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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
2002 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction)._
Title: Aquatic Farms for Shellfish
Sponsor: Rep. SCALZI. Chenault. Lancaster. Hams. Hudson. James
Requester: (H) FSH___________________
Expenditures/Revenues

Dept. Affected:
~BRU:
Component:

_ Component Number: 
(Thousands of Dollars)

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:

(H) Publish Date:

2
CSHB 208(FSH)

3/6/02
Natural Resources 
M;nerals. Land & Water Dev 
Claims. Permits and Leases

2460

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Persona! Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

116.6 155.6
5.0 10.0
2.5 325.0
1.0 1.0
7.0 00

TOTAL OPERATING 132.1 491.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 0.0 58.5+ 58.5+ 58.5+ 58.5+ 58.5+
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 132.1 491 6
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type)

TOTAL 132.1 491.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any curront year (FY2002) cost: none
Chock this box (X) If funding for this bill is Included In the Governor's FY2003 budget proposal: 
POSITIONS
Full-time 3 3
Part-time
Temporary
ANALYSIS: {Attach a separate page if necessary)Figures shown here are only preliminary estimates.
This bill creates a one-time disposal program of at least 90 aquatic farmsites; changes the criteria ol determining fair market value of a site where culture of indigencus shellfish is proposed: and requires DNR to condition leases for sites that culture wild stocks ol indigenous shellfish to restore the wild stock upon termination or expiration of the lease to the population level that existed prior to issuance of the lease. II expands DNR's current aquatic farm program, which operates on program receipts with one employee and brings in approximately S48 0 a year.Operating expenditures for HB 208 could increase for FY 2004 if leases are Issued for longer than 10 years, which would necessitate cadastral surveys of each site (AS 38.04 045). (CONT.)

Prepared by: 
Division 
Approved by: 
Agency

Bob Loeffler
Mining. Land and Water
Pat Pourchot
Natural Resources

(R»v!W001 OMB)

Phone 269-8600
Date/Time 1-Mar-02

Date 1-Mar-02
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This analysis assumes that under Sec. 3 of the bill, it would take a full year to prepare for the one-time 
disposal of 90 farmsites at auction. A new unit consisting of one Natural Resource Manager I, one Natural 
Resource Officer II, and one Natural Resource Technician would be required. (Additional appraisal 
services would also be required, but would be done under contract.) Because it would take approximately 
three months to establish and fill the positions, only nine months of personal services costs are shown for 
FY 2003. Once hired, the unit will need approx. 12 months to develop timelines and procedures; give 
public notice to solicit nominations; write preliminary disposal decisions; evaluate nominated sites and 
conduct the coastal consistency review and agency/public comment period (including limited hearings); 
review comments/resolve conflicts; write final decisions listing approved sites; inspect sites with ADF&G 
and DEC to determine suitability and whether indigenous shellfish are present; contract for appraisals 
($50.0) that consider the value of existing harvestable shellfish and site productivity; give public notice of 
the auctions; conduct auctions; and issue final leases. The auctions would likely not be held until the fall 
of 2003.
Total estimated costs for DNR’s portion of one-time mariculture disposal: $351.2
As part of inn disposal, the bill requires the amount of sustainable harvestable shellfish to be determined 
so that a vJue cot. ' i  be placed on the resource. This information is outside DNR’s expertise and would 
likely be obtained by a Reimbursable Services Agreement with ADF&G. Costs for this item were 
estimated by ADF&G and are shown as a contractual item for FY04.
Total estimated costs for DNR's RSA to ADF&G to evaluate site suitability, estimate populations of 
wild stock consistent with sustainable yield management and the potential productivity of the site: 
$272.5
Changes in revenue: +$58.5
If all 90 sites were leased, the possible revenue of S58.5 annually would begin in FY04. This estimate is 
based on an average 3-acre suspended culture site x 60 sites = $33,000 and an average of 5-acre on- 
bottom culture site x 30 sites =$25,500 (plus the additional value placed on the amount of harvestable 
shellfish and the potential productivity of the site; these are unknowns at this time). However, it is not 
known whether the market could absorb such a large number of sites at once.

ANALYSIS: (continued) CSHB 208(FSH) - #2
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Personal Services New Position Detail DRAFT
Department of Natural Resources

Scenario: DNR FY2003 Tiscal Notes - for Positions (2481) 
Component: Claims, Porinils & Leases (2460)
BRU Name: Minerals, Land, and Water Development (330)

PCN Job Class Title TimeStatusRetire Barg Code Unit Location SalarySched Range & Budgeted Split/Annual Steps Months Count Salary Premium Annual COLA Pay Benefits TotalCosts
10J/075 Natural Resource Oil I PT A GG Anchorage 2A 14 C 9.0 26,538 426 0 11,193 38,157
Justification:
HB208

Funding Detail:
1004 General Fund Receipts 100.00% 38,157

Total Funding: 100.00% 38,157
104/076 Natural Resource Oil II FT A GG Anchorage 2A 16 D 9.0 31,656 509 0 12,242 44,407
Justification:
IIB208

Funding Detail:
1004 General Fund Receipts 100.00% 44,407

Total Funding: 100.00% 44,407
104/077 Natural Resource Tech II FT A GG Anchorage 2A 12 C 9.0 23,247 373 0 10,519 34,139
Justification:
HB208

Funding Detail:
1004 General Fund Receipts 100.00% 34,139

Total Funding: 100 00% 34,139

Component Summary:
Total New Positions: 3

Fund FundFund Description Percent Amount
1004 General Fund Receipts 100.00% 116,703

Total Funding: 100.00% 116,703

Note. If a position is split, an asterisk (•) will appear in the Split/Count column. If the split position is also counted in the component, two asterisks (*‘) will appear in this column,

Page 3 of 3 • CSHB 208(FSII) - fN«2
Stale of Alaska

Department of Natural Resources 02-25-2002 11:4 6 am



FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
2002 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSIO N

Revision Date/Time (Note if correclion): 
Title Aquatic Farms For Shellfish

Dept. Affected:
'BRU

Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date:

CSHB 208(RES)
3/13/02
Fish and Game

Commercial Fisheries
Component Fisheries Development

Sponsor
Requester

Representative Scalzi
House Resources

Expenditures/Revenues
Component No. 
(Thousands of Dollars)

1942

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

40.0 25.0
10.0 5.0 ♦
30.0 10.0 •

5.0 3.0 •

5.0 2.0 9

TOTAL OPERATING 90.0 45.0 • • • 9

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health

90.0 45.0

TOTAL 90.0 45.0 • • * •
Estimate of any current year (FY2002) cost: 0.0
Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2003 budget proposal: 
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary 2
ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparato page if necessary)
ADF&G is required to provide consultation to DNR regarding the suitability of various sites before they are 
offered for lease. The Mariculture Program Leader and Assistant will lead and coordinate, in conjunction 
with industry nominations, the selection of sites to survey as well as field activities with ADF&G regional 
staff, and staff from other participating agencies. To accomplish site surveys for suitability, ADF&G will 
conduct dive surveys on potential sites. Personnel costs include funding for a seasonal Fisheries 
Biologist I, certified divers associated with dive surveys and inspections at proposed aquatic farm sites, 
and laboratory testing of samples taken from the sites. Travel costs include per diem and transport of 
department staff, including certified divers, to proposed and existing farm sites. Contractual costs include 
vessel time to conduct surveys and

Prepared by: 
Division
Approved by: 
Agoncy

Doug Mecum Phone 465-6100
Director Date/Time 3/5/02 3:15 PM
Gordy Williams for Commissioner Frank Rue 
Fish and Game

Date 3/5/2002

(RcvtlivJ 47001 OMR) Page 1 of 2
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F IS C A L  N O T E

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION
inspections of proposed farm sites, and laboratory work for the analysis of water quality samples and PSP 
and Domoic Acid analysis for growing area certifications. Supplies include materials necessary for dive 
surveys, scientific supplies and data processing supplies, and assistance with regional maricullure plan 
development.
Additional time and funding needed to complete the work associated with identification of new areas in FY 
2004 are roughly estimated at 50% of the FY 2003 costs.
* There will also be increasing costs associated with any large increases in mariculture permitting and 
support. Many services, such as water quality and product testing, currently provided at little or no cost to 
aquatic farm operators by various state facilities, resources, and personnel, will probably not be fiscally 
possible as the number of maricullure operations increases, unless funding is provided. These are 
essential tc meet statutory requirements. Since such impact is completely contingent on the number of 
new farms and the size of the farms, these costs arp impossible to estimate. This fiscal note merely 
identifies the likelihood of additional long-term costs.
NOTE: ADFG Division of Habitat and Restoration has also submitted a fiscal note.

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  B IL L  N O . CSHB 208 (RES) - FN#3
2002 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSIO N

V
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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
2002 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSIO N

Revision Dat /Time (Note if correction): 
Title Aquatic farms for shellfish

Dept. Affected:
'BRU

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:

(H) Publish Date:

CSHB 208(RES)

3/13/02
ADF&G

Habitat and Restoration
Component Habitat

Sponsor
Requester

Representative Scalzi
House Resources

Expenditures/Revenues

Component No. 
(Thousands of Dollars)

486

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

65.5 33.0 * • • •

5.0 2.5 • • • *

2.0 1.0

TOTAL OPERATING 72.5 36.5 * • • •

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) ] I
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Interagency Reciepts fron DNR

72.5 36.5 • • • *

TOTAL 72.5 36.5 * * • •
Estimate of any current year (FY2002) cost: 0.0
Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2003 budget proposal: 
POSITIONS
Full-time 1
Part-time
Temporary 2
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

CSHB 208 (FSH) creates a one-time offering of at least 90 aquatic farm sites for lease.
In addition to the requirements in the bill, the requirements of other State and Federal statutes may affect 
sites that could be offered. These may include, but are not limited to, the Alaska Coastal Management 
Plan, District Plans, legislatively designated areas statutes and regulations, and 16.40.100-199 which 
requires that the physical and biological characteristics of a site be suitable for shellfish farming, that a 
farm site not require significant alterations in traditional fisheries or other existing uses of fish and wildlife 
resources, and may not affect fisheries, wildlife or their habitats [contj

Prepared by: Chip Dennerlein____________ Phone 465-3065
Division Habitat and Restoration Date/Time 3/5/02 12:30 PM
Approved by: Gordy Williams for Commissioner Frank Rue________  Date 3/5/2002______
Agency Fish and Game______ ________________
(R«*ucd 9/jooi omb) Page 1 o f___ 2_
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F IS C A L  N O T E

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION
in an adverse manner. ADNR aquatic farm statutes and guidelines have specific requirements for such 
things as avoidance of eagle nests, marine mammal and seabird rookeries, and commercial seining 
areas. ADF&G maintains this information.
Identifying and evaluating 90 permittable lease sites will require intensive effort and additional staff will be 
needed. A Habitat Biologist III is needed to work with ADNR, ADEC, and ADF&G CFMD to identify 
potential lease sites. Existing fish and wildlife, habitat and public use data on sites will be collected and 
evaluated. Potential lease sites will be identified and surveyed in the field to determine suitability. The 
biologist will: review land use plans, coordinate with ADF&G Wildlife Conservation and Subsistence 
Divisions, ADNR, ADOL, local governments, and federal agencies; prepare site reports; attend public 
meetings and hearings; and issue Special Area permits as necessary. A 3-month FT III will aid in habitat 
site evaluations in the field, and one month of Cartographer 2 time will be needed to enter data into the 
GIS system.
* Ccsls for administration and oversight of additional levels of mariculture activity in subsequent years 
may be significant, but are difficult to quantify at this time.

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  B IL L  N O . CSHB 208(RES) -  FN #4

2002 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSIO N
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Alaska State Legislature

Official Business
REPRESENTATIVE DREW SCALZi

S t a t e  C a p i t o l  
J u n e a u ,  A la s k a  9 0 8 0 1 -1 1 8 2

( 9 0 7 )  4 6 5 -2 G 8 9 ; ( 8 0 0 )  6 G 5 -2 G 8 9  
F A X :  ( 9 0 7 )  4 G 5 -3 4 7 2  Representative_Dretu_Scalzi<&’legis.state.ak.ux

H B  2 0 8  

Aquatic F a r m s  for Shellfish

"An Act relating to aquatic farming of shellfish; and providing for an effective date."
The mariculture industry has the potential to increase the availability of fresh seafood to 
Alaskans, strengthen the competitiveness of Alaskan seafood products in the world marketplace 
and provide a premium product year-round.

Mariculture is new to Alaska. The permitting process is complex due to the number of agencies 
that oversee aquatic farming, i.e., Fish and Game, Environmental Conservation, Natural 
Resources and Governmental Coordination. With cooperation from these entities, this industry, 
which has proven extremely successful in other states, can certainly enhance economic 
development in our coastal communities with year-round employment for farmers and 
processors.

In a good faith effort to encourage good relationships between government agencies and the 
industry, HB 208 is being introduced as companion legislation to Senator John Torgerson's 
SB141.

HB 208 requires the Department of Natural Resources to offer public leases on 60 suspended 
shellfish sites, 20 clam sites and 10 geoduck sites. These lease sites are in addition to those 
already permitted. Security bonds must be posted according to the value of the product on-site 
and will be returned upon termination of the lease. Farmers must abide by the sustained yield 
principle of management when harvesting th,:; wild stock. The Commissioner of DNR must solicit 
nominations from industry for sites that do not interfere with established commercial, 
subsistence or personal use.

HB208 is the means for encouraging the state to develop another resource that will add 
economic diversity to our coffers -- while protecting the right of Alaskans to har/est a common 
property resource.



Q U T E K C A K  S H E LLF IS H  H A T C H E R Y
PO Box 369 

101 Railway Avenue 
Seward, AK 99664 

907-224-5181 fax 224-5282 
qshatch@arctic.net

February 2S, 2002 
Dear Representative Scalzi,
On behalf of the Qutekcak Native Tribe and the hatchery, 1 would like to express our support for FIB-208, and our appreciation for your sponsoring this important legislation.
The economics of coastal communities have been negatively impacted in the recent past for a variety of reasons too numerous to recount here. What’s important is to look for possible solutions, and we feel the shellfish farming industry has demonstrated the potential to bring needed economic diversity to these communities. That potential is enhanced due to the fact that many of the individuals who have been hardest hit are commercial fishermen who already possess many of the necessary skills and equipment.
Over the past few years we have witnessed an increased awareness of this industry’s potential in Alaska, and have managed to dispel some perceptions that draw inaccurate parallels between tlnfish farming and shellfish fanning. We have not been as successful in streamlining the permitting process in a way that will allow the industry to reach the “critical mass” necessary to support the hatchery as our research nears completion and the funding for that research needs to be replaced by marketing tiie developed product.
We recognize that there is no magic wand, and that the proper course for our industry is incremental and steady improvements in regulation and understanding, and in further demonstrating the economic benefits of the industry. This legislation represents an important step along that course of improvement by making available sites that will increase our customer base. We are cognizant that some investment in the form of agency budgets will be necessary on the State's part to make this legislation work, but are confident that we can provide returns over time on that investment many times over.
Thank you for your support and best regards,
Ron Long,Director

L e t t e r s  o f  S u p p o r t

mailto:qshatch@arctic.net


Rodger Painter, vice president P.OJBox 20704 Juneau, AK 99S0 Phone/Fax: (907) 463-3600 rodgerpainter@hotmail.com

February 11,2002
Senator John Torgerson State Capitol, Room 427 Juneau, AK 99S01-1182
Dear Senator Torgerson:

After carefully considering your comments on our proposed "aquaculture development zone" concept, we have decided that your approach on Senate Bill 141 is superior. We'd like to work closely with you and Rep. Scalzi in getting the legislation approved this session.There is one amendment to SB 141 that we believe is vital to accomplishing the intent of the legislation: removal of the section on lease valuation. Here’s the language we'd like to have deleted:In determining the fair market value of a lease for an aquatic farming site where shellfish indigenous to the site are cultured, the department shall consider the value of the harvestable shellfish resource on the site and the potential productivity of the site for cultured shellfish.Here's our rationale for removal of the language:> Adoption of regulations by ADF&G subsequent to development of SB 141 has effectively rendered this section moot. Under current ADF&G procedures, the harvestable "standing stock" of native shellfish on an aquatic farm site must be harvested under commercial fishing permits prior to transfer of the site to the applicant. In addition, ADF&G policies prohibit applicants from obtaining sites with significant numbers of wild geoducks. Insertion of this language could confuse the validity of these practices.> SB 141 also contains language codifying current ADF&G regulations and permit conditions requiring growers to replace standing stocks prior to relinquishing the site. The practical effect of putting both sections into law would be to require growers to pay for standing stocks twice, in addition to paying the state the same fisheries business tax rates of commercial fishermen AND lease fees for use of state land and waters.> The existing language could create concerns for growers attempting to farm mussels and other species not subject to commercial fisheries. If the shellfish is not subject to commercial fisheries and we have a great abundance of the species, the state shouldn't create disincentives for utilizing surplus natural resources.> The final clause of the section includes "potential productivity of the site" as a reason for increasing lease valuations. ASGA has objected strongly to this

mailto:rodgerpainter@hotmail.com


language in ADF&G regulations and we will seek to have it removed when a more friendly administration takes office. The "potential productivity" of a site is an extremely elusive concept that is extremely troublesome for the industry.> Alaska already has some of the highest tidelands lease fees for aquatic farm sites of any jurisdiction in North America, and we have been attempting to convince DNR to bring them more in line with ourcompcfitors. The existing language in SB 141 has the potential for increasing existing lease fees and moving us away from our goal.After discussing your intent behind SB 141, we have become convinced it is a very good approach to moving the industry forward. DNR confirms the sites will remain "in the bank" following the initial offering and that it is possible to obtain annual offerings or even an over-the-counter approach. DNF also says it will be possible to divide a large site between two or more applicants.We were unaware of these attributes of the state's land disposal process. We appreciate your vision in putting together this package and apologize for taking so long to get solidly behind the legislation. We look forward to working with you and Rep. Scalzi in getting SB 141 approved during this legislative session.
Sincerely,
Rodger Painter

c.c. Rep. Drew Scalzi Sen. Robin Taylor Rep. Lesil McGuire



Growers
Rodger Painter, vice president P.O. Box 20704 Juneau, AK 99S02 Phone/Fax: (907) 463-3600 rodgerpainter@hotmail.comA SSO C IA T IO N

February 20,2002
Honorable John Torgerson State Capitol, Suite 427 Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Dear Senator Torgerson:

Your efforts to create a "bank" of aquatic farm sites are greatly appreciated by aquatic farmers throughout the state. The committee substitute for SB 141 you have developed has made good bill even better, and we are enthusiastic about working with you to move it through the process this year.
We are particularly grateful for the changes in the committee substitute. We believe SB 141 represents a wise investment in creating new economic development opportunities in coastal Alaska with the use of one of the state's most abundant natural resources. What a oetter way to bolster the sagging economies of coastal regions than promote an environmentally friendly industry supporting year-round jobs.
We believe this approach to aquaculture development may become a model for the rest of the country. We again thank you.

Rodger Vaintei Vice President

mailto:rodgerpainter@hotmail.com
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DEPT. O F  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E R V A T I O N

TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
DIRECTOR’S OFFICE 
555 CORDOVA STREET 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 
http:ZAvww.state.ak.us/dec/deh

Telephone: (907) 269-76*4 
Fax: (907) 269-7654 

e -m a i l :  Janice_ A d a L ir @ c n v ir c o c - s t2t e .a k .u 5

March 1,2002
The Honorable Drew Scalzi 
Alaska House of Representatives 
Room 13, Capitol Building 
Juneau, AK 99801
Rc: HB 208, an Act relating to aquatic fanning of shellfish
Dear Representative Scalzi:
Enclosed please find a copy of a letter I recently sent to Senator Torgerson regarding SB 141 
which, as you know, is the companion bill to youra referenced above.

Although the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) has now submitted zero fiscal 
notes on both pieces of legislation, it is important that everyone understand that any shellfish sites 
must be certified by DEC under the National Shellfish Sanitation Program (NSSP) before the 
product can be sold in commerce. We are required by both state law (AS 17.20.005(6)) and 
federal law to comply with the NSSP. There are significant costs associated with certification, 
some of which are currently borne by the farmers themselves. The rest is covered in DEC’S 
operating budget. Should either of these bills pass, down the road there will be increased costs to 
DEC fot this certification. In the interest of full disclosure, I wanted you and the rest of the 
committee members to know that.
I do not plan to be on line for the hearing on HB 208 unless you’d like me to be available to 
answer questions, which I would be happy to do. You or your staff can reach me at 269-7644 or 
yia email at Janice Adair(3?cnvircon.statc.ak.us to let me know.

Enclosure:
• Letter to Senator Torgerson dated February 28, 2002

Safe Food, Safe Water, Healthy Communities

D E C  C o m m e n t s

mailto:Janice_AdaLir@cnvircoc-st2te.ak.u5
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TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

DEPT. O F ENVIRONM ENTAL CONSERVATION

Telephone: (907) 269-7644 
Fax: (907) 269-7654 

e-mail: Janice_Adair@envirconjtate.ak.u5

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 
555 CORDOVA STREET 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501
http://www.ftatc.ak.u5/dec/deh
February 28, 2002
The Honorable John Torgerson 
Chairperson, Senaie Resources Committee 
Room 427, Capitol Building 
Juneau, AK 99801
Re: SB 141, Shellfish Growing Areas
Dear Senator Torgerson:
I have bad a chance to discuss the above-referenced legislation with Rodger Painter with the 
Alaska Shellfish Grower’s Association. As you know, we did include a fiscal note on this bill 
because we interpreted “suitable” to mean certified under the National Shellfish Sanitation 
Program (NSSP).
While the definition of “suitable" was not discussed in any of the testimony on the bill that I 
heard, Rodger did point out some very legitimate problems with certifying an area so early in the 
process. Therefore, I will be submitting a zero fiscal note on the committee substitute when it 
arrives in the Senate Finance Committee. Certification under the NSSP normally takes place 
shortly before commercial harvesting begins. Although the industry currently pays for a pan of 
the cost to certify growing areas and we would expect that to remain the case, there will be an 
increased cost to the department when certification of growing areas is required. However, from 
talking with Rodger, I believe those costs will be incurred after the time frame covered by the 
fiscal note form.
T hope our misunderstanding of the bill and the resultant fiscal note did not cause you any undue 
problems in moving this legislation, and please accept my sincere apologies if it did.

cc: Michele Brown, Commissioner

Sincerely.

Adair

Safe Food, Safe Water, Healthy Communities

mailto:Janice_Adair@envirconjtate.ak.u5
http://www.ftatc.ak.u5/dec/deh


W h y  C la m  F a rm in g ?

Alaska has enormous potential as a supplier of littleneck clams, often called steamer 
clams, to the seafood market. Past and current efforts to develop a commercial fishery 
on the abundant clam resources of Alaska have resulted in limited harvest caused by 
logistics and economic problems associated with managing the fishery. At present, only 
Kachemak Bay has a commercial harvest of littleneck clams, and because of depleted 
stocks, the fishery is limited to only 25,000 pounds annually.
The topic of clam farming in Alaska first appeared as an agenda item at the 1987 4:h 
Alaska Sea Grant Aquaculture Conference. With high worldwide consumer demand for 
steamer clams and short supply of littleneck clams for the Alaska seafood market, new 
and existing farms are eager to pursue clam farming.
In 1991, Alaska's original clam farmers were allowed to harvest clams only under 
commeicial fisheries regulations of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G). 
The first official clam farms were permitted in 1993. Expecting broader interest in clam 
farming a conference, titled Broadening Shellfish Farming Opportunities in Alaska, was 
sponsored in 1996 by the ADF&G, the Alaskan Shellfish Growers Association, and the 
University of Alaska Marine Advisory Program. The purpose of the conference was to 
begin development of a regulatory program for on-bottom aquaculture in Alaska. At the 
conference, ADF&G representatives issued a clear statement that the department did 
not have the resources to manage a commercial c1 .m fishery beyond that existing in 
Kachemak Bay and favored development of ch'.i farming.
By the end of 1997, three aquatic farmers have obtained tidelands leases to farm 
littleneck clams in southeastern Alaska. Their combined 1998 harvest was 35,014 
pounds of clams worth nearly 587,535.

W h a t  is  C la m  F a r m in g ?

Farming clams requires application of well established farming practices to an existing 
clam population that will increase the beach productivity and allow for a sustained 
harvest of the enhanced clam population. In Alaska, farming activities include:
1. Regular inventories of standing stock and determination of the size composition of 

the clams.
2. Optimizing growth and production of clams by controlling their density by harvest 

planning, redistribution of seed from overstocked parts of the bed, and/or planting 
hatchery produced clam seed.

3. Reducing clam mortality by appropriate use of predator exclusion netting.
4. Maintaining the beach free of major deposits of large debris and improving the 

substrate quality.
5. Harvesting clams to maximize their value and marketability.
6. Complying with the required Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 

water quality testing program, and marine toxin certification of farmed product.
Performance of these farming activities, is far beyond what is required of a commercial 
clrm harvester.

C l a m  F a r m i n g



W h a t  is  a c la m  f a rm ?  A  p ic to r ia l  t o u r

Clam fanning may require application of predator 
exclusion netting. In this picture, a trench has been 
dug to anchor the margins of the net.

Predator exclusion netting is rolled out over the 
prepared plot.

intended to exclude all predators. Crabs and starfish 
arc the farmers primary concern. Birds can feed 
through the netting

The farm plot after a few months. Predator netting 
is partially covered by sediment and algae growth.

Measured quantities of clam seed ready for 
planting the farm.

Planting clam seed over the netting. Clams arc 
smaller than the net mesh and will dig themselves 
in as the tide covers them.

In Alaska, clam harvesting is done by hand.



Impacts of clam farming
Environmental (Statements in parenthesis are editorial comments needed for clarification).
Mojica, R. and W.G. Nelson. 1993. Environmental effects of a hard clam (Mercenaria

mercenaria) aquaculture site in the Indian River Lagoon, Florida. Aquaculture.
Volume 113, page 326.
• "Measurements of water column nutrients and chlorophyll concentrations gave 

no indication of changes..."
• "sediment differences were not associated with significant changes in benthic 

dwelling organisms."
• "Differences in mobile macrofauna were minimal..." (between aquaculture and 

natural sites)
Spencer, B.E., M.J. Kaiser, and D.B. Edwards. 1997. Ecological effects of 
intertidal Manila clam cultivation: observations at the end of the cultivation phase. 
Journal of Applied Ecology. Number 34. Page 451.

“Our results suggest that the biotic and abiotic changes caused as a result 
of clam cultivation are relatively benign compared to other forms of marine 
cultivation..."

Kaiser, M.J., I. Laing, S.D. Utting, G.M. Burnell. 1998. Environmental impacts of 
bivalve mariculture. Journal of Shellfish Research. Volume 17. Number 1. Page 
63.

"...the benthic community within dredged plots was indistinguishable only 
3 montho after harvesting regardless of the scale of disturbance,..."

Brooks, K. 1996. Intensive clam culture and the environment. Proceedings of 
the conference: Broadening Alaska’s shellfish farming opportunities: A 
conference and workshops focusing on public issues involved with the 
development of on-bottom culture of indigenous shellfish. University of Alaska 
Marine Advisory Program. Anchorage, Alaska. Page 41.

"Of all the forms of aquaculture, intertidal shellfish culture is undoubtedly 
the most benign. If you minimize encroachment on eel grass beds and 
find effective methods of predator control, the several hundred pages of 
literature reviewed in preparing this talk suggest only positive 
environmental affects associated with either intensive clam or oyster 
culture."

Economic impacts

The current commercial harvest limit for littleneck clams in Kachemak Bay is
40.000 lbs. Local management has set the commercial harvest at 25,000 lbs 
having a market value at $2.50/lb or 562,500. Actual 1998 harvest was less than
20.000 lbs.

An aquatic farm can produce, with predator protection and seeding, about 10 
times the biomass of clams as a natural population. By any definition, this level 
of production increase would be considered enhancing the clam population of the 
beach.



Aquatic farming in can produce an estimated conservative production of 12 
harvestable clams per square foot per year. From a 10 acre plot, the annual 
harvest would be 435,000 lbs. worth approximately $1.1 million.

What is the market?
Homer

• Lands End during the summer buys 6,000 lbs and had indicated 
that they could sell more than 20,000 lbs if more clams were 
available.

• His Catch Seafood, Homer, Alaska indicated a sales potential of 
over 40,000 lbs. annually.

Anchorage
• Favco, Anchorage’s largest seafood wholesaler, estimates the 

Anchorage market demand for littleneck clams at over 
1,000,000 lbs. annually.

Western Region of U.S. (Aquaculture situation outlook, Western Regional
Aquaculture Center)

• "In 1997, it is estimated that over 5.^ million pounds of clams 
were produced at an estimate of over $13.7 million." Farmers 
are converting oyster production into clam farms, and by 2002 
production will increase to 7.7 million pounds

United States
• The long term trend (1988-1998) for clam landings showed an 

overall decrease, however, imports have increased.
Export market

• The long term trend of clam exports (1988-1998) have shown 
an increase of 196.16% from 661 metric tons to 1,958 metric 
tons.

• Recently, exports of clams have been somewhat variable 
depending on the economic circumstances in Asia. In 1998 
exports rose 8% while in first half of 1999, exports declined by 
15%. We do know, however, that water quality in Asia is a great 
concern, and shellfish grown in clean water will have an 
economic advantage.

Effect clam farming on other clam fisheries in Alaska

• There is no littleneck clam fishery outside of Kachemak Bay 
« The Kachemak Bay clam commercial fishery is very limited
• In a hearing before the Alaska Legislature: House Resources Standing 

Committee Mr. Kevin Duffy, acting deputy director of the ADF&G Division of 
Commercial Fisheries Management and Development was asked by 
Representative Harris.

Rep Harris: "Is there anything about this industry that has a negative effect
on any other seafood industries that it works around or that it's processed
around?"
Kevin Duffy: "The clear answer to that is no."
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W h e re  a re  th e  fa rm s  lo ca te d ?

Constraints to Aquatic Farming in Alaska
• Negative regulatory climate
• H igh coat of doing buanesa in rural Alaaka
• Lack of Infraatructure
• S lower growth rates than competitors
• Lack of Invettm ent capita l
■ Research np deve lopm ent ham pered by 

lack of g im en ta l support

Examples of ADF&G Regs
• Applicants m u it  Me a deve lopm ent p lan showing by 

quarter over a ten-year period the amount of seed 
planted, number of shellfish harvested, gear deployed 
and number of employee!.

• Farmers must demonstrate to ADF&G ‘Increases In 
productivity* over natural lev tla  before harvesting s 
crop Including natural recruitment.

• Standing stocks of netNe shellfish must bo horvested 
under common properly fisheries before a site la 
transferred to an aquatic farmer even if there ale no 
fisheries for the target species.

Where Alaska's Aquatic Farm Dollars Go?
(at a percentage of Qrota annual revenue)

Local Economy (Prince of WolttltMnd) 63%
Region (SoulhceU. Including POW) 74%
State Treasury (iceo iKi.iaxi.accniingi 3.6%

Alaska 96.6%

leu fd ftotd umwn J001 upencKsii mi Tmsii l*M» IhaM iCtP ffM r.m  »ysl*f an4 farm a rrmo H«l« ■

Economic Spin-offs of 
Shellfish Farms

•Sorvicos (fiwl. prvrarHf, aupptHa.u^MUsf. «w(b«»f4i ale.) 
•Shellfish Nurseries rtu.m n«l ereoenuiHan m«| 
•P ro c e o s ln g  | i i « , k M i n * . « i n t 4 u f i |

•Air Service |My farm fcacfchauU lfcs-w*#a)
•Revenue Sharing | f  ima pay fltnama •ualn«ii 7aa| 
•Employment (My ftitn •mptayi 4 an a y b a a l a )

Economic Impact
$20,000 gross revenues per acre for 

Alaska oyster and clam farms
(8a««d upon performance of 6*«cre • E. and 1*4<re 
Kachemak flay farm* over ■ five-year peitod]

At this rate, Alaska would require only 
5,000 acres of coastline to create a 

$100 million industry!
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Kachemak Shellfish Growers Cooperative

Cooperative provides- Sheitfish nursery for optimum air* and quality of teed for farmers.- Seounty for Panamian while abaantfrom the form.- Cooperative marketing aaauraa year around market for thoaa who need a flexible harveitacheduia.

Qutekcak Shellfish Hatchery
The nuts end bolts

H ilchtry (background)

• t.970ft’ cap«<«y

• CnyKcais
• lm»grM»d p4#nlw>fl
• H«« r«<N*r/• Storibvd eflW*#nt 

MTC r« it irch  c«rttr 
Nurtcry pood (foreground)

T X '„"'n UfC Cr>«Ŝ•«Kh HMcMry -—
iCfwi Opwrtiane l̂<«

' mic lk'

12

Algae Culture
Live algae needod to feod• Brood stock• Larvae• Seed

L a rva  Se tting
• larva placid in tfwvfcng 

tarka at -  0 }S rrm
• larva wl and davtlop lac 

adul form
• Ran ad w lardta Id M  nan
• Ramovad taetaaary

C om m erc ia l F isherm en  and Farm ing

16 Active farms In Kachemak Bay
12 farms operated by current or form commercial fishermen 
- 8 actfva

^ 2  B ro od s to c k
IC o cU ea 

Rock Scallop

Shellfish Larva 
Culture

• 16.000 liter larva tanka hold 
in exce ia  of 40 m illion larva

• Larva fed Irve cultured algae 
for three weeks

Stotlhh Urvsp* Y» mm
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Qutekcak Shellfish Hatchery
An Investment for the Alaskan Economy

S3 2 million facility 
Product* teed of oysters 
and indigenous ipecles 
EOD study 1993 primary 
goal Identified to control 
seed supply.
Five yaar bumpy startup 
exceptional for a hatchery 
Non-state investment over 
5 years of S1.4 million

^Seeding" a C lam Plot

• Bottom line: We need 
customers In the foim of 
permitted farms!

< Enhancement opportunltiea 
for depleted stocks

• Technology does not pay 
the bills.

• Supporting statutes and 
regulations 
-  s s -U uhs-mb

W hat the H a tche ry  N eeds to Succeed

wussef Shellfish Aquaculture

Percentage of Farmed Marine Fish 
Compared to the Commercial 

Fishery Hardest

1W0 1991 1997 1993 19M 1993 1M 1997 1999 1949Ptntn

A n  A q u a c u l t u r i s t  V i e w

Captured fisheries 
are at or near their 
maximum level 
Consumer demand 
will contnuo to 
inc/ease 
Aquaculture is 
required to make up 
the difference 
Aquaculture is the 
US fastest graving 
agnculturo sector «n o  <o o  v> °? * 2 S 8 SYe»n

Imports of Bivalve Shellfish Into 
the United States

1 vWrJ«*i

« • -M

J
1J

i  m - 1
3 3 ■ J

H —

\/Jl V/di i'S/J AUt

Total US production in 1995 SQ9 million

Farmed Shellfish as a Percentage of 
the Commercial Fishery Harvest

•XU

MX> 
19 X \  C0X\ ii»\
IJU.A)9X%XKX1*30%
3X\
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C o n n e c t ic u t

SCO m illon fermgele 
OOOjobi
52.vOO seres of 
oystor fsrmi 
Using th« Wsnderd 
mutlptef 1200 rrtion 
contribution 
Chsllenpes vnlh 
d u i u  In recent 
yeers
-  Proepeeu good for futirt
-  Dim production 

edded

W H * If*M ■ V « * h * H * R * I!» 1m
T>I meiUvt uptunng UB2-IM2 
w* i do* melnl/ to 5 4 .nflon 
Investment public fundi

W a s h in g to n

• Production has leveled
-  IKtfc room for tipin$cn
-  Conconlralion on 

thucfcvd oytUr m#«t
-  W*t* Qu*ify oonctmt 

irul r$±Kt rurlnQ tr«i«
-  Sciioniley of wk>
-  Frwr ofcihof* ir««i for 

gtovfaQ Ngh valued 
hatfahell oytttrv

Water Quality

Yeer
AJeske h it  2cro (0) acres of restricted tne»fnh grovnng oicos

Florida Clam Farming
SUlew ldo In 1990 
1.440 acres of farms 
SO rrurserie*
300 growers

Cedar Key Florida 
50 m*on clems 
Attract fermtr tit an 
130.000 annuall/ I 

• 17 5 meson ennusfy • 
10 Ihe local econonr/1 <:

Partnerships Thai Work
SlJII ofFionda

Aouacuture
Industry

Florida C lam  Productksn

Unrversey 
ol Florida

iw iws <tn tin in ’iu na an
Itm

British Columbia
British Columbia's Shollfish Farming Inrtiatlvo

Goal
S100 Million Dollar Industry 

By 2006

Shellfish Quality, Marketing, and 
Safety Program

USOA2CREES or art ' Alaskan Shellfish OueWy. 
Safety, end Markcls'
-  1132712 ovti hvd years

Support of elernalive PSP Idling resesrch
-  In-ktnd semping tor ASTF projects 
.  Conftnncti In 1004.1>00.2001
-  Currirt Sea Orert project 145.000 over t«o yeari
-  ASTFhmdedmerkelingproorein

BS3^V

Significant Developments ii '^ska
Oyster Broodslock Nursery producu.

P.igc 4

What Alaska Has to Offer

• Impressive biological advances
• Alaska's pristine environment
• Wo have tidelands available
• Expertise is growing
• Reputation for exceptional quality and safety
• University with fisheries and oceanography
• Consumer demand far greater than supply



What Alaskan Shellfish 
Farming Needs

• Regulatory f«lwif wrth permit application and 
review
-  ShHNtoh firmng rt c*k$«n< me of lidcfcndi
-  SWrtihiqujculur# it tnvironm«nlily r«»pon«&«
-  P o a n d  rtgUalioni mmt bo drrttopad that

• ru*jc«c«*t<i
• CW*y r*yU4—<u• Moary im tfipactiion
• h w i i  •fActortcy

• D«v*lop p»ftn«rthlp4
-  Uiwersey of Alaska • Research
-  Invtslmere capUl lhal comet weh regUalory reform
-  Cooperative rtgulelory tgencief
-  Support of Alasun economc Intersil!

Summary O f Current and 
Future Initiatives
Funded ($425,000)

• Novemper 2001- Conference (Enveonmenlal effects oT orvhodem 
epueccT .  .) (ADFSQ. RAC. SEA GRANT, MAP, ASGAj

• 2000-01-lllleneck ciemctiltee IWid research (A3TF)
• 2000-02- Enveonmereel codtt of preciKt (Aleski Coneerveoon 

Foundation)
• 2002-04- Scalop culurt Raidreeairch(See Gnrt)
• 2002-04- Cockla cvlurt reeeerph (SBIR)
• 2001-2004- Pnnce of Welae leiand ecuecukure development 

proprim (CES. PRF. See GnnC)
■ 2OO2-0JSheilBehmeriieSinge(ud/USOA/CREES

Proposed (S260.000)
• 2002* • Unrvertky of Ale ike Ineiative
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A n a ly s is  o f  A D F & G  F is c a l N o te s  f o r  C S H B 2 0 8

On-site InvestigationsThe fiscal notes for Com Fish and Habitat both assume that the agencies will conduct on-site investigations. ADF&G rarely conducts on-site investigations of mariculture sites during the regular application process. Applicants are expected to provide enough information to evaluate the sites.The Alaskan Shellfish Growers Association (ASGA) and the UA's Marine Advisory Program already is assessing potential sites on Prince of Wales Island, and industry plans to survey areas in Prince William Sound this summer if the lease program is authorized. ASGA also plans to work closely with DNR to identify previously permitted sites and other areas where environmental and oceanographic data already has been collected. The University also is actively researching sources of environmental data that can be utilized in the process.
Some Questions for ADF&G> Why is this process so different than scheduled openings?> Won't industry and communities nominating sites be asked to provide site-specitic information?> Sixty of the 90 sites are for suspended culture operations. Has ADF&G ever visited proposed suspended culture sites in the past?> What is the daily cost of an ADFG vessel?
Laboratory TestsThe Com Fish note includes laboratory costs for conducting water quality and PSP tests of sites. DEC zeroed out its fiscal note because the testing isn't necessary for the lease sale. Why is ADF&G proposing to conduct these same tests?
TimelinesDNR plans to initiate the legislation by hiring new personnel, a process expected to take three months. The next step would be to solicit nominations for the 90 sites, a process expected to take another three months. Consequently, FY2003 will be half gone before candidate sites will be identified. Yet, Habitat's note funds a Habitat Biologist III for all ofFY2003.
Is ADF&G Guaranteeing a Permit will be Issued?Critical in examining ADF&G's fiscal notes is the determination of whether the agency is prepared to automatically issue operating permits to all successful bidders. Or, will the agency reserve the right to reject applications and require case-by-case determinations through the coastal zone management process? DNR is prepared to issue leases immediately upon accepting a successful bid, but ADF&G is not prepared to follow suit. If this is the case, ADF&G's notes should support a review process that is designed to simply screen the sites for potential conflicts and environmental problems. Under this scenario, funds for on-site surveys, travel and personnel costs should be reduced signific intly.
Recommended Funding Levels

Comm Fish   Habitat
Operating Expenditures FY 2003 FY 2004 Operating Expenditures FY 2003 FY 2004

Personal Services 20 20 Personal Services 33 0
Travel 5 2 Travel 2.5 0

Contractual 0 0 Contractual 0 0
Subtotal 25 22 Subtotal 35.5 0

TO T A LS  60.5 22




