the commissioner of
fish and game and the commissioner of environmental conservation, may
attach conditions to a permit issued under this section that are
necessary to protect the public health ov wild stock.

Sec. 08.06.020. PERMIT APPLICATION AND RENEWAL. (a) A appli-
cant for an aquatic farming or hatchery permit required under AS 08.-
06.010 shall apply oh a form prescribed by the commissioner.

(b) A permit issued under this section expires one year after
the date of issue.

(c) An application for renewal must be accompanied by fees
required under AS 08.01.065 and a report of a health inspection of the

CSHB 108(L&C) 2-



farm or hatchery to be permitted. The inspection shall be conducted
by the Department of Fish and Game or by a fish disease diagnostician
approved by the Department of Fish and Game. The inspection shall be
conducted not more than 30 days before the application is submitted to
the department.

Sec. 08.06.030. AQUATIC FARM STOCK ACQUISITION PERMITS. (a) A
person may not acquire aquatic plants or aquatic animals from wild
stock in the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic
farm or hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 unless
the person holds an acquisition permit from the commissioner of fish
and game.

(b) An acquisition permit authorizes the permit holder to ac-
quire the species and quantities of wild stock in the state specified
in the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010.

(c) The commissioner of fish a.id game, in consultation with the
commissioner of commerce and economic development, shall specify the
expiration date of an acquisition permit and may attach conditions to
an acquisition permit, including conditions relating to the time,
place, and manner of harvest. Size, gear, place, time, licensing, and
other [limitations applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence
harvest of aquatic plants and aquatic animals donot apply to a har-
vest with a permit issued under this section.

(d) The commissioner of fish and gameshallforward a copy of
each permit application under this section to the commissioner of
commerce and economic development. The commissioner of fish and game
shall issue or deny a permit within 30 days after receiving an appli-

cation.
(e) The commissioner of fish and game may deny or restrict a
-3- CSHB 108(L&C)



permit under this section if the commissioner finds that the proposed
harvest will substantially impair sustained yield of the species. The
decision of the commissioner of fish and game must contain the factual
basis for the findings. If the substantial impairment could not have
been reasonably foreseen and avoided through available management
options, the commissioner of fish and game shall explain why in the
decision,

(f) Except as provided in (e) of this section, the commissioner
of fish and game shall issue a permit if

(1) wild stock is needed for initial farms or hatchery
stock;

(2) there are technological limitations on the propagation
of cultured stock for the species sought;

(3) wild stock is needed to maintain the gene pool of a
hatchery or aquatic farm; or

(4) commercial harvest of the species sought is not limited
under AS 16.43 and is not fully developed.

() Adquatic plants and aquatic animals acquired under a permit
issued under this section become the property of the permit holder and
are no longer a public or common resource.

(h) The commissioner of fish and game shall make stock available
for aquatic farming purposes.

Sec. 08.06.040. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PI,ANTS OR AQUATIC ANIMALS
FOR STOCK. A person may noc import into the state an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm
or hatchery unless authorized by the commissioner of fish and garﬁeror
by a regulation of the Board of Fisheries.

Sec. 08.06.050. LIMITATION ON SALE, TRANSFER OF STOCK, A\D
PRODUCTS.  (a) A private hatchery required to have a permit under
CSHB 108(L&C) -4-



AS 08.06.010 may sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an
aquatic farm or other hatchery that has a permit ijsued under AS 08.-
06.010.

(b) Stock may not be transferred to or from an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 without prior
notice of the transfer to the commissioner. A notice of transfer
shall be submitted at least 30 days be.4 re the proposed date of trans-
fer.

(c) Anotice of transfer must be accompanied by a report of a
health inspection of the stock. The inspection shall be conducted hy
the Department of Fish and Game or by a disease diagnostician approved
by the Department of Fish and Game.

(d) The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or disapprove a
transfer of stock if it finds that the transfer

(1) would present a substantial risk of spreading disease;
or

(2) in the case of a transfer from a hatchery for which a
permit has been issued under AS 16.10.400, would significantly impair
the production needs of the hatchery.

(e) A person may not sell, transfer, or offer to sell or trans-
fer, or knowingly purchase or receive, an aquatic farm product grown
or propagated in the state unless the product was grown or propagated
on a farm with a permit issued under AS 08.06.010. The permit must be
in effect at the time of the sale, transfer, purchase, receipt, or
offer.

Sec. 08.06.060. RELEASE OF CERTAIN FISH PROHIBITED. Salmon .and
trout may not intentionally be released into the public water of the
state from a hatchery or aquatic farm required to have a permit under
this chapter without prior authorization from the Department of Fish

-5- CSHB 108(L&C)



and Game.

Sec. 08.06.070. DISEASE CONTROL AND INSPECTION. (a) The De-
partment of Fish and Game may order the quarantine or the destruction
and disposal of diseased hatchery stock or of aquatic farm products
T'hen necessary to protect wild stock. A holder of a permit issued
under this chapter shall report to the Department of Fish and Game an
outbreak or incidence of disease among stock or aquatic farm products
of the permit holder.

(b) A holder of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 shall allow
the Department of Fish and Game to inspect the permit holder's farm or
hatchery during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cost
of inspection shall be borne by the Department of Fish and Game.

(c) The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a disease
management and control program for aquatic farms and hatcheries.

(d) The Department of Fish and Game may enter into an agreement
with a state or federal agency or a private provider to provide ser-
vices under (b) and (c) of this section, or inspections under AS 08.-
06.020(h).

Sec. 08.06.080. REPORT. The commissioner shall submit to the
legislature, not later than the first day of each regular legislative
session, a report concerning the progress- of the aquatic farming
industry, including the number of permits issued u*der AS 08.06.010,
the names and addresses of permit holders, the effect of the industry
on the commercial fishing industry in the state, and recommendations
for legislation relating to aquatic farming.

Sec. 08.06.090. REGULATIONS. The commissioner shall adopt requ-
lations necessary to implement this chapter and to effect state policy

concerning aquatic farming.
Sec. 08.06.100. PENALTY. A person who violates a provision of
CSHB 108(L&C) ~6-



this chapter, a regulation adopted under this chapter, or a term or
condition of a permit issued under this chapter, is guilty of a class
B misdemeanor.

Sec. 08.06.900. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(1) "aquatic farm" means a facility that grows, farms, or
cultivates aquatic farm products in captivity or under positive con-
trol ;

(2) "aquatic farm product" includes an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal, or fish parts that are propagated, farmed, or cul-
tivated in an aquatic farm and sold or offered for consumption;

(3) "commissioner" means the commissioner of commerce and
economic development;

(A) "hatchery" means a facility for the artificial incu-
bation of stock, including rearing of juvenile aquatic plants or
aquatic animals;

(5) "positive control" means, for fish and other mobile
species, enclosed within a natural or artificial escape-proof barrier;
for species with limited or no mobility, such as a bivalve or an
aquatic plant, "positive control" also includes managed cultivation in
unenclosed water;

(6) “"stock" means live aquatic plants and aquatic animals
acquired, collected, possessed, or intended for use by a hatchery or
aquatic farm for the purpose of further growth or propagation.

Sec. 3. AS 08.01.065(a) is amended to read:

(@) The department shall adopt regulations that establish the
amount and manner of payment of application fees, examination fees,
license fees, registration fees, permit fees, investigation fees, and

all other fees as appropriate for the occupations covered by this
chapter, for aquatic farms and hatcheries under AS 08.06, and for real
-7- CSHB 108(L&C)



estate brokers and salesmen under AS 08.88.
* Sec. 4. AS 16.05.251 is auiended by adding a new subsection to read:

(f) Except as expressly provided in AS 08.06.040, the Board of
Fisheries may not adopt regulations or take action regarding the
issuance, denial, or conditioning of a permit under AS 08.06, the
construction or operation of a farm or hatchery required to have a
permit under AS 08.06.010, or a harvest with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.030. Regulations or orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under this section do not apply to a harvest with a permit issued
under AS 08.06.030.

* Sec. 5. AS 16.05.330(a) is amended to read:

(a) Except as otherwise permitted in this chapter, a person may
not engage in sport fishing, including the taking of razor clams; in
hunting, trapping, or fur dealing; in the farming of [FISH,] fur [,]
or game; or in taxidermy, without having the appropriate license or
tag in actual possession.

* Sec. 6. AS 16.05.340(a)(14) is amended to read:
(14) [FISH OR] game farming hiennial [iCeNSES . 200
* Sec. 7. AS 16.05.920(a) is amended to read:

(@) Unless permitted by AS 16.05 - AS16.40 or AS 08.06, or by
regulation adopted under AS 16.05 - AS 16.400r AS 08.06, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or offer
to purchase fish, game, or marine aquatic plants, or any part of fish,
game | or aquatic plants, or a nest or egg of fish or game.

* Sec. 8. AS 16.05.930 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

() AS 16.05.330 - 16.05.720 do not apply to an activity au-
thorized by a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030, or to a

person or vessel employed in an activity authorized by a permit issued
under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.
CSHB 108(L&C) -8-



Sec. 9. AS 16.05.940(1A) is amended to read:

(14)  "[FISH OR] game farming" means the business of prop-
agating, breeding, raising, or producing [FISH OR] game in captivity
for the purpose of marketing the [FISH OR] game or game [THEIR] prod-
ucts, and “captivity" means having the [FISH OR] game under positive
control, as in a pen [, POND,] or an area of land that [OR WATER
WHICH] is completely enclosed by a generally escape-proof barrier;

Sec. 10. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.10.269. LIMITATIONS. AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267 do not
apply to the purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from a holder
of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or stock from a holder of a
permit issued under AS 08.06.030.

Sec. 11. AS 16.10.380(h) is amended to read:

(b) In this section "user group" includes, but is not limited
to, sport fishermen, processors, commercial fishermen, aquatic farm-
ers, subsistence fishermen, and representatives of local communities.
Sec. 12. AS 16.10.400 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(h) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 do not apply to the construction ol
operation of a private hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 08.-
06.010.

Sec. 13. AS 16.10.420 is amended to read:

Sec. 16.10.420. CONDITIONS OF A PERMIT. The department shall
require, in a permit issued to a hatchery operator, that

(1) salmon eggs procured by the hatchery must be from the
department or a source approved by the department;

(2) no salmon eggs or resulting fry be placed in waters of
the state other than those specifically designated in the permit;

(3) no salmon eggs or resulting fry, sold ,0 a permit
holder by the state or by another party approved by the department,
-9- CSHB 108(L&C)



may be resold or otherwise transferred to another person, unless that
person holds a permit issued under AS 08.06.010;

(4) no salmon be released by the hatchery before department
approval, and, for purposes of pathological examination and approval,
the department shall be notified of the proposed release of salmon,at
least 15 days before the date of their proposed release by the hatch-
ery,

(5) diseased salmon be destro>ad in a specific manner and
place designated by the department;

(6) adult salmon be harvested by hatchery operators only at
specific locations as designated by the department;

(7) surplus eggs from salmon returning to the hatchery be
made available for sale first to the department and then, after in-
spection and approval by the department, to operators of other hatch-
eries authorized by permit to operate under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470]
or AS 08.06.010;

(8) if surplus salmon eggs are sold by a permit holder to
another permit holder, a copy of the sales transaction be provided to
the department;

(9) [REPEALED

(10)] a hatchery be located in an area where a reasonable
segregation from natural stocks occurs, but, when feasible, in an area
where returning hatchery fish will pass through traditional salmon
fisheries.

* Sec. 14, AS 16.10.450 is amended to read:
Sec. 16.10.450.  SALE OF SALMON AND SALMON EGGS BY HATCHERY. A
hatchery operator who sells salmon returning from the natural water

[WATERS] of the state, or sells salmon eggs to another hatchery op-
erating under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 or with a permit issued under
CSHB 108(L&C) -10-



AS 08.06.010, after utilizing the funds for reasonable operating
costs, including debt retirement, expanding its facilities, salmon
renabilitation projects, fisheries research, or for costs of operating
the qualified regional association for the area in which the hatchery
Is located, shall expend the remaining funds on other fisheries activ-
ities of the qualified regional association. Fish returning to hatch-
eries and sold for human consumption must [SHALL] be of comparable
quality to fish harvested by commercial fisheries in the area, and
shall be sold at prices commensuratewith the current market.

Sec. 15.AS 16.43.140 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) This chapter does not apply to activities authorized by a

permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

Sec. 16. AS 16.51.180(5) is amended to read:

(5) "seafood" means finfish, shellfish, and fish by:
ucts, including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, flounder,
crab, clam, cod, shrimp, and pollock, but does not include aquatic
farm products as defined in AS 08.06.900;

Sec. 17.AS 38.05.035 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
() A land use or tidelands permit issued-under this section for

aquatic farming or related hatchery operations under AS 08.06 may he

issued only to a resident or to a corporation licensed to do husiness

in the state.

« Sec. 18. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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AMENDMENT

Offered in the HOUSE 4

TO: CSHB 108(L&C)(2/2A/87 draft)

Page 11, after line 17:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 17. AS 38.05.035 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(9) A land use or tidelands permit issued under this section

aquatic farming or related hatchery operations under AS 08.06 may be
issued only to a resident or to a corporation licensed to do husiness

in the state."

Renumber following bill section accordingly.
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Introduced: 2/12/88 5-1754A
Referred: Labor and Commerce, Resources
and Finance

Vi

IN THE SENATE BY JONES
SENATE BILL NO. 425
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the farming of aquatic plants and
aquatic animals; and providing for an effective
date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section. 1. AS 08 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 06. AQUATIC FARMING.

Sec. 08.06.010. AQUATIC FARM AND HATCHERY PERMITS. (a) A
person may not, without a permit from the commissioner, construct or
operate

(1) an aquatic farm; or
(2) a hatchery for the purpose of supplying aquatic plants
or shellfish to an aquatic farm.

(b) A permit issued under this section authorizes the permittee,
subject to the conditions of this chapter, to acquire, purchase, offer
to purchase, transfer, possess, sell, and offer to sell stock and
aquatic farm products that are used or reared at the hatchery or
aquatic farm.

(c) The commissioner, after consulting with the commissioner of
fish and game and the commissioner of environmental conservation, may
attach conditions to a permit issued under this section that are
necessary to protect the public health or natural stock.

(d) A permit issued under this section is nontransferable.

() Notwithstanding other provisions of law, the commissioner
may not issue a permit under th:s section for the farming of fish
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other than shellfish.

Sec. 08.06.020. PERMIT APPLICATION AND RENEWAL. (a) An appli-
cant for an aquatic farming or hatchery permit required under AS 08.-
06.010 shall apply on a form prescribed Dby the commissioner. An
application for a permit must include a plan for the development of
the aquatic farm or hatchery, which must be approved by the commis-
sioner hefore the permit is issued.

(b) An application for renewal must be accompanied by fees
required under AS 08.01.065, a report of a health inspection of the
farm or hatchery covered by the permit, and evidence that satisfies
the commissioner that the applicant has complied with the development
plan required under (a) of this section. The inspection shall be
conducted by the Department of Fish and Game or by a disease diagnos-
tician approved by the Department of Fish and Game. The inspection
shall be conducted not more than 30 days before the application s
submitted to the department.

Sec. 08.06.030. AQUATIC FARM STOCK ACQUISITION PERMITS. (a) A
person may not acquire aquatic plants or shellfish from wild stock in
the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 wunless the
person holds an acquisition permit from the commissioner of fish and
game.

(b) An acquisition permit authorizes the permit holder to ac-
quire the species and quantities of wild stock in the state specified
in the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010.

(c) The coininissic.'er of fish and game, in consultation with the
commissioner of commerce and economic development, shall specify the
expiration date of an acquisition permit and may attach conditions to
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an acquisition permit, including conditions relating to the time,
place, and manner of harvest. Size, gear, place, time, licensing, and
other limitations applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence
harvest of aquatic plants and shellfish do not apply to a harvest with
a permit issued under this section.

(u) The commissioner of fish and game shall forward a copy of
each permit application under this section to the commissioner of
commerce and economic development. The commissioner of fish and game
shall issue or deny a permit within 30 days after receiving an appli-
cation.

(e) The commissioner of fish and game shall deny or restrict a
permit under this section if the commissioner finds that the proposed
harvest will substantially impair sustained yield of the species. The
commissioner may deny or restrict a permit under this section if the
commissioner finds that the proposed harvest will significantly dis-
rupt established uses of the resources by commercial, sport, personal
use, or subsistence users. The commissioner of fish and game shall
forward to the Board of Fisheries for action permit applications for
species that support commercial fisheries subject to [limited entry
under AS 16.43. A denial of the permit by the commissioner of fish
and game must contain the factual basis for the findings. The coinmis-
sioner shall forward denied permit applications to the Board of Fish-
eries for consideration at the next regu.' rly scheduled meeting of the
board.

(f) Except as provided in (e) of this section, the commissioner
of fish and game shall issue a permit if

(1) wild stock is necessary to meet the initial needs of
farm or hatchery stock;
(2) there are technological limitations on the propagation
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of cultured stock for the species sought;

(3) wild stock sought is not fully utilised by commercial,
sport, personal use, or subsistence fisheries; or

(4) wild stock is needed to maintain the gene pool of a
hatchery or aquatic farm.

(0) Aquatic plants and shellfish acquired under a permit issued

under this section become tlie property of the permit holder and are no
longer a public or common resource.

Sec. 08.06.040. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PLANTS OR SHELLFISH FOR
STOCK. A person may not import into the state an aquatic plant or
shellfish for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic farm or
hatchery unless authorised by the commissioner of fish and game or by
a regulation of the Board of Fisheries.

Sec. 08.06.050. LIMITATION ON SALE. TRANSFER OF STOCK, AND
PRODUCTS. (a) A private hatchery required to have a permit under
AS 08.06.010 may sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an
aquatic farm or other hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 08.-
06.010.

(b) Stock may not be transferred to or from an aquatic farm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 08.06.010 without prior
notice of the transfer to the commissioner. A notice of transfer
shall be submitted at least 30 days before the proposed date of trans-
fer.

(c) Anotice of transfer must be accompanied by a report of a
health inspection of che stock. The inspection shall be conducted by
the Department of Fish and Game or by a disease diagnostician approved
by the Department of Fish and Game. The cost of inspection shall he
borne by the Department of Fish and Game.

(d) The Department of Fish and Game may restrict or disapprove a
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transfer of stock if it finds that the transfer would present a sub-
stantial risk of spreading disease.

(e) A person may not sell, transfer, or offer to sell or trans-
fer, or knowingly purchase or receive, an aquatic farm product grown
or propagated in the state unless the product was grown or propagated
on a farm with a permit issued under AS 08.06.010. The permit must be
in effect at the time of the sale, transfer, pure* .*e, receipt, or
offer.

Sec. 08.06.060. DISEAS* CONTROL AND INSPECTION. (a) The De-
partinent of Fish a-i dame may order the quarantine or the destruction
and disposal of diseased hatchery stock or of aquatic farm products
when necessary to protect wild stock. A holder of a permit issued
under AS 08.0t.010 shall report to the Department of Fish and Game an
outbreak or incidence of disease among stock or aquatic farm products
of the permit holder.

(b) A holder of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 shall allow
the Department of Fish and Game to inspect the permit holder's farm or
hatchery during operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cost
of inspection shall be borne by the Department of Fish and Game.

(c) The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a disease
management and control program for aquatic farms and hatcheries.

(d) The Department of Fish and Game may enter into an agreement
with a state or federal agency or a private provider to provide ser-
vices under (b) and (c) of this section, or inspections under AS 08.-
06.020(b).

Sec. 08.06.070. REGULATIONS. The commissioner may adopt regu-
lations necessary to implement this chapter.

Sec. 08.06.080. FENALTY. A person who violates a provision of
this chapter, a regulation adopted under this chapter, or a term or
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condition of a permit issued under this chapter, is guilty of a class
B misdemeanor.
Sec. 08.06.900, DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(1) "aquatic farm" means a facility that grows, farms, or
cultivates aquatic farm products in captivity or under positive con-
trol:

(2) "aquatic farm product” means an aquatic plant or shell-
fish, cr parts of shellfish, that are propagated, farmed, or cul-
tivated in an aquatic farm and sold or offered for consumption;

(3) "aquatic plant" means a plant indigenous .to sState
water;

(4) "commissioner” means the commissioner of commerce and
economic development;

(5) "hatchery" means a facility for the artificial incu-
bation of stock, including rearing of juvenile aquatic plants or
shellfish;

(6) "positive control”™ means, for mobile species, enclosed
within a natural or artificial escape-proof barrier; for species with
limited or no mobility, such as a bivalve or an aquatic plant, "posi-
tive control” also includes managed cultivation in unenclosed water;

(7)  "shellfish™ means shellfish that is indigenous to state
water or that is authorised to be imported into the state under a
permit issued by the commissioner of fish and game;

(8) "stock" means live aquatic plants and shellfish ac-
quired, collected, possessed, or intended for use by a hatchery or
aquatic farm for the purpose of further growth or propagation,

* Sec. 2. AS 03.05.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) The commissioner shall
(1) require routine inspection of food animals, fish,

SB 425 -6- SB0425a



poultry and derivative food products, to protect the public against
fraud, disease and spoilage, and in this connection adopt wuniform
regulations establishing standards of identity and composition of
these food products and minimum standards of sanitation and handling
methods as to all phases of slaughtering, processing, storing, trans-
porting, displaying and selling of these food products;

(2) issue orders or cause the orders to be issued by an
authorized veterinarian prohibiting transportation and sale of food
products intended for human consumption which do not meet the minimum
requirements established under (1) of this subsection, and limiting
their use and disposal in conformity with protection of the public;

(3) adopt a schedule of fees or charges, and credit pro-
visions, for services rendered by state veterinarians to farmers and
others at their request in caring for livestock and poultry, and all
the fees shall be transmitted to the commissioner for deposit in the
state treasury;

(4) designate points of entry for admission of livestock or
poultry into the state, and arrange inspection at those points with or
without collaboration and assistance of the federal government, and
bar entry of stock or poultry not shipped under a valid permit or not
free from contagious or infectious disease;

(5) adopt, repeal, and amend vregulations consistent with
existing law for

(A) the labeling and grading of milk and milk products
and standards of cleanliness and sanitation, to at least the
minimum of current recommendations of the United States Public
Health Service, for the operation of dairies selling, or offering
for sale, milk or milk products;

(B) the production and sale of ice cream and allied
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frozen desserts:
(C) the production and sale of imitation milk and
imitation milk products®
(6) monitor aquatic farms and hatcheries that hold permits
under AS 08.06.010 for the possible presence of paralytic shellfish
poisoning.
»Sec. 3. AS 08.01.010 is amended by adding a newparagraphto read:
(28) regulation of aquatic farms and hatcheries under
AS 08.06.
*Sec. 4, AS 16.05.251 is amended by adding a newsubsectionto read:

(f)  Except as expressly provided in AS 08.06.040, the Board of
Fisheries may not adopt regulations or take action regarding the
issuance, denial, or conditioning of a permit under AS 08.06, the
construction or operation of a farm or hatchery required to have a
permit under AS 08.06.010, or a harvest with a permit issued under
AS 08.06.030. Regulations or orders adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under this section do not apply to a harvest with a permit issued
under AS 08.06.030.

*Sec. 5. AS 16.05.330(a) is amended to read:

(a) Except as otherwise permitted in this chapter, a person may
not engage in sport fishing, including the taking of razor clams; in
hunting, trapping, or fur dealing; in the farming of [FISH,] fur T[]
or game; or in taxidermy, without having the appropriate license or
tag in actual possession.

*Sec. 6. AS 16.05.920(a) is amended to read:

(a) Unless permitted by AS 16.05 - AS 16.40 or As 08.06. or by
regulation adopted under AS 16.05 - AS 16.40 or AS 03.06, a person may
not take, possess, transport, sell, offer to sell, purchase, or offer
to purchase fish, game, or marine aquatic plants, or any part of fish,

SB 425 -8- SB0425a
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game, or aquatic plants, or a nest or egg of fish or game.
* Sec. 7. AS 16.05.930 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(g) AS 16.05.330 - 16.05.720 donot apply to an activity au
thorized by a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030, or to a
person or vessel employed in an activity authorized by a permit issued
under AS 08.06.010 or 08.06.030.

* Sec. 8. AS 16.05.940(14) is amended to read:

(14) "[FISH OR] game farming" means the business of prop-
agating, breeding, raising, or producing [FISH OR] game in captivity
for the purpose of marketing the [FISH OR] game or game [THEIR] prod-
ucts, and "captivity" means having the [FISH OR] game under positive
control, as in a pen [, POND,] or an area of land that [OR WATER
WHICH] is completely enclosed by a generally escape-proof barrier;
Sec. 9. AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.10.269. LIMITATIONS.AS 16.10.265 - 16.10.267 do not
apply to the purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from a holder
of a permit issued under AS 08.06.010 or stock from a holder of a
permit issued under AS 08.06.030.

*Sec. 10. AS 16.10.400 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(h) AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.475 donot apply to the construction or
operation of a private hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 08.-
06.010.

*Sec. 11, AS 16.43.140 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) This chapterdoes not apply to activities authorized by a
permit issued under AS 08.06.01" or 08.06.030.

*Sec. 12. AS 16.51.180(5) is amended to read:

(5) "seafood" means finfish, shellfish, and fish Dby-prod-
ucts, including but not limited to salmon, halibut, herring, flounder,
crab, clam, cod, shrimp, and pollock, but does not include aquatic
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farm products as defined in AS 08.06.900;
Sec. 13. AS 38.05 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 38.05.088. AQUATIC FARM PERMITTEE'S LEASING PREFERENCE.
Before offering to the public for lease a site that has been developed
for aquatic farming or related hatchery activities under a permit
issued under AS 38.05.856. the commissioner shall offer the site for
leasing to the permittee at not less than its appraised fair market
value.

Sec. 14, AS 38 05 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 38.05.855. IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOE AQUATIC FARMS  AND
HATCHERIES. (a) The commissioner, in consultation with the commis-
sioner c¢f fish and game, shall identify districts in the state within
which sites may be selected for the establishment and operation of
aquatic farms and related hatcheries required to have a permit under
AS 08.06.010.

(b) The commissioner shall issue a call for nominations for each
district identified under (a) of this section. A call for nominations
shall invi :e interested persons and municipalities to identify sites
within the district that are suitable for aquatic farms and related
hatcheries.

(c) Based on comments received under (b) of this section, and
after consultation with the commissioner of fish and game, the commis-
stoner of environmental conservation, and the commissioner of commerce
and economic development, the commissioner shall make a preliminary
written finding under AS 38.05.035(e) that proposes sites in each
district for which permits may be issued under AS 38.05.856.

(d) After notice is given under AS 38.05.945 and a hearing s
held under AS 38.05.946(h), the commissioner shall issue a final
written finding under AS 38.05.035(e) that identifies sites in each
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district for which permits shall be issued under AS 38.05.856 and that
specifies conditions and limitations for the development of each site.

Sec. 38.05.856. TIDELAND AND LAND USE PERMITS FOR AQUATIC FARM-
ING. (a) The commissioner shall issue a tideland or land use permit
for the establishment and operation of an aquatic farm and related
hatchery operations at a site identified wunder AS 38.05.855(d). A
permit under this section shall be issued by lottery for not less than
the appraised fair market value.

(b) A permit under this section is valid for three years after
the date of issuance. The permit may not be transferred.

(c) Before renewing a permit under this section, the cominission-
er shall require the applicant to (1) provide a copy of the applica-
tion to newspapers, radio and television stations for public service
announcement or (2) to provide paid notice of the application once
each week for three successive weeks in a newspaper or by radio.  The
notice required in this subsection must be in more than one language
if the commissioner decides it is necessary. The notice must state
that interested persons may submit written testimony concerning the
renewal to the commissioner within 30 days after the date of the
notice.

(d) Before renewing a permit under this section, the commis-
sioner shall consider all relevant testimony submitted. Based on the
the testimony or other good cause, the commissioner may deny the
application for renewal, but must provide the applicant with written
findings that explain the reason for the denial,

* Sec. 15. AS 38.05.945(a) is amended to read:

(a) This section establishes the requirements for notice given
by the department for the following actions:

(1) classification or reclassification of state land under
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AS 38.05.300 and Che closing of land to mineral leasing or entry under
AS 38.05.185;

(2) coning of land under applicable law;

(3) a decision under AS 38.05.035(e) regarding the sale,
lease, or disposal of an interest in state land or resources; [AND]

(4) acompetitive disposal of an interest in state land or
resources after final decision under AS 38.05.035(e)t

(5) a opreliminary finding under AS 38.05.035(e) and 38.05.-
855(c) concerning sites for aquatic farms and related hatcheries.
*Sec. 16. AS 38.05.946 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(b) The commissioner shall hold a public hearing in each dis-

trict identified under AS 38.05.855 within 30 daysafter giving notice
of a preliminary finding under AS 38.05.035(e) and 38.05.855(c) con-
cerning sites for aquatic farms and related hatcheries.

*Sec. 17. AS 16.05.340(a)(14) is repealed.

*Sec. 18, The commissioner of commerce and economic development may
not issue a permit under AS 08.06.010, enacted by sec. 1 of this Act, and
the commissioner of fish and game may not issue a permit under AS 08.06.-
030, enacted by sec. 1 of this Act, until regulations have been adopted
under AS 08.06.070, enacted by sec. 1 of this Act.

*Sec. 19. The commissioner of natural resources may not issue a permit
under AS 38.05.856, enacted by sec. 14 of this Act, until the commissioner
adopts regulations necessary for the implementation of AS 38.05.856.

*Sec. 20. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

SB 425 -12- SB0425a
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X Section 1. AS 33.05.070(a) is amended to read:
(a) Land, including tide, submerged or shoreland,
to which the state holds title or to which it may
become entitled, may be leased, except for the
extraction of natural resources, in the manner provided
in AS 38.05,070-33,05.105, Leasing_of [.and _fgr _fish?
farmAng s™tes _may occur _under AS 337057400-337057.4

# Sec. 2. AS 38.05 is amended by adding a new article to
re?ad s

Article Leasing of State Lands for Fish Farming.
Section

400. Generally

402. Application for a lease

404. Applic:ation processing

406. Review of applications

408 Leasing procedures and decisions

410. Lease terms

412» Regulations

AS 38.05.400. Generally® Under AS 38.05.400-AS

38.05.412, the commissioner may .Lease land, including



tide, submerged, and shoreland and adjacent uplands,

for- fish farm sites.

AS 38.05.402, AfiElicati.QQ fgr_a _I8assi (a) An
Alaska resident holding an Alaska business license tvho
is interested in obtaining a lease for fish farming
operations must, by October 1 of the year, submit an
application for a lease on forms issued by the
commissioner. The commissioner shall require submittal
of relevant information including at a mini mums

(1) a map at the most detailed scale generally
available showing the proposed site;

(2) a farm operation plan, providing detailed
information and drawings of the proposed operation,
including

(A) the farm development schedule;

(B) biolagical and physic:a] capabilities of
the site

<C> needs and sources for power, fresh water
fuel, and feed;

(D) waste disposal, including farm product

(E) production strategies and target levels;
(F) fish processing and markets;

() cost estimates and financing; and

(H) special measures to mitigate

environmental impact;



(3) an application -Pee o-f $100;
(4) evidence that the applicant is Fit, willing,
and able to conduct the operation;

(5) photographs o-f the site.

<pb> On receipt of an application for a fish
farming lease, the commissioner shall evaluate the
application for completeness and.request more
information, if necessary, within 15 days. [f the 1
commissioner does not request more information within
15 days, the application shall be considered complete,
although the commissioner may request more information

as the application is processed under AS 38,05.404-
38.05.406.

AS 30.05.404.. Application processing. (a) The

commissioner shall begin to process a -fish farm lease

application after the application js complete.

<b> Between November ! and December 31 of the
year, the commissioner shall pliblish notice, in
accordance with AS 38.05.945, of all fish farm site
lease applications submitted by October 1 anc. completed
before November 1 of the year. If warranted by public
response to a fish farm application, the commissioner
shall hold public hearings at a place and time to be

announced at least fourteen days in advance.



(c) The cominissioner shall issue -final decisions/
on all -fish farm lease applications submitted during

he previous year by March L.

AS 38.05.406. Rey”Sw _of a[?plicati®ons™ (a) Before
issuing a -fish farming lease under AS 38.05.400-
33,05.412., the commissioner shall

(1) assure that the proposed use will conform with
appli abis land use pians adopted by the commissioner
under A3 38.04.065 and land classifications under AS
38,05.300;

(2) consider other land uses that exist or can
reasonably be expected on the same sites

(3) assess and consider the cumulative impacts O0f
fish farms already leased or proposed in the area;

(4) assure that, adequate navigation and access can

be maintained, including access to public arid private
uplands and to public waters; and
(5) identify special operating conditions and

mitigating measures that may be required of the

applicarit.

(b) In considering the fish farm application., the
comui $sioner shall consult with local governments,
local fish and game advisory committees, and other

agencies, including the Department of Fish and Game.



Y :5

£c) By ~-Hn i of the year, the commissioner |
shall prepare and issue preliminary decisions,
including draft lease terms and operating conditions,
on all complete fish farm leasing applications received
during th® Previaus year. Notice af the preliminary
decisions shall be provided in accordance with AS
38.05.945.  The preliminary r:lecision must inc lude a
draff finding of state's interests in accordance with

As 38.05.40% (b).

AS 38.05.403. Leasing _BrQcedures_and _decisionsi
(a) The commissioner may issue a fish farm lease to a
prequaHfied“?#THHO%hder regulations adopted in
kaccordance with AS 38.05.400-38.05.412.

<b) Atter determining that a fish farm Jlease
application accords with AS 38.05.406(a), the
commissioner shall consider the state's interests in
the proposed lease of state lands, and may not issue
any lease unless the commissioner determines that

issuance of the lease serves the best ircerests of the

state.

AS +38.05.410. Lease terms.. (a) A fish farm
lease for tide, submerged, and shoreland and adjacent

uplands may be issued for up to fifty-five years, at



the discretion of the commissioner in consideration o-f

the useful life of the improvements to be constructed.

(b) As a rental fee for the lease the commissioner
shall provide for return of a portion of the gross
receipts from the lease to be deposited in the general
fund of the state.\]For an operation grossing less than
$500,000 per year, the commissioner shallrequire the
return of two per cent of gross receipts. For an
operation grossing between $500,000 and $1,000,000 per
year., the commissioner shall require the return of
three per cent of gross receipts. For an operation
grossing over $1,000,000 per year, the commissioner
shall requ'.re the return of bhetween three per cent, and

Five per cent of gross raceipts.(

<¢c) A lease shall contain terms that.

(1) prevent nonconforming uses of the leased
prdperi:yi

(2) provide for restoration of the site after
termioation of the lease;

<3) require investment and development on a
specified sch@dule;

(4) allow transfer to another owner only with
the conmissioner's approval

(5) permit regular inspection of the

facilities and operations; and



(6) identify measures/to mitigate

environmental impact.

<d) The commissioner may require survey of the
lease site at the applicant's expense prior to issuance

of a lease. W buM iy AU A [tM t.

(e> The commissioner may include other reasonable

terms and conditions in the lease,

(f) The commissioner may not approve the transfer
of arty lease unless the commissioner determines that
there nas been substantial development and compliance

with the terms of the lease.

AS 38.05.412. Regulations.. The ccunmissioner
shall adopt regulations to implement AS 38.05.400-
38,05.410.
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t Section 1. AS 38.05.070(a) is amended to read: "M
(2 Land, including tide, submerged or shoreland,
to which the state holds title or to which it may
become entitled, may be leased, except =mfor the
extraction af natural resources, in the manner provided

in AS 38.05.070-38.05.105. LgasiQ2_Q£f£_.A8Qd_£or

NE00:138MN05™M1T7*.

* Sec. 2. AS 38.05 is amended by adding a new article to
read:

Article . Leasing of State Lands -for Wr'Sfi Farming.
Section

400. Generally

402. Application -For a lease

404. Application processing

406 . Review of applications

408. Leasing procedures and decisions

410. Lease terms

412. Regulations

AS 38.05.400. Generally”™ Under AS 38.05.400-AS

38.05.412, the commissioner may lease land, 1including
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tide, submerged, and shoreland and adjacent uplands,

far 1Sih farm sites.

AS 38.05.402. ftpplicatian far33°"g3ft (@ An
Alaska resident holding an Alaska bus?ﬁéss license who
iIs interested in obtaining a lease for «fatdv farming
\\1 operations must, by October i of the year/*3ubmit an
\IN'th application for a lease on forms issued by the
commissioner. The commissioner shall require submittal

of relevant ipformatign’including at a minimum:
.7 ’.

w2\
(D) a map at the most detailed scale generally
available showing the proposed site;
(@ a farm operation plan, providing detailed |f

information and drawings af the proposed operation,
including
(A the farm development schedules

§ 8
(B biological and physical capabilities of

the site «

“ (© needs and sources far power, fresh water,
fuel, and feed;
(O waste disposal, including farm product r]

wastes;

(® production strategies and target levels;
() fTish processing and markets;

(G) cast estimates and financing; and

(H) special measures to mitigate

environmental inipact;
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<3> an application fee of $100;
(4 svidence that the applicant is fit, willing,
and able to conduct the operation:

(®B) photographs of the site.

() On receipt of an application for a fieh
farming lease, the commissioner shall evaluate the

application for completeness and request more

information, 1If necessary, within 15 days. IT the e
commissioner doss not request more information within
15 days, the application shall be considered complete,
although the commissioner may request, mors nfcsrmatiOn
as the application is processed under AS 33.,05.404- o\
38,05.406. HilWo

AS 38.05.404. Addlicat!("D.Ergcessino™ (@ The
commissioner shall begin to process a fwSfi farm lease
application after the application is complete,

(> Between November 1 and December 31 of the
year, the commissioner shall publish notice, in
accordance with AS 33.05.945, of all fasiT farm site
lease.™ applications submitted by October 1 and completed
before November 1 of the year. IT warranted by public
response to a dlefr farm application, the commissioner
shall hold public hearings at a place and time to be

‘announced at least fourteen days in advance.
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(©) The commissioner shall 1issue final decisions
on all fish farm lease applications submitted during

the previous year by March 1,.

X
A3 30.05.406. B8yi.ew_of_agg[lications.. (a) Before
missuing a f-i-eh farming lease under AS 33.03.400-

35.0S.412, the commissi oner shall

(i> assure that the proposed use will conform with
applicable land use plans adopted by the commissioner
under AS 30.04.065 and land classifications under AS
38. 03.300,"

(2? consider Alced Ji'bﬁiyé;fg exist - or can
reasonably be exp / J , te;

o A JUR

(3 assess a lative impacts of
,Ei-sb farms alread, in the area;

(4) assure thatadequatenavigation and access can
be maintained, 1including access to public and private
uplands and to public waters; and

(5) 1identify special operating conditions and
mitigating measures that may be required of the
app!jcant-

() In considering the -Prsh farm application, the

. :ommissioner shall consult wi.th local governments,
{ -PUn rf

local fish and game advisory committees, and other

agencies, including the Department of Fish and Game.



MAR 31 '07 17:05 SENATE FINANCE,JNU P 6/9

15

(©) By K m Qf the year, the COMMIiSSi oner
shall prepare and issue preliminary decisions.,
inc.lud.inQ draft lease terms and operating conditions,
on all complete fish farm leasing applications received;
during the previous year. Notice of the preliminary
decisions shall be provided in accordance With as
38.05.945. The prai.iminarv decision must include a
draft finding of state’s interests in accordance with

AS 33.05.,~Mb)

AS 38. 05. 403. LggglQ9 _prgce$”r,%s. and decisions..
(@) The commissioner may issue a ffsti farm lease to a
cupplLi

prequal i fied Isasssy- under regulations adopted in

accordance with AS 33.05. 400-38. 05, 4,12.

(b) After determining that a flah farm lease
app ltcatian accords with AS 33.05. 406 (@) , the
commissioner shall consider the state®s interests in
the proposed lease of state lands, and may not .isesue
any lease unless the commissioner determines that

issuance of the 1»m?20 serves the best interests of the

state.

AS 30.05.410. Ug'iSS—feSCtBSai'?. A WaTi farm

lease for tide,, submerged, and shoreland and adjacent
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the discretion of the commissioner iIn cansideration of

the useful life of the improvements to be constructed.

() As arental fee for the lease the commissioner

shall provide for return of a portion of the gross.

n (Receipts from tne lease to be deposited

in the general

%5

fund of the state. For an operation grossing less than

$500,000 per year-, the commissioner shall require the

return of two per cent of gross receipts. For an

operation grossing between $500,000 and $1,00)0,000 per

year, the commissioner shall require the return of

three per cent of gross receipts. For an operation

grossing over $1,000,000 per year, the commissioner

shall require the return of between three per cant and

mfive per cent of gross receipts.

() A lease shall contain terms that

(D prevent nonconforming. uses of the leased

property”

<2) provide far restoration of the site after

termination of the lease:

(3 require investment and development, on a

specified schedule:

@ allow transfer to another owner only with

the commissionerpb approval;
(B) permit regular inspection

facilities and operations; arid

of the
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®) i1dentify iTjeaaures™to mitigate

environmental impact.

@ The commi33 tonor may requires survey of the

lease site at the applicant®s expense prior to issuance

—of-a le'vae-— oA

&) The clude other raasonable

terms and cc

(r) The commissioner may not approve the transfer
of any lease unless the commissioner determines that

there has been substantial development and compliance

with the terms of the lease.

AS 38.05.412« 2ggul atiQCISi The commissioner

shall adapt regulations to implement AS 33.05.400-

38-05.410."
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IN THE HOUSE Uy

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Establishing a Joint Committee on

Aquatic Farming.
BE 1T RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS aquatic farming has taken place in the state on a small scale
since the early 1920s and is a clean industry for which the state®s south-
ern coast is suited; and

WHEREAS aquatic Tfarmers have shown an interest inexpanding their
operations and range of products iIn response to worldwide consumer trends;
and

WHEREAS the possibility of the expansion of aquatic farming in the
state has generated many questions with regard to potential coastal and
resource-user conflicts, the socioeconomic effects on the coastal communi-
ties of the state and existing sea harvesting industry, and the effects on
the environment and on the biological integrity of Alaska®s wild aquatic
species; and

WHEREAS public testimony overwhelmingly indicates adesire for the
development of environmental and biological safeguards before an expansion
of the existing industry is allowed iIn the state; and

WHEREAS pending litigation involving the state mayresult 1iIn the
state®s 1inability to Ilegallyhalt the expansion of aquatic farming; and

WHEREAS Norway, Japan, British Columbia, andChile have experience
with regulating aquatic farming from which we can learn;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that a Joint Committee
on Aquatic Farming is established consisting of two members of the Senate
and two members of the House of Representatives; and be it

-1-



FURTHER RESOLVED that the Joint Committee on Aquatic Farming, after
holding public hearings, shall develop proposals for the state"s policy on
aquatic farming, taking into account the experiences of other countries and
the socioeconomic effects of worldwide aquatic farming on existing Alaska
sea harvesting industries;the committee shall report its recommendations
and findings to the Legislature on the first day of the Second Session of
the Fifteenth Alaska State Legislature; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the committee may hire staff to assist in the
duties of the committee and may appoint advisory committees; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the committee may meet during and between
sessions of the Fifteenth Alaska State Legislature and-“shall terminate at
the end of the 10th day of the Second Session of the Fifteenth Alaska State

Legislature.



Proposed Amendments to HB 303:

Amend title as follows:

"An Act providing for [PLACING A MORATORIUM ON] the issuance or
granting of licenses, permits, or authorization for fish farming or
aquatic farming; and providing for an effective date."

lines 11-14, page 1, amend as follows:

* Section 1. FISH FARMING AND AQUATIC FARMING™ [ MORATORIUM. (A)
EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN (B) OF THIS SECTION, T] Section 1. The
following licenses, permits, or authorizations may [NOT] be issued or
granted for the construction or operation of a fish farm or aquatic
farm:

Line 24, page 1, through line 10, page two, delete existing material
and replace with the following:

* Sec. 2. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(1) "fish farming or aquatic farming" means a facility that
grows, Tarms or cultivates aquatic farm products in captivity or
under positive control;

(2 "Taquatic farm product” includes an aquatic plant or aquatic
animal, or fish parts that are propogaced, farmed, or cultivated in
an aquatic farm and sold or offered for consumption;

(3 '"positive control” means, for fish and other mobile species,
enclosed with a natural or artificial escape-proof barrier; for
species with limited or no mobility, ™positive control”™ also includes
managed cultivation in unenclosed water.

renumber accordingly.
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During March the office activity held to February"s steady pace.
Teleconference activity nearly doubled with the Anchorage LI0 logging
over 1,000 participants.

During this month several legislative committee traveled to Anchorage.
The new Assembly Chambers was the site for most of these meetings,
Senate Resources ANWR meetings, Senate and House Finance Budgethear-
ings. Attendance topped the 100 mark at the Senate Finance Budget
hearings. '"Aquaculture"™ and "Mariculture" have hit the number one spot
on our most frequently requested items lists, we have given away almost
100 copies of the recently released house research report on this
subject. I expect demand will continue with April®s planned hearing
schedule.

We have been keeping busy trying to keep up with the demand for copies
of bills, status requests ect. At long last the pocket directories
arrived! This session has been fairly slow for POs. 1 feel this is in
large part due to outreach efforts encouraging citizen lobbying groups
to submit written testimony a. issues. POMs that are received are
directed to specific committees when a piece of legislation is the
issue, and to district legislators for constituent concerns. We have
taken a fairly active role in discouraging blanket POMs to 'all" legis-
lators.

Spring appears to be here- now that we have passed the half way mark we
are counting the days until adjournment.



Adelheid Herrmamm, Representative
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska

99811

February 23, 1987

Dear Representative Herrmamm:

As a partner iIn a private, non-profit salmon hatchery and
"hopeful-to-be"™ participant In a mariculture operation, | have a
personal interest in HB-108. As a professional economist in
Alaska since 1971 and a resident since 1963 | am convinced that
your support of mariculture iIn Alaska is in the public interest.

Many people who have an interest in mariculture do not expect
state loans, gifts or other forms of "help”. What we do expect
and hope for is a simple approach that will remove the
bureaucratic pitfalls axcl redundant state "processes’”™ that
required over four years of persistence and dedication to obtain
Jua: the permits for one of the private non-profit hatcheries.

What we ask for is a cleared path that we can walk on iIn pursuit
of our entrepreneurial interests. I cannot afford another four
or five years of expense, labor and opportunity cost.

It is predictable, 1 suppose, but disturbing that the regional
aquaculture associations have solicited proposals from lobbyists
to mount a campaign designed to prevent passage of legislation
that will allow for private mariculture operations.

Your expertise and leadership will provs invaluable in allowing
the mariculture industry in Alaska to prosper and grow. Alaska
iIs a small part of the international fishery economy, but the

potential exists to become very significant. If you will assist
by making sure that we are allowed to pursue our goals the
potential may be realized.

I will look forward to your response and contribution to enabling
legislation.

Respectfully,

Michael A. Brogan
1435 N ST.
Anchorage, Alaska
99501
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Alaska £8>4ate legislature

\opresfertatitie Bonalh ... Hamon

district 16%
TO: Representative A. Herrmann
Q n
FROM: Representative R. Larson K){
DATE: March 25, 1987
RE: Information on Mariculture

For your information 1 am passing along an article on
Mariculture. This article was provided to our office by a
concerned constituent.

I would appreciate i1ts being included iIn the Resources
Committee packet. Thank you.
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UFA NOTEBOOK

Salmon C an W a i

t

Alaska Mariculture

The feverish surge of interest in
salmon farming in British Columbia,
which has been likened to the
Klondike Gold Rush, seems to be
spreading to Alaska, ldentical bills
have been introduce J this session in
hoth houses of the Alaska legisla-
ture which would permit pen
rearing of salmon.

UF/ has been interested in mari-
cultun problems since at least 1985.
At their annual meeting that year,
'he Board of Directors noted that
pen rearing of salmon was a rapidly
growing industry that was already
having impact on  ‘raditional
domestic and export markets for
Alaska salmon, with potential for
even greater market penetration in
the future(They requested the State
of Alaska perform a thorough study
of the biological, economic and socio-
logical problems and potentials of
sniinon pen rearing in Alaska. To,
date no snch_impartial studies hawe-
neenjjoneA

The incr'easing interest in begin-

ning this industry in Alaska was
-0 1- *mm [--- thj,

determined tha, there arc many
potential problems ™ith ppjirearing,
salmon wlyichmusThe addressed by
state govcrnmenl bcfo>s the Indus-
try is allowed to beginT

UuA’ concerns” HBout maricul-
ture were expressed in a resolution
issued by the Board at the close of
this meeting. They conclude with a
request that the State of Alaska
take no action on legislation and
development of salmon mariculture
until such time as specific issues are
addressed. The issues of concern
cover a wide range.

=State funds and services for
DEC, DNR, and FRED division at
DF&G, already cut hack due to
shrinking revenues, will have lo he
further reallocated to address
salmon farming. For example, the
farms must be inspected periodical-
ly by state officials for maintenance
of health and resource protection
standards. Many of the salmon
farms will he in remote locations,
increasing travel costs to the State.

M]iilllﬁgqui_re_ §61_£f ti?.itogﬁg_e ﬁnd

taincd. Since the industry depends
on freshness of its product, trans-
portation needs must be met: the
remoteness of the farming sites will
require additional transportation
routes which must at least be
addressed by state government,
even if subsides are not requested.
Money and staff time for these acti-
vities must be taken from existing
programs. As yet no realistic fiscal
note has been developed to identify
the cost to the state incurred by
management of the proposed
actjvities.
Competition for
will salmon will increase. Troll-
caught fish are already in direct
competition with pen reared salmon.
Optimists believe the demand for
fish will continue to rise and there
will be substantial markets for both
farmed and wild salmon. Increasing
international participation in salmon
farming, however, indicates there
may soon be a' flood of farmed
product on the market. The commer-

market with

Alaska Fisherman's JOURNAL, March 19H7

cial fishing industry now needs
marketing efforts which the state is
unable to fund. UFA foresees addi
tional problems if forced to compel”
with farmed Alaska salmon. UFA.
howev .2 not opposed to maricul
lure of shellfish or aquatic plants
and, indeed, sees these operations as
offering great” potential for the
state’s economy.

< Water and land use of traditional
fishing, hatchery, rehabilitation, and
smolt rearing and release sites mav
be locked out as permits are granted
for establishment of salmon farms.
Many of the land use permits that
have been granted for oyster
farming (shellfish is the only form ol
mariculture row allowt' mmAlaska'
are not being used, a*". there is
concern that speculators are estah
fishing claim to desirable sites,
intending to use them when salmon
farming is allowed. The State ha*
done no planning to determine 11"
best locations for these farms, and
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February. The Board of Directors
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prevention will hav,e

Alaska Fisherman’sJOURNAL, March 1987

no controls have been proposed.
Alaska has thousands of miles of
coastline but there could easily be
conflict between homeowners and
salmon farmers, as has occurred in
Washington. There may also be
conflicts with the tourism industry
and with sport fishermen, both of
which are important activities for
Alaska's economy.

«The potential for disease con-
tamination of the wild stock has not
been explored at all. In 1985
Norwegian fish farms were forced to
destroy 2,900 metric tons of farmed
salmon due to contaminated stock,
but since Norway doesn't have its
own salmon runs, no one knows what
the effects might have been on wild
fish. This is an area of serious con-
cern to the commercial fishing
industry.

<Many proponents of pen rearing
salmon are touting the industry as
one which can he done by small as
well as large operations. They pre-
sent it as a boost to the economy of
Alaska's  coastal villages and
suggest that "mom and pop" opera-
tions can be as successful as those of
a large corporation. In fact, current

evidence indicates this is far from
the case. Because of the high costs of
fish food, brood stock, and establish-
ment of adequate t.ansportation
facilities, in addition to the length of
time it takes to produce the first
saleable product, it will be almost
impossible for any small operation
to succeed. Weyerhaueser, Sealaska
and some multi-national corpora-
tions which have expressed interest
in beginning the industry in Alaska
inay be among the few operations
which can actually be viable.

A recent report by the House
Research Agency of the Alaska
Legislature titled “Aquaculture in
Alaska" mentions these and other
concerns, but does not discuss them
in any detail and presents few or no
solutions to  these potential
problems. There is a feeling around
the state that salmon farming is the
wave of the future: it can’t be
stopped so the only choice is to jump
on the bandwagon. UFA disagrees
with this sentiment and offers a
suggestion: if Alaska must become
involved in pen rearing salmon then
it should take this chance to do it
right the first time. We have excel-
lent international examples of
successes and problems before us
and we would be wise to emulate t.hn

good and avoid the bad. This can be
accomplished only through careful
study and planning.

The House Research Agency .
report states that there is only a
narrow window of time for Alaska to
join the pen reared salmon industry,
after which it v/ill not be economical-
ly feasible to begin. UFA disagrees
with this position: it feels there will
always be room in the marketplace
lor a competitive product. In the
meantime it is essential that studies
be done and safeguards be
developed to ensure that Alaska's
already healthy commercial fishing
industry is protected.[
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FARMED FISH:
Do They Really Compete?

by John van Amerongen

Competition for salmon markets
is a lot like musical chairs- nobody
loses as long as there are enough
seats to go around. The big question
come 1990 is whether there will be
enough salmon markets for all the
salmon produced, given the astrono-
mical production figures currently
being tossed about by salmon far-
mers and those who keep an eye on
them.

The growth potential of the Nor-
wegian salmon industry is now be-
yond debate. In 1971 Norway pro-
duced a mere 100 metric tons. By
1985 Norwegian farmers produced
34,000 mt. Theres no reason to
doubt theyll produce at least 80,000
mt. of Atlantics by 1990. That same
year Canadian farmers are expected
to market 30,000 mt. of coho and
chinook. And that has wild harves-
ters legitimately nervous. The Can-
adian projection alone is 6,000 me-
tric tons more than the total wild
catch of coho and chinook salmon in
Alaska in 1986.

Whether or not the frenzy of
activity in B.C. will bear full fruit in
1990 is still speculation, but the
potential is certainly there (see re-
lated article p. 32). And now that
salmon mariculture is seeing a re-
surgence of activity in Washington
State and proposals are making
their way to the Alaska Legislature
as well, analysts are focusing on a
key question.

“The key question,” according to
Steven White, former director of
Prince William Sound Aquaculture
Corp., "is will they compete with or
complement wild salmon?"

White addressed the question
January 13 as part of the University
of Washington’ Fisheries Research
Institute seminar series on floating
marine aquaculture.

Unfortunately, White admitted
from the onseL "I cant answer it."
It’s one of those questions, he said,
that creates "a lot of heat and very
little light.

"Terror,"
of heat."

he noted,"creates a lot

The audience of fisheries students
remained relatively calm as White
alternately turned the heat on and
off the wild salmon industry. After
citing the terrifying farm produc-
tion figures, White eased back a bit,
noting optimistically that seafood
consumption has been rising steadi-
ly-
yU.S. consumers are currently
eating about 15 pounds of seafood a
year, White said. By 1990 we’ll be
consuming about 20 pounds a year
per capita, and that, he said “is a
great opportunity for all of us.”

“If production would stay stable,"
he said, "we would assume higher
prices for our fishermen."

But the light at the end of the
tunnel faded as White reminded
everyone that production was not
stable, and that as European and
Canadian farmed production in-
creased, so too would their exports
to the U.S. Not only will their
production increase, said White, but
the production of farmed catfish and
shellfish will increase as well. So
too, he said, will hatchery releases
from state and non-profit facilities.
By 1990, said White, "2.6 billion fish
will be released into the wild...a 245
percentincrease since 1982."

There are two"ways to look at it.

White explained. "Pessimists be-
lieve competition is going to be the
result-increased demand will be
met by increased production and
drive down the price."

The optimists, said White, believe
that farmed and wild salmon will
complement each other in the mar-
ketplace. “High priced and high
quality imports will create a taste in
consumers’ mouths that will create
an explosion in the market," he said,
assuming the role of one whose glass
was half-full instead of half-empty.

But White had a problem with the
up-beat view that wild and pen-
reared salmon will walk hand-in-
hand to economic glory. There’ “no
evidence," he said; "I cant find

anything concrete that makes me
believe that is going to be the
result.”

Still. White had almost as much

difficulty finding evidence to con-
firm that the sky was falling. What
he did find was a recent study

co-authored by Ron Rogness of the
North Pacific Fishery Management
Council and the School of Manage-
ment at the University of Fair-
banks, and Dr. Biing-Hwan Lin of
the Department of Agricultural
Economics at the University of lda-
ho. The title of the Rogness-Lin
study is "The Marketing Relation-
ship Between Pacific and Pen-
Raised Salmon: A Survey of U.S.
Seafood Wholesalers.”

According to White, the survey
was taken as preliminary research
for a master’ thesis on the subject
in conjunction with Alaska Sea
Grant. Now that the authors are
busy elsewhere [away from the Un-
iversity of Alaska at Fairbanks],
White doubts that the research will
be completed. Nevertheless, the
survey does reveal some interesting
information.

In July of 1985, Sea Grant sent
out surveys to 925 seafood whole-
salers and distributors in Boston,
New York, Chicago, Los Angeles,
San Francisco, and Seattle. About
24 percent (127) of those surveyed
responded to a series of questions
dealing with their salmon purchas-
ing decisions.

Of central concern to White were
the survey questions aimed at the
“substitutability” of wild and
farmed salmon. If there’s no substi-
tutability, the argument goes,
there’s no competition.

The responses concerning pan-
sized coho, the variety raised by
Doirdea Farms in Puget Sound, of-
fered no particular cause for alarm
among wild salmon harvesters. The
“overwhelming majority" of respon-
dents said they did not consider the
small silvers a legitimate substitute
for wild Pacific salmon. If anybody
has to worry about pan-sized coho,
it’s the farmers ofrainbow trout.

And if you can believe the survey,
the bulk of frozen Pacific salmon
appears to be on its own in the
marketplace as well. Only 15 of the
57 respondents viewed fresh pen-
reared Atlantics and frozen wild
Pacifies as substitutes. Since only

about three percent of the Alaska
harvest is sold fresh, the authors
concluded that "97 percent of the
hnrvest...would be more or less un-

affected by the pen-raised Atlan-
tics."



pen to be a trollek "...It should be
noted,"” the authors caution, “that a
significant portion of the troll-
caught chinooks and cohos in Sou-
theast Alaska is frozen and market-
ed to white tablecloth restaurants
which is one of the primary markets
of fresh pen-raised Atlantic salmon;
the 15 (out of 57) votes for the
substitutability between fresh At-
lantic and frozen Pacific salmon
should therefore not be discounted.”

Still, the authors weren’t particu-
larly worried about the overall im-
pact of fresh Atlantics on the do-
mestic market for Alaska-caught
fish. According to Rogness and Dr.
Lin, “...the results seem to suggest
that much of the concern shown by
many commercial salmon fishermen
in Alaska may be somewhat unwar-
ranted."”

Like it or not, the survey suggests
two separate market niches for
fresh farmed and frozen wild-caught
Pacific salmon. In automotive terms,
one is viewed as a BMW, the other is
alotlike riding the bus.

The situation for fresh wild-
caught fish seems to be different.
The overwhelming majority of re-
spondents (49 of 62) said that pen-
raised Atlantics were a legitimate
substitute for fresh wild Pacifies.

But legitimate substitutes are. not
=always the samei as the Rogness and
Dr. Lin discovered.

Two questions in the survey
asked respondents to list the advan-
tages of each variety over the other.

Asked what advantages
pen-raised Atlantics had over wild
Pacifies, the characteristic most of-
ten cited was availability year round
(28), followed by freshness or quality
(26), consistency (19), size (12), price
(11), and shelf life (5).

Asked what advantages wild-
caught had over farmed, the most
common response was price (27),
followed by flesh characteristics -
color, firmness, fat content (19),
availability of large fish (5), volume
of supply (2),and ease of ordering (1).

Price appeared to be the most
motivating factor in choosing wild
over farmed, while year-round avai-
lability and high quality were the
best reasons to buy farmed fish,
according to the survey. Four re-
spondents could find no advantages

of pen-reared over wild, while eight
could see no advantages of wild over
pen-reared. In automotive terms,

they are both good cars - one a
BMW, t'.e other a Ford Thunder-
bird. Ford has a better idea as long
as the sticker price is right.

How long wild salmon can
maintain a price advantage over
pen-reared fish is another key ques-
tion addressed by Mr. White at the
FRI seminar. Trollers would under-
standably like to see the price of
wild salmon rise, and salmon far-
mers aren’t anxious to see the price
of pen-raised fish fall. As the world
supply of salmon increases, howev-
er, it’s going to be more and more
difficult to keep the prices apart and
avoid a head to head battle in the
marketplace.

Right now transportation costs
and the relative inefficiency of the
small farms have kept the cost of
Norwegian salmon up. The falling
value of the dollar in world currency
markets is helping, too. When Brit-
ish Columbia comes on line in 1990,
however, the situation could be very
different. As one industry wag put

it, “The Canadians have never meta
market they couldn’t dump."

White put it another way:
"There’s a great potential for over-
supply." British Columbia is plan-
ning to produce ‘a lot of product,”
White said, “...and there’s no indica-
tion that product has any market set
up for it."

This may have been music to the
ears of fishermen who are looking
for a gigantic shake-out to put the
salmon farming industry on its gills.
But White saw it differently.

“Which industry is going to
survive the Crash of ’89?" White
asked. "If the farms crash,” he said,
answering his own question, "we’ll
go down with it."

One might think Whites best
advice to the fisheries students in
the audience would have been to
pack up their pee-chees and head it
on over to the School of Dentistry.
But he didnt suggest that. Perhaps
albthe doom and gloom was just a
test to see who was really serious
about a career in the salmon indus-
try.

His conclusion offered a ray of
hope, even if the light at the end of
the tunnel turns out to be Madison
Avenue.

The salmon industry, said White,
is in a state of transition. “The
biological hurdles,"he said, “are
pretty much over.

“The next problem,” said White,
"is how [the salmon] can be market-
ed to keep the [aquaculture] indus-
try alive and maintain the commer-
cial fishing industry."

To accomplish this White sug-
gested ‘a conciliation” between wild
harvesters and farm producers.
"Our real target is not each other,"
he said, noting that salmon sales are
completely eclipsed by beef and
chicken. "TheyTe the targets, not
each other."

—Jnkn van Amerongen



Goes Crazy in B.C.

by Clark Miller
Salmon  farming in  British
Columbia- theye calling it a Gold
Rush, an out-of-control frenzy of

production that will glut the world
market and plunge prices in two
years. Is it really that hazardous?

Vance Lipovsky thinks so. He is
director of aquaculture development
for British Columbia Packers, Ltd.,
in Vancouver, B.C. He says produc-
tion of farmed salmon in British
Columbia will hit 30,000 tons by
1990- in 1984 it was only 107 tons.
Meanwhile, prices to producers will
dive below $3 a pound- right now,
they re between $3.50 and $3.75.

Kiicking off a series of lectures on
aquaculture at the University of
Washington’s School of Fisheries
last month, Lipovsky said, “It’s im-
possible to keep up with the indus-
try up there... and the pace will not
change.” In 1985, there were 45
farms. Last year, there were 106
farms. This year there are perhaps
150, with more than 500 applications
pending.

"In the three or four years British
Columbia will be the largest expor-
ter of salmon to the U.S.," he pre-
dicts.

Orders for salmon cages are
backed up for six months. B.C.’s 20
hatcheries are charging 65 to 79
cents each for smolts (there ten to

twenty more hatcheries on line,
Lipovsky says).
The provincial government

slowed things down with a 30-day
freeze on licenses in October, in
order to ask a few questions, but
basically decided there are no com-

pelling reasons to interfere with
something that is boosting the econ-
omy of a traditionally depressed
area with 69,000 miles of wilderness
coastline. "A month later, it was
business as usual,” Lipovsky said.

One question asked during the
moratorium involved the impact of
aquaculture on wild salmon prices.
The answer in Canada was, None.

One way of measuring the growth
is the number of smolts that are
reared each year. In 1984, the num-
ber was 1.5 million. In 1985, it was 5
million. In 1986, it was 14 million.
This year it will be 30 million.
Figuring 50 percent mortality (35
percent is typical, even lower in the
north), a million smolts yields about
1.000 tons of salmon. Therefore,
1990's harvest should easily reach
80.000 tons; the B.C. government
predicts 40,000, with a potential
value to farmers of $352 million .

Will the market be able to absorb
that amount? "Markets are the big
unknown," says Lipovsky. "Only the
markets will limit us.”

Lipovsky thinks the future will be
a mixture of successes and failures.
In addition to softening prices, he’
worried about the high price of feed
and a predicted shortage of skilled
labor. He told the mostly student
audience that employment pro-
spects in aquaculture look very good
in B.C. for the next five years at
least.

"1991 will be the first crash of the
industry,” he predicts. Then the
"merger phase" will; begin; Li-
povsky expects to see bargains on
farms in two years.

Forty percent of the investment

This photograph from a Norwegian equipment supplier shows a typical small
Norwegian fish farm. Bc. farmers have no such size restrictions.

so far is Norwegian, Lipovsky spe-
culates. Norwegian applications for
sites began mounting in 1984.

Have the commercial fishermen of
B.C. become involved? No, Lipovsky
said, the lifestyle is too harsh (he
wasnt joking- he said the stresses
of living- in these isolated wilderness
areas is taking its toll on particip-
ants, especially women).

The B.C. government makes it
easy to get into this business:
$100,000, interest-free loans; grants;
no environmental impact statement
required for sites. You can claim
virtually any wilderness site for
$150, as long as it’s a mile and a half
from the nearest salmon farm (that’
one of the new rules, non-
retroactive; formerly, it was only a
half mile). Annual rent on govern-
ment land is only $200 per acre.

This massive buildup of salmon
farming includes some problems.
The fish- chemically neutered coho
and feminized chinook- arent
growing as fast as they should, and
no one is sure why. Inventories are

mysteriously low- farmers accuse
the hatcheries of shortchanging
them. Much of the feed has been low
in quality, but now farmers are
being offered high-fat, extruded
feeds (at 40 cents a pound, expected
to climb to 60 cents by 1990).

Some stress-related diseases have
cropped up, as well as some minor
hassles with algal blooms. However,
Lipovsky gave the impression that
the government finds very little to
worry about with aquaculture so far.

One of the paradoxes of the
business, according to Lipovsky is
that farmers are mostly growing 4-6
pounders, even though the greatest
market-size need is for 6-9 pounders
(restaurants prefer the big fish for
"steaking"). The reason- the price
of feed. Physical growth is rapid and.
economical during the first 24
months, especially for coho; contin-
ued growth, however, cuts profits.

“Coho will be the fish of the future
because of its fast growth rate,”
Lipovsky said.D





